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MILITANT SOCIALISM is in Crisis.

Left-wing delegates returned from Annual Con-

ference last month dismayed at the ease with which the Right had swamped all
opposition, disturbed to see the Left so disorganised, so disorientated and so

dumbed.

They saw nationalization replaced by
stock-exchange juggling—and only
1,276,000 votes protested; membership
of the H-bomb club endorsed—and
only three-quarters of a million said
““ no ”’; the colonial peoples were again
sold to British imperialism—and too
few opposed for the votes to be coun-
ted; even the elections to the
NEC showed, in the words of The

Times, a ““ swing to the centre.”” The
Left took a beating.
The crisis was not unexpected.

Under pressure of economic difficulties
the Tories had hardened in their atti-
tude to the working class. The Rent
Act the Credit Squeeze, the Seven Per-
cent Bank Rate—workers were to pay
for class rule. The Tories had no
more time for Butskellism. Bipartisan-
ship in home and foreign policy had
worn thin. And the Right-wing leader-
ship of the Labour Party was forced
into opposition, was compelled to come
out with a Leftish programme.

More than half-way

As the Right moved “ Left,” ““ Left ™
moved right. The Bevanites met Gait-
skell half-way, more than half-way.
They had no programme, no organiza-
tion; they had not campaigned system-
atically in ward and constituency
parties. Even Tribune was obscure
and offered no alternative. And so the
pinker Gaitskell looked, the paler they
became.

Add to this the certainty of a Labour
Government very soon and the sweet
smell of office, and we start under-
standing . the collapse of the Left
““ leadership ”’: Bevan’s sell-out and
the embarrassment of the big-name
Bevanites.

But expected or not, the blow was a
real one. The militant Left in our
Party were caught off-guard at Con-
ference. Now, as never before, we felt
the lack of a programme, the isolation
of the individual comrades, the need
for co-ordination and pooling of effort
and resources. Suddenly, the futility
of having fought under the banner of
“ Bevanism * without having reserved
the right to nail it to a mast of our own
choosing, became clear.

And now, after Brighton, what needs
be done? There can be no question

* Even after the Labour Party had gone
on record in favour of nuclear weapons,
Krushchev wrote the following in his let-
ter to the Labour Party: “. . . there has
been at present a certain rapprochement
between the points of view held by the
British Labour Party and the Soviet Com-
munist Party on a number of most import-
ant questions dealing with the preservation
of peace and international security . . .” (})

of giving up the struggle for a socialist
programme. No militant socialist
can be attracted to the Communist
Pary which endorses H-Bombs for
Britain because Russia has them.* Nor
can any militant socialist continue to
expect a lead from Tribune. Just look
at them! How do they meet the Right-
wing’s walkover? *‘ No More Wage
Munichs Cry the Tories” was their
first headline after Brighton (Tribune,
October 11); “ Round the Moon—Any

THE MOVEMENT

THE LABOUR PARTY CONFERENCE at Brigh

ton will probably

Day Now ** was their second (Tribune,
October 18). Any criticism of Bevan’s
betrayal? Nothing but a faint bleep
from Michael Foot gently chiding the
Master for using doubtful *‘ political
means”’ in translating his uncontami-
nated ‘‘moral case’” into reality
(Tribune,October 11). And then, of
course, the traditional plea from Jennie
Lee to hush because * Leaders must
argue in private” (Tribume, October
18).

No, the militant socialist has nowhere
to turn but to his rank-and-file com-
rades. And now is the time to do so.
Hundred, if not thousands, are seeing
for the first time what clay the ‘‘leader-

ABOUR AFTER BRIGHTON

ship”—Right and ‘“Left”’—is made of.
Hundred are looking for a socialist
programme. The defeat at Brighton
may well be the start of a new, militant
Left in the Labour Party.

Our job is to build that Left. Not
?r{_}und personalities, but around a soc-
ialist programme such as that of the
SOCIALIST REVIEW. Not as a
mass of disparate individuals, but as a
coherent force, co-ordinating its activi-
ties, knowledge and resources.

Brighton was a defeat for socialism
in Britain. But many a defeat has
closed the ranks of the defeated. Let
us see to it that this was such a one,

" RAYMOND CHALLINOR, EC member

Newcastle-under-Lyme CLP, examines

THE DEMISE OF “BEVANISM”

go down in history as

being the occasion when Aneurin Bevan, who had been drifting to the right for

some years, finally and irrevocably broke with the left-wing.

To many con-

stituency party delegates Bevan’s support of the H-bomb brought agonising dis-
illusionment and swept away the corner-stone of their political beliefs.

How did it occur? Why did Bevan
make his dramatic defence of some of
the most objectionable ideas which the
right-wing Labour leaders and the
Tories treasure as common property?

Many socialists regard Bevan's
actions as a betrayal, comparable with
that of MacDonald in 1931. They
consider it is an example of a form of
prostitution not dealt with in the Wolf-
enden report: namely, selling one’s self
body and soul, to gain political office
—in this case, of course, the office be-
ing that of Foreign Secretary in the
next Labour Government.

However, I think this type of
approach to Bevan’s actions is super-
ficial. It treats a personal matter some-
thing which has very deep political
foundations. For, if you are going to
understand clearly Bevan’s behaviour,
then you must consider his whole poli-
tical ideology and that of the move-
ment—the Bevanites—that sprang up
round him.

The heresy of Bevanism came into
being tempestuously as a protest
against the Labour Government’s 1951
budget, which sought to pay for an
inflated arms programme by cutting
down on social services. This sparked
off a long ding-dong battle between
right- and left-wings. From the ini-
tial cause of dispute—the National
Health = Services charges—the great
debate ranged far and wide. Matters
of fundemental principle, such as

whether  nationalisation  proposals
should be included in the Labour
Party’s policy, were hotly discussed.
However, it has been obvious for
the last four years that the dispute was
dying down. This was because the
Bevanites were gradually becoming
less sure of themselves and their own
convictions. First of all Harold Wil-
son, then Freeman and Crossman, fol-
lowed by many others, crossed over
from the Bevanite camp into that of
the Establishment. Their sins were
quickly forgiven, and some were re-
warded with seats in the Shadow cab-
inet. Their rehabilitation only served
to increase the anguish of the few re-
maining Bevanite MPs and quicken
the tempo of Bevanite disintegration.

No program

Why did Bevanism collapse? Well,
the answer must be sought in 1its
origins. The 57 MPs who voted against
the social service cuts were, like Messrs
Heinz’s 57 varieties, a very varied
assortment. Practically the only thing
they all agreed on was the opposition
to the National Health Service charges.

If Bevanism was to survive it was
necessary for it to change from being
an amorphous movement of protest
into a stable, united force, But this
could only be dome if there was a
thoroughgoing discussion of basic
principles leading to the formulation
of a clear, alternative policy to the

Attlee leadership. However, this was
never dome: Bevanism never had a
common policy, strategy or tactics. It
was, as a result, never a serious threat
to the right-wing leadership. Without
a common policy, there was nothing to
hold them together; inexorably they
drifted apart.

This tendency towards disintegration
was aggravated by the veneration and
the completely distorted attitude
Bevan and many of his followers had
to parliamentary activities. They re-
garded Parliament very much as crusty,
old, nineteenth century Liberals had
done, as the centre of the political
universe around which everything else
revolved. Instead of getting out into
the country, holding mass meetings in
a campaign to get the Tory Govern-
ment out, Bevan was quite content to
make his criticisms of the Tory
Government in the genteel and tran-
quil atmosphere of Parliament.

As a result, he failed to make him-
self the spearhead of mass movement
aimed at getting the Tories out. This
had important consequences. For if
the Bevanite MPs had shown that they
were really concerned about people’s
grievances—and many genuine grie-
vances existed by 1953-54 — then
they would have gained mass support.
The increased Tory majority at the
1955 General Election was not because
the Tory Government had been such
a tremendous success, but because the
opposition had been such a dismal fail-
ure, The poor attendance of MPs in
the House, the strict adherence to “the
rules of the game,” and the failure of
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the Labour Party to raise their Opposi-
tion from the level of trivalitics to that
of principled differences meant that the
Tories got away with murder in Cyprus
and wholesale deception in this coun-
try.

“For all this the Bevanites must take
their share of responsibility. It was to
be expected that the right-wing Labour
leadership would only oppose the
Tories in a floppish, half-hearted man-
ner. But this surely should have been
another-weapon in the Bevanite arm-
oury: not only to show the mass of the
working class that their ideas were
superior to those of the right-wing, but
also that their adoption led to a more
vigorous and forthright attack upon

the Tories.
Bevan opposes industrial action

However, it became more and more
painfully obvious that far from wishing
to encourage feelings of spontaneous
hostility towards the Tories, the Bevan-

‘tes wanted to moderate them. For
example, Aneurin Bevan was
approached by numerous groups of

workers in 1953-54 who wanted to get
the Tories out by industrial action.
They pointed out that their living
standards were endangered, that the
Tories had failed to carry out their
election pledges of maintaining food
subsidies and “mending the hole in the
purse,” and therefore these workers
felt they had a right to take an ele-
mentary step—that of strike action—to
protect themselves. Yet incessantly
Bevan sought to restrain them and
proudly. boasted of his respect for con-
stitutional proprietries.

Undoubtedly this type of behaviour
lost Bevan considerable respect among
the working class, It weakened the
already tenuous links between the
factory militants and the Bevanites.
More and more Bevan and his col-
leagues got out of touch with the feel-
ings and aspirations of the broad mass
of the population. More and more
they degenerated into an mtrovened
parliamentary clique, devoting their
time to smart alec mancouvres.

But as Bevan’s ties with the working
class weakened, his contacts with those
who do not have to indulge in the
sordid day-to-day task of earning a
living increased. The Daily Express
of May 18, 1957 carried these banner
headlines on their front page. *“‘The
New Monarchy ! As the Prince goes on
TV Children’s Hour, the Queen asks
‘Nye’ to lunch at Buckingham Palace™
Symbolically Bevan even sat at the
right hand of the Queen. The
“Express” goes on fo list the other
seven guests at the dinner: Mr. Keith
Holyoake, deputy Prime Minister of
New Zealand; Sir Patrick Spens, Tory
MP: Sir Frank Newsam, Permanent
Under-Sectetary, Home Office; Sir
Robert Fraser, Director-General 1TA;
I ieut.-Colonel A. S. Bullivent, 16th/
5th Lancers; Group Captain John
Cunningham, chief test pilot, De Havil-
lands; the Rev. David Sheppard, the
test cricketer.

Bevan and the Suez War

As you know doubt gather, Labour
has gone a long way—I1 won’t say 1n
which direction !—since Keir H{:lrdir;,
entered the House of Commons in his
cloth-cap. Keir Hardie was villified
and derided by the Tories. ]
king went out of his way to insult him
in public by making him the only MP
not to be invited to a garden party at
Buckingham Palace. Bevan, by con-
trast, is received warmly by royalty
and many Tories confess that they have
3 tender spot for him, at least since he
became a good and well-behaved boy
again.

Keir Hardie always opposed the use
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of gunboats and considered that it was
the duty of the British workers 10 fight
alongside the colonial peoples in their
struggle for freedom from British
imperialism. But Bevan has shown his
ideas of a socialist policy are of an
entirely different kind. They are
derived from such great socialists as
Lord Palmerston and Kipling.

When the Suez crisis broke last year,
Bevan denounced Egypt's take-over of
the Suez canal as an “Ali Baba form
of nationalisation.” In his righteous
wrath at the dispossession of an Anglo-
French concern, he forgot to inquire
‘1to how the concession was originally
i The story of how British
naval might was used to bully
Egypt into granting land, how the
canal was built with Egyptian slave
labour, and how, once it was all fin-

ished, Britain gained the whole of the

original sum she “bought” the canal
with back through exorbitant interest
rates—all these are among some Of the
most sordid and outrageous stories in
the annals of British imperialism.
Since then the Suez Canal Company
has each year reaped a high profit. One
would have thought that a British
Socialist, knowing all this, would not

1950,, after the Margate Conference:
Nothing could be more discouraging
to his friends than the role Bevan
plays in Party Conferences. W hen-
ever the platform is in difficulties and
things look like getting out of hand.
Bevan is put up to deal with the mal-
contents and to act as Counsel for
the Defence. (SOCIALIST REVIEW,
Vol. I, No. 1, November 1950).

1952, after the resignation:

Revan is not at all dependable; lack-
ing the rudder Of the Marrist
approach, he can be swepl 10 any
corner of the troubled political seas.
It cannot be excluded that he may
even, like the pre-war “leaders " of
the left-wing, return to his quiet
haven with the official leadership . . .
the rank and file must forget its own
policy and leadership, not simply
accept a ready-made one, neither
Bevan's nor anyone else’s. Only in
this way can we guard against the
ignominious collapse and betrayal of
the left-wing organisation when
things get hot . . . (SOCIALIST
ReviEw, Vol. 2, No. 1, April-May,
1952).

1952, the question of war:

Questions such as whether or not
war is inevitable under capitalism, or
whether or not imperialist can be
prevented without the establishment
of socialism, simply do not exist for
Bevan. If one accepted his analysis
one would have to conclude that
there are no basic factors inevitably
leading Stalin’s Russia towards in-
perialist expansion and war, and that
there are no fundamental causes
driving British and American capi-
talism to war. (SOCIALIST REVIEW,
Vol. 2 No. 2, June-July, 1952).

Can Bevanism hold?

The wide variety of views, often of a
completely contradictory character,
that the individual Bevanites utter
from time to time makes it clear that
Bevanism is not a stable socialist
force. Confronted with a particular
crisis, its members are likely to
scatter all over the political rainbow.
(Sociarist REviEw, Vol. 2, No. 5,
November, 1952). |

1955, after the withdrawal of the

Whip: |
Bevan himself has made it easy for
the Morrison-Gaitskell-Atlee wing of

i

o BEVANlSM”: what we said

merely have been pleased to see it go
back into Egyptian hands, but might
even have suggested that we paid some
compensation for the damage done.
But not so Bevan. He was for an
openly imperialist policy. He favoured

a policy of employing economic Samnc-
tions, of starving the E : into

submission. Writing an article entitled
“What I'd tell Nasser” in that organ of
truth and virtue, “The News of the
World” (May 5, 1957), he wrote: “If
Egypt is to enjoy the benefits of the
international club she must obey its
rules.” In other words, Bevan will get
mighty annoyed if any Wop starts
tampering with foreign capital, parti-
cularly British capital, making big, fat
profits.

In the House of Commons he went
on to elaborate on how he would bring
the Egyptians to their knees. He
would dam the headwaters of the Nile
and Lake Victoria thereby depriving
Egypt of her only source of water.
This measure would inflict tremendous
suffering on millions of poor, illiterate
peasants and their families. Without
drinking water, without water (o irri-
gate their meagre crops, they would
die like flies from thirst, disecase and

the party to gain the upper hand. He
has offered nothing but confusion
to the rank and file of the party.
no policy; the known Bevanites are
at loggerheads amongst themselves
: (According to Bevan . . . to
manufacture H-bombs is all right;
to use them is all right; we must only
be sure that when they are used it
will be in accordance with the rules
of the parlour game of war. W here
was the appeal for mass action
against capitalist suicide? . . . Is this
simply a continuation of the Bevan-
ite confusions of which we have had
so many examples recently: against
German rearmament but for NATO;
against SEATO but for Japanese re-
armament: against an impossible
arms budget but for a ‘ realistic s

one? (SocIALIST REVIEW, Vol. 4,

No. 8, April, 1955).
1955, before the Margate Conference:
. examples are listed . . . Of the
failure of the Bevanites to provide
any consistent constructive and co-
herent Lef Wing policy. Because of
this it would be criminal folly for the
Left Wing delegates at the coming
conference to give complete and un-
critical ‘support to the Bevanites.
(SoCIALIST REVIEW, Vol. 4, No. 12,
August, 1955).

1955, after the Margate Conference:
Either the Bevanites must formulate
a coherent: alternative policy behind
which the Left Wing can’ rally—or
else they must relinguish any claims
they may make as the leadership of
the broad Left Wing of the Party.

1956, after the Blackpool Conference:
However much we welcome the elec-
tion of Bevan (to the Treasureship
of the Party) as a ‘sigh Of increased
left pressure from the rank and file,
we cannot regard it as any sort of
defeat for the right-wing or even a
serious challenge to it. (SOCIALIST
ReviEw, Vol. 6, No. 2, November,
1956).

1957, before the Brighton Conference:
The leadership—Right and * Left’
have taken up their positions, de-
lared their ‘war aims’ and shown
the working class that, whatever the
fight is about, it has certainly nothing
in common with the fight for social-
ism. (SociaList RevieEw, Vol 6,
No. 12, October, 1957).
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continued

famine. It woud have had such terri-
fying consequences that even the Prime
Minister, Harold MacMillan, shrunk
back and was not prepared to commit
the Government to such draconic
measures. 1t would have been an
act of inhumanity comparable with the
drowning of countless thousands of men
women and children in the underground
stations of Berlin during the final stages
of Germany’s collapse. At least Hitler,
who gave the order for that criminal
act. was at that time mad and he did
not perpetrate his villany in the name
of democratic socialism.

Tories applaud

Bevan's attitude towards Egypl
made him the friend of the die-hard
Tories. When Bevan put forward his
scheme for stopping the water, the
Manchester Guardian (May 3, 1957)
says: ““There was ringing Tory
acclaim. . . . It was a tacit salute to
the new statesmanlike Bevan.” Lord
Hailsham, who is now chairman of the
Tory Party, even went as far as to
state: “If T were a Socialist I should
unreservedly, aftet the experience of
the last few weeks, declare myself a
Bevanite.” The Observer (May 12)
suggests that many other Tories have
at least some sympathy for Bevan:
“Take, for instance, the recent Con-
servative attitude to Mr. Gaitskell and
Mr. Bevan. There was a time when
Mr. Gaitskell was almost a Tory hero.
How sensible he was! How unlike
that rude tempestuous fellow from
South Wales! We do not hear many
tokens of regard these days.  Mr.
Gaitskell can do no right and Mr.
Bevan can do no wrong.” The same
article then goes on to describe how
one of Bevan’s parliamentary questions
“brought an appreciative murmur from
Conservatives and especially right-
wing Conservatives.”

Of course, this trend has continued.
His defence of the H-bomb at the
Labour Party annual 'conference was
applauded in most Tory newspapers.
Not one Tory mewspaper could find
anything to disagree with in his speech.
So much for his socialist utterances!

The H-bomb argument

Many of Bevan’s arguments for the
H-bomb at the Brighton conference
were illogical and mutually self-con-
tradictory. For instance, he urges
retention of the bomb because without
it Britain would lose her independence,
her power to mediate between East and
West. He paints a picture of its effect
on the rest of the world: “Just con-
sider all the little nations running for
shelter here and there—one running to
Russia another to the United States. In
that situation, before anything else
would happen, the world will have
been polarised between the Soviet
Union and the United States.”

Yet in the next breath Bevan argues:
“If we abandon the bomb we contract
out of all our alliances.” But these
alliances—SEATO and NATO—are,
along with the Warsaw pact, one of
the main forces causing this polarisa-
tion between East and West. Further-
more, Labour leaders have aided and
abetted this polarisation, this getting
uncommitted nations such as the
Federal German Republic rearmed and
into NATO. They referred to it as
strengthening the Atlantic alliance.

But one can’t consistently favour the
H-bomb because it is necessary to keep
in the American alliances, as Bevan
does, while, at the same time, attack-
ing those who oppose the bomb be-
cause, to adopt their policy, would
send little nations scurrying to America.

But in any case, would the small
nations go scurrying to America or

[continued next page]
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Russia? If a British Labour Govern-
ment renounced the bomb as well as
adopted a socialist foreign policy, it
would become a dynamic international
force. It would point the way to the
masses of the world, who don’t sup-
port this suicidal arms drive. Millions
would flock to the banner of peace.
For humanity, over half of whom are
still suffering from malnutrition, have
nothing to gain from wars and pre-
paration for wars. It merely increases
the emptiness of their bellies and the
prospects of death. They are opposed
to these class systems that leave them
poverty-striken whilst a handful of
powerful men live luxuriously in
America and Russia. Surely if Britain
renounced the bomb and aligned her-
self with the have-nots throughout the
world against the haves, this would be
the greatest single contribution she
could make to stop this polarisation,
to break up the Eastern and Western
blocs, and to preserve peace.

Bevan goes on to say he opposes the
Norwood resolution for the abolition
of the H-bomb, because abolition
could “precipitate incidents that might
easily lead to a Third World War.”
Yet is there not more danger in the
present position, which Bevan seeks to
perpetuate, where “the decision to use
it would never be taken by Parliament,
or even by a Cabinet, but by an indi-
vidual man, acting on the report of
some of his spies ?” What is more,
this fateful decision for humanity—to
H-bomb or not to H-bomb—may
easily be taken by a Nazi General,
Speidel, sitting in a French chateau,
the headquarters of NATO.

Do-it-yourself, now

Having shown the falsity of Bevan'’s
arguments on the H-bomb, let us ask
what the political implications of his
swing to the right are for the Labour
left. Many consider that we have lost
a friend—but, in actual fact, Bevan.
has always been a false friend. He
has exercised a restraining influence
upon the development of the left-wing
movement. His own muzzy ideas, and
the equally muzzy ideas of the MPs
associated with him, have been cne of
the forces that have impeded the clari-
fication of ideas. Also, many sincere
rank-and-filers have thought it was not
necessary to get down to a considera-
tion of principles—conveniently every-
thing could be left to Bevan. Critic-
ism of Bevan has been deliberately
restrained or repressed by these com-
rades out of loyalty and a false con-
ception of the needs of left-wing unity.

Now we will no longer hear the
bleat to leave things to Bevan. If a
mass left-wing movement is to be built
in Britain then we must all get down
to build it. We must fight on the
pressing day-to-day problems—rents,
cost of living and, of course, still the
H-bomb—so that people realise that
we are struggling in their interests and

will rally to support.
We’re all the better for it

The defection of Bevan is like a
surgical operation—for a short while
we will be weaker but in the long run
far better off. The final demise of
Bevanism has meant that the road for
the development of the left-wing move-
ment has become clearer. We shall no
longer encounter the twin distractions
of Stalinism and Bevanism that have
in the past resulted in many good
socialists using their energies in ways
that were not in the best interests of
Socialism.

It has also meant that the need to
get down to a consideration of basic
socialist principles, of the ideas from
which all our actions should flow, is
of vital necessity. But this task can-
not be achieved in a sealed chamber,
away from life’s hurly-burl. Theory
and Practice must.-be united.

In the achievement of these objec-
tives the “SociaLisT REVIEW™ plays
an important part. Besides providing

BACK FROM BRIGHTON Ty

TWO DELEGATES GIVE THEIR VIEWS

Page Three

One: “ The Stockbrokers’ Road to Socialism™ e By Wally Russell

NOW WE'VE SEEN EVERYTHING. In ome
week, the Fifty-sixth Conference of the
Labour Party, held at a time of deep-
ening world crisis, both politically and
economically, rejected its faith in
Socialism, its devotion to peace and its
lovalty to the colonial peoples.

Of course we agreed on a pro-
gramme which, compared with the
Tories”, can be termed “progressive.”
Nevertheless, it only takes a small bite
at the class basis of capitalist society
and can be bracketed neatly with the
old Liberal Party policies of pre-1914.

Is this a policy ?

Will this sort of programme suffice?
Can a policy statement like Industry
and Society, which deceived so many

delegates at Conference but so few.

editors in Fleet Street, be termed social-
ist? Can a policy on the H-Bomb,
which basis itself on bringing together
leaders of rival power groups (whose
very social structures need war as an
outlet), be termed peaceful?—especi-

ally when the Daily Worker and the

Daily Mail sing in unison about the
virtues of the resolution which was
passed? And. can a colonial pro-
gramme which does not grant our
colonial brothers the right to run their
countries’ economic life be called liber-
ating?

We have always accepted three gen-
eral trends of thought in our move-
ment: the Christian Socialist (for which
we all have a soft spot whether or not
we agree with its theoretical approach)
that believes we must build socialism
because it is morally right to do so;
the Fabian Socialist (early variety) or
the Co-operative trend which believes
in changing the nature of capitalism
graddally until it becomes socialist.
(Many of us disagree with this “theory”
but the very nature of things over the
last 50 years has compelled us to work
along these lines); and the Marxist
trend that has lifted socialist theory
from the heart, the prayer-book and
the political crystal-ball to the head
where reasoned and logical arguments
can be evolved about the very nature
of human society.

The stockbrokers’ road

Now we must add another road to
socialism—the stockbrokers’ road—
which by-passes the class struggle
(judging from the contentment with
which the City received Industry and
Society) and makes class collaboration
the order of the day. As we drive
slowly down this road we shall be sup-
ported by those grand examples of
proletarian journalism—the Mirror, the
News Chronicle and Odham’s Press.

Even the Daily Worker coughed
blood over this shocking pamphlet.

a free forum where any socialist can
discuss any aspect of socialist theory,
the paper also deals with these pressing
day-to-day problems. Its pages are
packed with facts that can be used as
ammunition in the fight against the
Tories and for a socialist policy. The
“SociALIST REVIEW™ also acts as a
co-ordinator. It helps comrades up-
and-down the country to co-operate in
spreading socialist ideas and learning
from their mutual experience. As such
the paper has become a priceless
possession of the left-wing. Unlike the
other organs of the Labour Movement,
it can be relied upon. It has Third

Camp socialist principles and it intends -

to stick to themm—whatever Bevan or
anybody else does.

Basil Cameron, writing in the News
Chronicle, described his terrible dis-
appointment at seeing socialism being
voted out of the Labour Party pro-
gramme on the first occasion he has
managed to attend Conference in a
life-time of activity in the movement.
And we, wretched optimists, who had
gone there determined to “do our bit”
in the fight for a socialist Britain,
trudged home with the slow, dawning
realisation that we had been witness-
ing all we have lived for being frust-
rated—at least for the time being. -

I must ask the NEC an open ques- .

tion. Do they really feel, in all hon-
esty, that they can run capitalist Brit-
ain and also indefinitely maintain full
employment, social justice and peace?
No group of men can do that, however
sincere they might be. It is just not
possible to resolve the contradictions
of a society which produced 1914 and
1939, apart from slump after slump
and bellyfuls of abject poverty all the
time.

WALLY RUSSELL, Romford Borough
Labour Party delegate to this year's
Labour Party Conference, is a member
of the AESD, member of his Party’s EC,
Political Education “Officer, Vice-Chair-
man of the Romford WEA and a
Councillor.

The world needs peace now more
than ever before in history. Only by
building socialism which will elimin-
ate conflicting sources of economie in-
terest (and these are the causes of
wars!), can we hope to achieve that
peace. And yet, the one British party
that is based on the working people
and which, therefore, is unique in be-
ing able to lead us to socialism, has
decided to turn its back on its destiny
and adopt the morality of the knock-
shop. Onmly if it turns again to ifs
task with all its might can our chil-
dren and ourselves look forward to
anything other than a slow drift to
World War III. It is our job to make
the turn.

Two: A Conference of * uncompromising
compromise’’ e By Sid Bidwell, prospective
parliamentary candidate for East Herts

AS DELEGATES at the 1957 Labour
Party Conference at Brighton had their
feet frozen on the ice-rink on which the
assembly was staged, they witnessed
the freezing of the Socialist aspirations
of the British workers as well.

The NUR of which I am proud to
be a member, refused to remit to the
National EC and thus struck a blow
for freedom and democracy within the
Labour Movement. Above I have
used the word “staged;” this about
sums up the Labour Party Conference.
It is skilfully managed from beginning
to end. Years ago I had formed the
judgment that it could be carried on
by post; and yet I am having second
thoughts about that too as I reel from
the blows dealt me physically, mentally
and politically by the ice at Brighton.

The woolly document Industry and
Society means, as the Economist has
said, exactly nothing. Or, to be more
exact, the complete subjugation of the
Movement to Keynsian economic doc-
trine. In the booklet his aid is sum-
moned in unashamed terms. It is not
easy to get to the rostrum unless one
is prepared to speak on every issue
(one delegate got there four times as
against five at Blackpool)—but never
once was the booklet which refuses to
advance Socialism, taken hold of by
any participant and torn up page by
page. To be sure 5 minutes is much
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too short to do it but that is why those
who hold similar views should do it
collectively.

For the regroupment of the Left

The right-about turn of Frank
Cousins, T & GWU, had to be seen
to be believed. He was the most
compromising uncompromiser that
Conference has seen. The spectacle of
Nye Bevan being catcalled by his erst-
while friends from the floor on the
great H-bomb show surely writes finish
to the Bevan personality cult in the
British Labour Movement. In these
days of contemporary capitalist miscal-
culations and new—but so very old—
thinking in the Labour Party, the great
need surely is the regroupment of
Marxists in the Labour Movement. If
Brighton gives any lessons at all it is
not the fragmentation of shareholding
in the big Public Companies but the
fragmentation and sectarianism of
those who cling to the ideas of scienti-
fic Socialism which struggles for clear
and united expression in the Party.

The Ford Management has
renewed their attacks on the
well - organized Briggs
workers. They have chal-
lenged the workers’ right to
- accept or reject overtime by
trying to make it compul-
sory; they are undermining
the factory organization by
outlawing meetings on the
works premises. These are
matters of the utmost im-
portance to the Labour
Movement and should be
widely known. Next month,
Socialist Review will feature
an article on the situation
at Briggs on the basis of an
on-the-spot enquiry.
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FORTY YEARS AGO, in November, 1917,
the workers of Russia took control of
their country.

The echo of this great event travel-
led through the world as a wave of
exhilaration amongst workers, social-
ists and oppressed colonial peoples.
In the soviets—the workers’ councils
~—of Petrograd and Moscow they saw
the image of their own future, the
promise of the fulfilment of their hopes
and struggles.

Today, forty years later, when we
ask whether this promise was true, we
are given two answers by the great pro-
paganda mediums of the world. One
version tells us that Russian society
as it exists is a socialist society; ofr,
in its more subtle forms, it tells us
that while Russian socialism has been
deformed in various ways it remains
essentially socialist. The other ver-
sion tries to persuade us that the 1917
revolution was a monster which, now
that it has grown big enough, is threat-
ening us all with horrible destruction.

Which are we to believe—that be-
cause Russia has a planned economy
and can send Bleep flying around the
planet it is therefore an *“advanced,”
“ progressive ”’ *“ workers state”; or
that its brutal massacre of the Hun-
garians is the final proof that commu-
nism is evil? Or can we reject both?

The Russian worker

As socialists who believe in the
working class we naturally try to an-
swer these questions by examining the
life of the Russian worker. Follow
one into his factory. He clocks in as
he would in England. Inside he finds
a managerial and supervisory staft
which assigns his work, watches over
him to see that he keeps to the time
schedule; induces him to work harder
by introducing piece-work, production-
norms, time-studies and all the hateful
but familiar paraphernalia of “man-
agement.”

To see how the worker reacts to all
this read the following report of a dis-
cussian with a Russian engineer Sasha:

“There was,” Sasha said, “a con-
stant pressure from below. The masses
had as yet no political leadership and
for the time being they confined them-
selves to making economic demands
which life itself dictated to them. They
demand the lowering of production
norms, higher wage rates, more and
better houses, more and cheaper food.
To enforce the demands they were
using the traditional working class
weapon, that of the strike . . . Nearly
all the strikes were against the high
norms being worked though some were
Zanked with specific local grievances
against the management and with de-
mands for personnel changes.” (Man-
chester Guardian, October 10, 1957).

All this could easily be a description
of a factory in the “ Western” capi-
talist countries. On each side of the
iron ‘curtain the worker finds himself
face to face with a management using
essentially the same techniques (they
are increasingly similar) and he resists
them in essentially the same way. This
open conflict on the shop-floor in Rus-
sia is mot something new, though it is
very likely growing,

In 1947, for example, an “ industrial
relations expert ” wrote:

“We know—{from first hand reports
of engineers working in Russia under
lend-lease as well as from official Rus-
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SEYMOUR PAPERT reviews what has happened in the

40 YEARS SINCE THE RUSSIAN
REVOLUTION

sian publications themselves—that the
industrial manager in the Soviet
Union, although he does not have to
worry about union troubles, faces
pretty much the same labour relations
problem as his colleague in the West
. . . This conflict is obviously rooted
in conditions, relations and politics
general to modern industry . . .” (Peter
Drucker in Fortnightly Review, Febru-
ary, 1947).

The class struggle

It is not difficult to say what these
conditions, relations and policies are.
They are the result of the division of
society into two classes: the workers
who produce and the managers, dir-
ectors, shareholders, etc., who control
the factories and, in consequence, the
country as a whole. Of course there
are not “ shareholders ” in Russia: but
this makes no fundamental difference
to the relationship between the worker
and the management in the factory.
An ICI manager, a National Coal
Board manager and the director of the
Orjonikidze factory in Moscow all have
the same task—to discipline the wor-
kers, oppose their wage demands, get
as much out of them as possible and
so on. To this the worker has only
one reply: he resists “speed-up” and
the introduction of unpopular methods
of production, demands higher wages
and does his best to oppose the strength
and authority of the management. The
resulting conflict is the real root of the
whole class struggle and will be finally
resolve® only when the workers suc-
ceed in gaining control over produc-
tion and replacing the manager by an
elected committee responsible to
themselves.

Marx taught us that the fundamen-
tal features of any society are decided
by the “relations of production™ in
that society and we have shown that
the way in which workers and mana-
gers ‘confront one another at the point
of production is the same in Russia as
it is in the capitalist countries. In
other words Russia is essential a capi-
talist country—though we have to call
it state-capitalist in order to emphasise
the difference between it and the free
enterprise, liberal capitalism which
was once the chief form of capitalism
in the West but which is losing round
even there with the advance of huge
trusts, nationalised industries, state
controlled armament programmes, fis-
cal interference, etc.

I3

Thus we can briefly describe what
has happened in Russia as the defeat
of the 1917 revolution by a form of
capitalism which is different from our
own only insofar as it has been able
to go straight to the state of complete
monopolisation which is the logical
conclusion "of 'all capitalist develop-
ment. The horrors and atrocities of
the last thirty years of Russian his-
tory have been the horrors and atro-
cities of capitalism! The ‘compulsory
and forceful expropriation of the pea-

Horrors of capitalism

sants under Stalin was a recapitula-

tion of the methods used in Britain
to achieve the same end; the vicious
laws introduced in Russia in the thirties
to control the mew urban population
are a repetition of those described by
Marx, Engels and others in Britain.
They are the same because they come
from the same source: the attempt of

a section of society to impose indus-
trial organisation on society from above
and under its own ‘control. Nothing is
more disgusting than the capitalist
who “ abhors” capitalist methods In
Russia and attacks them as the work
of communism—nothing except those
who support state-capitalism in the
name of communism.

Our outlook for Russia follows sim-
ply from this point of view. The
workers there, as here, are engaged in
a permanent struggle with their man-
agement. The form of this struggle
determines both its methods and its
eventual goal. Because they have to
rely on their solidarity and mutual un-
derstanding the working class develops
a class consciousness which throws up
the proper form of organisation of the
workers in a revolution—the workers’
councils which played the decisive rdle
in every proletarian revolution: The
Paris Commune of 1871, Russia in
1917, Hungary in 1956, etc., etc.

Under what slogans will these new
soviets fight? Again we don’t have
to guess, we can see. From day to
day the worker in his tussle with man-
agement is engaged in a struggle for

partial control over production. A
crisis situation, such as that which
arose in Hungary, gives this struggle
enormously greater . energy;- greater
consiousness and greater unanimity
on a national scale. The revolution is
simply a continuation, on a more in-
tense and open level, of the permanent
struggle and takes its form naturally
from it. This is the great lesson to be
learned from Hungary; this and the
fact that workers under a totalitarian
regime which deprives them of the
possibilities of “legal” political ex-
pression are nevertheless able to
arrive at the essential socialist slogans
and methods of organisations simply
because these are imposed by the very
nature of their existence in capitalist
society.

The conclusion, then, is that we can
and must see the Russian workers as
our comrades in arms engaged in the
same struggle, using the same
methods, and moving towards the
same culmination : the seizure of com-
plete control over industry and the
setting up of a real workers’ ‘council
government which will be able to build
a truly human society.

'PARLIAMENT

“ Ring the be:ll, verger, |
Ring, ring, ring, :
Perhaps the congregation
Will condescend to sing.”

Old Song.

AT THE TIME of writing, two artificial
stars are in display in the sky. One is
the source of wonder, pride and joy
(in various proportions) all over the
world, and the other is Lord Hail-
sham.

Your columnist was intrigued by the
Hailsham phenomenon. What, in a
phrase, has he got that the others
haven’t?

Reading his contributions to the
Conservative Conference, however, all
became clear. The missile’s velocity
is self-generated since it is in orbit in
the constellation of Taurus, the Bull.

When Lord Hailsham spoke on edu-
cation his speech was a superb slab
of waffle, possibly the best since the
great days of “on and on and up and
up,” Rasmay MacDonald.

Insofar as Lord Hailsham’s, and the
Conservative Party’s, views on Educa-
tion have meaning—some would say
that there is no meaning and that Lord
Hailsham’s arguments are like the
Choral Symphony, just an assembly of
glorious sounds—it seems to be that
the Conservatives would do anything,
but anything, for education, just so
long as

(a) none of their social shibboleth

are offended;

(b) It is not necessary to pay out

hard money.

For example:

“There was the sensitiveness about
the so-called eleven-plus examina-
tion.  Heart burning has been
caused in most areas not so much
by the selection, because some sort
of selection was the inevitable con-
sequence of the natural differences
in needs and abilities, but by the
inequalities of the facilities avail-
able after the selection had been

Michael Millett has been doing wonders
in filling our Parliamentary column
during the adjournment. _Disappoint-
ment at the shortness of the column
this month should be tempered by the
knowledge that the Editor is a man of
little faith who did not expect to  see
something created out of nothing (the
Conservative Conference) and there-
fore left little space.—EDITOR.

made. The really irnpbrtant thing.

was to remove the inequalities be-
tween areas rather than between
children . . .” |
And yet the Conservatives are giving
control of school expenditure to the
Local Authorities which will mean that
the reactionary ones will spend as little
as they possibly can in their areas! -
In a way, we can be sympathetic.to
the Conservatives, for education is a
classic ‘contradiction’ in late stage
capitalism. ~ The level of technigue
makes large numbers of highly educa-
ted people essential, and yet, the bet:
ter their education, that is to say, the
more truly it shows the nature of
things, the more threadbare the found-
ations of capitalism appear. This i§
the true reason for the desperate at-
tempts to preserve a class basis—any
sort of class will do—in education by
such devices as the “ sheep and goats "
eleven-plus examination.
E @ =
IT WOULD BE possible (and some-
body should do it) to write a book on
the dreary fantastic muddle that mili-
tary planning has fallen into. The situa-

tion cannot be described in a fey para-.

graphs. In effect, ultimate -weapons
bring ultimate contradictions and -we
will let these words of Mr. Sandys—
the Defence Minister—stand without
further comment:—

- “At present we must frankly re-
cognise there is no effective
means of protecting our popula-
tion against attack with nuclear
weapons and consequently we did
not think it right to waste the
people’s money in pretending to
do something that we know and
you know was impossible.”

MICHAEL MILLETT
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YOUTH and the ARMED FORCES

:B'y TONY YOUNG ¢ Chairman, Isle of Thanet Youth Section

Eighteen years ago, in the summer of 1939, compulsory military service in peace
time was first introduced in Britain. Today, twelve years after the war which
was going to establish permanent peace, children born in that grim year are

entering the armed forces for two years in uniform, to carry out the foreign

and

colonial policies of Her Majesty’s Government. What sort of job will they be
doing, or learning to do? The answer may be seen in the uses to which their
elder brothers have been put in these last twelve years. Of course, the details
of policy have varied with different Prime Ministers and Colonial Secretaries.
But about the broad picture there can be no doubt.

In Indonesia, Palestine, Malaya,
Korea, Kenya, Cyprus and Egypt,
‘thousands of the people of those coun-
tries, of all ages, both men and women,
have been slaughtered, crippled or
herded into detention camps. While
-the Labour movement is absolutely
right to be angry about the waste of
precious young British lives, the dis-
proportion in casualties which is so
glaring—except perhaps in Palestine
and Cyprus, the most “purely” military
colonial wars—is not often fully appre-
ciated. What is one to say of the
obliteration bombing of Korean towns
and villages with rockets and jellied
petrol, to such effect that seven million
Koreans have disappeared? Or the
fantastic ratio of “kills” in the cam-
paign against Mau Mau in Kenya, 200
to 1 in favour of the British forces, not
to mention the ghastly mass hangings
of Africans convicted of ‘“‘consorting
with terrorists,” “‘being in unauthorised
possession of ammunition,” and so on.
These operations were less wars, as
that word is generally understood, than
simple massacres.

The Fnr:es’ function

Certainly, many of the plain facts
and figures of exploitation and oppres-
sion of the colonial peoples are
unknown to large numbers of British
workers, and conscious Socialists have
an enormous task in publicising and
explaining them. What I particularly
want to emphasise here, however, is
the consistent general character of the
operation of the armed forces in the
colonial countries. There are many
young members of Youth Sections who
passionately condemn the suppression
of Cyprus and the invasion of Egypt,
but they often see the Army as just an
instrument, neither good nor bad in
itself, which has happened to be used
for evil ends. But if they are to under-
stand 'why they are being conscripted,
and the real nature of the Army, they
must go deeper than this. The perman-
ent needs of the British capitalist class
—cheap sources of raw materials, more
profitable fields of invistment, strategic
bases against rival powers—have con-
ditioned the whole training, method,
organisation and character of the
armed forces. I have laid particular
stress on the record in the colonies be-
cause it is there that their true char-
acter has been least disguised in recent
years.

But there are other aspects of the
work of the forces which show that
they cannot possibly be regarded like,

say, a railway system or a telephone
exchange, whose equipment and tech-
nique could, under different control,
do as good a job for Socialism as for
Capitalism. From year to year the
forces are being re-organised and re-
equipped with a view to the most effi-
cient conduct of the Third World War
which the criminal lunatics in control
are planning to fight. (Sometimes they
tell us, and prospective enemies, that
they are only bluffing; provided we
have twice as many rockets as they,
they will never dare to attack us; and
we would never attack anyone, of
course, provided nobody nationalises
any of “our” canals). At any rate, the
Minister of Defence, Mr. Sandys, now
tells ug, that in the event of war, his
new conception of defence 1s no
defence for inessentials such as the in-
habitants of this country, but only for
Britain’s true treasures, her bomber
bases. To this end the army, especi-
ally in Germany and in Britain itself,
is being reshaped, and a vast effort of
military-scientific research is devoted
to producing bigger and better bac-
teria, H-bombs, nerve-gas, and other
weapons calculated to exterminate
human beings as though they were in-
sects. This is of course only a natural
expression of the aims of a ruling class
terrified of losing its power, but it
means that the modern armed forces,
in their whole structure, are becoming
less and less suitable for use in any way
by a Socialist Government.

Blackleg army

True, some capitalist military
“experts” are moaning gloomily and
expressing fears that this transforma-
tion of the old army into a super-suicide
force will make it more difficult to
crush colonial uprisings effectively,
where the use of H-bombs might do
more harm to *“investors’” property
than to any “terrorists” who were
about, and might invite retaliation
from elsewhere. One can only com-
ment that this is their worry, and
Socialists should have better things to
do than take sides in arguments be-
tween different sections of the bosses
as to what sort of army would suit
them best. Here young Socialists can
set an example to some of their elders.

Finally, in considering the activities
of the armed forces, we must never
forget their use as strikebreakers or
as reinforcements for the police in sit-
uations dangerous to the ruling class.
It is quite true that recently they have
not been in evidence in strikes, any-

how since the period of Attlee’s
government, when they were in and
out of the docks almost every day. But
no Socialist should be surprised, if we
enter another period of really big in-
dustrial and political battles, to see
troops brought in against the workers
whenever the capitalists consider it can
be got away with.

Killing for fun

If we are right in thinking that the
capitalist class organises the forces for
the three main purposes outlined
above, what is the effect of the neces-
sary training and organisation on the
hundreds of thousands of young
workers annually conscripted into
them? Although certainly the major-
ity escape or recover from the very
worst effects, there can be little doubt
that the net result is a definitely harm-
ful one from the point of view of the
Labour movement,

We should realise that the worst
effects can be very bad indeed; if a
young worker can be turned into the
sort of person who is pleased to be
photographed playing with the severed
heads of Malayan guerillas, or who
can boast about his company being top
of his regiment’s “scoreboard” in its
“log” of Africans killed, then he has
been turned into something less than
a human being, and a shameless enemy
of all that Socialism stands for. But
the attitude of arrogant contempt for
human dignity which expresses itself
in these ways is to a lesser degree put
across every recruit who lacks the pre-
viously formed political convictions
necessary to reject it. To carry out
the tasks it is intended for, the capital-
ist army must cultivate reactionary
attitudes of contempt for colonial

peoples, an unthinking, ‘“sporting”
attitude to killing, and must destroy all

working-class instincts of solidarity
amnd comradeship of the exploited.

I myself once experienced an inci-
dent which symbolised rather piquantly
the nature of the mental processing
carried on in the forces, during my
“square-bashing” days. The first
period of our training one morning
was Religious Instruction, during
which the chaplain gave us a very
eloquent address on the evils of swear-
ing. There immediately followed an
hour of bayonet drill, during which we
tore the insides out of straw dummies,
which the instructor in-colourful terms
urged us to think of as Russians.

Breeding apathy

However, in presént circumstances,
perhaps a more obvious corrupting
effect is that produced by the incredible
waste of time, and it is here that once
again the bosses find themselves divided
as to the value of conscription. A day
which is spent drinking tea, reading
Reveille or sex-and-violence novels,
and filling in half a dozen forms or

receipts, followed by an evening lying
on one’s bed listening to Radio Luxem-
burg, can only enfeeble critical thought
or any kind of political or trade union
outlook. So far so good, but the atti-
tude of complete cynicism and apathy
which frequently results is not very
helpful to the boss as it also produces
a reluctance to raise a finger to do
anything except when compelled to.
Generally, I would suggest, the army
fails to imculcate the discipline and
unreasoning “loyalty” which it would
like to, for all this is dismissed as
“bull,” and has no ent effect;
but it does more often than not suc-
ceed in creating a deep indifference and
lack of enthusiasm for anything at all.

Class weapon-training

Most of the arguments in favour of
the call-up which sometimes crop up
in the Labour Party—that it gives
people a chance to meet others from
different sections of society, or that re-
gardless of the way it is spent, it some-
how teaches self-reliance — simply
ignore or forget the class purposes and
class organisation of the present-day
army. But there are some people who
hold it to be desirable that there
should be some form of compulsory
military service, even in the existing
type of army, on the grounds that it
is a good thing for the majority of the
working people to know how to use
arms. This is the argument used by
the Communist Party in favour of the
call-up, but it is also. found among
Labour Party members who fear that
in certain conditions the capitalist class
might use force to prevent the achieve-
ment of Socialism. i

Of course no serious Socialist would
rule out such a pessibility altogether,
although in densely populated Britain,
with its close-knit system of communi-
cations, the prospects of successfully
waging a conventional civil war would
be particularly poor. In the General
Strike of 1926 the army and police
found themselves disorganised and
almost helpless in face of the power
and sweep of the mass movement, con-
fused and misled as it was: confronted
by the enormous majority of the work-
ing class consciously acting to estab-
lish Socialism, how much less hope
would they have of crushing it? Even
if I am wrong, and circumstances arose
to make the bosses think that they
stood some chance of success from vio-
lence, such situations do not blow up
overnight; they develop over months
and years. If it takes the present army
six weeks, including long periods of
drilling and boot-polishing, to train a
reasonably efficient infantryman, then
a Solcialist movement with reason to
fear violent attacks from the Right,
could learn to protect itself in fime.
Surely, then, it is mistaken to argue
that we should endure all the proved
evils of the call-up for perhaps fifteen

(continued next page)
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THE PRESENT ECONOMIC CRISIS of British capitalism, which in time must seriously
affect the employment of all sections of the British workers, will have an imme-
diate effect on the building trade workers. The rise in the Bank Rate to 7% and
the impending cuts in municipal building programmes, hospitals, schools and
factory building will lead to a serious increase in unemployment amongst the

building operatives.

The situation is regarded so seriously by the National

Federation of Building Trade Operatives that they have issued a statement of
protest against the Government’s fiscal policy and have called upon the Govern-

ment to resign.

Even before the Government’s new
measures, the signs of an approaching
slump in building became apparent. In
the first six months of 1957, unemploy-
ment increased in the industry, and has
only slightly improved during the sum-
mer months (particularly is this so in
the north-west). Building workers for
the first time since 1945, are beginning
again to fear the “sack” and winter is
regarded with trepidation. A building
worker receiving dismissal from a firm
finds his period of unemployment
lengthened from a day or so to possibly
weeks. This to him is the sign of seri-
ous change. Unemployment to a
building worker is not an unusual
experience, because of the casual
nature of the industry; the test for him
is the length of time between jobs.

A further sign is the hardening of
the employers on such things as bonus
payments, welfare facilities (canteens
etc.), and wages. To use a building
trade idiom, *“‘the whip is out,” or at
least beginning to appear.

The President of the National Fed-
eration of Building Trade Employers,
speaking at Bournemouth in July
stated: “I am sure that no industry can
continue to be prosperous for long
unless and until it is recognised by all
that no further wage increase can be
considered until it has been shown,
and clearly shown, that the previous

Youth and the Armed Forces —

or twenty years for the sake of some
doubtful advantage in a possible future,

We should also remember that con-
scription causes harm not only during
the actual two years it occupies, but 1n
the years which precede it. For tens
of thousands of boys leaving school at
15, life is unsettling, frustrating, full of
dead-end jobs, because of the shadow
of conscription at 18.

Altogether, Socialists can hardly
avoid the conclusion that the continua-
tion of the call-up would act as a brake
on the development of a militant and
conscious movement of the young
workers. Not merely the separation
from the mainstream of political and
industrial life (which we could do more
to lessen than we do) but the positively
reactionary influences that are imposed,
prove this conclusively. Today, when
the brasshats, supported by many capi-
talist papers and Tory MPs, are
demanding that conscription be con-
tinued indefinitely in view of the steady
fall in voluntary recruitment, we must
get rid of all doubts in the Labour
movement, and press with all our
strength if we are to hold the Govern-
ment to its pledges.

Never mind, we are told. Wait for
the 1960 General Election. Comrade
John Strachey will replace Sandys as
Minister of Defence, and the army will
turn into a Socialist organisation,
almost eligible for affiliation to the
Labour Party. Unfortunately, the
experience of the 1945-51 Labour
Government does not give us much rea-
son for thinking that the necessary
change is automatically achieved by
having a majority of Labour Members
in the House of Commons.

one has been earned——there must be
giving befere receiving.”

This i1s a clear indication that wage
increases are to be resisted and on this
issue, particularly if the employment
situation has deteriorated, a fight can
be expected.

Nationalization and Registration

For many years the building trades
unions have demanded the nationalisa-
tion of the industry. This is still the
policy of the NFBTO and last year a
pamphlet was issued setting out the
unions’ views. The demand is obvi-
ously a correct one, but the weakness
of the plan, is the fact that nationalisa-
tion is conceived in a bureaucratic
fashion, and the workers in the indus-
try will have no control whatever, It
is a plan for state-capitalism, and not
socialist nationalisation. The sights of
the union leadership are set more on
good jobs emanating from a national-
ised industry (like their counter-parts
in railways, gas, electricity, mining,
etc.) rather than genuine ownership
and control by the building workers
themselves. Actually, this very weak-
ness in the plan, fails to secure from
the workers whole-hearted enthusiasm.
They of course have learnt the lessons
of the mines and other nationalised
industries.

Many workers because of the in-
security of the industry and the grow-
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We are at present witnessing a
struggle between Strachey, who advo-
cates an all-regular army at £10 per
week for a private, and Wigg and
others who say that conscription must
be kept and have actually accused
Strachey of “demagogy.” They should
know. Frankly, there is reason to
think that these comrades are a good
deal more concerned with “the coming
struggle for power” inside the Parlia-
mentary Labour Party than with the
one a very different John Strachey
wrote about so persuasively twenty
vears ago. For the Socialist solution,
one must break clean away from
acceptance of official capitalist mili-
tary thought, and drawing the logical
conclusion from the workings of the
ruling class’s army, try to think out
the lines along which a Socialist mili-
tary force would be run, during the
time which may elapse before world-
wide Socialism puts a complete end to
all need for armies of any kind.

Future and past

Here it i1s necessary to turn to the
experience of the working-class in those
brief periods of history where it suc-
ceeded in taking control, and to the
writings of the great Socialist thinkers
drawing on these experiences. It is
on this aspect of our subject that most
thought and discussion are needed.
Detailed blue-prints must be tentative,
and it would be most worth-while to
have the views of readers on such prob-
lems as how to exert effective control
over the more technical military
branches that an isolated Socialist
Britain might find it necessary to re-
tain for a period. My own opinion is
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ing fear of future unemployment
demand an interim measure, some-
thing that can be secured now, within
capitalism, and raise the demand for
a scheme of registration similar to the
National Dock Labour Scheme.

This demand has the support of the
semi-skilled and unskilled workers but
receives no support from the skilled
trades. The tradesmien have no wish
to be tied down to one industry and
carpenters and joiners for example
wish fo transfer to ship-building and
repair, furnifure and ‘cabinet making,
and other work, if building becomes
slack. = Painters and plumbers also
have the same desires for mobility, yet
they wish security, a security they will
never achieve whilst capitalism lasts.

The fight for registration may well

be a fight of growing importance, and
providing mobility is secured for crafts-
men, and control exercised by the
Trade Unions (not the employers), it
should be supported. @ However, the
fact that such a scheme will not solve
the problems posed by the capitalist
system (as the dockers well know) must
be continuously explained to the
workers.

Conditions compared

The building workers have long
been the “cinderellas.” They do not
have a guarantee of full wages for
holidays. They have a holiday scheme,
whereby stamps are placed on a card
by the employer, there are no stamps
if a man is ill, or unemployed or tem-
porarily transferred from the industry.
These stamps even if complete, do not
give the worker his full wages.

Secondly, the worker is guaranteed
only 32 hours for one week. If the

that the problem is by no means an
unmanageable one. But on the central
question of how we would create the
basic armed force necessary to make
invasion an unpleasant and long-
drawn-out job for any wild capitalists
who decided to try it, experience and
theory alike give a clear answer. There
must be a workers' militia, under the
control of the trades councils or simi-
lar bodies nationally and locally, with
their own weapons available, and con-
sciously trained in the spirit of a Social-
ist force. It would not be separated
from the life of the people by rules
forbidding political activity, or bar-
racks to make it a community apart;
on the contrary, the greatest amount of
participation in public life would be
encouraged. Officers would cease to
be a class apart. Discipline, and the
manner of carrying out the orders of
the controlling councils, would become
a matter for elected soldiers’ commit-
fees.

The experience of the Paris Com-
mune, of the Russian Revolution and
the Hungarian Revolution testify that
this is the force which can serve, not
dictate to, the working class, and
which in highly-developed Britain
more than anywhere, could make an
enemy’s life intolerable. Of these fea-
tures, which is the most essential re-
quirement for a Socialist force that
would have to hold off any attacks that
might be mounted before Socialism
spread to make them impossible? We
may come to the root of the matter by
borrowing the appeal of the bourgeois
revolutionary leader Cromwell, for a
body of men “who kmow what they
fight for, and love what they know.”
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ERIC HEFFER, the author of this

article, has such long roots in the

Labour Movement, it is difficult to list

them all. We give the following as an

example only. He is:

@ EC member of the Lancashire

Federation of Trades Councils;

@ EC member of the Liverpool
Trades Council and Labour Party;
Assistant Secretary of the Mersey-
side Trades Council’s Consultative
Committee; |
President, Huyton Branch of the
Amalgamated Society of Wood-
workers;

ASW shop-steward on a Liverpool
building site;
and so on.

We shall be publishing further articles

by him in future.

weather 1s so inclement that he cannot
work, after one week he can be dis-
missed from employment. Many
employers refuse even to give one
week’s guarantee, and discharge
workers on a Friday, at the first sign
of frost. Dismissed workers discharged
through, inclement weather have no
guarantee of re-employment, and many
militants and shop-stewards have been
removed in this manner., Only by
strike action by the other workers have
these men been re-employed.

The building worker has no pension
scheme and no special sickness
scheme, although the nature of the in-
dustry makes these essential. Although
there is government legislation (The
Building Safety & Welfare Regulations)
he has to fight continuously to get the
regulations carried out, and building
today is still one of the most accident-
prone industries, No special clothes
are provided in the cold weather,
except where the workers themselves
have managed by militant action to
force concessions from the employers,

Craftsmen in London and Liverpool
get 4/74 an hour, and labourers 4/1.
Builders in the rest of the country are
on lower rates due to a system of area
grading. The hours of work are
normally 44, spread over 5% days,
although some areas work 461 hours.
A bonus agreement can be worked, if
joint agreement is reached between the
operatives and the employers at site
level. Increasingly employers are seek-
ing to avoid this agreement. In any
case this agreement has the effect of
workers in the same industry receiving
differing take-home pay and generally
leads to a weakening of solidarity. This
bonus agreement is part of the legacy
of the “Increase Production” years
from 1945 onwards, when the Com-
munist Party leaders, like those of
Labour played a major role in assist-
ing to solve capitalism’s problems. The
chickens now come home to roost, as
can be seen by the ridiculously low
basic rates of pay. Bonuses replaced
wages, and in this period of growing
retrenchment, the full effects of such a
policy will be felt.

Building workers” program

The NFBTO is on record like most
Federations and Unions for the shorter
working week, but does not seriously
prepare the ground to get it. In Aus-
tralia the unions declare for and intend
to get the 35 hour week. In Britain
40 hours is not yet achieved, in fact
most building workers seek overtime
to make enough money to live decently.

Merely to call for the government’s
resignation is not enough, such a
demand must be backed up by mili-
tant struggle. In my opinion, the
workers must strenghen their organisa-
tion by forming shop-stewards ‘commit-
tees on all sites, large and small, and
by electing NFBTO stewards to co-ordin-
ate the activities on the jobs, and unite
the workers as one force. 1009 trade
unionism must be transformed from the
slogan it now is to a fact.

They must fight now for increased
[continued next page]
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TASKS FOR TRADE-UNIONISTS

By Owen Roberts

THE WHISKERS on Macmillan’s top lip bristled with indignation at Brighton last
month when he denounced as a * wicked accusation” the charge that Tory

economic policies would bring unemployment.

His Government, he said, sought

to avert unemployment and did not desire to reduce the living standards of any

section of the population.

A good yardstick against which to
measure Macmillan’s statement is the
recent report of the employment situa-
tion issued by the Ministry of Labour
—and when this is done it shows quite
plainly the direction in which the Gov-
ernment policy is slanted.

When the Ministry of Labour check
was made at the end of August there
were 266,000 workers registered as un-
employed. A year earlier the figure
was 264.000. On the surface, then,
it would appear that the total result
of the Tory credit squeeze policy on
employment has been to increase the
number out of work by only 2,000.
A look behind these figures, however,
reveals a more disturbing tendency.

In August of last year the number
of persons in civil employment has
23.212.000: this August the figure was
23,111,000—which means that the
number at work in civil employment
has dropped by 101,0000 in twelve
months while the number out of work
has gone up by less than two per cent
of this figure. What, then, has hap-
pened?

The main cause for the difference
in these figures lies in the fact that the
number of women at work has drop-
ped considerably in the past twelve
months. At the end of August, 1956,
there were 7,878,000 women at work
in civil employment: at the same time
this year there were 7,809,000—a fall
of 69,000.

This trend was noted in an article
in the April issue of Socialist Review
‘when it was pointed out that it arose
largely because many married women,
going out to work to make up their
husband’s pay, were finding it more
difficult to get jobs. Hence, on becom-
ing unemployed, they eventually quit
the labour force.  This, of course,
means a slice from the family income
and a reduction in living standards.

Cut in standards

Far more important, however, is an-
other tendency hidden in the Ministry
of Labour employment statistics: this
is the tendency for the credit squeeze
to push workers into lower paid jobs
by the simple process of unemployment
—or “redundancy ” to use the word
now employed in polite circles.

In August of this year the number
of workers in the manufacturing indus-
tries was 9,186,000—a reduction of

80,0000n August, 1956. The biggest
loss was by the vehicle group—with
20,000 workers fewer than in 1956.
Textiles and clothing industries drop-
ped 11,000 each while engineering and
metal goods was 6,000 down.

Where did the workers go who were
squeezed out of these industries? Some
left the labour force altogether—mainly
the married,women or elderly workers.
Others were forced to take jobs where-
ever they turned up—and the Ministry
of Labour figures show just where
these were.

The biggest gain was made by the
distributive trade—which increased its
labour force from 2,895,000 to
2,906,000. Local government services
benefited by pushing their labour
forces up by 7,000 to 746,000. Mining
and quarrying gained 7,000 workers.

Credit Squeeze in action

These figures show that the indus-
tries to gain fell in two distinct cate-
gories. - Either the work is disagree-
able despite fairly high pay—such: as
in the mines: or else the pay is low—
such as in the distributive trades and
in local government services. (When
the Ministry of Labour did a survey
of the earnings of some seven mil-
lion manual workers last April local
government employees came 137 in a
list of 138 with average earnings of
£9 5s. 5d. a week; including overtime
and before deducting national insur-
ance and income tax). '

This shows that one result of the
credit squeeze during the past twelve
months has been a slackening of acti-
vity in some industries, a growth of
unemployment which has forced some
workers to quit the labour force and
others to take jobs more unpleasant or
with loss of pay. And, despite Mac-
millan’s outburst at Brighton, this is
all part of the overall plan of the
credit squeeze.

Only two days after Macmillan made
his speech, The Financial Times fea-
tured an article (entitled * unemploy-
ment and Wages ) which clearly ex-
posed the capitalist economic reason-
ing behind the Government’s policy.
The government’s disinflationary pol-
icy, said The Financial Times, is
framed to put an end to wage inflation
—either by employers resisting “exces-
sive wage claims ”’ or by unions moder-
ating their claims when the demand

BUILDING WORKERS — end

wages, abolition of the bonus agree-
ment, for the shorter working week
and for the end of overtime working.

They must see the shorter working
week, as of the struggle against
unemployment. They must demand a
scheme of registration of building
workers, to be administered by the
building workers themselves, with safe-
guards for those who wish mobility of
employment. The employers to be
forced to employ workers only through
the trade unions.

They must demand nationalisation
of the industry with full workers’ con-
trol.

They must demand the safety regula-
tions to be strictly applied on all jobs,
and ensure that the workers elect a
safety inspector to have equal rights
to that of the employers’ appointee.

They must ensure that canteens are
provided where possible and decent
lavatories and washing facilities pro-
vided. (The day of the Ragged

Trousered Philanthropist is still not
over in building.)

They must create greater unity
amongst all the workers, by demand-
ing that the NFBTO now be turned into
a Building Workers Industrial Union.

Above all else, they must prepare to
struggle against the capitalist system as
a whole, and carry through their
struggle not only industrially but poli-
tically. Registration and nationalisa-
tion in themselves are not enough, their
sights must be set on the grand target
of a socialist Britain.

The next stage of the struggle is for
those who accept a militant programme
of action, to unite and organise sup-
port for the programme. To force the
leaders to stop retreating amd to
demand greater control by the rank
and file, more democracy is needed,
which must lead to more positive
action. The cinderellas could well play
the leading parts.

for labour falls short of the supply.
Either route, said The Fimancial Times
with candour, “involves a reduction
in the level of industrial activity.”” The
main question, as seen by the article,
is how far towards a recession must
the economy move before wage infla-
tion is halted? Or, more bluntly, how
many unemployed are needed to make
the economy work the way the Tory
Government wants in order to put the
bosses on top?

1,200,000 unemployed

After circling the globe to gain from
the post-war experiences of others,
The Financial Times came across with
its answer. “A little under 5 per
cent,” it said, seemed to be the critical
level of unemployment needed in Bri-
tain. Five per cent of the working
population is around 1,200,000 workers
—or nearly a million more on the dole
than at present.

However, The Financial Times did
make some qualification in its article.
If nationalised industries acted more
firmly in dealing with wage claims this
might reduce the pressure on the pri-
vate sector. And if union leaders mod-
erate their wage claims * some of the
unemployment need not occur.” The
essential thing, as the final sentence in
The Financial Times article noted, is
that * trade union bargaining power 18
reduced.”

This poses the alternatives, as pre-
sented to the workers by the Tory
Goveriment and its allies in industrial
and business circles, quite clearly.
Either the unions back pedal and the
workers accept a cut in living stand-

- ards, or else unemployment will come

along—which will also mean a cut in
living standards.

The big question before trade un-
ionists is: What can be done to resist
this Tory attack? And, as so often, it
will be found that the best method of
defence is attack.

First, on the industrial front, claims
on the bosses must be pressed with vig-
our. In particular the demands for
the 40 hour (or less) working week,
substantial redundancy and the guar-
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anteed annual wage must be pressed
with great determination. This not be-
cause such demands will be any easier
to win than straight wage demands—

‘but because they will make unemploy-

ment a less economic proposition for
the bosses.

Organize and politicize

Alongside these demands” on  the
bosses must be pursued a really big
organising drive in the workshops.
There are still far too many workers
outside the ranks of organised labour
—and 1n the present situation everyone
1s a weak link in the chain. A hun-
dred percent union shop with first class
factory organisation must be the aim
of every rank and file trade unionist—
for this will also help to strengthen the
hand of the militant rank and file when
seeking to convince the right wing lead-
ership to stand up and fight against
the bosses rather than retreat in the
so-called interest of * Britain’s econo-
mic situation.”

Finally, but equally important,
trade unionists must push forward poli-
tical demands as an answer to Tory
policies. Only a Socialist Government
can sort out the mess of this Govern-
ment and provide the constructive al-
ternative to capitalism. This idea must
be hammered home to all workers en-
gaged in industrial disputes.

These, then must be the slogans for
every militant trade unionist:

1. No retreat in face of Tory
attacks. Fight the bosses all
the way.

2. For shorter hours without loss
of pay; adequate redundancy
compensation and a guaran-
teed annual wage.

3. One hundred per cent union
shops in every factory in Bri-
tain. First class workshop or-
ganisation ready to lead the

- fight at factory level.

4. Clear the Tories out now, Alli-
ance with the left-wing of the
Labour Party to build a
Socialist Government deter-
mined to dismantle the mach-
inery of capitalism,

Election Addresses in the AEU

IT 1S NOT OFTEN that one sees a clear-
cut political statement put forward by
candidates for election to union office.
First, not all unions are as democratic
as to allow election of officials. Then,
where elections are the rule, most can-
didates seem to think that the less they
deal with the things that matter and
the more they extol their virtues as
ping-pong player in the boys’ club, the
more support they'll get. And it is
true: the more political principle they
show the less support will they receive
from the right-wing leaders of their
Union.

The AEU constitution is a demo-
cratic one. Their dfficials are elected.
Every candidate has the right to print
an election address putting forward his
policy. One could wish for nothing
better. This is where conflicting con-
cepts of the union's role, where argu-
ment on the union’s record will take
place. Not a bit of it. The election
addresses of the candidates that stood
last month for the position of National
Organizer make grim reading. With
one or two exceptions, the candidates
intone their faithfulness to union prin-
ciples (and ignore some ““strings” which
have been used to tie these up with),;
they recite their positions and responsi-
bilities of the past (except responsibli-
ties to trade-union principles like solid-
arity with victimized workers, e.g.
McLoughlin of Briggs), they go on and

on, saying less and less. One would
imagine that union and policy are per-
fect and that there is nothing to do but
sit back and reminisce.

There are exceptions. In this same
booklet of election addresses there is
one that can serve as a model to every
socialist in industry. The only one to
present a clear-cut alternative to the
policies of both right-wing and Stalin-
ists it deserves the support of every
trade-unionist in the country. For the
benefit of readers who are not members
of the AEU, we reproduce it in full
below. Readers who read SOCIALIST
REVIEW regularly will recognize its
author, GEOFF CARLSSON, as one of our
contributors.

E B |
Dear Brothers,

In allowing my name to go forward
for the post of National Organizer I
realise how serious and important a job
it 1s. 1 am a comparatively young
union member (33 years old) and do
not possess many of the impressive
qualifications that other candidates
have. However, I am a toolroom
shop-steward, was Branch President in
1955 and 1956 and executive member
of the Hammersmith and Kensington
Trades Council during the same vyears,
and am also an NCLC tutor,

We often hear from our members
that the trouble with the union is “too

[turn to back page
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much politics.” For most of them this
is just an excuse not to attend meet-
ings or to take part in union activity.
The right-wing of our movement is also
busy trying to keep politics out of in-
dustrial activity, I believe we must
face the fact that political and indus-
trial activity are one and cannot be
separated.

In the elections for union officials
over the past few years members have
had to choose between candidates
backed by either right-wing Labour or
the Communist Party. The choice has
not been easy: on the one hand,
although most Brothers owe allegiance
to the Labour Party, they cannot accept
the policies pursued by the right-wing
of the Trade-union Movement and the
Labour Party when these include wage-
freeze, class collaboration and “sell-
outs” (Annex B of the latest wage
award and the ditching of Brother
McLoughlin of Briggs are the most re-
cent examples). On the other hand,
although they respect the militant acti-
vities of the individual Communist
Party member in the day-to-day
struggle on the shop floor, they cannot
ignore the external loyalties of the CP
to Soviet Russia nor forget the anti-
working measures adopted both in that
country and in its satellites (East
Berlin, Poznan, Hungary, and so on).

I am a member of the Labour Party
and a firm believer in international
Socialism, but I do not believe it can
be achieved by accepting the policies
or leaderships of the Communist Party
or of the right-wing at Transport
House. I believe that we members of
the trade-union movement must fight
within these organisations for a com-
plete change of leadership and policy.

We must work for a Labour and
Trade-Union Movement that will fight
at all times in the interests of the work-
ing class as the only class capable of
playing a progressive role in society.

We must work for a Movement that,
politically, will stand for international
Socialism, independent of both Wash-
ington and Moscow, and, industrially,
will pursue a policy of increasing the
share of our product for our members
until we arrive at a stage when indus-
try is taken out of the hands of the
capitalist class and placed under
workers’ control.

We must fight to put an end to this
era of collaboration with the employers
and their Tory Government, Courts of
Enquiry and wage-standstill. No more
debacles like the “solution” of the
BMC dispute, the Norton sell-out and
the abandoning of shop-stewards like
John McLoughlin.

When workers are in dispute, every
possible step must be taken to secure
our victory. We have the power to do
so. QOur members must “be made
aware of this power and must be pre-
pared for the near future, for many
bitter struggles are on the way.

Although I have never had experi-
ence as a full-time union official (some-
thing which all candidates share at one
time or another), I don’t believe that
this is a serious drawback. The import-
ant thing is the candidates’ attitude to
working class problems. I have tried
to convey to you briefly what my atti-
tude 1s.

I trust that those of you who have
read this address will now give me
your considered vote.
e e
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EVERY MOVEMENT depends for its
health and growth on the support given
by its members. People have been
going to Forums because (a) they were
disillusioned uncommitted ex-CP mem-
bers anxious to understand what had
happened; or (b) left-wing Labour
Party members glad of the opporumty
of discussion with other militants, par-
ticularly as here was an opportunity to
recruit to and strengthen the left ten-
dencies in the Labour Party; and (c)
members of various * marxist ~’ trends
outside the LP who saw the Forums as
a recruiting ground, the latter being in
the main the exponents of a " new
revolutionary workers’ party.”

People will stop going to Forums (a)
if they feel their understanding and
knowledge is not appreciably deepened;
(b) if they feel they have ** recruited
to their limit and being so assured that
they have all the answers feel that
Forums are a waste of time; and (c)
for all * categories’ that the Forums
“aren’t getting anywhere.”

The initial heart-searching phase is
over—though because of the "uneven
rate of development ’ this is not true of
all forums. Militant socialists who are
searching for a theory and a philo-
sophical outlook which will give them
understanding and direction in their
practical day-to-day work for socialism,
will either in desperation join the LP
and work as individuals or attempt to
revitalise their marxist beliefs in join-
ing a * tendency ” inside or outside the
LP (this is known as ‘‘coming to a
conclusion”!) or, at the worst, drift
into a well-meaning a-political personal
life.

Need for Marxist theory

And so an historical opportunity will
have been lost. An opportunity for
marxists and late-marxists outside the
CP (together with those critics still in)
to present a living real marxist analysis
and thus redeem for the working class
a theory terribly and unjustly dis-
credited, without which I believe, there
can be no consistent coherent advance
to Socialism. (It is no accident that
the Bevans of the world vaccilate, that
the present leaders of the LP and Trade
Unions cannot carry through a socialist
revolution.) For the socialist who is
a materialist, there is no all-embracing
theory of history, no method of analys-
ing, no guide to action as yet put for-
ward by any school of thought,
superior to that of marxism. What
there is, is a great deal of criticism.
But no marxist would ever claim that
Marx, Engels, Lenin put out a “‘per-
fect” theory. It is not irrefutable
dogmas in which we believe, but a way
of looking at man’s history, a method
of looking at changing society in its
reality which means constantly re-

-assessing and re-testing our theories in

the light of this reality.

What there is not in this country,
and what I believe is vitally necessary,
are centres of marxist discussion linked
nationally, and, one hopes eventually,
internationally, where workers and in-
tellectuals in the CP, the LP and in the
tendencies outside both, where people
who have a scientific-humanist, or dia-
lectical materialist view of society can
meet and have the opportunity in this
age of committee meetings, administer-
ing one’s Party duties, etc.,, to think
about and constantly re-assess the pre-
mises on which their practical activity
is based. The Forums could provide
this need and indeed if they don’t, I
can’t see a continuing support for them.

The CP, however, would never toler-
ate the kind of discussions that have
been going on; the LP have an equal
suspicion of any ““ marxist ”’ discussion,
the ISSS are concerned with essentially
a reformist view of national and inter-

By Mercia Emerson ® Secy., Islington Socialist Forum

national affairs, Universities and Left
Review are not concerned primarily
with developing a re-emergent coherent
marxist view but with an attempt at
integrating many left-wing, including
the marxist, views; the various marxist
““ tendencies ”’ inside and outside of the
LP are more or less *“ convinced” and
really only concerned to recruit, so that
in this context Forums have a job to
do which no other organisation can do.
(I am not saying that membership of
any party is unnecessary if one * be-
longs ” to a forum—I disagree with Joe
Young about this. I believe you can
only effectively live your theories in a

political party—but the forums could-

be a necessary independent source of
marxist discussion, complementary with
membership of a political party.)
Forums should therefore, I believe,
organise the opportunity for marxist
and near-marxists of all schools to meet
and discuss, in order to present together
a living non-stalinist marxist attitude
and written commentary on history
around us, in the world as a whole, and
on the problems of achieving Socialism
at home.

We all know there is an appalling
lack of understanding amongst the
majority in the Labour movement of
what “‘marxism > means, apart from
the disagreements amongst marxists
themselves. For the latter, is it too
much to hope that the Forums might
provide an opportunity for an agreed
20th. century marxist analysis to
emerge? The majority of workers,
however, it must be faced, have no real
interest in even wanting to know what
marxism means because for them it has
become identified with theories like the
single Party State and practices like the
mass purges and framed-up trials of
old communists, theories and practices
which they have instinctively repudiated
as being anti-working class.

The British CP has been singularly
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successful in making the word *“‘marx-
ism”’ the object of derision and scorn.
In this context it becomes particularly
important for those marxists who do
not excuse and endorse the practices
of “stalinism” (how I hate that word!)
to redeem the reputation of marxism
and to make it known as the flexible,
undogmatic, scientific humanist out-
look it is.

An attractive force

If such a militant body of marxist

opinion emerged in the Labour move-

ment with a philosophy and a coherent
theory behind it, opposed to the “High
Church ”* dogmatic version when it is
obviously self-interested but not
opposed to it when it is right, friendly
and sympathetic to the socialist revo-
lutions and achievements of the Rus-
sian, Chinese and East FEuropean
peoples, I believe such people will be
listened to with much greater attention
and respect (provided they don’t use
self-destructive jargon) than the CP can
ever muster and that a great many
workers can be influenced and edu-

. cated, who while instinctively rejecting

the attitude of the CP to the individual
will yet respond to a militant approach
to socialism based on a scienific and
human theory of society and change.

Better Marxists

If the Forums can succeed in mak-
ing ‘“ better *’ marxists of us, in educat-
ing militant workers in the real es-
sence of marxist method and theory, if
they can succeed in getting marxists
in the small opposing trends to meet
and find agreement and so strengthen
for influence of marxists on the Lab-
our movement, then they will be per-
forming a historically necessary job
and will flourish and grow,

WHAT WE STAND FOR

The Sbciaqut Review stands for international Socialist democracy. Only the
mass mobilisation of the working class in the industrial and political arena
can lead to the overthrow of capitalism and the establishment of Socialism.

The Socialist Review belicves that a really consistent Labour Government
must be brought to power on the basis of the following programme :

[1] The complete nationalisation of heavy industry, the banks, insurance
and the land, with compensation payments based on a mean; test. Re-

nationalisation of all denationalised industries without compensaton. The
nationalised industries to form an integral part of an overall economic

plan and not to be used in the interests of private profit. '
[2] Workers’ control in all nationalised industries, i.e.,” a majority of

woer:ter:; wr:ipregntaﬁ;i tun all “national and area boards, subject to fre-
qu on, immediate recall and ivi ;
o il:l,dustry. receiving the average skilled wage
[3] The inclusion of workers’ representatives on the boards of all private
firms employing more than 20 people. These representatives to have free
access to all documents.

[4] The establishment of workers’ committees in all concerns to control

hiring, firing and working conditions.

[S] The establishment of the principle of work or full maintenance.

[6] The extension of the social services by the payment of adeguate

pensions, linked to a realistic cost-of-living index, the abolition of all pay-

ments for the National Health Service and the development of an industrial

health service.

[7] The expansion of the housing programme by granting interest free

loans to local authorities and the right to requisition privately held land.

[8] Free State education up to 18. Abolition of fee paying schools. For

comprehensive schools and adequate maintenance grants—without a means

test—for all university students.

[9] Opposition to all forms of racial discrimination. Equal rights and

trade union protection to all workers whatever their country of origin.

Freedom of migration for all workers to and from Britain.

[10] Freedom from political and economic oppression to all colonies.

The offer of technical and economic assistance to the people of the under-

developed countries.

[11] The reunification of an independent Ireland.

[12] The abolition of ‘conscription and the withdrawal of all British

troops from overseas. The abolition of all weapons of mass destruction.

1[5}3] A Socialist foreign policy independent of both Washington and
OSCOW.




