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Annual Conference will pose squarely
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FOR YEARS, the Labour Party leadership has passed on quickly to next business
whenever anyone dared to remember that we stand for *“the common
ownership of the means of production, distribution and exchange.” But it has
never—until now—felt it necessary to contradict, to reject explicitly, this clause
in our program. Today they are doing so. Industry and Society, their latest
policy statement, is a conscious retreat from nationalization. It is an attempt
to substitute state participation in the capitalist free-for-all for a nationalized

and planned economy.

This is not altogether a *“new line.”
When Labour came to power in 1945 it
did, it is true, nationalize coal, trans-
port, electricity, gas and steel. But
these—except for steel which was
never fully taken over—were the dis-
tressed areas of the economy. They
were deficit branches, and the rest of
industry depended very heavily on
them. In stepping in and revitalizing
them the Labour Government was
serving the interests of the capitalist
economy.

This does not mean that a Tory
government would have done the same
—bitter medicine is not easy to swal-
low. But if we remember that these
industries are often owned by the state
even in the most unsocialist countries
we can understand that in retrospect
British capitalism has not been dis-
pleased at the result.

The choice

A Labour Government within the
next couple of years is almost a dead
certainty. But the conditions are dif-
ferent to what they were twelve years
ago: the economy is booming with
very very few distressed areas to be
nursed to life. Whereas in 1945, Big

Business opposition to nationalization
was tepid; today it is red-hot and or-
ganized. Then, the capitalists involved
were glad to sell their ruined mines
and dilapidated rails for fat prices; to-
day their balances are better and pro-

~ fits assured. Then, the Labour Gov-

ernment could clear up pockets of
opposition by means of the controls
inherited from the war; today controls
barely exist.

The Labour leadership know this.
They lnow that if they started to nat-
ionalize they would be rushing head-
long into a bitter struggle with British
Capitalism. And they remember the
last real fight they bad, in 1951; when
the Labour Government fell because
of a balance of payments crisis; when
the money that .was needed to pay
for imports was smuggled out of the
country because the capitalists had
“lost confidence.”

The choice for labour is a simple
one. If we are to nationalize further
we shall have to prevent sabotage of
the 1951 variety. To prevent sabo-
tage, we shall have to nationalize and
control the banks, insurance companies
and the finance houses who would
otherwise . channel ‘““hot money”
abroad. We shall have to nationalize
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the industries that do a lot of business
outside the country—oil, chemicals,
heavy manufactures, shipping, efc.--
and who ‘could expand overseas at the
expense of contraction at home.

In other words, if we are going to
nationalize at all, in a way that will
weaken British capitalism, that is, de.
spite them and in the teeth of their
organized opposition, we would have
to go all the way. There is nothing
like going the whole hog to save our
socialist bacon. It's a question of all
or none. We cannot start and then
leave them to bring ruination on the
country,

This the present leadership knows.
That is what frightens them into para-
lysis. Unwilling to fight capitalism,
they will have to rule—when they form
the Government—by courtesy of the
capitalist class and within the limits
set by that class. These limits, to quote
Keynes, the great economist of the Es-
tablishment, are defined by the “nerves
and stomach ” of Big Business and the
confidence in the safety of their pro
perty and the continuation of their pro-
fits is the barometer governing right-
wing Labour’s actions.

The very nearness of office has made
the leadership define their policy in a
way that would infuse confidence in
Big Business circles. No matter that
the retreat from nationalization is a
slap in the face for the workers in
industry who couldn’t care less whether
the state creams off part of the profits
they create or not. No matter that it
goes against the express wish of the en-
gineering workers, the builders, trans-
port workers, chemical workers and
all the others who have gone on record
for the nationalization of their indus-
tries. What matters to right-wing Lab-
our is not the people who put and
keep them in office, but the “nerves
and stomach” of the capitalists. Their
few middle class elements who might
vote Labour if Labour’s teeth were
knocked out completely.

Socialists’ task

The annual Labour Party Confer-
eiice next month is crucial for the
health of socialism in Britain. With
a Labour Government in the offing we
have to choose now whether we are go-
ing to take a stride forward by nationa-
lizing the economy in spite of the capi-
talists’ active opposition or sit back
to patch up whatever that class allows
us to patch up.

Management Committees, meeting to
instruct their delegates must ask them-
selves: are we or are we not going to
reaffirm the socialist aims of the Lab-
our Party? Are we going to reiterate
our demand for “ the common owner-
ship of the means of production, distri-
bution and exchange” and throw out
the leadership’s policy statement, In-
dustry and Society; or are we going to
accept the rejection of nationalization
contained in it and therewith the be-
trayal of a basic socialist principle?

Delegates to Annual Conference
must fight and fight again for the en-
largement of nationalization, for the
acceptance of all its implications—a
fully nationalized and planned econ-
omy—for the exposure of a leadership
that is willing to accept the capitalist
system root and branch.

The right-wing will not give in with-
out a struggle. They will put up old-
time “left-wingers” to defend their
new positions. Bevan, after all, sat on
the committee that prepared their
wretched document. Mikardo likewise.
They will be persuasive, very persua-
sive.

We must not be bamboozled into
accepting a line that counters the very
principles for which we are in the Lab-
our Party. “Industry and Society ”
must be rejected out of hand by Con-
ference. Delegates must make it ‘clear
that for us socialists there is no sub-
stitute for nationalization and a plan-
ned economy.

How to fight the Rents Act ;

By Stan Newens ® Agent, Epping CLP

TRAFALGAR SQUARE
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Now THAT the 1957 Rent Bill has become law and the notices of rent increases
and notices to quit are beginning to be sent out, it is up to the tenants in general
to wage the real battle against the Act’s provisions. In Parliament, the passage
of the Bill, once the Conservatives put their minds to it was a foregone conclu-
sion. They had the majority and at the best Labour could only delay it. In the
Country at large, however, the fate of the Act will be determirted to a very large
extent by the character of resistance it encounters. Rank and file socialists every-
where must organise this resistance.

This means that we must banish any
mood of resignation from our midst.
In 1915, before there was any control
of rents, it was a mass movement on
the Clyde which forced the Government

to introduce Rent restriction. If we
approach the situation today with re-
solution, there is no reason why we

[turn to back page
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THE EXISTENCE of a strong, organized trade-union movement in this country,
especially since the end of the war, has been a nasty thorn in the side of the
employing class and their agent, the Tory Government. In order for this govern-
ment to carry out its functions in the interests of capitalism generally, it is neces-
sary for it to put the organized working class movement ™ in its place.” That is
what the government has been and is trying to do.

Their favourite weapon for disciplin-
ing workers—mass unemployment—is
not available, owing to the favourable
economic situation since 1945. In
the first place there has been a sellers’
market which meant that every em-
ployer has been using as much labour
as possible to meet orders. Secondly,
the tremendous arms budget has swal-
lowed a large chunk of the available
manpower. These have prevented the
mass undmployment which we knew
before the war. -

Thus, while the employers as a class
would like to wield the whip of unem-
ployment, they see no reason why they,
as individuals, should be first to use
this weapon. Whoever starts will sim-
ply lose orders to his competilors.

It is in the light of this background
that the dispute at Covent Garden must
be viewed. The Market Tenants (em-
ployers) hold, through their Associa-
tion, a considerable monopoly over
London’s vegetable marketing, and
they were determined that the Market
workers would be taught a lesson. They
succeeded, and have thus set the pat-
tern for employers in other industries
to try and settle the score with their
workers and have also given the
Government a much-needed shot in
the arm to continue with its anti-

working class policy.
Lock-out’s history

This dispute, rightly called by the
workers a lock-out, started when the
employers presented each worker with
an 18-page document which, if
accepted, would map out the new
working conditions in the Market. The
documents were torn up and the dis-
pute started. And no wonder! Its
main clauses provided for (1) redun-
dancy of some 300 workers, (2) the re-
moval of militants, (3) compulsory
overtime, (4) hiring of labour to be
taken out of the hands of the Union
and into those of the employers, (5)
employers to decide who should, and
who should not, join a trade union.

Any one of these conditions should
be sufficient to make organized Labour
fight. Together, they indicate quite
clearly that a serious threat exists not
only to the trade union structure in the
Market, but also a potential threat to
the whole of organized Labour.

The employers prepared well before-
hand, Stocks were accumulated and
fleets of scab-driven lorries were held
in readiness to break the resistance of
the Market workers. During the strike
they managed to maintain supplies
with the help of their clerical staff and
the active help of the police. And this
in spite of the hundred per cent. solid
turn-out of the Market workers and
the wonderful sympathy strike of the
dockers who refused to handle “black™

goods.
How to succeed

To be successful, the strike had to
be extended. It had to be official. But
no. Cousins who, with the strength of
the Transport and General Workers’
Union was able to make the employers
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and their Government think agan over
the provincial bus strike was not will-
ing to listen to the voice of the Market
workers. Here he is just carrying on
where Deakin left off. On the one
hand, the employers and their Govern-
ment complain when Cousins threatens
industrial action; on the other hand,
Cousins complains when the workers
take industrial action. No wonder he
was jeered at the final sell-out.
Reading the daily Press and listen-
ing to wireless commentators during
the strike gave, as usual, a completely
distorted picture of the dispute. Not
one of them mentioned any of the
clauses of the employers’ proposed new

working conditions.  Nothing but
“Foodstuffs Held Up,” “Produce Rot-
ting,” “Hooliganism” and * Union

Mobsters” who, allegedly, intimidated
the 90 per cent. of workers whose one

desire in the world was to go back to

work.

Where’s our paper?

What a tragic indictment of the
Labour Movement that we have not
one mass-circulation daily paper which
puts the viewpoint of the workers
engaged in such important disputes.

LESSONS of the MARKET STRIKE

QOur trade union movement is nine mil-
lion strong and without one effective
printed voice. The Daily Herald
expresses the opinions and policies of
the right-wing trade union and Labour
Party leaders. To the overwhelming
majority of rank-and-filers it is no
different to the Tory or Liberal Press.
If it weren’t for old loyalties, its cir-
culation would drop much more rapidly
than it is at the moment.

The news of this dispute (like so
many others), its class nature, its im-
portance—all these were left to dupli-
cated hand-bills, issued by the Lock-
out Committee and circulated to trade
union branches, Trades Councils etc.
Only a very small section of the Labour
Movement got to know the issues in-
volved. Where was the voice of the
nine million trade unionists? What had
the Labour Party to say 7—From the
top levels, nothing but a disgusting
silence.

How to tackle the future

Had the dispute received official
recognition, had it thereby received the
support of the organized lorry drivers,
railwaymen, dockers and cold-storage-
men who would have refused to handle
“black” goods, had there been a call
for mass picketing by London’s mil-
lions of trade umnionists and Labour
Party members—had all these been
done, victory would have been assured
and the Labour Movement in general

THE CONFERENCE SEASON

By S, J. Bidwell ®

Organizer, North London NCLC

® Prospective Labour Candidate, E. Herts.

THE TRADES UNION CONGRESS takes
place at the beginning of September
and the Labour Party Conference on
September 30th. This is the time of
the year when hope rises in the breasts
of millions in the British working-class
movement for some sign that our
leadership industrially and politically
will shape a policy and fighting call to
heave the Tories out of power and
commence to build Socialism and wor-
kers’ power in these islands. To what
extent can we, who constitute the
rank and file, look forward to more
hopeful signs of this in 1957 than we
got 1n 19567

You may always be sure that the
bulk of officials will never be found
two strides ahead of the rank and file
demands. It is much more likely to be
a story of lagging behind or simply
responding to the gathering pressure
which events are forcing the workers
to exert upon TU leaders.

The Rent Act, inflationary crisis,
Hydrogen bomb testing, all combine to
give the workers anxiety neurosis if not
the material conditions right now from
which violent upheavals are made.

The magnificent fight of the Road
transport workers; the solidarity of the
market workers and the dockers; and
the firm front against wage-restraint—
these skirmishes between capital and
labour remind of us of the existence
of the class-struggle.

The TUC has on the Agenda a pro-
posal from the Boilermakers to support
a-token strike of 24 hours against the
Rent Act. We can be sure this will be
turned down. The Executive of the
NUR made a similar call earlier this
year and when the AGM of the Union
took place in July, an appeal against
the decision was narrowly carried by
the governing body. This is hardly a
case of rank and filers being more

backward than the leadership since
each delegate represents a large slice
of the membership, and would not have
tested the opinion of even a fraction of
the workers represented.

¢ Industrial and Political struggles

Debates at both the TUC and the
Labour Party Conferences will under-
score this foolish notion that the strug-
gles of the workers against exploitation
and for the overturn of capitalism, can
be confined to two narrow grooves of
industrial and political activity. The
TUC naturally reflects in its delibera-
tions the more detailed economic day-
to-day problems confronting the work-
ing-class; but when it starts to study
problems more deeply it cannot refrain
from discussing the entire nature of the
capitalist-state. When doing so, as
this year’s assembly will show, the the-
sis of the TUC and its leading mem-
bers is to see how British Capitalism
can be better expanded so that labour
can have a bigger bite at the apple.
Very little will be heard of the need
to establish a workers’ state and place
power in the hands of those who are
a thousand times more capable than the
capitalists, i.e., the workers. Indeed
one will not hear this language at all,
because there are very few TU leaders
who believe it to be so.

Notwithstanding justifiable scepti-
cism over the TUC, the five motions
submitted from the CEU, the Draughts-
men, the Building Workers and others
to extend outright nationalisation and
the attitude which must be taken for
Unions catering already for workers in
nationalised industry, cuts into the
vitals of the recent miserable policy
discussion statements issued by the
NEC of the Labour Party.

At the Labour Party Conference,
perhaps the most interesting will be

Socialist Review

taken a great step forward.

It was not done this time. We must
be sure that it is the next time. When-
ever an attempt is made to introduce
compulsory overtime, to sack a ‘mili-
tant for trade union activity, the dis-
pute must receive official recognition
at once. How many defeats can be
chalked up to trade union leaders who
sit silent for weeks while their mem-
bers are out on the stones.

Finally, the Covent Garden dispute
has underlined the need for a socialist
daily paper, worthy of respect from the
working class. Facing, as we are, a
period of increasing industrial and poli-
tical upheavals it would be madness for
us to fight with one arm fied behind
our backs. We must have an industrial
and political organizer in the shape of
a fighting daily paper.

READERS’ ROUND-UP

And now Japan. Readers of the
Socialist Review are, probably, quite
accustomed to read about the support
and approvel we receive from abroad.
In fact, we are getting used to letters
of praise from Europe, America, Africa
and even such unlikely places as Fiji.

And now Japan. A group of militant
socialists who publish a monthly paper
called Pioneer have written a very warm
letter asking us to keep permanent con-
tact with  them.  They have already
published extracts from Cliff’s article
“The Future of the Russian Empire ;
Reform or Revolution” (Socialist Re-
view, December, 1956) and from his
book, Stalinist Russia, A Marxist Analy-
sis, in their paper.

This Japanese group is also an inde-
pendent socialist group. We are proud
to hear from them and glad to see that
these ideas—militant socialism indepen-
dent of both right-wing Labour and
Stalinism—are a true reflexion of ex-
perience in the world at large, not only
here in Britain.

the position of Nye Bevan on Public
Ownership and the antics of his follow-
ing MP’s. Tribune (or Michael Foot)
has been slow to react but it is now
taking on a more challenging note.
There is an enormous difference be-
tween the militant sounding Nye Bevan
of yesterday hailed by the rank and
file, and the writer of Nye’s News of
the World article which acknowledges
the NEC Public Ownership statement
and challenges its critics to produce
something better. Perhaps not many
readers of Tribune read also the Sun-
day sexual with the record circulation.
To produce something better than a
proposition to extend state, i.e, ‘capital-
ist-state investment in private industry,
should not be too difficult.

Industrial groups needed

The political and industrial interests
of the workers are intertwined. An
end must be put to the attitude that the
workers’ struggle can be departmen-
talised. The aim must surely be to or-
ganise the working-class on an indus-
trial level for political action, It is
ludricous that so many active trade
unionists, shop-stewards and others are
not active members of the Labour
Party and many are proud to boast
of it. As well as Ward organisation,
factory branches should be encouraged
and directly linked with Manfigement
Committees. This one sure way of
winning the coming generation of
workers for the Movement and its in-
spirations.

At the moment, as the TUC and
Labour Conference will reveal, there is
a grave danger that the Party will ride
high into power before long without
any firm resolve to deal with capital-
ism, and what is worse, a disappointed
working-class and middle-class, with
the grave reactionary wake that it can
bring. There is plenty to be done at
the Annual Conferences by those who
believe in Socialism in the Labour
Party.
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THIS QUESTION is right in the forefront
of international affairs: The people of
Algeria are fighting and dying to free
themselves from domination and
exploitation by French imperialism and
France is ruining her economy, sending
young conscripts to their death and
committing acts of repression that hor-
rify us to maintain control in Algeria.
Hungarian workers.and peasants rose
against the totalitarian bureaucracy
imposed upon them and fought desper-
ately against the Russian forces which
intervened to reimpose it. Both Alger-
ians and Hungarians invoke the right
of nations to self-determination in justi-
fication of their struggle.

Most non-Stalinist socialists instinc-
tively feel that both peoples are justi-
fied in their struggles and in the invoca-
tion of the right of self-determination.
This 1s not good enough. If we believe
that socialism is a scientific approach
to human society we must examine the
theoretical basis of the right claimed
and the concrete situation upon which
it rests.

I cannot attempt to do this ade-
quately in a short article but I promise
to summarise a few of the major ideas
on this subject put forward by socialist
thinkers of the past and raise some of
the main topics and questions which
seem to me to require examination and
assessment in the present situation. 1
hope this will stimulate thought and
discussion amongst readers and lead to
further contributions.

Right of self-determination

The first and most important lesson
to be learnt from the writings of Marx,
Lenin and Bakunin on this subject is
that rights like any other ideclogical
abstraction have no meaning except in
so far as they reflect a concrete his-
torical reality, One of the concrete
realities of our day is the rise and per-
sistence of capitalist imperialism.

This arose only at an advanced stage
in the development of capitalism and
was described by Hobson as differing
from the older form of imperialism ‘in
substituting for a single growing empire
the theory and the practice of compe-
ting empires, each motivated by sim-
ilar lusts of political aggrandisement
and commercial gain, secondly, in the
dominance of financial or investing
over mercantile interests.”

Lenin summarised this development
as monopoly capitalism or the highest
stage of capitalism, monopoly being a
complete contradiction of the original
nature of capitalism and characteristic
of the transition to a higher system (i.e.
socialism). He also regarded the com-
plete territorial division of the world
among the greatest capitalist powers as
essential feature of imperialism. He
saw the concrete foundation of the right
of nations to self-determination in the
proposition that even bourgeois capital-
ism could for a period expand the pro-
ductive forces held back and distorted
in the territories exploited by imperial-
ism once these had been freed by
national self-determination. This per-
iod of expansion would lead to the
development of a working class and the
growth of a struggle for socialism by
that class.

Lenin and later Bakunin made it
very clear that the right of nations to
self-determination implied the right to
secede from any new or existing poli-
tical unit, empire or state, and that the
revolutionary  socialist movement
should recognise this right and support
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THE NATIONAL QUESTION

peoples struggling for it without suc-
cumbing to nationalism.

Both he and Stalin, writing with his
approval, pointed out that secession
and the fragmentation of states is not
always a correct objective. Socialists
in the imperialist nations must fight un-
conditionally for the recognition of this
right but the peoples of the oppressed
nations must themselves decide whether
secession from any given state is a cor-
rect policy and socialists in these
nations must do so in terms of the pros-
pects of the development and success of
socialist objectives. In his detailed
debate with Rosa Luxemburg Lenin
dealt only with the Polish question and
none of these writers makes a detailed
examination of the position the colon-
ial territories controlled by the Euro-
pean imperialist powers although their
references make it clear that they con-
sider the right to self-determination to
apply to such countries.

' National independence vs. Russia

Changes, some of them profound,
have taken place in the world situation
since these fundamental ideas were set
down and, if we are scientific in our
approach, we must examine them in the
light of these changes.

The most important change derives
from the Russian revolution of 1917
which took the USSR out of the capi-
talist imperialist world both by estab-
lishing state ownership of the means of
production and by isolating her from
the world market for a long period. The
right of self-determination was recogn-
ised. by the Bolsheviks and Finland

exer®ised it by secession.

But the war of intervention and the
attempt by capitalist powers to exploit
the national feelings of some of the
component peoples of the USSR soon
bedevilled the subject even in the early
years. The development of the Stalin-
ist totalitarian bureaucracy and the
imposition of economic and social
change on the “people’s democracies”
by Soviet military power after the sec-
ond world war have further compli-
cated the question. Tito’s resistance to
Stalinist dictation, Polish developments
and the Hungarian rising all seem to
express a drive for national self-deter-
mination within the existing economic
system.

A great deal of data on the economic
relations between the parts of the
USSR and that country and the “satel-
lites” would need to be assembled and
analysed for a proper discussion of this
topic but I will venture to set up a ten-
tative proposition for discussion: After
the Russian revolution of 1917 and the
failure of revolutionary movements in
the advanced capitalist countries the
USSR was isolated in conditions of
poverty and backwardness further
exacerbated by the devastation of the
civil war and the intervention of for-
eign powers. The Stalinist dictatorship
arose out of these conditions.

To say that it has now accomplished
a great task and created an entirely
new economic situation in the USSR is
not to justify the methods used but to
record a fact. The “people’s demo-
cracies ” are not isolated as the USSR
was in the years after 1917, and so the
imposition upon them of the Stalinist
totalitarian bureaucracy was bound to
act as a brake upon their development
and distort it just when conditions in
the USSR itself was setting the scene
for an ending of that system. In their
case, the right to national self-deter-

mination may well, therefore; be cor-
rectly based upon the need to press for-
ward towards full socialism and
workers democracies, and Russian con-
trol of these countries is an obstacle to
such developments. This is tentative
proposition which may be worth
detailed discussion.

Western Imperialism

Turning to the capitalist part of the
world the old patterns of imperialism
are still clearly to be seen in many ter-
ritories. Political control over subject
peoples is still exercised by most of the
major capitalist powers. The system
produces various distortions in the
development of the economies of colon-
ial countries, the limitation of their pro-
duction to one or very few cash crops
dependent on the world market, the
prevention of the development of
manufacturing industries, their use as
military bases, the exploitation of their
peoples as cheap labour in mining and
agriculture and the re-export of profits
to the metropolitan countries.

This system is maintained by the
traditional apparatus of repression and
undemocratic rule. Here the classical
thesis that national self-determination
can lead to an expansion of productive
forces under bo is democracy and
from there to the of a working
class and the opening of the struggle
for socialism remains entirely correct.
The progress made by the economy of
India since 1945 supports this view but
her present economic difficulties and
the growing class-conflict illustrated by
the recent strike threat and the dracon-
ian legislation adopted by Nehru to
avert it suggest that history is tele-
scoping the stages and the period of
development resulting from self-deter-
mination may be very short.

Socialism in one country—out

Another topic for discussion follows
naturally from this. If the rapid devel-
opment of the frictions inherent in cap-
italism in the former colonies leads to
an early attempt to establish socialism
in one or more of the colonies or recent
colonies, what are the possibilities of
this attempt being successful if capital-
ism is not eliminated in one of the
advanced capitalist countries? There
can be no short answer, but the history
of the USSR and the knowledge we
possess of the conditions in which any
such attempts would have to be made
indicate that the road would be almost
intolerably steep without a parallel
development of socialism in at least one
of the advanced capitalist countries,

The new, disguised Imperialisms

A new form of imperialism has arisen
or greatly developed since the first
world war: indirect or economic imper-
ialism.

The classical model here is the rela-
tionship between the USA and some of
the Middle East states, in which the
capitalist power exercises its economic
dominion without direct political con-
trol by supporting and financing auto-
cratic feudal rulers in exchange for
exclusive control of some valuable raw
material such as oil. This model has
been followed by Britain in the Middle
East and in a slightly less overt form
by the USA in South America.

The intervention of British troops in
Oman is no less an imperialist action
because it has been “requested” by the

nominally sovereign Sultan. In such
territories it will be claimed that poli-
tical self-determination is not the ques-
tion and the support of socialists for
the struggle of new classes against their
feudal rulers and capitalist imperialism
must be based upon the backward and
restrictive nature of this alliance. It
may well be that the enterprises intro-
duced into such territories are already
creating a working class and we must
study the question of the situation
which is thus created and draw our con-
Clusions from it. National self-deter-
mination in such countries appears to
be directly linked with a class struggle
against the old feudal order.

Another form of indirect imperialism
arises from the persistence of unequal
economic relationships between the for-
mer metropolitan powers and politically
independent bourgeois states buttresed
by an alliance between the indigenous
beourgeoisie and foreign capitalism. A
great deal of data is needed for the
proper analysis of this phenomenon and
its collection and exposition would be
of value for the education of colonial
national movements.

Settler rule

Another pattern which requiries in-
vestigation and definition is that of the
“white” dominions (South Africa,
Central African Federation in the near
future and possibly Kenya). Here poli-
tical self-determination has been per-
mitted where an immigrant minority
holds the monopoly of economic and
political power, South Africa, the most
advanced of these countries ,has begun
to play an independent imperialist role
with the export of capital to other parts
of Africa and expansionist aims with
regard to other territories. The ques-
tion of the emancipation of the peoples
in these territories is a vital one. I do
not think we have given it sufficient
attention to be able to say whether it
1s a national question or is now entirely
one of the emancipation of a working
class which happens to be of one race
whilst the ruling class is of another. A
correct analysis of this question could
be of greater service to the peoples con-
cerned than any amount of righteous
indignation about the excesses of the
colour bar.

Finally socialists should consider the
national aspirations which still remain
in countries such as Wales and Scot-
land which were incorporated with
England before the modern capitalist
form of imperialism had developed. We
need a clear answer as to whether the
right of nations to self-determination
still has a concrete basis in the relations
between England and these other parts
of Britain.

The problems of imperialism have
become more complex, there is a large
area of the world where new questions
must be posed and answered-but the
classical analysis still applies to the
greater part of the imperialist world.
Socialists must give militant support to
the struggle of subject peoples for self-
determination because in so doing they
hold open the door for the new working
class of nations exploited by imperial-
ism to come into the intermational
socialist movement which, alone, can
solve their problems and ours.

Seymour Papert's promised second

article on S¢yikes has been post-
poned through illness







