SOCIALIST

- REVIEW

NEITHER WASHINGTON NOR MOSCOW, BUT INTERNATIONAL SOCIALISM

VOL. 6 No. 12

OCTOBER, 1957

Strike to

SIXPENCE

This Issue includes:
Kick the Tories out!

Seven per cent Bank Rate means
e lower pay—higher prices
e fewer houses—bigger rents
o scarcer jobs—fatter profits

safeguard wages'!

March to force a vote!
Vote the Tories out!

There is only one answer to

WE ARE GOING TO PRESS before the Labour Party Conference assembles at
Brighton, before the battle on nationalization policy is joined. However, we
are under no illusions about the outcome. The leadership—Right and ‘Left —
have taken up their positions, declared their * war aims ’ and shown the working
class that, whatever the fight is about, it has certainly nothing in common

with the fight for socialism.

Readers of this paper need no les-
sons in the nature of the Right-wing’s
policy. As we said last month, “un-
willing to fight capitalism, they will
have to rule—when they form the
Government—Dby courtesy of the capi-
talist class and within the limits set
by that class.” Strung between a
membership demanding a militant lead
against the Tories and the desire to
soothe fidgeting capitalists, the leader-
ship has produced a policy of no sub-
stance but with an awesome shadow.
The ‘substance’ is meant for the waste-
paper baskets of boardrooms, the
shadow—for clouding the minds of
rank-and-filers.  As the Economist,
~eclaitVovant organ of Big Business,
writes :

“The whole point about °Industry
and Society’ is that it is intended to
be evasive: to mean very nearly noth-
ing, If the vote at Brighton unex-

vectedly looked like going against it,,

the executive could, at a pinch, recon-
sider it and replace it next year hy
document that said nothing in slightly
different words. As the general elec-

tion will be nearer than, some of the

unions who might vote against it this
year will not be willing to rock the
boat again then; with tactful handling,
all but a minority of militants would
almost certainly accept some compro-
mise short of a specific and rigid list
for future nationalisations (which is
what Mr. Gaitskell wants at all costs
to avoid). At best for himself—and
this is still probable—Mr. Gaitskell can
withstand the fundamentalist onslaught
at this year’s conference. At worst,
he should have a line of retreat along
which he can withdraw at the expense
of 'looking only a little silly.” (Sep-
tember 7).

Arithmetic of the Right

No, we needn’t be surprised at the
Right-wing leadership. They are act-
ing true to type, true to their convic-
tions. By all means, push capitalism
a little here, pull a little there; add a
a small reform, subtract an injustice,
multiply the result by propaganda and
divide the workers by guile. But
whatever vou do, the result of this
arithmetic must be a flourishing stock-
market and a functioning capitalism.
For after all, only looming profits
can finance the reforms that keep the
workers quiet and their ® leaders’ m
positions of power and privilege.

S_mall-talk from the ‘‘Left’”’

But what about the ‘Left?” Where
is the Bevanite leadership, those ‘real
socialists ’, those *“ Old Believers” (to
quote Maurice Edelman, M.P., Tri-
bune, August 16), whose socialism
pounds and bubbles and cannot be
tamed? Where is this fearsome lion
conjured up by Tribune? . . . All that
can be seen is a nest of mice, scurry-
ing about in small panics, shocked that
the secret of the peace-pact has come
out. And the Great Man himself, Old
Beliexgr and New Statesman, one-time
miner and future Foreign Secretary,
Mr. Aneurin Bevan . . . not a word
from him in this greatest of debates
within the Movement.

Let us explain. Bevan, Mikardo,
Barbara Castle (and Cousins) sat on
the commission that prepared the
nationalization-policy statement, In-
dustry and Society. They are not fools;
they knew what it was about. Fhey
knew that, to quote Mikardo, “1t is
a_mandate to future Labour Minis-
ters to do either as much as it permits

or as little as it compels ™ (Tribune, .-

July 19)—which is very little indeed
—ang they would agree with him when
he%adds: “now I admit at once that
in Industry and Society the gap be-
tween the minimum and the maximum
is much wider than is the case with
any previous policy document . . .”
(ibid).

Unity before principle ?!

And yet they let it pass. Jennie Lee
tells us why. “We all know,” she
writes (Tribune, August 23), “that the
reason why so much is left blurred and
open to a dozen different interpreta-
tions is the necessity of preserving
unity at the top . . . The only alterna-
tive to this method of settling contro-
versies would have been to haye had
resignations or threats of resignations
from the minority elements on the
Executive.” -

So that’s it. In spite of the fact that
“the only unanimity which took place

. was between some of the TUC
representatives and the Left-wing cri-
tics of the document on the NEC”
(Barbara Castle, Tribune, September
13), the ‘Left’ was prepared to let
the rank-and-file believe that the docu-
ment was indeed unanimously agreed
upon. And, as if that isn’t enough,
they feel aggrieved and betrayed be-
cause the truth stalked out, the gag-

pact emerged, naked and ashamed.

Once out, scurry scurry. Clothe him
with slogans.  Swathe his bones in
phrases. Amendment follows amend-
ment; addition piles on re-interpreta-
tion. The skeleton is turned into a
scarecrow to frighten away the eagle
of socialism. The mice scamper into
their lion-suits, busily squeaking to
the British workers, “trust us, trust
us. When you awake to shake off
Gaitskell, Wilson, Crossman, William-
son, don’t forget us, your revolution-
ary fiighters, don’t forget to put us—
Bevan, Mikardo, Castle, Cousins—in
their place.”

What a spectacle! What a fright-
ful, sickening spectacle. Here we are,
with an issue that will decide the fate
of socialism in Britain; we have a
straight, uncomplicated task of re-
jecting a do-nothing policy statement,
of reaffirming our belief in “the com-
meon ownership of the means of pro-
duction, distribution and exchange ”

LABOUR’S GREAT DEBATE

under workers’ control; we have a
chance of appealing over the heads of
the Right-wing leadership to the rank-
and-file, to the working class, which
alone can fight for and secure social-
ism as a ‘conscious act in history, And
all that these mice of men can do is
steal up behind our backs, join hands
with the ¢ leaders > and jockey for Min-
istries. Thus do midgets barter away
history for a portfolio!

Militant socialists need not be dis-
mayed. False friends are worse than
none. The very efforts they make to
appear ‘respectable ’ in the eyes of the
rank-and-file shows where the power
really lies. The militant socialist can
be true to himself, true to the British
working class and true to the future of
mankind only if he continues to reject
all compromises and fight for

COMPLETE NATIONALIZATION
AND NATIONAL PLANNING
UNDER WORKERS’ CONTROL.

YOUT H James D. YOUﬂgwr;iteson

& L
Capitalism,
“* “The number of those who need to

be awakened is far greater than

‘those who need comfort ”—B. Wil-

son, 1857.

THE CAPITALISTS seem to have found in
armaments a guaranteed insurance
against economic crises. This is the
central economic fact of contemporary
capitalist society. But any agreed dis-
armament or a strong Socialist move-
ment of working class youth would, of
course, upset them.

A recent examination of the impact
of mass-media on “‘working class cul-
ture” shows up a sharp tendency in
working class life towards greater con-
formity and even uniformity.

But within the temporary economic
stability of British capitalism class
struggles between workers and capital-
ists flare up from time to time. The
inability of capitalist society to satisfy
the growing needs and aspirations of
new generations of working class youth
has created acute social and psycholo-
gical tensions.

This frustration and militancy is re-
flected in:

1. The tendency for young people
to turn inwards, The literature of the
“angry young men” is, for example, a
literary expression of the frustration,
confusion, anxiety, insecurity and hope-
lessness of a majority of middle and
working class youth.

Labour and Youth

2. The tendency for a minority of
young people to turn towards their
trade unions and labour parties. As
they are not prepared to put up with
the economic and cultural restrictions
of capitalist society, as many of their
fathers and mothers have done, they
try to push the Labour movement fur-
ther and further to the left.

They are the people on whose shoul-
ders the future and salvation of human-
ity rests. But they will not be able to
take humanity towards the future of
Socialism unless they can spread
Socialist ideas among the majority of
their class.

Mr. J. Bronowski says that “in the
school population it is estimated that
of those children who could profit from
a university education 63 per cent. come
from working class homes. But only
25 per cent. of the university popula-
tion in fact comes from working class
homes, and at Oxford and Cambridge
the proportion is 12 per cént.” In 1954
Mr. Henry Smith, Vice Principal of
Ruskin College, pointed out that ‘“‘the
best working class lads™ cannot go to
university as “the majority are still
driven by economic pressure to add to
the family income as soon as possible.”

Thus does capitalism waste human
and economic resources. Thus does
capitalism condemn itself before the

: [turn to back page



Page Eight

PARLIAMENT
SOMETHING NOT TOO DIFFERENT

“The flap isn’t there for fum. It’s
a scientifically angled sound mirror,
beaming sound forward from the
Speaker.” (TV set advertisement
contemporary with the Radio Show
and the Trade Union Congress.)

WHEN IT WAS POINTED OUT to the edi-
tor that (a) Parliament is in recess and
(b) the summer is a bad time for crea-
tive literary endeavour, he ignored the
second point and dealt with the first
by saying that we could do the TUC
which somebody had once said was the
“Parliament of the Working Class.”
So Blackpool it will have to be.

Sir Tom Williamson gave the pre-
sidential address. It was a model. Gol-
den platitude followed golden plati-
tude until delegates sat in an ecstasy
of wonderment—surely no man could
speak for so long without committing
himself?! However, he finally des-
cended to practical matters and made
a courageous attack on unofficial stri-
kers, who, he said, he had no time
for. (It must be admitted that few
unofficial strikers can have much time
for Sir Tom Williamson.)

To quote him * , . . that minority
of trade unionists who ran away from
their responsibilities by joining unoffi-
cial movements to circumvent and
overturn the official constitutions and
policies of their own organisations . . .
if we are to retain our influence and
prestige we must condemn and restrain
those who organise, promote and lead
unofficial movements and unofficial
strikes,”

If any of you are thinking that Sir
Tom should have said “If T am to
maintain my prestige and influence
. . .7 you are wrong, for the damage
these unhappy men do is incalculable.
They undermine the working class
movement by making the employers
afraid of it. They destroy working class
solidarity by holding elections and act-
ing in organised groups. Their opposi-
tion to permanent Trade Union officials
makes people fear that workers are
incapable of thinking for themselves.
Finally, to strike for higher wages is
the grossest disloyalty to their work-
mates and a threat to the living stan-
dards of their families.

Michael Millett deals with

THE DISCUSSION of the Labour Party
National Insurance Scheme was dis-
appointing. Apart from recommenda-
tions that present old age pensions be
raised to the not excessive level of £3
per week, no one had anything con-
structive to say. One would have
thought that at least one speaker from
the floor would have objected to a
scheme the basis of which is that capi-
talism will still be in full operation
by A.D. 2030, that is to say, through-
out the lifetimes of us all, and when
all the TuC delegates will be dead. It
might be libellous to say that they will
have died of inertia but, oh, some-
thing must be wrong with a working
class conference that (apparently)
tamely accepts such profoundly anti-
socialist proposals.

The concept is, to be frank, per-
fectly ridiculous. In essence it is that
the next two generations of workers
should save up and lend the money
to capitalists who will then be able to
pay it back to the subsequent genera-
tions.

This 1s more than a right-wing re- -

formist attitude. After all, a night-
winger is supposed to be someone who,
though professedly Socialist, believes
that the path should be gradual. The
Labour Party proposals are not socia-
list in any sense since they imply, for
all practical purposes, that the eco-
nomy will always be capitalistic, and
run by the same crew of capitalists,
at that.

- With suitable modesty, this column
would like to make its own proposals.
The next Labour Government should
set up a Board that will take a weekly
contribution from each worker and in-
vest the money in the football pools.
The*vast number of permutations pos-
sible would make success a certainty,
and the winnings would enable old
age pensioners to be paid on a gener-
ous scale. This has a further advan-
tage: if the pools were nationalised
every Tuesday and denationised every
Friday morning each worker would be
able to get, week by week, his last
week’s stake money back again.
- Anybody who believes that they can
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WHAT WE STAND FOR

The Socialist Review stands for international Socialist democracy. Only the
mass mobilisation of the working class in the industrial and political arena
can lead to the overthrow of capitalism and the establishment of Socialism.

The Socialist Review believes that a really consistent Labour Government
must be brought to power on the basis of the following programme :

[1] The complete nationalisation of heavy industry, the banks, insurance

and the land, with compensation payments based on a means test. Re-
nationalisation of all denationalised industries without compensaton. The
nationalised industries to form am integral part of an overall economic
plan and not to be used in the interests of private profit.
[2] Workers’ control in all nationalised industries, i.e.,, a majority of
workers’ representatives on all national and area boards, subject to fre-
quent election, immediate recall and receiving the average skilled wage
ruling in the industry. _ |
[3] The inclusion of workers’ representatives on the boards of all private
firms employing more than 20 people. These representatives to have free
access to all docoments.
[4] The establishment of workers’ committees in all concerns to control
hiring, firing and working conditions.

[5] The establishment of the principle of work or full maintenance.
[6] The extension of the social services by the payment of adequate
pensions, linked to a realistic ‘cost-of-living index, the abolition of all pay-
ments for the National Health Service and the development of an industrial
health service.
[7] The expansion of the housing programme by granting interest free
loans to local authorities and the right to requisition privately held land. -
[8] Free State education up to 18. Abolition of fee paying schools. For
comprehensive schools and adequate maintenance grants—without a means
test—for all university students. A5 é
[9] Opposition to all forms of racial discrimination. Equal rights and
trade union protection to all workers whatever their country of origin.
Freedom of migration for all workers to and from Britain.

[10] Freedom from political and economic oppression to all colonies.
The offer of technical and economic assistance to the people of the under-
developed countries.

[11] The reunification of an independent Ireland.

[12] The abolition of conscription and the withdrawal of all British
troops from overseas. The abolition of all weapons of mass destruction.
[13] A Socialist foreign policy independent of both Washington and
Moscow.

,
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the Labour Party’s proposals since the
basic idea is the same—that by capi-
talist manipulation of various kinds it
is possible to creat more value tha
that created by labour. |
E B =
WHEN SOMETHING is suggested that at
first sight looks expensive it is usu-
ally claimed that it could easily be
paid for by everybody giving up, say,
half a cigarette each week. The trou-
ble is that taking everything together,
space -travel to cats’ homes, not only
would we be giving up smoking, but
would be.hard put to it for the rent.
‘Delegates of two of the smaller
unions, the Associated Blacksmith,
Forge and Smithy Workers’ Society,
and the Guild of Insurance Officials,

had this feeling after Sir Charles
Geddes had spoken on a section of
the report that advised that half-a-
million pounds be paid to an Interna-
tional Solidarity Fund. Whilst agree-
ing that this would mean 6d. per wor-
ker once a year for three years, they
pointed out that it involved amounts
like £1,500 from them, which is a lot
of money from a small organisation.

What exactly the Fund is for was
not specified in the reports of the con-
ference; one suspects that its aim is to
give underdeveloped countries trade
union bureaucracies along with the
benefits from other sources—TV from
the Radio Corporation of America,
tractors from Fergusons and Skoda
tanks from you-know-who.

see a fallacy in this should be wary of

CAPITALISM and YOUTH — continued from page one

court of humanity. Yet by depriving
thousands of working cldass youth of
their right to a higher education, while
an enormous amount of money is spent
on war preparations, capitalism creates
a terrific potential anti-capitalist move-
ment,

That is why a very large sum of
money is spent by the capitalists in
chloroforming the workers. Practically
the whole of the educational machinery,
the cheap millionaire press, the cinema
industry and the radio is devoted to
this. Im so far as young workers suc-
cumb to this they become useless to
their class. But it can never be fully
successful, because capitalist industry
keeps the struggle going, always recruit-
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ing new generations of workers to the
struggle. Every strike and every lock-
out is a lesson in working class solidar-
ity. And for the workers solidarity is
the chief social and spiritual value, and
the source of all the others.

In real life young workers have often
got more militant instincts and attitudes
than the older generation of trade
unionists and Socialists, Thus they
occasionally come into conflict in fac-
tories and trade union committees. (But
the more militant trade unions have set
up youth groups and committees to
deal with the problems of young trade
unionists.) Therefore young workers
are usually more ambitious for higher
wages, shorter hours, safety-measures
and apprenticeship schemes than their
fathers ever were, :

The young trade wunionists and
Socialists of today were not reared in
the Left Book Club; and they were not
disillusioned by the bitter and bloody
defeats of the nineteen-thirties. They
entered industry during a time when
labour was a premium, when the fore-
men dare not speak too aggressively
to the workers, and when the workers
were on top.

But young workers only develop
their confidence, independence and
values by struggling against capitalism.

And the cultural environment of H-
bomb society first breeds and -then
feeds attitudes of apathy, inertia and
hopelessness. And of course, as capi-
talist civilisation has produced its-ulti-
mate product in the form of the H-
bomb and does not know what to do
with it (daren’t use it and yet daren’t
scrap it), people who are not Socialists
can only turn inwards.

Yet the development of an independ-
ent movement of Socialist youth would
have the effect of opening an avenue
that has been shut too long. And as
more young people are beginning to
question the LIMITS of their inherited
rights and roles in class society, and are
searching for a revolutionary way for-

ward, new prospects are opening up.
For a new League of Youth

The Labour leaders know this. And
they are afraid of Socialism really
coming. Being themselves fairly com-
fortable under capitalism, they natur-
ally want to keep the comfort that they
have. This is understandable. After
all “social democracy” is a defensive
mechanism that the capitalists have
been able to accommodate and build
into their society. So they snatched at
the first excuse to crush the militant
Labour League of Youth. -

But there has been a new upsurge of
working class activity in every section
of the Labour movement during the
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past two or three years. As the Tories
get bolder, more and more young
workers turn to the organized Labour
movement as a way out of their present
difficulties.

Therefore members of the Labour
Youth sections have got to campaign
inside the Party for the right to live a
completely free and independent life.
While we are taking part in the day-to-
day struggles of the workers, and while
we are co-operatively working along-
side adult members of the Party, we
have got to fight for our right to pub-
lish our own papers, to help to shape
the Party’s policy, and even to make
our own mistakes. For this we need a
national orgamization—we need to re-
constitute the Labour League.of Youth
as an independent body, with its own
programme and its own constitution.

As we will, of course, assist the
Party to pull in new members and
strengthen its organisation, we will re-
quire generous financial assistance from
the national executive committee. As
this is really the only way to build a
fighting Socialist organisation capable
of overcoming the powerful resources
of capitalism, and as a Labour youth
organisation is, In any case, necessary
to carry out the usually dull electoral
activities, the Party will be sinking a
valuable investment in its youth organ-
isation.
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Page Two

‘THE MOVEMENT

BEFORE THE TUC had opened, the pun-
dits of the press predicted many stormy
sessions. The newspaper prophets
anticipated for their readers a week
of thrills and spills which would
make Blackpool’s fun-fair gadgets look
like genteel drawing-room pastimes for
an old maid’s social gathering. This
little lot, they said, was more than the
right-wing union leaders could stomach.

All this however, was before Con-
gress got down to its business proper.
Hardly had the pedestrian prelimin-
aries, such as the Mayor’s welcome and
the President’s address, been dispensed
with when it became apparent that few,
if any, rows were going to materialise.
The astute boys of the press rapidly
switched their line; in their reports they
concentrated on writing the Congress
down and describing it as the dullest on
record for many a year. Long before
Congress ended many newsmen, who
but a week earlier had been promising
their readers columns hot enough to
sear ink off paper, could be seen in one
or other of Blackpool’'s many bars
drowning their sorrows and increasing
their expense accounts by way of per-
sonal compensation.

It is easy to see where these news-
paper men went wrong. Their biggest
mistake was to look forward to the
Congress and try to anticipate the
leaderships’ reaction to the resolutions
in terms of two or three years ago.
They failed to acknowledge that new
leaders, changed circumstances and
different moods within the movement
have all acted and reacted on each
other to produce an entirely new situa-
tion within the Tuc compared to that
which existed a few years ago.

The old-guard goes

First, there has been a fairly large
scale exodous of the hard core of right-
wing union leadership in recent years.
For instance Arthur Deakin and Jock
Tiffin have died, Sir William Lawther
has retired, Sir Lincoln Evans has left
the trade union movement, James
Crawford this year left the TUC to join
the NCB, Wilf Heywood has taken on
a job with the restrictive practices
court and Sir Charles Geddes—having
received a knighthood in a recent hon-
ours list—has left his union job on
reaching retiring age.

To this list could be added others,
and the effect has been to weaken the
right-wing section of trade wunion
leadership. In normal circumstances
this alone would not have been of any
great consequence for the rights of suc-
cession would have placed second or
third rank right-wingers in their places
where they would have rapidly gained
the experience necessary to fill the shoes
of their departed seniors. But coin-
ciding with this departure of many
leading figures of the right-wing has
come a change in the industrial situa-
t1on.

New condition

Four years ago, when all the pre-
viously mentioned union leaders were
still very active in the movement, Tory
policy was still very much watered
down. The employers were suffering
from a shortage of labour; their order-
books were bulging and the prospect of
a continued increase in production
stretched before them. Standing on the
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side lines, ready to gently chastise
unions and employers alike, was Sir
Walter Monckton—an almost non-
political Tory Minister of Labour. At
rank and file level in the trade unions
the left-wing was trying to mobilise the
support of a mass membership which
had yet to be convinced that the appar-
ent prosperity could easily vanish., In
short, the situation was one which
favoured the right wing of the trade
unions.

Now, however, the scene is different.
The Tories have purged from the
Government a number of members con-
sidered to be too soft. Credit squeeze
and deflation is the driving force be-
hind the Government, which actively
encourages employers to resist wage
demands and to get tough with the
trade unions. Not that the employers
need much prompting; for the credit
squeeze has made things more difficult
for them, too. Production is no longer
expanding at the rate of a few years
ago, profits—though still growing—are
doing so at a slower rate than pre-
viously, and order books are much less
bulky. Thus the employers react by
endeavouring to maintain their position
at the expense of the workers.

The meaning of Cousins

In such a situation even the right-
wing old guard of the trade union
movement, were it still composed of
the same men as a few years ago, would
have been forced to take a firmer line
—both against govermment economic
policies and against the employers. The
fact that the right wing is weakened
through the loss of its more prominent
figures accentuates this tendency, for
the newly installed right-wing leaders.
have neither the experience nor the
backing which their predecessors had.

It is against such a background that
the emergence of Frank Cousins must
be seen. Cousins appeared on the stage
at the precise moment when economic
considerations made a turn in union
policies imperative. He had a ready
made reputation for militancy (that is,
relative to Deakin, Tiffin and com-
pany), he had no previous association
—in a leading capacity—with the main
policies of the trade union movement,
and he was prepared to go along with
the more ive elements of the
Transport and General Workers’ Union
—partly out of conviction and no doubt
partly out of desire to consolidate his
position by winning support from the
rank and file, which by this time had
thrown off much of its torpidity after
seeing the results of Tory policies.

Right lies low

Thus Cousins became the focal point
for a change in attitude by the trade
union movement as a whole. The big
question, however, was how the remn-
ants of the right-wing old guard would
react against this change; whether they
would put up a fight to minimise the
shift to the left, and if so to what
lengths they would be prepared to go.
It was on this vital question that the
“industrial correspondents” of the Tory
newspapers came unstuck. They
thought that the right-wing remnants
would dig there toes in and fight hard
against the Cousins’ tendency, instead
of which the right wing capitulated and
raised hardly a squeak against policies
which it was obvious they had no sym-
pathy with.

The question now is: why did the
right wing choose this course, why did
they allow a wide swing in policy with-
out making any attempt to keep it

LESSONS OF THIS YEAR’S T.U.C.

under their firm control? The answer
to this contains many aspects, but most
important is the underlying right wing
belief that the present situation cannot
last, and when things improve (as the
right-wing leaders think they will) then
a solid core of right-wingers will be
present at points of power ready to
swing the trade union movement back
into line. In short, the right wing 1s
persisting with its old Fabian tactics,
and is prepared to abdicate direction of
the trade union movement to a force
largely external to the TuC so long as
it can remain within the centre of the
Ttuc itself ready for action when an
opportune time presents itself. The
alternative would have been a show-
down with Cousins, which would have
meant a showdown with all the ele-
ments left of centre within the trade
unions—and the chances are that the
right-wing would have lost and thus
would have been pushed completely out
of points of power within the trade
union movement.

Unstable equilibrium

The situation now is a delicately
poised balance of forces within the TUC.
In theory the leadership still rests with
the right-wing majority of the General
Council, but in practice the leadership
has been taken over by the Cousins’
tendency. Probing a little deeper
Cousins himself is still in a delicate
position. He is relying greatly on the
support of the rank and file, particu-
larly of the TGwu. But recent events,
such as the Covent Garden Market
dispute, demonstrate that he is ftrail-
ing behind the more militant members
of the movement. Thus his position is
precarious—one or two more occur-
rences such as Covent Garden could
wreck his reputation as a militant and
see him bracketed with the right wing.

Wage restraint shelved

If this analysis is correct it means
everything within the trade union

movement is in a state of flux. And it _

means that the left wing forces within
the Labour movement have before
them a unique opportunity to really
shift the policy over to the left.

Consider events at- the Blackpool
Congress. Wage restraint wassguite
firmly flung through the door. And it
was done so on a motion moved by the
tGwu, seconded by the Mineworkers,
and supported by Woodworkers, NATKE,
Boilermakers, ETu, and the General
and Municipal Workers. With such a
list of sponsors the motion could have
been so vague as (0 mean nothing—and
indeed one or two parts of it were a
little woolly. But there can be no mis-
interpretation of its essential features.
The “principle of wage restraint in any
form’” was rejected, and the determina-
tion of the trade union movement to
take “steps industrially” to keep wages
rising alongside increased costs of living
was reaffirmed “while prices and profits
remain uncontrolled.” The motion con-
cluded by saying that the present econ-
omic situation was the responsibility of
the Tory Government and it pledged
the trade union movement to work for
the early return of a Labour Govern-

ment.
Public ownership ayed

On public ownership a resolution was
passed which instructed the General
Council to carry out the terms of the
resolution passed at the 1952 Margate

Congress and to work for the imple-

mentation of a policy within the frame-
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work of the 1952 resolution. A look at
the terms of the 1952 resolution itself
will reveal the full import of this declar-
ation.

“Congress,” said the 1952 resolution,
“reaffirms its faith in the principles of
social ownership, but recognises that if
their application remains restricted to
a limited number of industries and
services the full advantages of social
ownership will be lost. It therefore
welcomes the Labour Party’s declara-
tion that it will extend social ownership.

“Congress therefore calls upon the
General Council to formulate proposals
for the extension of social ownership to
industries and services, particularly
those now subject to monopoly control,
such proposals to have regard to the
‘Plan for Engineering’ of the Confed-
eration of Shipbuilding and Engineer-
ing Unions and other proposals sub-
mitted by affiliated organisations. Con-
gress further calls upon the General
Council to formulate general proposals
for the democratisation of the national-
ised industries and services calculated
to make possible the ultimate realisa-
tion of full industrial democracy.”

This resolution was not accepted
meekly by the General Council at the
1952 Congress and was forced to a card
vote where, despite the right wing oppo-
sition, it was passed by a majority of
1,332,000. The General Council was
instructed to draw up a report, present
it to the 1953 Congress and then to the
Labour Party for inclusion in the elec-
tion pragramme.

The outcome of this was the famous
1953 report on public ownership which
only recommended the nationalisation
of water, This, said the General Coun-
cil, was an interim report—but in fact
it was the limit to which the right wing
was prepared to go as evidenced by

‘their resistance to moves to reject the

document until a full report was avail-
able., On this occasion the right-wing
had mustered its forces and the “Gas
and Water” report was adopted by a
narrow majority of just over a million
votes. In the intervening years,
despite the 1953 assertion that this was
only an interim report, nothing further
has been heard from the General Coun-
cil on this matter. Thus, this year’s
instruction to the General Council to
get busy on the basis of the 1952
d}i::flaration represents a significant
shitt.

Shorter work-week

Similarly with the resolution in fav-
our of a shorter working week passed
atethis year’s Congress. The 40 hour
week has been Tuc policy for about
twenty years, but since the war this
has been played down by the right-
wing which—while accepting the prin-
ciple—has argued that the time was
not ripe or that the matter was one for
individual unions, At the 1955 Con-
gress the General Council secured the
defeat of a 40 hour week resolution
on this basis, last year it was con-
fronted with a similar resolution and
it put up none other than Frank Cou-
sins to advance the old arguments
against; despite this the resolution
was put to a vote and carried. This
year a similar resolution was not op-
posed by the right-wing—and was car-
ried without a vote. In fact the signi-
ficant feature of this year’s TuC is
that there was not a single "tard vote.

Wage restraint was firmly ended,
public ownership was brought back
into circulation, the TuC was pledged
to give full support to unions fight-
ing for a shorter working week,
opposition was expressed to the manu-
facture and testing of hydrogen and
atomic bombs, all without the right-
wing demanding a card vote. Evi-
dence indeed of the shift in policy and
leadership which has taken place even
within the past twelve months, and
evidence that the right-wing made no
attempt to engage in open conflict with
left of centre opinion.

(continued next page)






