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" OUT WITH THE
MEAN TORIES!

The Tories are showing their hand. And what a mean hand it is. Grabbing
at job security and the security of a home, grasping at every penny spent on
health, gouging a profit from the school lunch table, griping and clutching left,
health, gouging a profit from the school lunch table, gripping and clutching left,
right and centre—at local government spending on social services, at unemploy-
ment payments -to workers on short time, at the special benefits of pregnant
women and children, at the very existence of Old Age Pensioners.

This has not been sprung on us without warning. Ever since they took over
in 1951, they have pursued a policy of pressing the can more and more firmly
in the hands of the workers. Let them carry it!

It started off with the abolition of the food subsidies. It continued with
changes in purchase tax. It taxed the sick through increased Health Service
payments. It went through successive hikes in the bank rate which hit working-
class rents. It spread to hire-purchase where the worker was pinched just when
he thought to buy something that wasn’t bread and butter. Two rent Bills
have been conceived and enacted by this policy, the last one containing provision
for substantial rent increases in some five million working-class homes and the
threat of an ever-increasing pool of families stbject to an eviction order on the

part of the private landlord.

And now, after the credit squeeze has shown its teeth in producing some
of the three-quarter of a million unemployed that the financial press has been
demanding for well on three years;- the Tories have summoned the courage to
attack our standards openly, or as openly as meanness can; school meals,
children’s milk, health insurance, are the latest targets in the campaign.
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For the first time in years we have real unemployment, more workers
looking for jobs than unfilled vacancies. In Birmingham there are three men
for every unfilled post at the labour exchanges. In Coventry five.

For the first time in years the bosses are showing open defiance of trade
union practice and throwing down the gauntlet for a showdown. Last year
we heard the rumbles at Norton, BMC and Standards. This year the front has
moved down to Dagenham—Fords and Briggs. In the next few months the
front will be widened to wherever it suits the bosses best.

And don’t think that they have initiated their attacks because they are
feeling the pinch of declining standards. On the contrary, the number of
millionaires has grown from 38 to 40 since 1945; surtax payers now number
281,575 or almost 120.000 more than ten years ago; £315 million came in as
excess profits tax last year as compared with only £192 million in the last year of

the Labour Government.
% * *

There is only one answer to the Tories’ organized and vicious campaign
against our standards. The answer that Gaitskell gave after the victory at
North Lewisham is not enough ; we need to do more than cry that the Tories
“ must now withdraw their Rents Bill ”’; the storms that stir the Members into
division in the House of Commons are not the final answer.

In order to answer the Tories and their financial backers we must harass
them where it really hurts—in industry. They attack from their positions of
strength in the Government ; let us counter attack where we are strong—in
industry. Industrial militancy is the only way of driving the Tories out finally, of
showing the electorate that the Tories cannot run the country with their bank-
rupt policy.

But constant harassment will need a change of ideas on the part of the
leadership of the Labour Party and the trade unions. We cannot be guided

by a cowardly policy of “let the Tories clear up their own mess before we

form the Government.”” To clear their stables we need radical measures, a
socialist programme of planning, full nationalization, the freeing of working
class initiative through workers’ control  of industry, an independent socialist
foreign policy. 3

These are the planks which can rally the Labour Movement to a campaign
to sharpen its own weapons,-its independent organizations. The sharper they
become, the more successful our campaign to harass the Tories out of office and
into the oblivion that a General Election now will bring them.

A Socialist

View of

Tory Disarmament

By Owen Roberts

Six years ago it was tantamount to
treason to suggest that Britain’s arms
burden was too heavy and should be
cut. For advocating such a policy
Nye Bevan and other Labour MP’s
were nearly turfed out of the Labour
Party. Rank and file members who
stood up in the meetings of their local
party and suggested the same thing
sent right-wing members into foam-
flecked frenzy and were accused of
organising ““ a party within the Party.”

Now, however, things are different.
Economic circumstances have pushed
even right-wing Tories to the point
where they are demanding cuts in arms
spending in order to ease the taxation
burden. The Government is expected
to make some concessions to these
demands—and an examination of the
figures of arms pounds, shillings and
pence will show why.

In the White Paper on defence last
year the sum of almost £1,500 millions
was earmarked for military expendi-
ture. Another £45 millions was
allocated for civil defence and a further
£50 millions was expected in the form
of military aid from the United States.

The £1,500 direct military spending
represents about one-third of all
the money collected by the Govern-
ment in taxes or, in another way,
about three-quarters of all the income
tax collected.

Middle-class squeeze

With many middle class Tories
howling about “excessive taxation”
and witholding support from Govern-
ment candidates at Parliamentary by-
elections, the Government has already
made some efforts to prune its arms
spending. Last year MacMillan
announced reductions of about £45
millions as a first step (although the
war in Egypt subsequently wiped
nearly all of this saving out) More
recently, the Government last month
announced further minor cuts, the
most important being the cancellation
of aircraft contracts to the value of
£10 millions.

These steps, however, are but the
beginning. And in coming weeks it
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can be expected that the Government
—having made a deal with the
Americans on the matter—will
announce further, and bigger, cuts.

Those Socialists who have been
agitating for such steps for many years
will undoubtedly welcome this rather
belated action of the Government.
But, at this stage, it is necessary to
utter a few serious words of warning.

Not by arms alone. ..

Cuts in arms spending mean nothing
unless they are accompanied by at
least two other actions. The first is a
change in foreign policy, thereby
signifying that the reduction in arms
expenditure is but a manifestation of
a general change of attitude on the
part of the Government, The second
is a change in domestic policy which
will enable the men, materials and
productive capacity released by the
reduction in arms expenditure to be
absorbed into useful production for
civilian use.

It is precisely these two very impor-
tant factors which are noticeably
absent from the Government’s inten-
tions at this moment. Foreign policy
remains the same as always—junior
partner in the American imperialist
bloc ranged up against the rival
imperialsm of the Soviet bloc.
Domestic policy, far from being able
to take up the slack from a cut in
arms output, continues to be restric-
tive and retards industrial develop-
ment. - -

Why the cuts ?

The current desire to reduce arms
spending, * being unaccompanied by
the two factors mentioned, springs
entirely from other motives. The first
is the Governments general desire to
cut all forms of public spending in
order to assist its credit squeeze policy
and at the same time make taxation
concessions to its disgruntled middle
class supporters.

The second reason is that the
development of weapons to the stage
of supersonic guided missiles fitted

[ continued on back page]

Dora Scarlett will be speaking on the nature
of the Hungarian Revolution at the Prince
of Wales, Bishopsbridge Road, (opposite
Paddington Goods Station), on Sunday,
March 3rd. at 7 p.m.




Page Two

Not for us

SOCIALISM BY THE BACK DOOR

The right-wing leadership of the
Labour Party, anxious to shed all
nationalisation proposals from the
party programme, have discovered a
new gimmick. Hitherto they have had
to counter the clamour for fresh
measures of public ownership with
talk about the time—as always—not
being opportune and, if further
pressed, by a rather shamefaced de-
fence of ‘ private enterprise ” similar
to those heard from members of the
Carlton Club.

But now there is no-need for them °

to behave like this . . . for they have
their own new 28-carat theory, a
theory that allows them to pose as
socialists while in- fact standing for a
snug co-existence between the sectors
of the economy at present nationalised
and those in private hands.

The Party leader, Hugh Gaitskell,

propounds this new theory in his pam-
phlet, Recent Devélopments in British
Socialist Thinking. Others who have
played an important part in the
theory’s formulation are Professor
Arthur Lewis, of Manchester Univer-
sity, and Robin Marris, an ex-
Treasury official.

The ‘new’ theory

The main gist of the theory is that
the next Labour Government should
not seek to introduce further
nationalisation measures.  Instead
they should try to expand the volume
of public saving. With the money thus
saved, it is proposed that the Govern-
ment should finance the further
development of the nationalised indus-
tries. This would mean that it would
no longer be necessary for the various
nationalised boards to go to the Stock
Exchange, borrowing large sums from
capitalist financiers at high rates of
interest.

With what is left of the sai.rings, the ..

Government should make selective
purchases of shares in private con-
cerns. These government dabblings on
the Stock Exchange would extend
state influence in a haphazard fashion.
‘The economy would begin to look like
a patch-work quilt, with specks of
state ownership scattered all over. In
‘the initial phases it is likely that the
Government would instruct Treasury
officials, making the purchascs on be-
half of the state, to buy shares that
would give them a minority interest in
companies. This would leave the com-
position of the various boards of direc-
tors unchanged. However, as state
purchases increased, the state would
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Writes Raymond Challinor

begin to exercise an influence on the
policy decision of private enterprise.

The most optimistic—and deluded—

supporters of this scheme envisage that

state ownership would gradually sup-
plant private ownership without the
political passion and economic upsets

that are likely to accompany more

direct methods of dispossessing the
capitalist class.

Stock-exchange Socialists

Insofar as this proposal is seriously
considered as a means of changing the
social order, it is highly significant that
the reformist theoreticians of the
British Labour Party should look to
the Stock Exchange, the traditional
centre of capitalist financial manipula-
tions, as the means for our socialist

liberation. Gone is the need for
workers’ organisation, strength and
militancy. = The responsibility for

achieving the new social order will
now rest with the pin-striped prole-
tarians of Whitehall, who will battle
for the people’s interests on the floor
of the Stock Exchange.

However, before these happy events
can be brought about, a nasty prob-
lem must be solved: where is the
money -coming from ? - For, if the
state is going to invest money in
capitalist concerns, then net expendi-

- ture must be less than net income.

Otherwise there will be no surplus.

How can this be done ? An answer
is given by Robin~Marris, writing in
laste April’s issue of that right-wing
Labour journal, Socialist Commentary.
He realises that, for there to be public
investment on any significant scale, it
is necessary to decrease public expen-
diture and/or increase public revenue.
Therefore, Marris looks about, axe in
hand, to find some likely victim with a
bit of surplus cash. |

Nationalised industries to pay

~ His eyes first alight on the
nationalised industries. Here the ob-
jective—by some strange coincidence
the same as the Tories—is to make

‘them self-supporting so that they will

in future finance their investment pro-
jects from their own funds. To do
this, he says, *they would need to In-
crease their surpluses by a total of
over £400 million, thus reducing the
share of labour in the product from
80 per cent. to 65 per cent. Some of
the Unions involved would no doubt
have something to say about that since
prices would have fo be raised more
than wages.”

No doubt they would have some-
thing to say about such a “socialist ”

proposal—and with some justification.

The former private owners of these

. industries allowed them to get into a--
“semi-derelict condition.

Each year
they took out—and put nothing back
in. - Consequently, machinery became
old, dilapidated and worn out. When

the industries were nationalised by the

Labour Goveynmcnt they were, in
some cases, little better than scrap-
heaps. Yet these former owners, far

~ from being" prosecuted for criminal

neglect, were given ilarge sums of
compensation! And now, to cap it
all, our new ‘“socialist” thinkers
plan to put the burder of modernisa-
tion of these industries on the
shoulders of the workers, the same

/

people who bore the brunt of the bad
conditions, poverty and unemploy-
ment of the inter-war years. It is the
workers who must finance the
nationalised industries by allowing
prices to the consumer to rise and by
receiving an even smaller amount of
the wealth they produce . . . that is,
if our new thinkers have their way.

After his encouraging start in the
nationalised industries, Marris turns
his attention to local authorities.
“The are a scandal,” he says, “since
they annually save £300 million less
than they invest.” Nowhere does he

consider the public services performed

by local authorities and whether, in
view of social welfare criteria, they
should not necessarily be forced to
pay their way. However, Marris finds
there is little than can be “saved”
by cuts in local authority expenditure
—perhaps because he has been fore-
stalled by Chancellors MacMillan and
Thorneycroft.

Taxes up and down

Marris’s third proposal for creating
a surplus—is through altering the tax
structure. He considers that income
tax should be lowered. It should
partly be replaced by a capital gains
tax and a special block levy on com-
pany profits. This, he hopes, should
net a further £500 million. Then there
is the inheritance tax. Often we hear
wild squeals of anger about this tax
from Tory back-benchers, but, as
Marris points out, ““ at present it brings
in rather under £200 million a year,
which represents about one half per
cent. of the total private property.”
Marris favours doubling this tax.

Adding up, the grand total from all
Marris’s various proposals will be
about £1,200 million a vyear. This
sum would be invested in private in-
dustry. And what effect would it have
on the economy? Will it result in
the magical transformation that some
of the more sanguine supporters of
Gaitskell’s proposals expect ?

In ten years—} per cent.

Marris calculates the effect m terms
of the ratio of "private property in
Britain to the net annual income.
While this is a rough-and-ready
method—it leaves on one side the
vital question of how the national in-
come is divided—it does give some
indication of what the relative wealth
of property-owners is compared to that
of the rest of the community. In 1938
the total property owned was four
times the size of the national income.
But by 1954 this had sunk to 24 times.
That is to say, the total value of all
British property was £35,000 million

while the total income before tax was

£14.550 million. . -

As a result of Marris’s programme
—and these are Marris’s own words—
“after 10 years the ratio would have
dropped no more than from 2% to 2%,
which compares unfavourably with
what happened by accident during the
war.”

In other words, after 10 years’ hard

effort all we can hope to ahieve is a
sixth of what “happened by accident”
during the war. And to achieve this
magnificent objective consumers are
going to be enraged by having to pay
more, the workers are going to be

g
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How’s Business ?
Crisis or not, big business had an-
other good year in 1956. According to
the reports of nearly 3,000 industrial
companies received by the Financial
Times during the year, trading profits
rose by 9 per cent. This was not as
much as in 1955, when they increased
by 12 per cent., but it was still enough
to push their trading profits up from
£1,930 million to £2,100 million

Firms in the iron and steel industry
did particularly well, with an average
increase in trading profits of 32 per
cent. Shipping firms also did well with
a 28 per cent. rise as did electrical and
radio businesses with 16 per cent.

The automobile industry did not do
so well; the credit squeeze and loss of
overseas markets pruned trading profits
back, with the result that they showed
a fall of 4 per cent. compared with the
previous year. Aircraft firms also had
their trading profits squeezed. But, in
spite of this, profits in these two in-
dustries were still sufficient to keep
shareholders from starving. Dividend
payments by 117 firms were stepped
up by £1,323,000 to reach £14.418.,000.

The worst-off section of industry,
in so far as trading profits were con-
cerned last year, was cotton textiles. It
showed an average drop of 30 per cent.
Entertainment, as might be expected,
with the large-scale closure of cinemas
and theatres, also slumped, and its
trading profits were 11 per cent. down
on the previous year.

Finally, to switch back to the Finan-
cial Times again, the 3,000 industrial
companies reporting to it during 1956
paid out the record sum of £230 mil-
lions in dividends to their shareholders.

made hopping mad by receiving a
smaller percentage of the wealth they
produce, and the capitalists, feeling
the buyrden of increased taxation, will
exploit every greviance just and unjust
alike to make the Labour Government

even more unpopular and bring it
down.

This Gaitskellite policy is, therefore,
based upon the very shaky assump-
tions that has nothing to do with
socialist policy which demands the
complete nationalization of all the key
industries as a pre-requisite for
economic planning under workers’
control. i

SELF-CRITICISM

Two unfortunate mistakes were
made in last month’s Socialist
Review. In advertising the
"NCLC Socialist Forum which
takes place on the first Sunday
of every month at 7 p.m. we
stated that the regular meeting
place would be at the St. Mary-
lebone Labour Party rooms.
Those who wish to attend should
come to the Prince of Wales,
Bishopsbridge Road, opposite
Paddington Goods Station.

Speaker this month, Doris
Scarlett ; subject—the Nature of
the Hungarian Revolution.

The second error crept into
Seymour Papert’s article on
Capitalism and European Inte-
gration. The figures given to
compare Britain’s trade with the
Commonwealth and with the
European Market countries are
incorrect. About one-quarter of
Britain’s foreign trade is con-
ducted with Europe ; about one-
half with the Sterling area
countries. The discrepancy is not
as large as appeared—Dby error—
in the article.
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One: State

We have received a number of
critical letters from readers—two
of the most important being from
John McLaren, Glasgow and
Ken Coates, Nottingham—deal-
ing with problems raised by our

- contributor Tony Cliff in his use
of the concept of State Capital-
ism in articles from this journal
and especially im his book,
“Stalinist Russia, A Marxist
Analysis. Lack of space pre-
vents us reproducing these letters
in full, but the main points of
disagreement seem to be the

following :
1. The motor of capitalism is

Page Three

The New Thinkers on the right of the Labour Movement are busily telling us that
Capitalism has peacefully given way to the Welfare State; that the Welfare State
will just as peacefully give over to a Socialist State. They inform us majestically that
the cycle of boom and slump has been tamed. Scrap the Socialist programme, they
say, it is outdated. On the other hand, the Non Thinkers at the top of the Com-
munist Party point to Russia, blind themselves to the monstrosities perpetrated east
of the Iron Curtain and call that Socialism. New Thinkers and Non Thinkers combine
to discriminate the Labour Movement by misrepresenting and hiding.

THE NATURE OF MODERN
CAPITALISM ' 

Capitalism

is taken into account, more than
double. In other words we can say
that the more capitalist the economy,
the less important is the role of capi-
talist private consumption, the more
is consumption in general subordi-
nated to accumulation.

There is no doubt that Russia is an
extreme case of the subordination of
consumption to accumulation. This
is shown quite clearly, among other
things, in the targets of production of
consumers’ goods compared to capital
goods in the different Five-Year Plans
(as seen in the table): —

but more so. In other words, capi-
talism trends towards capital accumu-
lation without dividends.” (Of course,
capitalism can never reach this state.
Even in the biggest corporations the
consumption of the capitalists will
make a certain dent in the surplus
value.)

Invariably one of the questions asked
by those who argue that Russia is not
capitalist is: Where are the dividends?
But why don’t they argue then that
Britain today is much less capitalist
than it was 100 years ago, that capi-
talism is, in fact, practically dead

TARGETS OF PRODUCTION FOR THE END OF THE FIVE-YEAR PLANS

By Tony CIiff

capitalism only. The separation of
the toilers from the means of produc-
tion, whether individual or state, is a
modern phenomenon.

Russian Reasons

What makes the Russian bureau-
cracy accumulate? What makes Russia
subordinate consumption to accumula-
tion? There are two factors, one being
the international division of labour.,
This factor, important today, will be-
come more and more prominent in the
future. The Russian economy, in
which agriculture is stagnating while
heavy industry is expanding tremend-
ously need to enter into the world
market more and more.

profit. Where is the profit motive : : : In doing so,
in a State Capitalist society ? Some Means of Consumption First Second Third Fourth Fifth she will have to face the competition
Where is it to be found in Cliff’s Cotton goods (milliard metres) . 4.7 5.1 4.9 4.7 6.1 of American, German, Japanese and
example of a State Capitalist Woollen goods (million metres) ... 270 227 177 159 257  other capitalists. The rate of accumu-
country, Russia ? é;inin Eﬁﬂﬂ}ion metrf;s) g e 508 2(2](5] 385 55 -5 ]Ettil::uel:(:l:1 ig Rt}:;ssia will then be deter-
. ] ocks (million pairs R 2t e — — '  min the rate of accumulation
4 2. fAn important t(]:lharactem- Shoes (million p%,irs) ............ 80 180 258 240 318  among ger competitors. Originally,
tr(; ﬁ(:. ¢ 3[';?]151!10“0!”&5 ;e?m Soap (thousand tons) . .. — 1,000 925 870 —  however, this pure economic factor
hakds  of individuapi) property Sugar (million tons) .. 2.6 25 3.5 2.4 4.3 has bf_:f-_,n relatively less important than
OWRers Whﬂ lla?e the ﬁght to Papcl‘ (thOll?&[ld tDIlS) S iwtbie 91((}}%« l,ogg 85—0 3 l,ggg {,g;g the mlhtary fact("-'
.t;?] nsfgntheir pﬁg er, for fxt?,“m plef, Vegetable oil (thousand tons) ... 1, 7 ; WTher}? 5 15 BoubiMbatinddy i B
inheritance. S IS No e o - 3 est the permanent war economy en-
Russia. Some Means of Production | hances the impact of the milit;mw}r fac-
3. Capitalism is a declining Electric current (milliard kwh) ... 22 3o Isieip 162.5 tor on the rate of accumulation. When
society and certainly cannot Coal (million tons) 75 152.5 243 250 372 half the surplus value (this is my own
compare with Russia in its rate Pig iron (million tons) ... .. 10 17400 22 19.5 34,1 estimate) goes directly and indirectly
of economic growth. Doesn’t the Steel (million tons) 10.4 17 28 25.4 44.2 nto armaments there can be no other
latter’s rate of economic progress Oil (million tons) ... ... .. 21.7 46.8 54 354  69.9 conclusion. If this is true of America
show that it is on a higher plane . or Germany, it is even more true of

of social evolution, that is a
workers’ state ?

Tony CIliff replies to his critics
in this article. Rejoinders will
“be welcome.

Let us deal first with the profit motive
under capitalism. What do Marxists
mean when they say that profit is the
basic motive of capitalist production ?
Do they mean the capitalists’
consumption ? If so, the present
Western economy can hardly be
called capitalist. Look at a few figures.
In Britain in 1949 property incomes
were only 11 per cent. of the net (after
tax) income (Dudley Seers in Bulletin
of Oxford Institute of Statistics, Vol.
12, No. 10); dividends alone were only
3 per cent. Stated differently, the real
value of dividends fell by 49 per cent.
between 1938 and 1949. If the motive
power of capitalism is simply the con-
sumption of the capitalists, the great
Ford Corporation is unquestionably
much less of a capitalist enterprise
than is a small shop. The owner of
the latter consumes probably 90 or 95
per cent. of his profit, while Ford con-
sumes only a fraction of that.

Now compare these figures on divi-
dends with the amount put into re-
serves by companies in Britain: in
1953 this amount was 4% times larger
than in 1938, or if the rise in prices

The motor of capitalism is not the
consumption of the capitalism but the
accumulation of capital. As Marx
says: ““ Except as personified capital,
the capitalist has no historical value,
and no right to . . . historical existence
. So far, therefore, as his actions
are a mere function of capital —en-
dowed as capital is, in his person, with
consciousness and a will—his own
private consumption is a robbery per-
petrated on accumulation. . . There-
fore, save, save, save, 1.e., reconvert
the greatest possible portion of surplus-
value, or surplus-product into capital!
Accumulation for accumulation’s sake,
production for production’s sake. . .”

(Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, pp. 48-52).

It is not an accident that in the
whole of Marx’s Capital there 1is
hardly a reference to the consumption
of the capitalists. Unlike the ‘“‘popular”
agitation against capitalism (and also
against the Russian regime) that makes
such a lot of the luxuries of the capi-
talists (or the bureaucrats), Marxist
revolutionary criticism of capitalism
centres on exposing the contradictions
in capital accumulation. 1 emphasize,
accumulation of capital, not consump-
tion of surplus value. To quote
Capital again, the consumption of the
capitalist is “ robbery perpetrated on
accumulation.” If capitalists did not
consume any of the surplus value the
economy would rot be less capitalist,

here? After all, dividends at only three
per cent. of the net national income
constitutes a very small factor in the
economy.

The reasons

Why is accumulation for accumula-

tion’s sake specific to capitalism ? For
two reasons: (1) the separation of the

workers from the means of produc-

tion; (2) the existence of competition
between the capitalists. Without the
separation of the workers from the
means of production, the subordina-
tion of consumption to accumulation
would be out of the question. (If the
workers controlled the means of pro-
duction, they would not condemn
themselves and their families to misery
in the interests of capital accumula-
tion). Again, without competition be-
tween the capitalists, the subordina-
tion of consumption to accumulation
would be inexplicable. If Ford only
wanted to consume certain luxuries he
could do so practically for ever with-
out needing to accumulate or increase
the wealth of his huge concern. But
competition forces him to accumulate
or else give way to, say, General
Motors.

These two conditions are absolutely
necesary for the subordination of
umption to accumulation. They

cons
bhoth exist under capltalism and under

Russia. If not for the fact that she
had in ten vears to build a steel indus-
try which other countries built over 30
or 40 years, the subordination of con-
sumption to accumulation would not
have been so extreme.

In Russia the workers have no con-
trol over the state, which “ owns > the
means of production. The workers are
thus divorced from the means of pro-
duction. Secondly, Russia competes
(militarily and economically) with the
Western capitalist countries. To this
end consumption must be subor-
dinated to accumulation. The motor
of Rusian economy is thus the
accumulation of profit.

(continued next page)
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Readers, we have set aside these
centre pages for serious discussion
and for confributions to Socialist
theory. We believe that we are
unique in this country in being able
to offier a forum for serious
socialists who are committed to |
neither Washington nor Moscow
but to international Socialism. We
believe that such pecple will not be
frightened by the * heaviness” of
the material in this section—our

forum.







