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THIS year the march against the Bomb will be massive. More trade

unions and Labour Parties will bring their banners than
before. More supporters will be there. Young Socialists will be
present in strength, despite their Annual Conference (arranged by
some _extraordinary coincidence for the same weekend).

But one banner will be missing, unless even at this late hour a
correction is made. The Labour Party, which decided for
unilateralism at Scarborough, will not be represented by its National
Executive Committee. A careful study of everything that has recently
come out of Transport House does not reveal an intention on the
part of the Leader to set an example, his knapsack on his back.

Marxists have consistently argued that the heart of the movement
against war must be the organised working class. Unless this heart
is sound, the motions of the limbs will be feverish : the brain will be
clouded.

That is why. much as we have admired the courage of the Direct
Actionists, we have criticized their methods. To kick an opponent in
the shins is good. To deliver a body blow to the solar plexus is better.
The working class, which by withdrawing its labour could end the
H-bomb, is the only force which can deliver that blow.

The workers are not ready for this action yet. But their Party
has decided against the bomb. And the Party. mobilized fully in
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EGULAR readers of Socialist Review will perhaps have
ceased to examine our program— WHAT WE STAND
FOR’—on its monthly appearance on page eight.

This issue carries a completely new formulation of “‘WHAT WE
STAND FOR’. It is hoped that this new presentation will be of
more use to comrades in arguing the relevance of Socialist ideas
to their fellow factory and Labour Party workers.
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support of its decision, could and should be preparing the whole class
for action on the question.
If the leaders of the Party had really wished to carry out the
instructions given them by conference, they would at once have
Di

oached. Nuclear proposals for
joint action. They would have offered the support of every consti-
tuency and ward in organising this year’s march. They would have
suggested that they themselves should march at its head.

The attitude of the CND to these proposals is (and is likely to
remain) a matter for conjecture. But it is hard to believe that even
the most determinedly ““ non-political " of its supporters would have
rejected them out of hand.

But the Labour Party Leader and Deputy Leader, who do not
carry out conference decisions, but spurn and sabotage them, have
naturally no intention of doing otherswise on this occasion.

At least they should be told the views of the rank and file. At
least they should be made aware of what is expected of them. Con-
stituency Labour Parties should demand official support for the Alder-
maston March, with the participation of the NEC. They should say
to the gentlemen who for the time being are floating on top of this
Labour movement : “‘ Lead, in the spirit of decisions taken—or get

out!”
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TU COMMENTARY

KARL DUNBAR

AEU Assistant General Secret-

ary, Ernie Roberts was forc-
ed to withdraw his name as a
spensor to the recent Daily
Worker conference, under threat
of “possible expulsion from the
Labour Party”. For Bro. Roberts
this was not the first time such
threats had been made, although
his support for various public
meetings has always been in his
personal capacity and not that of
his organization.

This interference in the right
of the individual to publicly sup-
port causes in which he believes,
should be condemned in the
strongest terms by all who be-
lieve in freedom and democracy.
Today it is Bro. Roberts,
tomorrow it could be you.

{{ROM Germany comes the

news of a plan to get non
unionists to contribute to union
funds. We must agree that this
is a new one in industrial think-
ing, but unfortunately there is a
nasty sting in the tail.

The Building Workers Union
charman, George Leber, argues
that a ‘solidarity contribution’ by
al workers is ‘fair’ because of
the material benefits enjoyed by
those workers through union
negotiation. This is certainly an
arguable point, one which could
well be discussed in our own
movement, and there would be
some very. interesting views put
forward.

In the case of the German
TU movement prosperity has
resulted in a sharp decline in
union membership. Ten years
ago 40 percent of all workers
were organised, today that has
fallen to 32 percent.

"Perhaps it is because of this
that Herr Leber adds the sting
of ‘compulsory arbitration’ to the
proposal. But to deprive work-
ers of their one weapon, the
right to strike, is a price too
high to pay for any immediate
and certainly temporary benefits.

JRECENTLY a dispute on the

Shell building site, which last-
ed for over a month, again spot-
lighted the problem of the ever
disappearing demarcation lines.

Similar to the well-known
shipyard strikes over the use of
new materials the Shell dispute
concerned who should fix cast
iron pipes for the cooling system
of the air conditioning plant.

The unions involved were the
Plumbers Union and the Heating
and Domestic Engineering
Union. It is all too easy to con-
demn this kind of dispute as un-
reasonable, indeed the Fleet
Street press make this argument
their sol estock in trade, but
where workers’ jobs are placed
in jeopardy by an employing
class who always seek to break
down existing practices without
reference to the workers con-
ditions and wage rates, all
workers must be on their guard.

But this is certainly a problem
for the movement. With the in-
troduction of new materials and
new processes more and more
demarcation disputes will arise,
especially where work is scarce.
We need a strong, united move-
ment to fight the bosses. In the
struggle against sackings and
short time every link in the
chain needs to be as strong as
possible.

What should be our attitude
towards these problems, pro-
blems which result in worker
literally against worker, with the
boss sitting back reaping the
benefit of our disunity? Surely
the answer lies in amalgamation.
Let workers who exist in unions
whose original craft status has
virtually disappeared put their
strength into another union with
general and wide scope.

The T&GWU was built
through the merging of many
small unions—the AEU also—
but there is still much to be done
in the field of amalgamation.

It must be common sense to

strengthen our movement and
there’s no time like the present
to grow new muscles.

'"THE news that the Tory

Government intended to in-
crease charges for certain items
under the National Health Ser-
vice was the cause of much
comment in the workshop, and
there was a general feeling that
these should be resisted in one
way or another,

A few Labour Party members
who discussed this, and who
were aware of the feeling that it
engendered, decided to move
quickly and get something done.

It was felt that although a
motion of censure had been
tabled by the Parliamentary
Labour Party this alone would
not cause the Tories to abandon
their proposals. It was felt that
extra parliamentary action would
be needed.

The Shop Stewards Commit-
tee was approached, through the
convenor, who endorsed the idea
of a petition which called for
industrial action,

The petition was drafted and
in the space of a few hours 540
signatures were collected from
workers at ENV. The petition
was then sent to the EC of the
AEU who we hope will consider
it at their next meeting. The
terms of the petition are as fol-
lows:

“We the undersigned trade
unionists wish to place on record
our protest at the increased
charges which the Government
mtends to levy on items coming
within the scope of the National
Health Service. This vicious

" piece of class legislation will hit

hardest at those who are least
able to pay, and it strikes at the
very roots of a very necessary
social service. We call on our
Executive Committee to press
for action by the Labour oppos-
ition and the TUC, and pledge
ourselves to support industrial
action, which we insist our EC
and the TUC should call, in
order to reverse this proposed
legislation™.

We are hoping that this
petition, with its’ call for action,
will be answered by the EC in
a positive manner. It would
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however reinforce our aims if
other workshop organisations,
TU  branches and Trades
Councils sent in similar requests.

JIM STEVENS. ETU

WITH last year’s victories of

the London  Transport
power workers—which achieved
at long last Central Electricity
Authorities” rates and conditions
for workers in the electrical
engineers department—one pro-
blem remained unsolved, and is
receiving the full attention of
both rank-and-file members and
TU officials.

This is the total inadequacy
of the BTC Sick Pay & Pension
Scheme. The pension scheme is
governed by Act of Parliament
and is therefore not negotiable,
but we have room to manaevre
over the sick pay scheme.

“If we can work under CEA
conditions why can’t we be sick
under the same conditions?”
says the ETU’s National Officer,
Bill Benson, thereby echoing the
opinion of the vast majority of
the workers. An attempt has
already been made by the LTE
to evaluate the CEA sick pay
scheme in terms of a weekly
cash allowance paid to us in our
wage packet. This was rejected
by the TU officials who received:
the endorsement of the wvast
majority of our members. This
attempt to give a few pence to a
man when he it fit and well
against full pay when he needs
it most is utterly ridiculous and
will 'be “resisted with all means
at our disposal.

Attempts are still being made
by same shop stewards to heal
the splits in TU unity which oc-
curred during the power strikes.

A small chink of light is the
attempt in the Sub Station
Engineers action to reconvene
the now extinct shop stewards
monthly meeting which gives a
chance to shop floor stewards to
have direct access to those
stewards who sit on the official
negotiating machinery, If this is
successful it could be the break
through we are working for.
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COUNCILS IN CRISIS

BY RAY CHALLINOR

COUNCILLOR—NEWCASTLE—STAFFS.

THE Labour Party’s National
Executive Committee, hav-
ing acquired an aversion to all
conferences since Scarborough,
have decided not to hold a con-
ference for Labour Groups on
Local Authorities this year. It
took this decision, I might add.
quite unilaterally, without first
seeing whether the Liberal or
Tory Parties intended to suspend
theirs. Also, it took this decision
without considering the urgent
needs for co-ordinating local
government policy, and syn-
“aromizing all efforts to bring the
: 2 bear on

rates. a feeling of discontent pre-
vails and, as the St. Pancras rent
strike shows, could be harnessed
against the Government. How-
ever, where Labour Councils just
carry out the directives from
Whitehall, becoming little better
than tools (in every sense of the
word) of Tory policy. then it is
often the Labour Party that re-
ceives odium.

Labour councillors are fre-
quently effected by a peculiar
disease—council cretinism—
which afflicts the eyes, making
them so short-sighted that they
see no farther than the parish

contd. page 3
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ON THE

WRONG TRACK

BY STAN MILLS

JN March 1960 the Guillbaud
Committee made its report on
railway pay. To judge by the
ecstasies  which convulsed the
capitalist press for some time
after the report one would have
assumed that the golden age for
railwaymen had arrived.

The real facts bear little re-
semblance to those presented in
the press. While it is true that
some grades at the top of the
scale received reasonable (but
long overdue) increases, Ssome
are still in the position of finish-
ing the week with a take home
pay of less than 8 pounds with
the majority in the 9 to 10
pounds per week income bracket.

Many railwaymen of course
supplement their meagre wages
with excessive overtime and it
is a commonplace for a railway-
man to work 7 days a week for
months at a stretch. For
thousands of others however this
opportunity to supplement wages
does not exist.

Recently the Branch Secretary
of the Wear Valley and Shildon
NUR branch was reported in the
local news paper as saying “That
the ever present danger of men
becoming fatigued and strained
through too frequent turns of
duty cannot be ignored”. This
report followed a statement from
the Branch that the management
had cancelled rest days for
siznalmen in the Darlington
district for the holiday period
which extends from April to
October.

Why, it may be asked, is such
action by the management
necessary? The short and only
answer 1s the shortage of staff
caused by the miserable pay and
conditions on British Railways.

If the BTC think that the
Guillebaud wage awards will
keep the railwaymen happy they
would be quickly disillusioned

by a glance at the number of re-
quests pouring in to the NUR
headquarters from branches cal-
ling for a new wage claim.

We are never allowed to forget
that British Railways are in the
red—but what is carefully kept
from us is that the stockholders,
moneylenders, and big business

tycoons are cashing in to the
tune of thousands of millions of
pounds when rail workers are
hard pressed to make ends meet.

The former owners are to be
paid 970 millions plus 3%
interest by the year 2008. To
repair the depredations of the
former owners prior to National-
isation, the BTC has to find
1580 millions for modernisation.
Private industry will of course
take a large chunk of these mil-
lions in juicy contracts for
electrification, diesel and diesel
electric locomotives. By 1963 the
money lenders will be reaping
an annual harvest of 85 millions
due to the Railways having to
borrow - money on the open
market at rates of interests of
6%, or more.

Ultimately the solution to the
railwaymens’ problem is a
political one. Although minor
omprovements can be obtained
by determined struggle we can-
not expect any real change
under the existing set-up.

The Labour movement must
put an end to this farce and en-
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sure the return of a Labour
Government pledged to a pro-
gramme of Socialist Nationalis-
ation under Workers’ Control.
The NUR was in the forefront
of the workers™ control move-
ment before the 1914-1918 war
and it must become increasingly
apparent that the aims of the
pioneers of railway unionism are
more consistent with the best in-
terests of both the workers in
the industry and the travelling
public—who will be better serv-
ed by rail workers committees
than the present bunch of retired
generals, superannuated civil
servants and company directors.

In the meantime we should
press for the end of high com-
pensation, the shifting of the
railway deficit to the National
Debt, and penerous subsidies to
nationalised industries requiring
improvement.

Only by a positive demand for
socialist planning and control of
transport can the railwaymen
expect to gain the full fruits of
their labour.

Brooke’s Scheme Means Higher Rents

BY A. MEPHAM

S economic climate grows
ever colder so Tory legislat-
ion becomes more and more ob-
viously distinctively class legislat-
tion. The Tory squeeze on hous-
ing and rents applied gradually

over the past seven years, (i.e..

since the 1954 Rent Act) has
evolved -as ‘a threat not only to
the living standard of private
landlord tenants, not just as an
attack upon council tenants as
such, not even to mortgagees
alone; this calculated drive now
embraces all who have a roof
over their heads.

Every time the Tories push up
rents of privately owned pro-
perty, so automatically our
councils are forced to raise their
rents; equally automatically up
goes the price of new housing
and interest rates. . The Tories’
latest proposals, deliberately dis-
criminating against coucils which
seek to maintain a fair rent, will
force another round of rent rais-
ing.

%‘Designed to penalise those
councils which charge grossly

uneconomic rents” (Daily Tele-
graph 15. 2), there will be a
means test under which councils
will have to prove their willing-
ness to enter the super rentrais-
ing stakes, before receiving
their housing subsidy of £24 per
year per house. Should any
councils refuse to accept this
economic blackmail, then they
will receive merely £8 per year
per house.

The facts are plain, economic
rents are utterly impossible, and
are made so by the constant de-
mands for higher and higher pro-
fits by the manufacturers. Build-
ing materials costs have risen
tremendously and the monopol-
ies commission only recently
pronounced judgement against
the price fixing by the building
materials firms.

Apart from the attacks on
council tenants, the Tories aim
to give £25 million to approved
housing societies on the same
conditions as those applying to
local councils through the public

works loan board, to build hous-
es to let at unsubsidised rents.
“The rents may be £4 a week
exclusive of rates” (Guardian,
15. 2). Already the Tories and
their landlord friends have
brought . untold misery into
thousands of homes through the
vicious class legislation aimed
at proving that housing is fit
only for profits and not for
human needs.

The complete cynicism of the
ruling class can be seen when
on the same day that Henry
Brooke makes his preopsals the
“defence” budget is increased by
£39 million. :

There can be no hanging back
at this stage of the battle against
Toryism; all sections of the com-
munity are affected and this
should prompt Labour to dis-
card the outdated methods of
pursuing the problems of this or
that particular section and rally
the entire working class for the
really fundamental battle against
the Tories.

from page 2
pump. This results in unedifying
spectacles of Labour-controlled
councils wasting their time fight-
ing one another instead of the
Tories. For example, Stafford-
shire. County <Council and
Dudley, at the time both Labour,
spent £50,000 of public money
in legal costs fighting each other
over a strip of land. Of course
the Tories were jubilant about
this and used it at the election—
it helped them to gain control of
Staffordshire.

Further, the recent boundary
changes in the West Midlands
caused another rash of petty

squabbles which, as the Tories
are adept at divide-and-rule, will
inevitably  rebound  against
Labour. One of the effects of
these changes is likely to be the
re-carving of  parliamentary
boundaries so that several
Labour MPs, including the forth-
right Harold Davies of Leek, are
almost certain to loose their
seats.

The lessons of this are ob-
vious. Labour councillors can
only be united when they are
struggling together for a com-
mon aim. It is the absence of
any sort of progressive lead that
creates disunity.
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REVIEWS

HAROLD MOHR

SINCE the nationalisation of

the mines, railways, electric-
ity, gas, etc.,, under Attlee’s
Labour Government, the problem
of the actual interrelation
between state industry and
private industry continues to
need clarification. Recently a
study was published®* which ex-
plores the relationship between
the ‘public’ and private sectors
of the economy. It explores the
effects on the nationalised in-
dustries of government action de-
signed to strengthen the capital-
ist economy. “This relationship
is found to be one of subordinat-
jon to the short-run needs and
interests of capitalist industry.”

Subordination of the national-
ised sector is an inevitable corol-
lary of the confusion within the
Labour movement on the funct-
ion of nationalised industries, of
short-run private business press-
ures and an anti-inflationary
emphasis in Government polic-
ies.. Subordination is a result of
the attempt to transform Britain
by evolutionary policies. It has
only succeeded, however, in
transforming ‘socialism’ (nation-
alised sector) into an adjunct of
monopoly capitalism. Although
Hughes does not draw all of
these conclusions, and although
he limits his analysis to the more
‘obvious’ deficiencies of nation-
alisation ,the pamphlet undoubt-
edly exposes both Right-wing
Labour and Tory economic
policies in this field.

“BREAK-EVEN” RULE

For example, official Labour
thinking in nationalisation was
(and is) hopelessly inadequate.
It “turns upon the equating of
public service with current con-
sumer satisfaction; this, in a
situation where the economy re-
mains predominantly capitalist
and the main consumers of
nationalised goods and services
are none other than capitalist in-
dustry and commerce.”

The result of this was the so-
called “break-even” rule—that
the revenue of a nationalised in-
dustry should, taking one year
with another, equal its outgoings.
Of course, the acceptance and
pursuit of this policy was based
on more than one consideration,
political expediency and the
pressures of private industry
seeking products and goods on
the cheap were important also
in this connection.

The results of this “break-
even” policy have been dis-
astrous. The nationalised in-
dustries have failed to raise
from their revenues funds for

development, and have even
failed adequately to cover de-
preciation. Consequently they

“not merely had to borrow to
finance all their net capitalist
formation and all their stock-
building, but also two-fifths of
their estimated capital con-
sumption in the last decade.”
The contrast between the two
sectors of the economy could
not be clearer, there is no doubt
who is the senior partner: “The
public corporations had a large
deficit after allowing for de-

a review of John Hugh’s
pamphlet “Nationalization in the
Mixed Economy”

preciation... and a much larger
one after allowing for net invest-
ment, By 1958 this involved
them in borrowing over £500
million p.a. The company sector
not only had a large surplus...
after allowing for depreciation,
but even after financing all their
net investment in Britain.” ...
But this is only the first
chapter of the story. Our hero
is not only trapped but subject
also to blackmail. This pricing
policy (with its attendant debts)
represents in effect an annual
subsidy to industrial and com-
mercial users of nationalised
goods (and these amount fo over
509, of the total sales of the
‘public’ sector). It means a sub-
sidy of well over £100 million

p-a.
PARASITISM

Deficits mean mounting debt
burdens. To give just one ex-
ample: interest payments (of all
nationalised industries) in 1947
amounted to £91 million p.a.
By 1958 this sum had risen to
£221 million p.a., and by the
mid-1960’s the industries together
will probably be paying out
something like £350 million p.a.
Not only this. Weakness breeds
disease—Parasitism. Rentiers
(“i.e., people who live by ‘clip-
ping coupons’, who take no part
whatever in production, whose
profession is idleness”—Lenin’s
apt description) draw “from the
public corporations each year...
over £250 million.’

However, the exploitation of
the nationalised sector does not
end here. Between 1949-58 the
nationalised industries purchased
about £12,000 million of goods
and services from private in-
dustry, which is a rate of
purchase of about £1,500 p.a.
Yet there is no clearly form-
ulated procedure or set of rules
for awarding contracts. (Person-
al connections with private firms
occasionally result in ‘deals’).
No effort is made to break
through cartel rings. Summaris-
ing the findings of the Monopol-
ies Commission Report on ‘The
Supply of Electrical and Allied
Machinery and Plant’, Hughes
writes: “The Monopoly Com-
mission found that manufactur-
ers were fixing common prices
despite variations in cost of pro-
duction; this protected the
position of the high cost produc-
ers and meant very high profit
margins for the low cost produc-
ers. The manufacturers justified
this partly in terms of the high
cost of capital investment and
and research. Central Electricity
Authority orders accounted for
80 per cent of the home market
trade in major generating equip-
ment... As an example of what
was happening, the Report
showed that profit rates on cost
for members of the cartel on
large motors and alternators sold
in the home market had been
9.3 per cent in the boom year
1937, but were over 25 per cent
in 1951 and 1952.” Could ex-
ploitation be carried further?

The answer is Yes. The Tory
Government and their friends on
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MIXED UP ECONOMY

the Boards have consistently
used the nationalised industries
for purposes of wage restraint.
Wage issues have not been
viewed on their merits, but
“have been narrowly viewed
from the angle of cost of pro-
duction... on an accounting
calculation of the price rise any
wage increase would precipitate.”
Moreover, the government has
frequently intervened “with the
intention of delaying, reducing,
or outright refusing wage in-
creases.”

Consequently, the rate of in-
crease of the wages of workers
in the nationalised industries has
lagged behind the rate in other
major industries, as Hoghes’
calculations clearly show:

Earnings, Men
Oct. 1952 to Oct. 1959
percentage increase

Paper and Printing

Vehicles

Chemical and Allied

‘ALL INDUSTRIES’
Electricity Supply

Gas Supply

Tram & Bus Service (not LTE)
Coal mining

Is further proof needed of the
subordinate role of the ‘public’
sector? Or of its exploitation by
Tory governments?

Perhaps a few words, finally,
to clinch the issue on the govern-
ment’s intervention in pricing
policies. When prices have risen

m the private monopoly sector

(over which the government has
little control), as they did when
the economy moved towards full
capacity in 1950-51; 1954-55;

1959-60 “the government has re-
lied on exerting disproportionate
pressure on the nationalised in-
dustries in an effort to stabilise
the price level.” An example of
this sort of behaviour was the
Government’s refusal in 1956 to
allow the Transport Commission
to increase freight charges. “It
is said,” to quote the Financial
Times on this issue, “to be an
independent decision of the
Commission. Independence is an
ambiguous word. There is in-
direct pressure and there is
direct pressure... the Government
has employed both.*

This is an interesting and
clearly argued pamphlet. The
author’s evolutionary socialism
impairs somewhat the value of

Industrial
Earnings Index

— Men
64/, % 119
589 112
56%, 101
SE50r 100
S503L* 95
43/ 91
) 7 e ; 90
339, 122

the later sections, but the first
two-thirds of the work are of
great interest, Too little is known
in the way of hard facts of the
nature of the ‘mixed’ economy.
Perhaps this pamphlet will set
socialists searching and thinking.

*Nationalised Industries in the
Mixed Economy, by John
Hughes. Published by Fabian
Society, 1960. 4/-.

JOHN McGOVEN -
APOSTLE OF MRA

MR John McGovern’s auto-

biography, “Neither Fear
Nor Favour”, would have been
really interesting had he dealt
more fully and accurately with
the events he refers to. Knowing
that I was almost certain to be
mentioned in the book I had a
personal interest in reading it.
Having read it I now wonder
why he troubled to write it.
Perhaps the boost given to
M.R.A. in the final chapters is
regarded as sufficient justification
for the effort.

It is the story of an individual-
ist who hardly ever played a
part in the mass struggles on
Clydeside. He opposed the first
world war, but, although a
plumber to trade, he was not in-
volved in the industrial struggles
of the period. I first met him
at a stormy pro-war meeting in
1916, when I seconded an amend-
ment, in his place, because his
foreman was on the platform.

He tells about getting tickets
of admission to a pro-war meet-
ing duplicated. He also tells
about stewards being armed
with metal piping to defend a
meeting addressed by Ramsay
MacDonald. As a member of the
LL.P. he played an active part
in propaganda work from 1916

BY HARRY McSHANE

onwards. He names some of the
active figures of that period, but,
strange to say, there is mno
mention of John Maclean.

The 40 hours strike is only
mentioned in passing. It takes
up nine lines in which he refers
to the riot and says, “Shinwell
disappeared for a time”. Shinwell
was the most prominent figure
in the strike. After the riot he
went to the Trades Council office
and destroyed some papers. He
was arrested and given a longer
sentence than any of the other
accused men.

He disposes of his association
with Guy Aldred and the Anti-
Parliamentary Communist Feder-
ation in a few pages. His break
with Aldred is glossed over..
Having heard two conflicting
versions of the quarrel I think
it is a pity that McGovern did
not_provide his readers with a
fuller account.

McGovern went to Australia
for a short period. On his return
he went back to the LL.P.,
became a Parish Councillor and,
later, a City Councillor. On the
death of John Wheatley, early
in 1930, a new parliamentary
candidate had to be selected for
Shettleston.

The IL.P. put forward the
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name of John McGovern. There

were queries about his trade
union membership leading to
protests by Glasgow Trades
Council to the Labour Party.
Despite this, McGovern was
selected. He won the seat but
the methods adopted to make
him the candidate were dicussed
at the Labour Party conference
in 1931. He was expelled from
the Labour Party and was the
only LL.P. candidate in
Glasgow to have a Labour
ponent in the 1931 general
election. There is nothing about
this in the book.

It was during 1931 that he
began to take part in activities
organised by the National Un-
employed Workers’ Movement,
of which I was Scottish Organ-
iser, and, later, National Chair-
man. McGovern played no part
in the organisation of marches
or demonstrations. He simply
walked in and took part when he
felt like it. He never came near
the offices of the organisation.

He tells of a riot that took
place in October, 1931. Accord-
ing to his version he turned
up and was arrested while
Kerrigan, Middleton and
McShane failed to turn up. I
called that demonstration and
did turn up. I was in the dock
along with McGovern.

The demonstration was a fol-
low-up to one held a week earlier
when the effigy of a Glasgow
magistrate was burned on a
public square. Kerrigan was with
me at that first demonstration.
McGovern was not there. He
was not expected, just as he was
not expected at the demonstrat-
ion discussed in his book. At
this second demonstration; T had
the assistance of Robert McLen-
nan, now Assistant Secretary of
the Electrical Trade Union.

We had the demonstrators as-
sembled on Glasgow Green when
we saw the police mass near the
entrance. It was a dark night so
we went down the ranks to tell
the demonstrators what was hap
pening and to warn them against
provocation. When we got to the
head of the demonstration again
the baton charge had started. It
was then we got to know of
McGovern’s arrival and arrest.
McLennan and I took scattered
remnants of the demonstrators
out of the Green. McLennan was
hit with a baton.

McGovern says that I turned
up disguised. After the de-
monstration was scattered I
decided to keep an appointment
with a man from another
country, at midnight. I had to
pass through a street where
there were still many policemen.
I took a tram and there I met a
member of the E.C. of the Com-
munist Party who insisted on me
wearing his hat and coat. On the
road I remembered about a
meeting of the Free. Spech
Council, of which I was a mem-
ber, and decided to call in there.
I was, of course, wearing another
man’s hat and coat,

On the following Sunday, a
mass meeting was addressed by
Maxton, Buchanan, Aldred and
myself. An attempt was made to
keep me off the platform but the
workers wouldn’t have it. The

other speakers deplored the ar-
rests and the casualties and used
them as a warning for the future.
To this day, I have always felt
some satisfaction over the fact

-that I met the wishes of the

workers present by asking for
more militancy and better organ-
isation, so that next time the
casualties would be on the other
side. I am not ashamed of that.

McGovern and I were ac-
quitted, but ten others were sent
to prison for three months. He
says a lot about imprisonment,
but he was only there from the
Thursday until the following

. Wednesday. That is all the im-

prisonment he ever had. One
could easily get the impression
from McGovern’s book that the
demonstrations were finished
after that riot. There were many
more, and there was a riot in
1932, when 14 policemen were
injured without a single casualty
on our side. Sir Parcy Sillitoe
refers to this in his book. I did
not shed a tear.

Dealing with a hunger march
in which he took part, McGovern
refers to a decision that the un-
employed ask for a hearing at
the Bar of the House. He says
that this was comforting to Wal
Hannington and myself as we had
been censured for a similar

decision during a previous march
to London. This is not true, It
is the other way round.

We were demanding that we
be allowed to present a Petition
containing one million signatures
of people protesting against the
Means Test. There had been a
battle in Hyde Park on the day
of the arrival of the marchers.
There was another battle at
Trafalgar Square on the Sunday.
We had arranged for a march
to the House of Commons on
the Tuesday evening. McGovern
met us at Fulham workhouse on
the Monday and suggested that
he present the Petition. We
turned him down. That same
evening McGovern  attacked
Hannington and myself in the
House of Commons. He said we
preferred “to rely on their mas-
sed sfrength to force Parliament
to. allow their deputation to ap-
pear”. The “Evening News” con-
gratulated McGovern on “smok-
ing out Messrs Hannington and
McShane”. “The Times” con-
gratulated him on his discovery
that the marchers were out to
“incite  disorder”. On the

Five

Tuesday morning Hannington
was arrested. Hannington and I
were criticised by C.P. leaders
for meeting McGovern. The
whole story had been distorted.

Throughout the book, Mec-
Govern criticises many  of his
earlier colleagues. He confuses
dates and fails to deal fully with
a single event.

His obsession with the Com-
munist Party completely distorts
his view. In this connection, he
refers to his two visits to Spain.
He does not mention the fact
that after his first visit he wrote
a pamphlet, “Why The Bishops
Back Franco”. After his second
visit he wrote another, “The Red
Terror In Spain”. Much of
what he says about the Com-
munist Party is true but he does
exaggerate.

He has great praise for
Maxton. The greatest living man
is Frank Buchman, The M.R.A.
is hailed as having the solution
to all problems.

He may be of some value to
Buchman and company, but he
is no loss to the working class
movement.
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CANDID COMMENTARY

BY JOHN WILKES

RITING in the right-wing

Socialist Commentary, John
Fox argues that the trade union
block vote, cast for unilateral
nuclear disarmament, did not re-
present the feelings of the major-
ity of their members, only a
vocal, highly active minority. He
suggests trade unions should bal-
lot members on this issue. Now,
if Fox favours the principle of
holding a referendum, why
doesn’t he propose holding it on
a national basis? There’s a far
better case for it.

Whereas trade unionists have
had an opportunity of consider-
ing the question of nuclear dis-
armament on a principled basis,
of voting either for or against at
trade union branches and con-
ferences, the electorate has had
no such chance. At the last
General Election with the choice
of governments led either by
MacMillan or Gaitskell, the
question of nuclear disarm-
ament, the most vital of *our
epoch, was never really raised
during the Election.

Being a supporter of the old
fashioned theory that people
should have a say in their own
destiny, I am not opposed to the
idea of a referendum. It would
be interesting to know—and by
no means a foregone conclusion
for the MacGaitskells—if the
British people wanted American

bases in Britain. Do they favour
Britain being in an alliance with
ex-Nazis generals? Are they sup-
porters of the Government’s
present policy of cutting expend-
iture on the health services but
not hydrogen bombs? I wonder.

VWHATEVER happens in the

next few months, CND has
got to do a lot of fresh thinking.
And Dr. Donald Soper has
adequately shown it isn’t coming
from him. Writing in Tribune, he
admits “the Prime Minister, who
was able to contain the resign-
ation of Lord Salisbury, is in no
great danger today from un-
ilateralists.” Later in the same
article he argues “CND has won
a battle”. How you can win
while leaving your opponent un-
scathed is something Ingmar
Johanssen would no doubt like
to know before he has a return
bout with Paterson.

“There is solid ground for
hoping,” Soper continues, that
the leaders of the Great Powers
would conclude an agreement for
multilateral  nuclear  disarm-
ament. CND had, in Soper’s
opinion, helped to create the
favourable climate for this
dramatic achievement. Almost
before the printer’s ink used for
Soper’s article had dried,
President Kennedy made a rude
noise in his ear, annoucing a

further expansion in America’s
missile programme. Immediately,
big business and top brass in
the States greeted this announce-
ment with wild delight, share
prices rose, and hopes of great
expectations increased.

Is Soper—or anyone else for
that matter—so naive as to think
that Kennedy, who was loyally
supported during his election by
the arms lobby, would sign a
disarmament agreement that
would put many Americans out
of business and endanger the
whole economy? It is here that
politics, the need for a socialist
analysis of the causes of war,
creeps in. It is here that CND
shows its fundamental weakness.
Instead of lugubriously announc-
ing that “I see no possibility of
linking CND with a specifically
socialist objective”, Soper should
be working towards that end.

For the future of the Labour
Party depends on an influx of

youthful idealism and en-
thusiasm from CND. And CND,
unless its efforts are to be

squandered in ineffectual pro-
tests, must see that its future is
bound up with the Labour
Party, the only political party
capable of achieving the object-
ive for which it so ardently
strives. It is no use CNDers
clutching at straws, hoping the
cont. page 8
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The Devil, God
and the Oracle

BY GEOFF WESTON

"THE London Labour Party and

its paid servant, Bill Jones,
the London Region Youth Of-
ficer have started their campaign
on how to win friends and in-
fluence young people and in the
process spend Party funds which
could more profitably have been
devoted to LCC Election pro-
paganda.

Of course, they were only car-
rying out NEC instructions with
the speed and puppydog
obedience accorded in ancient
days to the utterances of the
Delphic Oracle. Alas, even that
analogy rings slightly false, for
the NECs divinity is even more
suspect than that of the Gods.

Nevertheless, Comrade Jones
dutifully passed on to the
London Flock, on pain of ex-
communication, the latest un-
democratic Encyclical stating
that “Keep Left” was the work
of the devil rather than of
God, and in good = old
Medieval  tradition,  Young
Socialist branches were instruct-
ed not to support or assist in any
way the publication and dis-
tribution of this subversive tract.
Because in--the words: of  the
Oracle himself; “Our Young
Socialist Organization is making
good progress and the number
of Branches in the country is
nearing 700.. obviously such a
promising  organisation  can
bring nothing but dismay to our
political opponents™.

Was this an oblique reference
to a certain Party, unmention-
able by name, because of the
obscenity Laws and four letter
words? Alas; no! Bill Jones be-
came more explicit. “One such
(political
authoritarian Socialist Labour
League, whose political philo-
sophy based on revolutionary
communism, has little in com-
mon with our ideals of demo-
cratic socialism, There can be
little doubt that “Keep Left” is
associated- with the SLL...” And
thus, in true Inquisitorial fashion,
the NEC took upon its shoulders
the combined and onerous tasks
of Accuser, Examiner, Judge and
Executioner. Like Salazar’s and
Franco’s opponents “Keep Left”
was found guilty without having
been given any chance to defend
itself.

The Right are repeating the
old mistakes; they are trying to
fight ideas by proscription in-
stead of by better ideas. Ideas
can’t be destroyed. Many people
have learnt that; even . the
Medieval Church did, when they
tried to silence Galileo. The
NEC might try to learn from the
past and perhaps copy the
Catholic Curch in their present
and painfully slight emergence of
liberalism.

One thing is clear; bans and
proscriptions are wrong and

often defeat their own purpose,

opponent) is the

tending to make the suppressed
or heretical ideas even stronger
and rallying to them a lot of
marginal support from people
who have an innate sympathy for
the victimised. “Keep Left” has
already gained in support of this
nature. ‘

But, could the NEC action be
a case of political subterfuge?
For the Annual Conference of
the Young Socialists is being
held at Easter (when the
large majority of Young Social-
ist’s thoughts will be turned to-
wards Aldermaston, Wethers-

. field and Trafalgar Square rather

than towards the Oracle, God or
the Devil) and the NEC, being
scared of a resounding vote in
favour of unilateralism, observ-
ance of Conference decisions,
clause four and other heresies.
is trying to confound and con-
fuse the issue, hoping that there
will be a spate of “Keep Left”
resolutions in order to keep dis
cussion of others issues in the
background. It’s hard enough to
fight for one cause, let alone
two, with constitution fiddlers
and vote-riggers splitting subtle
thealpgical hairs over the mean-
ing of words,

It’s clear that “Keep Left'’ can
casily divert attention from the
real struggle in the Labour move-
ment. But in London, one thing
can be done. At the Annual
Conference of the London
Labour Party a move should be
made to force the reference back
of the Youth Report. It seems
that procedural manoeuvres are
the best answer to an Executive
who defy both reason and
morality.

TWO SOCIALISTS
IMPRISONED

O socialists, Sal Santen and
Michel Raptis are imprisoned
in Holland because of their ef-
forts to help the Algerian
National Movement, the FLN,
in its struggle against French op-
pression. Arrested on July 12,
they have still not been brought
for trial. Throughout the long
months of waiting the Dutch
Authorities have displayed a cal-
lous disregard for all human con-
sideration. The two men are
kept without reading matter and
are allowed to have no visitors,
except their wives, who are per-
mitted to see them for 15 minut-
es a week.

This effront to justice has
evoked widespread protests. In
France Jean Paul Sartre, the
well-known  philosopher and
novelist, has protested, while in
this coutnry 12 Labour MPs and
a number of trade union branch-
es have expressed opposition.
Register your own protest, both
individually and through the
Labour Movement, by writing to
the Dutch Embassy in London.

SOCIALIST REVIEW

RUSSIAS BOMB!

ELOW we reproduce the whole correspondence that was

published in the columns of Tribune recently on the question
whether Socialists should support Russia’s having the bomb. It is
quite characteristic of the Communist Party leadership that it did
not find it necessary to justify Russia’s having the bomb, Bureau-
crats have no respect for ideas, and for people’s thoughts.

Gerry Healy, of the Socialist Labour League, came out in
defence of Russia’s having the bomb. He dealt with the question
seriously, even if one may, as the present writer does, disagree with
him. The same cannot be said of the contribution by the other
Socialist Labour League member, Brian Pearce, which is full of
innuendo and personal smear. Discussion on such a serious matter
should not be allowed to deteriorate, The letters of Sedgwick, Alan
Bennett, John Daniels and Ken Coates, raise the central issues.
Assuming Russia is a workers’ state, should it have the bomb?

Should a Socialist Britain have the bomb?

Is the argument an

H-bomb “deterrent” applicable to a workers’ state? Can the bomb
be used in a civil war, annihilating the class enemy while protecting
your own class? Is internationalist propaganda and activity com-
patible with genocide. In publishing these letters, we hope to help
the discussion to go on, and clarify the whole problem of a Social-

ist atitude to the bomb.

(jONSIDERABLE damage is

done to Labour’s unilateral-
ist cause by the policy of the
Communist Party on neutralism
and nuclear weapons. It has
been true, of course, for some
time now that CP and YCL con-
tingents have paraded in CND
demonstrations as if the Daily
Worker had never accused the
first Aldermaston 'march of
“dividing the broad movement.”

We should, of course, wel-
come sinpers come even late to
repentance. It would have been
the height of irony if that CP-
inflluenced union vote had lined
up with Gaitskell this year as it
has done previously. But is this
repentance particularly sincere?

Any unilateralist who tries
arguing with CPers over the
Russian bomb will soon find
that they are quite cap-
able of eloquent oxposures
of the Western “deterrent”
theory, while arguing that Rus-
sia must have the bomb to de-
fend herself against the capital-
1sts.

Dr. Arnold Kettle argues in
the October issue of Marxism
Today that a Socialist Govern-
ment should have “not onlv
principles” but also “as long as
1s necessary, H-bombs.”

Presumably this right would
apply also to a Government pur-
suing the Communist Party’s
“British Road to Socialism.”

“ Dr. Kettle states in the same
article that neutralism is all
right for a capitalist Government
but that Socialist neutralism is
“opportunist” and “unrealistic.”
This can only mean that the
Left is supposed to advocate a

nuclear alliance within the
Warsaw  Pact rather than
NATO.

Amazing as it may seem,
this double-think is even found
outside the Communist Party.
among self-styled Marxists in
the Socialist Labour League and
the Labour Party.

They will argue that a Social-
ist Britain will use “every means”
including the bomb to defend
itself against intervention. How
they propose to undertake “de-
fence” with this weapons is
never explained (any more than
it is by the Tories).

The cynical advocates of a
working-class H-bomb should
have the good grace to stay
away from CND demonstrations

Editor

and to stop making pseudo-at-
tacks on Gaitskell, whom thev
fundamentally support.

When Mr. Gaitskell was
asked not long ago “‘can you
reconcile the brotherhood of
man with the threatened an-
nihilation of mankind,” he re-
plied, “Interpreted in the right
way, yes.” The “Marxist” friends
of the Hydrogen Bomb would
have no different answer.

In the remote event of their
ever achieving power, they would
not abolish the Nuclear Weap-
ons Research Establishment but
sanctify it with the Red Flag.
The rest of us would still have
to march from or to Alder-
maston, that is if we were allow-
ed to do so, which is doubtful.

The antics of this unscrupul-
ous minority cannot justify any
Right-wing smears against CND
or official Conference policy. The
crowd in Trafalgar Square last
Easter and the unilateralist mass
of delegates at Scarborough
would have howled down and
speaker who offered them such
blatant sophistry.

Peter Sedgwick

MR. Peter Sedgwick talks
~~ about the H-bomb as if it’
is something that exists outside
the class forces which dominate
society (Tribune, November 11).
It is not the H-bomb which has
brought the world to the brink
of disaster but the economic
crisis of capitalism of which the
H-bomb is a by-product. As
long as capitalism continues,
other, more dreadful, weapons
may well be on the way.

The Soviet Union is not a
capitalist country. Despite the
bureaucracy at the head of the
State, it remains a country in
transition to Socialism. The re-
volution of 1917 destroyed the
capitalist property relations and
established new relations based
upon the nationalisation of all
the basic industries.

The existence of the bureau-
cracy has not altered this basic
fact any more than the bureau-
cracy of Sir Thomas Yates has
changed the National Union of
Seamen from a trade union into
a company union.

The laws governing Soviet
economy are fundamentally dif-







