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LABOUR REVIEW

Vol.1 No. 2 May/August, 1952

THE ROAD TO SOCIALISM IN GREAT BRITAIN

Aneurin Bevan’s new book In Place of Fear has the
merit of speeding straight to the basic problem before the
working class of Great Britain today. The problem is
this. How can the Socialist movement transfer supreme
power from the capitalists to the organised working class;
replace the bureaucratic state machinery with a democratic
workers’ government; concentrate ownership and control
of all the productive resources in the hands of the producers
to be used for the reconstruction of our country along
Socialist lines ?

This problem has confronted the British working class
for a long while, Without referring to earlier developments,
it was posed by the very formation of the Labour Party
which set itself the goal of taking over from the capitalist
tulers on a socialist programme. Between the two World
Wars: it was most notably thrust forward on the arena of
mass action by the Shop Stewards’ movement up to 1919,
the Triple Alliance strike of the miners, railroad and trans-
port workers in 1919, and the General Strike of 1926. It
was presented on the parliamentary plane by the minority
Labour governments of 1924 and 1929. It has been
sharply posed by the achievements and even more, by the
shortcomings and defaults, of the majority Labour
governments of 1945 and 1950.

Today the return of Churchill’s government to West-
minster, which gravely menaces the welfare of the workers
and the peace of the world, makes a radical solution of this
problem unpostponable. The failures of the right-wing
Labour Party leaders and the insistent demands of the
ranks for a definitive conquest and consolidation of workers’
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power is lifting Mr. Bevan to the forefront of the Labour
Party: All this gives his ideas on the subject exceptional
importance. ‘

Mr. Bevan materialistically explains how the problem
of power irresistibly arises in the consciousness of thinking
workers from the whole historical background of their
class and the harsh realities of their lives and jobs. “We
were surrounded by the established facts of the Industrial
Revolution. We worked in pits, steelworks, foundries,
textiles, mills, factories. These were the obvious instru-
ments of power and wealth . . . We were the products of
an industrial civilisation and our psychology corresponded
to that fact . . . Society presented itself to us as an arena
of conflicting social forces . . . ” (pp. 1-2).

Mr. Bevan designates the three main social forces as
“private property, poverty and democracy”. (p. 2). This
is far from accurate, because social forces in the scientific
sense are classes of people having definite relations to
existing types of property and specific functions in the
processes of production. From this standpoint the class
structure of Britain is constituted by capitalists, wage-
workers, and a varied range of groupings which are a buffer
between them. Correctly considered, democracy is not
a social force, although of course it has important con-
sequences and significance in society. Democracy, like its
opposite dictatorship, is a political form, an institution
of government arising out of and based upon the relations:
and struggles of the diverse classes within a country.

It is precisely the development of these class relations:
which presents the problem of power to the working class:
of this country in its present form. Supremacy in Great
Britain still resides with private property in the shape
of “wealth, great wealth, concentrated in comparatively
few hands.” As Mr. Bevan eloquently proves, this economic:
and political power of the capitalist rulers is pitted against
“a working class forming the vast majority of the nation,
living under conditions which made it deeply conscious of
inequality and preventable poverty.” (p. 11). (And, it may
be added, dying by millions at least once a generation i
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wars to save the Empire of their exploiters from the
assaults of capitalist rivals, or the uprisings of oppressed
colonial peoples).

The whole art of Conservative politics in the 20th century,
says Mr. Bevan, has consisted in the following: “How can
wealth persuade poverty to use its political freedom to
keep wealth in power?” (p. 3-4). But this art has grown
less and less effective as the workers have caught on to the
Tory game, repudiated Liberalism, and given allegiance
to the Labour Party. But right-wing leaders of the Labour
Party, from Mr. MacDonald to certain contemporaries
which Mr. Bevan diplomatically refrains from naming, have
followed non-Socialist or semi-Socialist policies which ended
up with substantially the same results. Wealth has stayed
in the saddle while poverty trudges behind. The art of
Socialist politics, according to Mr. Bevan, is to put Labour
in power so that it can use its political functions to get rid
of private property and abolish poverty. That is absolutely
correct. That is the genuine Socialist method for elimina-
ting the hopelessly diseased and dying capitalist system and
putting Britain on new healthy economic foundations.

Only the organised workers can do this job. But how
can they best get on with the task ? Here we come to the
hub of the matter. For upon the correct answer to this
question, in principle and in practice, depends the future
of the British Labour movement and a successful outcome
to its strivings for a better life.

What does Aneurin Bevan say on this vital matter ?
What is right and what is wrong with his conclusions ?
How must the genuine Socialists of the Labour Left
approach and answer these burning questions ? These are
the points we propose to discuss in this review.

HOW DID THE BRITISH CAPITALISTS
ACHIEVE POWER ?

Mr. Bevan wishes to place the art of working class
politics on secure scientific foundations. “Science does not
scrap the text books so that each generation can start the
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adventure of finding out anew. It piles up a corpus of
reasonably exact knowledge within which it can move
with a sure touch on the periphery of the uncharted.” (p. 36).
What, then, could be more scientific than to study the
experiences of past class struggles so that the workers may
learn from them how to conduct their own ? Mr. Bevan
draws many lessons from British Labour history. But he
does not go back far enough. One of the most instructive
chapters in British history is how the capitalist possessors
of state power gathered it in their hands.

It is no secret, however much they try to conceal the
facts or obscure their meaning, that the 17th century
ancestors of the present capitalist rulers took power and
held it by revolutionary means. There was a Parliament
in Cromwell’s time too, which by the ruling class standards
of King Charles’ day, was considered rather democratic and
representative of the nation’s interests. Nevertheless in
order to defeat the monarchy, nobility, feudal proprietors
and Episcopacy, the Puritan merchants, squires and yeomen
could not avoid some extremely drastic extra-parliamentary
actions. To arrive at power and consolidate it, they not
only had to get command of Parliament. They had to
behead a king, arm the Puritan masses, conduct a civil war
against the counter-revolution, and set up an iron dictator-
ship for an entire period.

Parliament itself was subjected to many changes during
these events. Shaken and shattered by the clash of con-
tending social forces ip the country, Parliament was
amputated both from the right and from the left, subordin-
ated to Cromwell’s government and the Puritan Army, twice
dispersed and twice restored until finally it dissolved itself.
Out of these severe struggles at the close of the century
there emerged the new capitalist society with the sovereignty
of Parliament.

 Thus the British workers are not only children of the
Industrial Revolution; they are equally heirs of the political
revolutions of the 17th century which prepared the way
for the economic transformations of the Industrial Revolu-
tion at the end of the 18th century.
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A student of British history may well conclude that the
working class will not meet less resistance from the up-
holders of capitalism than the capitalist revolutionists of
the 17th century met from the defenders of feudalism.
In any event, they would be wise not to count upon
benevolence from their class enemy in the decisive period
of revolutionary change. Mr. Bevan, however, believes that
no historical parallel may be drawn in this respect between
the 17th century revolution and the 20th century revolution
of the proletariat. '

OLIVER CROMWELL AND ANEURIN BEVAN

Times have changed since Oliver Cromwell. The social
and political conditions of the class struggle are funda-
mentally dissimilar and therefore different methods must
be adopted. What, according to Mr. Bevan, are the essential
differences between the two epochs which will permit the
British workers to win supreme power in a different manner
than the British capitalists of three centuries before ?

They are based precisely on the political conquests made
by that earlier revolution and extended by the mass struggles
of the three centuries since. In Cromwell’s time England
had no real democracy. It was governed by an extremely
restricted Parliament and a thoroughly reactionary auto-
cratic regime. Now Great Britain enjoys complete political
democracy and has deep-rooted traditions of effecting social
changes through parliamentary channels.

What need, then, can there be for any decisive class action
outside of Parliament and apart from it ? The tasks of
reconstructing capitalist society can be taken care of through
legislative measures enacted by a dynamic Parliament and
enforced and administered by an audacious Socialist govern-
ment. This is the axis of the arguments in Mr. Bevan’s
book and the mainspring of his political programme and
outlook.

Mr. Bevan says he is not opposed to revolutionary means
of action at all times and under all conditions.  This
separates him from the right-wing leaders and Fabian
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theorists of gradualism who deny the right or the necessity
of revolution in principle. But Mr. Bevan holds that other
peoples and other countries, such as colonial peoples not
now in the British Empire, who do not enjoy the blessings
of democracy or the traditions of British Parliamentarism
may well be justified in resorting to direct action and armed
struggles if no other means of combating tyranny are open
to them. Even the British working class in less happy days
when democratic institutions were closed to them, found
themselves obliged to use forcible means of resistance
against oppression, and undertake mass actions outside of
Parliament to win rights and reforms. :

But this belongs to Britain’s past. Here and now our
workers would be ill-advised to use such rough and tough
tactics because they possess all the instruments of a per-
fected democracy to achieve their class aims. Stick to the
tried and true parliamentary road, travel it to the end.
The House can do the job. That is the best way, the
British way, the democratic way. Such is the main message
of Mr. Bevan’s book.

British workers are accustomed to hear this kind of advice
from Tories, Liberals and right-wing Labour Party leaders
in their tow. But Mr. Bevan states that his conception of
Parliamentarism is the opposite of theirs. They all assign
to’ Parliament a largely negative role, limited to easing
and adjusting friction between the classes or repairing this
or that malfunction of the constitutional regime and the
capitalist economy. Mr. Bevan proposes that Parliament
perform the most positive functions. They amount to
nothing less than reconstituting the entire governmental
system and carrying through the Socialist revolution. For
him Parliament can and must become “the decisive instru-
ment of social change.” The British Parliament, he writes,
“interprets its own authority, and from it there is no appeal.
This gives it a revolutionary quality, and enables us to
entertain the hope of bringing about social transformation,
without the agony and prolonged crises experienced by less
fortunate nations.” (p. 100).

Thus Mr. Bevan, as a prospective director of the develop-
ing socialist struggle in Great Britain, proposes to do what
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Oliver Cromwell, with all his power and wisdom, could-
not. He aims to effect a thorough-going reconstruction
of British society from its economic foundations to its
political heights exclusively through Parliament and its
associated institutions, without relying upon other forms
of working class action.

BEVANISM VERSUS MARXISM

Aneurin Bevan pays tribute to what he has learned
from the Marxist school of political thought which “put into-
the hands of the working class movement of the late nine-
teenth and the first part of the twentieth centuries the most
complete blueprint for political action the world has ever
seen.” (p. 17). In this favourable attitude towards Marxism
Mr. Bevan differs from most other leading figures of the
Labour Party whose incapacity to learn from their own
experiences is matched only by their refusal to learn from
the great European revolutionary socialists.

At the same time Mr. Bevan expresses fundamental
disagreements with Marx, Engels and Lenin, and counter-
poses his views to the “classic principles of Marxism,”
especially on the question of parliamentary democracy.
Lenin, following Marx and Engels, taught the workers that
the state in capitalist society is not an institution that flies
above the classes like a disembodied spirit. The state serves
as “the executive committee of the ruling class.” This holds’
true even of the most democratic republics in which the
capitalist class retains their property and power, and
especially of the imperialist powers. Such a state cannot
be neutral or impartial in the conflicts between capital and
labour; it does not enforce a code of ideal justice by mere
persuasion or peaceful means. It is “an agency of
coercion,” employing such means of compulsion as armies,
police, lawcourts, prisons, etc.

The “classic Marxists” further taught that -class
antagonisms will flare into raging conflicts so long as the
main means of production are controlled by the capitalists
and the mass of labourers on the land and in industry are
dispossessed.  These recurrent conflicts are bound to
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culminate in a showdown for power ‘in which fanatical
defenders of the old order‘will fight to the death to preserve
their privileged status and-wealth. . In the course of these
struggles, the workers will be compelled to do more than
reform the old machinery of the state. They will be called
upon by the needs of the struggle itself to demolish and
scrap it.* In its place they will have to create new organs
of action and institutions of their rule which will enable
the workers to overwhelm the resistance of the old ruling
. classes and clinch supreme power. .In this way the false
and restricted democracy allowed by the capitalist system
will give way to the full and free democracy of the revolu-
tionary working class and its allies.

Mr. Bevan is familiar with these propositions of classic
Marxism. But they do not, in his opinion, apply to Great
Britain today. Certain exceptional conditions prevail in
our country which invalidate these guiding rules of
scientific socialism, he believes. What are these extra-
ordinary circumstances?

1. The government of Great Britain and its state
machinery have to some extent already been, and can be,
completely transformed from a coercive instrument of the
imperialists, capitalists and Tories into an instrument of the
working class. In fact, such has been the basic trend of
political development in the 20th century. Democracy
opens the possibility for this capitalist regime to be made
over into the chief agency for transferring political and
economic power to the working masses.

2. The indispensable instrument for bringing about this
“revolution by consent” is Parliament. Parliament “is a

* The Puritans understood that the old autocratic and aristocratic

" Government of Charles I could not simply be taken over and

- -adapted to the needs of the revolution but had to be broken up
and renovated, as Macaulay points out. “That the ancient con-
stitution and the public opinion of England were directly

" .opposed to regicide made regicide seem strangely fascinating to
a party bent on effecting a complete political and social revolu-

~ tion, In order to accomplish their purpose, it was necessary
that they should first break in pieces every part of the machinery
of government; and this necessity was rather agreeable than
painful to them.”—History of England, chap, 1.



weapon. and the most formidable weapon of all, in the
struggle.” - (p. 29).

3. Such an orderly transformation of society by easy
stages, by peaceful means and democratic techniques is
the only alternative to catastrophic conflicts-and disorderly
upheavals, which will lead either to a Fascist or a Com-
munist dictatorship.

4. This road to socialism is almost excluswely British.
Other countries, even including the United States, do not
have the special conditions, at least to the same degree,
since Parliament does not have an equally eminent place
in their political life and national traditions. But it is
especially suited to the psychology, habits and desires of the
British people and the working class.

This is the gist of Mr. Bevan’s case for dynamic Par-
liamentarism. He submits this philosophy as the alternative
to the Marxist prescriptions for conducting the class struggle
to workers’ power and socialism,

SOME MERITS OF HIS CASE

Mr. Bevan’s arguments are not to be lightly dismissed.
They correspond to some peculiar features of British
political life which have to be weighed and examined in
-objective fashion. The very fact that a leader of the
Labour Left like Mr. Bevan himself gives so exalted a place
to Parliament is additional testimony to the exceptional
value attached to it. It is unquestionable that esteem for
this institution is greater here than in any other country.
In France Parliament has become a laughing stock, but
it is still taken with tremendous seriousness by all classes
and their representatives in Great Britain, Every political
leader of the working class must take this special feature
of our political psychology into account.

The overwhelming majority of the workers still share this
general respect for Parliament and look toward it for action
on their behalf. But that is only one side of the situation.
Their confidence in Parliament ebbs and flows in accord
with the evolution of their struggles and class understanding.
In 1945, when they voted Labour to power the workers
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expected much, if not everything, to come from and through
action at Westminster. They are not quite so naive and
confident about this nowadays, after the experiences of the
past, seven years. And when the Tories control Parliament
or their own party leaders mark time ot slide backward,
their trust in Parliament can subside very swiftly and
considerably.

As a rule, British workers take a realistic and practical
attitude towards Parliament. When Labour representatives
there appear to be doing the job they have been elected
to do, they are willing and even eager to extend credit
"to Parliament. But, as has happened only too often, when
the opposite turns out to be the case, the disillusioned and
dissatisfied workers look for other ways and means to
make their energy felt and their demands known to the
powers-that-be.

The British workers are also profoundly attached to
democracy. This is by no means the same, as Mr. Bevan
implies, as a veneration for Parliament. It is a much broader
and deeper sentiment. In fact, Parliament often outrages
the democratic feelings of the British people by its violations
of democracy, or its indifference towards the rights of other
peoples. This is the case with the colonial wars it sanctions
or, to take a fresh example, its treatment of the African
Seretse Khama. And how much respect does the ordinary
worker have, or should he have, for the present Tory-
manipulated Parliament which he feels to be a fraud even
from the standpoint of representing the electoral majority.

This ingrained democracy is one reason why British
Labour has such contempt for the British Communist Party
and pays no heed to its solicitations. Our workers cannot
abide any cult of “infallible leaders” whether they are
named Pollitt or Stalin.* They want to maintain full right

* “I have listened for two days to what the Chairman called a
‘debate’ on Pollitt’s and Gollan’s speeches, But it was like no
other debate you hear in Britain. There was no argument; no
opposition. [Each speaker rapturously agreed with what Pollitt
or Gollan had said in every particular. There was no criticism
of even the tiniest detail.”—DuUDLEY BARKER'S report of the

- British Communist Party Congress, Daily Herald, April 14, 1952.
- —This report has not been denied by the Daily Worker.
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of free and fair discussion in their organisations. This
_spirit of rank-and-file democracy likewise makes them
suspicious of any attempts by right-wing Labour Party or
trade union leaders to suppress discussion or criticism on
major policy questions. Such devotion to democracy is
one of the principal safeguards of the health and progress
of our Labour movement.

This much must be conceded to Mr. Bevan’s thesis.
If the passage of effective power from the magnates of
great wealth to the masses of workers could proceed
harmoniously, gradually, and without convulsions, that
would offer enormous advantages for the next steps in
the transition from capitalism to socialism. It would be
the most economical, efficient and desirable mode of
realising the inevitable changes which are already long
overdue and cannot be further postponed if Britain is to
move forward. It would involve the least sacrifices for the
British nation—and who would want to do such things the
hard way if an easier were accessible ?

The question then comes down to this. How realistic
are Mr. Bevan’s proposals ? Does he take into account
all the factors at work in the situation, and can Parlia-
mentarism do the job along the lines he projects ?

BRITISH LIBERALISM, POLITICAL DEMOCRACY,
AND PARLIAMENTARISM

Political democracy has had a long and hard pull in
Great Britain, writes Mr. Bevan. But since the General
Elections of 1929, which were the first on the basis of
complete adult suffrage, we have had a matured democracy.
Mr. Bevan credits Liberalism with this achievement. “Its
intention was to win power for the new forms of property
thrown up by the Industrial Revolution. Its achievement
was to win political power for the people irrespective of
property.” (p. 8). If we may believe Mr. Bevan, Liberalism,
against its will, accomplished the political revolution of
achieving “the sovereignty of the people in Parliament.”

He is much too. generous with Liberalism and
misrepresents its historical role. Liberalism took over the
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task of holding the fort for capitalism against the advancing
hosts of Labour. It was able to do this for many decades,
but it had to pay a certain price to hold the upper ranks
of the working class in line with the capitalist regime. This
was the prime reason for whatever concessions and reforms
the Liberals accorded to the workers.  But these were
primarily obtained through demands and pressures exerted
by the Labour movement, not from the generosity
or goodwill of the Liberal governments. And even these
reforms were doled out in miserly fashion. Mr. Bevan
himself recalls how the Liberal leaders long opposed giving
the vote to women.

Once Liberalism could no longer fulfil its functions of
forestalling and frustrating the forward movement of the
masses, its political mission was exhausted. The capitalist
class had no further use for this political instrument of
deception, while the workers shifted their support to the
Labour Party. That is why the Liberal Party is ready for
the undertaker.

Mr. Bevan’s idealisation of bourgeois Liberalism is linked
with his habit of idealising bourgeois democracy. From
1929 on, he says, “there was fully developed political liberty,
expressing itself through constitutional forms which had
matured for many centuries, and had as their central point
an elected assembly commanding the respect of the
community.” (p. 11).

To say the least, this is highly exaggerated; to tell the
truth, it is downright misleading about the present system
of parliamentary democracy under capitalist rule in Great
Britain today. Mr. Bevan himself points out not a few
imperfections in this “fully developed political liberty.”
Although he, too, believes in the religion of parliamentary
democracy, he belongs among the left-wing Dissenters. He
is not an orthodox worshipper at the shrine.

His book makes some illuminating observations on
Parliament. He describes how “the atmosphere of Par-
liament, its physical arrangements, its procedure, its semi-
ecclesiastical ritual” (p. 5) are designed to overawe the
representatives of Labour and bring them to their knees in
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prostration before the past and the powers-that-be. ~ This
helps explain the behaviour of many Labour M.P.s who
speak far more strongly against entrenched wealth in their
constituencies than they act in the House of Commons.

This accords with the historic function of Parliament
which is quite different from Mr. Bevan’s conception. “The
function of parliamentary democracy, under universal
franchise, historically considered, is to expose wealth-
privilege to the attack of the people. It is a sword pointed
at the heart of property-power. The arena where the issues
are joined is Parliament”, he writes. (p. 5).

This is so one-sided as to be completely misleading.
Parliament was created by capitalism as a form of its own
rule to promote its class interests. It has been maintained
to safeguard wealth-privilege against the attacks of the
people by obstructing their demands and taming their
representatives.  This “sword pointed at the heart of
property-power” has turned out to be blunted at the edge.
After 300 years of Parliament, and even six years of a
majority Labour Government, the heart of that property-
power still survives.

We will discuss later whether Parliament actually is,
as Mr. Bevan says, “the arena where the issues joined.”
But even he recognises the role of the House of Commons in
distorting the will of the people and protecting the power
of property, when he writes:

“In one .sense the House of Commons is the most
unrepresentative of representative assemblies. It is an
elaborate conspiracy to prevent the real clash of opinion
which exists outside from finding an appropriate echo within
its walls. It is a social shock-absorber placed between
privilege and the pressure of popular discontent.” (p. 7).

This is well said and deserves to be held clearly in view
whenever Parliament is under consideration. Mr. Bevan
rightly complains. that the House of Commons does not
provide adequate facilities for M.P.s of moderate means.
An even more fundamental defect is that the House does
not provide adequate facilities for representing the people.
Its own foundations are far from perfect democracy.
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"HOW DEMOCRATIC IS PARLIAMENT ?

Parliament, for example, conscripts youth at 18 years
for military purposes, and yet it does not permit them
to vote. They are old enough to fight, die, and thereby
decide the destiny of England. But they do not have the
right to cast a ballot until they reach 21.

During the life of Parliament, which can last five vears
and in exceptional cases a decade, the electorate has no
way of controlling its representatives by recall. Thus a
Labour M.P., voted into office on a given programme and
definite promises, can flout that programme and still retain
his mandate. This is not very democratic. Moreover, too
many seats in the House of Commons, including Labour
seats, go to those who have advantages of birth, money,
and education, while workers in the shops lack parlia-
mentary delegates from their own ranks close to their
interests and feelings.

The tenure of Parliament is far too long in these times
‘of rapidly changing conditions.  Parliament should be
re-elected by statute more often than every five years. It
will be recalled that the People’s Charter over one hundred
years ago called for annual elections. The war-time
Parliament lasted ten years witheut going onee to the people
during that time. Its unrepresentative character was
demonstrated by the fact that the voters got rid of
Churchill’s “Long Parliament” the moment they were given
the chance in 1945,

We have also recently seen that Parliament is unable to
exercise control over its own executives in the government.
M.P.s themselves are kept ignorant in matters of life-and-
death importance. Labour expects the Tories to connive
behind the people’s backs. But what is to be thought of

. those heads of a Labour government, who entered into
secret agreements with Washington on China and Korea
which could involve us in war, without informing the House,
let alone the nation ?

Finally, even if Parliament can be considered the ideal
democratic representative of the United Kingdom, it is
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certainly not the freely chosen representative of the colonial
peoples. They are held against their wills within the-
Empire. By what standards of democracy does the British ,
Parliament, elected exclusively by voters within Great
Britain, arrogate to itself the privilege of legislation for
tens of millions of people in Asia, Africa and elsewhere ?
Before the British Parliament can approach genuine political
democracy, it would first have to forfeit every one of the
arbitrary powers it imperially exercises over the colonies.

HOW DEMOCRATIC IS THE
BRITISH POLITICAL SYSTEM ?

Parliament may be “the central point”, as Mr. Bevan
writes, but it is only one of the stones in the government
structure. The rest of the institutions making up our
political system—the House of Lords, the Monarchy, the
State Church, the swollen bureaucracy, the police, M.LS,
the judicial system, the Army, and the Big Business press
have incomparably less claim to democratic functions.

The House of Lords—that non-elected chamber com-
posed in the vast majority of landlords and industrial
magnates—survives in our government like a vermiform
appendix bequeathed from feudalism. As Mr. Bevan knows,
“political discussions in the House of Lords are concen-
trated expressions of group prejudice” (p. 101). He warns
against new dangers which may emanate from this obsolete
Upper House as the result of the nationalisations. “It has
become the practice to make the chairman of the Boards
of nationalised industries peers. Thus you have a gradual
concentration of economic power in the House of Lords”.
(p. 99). Labour certainly did not intend to disperse the
power of the monopolists in order to substitute “a gradual
concentration of economic power” among titled bureaucrats.

Mr. Bevan reveals that “if a member of the House of
Commons wishes to question any part of the administration
of a nationalised industry, he must write to one of their
lordships, and if he is not satisfied, he cannot raise the
issue in the House of Commons.” (p. 99). Thus we learn
from him that neither the workers nor their political
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representatives are masters of the nationalised industries.
<They must petition like humble tenants for an administrative
accounting—which their Lordships are not required to give!

The Tories want to “strengthen the Second Chamber
under the respectable guise of ‘reforming’ it,” (p. 100) says
Mr. Bevan. As a first step they propose to restore the
University Seats. Mr. Bevan is rightly opposed to this
“retreat from democracy” and insists that well enough be
let alone. “Our present political institutions are adequate
for all our purposes.” (p. 102). But a thoroughgoing
democracy would quickly do away with this useless and
potentially dangerous assembly of landlords and industrial
magnates, in favour of a single House with unrestricted
legislative powers.

Above the House of Lords rises the Throne.  This
hereditary and expensive relic of mediaevalism can equally
well be pensioned off and dispensed with, despite Churchill’s
creed that an ideal democracy must wear a crown on its
head. In times of stress the monarchy, too, can become a
rallying point for reactionary forces, as our revolutionary
forebears found out. We hold with them that, to be really
democratic, a people’s government must be a republic.

In other republics the Church is separated from the
State; the two are not joined together as in England. The
fusion of Church and State today characterises the most
teactionary of regimes, such as the undisguised dictatorships
of Franco in Spain and Salazar in Portugal. Of course, the
official church in Britain does not play the same sinister
role in England as in those Catholic countries, but the
state support it enjoys cannot be justified on any democratic
grounds.

Cabinets and governments may come and go, but the
high civil servants remain from one administration to the
next. These bureaucrats constantly increase in numbers and
in powers as the state intervenes in more and more spheres
and expands its functions. This conservatised section of
the government machinery, full of prejudices against
Labour, will surely have to be renovated from top to bottom
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and subjected to constant chéck and control by the working
class before it can be considered halfway democratic.

The State is more than Parliament, the House of Lords,
the Monarchy and the civil servants; it also includes- the
lawcourts, the police and the prisons. These form part
of the organised apparatus of compulsion at the disposal
of the ruling class. The courts and the police are not
only used against striking workers, as the dockers can
testify. They also help to enforce all the sacred rights of
capitalist property such as the right to extract wealth from
the labour of the working class and spend it without regard
for the welfare of society.

This kind of force, to be sure, is considered lawful under
the present system. But is it just ? And is it used justly ?
And what relation has it to democracy ?

“A free press is an essential condition for the functioning
of a democracy,” (p. 165) writes Mr. Bevan. He then goes
on to demonstrate with facts and figures how unfree the
press is today. He points out that the capitalist United
States “with one-fifteenth of the world’s population, con-
sumed in 1950 well over two-thirds of the world newsprint
supplies. It had increased its average pre-war consumption
per head by 50 per cent, while the United Kingdom suffered
a decrease of more than 50 per cent . . . Over the past
year the price of paper has gone up 100 per cent . . . the
consequences of all this for Britain are further aggravated
by the concentration of newspaper ownership in fewer hands
and by the huge circulation of the national dailies and
weeklies.” (pp. 164-5).

He concludes that “these figures bear no other inter-
pretation than that democracy is being strangled more
effectively by the normal operations of the capitalist system
than by the military threat of Soviet Communism.” (p. 165).
This is a harsh, but true, verdict. Our avenues of informa-
tion are choked and poisoned by the monopolies exercised
over the press by the American billionaires and the British
publishing magnates. Consequently, says Mr. Bevan, “the
British people have never been less informed about what
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