A rank-and-file con-
ference on September
17th brought together
71 delegates from 53
Constituency Labour
Parties to fight
Labour’s drift to the
right. Eric Heffer MP,
candidate for Deputy
Leader, gave the con-
cluding speech.

The Labour Party represents
the mass of working people and
therefore it is our responsibility

file

to organise inside it, in the trade
union movement but especially
in the CLPs. That is why this
Conference is absolutely
necessary. .

I’'m pleased that this conference
is concerned with issues like the
defence of Clause 4, the question of
unilateralism and party democracy.

You have been discussing what I
~ would call the second ‘Secret Agen-

da’. We now have two agendas in
the Party: the first agenda and the
one that’s pushed through at the
last minute — the secret agenda.
If I may give a plug to that book I
wrote 3 years ago, I had this to say:
‘““‘Pressure for changes in the Party

conference is also growing. There
are those in the Party who think it
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Fight the Tories! Rebuild the left!

should be less of a body of delibera-
tion and decision making and more
of a political rally like Tory Party
Conference, where Shadow Cabinet
members are paraded out to make
their speeches for the general public
rather than dealing with issues rais-
ed in resolutions’’. I said a lot more
about the way things were develop-
ing in the Party which is now being
confirmed — more than confirmed
— and if you want a pretty good
report of what they’re doing, read
today’s Guardian: it’s very, very
revealing. For Parliamentary can-
didates, the Executive in the event
of a by-election will be able to set
aside normal selection rules and im-
pose a candidate on a Constituency.
And it goes on: the Executive will
also be empowered for the first

Part of the audmnce at last Sarturdav s conference. Photo Paul Herman (Profile)

speak out

time, to suspend individuals from
party membership pending a
disciplinary enquiry.

No MP will be allowed to stand
for Party Leader without nomina-
tions from at least 20% of Labour
MPs. If you’ve got 200 Labour
MPs then 20% is a hell of a lot of
people and that means the in-
cumbents will be there pretty well
for ever.

People come into Parliament
with great left wing reputations,
thinking that they’re going to set
the world right. But somebody
comes along and says ‘‘I wouldn’t
do that comrade, I really wouldn’t.
After all you might get a front
bench position and if we’re the
government you might become a
Minister and in any case the whips

are watching out who will be on a
trip to the USA or somewhere next
week.”’

And if you think that doesn’t
have any effect, I can assure you
that’s why you have to have control
over your members of Parliament.
Nye Bevan once said you have to
concern yourself with the
‘aristocratic embrace’; we could say
the ‘leadership’s embrace’. But it’s
the same basic point.

In 1983, a lot of people thought
we had elected a young leader and if
we didn’t agree with all he said,
after all he was quite a handsome
chap (there were some that thought
that) and the fact was he really was
quite left wing. He might not have
voted the right way on every issue
— he didn’t vote for Tony Benn in
'81 — but the party membership
felt, well, okay, we’re not entirely
happy, but we’ll be able to push
socialist policies.

Whatever else, unilaferalism was
safe in his hands.

That’s not the situation now. At
least 1n the past Party leaders only
ratted on pohmes and principles
when they got into Number 10.
We’ve now got a situation where
they are ratting before they’re in
Number 10.

That’s why the Campaign Group
are absolutely right to decide to
contest the leadership this year.

Continued on page
2

iy



Burmese coup d’etat

Jinglees are sharpened bicycle
spokes shot by catapults. They
are among the improvised
weapons used by Burmese
demonstrators against the
‘socialist’ army. Such weapons
are a necessity, as the Burmese
army, reeling from crisis to

~ crisis, mows down its opponents

in the streets.

At least 100 people, possibly a lot
more, were killed on Monday
(September 19) in the latest round
of violence following a coup d’etat
that brought the army to power.
Thousands have died since the
country’s dictator for 26 years, Ne
Win, “‘retired”’ at the end of July.

For the ‘Militant’ tendency,
events in Burma present
awkward questions. Since 1982,
following his general approach,
Militant’s Ted Grant has pro-
claimed Burma to be a ‘deform-
ed workers’ state’. Capitalism,
they said, was overthrown by
Ne Win — but instead of
socialism, bureaucratic rule was
imposed on the Russian model.

Was this system better than
capitalism or not? Did it develop
the forces of production more than
capitalism? Was it closer to
socialism than capitalism was? In
Grant’s theory, whatever the
undeniable facts of a crippling lack
of democracy in these societies, a
planned economy — even a
mismanaged one — was unques-
tionably superior to capitalism. The
creation of a ‘deformed workers’
state’ was, for Grant, historically
progressive.

Yet Pat Craven, writing in Mili-
tant (19 August 1988) proclaims:

““‘Despite the advantages of hav-
ing a nationalised economy, the rul-
ing military bureaucracy has proved
that it is impossible to develop a
backward economy in isolation and
without democratic control and
management by the workers’’

Moreover, ‘‘it cannot be entirely
ruled out that, theoretically, for the
first time, a proletarian bonapartist
deformed workers’ state could
revert back to capitalism and
landlordism”’. And if it did so,
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By Sam Eaton

The military coup is the third
change in government since then.
But Ne Win is still the power behind
the throne. The army remains loyal
to him.

But the cracks are showing. Hun-
dreds of soldiers have joined anti-
regime demonstrations over the

past few weeks.

Can the regime survive? The
capital, Rangoon has been torn
apart by an escalation cycle of
violence. In other cities, many have
lost their lives.

The barricades are up in

Rangoon. Government employees
are on general strike. Demonstra-
tions are smaller than a week ago,

““This would be a far worse
catastrophe for the workers and
peasants’’ than any bad thing hap-
pening now.

But how can this be? Why is this
‘workers’ state’ progressive, if the
workers have no power and the
economy has failed to develop?

Militant’s traditional criterea for
‘progressiveness’ are demonstrably
false in Burma, but they make no
effort to rethink their theory.

‘Reversion’ to capitalism would
be a ‘catastrophe’. But here alsois a
problem. If Burma now — with all
its deformations — is an advance
on capitalism, surely socialists
should oppose a ‘reversion’ — and
oppose those forces fighting for it?

Why don’t the Militant applaud
the army of the workers’ state
beating down the pro-capitalist op-
position? Why don’t they call for
defense of the nationalised proper-
ty? Maybe Militant’s instincts to be
with the demonstrators are sounder
than their theoretical skills. But
surely the theory is gaping open
with holes?

In fact it is bizarre to describe
Burma as a workers’ state. Socialist
Organiser has always thought so,
even before we considered the label
to be questionable when applied to
the USSR. But the oddities of
Militant’s theory do perhaps expose
some of the problems with the label
even in more subtle versions.

What Militant call a ‘deformed
workers’ state’ they describe as a
new, progressive, form of class
society. Except in Burma they have
had to face facts.
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but the opposition shows no real
signs of weakening. The slaughter
following the latest coup has staved
off the threat from below to the
regime — but it has not abolished
1t.

Ne Win’s Socialist Programme

Party took power in a coup in 1962.
As in many Third World countries,
a viciously repressive and
economically-nationalist regime

- adopted the rhetoric of ‘socialism’.

26 years on, the economy is in tat-
ters — even compared to nearby
Thailand or Malaysia — and the
‘regime has utterly lost control.
The oppostion’s cheif demand
has been for democracy and since
July has shown increasing con-
fidence. Whe.. former President

Maung Maung offered general elec-
tions, this was rejected as inade-
quate: they wanted the government
to resign and allow the formation of
an alternative interim administra-
tion.

There are no major organised
groups among the oppositions,
although this feature is often exag-
gerated by it spokespeople. In its
demands and rhetoric there 1is
perhaps a similarity with the
‘people’s power’ movement that
overthrew Marcos in the Philip-
pines and the democracy movement
in South Korea. Students have
spearheaded the street demostra-
tions. The overall ideological tone
of the opposition is moderate and
pro-capitalist.

Awkward question for ‘Militant’

‘Burmese Housewives Committee rutestginst the

government

State approved

Papacy

Labour’s
rank and
file speak
out!

Continued from
page 1

And it mustn’t stop, whatever the
outcome. Whatever the outcome,
we have to carry on the campaign
for socialism. And we have to carry
on that campaign-by organising.

I don’t believe that organisation
in itself solves all the problems. I
know there are some comrades who
think that when you get into a dif-
ficult political situation, if you only
organise differently the political
situation would change.

I don’t believe you can divorce
organisation from politics. If we
had the right politics in this party at
the moment, we would actually be
conducting that political fight. We
wouldn’t be too worried about
organisation. We wouldn’t need to
be. It’s because the Party’s got the
wrong politics, because the leader-
ship is organising to keep the left
wing down, that we have to fight
back.

I'll conclude on this. From time
t0 time, every movement has to
rebuild itself. If it doesn’t it dies.
And we’re at this stage now.

We’ve seen retreat after retreat
after retreat., The Policy Review
shows that the leadership is
retreating even further. They’ve ac-
cepted the concept of capitalism.

We must fight back, not turning
to the past, but creating the future.
Surely that’s what we’re all about.
We are the ones who are the future.
They want to go back to old
policies, which haven’t worked and
which cannot work. We’re the one
who have the vision of changing
society, of creating that new society
of building socialism. That’s what
our forefathers and foremothers in
this movement started off with —
that vision to change society. Our
job is to carry on their work — to
ensure that we bring our black com-
rades into the movement, make cer-
tain women comrades have their
rights in every way, that there is no
discrimination against gays and les-
bians, that working people as a
whole get the fruits of their labour.
That’s what i1t’s about. Comrades,
let’s go from this conference deter-
mined to make a further step to
build socialism.
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Women's refuges

Women's refuges are
likely to be the next vic-
tims of the govern-
ment’'s social security
changes.

For many women who
make the break from
violent relationships, a
women's refuge is the
only place to go. On
average around 20,000
women and children a
year find safety in a
refuge.

But their existence
has become more
precarious over the
years. They have never
received statutory fun-
ding, managing on local
authority grants. As the
cuts bite. so non-

statutory grant aid is
lost.

A fairly secure source
of income has been from
the DHSS. As refuges
clearly provide 'care’ for
women and children,
they have received
money from the DHSS
for ‘board and lodging’.

But the DHSS has
changed its mind. In
contradiction to
research which the
Ministry itself commis-
sioned, and which found
a high standard of care
in most refuges, the
DHSS has said that
refuges provide no care
at all.

So women in refuges

will have to claim in-
come stipport and hous-
ing benefit, leaving
refuges even more short
of cash.

Jobs will be lost, and
standards of support for
women and children will
fall. A quarter of all
refuges get three
quarters of their funding
from board and lodging.
They may face closure.

Refuges have acted as
a safety net for inade-
quately funded social
services and housing.
Now the government
seems quite happy to let
them die — after all,
family life is the most
important thing, isn't it.

Socialist Organiser n0.372 22 September 1988 Page 2

Is Gorbachev getting cold
feet about glasnost?

On 2Bth July a decree
was issued by the
Praesidium of the
Supreme Soviet of the
Russian Federation bann-
ing all demonstrations not
registered 10 days in ad-
vance, and approved by
the powers that be.

A day later another
decree was adopted which
has only now been made
public. It introduces strict
penalties for people
organising or taking part
in unauthorised protests.

Under the new scheme
anyone taking part in an
unauthorised gathering
can be fined as much as

300 roubles (12 months
wages) Oor imprisonment
for 15 days. A second of-
fence within a vyear is
punishable by a fine of up
to 1,000 roubles or “‘cor-
rective labour’ for 2
months.

Organisers face even
more severe penalties —
as much as 6 months in a
labour camp or a 2,000
rouble fine.

New police units have
been set up to enforce the
decrees, and have already
been seen in action in
Moscow.

All in all the message is
clear — dissent is fine —
so long as it’s state ap-
proved dissent.

Teacher training

Four out of every ten
newly qualified teachers
are not taking-up jobs in
the profession.

Every year around
5,500 teachers completing
their training are deciding
to take jobs elsewhere.

Low pay is likelytobea

major factor in their deci-
sion, but under-
resourcing of schools and
the demoralisation that it
causes is also significant.

So now we know what
educational ‘choice’
means for _teachers —
like it or lumpit.

Channel 4 has abandor
ed plans for a Comic
Strip series poking fun
at, gasp, the papacy.

The Comic Strip plan-
ned a parody of the
American mini-series
which have swarmed
across our TV screens
over the past few years.
The working title was
‘“The Pope Must Die’ and
was to catalogue the ex-
ploits of Pope Dave the
First, played by ex-
Maoist Alexei Sayle.

Channel 4, noted for
its trendy-radical pro-
gramming policy has
been scared off by the
possiblilty of prosecu-
tion for blasphemy. In-
stead they are commis-
sioning the Comic Strip
team to make a pro-
gramme set in a corrupt
Latin American dictator-
ship.

Well, of course,
nobody minds taking
the mickey out of tin-pot
dictators in banana
republics. But when it
comes to offending
upstanding British god-
fearing people that’s go-
ing too far.
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Learn the

lessons of the

postal strike
Pete Keenlyside
Manchester UCW

“I must have been reading the
wrong papers because as far as
I’m aware Neil Kinnock and the
Labour Party leadership don’t
even know that there is a postal
strike on at the moment. But
even if they do, we certainly
haven’t been hearing their
messages of support...

The job of conferences like this,
one of Constiuency Labour Parties
is that we learn the lessons of
disputes like ours. So that everytime
we go forward a bit more it makes it
that much less easy for our leaders
in the trade union movement to sell

! us out; it makes it that much easier

for the rank and file to begin to take
control of the movement and to
build the Labour Party and trade
unions that serve our interests and
not ones that are operating against

iy

us.

Pete Keenlyside was speaking at
the CLPs conference in Manchester
last weekend.




® The Labour Party

Labour’s rank and
file get organised

By Lol Duffy (PPC
Wallasey CLP)

The CLP’s conference held in
the Mechanics Institute, Man-
chester, on Saturday 17th
September, was the most
positive, comradely conference
I have attended in years.

The turnout, despite problems
with notifying delegates, and
despite us being unable to send out
more publicity material to Consti-
tuency Labour Parties because of
the post strike, shows that there is a
strong demand by constituencies
for this type of conference and
organisation.

71 delegates and 3 F visitors from
53 constituencies aitended the con-
ference, called in defence of Clause
4, unilateralism and Party
democracy.

Seven delegates who had paid
delegation fees didn’t turn up on
" the day but had expressed support
for the conference. :

The conference had been organis-
ed after a good response to an idea
of a delegate-based CLPs con-
ference at a meeting organised by
Wallasey CLP at the Socialist Con-
ference in Chesterfield last June.

A meeting to organise the con-
ference was held on 20th August
and-decided that the maximum time
should be given to contributions
from the floor, so platform
speakers kept their speeches short
and concise.

Constituencies were given a
chance that is rarely given in any

“There

By John Nicholson, Man-
chester City Councillor

We all owe a vote of thanks to
Wallasey CLP for organising
this conference. I understand
they may have been given an
unexpected boost by North-
West Regional Office.

Regional Office sent a letter to
targeted CLPs saying that Labour
Party members should not be sent
as delegates.

With all the issues at this year’s
Labour Party conference, there
couldn’t be a better time for the
CLPs to get organised.

Judging from the conference

agenda, there is a real feeling from
CLPs for a return to socialist prin-
ciples in the Labour Party. There
are a large number of resolutions

local Labour Party to get together
and discuss where to take the cam-
paign; there was a chance to discuss
the socialist ideas which can take
the Labour Party forward. We talk-
ed about ways to turn the Labour
Party outwards to the people it’s
§uppospc} to represent by campaign-
Ing activitv.

Richard Aplin (Wallasey CLP
Secretary) explained why the con-
ference had been organised. The
issues coming up at National
Labour Party conference were
outlined by John Nicholson from
Manchester Gorton CLP, by
Vladimir Derer from Hendon South
and the Campaign for Labour Par-
ty Democracy and by Les Huckfield
from the Campaign Group of MPs.

Workshops were held on
unilateralism, public ownership and
the witch-hunt. A further full con-
ference session was held on Party
Democracy. In the reportback and
proposals session, the following
proposals were adopted:

* That another conference be
held in 1989;

* The Campaign Group of MPs

to be asked to carry a regular
‘Constituencies Column’ in Cam-
paign Group News compiled by the
CLP conference committee;

* That we instruct the Campaign
Group of MPs to invite a represen-
tative from the CLP conference
committee to their meetings;

* That we establish a constituen-
cy newsletter to keep the free flow
of informatio® to subscribing
CLPs;

* That we organise a fringe
meeting at national conference to
explain our reasons for calling a
CLP conference to all constituen-

couldn’t be a better time’

for retaining unilateral nuclear

. disarmament.

The drawback is that we’re con-
centrating on defending what we’ve
got rather than trying to push still
further — for withdrawal from
NATO, and all the other conse-
quences of unilateralism.

Neil Kinnock’s speech on TV on
defence provided a massive
response from the CLPs in defence
of unilateralism. Then a couple of
weeks later Neil Kinnock had his
‘on the record’ lunch with ‘The In-
dependent’ saying there really had
been no change in policy — we can
shake him.

Also on the agenda are a large
number of resolutions on public
ownership. This is very positive.
We need to re-establish public
ownership at the centre of Labour
Party policy.

There are far fewer resolutions
on internal Labour Party affairs for
example on women on shortlists,
women’s conference controlling the
election to the women’s places on
the NEC. This is worrying, because
while there is a genuine desire for
discussion on the part of ordinary
party membership the leadership
has been acting to suppress debate.

At a meeting organised by
Burnley CLP to discuss the elec-
tions for leader and deputy leader,
the representative of the Kinnock-
Hattersley campaign was George
Howarth. He started his speech by
saying how important it was that
the meeting was taking place — but
that there was no need for a leader-

Cles;

* That we support a members Bill
of Rights, submitte¢ by Wallasey
CLP;

* That we call an open organising
meeting in the near future;

ship election this year! Of course,
the meeting would not have taken
place without the election.

Then he went on to talk about the
Policy Review and say that he was
now able to consult all his consti-
tuency members to give them their
say on the issues at this year’s
Labour Party Conference. Rather
ironic from a man who’s expelled
11 members of his CLP simply
because they wanted the opportuni-
ty to be consulted about the selec-
tion of their MP!

It illustrates the problems with
the process laid down for the
discussion of the Policy Review at
Conference this year. We have
always been able to fall back on our
conference to hold our MPs to ac-
count and to raise issues of policy.-

Now they are taking our con-
ference away from us, so that MPs
who are supposed to be held ac-
countable to something have no real
constituency imput.

This conference today, ana ones
that follow must stress the policies
that we need to be fighting for: an
anti-racist immigration policy; sup-
port for lesbians and gay men in
their fight against Section 28; sup-
port for the women at Greenham
Common and support for trade
unions in struggle.

Lol Duffy and others proved at
the last General Election that if you
support those campaigns you start
winning support — not just votes
but support between elections.

On 29 October in Manchester-
there will be a meeting for all CLP

* That we discuss the idea of a
conference about the witch-hunt at
that open organising meeting.

The final session of the con-
ference was addressed by Eric Hef-
fer, the left’s candidate for deputy

activists who want to get organised
around policies within the Labour
Party. I hope this sort of conference
will be happening in all regions
before too long and that they will be
able to feed into something na-
tionally which will enable us in the
constituencies to define our own

leader of the Labour Party. Eric-
Heffer welcomed the conference
and hoped that the intiative would
continue, along with other cam-
paigns like the Socialist Conference
and the Campaign groups.

agenda.

I think this conference today
marks a very important first step,
and I hope that the success of this
will lead on to more successes. We
must claim our party back, and not
let Neil Kinnock take it away from
us.

Rank and file views

‘I thought it was really good 10 see so
many people on the left nationwide
getting together to expound their
views, to formulate policies and make
plans for the future. It’s about time,
in my opinion, that the left got its act
together in the light of pending witch-
hunts and various other bits of right-
wing trickery we're now faced with. |
only hope that out of this, like a
phoenix out of the ashes, we come to
positive and concrete decisions for the
future, that we begin to defend
ourselves and that we begin to flourish
on the left in the Labour Party and
make this a party that’s accountable to
the rank and file, with true
democracy.’

Paul Fitzpatrick, Wallasey CLP

‘1 thought that, considering the con-
ference was the first one organised by
Wallasey, the first one of its kind, it
was excellent. It was varied, it was in-
teresting, there was no animosity, dif-
ferences of opinion were not allowed
to become anything else. I think if it
continues as it started it could, as Eric
Heffer said, become a power base for

the i with work and thought, if
you get people motivated enough to do
something, they'll do it willingly and
that's important. I found the
workshop on campaigning particularly
interesting. When I heard the report-
backs from the other three workshops
I was sorry 1 couldn’t have gone to
each one. It’s a shame we didn’t have
more time, because lots of people
didn’t get a chance to speak.’

Brenda Alexander, Wallasey CLP

‘1 thought it was very good. | was
more than impressed at the turnout. |
think the proposals were very good,
particularly the Bill of Rights — it's
a]?mll time there was something like
that.’

Eddie Doyle, Wallasey CLP

‘1 thought today’s conference was real-
ly good, it was really inspiring. 1 hope
that out of this we can coordinate
CLPs across the country to act, to
highlight true socialist ideas, and to
win people in this country to real
socialism.’

Edwina Doyle, Wallasey CLP
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Tuffin's
Treachery

By Tom Rigby

Right from the start, Tuffin
and the Executive did it all

wrong.
The one-day strike, on
August 31st, was badly

prepared; in many offices the
official call for strike action on
Wednesday wasn’t received un-
til after the early shifts on Tues-
day had gone home.

It didn’t take a genius to
work out that management
might use the excuse of the
‘backlog’ to bring in casuals
and re-direct mail, so provoking
strike action. Yet the Executive
failed completely to prepare for
this possibility, there was no at-
tempt to set up a strike fund to
sustain those who stayed out.

Nor was there any real at-
tempt to use all the combined
muscle of the postal workers to
defeat DRAS (Difficult Recruit-
ment Area Supplement).
Engineers were not asked to
join the action by the Executive
— though in areas like Man-
chester they did — and when
they did the Executive did its
upmost to get them back to
work. The C and CS (Counter
Clerks) dispute over closures,
backdoor privatisation and
5,000 job losses should have
been linked up to the fight
against DRAS. This would have
strengthened and concentrated
the union’s forces.

But what did Tuffin and the
Executive do? They postponed
indefinitely the C and CS ballot
result thus stopping the two sec-

Tuffin

tions of postal workers nnking
arms together against manage-
ment.

And when C&CS came out on
strike in Manchester and other

places, the full time national of-

~ ficial, Ernie Dudley, told them

to go back to work and cross
picket lines!

This failure to unite the
union’s forces is particularly
criminal given the obvious
danger presented by a manage-
ment determined to go on the
offensive and the Tory govern-
ment’s strategy of privatisation
and splitting up the Post Office.
If management and the Tories
are allowed to get away with it
now united action will be even
more difficult in the future.

Tuffin should have been on
the TV every night putting over
the basic arguments in support
of the strikers and walkouts. In-
stead he spent most of his time
waffling on about the need for
the Tories to hold an inquiry in-
to Post Office management.

Stand by the strikers

As we go to press Liverpool and
Coventry are still out. They
have to face not just a local

‘management bent on revenge,
‘but an

Executive that has
become part of the problem and
is attempting to arm-twist the
strikers back to work.

They have been betrayed by
Tuffin and the rest of the Ex-
ecutive, the broad labour move-
ment must not desert them.

Messages of support,
solidarity, donations to Liver-
pool strikers: Phone 051 704
3995 ext 214.

This is a strange idea indeed.
Who else but the Tories does
Tuffin think Post Office
management get their orders
from?

The Executive failed to act as
the co-ordinating centre of the
union and keep the members in-
formed. Strikers who wanted to
know what was going on had to
turn to the same hostile papers
that attacked the strike.

And if that wasn’t bad
enough Tuffin and the rest of
the Executive kept the negotia-
tions with management secret.

As one Manchester postal
worker put it::

“I’ve said this all along. The
union is made up of its members
as far as I’m concerned and we
are given a vote as to who we
want to represent us. And
nothing should be behind our
backs — things shouldn’t be
kept behind closed doors.

‘““We’ve got to educate them in
London to do what we want
them to do — not what they
want to do. They are paid by us,
and paid a damn sight better
than we’re being paid’’. -

If all this wasn’t bad enough

Organisation needed

to focus anger

The strike action of the last few
weeks has given us more than a
glimpse of the tremendous
power of the postal workers.

For a few days the entire mail
network ground to a halt. Private
businesses were in a terrible panic
and the scab delivery firms were
totally incapable of taking over
more than a tiny percentage of the
Post Office’s business.

The strike was a rank and file
revolt, showing the depth of com-
mitment to basic trade union prin-
ciples — like not crossing picket
lines and not handling redirected
scab mail — amongst ordinary
postal workers.

A commitment to trade union
principles which shames Tuffin who
advised members that
Stage 3 letters should be signed, if
‘the employer makes it a condition
of a return to work. These letters

commit the signatories to agree to
handle redirected mail, cross picket
lines and work with strike breakers.

Behind the strike are broader
issues than DRAS; there is the low
pay, lousy hours and terrible condi-
tions that have created a situation
where postalworkers have ac-
counted for nearly 20% of the
strikes in the last year even though
they account for only around 1.5%
of the TUC’s membership.

The tragedy is that this rank and
file anger lacked any clear focus.
There was no alternative pole of at-
traction inside the union that could
have prevented the executive riding
out and then betraying the rank and
file revolt.

This situation needs to change.
The rank and file must organise.
Immediately, the militant active
branches of the union, like Liver-
pool and Manchester, should call a

national meeting of all the local

UCW branches that are unhappy
with Tuffin’s leadership of the
strike. The meeting should discuss
the lessons of the strike and what
needs to be done to re-arm the
union and defeat Post Office
management’s offensive.

Such a meeting could be the first
step towards knitting together a
powerful movement of the rank and
file inside the UCW.

The existing UCW Broad Left
must be transformed into an active
interventionist force rather than the
dull organisation, which it is at the
moment, and which waited 2 hours
before it discussed the strike at a re-
cent meeting.

And the rank and file must move
quickly to consolidate, organise,
draw out the lessons of the recent
strike and provide an alternative,
otherwise cynicism and scepticism
will grow within the ranks of the
UCW.

Socialist Organiser no.372 22 September 1988 Page 4

the real low point came with the
national agreement on Monday
12th which Tuffin described as
“‘a very successful agreement —
if not a victory — for the
arguments we’ve been mak-
ing’’.

Tuffin 1s a liar, the deal was a
sell-out and a disaster. Signed
when the strike was at its
strongest the agreement gives
the postal workers nothing.

DRAS 1s accepted for now
and there are only talks which
may at a later stage give it a dif-
ferent name and maybe alter it a
little.

The position is worse than
that before the strike. Postal
workers originally went on
strike against the continuation
of DRAS but now the Executive
is recommending that DRAS
be accepted for the time being.

Management and the Tories
are delighted. The acceptance of
DRAS means that the union has
backed down over merit and
regional pay. This looks like the
beginning of the end of national
pay agreements, something that
the government wants and
something that can only weaken
the union in the face of
managements aggressive divide

and rule tactics.

One Borough postal worker
put it like this:
“I’'m not happy with the way
DRAS was settled. We should
have sorted out both DRAS and
London weighting but the Exec
saw an open door and dived for
it. We must not accept regional
pay — it fits in with Post Of-
fice’s plans t¢o decentralise
management responsibility and
play one area off against
another.”’ "

The deal also ' ecognises
management’s right to bring in

| casuals and divert mail —

precisely the issues which spark-
ed the walkouts! It &s a par-
ticularly stupid concession given
that management are talking
about setting up a ‘national
grid’ to by-pass individual strik-
ing offices.

With this deal the UCW Ex-
ecutive have given management

a free hand to isolate and pick,

off the most militant branches
by agreeing to the Post Office’s
deadline for return to work
agreements. Those who stayed
out because of lousy local deals
got no backing from the na-
tional union, but they did get a
lot of arm twisting from the Ex-
ecutive.
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Anger on the picket line at Liverpool

21 days of s

* Wednesday 31st August

One day UCW national strike in pro-
test against Difficult Recruitment Area
Supplement (DRAS). First official na-
tional postal workers strikes since 1971.
* Thursday 1st September

12 regional and 2 London Mechanis-
ed letter offices (MLOs) stay out on
strike in protest at UCW members
suspended for refusing to handle re-
directed mail, cross picket lines or work
with casuals.

UCW leader Alan Tuffin offers to
suspend any further official industrial
action if Post Office management will
agree (0 ‘open-ended’ talks.

* Friday 2nd September

At least one third of all Post Offices
and sorting offices are now out as strike
spreads.

Strike still spreading.

Post Office management drops its in-
sistence on agreement in advance to
some form of regional/bonus pay. They
say they are now prepared to discuss
whether to agree this kind of system.

Tuffin says that dispute over casuals
must be settled at local level.

* Sunday 4th September

VYirtually all foreign mail halied as
strike bites. Informal secref talks begin
between second rank UCW officials and
Post Office managemeni.

The Tories hint at lifting the Royal
Mail letier monopoly if the strike con-
[Imues.

* Monday 5ih September
Over half of Britain’s sorting offices

At least 45,000 workers involved in
the strike action. All international post
suspended indefinitely. Nearly all the
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The poll tax will make councils
more accountable. The Tories argue
that only a limited proportion of
users of council services pay the
rates which help finance those ser-
vices. In Scotland, for example,
there is an electorate of 3.9 million,
but only 1.9 million of the elec-

torate are householders and thereby

liable to pay rates. As the poll tax
will be paid by the entire adult elec-
torate, it will therefore make coun-
cils more accountable.

But, by this logic, MPs are not
accountable either: only half of
Scotland’s adult population, for ex-
ample, pays income tax, which
helps finance central government
spending in the same way that the
poll tax helps finance local govern-
ment spending.

It 1s also factually inaccurate to
claim that only householders pay
rates. Many of the 2 million non-
householders in Scotland are
spouses of ratepayers and organise
their finances jointly.

The introduction of the poll tax
will in fact mean more central
government control over local
authorities and consequently less
accountability of the latter to the
local electorate: not only will the
government retain powers to order
a cut in the poll tax charged by
councils (Just as it can at present
order a cut in rates), but the aboli-
tion of non-domestic rates and
replacement of them by a Uniform
National Business Rate set and col-
lected by the government will also
reduce local authority control over
their own budget.

Moreover, given that the elec-

toral register is one source of infor-
mation for compilation of the poll
tax register, the poll tax will act as a
disincentive to exercise a limited
degree of accountability through
voting. Those forced through
economic hardship to try to avoid
the poll tax will have to ensure that
their name 1s not on the electoral
register and will consequently disen-
franchise themselves.
Claimants will receive extra benefits
to cover the poll tax. Either this is a
lie or it makes nonsense of the
Tories’ claims about the poll tax in-
creasing the accountability of coun-
cils: if claimants were to receive the
full cost of the poll tax in their
benefits then, by the Tories’ logic,
they would be indifferent to the
level of council spending.

The Tories g#im that income
support will be increased so that
claimants can pay the 20% of the
poll tax which they will have to pay
up from out of their fortnightly
giro. But the figure which the
Tories will fix as 20% of the tax will
be 20% of the average poll tax na-
tionally. So claimants in areas with
above average poll taxes (ie. areas
where council expenditure is higher
due to above average levels of hard-

By Stan
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ship) will automatically lose out.

Claimants in areas with average

or below average poll taxes will also
be worse off. Whilst the Tories
might add on a certain amount to
income support to cover 20% of the
poll tax, the overall level of benefits
1s being cut. In 1988, for example,
the Tories claimed that they had in-
cluded the amount required by
claimants to pay 20% of their
domestic rates in income support
allowances. At the same time,
though, it cut the overall level of in-
come support and slashed housing
benefit. It is clearly nonsense to
claim that claimants will receive
compensation for the 20% of the
poll tax they will have to pay whilst
at the same time cutting the overall
benefit level.
The poll tax will stop high spending
by councils. According to Nicholas
Ridley, ‘The Labour Party in local
government, especially the ex-
tremists, always over-bid others in
their promises to spend, spend,
spend... (and use) illconcealed
bribes in the form of higher spen-
ding and higher subsidies for those
who do not have to pay the bills.’
The Tories argue that the poll tax
will enable voters to see more clear-
ly which councils are guilty of ‘ex-
cessive’ expenditure.

In fact, the ‘high-spending coun-
cil’ is a Tory myth. In Scotland,
overall annual expenditure by local
authorities has declined by 0.95%
since the Tories came to power. The
Tories own Green Paper, Paying
for Local Government, declared:
‘Spending in Scotland has been held
virtually constant in volume terms.’

Rates have certainly increased in
the same period. But this is due to
cuts in central government funding,
not to ‘profligate’ spending by
councils. If the Tories were to
restore all cuts in funding made
since 1979 then the ‘entire popula-
tion could be given a year free of
rates entirely.

Moreover, even if councils were
‘guilty’ of ‘high spending’ (ie. pro-
viding services which people need),
then the democratic mechanism to
put a check on them would be the
ballot box. In fact, though, the
Tories will be using their dictatorial
poll tax-capping powers to reduce
the spending of councils elected
with a democratic mandate to carry
out such spending.

The poll tax is an improvement on
the current rating system. The cur-
rent rating system certainly has its
faults. But the poll tax is a negation

of anything positive in the current
system and an exacerbation of all its
worst features. Under the rating
system there is a rough relationship
between income and the level of
rates paid: 8.3% of people earning
£50 or less per week live in proper-
ties with average or below average
rateable values; 75% of households
with an income of over £300 a week
live in properties with above
average rateable values. Under the
poll tax, however, there is no rela-
tionship between income and the
poll tax to be paid. ;

Rates are easier to collect than
the poll tax. They are a tax on pro-
perty, and property does not move.
The poll tax is a tax on people and
they move — a lot. 800,000 people
move home in Scotland each year.
34% of 18-24 year olds in Scotland
have at least three addresses during
those years. Difficulties in collec-
ting the poll tax will mean a higher
poll tax which, in turn, given the
unfair nature of tax, will mean a
still bigger burden on the less well-
off.

Nor will the poll tax end the dif-
ferences between one part of the
country and another which exist
under the current rating system,
with some local authorities charging
higher rates than others. If the poll
tax had been in operation in
Scotland in 1987 and its level of col-
lection had been 100% then its level
would have ranged from £99 in
Orkney to £293 in Glasgow.

Moreover, as has already been
noted, the poll tax will not improve
local authority accountability either
partly because of the powers of cen-

tral government intervention or
partly because the Tories deliberate-
ly underestimate the numbers of
those who help pay the rates under
the existing system.

Finally, it is worth noting the
spurious nature of the Tories’
favourite example of why a poll tax
would supposedly be a great im-
provement on the rating system:
that it would end the situation of a
widowed pensioner paying the same
rates as the family of four wage
earners next door.

Only 9% of the population live in
single-person households. At most
only 5% of the population are
single pensioners living alone. Since
rates attract Housing Benefit accor-
ding to income, there are no single,
elderly householders on low income
who actually pay full rates. And on-
ly 9% of the population live in
households of three or more work-
ing adults. In the majority of such
cases the ‘additional’ wage earners
are usually young people who soon
move out to become householders
themselves.

Replacing the rating system with the
poll tax will be good for business.
Socialists certainly have no brief to
defend business interests. On the
contrary, their job is to fight for an
end to private ownership of the
means of production. It is worth

noting in passing, however, that
this alleged virtue of the poll tax is
surrounded by a series of Tory
myths.

Research carried out by the
Department of the Environment
revealed that there was no direct
link between the level of non-
domestic rates and decisions on
business location and employment,
due to the fact that the rates bill
constituted such a small proportion
of overall turnover.

In fact, council spending, financ-
ed out of the rates, benefitted
business in a number of ways: pro-
viding essential services, purchasing
goods and services, increased con-
sumption from out of the wages
paid by the council to its employees,
€lc.

Moreover, the introduction of a
Uniform National Business Rate
will mean increased bills for
businesses located in areas which
are now relatively low rated. And
since rateable values would remain
different in different areas, the in-
troduction of a Uniform National
Business Rate would not result in
equal rates payments for similar
premises.

Hence the opposition to the
Tories’ proposals from, amongst
others, the Forum of Private
Business and the National Federa-
tion of Self-Employed and Small
Businesses.
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Poll tax special

The Labour Party nationally has
produced an informative but
lacklustre campaigning pack on the
poll tax. The model leaflets which it
has produced end with such rally’ag
calls as, “If (!!!) you think the poll
tax is unfair, write to your local
council..write to your local MP or
local paper,’ and ‘Find out what the
poll tax will cost you. Write to your
town hall now. If (1!!) you want to
take it (what it?) further, write to
your MP.’

In Scotland, where introduction
of the poll tax is now less than a
year away, the Labour Party has vet
to decide what policies to adopt in
opposition to it and will be holding
a special conference on the issue in
September. The Scottish TUC has
set up a cross-party campaign
against the poll tax. The most mili-
tant demand it has raised is for an
11 minute stoppage on 13th
September.

The STUC and the Labour Party
in Scotland both back the ‘Stop It’
campaign. Although there is some
activity on the part of some local
‘Stop It’ groups, ‘Stop It’ at an all-
Scottish level has failed to give any
kind of a lead in the fight against
the poll tax. Indeed, its unelected
and non-accountable steering com-
mittee is more concerned to sit on
real campaigning than encourage it.

If you wait for a lead from the

top in the fight against the poll tax,
you may as well wait for Godot.
The impetus for, and direction of, a
campaign must come from the rank
and file or else there will be no cam-
paign at all (unless one believes that
telling people that the Labour-
controlled authorities implementing
“the tax are not really to blame for it
and it’s really all the Tory govern-
ment’s fault, etc., etc., constitutes a
campaign).

In alliance with trade unionists
and community groups, Labour
Party members must campaign for
Labour-controlled local authorities
not to comply with the Tory legisla-
tion on the poll tax, or to cease im-
plementation of the poll tax where
they are already collaborating in it.

Such a campaign is not simply a
question of moving resolutions at
ward meetings. It involves cam-
paigning in the local community to
increase the pressure on local coun-
cils, recruiting opponents of the
tax to the Labour Party and deman-
ding that Labour councillors either
fight the poll tax or make way for
those willing to do so.

In the council trade wunions,
especially in non-Labour-controlled
authorities and in Labour-
controlled authorities which go
ahead with implementing the poll
tax, a campaign must be built for
trade union blacking the poll tax. In
the event of commissioners being
sent in to run any council which
defies the poll tax legislation, coun-
cil trade unions must also refuse
collaboration with them.

The call for blacking of work on
the poll tax also needs to be taken
up in other unions as well, such as
the Union of Communication
Workers (whose members will be
expected to deliver poll tax legisla-
tion. and the Civil and Public Ser-
vants Association, whose members
may be asked to provide informa-
tion to help compile the poll tax
register.

Industrial action on the part of
trade unionists not involved in im-
plementation of the poll tax legisla-

tion will also be necessary, to in-
crease the pressure on councils to
refuse to implement the poll tax and
to help force the withdrawal of
commisioners sent in to run coun-
cils which do so.

Collective non-payment is also an
important point around which to

campaign, although it is important

to keep a sense of proportion about
it. Collective non-payment is less

-likely to defeat the poll tax than

non-collection by the councils and
blacking by trade unionists if the
latter demands can be implemented
(given the possibilities of deducting
the poll tax from wages and welfare
payments).

But large scale non-payment to
which local authorities responded
by attempting to deduct poll tax
payments from workers’ wages and
salaries could trigger extensive
strike action which, in turn, could
make the poll tax unworkeable.

In any case, a pledge not to pay
the poll tax by Labour MPs and
councillors and prominent trade
unionists, plus large numbers of
people pledging themselves not to
pay the tax, would certainly have a
mobilising effect and add to the
pressure on the Labour-controlled
councils and trade unions to take a
stand. _

Thus, to call for non-payment is
important, but to make non-
payment the sole or major focus of
the campasen against the poll tax is
to suggest, at least implicitly, that
non-implementation by councils
and trade unionists is either irrele-
vant or impossible.

Finally, there is the question of
the policies to be pursued by the
next Labour government in relation
to the poll tax. Some aspects of the
policies it should be pursuing are
straightforward: abolition of the
poll tax, restoration of central
government funding to local
authorities to at least 1979 levels as
a first step; abolition of restrictive
government powers over local
authorities; quashing of and com-
pensation for, all penalties imposed
on councillors and individuals for
defiance of the poll tax legislation.

There remains, however, the
question of Labour’s own alter-
native to both the poll tax and the
existing rating system. The Labour
Party briefing on the poll tax sug-
gests a reformed property tax plus
possibly an element of local income
tax, whilst the current system of
non-domestic rates for businesses
would be restored. It also, quite
rightly, advocates further discus-
sion before reaching any final deci-
sion.

Labour Party members and
members of affiliated organisations
should encourge such discussion
and ensure that it is genuine discus-
sion, as opposed to the sham discus-
‘sion around the Labour Party
policy reviews, based on the princi-
ple that, whatever the exact details
of the alternative eventually
adopted, it promotes a re-
distribution of wealth and power in
exactly the opposite direction from
that being pursued by the Tories’
poll tax.

Contact

Socialist Organiser
PO Box 823
London SE15 4NA

The Tories themselves have
declared that there will be ‘no place
to hide’ from the poll tax. This can
only be achieved through a serious
invasion of privacy — cCross-
checking of files, monitoring of
people’s movements, etc. — which
brings nearer a society in which the
carrying of identity cards is made a
legal obligation.

There is no limit to the informa-

The

According to the Tories’ rhetoric,
they are taking powers away from
the state and giving them back to
the individual. What they are in fact
doing is taking powers away from
local authorities (and elsewhere)
and concentrating them in the
government. The introduction of
the poll tax is part of that process.

Since 1979 there has been a
steady dilution of the powers of
local councils and the imposition of
ever tighter controls over them by
central government. The Greater
London Council and the six
Metropolitan County Councils have
been scrapped altogether. Many
other councils have been ‘rate-
capped’ — forced to cut their rates
and thereby their expenditure, even
where they were acting in line with
the manifesto commitments upon
which they had been elected.

The 1986 Green Paper Paying for
Local Government, which first rais-
ed the question of a poll tax, listed
the government’s attempts since
1979 to ensure ‘greater accoun-
tability’ on the part of local
authorities. In fact, all the measures
listed involved increasing central

tion which can be contained about
each individual by the poll tax
register. According to the Scottish
legislation, the register is to include
the individual’s name, address and
date on which they are liable to pay
and also ‘such other matters as may
be prescribed’ — that is, prescribed
in further regulations presented to
Parliament, which will not be open
to amendment.

Individuals will have the right to

strong s

government powers at tne expense
of council accountability to the
local electorate.

The Local Government Bill of
1987, re-introduced into Parliament
at the start of the Tories’ third term
of office, ordered local authorities
to privatise refuse collection, clean-
ing, catering and garden andvehicle
maintenance, outlawed most
aspects of ‘contract compliance’ (ie.
making the awarding of contracts
for council work conditional upon
the pursuit of non-discriminatory
employment policies, etc.), and
severely curtailed the production of
local authority publicity. The
notorious Clause 28 was subse-
quently added to this Bill as well.

The Secretary of State (in reality,
the government) has open-ended
powers of sanctions where councils
fail to comply with this legislation:
‘Any order, regulation, specifica-
tion or direction...may include such
supplementary, incidental, conse-
quential or transitional provisions
as appear to the Secretary of State
to be necessary or expedient.’ In
other words, the powers of control
over a council are vested in the

R e e

see their entry in the poll tax
register. They will not have the right
to see their entry in the second file
which local authorities will keep in
addition to the register itself in
order to track down or keep under
surveillance those seeking to avoid
the poll tax or suspected, rightly or
wrongly, of attempting to do so.
That allegations about a second
file are not mere scaremongering is
born out by the contents of the

govenment, not the electorate.

The poll tax fits in perfectly with
this growth of centralised govern-
ment. Firstly, because the govern-
ment will have poll tax-capping
powers, just as at present it has
rate-capping powers. If a local
authority sets a poll tax which the -
Secretary of State considers too
high, he can order the council to
reduce it, whatever the mandate
which the particular local authority
had received from the local elec-
torate.

Secondly, because the poll tax
legislation gives the government in-
creased control over local authority
spending, in comparison with the
current system. Non-domestic rates
(ie. rates for businesses, currently
set by the council) will be scrapped
and replaced by a National Business
Rate, set and collected by the
government, and then distributed to
local authorities in proportion to
the size of the population. Whereas
at present 442 % of local authority
spending is raised through the rates
and 552% comes from govern-
ment grants, under the new system
only 20% of spending will be raised
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port on the poll tax drawn up by
e Chartered Institute of Public
nance and Accounting, and com-
issioned to do so by the Scottish
ffice, which advised that: ‘The
ablic register will need extensive
ipport files including a domestic
‘'operty register, a record of those
lly or partially exempt from pay-
ent of the cummumty charge and
her records.’

ate

the authority itself, through the
| tax, whilst the remaining 80%
I be under central government
atrol.
Adding together the poll tax
islation with the rest of the
ries’ legislation on local govern-
nt, the result will be the effective
truction of the latter as a tier of
rernment: council services will be
ed off, schools will be allowed to
it out’, entire housing estates will
privatised, the bulk of council
enue will be directly controlled
the central government and the
minder indirectly controlled.
'he Financial Times, of all
)ers, has summed up the future
local government which the
ies have mapped out: ‘Plans for
‘destruction of local democracy
- now complete. The govern-
it’s tanks are moving into place
und every town hall. Battle will
amence in the autumn. From
2 on local government is likely to
fer a series of blows from which
will be extremely fortunate to
pver. Britain will be more than
r a centrally managed state, with
per concentrated in Whitehall.’

If this second file 1s not com-
puterised it will not be covered by
the Data Protection Act. If it is
computerised then individuals
could still be barred access to it by
the local authority claiming that it
was a file concerned with the collec-
tion of a tax.

The poll tax Registration Officer
has a duty, according to the Scot-
tish legislation, to ‘take all
reasonable steps to obtain such in-
formation as is reasonably required
by hHim’ in compiling the register.
The English legislation does not
even include the words ‘reasonably
required’.

Sources of information open to
the Registration Officer incude: the
electoral register, poll tax registers
compiled by other Registration Of-
ficers, local authority services such
as the housing and library depart-
ments, and local authority records
such as records of applications for
bus passes, season tickets for local
authority facilities and housing im-
provement grants.

No limit is placed upon the infor-
mation which local authorities can
be obliged to supply to a Registra-
tion Officer: would housing depart-
ments with information on broken
marriages which have necessitated
rehousing have to supply this infor-
mation as it would be relevant to
the ‘joint and several liability’ of
such couples to pay the poll tax?

Nor are there any real safeguards
on the transfer of information
between different records. Only
computerised information is
covered by the Data Information
Act and even then a local authority
would merely have to declare ihat
kind of information was
transferred rather than record each
transferrance of mformation. And,
moreover, even under the Data Pro-
tection Act, no record at all of m-
formation transfers concerning the
poll tax would have to be kept if the
poll tax were to be considered a tax.

The compilation of the poll tax
register represenis an infringement
upon civil liberties in other respects

as well. Given that the electoral
register is used as a source of infor-
mation for the poll tax register,
anyone seeking to avoid paying the
poll tax because of lack of money
will have to keep their name off the
electoral register. Only those who
think they can afford the poll tax
will not seek to keep their names off
the electoral register where they
think it is possible to do so. The poll
tax thus constitutes a discourage-
ment from exercising the right to
vole.

The local canvas carried out on a
door-to-door basis is a further infr-
ingement of civil liberties. In order
to track down ‘missing’ persons or
check up on ‘suspect’ information,
canvassers will conduct personal en-
quiries amongst neighbours and
pursue allegations of avoidance sent
in to the Registration Officer
anonymously. In its own document
on the poll tax, the Rating and
Valuation Association itself has
declared that ‘an expensive and in-
trusive inspectorate’ will be re-
quired to track down the ‘missing
millions’.

The compiltion of poll tax
registers by the local authorities
would, at least theoretically, mean
that the country’s entire adult
population was recorded on the dif-
ferent registers. The next logical
stage, justified on the grounds of
‘efficiency’ would be to make the
data available on the different
registers transferrable from one
register to another and to establish
one nationwide register, to which
local authorities could turn to track
down poll tax defaulters.

This would be achieved by issuing
every adult with a “personal iden-
tifier’, an encoding of the surname,
initials and date of barth. Once that
had been accomphished, then not
only would the bass have been
establsshed for a m x:‘-::ﬂv
card system but the govermment (Or
the po&c:. or Spam. Brm..; et
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Poll tax special

Women will be amongst the biggest
losers if the poll tax is implemented.
Partly because they represent a
disproportionately large share of
certain groups worst affected by the
tax. And partly because certain
aspects of the poll tax legislation are
particularly damaging to women’s
rights.

Because the pnll tax is a flat-rate
tax, the lower one’s pay, the higher
the proportion of it consumed by it.
Three quarters of low paid workers
in Britain are women, either as
main or secondary household
earners. They will be forced to find
substantial additional resources to
pay their own poll tax and, in scme
situations, that of their male part-
ner as well.

Women also represent a
disproportionately large percentage
of pensioners, nearly 70%. Con-
trary to the Tory image of the lone
widow paying high rates under the
current system and thereby benefit-
ting from the poll tax, pensioners
will be amongst those most adverse-
ly affected by the tax. In Scotland
alone, for example, there are about
one million married elderly women
classified as non-householders and
who will therefore suddenly be con-

- fronted with poll tax bills in 1989.

The majority of workers living in
tied accommodation as part of their
job, and therefore not currently
liable to pay rates, are also women.
There are currently some 177,000
nannies, au pairs and housekeepers,
for example, in Britain. One union
survey of workers in hotels and
catering found that some 85% of
women in the industry were low-
paid and that a large percentage of
them lived on their employer’s
premises.

Women workers living in tied ac-
commodation will therefore
likewise have to find extra cash for
the poll tax. Employers are hardly
likely to voluntarily increase pay to
make allowance for the tax. And
some employers (such as manage-
ment committees of voluntary sec-
tor organisations) simply do not
have the resources to do so anyway,
due to local authorities passing on
central government cuts in public
spending.

Women will also be confronted
with more strained family relation-
ships as a result of the introduction
of the poll tax by the Tories, the
party which claims to be the
defender of family life.

Ninety per cent of single-parent
families are headed by a woman.
70% of single parents dependent on
income suport (formerly sup-
plementary benefit) are women.
Since income support will not fully
cover the poll tax, this will add to
the financial problems faced by
such families and increase tensions
within them. _

When children in these families
reach the age of 18 and thereby
become liable for the poll tax
themselves, the result will be either

| that financial difficulties and family

relations are made even worse or
that the children will be forced to
leave home to reduce the liability of
the parent, as the ‘responsible per-
son’ m the houschold, for poll tax
payments.

Semslar problems i family life
wil also occur at the opposite end
of the age scale, and again primarily

Women

in the
frontline

to the disadvantage of women.
Nearly one in three of widowed
women or single women over the
age of 80 live with relatives. All
these households would face higher
bills with the poll tax, save for the
wealthiest few living in properties of
high rateable value.

Elderly relatives would struggle
to try to find money for their poll
tax payments. And families will be
discouraged from caring for elderly
relatives, most of whom tend to be
women. The result would either be
the break-up of such families or a
family life dominated by economic
problems.

Aspects of poll {tax legislation
regarding the compilation of the
poll tax register and the ruling that
partners are ‘jointly and severally
liable’ will likewise create a situa-
tion fraught with difficulties and
dangers for many women.

In order to ascertain whether or
not a couple are living together as
man and wife the canvassers involv-
ed in compilation of the poll tax
register are entitled to ask such
questions (and not just to the cou-
ple concerned but also to
neighbours) as: Do they have a sex-
ual relationship? Is their relation-
ship stable? Have they had children

together? Are they known by
neighbours and friends as a married
couple?

Asked in a radio interview

whether snoopers would be coming
round to see who was living where,
Nicholas Ridley, then the Minister
with responsibility for implementa-
tion of the poll tax, replied, ‘If you
like to use that perjorative term,
yes.’

The concept of ‘joint and several
liability’ means that women not in
full time paid employment will be
dependent on their partners to give
them extra money to pay the poll
tax. If deserted by their partner,
they would also find themselves
obliged to pay off their former part-
ner’s outstanding poll tax payments
where the latter had fallen behind
with them. The choice confronting
such women is one of dependency
or debt, and sometimes the first
followed by the second.

Couples classified as ‘jointly and
severally liable’ will be entitled to
see each other’s entries in the poll
tax register. This means that a
violent husband/partner will be aid-
ed and abetted in tracking down his
former partner until she has obtain-
ed a legal separation — and, at the
same time, she continues to remain
liable for paying his poll tax!

Moreover, Women’s Aid refuges
in Scotland (though not in England
and Wales, due to variations in
legislation) are scheduled to have
the ‘collective community chdrge’
imposed upon them. This means
that amongst the first things
greeting a battered woman at such a
refuge will be a poll tax registration
form, hardly calculated to foster
rr;utual sympathy and understan-

ng. '

Finally, as noted elsewhere, the
introduction of a Uniform National
Business Rate will lead to a reduced
income for councils which, in turn,
will pass this on in the form of cuts
in services. Again, the section of the
population which makes the greater
use of such services and which will
therefore suffer the most as a result
of any cutbacks, is women.




Poll tax special

There is a simple rule of thumb to
follow for anyone wanting to work
out whether they will gain or lose
from the poll tax: the richer you are
the more you gain, the poorer you
are the more you lose.

Research by the Scottish Local
Government Information Unit and
NALGO found that only in the top
income bracket (annual income of
£25,000 or more) would a majority
gain from the new system. In all
other income groups there would be
more losers than winners. Among
those groups with the most to lose
are households with three or more
adults, unemployed householders,
young householders aged 18-24.

This is because the poll tax is even
more regressive than the rates.
Under the rating system, on
average, a householder with an in-
come of £75-100 a week pays 3.7%
of net income in rates, whilst a
householder with an income of £300
or more per week pays 1.8% of net
income in rates. Under the poll tax
the former would pay more (3.9%)
whilst the latter less (1.0%).

According to the government
figures, 51% of households will
gain and 49% will lose. About 15%
would gain £2-10 a week, and the
same percentage stand to lose the
same amount. The government has
also admitted, however, that 3
million households might face an
increase of more than 50% in their
local tax bills...and 1.8 million
might face an increase of 80% or
more.

In fact, the government’s figures,
not unusually, underestimate the
number of losers. Translated into
figures on individuals rather than
households, 44% will gain and 56%
will lose, and the number of large
losers (8.3 million people) far
outweighs the number of large
gainers (5.2 million).

Official government estimates of
the level of poll tax in different
areas are open to an equally broad
range of objections. The poll tax

Since 1979 the Tories have
repeatedly cut back the central
government funding of local
authority spending which, in turn,
given the failure of local authorities
to offer any effective resistance, has
led to cutbacks in the provision of
local authority services.

There have been 12 major
changes in the Rate Support Grant
system since 1979. The cuts in Rate
Support Grant add up to a
cumulative total of £22 billion. The
proportion of local authority spen-

figure estimated for Edinburgh by
the Scottish Office, for example, is
based on the assumption that every
single adult in Edinburgh will be
liable for the tax, will be included
on the poll tax register and will end
up actually paying the tax, whilst ig-
noring the impact on the poll tax of
the replacement of non-domestic
rates by a Uniform Business Rate.

Moreover, it is not just a question
of how many ‘winners and losers’
but also of which people will be
gaining or losing and how much.
Viewed from this angle the nature
of the poll tax as a mechanism for a
redistribution of wealth to the
already Wealthy becomes self-
evident.

The Thatchers, who will pay rates
of £61.75 per week on their retire-
ment home replaced by a poll tax of

her

ding funded by central government
has falled from 66.5% in 1975 to
444 % today.

Nor have the cuts become less
severe over the years. On the con-
trary, as the Tories have become
more confident, the size of the cuts
has increased correspondingly. In
Scotland, for example, clawbacks
of Rate Support Grant of £27
million were carried out in 1981/82
and 1982/83. By 1984/5 and

£17 per week, or Lord Vesty, gain-
ing £5,000 a year from the introduc-
tion of the poll tax, are the kind of
people who will be gaining — a lot.
The two-adult working class family
in Doncaster who will be faced with
a poll tax bill twice the size of their
rates bill are the kind of people who
will be losing — a lot.

Losers from the replacement of
rates by the poll tax are concen-
trated amongst those on low in-
comes. 60% of two-adult families
with incomes of below £200 will end
up worse off. Pensioner couples
losing out from the poll tax
outweigh those who stand to gain:
14% will lose up to 2% of their net
income and another 10% more than
2% of their net income; only 3% of
pensioners will see a rise in their net
income of more than 2%.

round of

1985/86 the clawbacks had increas-
ed to £90 million and £126.5 million
respectively. By 1987/88 the Tories
were threatening a clawback of
£202 million, unless councils cut
their own spending ‘voluntarily’.
In central government subsidies
for council housing it has been the
same story; central government
funding has fallen from 41.2% in
Soctland in 1979 to 6.1% today and
local government funding
(restricted by an Act of Parliament)
has fallen from 14.1% to 5.7%.

Few exceptions

to the rule

With few exceptions, every adult over
18 will have to pay the poll tax (of-
ficially called ‘community charge’)
where they have their ‘sole or main
residence’.

Husbands and wives, and those liv-
ing together as husband and wife, will
be ‘jointly or severally liable’ for each
other’s poll tax bills. There will be
three forms of poll tax:

* personal community charge (to be
paid by the majority of the popula-
tion);

* standard community charge (a
charge levied on residential property
which is not the main place of
residence of the owners);

* collective community charge
(designed to cover those who live in
multiple occupancy properties, many
of whom are transient, e.g. DHSS bed
and breakfast accommodation).

Anyone who fails to pay the poll tax
will be lable to: court summons; ar-
restation of wages; warrant sales of
their property; a surcharge of 10% on
the oustanding amount; an additional

charge to cover legal costs; imprison-
ment. A poll tax register is to be com-
piled by each local authority responsi-
ble for collecting the tax. Chief
Finance Officers (in Scotland,
Regional Assessors) will be renamed
Community Charge Registration Of-
ficers and will be allowed whatever
powers are necessary for compilation
of the register, including use of the
electoral register, access to local
authority records, and organisation of
door-to-door canvassing.

Those who fail to give the informa-
tion required for registration will be
liable to a first fine of £50 and subse-
quent fines of £200. A system of
rebates for those on low incomes will
operate, but its details have yet to be
announced.

Non-domestic rates (business rates)
will eventually be replaced by a Na-
tional Business Rate, the level of
which will be set by central govern-
ment and which will also be collected
by central government, then

distributed to local authorities on the
basis of their size of population.

In a transitional period, non-
domestic properties will continue to
pay rates plus an annual increase at
the rate of inflation as calculated by
the government.

Rate Support Grants will be abolish-
ed and replaced by Revenue Support
Grants, based on a needs grant
(compensation for the difference bet-
ween income from the poll tax and ex-
penditue by the council) and a stan-
dard grant (a per capita sum for each
adult in the area). The poll tax, the
National Business Rate and the
Revenue Support Grant will be paid
into a ‘collection fund’.

If an authority sets a poll tax which
the Secretary of State regards as ‘ex-
cessive’ the latter, after obtaining the
go-ahead from Parliament, can order
the authority to reduce it. If the local
authority fails to do so within 21 days,
then all central government funds to
the “‘collection fund’ will be cut off.

The Public Water Rate and the
Domestic Water Rate will be scrapped
and replaced by a Community Water
Charge (to be paid by all poll tax
payers and for which there will be no

. rebates), and a Non-Domestic Water

Charge (a standard charge to be paid
by businesses, based on the value of
their property).
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Unemployed adults of pre-
retirement age will also lose out
heavily, though exact figures are
not yet available.

In properties of average rateable
value, a one-adult household stands
to gain. Households of two adults
or more will lose, with the loss in-
creasing in proportion to the
number of adults. In properties of
low rateable value even one-adult
households will end up worse off,
and so will every other size of
household in such properties. Only
in properties with medium rateable
values (unless there is a large adult
household) and high rateable values
is there even a possibility of any
household gaining from the poll tax
— at the expense of those in low-
rated properties.

On a regional basis, the poll tax

Whereas in 1979 council house rents
provided 44.1% of expenditure on
council housing, this has now in-
creased to 83.2%.

The total Housing Support Grant
paid out to councils in Scotland fell
from £371.4 million in 1979/80 to
£46.5 million in 1987/88. In 1982 all
cuncils in Scotland were in receipt
of Housing Support Grant,
however small an amount. Since
then the number receiving none at
all has steadily grown: 11 councils
in 1982/83, 26 in 1984/85 and 34 in
1986/87.

The Tories have pursued the
same approach with regard to other
services apart from those provided
by councils — the savaging of the
social security system or the crisis in
the National Health Service, for ex-
ample. The inevitable result is a
deterioration of services due to

- under-funding. The poll tax legisla-

tion guarantees that this will
become even worse.

Under the legislation, councils
will be left with control over only
20% of their income (the poll tax
itself). Non-domestic rates will be
replaced by a uniform National
Business Rate set by the govern-
ment, increases in which are not to
exceed the rate of inflation as
estimated by the government. This
means that even minor reductions
in Revenue Support Grant (the new
name for Rate Support Grant) and
a failure to increase the uniform
National Business Rate in line with
inflation as experienced by council
spending (often higher than average
national inflation) will have a
disastrous impact.

* according to the Chartered In-
stitute of Public Finance and Ac-

cuts

will see a shift in the burden of local
taxation away from the South
towards the North, Yorkshire and
Humberside. The North will see the
average local tax bill rise by 31%,
the South will see it fall by 23%. 49
out of 50 councils faced with the
biggest increases are either in Inner
London or north of a line from the
Severn to the Trent. Almost all the
authorities to benefit from the poll
tax are in the prosperous South.

Within the different regions there
will also be a further differentiation
between rich and poor. In Edin-
burgh, for example, the seven
wealthiest district council wards will
benefit from the poll tax, whilst the
other 55 will lose out. In
Strathclyde region, wealthy areas
such as Bearsden, Milngavie and
Eastwood will make huge per capita
gains, whilst poorer areas such as
Glasgow, Clydebank and
Motherwell will lose out badly.

Further inequalities will result
from the centralised collection of
the Uniform National Business
Rate and its re-distribution accor-
ding to how many people live in a
given area. Many urban authorities
will lose hundreds of millions of
pounds of their income whilst
industry-free Tory commuter zones
can expect to see more money
pumped in their direction. In Not-
tingham, for example, the new
system would see income from non-
domestic rates fall by £13 million,
necessitating an extra pound per
week on the personal poll tax.

In general, people living in
Scotland, Wales the North and
North West in the regions with the
highest levels of unemployment,
will pay more, whilst people who
are already well off and living in the
South East can expect to gain. Inner
cities, especially London, will be
particularly hard hit: even single
adults and people in higher rateable
property in London will lose out
from the introduction of the poll
tax.

countancy, a 1% increase in council
spending would necessitate a poll
tax incrase of up to 4%, whilst large
increases in spending would,
because of the so-called ‘multiplier
effect’, demand even more
disproportionately large increases in
the poll tax;

* if a council increased spending
by 5% to cover actual costs (ie. to
maintain the same level of services)
but the government increased its
funding by only 3% (either because
of underestimating the rate of infla-
tion or because of a deliberate cut in
the Revenue Support Grant), then
the council would have to increase
the poll tax by 13% just to stand
still;

* a standstill council budget in
real terms at a time of 5% inflation,
and a cut of 5% in government fun-
ding would necessitate an increase
of 55% in the poll tax.

Councils would thus soon be in a
position of having to demand a poll
tax of around £1,000 a year. Edin-
burgh, for example, would reach
this sitution by 1991. Either the
council would find it electorally im-
possible to demand such a poll tax
and cut jobs and services instead.
Or the government would refuse to
allow the council to charge such a
poll takX and force it to cut jobs and
services instead.

Whatever the precise details, cuts
in jobs and services far outshadow-
ing any which have taken place to
date would be the order of the day.
And the Tory government, the real
culprit by having introduced the
poll tax, would merely shrug its
shoulders and put the blame on that
mythical beast, ‘the high-spending
council’.

v
o
(R
-5

‘l.lv

-#:

[

i 4
“
@i i
-
=
Pr

¥ _ &
i R e L
ook .
g R
L]
L6 ) ‘fﬂ?.‘*ﬂfﬁ.n .‘_I

L, |
a0 R =
i kS

'r‘_ﬂ"I}-:



L LN ]

LI T e (P - &
.'I'I'l-l'-lllr---u . e »
FA LA Barse -, . R T
"l'l.'lli'l.l-q BoA LY 2Ty -_-_-..: » 8

LSRRI o S~

iiiiiiiii
L il-..i.i".'.
N a & & » @ =

S
%
g
.'I'U- o, [ ]
.:.I- .-'

e e e

QO
SRR s " e ane .‘.‘I- .I.:;i.:.:.- :fl‘.-f.:.:.:‘é:' .
. -.;.':.:.- -.:.l e e e e s

'I‘

R R ':'-'n - 1‘:':':'

] 1‘1 I.I‘:.l‘ A -I. ‘l 1“--1 L

L ] - L]
L] -‘I'I-."'hliﬁil
o

AN O l.l‘l

.l.l.. I.-.l-i.l-Q.‘-'.i:..l L) .I.-
r-i.'l.:" 'l:'l.::i:-.::i.:-:::ll r"

I.I.l:- " e ':.:::::':' . '-:-:-.'.' h Nl

-'-:::l'ﬁ 2 a"s"a

cronrLexCe

L]

"I'.I'I.l-l

atatutafy®s

o L
L

Co o,

-.,:i:-:;_:-c-:-:%:-:-:‘::'

R

.-.*.:.-.:.ﬁ'}"

SRR

" .i L]

s

S R

S e
l. [ ]

.

st

+:'l.-.-'-:" ‘ :'. it : : .. '
4

......... 'I.'.--ﬁ.. I.I L

. :-.:l:.: A .q-l".‘l,.‘-‘:.l.!.l'l.- LS T

- :‘:'.'E::::::-‘.: [ -.- o =8
L L] -:ﬁ:' ':-' }..:.'I ¥ l-
AL -:i.,- -:u f-p e e

L -,. L -1- LN
B s o oW om oA R -‘:‘-‘-ﬁ'l- L] l-,l:E’v I--i s

LR N -_i-l---'i'l.-'l-p.-. L

e areteae
OO, I R

OO S S

& & & o _ d] l:l‘l'i".l .‘.‘I.'%':-Iq-.l‘-‘i L L]
T o Gy

et ns %08, p o n e e 0 e s (e lul

]
ar s
LN

s a _i pr

ruggle

West Midlands are out. Post Office
management accepi that the strike is
solid in Scotland.

Tony Benn calls on the Labour Party
leadership to give full backing to the
strike.

* Tuesday 6th September

Strike continues to escalate. 60 out of
80 MLOs now out. At least 75,000
UCW members on strike. It’s revealed
that the government are using scab
haulage firm TNT to distribute benefit
cheques.

* Wednesday 7th September

Tuffin calls for public inquiry into
Post Office management. NUR ex-
ecutive urge railworkers not to work
with casuals handling scab mail.

* Thursday 8th September

Strikers at Mount Pleasant in London
receive threats from management that
unless they sign an agreement to work
normally, ie. handie scab mail, they will

be suspended.

The strike is still spreading. Belfast is
now the only MLO still working. Tuffin
leaves the TUC to *“‘take control of the
strike cenire in London’’.

3 casuals sacked in Chesier for
tampering with the mail. Secret talks
continue between Tuffin's haichet man
Alan Johnson and Bryan Roberts, Per-
sonnel , Royal Mail letters.

Backlog rises to 100 million items.
Driver and vehicle licensing centre in

Swansea threaten fo lay off 1,000 if
strike continues.

Labour’s frontbench employment
spokesperson finally gets round to in-
tervening in the dispute. He writes a let-
ter to Lord Young and Norman Fowler
asking them to hold an inquiry into Post
Office management.

- 8= - s
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= rriday Yth September

Union and management continue
secret talks at a secretf venue. Post Of-
fice talk of ‘a basis for agreement’. Tuf-
fin talks of ‘progress’.

Meanwhile 2 pickets hospitalised in
Liverpool as police attack picket lines.
Mass meeting of over 1,000 in Preston
votes unanimously to continue the
strike.

* Saturday 10th September

Talks continue.

* Sunday 11th September

UCW Executive and management
working out final details of the deal.
Postal service virtually at a standstill.
Strike is at its strongest. 150 million
item backlog.

* Monday 12th September

The dirty deal is signed.

Tuffin describes it as ‘‘a very suc-
cessful agreement indeed — if not a vic-
tory — for the arguments we have been
making”’.

In reality the deal leaves UCW
members in a worse sitnation than
before the one-day strike on 31st
At:g;ml. (For details of the deal see ar-
ticle).

* Tuesday 13th September

Branches up and down the couniry
vote to stay out. Even in Leeds where
workers go back they also pass a vote of
no confidence in Tuffin and the Ex-
ecutive.

Branches still out include: Liverpool,
Manchester, Preston, Chester, York,
Hull, Glasgow, Coveniry and London.
* Wednesday 14th September

More branches go back with loecal
agreemenis. Great confusion. London
District Council can’t reach an agree-

ment on a return to work so London

siays out. :

Liverpool rejects local déal and
organises mass picket of local Post Of-
fice headquarters. Manchester votes vir-
tually unanimously to continue sirike.
* Thursday 15th September

The strike is weakening. London goes
back. Micky Hogan, of the LDC,
shrugs his shoulders and ftells angry
strikers at ECDO: ““It’s one of those
things’’. Romford, the North West,
Newport and Cardiff stay out. Glasgow
and Hull also go back.
* Friday 16th September

75 out of 80 MLOs are now back.
Romford joins them. Royal Mail
manager Cockburn attacks the Liver-
pool UCW branch for ‘‘the worst in-
dustrial relations record in the in-
dustry’’. Liverpool and the bulk of the
North West stand firm.
* Saturday 17th September

600 postal workers join the strike in
South Wales after suspensions follow-
ing refusal to handle scab mail re-
directed from Cardiff and Newport
which are still out,

Oldham and Hull vote to go back.

Talks continue in Liverpool and Man-
chester. Tuffin’s hatchetman Alan
Johnson takes charge of the negotia-
tions

* Monday 19th September

Cardiff and Newport go back.
* Tuesday 20th September

Mass meeting in Manchester of 1,500
narrowly voies to go back. There is a lot
of anger in the meeting at the' idea of
leaving Liverpool to fight alone.
Stockport, which already has a deal,
also goes back.

Coventry and Liverpool are still out.

Putting across

By Dave Barter

Since the action in the Post Of-
fice started with the 24 hour
strike on September 1st,
Socialist Organiser supporters
in Manchester have produced
seven issues of a strike bulletin

for local UCW members.

Over 5,000 copies of the bulletin
have been distributed, read and
discussed on the picket lines. :

At a Socialist Organiser public
meeting in the first week of the
strike, a Manchester postal wprker
explained the role of the bulletin: ‘It
allows the rank and file to organise
and argue how the strike can be
won.’ Another striker told us on the
picket line: ‘This bulletin is the only
thing that tells us what is happening
We wouldn’t know a thing other-
wise. Your bulletin tells the truth.’

In the first bulletin we argued for
a national strike: ‘Our action is
spreading, with branches up and
down the country bringing their
members out. By the end of the
weekend more than a third of the
UCW’s membership in the Post Of-
fice nationally had joined the strike.

‘The action we’re taking is of-
ficial — our Executive Council have
told the press that last Wednesday’s
action is continuing. But what are
they doing to resolve the dispute?
Alan Tuffin says it’s up to in-
dividual managers to sort things out
at a local level. Wrong, Alan! These
people are just acting under orders
from Post Office HQ and behind
them the Tory Government,

‘Strikers from Liverpool are lob-
bying the national strike committee
on Monday demanding they make
the strike national. We agree — pull
out every UCW member in the Post
Office. If the Executive aren’t
pepared to do this then we in the
branches on strike will have to do it
ourselves.’

By Friday 9th, when our third
bulletin came out, we said the strike
was no longer just over casuals:
‘Any return-to-work settlement
must be put to a mass meeting of
those on strike. It must include the
removal of all casuals and the scrap-
ping of DRAS and any other
s;l;cmcs that divide up the member-
ship.’

Bulletin No.4 warned of the
threatened sell-out: ‘The only
reason we can think of for the Exec
reluctance to keep us informed is
that they’re scared of us finding out
what they are doing.’

It argued for the rank and file to
get organised: ‘We say that bran-
ches like Manchester, Liverpool,
Cardiff, etc. should take the lead in
calling a national meeting of rank
and file members to discuss how we
are going to do this. Otherwise the
Executive will continue to do just as
they please, no matter what the
views of the membership might be.’

Bulletin No.§ was given out at a
mass meeting on Wednesday 14th
and called for rejection of the deal:
‘The réturn-to-work agreement that
is before us today is completely
unacceptable. We should throw it
out. As far as DRAS goes, the
‘agreement’ leaves us in a worse
position than before the strike.

Through rank and 1:ile action we've
put massive pressure on the Post
Office. Yet the Executive want to
throw all this away.’

It argued how the strike could be
kept solid: ‘If we do vote to reject
the agreement the big danger is that
we’ll be isolated with other bran-
ches going back. To stop that hap-
pening we've got to get together
with other branches that vote
against the deal. We've got to send
pickets out to keep the strike solid.
No-one goes back till we all do.

‘Along with other branches that
stay out we should set up a joint

the arguments

strike committee. We've seen that
we can’t rely on our Executive —
t's time we started to rely on
ourselves.’

Many of the strikers who lgoke
at the meeting ar points from
our bulletin. y six voted to
return to work. A motion of ‘no

confidence’ in Alan Tuffin was car-
ried unanimously.

By Friday 16th, strikers in many
other parts of the country had been
forced back to work. In Bulletin
No.6 we argued how the strike
could still be won: ‘The branches in
the North West have already met
once to decide a common line.
Those meetings should now be hap-
pening every day. Both the manage-
ment and the Executive would like
to see us stuck out on our own. The
North West branches must start
organising pickets to go to offices
outside the region. The message
must go out — if we’re still out so
should they be.’

Bulletin No.7 was produced for a
meeting on Tuesday 20th. ‘The only
agreement we can expect is one that
involves the withdrawal of casuals
from both Letters and Parcels, and
prevents management diverting
mail as and when they please. Even
that would only be a victory of
sorts; the DRAS issue that we first
came out over seems to have gone
well and truly out the window.’

The bulletin explained how the
Manchester strike had been left
isolated: ‘A week ago there were
100,000 of us out on strike. Now,
apart from a couple of branches in
South Wales, there is only us,
Liverpool and Stockport. The Post
Office’s plan right from the start
was to divide us up. -

‘The Post Office's plan worked,
but only because our Executive
Council let it. After the 24 hour
strike they should have told
management that either we all
return to work or none do. They
didn’t. When the overwhelming
majority of branches came out
again they should have made the
strike national. They didn’t.

Then they negotiated a deal that
not only gave the Post Office
everything they wanted on DRAS,
but also gave ground on the issues
of casuals and diversions,’

We argued again for the striking
branches to call a national rank and
file meeting.

The mass meeting voted narrowly
for a return to work, not defeated,
but sold out!

The bulletin produced by
Socialist Organiser supporters in
Manchester is a model of how
socialists can relate to strikes, draw-
ing on the experience of socialists in
a number of workplaces throughout
the country, who produced fort-
nightly bulletins for their own
workplaces.

It involved many UCW members
(meeting in a pub near the picket
line to discuss its contents) and
trained socialists outside the Post
Office in the ideas and techniques
of relating to the day-to-day pro-
blems and issues in the strike.

As Bulletin No.6 put it: ‘Our
strike should be getting the full ac-
tive support of the Labour Party
and TUC leaderships — but they've
been nowhere. That needs changing
the whole labour movement
needs shaking up from top to bot-
tom. We need leaders that really are
in touch with the grassroots, and a
rank and file organised to keep its
leaders in check.

‘With that sort of labour move-
ment our strike could have been
long won by now. And that sort of
movement could defeat the Tories,
and give a better alternative than
any Labour government we’ve seen
up to now. That is why Socialist
Organiser exists — to work to
transform the labour movement so
that our struggles can win and so
that it can win a real democracy and
freedom for ordinary people.’
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The sisters of the
Long March are
coming to Britain.
Their tour starts
next week and will
continue until

December. They
will be near you
soon, make sure
you see them! This
is their story...

*“We are an all-women dancing

and singing group from
Mpophomeni. We call ourselves
Sisters of the Long March. We
compose our own songs about
women’s struggles in South
Africa, and we also collect
songs from other countries, like
Zambia, Zimbabwe and
Mozambique. These songs tell

Right from the start, Ronald
Raygun’s strategic Defense In-
itiative was ridiculed for being
as much science fiction as the
film “‘Star Wars”’, its nick-
namesake.

SDI's subsequent progress has
largely justified this response but
this does not mean that some
measure of ‘‘defence’’ against
enemy missiles is impossible.

True, the promises of a shield to
eliminate Russian ICBMs (accom-
panied by stomach-turning adverts
featuring cute American children)
have been scaled down substantial-

ly.

Now, this might seem to destroy
the whole rationale of SDI. There
are enough nuclear warheads to kill
everyone on Earth several times
over. If even a tiny fraction were to
get past the defences, they would
kill enough people and destroy
enough property to render civilisa-
tion impossible. And SDI wasn't
even supposed to tackle the low-
flying cruise and submarine launch-
ed missiles.

So far, SDI research has mainly

succeeded in eliminating more or
less ambitious ideas:
* Space-based radar to track
warheads and distinguish decoys
would be, it is now agreed, unable
to do the job. Impossibly large
telescopes would be needed for
long-distance tracking. SDI sup-
porters must be fondly hoping the
Russians wouldn’t fire loads of
decoy rockets to fool the system.

Star Wars

* SDI critics said ultra-violet lasers
to destroy missiles would require
huge sources of electricity. The SDI
Organisation now agrees.
* Rail guns to fire lumps of metal
into space and the X-ray laser, to be
powered by nuclear explosions are
now out of favour.
* SDI “‘tests’’ so far have just been
gimmicks. The destruction of a
Titan rocket booster by the
MIRACL heat laser looked im-
pressive but it was standing still at
the time. And scientists are still
complaining about the destruction
of a “‘redundant’’ satellite that was
in fact still sending back useful
data.
* A project to develop space-based
interceptor rockets for attacking
missiles as they blast off into space
has been reduced by 90%.
* A plan to intercept warheads as
they come down was severely
disrupted when the rocket shed car-
rying the prototype jumped its
tracks, destorying the equipment.
The Strategic Defense system
now proposed consists of a first
phase to be fully operational in the
early years of next centruy. Phase 1
will consist of 300 satellites carrying
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interceptor rockets and a
surveillance and tracking system. Its
goal 1s to destroy at most only half
of the USSR’s SS-18 warheads, a
small fracion of its nuclear arsenal.
Phase 2 may contain more exotic
weapons, such as destructive lasers,
and sensors capable of telling bet-
ween real and dummy warheads.
Only if Phase 2 is thought technical-
ly feasible will Phase 1 be OKed.
A minimum position would be to
introduce surveillance satellites to
improve the US’s early warning
system and enough interceptor
rockets to knock out any warheads
heading for the wunderground
bunkers where the President and his
military staff would be hiding.

Meanwhile SDI research con-
sumes $ billions in open and hidden
funding. My feeling is that top
military strategists are cynically
backing SDI because its spin-offs
will include technologies useful for
conventional warfare and
surveillance. It also has the effect of
forcing the USSR to increase its
military spending, with destabilising
effects at home, discourageing
military interventions abroad.

different stories about the
nature of life in each place. In-

itially, we took our music as
some kind of sport to make
ourselves happy. But we soon
realised that we would like our
skills to support our mothers
and fathers in their struggle
against BTR Sarmcol. As we
developed our dances and com-
posed our songs we saw that
certain talents abounded within
our group. People here in South
Africa enjoy our performances
as much as we enjoy performing
them! Long live democratic
forces! We shall congquor in
unity!”’

The BTR Sarmcol
Struggle

In May 1985, BTR (one of the
largest British multinational com-
panies) sacked nearly 1000 long-
service employees at its BTR Sarm-
col plant at Howick in South
Africa. Their ‘“‘crime’’? They went
on a 2-day lawful strike to win basic
trade union rights.

These workers are still meeting
weekly to renew their demand for a
settlement, but BTR refuses to even
start negotiataions towards this.
The result in the semi-rural com-
munity where BTR is the only ma-
jor employer, is devastation. The
apartheid system makes moving
home in search of work almost im-
possible for blacks, so the workers
and their families face gradual star-
vation. The rate of malnutrition in
the community has risen from 22%
before the strike to over 40% now.
BTR must negotiate a settlement or
be held responsible for each fresh
grave that is dug in the
Mpophomeni graveyard.

The NUMSA
Campaign against
BTR

The BTR Sarmcol workers’
union NUMSA (a COSATU af-
filiate) has been helping the sacked
workers with food -parcels, by
assisting them in forming a number

Sisters of the Long March

of co-ops to create some employ-
ment, and by developing a range of
pressures against BTR eg. by
organising some 70% of other 4,000
BTR workers in South Africa into
NUMSA where they are coor-
dinating solidarity actions of
various kinds.

Outside South Africa, NUMSA
has sought to spread the message
that ‘““In South Africa BTR means
Blood, Tears, Repression’’, The
play The Long March (produced by
7 of the strikers) conveyed this
message to Britain in autumn 1987,
Now the Sisters of the Long March
come to tell the tale — from the
women’s viewpoint — of life in the
strikebound Mpophomeni commui-
ty in this the longest strike in South
African history.

““When a murderer
buries a victim, he
does it at night so no-
one will see. Then he
walks the streets by
day like an honest
man. What we want
to do is to dig up that
body and put it at the
front door of the
murderer. Then the
whole world can see
the truth. This is why
NUMSA must
campaign.against
BTR.”

(A verbatim quote in
April 1988 from a
BTR employee of 25
years’ service).

For details about the
tour contact:
NUMSA/SAWCO. UK
address: PO Box 153,
Leicester LE2 4FX
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The secret war breaks out again

Internecine warfare has broken
out once again on the Executive

Council of the TGWU.

At the meeting on Sunday 18th
September, 17 members staged a
walkout after they had failed to
remove left-winger Steve Riley as
Region 1 (London, Inner) territorial
representative.

The charge against Riley was that
his membership dues had fallen into
arrears by more than six weeks, bar-
ring him from holding office. Riley,
a Ford shop steward, has his dues
deducted automatically by the com-
pany, so any arrears are plainly
beyond his control.

Ron Todd and the majority of
the executive decided against allow-
ing the Ford Motor Co. to deter-
mine the make-up of the union’s ex-
ecutive.

In any case, the real charge
against Riley was that he defeated
the right’s guru and former union
president, Brian Nicholson, in
February’s executive elections.

Since February, when the left
gained a 22-17 majority on the ex-
ecutive, an uneasy peace has reign-
ed in the T&G. Over the preceeding
two years it had been all-out war,
with the union’s regions divided in-
to hostile fiefdoms, some of which
were no-go areas even for the
general secretary.

On one infamous occasion, full

INSIDE
THE

UNIONS

By Sleeper

time officials from the two oppos-
ing camps came to blows in public.
During this period the right,
represented by Nicholson and
Welsh regional secretary George
Wright, held a narrow majority of
both the executive and the Finance
and General Purposes Committee,
which they used to systematically
undermine Todd’s authority, to
keep black deputy secretary Bill
Morris off both the Labour Party
NEC and the TUC General Coun-
cil, and to install their chosen place-
men as regional secretaries.

In Region 1, the behaviour of
Brian Nicholson (breaking his
region’s mandate and deliberately
misleading the regional committees
in order to install his supporter,
Ken Reid, as regional secretary)
nearly provoked a strike of Smith
Square full time officials.

But the issues at stake have never
been clear — at least as far as the

TGWU rank and file members
could see. What was this battle that
raged behind the closed doors of the
union’s inner sanctums all about?

After all, both sides proclaim
their lcrya]ty to Neil Kinnock and no
discernable policy differences were
ever presented to the membership.
Indeed, Brian Nicholson claimed
until very recently to be a supporter
of the Broad Left, while George
Wright flashed his CND badge on
every possible occasion.

At the July 1987 Biennial
Delegate Conference matters
became a little clearer when the
Wright/Nicholson camp nearly
suceeded in overturning the union’s
long-standing unilateralist stance,
and made their hostility to the
Todd/Morris-inspired ‘Link Up’
campaign (aimed at recruiting
women, black people and part-time
workers) clear.

After February’s elections, the
‘left’ (ie. executive members
generally loyal to Todd) reckoned
that the right-Nicholson axis had
been trounced once and for all.

They were wrong: in bastions like
Region 5 (the Midlands) and Region
4 (Wales) the right stepped up its
organising.

The right’s other big asset has
been its close contacts with various
industrial correspondents from the
national press, to whom useful tit-
bits of ‘inside info’ are regularly

passed — like the story of Steve
Riley’s arrears.

Meanwhile, the ‘left’ has still not
deigned to inform the membership
what they actually stand for,
beyond a general commitment to

the ‘Link Up’ campaign and vague

opposition to aspects of Kinnock’s
policy reviews. The Broad Left (to
which the majority of the new ex-
ecutive pay lip service) remains a
small, shadowy organisation made
up of full time officials and people
with subscriptions to the Morning
Star.

The Labour Party leadership
election typifies the approach of the
new ‘left’ executive: no sort of con-
sultation with the membership,
either at workplace or branch level,
has been organised and the final
decision will be lcft entirely in the
hands of the union’s Labour Party
delegation, which is to the right of
the executive and almost certain to
back Kinnock and Hattersley.

One or two of the harder ‘left’
talked about pushing for a vote for
Prescott, but backed off when
Todd argued that for the executive
to endorse anyone but Kinnock and
Hattersley after the 17 had walked
out would give the media a field
day.

Meanwhile, the left v right battle
looks like heating up again. But the
membership, as usual, won’t be in-
volved.

ocialist Witch hunt in Scotland
TUDENT

Weightless

By Jill Mountford

And now for something a little
lighter. In fact, the new-look NOLS
handbook, ‘Labour Activi-*
1988/89’ isn’t just a little lighter —
it’s weightless!

It covers issues such as the poll
tax, voluntary membership, lesbian
and gay rights, anti-racist work,
safe sex and defending student
unionism, with articles by big
names such as George Galloway,
Barbara Castle and good old Jack
Straw.

Bearing in mind the handbook’s
title —‘Labour Activist’ — none of
the articles it carries actually offer
any activist campaign strategies.
Each issue is ‘commented’ upon.
Telling us just how bad the poll tax,
racism and voluntary membership,
etc., are. As if we didn’t already
know!

But as always when it comes
down to any real campaign ideas
for turning the tide on the attacks
against students and young people,
the NOLSies, like their sisters and
brothers running NUS, just can’t
get to grips with it.

So what’s the problem? They’re
either incapable of sitting down and
developing any serious campaign
strategy (and this is possibly the
case if you think about Jeremy
Swift, NOLS vice-chair, and Tom-
my Hutchinson, NUS treasurer) or
politically they simply don’t see the
need for it (and this is definitely the
case if you think about the rest of
them, with possibly one or two ex-
ceptions).

The ‘Labour Activist’ is the first
official NOLS literature many new
Labour Club members will see —
the Dem Left have ruined a good
opportunity to start off what
should be the year of the big con-
frontation with the Tories, they’ve
missed a chance to win a new layer
of Labour students to the ‘radical
alternative’ (which they continually
talk about in the handbook) to nine
years of Thatcher.

As far as NOLS are concerned
the Labour activist of 1988/89
should be no more political, mili-
tant and willing to fight to defend
and gain ground from the Tories
than s/he was in 1987/88.

A major witch-hunt of Militant
supporters in Scotland is underway.

Supporters in Pollock and Cathcart
constituencies have had reports compil-
ed on them which have been handed
over to Walworth Road. The reports
were compiled after a call at the recent
Scottish Labour conference on consti-
tuencies to report cases of ‘disruptive
behaviour’.

The Cathcart inquiry is being dealt
with through thae National Constitu-
tional Committee. There is a massive
backlog of cases waiting to be con-
sidered by the NCC — a testimony to
the witch-hunt mania in Walworth
Road.

To avoid this, Pollock have sent their
report directly to Joyce Gould, who has
passed it on to Labour’s NEC. The idea
is to complete the inguiry quickly in
order to encourage other CLPs to bring

complaints against Militant supporters.

The ‘crimes’ for which Labour Party
members are under investigation are
patently political rather than organisa-
tional.

Previous attempts to organise a
united fight against witch-hunts have
been stymied by the arrogance and sec-

tarianism of Militant supporters
themselves. This must not be allowed to
happen this time around. The attacks on
Militant supporters in Scotland are an
attack on the rights of all Labour Party
members, and must be fought on this
basis.

NALGO Broad Left

The NALGO National Broad
Left is meeting on September
23rd. But it has never been a
strong grouping in the union.
Can it grow?

Some local Broad Lefts have
been successful in getting rank and

Maudsley strike

By Ray Ferris

Striking COHSE healthworkers at
South London’s Maudsley hospitl
suspended their indefinite strike ac-
tion (with emergency cover) last Fri-
day after 12 days.

The strikers demanded full funding
and fair and proper implementation of
the nurses pay and grading review.
However, no other hospitals followed
suit, waiting to see the results of the

regrading exercise first, so the Maudsley
action has been suspended.

Next week the nurses will draw up a
list of their own local demands.

A Maudsley nurse spoke to Socialist
Organiser: ‘Generally the strike was
very successful. This isn’t the end of our
action — we're just waiting to see the
results of regrading.

‘We're very proud of what we've
achieved and won’t go back demoralis-
ed because we’'ve broken through the
psychological barrier that nurses can
only go on strike for 24 hours or so.’

t11le members 1nvolved but
NALGO’s traditional ‘federalism’
has meant that the ‘Militant’
dominated national grouping has
had a very shadowy existence.

We need a national Broad Left:
one that can build as an open and
democratic opposition which links
together branches and members
who want to fight the attacks on
public services and democratise the
union.

The grip on the union’s structure
by a coalition of right wingers, Kin-
nockites and the ‘Morning Star’
gives us a hard job to do. But
already branches around the coun-
try are working together on issues
of union democracy and anti-cuts
campaigning.

If the Broad Left sets itself the
task of uniting those campaigns not
setting itself up as the type of elec-
toral machine that ‘Militant’ sup-
porters suggest, it could become a
real force... but there’s a long way
to go

| _
Gun to the head in South Wales

British coal bosses have now put

the gun to the head of the South

Wales NUM Area leadership.
Either you accept 6-day work-
ing at the planned Margam pit
by Friday or we will call in
another ‘union’. Already, the
UDM is confidently boasting it
will get in there.

The bosses are intent on In-
troducing 6-day working, by fair
means or foul.

What resolve will the South
Wales leadership have against this
blackmail? I certainly don’t think
they should go against the union’s
conference decision. In any case,
would they ballot the Area’s
membership on the issue and test
the feeling of those who would ac-

WH ETET E N’S
tually have to work 6 days? If they

did I think the membership would

vote no. : . _
The stiuation is not straightfor-

ot

| ward for the bosses. If they hand

the pit over to Roy Lynk where 1s
his membership going to come
from? Nottinghamshire? I cannot
see South Wales mines joining the
UDM on the promise of opening
one pit.

When Spencer tried to import his
scab organisation into South Wales
in the "20s and *30s he was defeated.

The TGWU has also been men-
tioned for Morgam, but I cannot
see other TUC unions touching it

without NUM agreement. 1 have
heard rumours of the NUM
possibly becoming a section of the
TGWU — such a possibility makes
breaking Bridlington against the
NUM even more unlikely.

The Post Office has obviously
been testing the feeling and strength
of resistance in the run-up to the
almost certain privatisation of the
Post Office. By backing off the
union leadership has shown its
weakness in face of that threat.

[t 1s quite obvious by the reaction
of the membership that many of
them were quite prepared to have a
g0. They can see what is at stake.
The danger is that, having been sold
out, some will get demoralised.

The lesson of course, is the
urgent need to organise a rank and
file movement in the UCW and
other unions.

Defend

Newcastle
Central!

By Trudy
Saunders, CPSA
London

Since the right-wing took power
in the Civil and Public Servants
Association (CPSA) in May this
year, one outrage has followed
another. It would not be
unreasonable for CPSA
members to believe that our
union is being run by a latter-
day Joseph Stalin.

Perhaps the most disgusting and
undemocratic act of right-wing
General Secretary John Ellis and his
gang of thugs has been the closing
down of the Newcastle Central Of-
fice (NCO) DHSS CPSA branch.

The branch was closed down
after right-wing NCO officers ac-
cused Broad Left supporters on the
NCO branch executive committee
of intimidation. The Broad Left
supporters in question stand to lose
not only their union positions, but
also their jobs. They have not been
allowed to hear or see the ‘evidence’
against them. As far as the right-
wing are concerned, the Broad Left
supporters are gmltj,.r until proved
innocent. There’s more justice in
the bosses’ law courts!

The truth behind the closure of
NCO branch is as follows: since the
mid-1970s, the branch has been run
by CPSA Broad Left supporters.
Last year the right-wing ‘Campaign
to Defeat Militant Tendency’ at
NCO was formed. This motley
crew, using smears and lies, won the
branch officer positions at the NCO
Annual General Meeting. The
Broad Left won the majority of
branch executive committee posi-
tions.

Three months later, the right-
wing NCO branch officers resigned.
They all wrote to the CPSA na-
tional executive committee claiming
intimidation by Broad Left sup-
porters as the reason for their
resignation.

Fearing a Broad Left victory in
new elections, the CPSA NEC clos-
ed NCO CPSA branch down.

The so-called ‘evidence’ of in-
timidation is a joke. One right-
winger claimed he had been sworn
at! Another claimed a Broad Left
supporter had followed him home
— in fact the Broad Left supporter
lives in the same street as the right-
winger!

A front page article on the sub-
ject in the CPSA’s newspaper, Red
Tape, depicts Ellis et al as guardian
angels, defending members at
NCO! Well, we all know about the
antics of the SAS!!

A Broad Left campaign to defend
the ‘accused’ at NCO has been
launched. It is vital all Broad Left
supporters get out to ordinary
CPSA members and tell the truth
about NCO.

However, such campaigns would
be more effectwely run if the struc-
tures of the Broad Leff were work-
ing properly. The London Broad
Left (Militant-run) has not met
since April, despite the fact that as
well as the attack on NCO Broad
Left supporters, a number of vital
issues such as the employment of
known fascist Malcolm Skeggs in
London need discussing. If the
Broad Left is not organised effi-
ciently and does not operate
democratically we will not be able
to fight the right-wing, let alone win
the national elections next year.
Letters of support and donations
to:

NCO Defence Campaign

102, Tosson Terrace

Heaton

Newcastle upon Tyne
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By Clive Bradley

The regime in Iraq, having
fed off corpses for the last
eight years, is unable to
stop.

Since the ceasefire in the
war with Iran, it has inten-
sified its war against the Kur-
dish minority.

Terrible atrocities have
been committed. Iraq has us-
ed poison gas against Kur-
dish communities — a prac-
tice they began during the
war — slaughtering untold
thousands. Kurdish villages
have been wiped out in
unspeakably Dbarbaric
fashion.

Thousands of Kurds have
fled across the borders in
Turkey; according to some
estimates, over 100,000.

They now face worsening
conditions, malnutrition and
the threat of deportations.

Even so, they are the lucky
ones. Descriptions of the fate
of those who couldn’t get
away make harrowing
reading. A Kurdish guerilla
told The Independent:
‘These bombs have destroyed
everything. 1 truly believe
that we are the only sur-
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Qur relatives have
been forced to stay in Iraq.’

Observers have noted the
relative health of the

VIVOTS.

refugees. People either
escape the Iraqgi attacks — or
they die. ‘There are no
wounded,” a Kurd told The
Guardian.

Before the ceasefire, the
Iragi regime unleashed its
first mini-Hiroshima on the
town of Halabja. In retribu-
tion for small Kurdish
military victories (in alliance
with Iran), gas was deposited
on Halabja, killing 4,000.

With an end to hostilities
with Iran, Irag was free to
hurl all its power at the
Kurds. It has been a
massacre, pitting some of the
most gruesome features of
twentieth century technology
against whole communities.
It is the first time poison gas
has been used against
civilians. Extermination is
what the Kurds have been
calling it.

The Kurds are a nation of
perhaps 15 million people,
divided mainly between Iraq,
Iran and Turkey, with
smaller minorities in Syria
and the USSR. In all the
countries where they live they

Exposed: Islington
Council’s secret
sacking scheme

have been brutally
persecuted.

Turkey unsurprisingly
shows little concern for the
refugees. Its own sizeable
Kurdish minority does not
officially exist, and the word
‘Kurd’ is illegal. In Iran, the
Kurds were among Kho-
meini’s first victims.

The slaughter of the Kurds

must stop. Pressure must be

put on the Iragi government
to stop the massacre. More
than that, the Kurds should
have their just national
rights.

In fact the Iraqi Kurds
have traditionally demanded
no more than autonomy
within Iraq. But if they were
to choose independence, or a
unified Kurdish state, that
too is their right.

Workers who
fight the cuts
will face the
sack

Islington Council faces a storm
of protest from trade unions
and local Labour Parties after
the leaking of a secret document
showed that they plan to sack
workers who won’t co-operate
with a new cuts exercise.

The Council is carrying what it
describes as a ‘Priority Based
Budgeting Exercise’ in its Homes
for the Elderly, Libraries, Planning
and Central Housing Departments.

The ‘exercise’ is meant to be a
thorough review of the priority
work in all four areas, but the
Council has made it clear that it
plans cuts as a result of the exercise
— and is planning next year’s
budget with these cuts already buiit
in.
So far, the Council has paid over
£100,000 to a firm of management
consultants, Coopers and Lybrand,
to run the ‘exercise’. But it is now
asking council staff to help draw up
cuts plans: managers are being ask-
ed to say which of their staff are
least needed, and other workers are
being told to say which parts of
their jobs are least important.

NALGO the largest council
workers’ union, and MATSA have
both urged their members not to co-
operate in cutting their own or their
workmates’ jobs.

When NALGO voted over-
whelmingly to refuse to co-operate
with ‘Priority Based Budgeting’
councillors discussed secret plans to
tell workers they would be ‘“‘im-
mediately suspended without pay
and liable to dismissal’’ and talked
about ‘‘isolating staff following the
NALGO instruction’’.

The NALGO branch has given
Socialist Organiser a copy of the
document that spells out the sack-
ing plan. The union’s Assistant
Secretary, Nik Barstow, told us:

““The Council are trying to duck
the issue that they are planning to
cut services to the elderly, library
users, tenants, and ratepayers —
and that they’ve spent a small for-
tune on employing a private firm to
tell them how to do it.

They want council workers to tell
them that the services we provide,
and our jobs, aren’t needed. It’s
not true, and they must be mad if
they think that we are going to ‘co-
operate’ in throwing ourselves on
the dole.

Councillors talk about the
‘agonising decisions they’re having
to make on cuts’ — but they seem
happy enough fo draw up plans to
turn Islington Council into another
Wapping by threatening to sack
workers in this way”’.

They talk about ‘refusing to obey
instructions’ — but they’re asking
400 council workers to help throw
themselves, or someone they work
with, out of a job — where’s that in
anyone’s contract!

““We’re confident that the ballot
we’'ve decided to hold among our
members will give overwhelming
support to the non-cooperation
policy. We hope the council will
negotiate instead of issuing threats.

But, more importantly, we hope
that the people of Islington who use
the Council services that are under
threat will support our stand’’.




