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As Blair invites grovelling union chiefs back to No.10,
and TUC talks of common interest with employers ...

MUST

| =
@ When social
democracy

THIS YEAR’s Trade Union Congress in Brighton has
seen the leaders of our biggest unions on their knees — not
only to to Tony Blair’s right wing government but also to
the employers.

TUC General Secretary John Monks summed up the
logic of the new ideology of “partnership” between unions
and management which has done so much damage to the
unions under Tony Blair.

The man who has presided over the loss of millions of
members from the trade unions in recent year-has now
concluded that it is because union representatives are not
sufficiently acceptable to the employers. “We must find
new representatives who are respected, both by fellow

¢

Molly Cooper

Union leaders may not like to admit 1t, but the interests of their members often clash with those of the employers

workers and managers, rather than individuals who are
personally disaffected. Unions are never strong when their
representatives are drawn from the disaffected.”

Taking lessons from John Monks on organising unions —
which he has never done - is like taking lessons in navi-
gation from the capitain of the Titanic. Like Blair, Monks
clearly knows nothing and cares less about the history of
the labour movement, which has been built over two cen-
turies of struggle precisely by the “disaffected” — as a
means of fighting the employers who exploit them.

It was these combative unions which secured the living
standards, the welfare state and the democratic rights
which were taken for granted until Thatcher and now

@ TUC report

tur

Blair began to dismantle them.

20 years of grovelling and defeatist leadership from over-
paid national bureaucrats has shown us that the less “dis-
affected” and the more privileged and insulated the union
leaders become, the less they are willing to fight for their
members.

Unions which follow Blair’s and Monks’ advice and set
out now to embrace the bosses in a “partnership” which
involves no-strike deals and a stifling of shop floor strug-
gle will have nothing to offer young workers, and will con-
tinue to haemorrhage membership. Only by fighting to

. regain their lost rights, and for the interests of their mem-

bers can the unions revive their fortunes.
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ogus “legal”

threats fuel
NISON
witch hunt

Fred Leplat, Campaign
for a Fighting and
Democratic UNISON

ATTACKS against the internal
union democracy of UNISON are

" being stepped up.

There is clear conference policy
on the right of branches.to cam-
paign and to get together to influ-
ence union policy. But the
national officers of the union are
determined to “interpret” confer-
ence policy so as to totally under-
mine it.

The latest example of this is a
circular from the general secre-
tary Rodney Bickerstaffe issued
at the beginning of August
instructing branches not to sup-
port the lobby of the Labour
Party conference on the 26
September with branch funds or
resources (including branch ban-
ners).

The lobby has been called in

support of the following
demands: ’

@ Restore the link - decent
pensions

@ Welfare not warfare

@ £5 an hour - tax the rich

@ End privatisation and
PF1/PPP

@ Scrap the Asylum & Immi-
gration Act

@ 35 hour week — no loss of pay

@ Full union rights.

The first five demands are
national UNISON policy, the
sixth is UNISON national local

to have
fought too

government service group policy,
and the last one is Greater Lon-
don UNISON Region policy.

The circular from Bickerstaffe
claims  “independent legal
advice” has been obtained decal-
ring that the expenditure of funds
to back the lobby would be both a
breach of the union’s rules and of
the Trade Union and Labour
Relations Act 1992.

No advice

Yet no copy of the legal advice
has yet been seen. It has been
admitted to a member of the NEC
that there is no specific advice on
this particular event, but that the
union has now collected enough
legal opinions in other circum-
stances to be able to make a
judgement on this year’s lobby!

The circular goes on to state
that to fund people attending the
lobby would also be in breach of
the Certification Officer’s two
recent rulings against UNISON
concerning “payments to politi-
cal parties”.

Yet when contacted by a branch
secretary, the Certification Offi-
cer confirmed that there had been
no complaints received about
past lobbies of the Labour confer-
ence, that no rulings had been
issued in relation to such lobbies,
and that there is no opinion of
the certification Officer which
prevents branches from support-
ing the lobby.

Spurious and non-existent legal

Birmingham
branch seems

hard for jobs |
and services

Stalingard O'Neilt

opinion is being quoted in order
to undermine a legitimate cam-
paigning activity — only because
it has been initiated by the SWP
and supported by the left in the
labour movement.

Indeed, the general secretary’s
circular admits “wider publicity
makes it clear that this lobby has
been called by the SWP”. It is
ironic that after issuing his circu-
lar, Bickerstaffe was quoted at the.
TUC this week as welcoming
Blair’s offer to put pressure on
the government and claiming
UNISON would do just that on
the minimum wage and pen-
sions!

Unfortunately, the threat of dis-
ciplinary action against individu-
als and branches is real. The
Bolton branch suddenly had its
accounts frozen after protesting
against the circular, although
agreeing to abide by the instruc-
tion.

Suspended

Branches such as Birmingham
and Sheffield remain suspended
only because of allegations, as yet
not substantiated, against indi-
vidual branch officers who are on
the left.

In the case of the Birmingham
branch, a clear commitment had
been made at UNISON’s confer-
ence in June that the suspension
would be rescinded without

’

Race to replace Bickerstaffe

Fred Leplat

Having been General Secretary of
UNISON since its formation five
years ago, Rodney Bickerstaffe is
standing down. No reasons have
yet been given for his resignation.
He will continue in office until the
next annual conference in june..
Although strong on rhetoric
againist poverty, Bickerstaffe has
always steered the union away
from taking action
against government
attacks and left
branches to fight on
their own, isolated.
Even on a popular issue
such as the minimum
wage, he plotted, with-
out success, to stop the
1998 conference from

tance froo the 3lair government
have .0t ! arious. There are
no national cainpaigns, and UNI-
SON’s opposition to the Euro col-
lapsed at the TUC when the
delegation flouted conference pol-
icy and abstained on an AEEU

Exit: Bickerstaffe
agreeing to call a demonstration.
Despite calling it in Newcastle,
15,000 UNISON members and
other trade unionists eventually
joined the march.

His attempts at keeping a dis-

motion calling on the Labour gov-
ernment to join as soon as possi-
ble. His period in office will be
remembered for opening a witch-
hunt on the left on a scale not
seen recently in the labour move-
ment. ’

Nominations will open in Octo-
ber and voting will take place early
in 2000. So far, Dave Prentice,
current Deputy General Secretary,
has declared he will stand.
He appears to be the
bureaucracy'’s favourite can-
didate, and also immediately
picked up support from the
Morning Star who claimed
that he is not as bad as Bick-
erstaffe. A regional officer
from Yorkshire & Humber-
side, and SLP supporter has
declared her intention to
stand. Malkiat Bilku, leader of the
Hillingdon hospital strikers, is also
throwing her hat into the ring.

The two best placed candidates
on the left are Roger Bannister
and Geoff Martin.

Bannister is an NEC member,
and a supporter of the CFDU (the
left caucus) and of the Socialist
Party. When he stood against Bick-
erstaffe in 1994, he obtained a
very creditable 20% of the vote,

while the SWP candidate got
4.5%. Geoff Martin is currently
London Region Convenor, writes
regularly for Labour Left Briefing,
and has spoken out loudly against
the current witch-hunt.

Given the political situation in the
union, Geoff Martin would be the
best candidate for the left as he
would gather votes from a much
wider spectrum of opinion in the
union than Bannister could. Even
the SWP has stated that it would
not oppose Geoff should he stand.

However, the election campaign
for any left candidate must be
used to prepare the ground for a
left in the union that is broader
than the CFDU currently is. Such
a broad left would be necessary to
ensure any victorious left wing
candidate would be accountable to
their supporters.

A left general secretary would

. also need the support of a strong

broad left to face up to what
would be a hostile Millbank-con-
trolled. bureaucracy and the right
wing NEC.

But this election campaign could
also set a precedent — if the SWR,
CFDU and others on the left man-
age to agree at least to co-operate
when standing for NEC elections. .

delay. In Sheffield, the branch
remains suspended despite audi-
tors giving the books a clean biil
of health.

The right of branches to get
together to protest at such attacks
on democracy, or to influence
union policy in other matters, is
also being attacked.

The 1998 conference clearly

allowed branches the right to -

hold conferences with other
branches. Yet this will probably
be restricted by the NEC if it
agrees in October a recommenda-
tion that such conferences could
only be held with the approval of
the relevant region or service

Solidarity -

needed
now!

George Brown

IN A WEEK when the TUC deep-
ened its drive to get into bed with
the bosses, the launch of a new

magazine dedicated to the building

of opposition to “social partner-
ship” must be welcomed.

Solidarity aims to become an
arena for discussion on how to
build 2 movement to challenge the
domination of our unions by
bureaucrats who care little for
“their” members.

British union news aside, where
Solidarity scores is in its coverage
of international developments
rarely picked up by the bourgeois
media. The pilot issue contains in-
depth articles looking at develop-
ments in Canada and Australia.

In a wave of unlawful strikes
across Canada nurses have been
fighting for decent pay and condi-
tions and for better quality of
patient care. When the govern-
ment pushed through legislation
to order nurses back to work
mass meetings decided over-
whelmingly to defy court injunc-
tions and continue their action.

A back-to-work deal recom-
mended by union leaders was
thrown out 3-1, but then signed
and sealed by the leadership. Rank
and file members are now organ-
ising to call their union leaders to
account.

In Australia the membership of
the Maritime Union is organising
to learn the lessons of the Patrick
dockers strike and the sell-out
there. A new MUA Rank & File
group has come forward to chal-
lenge the existing Ieadersh|p of
the union.

As one of the Rank & File
activists puts it, “Our movement is
about giving MUA members back

group.

Union democracy is not a lux-
ury. It is essential to ensure that
members and branches make offi-
cials are accountable and develop
union policy as necessary.

If the rights on internal democ-
racy are curtailed, then the
agenda of the union will be set by
unelected officials such as
regional secretaries, and the nar-
row circle in the “Presidential
Team”. The national conference
will then really be a “show-case”
as the Bickerstaffe wishes, and
not a democratic forum of debate
and decision-making by elected
branch delegates.

some control over
their union. Our growth reflects
the disillusionment and discontent
over the loss of conditions that
have taken 100 years of struggle
to win.”.

If Solidarity is to play its part in
the parallel process in Britain it
needs now to become a forum for
debate and discussion for the
organised left in our unions.
Future issues need to take up in
depth the debates under way - on
what relation unions should have
with the Labour Party, on what
sort of rank and file movement is
needed, on how we rebuild a
trade union movement that actu-
ally fights for the interests of the
working class as a whole.

Solidarity needs to become an
organiser - which can help build
opposition to privatisation, which
fights for repeal of all the anti-
union laws and which builds gen-
uine solidarity in action at home
and internationally.

The pilot edition is a good move
in the right direction. Now it is up
to us all to make it a success .

@ Get your union branch or
trades council to sponsor Solidarity
and order bulk copies for distribu-
tion to shop stewards - contact M
Wicks, 333 Welcombe Avenue
Park North, Swindon SN3 2PF or
email martin.wicks@btinternet.com
@ More details on the Solidarity
website -
www.solidarity.zetnet.co.uk
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Timorese trade unionists
march for independence in
Dili in August, before the
militias were unleashed

hypocrites

§ we go to press an

Australian led, multi-

national “peace keep-

ing” force is poised to

go into East Timor
under the authority of a unani-
mous vote of the Security Coun-
cil. But it was precisely the
actions of the UN which created
the current barbarism in East
Timor.

The referendum on indepen-
dence, under which the East Tim-
orese people exercised their right
of self-determination in such a
decisive way, was organised and
administered by the UN - with
no provision to ensure the safety
of the voters afterwards ,or the
implementation of the outcome if
it went for independence.

The referendum itself was a vic- .

tory won directly out of the mag-
nificent but unfinished
revolution which toppled the
bloodthirsty regime of Suharto in
May last year.

It was one of the concessions
Suharto’s appointed successor, B]
Habibie, had to make in order to
try to stabilise the political situa-
tion after the uprising. But it was
a concession which was openly
opposed by the high command of
the Indonesian army and by the
bulk of the Indonesian bour-
geoisie. .

It was thus completely pre-
dictable that if the vote went for
independence (as it was always
going to), the Indonesian army, or
forces controlled by it, would
intervene to smash up the pro-
cess, reverse it, and seek to- keep
East Timor as a part of Indonesia.

Not only that. The agreed
framework for the referendum,
negotiated by the UN, even had a
provision for the result to be rati-
fied by the Indonesian Parlia-
ment! What has it got to do with
them, it might be asked? Yet this
clause could now be the means by
which the vote for an indepen-
dent East Timor is set aside.

It is absolutely clear that
detailed plans were laid by the
Indonesian army high command
how to respond to a vote for inde-
pendence long before the referen-
dum took place.

On the announcement of the
results the death squads would be
released, people would be slaugh-
tered and terrorised. The bulk of
the population, who voted for
independence, would be driven
out of the country, most of them
into West Timor.

Thousands of other people,
opposed to the independence of
East Timor, would then be
shipped in to replace them, com-
pletely altering the political geog-
raphy of the country. The

won’t free
East Timor

Indonesian Parliament would
then refuse to ratify the referen-
dum result, and that would be the
end of it.

The notion that the UN had no
idea that such a situation might
arise is just nqt credible — not
least since a campaign of intimi-
dation had been taking place by
the terror gangs for months prior
to the referendum vote.

Once again, so soon after the
Balkans conflict, it is necessary to
point out that the UN is not an
independent agency dedicated to
defending the weak against the
strong. It is an agency of imperi-
alism, most importantly US
imperialism, and can only act
with its agreement.

While UN forces may in the

EDITORIAL

short term ease or halt the slaugh-
ter being carried out by the mili-
tias, we can have no confidence
that they will achieve any lasting
solution in the interests of the
East Timorese people.

On the contrary, the UN mili-
tary presence will also serve to
obstruct and prevent the neces-
sary arming of the Timorese lib-
eration forces, which is essential
if they are to be able to defend
themselves without external assi-
tance.

Only with arms in their own
hands can the people of East
Timor ensure that they achieve
the independence they voted for
so overwhelmingly in the referen-
dum.

At the end of the day it is the
agenda of imperialism which
determines the actions of the UN
and the actions carried out under
its name. That agenda is to estab-
lish the necessary geo-political
and military framework which
will allow US global economic
ambitions the best conditions to
succeed.

In fact both the massive turn-
out in the referendum and the
huge vote for independence were
not only remarkable -but unbe-
lievably courageous. People were
not prepared to give up their vote
even under the threat of violence.

This was partly because many
thought they were safe with the
referendum being conducted by
the UN #nd partly because of the
strength of feeling on the issue.
The lesson once again is that the
UN cannot be relied upon to pro-
tect national rights or anything
else.

he East Timorese peo-

ple are being

butchered by death

squads who have been

armed and trained by
those same Western regimes who
now weep crocodile tears at the
butchery. :

The Habibie regime continues
the brutal policies of Suharto
whose regime was established in
the anti-Communist bloodshed
of 1965 in which an estimated one
million people were slaughtered.

This was also the regime which
carried out the brutal invasion of
East Timor in 1975, when an esti-
mated 200,000 people were killed
out of a population of 600,000.
This makes the East Timorese
one of the most persecuted peo-
ples in modern times.

During this whole time the
western powers have not wavered
in their support for a regime
which has guaranteed their inter-
ests in the region. Australia, now
vocal in its denunciation of the
brutality taking place, routinely
collaborated with the Suharto
regime after the Indonesian inva-
sion, whilst carving up the coun-
try’s resources. Australia was one
of very few to formally recognise
Indonesian authority over East
Timor.

ritain has supplied the
small arms, armoured
cars and aircraft used
to suppress the people
of east Timor (at the
British taxpayers’ expense) and
the colonised regions of Aceh,
western New Guinea (Irian Jaya),
and north Borneo as well as the
masses in central Indonesia.
Indonesian Government
promises to use these weapons
only for the defence have been
cynical and transparent lies.

Britain has been prepared to
turn a blind eye in order main-
tain markets. In fact, scan-
dalously, British arms sales to
Indonesia have increased sharply
since new Labour were elected
and Robin Cook announced the
“ethical dimension” to his for-
eign policy.

No one knows at the present
time how many people have been
slaughtered in East Timor. The
figure of 20,000 has been men-
tioned, but it could be much
higher and it is still going up.

Apparently 200,000 people (a
quarter of the population) have
been transported into West
Timor into camps controlled by
the death squads. They are being
threatened an intimidated under
the eyes of the Indonesia army.

Another 150,000 people are said
to be starving in the mountaizs

R

the death squads. The towns and
villages are being systematically
torched, and it is hard to see what
will be left by the time a UN-
sponsored force arrives.

And the UN force which is
poised to go in is to collaborate
with the same Indonesian army
which has perpetrated the crimes
they are there to stop!

Although some are withdraw-
ing, the elite forces, most respon-
sible for the atrocities are
remaining. Yet the Indonesian
army and the Indonesian state
has no right at all in East Timor.

They had no right there even
before the referendum, when
even according to UN resolutions
East Timor was regarded as
being under illegal occupation by
Indonesia. They have even less
right now and should be forced to
leave immediately.

The Australian government has
been keen to put its own forces in
command of the UN force which
is going in. It wants to ensure its
own interests in the region if the
Indonesian forces are forced out.
It has already signed a treaty with
the Indonesian government
dividing oil deposits in the Timor
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inside east Timor — pursued by Gap, which lays between East

e Posthus 53250. 1007 RG Amsterdam, The Netherlands Teb

Timor and Australia.

hether the inter-
vention of the
UN force will
bring an end to
the massacres
only time will tell. It is hard not
to sceptical.

To a great extent the work of the
death squads in killing and dis-
persing the population has
already been done: their aim will
be to ensure that this is not
reversed enough to allow the
implementation of the referen-
dum result.

It is even less clear whether the
UN will be able or prepared to
ensure that the decision of the
referendum is implemented. If
they are not, as the people of
Kosova and Kurdistan can testify,
an international protectorate is
no substitute for a genuine inde-
pendent state.

B Stop the genocide: Indone-
sian forces out of east Timor now!

Il Arm the liberation forces

B Immediate recognition of
East Timor as an independent
state

B Stop all arms sales to Indone-
sia.

31 20
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4 SOCIALINST OUTLOOK

As union leaders take their partners for collaboration waltz

TUC swings even further right

Alan Davies

THIS YEAR’S TUC conference
must rank as the most right-wing
of modern times. It marked a new
stage in the domination of the pol-
itics of new Labour over the
unions. This was summed up in
Blair’s speech to Congress both in
its tone as well as its content.

Talk about breaking the link
between the unions and the Labour
Party, the Prisuc Minister told dele-
gates, can now be put to one side,
since the TUC have now shown
themselves to be utterly committed
to the idea of social partnership and
the agenda of new Labour.

Since social partnership is the
form new Labour politics take at
the industrial level, the link no
longer poses any threat to Blair.
“You are now welcome back into
number 10”, he told union leaders.
But as a further reminder of ihe
change from the old days he
stressed they would get “not beer
and sandwiches but just tea”.

This - marks a big defeat for any
kind of militant, class based, trade
unionism and a victory for the most
pernicious form of class collabora-
tion to grip the trade unions since
the break with Liberalism at the
turn of the century.

When Blair told the TUC confer-
ence that new Labour has its “third
way” and the unions have theirs, he
was again talking of partnership
with the employers.

Extreme

The most extreme form of part-
nership, however, was not proposed
by Blair at the conference -
although it was taken up by him.
That was the proposal by (Sir) Ken
Jackson of the AEEU that the TUC
should disband its own annual con-
ference in favour of a biannual con-
ference — to be organised jointly
with the CBI! This takes the breath
away.

But nevertheless the idea should
not be dismissed as the ravings of
an ultra right-winger — though he
1s. Jackson is also the leader of the
second biggest union in the TUC
and one which is in merger negoti-
ations with the MSE

Blair took it a stage further and
proposed that it be a tripartite con-
ference with the government!

None of this of course is on the

Ken Cameron (left) raised idea of breaking from Labour, but John Edmonds threw his weight behind Blair and the Euro

cards as things stand. But from the
logic of social partnership is it
excluded in the longer term? If the
unions are to subordinate them-
selves to the employers’ interests at
the level of the work-place, why not
at national level too? That is clearly
how Jackson sees it.

What was noticeable at the TUC
was that not a single heavyweight
union leader was prepared to speak
out against the concept of social
partnership. Many of them are
themselves up to their eyes in nego-
tiating partnership agreements,
involving no-strike deals and
clauses tying the unions to the
interests of the employers.

Many employers, in any case, are
looking to such deals to offset the
possibility ‘of extended union
recognition under new Labour’s
Employment Relations Act.

If they are going to have to recog-
nise unions, the employers would
rather do so in a deal which invives
the union committing itself to
“partnership”.

Examples of this are Unilever,
Barclay’s Bank, Tesco, Littlewoods
and the Legal and General. They
listen with interest — and no doubt
a smug grin of triumph — when
John Monks tells them that “the
days of ‘them and us’ and industrial
confrontation are over”.

Unfortunately, however, it was
not just a deepening of social part-
nership which marked out this
Congress as so right-wing. On the
European Union and EMU confer-
enice rejected the new Labour line
of “wait until the conditions are
right” ... but voted instead for a
policy well to the right of the gov-
ernment’s, calling for Britain to get
into EMU as fast as possible.

The Kkey to this was the refusal of
the major unions with policies to
one degree or another against EMU
to argue and vote for their position.

Bill Morris suddenly reinter-
preted current TGWU opposition
to EMU as meaning “we should not

go in until the economic conditions

are right”.

The most spectacular collapse was
UNISON, which despite a clear
conference policy against early
entry to EMU decided to abstain in
the vote. If UNISON had argued
and voted against it the motion
could have been defeated.

TUC leaders have long been pre-
pared to lead the pack in signing up
to a job-cutting welfare-destroying
scheme in order to pursue their
vision of the European social
model. Now they can claim a
Congress mandate for their posi-
tion.

Yet the European social model is

evaporating even as they clamour

to join it. Maybe they haven’t.

noticed the Thatcherite agenda
being driven though by Social
democratic parties who are in gov-
ernment in 13 of the 15 EU coun-
tries?

There was a limited TUC back-
lash against this right-wing agenda,
at least at the level of the relation-
ship between new Labour and the
unions. :

Fire Brigade Union leader Ken
Cameron ruffled a few feathers
when he openly proposed, at the
Tribune rally, the breaking of the
link between Labour and the

unions.
Allies

Referring to new Labour’s pre-
dominant relationship with the
employers, he argued that “the
Labour Party no longer sees us as
their natural allies and we can no
longer rely on them to be our natu-
ral allies”.

The trade unions contribute £6m
a year to Labour’s funds, a third of
its entire income. “Why should we
keep on signing cheques to a party
which no longer represents us?”
Cameron argued. “Why don’t we
give it to organisations and candi-
dates who promote our interests”?

Of course the other general secre-
taries scoffed at his remarks. But

this is an issue which won’t go way
— the logic of it is too strong. This
debate is happening in a number of
unions — at least at the level of giv-
ing some political fund money to
organisations or candidates which
support the aims of the union.

At the present stage socialists
should not support the disaffilia-
tion of unions from the Labour
Party — but demand that union rep-
resentatives fight in Labour Party
bodies for their union’s policies.

In the absence of a serious alter-
native party, disaffiliation would
not progress the struggle. Any
remaining union influence inside
the party would be lost (even if this
is rapidly diminishing) without an
alternative being presented.

Cameron himself was reduced to
proposing that money should
(maybe) be given to the Liberal
Democrats under some conditions
or Friends of the Earth!

This illustrates the problem. It
once again shows, however, that the
issue of labour representation, and
a new party of the working class to
the left of Labour in Britain, is
posed at least in the medium term.
The left has a big job to do.

But the left also has a big job to do
in the unions themselves. Whilst it
is true that ideas like the social
partnership have less impact at the
base of the unions than at the top ~
sometimes to the extent of the deals
being rejected by the membership
against the recommendations of the
leadership - there is not an active
opposition to it. This is a major
problem.

Even the left in the unions have
not grasped the significance of the
ideology of social partnership. It is
hardly ever mentioned in most of
the left press or the propaganda of
the trade union lefts.

The average age of trade union
members is now over 40. There is
an absolute crisis of the recruit-
ment of young people, yet the
answer to this from Monks at the
TUC was that the name of the TUC
should--be changed to “Unions
United” since the current name is
too complicated ior young people
to grasp!

There is a crisis in the unions -
and a challenge for the left. It is
time for the left to take it up in a
serious way.

CWU -

THE COMMUNICATION Work-
ers Union Broad Left (BL) has
voted by a 23-19 margin to back
Jeannie Drake the current Clerical
Deputy General Secretary for the
post of Telecom Deputy General
Secretary in the forthcoming union
election.

This move, backed by a majority
of BL NEC members, represents a
significant shift to the right by the
BL. Drake is an able soft left
bureaucrat, who leads the union
negotiating team on major issues
of pay and conditions with BT.

She has played a leading role in
the last two rounds of pay negoti-
ations which have seen BT staff
pay stagnate, the introduction of
profit-related pay which opens the
way for performance-related pay,
and agreement with the creation
of a new low paid engineering

Broad

grade at £10k per year.

Drake’s supporters argue that
she “is the only candidate capable
of uniting the Telecom Con-
stituency of the CWU.” The Tele-
com Consituency consists of the
BL-dominated Engineering and
the right-wing controlled Clerical
Constituency.

It rapidly became apparent that
there was no openly agreed policy
basis for this “unity”. :

NEC member Bernard Roome,
in seconding the nomination,
pointed out her negotiating abili-
ties, but that sometimes you didn’t
know,who she was negotiating for!

Roome is a Socialist Party mem-
ber. Steve Bell went further,
openly admitting that she was a
Blairite!

Arguments were advanced that
no prominent BL supporter on the

Left backs a Blairite!

National Executive was willing to
stand, that the BL had to be seen
to win something after recent
defeats in the General and Deputy
General Secretary elections.

Opponents argued that the fail-
ure of any leading BL supporter to
put their heads above the electoral
parapet was a problem in itself,
that the certainty of victory should
never be a criterion for presenting
a candidate. Hitherto it has been
BL policy only to support BL
members in union elections.

Drake’s supporters argued that
the BL would gain ‘prestige’ and
standing from a Drake victory.
Opponents pointed out that by the
same token the BL would have to
take the rap for Drake’s future
actions, even though she has no
allegiance to the BL and its poli-
cies.

The 23-19 vote means that the
majority of non-NEC BL members
present opposed the proposal.

Far from uniting the Telecom Con-
sitituency, many traditional BL sup-
porting branches particularly will
refuse to endorse her.

The reality is that this represents
a shift to the right on the part of
the BL leadership and in no way
represents a movement to the left
on Drake’s part. It also represents
a failure of strategy and nerve.

While the BL has now become
totally dominant in the engineering
constituency it has failed to break
out into the clerical and above all
into the postal (ex UCW) con-
stituency.

Derek Hodgson’s victory as Gen-
eral Secretary last year, his subse-
quent moves to place his ex UCW
cronies in key positions, and the

witchhunting of BL NEC member
Maria Exall for assisting efforts to
organise the postal left has per-
suaded the BL majority to give up
even trying to build a union-wide
left.

It must also be remembered that
Drake’s negotiating “achieve-
ments” listed above were all
actively supported by the BL Tele-
com majority. .

The CWU Broad Left, one of the
most electorally successful of the
“new” Broad Lefts which came
into existence at the end of the
1970s in the old Post Office Engi-
neering Union, has now reached
an impasse.

It is time for socialists within and
outside the BL to meet to consider
how to take the fight against social
partnership forward within the
union.
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When even Labour’s
right wing was left

AS WE FACE this year's annual
conference of the Labour-Party,
the third since the current gov-
ernment was elected with an
overwhelming Labour majority, it
is a useful exercise to look back
at the May 1945 conference that
discussed the programme for the
general election, in which Labour
was to win a landslide victory.

The overwhelming impression
from reading the report of that
conference is that the delegates
largely reflected the views of the
working class. Workers in the
mines and factories; workers still
in the armed forces, were
demanding change.

The Railway Engineers and Fire-
men’s union argued: “Let us
make up our minds now that vic-
tory will only come when our
people fight for a socialist pro--
gramme to give all workers a full
life”.

Other contributions to the dis-
cussion echoed this. Delegates
were unhappy that the National
Executive’s proposals, while pay-
ing lip service to socialism, were
not specific about what this
meant.

An amendment made it clear
that the programme would
include the transfer to public
ownership of the land, large scale
building, heavy industry, and all
"} forms of banking, transport, fuel
and power. It-also called for -
“immediate legislation to ensure -
that the national assets, services
and industries are
democratically con-
trolled and operated in
the national interest,
with workers engaged
therein and of con-
sumers”.

Even Arthur Deakin,
the right wing witch-

hunter who succeeded Aflee: no lef"e

Ernest Bevin as general secretary
of the TGWU,; was caught up in
the euphoric mood. He called for

the direct participation of aN the. -

workers
 through the
Fmedium. of -
representation
by the Trade
Unions ... at all
levels.

Several dele-
gates stressed
the need to
bring the man-
ufacture of
armaments
under public
-ownership and
control. | C
Clokey (AEU), said: “We have all
paid tribute, in many ways, to the
slogan, “Workers of the World
Unite, you have only your chains
to lose”, the slogan which has
been used to greater effect is
“Armament makers of the world

- tions compel a humanitarian atti-

- than Stalin’s.

1

unite, you have (only) your prof-
its to lose.”
* The future Labour Prime Minis-
ter, James Callaghan, also voiced
his concern that the issue of pub-
lic ownership was not included in
the National Executive's report,
“unless the Labour Party is
returned to power to bring in a
planned system, a planned econ-
omy and public ownership, they
(the returning armed forces), will
come back to unemployment”.
Internationalism also featured in
the discussion, particularly in the
contributions from Dennis
Healey and H Short (Eton and
Slough DLP), who said “The
struggle internationally is an inter-
national one...” and then he went
on to quote from an interview in
Pravda by Mikoyan, a veteran and
loyal Stalinist from the Soviet -
leadership. Mikoyan spoke of the
terrible conditions he had wit- .
nessed in Berlin at the end of the
war and then went on to say ....
“Our moral standards and tradi-

tude towards the peaceful
inhabitants of a conquered peo-
ple”.

Stalin must have forgotten to
instruct his troops on these lines
when they entered Berlin. These
sentiments were much more in
line with Trotsky’s Red Army

There can be no doubt that it
was the general mood expressed
at this 1945 conference, reflect-
ing that of the working
class, which eventually
resulted in Labour
fighting the election on
.a radical programme.

Of course the pro-
gramme fell short of
socialism. it promised
nationalisation of key
sections of the econ-
omy but made no mention of
workers’ control, and did not
include the demand made by
- many delegates for the natiomali- - [

sation of the

~ Election Mani-
festo, to include the demands for
nationalisa‘}!bn of coal, the rail-
ways, public utilities etc, Herbert
Morrison shook a finger at him
and said, “Young man, you have
just lost us the general election”.

B 1reig £uoy, (o) Iomsuy

Stalingrad O'Neill

Striking Tameside care workers were among those wke Zobbzed last year’s Labour conference

Labour conferenc 99:

Servile union chiefs
moisten Blair’s
rubber stamp

Veronica Fagan

OF COURSE nobody thinks that
this year’s Labour Party Confer-
ence will yield anything like the
debates or outcome of 1945. The
political situation is different, the
party membership is different,
the party structures are different.
But that certainly doesn’t mean
that any socialist should be indif-
ferent to what happens in
Bournemouth.

I’s extremely positive that
many activists will be coming
down on the Sunday to lobby the
conference. .

" Indeed it is to be hoped that the

unity that-has been built around

that campaign ~ between trade
union activists and single issue
campaigners; between. those in
the Labour Party and those who

are not, between -supperters of

different left newspapers and
none, should be built on in the
future in each locality.

- At the same time it is also nec-

essary to give some attention to

~what will happen on conference

floor as well. Of course that is one
of the ways in which things have
changed - it’s not possible any
more to say at this stage what will
be discussed and therefore what,
if any, the ﬂash points of debate
will be.

No lenger does every afﬁllated
orgamsanon whether CLE trade
union or socialist society have the
right to submit a resolution on an
issue of their choice. Instead the
majority of the “discussion” will
be on the policy documents
which are going through the mill

“of the “policy forums”.

One set of these documents, on
Health, on Welfare and on Crime
and Justice will be voted on by
conference this year at the end of
a two year cycle.

There will be no amendments
moved and no minority reports
since these would require a
higher percentage of the dele-
gates than the left was able to

garner.
This procedure will itself be

‘tique for the SCGN : «

open to challenge because it was

not laid down in the Partnership

into Power document which sup-
posedly set out all these mecha-
nisms. In the end however the
result will be the same. Confer-
ence will only have the option to
accept or reject the text on offer —
and no prizes for guessing what
the outcome will be.

Another set of six policy docu-

- ments will come for an initial

debate and will then go back
though policy forums to return
for endorsement next year. The
scope of areas covered by all this
is-vast.

One text covers Industry, Cul- -
ture and Agriculture for example

(and no, I don’t know how Cul-
ture got slipped in there!)

“Democracy and Citizenship” is
shot through with the familiar
Blairite tenets that undermine
any meaningful understanding of
democracy even in Parliamentary
terms ; it tells us that “ rights
without responsibilities can lead
to greed and a concentration
merely on self-interest”.

Frightening

As NEC member Liz Davies

points out in -the critique of the -
document she wrote for -the-

Socialist Campaign Group Sup-
porters Network,
tions of this -approach are
frightening: the suggestion that
democratic rights can only be

‘earned, that they are not in them-

selves self evident.”.

Liz also goes on to point out the
staggering omissions in the text -
no rights for asylum seekers, a
weak Freedom of Information
Bill, no mention of the Official
Secrets Act etc.

“Britain and the World” deals
with the world economic situa-
tion, Britain and Europe, devel-
opment and much more.

As Bernie Moss says in his cri-
the main
orientation of foreign policy is
wrong for the same reason that
domestic policy is, because it is

“the " implica- -

based on the false idea that the
competitive market economy and
free trade will bring greater pros-
penty and equahty to every-
one..

Moss goes on to explam why the
left in the Labour Party needs to
be opposed to globalisation, to
the Multilateral Agreemeing on
Investment, and to the single cur-
rency.

Conference does have a slot for
what are known as ‘contemporary
resolutions’, which have to be on
subjects not covered by the policy
documents.

There is nothing laid down as to
how many of these resolutions

-will be debated — last year it was

four. Essentially will be chosen
by the major unions as these have
the deciding weighi of votes.

Competing subjects of interest
include condemnation of the
attempts to ban industrial action
by the firefighters, opposition to
privatisation of the Post Office.
and to privatisation of air traffic
control as well as a long list of
worthy but meaningless motions
on every subject under the sun.

If the big unions such as
TGWU and UNISON were to go
for one of the-sharper ones this
would give a focus to the
undoubted disquiet that exists in
many CLDPs.

However despite the Guardian’s
speculation that this will happen,
more sober political assessment
suggests that sadly it is unlikely.
Not only did union leaders duck
the possiblity last year but their
performance at the. TUC has
showed them as abject devotees
of the Blair line.

While in is important that the
left continues to raise its voice on
conference floor whenever it can,
in the end opposition to privati-
sation, defence of the welfare
state and other crucial issues will
be more likley to be determined
by campaigning nationally and
locally with others committed to
the same principles than in ster-
ile debates with the Blair mafia.
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Patten’s

cosmetic changes

to RUC mask new offensive

s expected, the Patton
commission on the
RUC produced a ver-
sion of the peace pro-
cess writ small. Like
the peace process, it nowhere
dealt with reality, replacing grim
facts of repression and sectarian-
ism with post-modernist mumbo-
jumbo- about culture and
tradition. )

The Royal Ulster consiabulary,
or RUC, was formed alongside
the birth of the new partitioned
state in the North of of Ireland.
From the start, it was both a
vicious colonial police force and
the sectarian army for the Protes-
tant parliament at Stormont.

In the past 30 years it has been
accused of sectarian bias, torture,
a “shoot to kill” policy, involve-
ment in the murder of lawyers
and human rights activists and
routine collusion with paramili-
tary death squads. These claims
are supported by a series of UN
reports ignored by the British.

Evidence of collusion was pro-
vided by lorry loads of RUC
intelligence files, providing infor-
mation on Catholic civilians,
which were readily available from
loyalist death squads. The force
has recently faced serious allega-
tions about the murders of solici-
tors Pat Finucane and Rosemary
Nelson.

None of this was included in the
commission’s terms of reference,
which were “time for a new
start”. It was to act within the
remit of the Good Friday agree-
ment. Its task was to adjust the
RUC to the new society proposed
by the agreement.

Entirely absent from the agree-
ment and in the commission’s
report was a recognition of the
colonial nature of the Northern
Irish society or opposition to sec-
tarianism.

The proposal is to share out sec-
tarian privilege — to have a new
police force that will. mirror at
every level the institutionalised
sectarianism of the new society. It

~ will not of course be equal sectar-

ian privilege. Unionism will
remain in the driving seat.
Behind the scenes, real power
will rest where it always does,
with the British.
f the 175 proposals,
only seven deal with
the question of
human rights, and
only one is concrete —
that officers should take a human
rights oath! ‘
More significant proposals are
taken under the heading of cul-

ture and ethos — again, there are -

seven such proposals.

The main ones are to retain the
RUC under a new name - the
Northern Ireland Police service
(NIPS), and that the flying of the
Union Jack outside RUC stations
should stop.

Outsiders can only stand aghast
at the idea that a flag routinely
used to signal sectarian intimida-
tion should constantly be dis-
played by the police, or that the
end of the practice should be seen
as a concession. Yet the relatively

A column from

Socialist

* Democracy, Irish
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superficial proposal to change the
name of the force and its badges
has been denounced as an insult
by serving members and others.
‘The rest of the report consists of
proposals to modernise the RUC,
covering issues like accountabil-
ity, community policing, manage-
ment, structures and training.
There are 14 points on peace,
indicating that the main torture

Patten: minimal changes

centres will be phased out and
armoured land rovers gradually
withdrawn - all of course condi-
tional on the end of any resis-
tance.

The issue of modernisation
holds with it the issue of winning
nationalist support and co-opting
the nationalist middle class, the
Dublin government and the
SDLP There are 36 proposals on
accountability, summed up by
one for there to be a police board
of 10 assembly members and 9
unelected members, and for these
structures to be replicated with
local police boards at council
level.

Implementing this would give
the public in the north of Ireland
roughly the same amount of con-
trol over the police the public in
Britain have ~ that is about zero.

The game is given away by
proposition 24 - the chief consta-
ble is to have operational respon-
sibility — that is absolute control —
over the force. In fact a week
after the setting up of the Patton
report, the British rushed
thraugh a law giving the secretary
of state absolute authority over
the RUC’s chief constable. This
indicates their determination
that at the end of the day they will
remain the real authority hidden

Andrew Wiard

in the background.

The other modernisation rec-
ommendations are intended to
aid co-option. The main thrust of
this is 28 proposals on the compo-
sition of the force and recruit-
ment. Number 121 calls for an
equal number of Catholics and
Protestants to be recruited.

Scattered through the report are
hints that former republican
activists are to be absorbed into
the state forces. For example, the
full time reserve is to be abol-
ished but the part time reserve is

to be expanded. Non-operational

sections of the RUC are to be pri-
vatised and tenders from local
groups, including . community
groups, are to be encouraged.
The report suggests that the
force is to change from a uni-
polar sectarianism to a bi-polar
sectarianism, giving the national-
ist bourgeoisie jobs and political
influence. But this is simply aspi-
ration ~ the real RUC is to con-
tinue in business as a unionist
force.
he proposals for equal
recruitment are
presently illegal
under existing fair
employment legisla-
tion. Even the most optimistic
forecasts talk about 20 or 30 years
to make the changes — to arrive at
a revamp of the old colonial royal
Irish constabulary (RIC) — which
was over 90 per cent Catholic.
The proposals on size and pub-
lic order gives the game away.
The force is to remain at over
double its size at the start of the
troubles. It is to expand the part-
time reserve and is charged with
attaining sufficient force to put
down substantial public disorder
~ that is any return of revolt.
‘Nationalist’ and other support-
ers of reform argued that to estab-
lish a clear break with the past,
the Commission should recom-
mend the withdrawal of emer-
gency powers. However, Patten,
while importantly advocating the
closure of the holding centres and
increased regulation of emer-
gency laws, actually echoes the
government view that such pow-
ers should go but only when the
security situation allows.
Similarly, the report does not

call for an immediate end of the
use of plastic bullets. The current
command structure — which
includes officers implicated in
the serious ill-treatment of
detainees, shoot-to-kill allega-
tions and collusion with loyalist

- paramilitaries — stays intact.

The RUC is to remain armed
and retain the use of plastic bul-
lets — in fact it is to widen its arse-
nal to give it greater flexibility in
repression.

What emerges after the dust set-
tles is in fact a major offensive
against the working class and
progressive forces.

They would change the sectar-
ian character of the RUC but not
end it. They would make the
force more effective and include
19 points on co-operation that
would integrate the Gardai — the
police force of the formally inde-
pendent southern state, into a
new police co-operation covering
the two islands and with a mas-
sive database on political mili-
tants.

What gives the offensive its spe-
cial edge is that, while the pro-
posed changes are on the far
horizon, nationalist support for
the police is demanded now in
proposals 113-117. One group of
workers — teachers — are specifi-
cally listed as required to endorse
and recruit for the madeover
RUC.

The response from the national-
ist bourgeoisie has been one of
enthusiastic support. The Dublin
government, the SDLP and the
Catholic church have immedi-
ately endorsed the report.

Sinn Fein are described as being
more cautious. In fact they are
moving through a set routine
which in the past has signalled a
way of accepting difficult ele-
ments of the peace process. The
way in which this works is that
the republican leadership, who
rule with a rod of iron, disarm-
ingly put down their mantle of
power and confess that they don’t
know the answer. They can’t
decide if this is the new police
service or the old RUC!

This opens the way for consulta-

tion with a confused and demor-
alised base whom the Sinn Fein
leadership patronisingly describe

as the most politically sophisti-
cated in Europe while sternly
banning any organised resistance
within their movement.

They provide plenty of clues to
indicate the correct answer.

The August festival centred on a
poster of a demonstrator being
attacked by the RUC. One of his
armbands bears the slogan “Dis-
band the RUC!” - but this is
almost illegible. Below the new
slogan is revealed — new police
service now!

iding wunder the
label of anonymous
human rights
activists, Sinn Fein
provide a ten-point
ruler that supporters are to use to
measure progress. Because this
focuses mainly on an equality
agenda, the Patton report passes
some points and fails others.

The community paper Ander-
sonstown News summarised the
remorseless reformist logic of this
in an editorial. We should accept
the “step forward” and work for
further changes.

In fact the base of the republi-
can movement, who have been at
war with the RUC for the past 30
years, are shocked by the Patton
report. The widespread sense of
opposition lacks political expres-
sion given the lack of a republi-
can resistance that is not
primarily military.

Right now the resistance comes
from the far right with the
Unionist rejection of any change
to the RUC. The likelihood is
that the peace process will fall to
the right. Imperialism will put
all the gains that it has made so
far in its back pocket and look for
a further retreat from republicans
to begin the process all over
again.

There is one danger for the
forces of capitalism and imperial-
ism. Timebombs like the sectar-
ian siege of the Garvaghy Road
leave open the danger of a direct
confrontation between the RUC
and the nationalist working class.
Given the levels of demobilisa-
tion it is not the most likely out-
come, but if it occurred it would
sweep away in an instant all the
pretence of reform in the Patton
report!







