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for the nationalisation of the mines, industry, transport
and banks without compensabion and their opveration under
the control of workers! committees;

for full. and immediate frcedom to all the coloniosg

for en internationszl worksrs! fishting front egainst im-
perlalism and war;

for a Socialist Britain in a Socialist Fedoration of Bur=-
ope and the world:

againgst sccret diplomacy and the imperialist division of
the world: |

against the dmericen Imperialist Power bloe and against
the Russian Impcrialist Power bloc,

NEITHER WASHINGTON‘NOR MOSCOW, DUT INTERNATIONAL SOCIALISM
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J AFTER THE
L Ll OIS,

Now that the election is over it is necessary to draw up & bale

ance sheet to evaluate the result and to learn from it how to do better
in future.

S Tg;ysgﬁgsgscéifggznzifwn th%t‘there was going toLbe en election,

S 1 . an?edlctod a landslide, Ite statisticians
and ?xperts_ on public opinion caleculrted that there would be a Tory
majority of 100 or morc., The rnood of the Labour movemmnt wog rather
hesitant at first, but there was a rapid change when once the clectiam
battle bogan, and we may be very proud of the tromendous strength and
loyalty shown by all ranks of the Lebour movement . Labour polled more
votes than in the 1950 clections, and many morc than in the 1945 c¢lce=
tions, so that allthec Tory prophccics of a rout of the Labour Party
proved unfoundeds Instcad thorc was a cortain gotbacke . The pendulum
swung a little to the Right, just cnough to give the Torics a smll
majority. Why did this happen? The concentration of ILabour votors in
industrial arcas, rosulting in very large ma joritics for some Lebour
members, gave the Torics a certain advantages But this was a factor
in the two previous eloctions, and doecs not by itseclf explain why tho
1945 Labour majority of 150 scats dwindled to only 7 in 1950 and dise
appeared altogether in 1951,

The day after the eloction rosults were announced, the "Daily

Horald" gave threc roasons for the deofeat of the Labour Party.

1) "Conscrvative propaganda has ceasclessly tried to conceal the world
auscs of rising pricos, and to protend that cvery difficulty is duo
to the Labour Govermment's policy." 2) Theo faet that in 1950 tho
Liberals put up hundreds of candidates but in this eclcction far Towen,y
coupled with the fact that more of the Iiberal votes went to the Cone
sorvatives thon to Labour. 3) Tho Bevan campaigne "It was o misw-
fortune for Labour that threec of its Ministors should have recsigned a
few months before the Elcctions and werc actively campai gning against
Government policy right up to the time when Mr. Attlce ennounced the
date of the polls The Torics exploited this division of opinion very
vigorously."

The last point can be recadily dismissed, for all the Bevanites
who contested marginal scats =~ Frecoman, Driberg, Wilson, Mikardo, Foot
and Byng - were clceted. The working class isnot frightencd by nor
antagonistic to open domocratic discussion, On the first two points,
the oditor of the "Daily Herald" thinks that he has answercd the qucst-
ion by merely posingi The question should be put in this way: Why is
it that the Labour Govermment, which after the 1945 cloction hod an
overwhelming majority in the Heouse, failed to undermine and destroy the
mags influence of the Torics? Why did millions of poor pecople continue
to vote for the Tory clique which represents the handful of rich people
in the country? Why has populer support for the Tories cven incrcascd,
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some millions voting for them who did not trouble to vote at all in
1945% According to the 1931 census, 79 per cent of the earning popul-
ation of Britain are wage and salary earners. 4 small number of the
salary earners are not members of the working class, such as Lord
MacGowan, who has a salery of £50,000 a yoar, but the grec® majority
are poor and exploited, and even 1f their outlook approrimate I
of the petty bourgeoisie, their material conditions of 1ifoc are little
different to those of woge carners, After ycarsof Labour i rower why
did the maJnrity of the population-79% as shown-not vote Labour in
19512 It is vital for the Labour Movement that this question should be
enswered corrcctly. RPSpon*?bllluV for the defcat must be laid at the
right door, Thls requires an analysis of the right wing policgy of the
leaders of the Labour Government.

First of all, undcecr the cconomic poWic of the Labour Government
millions of workors, although enjoring 2 slight improvemecub in their
conditions of life, ocxpericnced no basic chﬂnrn For millions of sal~
aried people, lower middle class, ctcs, therc was no improvement at all,
The main reason was that only at the cost of profits could the cond-
itions of the great majority of the British pcople be improved, but
the Iabour leaders did not dare to encroach boldly on the interests of
big capital.

The share of thc capitalists in the national income did not dec=
rease at all under the Labour Govermment, as can be scen from the
following tables

Proportion of the National Income going to Different Classes

Before Tax 1946 1947 1948 1849 1950
Profits, rent, otC. 39 41 40 £0 40

Wages 35 36 37 3 37

Salarics 20 20 24 ok 2

Pay of armed forcos 6 3 2 e 2

After Tax

Profits, rent, ctce 32 50 54 53 35

Wages 40 40 41 42 41

Salarics 21 21l 22 22 22

Pay of armed forccs 4 4 3 ) 2

("Labour Resoarch", May, 1951)

The table does not take into account the appreciation of ecapital,
When a capitalist seclls for £20, 000 ,shares whose former valuc was
£10,000, he does not pay income tax on the £10,000 profit, and such
proflts arc not included in tho itom "profits, ront, otc.ﬁ in the
tables. Whilc the relative sharc of the capitelists in the national
income did not decline undor the Labour Government, notwithstandinz
so much talk about the "soaking of the rich by taxntlon" their pro©its
in "bsolutc,llgurus shot up alarminglye. According to tho ”Flnan01 5
Timcg", the profits announced by 2,729 public companiocs in the fir
eight months of 1951 were £1,550 ﬁllllan compared with £1,062 nll_.,
in the first eight months of 1950, i.ce, & risec of 26 per cent -in one
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yeare Actually the rise would have been bigger if the hidden reserves
hed been taken into account. The ordinsary capltael of these companies -
rose from £1,362 million to £1,421 million, declared reserves from :
£2,137 million to £2575 million, an increase of £438 million. The offi=
cial limitation of dividends, the imposition of excess profits tax, etc.,
do not prevent capitalists enriching themselvese. The big companies are
agtgte enough not to divulge thoir increasing profits by a big rise in
leld?ndg. I.6.I., for example, whosc declared profits in 1949 were

£17 million and in 1950 £31 million, raised its dividend only from 10
per cent to 12 per cent,

The rising prices were ¢ xplained away in the Tory press by a dom=
agogic outery ageinst the mismanagement and inefficicncy of the Labour
Govermment, The right wing Lebour leadors tricd to belittle the e xtont
of the risc in prices and to blame it only on factorsoutside the cont=
rol of Britain - the risc in the pricc of raw materials after the out= .
break of the Korean war, ctce Neither drew attontion to onc important
roason for this risc - the increasc in profits.

A policy of dividend limitation, cxcess profits tax, otc., was not
adcquate to doal with the increasing profits of the capitalists and the
undiminished or even increcased part of the national incomo absorboed by
profits, A socialist government would have opencd tho books ol all -
the companies to the inspcction of thc trade unions and workcrs! com=
mittoces,so as to prevent increcasing profits leading to 2 rise in priccs.
Measurcs would have boen takon to lower prices by roducing profitse
Such o step would not have mcant the cstablishmert of Socialiasm, but it
would have been a step in that dircctions

The Tory press, appealing to the prejudices of thc petty bourgcoi=
sie, prctended that the high taxes, the high prico of tobacco, bocr,
cinoma tickets, ctc., was duc to the Labour Govermmont 's policy of food
subsidics, social serviccs, etc. Tho same explanation was given for :
a different reason by the Labour lcaders. Subsidics, Govermment expends-
iturc on housing end on the.other social s crvices,make up & very small’
per contage of the budgot. In the last budget, the cost of all tho soc=
ial scrvices, including cducation, food subsidies, national insurancce,
hoalth, housing, grants to local authoritics, otc., was only 7/7d. in
cvery pound of govermment expenditurc. The year before it was 9/3d.
Against the £410 million in the present budget year for food subsidies,’
£684 million went to payment of intercst on the national debt, the larg-
ost part of which gocs to the big financiors. The interost on the nat=’
ional debt alene cost ncarly four times morc than all the housing cxpens=
diture, grants to local gthorities, ctcCs Tho'"defence budget alone 1is
cqual to the totel cost of the social scrvicese &

The workors and the lower middle class make & much larger contribe
ution to the Gowvernment's income than they did boforeces Indircct taxes,
leas subsidies, on personal consumption, rosc from £543 million in 1938,
to £1,436 million in 1950. By far the greater part of thesc indirect
texes are paid by the poor. During the seme period income tax on wages
rose from £2 million to £219 million. Direct taxes on salaries rosc
from £52 million to £280 million., 2o, while making social incquallty
legs pronounced by helping the poor with food subsidies, the national



- L

*

health scheme, education, housing, etc., the budget did not change the
general pattern of wealth distribution. The total taxes imposed on thq‘
rich in the present budget vear is not enough tc cover even the "defencd
budget, The whole burden of the social ssrvices and of a big part of
the Mefonce"budget falls directly on the poorer pcople (not to mention
the fact that the profits of the capitalist on which he pays taxes, arc
created by the sams peonle).

2 o " L = ) m
The rearmemcnt drive played dircctly into the hands of thoL%ory
demagogucs, who blamed the Labour ministers for the higher taxation amd
increasing scarcitics,

4 socialist policy would have abolished immediaticly all indircct
taxes that fall on the poor, and imposcd a high texaltilon and caplta%
levy on the richs On the cxponditurs side of the hudget it would first
‘of 21l have abolished the national debt, and any compensation for.
shareholdcrs in nationalised industrics.®

4.

i

A socialist policy would have prevented any profitccr%ng"on %cf-
ence preparationss Yot the day after Gaitskell declared his “war™
budget, the value of stocks increascd by more than £1,000 million 1in
24 hours. It is well-known that in cvory imperialist wer "tho prolot=-
artans fell while the dividends risc" (Rosa Tuxembdurg)s. & socialist
volicy would have demanded the netionalisation without compensation of
gll war industrics, (which undcr conditions of total war meons the
groater part of industry), and, as a first stcp towarus the climip;tion
of war profitcoring, the oponing of the books to workers'' inspeciions
A socialist policy would of course have meant an cntirely new concep=
tion of military defence and & now approach to the question of tho mil-
itary budgct, which would have bocn, the result of a socialist foreign
policy, a qucstion with which we shall deal later,

Onc of the strongest attacks in the Tory propaganda against the
Labour Govormmont, and one which brought them hundrcds of thousands, 1if
not millions, of votecs, was the housing shortages. The bottlenceks in
tho building industry, rcsulting mainly from monopolics in the building

X The oxcugc of tho Labour lcaderg, that this would have inflietod hard-
ship on tho snall sharcholdeors ~nd owvncrs-.of government securitiocs, can-
not be takon soriouclys The groat majority of shares and gocuritles arc
concentrated in the hunds of a very small number of peoples Thore arc
bhe and a quarter miilion sharcholders of joint stoclk companies in the
country, but the share of those who have & holding of not more than
22,000 1s only 2 per cent of the total stock of the jeint stoek compan=
iess .IL would be imperative for a socislist governmeont not'-to oxprops
riate these small sharcholders, who scraped togethor their property by
hard wo. ke But to achieve this the government would only have to apply
e "capitalist means test" by which only the people with very snall means
shouldp@é expropriateds Thus, the amount c¢f compensation would have
beig only a small poercentage of the amount that is actually being

balds
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materials industry, and the exorbitant prices for land demanded by the
landowners, is a question we cannot enter into herc (it was dealt with
flly by Comrade Peter D, Morgan in his scries of articles in the "Soc-
jalist Review")s Even if it is assured that the shortage of building
materials, building workers, etce, prevented morc houses boing buillt
than were bullt during the six years of the Labour Govornment, one mca=-
sure could certainly have been takon: the big houscs of the rich could
have bcen distributcd among the ncedys A socialist policy wonld have
dcmanded thé creation of tenanta'! committces all over the country ©o
control the allocation of existing housing spaces If a tonants’ corm=’
ittee,reproscnting workers, cmployccs, small shopkecpers, ctc., had ine
sisted that as a first step towards the solution of the housing pro.lam
a number of families should be sottled in the mansions of the local
rich (the backbone of the Tory Party) all tho propaganda of theo Tories
would have bcen cxposed as hypocriticals In this immediate, il parcial,
solution of the housing question, the Torics would have shown thomsclves
to overybody as enemics of newly-moifried couples, overcrowded familics,
and others nceding houscs and flatse

The way the Labour lecaders carricd out nationalisation also played
into the hands of the Tory encmy. Only the neglected industrics which
werce alrcady in scrious straits wore nationaliscd. For many ycars bo=
fore nationalisation the railways werc given subsidics of more than £40
million & yecar, the coal mines and the power and gas stations were very
badl; equipped. Undcr such conditions nationalisation meant nationalie
sation of losses. Aftcer nationalisation theore was very littic possib-
11ity of increasing wages for the workers while cutting the price of
goods and services produced by the industrics, Compensation aggrovated
the problems The Tories could shout: "You sce, nationalisatio hés not
produccd cheaper goods, mor better conditions for the workers to any cal=
siderable extent, Nationalisation of indusktry, socialism, is bankrupti"
The fact that tho inerease in railway fares and the prices of coal, gas
and clcetricity was lcas than the averago incroase in the price of goods
produced by private ontorprise did not provent the Torles from making a
lot of political capital out of the difficulties of the nationaliscd
industriess 4 socialist policy would have demanded nationalisation
without compensation. It would also have demanded nationalisctlon not
of the bankrupt industries, but of all the key industries of the country,
It would have demanded their operation under the control of workers'
committees. Attlee knew of course that any step towards the nationali=-
sation of a very profitable concern like I.C.I., espccially without
compensation and in order to run it under new masters - the workoers!
coomittces - would have met strong and porsistont opposition from the
bourgeoisie. The coursc which the Labour lecadors took mcant rmch loss
struggle, but it discredited socialism by misrecpresonting statc capitals
ist mcasures as socianlist measures, and thereforo making it casy far the
Tory prcss to expose "socialism.

Onc important rcason for the Tory capitalist mass influcnce iz its
control over thc vast majority of newspapcrse. The democratic principle
of "one man, onc vote" docs not apply at all to6 the British press, who=
thor the Primc Minister is Churchill or Attlecs Tho voice of iord
Beaverbrook is much stronger than thet of John Smiths The Labour Gove-
ernment made a grave mistake in not changing this state of affairs.
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4 socialist policy would have established the principle that, let us
say, every hundred thousand readers would have been given the means of
running a daily paper, thus wresting control over the press from the
capitalists.

It is the home policy of the Labour government which led to the
Tory victory. This must be stated clearly and frankly because other=
wise even if Labour wins the next election there would be no final sol=-
ution of the social problem.

In these days of swift, worldwide communications, the narrow bound-
aries of the national state have become obsoletecs No coyhtry can div-
orce its home policy from its foreign nolicy. When wars'are total wars,
end the whole economy is subordineted to preparation for war, the conn-
ection between housing and armements, butter and guns, is very close.
Modern war demands years of preparation during the period of so-called
"peace" and so even in peacc-time any agpect of domestic policy has imme
ediate ropercussions in forecign affairs. Nothing is casicr for the
government than to say, "The rise in pricecs, the housing shortage, ctc.,
are all caused by our nced to devotc more of our rcsources to national
defence". This docs not adequately oxplain the high prices, shortages,
etc., as it ignorcs the question of the class division of the national
income: profits, compensation in nationalised entorpriscs, interecst on
the national debt, thc distribution of housing space, ctces It is caqu-
ally superficial to "explain" the country's difficulties by blaming
the international antagonisms as though foroign policy can be considered
apart from the question of the class naturo of the forcign policy of
Britain under the Labour Govermment., Was it a socialist policy, or was
1t a capitalist, imperialist policy?

At thc ond of the war, Britain was occupying tho Ruhr, the heart
of Gorman industry. Again and again Bovin declared that it was impora-
tive to nationalise heavy industry in the Ruhr and to expropriate the
rich monopolists who backed Hitlor, But these were only words. The
monopolists were left in control and they are now entering into a car=’
tel arrangemont with French, Belgian and Dutch industrialists (the so-
called Schuman Plan)e If the Labour Government had not prevented tho
nationalisation of the industries of the Ruhr, which was demanded so
vigorously by the Gorman trade unions, and if thosc industrics werc now
being run undor work%ps' control, what a citrdel of socialism this would
have been! The Ruh?,&ﬁﬁer Hitler produced more stcel then the whole of
the USSR is producing todaye The Ruhr workers would have become S0 pow-
erful that instead of the Schuman Plan thore could have been put forward
& socialist plan of production, a socialist integration of the basic in-
dustries of Western Burope (Britain, Gormany, Frence, etc.), instead of
a cartel of monopolists. What o strong bulwark this would have beecn age
ainst the Russian bloc on the one hand and against American imperialiaom
on the othecrs But the Labour Government's policy preserved in power the
monopolists in Western Germany, and so gave o fillip t all the react-
lonary capitalist tendencies in Gormany, and encouraged Right wing cleme
ents in all the other countrics of Western Europe.

The same lesson can be drawn from Labour's colonial policys In tho
struggle of the Powers, Russia is very weak indeed compared with the



