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REPEL THE RIGHT = WING

CHALLENGE

A\ T PRESENT, the roll-call of votes at the Trades Union Congress
““and -the Labour Party Conference is most encouraging to the
Left. The move to water down Clause Four is almost certain to be
defeated, at least in its present form of an outright “New Testament”
parallel with the Constitution. The votes in favour of uniliateral
nuclear disarmament outnumber those against by at least a million.
Yet all of us know that the Right wing is quite capable of
manoeuvring the Conference arrangements in such a way as to
deaden or even destroy the affirmation of Socialist principle that is
so necessary for the future of the movement.

We therefore suggest a few thoughts which delegates to Congress
and Conference. and their friends and associates in the different
organisations of Labour, may ponder during the coming weeks, and
perhaps take with them into their respective assemblies. The Left
has tog ofien gone naked into this Conference chamber.

An.atiempt may be made to persuade Confersnce to-aduiii (he
Sslatification”™ of Clause Fbur, not indeed to the high status of
a Constitutional document, but as part of the National Executive’s
report, or as some other, less exalted form of policy statement. If
We are not to be given a New Testament, at least Gaitskellism will
have its Apocrypha (that collection of books which the English
Church admits as, if not holy, at least “edifying” for the faithful
to read). =

However, there is nothing particularly edifying about the “clarifi-
cation”. Its basic assumption is that private and public ownership
will co-exist as equally important forms in the indefinite future; it
even lays open the prospect of the continued dominance of private
property over public. Clause Four is is not clarified; but only con-
fused, and diluted by the Executive proposals. They should be
rejected out of hand.

The possibilities of official manoevre on the Bomb are consider-
ably wider. An attempt will be made to persuade some union
delegations, and very likely the whole Conference, that “the
situation has changed™ since the day when the unilateralist resolut-
ions they are pledged to support, were passed. Various “changes”
will be canvassed. The failure of the Summit is already being mooted
within the AEU leadership as though it were a telling condemnation
of the National Committee’s unilateralist policy, instead of (as it is)
the most overwhelming evidence for the necessity for Britain to
abandon the Bomb without waiting till the cows of international
negotiation to come home,

NO CHANGE ON BOMB

The NEC statement on defence is also said to constitute a
fundamental change of circumstance which the conferences of recent
months unfortunately missed. If this argument were accepted, it would
mean that the annual conferences of the trade union movement might
as well pack up. Any policy which they endorsed, and which ran
counter to the pet plans of the General Counci! and the NEC, would
automatically be made null; void and of no effect by the siniple
procedure of issuing a Transport House statement on the issue con-
cerned, which, yielding in no fundamental respect to the demands
of the unions concerned, nevertheless possessed the magic, over-
riding property of being produced after the union conferences that
framed the troublesome policy. Lateness thus becomes a substitute
for argument. Our Labour leadership of tomorrow will be able to
tell us all: “No need to put any resolutions on questions X, Y and
Z on your agenda, chaps, because the NEC is going to issue a state-
ment on these matters after you have taken your decisions: in fact,
you ineedn’t bother to decide on questions A, B, C... W either, since
we might always turn out a pre-Conference statement on any of
these.™

All this, of course, quite apart from the fact that the official defence
statement is complete eyewash. Its chief point is that Britain should
contribute conventional forces to a NATO armed with United States
H-bombs. The Tory policy of having our own Bomb as well was
lunatic and jingoist, but it did at least have a little misplaced pride
about it. The Labour Party’s present proposals, accepting as they do
the whole case for the deterrent, provide us with the same probability
of being blown up as we have under MacMillan, but deprives us even
of the “Made In Britain™ label on the instrument of our destruction.
Either let us have the Union Jack over our radioactive graves, or

else let’s live. And let’s live by having nothing more to do with the
Bomb, or the bases, or the missiles. or NATO. That for a beginning,
anyway.

For, no matiter how many s the National Executive

churns out, or how many telephone-lines in Scarborough hotels buzz
with the noise of horse-trading in votes, nothing essential has changed
since the recent weeks when the conferences of the separate organ-
isations of the British Labour movement decided, in their great

majority, that the Bomb should be given un, unconditicaally and ufi-
sr¥gterlly

Uy hils country. Nothing has changed, because the Bomb
@ cont page 8

DEFEND THE CUBAN
REVOLUTION

by JIM PLANT

HE Imperialists have been thrown into a paroxysm of rage over

Fidel Castro’s action in taking over the three big oil rafineries
in Cuba. The American press is screaming for military action
against Cuba: “We hope Washington is planning to slap this lug
down” frothed the New York Daily News.

Until the overthrow of the hated and bloodthirsty dictatorship of
Batista, Cuba’s status was that of a semi-colonial country. The
greater part of Cuba’s resources—sugar, mineral rights, light in-
dustry, public utility concessions, cattle lands—were in the hands of
US capital.

Cuba, with no coal deposits or hydro-electric possibilities, relies
exclusively on oil for its power requirements. Her oil needs have
been met by three refineries owned by the American companies of
Esso and Texaco, and the Anglo-Dutch Shell. These three imported
practically all the crude oil from their own oil fields in Venezuela.
The price of this oil is artificially high, for it is related not to the
production costs of the area concerned but is fixed at a leval so as
not to undercut the high cost of American produced oil. This is
true all over the world: Middle East oil sells in Britain, for example,
at the same price as American oil, although production costs in the
Middle East are only a fraction of American costs.

In June the Cuban government signed an agreement for the
delivery of Soviet crude oil on terms that are particularly ad-
vantageous to Cuba. Soviet oil is $1 a barrel cheaper than company
oil; it is paid for with Cuba’s staple crop, sugar; and payment is no
drain on Cuba’s dollar reserves. Under a 1938 law the oil companies
must refine government owned oil, however when ordered to process
the Soviet oil they refused. The result was the expropriation of the
three refineries.

Many sections of the American ruling class are calling for drastic
action against Cuba, including military intervention on the ““Suez”
model. We had an example of the same determination of the
imperialists to hang on to their oil profits by any means, even if it
brings the world to the brink of war. in 1958, at the time of the
revolution in Iraq and the civil war in the Lebanon.

The direct connection between military action on the part of the
State, and the oil capitalists was illustrated when, in 1958, the

@® cont page 8

155




Two

SOCIALIST REVIEW

THE INDUSTRIAL STRUGGLE AND PEACE

Essential task

'Y previous article (April
SR) referred to the great
industrial struggles now maturing
in which a new militant leader-
ship would be thrown up by the
rank and file. It might be argued
that the analysis given in the
previous article ignored such
factors as the ever-present threat
of nuclear warfare. Obviously
no plan to regain Labour’s lost
initiative can be based on the
assumption that the status quo
will last forever. All credit is
due to the Campaign for Nuclear
Disarmament for stirring the
conscience of the ordinary non-
political citizen against war.
Their efforts have been necessary
because the Labour and trade
union movement has failed to
take the lead in the struggle
against war. The most urgent
task for Socialists is to bring
the working-class organisations
into action on this question. No
form of independent action.
however heroic, is a substitute.
The aim will not be achieved
by purely propagandist and
sometimes. slightly  hysterical
appeals to the proletariat, in
revolutionary fashion, over the
heads of the governments. To
the ordinary industrial worker
this means nothing. But he can
be brought to recognise the need
and possibility of action through
his trade union organisation.
Before we talk about speaking
over the heads of governiments,
we have to show the workers
the link between their struggle
for a better way of life and a
struggle to release for construct-
ive  purposes the millions of
pounds now devoted to weapons
of destruction.

DIRECT ACTION

The stand made by Frank
Cousins and the Executive of
the T&GWU at their biennial
conference and later at the
Labour Party conference, al-
though ambiguous in some
ways, must have had more effect
on the Cold War protagonists
than all the revolutionary ap-
peals of isolated left-wing
groups. The question of an in-
dependent foreign policy for
Britain no longer tied to Amer-
ican world strategy is now a
major issue in the Labour
Party. The fact that Cousins has
been able to carry the mass of
his members with him on this
issue and make a strong inter-
vention in the councils of the
Labour Party is partly because
he has showed himself prepared
to support direct industrial
action to realise the economic
demands of his members in the
bus depots and factories.

The immense potential
strength of the mass organisat-
jon of the British workers has
been created during a whole
century of painstaking and
single-minded effort. The real
problem for Labour is to make
full use of the levering power
of this organisation to obtain the
maximum social and economic
advance within the present class
system and then to break out of

for Socialist Trade Unionists

by DUDLEY EDWARDS

this framework by taking control
of the major industries in the
interest of the community.

The practical solution of this
problem is far more important
than the rather abstract debates
now going on about Clause
Four. No declaration of aims,
however militant the language,
ensures that a Socialist party
will consistently conduct an anti-
capitalist struggle on behalf of
the working class. On the con-
trary, all over Europe we have
seen so-called Socialist parties
foresaking the workers or taking
up a neutral attitude as the class
strugele has sharpened.

NO SHOW-DOWN

A clash is now maturing in
British capitalist society. It may
be postponed by the timidity and
narrow outlook of the trade
union leaders, on the one hand,
and the moderation of the ‘pro-
gressive’ Tories, on the other.
But any sharp fall in profit-
ability would lead to the demand
that Big Business should be
given a free hand to ‘teach the
Unions a lesson’. Already, in a
report published last year, the
Employers’ Federation have
scolded the government for not
allowing them to stage a show-
down with the
unions.

Of course, it may appear that
only ‘shadow boxing” by the
unions pays off. For example,
when the government allowed
an increase in pay to the railway-
men. it looked as if the men,
who were ready for anything,
had held the trump card. But

the increase they got was one
which, in the long run, was un-
avoidable. In fact, the threat of
strike action had come three
years too late. As a result of
belated modernisation, involving
rationalisation and loss of time.
most railwaymen had been re-
duced to subsistence wages.

NEW LEADERSHIP

While the railway deal was
being concluded, the represent-
atives of three million engineer-
ing workers were meeting at
York to discuss the flat reject-
ion of their claim for an extra
£1 per week. The employers’
side showed willingness to com-
promise and the union executiv-
es came away empty-handed.
True they got agreement on a
42-hour week without loss of
pay— instead of the 40-hour
week originally claimed. But it
must be concluded that the
engineering employers. had the
“green light” from the govern-
ment to take a tough line.
because the engineers, unlike the
railwaymen, were not working
for miserable wages but were
basing their claim on the right
to share in the expanding pro-
fits of one of the country’s most
important industries. Such a
claim is regarded as unheard of
insolence by the employers and
some trade union bureaucrats.

enginegring

Thev seem to have the idea that
the only justification for wage
increases is a rise in the cost of
living. To demand more money
to improve one's standard of
living is regarded as irrespons-
ible. Yet this is exactly what the
workers ought to be seeking.

The workers to-day certainly
expect more than just a few
crumbs from the capitalist table.
The mass adveitising of hire-
purchase goods, the awareness
that, in the West at least, it is
possible to mass-produce every-
thing that is needed to give
everyone a fuller and more civil-
ised life, all this convinces the
worker that he needs more
than those officials who, at
present, are content with such
small wage gains.

Where is this alternative
leadership to come from? The
present trade union leaders are
orthodox, right-wing "Labour
men. The ‘Leftists’ and the Com-
munists therefors argue that the
new leadership must come from
outside the Labour Party. But
this is logical only if we accept
the idea that the Labour Party
is a monolithic, highly disciplin-
ed political party, demanding al-
legiance to a hard-and-fast body
of doctrine. But this is not so.
Historically the Labour Party is
the child of the trade unions.
Without trade union support it
is nothing. A new interest among
the unions in the combining of

" industrial and political action

must result in a change in the
character and direction of the
Labour Party. To transform the
loose alliance of Labour Party.
trade unions and Co-operative
movement into the instrument
needed to liquidate the capital-
ist system of production and re-
place it by a Socialist one, the
marxists must first strive to
change the political climate with-
in the trade unions, in the same
way as the Socialist pioneers did
at the turn of the century, when
the TUC was finally won over

-to the idea of independent work-

ing-class representation in Parlia-
ment.

Those best able to do this are
the Socialist members of the
Labour Party who seek to warp
its framework and at the same
time work for a militant policy
within their unions. It is neither
necessary, desirable nor possible
for their efforts to be organised
by some outside body or by an
illegal underground ‘centre’ with-
in the Labour Party. At some
stage it may be possible to form
a league of marxists to function
within the Labour Party without
coming into direct collision with
the Executive (as the Fabian
Society operates on the right).
But by then the transformation
of the whole movement will be
well under way.

The process outlined above
will take a relatively long period,
perhaps a decade or more. This
will displease those who em-
phasise their claim to be re-
volutionaries and those who
argue that history will not allow
us enough time to carry through
such a slow process.

To think that nuclear warfare
will soon cut short all our activ-
ities is in fact to panic. The
strugele against war is part of
the struggle for Socialism and
while this strugele must be con-
ducted with passion, it must also
he waged calmly, methodically
and scientifically. There are no
short cuts for left wing social-
ists who really want to reach
the goal of transforming society.
Capitalism may create chaos and
desperation, but we should not
rely on the prospect of appalling
suffering to drive the workers
towards Socialism (even if we
could rely on its doing so). We
must base ourselves on the con-
ditions now existing and believe
that we can win through to
Socialism, even if capitalism
manages to avoid producing the
sort of catastrophe it has. pro-
duced in the past. Hence our
aims can only be achieved
through the existing mass organ-
isations: of the working class.
In the words of the Communist
Manifesto: “The Communists do
not form a separate party op-
posed to other working-class
parties. They have no interests
separate and apart from those
of the proletariat as a whole.
They do not set up any sectar-
ian principles of their own by
which to shape and mould the
proletariat as a whole®.

SOCIALIST GOVERNMENT

The Labour Party may often
disgust us with its veneer of
bourgeois respectability, but its
social composition and historical
background are nevertheless
working-class. It remains for the
workers to see it as an in-
strument of their own creation.
as necessary in the struggle for
their full economic and social
emancipation as the trade unions
in their sphere. Y
- Already some of the comrades
from North London are
seeking to create a local as-
sociation of Labour trade union-
ists with the aim of drawing
more trade unionists into the
political as well as the industrial
struggle. If socialist trade union-
ists will take similar steps in
their factories or trade union
branches, the possibility of es-
tablishing a Socialist Labour
government sometime in the
1960’s would become a practical
probability and the real aims of
the Socialist pioneers to build a
new classless society could begin
to be realised.

Socialist Review has received an encouraging letter from a
veteran Japanese socialist. It shows the main tendency in
Zengakuren, the militant Japanese students’ organisation,
are revolutionary socialists who are very close to Socialist
Review in their political standpoint.
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SEAMENS’ STRIKE

by NICHOLAS HOWARD

SIR Thomas Yates speaking to the press on the fourth day of

the seamen’s strike expressed his opinion that ‘this thing will
run its course as all unofficial strikes do’ and that ‘the younger
element is to blame.” The strike ended ten days later with a threat
of resumption if demands for a £4 a month rise, a 44-hour working
week and the provision of shop stewards on ships, were not met
within a month. Between them, both employers and union officials
are responsible for the decline in the standards of seafarers’ con-
ditions and pay in relation to the average standards enjoyed by
factory labour on shore. The complacency of Sir Thomas was
typical of most of the officials of this bosses’ union and the strength
of the strike clearly marks an unprecedznted and spontaneously
active expression of no confidence in his union

Discontent with the NUS has been growing since 1947, when the
union in return for wage increase which did little more than
establish the war-risk bonus as part of the tasic wage, handed to
the shipowners effective control of all matters concerning rates, hours
of work and conditions. The constitution of the industry’s arbitration
body, the National Maritime Board put seafarers in the unfavour-
able position of having to negotiate through four different unions
representing deck officers and engineer officers., radio officers,
sailors, firemen and caterers, and shipwrights, with a united body
of owners. The established service scheme, inaugurated in 1947,
which guaranteed unemployed seamen a weekly unemployment pay
of one third to one quarter of their last paid rate on top of the
National Insurance Unemployment Benefit, came completely under
the control of the shipowners. To most seafarers who signed the
scheme’s two-year contracts. the benefits during the years of full
emlpoyment resembled little more than those of a free employment
agency. Failure to take a ship because of discontent with conditions
on board meant loss of all the contract benefits which would accrue
during off-periods and made a mockery of the security of employ-
ment by the scheme.

But the employers’ right to with-hold jobs by laying up ships, or
to with-hold unemployment benefits by limiting the number ol
contracts, was not balanced by any seafarer’s right to with-hold
his labour. The seafarer could, by remaining unestablished, insist on
his right to choose his own ship, but his right to protest against bad
conditions was disregarded by both the unions and the employers,
whether he was established or unestablished.

NUS REFORM NEEDED

The Ministry of Transport also evaded its responsibilities on
¢ question of conditions afloat. which in general are far below
those of Scandinavian ships. When new regulations regarding sea-
men’s accommodation were introduced by amendment to the
Merchant Shipping Act on January Ist, 1954, vessels built before
that date were exempted from the requirements and the regulations
became mere recommendations to any shipowner te comply. The
Minister would intervene only if petitioned by representatives of
a seamen’s organisation, and needless to say, this rarely occurred
though many of Britain’s cargo ships were built under wartime con-
ditions, and fall far short of modern standards of comfort. In the
quarters of the catering staff conditions are particularly bad and
it is no accident that strikes usually start in the catering department.

Several lessons can be drawn from the strike. Conditions at sea
are not improving as rapidly as they should, and the NUS, with
its army of paid officials—'delegates’—who usually report first to
the captain and then to the crew when a ship arrives in a home
port, is doing nothing to improve them. The reason the strike was
not more widespread is because some of the wealthier shipowners
pay an unofficial wage increase in the form of a fixed bonus to
crews that show good service. However, companies can and do
withdraw this bonus when signing on new crews, thus such wage
increases are never stable. The seamen on strike just recently in-
sisted that the NUS make a stand over the £4 increase and threaten
a strike if it was refused or pared down. This is understandable
when one considers that the basic monthly wage of an able seaman
who has taken five years to achieve his rank, is only £33 5s a month,
a rise of £3 15s since 1956. The weekly rate for the same man
paying for his own food on a coasting vessel is £8 17s 4d which
explains the predominance of coasting men among the strikers.

The difficulties of organising a seamen’s strike are obvious. NUS
rules specify that strike action can only be used if it is ratified by
a members’ ballot, but it has never allowed such a ballot. Seamen
who have signed ships’ articles are bound by law to obey the legal
commands of the master. e

There is a good case for a state-run seafarers’ welfare organisation
on the Scandinavian pattern, but with union-backed powers to en-
force improvements in seafarers’ conditions : it

The strikers have put forward no demands for nationalisation.
To them it is obvious that it would be workable in the ship industry
only under conditions of greater public control of the entire
national economy. Above all. the scamen need to strengthen their
organisation. Hence their demand to have a shop steward in every
ship. Hence also their demand that officials do not stay ashore
permanently—thus losing touch with the rank-and-file—but go back
to sea after two years officialdom on shore

Unless the strikers’ demands are met, and unless the NUS
hearkens to the voice of the rank-and-file. there will be more

trouble in this industry.

Three

Power — a call to unity
LTE WORKER SUMS - UP

E strike of workers at Lotts Road. Greenwich and Neasden

Power Stations is at the time of writing in its sixth day. Far
from there being signs of weakening on the part of our members,
today has seen the call for a widening of the strike.

On July, the day shift workers at Lotts Road and Greenwich
concluded an agreement giving the cash allowance of between
29/- and 34/- per week according to grade. The award covered
all the three power stations involved in the present dispute and was
the result of a 15-day strike of 80 AEU maintenance men from
Lotts Road and Greenwich.

The nightshift workers, some 340, were not included in the award
and so found themselves for the first time receiving no more wages
than day workers. This was an impossible situation. A claim was
made for shift workers and on July 6 notice of strike action was
given, effective from July 10, unless the LTS bosses gave the shift
workers justice.

On July 14, a meeting between management and unions resulted
in the offer from the LTE of an immediate increase of 10/-, effective
when the power station workers return to normal working. So far
this offer has been rejected. The following day the sub-station
operatives met to discuss the position and decided that unless
there was a return to work by the power station workers, they
would withdraw their labour the following morning,

“BLACK JUICE”

During the past week there have been many conflicting stories
and rumours. This is understandable in an industry employing some
90.000 workers, spread over small sections, many working in shift
systems. Contact between workers is therefore difficult, but there
have been certain disturbing factors which cannot be glossed over
by citing these difficulties.

For example, the tubes and trolley buses have been kept running,
and quite effectively. This has been achieved by the use of blackleg
labour, the higher officials of the LTE working round the clock in
the power stations. .

In the whole area you will not find a single official, over the
rank of foreman. at his normal job. The question here is twofold.
First, are all these supervisory grades members of the TSSA? If
so, what are trade unionists doing acting as strike breakers:.
Secondly, why are the sub-station workers, the motor men, the trol-
ley bus drivers and so on, not told that they are only at work by
the kind permission of blackleg labour?

During the week the power stations strike committee issued two
statements: one outlined the cause of the strike and called for
“nothing to be done by other LTE employees which would damage
the case of the strikers”, and urged that “fellow trade unionists
should ensure that no ‘black juice’ was exported from their system
into ours.” The second statement, a short typewritten bulletin,
bluntly said that it was clear that “ ‘black juice’ was being supplied
from outside, and that the power stations were being manned by
blackleg labour.”

Unfortunately during the whole week nothing concrete was done
to call upon the workers outside the power stations to cease work
on the basis that they were operating througk the employment of
strikebreakers. It was evident that those woikers so appealed to,
would have walked out to a man.

The whole system under which the men work is quite archaic
from a trade union point of view. For instance the power stations
are covered by six major unions: there may be more. The mainten-
ance workers outside are also in the same position: ETU, AEU,
NUR., T&GWU, NUGMW, ASW and so on.

POWER COMMITTEE NEEDED

There have been attempts in the past to coordinate these unions
into one effective body, but always one union has refused at the
eleventh hour. The result of this has been that where the most
members are congregated, ie, in the main workshops at Acton and
Chiswick, for example, there exists an excellent bonus scheme
which is however not extended to their colleagues outside. (Skilled
maintenance members outside, earn a basic of £11 8s per week, no
bonus, no extras except overtime).

What the industry needs is a fully representative rank-and-file
“power committee” embracing all the unions in power supply and
negotiating on that basis. A lesson could well be learned from the
example of Ford's shop stewards committee. This would put an end
to inter-union rivalry and lead to a new deal for all power supply
workers.

This is the first step that should be taken. We must recognise
that government policy dictates the wages and conditions of LTE
members. Therefore the struggles of the future will become in-
evitably more sharp, more fundamental as the Tories turn the
screws on government spending.

We should remember that the recent bus strike was not just an
industrial struggle but also a sharp political battle, with the Tories
claiming that the bus workers wanted to “bring the government to
its knees”. We are in the same position on the LTE and therefore
we must seek to strengthen our organization as much as possible
and present a united front against any attack of any section.




pamphlet,

published in time for the
recent Aldermaston March, con-
tains many virtues and a few

‘important vices. The virtues will

be catalogued in order to induce
every one to buy and read it
There are telling, detailed sect-
jons on - the 1958 and 1960
Defence White Papers, on the
origins of NATO, on the myth
of the “Free World”, on the
United States volte-face in the
disarmament talks. om Mr
Dennis Healey's recent Fabian
pamphlet, and on the unilateral
case. :

Each of these sections is back-
ed by reasoned witty argument
and in many cases by eye-open-
ing quotations from official
sources. The two central virtues
of the pamphlet are first, its
linkage of the Bomb, through the
factually and logically based
analysis that we have come to
expect from Rex’s writings, with
NATO and the wider issues of
the Cold War; secondly, its
analysis of the ostrategic and
technical data of the military
status quo. as facts in their own
right, in the lately neglected
tradition of Engels and Tom
Wintringham.

DISARMAMENT

My first disagreement with
Rex relates to his estimate of the
possible good that can be achiev-
ed by disarmament conferences
conducted by capitalist and
Stalinist governments. Rex
argues that the CND should
have a *secondstage” policy to
be operated after British re-
nunciation of the Bomb. This
policy would partly consist in
urging a comprehensive, multi-
lateral disarmament agreement
upon other existing governments.

Controversy has existed among
Socialists for a considerable time
concerning the degree to which
demands for a radical turn in
foreign policy should be present-
ed as demands upon bourgeois
governments at present in power.
Engels, towards the end of his
life, argued that Socialists should
press for a disarmament con-
ference attended by all Europ-
ean powers in order to halt the
drift toward world war which he
rightly foresaw as the only pos-
sible consequence of the arms
race. Others, horrified- at these
proposals, denounced them as a
snare and a delusion: the only
safeguard against war was work-
ink-class organisation, and any
suggestion that the Powers could
be forced to disarm amounted
to the creation of a fatally mis-
placed confidence. (The contro-
versy is recorded in the standard
biography of Engels by G
Mayer).

The argument has gone on in
much the same terms ever since.
The record of disarmament con-
ferences has so far confirmed
the views of those Socialists who
were willing to rush in where
Engels feared to tread. Rex.
however, states: “Today the
a disarm-
It is point-
therefore, that
disarmament

Russians do want
ament agreement.
less to argue,
previous

because

conferences have failed, this one
must fail too. If the opportunity
be seized now, it is possible that
we may be able to create in-
stitutions which will make H-
bomb war impossible for all
time. If it is not, we may find
ourselves faced evertually with
a Russian leadership which has
returned to its former in-
transigence and the nuclear
nightmare will be permanently
with us.” (p 16)

These words ring ironically,
with the recent apparent switch
in Soviet leadership and foreign

_policy. But even if Khrushchev

were still pursuing a flexible
policy Socialists would still have
the permanent war economy in
the West to contend with. Rex
nowhere considers the thesis,
cogently argued by Mills and
Cliff, that the present level of
military spending in the West
provides an essential boost to
the economy.
U.N.O. INEFFECTIVE

The second feature of Rex’s
“next stage” is “that Britain’s
whole weight and authority
should be placed behind the
United Nations General  As-
sembly as the ultimate arbiter in
international disputes”. (p. 20)
Rex sees the increasing pro-
minence in the Assembly of un-
committed, underdeveloped
nations as constituting sufficient
grounds for trust in UNO as an
effective arbiter, He cites the
ending of the Korean and Indo-
Chinese wars, and the Tory
withdrawal from Suez as instanc-
es of successful mediation by in-
dependent Powers. Since the
present alternative to nuclear
war is some mediation of this
kind .he asks: why not regular-
ise the process of mediation via
UNO?

The answer to this is, briefly,
that, given existing regimes and
existing socio-economic relations
mediation can only be forced on
guilty Powers by military stalem-
ate (Indo-China and Korea) and
economic blackmail (Suez) or
inter-imperialist rivalry (Indo-
China and Suez). Despite the
anxiety of metropolitan Powers
to avoid alienating the uncom-
mitted nations the mere passing
of resolutions in the Assembly
does nothing of itself to arbitrate
conflicts, in the absence of these
cruder  pressures.  Hungary,
Cyprus, South Africa and
Algeria have all been denounced
at UNO, without effect.

INTO SOCIALISM

Until radical changes can be
forced in the power-structure of
the industrial nations which
mainly direct the Cpld War,
nothing permanent can be
devised as a means of resolving
great-Power conflicts. Yet Rex
seems to envisage his “second-
stage” policy as directed prim-
arily to influencing diplomats
and statesmen: “‘...one must ask
whether the policy of unilateral-
ism, taken by itself, is one which
is sufficient to convince those
who have the responsibility of
government.” {Rex’s italics —

P.S.) Yet it is impossible to con-
ceive of any adequate answer to,
for example, Gaitskell’s = dire
warnings of a Germany armed
with the nuclear weapons reject-
ad by a unilateralist Britain, un-
less the Campaign’s “second
stage” is directed primarily to
peoples, if necessary over the
heads of their governments.
Finally, it 1s disappointing
that Rex’s advocacy of the
“second stage” nowhere includes
any reference to the domestic
problems a unilateralist British
government might encounter. E
P Thompson, in his chapter on
Revolution in Out of Apathy
(reprinted in NLR) has convinc-
ingly outlined a set of possible
consequences to the British re-
nunciation of the Bomb (includ-
ing, for example, big-business
resistance), which would put the
unilateralist action into fatal
jeopardy unless a revolutionary
transition to Socialism was suc-
cessfully carried through. This
kind of approach amounts to
saying that the “second stage”
of the unilateralist case must be
Socialism. ,
Whether unilateral renunc-
iation of the Bomb must be pre-
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Sedgwick disagrees with Rex ...
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ceded, or only must be followed.
by a Socialist tevolution, is a
crystal-gazing detail over which
it would be hair-splitting to
argue. The point is that unilater-
alism must break through into
Socialism, or go under. The
only “institutions which will
make H-bomb war impossible
for all time” are those of an
international Socialist common-
wealth. The fact that this
solution seems very far off at
present should not tempt us to
place any confidence in apparent
solutions which may seem more
realisable, but in fact solve
nothing.  Until  international
Socialism is achieved, mankind
lives in danger of extermination.
On the other hand, we will not
bring Socialism nearer merely by
advocating it in general terms.
Part of our work for Socialism
must be in stating the case
against the Bomb and for its un-
conditional renunciation, to as
many people as possible. It is
the merit of Rex’s pamphlet that
so much of it is valuable. or
rather indispensable, in this
work. TIts failings should not
make any Campaigner hesitate
to buy it,

. .. And Rex replies

I FIND Peter Sedgwick very

much more Talmudist in this
piece than I would have hoped.
Surely it is not good enough for
you to deal with the question of
the possibility of negotiations
between Russia and America by
quoting Bebel, any more than
it is for Tony Cliff to do so by
quoting Rosa Luxemburg’s de-
nunciation of Kautsky. Apart
from the fact that they were not
discussing negotiations between
a Stalinist and Capitalist state—
I know you might say here that
the problem is the same as the
problem of negotiations between
rival capitalist imperialist
powers—there is the fact that
we have H-bombs today and
that the knowledge of what H-
bomb war can mean is a factor
affecting the motivations of
capitalist and Stalinist leaders
which did not have to be taken
into account by Bebel and
Luxemburg.

One does not have to be a
sentimentalist to doubt the pro-
position that capitafists and
Stalinists will say: “T will risk
the destruction of the world
rather than risk losing my profits
or perks”. Their profits and
perks are only possible on the
basis of a continuing non-radio-
active world. This is why I think
that the fact of nuclear weapons
has altered the structure of
world society, and that it is
dogmatism rather than scientific
socialism, which prevents people
from admitting this.

Of course it is also true that
old habits of thought die hard
and that politicians cling desper-
ately to the illusions of power
politics. But the whole point of
the campaign to my mind is to
break down these illusions. It
secems to me to be very evident
that there are divisions amongst

the leaders on both sides of the
iron curtain about the usefulness
of negotiations, It is our job to
throw our weight on the side
of those who are realistic
enough to understand what
nuclear warfare means.

Of course, if it is true that
either capitalism or Stalinism
cannot make the necessary ad-
justments which disarmament
involves,” they will collapse. 1
imagine for example that in
Britain a slump could be pre-
cipitated by a sudden reduction
of state spending. Alright, this
is the point at which the
campaigners demand that full
employment shall be maintained
by a switch to new state expen-
diture of various kinds. If capit-
alism can’t do this, well we get
rid of capitalism.

LET’S SURVIVE

The teason why I didn't
discuss the problems of re-con-
version are purely administrative.
A second part of the pamphlet
was to have been written but
was not ready in time. I don’t
pretend to be an economist my-
self, so I didn’t feel that I could
write with authority about this.

On U.N. It’s precisely in the
stalemate situations where UN
initiatives have some signific-
ance, and it’s these situations
which at present might trigger
off world war. I didnt claim
that UN would be able to force
action in non-stalemate situat-
ions like S. Africa. The problem,
however, is how to resolve, say,
the Berlin situation in the long
run without resort to war. We
could, I suppose, wait for the
International Socialist Common-
wealth, but Healy and Kidron
and, indeed, Hall are taking so

@® See page S
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Nye Bevan = a Seocialist analysis

by JOHN FAIRHEAD

S I have said, the mistake was made by not following the socialist
policy right through in a clean and direct fashion”
(Aneurin Bevan, In Place of Fear, p 99).

Bevan’s death affords the opportunity to pass in review the pattern
and progress of the British Left during his life-span. He reacted
sensitively to the winds and storms which rocked the working-class
movement for 50 years.

In his political testament and autobiography, written in 1952, Bevan
describes his awakening to the reality of class struggle at the time of
the miners’ lock-out in 1921. In a passage which gives the key to
his political outlook throughout his life, he retails Bob Smillie’s story
of the interview of the miners leaders with Lloyd George.

Lloyd George is said to have “threatened” the union chiefs with
his own resignation and that of his Cabinet. And he taunted them
with words which meant: “Run the country without us if you can,
and if you dare™.

Smillie and the others at once retreated. And never once does
Bevan question their action. He draws, to be sure, the correct con-
clusion that the simplist syndicalism of 1910-1920 was inadequate
when the chips were down., The workers, he rightly believed, must
organize politically for the conquest of power.

Bevan’s life, he tells us, became a quest for the source and the
centre of that power and the means by which his own class might
attain it. Throughout a lifetime of brilliant jousting in innumerable
mocktournaments, this crusader never reached his grail.

Fixing his gaze on the parliamentary foreground, he was awatge of
the clash of interests in the middle distance, but never wavered in his
early insistence on the subordination of the industrial struggle to the,
for him, “‘decisive” contest at Westminster. For this reason, the
horizon of workers’ power lay always beyond his ken

He chose to'fight on Lloyd George’s ground, neither proclaiming
nor recognizing the need for workers in struggle to fashion the kind
of Party which would prepare for power by seeing the capitalist state
as the enemy and organizing to smash it. From his first days in
politics he believed parliament and the state machine to be neutral
agencies, which the workers must capture and use.

Within this context the whole tragedy of Bevan’s political life,
whose final act was played out at Brighton in 1957, may be seen to
assume a pattern. “Democratic socialism™, he wrote (p 170) “is a
child of modern society... its chief enemy is vacillation. for it must
achieve passion in action in the pursuit of qualified judgments” (my
italigs).

THE PARLIAMENTARY ROAD

Bevan’s support of the People’s Front before the war, like his
participation in the Labour Cabinet later, was the product of this
passionate pursuit of the lesser evil. His vision bounded by parlia-
ment, he was obliged to identify the enemy not as capitalism, but as
the Tories.

The logic of such a position is enexorable, and Bevan did not
hesitate to follow it. If parliament be the seat of power and the Tory
party its repository, then what is required at all costs is to oust the
Tories “vermin”, as he rightly called them, but he shrank from
insecticide.

This being so, the enemies of the Tories must “qualify their judg-
ments” sufficiently to unite against them. Within this unity, the
ultimate goal must pass mto the keeping of “key people”, and in the
last resort of a “key man”. By such reasoning Bevan concluded that
his presence in a Labour Cabinet was the decisive factor. “You are
all expendable”, he told his henchmen in a famous outburst.

The important thing is that the Left-wing should benefit from
Bevan’s experience, which is simply its own experience refined and
crystallized in the career of one man, incontrovertibly its most
distinguished representative.

@ from page 4

long over this! By all means
let's get on with the socialist
revolution, but in the meanwhile.
let’s try to survive.

On the question of the
dangers of a German-American
alliance, I would want to em-
phasise two points. One is that
unless our unilateral action is
followed by rapid moves towards
international agreement the al-
liance will come into existence.
But the other is that we should
do everything we can by inter-
nationalising the campaign to
prevent it becoming effective if
Adenauer and Eisenhower ftry
to set it up. I was certainly at
fault in my pamphlet in not
emhasising this second aspect.
At the same time I think that
a revolt of Europe against the
bomb is such a speculative pro-

position at the moment that it
is simply an illusion to suppose
that this is going to prevent the
American-German tie-up.

I would agree with the pro-
position that ND campaigning
must eventually become a cam-
paign for socialism. But the way
in which I see this as happening
is that some sort of disarmament
argeement will be forced on the
big powers, who will then get
into economic difficulties which
only socialism can solve, It is
up to us to campaign under
some such slogan as “Disarm-
ament need not mean unemploy-
ment” to drive this point home.
What I do resist is the version
of Marxist doctrine which
simply says “It's no good. We
can’t do anything to stop
H-bomb war, while the present
lot are in power.

There are signs that it is beginning to do so. Cousins, on whom
Bevan's mantle has momentarily fallen, has already placed it on
record that he is interested in a Labour government only as a means
to introduce socialism.

Yet the disease is not eradicated. This very Cousins has stepped
back on several occasions from calling the strength of the class into
action—from the busmen’s strike in 1958 to the anti-apartheid boycott
in 1960, crippled by the absence of any lead to the dockers.

The British working class, revived by the post-war boom and in
a stronger position than at any time since 1945, is already in a time
of sharp skirmishes pending decisive battles.

The Left must find the way to lift the understanding of the
movement to the point at which socialist consciousness so pervades
the class in struggle that the challenge to capitalism can be issued.
It can do this job only by first ridding itself of illusions in parlia-
ment as anything but an incidental arena of battle, and by under-
standing that the state power of capitalism can be smashed only
by a Party steeled and prepared for this task.

GAITSKELL MUST GO!

by CLLR. BILL DOW

URRAH! for the South Paddington Labour Party motion—first
in the field with an agreed Resolution that Gaitskell must go.
How dare this party, which is certainly not one of the largest
in the country by a long chalk, oppose the “Mighty Leadership”.
The members of the organisation do not agree with the Daily
Herald Leader of the 14th July, when asking for unity in the
Labour Movement, that their’s is a shrill yelp from South Paddington.
These members know very well that they are voicing an opinion
of many members in the Labour Party and most certainly all of
the active and militant workers who have the job of facing the
clectorate on the doorstep whilst canvassing, and, discover that
after each election, that still more seats have been lost. The best
organisation and eclection machinery does not win seats. It is
necessary to have a strong leadership and Socialist policy.

We in the constituencies are not worried about the Tory voters
who come out to support their candidates. Our biggest headache
is that good Labour supporters amd sometimes life-long Labour
voters don’t bother to go to the Poll. The reasons given to us on
the doorstep for the “stay at home™ attitude is that some say they
do not see much difference between the two parties and others
say, that if the Labour Party cannot agree among themselves by
continually squabbling, why should they bother to vote. The latter
is quite true and unfortunately, we have lost many seats. But, who
is to blame? Hugh Gaitskell asks that we fall in behind him, and
everything will be OK. But the rank and file do not want to follow
his suggested watered down Socialist policies, he is completely out
of touch with the mood and wishes of the rank and file in the three
wings of the Labour Movement, and has been personally responsible
for creating an unnecessary bitter controversy in the Movement with
his new testament proposals on Clause IV of the Constitution. One
Trade Union after another at its Annual Conference has rejected
his proposals and faced with utter defeat, at this year’s Labour
Party Conference, he has now made a hasty retreat and dropped
the ideas for an Addendum of Clause 1V. The rank and file hope
that this will be the last of the matter and that it will not be raised
again in 1962.

SANITY AND SOCIALISM

Gaitskell and his cronies are also facing defeat at this year’s
Labour Party Conference on their Defence policy, for here again
during the last few months. we have seen the Trade Union vote
in a rising tide calling for renunciation of nuclear weapons and
unilateralist lead for the abolition of nuclear weapons, but despite
All this, Mr. Gaitskell and his friends have drawn up a new defence
strategy statement which asks the British Public to hide behind an
American nuclear weapon. It was bad enough previously under
a British nuclear "'weapon, but what an awful thought that we are
suddenly faced with a policy which ties us to American nuclear
weapons under the dictates of the White House and the Pentagon.
The militant rank and file of the Labour Movement are waiting
for a strong and forceful leadership armed with a real Socialist
policy. There is absolutely no case whatsoever to change the old
Socialist ideas, of men like Keir Hardie, Lansbury, William Morris
and' other early pioneers, who laid the foundation stones,—only
their clothes are old fashioned and out of date, but the basic
Socialist principles remain the same.

Let’s choose between (1) sanity and suicide by this country
giving a lead to the rest of the world in the abolition of nuclear
weapons, and, (2) between complete Socialism and Liberal/Tory
type of “Socialism™. The rank and file of the Labour Movément
have chosen sanity and Socialism, whilst Hugh Gaitskell has arrayed
himself on the other side of the barrier, Under these circumstances
he ought to resign and make way for a Ieader who understands
the feelings of the rank and file.
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EARLY STRUGGLES FOR WORKERS’® CONTROL

A VITAL SECTOR OF LABOUR MOVEMENT HISTORY

by JAMES HIGGINS

THE issue of Clause Four has reopened the discussion on the
Labour Party’s socialist raison detre, and if only for this
Gaitskell and his Frognal circle are to be congratulated. The fact
that the revisionists face certain defeat at the Labour conference is
further cause for congratulation, and the frantic back-pedalling that
the Gaitskellites are indulging in should cause no little pleasure
to readers of Socialist Review. The victory over the revisionists will
be a hollow one however if the opportunity is not taken of broad-
ening the discussion on Clause Four into channels which have more
direct connections with our socialist objectives.

It is true that nationalisation must be at the heart of socialist
policy, not because we desire to replace private ownership by a
state bureaucracy but because without collective ownership there can
be no socialism. In this context the question of workers’ control is
one of vital importance if the theoretical advantage given by

Gaitskells ineptitude is to be confirmed. The issue of workers’

control can once again become live to large numbers of workers in
the Labour Party and Trade Unions.

The history of the fight for workers’ control in the engineering
industry immediately before, during and after the first world war
is most effectively analysed by Branko Pribicevic a Yugoslav
research student in his book “The Shop Stewards Movement and

Workers' Control 1910-1922.”" This analysis in the period 1910-1922

is one that can provide some useful lessons for the future.

The movement for workers’ control during the period under con-
sideration (1910-1922) was divided into three main tendencies.
First the Industrial Unionists largely under the influence of the suc-
cess of the Wobblies in America (Industrial Workers of the World).
Secondly the syndicalists led by Tom Mann and last the Guild
Socialists. The first two trends were intensely suspicious of the
Labour Party and in fact whatever solid basis the movement had
was founded on disillusion with the meagre achievments of the
Parliamentary Labour Party in which great hopes for social and
economic advance had been placed.

DIRECT STRUGGLE NEEDED

The shift in this period was definitely towards industrial action.
The reason for this seem fairly clear. Despite the existence of a
sizable Labour group in the Commons, who it had been hoped
would be instrumental in establishing minimum wages and short-
ening hours, in the period 1900 to 1913 wages rose only 6.5%
while retail prices rose 16.5%. The general feeling not unnaturally
was that more direct forms of struggle with the bosses were called
for.

The classic socialist policy of nationalisation was to a degree dis-
credited, owing to the increasing tendency of the government 10
intervene in disputes, naturally on the side of the employers. It
was argued by many that if the state were cnly an instrument of
the employers then no radical improvements could be expected from
state nationalization. It will come as a surprise to many people
today who have only recently realised bureaucracy as a factor in
working class politics to discover that very early in the century
state bureaucratic control of industry was anathema to most 1n-
dustrial militants.

The theoretical point which united the three main tendencies, was
the deeply held conviction that capitalism could not be (}estroyed
by political action alone. From this basic agreement the divergence
on almost all other points was extremely wide. Industrial Unionists
were organised in two sections, the Socialist Labour Party, the
political wing and the Industrial Workers of Great Britain. The
theory of the movement which was based largely on the ideas of
Danicl de Leon can be summarised.

NEW REVOLUTIONARY MOVEMENT

The workers should unite politically and industrially .in a re-
volutionary party and new revolutionary trade unions. The trade
unions would of course be organised on the basis of the one big
union for each industry. By this parallel development of political
and industrial consciousness the peaceful socialist reyolution would

be carried.

First the workers would, through the medium of the ballot box,
elect a socialist majority in Parliament. On this happy day the
Industrial Unions would proceed to lock-out the employers. The
unions would in this theory be protected from counter-revolution
by the socialist control of the government. As soon as the workers

had taken over the factories and mines, the socialist majority would
adjourn itself.

In De Leon’s words: “Any attempt to prolong the political move-
ment would be usurpation”. In the new society the whole ad-
ministrative, economic and social structure would become the
province of the Industrial Unions. This schematic approach, which
fundamentally misunderstood the nature of the capitalist state, found
a few adherents mainly in Scotland. The attempts to form the new
industrial unions however were a failure.

Syndicalism which was imparted from France mainly by Tom
Mann who had previously been an Industrial Unionist. Mann con-
tinued to call for “One unmion for one industry”, but rejected the
De Leonite method. The main feature of the Syndicalist programme
was its insistence on the uselessness of political and in particular
Parliamentary action. Only through revolutionary industrial action

~could workers emancipation be achieved.

NO AGREEMENTS WITH BOSSES

Unlike the S.L.P. the Syndicalists were prepared to work in the
existing trade unions, and by almalgamation achieve the objective
of industrial unions. Because of this willingness to work in existing
mass movements, and take part in the day to day class struggles,
the movement exercised quite an influence for a time. The
Syndicalist League which was formed in 1910 welcomed everybody
who was willing to take part in the class struggles.

The League insisted that the unions should not sign long term
agreements with the employers and should abrogate all conciliation
agreements. The ultimate weapon in the working class armoury
would be the General Strike and when the workers, through the
amalgamations and the daily class struggles, had reached a sufficient
state of organisation in industrial unions the General Strike would
be called, the employers expropriated and the new society under
the control of the Unions proclaimed.

In general the syndicalists were delightfully vague as to the form
the new society would take. Trades Councils and Natignal
Industrial "unions were the basic organs of the new society, with
Trades Councils and Unions seperately federated. These two
federations would unite at the top in a supreme. Confederation.
This structure was to be the basis of the whole organisation. The
rigidly sectarian De Leonites would have nothing to do with the
Syndicalists, in fact the S.L.P. spated no effort in attacking Mann
and the League. Perhaps because of this the possibility of the two
movements modifying the weakness in each others policy were lost.

Guild Socialism was the brain-child of a group of middle class
intellectuals, the most prominent of whom was G.D.H. Cole. These
people produced masses of documents—after the manner of their
kind—attempting to lay down a policy which by a species of Fabian-
ism would transfer the ownership of industry to Guilds of workers
and consumers. The Guild Socialists evolved a complete system of
organisation for the new society, which was certainly more practical
than the often vague generalisations of the Industrial Unionists and
the Syndicalists.

CORNERING THE MARKET

They repudiated parliamentary government on the grounds that
no man could be represented in all his interests as a worker, con-
sumer etc.The National Guild was to be an Industrial Union
containing within its ranks all the technicians, managers and mutual
workers in the industry. Both employed and unemployed would be
full members of his or her approprizte Guild. All Guilds were to
be members of a Congress which would plan the economic develop-
ment of the country, settle inter-Guild disputes and cooperate with

the Consumer Guilds.

The method by which this desirable result was to be achieved
was called “Encroaching Control” which involved the gradual trans-
formation of the Unions into Industrial Unions and the gradual
taking over of managerial functions by these new unions. The
employers, it was thought would not be able to resist, because the
unions would have cornered the Labour market. The Guild
Socialist ideas gained quite considerable support and immediately
after the 1914-18 war the Miners and Railway unions adopted
modified Guild programmes, and the Union of Postal Workers in-
corporated Guild Socialism -entire into the Unions programme.
Even today, despite the generally reactionary line of the U.P.W.
the Union hierarchy still pay lip service to workers control in their
policy of joint control.

These three trends were all represented with their faults and
strengths in the shop stewards movement during the 1914-18 war.
The history of this movement will be the subject of a future article.







