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Thw final days before the end of Parliament saw a mad
dash by ministers to ram through their Bill for the pri-
vatisation of Air Traffic Control services.

They did so in the teeth of opposition from their own
back-benchers, air traffic control unions, and public
opinion — effectively ignoring the views of anyone who
does not have a cash incentive to support the sell-off.
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They are flogging off a key service rather than invest in
its future, regardless of the safety and other implica-
tions, despite the fiasco of rail privatisation still dominat-
ing the headlines.

Blair’s team are not just weak: they are bitterly hostile
to the public sector and those who work in it. That’s
why, like Thatcher before them, their answer to almost

Milburn, zealot for PFI in . .
NHS and funnelling millions . = & ol
to private hospitals. (Right) | TR = .
Blunkett, PFI in schools and |
privatising education services |
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_ Prescott:
e caving in to rail bosses
and privatising the Tube
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any question is privatisation.
This winter will see the nonsense of millions being
siphoned out of the NHS to pay for treatment in private
hospitals, which in turn poach vital staff from the NHS!
A handful of back-benchers have been brave enough
to resist. But the unions and the whole labour move-
ment must step up the fight against Blair’s privateers.
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Victory over Private Finance Initiative:

f

- State Education (CASE) and teaching unions marched
tion to the privatisation of education services
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‘No passaran 1o
Pimlico!

A Teacher

On November 27 Pimlico

School Governors voted (for

the second time) to reject a

Private Finance Initiative

scheme to rebuild the school.
The proposal would have

meant giving 23 per cent of

the site to a property devel-
oper for luxury housing as
well as giving them control
of the new building.

It’s but a short step from
there to have businesses like
Nord Anglia, who are

already getting their hands
on education in
Westminster, provide the
teachers as well.

Victory for the anti-privati-
sation forces, an unlikely
alliance of teachers and
ancillary workers, parents
and local residents (Tory to a
woman!) came at the end of
S-year long battle against
Westminster City Council
and its backers in the gov-
ernment. Home Secretary
Jack Straw was an enthusias-
tic PFDl’er, but in October
was replaced as a governor
by a parent who opposed the
sell-off.

The building is structurally
sound, but suffers from a
lack of maintenance dating
back to 1991 and the break
up of the Inner London
Education Authority.
Westminster City Council
prides itself on its low
Community Charge and 1ts
lack of support for local
schools was highlighted in a
recent Ofsted inspection.

Westminster was one of the

earliest and most enthusias-
tic of the privatisers, starting
with the infamous cemetery
sale in the mid 1980s and the
sale of council houses and
the policy of shipping out
homeless families designed
to systematically exclude
Labour voters from what was
then a Tory marginal. This
gerrymandering led to the
then leader Shirley Porter
being sued for £30 million by
the District Auditor.

It came as only« small sur-
prise that Labour council-
lors, some of whom had tena-
ciously fought the Tories on
privatisation and sleaze,
should back the PFI scheme,
which is in effect a big step

towards the privatisation of

Pimlico School. Their main
role appeared to be whipping
the Tories in for key votes.

The long battle took its toll
even among NUT members,
some of whom adopted a
“there is no alternative”
position.

Nonetheless, the deter-
mined opposition of parents
together with UNISON and
NUT members, had the
strength to resist the massive
pressure exerted by the
Council and the government
(Labour & Tory) in trying to
force PFI through.

Neither the Council nor
the government will easily
agree to alternative ideas for

funding refurbishment of

Pimlico School — if only
because to allow Pimlico to
be made an exception would
damage the privatisation

project even more.

If there has been a weak-
ness in this long campaign it
has been the absence of a
link with other campaigns
against privatisation in the

NHS, the railways and the
underground, as well as the

galloping privatisation of

education in other London
boroughs such as Hackney.

Still, a victory is a victory:
and campaigners against PFI1
can take heart from the
determined lead from
Pimlico School.

Thousands of council workers
are preparing to fight plans by
Bradford Council to privatise
services.

More than 1,000 people
packed into a meeting in St
George’s Hall on 23
November and were urged by
unions to fight a strong, united
battle to stop the “lunatic”
plans.

The council, lead by an
alliance of Tories and Liberal
Democrats, is proposing to
hand over a wide range of its
activities including education,
housing and building mainte-
nance services.

It is also proposing to sell off

Fightback against
Bradford cuts

old people’s homes and start
commissioning services from
the “not for profit” sector —
whilst stashing the budget.

All of this will be paid for by
cutting the number of staff
who actually deliver the ser-
vices, and putting up charges
such as council house rents.

Meanwhile the salaries of top
bosses will go up. Mohammed
Taj of the TGWU summed up
the arguments against privatisa-
tion in one word: “Railtrack”.

lan Murch, branch secretary
of the NUT, warned if the
council hived services off to
external organisations more
than 7,000 people would no

longer be employed by the
local authority, threatening job
security and conditions.

The meeting, made up pre-
dominantly of council workers,
heard calls to go out and make
common cause with the users
of services as well as between
unions.

The organisers, unprepared
for the scale of attendance,
came without a clear plan for
the campaign. However, |
encouraged by it, they did put
forward a next step. It was
agreed to call a mass lobby of
the next fuil council meeting at
Bradford City Hall on 12
December from 3.00 onwards.

RMT Conference Crisis -

but left moves forward

Greg Tucker

A CONSTITUTIONAL crisis
has erupted in the RMT after
Reg Hopkins, the union’s
Blairite President, walked out

of a special national conference

of the union, closing it down
before any debate had taken
place.

Hopkins objected to a pro-
posal by the left-dominated
Standing Orders Committee.
They put before the confer-
ence an item dealing with the

Susan Moore
November 11 was not a good
day for the London labour

movement.
Convenor of London UNI-

SON, Geoff Martun was
beaten by Blairite Chris
Robbins for the Chair of the
London Labour Party by
39.9% to 60.1%.

More significant in some
ways than the actual out-
come was the breakdown of
the votes; Martin won the
majority of trade union
votes (56.4%) but was
soundly trounced in the
Constituency section,
polling only 23%.

This occurrence comes
only months after Labour

right-wing Executive overturn-
ing an earlier conference deci-

Party Conference in which
the government’s defeat over
pensions was only possible
because of the trade union
vote - the majority of con-
stituencies represented at
conference supported the
government despite the
insult of last year’s 50p rise.
This is a major turn round
from the relationship of
forces throughout the whole
previous period, where when
the left made advances it was
on the basis of majorities in
the CLPs and where the
unions were much more
likely to support the leader-
ship. It is a graphic demon-
stration of the changes that
the Blair “reforms” have

Way cleared for MSF-AEEU merger

Terry Conway
Another step was taken on
the road to creating a new
right-wing, pro-partnership
union at a special confer-
ence of the white collar
union MSF on November
11, which voted to proceead
to a membership baliot for
merger with the scab engl-
neering and electricians’
union AEEU.

No count was taken,
despite being called for, but
the platform got its way by
around 60-40.

The Lyons' leadership of
MSF has manoeuvred con-
stantly to bring about this

outcome since heing
defeated at Annuail
Conference in Harrogate.
Having failed to get the free
hand they wanted to pro-
ceed with the merger they
ignored conference decl-
sions and held a member-
ship poll on their proposals.
This was a completely
rigged exercise where end-
less amounts of members
money was used to put the
leadership’'s case, and not
one word was allowed from
those who tried to explain
the history — and present -
of the AEEU's sweetheart
deals with management on
occasion after occasion,

and their consistently right
wing role in the TUC.

Opponents of the merger
consistently won the argu-
ments but not the decisions.
This situation is not only a
result of the right wing con-
trol of the apparatus but of
the fact that sections of the
so-called left. essentially
some of those from a
Stalinist hackground, sup-
ported the platform. Without
this disgraceful perfor-
mance, Lyons’ project could
nossibly have been stopped
N Its tracks.

The conclusion that has
heen drawn from this by
many activists is that while

we will fight as hard as pos-
sible to defeat the merger in
the full membership ballot
we expect early in the New
Year, we also need 1o reor-
ganise the left.

For 100 long national teft
meetings have been organ-
ised on an undemocratic
basis and too little attention
has been paid 1o organising
in the workplace and
amongst shop stewards.

The right cannot be
defeated by aping their
methods. Partnership can
only be broken by militant
action on the ground not
through manoeuvres in
committees.

sion to reballot in a disputed
Executive election.

Rather than face a challenge
to his chairing, Hopkins
stormed out, closing down the
conference. Acting in the
absence of Jimmy Knapp,
Assistant General Secretary,
Vernon Hince, then withdrew

all admin staff, making it impos-

sible to continue.

Despite this, three quarters
of the conference delegates
stayed behind to meet infor-
mally — agreeing a motion of
censure on both Hopkins and

GLLP: eclipse of
London Labour left

wrought on the base of the

Labour Party.

Apart from the vote for
Chair, other aspects of the
conference were more posi-
tive for the left — again
mainly thanks to the trade
unions.

The platform wanted to
prevent any voting on reso-
lutions — except as a straw
poll in workshops — but the
unions were able to force
three emergency resolutions
onto the agenda.
 There were two resolutions
opposing PPP on the tube,
one of which supported the
bond option while the other,
from the RMT, called for
[LUL to be “ retained as a
unified, integrated, wholly
public owned railway.

Both were passed with
large majorities — though
fewer voted for the bond
option. An emergency reso-
lution from the CWU
against threatened job losses
in British Telecom was also
agreed.

The workshop on organi-
sation passed a resolution
supporting Livingstone’s
readmission to the party,
which had successfully been
kept off the conference floor.

Other elections for the
GLLP board saw some good
left candidates elected — par-
ticularly in the trace union
section again.

But November 11 will
mainly be remembered for
the defeat of the left in the
L.ondon CL.Ps.

Hince, to be circulated to all
RMT Branches.

A battle is now on to recon-
vene the meeting, which also
has to deal with a number of
Rule change proposals which
would open up the democracy
of the union.

Following this debacle the
right has threatened to move
against those calling for a recall
conference — but their plans
have now been thrown into
disarray with the results of
internal national elections.

President Hopkins has been
thrown out by the member-
ship, to be replaced in the
New Year by the left’s candi-
date, Phil Boston, a former
Executive member.

Boston had stood on a clear
platform opposing Labour’s
transport policies and for the
liberating of the union’s political
fund to be used to support
campaigns and candidates who
actually agree with the RMT’s
policies of renationalisation of
the railways.

At the same time the left on
the Executive has been
strengthened by the election of
Alex Gordon to represent the
South West. A leading train
crew activist, Gordon has been
central to the campaign for
industrial action to defend the
safety role of Guards on trains
as well as leading the campaign
to liberate the political fund.

His victory will be important
as RMT train crews are prepar-
ing to ballot for a national strike
in the New Year. |

The background to all this is
that Jimmy Knapp is seriously

ill. While all RMT members
would wish him well, in his
absence there is no one else
who can effectively put a lid on
the mounting anger of rail-
workers at the government’s
abject failure to deal with the
railway crisis and its effects on
passengers and staff.

For rail staff working under
worse conditions, facing the
righteous indignation of the
travelling public the cause of
the crisis is clear - privatisation.

But Labour has refused to
even countenance taking any
part of the railway back -
despite the huge increase in
subsidy the privatisation has led
to. Prescott could have bought
Railtrack outright three times
over with the subsidy he has
given them in the last few years.

So expect interesting times
ahead.




Prescott’'s real crime
against the climate

eputy Prime Minister John
Prescott’s attempt to blame
French negotiator Dominique
Voynet for the failure of the
world climate talks at the Hague
last month might well have been sexist , but
his own role was definitely criminal.

The real story of what happened at the
Hague was that Prescott’s task was to try to
stitch up a deal acceptable to the American
ruling class — a deal which could in all proba-
bility have led to the destruction of the
planet.

As we have been told many times over
recent weeks the US is the world’s largest
producer of green house gases — 24% of the
whole globe’s outpourings of the deadly
emissions that, among many other events,
have been linked to the destructive weather
conditions we have been suffering in Britain
in recent weeks.

If the effects of those storms have been dev-
astating for those whose homes have been
flooded here, how much worse is it for the
hundreds and thousands of people in far
poorer parts of the globe who have been sub-
jected to extreme weather for far more exten-
sive periods?

n the face of all this, the deal done at

Kyoto itself was completely inadequate,

a tinkerering at the edges. Kyoto

promised a 5% reduction on 1990 levels

— while scientists agree that a reduction
of between 60-80% 1is what is needed.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, the UN’s own body of experts, has
said that “potentially tens of millions of peo-
ple” - including in some instances the whole

of some island populations — will be dis-
placed by rising sea levels over the next 65
years.

Hackney fights bac

vices to our residents.”

John Page has responded: “It
is a bit rich that Max Caller

The scenes in the London
Borough of Hackney where a
Labour-Tory coalition is imple-

American society is the car society par
excellence, but contrary to popular myth the
reasons for this have rather more to do with
the power structures of industry and govern-
ment than the supposed greed of American
workers.

In large parts of this huge continent 1t is
impossible for people to move about — to
work, to shop or to socialise — Wlthout driv-
ing.

ublic transport is even less available
or reliable in the USA than it has
been in Britain in recent months!
And many people who have jobs
have to travel huge distances to get
to them. But the steep rise in emissions in the
US since Kyoto is a product of industrial con-
sumption, not individual consumers,

More than that, the motor industry, and
even more importantly the oil industry are
key backbones of the American economy -~
and therefore closely tied into the US politi-
cal elite. Blair’s crawling to the captains of
these industries has nothing on his American
counterparts.

Despite all this, it would seem on the sur-
face that the American bosses would have as
much to lose as anyone else from the devasta-
tion of the planet. How can they make the
profits on which their existence depends 1if
their actions lead to the destruction of their
markets through death and disease?

What can possibly be the rationale for their
cynigal proposals that carbon credits be sold
without limit (or indeed for any trading of
credits which the majority of governments
seemed prepared to agree)?

What can be the logic for proposing that
ancient mixed forests be destroyed and
replaced with fast growing single species
plantations — which will lead to the faster ero-

Andrew Wiard

Labour ) half baked transport strategy is another contribution to increased pollution

sion of precious top soil and therefore less
fertile soil as well as more “natural” disas-
ters? All of this to allow them to increase
emissions from 1990 levels by up to 9%!!

he problem is that to ask these
questions is to make one rather
large miscalculation. For one of
the fundamental characteristics of
this rotten capitalist system 1is that
it is incapable of long term planning — even
when to fail to do this fatally destroys not
only its own basis but the very continuation

of human existence.

For them creating a market from environ-
mental destruction is more “sane” than sav-
ing the planet.

That is why we need to build mass protests
against this criminal irresponsiblity before
the Bonn summit next May - — and also why
we need to persuade those in the environ-
mental movement who think they share a
common interest with the profiteers in seek-
ing to save the planet that they are fatally
misguided.

previous period often abstained
from these mobilisations are
today at their centre.

menting huge cuts and major
privatisations over recent
weeks have been somewhat
reminiscent of the mid-80s
where fighting cuts in jobs and
services in local government
was a regular part of most
activists’ political diet.

And hearing reports from
campaigns in West Yorkshire —
albeit focused mainly against
privatisation — it’s not just in
London that the fight back is
sharpening up.

Hackney council has slashed
£750,000 off its housing bud-
get, £630,000 from the money
for nurseries in the borough
and is pushing through privati-
sation of the refuse service -
from which it had previously
retreated, At the same time,
despite promises made during
the recent Hackney Wick by-
election, it has refused to sack
ITNet, the private company
that runs the council’s housing
benefits service. ITNet’s
incompetence has led to thou-
sands of residents being in rent
arrears of more than £25 mil-
lion in unpaid benefits.

But at the same time many
things have changed since that
previous round of battles —

Andrew Wiard

which is why in many places
town hall steps have not been
the constant site of demonstra-
tions though cuts and attacks
on conditions have been relent-
less in the intervening years.
Last time round there was
opposition inside most Council
chambers and the demonstra-
tions outside were led by an
alliance of the labour left and
council trade unions. This time
there are few critical voices
amongst Labour councillors —
and none in Mackney. To give
her her due, local Labour MP
Dianne Abbot has been vocif-
erous in her opposition to the

Councul s cuts in Hackney, tak-
ing a particularly prominent
stand in support of the success-
ful occupation of two of the
borough’s nurseries which
were summarily closed by the
boroughs Labour-Tory coali-
tion. |
Council trade unions took a
fair battering through the
defeat of the rate-capping
struggle and the constant round
of cuts that followed. It is to
the credit of its current leader-
ship; especially branch secre-
tary John Page than Hackney
UNISON is playing such a piv-
otal role in today’s struggle to
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defend conditions and services.
The UNISON branch is ballot-
ing for strike action against the
cuts and is confident that they
will be successful.

Chief Executive of Hackney
Council, the hated Max Caller
has said that he is not surprised
that the Trade Unions are call-
ing for industrial action but is
disappointed “ particularly as
they chose to do this prior to
the consultation we are cur-
rently engaging in with staff.
Strike action is not going to
resolve our financial difficulties
and will certainly do little to
improve our efficiency or ser-

complains that we initiated a
ballot for Strike action in
advance of consuitation. At the
time that the ballot was initi-
ated, the council had already
decided to cut terms and con-
ditions, to remove the volun-
tary severance scheme and the
timescales for implementation
demonstrated they had no
plans to meaningfully consult
with us.

The decision to hold a ballot
has already forced manage-
ment to the Negotiating table.
A resounding Yes vote and solid
strike action in defence of our
terms and conditions can break

the cycle of crisis and cuts. Our

campaign continues to gather
momentum”

Many previous anti-cuts cam-
paigns saw the formation of
umbrella organisations under
the rubric “Fightback” — and

- today’s campaign in Hackney

has done the same.

Common to both incarna-
tions are the council trade
unions and community organi-
sations. Sadly the Labour left is
now represented by only a

small number of individuals. On

the other hand the left outside
the Labour Party, which in the
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The Hackney Socialist
Alliance (HSA) has been partic-
ularly crucial to each mobilisa-
tion against the administration
making it presence felt through
banners and leaflets while
marching in unity with anyone
prepared to fight the devasta-
tion of the borough these pro-
posals represent. Through this
united front approach HAS is
going from strength to strength
— recruiting 41 new members
on the November 25 demon-
stration of 500.

Also noticeable has been the
presence, particularly on the
November 6 protest outside

- the town hall of anarchists and

libertarians who led the dancing
in the rain that gave that
evening particular energy.
George Monbiot’s address on
November 29 illustrated that
the anti-capitalist movement
has brought new layers into
action, which previously were
dismissive of local government.
Strike action is likely to com-
mence on December 18,
which will be the next major
focus for the campaign |
[l Contact Hackney Fightback
on 07979 823 597 www.hack-
neyfightback.org
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Francois Vercammen

ervousness reigns in
the highest spheres of
the EU as the Nice
summit approaches.
The setback of the
Danish referendum, rejecting
involvement in the single currency,
followed a series of failures.

These include

@ The fall in value of the Euro
and the inability of Wim
Duisenburg and his cronies at the
European Central Bank (ECB) to
develop a coherent policy;

@ The absence of a coordinated
reaction from the EU to the fuel
Crisis;

@ And the fiasco of the “anti-fas-
cist” intervention in Austria, cyni-
cally utilised to inaugurate “the
birth of the political Europe”.

All of these are symptomatic of
deeper problems: once again the
development of the EU 1s getting
bogged down.

The “benefits” of the Portuguese
presidency from January-June 2000
(full employment through the new
economy) have rapidly evaporated.

They were not enough to develop
a united Community spirit within
the EU, sufficient to enable the
interests of the national states to be
subordinated.

Public opinion is proving a disap-
pointment to the social-democrats,
shattering their dreams. At a time
"when the economic conjuncture is
bullish, and many governments are
making concessions, workers in a
number of countries, instead of
thanking their generous rulers for
their promises, have moved into
action to recoup their losses.

The Danish ‘no’ vote has not
unleashed a tempest, either on the
financial markets or in the chancel-
leries of Europe. The former had
largely anticipated the event, while
the EU governments have adopted
a low profile.

Yet each EU government
and political leader has had to deal
with the fact that the referendum
shows that half the population of a
member country has been able to
resist an enormous ideological
bombardment over several months,
with huge resources behind it.

he Danish vote also

brings to mind the enor-

mous rate of abstention

during the last

European elections, and

the setback the results inflicted on

social democracy, the principal
architect of the Amsterdam treaty.

The EU enjoys a very weak legiti-

macy in all the member countries

(except the poorest countries and

regions, which receive, for the
moment, the manna of subsidies).

Against this background, the EU

governments are confronted with a

series of major problems: how to

become a European power, by sup-
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A superpower
N search of a

leadership

Blair and Chirac agree on
how to tackle a pint, '
while Commission
President Prodi (inset)
hangs on to powers

plementing the sin-
gle currency with a
European army and
the political-eco-
nomic unification of
the continent.

It is in this frame-
work that institu-
tional reform is posed,
to control the economic S
and social upheavals
intrinsic to the “enlarged S
and powerful” EU, which will "\
affect the relationship of forces
between member states, but also
external relations — projecting the
presence of the EU on the world
stage and its rivalry with the US.

The Nice Summit will have to
deal with sizeable problems, which

........

Blair with German C;zancellor Scﬁ;beder
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well beyond the formal agenda:

@ The official agenda is confined
to the issues left-over from
Amsterdam in June 1997, notably
the size of the Commaission, the
weighting of member states’ votes
in the Council of Ministers, and
issue of qualified majority voting
or national veto on different types
of issues.

@ There is also the supplemen-
tary point of “strengthened cooper-
ation”, enabling some member
countries to advance together on
particular topics.

@ Closely linked to these ques-
tions is the role of the Higher
Representative of  Common
Foreign and Security Policy, the
post held today by Javier Solana.
Solana is already Secretary-General
of the Council of Ministers, which
has entrusted him with setting up a
proper Executive, but he must also
embody the imperialist capacities
of the EU and represent its states,
particularly the most powerful.

This is crucial in terms of the rel-
ative weight of the Council and
the Commission — which is why

Commission President Romano
Prodi amongst others prefers to see
this function remain with the
Commaission.

Their concerns are further
strengthened by the fact that the

idea of a ‘Higher Representative of

Economic Policy’ is also being put
forward, a single figure to mediate

with the ECB.

olana’s new role is linked
to the establishment of a
“European army”, which
is in turn linked the 1dea
of a European police force
and “European prosecution office”.
What is at stake here is “internal
security” and the maintenance of
order, in the framework of a new
wave of immigrant labour.
Although a European army is not
formally on the agenda, the
Summit will register a verdict on
the progress on the ground (in rela-
tion to Kosova in particular) and
draw the organisational conclu-
sions.
The situation of the European
Central Bank is absurd and
untenable. Here we have a
. sovereign (and totally
\, opaque) institution that
manages “a
currency without a
\ state” based on the
sole and exclusive

criterion of price

g levels (zero infla-

tion!).
.. ..4 In no other coun-
try in the world does

— not even in the
United States, which
/ is supposedly the
model. In good capital-
ist logic, monetary policy
is an instrument of eco-
nomic policy.
However in the EU, the Bank

"has a “dialogue” with the 11

finance ministers but then makes
all the decisions regardless!
Economic coordination in the EU
is limited to the broad guidelines of
economic policies following the
“stability pact”, which serves in
practice solely to dragoon the
labour movement.

This incoherence now seriously
annoys big capital. Formally this
point does not figure on the
agenda. But it is there under the
surface, in fact at the heart of the
executive apparatus, which is still
to be built.

The oft-proclaimed enlargement
of the EU is likely to begin. A new
postponement could provoke a
gigantic moral and political crisis
in the countries waiting to come 1n,
such as Poland and Hungary — and
explosive social crises, which could
have a boomerang effect in the EU.

But even if enlargement happens
without major conflicts, this “new
EU” would be so heterogeneous
that the main founders would be
affected. It is not number of mem-
bers which is so important, but the
extent of economic and social dif-
ferences

The Charter of Fundamental

such a situation exist .

rights which will be debated at
Nice is an emasculated attempt to
give a certain protection to citizens
of the European state under con-
struction: but it actually involves a
step backwards on social policy.

It will give a ‘European’ stamp of
legal support to national govern-
ments which try to dismantle the
gains of a century of workers’ strug-
gles.

However, indirectly, and involun-
tarily, it raises the problem of
the incorporation of this Charter in
the Treaties, and, thus, the problem
of a European Constitution.

Faced with this historic problem,
a consequence of capitalist globali-
sation, the informal summit at
Biarritz presented a derisory spec-
tacle. Everything turned around
squabbles about posts (who and
how many) in the Commission or

the Council of Ministers.

ehind this there are two
basic questions which
are never
explicitly  addressed.
What sort of Europe, fed-
eration or confederation?
What institutions are needed to
create a real political leadership?
Debates around  Qualified

Maiority Voting (QMYV) are cer-

tainly not very exhilarating but
behind them lie bigger issues.
Abandoning majority rule is not
simply a question of functional effi-
ciency in the face of enlargement.

In abolishing the right to veto in
favour of (qualified) majority vote,
one enters a regime of supranation-
ality, of abandonment of national
sovereignty since a country in the
minority is obliged to implement
the decision. And this is proposed
for the Council of Ministers — the
real decision-making power.
ne cannot imagine that
the big three
(Germany, Great
Britain, France) or any
one of them could end
up in a minority on any essential
question. That would immediately
lead to a great crisis.

So the weighting of votes has to
be organised in a way that assures
the numerical preponderance of
this trio inside the Council, using
demography and GDP as the sup-
posed justification. What 1s sug-
gested is that the countries of the
trio, which now have 10 votes each,
will have 30, as would Italy, Spain
would have 27, and so on.

This would have a knock on effect
on the composition of the
Commission where the weighting
is defined differently. The big
countries (the trio plus Spain and
Italy) each have two commission-
ers, the other countries only one.
What if the EU enlarges to 20 or
more? They say it would
be impractical for every member
country to have a commissioner.
They suggest a smaller
Commission, say 10 or 12 commis-
sioners, would be more coherent
and efficient. This would mean
countries taking turns to have a
commissioner.

But the problem 1is that a
Commission without the big coun-
tries would be weakened in its deal-
ing with the Council of Ministers.

Chirac’s solution is that each
country would be represented in
the Commission, but a sort of
Presidency of the Commission
would be set up, composed of the
biggest countries.

In this scenario, it becomes possi-
ble to extend qualified majority
voting. The countries of the trio
would abandon entire areas of their
national sovereignty in exchange
for a new supranationality shared
between them.

What is at stake here 1s giving a
legal, institutional basis to
the mechanism that already exists,
which is the real motor of the EU:
the bilateral (exceptionally trilat-
eral) preparation of the summits by




France, Germany and Great Britain.
Between the summits there would be

consultation on important political

positions. This mechanism would be
thus incorporated into the Treaties.

Thus, an enormous step would have
been taken: a real political leadership
would be created in tune with the
EU’s ambition of becoming a super-
power without being a supranational
state (as Blair and Chirac say - though
Schroeder i1s more discreet on this
subject).

In this scenario (which Chirac tried
to impose on the smaller countries
at Biarritz), the centre of gravity
would move towards the Council
of Ministers. The EU would head
towards a confederation, abandoning
the federalist perspective,. which
implies a continuous and maximum
transfer of the prerogatives of the
states towards the supranational level.

confederation is distin-
guished, by definition,
from a federation or a uni-
tary State, by the narrow
number of supranational
prerogatives: currency, defence, law
and order, questions of citizenship.

Greater “strengthened cooperation”
will open this possibility, creating a
more advanced and more coherent
centre of gravity, to which the other
-states would be tied in on the basis of a
more limited commitment.

This is already the case for monetary
union (Britain, Sweden and
. Denmark aren’t part of it), for the
Schengen treaty, and for the setting up
of the “Eurocorps™.

One can imagine that some Eastern
countries will join the EU
without participating 1n monetary
union (without applying the
Maastricht criteria and the stability
pact, and without being present in the
ECB).

The contradiction between the insti-
tutional deepening of the EU and its
enlargement is a false problem, artifi-
cially puffed up by the tactical needs
of countries playing the game of the
balance of power and by superficial
journalists.

In reality, there is substantial agree-
ment between the trio (and others like
Italy) on this perspective. Even if this
agreement is shot through with con-
tradictions, these are secondary.

What obscures these basic dynamics
is the difficulty the British govern-
ment has in joining the monetary
union. Blair has to make rhetorical
concessions to public opinion. But
‘Blair (and big British and foreign cap-
ital) is-in favour of membership.

The European army under construc-
tion is an initiative by Britain
(with France), on the basis of their
common engagement in the Balkans
and their common irritation with the
US. If this question 1s resolved, the
other problem, that of the political

management of the ECB, could be

tackled.
The EU and its vanguard — the three
key imperialist countries — have

the perspective of creating a political
leadership 1in tune with their
European, indeed global ambitions. It
is impossible to over-stress the threat
that this carries for democracy and for
the gains of the working class.

A different Europe is needed:
social, democratic, egalitarian, and
generous. |

For that it 1s necessary to do every-
thing possible to stop this
machine. There is only one way: the
mobilisation of the labour movement
and progressive public opinion
around one 1dea:

[ Stop right there!

Il Break down the closed doors of an
omnipotent European Council!

BB The right to speak and make deci-
sions must lie with the peoples
of Europe!

B They must determine, through
public debate, through a decision
of their elected representatives, the
fundamental bases on which they wish
to live together: from the Pole to
Gibraltar, and from the Atlantic to
the Urals!

Railtrack boss Gerald Corbett seeks a safe way to

Meltdown on
the raillways

Steve Metcalfe

“WHY - and I am being blunt
here — do we have to give these
people (Railtrack and their agents)
a penny compensation before we
can take them back under state
control?” |

This was the straightforward
question fired at RMT sponsored
MP GWyneth Dunwoody at a
meeting of  the rallway
Engineering and Infrastructure
National Committee called on 26
October 2000 under RMT
Assistant General Secretary Bob
Crow.

The answer was that the
‘Labour’ government’s hands are
tied by European Law.

None of the thirty-odd delegates,
union representatives from all
railway infrastructure companies’
in Britain were happy at this
answer. Neither was the MP, for
that matter, for Dunwoody is one
of the better of the RMT’s spon-
sored MPs.

It is plain for all to see that the
government is now floundering in
the face of a ‘meltdown’ situation
on the British transport system,
not just railways, after decades of
neglect and virtually deliberate
sabotage, plus a lemming-like rush
to put most meaningful transport
on to the roads, which was begun
mainly in the Tory-dominated
1950s.

The terrible rail crashes of the
last two years were merely the out-
ward signs of this impending
meltdown, culminating with the
Hatfield disaster on the East Coast
Main Line.

No amount of slick PR, however
long Railtrack and their greedy
backers planned it before Hatfield
as a response to any more disas-
ters, should be allowed to get them

- off the hook this time.

Apparently, this time John
Prescott and Gus MacDonald
(transport chiefs for Labour) did
not support Railtrack boss Gerald
Corbett’s desperate attempt to
retrieve his position. However, we
must not forget that the aim of
many recent rail disaster victims
may be to have the whole of senior
Railtrack management eventually
answer to corporate manslaughter
proceedings. Corbett’s resignation

e
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may therefore have been a way of
avoiding, not accepting, responsi-
bility.

The situation on the railways is
now so bad that guards were
recently only blocked from strik-
ing over safety by sleight of hand —

‘using still extant anti-trade union

laws.

Signallers, too, are discontented
with their decaying pay and condi-
tions — they are direct Railtrack
employees — while they face the
music in many raiiway safety inci-
dents more and more regularly,
usually through no fault of their
own.

Infrastructure engineers have
especially sorry tales to tell from
the sharp end, particularly in track
maintenance.

For example

I Apprentices not even given
written contracts to which they
are entitled, and being used as
cheap labour

B Tices falling on lines in gales.
This could not have happened
once because full time vegetation-
cutting gangs existed before pri-
vatisation.

I Decreasing regularity of eye
patrols, even thought weight and
frequency of rail traffic has
increased

B Abuse of railflow ultrasonic
gangs. A News of the World exclu-
sive on 29 October revealed that
management has been discourag-
ing reporting of faults detected
because of cost-effective consider-
ations. The Hatfield crash was
caused by a microscopic crack
shearing, apparently, on a curve.

Railtrack bosses have admitted
they don’t know even basic safety
factors — like the fact that neglect
of wet beds can be extremely dan-
gerous.

Local safety reps are repeatedly
not being summoned to do statu-
tory three monthly safety walka-
bouts, in defiance of the Health
and Safety at Work Act. Instead
safety reps have been targeted for
victimisation and sackings in all

travel by rail before being shunted in

..........
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rail sectors since privatisation
(1994-1996) was effected. So much
for safety being “paramount”.

We have only scratched the sur-
face here.

The whole problem at root is sys-
temic, based entirely on the
shoddy way the old BR was
nationalised in 1947 and then fin-
ished off by Tory privatisation,
planned under Thatcher and
effected by Major, and since then
almost criminally continued by
New Labour - Blair, Mandelson
and the other cuckoos in the nest
of the workers’ movement.

The ongoing three-tier Cullen
Inquiry will eventually make some
recommendations on its findings,
we are told. However, recommen-
dations are not binding on any-
one, as the Hidden Inquiry into
the Clapton rail disaster of 1989
showed us.

Access poihts

I believe it was recommended
that access points to trackside
should be constructed every 400
metres (¥ mile) adjacent to the
railway lines, so that in any emer-
gency the services can get in and
out efficiently. This is far from
being the case even 12 years after
Clapham, despite the fact that
casualties at Clapham were aggra-
vated by lack of easy access to the
crash site. |

The key overall factor today 1s
the failure of the Labour govern-
ment to grasp the nettle of the
general transport chaos existing
now in Britain. The road haulage,
farming and fuel-price mess of
September to November have
merely highlighted the issues.

Britain is the most road-depen-
dent country in Europe, a result of
the get rich quick free for all fol-
lowed since the 1950s, led by
Beeching, Marples et al. This has
allowed some of the most
unsavoury, unaccountable organi-

sations free rein, from the big

international oil combines (Shell,
Exxon, Texaco etc) through the car

Since privatisation, 6,000 former British rail
infrastructure workers have been made
redundant. No wonder they can’t maintain the

network!
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manufacturers (Ford, GM, BMW
etc) to the likes of the road haulage
lobby and all the opportunists
(including, recently, fascist
groups) who have jumped on the
fuel crisis bandwagon of late.

“Apres moi le Deluge’,(“After me
the flood”) was the philosophy of
the 18th century French king
Louis XV, father of the doomed
Louis XVI, executed in 1792 by
Republican revolutionaries. What
with the increasingly obvious
effects of global warming arising
mainly from unbridled ‘dirty capi-
talism’ in Europe and North
America, this could be literally the
slogan of the current free marke-
teers, typified by such cowboys as
the right wing dominated road
lobby of recent infancy.

The answer always was and
remains socialism. But socialism
must recognise the positivists’
mistakes made by many of the pio-
neers of our movement in the late
19th and early 20th centuries.
These must be seriously re-exam-
ined in the light of recent develop-
ments. The teachers, as Lenin
said, must be ready to teach them-
selves. This is the way forward for
the socialist movement.

We cannot condemn small road
hauliers and small farmers for
fighting to defend their liveli-
hoods, even if only to defend those
whose jobs depend on the wages
they earn from them. -

However, we-can cook the Tories’
goose and confound all the other
reactionary forces who tried to
exploit the recent fuel crisis with
their road blockades for their own
evil purposes.

The state must take over.the
bulk of road transport, all railways
and road companies, plus the
farming system, and form an inte-
grated, rationally organised basic
infrastructure in Britain. We must
form a clean, just, efficient society
with guaranteed employment and
security for all. |

This must be underpinned by a
viable, democratic system of con-
trol by workers’ committees in all
these 1ndustries and services.
There is no other fair way out of
the impasse this government of
Blair and Co have led us all into.

Private enterprise, through pri-
vatisation, has aimed to fragment
and then pulverise piecemeal the
organised working class. Our task
is to turn the tables on our ene-
mies and defeat them as totally as
they intended to defeat us, our
class, the working class.

The stone age did not end for
lack of stones nor the bronze and

4¥

iron ages for lack of bronze and

iron. Why then should the
petroleum based capitalist society
not be ended even without a lack
of this misused substance, o1l?
And why should it not “end” at
the hands of a united, socialist
working class movement?
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right to excluae
SWP

Many independent socialists in Lewisham can clearly under-
stand why the overwhelming majority of the long-standing
members of the Leeds Left Alliance have felt it necessary 10
defend their organisation. The SWP has a long and ruthless
history of dealing with dissent and opposition within its own
organisation - exclusion and expulsion. -

| am sure now that the LLA has defined its boundaries and
space it will play a full and active role in working with other
socialists with clearly defined political profiles and different
origins both in Leeds and the SA framework. |

The recent rapid development of the SA is to be wel-
comed, but only if that growth is built on partnership and
trust and ‘assists in broadening the political forces involved
with the SA. Our experience in Lewisham with many com-
rades joining our Alliance from the SWP has been far
removed from this. -

SWP members have turned-up at meetings in some force
and have sought through sheer weight of numbers to take
control, repeatedly refusing to accept a cooperative, con-
sensual and partnership approach.

Our GLA campaign in support of lan Page was in reality
two campaigns. The SP and independents working in har-
mony to support lan, the SWP and those on the ultra revo-
lutionary left doing their own thing, distributing their own lit-
erature, often duplicating areas already delivered.
Consequently we failed to maximise the socialist vote in
Lewisham and Greenwich. |

The same pattern has repeated itself in the recent Pepys
by-election. |

The moves towards centralisation arising out of Coventry,
made it more difficult to win forces to the SA project. The
Green Socialist Network at its AGM narrowly voted against
affiliation. The reluctance of the Preston socialist counsel-
lors to describe themselves as SA counsellors suggests
this also. |

Clearly the SWP in Leeds, despite proposals of a compro-
mise put forward by the LLA executive and SP were intent
on taking control of the LLA. In Hull the SWP were willing to
agree a compromise where the balance of forces were more
equal. | | A

The struggles in Leeds and Lewisham are clearly reflective
of two very different approaches to building the SA and
what we want to see the SA become.

The majority of those who have been working 1o buiid the
SA for some time want to build a broad federal structure,
hopefully becoming a broad inclusive socialist party along
the lines of the Scottish Socialist Party. And those who are

‘seeking to build a centralised and directed political organi-
sation which can become a larger united revolutionary
Leninist party. . |

The SSP approach has a realistic prospect of success —
uniting many of those breaking from Labour and becoming
involved in struggles to defend services. An enlarged SWP
will simply be an enlarged SWP, bigger but still on the
same politics.

The ISG appears clearly drawn to playing a minor role in a
united revolutionary party, rather than leading role in a
broad socialist party which can be at the centre of left poli-
tics. |

Our stand against exclusions: SO 39

Nick Long - Lewisham
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Alan Thornett and
Dave Packer

ick Long’s letter
(left) raises a
number of issues
which are cen-
tral to the cur-
rent debate around the build-
ing of the Socialist Alliances.

In particular it focuses
attention on their political

~ character, and the need for

people from diverse parts of
the left to work together
within them if they are to be
developed into an effective
socialist
Blairism.

It is unfortunate, however,
that Nick Long has decided
to defend the disgraceful
witch hunt against the SWP
in Leeds. The Leeds Left
Alliance (LLA) has denied
members of the SWP the
right to be full members of

the LLA and have debarred

them from standing for
office within the Alliance
(SO39).

Nick Long euphemistically
describes this anti-demo-
cratic outrage as “defining
the political boundaries” of
the LLA. - Blair
and Mandelson want to
“define the political bound-
aries” of the LP by drum-
ming out the left. Such an
action by Milbank would
rightly be condemned by

the whole of left.
Democracy 1s not an
optional extra for the

Socialist Alliances, to be dis-
carded when there are a few
scores to settle or a few revo-
lutionary socialists to be

- nobbled. It is an integral part

of the Alliances or they are
nothing. -

You can’t fight the right-
wing with the bureaucratic
methods of the right-wing.
An SLP mark II would go
nowhere. -

Nick Long invokes his
experiences in the Lewisham
Socialist Alliance to justify
his defence of the indefensi-
ble in Leeds.

Yes, the Lewisham Alliance
is a divided Alliance, and
this has led to divided cam-

alternative to

L abour!

paigns. But his description of
the roots of those divisions
are to say the least highly
controversial with all the
political organisations
involved other than the
Socialist Party (SP). -
Nor is it true to say that all
the independents in the
Lewisham alliance share his
view. The picture he paints
of the SP and the indepen-

‘dents working in harmony

whilst the rest simply doing
their own thing is a rather
grotesque caricature from all
accounts. -

As welcome as the recent
victory of Sam Dias in the
Pepys by-election is, and 1t is
very welcome indeed, the
fact is that the Socialist Party
imposed her as a candidate
on the Lewisham Socialist
Alliance.

t the meeting to
adopt a candidate
she flatly refused,
as a member
of the SP, to stand
as anything other than as a
candidate of the SP - 1.e.
under the SP’s election
rubric of Socialist
Alternative/Ian Page team.

How does that promote
harmony? What happened
to local democracy? Or any
kind of democracy?

Unfortunately it reflects a

long and dishonourable tra-
dition on the far-left in
Britain — that democracy 1s a
very good thing as long as it
does not interfere with ‘our
patch’. For socialists there 1s
a higher principle than sim-
ply being in the best position

to get votes in a local elec-

tion.

And this is not the only
place. where the SP have
imposed a candidate — or pre-
sented an ultimatum as to
who it would be, which
amounts to the same thing.

At a recent Socialist

Alliance public meeting in

Walthamstow the SP speaker

Simon Donovan announced

from the platform that he
would be standing in Leyton
whatever anyone else said,
and the Socialist Alliance
would simply have to decide

whether to support him. or
not. | |

It is not surprising that
there are divisions 1n the

Lewisham Alliance under

these conditions. It was a
credit to the others in the
Alliance, organisations and
individuals, that they
decided to support the SP
candidacy, even though they
had been given no say in
deciding the candidate.

This all flows from the uni-
lateral declaration of the SP
(in The Socialist) = that
they would stand eighteen of
their own candidates 1n pre-
determined constituencies.

This is irrespective of the

views of any local SA group

‘in those areas, either now or

in the future if one 1s
launched.

This is not the way to build
any kind of alliance — even a
federal one. It is another
practice borrowed from
Blairism. Nick Long does
not refer to these impositions
or give his view on them.

Nor does Nick Long make
the case for his assertion that
the SWP was attempting to
take over the Leeds Left
Alliance.

This is Dbecause no
such case exists. But in any
case, if a judgement is to be
made about the conduct of
the SWP in the Alliances, 1t
needs to be made on the basis
of their general practice.

In our experience they have
not attempted to take
over alliances, even 1n places
where they have the numbers
to do so.

n the contrary in
most places
(though not all)
they have been
careful to involve

independents and  other
organisations, and have
sought to be in a
minority, often a small
minority.

They know that a success-
ful SA intervention will
build their organisation, of
course, because of the
resources, both human and
material, that they will bring
to it on the ground. But there
is nothing wrong with that.
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The whole left will grow if
we are successful in building
the alliances to their poten-
tial in the present period.
Nick Long should
realise that without organisa-
tions like the SWP involved
(and the SP as well) there
will be no credible general
electoral intervention, cer-
tainly not one which could
meet current requirements.
The rest of the left, those

organised and those inde-

pendent, are not strong
enough to do it..

ike the SP and the

LILA, Nick Long

talks about “the

IMOVES

towards centrali-
sation” arising out of the
Coventry conference at the
end of September which
adopted a protocol for the
general election campaign.
As the ISG has argued previ-
ously (SO38), this i1s a gross
misrepresentation of
what took place at Coventry,

‘and it is being systematically

promoted by the SP.
In fact Coventry produced
an extremely federal election

protocol, which put no

restrictions on local

alliances. |
They are free to

stand under a different name
to the Socialist Alliances
whilst being a part of
the Socialist Alliances if they
want to. They can have their
own local profile and local
demands and the candidates
can make clear their
political affiliations.

This has been made clear to
the LLA repeatedly by the
officers of the Socialist
Alliance nationally, 1n case
there is any problem of inter-
pretation.

In fact the Coventry proto-
col creates a far less cen-
tralised structure than the
L.eeds Left Alliance has
itself, if the way its executive
was able to act against the
SWP was an indication of its
powers.

And, by the way, the Green
Socialist Network AGM
actually voted for affiliation
to the Socialist Alliances, not
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page (

Labour’s privatisation offensive, on the tube, in the NHS and a new round

against as Nick Long claims.
It was only after a nasty sec-

‘tarian attack on the SWP by

Mike Davis of the LLA and
then a successful appeal for
the vote to be retaken, that it
narrowly changed its mind.
This, however, 1s not the
real debate. The real objec-
tion the LLA executive

majority had with the SWP

was not organisational or
constitutional but directly
political.

n the statement sent
out with ~the ballot
paper for the postal
vote their main objec-
tion to the SWP was

-that the SWP are an organ-

ised party with an elected
leadership, and — worse than
that — it has a revolutionary
perspective rather than a
reformist one. This was
absolutely explicit.

The same point comes
through in Nick Long’s let-
ter, although not so
clearly. He refers to the
“ultra revolutionary left”
and “those who are seeking
to build a centralised and
directed political organisa-
tion which can become
a larger united revolutionary

Leninist party”.

He counterposes these
to comrades (such as him-
self) who want to build “a
broad federal structure”

But what about the SP?
Doesn’t he realise that the SP
is itself a centralised and
directed political organisa-

- tion?

The ISG, he writes,
“appears to be clearly drawn
to playing a minor role in a
united revolutionary party,
rather than a leading role 1n
a broad socialist party which
can be at the centre of left
politics™.

The ISG has published its
views on this a number of
times (e.g. SO34). Yes, since
we are a revolutionary organ-
isation, e do want to build a
new united revolutionary
party. However, there 1s more
to it than that.

In the present situation the
existing divisions on the left
are not only damaging to the
cause of socialism, but to the
pressing need to organise a
fight-back against the capi-
talist offensive and its main
political representatives in
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Stalingrad O'Neill

of sales of council housing, ll demand a united response from the left

e s,

Britain today - Tony Blair
and the Labour government.

Without  a broad
based, nationally co-ordi-
nated Socialist Alliance we
don’t believe a socialist voice
will be heard in this general
election - or an alternative to
Blairism built.

his would be a

defeat for the
working class in
Britain - and

therefore for us as
revolutionary socialists.

It is for this reasoq that we

advocate building today the

so therefore we do not advo-
cate one.

And we believe that this
implies a particular type
of party — one that is organ-
ised along Leninist lines to
carry throughrevolutionary
change. Consequently we
are not for a recreated “old
Labour”.

The political conditions do
not exist in Britain today,
however, in which the
diverse left which is break-
ing from Blairism can be
drawn together into a new
revolutionary party. There
may, in the medium term, be

Beyond that we think there
is the possibility of creating,
in England, a new broad
party of the left on the lines
of the SSP in Scotland, as the
next stage of development.
We have argued on numer-
ous occasions that such a
new workers’ party must, as
a first principle, be federal,
inclusive and democratic.
The SLP was politically dead
from the time that Scargill
rejected federalism, refused
membership to the SP
and others, and said that
individuals could only join
the SLLP if they
resigned from any other
organisation they might be a

broadest possible, inclusive the basis for bringing
alliance — not a revolutionary  together some of the
party. This is not a unani- existing revolutionary member of first.

mous view in the SA, but we
and others (including the
SWP) are opposed to 1mpos-
ing a revolutionary pro-

gramme on the SA, or con-

structing a new “united
revolutionary party” artifi-
cially.

We do not know in advance
how the SA will develop in
the future, but we do not
believe that any decisions
about its future should be
made until it has drawn to it
a much wider range of inde-
pendent forces. Nor should
any decisions be made with-
out a full and democratic dis-
cussion.

In our view there is no par-
liamentary road to socialism,

Election

organisations into a bigger
and more effective organisa-
tion, still working within a
broad alliance, but that is a
different issue.

We therefore seek to build a
broad and inclusive alterna-
tive to Blairism, which can
contain the revolutionary

organisations along with sec- paigning based on an
tions of the ex-Labour left, agreed platform.

the trade union left along The SSP is a political party -
with environmental activists with an extensive pro-

and anti-capitalist cam-

paigners.

he best format for
this at the present
time is undoubt-
edly the Socialist
Alliances.

Nick Long seems to think
that the SSP is more federal
than the Socialist Alliances.
This 1s not true. The
Socialist Alliances are a loose
network of groups seeking to
develop an organising struc-
ture to facilitate common
action and common cam-

gramme and a democratic
inclusive structure, and of
necessity much more cen-
tralised than the Socialist
Alliances. It started as the
Scottish Socialist Alliance
and developed into the SSP
by tightening up its struc-

successes hoost

tures and extending its pro-
gramme and policies.

Neither the SAs or the SSP
are revolutionary organisa-
tions, of course — nor should
they be. They are coalitions
between revolutionaries and
those who do not
regard themselves as revolu-
tionaries, at least at the pre-
sent time.

hey are united
front frameworks
in which a
broad spectrum
of the left can
build the best possible politi-
cal alternative to Blairism 1n
today’s conditions.

New Labour 1s busily ram-
ming though its attacks,
including: -

@ the privatisation of Air
Traffic Control against the
wishes of the bulk of the

population,
@ the privatisation of the
London Underground

against the vast majority of
Londoners,

@ rcfusing even to contem-
plate the re-nationalisation
of the railways, despite a big
majority of people support-
ing (even demanding) it.

More and more people are
looking for an alternative.

This was clearly reflected
in the results of the recent
round of by-election results.

We have, today, a unique

opportunity to build such an

alternative against Blairism

with signs that the bulk of
the far-left organisations are
prepared to abandon past
histories of sectarian practice
in favour of building the
Socialist Alliances.

We must not allow a knee
jerk reaction to the SWP to
get in the way of this. Most
people who have been active
on the left for some time will
have had bad experiences
with the SWP (and with the
SP/Militant as well by the
way). And bad experiences
are still happening in some
areas of work.

ut it is easy to sit
‘back and say
“don’t trust the
SWP”. This can
| be a self-fulfilling
prophesy. The significance
of the SWP is not so much
how much they haven’t
changed but how much they
have. The level of collabora-
tion which is now taking
place between the bulk of the
far left within the alliances 1s
unique and the SWP are a
central part of it.

Nick Long should appreci-

-ate that the best way to com-

bat the inherent sectarianism
of the SWP indeed the whole

of the British left, is to build
the Socialist Alliances in the
most inclusive democratic
and effective way possible.

Alllances

Terry Conway

There is no doubt that the Socialist
Alliance Liaison Committee meeting in
Birmingham on December 2 was
buoyed up by the excellent election
results socialist candidates have gained
since the Coventry conference in
September.

On November 23, the Scottish
Socialist Party took over 7% in both the
Holyrood and Westminster by-elections
for Glasgow Anniesland — coming fourth
in the former seat. The SSP has estab-
lished itself as the fifth party in Scottish
politics — a remarkable achievement in
such a short time.

On the same day, the newly formed
Lancashire Socialist Alliance polled
5.6% to save its deposit in Preston,
while in the south London borough of
Lewisham, Socialist Alternative candi-
date Sam Dias, backed by the Socialist
Alliance, took the seat.

The meeting also heard of the myriad
of political campaigns that local alliances,
new and established are building and
contributing to in their areas. Time and
again anti-privatisation battles are fea-
turing as top priority — with the fight
against council house sell-offs taking
particular prominence.

Also common to many localities were
the number of defections from Labour
to the Alliances, including a whole num-
ber of councillors, and a noticeable
influx of SLP and ex-SLP members as
well.

Such positive reports generally set the
tone for the meeting, though there
were difficult moments. Members of
the Socialist Party argued that the elec-
tion would be fought mainly in the local-
ities, while most others wanted to
strengthen the national intervention.

Dave Church from Walsall
Democratic Labour Party put forward

very strong case in this regard. He
explained that he was always in favour
of decentralisation — but that this could
only work in practice if you have a
strong centre.

The SWP who had strongly argued
the need for more of a national profile,
proposed a resolution to setup an
Executive Committee, responsible to
the Liaison Committee, to assist the
Officers in making this a reality.

Comrades from the Socialist Party
argued that this resolution should not
be taken because it was a repeat of a
resolution defeated by the Coventry
conference. Others argued that this was
not the case because the Executive
would be accountable to the Liaison
Committee whereas the body pro-
posed at Coventry would have
reported only to full members meet-
INgS.

Amendments were proposed and

agreed to the SWP resolution to ensure
that the Liaison Committee meets regu-
larly in the run up to the General
Election and to clarify that local alliances
can add to the national manifesto as
they see fit. While the Socialist Party
continued to oppose the amended res-
olution they accepted its passage with
relatively good grace.

The meeting also agreed that the
debate on our manifesto would be initi-
ated immediately by the circulation of
the document from the West Midlands
Euro-Election campaign, often referred
to as the 80-20 document. This is to
prepare for the next full national confer-
ence of the Alliance, which will now
take place in early March.

This national meeting was a positive
step forward for the Alliances nationally,
which marked another step towards a
successful General Election campaign







