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There is no afterlife beyond the use of the Hydrogen Bomb. *In present circum-
stances,” admits Tory Minister of Defence, Sandys, “ it is impossible to defend

this country against an attack with Hydrogen bombs.”
tested and has become the basis for Tory policy at home

iIs made, will be
and abroad.

Two days after Sandys’ pronounce-
ments in London, Field Marshal Lord
Montgomery, Deputy Commander-in-
Chief of allied forces in Europe, spoke
in Paris, revealing the full range of
horror envisaged. “ He gave,” writes
the Times (April 20), “a summary of
the kind of weapon that the NATO
Powers could expect to possess in 10
years’ time. There would be naval
ships, including submarines, with
nuclear power ; nuclear warheads for
weapons down to and including field-
guns ; strategic missiles with nuclear
warheads; quantities of guided missiles
with ranges up to 500 miles, and some
longer range ballistic missiles. Man-
made satellites would circle the earth,
and improved submarine detection
systems would be available. Nuclear-
powered aircraft would be in the de-
velopment stage, as well as inter-
continental ballistic missiles with
ranges of up to 5,000 miles.

And yet the Bomb

*“ But older weapons would still be
used alongside the new . . . The num-
ber of piloted aircraft might be re-
duced, but they wiuld still be needed
. . . They were essential for ° police
actions’ and cold-war activities . . .”

The prospects are awful, and yet
nothing is done to prevent the build-up
of nuclear violence.

Labour leaders ‘policy’

The Labour Party leadership decided
on the manufacture of the A-Bomb ;
they supported the production of the
H-Bomb. George Brown, Labour
shadow-Minister of Defence, was
brazéh enough to bring that policy to
its logical conclusion and broadcast his
view (and that of a majority of the
Labour Party leadership) in a party
political broadcast. “We must,” he
said, ““be able to show any aggressor
that we have got the bomb. The only
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ever that there is an urgent need for a paper standing for con-
sistent, democratic and revolutionary Socialism. A paper that
fights against the Imperialist aggressors in Egypt and

who fought for workers’ democracy through workers’ councils.

A paper independent of both Western capitalists and Russian

bureaucrats ; a paper independent of the right-wing bureau-

Communist Party.

Up to now the SOCIALIST REVIEW has tried to put. for-

ward this

point of view. Now those associated with the

publication of SOCIALIST REVIEW are being joined by a
group who live mainly in the Nottingham area. From June
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way you can really do that is to show
that you have successfully tried it out
and it has worked.”

The storm raised by Brown's
statement forced the leadership to
tack their sails.  But nothing more
has come out of its compromise with
rank-and-file opinion than a resolution
to postpone the reckoning. No attack
on the manufacture of the Bomb ; no
decision to scrap the Test. Nothing
but postponement. Wait, talk, clear
the moral decks for . . . the Test and
nuclear annihilation.

This is no policy. But is there any
other, or is the character of the threat
so frightening that we dare not inter-
fere, dare not upset the fine balance of
mutual deterrence and nuclear stale-
mate? Are we to leave unquestioned
the decision over the life or destruc-
tion of civilized humanity or will we
take the initiative out of the hands
of the ruling class on both sides of
the Iron Curtain? What is the arbi-
ter : the Bomb or we?

The answers will decide the fate of
humanity. There is no solution in
the present stalemate. The slightest
change in the international relation of
forces—a decisive technical advantage,
an economic or political coup in a key,
“uncommitted ” area, an American
slump or a Russian ““ Hungary ”—can
change the Bomb from threat to real-
ity. The nuclear race is postponed
mass suicide. Once used the Bomb
suffers no amendment,

Act now or never

Capitalism’s wars hitherto, however
destructive, however barbaric, have
had a beginning, a middle and an end.
Four or five years is a long stretch in
the history of nations. Class conscious-
ness has time to grow and deepen as
capitalism plunges from crisis to crisis.
The flux of war, the militarization of
the home front, the cant and hypocrisy
of a chauvinism born of profits and

fed on blood—these are the ‘conditions -

that make every imperialist war a pot-
ential civil war, potentially a revolu-
tionary liberation from a system whose
very gut is violence and the violation
of human feelings.

But a future war will have no mid-
dle. The beginning is the end ; there
is nothing in-between. If we are to
survive we must learn and act before
the experience. For us, there is no
afterwards.

Can we act? The Bomb is so re-
mote, war is so remote and the deci-
sions about them are so beyond the
circumstances of everyday life that we
feel there is no bridge between the
two. We forget that the arms budget
feeds on the economy so voraciously
that every dzcision on ““defence” is

WE CAN STOP THE H-BOMB

really a decision on the standards of
the working class.

The Bomb and industrial struggles

The first phase of post-war rearma-
ment scarred our free National Health
Service. The drain of over £130,000
million spent on arms since has weak-
ened our economy to the point of col-
lapse, has formulated the Tory policy
of higher rents, higher prices, sharper
conflicts with the working class. Even
these initial steps on the road to des-
truction have brought us to the crucial
question—who is to pay for our
nuclear coffin, workers or capitalists?
And seeing that nuclear war is so ex-
pensive, there is only one answer. The
workers must pay.

Already, we are paying. Already
we are learning the economic lessons
that the working class learnt only after
the outbreak of war on the last two
occasions. It was only in 1941, two
years after the beginning of World
War II that unemployment dis-
appeared in this country; today, the
permanent war economy ensures—
even without the fighting—full em-
ployment and the confidence and
strength that go with it. Under con-
ditions of actual war only the most
politically conscious will take, and
have taken, strike action; today the
picket line is becoming more and more
the front-line of the class struggle.

We are learning. We are acting.
Every victory, even the most remote,
bears on the question of our future.

A penny on the pay, postpones the
war a day.

OQur allies

The Bomb is the last resort of eapi-
talism in permanent crisis. The perma-
nent war economy is necessary for the
Bomb. But the permanent war eco-
nomy nurtures its undertaker—a work-
ing class fully employed, confident
and yet experiencing the burdens of
war long before its possible outbreak.

The very costliness of the Bomb
strengthens this working class® Every
economic sinew will be strained to the
utmost as the war clouds gather on
the horizon; every country on both
sides of the Iron Curtain will be yoked
for the ascent to Devil’s Peak.” As
conditions become worse, they also
become common, National differences
submerge in class unity. The struggle
to retain the conditions we have gained
in the past merges into a political
struggle against war preparations—a
political struggle in an international
arena. Can we have better allies than
our German brothers who are fighting
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AFTER THE CP CONGRESS

By Pat Jordan e Member, Nottingham Marxist Forum

The long-awaited Easter Congress of the Communist Party has come and gone.
The results are very much as expected. Like a second-rate Hollywood film,
once one knows the title and the stars, one knows what the story is going to

" be—so it was at the Easter Congress.

The rebels were few. Despite the
fact that they included key personali-
ties like Professor Hyman Levy and
the much-publicized Shop-Steward,
McLoughlin of Briggs, less than one
in fifteen voted against the Executive
in the key vote upholding Peter Fryer’s
expulsion from the Party. And this
was after Hyman Levy’s impassioned
attack on Pollitt and Co., in which he

cried :

“1 must have the truth. . . I am
not the only member of the party that
has been deluded by the leadership.”

“T must have the truth . . . ” cried
Levy, and yet despite the feeble excuses
of J. R. Campbell, editor of the Daily
Worker, it was precisely because Peter
Fryer told the truth about Hungary
that he was expelled.

More Tory than Tories

Even on the issue of conscription, a
long-standing bone of contention, the
EC had their way. Here surely is the
most fantastic position of all :

The Tory party is to abolish con-
scription ; the Labour Party is against
conscription ; and yet the “ Vanguard
of the Working Class ” is still for a
twelve months’ period of National Ser-
vice! I wonder if those colonial Com-
rades who still support the Communist
Party have reflected on this. In an
age of nuclear war, the only possible
use for a British conscript army is in
suppressing colonial workers.

WHAT’S ON
IN LONDON ?

NCLC Socialist Forum :

- Sunday, May 5, Mr. Y. Gluck-
stein, author of Stalin’s Satel-
lites in Europe (published by
Allen and Unwin, 1952) and
of Mao’s China (shortly to be
published by Allen and
Unwin) will speak on China
Today.

Sunday, June 2, an expert will
speak on the medical, social
and political implications of
Nuclear Armaments and
Nuclear War.

All meetings of the NCLC
Socialist Forum are held at 7
p.m. at The Prince of Wales
Hotel, 1 Bishopsbridge Road
(near Paddington Station and
on bus routes 7, 15, 27 and
36).

Socialist Review

day school on the Unification
of the Left (morning) and the
Permanent War - Economy
(afternon) on Sunday, May 19,
comencing at 10.30 a.m. Regu-
lar readers invited to partici-
pate.

Sunday School for Socialists
every Sunday evening at 7
p.m. at Michael Kidron, 30
Hamilton Terrace, London,
N.W.8. (Buses along Edge-
ware Road.) :

Workers’ councils out

At least one theoratical'question was

cleared up. The Communist Party is

now on record definitely as being
against Workers’ Councils as a substi-
tute for Parliament. Campbell says
there is nQ sense in pursuing a policy
that will drive the middle class and
small business people into the hands
of reactionaries. It seems to me that
I've heard that somewhere before!!
However, after Hungary, everyone
must already have guessed that, in the
eyes of Pollitt and Co., Workers’
Councils are the instruments of Fascist
counter-revolution.

And Pollitt and Co. are still firmly
in the saddle. The Panels System, by
another name of course, has seen to it
that they have come through the
“ democratic” mill unhusked. Not
the slightest dent has been made on
the monolith. All 42 on the * recom-
mended list” were returned on the
Executive. However, the surprisingly
large votes for Brian Behan (188) for
the EC and for Hyman Levy (100) for
the Appeals Committee were a smack
in the face for Pollitt and Co. The
rebels in the Party are still there, and
cannot be blinded for ever.

This Congress should remove once
and for all any illusions that it is pos-
sible to transform the Communist
Party into a genuine workers’ party. I
feel that most of the rebels will come
to the same conclusion as the Notting-
ham Marxist Group came to SIX
months’ ago: “ The anti-democratic
nature of the Party structure makes it
impossible for the rank and file to in-
fluence its basic policies or change its
leadership.”

The future

Likewise those comrades who stayed
in the Party to help clarify the political
questions will see the futility of this
attempt. The experience of the Marx-
ist Forums that have sprouted all over
the country since the Hungarian events
drove many comrades out of the CP
shows that the worthwhile CPers are
anxious to take part in open discussions
as conducted in these forums. These
comrades will surely prefer to work in
this way rather than be publicly asso-
ciated witha party that is despised by
the British working class.

What will happen now ? While
thinking that the estimates of 4,000 to
7.000 leavers are a bit high, I believe
that thousands will resign in disgust.
Alongside of this, a further qualitative
degeneration of the CP will take place
because, to a large extent, those who
have or are going to resign are serious
activists. There will be a further decline
in the political level, in branch life and
organization. @ The proportionately
large paper membership will impose
on the few activists a back-breaking
task of collecting dues and selling
literature.

What is more, in this atmosphere of
“not getting anywhere,” of “ banging
one’s head against a brick wall,” every
new crisis in the Eastern Bloc will
bring forth a fresh conflict in the CP
and a wave of resignations.

Of course there will be a partial
stabilization. To this end there will, T
think, be a tightening of discipline.

Pollitt and Co. know that another
period of discussion will leave them
with practically nothing.

They will turn more and more to in-
dustrial and rent struggles to provide
an escape valve from thinking too
deeply. In this situation and because
of the continued domination of the
Right-wing in the Labour Party and
trade-union movement, the danger still
exists that they may capture militants.
In this situation it will be the task of
the Left to prevent militants from
entering the Communist Party prison
house. They will do this by combin-
ing a continuous exposure of Stalinism
with the building of a militant Left to
organise the fight in the industrial and

political arenas.

The writer is optimistic. For years
the Communist Party has prevented the
emergence of a Marxist Left Wing. In
the minds of the British workers
Marxist and Left Wing policies have
been equated with support for Russian
foreign policy. Now, the thousands
of ex-Cpers who, if they got mothing
else from the Communist Party, at
least got an acquaintance with Marx-
ism, can lay the basis for the emer-
gence of a genuine, Marxist Left in the
British Labour Movement.

Business—continued

donations, and increased sales. If you
like the Socialist Review and the ideas
for which it stands, help us to meet
the heavy costs we have to bear by
undertaking to sell a small number
of copies each month.

Socialist Review

OUR BUSINESS

The need for a paper which stood out
clearly for a left wing socialist party
uncompromisingly opposed to the
systems prevailing east and west of
the Iron Curtain was the reason why
the Socialist Review was first launched
in 1950. The events of the past year
have in our view more than confirmed
this need and with this in mind we
brought out the new enlarged paper
in December—a step which was made
at the cost of considerable sacrifice on
the part of those who produce and
sell 1t.

The new Socialist Review has won
approval from many quarters. Sales
have increased and letters of congra-
tulation have come in from both old
and new subscribers. In particular we
have won applause from many mem-
bers and ex-members of the Commu-
nist Party who have been shocked by
events in the so-called * Socialist”
countries.

The growing appreciation of the
need for such a paper in certain circles
of the British Labour Movement has
been paralleled by the growing interest
shown in its publication from abroad.
Completely new applications for copies
have come in over the past few months
from the United States, France, Nor-
way, Denmark, Sweden, Canada,
India, Poland and even the Fiji Is-
lands. A request came from Argen-
tina for the right to translate the Marx-
ist analysis of Russian society Stalinist
Russia by Tony Cliff which has been
distributed through our kindred Kid-
ron Publications. Such interest added
to long standing orders abroad points
to a small but none the less real inter-
national interest in the idea of the
Third Camp which we have striven to
promote.

Conscious as we are of our faults,
we can only improve if our supporters
will assist us to the full by way of

BRIGGS MOTORS by Ron Keating

Jack Mitchell, Convenor of Shop
Stewards at Briggs Motor Bodies,
speaking at a recent meeting organised
by the NCLC Monthly Socialist
Forum, expressed his concern at the
delay in the publication of the findings
of the Cameron Inquiry. He stated
quite bluntly that the reason without
doubt was the fact that if the report
was made public during the engineer-
ing and shipbuilding strike it would
be impossible to fob the workers off
with yet another *independent”
Court of Inquiry.

How prophetic these words are to
us now that Cameron has delivered
his judgment. -

The Briggs workers, however, are
not likely to take this frontal attack
from the employers, the Government,
the press and “ unbiased” judges, lying
down. They had to fight, and to fight
hard, to achieve the state of factory
organisation that they now have. Mit-
chell referred to the situation at Briggs
before the workers organised them-
selves. He looked back 20 years and
quoted from what is regarded amongst
the Briggs workers as an “ Historic

Document.” This was a letter writ- -

ten by 12 workers to the Transport and
General Workers’ Union and marked
the beginning of a concerted attempt
on the part of the Labour movement
to organise the workers at Briggs
Motor Bodies. We will do well to
draw attention to the conditions exist-
ing as recently as 1937.

“We of Briggs Body Company are
the victims of low wages and high-
speed production. The work is such
that we are becoming mere appendages
of the machine, the machine setting the
speed ; everyone in these works is pan-
icky and nervous. Accidents occur by
the dozen; the first aid is, by the
nature of things, also working at top

speed One poor fellow was crushed

to death last night owing to the an-
archy prevailing in methods of work.
Men and women are so afraid of losing
their bread and butter that they dash
about here and there without any
regard for the safety of themselves or
any others; this is how the man was
killed. He was crushed by an over-
head crane, the crane man has to
hustle so fast that he has no time to
look out for anyone who might be in
the way. . . The normal day’s work
here is from seven (morning) until
seven-thirty  (night) at  straight
time, no overtime money is allowed,
the wages average about 1/4 per hour.
Some children are paid 4id.”

Today things at Dagenham are dif-
ferent. Despite the blatant anti-union
record of the employers the workers
have an organisation that serves as an
example for workers the length and
breadth of Britain.

If Briggs is to continue to give a
lead, it must take a determined stand
on the reinstatement of McLoughlin.
The Briggs workers must be heartened
in this determination by the solid
attitude of those involved at the re-
cent “victimisation ” dispute at Firth
Brown Tools Ltd., which resulted in
complete victory for the strikers.

The employers, on the other hand,
probably share His Lordship’s distaste
at having to deal with “glib, quick-
witted, evasive” workers, in plain
language, blokes who stand up for
themselves. How much easier it would
be if the workers knew their place, as
they did until 1937, when a “ trouble-
making political clique” got to work
and spread disaffection amongst the
happy and devoted workers.

We’ve not heard the last of Briggs,
but let us hope that we've heard the
last of Courts of Inquiry conducted by
impartial, unbiased Independants into
industrial struggles.

e




Socialist Review

Everyone, even the Times, is worried
about the mess into which British
capitalism is leading the country.
“ Britain’s crucial fight today.” it
writes editorially (April 1), “is the
fight for the £. This cannot be empha-
sized too often.” Chancellor Thorney-
croft took up the theme in his Budget
message : ‘I must emphasize once
more that the general pattern of my
Budget must be dictated by the need
to place and keep our external posi-
tion on a really sound footing.”

There certainly is something to
worry about. Every two years since
the war we have had a balance of
payments crisis with Britain unable to
pay the import bill. 1957 might prove
to be no exception. Precariousness in
its relations with the outside world has
become a chronic disease of British
capitalism.

The explanation is not difficult to
find. Between 1934 and 1938 British
capital received an average of £215
million a year in profits, interest and
dividends from investments abroad. At
present prices this would be some
£650 million. During the war and
immediately afterwards destruction
and the sale of British assets held over-
seas and the accumulation of foreign
debts to pay for the war amounted to
some £6,000 million (Economic Survey
for 1947, Cmnd. 7046, p. 11), with
the result that this income in foreign
currency has dropped to £178 million
in 1956 (Economic Survey for 1957,
Cmnd. 113, p. 7), or less than one-
third the pre-war average.

Small reserves; big speculation

In 1938 reserves of gold and foreign
~ currency stood at £864 million (about
£2.600 million at present prices); at the
end of March this year, they were
£789 million—also less than one-third
of the pre-war average. (And even
this sum includes £200 million in dol-
lars which were borrowed from the
International Monetary Fund last
December to stop the drain on British

funds following the Suez War). In

1938 the reserves were almost 10 per
cent more than the total value of im-
ports for that year ; today they are
only about ome-fifth the value of our
annual imports.

With such small reserves, any upset
in international trade—an increase in
import prices, a sudden need for a
greater volume of imports, loss of mar-
kets for exports—could be disastrous.
We can pay for only 10 weeks’ im-
ports.

The position is made worse by the
fact that the reserves do not cover the
foreign trade of Britain alone but that
of the fifty odd countries and adminis-
trative units in the Sterling Area which
contributes 25 per cent of the world’s
international trade.

| And, of course, when solvency is so

precarious, any trading or monetary
difficulty encountered in our interna-
tional trading relations is immediately
aggravated by a loss of confidence on
the part of businessmen both here and
elsewhere. Loss of confidence means
speculation against the pound. Every-
body who can exchange his sterling
for another, stronger, currency. That
largely explains the intermittent bal-
ance of payments crises that have
plagued us since the war and these in
turn explain the forced devaluation of
sterling in 1949, the fall of the Labour

Government in 1951 and the drain of
£275 million (or more than ome-third
of the reserves) in the six months fol-
lowing the Suez crisis this Winter.

The position is serious. And there
is only one way out : increase exports,
cut imports relatively to exports and
so build up the reserves. Can British
Capitalism do 1t?

Exports, production, investment

Its record in increasing exports has
not been a success story. On the con-
trary, Britain is at the bottom of the
European export league. Between
1950 and the third quarter of 1955 the
volume of exports from this country
rose by 6 per cent while in Western
Germany it rose by 151 per cent, Aus-
tria 102 per cent, Finland 78 per cent
and France, who has not been doing
too well either, by 23 per cent (UN,
Economic Survey of Europe in 1955,
Appendix B, Table IV). In 1956 the
volume of British exports rose by a
further 6 per cent (Economic Survey
1957, Cmnd. 113, Table 7), but lagged

- behind that of other major European

exporters.

Exports do not drop out of the blue.
A comparison of production figures is
essential in explaining British capital-
ism’s comparative backwardness in
this respect. Between 1950 and 1955
output in Britain increased by 16 per
cent in volume. In Western Germany
the growth was 60 per cent, in Austria
34 per cent, Finland 29 per cent and
France 21 per cent (UN, op cit, pp.
57-63). Britain’s showing was meagre.

Production depends, in turn, on the
amourft of net investment in factories,
machines and other factors. Again
Britain comes out worst, as table 1
shows. It is not, then, to be wondered
at that Britain’s export performance
has been such a sorry one.

The weight of armour

First, there is the heavy burden of
armaments. Despite the progressive
reduction in the burden of armaments
over the past few years and especially
after the recent Sandys’ axe, Britain 1s
still wasting more than double the
amount on ‘defence’ (as a proportion
of national income) than Germany and
just less than a third more than France.
Last year 9 per cent of our national
income went on ‘““ military defence”
(calculated from Preliminary Estimates
of National Income and Expenditure
1951 to 1956, Cmnd. 123, pp 5. 7).
while Western Germany spent no more

than 4 per cent in 1955 and France -

only 7 per cent in 1955 (UN, op cit,
p. 7). That means that both of these
competitor countries had a clear
handicap (of 5 per cent in the case of
Western Germany) in the world invest-
ment race.,

Strong working class

Then British capitalism is in a sticky
position as regards the labour force.
Between 1953 and 1955, the labour
force in Britain increased by 1.3 per
cent (men) and 4.2 per cent (women).
In Western Germany the increase (due
in large measure to the constant stream
of refugees seeking escape from the
stark realities of life in the East Ger-

man ‘‘ People’s Democracy ) was 5.7

per cent (men) and 11.7 per cent
(women) in the same years. While
unemployment figures in Britain have
fluctuated between 1 and 1} per cent
of the labour force since 1951, unem-
ployment in Western Germany has
been as high as 10.5 per cent and never

~ below 2.5 per cent (UN, op cit, pp. 128,

148. The unemployment figures are
insufficiently detailed for more than
rough comparison and should be
treated circumspectly—MK).

Table 1 : Estimated Capital Accumulation in Some Western European Countries

Net fixed investment as a percentage of net national production

Country 1950 1951
Britain= ... &£ 5 5
W. Germany Sher 39 14
Austria ... 2 e 16
Finland ... DI 5 21
France ... 7 8

Source : UN, op cit, p 44

Note : Readers might be surprised at the smallness. of these figures, especially.

1952 1953 1954
5 . 6 6
13 14 15
14 13 15
24 20 21
7 7 8

after the Budget debate when Thorneycroft, Gaitskell and the other
Parliamentarians based their defence of, or attack on, government policy
on the figure of 16 per cent. The difference lies in the distinction between

“net investment’’ (as above) and ** gross investment.

ry

The former being

the net addition to existing productive capacity and the latter including
both net additions and the replacement of worn out plant and equipment.
In an industrial economy, such replacements usually run at about 10 per

cent of existing capital.

As for cutting imports, British capi-
talism has not shown singular aptitude
compared with the rest. = Between
1950 and the third quarter of 1955 the
volume of imports rose by 21 per cent
more than the volume of exports, while
in Western Germany they rose by 46

.per cent less, in Austria 38 per cent

less, in Finland 6 per cent less and in
France only one per cent more (UN,
op cit, Appendix B, Table IV). No
wonder Britain has lost more than
one-half of her reserves since the Lab-
our Government fell because of a loss
of reserves!

~ What are the particular difficulties
that beset British capitalism more
severely than any other? - Why can’t
it keep pace with its competitors in in-
vestment, production and exports?

The result has been, as the
Economist sadly comments (April 6)
that, * full employment since the war
has not led to more strikes because
the unions, now more highly organized
than ever, have been getting their own
way without recourse to them.”

What this means in terms of capital
accumulation is simply that in Britain
as compared with, say, Germany, more
has gone to the workers. Their strong
bargaining position—resulting more
from the labour shortage than from
anything else—has lessened the rate of
exploitation in comparison and thus
hampered accumulation. The results
can be seen in the relatively greater
rise in real wages here over the rise
in the national output than elsewhere,
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XX THE DECLINE of
BRITISH CAPITALISM

By Michael Kidron

and also in the inflation we have had
for the past few years. (This does not
mean, of course, that the rate of in-
crease in real wages here is greater
than elsewhere ; indeed, the following
table proves the contrary) :

National Income, Wages and Prices
(1954 figures as a percentage of 1949)

Country Gross Money Real Export
nat. wages wages prices
i product
Britain 115 140 119 124
USA 123 129 114 108%*
West
Germany 165 142 139 108

Source : “ How Much Investment?”,
Times (January 6, 1956).

Note : *Finished manufactures only.

Dependence on imports

There is a further obstacle to In-
creased investment to which British
capitalism is especially vulnerable—
her extraordinary dependence on im-
ports of industrial and agricultural
raw materials. An increase in invest-
ment entails, in the vast majority of
cases, an immediate addition to the
import bill which, even assuming that
these imports will eventually pay for
themselves in the form of exports, puts
a strain on the reserves of foreign cur-
rency in the interim. The position is
aggravated by the fact that almost the
only source of additional supplies of
the imports necessary for investment is
the dollar world. That is why, when
gross fixed investment other than resi-
dential building jumped by the record
total of £205 million in the investment
boom of 1955, the volume of imports
rose by 11 per cent and the value of
dollar imports by 36 per cent (Econo-
mic Survey 1957, pp. 8, 17, 29). In
the following year, when the increase
in investment had fallen back to half,
the volume of imports did not rise at
all and dollar imports rose by a little -
under 14 per cent (ibid).

In other words, the very fact that
makes increased production and ex-
ports so necessary—the smallness of
the reserves—makes it difficult to fin-
ance the import of the raw materials
that are essential for such an increase
in production and exports.

~ Other problems too

These are not the only difficulties
that burden British capitalism.  Its
inability to direct resources to essen-
tial production jobs (over the past two
years employment in distribution has
gone up by 78,000 and in the “ pro-
fessional, financial and miscellane-
ous ” categories by 64,000) ; its crea-
tion of surplus capacity through com-
petition at home (for example, in the

-motor industry); and other features

are inherent in British as in all capi-
talism. But as we are interested in
the comparative failure of British capi-
talism compared with other capitalist
countries, we shall deal only with the
three major obstacles to capital accu-
mulation already given, namely, the
heavy arms budget, the relative scarc-
ity of labour and the resulting strong
bargaining position of the workers
and, finally, Britain’s dependence on
a particularly high level of imports.
These affect Britain in a particularly
sharp manner, more so than almost
any other capitalist country. Unless
the British ruling class can alleviate

(continued next page)







