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ANNUAL CONFERENCE

KEY RULE CHANGE
PROPOSALS ON THE
AGENDA AT THE 2010
ANNUAL CONFERENCE IN

MANCHESTER

Delegates at this year’s Conference at
Manchester will have an opportunity to
vote on several rule change proposals
that will be moved by Constituency reps.
These were submitted last year, but un-
der an obscure convention (known as the
1968 Ruling’) they are first referred to the
NEC for its considered opinion and are
not timetabled for debate and vote until
the following year’s Conference. This may
seem a sensible procedure, but in practice
it has not lived up to the intentions of its
originators in 1968. The NEC was sup-
posed to give thorough consideration to
all proposed rule changes, but in fact the
NEC hardly looks at them and every year
invariably rejects all rule change sugges-
tions from CLPs.

Unfortunately the situation is much
worse this year because a whole range
of important rule changes from some
23 CLPs and two unions have been ruled
out of order by the Conference Arrange-
ments Committee (CAC) in a very high
handed manner.

B OPPOSE CAC’S
RULING — SUPPORT

REFERENCE BACK

The CAC has ruled all these rule chang-
es out by using a blanket application of
the ‘three-year-rule’. The CAC has em-
ployed an unfair and catch-all interpre-
tation of the ‘three-year-rule’. The rule
states that, when a Conference decision
has been made on a rule change propos-
al, no further amendment to that ‘part’
of the rules will be permitted for three
years.

The key word here, of course, is
‘part’. In other words, if a CLP amends a

completely different ‘part’ of a long clause
in the Rule Book, compared to other parts
that may have been recently amended, then
that is in order. The CAC has ignored the
significance of the word ‘part’ and applied
a catch-all interpretation. This is unaccepta-
ble and any challenge from ruled out CLPs,
insisting that the Rule Book is correctly in-
terpreted, should be given full support. It
is difficult enough for CLPs to have their
voice heard in this Party, without the CAC
gagging them.

Aggrieved delegates may go to the ros-
trum and seek redress by challenging the
Chair of the CAC. Every delegate in the hall
should do their best to support these chal-
lenges and oppose the gagging. It could be
your CLP next!

The few important rule changes from
CLPs that remain on the agenda to be de-
bated in Manchester are:

® ENDING THE DELAY
BEFORE RULE CHANGES

ARETIMETABLED

(from Lancaster and Fleetwood
CLP)

The procedure outlined in this rule change
from ILancaster and Fleetwood CLP was
precisely the procedure for changing the
Party’s Constitution employed at Annual
Conference until 1968. But at the 1968 Con-
ference it was agreed to adopt a convention
so that in future all rule change proposals
from trade unions and from CLPs (but not
from the NEC) should be subject to a yeat’s
delay before being timetabled. The idea was
that this would enable the NEC to exam-
ine the proposals in detail and at length and
then make a considered response to the
following year’s Conference. The NEC’s
detailed response would then be timetabled
at Conference alongside the rule change
proposal. This convention may have been
well intentioned but in practice the NEC
invariably only gives cursory attention to
their proposals and their response in usu-
ally one line.

The closing date for submitting rule
amendments is normally eatly June and the
Annual Conference is not until late Septem-
ber. Under the above proposed rule change
the NEC would therefore have neatly 4
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ALERT FOR DELEGATES

months to give the issue their attention; they
do not need another whole year. All the 1968
convention does is annoy and frustrate the
unions and CLPs. It is well past its ‘sell by’
date.

(from East Lothian CLP)

The existing trigger ballot for the Reselection
of MPs involves both Party branches and
Trades Union and Socialist Society branches.
East Lothian CLP is arguing that since the
original selection of an MP is wholly by Par-
ty members, then the trigger ballot should
also be entirely by Party members. East Lo-
thian argues that the Unions never use their
existing power other than simply supporting

the status quo ie. the sitting MP. There have
been cases where the Party branches wanted
a proper reselection process but were pre-
vented from doing so by the unions vot-
ing for the status quo. This issue does need
looking at, but it would be unreasonable to
exclude the unions altogether. East Lothian
should consider remitting their rule change
proposal, but there should be some agree-
ment that a better trigger ballot system will
be brought forward for debate at a future
Conference.

(from the Labour Party Disabled
Members’ Group)

This rule change provides for a disability of-
ficer in each CLP.

KEY VOTES IN PARTY
ELECTIONS

Leadership:

vote Diane Abbott 1, Ed Miliband 2
NEC:

Treasurer: vote Diana Holland (Unite)
Constituency section: vote Ann Black,
Ken Livingstone, Christine Shawcroft,
Sam Tarry, Sofi Taylor, Peter
Willsman

National Constitutional Committee
constituency section: vote Matk James
(Greenwich and Woolwich CLP)
Conference Arrangements Committee general
section: vote Mick Murphy (Unite)
National Policy Forum
(constituency section):

for recommended candidates in your
region ring 01865 244459

National Policy Forum
(councillors section):

vote Councillor Angela Cornforth

ANNUAL CONFERENCE TO REVIEW
2007 CHANGES AND THE WHOLE
PARTNERSHIP INTO POWER PROCESS

In summer 2007, shortly after he became
Leader, Gordon Brown submitted a docu-
ment (‘Extending and Renewing Party De-
mocracy’) to the NEC recommending a
number of changes to Annual Conference
procedures. Both the NEC and later An-
nual Conference accepted these changes.
The main thrust of these proposals was to
replace ‘Contemporary Motions’ by ‘Con-
temporary Issues’.

Before the advent of New Labour, every
CLP and Union could send motions and
amendments to Conference and the whole
agenda of Conference largely revolved
around these motions. Tony Blair changed
all that. Conference was downgraded to lit-
tle more than a glorified rally, with only four
motion subjects allowed onto the agenda for
debate and vote. A further restriction was in-
troduced in that these motions could only be
‘contemporary motions’, in other words they
had to cover an issue arising after the end of
July in each year.

Gordon Brown went even further. In
2007 ‘Motions’ disappeared altogether.
Their replacement, ‘Contemporary Is-
sues’, cannot be voted on. They are de-
bated and then remitted to the Policy
Commissions of the NPF for further
debate. The Policy Commissions then
report on the progress of their delibera-
tions to the following Annual Confer-
ence. These reports can either be voted
on or remitted again to the NPF for yet
more discussion and then another report
to the next Conference. Perceptive read-
ers will have concluded that these new ar-
rangements are far from perfect. For this
reason, in 2007, the Unions insisted that
in 2009 there would be a review. The 2009
Annual Conference postponed the issue
until the 2010 Conference. At Manches-
ter a review of the whole Partnership into
Power process will be launched. Several
CLPs and Unions have already made sug-
gestions for reform. These include:

That Conference must have the op-
portunity to express its clear view on
matters of major political concern. This
can only be done by voting on motions.
Motions should therefore be reinstated.

The artificial criteria of ‘contempo-
rary’ (restrictively interpreted as August
onwards) should be dropped. CLPs and
Unions should have the right to submit
a motion on any matter of major con-
cern.

The spirit of the 4 plus 4’ rule for the
Priorities Ballot at Conference should
be propetly honoured at every Confer-
ence — 4 subjects from the Unions and
an additional 4 separate subjects from
the CLPs.

At Conference there should be pro-
vision for voting in parts in relation to
the lengthy NPF documents, instead of
the current undemocratic practice of
Conference having to vote on a whole
document on an all-or-nothing basis.
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ot WIS

A REPORT BY PETER
WILLSMAN OF SOME OF
THE MAIN ISSUES AT THE
JULY NEC MEETING. PETER
ISA CLP REP ON THE

NEC SUPPORTED BY THE
CENTRE-LEFT GRASSROOTS
ALLIANCE AND IS CLPD’S
SECRETARY.

Review of the party’s policy
making processes

It is now over 12 years since the Partnership
in Power arrangements were adopted by An-
nual Conference. The NEC has agreed that

ABITEBACKS

‘Every gun that that is made, every
warship launched, every rocket fired,
signifies in the final sense a theft
from those who hunger and are
not fed, those who are cold and not
clothed’

(President Dwight D. Eisenhower,
quoted by Tony Benn, Letters to my
Grandchildren, Hutchinson 2009).

‘People are always talking about the
public interest but all they really care
about is private property.”

(Sir Thomas More, Ufgpia, 1516, also
quoted by Tony Benn in the above).

‘Terrorism is the war of the poor
against the rich and war is the terror-
ism of the rich against the poor.”
(Peter Ustinov, again quoted by Benn
as above).

“Thatcherism did not end with the de-
feat of the Conservatives in 1997; Mrs
Thatcher awarded the new party an
accolade. New Labour, she claimed,
was her greatest achievement.”
(Tony Benn, again as above).

this year is an appropriate time for a full re-
view to be undertaken. This review will be
launched at the Annual Conference in Man-
chester. A consultation document will then
be issued and submissions invited. The latter
will all be considered by the NEC and then a
report, containing a range of proposals, will
be tabled at the 2011 Annual Conference.
Conference will then be able to debate and
vote on these proposals with the aim of im-
proving our policy-making processes.

Supporting and increasing
activity in CLPS

Not surprisingly, in the ten seats that had
made the most voter contact, there was an
overall swing to Labour.

The NEC is considering ways it could
support local activity and, as a first step, is
proposing to develop the following:

* anew training academy for staff, volun-
teers and activists.

*  atrainee community organisers’ scheme
for marginal and core seat clusters.

e further development of free direct mail
via Print Creator.

Since the General Election the Party has
welcomed more than a thousand new mem-
bers every week. 90% of these joined via the
web, 41% were women and 1 in 3 were under
30.

General Election 2010 — mean
regional swings (in all seats
where Labour was in top two in
2005)

In Scotland there was a swing to Labour
of 0.59%. The swing against Labour in the
other regions was London 2.9%; North West
4.4%; Wales 4.72%; West Midlands 6.33%;
Northern 6.45%; East Midlands 6.61%;
Eastern 7.24%; South West 7.48%; South
East 7.52%; Yorkshire &Humber 7.77%.

Labour council gains

Labour gained majority control in Brent,
Camden, Coventry, Doncaster, Ealing, En-
field, Harrow, Hartlepool, Hastings, Houns-
low, Islington, Lewisham, Liverpool, Oxford,

News from the NEC

Southwark, St Helens, Waltham Forest.

Labour took minority control in Brad-
ford, TLeeds, Merton, Thurrock, Nuneaton
and Bedworth.

2010 Annual Conference
Agenda

At 4pm on Saturday 25 September our new
Leader will be announced. On Sunday 26
September the review of policy-making
will be launched (‘Renewing Party Democ-
racy’). Tuesday afternoon will be the Leader’s
speech. Wednesday afternoon will be Ques-
tions and Answers to the new Leader.

Labour groups to drive
housebuilding campaign

Councillor Andy Walker
Redbridge Labour Group
Ilford South CLP

Labour Groups across the country must
unite to highlight the dreadful shortage of
decent affordable houses. Every Council-
lor will know families living in overcrowded
flats with little chance of moving to a proper
family house. Labour Councillors must work
to create a consensus that it is in the national
interest to build substantially more houses.
This requires a sustained campaign, which
has to start now and be a prominent feature
of our next Labour manifesto. I want to en-
courage Labour Groups to send me propos-
als for new council housing in their authori-
ties, which for planning or financial reasons
are not being built now.

The aim is to collect so many proposals
for new housing that the NEC will accept
that it is best to publish the proposals on the
Party website. Until such time as the Party
agrees to this, I will publish them on my own
ward site. The best of these proposals should
also be part of our next Labour manifesto.

Labour Groups near parts of the Green
Belt, underused parts of the Royal Estate or
military bases must be encouraged to submit
plans for development if they think that the
land is suitable.

B My email is andy.walker@talk21.com
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TEL'S TALES

THE SHAME OF MACSHANE

In the Observer of 23 December 2007 Labour
MP Denis MacShane wrote an open letter to
Nick Clegg congratulating the latter on be-
coming the Lib-Dem leader.

MacShane boasted that he had ‘shame-
lessly supported’ Clegg’s efforts to become
a Sheffield MP. Of course if a rank and file
Party member supported a rival politician
in this way, they would soon be up for dis-
cipline before the National Constitutional
Committee. But, under New Labour, there’s
one law for ordinary members and another
for MPs.

In his open letter, MacShane wrote as
follows; ‘Before the 2001 election, I urged
Labour voters in seats where Lib-Dem
candidates were best placed to beat off
Conservatives to vote tactically. I said that
in Sheffield even though a good friend,
one of the best young Labour Muslim
politicians in Yorkshire, was trying to win
your seat. We knew he would not and it
is far better to keep dozens of Lib-Dem
MPs in the Commons than see the Tories
re-conquer Harrogate and Hallam and
Eastleigh’.

THE LESSONS OF HISTORY

At the General Election, Gordon Brown
wanted a clear message of ‘Investment not
cuts’. But Mandelson and the Blairites in-
sisted that we must appease the Tory press
and highlight our plans for reducing the
deficit. Alistair Darling then did massive
damage to Labour’s campaign when he an-
nounced that L.about’s cuts would be worse
than Thatcher’s.

Like the Boutrbons, the Blairites learn
nothing from history. They do not under-
stand that the Tory attack on the public
sector and on public spending is wholly
ideological. The Tories deliberately create

* BITEBACKS

A sign of things to come from Nick
Clegg the Thatcherite: ‘T was at univer-
sity at the height of Thatcher... Vic-
tory over a vested interest, the trade
unions, was immensely significant; that
was an immensely important battle for
how Britain is governed’.

(Nick Clegg, The Spectator, 13/4/10).

unemployment, because to them it is a price
worth paying, It forces down wages and
eventually, they believe, gets profits flowing
again. With every economic crisis someone
has to pay to get the economy over it; ei-
ther the rich or the poor have to suffer or
both. The Tories always make sure the rich
are protected.

“Investment (especially
through government
spending) is precisely

what is needed”

Investment (especially through govern-
ment spending) and thus economic growth,
is precisely what is needed at the moment.
After exchange controls were abolished in
the 1980s, Labour was weakened relative to
capital and this was reflected in the relative
share of profits and wages. This meant that
real wages were not growing fast enough
to underpin final demand without exces-
sive borrowing by wage earners. When the
crunch came and the private sector cut
back, government deficits were the natural
counterpoint of the private sector’s ‘de-
leveraging’. This remains the case. In fact

ABITEBACKS

“To make the rich work harder you pay
them more, to make the poor work hard-
er you pay them less.’

(Paul Andrews, Guardian, 23/9/9).

“The credit crunch was not just a financial
collapse but the collapse of an ideology.
What response have we had to the crisis
at the level of ideas? Virtually nothing’
(Andrew Graham, an economist and
master of Balliol College, Oxford, Guard-
tan, 10/9/9).

‘New Labourites caved in morally, eco-
nomically and politically to the neo-lib-
eral hegemony. Instead of showing there
is something more than the market place
they injected the corrosive values of
competition and consumerism into what
was left of the public realm and elevated
the like of Tesco’s Terry Leahy to gurus
of the public sector.”

(Neal Lawson, Chartist, January/February
2010).

‘The nightmare I sometimes have about
this whole experience runs as follows...
there may have been people making the
actual policy decisions who never believed
for a moment that this was the correct
way to bring down inflation. They did,

the UK is well placed to run a deficit — its
average debt maturity is 14 years — ten year
gilt yields are a mere 3.36% and the UK has
the lowest debt-to-GDP ratio of any EU
economy.

A comparison with the Great Depres-
sion in the early 1930s puts things into per-
spective. The latest Budget red book puts
UK debt as 61.9% of GDP in 2010/11 (in
1932 the figure was 177%). It puts debt
interest at 6.3% of total public expendi-
ture in 2010/11 (this compates to 40% in
1932).

ANY LABOUR GOVERNMENT
IS BETTER THAN ATORY
GOVERNMENT

The Institute for Fiscal Studies found that
anyone in the bottom half of the income
distribution saw higher growth in real in-
comes under Blair and Brown than they did
under Thatcher and Major. Anybody in the
top half did better under the Tories.

Among the 23 members of the Coali-
tion Cabinet, at least 17 are millionaires or
multi-millionaires. History is likely to be re-

peated.

however, see that it would be a very, very
good way to raise unemployment. And
raising unemployment was an extremely
desirable way of reducing the strength
of the working classes... that what was
engineered there, in Marxist terms, was
a crisis of capitalism which recreated a
reserve army of labour and has allowed
the capitalists to make high profits ever
since.

(Alan Budd 1992 talking about economic
policies of the 80s, quoted by Professor
R Davies, Guardian, 16/6/10).

‘Privatising Failure: Subsidies to British
rail in the decade before privatisation
were £740 million a year. The private rail
companies now get neatrly /(5 billion a
year.

Privatising electricity in Britain, New
Zealand and California has only led to
soaring prices and erratic supply.

10 of Britain’s 11 worst prisons are
private, according to a study in 2008.
They had worse staffing levels, worse
staff pay and conditions, and higher re-
offending rates.

(Warwick Funnell, Robert Jupe and Jane
Andrew, quoted by Will Podmore, Tribune,
6/11/9 from In Government We Trust; Mar-
ket Failure and The Delusions of Privatisation).
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WHY WE NEED A TRADE UNION FREEDOM
CAMPAIGN AND TO STRENGTHEN THE LINK

WITH LABOUR

The severity of the limitations placed upon
trade union freedom in Britain today, and
let’s be clear about this, upon the rights of
the people, of working women and men to
act together in defence of their interests, is
intolerable. It has to be challenged. But how?
And what are the prospects for success?

Anti-union laws

The Tory governments of 1979 to 1997 in-
troduced the banning of solidarity action,
they gave the law control of union rule books
including dictating how union leaders were
to be elected, they threatened union finances
with massive fines and civil claims, they forced
through the most complex and onerous bal-
loting rules for unions, they banned union
membership agreements with employers, they
threatened union political funds and the very
existence of the Labour Party, they oversaw
the most dramatic decline in collective bat-
gaining coverage in the UK, they banned ef-
fective picketing, they created the basis for
‘competitive trade unionism’ whereby workers
were given the legal right to join any union,
they stopped unions from having the right un-
der their rules to expel racists and fascists, and
much more besides. All of this is still intact
and handed to Cameron to build upon.

And tragically, as both feared and predict-
ed by the LCDTT, the Labour governments
of Blair and Brown have now achieved the
one unimaginable feat of handing over to an
incoming Tory government (after 13 years
of Labour in power) a platform of vicious
anti-union laws, virtually intact, all of which
were enacted by previous Tory governments
from the 1980s and 1990s. In the trade union
movement, many unions, including the TUC
itself, have policies calling for the repeal of all
anti-union legislation. Also at present in Brit-
ain, two organisations exist outside of the of-
ficial structures of the trade union movement
which campaign for an end to anti-union laws.
They are the ‘United Campaign to Repeal the
Anti-Trade Union Laws’, and, of course, the
much longer established ‘Liaison Committee
for the Defence of Trade Unions’. Neither
organisation has had much success in tackling
the lack of trade union freedom in Britain, al-
though not for the want of trying.

More anti-union laws?

And now we have the Con-Dems, effectively
a new Tory government, albeit with the piti-

10

ful and slavish support of its Liberal Demo-
crat friends, which is minded to introduce
yet more restrictive anti-union laws. Witness
David Cameron recently berating the demo-
cratic decision of BAA workers to vote for
industrial action. ‘These sorts of strikes
never help anyone,’ said Cameron. What
he meant was ‘strikes never help anyone’.
Cameron’s rationale of strikes as destructive
and never helping anyone, inexorably leads
to yet more anti-union restrictions on such
‘unhelpfulness’. If strikes never help anyone,
why tolerate them?

“The Labour Party was

created to represent the

cause of Labour — not
of Capital”

But strikes of course do help. Very of-
ten. And more often than not, it is the mere
threat of a strike that helps bring an em-
ployer to the bargaining table. Strikes in vari-
ous industries, or the threat of strikes, have
helped over many years to win improvements
in pay and conditions, pensions, sick pay,
health and safety, equality, redundancy, holi-
days and hours of work and in the rights of
unions to organise effectively. Who believes
that the massive improvements in working
conditions won in struggle by trade union-
ists throughout the 20th century were after
all, not actually ‘won’, but given ‘freely and
willingly” by employers and government to
their deserving workforce without any pres-
sure on them to do so? Utter rubbish! They
were won directly as a result of both the
threat and the reality of strikes. It is power
that matters here. There is an unequal rela-
tionship between the individual worker and
the employer. The employer has the power,
not the individual worker. Collective worker
power though is different, manifested as
trade union power and necessarily expressed
through industrial action. Let us be clear,
strikes and the threat of strikes, have helped
just about everyone at work, because im-
provements won in working conditions were
never limited just to trade unionists, but were
usually more generally applied to the whole
workforce.

Which brings us to today’s reality, one
of massive restrictions upon unions and
workers. The Tories will not end them and
will in all likelihood add to them. The next
Labour leader is highly unlikely to promise
trade union freedom, and so unions have to

think afresh. It is to the unions themselves
that we look for leadership in winning back
the freedom for workers to be able to defend
themselves effectively, in combination, col-
lectively.

The Labour Party?

Unions should consider refocusing efforts
upon Labour Party constituencies and begin
rebuilding links at CLP level. Local trade un-
ionists should be encouraged to get involved,
because we must end the failed ‘Party into
Power’ strategy of Tony Blair and the New
Labour project. That strategy was designed
to marginalise the unions, to neuter the Party
Conference by stopping unions and con-
stituencies from sending resolutions, to give
the Party leadership control of the Party. It
gave, in effect, the Labour government far
too much power, influence and say over the
Labour Party. Party members were in dan-
get of becoming spectators in the process
of policy making and decision taking. The
task is for the Labour Party once again to
re-assert itself so that there is a dynamic re-
lationship with the shadow cabinet and any
future Labour government, and not a sub-
servient one. The Labour Party was created
to represent the cause of Labour — not of
Capital.

BARRY CAMFIELD
NATIONAL ORGANISER
LIAISON COMMITTEE FOR
THE DEFENCE OF TRADE
UNIONS (FORMER TGWU
ASSISTANT GENERAL
SECRETARY)

Editorial note: this is the first part of Barry’s
article — the full version is available on the
CLPD website (www.clpd.org).

* BITEBACKS

‘We have won political democracy
and now we must go for industrial
democracy’.

(Keir Hardie, quoted by Tony Benn in
Letters to my Grandehildren, Hutchinson
2009).
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TUC >§>,
>0
conference

highlight TuC”

Fringe meeting: ‘The unions and the
Labour Party’

September 12, 6.00pm, Jury’s Inn Hotel,
Manchester (near conference centre)

Speakers:

Richard Ascough (GMB), Mohammed Azam
(former Labour Party NEC member), Billy Hayes
(CWU), Diana Holland (Unite and Labour Party
NEC), Michael Meacher MP, Cat Smith (Compass
Youth), Barbara White (Musicians’ union)

Chair: Peter Willsman (CLPD secretary and Labour

Not to be

missed

2011 CLPD
AGM

Saturday
19 February

11.30am,
Conway Hall
Red Lion Square

Report of 2010 AGM
on CLPD website:

Party NEC).

www.clpd.org.uk

DOUBLE
RED
ALERT:

DON’T FORGET

TO READ THE
WILLSMAN GUIDE
TO CONFERENCE
2010 EDITION —
NOW AVAILABLE
AND EVEN BETTER
STILL THIS YEAR

The indispensable hand-
book for all delegates and
anyone else who wants to

understand what is really go-

ing on at Conference (avail-
able free of charge from 10
Park Drive, LLondon, NW11
7SH or download from
www.clpd.org.uk).

In a democracy, trade
unions need to be

able to represent their
members,without the
shackles of trade union
laws.

Campaign for Trade
Union Freedom

OF TRADE UNIONg

—

The committee is
campaigning for the
rights of trade unions and
their members looking

to organise and educate
with our Bulletin and
nationwide meetings.

For more information visit
our website or e-mail us.

www.|cdtu.co.uk
liaison@blueyonder.co.uk
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ANNUAL CONFERENCE

HIGHLIGHTS

SATURDAY

25 SEPTEMBER,

BAR 38, PETER
STREET, MANCHESTER
(ADJACENTTO
CONFERENCE CENTRE)

5.0 pm approx or as soon as delegates
return from afternoon conference
Net-
work delegates’ briefing and recep-
tion. Food and drink available.

session. Grassroots Umbrella

Here delegates can meet each other,
meet members of the NEC, TU
general secretaries and MPs. Free for
delegates (£5.00 others). Guest speak-
ers invited: Diane Abbott MP, Katy
Clark MP, Linda Riordan MP, Michael
Meacher MP, Kelvin Hopkins MP, John
McDonnell MP, Ann Black (chair of
NEC), Peter Willsman (NEC, famed
for his conference briefing), Chris-
tine Shawcroft (NEC), Peter Kenyon
(NEC), chair: Tom Davidson (chair,
Grassroots Umbrella Network).

SUNDAY 26 SEPTEMBER
10.30AM, BAR 38, PETER
STREET, MANCHESTER
(ADJACENTTO
CONFERENCE CENTRE)

CLPD rally and delegates’ briefing
with Mohammed Azam (former NEC
member), Tony Benn, Ann Black
(NEC), John Cryer MP, Maria Fyfe,
Kelvin Hopkins MP, Jim Kennedy
(UCATT), Michael Meacher MP, Ter-
esa Pearce MP, Christine Shawcroft
(NEC), Cat Smith (Compass Youth
EC), Peter Willsman (NEC — special
briefing for delegates).

Entry £2 (conc: 50p).

WEDNESDAY
SEPTEMBER 29,
6.00PM, BAR 38, PETER
STREET, MANCHESTER
(ADJACENTTO
CONFERENCE CENTRE)

Conference assessment and the next
steps for Labour with Mohammed
Azam (former NEC member), Ann
Black (NEC), Billy Hayes (CWU),
Kelvin Hopkins MP, Mark Seddon
(former editor of Tribune and former
NEC member), Christine Shawcroft
(NEC), Sam Tarry (Labour Youth),
Peter Willsman (NEC).

Entry £1.00 (conc: 50p).

ABOUT CLPD AND ITS GAINS
FOR PARTY DEMOCRACY

CLPD was formed in 1973 by a group of
rank-and-file activists with support from
about ten Labour MPs. The first President
was Frank Allaun. The main motivation
for the Campaign was the record of the
Labour governments in the sixties and the
way that Annual Conference decisions were
continually ignored on key domestic and in-
ternational issues. The immediate cause was
Harold Wilson’s outright rejection in 1973
of the proposal to take into public owner-
ship some 25 of the largest manufacturing
companies, covering the major sectors of
the economy.

CLPD’s first demand was, therefore, for
mandatory reselection of MPs so that they
would be under pressure to carry out Con-
ference policies and be accountable to Par-
ty members. This demand was achieved in
1979/80 through the overwhelming support
of CLPs and several major unions, especially
those unions where the demand for reselec-
tion was won at their own annual confer-
ences (eg. TGWU, AUEW, NUPE).

CLPD also sought to make the leader ac-
countable through election by an electoral
college involving MPs, CLPs and TUs. Pre-
viously Labour leaders were elected by MPs
alone. This demand was achieved in January
1981 and was a great victory and advance
for Party democracy, although some MPs
saw it as a reason to defect and form the
SDP, now defunct.

CLPD additionally promoted a range of
reforms to give Labour women and black
members greater representation within the
Party. The main demand for a woman on
every parliamentary shortlist was achieved
over the period 1986-88.

“The major focus of
CLPD’s work in recent
years has been to win back
the power for ordinary
rank-and-file party
members”’

CLPD will sometimes promote seemingly
non-democracy issues such as the signifi-
cant extension of public ownership, defend-
ing the welfare state and the first-past-the-
post electoral system (PR equals no Labour
government). All such policies derive from
our commitment to socialist values and so-
cialist advance.

The major focus of CLPD’s work in re-
cent years has been to win back the power
for ordinary rank-and-file party members,
which has been surreptitiously transferred
to the centre under the pretext of ‘mod-
ernisation’ and, ironically, ‘extending Party
democracy’.

To find out more about
CLPD, visit our webhsite

at www.clpd.org.uk.

CLPD can usually provide
speakers for meetings,
especially if requests are
made well in advance.To
arrange this, ring Francis
Prideaux on 0208 9607460
and leave a message for
him if you get the machine
and not the man himself.
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