Floods, protests and a collapsing rail
network have shown the weaknesses o
Tony Blair’s apparently all-conquering
team.

They have shown that they don’ sound
so big or so clever once the Tory press

and sections of “Middle England” turn
against them. We follow the crisis:
®Railp 8

@ Student fees p7

@ Fuel protests p8

® Brown’s pre-budget p3
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A BMW worker

CAR WORKERS all over
Britain are facing an offen-
sive. Key to this is Fords
Dagenham, where car pro-
duction is due to be ended.
The company has refused to
back down from closure, all
they are offering is a few

extra engine production
jobs.
In the face of this

onslaught, the official union
position is to call a mass
meeting on the November
15, and issue strike ballot
papers the same day.

But what is their strategy
for action, and which work-
ers will they involve?

If they only intend to have
one day strikes, then this
would obviously be a com-
pletely inadequate response
to the scale of the attack.
Their model is already pro-
duced in Germany, and it
would be quite easy to pro-
duce extra there.

If they also intend to
involve engine plant workers
at Dagenham, then the prob-
lem is that engines are also
produced at Bridgend, and at
Valencia in Spain. These
losses would not be so easy to
cover ,and this shows it is
important to involve the
whole site.

Dagenham must not be left
to fight in isolation.

The announcement that
Dagen-ham was no longer
going to share the produc-
tion of the new Fiesta with
Cologne should have led to
the calling of a meeting of
representatives from all
Fqrds European plants, espe-
cially as the package
involved Valencia losing jobs
to Dagenham.

Instead Woodley dem-
anded that those that buy the
cars should produce them,
which considering the
British motor 1ndustry pro-
duces about as many cars
overall as it buys, seems even
more ridiculous than i1t
would otherwise be.

Then he argued that
Dagenham produce the new
Volvo, and not Ghent in
Belgium. Did he discuss this

e

Ford workers
can lead fight

to save jobs

with any of the European
representatives? Are slogans
like this likely to build inter-
national support?

At the same time all Fords’
plants in the UK are in some
way another under threat. So

" rather than f%st talking, all

the unions should hold bal-
lots at all these component
plants. This would have a
major effect on European-
wide production.

Jaguar workers have just
rejected a 2 year deal negoti-
ated by Woodley: 1s there
any chance of a link up here,
as Jaguar is owned by Ford?

Ford have also recently
bought Land Rover, where
there i1s tremendous anger
over the banking hours
scheme. The recent wage
deal there would have been
thrown out if Woodley had
not been able to manoeuvre
sucessfully.

Determined to prevent a
strike that could connect up
with Dagenham, he negoti-
ated a 3 month suspension of
the scheme for banking
hours, at the same time as
settling the pay review.

Dagenham workers must

not allow the company to
pick their time to stop car
production: they should vote
for action in the union bal-
lot, but they should also
demand the involvement of
the other UK plants, and call
for meetings of European
Ford workers.
Individual shop stewards
and other representatives of
Ford workers should meet
wherever possible to discuss
such a policy, but this will
only be effective if an all-out
strike, or preferably an occu-
pation, takes place at
Dagenham.

Meanwhile , like the Land
Rover workers, the remain-
ing workers from the Rover
debacle earlier in the year are
paying for the splitting up of
the company. |

At Longbridge the unions
have negotiated an agree-
ment that is about to be put
to the workforce which rep-
resents a massive attack on
conditions. The working
week would increase from 35

hours to 37, with a one third
cut in break time.

Sick pay would be reduced
from 100% to 75%, and there
would be an average loss of
5% in shift allowances. For
all this they would get a 6.5%
increase in basic pay. The
workers will lose far more
than they gain, and the com-
pany has given notice that it
wants further discussions on
the banking hours scheme (
to their advantage, obvi-
ously) and on a performance
related pay scheme.

Meanwhile Cowley 1s now a
BMW plant, gearing up to
produce the new Mini.

Here BMW has proposed
the most draconian changes
of all. Negotiations have yet
to take place, but company
proposals involve a return to
the 37 hour week and a huge
increase 1in banking hours,
up to 300 each way.

This will involve workers
working a 46 hour week
whenever management want,
for 37 hours pay. The com-
pany only has to give 2 days
notice of changes in the
working week.

They propose even more
drastic reductions in shift
allowances than at Long-
bridge, with  Saturday
becoming part of the normal
week, total flexibility, and a
performance related pay
scheme. They also want a
reduction in overtime pay,
although it is hard to see any
being worked with the bank-
ing hours system

Car workers are being
driven to fight each other:
even Nissan has just intro-
duced a new shift system in
Sunderland. |

The Ford workers could
lead the way to unity for bet-
ter working conditions. If
the companies cannot pro-
vide car workers with condi-
tions that give a decent
lifestyle then they should be
nationalised.

It is clear that the longer
shifts are increasing the
overproduction of cars so car
workers should unite and
help to develop a plan for
alternative useful produc-
tion.

............
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PCS leadership
battle: soclalism
versus soclal

Darren Williams
The General Secretary election
for the Public and Commercial
Services union (PCS), the
TUC’s eighth-biggest affiliate,
with 260,000 members, is
underway with two contes-
tants.

With one candidate a rank-
and-file militant, and the other
a Blairite full-time official, the
contest couldn't be a clearer
representation of the choices
facing the labour movement.

The election is the first since
PCS was created in March
[998. The new union's rule-
book, allowed Barry
Reamsbottom and John
Sheldon, the top officials of
CPSA and PTC respectively, to
act as joint general secretaries.
Neither was obliged to stand
for re-election, since each was
within five years of retirement.
Two years of working with the
autocratic Reamsbottom, how-
ever, convinced Sheldon’s
‘Membership First’ group that
he shouldn’t be allowed to run
the union single-handed after
their own leader’s retirement
this year. Consequently, they
worked with the left against
Reamsbottom’s Moderates, to
bring the election forward
three years.

Reamsbottom launched a
legal challenge to this, while
simultaneously gearing up for
an election battle with
Membership First’s Hugh
Lanning. Assistant General
Secretary Lanning is as much a
part of the bureaucracy as his
opponent. His faction gov-
erned PCS in coalition with the
Moderates until they fell out
this year — and both groups
were equally committed to
‘social partnership’.

Despite this, Lanning man-
aged to secure the endorse-
ment of the ‘official’ left within
the union. The backing of the
Stalinist-led ex-PTC Unity
group was no surprise, but a
more significant blow was the
decision of Left Unity, a broad
grouping of most of the
authentic left, to do likewise.
Left Unity argued that they did-
n't want to split the anti-
Reamsbottom vote. Lanning
was supportable, they said,
because, despite his politics, he
would work with other fac-
tions and would not seek to
override democratic decisions,
as Reamsbottom has done.

The crucial factor in this Left
Unity decision, agreed by a
narrow margin, was undoubt-
edly the position of the

Socialist Party (SP), the biggest

left organisation in PCS. Having
run CPSA, through the Broad
Left, intermittently during the
1980s, the SP (then Militant)
was able to appoint a number
of its members as fuli-time offi-
cials. It seems that their prefer-
ence for working with Lanning
rather than Reamsbottom was
a key consideration — a sad

partnership

reflection of the SP’s willing-
ness to put machine-politics
before principles.

Left Unity colluded with
Membership First to ensure
that fifty branch nominations
would be required to secure
inclusion on the ballot-paper —
in order exclude an indepen-
dent. Despite this, Mark
Serwotka,, currently secretary
of the Sheffield Benefits Agency
branch, came forward with the
support of the Socialist Caucus,
the SWP and various indepen-
dents.

Ironically, Serwotka easily
won fifty nominations while
Reamsbottom did not. He has
now dropped out of the elec-
tion, agreed to drop his legal
action, and to take early retire-
ment in eighteen months, in
exchange for being allowed to
remain in post until then (albeit
handing over key duties to his
SUCCEeSSOor).

Had Serwotka not stood,
Lanning would have been
elected unopposed. Yet,
despite the fact that they
would have allowed a Blairite
to take over without a fight,
Left Unity continue to criticise
Serwotka, saying that the
absence of a contest would
have allowed them to press for
a new election. Quite how
they think they would have
achieved this is a mystery.
Nevertheless, the Left Unity
officers have now, at least, half-
heartedly thrown their weight
behind Serwotka .

The contest is an unequal
one. Lanning has the entire
machinery of the union at his
disposal and probably the
majority of the NEC. The
Moderates are almost certain
to put aside their animosity
towards Lanning to unite
against Serwotka. Probably
most branch activists will sup-
port Serwotka, but they will
need to work hard to get the
vote out.

The stakes are high. Lanning
represents the legacy of the
past twenty years: the capitula-
tion of union leaderships to a
Government offensive. The
workforce was reduced by
250,000 between 1979 and
1997, through cuts and privati-
sation. National colliective bar-
gaining was abolished and a pay
freeze and performance-
related pay introduced. Yet
‘new realist’ officials refused to
mobilise the membership; and
silenced critics by undermining
democracy.

The situation has become
even worse since New
Labour’s election. Tory policies
of breaking up and commer-
cialising the civil service have
continued. A further 20,000
jobs had been lost within two
years of the election — more
than 8,000 to the private sec-
tor. And the union leadership’s
attitude has become even
more craven. Under the
Tories, officials at least paid lip

service to opposition, but now
criticism of government policy
is almost non-existent, as they
assert their unanimity with
Blair on the need for partner-
ship between employers and
workers.

Mark Serwotka represents a
real political alternative. An
activist for twenty years, he is a
militant socialist who has led
strikes in every branch he has
been in. He has pledged to
lead a campaign against low
pay, for the abolition of PRF, for
a hew minimum wage of least
the European Decency and for
all members to reach their
grade maximum within five
years. He will fight privatisa-
tion, oppose ‘partnership’ and
ensure that members facing
attack by management are
given full support and repre-
sentation, including legal repre-
sentation at Employment
Tribunals. Moreover, he will
refuse the £70,000 pa General
Secretary salary, and accept a
wage linked to that of PCS’s
low-paid members.

If Serwotka were to win, it
would represent perhaps the
biggest defeat for New Labour
and social partnership in the
trade union movement so far.
It is vital that activists work to
deliver this resulit.

what's

ON
Nov 14

Protest at Leader of Hackney
lLabour Group’s surgery over
cuts, 7/pm, Hawkersley Court
Community Centre, Albion
Road, London N6

Nov 15

Student demo: Grants not
Fees { | .30 Malet St

Nov 23

Public meeting with Serbian
trade unionist Dragomir
Olujic, Conway Hall, Red
Lion Square, London,
7.00pm

Nov 30

Birmingham Socialist Outiook
Palestine forum

Dec 2 -3

European Marches confer-
ence - Paris

Dec 6-7

Nice demonstrations

|Dec 9

@ Socialist Campaign Group
Network conference,
Kingsway Princeton,
Sidmouth St, London 0.30-
Spm

@ UNISON CFDU National
Conference, ULU, Malet St,
10.30 am Details from Glen
Kelly, 37 Linale House, N
7QH
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bailed out

ony Blair’s gov-
ernment would
have hoped by
early November
to be basking in
the glory of Gordon Brown’s
budget hand-outs to the
NHS and education, and
preparing the way for a push-
over win at a general election
next spring.

Instead, through a combi-
nation of bad policies and
rotten luck, they wound up
stranded 1n a rising tide of
public frustration and hostil-
ity, waiting for Gordon
Brown’s pre-Budget state-
ment as a lifeline to haul
them back to popular sup-
port.

It appears that his well-
leaked proposals for a £5 a
week increase for single pen-
sioners and £8 for a couple
may have defused the anger
that had been stoked up 1n
the pensioners’ movement:
but only after serious politi-
cal damage has been done.

The concessions on fuel
taxes — offering substantial
reductions on the rarest type
of unleaded petrol, available
in only one tenth of filling
stations — and on excise duty
for lorries (with exemption
for tractors to pacity the
farmers!) are said to be
worth the equivalent of a 4p
per gallon cut in the duty on
petrol. It seems that this
might be enough to cut the
base of support from the fuel
price protests.

But Brown has been dig-
ging Labour out of a hole #e
dug in the first place. The
government 1s are reaping
the whirlwind of its own dis-
mal and pathetic record
since Blair swept to power on
a tide of anti-Tory sentiment
promising change. '

uch of the
~optimism and
goodwill

which buoyed
up Labour’s
- poll ratings after May 1997
appears now to have evapo-
rated: but so, too, have the
claimed public relations
skills of the Millbank team.
Accustomed as they are to
getting everything their own
way, ministers and Millbank
spinners alike seem quite
unable to recognise how
unpopular key policies are —
both with Labour’s core vot-
ers, and with their chosen
base of support, conservative
Daily Mgil-reading elements
in “middle England”. Nor do
they appear able to cope with
the increasingly hostile
onslaught on New Labour
from the once friendly
tabloid and broadsheet press.
For those eager to see the
back of Thatcherism, the
changes have been few and
far between. Brown insisted
on sticking to Tory spending
limits for Labour’s first three

Blair?

years — triggering a mount-
ing crisis in the NHS and in
education - and refused
point blank to tax the
wealthy or big business.

Brown’s pre-budget speech
has boasted that income
from corporation tax is set to
fall by a massive £2.5 billion
since his concessions to big
and medium businesses last
March. And the financial
press has delighted at his
decision to continue not to
tax the oil companies on
their North Sea o1l earnings,
even as they pocket astro-
nomical profits (Shell alone
creaming off £2m per hour
on the latest figures).

Instead of taxing those
most able to pay, New
Labour bumped up indirect
taxes, including the so called
“fuel price escalator”. But
they also went further than
the Tories.

ather than tax all
those on higher
earnings — which
would obviously
include high paid
graduates — they Tame up
with a new, grossly unfair
tax: on the parents of poten-
tial graduates, who start pay-
ing fees on a family income
of just £17,000. Not only has
Labour 1mposed university
tuition fees, they have also
abolished what remained of
the student grant, already
savaged by Tory cuts.

Labour’s failure to fund
local government  has
brought a constant round of
cuts, culminating in the
“meltdown” in Hackney,
where New Labour council-
lors are joining forces with
the Tories to axe key services
in one of Britain’s poorest
boroughs.

To make matters worse,
Labour has shown no will-
ingness to invest in oOr
develop a serious public

transport system, resulting

in a growing daily sense of
chaos as big cities flounder
in ever longer queues of traf-
fic.

None of this need have hap-
pened: all of these problems
flow directly from New
Labour’s conservative poli-
cies, and all created a back-
drop to an autumn of misery
for ministers — and millions
of people.

We would accept that 1t was
rotten luck to find the elec-
torate’s spirits depressed by a
miserable summer. But then
came the sharp rise in oil
prices, boosting the profits of
Blair’s pals in the o1l compa-
nies — and an unprecedented
nationwide campaign on fuel
prices.

This brought together an
unlikely alliance of lorry
drivers and farmers, acting
with the connivance of the
o1l company bosses. Such
was the level of disillusion

with Blair’s team that this
strange and contradictory
line-up, demanding a cut in
duty on petrol and diesel,
won up to 90% approval in
opinion polls — even as it
brought the country close to
a standstill.

Socialist Outlook has sup-
ported the call for a cut in
taxes on fuel, and other indi-
rect taxes which dispropor-
tionately hit those on lower
incomes, while leaving the
weathy largely untouched.

Gordon Brown’s response —
that the high level of fuel
taxes i$ necessary to sustain
health and education -
merely confirmed our view
that the cash raised in this
way from fuel is purely and
simply a tax, and has little or
nothing to do with any envi-
ronmental policy. None of
the money from this “green”
tax 1s being used to improve
or extend public transport.

It got worse: the stand-off
at the Brighton conference
over Labour’s broken
pledges to the pensioners
underlined the general let-
down of Labour’s core sup-
porters, and the extent to
which Labour’s Millbank-
controlled constituency
activists are now out of touch
with public opinion.

Brown’s response was to
add a new claim: that high
fuel taxes are necessary if
pensioners are to get an
Increase next year.

f course nobody
could have pre-
dicted that some
of the worst
autumn weather
for decades would 1nundate
towns and cities across the
country, compounding the
dislocation of the rail net-

-work, and bringing whole

areas to a soggy halt.

But why was the rail net-
work already on its knees?
The train crash near Hatfield
that killed four people and
injured dozens more, and led
to an immediate panic shut-
down of track for long-over-
due safety ~checks and
repairs, was a predictable —
and predicted — result of the
dire level of maintenance on
the privatised railways.

True, New Labour weren’t
the ones who carved up and
flogged off the railways, cre-
ating such a dog’s dinner of a
network. But as the call for
renationalisation has grown
from all sides, and even some
Tories have been forced to
admit how they bungled the
privatisation, LLabour minis-
ters have done nothing to
resolve the problems.

Instead they have
attempted to use the feeble
stick of “regulation”, cou-
pled with the lavish carrot of
growing subsidies to the var-
ious profit-hungry train
operators and other rail com-

Andrew Wiard
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HACKNEY council has been forced to back down on some of its planned cuts after
two weeks of nursery occupations. But councillors on November 6 still voted
through a £4.5m cuts package, sheltering behind the protection of lines of police.
Council trade unions are balloting for strike action and communaty protestors are
gearing up for the next round of battles.

panies. The result has been a
real disaster: a third-rate ser-
vice, and two major train
wrecks in the last year, while
gleeful shareholders and
directors pocket even more
cash.

The failure to renationalise
the rail industry is not just a
result of Labour’s traditional
timidity in the face of big
business, with whose bosses
Blair, Brown and co seek to
build a “partnership”. It
flows from New Labour’s
eager acceptance of the neo-
liberal, Thatcherite view that
the private sector is superior
—1n “efficiency” and in qual-
ity - to the public sector.

That’s why — even as the
privatised rail industry’s
contempt for passenger
safety was so mercilessly
exposed — Labour ministers
have been pressing relent-
lessly ahead with even more
privatisation, seeking to flog
off the Air Traffic Control
system and part privatise the
London tube network.

The scandalous neglect of
the rail infrastructure has
been met by Labour’s
increased subsidies and
grants to Railtrack!

In the same way, Labour’s
answer to the historic under-
resourcing of the NHS has
been to turn to the private
sector. Private consortia are
building new hospitals, and
will lease them to the NHS
for decades of guaranteed
profit under the “Private
Finance Initiative”. The
NHS Plan looks forward to
PFI projects totalling an esti-
mated £7.6 billion, siphon-
ing vast amounts from the
public purse into private
firms.

ealth Secretary
Alan Milburn
has outraged
hard-pressed
NHS nursing
and medical staff by
announcing a “concordat”
with private medical firms,
under which private hospital
beds would be used to treat

NHS waiting list patients
when there are not sufficient
NHS beds available. The fact
that this will simply drain off
more staff trained by the
NHS and more money
required for NHS Trusts
does not appear to have
occurred to New Labour’s
blinkered “modernisers”.

These deliberate moves
towards privatisation and
bolstering the desperately
unpopular private medical
industry come after years in
which Labour’s cash squeeze
has taken a heavy toll on
NHS Trusts. Ministers are
now concerned that they
may not be able to spend all
of the extra money they have
been allocated this year in
Brown’s budget, because of
problems recruiting and
retaining qualified staff on
miserable wages.

This 1s why we are already
being softened up to expect
that — despite the extra cash
available — any bad weather
or flu outbreak is likely to
bring yet another NHS win-
ter crisis, 1n the immediate
run-up to the planned elec-
tion date.

Labour’s prostration before
big business 1s also typified
by the publication of the
recent whitewash i1nquiry
into the BSE epidemic,
which has done so much to
wreck the fortunes of
Britain’s smaller farmers.

he 1nquiry con-
spicuously failed
to point the finger
of blame at the
deregulation of
the agricultural feed indus-
try, which seized on the
opening created by the
Thatcher government, and -
in naked pursuit of profit -
began systematically feeding
ground up cows’ brains and
spinal cord to cattle. Not one
feed company has paid a
penny piece 1n compensation
for the billions 1n losses they
have inflicted on the indus-
try and the taxpayer.
Letting these firms get

away with their actions is
symptomatic of the New
Labour view that the profits
of these so-called “social
partners” are sacrosanct,
while the jobs and living
standards of working people
must take second place.

42 months of New Labour
rule have done the unthink-
able: they have cheesed off
Labour’s core support, but
given new credibility to the
Tories, and to a whole range
of right wing and anti-social
pressure groups — from the
Countryside (pro-hunting)
Alliance, to the racists and
fascists cashing on the para-
noia created by ministers
over immigration and asy-
lum.

aving decided to
turn a deaf ear
to any public
protest or alter-
native
approach, Blair must now
depend upon the response to
Brown’s pre-budget state-
ment — and the pathetic dis-
array of Hague’s increasingly
extremist Tory Party - to
decide whether or not he can
risk an election next Spring,
or whether he should wait
for a better moment.

For the left in the labour
movement and those cam-
paigning to reverse the poli-
cies of a government which
most of the time seems nei-
ther to hear nor see the anger
of 1ts natural core supporters,
the message 1s clear: the
pressure must be stepped up.

Brown has clearly made
some concessions under
pressure from .pensioners
and from the fuel protests:
let’s see more campaigning,
more action, more confronta-
tions in the run-up to the
election.

The building of a strong
working class and progres-
sive opposition to New
Labour’s neo-liberalism 1is
the best way to prevent legit-
imate grievances and frustra-
tion being annexed by the
Tories and the far right.
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Top Eurocrat leads neo-liberal challen

Alert!

Susan George

EUROPEAN UNION
Commissioner Pascal Lamy and
the transnational corporations
close to the Commission have
good reason to believe that the
Inter-Governmental

Conference [IGC] to be held
in Nice 7-8 December will
modify Article |33 of the
Amsterdam Treaty. If this hap-
pens, the struggle against cor-
porate-led globalisation will
receive a serious setback.

Although treaty revisions may
sound technical and boring, the
implications are of the utmost
gravity:

Article 133 covers the rela-
tions between the Commission
and member countries with
regard to international trade.

Trade, according to the
Treaty, is an area of “mixed
competence” between the
Commission and the |15 mem-
ber states, at least in the crucial
fields of services, intellectual
property and investment.

Gearing up th
ATTAC for Nic

One of the key
organisations building
for the demonstration
in Nice on December 6
called by the ETUC is
ATTAC (Association for
a Tobin Tax to Assist
the Citizen). Together
with the Euromarch
network, ATTAC is also
calling further action
for the opening of the
European summit itself
on December 7.

On October 21
representatives from
ATTAC from a dozen
European countries
met in Paris to
discuss plans for these
activities PETE
COOPER reports:

[he meeting discussed the
state of the anti-neoliberal
globalifation movement after
Prague. While international
financial institutions and
European governments are
accelerating their drive
towards free market policies,
the resistance demonstrated in
Birmingham, Seattle, and
Prague has begun to create
cracks in the previously mono-
lithic edifice of global capital-
Ism.

But divergences of aims and
methods amongst the anti-
neoliberal movement, made

This means that national par-
liaments have to approve
Agreements concerning these
subjects and member country
governments can veto them.

A 1994 judgment of the
European Court guarantees
mixed competence in these
three areas [services, intellec-
tual property, investment]
whereas industrial goods are
governed by the “qualified
majority voting” system which
gives broad powers to the
Commission. =

The French government
which until recently opposed
any changes is now proposing
to modify Article 133.

Since July, Commissioner
Lamy has undertaken a cam-
paign to obtain broad powers

and qualified majority voting for

services [including health, edu-
cation, audio-visual, transport,
environment and all public ser-
vices]; inteliectual property
[including Genetically
Manipulated Organisms] and

the trade unionists-to-turtles
unity achieved in Seattle excep-
tional. The trade union move-
ment was for example essen-
tially absent from Prague,
reflecting the European Trade
Union Congress (ETUC) fail-
ure to coherently or consis-
tently oppose the neo-liberal
drift, (comparing unfavourably
with even the US AFL-CIO

trade union confederation).

North/South divide

There are also North South
divides, reflected in the diver-
gences between Jubilee 2000's
acceptance of the G7’s “condi-
tionality” for Third World debt
cancellation, against Jubilee
South’s opposition to it, and
between the radical Reclaim
the Streets layer and NGOs
such as Friends of the Earth
who denounced the “violence”
of $26 in advance. The risk of
losing our local roots to “globe
trotting” to the next summit
was also highlighted.

None of this takes away from
the major successes the move-
ment has had both in the num-
bers it has brought into activity
and way it has highlighted so
many of the ravages wrought
by globalisation among far
broader layers than have made
it to the protests. Perhaps the

best way to sum up the current

strength of the movement is
that it is strong enough to have
been able to prevent or hold
back some new assaults, but it

investments [along the lines of
the failed MAI].

In September, he announced
to a French Parliamentary
Commission that “only France
and Spain remained to be con-
vinced” of the need to change
in Article 133 to give the
Commission far greater power.

We have now learned that
the French government is
espousing the “socialist”
Commissioner Lamy’s cause.

The preparatory texts for the
IGC, under the French
Presidency, no longer even sug-
gest that Article |33 should be
left as it is; that member states
should retain the veto and
national parliaments the power
to ratify future trade agree-
ments.

The texts now circulating
propose three “options”, each
of which would significantly
extend the powers of the
Commission, and dramatically
reduce democratic space and
citizen involvement.

The differences between the
“options” France is now.
proposing concern mainly
points of detail.

Option A has two variants:
the first places only services
and intellectual property under
qualified majority voting; the
second adds investment. This
doesn’t matter greatly, since
the services agreement in the
framework of the World Trade
Organisation [GATYS] protects
the investments of foreign ser-
vice suppliers anyway.

Option B proposes that

has not so far had the ability to
impose its own agenda.

In looking particularly at what
was at stake at the Nice
Summit, the discussion focused
first on the Charter of Basic
Rights, our criticisms, and our
alternatives to it. There was
general agreement that the
Charter adds no new rights to
those “enjoyed” at national
level.

They are primarily individual
rights already enshrined in the
European Convention of
Human Rights to which all EU
governments are already signa-
tories, and which has recently
been incorporated into English
and Welsh law.

The social and economic
rights constitute a regression
by comparison with the consti-
tutions of several EU states
(which guarantee the right to
work, housing, social security
and to strike); the United
Nations Universal Declaration
of the Rights of Man (sic), and
the European Social Charter.

The ETUC on the other hand
is supporting the Charter of
Basic Rights, simply demanding
the addition of the right to
strike at the European level.
The delegate from Denmark
explained that this support
implied support for the EU,

. meant that the Danish Trade

Union movement is not mobil-
ising for Nice.
Others advocated an alterna-

- unanimous, how can this deci-

member states can change
Article |33 by qualified major-
ity voting, in order to include
the three presently excluded
areas of services, intellectual
property and investment.
Here is a question for legal
specialists: since the European
Court says that Article 133
does not apply to these three
areas, and that any decision
concerning them has to be

sion be changed by qualified
majority voting?

This sounds suspiciously like a
conjuror’s trick.

Option C consists in a
Protocol of 8 articles and |9
paragraphs in all which would
apply only to negotiations
within the WTO, which is, of
course, by far the most impor-
tant forum for trade negotia-
tions. In this case the
Commiission would have far
greater powers than today—
not just over the three areas of
services, intellectual property
and investment but over all the
Agreements overseen by WTO
— more than two dozen all
toid.

The Commission’'s negotiating
mandate would be set by quali-
fied majority voting, and the
Commission would represent
all member states in the
Dispute Resolution Body.

Commissioner Lamy wants
trade liberalisation across the
board; what he is asking for can
be compared to the fast-track
powers which the US
Congresss refused for

.

President Clinton.

If any of these changes to
Article 133 —whether Option
A, B or CC - are accepted, the
door will be open to neo-lib-
eral doctrine and corporate
demands with which both the
Commiission and Lamy agree
wholeheartedly.

The structures of European
government will become even
more opaque, centralised and
anti-democratic.

There is still time to stop the
revision of Article 133. Our
governments must not be
allowed to hand over their

tive
European
Charter of
Social Rights
drawn up
by the
European
Marches.

WA A T N

sovereignty in this area, how-
ever desirable it might be to
have qualified majority voting in
other areas, for example social
policy, where a single govern-
ment like the UK can block
policies which would be advan-
tageous to citizens.

The gains of the past 100
years at least, including our
social rights, our public ser-
vices, health-care and educa-
tion systems, are all at risk. We
must mobilise against any
changes to Article 133 and pre-
vent France from capitulating in
Nice.

The idea of Many places: one theme. Protesters at the G8 summit 1n Okinawa earlzer tkzs year

 “best prac-

tice” was invoked, i.e. the best
individual, social and economic
rights of any country in Europe
should be adopted by all. It was
agreed to oppose the Charter
as the best basis for unity.

The other main issue raised
was the proposed amendment
to Clause |33 of the Treaty of
Rome, which threatens to
extend complete trade liberali-
sation to services, intellectual

property rights, and invest-
ment. This should be used to
make clear to people that what
is at stake here is far broader
than the crucial, but limited
issue of trade union rights
being focused on by most of
the official unions.

The task between now and
December 6 is to convince
those who were part of or
inspired by Seattle and Prague
that the same issues are at

stake here too. Then on

‘December 6 itself, we will try

to convince as many as possible
of the 70,000 the ETUC
expects to mobilise as possible
that the official agenda will not
be sufficient to protect our
rights - as trade unionists, users
of public services or indeed as
people living on a planet
increasingly under threat from
environmental degradation.

ights i d_;t_o'? move on to break down |lleg1t1mate p.we,':
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Bri Ng back free
education: scrap
student fees!

Jack Johnson
he introduction
of student fees
and loans, a major
step to privatisa-
tion of education,
is presented by Labour min-
isters as an egalitarian mea-
sure, designed to produce
more money for education,
levied from those who will
get better jobs in the future.
But it 1s obvious to every-
body - except a well paid

n Harris

labour minister, or some- £ £ gg o

body hoping to become one —
that if you charge fees at the
point of education, then the
people who will have greatest
problems paying them are
the poorest working class
families.

These are also the people
who will feel most reticent to
get into huge debt through
the loan system, since they
come from a position where
debt is seen as a trap.

But Labour ministers claim
in reply that their new sys-
tem is means tested: only a
third of students pay the full
fees, another third pay a pro-
portion, and a third pay
nothing.

However the government
don’t means test the student,
but their parents, who i1n
most cases pay the fees, mak-
ing a nonsense of the argu-
ment that this 1s a tax on
high earning graduates.

At 18 years you are old
enough to vote, fight wars, or
work for low wages: but if
you are a student you are
seen only as an appendage to
your parents.

And what a means test it 1s!
Payment towards fees starts
if the parents’ joint incomes

i

are over £17,000. The only
exemption from these earn-
ings, before tax, Wsed to be
mortgage-interest. This year
the government has even
dropped this exemption.

So who are the third of stu-
dents who don’t pay fees?

The one-third of the popu-
lation who go to university
are heavily dominated by the
middle and upper classes:
only 25 per cent are from
blue-collar families. How
many middle-class families
earn less than £17,000? Even
most blue-collar families
earn more than this.

Parents whose joint income
is over £33,000 (only just
above the government’s fig-
ures for average earnings per

person!) pay the whole fee.

Yet ministers claim only
one third pay the full fee.

The sums don’t add up.

One sixth of students went
to public school: clearly all
these come from wealthy
families, and must pay the
full fee.

So can it be true that only
one-sixth of the families
whose sons or daughters
went to state schools had a
combined income of more
than £33,000°

The figures are becoming
ever even less believable: the
government claims that
when the threshold for pay-
ment 1s raised next year to
joint earnings of £20,000,
half the people will pay noth-
ing.

Either the government 1s
lying, or tens of thousands of
well-off families have found
a way around the system.

Baroness Blackstone, the

government’s education
spokesperson in the House of
Lords, said in a letter to the
Guardian that “generous
loans” [sic!]were available to
students.

Gobbled up

In fact the loans available
are £3,800 in each of the first
two years, and £3,300 in the
third. In many areas this
would all be gobbled up by
students’ rent.

Most landlords make stu-
dents pay for 10 or 11
months. So how would the
Baroness like to live on a few
hundred pounds a year?

This has to cover food,
clothes, travel (with train
fares soaring, and with the
cheapest housing usually
requiring a bus ride to col-
lege), books, entertainment,

Gill Lee, President
Lewisham Teachers’
association (personal
capacity)

Chris Woodhead who made
his name under the Tories,
was kept on by Blair to con-
tinue a policy of bullying
teachers into, ostensibly,
‘raising standards’.

The result of the Tory
Policies Labour continued,
and the macho manage-
ment style enshrined in
Ofsted is increasingly bear-
ing its own malformed fruit:
a growing teacher shortage
which has already resulted
in schools on 4-day weeks
and will inevitably end with
thousands of pupils failing to
get the exam results they
need.

There are over two thou-
sand teaching vacancies

across the country, a thou-
sand in London alone.
Morale among teachers is at
an all time low, and the
working through of perfor-
mance related pay and per-
formance management will
make things even worse. By
the year 2006 half of teach-
ers will be over 50.

Labour has increasingly
resorted to desperate mea-
sures to recruit: training
salaries of £6,000, an extra
£4 000 for studying a
‘shortage’ subject and from
next September £5,000 for
‘fast track’ trainees.

But recruitment figures are
still around 2,000 under tar-
get - a shortage of crisis
dimensions looms.
Woodhead will soon be able
to regale Labour for ‘falling
standards’ from the safety of
his leader column in ‘The
Telegraph’, omitting of

No tears as Wood

course to mention that the
demoralisation, stress and
fear of failure that has
driven many teachers out of
the job, were once his
favoured tools of coercion:

“An element of threat is
not necessarily a bad thing.
| personally respond to
threats. The education sys-
tem has been immune o
any kind of threat for too
long’ he said in September
1994.

Blair needed Woodhead to
help implement and police
policies teachers would have
previously seen as unimag-
inable coming from a Labour
Government. Labour
awarded him a 34% salary
increase when teachers got
a pittance. They used the
threat of an Ofsted failure to
drive home the attack on
mixed ability teaching and
the implementation of the

literacy hour.

Ofsted’s labelling of
schools as successes or fail-
ures has increased the
polarisation of education
and the breakdown of the
comprehensive system. But
some of Labour’s policies
had come into conflict with
Woodhead’s even more
right-wing ideas.

On performance related
pay for example, Woodhead
believed money should be
given directly to schools to
pay teachers what they
wished, rather than imple-
mented through the bureau-
cratic, centralised scheme
favoured by Labour.

He wanted to see LEAS
completely dismantled. He
refused to be interviewed by
the Commission for Racial
Equality about the impact of
educational policies on the
achievement of Black pupils.

b iobs.

and everything else.

It is clearly impossible to
live on this.

So poorer students have to
go to work. All have to work
during the holidays, not so
they can travel around the
world, but to have money for
term-time. Most also have to
do paid work work during
term-time itself.

How can you study and
work?

What this government
wants to do, following on
Tory policy, is to reduce the
idea of education to a finan-
cial issue: it 1s seen as no
more than preparing to bet-
ter yourself financially.

_ Families that have
. made financial sacri-
. 11 fices are seen as more

.. likely to pressure

& - their sons or daugh-
&y ters to get well-paid

1. The students them-
hedbed selves will be lum-
3T¢3 bered on graduation

.7 with debt which

i"{ from the end of this
« term will be in the
®  region of £20,000
each (£10,000 stu-
| dent loans, along

;. with debts to banks

-1 and other lenders).

bt None of this debt is
interest free: interest
is charged straight
away, at inflation
rate.

So graduates are
forced to look for
jobs on a salary high

enough to pay this
back — as well as put a roof
over their heads. As business
gets more control of the edu-
cation system through dona-
tions and sponsored research
at universities, so graduates
are being produced whose
sole aim i1s to earn more
money.

Any question of developing
themselves culturally, or
helping develop society 1s
seen as a side issue.

But ministers know that
many students will not be
able to get well paid jobs.
That’s why they have low-
ered the threshold for start-
ing to repay loans to £10,000
from £15,000.

This threshold is worked
out a weekly basis — so if in
any week you earn more than

1/52 of £10,000, you immedi-

He argued that affairs
between teachers and sixth
formers could be an ‘educa-
tive’ experience at the same
time as Labour was making
them illegal.

Concern was also
expressed by some key
Labour figures about the
unregulated system of con-
tracted Ofsted inspections: a
concemn which may come 10
a head over the judicial
review being sought by
Crown Woods School in
Greenwich over its April
Ofsted failure which resulted
in the school being placed In
special measures.

But will anything really
change with Woodhead's
departure? His immediate
successor Mike Tomlinson
previously told journalists he
didn’t give a ‘monkey’s toss’
about teachers.

But Blair will surely use

ately start repaying your stu-
dent loan.

Are £10,000-earnings high?
Could Blunkett and his col-
leagues live on this?

Under the old system, stu-
dent grants were paid on a
means tested basis, so the
richest families did not get
them: and there were no fees.

The Tories turned part of
these grants into loans, but it
was the Labour Party that
finished the job, driving the
final decisive nails into the
coffin of free higher educa-
tion.

What is the solution?

All education should be
free. If the ministers are
really worried that there are
too many high earning grad-
uates, then they could easily
put the higher rates of tax
back on for the top earners —
the progressive tax system
that the Tories scrapped.

This would pay many times
over for free education, and
negate the need for any busi-
ness finances in the educa-
tion system.

The only reason students
are paying fees and only get-
ting loans, is so that the rich
can continue to pocket the
Tory tax cuts.

Some students are still
fighting fees and loans and

“are fighting to keep financial

interests out of education.

In the forefront are those
refusing to pay fees, (there
are at least 50 of these in
Oxford) these should be sup-
ported with demonstrations
all over the country.

The national demonstra-
tion called by the NUS on
November 15 should be sup-
ported. Wherever possible
demonstrations should be
turned into occupations.

There should be calls on
the trade unions for support,
since working-class students
are the most affected.

Student bodies should co-
operate with Trades Coun-
cils, asking local union
branches to seek support
throughout the union struc-
tures.

David Blunkett and other
Labour ministers must be
told that their policy 1s not
working, and cannot work.
They must act urgently to
change it before they wreck
the lives of thousands more
young people.

head jumps ship

Woodhead’s resignation 1o

reshape Ofsted’s image and
put in his own new-Labour
strategist.

Even though his sons go to
a selective school where the
effects of a crisis in teacher
recruitment will be cush-
ioned, he cannot be
unaware of the growing dan-
ger to Labour’s cry of ‘edu-
cation, education, educa-

tion’.

Teachers’ trade unions
should take this opportunity
and mobilise their members

to demand the abolition of

performance related pay,
increased education fund-
ing, against the proscriptive
National Curriculum policed
by Ofsted and for decent
pay for all teachers.

Only then will the crisis
beginning to hit education
be truly averted.
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Socialists
must say

no to Leeds

Alan Thornett, (for
International |
Socialist Group)

The development of the
Socialist  Alliances in
England since the Coventry
- conference, which agreed to
launch a major campaign for
the forthcoming General
Election campaign, has been
impressive.

In most major cities where
the Socialist Alliance has not
previously existed, well
attended launch rallies have
been held, while in places
where there was previous
organisation activists are get-
ting down to deciding con-
stituencies and candidates
for the challenge.

Within this very positive
move
there have been some prob-
lems particularly with the
attitude of the Socialist Party
(SP)which has sought to put
its own sectarian interests
before that of the Alliances
as a whole.

In addition there has been
a major problem within the
Leeds Left Alliance, a for-
mation which developed in
parallel to the first round of
Socialist Alliances, and was
created by a group of people
mainly expelled from Leeds
North East CLP by Blairite
witch-hunters.

Witch hunt

Now they are conducting
their own witch hunt against
the SWP in a tone reminis-
cent of the late Woodrow
Wyatt, and his notorious
anti-communist rantings in
his Sunday Mirror column.

It all started with a pro-
posal by the executive to
reduce members of the SWP
from full membership to
‘associate’ membership, thus
explicitly denying them the
right to vote in meetings or
to hold elected office in the
LLA.

This was ‘justified’ on the
basis that the SWP suppos-
edly packed the Socialist
Alliance conference 1In
Coventry and so pushed
through an over-centralised
structure against the will of
the majority of the rest.

‘This outrageous proposal
was never put to a vote at full
meeting: instead a postal bal-
lot was held. Neil Kinnock
should be proud of them.

The witch hunting tone of
both the Executive resolu-

forward, however,

tion and an accompanying

letter from the executive

combined with the sheer vol-
ume of misinformation and
downright lies 1nvolved
ensured that they would win
the vote.

The SWP were allowed to
make a statement which
went out with the ballot
paper, but this could easily
be dismissed on the basis of
“they would say that would-
n't they?” Others whose
defence of the SWP would
have been much gnore effec-
tive were not allowed a state-
ment.

Rigged ballot

Even the questions on bal-
lot paper were rigged. Voters
were not asked to vote for or
against the Executive pro-
posals, but to vote for or
against ‘the decision of the
executive of the LLA to safe-
guard the group against take-
over by the SWP”.

The 1dea that SWP packed
the Coventry conference flies
in the face of both simple
arithmetic and a half rational
assessment of its decisions.

In fact the biggest single
delegation was the Socialist
Party, with about 150 pre-
sent. Of the rest, the SWP
had about 120, there were
about 50 from other far left
groups. The remaining 100
were either from other cam-
paigns or individual
activists. |

This make up was demon-
strated by the fact that no
single organisation could
win anything without sup-
port. The SWP lost some res-
olutions 1t saw as crucial; the
SP won some it believed
vital.

This most obvious example
was on the controversial
issue of the make-up of the
election committee, where
the SWP and SP had differ-
ent positions, and that of the
SP was agreed.

Further the structure

-~ adopted was not highly cen-

tralised, but a decentralised,
flexible one specifically
designed to accommodate
groups like the LLA which
might want to keep their
own name or run a distinc-
tive campaign, but as a part
of the Alliances.

Of course it 1s a matter of
political judgement what is
centralised and what is not.
Everything is relative, as
they say.

Certainly

the Socialist

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

Party who are opposed to the
Alliances being a politically
cohesive initiative with any
real form of national direc-
tion have criticised Coventry
along these same lines. They
want the loosest possible
arrangement 1in order to
stand their own candidates
irrespective of the wishes of
others 1n a locality.

For the International
Socialist Group on the other
hand, the way to build the
most effective alternative to
Blairism and get the best
result in the election is to
build the broadest possible
unity. For us the decisions of
the Coventry conference are
the minimum necessary for a
serious and coherent General
Election challenge.

Found out

In Leeds itself the SWP
have never packed a meeting
of the LLA. It would have
been counter-productive for
them to have done so. The
only meeting in which they
ever had a majority was after
the Executive had adopted
its resolution, and the SWP
had found out about it -
although not from the EC
itself.

By relying on a report of a
meeting that most members
of the LLA were not at, the
Executive were able to whip
up fear and paranoia.

The Executive won the bal-
lot to exclude the SWP by 38
votes to 34. This was not sur-
prising given the extreme
bias i1n the ‘information’
made available. But the
whole exercise had dealt a
heavy blow to the cause of
left unity in Leeds.

So what are the politics
behind this bureaucratic
manoeuvre using the meth-
ods of the right?

There seems to be knee-
jerk resentment that the
SWP have come into the
Alliances late and are
encroaching on ‘our patch’.
There is a complete inability

to recognise when organisa-
tions like the SWP break out
of their traditional isolation-
ism and join with the rest of
the left to build an alterna-
tive to Blairism, it 1s to be
welcomed.

Yes, the SWP has acted in a
sectarian way in the past, and
most of us have suffered

from i1t. But to doggedly

refuse to recognise change
when it 1s taking place is just
as sectarian.

The Executive of the LLA
may not believe the SWP
when they say that they want
to be a part of a broad alter-
native. But they only way to
test this 1s to work with the
SWP, not to conduct witch
hunts against them - the
only beneficiary of that will
be Blairism 1tself.

But there 1s much more to
this than sectarianism, prej-
udice, or an irrational gut
hatred of the SWP.

The letter which was sent
out celebrating the ‘victory’
was highly revealing. Its
main thrust was to quote
Socialist Worker as calling
for “Revolution and not
Reform”. The letter also
states “The SWP 1is a
Trotskyist party”, and it has
a central committee which
runs it as an organisation.

Revolutionaries

But the SWP has never
claimed to be anything else
than a revolutionary organi-
sation! Nor has the
International Socialist
Group, or Workers Power, or
the Socialist Party, or the
AWL, or the CPGB.

The venom displayed
against the SWP 1s 1n fact a
hatred of all far left organisa-
tions, but directed against
the SWP because of the
internal politics of the LLLA
Executive. In other circum-
stances such sectarianism
could be expressed against
any of the far left organisa-
tions in the Alliances.

The socialist alliances have

precisely been, and are, an
alliance between revolution-
ary and non revolutionary
(reformist) organisations
and individuals. This is the
strength of the alliances, a
broad alliance of the left
building an alternative to
Blairism.

Any attempt to drive revo-
lutionaries out of the
Alhhances would be disas-
trous. This was the first of
Arthur Scargill’s many mis-
takes in attempting to build
the SLP It became an irrele-
vant rump and the Socialist
Alliances would go that way
as well.

Of course the revolutionary
organisations have a respon-

sibility as well a responsibil-

ity not to seek to impose
their own revolutionary per-
spectives onto the Socialist
Alliances in an arbitrary way.
But that has not happened,
either nationally or within
Leeds.

All this raises the question
of the role of the Socialist
Party in the events in Leeds,
particularly since it has a
member on the Executive of
the LLA, and the letters and
statements from the
Executive repeatedly stress
that all its decisions were
unanimous.

Notable omission

It is also significant that a
statement adopted by the
Executive of the Socialist
Alliances nationally,
strongly objecting to the
moves against the SWP was
signed by all the officers
except Dave Nellist.

The current edition of the
Socialist (November 3) is
mealy mouthed about the
developments in Leeds, to
say the least. .

Whilst it says that the deci-
sion of the ballot was unfor-
tunate, and that the mea-
sures 1nvolved were opposed
by SP members, it goes on to
politically justify the ballot
and the result.

It argues that the result
highlights the mistrust that
exists over the methods and
motives of the SWP and a
fear of the alliance being
swamped.

It goes on to attack the
SWP for (allegedly) not
being prepared to accept a
voting restriction in order to
avold the action which has
been taken.

If the role of the SP in the
dectsions of the Executive of
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Socialist unity worked in London in May: why not try it in Leeds?

the LLA to move against the
SWP remains unclear, the
actions of the SP in the
period since the ballot leave
little room for misunder-
standing.

Candidate

Since the ballot result was
announced and the SWP
excluded, the LLA has met
once — and that was to adopt
a General Election candi-
date.

The SP member of the
LLA Executive, Dave Jones,
was adopted as the candidate
—~ and will now stand for the
LLA 1in the general election.
This shows the SP is in prac-
tice going along with the
exclusion of the SWP and
will not do much to try to
reverse it

There has been a move
from within the LLA to
challenge all this, but it does
not include the SP. It is a let-
ter signed by Garth
Frankland, an important
individual activist and long

standing Labour councillor

in Leeds, and Mike Fenwick
from the AWL.

It pledges to “continue to
seek to challenge the current
ban on the SWP in the inter-
ests of democracy and the
future”.

The Socralist Party are
playing a dangerous game in
taking an ambivalent atti-
tude to the witch hunt in
Leeds. This could threaten
the unity of the Alliances
nationally.

It 1s also unfortunately only
the worst example of the
Socialist Party’s attitude in a
number of localities .
However 1t should be
stressed, 1t 1s by no means
the case i1n all Alliances
where SP members are work-
ing.

In many areas there is a
good working relationship
between all the organisations
involved including the SP
and the SWP.

Its 1s these latter experi-
ences which need to be built
on, as the significant turn
out for meetings remind us
once again that we have the
best opportunity for a long
time to build a real alterna-
tive to New Labour’s Tory
policies, on the streets, in
our workplaces and at the
ballot box. Don’t let sectari-
anism throw away this
opportunity.







