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To all . ..

.Dear Reader,

The SOCIALIST REVIEW
has just acted as a marriage
broker to two groups oOf
Socialists — one in and
around Nottingham and the
other more spread out in
Britain and longer associa-
ted with the paper.

Having brought the two
together, the SOCIALIST RE-
VIEW cannot bear to part

from them and has now—

although still active in brok-
erage—become their com-
mon property. The paper’s
policy will be governed by
the commonly-agreed pro-
gramme featured on the
page. Within that
framework, editorial policy
will be decided by an edi-

torial board composed of :

TERRY GALLOGLY, ex-Sec-
retary, Nottingham YCL ;

PAT JORDAN, Secretary,
Nottingham Marxist
Forum ,;

MicHAEL KIDRON, Execu-
tive Member, St. Maryle-
bone CLP ;

PETER MORGAN, Editor,
Birmingham Journal, organ
of the Birmingham Trades
Council.

As a result of our recent
festivities, many new names
will be featured in our col-
umns. They will be intro-
duced to you briefly when
they appear for the first
time. They alone will be
held responsible for views
expressed in their article as
only unsigned articles and
those bearing the imprint
“ Editorial Board” reflect
editorial policy of the new
SOCIALIST REVIEW.

We hope you will bless
our marriage in the tradi-
tional manner : aim straight
when you throw the old
shoes of criticism, be gener-
ous when you shower us

| with silver confetti, and

don’t forget the wedding

| present in your purse.

Yours fraternally,
(the new) Editorial Board.

JUNE, 1957

Strikers’

SIXPENCE

Don’t trust the  swing™

ATTACK THE TORIES NOW

WHERE is the Opportunity State now? Queueing up outside the Canadian and

Australian immigration offices.

Where do we stand in the matter of doubling

our living standards in 25 years? On the picket line, resisting cuts on a back-

ground of stagnating industrial production.
Are we any nearer world peace? As near as one would

Steeper than ever.

What of the plateau of prices?

wish to approach the witches’ cauldron on Christmas Island.

The Tories are wide open to attack.
Even the distorted mirror of local gov-
ernment elections, such as were held
last month, shows that. Not many of
their floating supporters turned a hair
as 343 council seats changed hands.

- A General Election held now would

give a Labour Government a 100-seat
majority. -
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And this is not the end. The Rents
Bill awill soon be having its effect.
Prices are still going up while the
Tories are busily packing ice around
wages. If the Tory fortunes are at
ebb now, they will have reached a neap
tide by the time Summer is through.

But there is no point in trusting the
*“ swing ” to clear out the Tories. In
parliamentary politics whoever gains
on the swings loses om the round-
abouts. A Labour Government that
comes to power by defauli, on the
votes of the Tory abstentionist, is one
that is sure to lose it in a similar way.
And nothing will remain to mark its

passage.
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Maybe this is what the Right-wing
leadership want. Did not Kenneth
Younger MP in a recent Suez debate
summon the Tories to return to the
“ mainstream of our post-war history ”
and embark once again on a biparti-
san foreign policy? Have we seen a
campaign worthy of the name against
the Rents Bill? Has one demonstra-
tion been organized by the Labour
Party to protest against the H-Bomb
tests?

The opportunities are there, crying

out from neglect. The Labour Party

could sweep the country on these three
issues alone. But for that, the leader-
ship must present an alternative: No

- Tests, No Bomb, No Arms; Freeze

the Rents ; A Socialist Foreign Policy,
And this they are unwilling, or unable,
to do.

# #* %

- They must be prepared to use every
means at their disposal—mass meet-
ings, demonstrations, industrial actiom.
And this too, they are unwilling, or
unable, to do.

The rank-and-filer of the Movement .
cannot afford to accept this for long..

The Tories are exacting the price of

their international brutality  and
national cupidity from the British

This Issue includes:

victory turned sour

Roots of right-wing Labour

Another Kenya in Central
Africa?

Socialism for beginners

Cassia’s Calumny, etc.

See page six for stop press news

workers. These are waiting vainly for
their * representatives ” to tire of the
swings and balances of Parliamentary
fortune.

The time is ripe. The mood is there,
Campaign for a General Election now
through meetings, demonstrations and
industrial action !

Clir. Peggy Duff shows how
ST. PANCRAS SHOWS THE WAY

THE ST. PANCRAS BOROUGH CouNCIL, of which I am a Member, has recently
caught the headlines by its decision to discontinue Civil Defence.

The matter was first discussed in considering the rate estimates for 1957 /58,
but the decision is not in any way a financial or economy measure. Qur contri-
bution to Civil Defence is under £2,000, out of a budget of nearly £3 million.

The Council decided on this action
as a protest against the manufacture
and testing of H-Bombs. The White
Paper on Future Defence Policy” had
stated that: “ There is no means of
providing adequate protection of the
people of this country against the con-
sequences of an attack with nuclear
weapons . . . widespread devastation
could not be prevented.”

In a letter to Sir Frank Newsam, of
the Home Office, wesaid:

““ According to reliable scientific
opinion, society is powerless to pre-
vent the murder of unborm babies
through the poisoning of the atmos-
phere which is even now taking place
as the result of the mere testing of
thermo-nuclear  weapons. Should
these weapons ever be deliberately
used against the people of this country
civil defence would be utterly futile.
Under these circumstances, to partici-
pate in civil defence is to participate
in a cruel deception of the people.”

Political fight

But it is not only because we feel
that civil defence can do nothing for
a Borough right in the ccntre of the
greatest conurbation in the world if
nuclear war comies, it is aiso Decanuse
we wish to protest against ihe policy
of the Govermment which places -
lions of iives in peril while admittng
that it cunnot protect them from the

consequences.

“You vourself admit ” we told Sir
Frank Newsam,
cause: there is no defence, the over-

riding corsideration must be .to. pre-

vent war, Svery sane man and woman

“that precisely be-

will agree with that, but when you fur-
ther state that the only means of pre-
venting war is by a race to create
thermo-nuclear deterrents we must
register a profound disagreement.”

“It is in our opinion,” we said,
" utterly irresponsible—the more so
since the decision as to whether or not
we shall suffer such an attack rests
largely with the Government of the
United States of America over whose
actions and policies the British people
have absolutely no control.”

Firm against H.O. threats

The Home Office is now threatening
to take over Civil Defence in the
Borough in the name of and at the
expense of St. Pancras and to take
over the premises and staff, and have
asked for a reply, by June Ist. A
special meeting of the General Pur-
poses Committee will be held, and a
special Council Meeting so that a reply
can be sent in time.

What we shall decide I cannot say,
but T believe that St. Pancras will stand
by its decision. The debate at the last
Council Meeting was impressive pre-
cisely because Labour Members of
widely didering types and opinions
backed the décision. 3
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| Page Two

INDUSTRIAL

VICTORY TURNED SOUR

is likely to be that friction is generated

After their victorious naﬁdnql | 'strike, engineering and

shipbuilding workers watched angrily as their

By Jack Selvin Secretary, Sudbury Hill AEU

" WE DO NOT believe that the acceptance of our wage proposals
case would imperil the engineering industry . .
the Court of Inquiry into the engineering dispute (Cmnd. 159, para. 57). A
similar statement was made by the Court of Inquiry into the shipbuilding dispute

(Cmnd. 160, para. 72).

That this is so will come as a. sur-
prise to those of us'in these two
industries who get our knowledge only
from the newsppaers. And a careful,
critical reading of these reports will
reveal far more. |

For as the engineering Report says,
" We can appreciate the unwillingness
of the Unions to accept this offer (the
employers’ 34 per cent), having the
knowledge that in other industries
which were not profitable or much less
profitable than the engineering industry
appeared to be, wage increases of $
per cent had been made.” It therefore
recommends a 5 per cent increase at
least on wage rates.

The same reasoning applied to
shipbuilding.

There can be no doubt that the em-
ployers are still mentally in the period
when eleven men were looking for ten
jobs, and would like to negotiate
accordingly whilst bitterly complain-
ing about the demands being submitted
under threat of strike action.

The “strings”

It is not surprising therefore that
when it comes to Annex B (the
“strings,” printed elsewhere on this
page) both reports have this to say

about the conditions: which the em-:

ployers put forward: “ The advant-
ages which they think would be de-
rived from them are advantages for
which they would be prepared to pay.”

Before workers rush to cash in
on this statement they should note that
the Courts suggest no more than an-
other 2/6d. per week ; and for what !
A wage standstill for at least a year
(which means, in practice, almost
TWO years since new claims must not
be submitted within the standstill
period) ; ALL disputes to be settied
by Procedure ; no opposition whatever
te innovations ; and, of course, the re-
moval of all means of effective protest
should things not go as the workers
want them.

Both Reports urge the acceptance
of this set-up. They say : “The prin-
ciples embodied in these measures are
in no sense prejudicial to the interests
of the Unions and their members”!

Of course, there would still be the
Sick and Superannuation Benefits as
a reason for belonging to a Union, and
the right to elect a Shop Steward so
that he could come round occasionally
to see if one is working hard enough.
If this were a document offered a de-
feated army, it would be comprehen-
sible that it should receive considera-
tion from the Unions. But it is not.
The magnificent response of the ship-
building and engineering workers in
the recent national strike surely indi-
cates what should be done with Annex
B. Anyone with experience in the
workshop will know that acceptance
would leave the employers to “do as
they liked with their own™ as it was
so arrogantly put by them in 1922.

National wage policy ? !

Most reasonable people would
accept the idea that a dispute between
parties should be settled by the case
being heard by someone not directly
interested and therefore, by implica-
tion, impartial. If this could be
arranged it would undoubtedly have
1ts advantages.

But an examination of the facts

would quickly reveal that the solution -

of industrial disputes along these lines
would involve a complete reorganisa-
tion of society, |

In their submissions to the Unions
in 1953 the employers stated (after
stressing the importance of engineering
in the national economy) that they
must be assured * an adequate return
for the risks involved.” In short, in-
sufficient profits, no engineering indus-
try !

Indeed. the employers complained to
the Court at the time that the enhanced
dividends mentioned by the Unions
were due to new capital investments
amounting to £750 million ; and that
the restrictions allegedly imposed by
the Unions inhibited expansion and
cut down their chances of making yet
more profits. This does not, of course,
stop them from introducing the bogey
that their market might fold up.

Such a conclusion, that is, reorgani-
zation, would be too revolutionary. It
cannot be expected from people who
accept the prevailing philosophy of pri-
vate ownership and production for pro-
fit. Indeed, if they were able to reach
it they would be biased the other way!
So we cannot expect impartiality.

. Court helpless

And so it is. The Court proceeds
to try and find a way out although
they are *deeply conscious that the
proposals_which we have made offer
no_compléte solution to the problem.”

They recommend 8/6d. or 5 per cent
without “strings”, or 1ls. with
“strings,” remarking in passing that
“we are justified in pointing out that
if any group of Employers offers stub-
born resistance to a wage claim which
is part of a series of similar claims
affecting the entire economy the result

in the present
. 1s among the conclusions of

and industrial relations seriously
strained.” They follow this with the
statement
this article.

| Thraa't to unions

% _'These' two sets of ideas—the énesl
contained in and lurking behind the
aforementioned . Annex B, ‘and the

other main theme of the appointment -
~of an ‘“authoritative and impartial

body ™ to settle a wage policy for in-

‘dustry generally—are the heart of the

two Courts of Inquiry’s recommenda-
tions. - The smooth way in which they
are put over conceals an attempt, un-
der the guise of the general welfare of
society, to replace the Trade Unions
with some other body not controlled
by the workers, whether organized or
not.

And it is this fact above all else
that is of the widest possible import-
ance to all workers. For the underlying
philosophy of the Reports is one that
totally ignores the fact that the work-
ers have something (their labour
power) to sell and are ENTITLED,
within the existing framework, to strike
their own bargains. It seeks to rele-
gate them to the position of just one
more item on the ‘cost-sheet, accepting
what is doled out without being able
to protest efiectively. Of course, since
they are human, there is plenty of
provision for consultations so that they
may blow off steam.

quoted in the beginning of

Socialist Review

Workers in engineering and ship-
building particularly must therefore
see to it while there is yet time that
the current negotiations do not end in
exchanging their right to bargain for
the mere opportunity to complain. The
understandable desire of some Union

-leaders to avoid a major clash with
employers who are intent on * stub-
born. resistance ” to a justified wage
claim must not be allowed to bind
strings around the increasingly effec-
tive workers’ organizations. An early
appreciation of what is involved and
forthright instructions by the workers
to their Union Executives can ensure
that this does mot happen., |

Post-script——

Engineering workers, and otheérs ‘too,
will be shocked at the decision of the
Confed. Executive to accept 11s. plus
strings as.the basis for negotiations
with the bosses. Anyone who wishes
o see some of the dangers inherent in
this decision should only look at the
" strings” reprinted  on this = page.
T'here can be no doubt that the union.
leaders, or rather the handful of union
leaders who have made this decision,
have forfeited the trust of their mem-
bers by thus jeopardising their real in-
terests in . the hope of achieving a
phoney ‘“ gain’’ of 2/6d. a week and
a period of industrial ** peace.”” The
duty of every trade-unionist concerned.
is to protest as firmly as he can, to
show that even if he failed to put pres-
sure on the union leaders before the
decision was taken (as advocated in
this article) he will not accept the
Cstrings”’ as binding. —Editors.

INDUSTRIAL

By Ron Keating and David Breen

FOR TOO MANY YEARS now the only
opposition to the right-wing leadership
in the trade-union Movement has come
from King Street. On a national level
the only alternative to the Carrons and
Williamsons has been the Birches and
the Haxells. Militants in industry have
usually had to choose between them.,
for lack of an independent Left lead.

But times have changed. Once again
it is feasible to discuss the possibility
of building such a. movement in the

1. That any agreements reached on the present national wages appli-
cations shall be in full settlement of all existing national and district claims,

- Whether by the Confederation or by individual Unions, for increased wages
- and differentials (subject to (2) below) and no further applications for
such increases or differentials shall be submitted for at least one year from

the date of such agreement.
2. That any ‘claim submitted
dealt with under Procedure.

prior to 23rd March, 1957, shall be

3. That there will be a complete observance of all Agreements, both

national and local.

4. That the Executives of all the Unions affiliated to the Confedera-

tion of Shipbuilding and Engineering

whatever cause must be settled by Procedure.

of Shipbuilding and Engineering Unions will use their full authority

Unions agree that any disputes from

and

influence to bring to an end without delay all practices which are con-

trary to the well-being of the Indu

(b) Em

bargoes on overtime,

stry, including, for example—

(c) All restrictions on output or earnings. This provision will
not, by itself, be used to reduce piecework prices. .

6. That the Executives of all the Unions affiliated to the Confedera-
tion of Shipbuilding and Engineering Unions agree to use their full influ-
ence to facilitate the introduction of new machines and techniques and
their efficient operation for effective production.

7. That the Executives of all the Unions affiliated to the Confedera-
tion of Shipbuilding and Engineering Unions will issue to all their mem-

bers a statement drawing their attention to the following matters :
(a) The necessity of members starting work promptly at the

. recognised starting times ;
(b) The necessity of continuing to work until the recognised

stopping times;

:
:
& S. That Executives of all the Unions affiliated to the Confederation
;
-

:
:
:
:
:
:
i
:
(a) Unconstitutional stoppages of work, -

(c) The fact that men must not stop work during working hours
for the purpose of attending Union meetings without per-
mission of the Management.
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NOTES

trade unions. = Why should militants
like MacLoughlin of Briggs he com-
pelled to remain in the CP against
their will because, as he puts it, the
Labour Party has not got . . . factory
organization.”

The monolithic front of the right
wing—personified until recently by
Deakin, Lawther, Lincoln Evans and
their like—has shown some cracks—
witness the recent struggles of (and
within) the Confederation of Ship-
building and = Engineering Unions.
These are only small cracks, mind. but
they show that the Right is becoming
ruffled and losing its grip.

The CP also has lost ground despite
Gollan and Co’s assertions that the
upheavals in that party affected a
bunch of knock-kneed intellectuals
only. MacLoughlin is but one of
many CPers in industry who have ex-
pressed disgust: with their party. If
that were not so, why on earth could
Etheridge, Stalinist convener at Aus-
tins for many years, not muster more
than 800-odd votes against right-wing
candidate Cresswell’s 3,600 in the re-
cent elections for AEU District: Or-
ganizer in the Birmingham area? If
it weren't for their loss of support in
industry, why should the industrial
branches have made- such a poor
showing at the CP’s London May Day
procession this year? Or Birch and
Co. been so roundly defeated at the
AEU National Committee?

The Right is organized on the shop
floor. The CP is organized. Even the
Catholics are organized in an Asso-
ciation of Cathelic Trade Unionists.

‘But the independent Left is not.

The difficulties are still tremendous,
although the opportunities are greater
than they have been for some time.
But if we are going to get anywhere
in the direction of a genuine Left-wing
polcy uncontaminated by the bureau-
cracies of Transport House or King

[Continued on back page]
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Page Three

Probing into the ECONOMIC ROOTS of
REFORMISM, Tony CIiff shows

WHAT MAKES RIGHT-WING
LABOUR TICK

WE LIVE in a critical period for civil-
isation. During the last half century
humanity has suffered two terrible
wars and is now living in the shadow
of total annihilation. The present gen-
eration has witnessed mass unemploy-
ment and hunger, fascism and the gas
chamber, barbarous murders of colon-
ial peoples in Kenya and Malaya,
Algeria and Korea.

However, in the midst of these ter-
rible convulsions, the working class in
a number of countries of the West—
the United States, Britain, Canada,
Norway, Sweden, Holland, Denmark,
Germany and others—show a stubborn
adherence to Reformism, a belief in
the possibility of major improve-
ment in conditions under capitalism,
and a rejection of the revolutionary
overthrow of capitalism. - Why is this
so? Why the general political apathy
and rejection of revolutionary changes
in society, when humanity as a whole
is in the grip of life and death strug-
gles ? |

Only if we find the correct answer to
this question can we answer a further
one: For how long can Reformism
push aside ‘revolutionary aspirations in
the working class ? There can scarcely
be a question more vital for Socialists
in the West, and hence for the world
Socialist movement. The present
article is an attempt to contribute
something towards the clarification of
these problems.

Lenin’s theory

The most important Marxist to
define the roots of Reformism was
Lenin.

In 1915, in an article entitled The
Collapse of the Imternatiomal, Lenin
explained Reformism, or to use the
term he coined, Opportunism, thus:
“The period of imperialism is the
period in which the distribution of the
world amongst the  great’ and privil-
eged nations, by whom all other
nations are oppressed, is completed.
Scraps of the booty enjoyed by the
privileged as a result of this oppression
undoubtedly fall to the lot of certain
sections of the petty-bourgeoisie and
the aristocracy and bureaucracy of the
working class.” '

How big was the section of the
working class which received these
“scraps of booty?” Lenin says:
“. . . these sections . . . represent an
infinitesimal minority of the proletar-
1at and the working masses.” |

And in line with this analysis Lenin
defines Reformism as “the adherence
of a section of the working class with
the bourgeoisie against the mass of the
proletariat.”

The economic foundation of the
small * aristocracy of labour ” is to be
found, according to Lenin, in imper-
1alism and its super-profits. He writes

in a preface dated July 6, 1920, to his -

book Imperialism, the Highest Stage
of Capitalism :

* Obviously, out of such enormous
super-profits (since they are obtained
over and above the profis which capi-
talists squeeze out of the workers of
their “‘own’ country) it is possible to
bribe their labour leaders and an

upper stratum of the labour aristo-
cracy. And the capitalists of the
*“advanced ” countries.do bribe them;
they bribe them in a thousand different
ways, direct and indirect, overt and
covert.

“This stratum of bourgeoisified
workers or ‘labour aristocracy,” who
have become completely petty-bour-
geois in their mode of life, in the
amount of their earnings, and in their
point of view, serve as the main sup-
port of the Second International and,
in our day, the principal social (not
military) support of the bourgeoisie.
They are the real agents of the bour-
geoisie in the Iabour movement, the
labour lieutenants of the capitalist
class, the real carriers of reformism
and chauvinism.”

Conclusion vs. facts

An inevitable conclusion following
upon Lenin’s analysis of Reformism is
that a small thin crust of conservatism
hides the revolutionary urges of the
mass of the workers. Any break
through this crust would reveal a sur-
ging revolutionary lava. The role of
the revolutionary Party is simply to
show the mass of the workers that their
interests are betrayed by the * infini-
tesimal minority ” of *aristocracy of
labgur.”

This conclusion, however, is not con-
firmed by the history of Reformism in
Britain, the United States and else-
where over the past half century: its

solidity, its spread throughout the

working class, frustrating and largely
isolating all revolutionary minorities,
makes it abundantly clear that the
economic, social roots of Reformism
are not in “an infinitesimal minority
of the proletariat and the working
masses "’ as Lenin argued.

Showing where Lenin’s analysis
went wrong will help us to see more
clearly the real economic, social and
historical foundations of Reformism.

How to throw crumbs

The first question one has to ask in
tackling Lenin’s analysis is this : How
did the super-profits of, say, British
companies in the colonies, lead to the

*“ throwing of crumbs ” to the * aristo- .

cracy of labour ” in Britain ? The an-
swer to this question invalidates the
whole of Lenin’s analysis of Reform-
ism.

To take an example, the Anglo-
Iranian Oil Company has been draw-
ing magnificent super-profits over
decades. How does this lead to
crumbs being thrown to the aristo-
cracy of Labour ?  First of all, this
company employs only a small number
of workers in Britain. And even these
are certainly not given higher wages
simply because its rate of profit is
high. No capitalist says to the
workers : “I have made high profits
this year, so I am ready to give you
higher wages.”

Imperialism, and the export of capi-
tal, can of course greatly affect the
wages level in the industrial country
by giving employment to many
workers who produce the machines,
rails, locomotives, etc., which make .ap

the real content of the -capital
exported. This influence on the level
of employment, obviously affects the
wages level generally. But why should
it afiect only the real wages of an “in-
finitesimal minority ?” Does the in-
crease of employment possibilities, and
decline in unemployment, lead to the
rise of a small “ aristocracy of labour”
while the conditions of the mass of the
working ‘class is hardly affected at all?
Are conditions of more or less full
employment conducive to increasing
differentials between skilled and
unskilled workers ? They are cer-
tainly not,

One may argue that the high super-
profits of the capitalists on their in-
vestments in the colonies led to a rise
of wages in another way: that the capi-
talists do not oppose labour laws
defending workers’ conditions as
strongly as they would do if profits
were low. This is so. But these laws
cannot be said to lead to an increasing
differentiation of living standards be-
tween the different layers of the work-
ing class.

We go up together

Look at simple examples like the
prohibition of child labour or limita-
tions on female labour in certain indus-
tries. This does not affect the supply,
and hence wages, in the skilled labour
market more than in the unskilled. The
Iimitation of the workday also does not
affect the skilled labour market more
than the unskilled. Indeed, everything
that raises the standard of living of the
mass of the workers, unskilled and
semi-skilled, diminishes the difference
between their standards and those of

the skilled workers. The higher the
general standard of living, including
the educational level, the easier is it for
unskilled workers to become semi-
skilled or skilled. The financial bur-
den of apprenticeship is more easily
borne by better-off workers. And the
easier it is for workers to learn a skill,
the smaller is the wage differential be-
tween skilled and unskilled workers.

Again, one can argue that imperial-
ism throws “crumbs” to workers
through the fact that it gets foodstuffs
(and raw materials) extremely cheaply
from the backward, colonial countries.
But this factor, again, affects the stand-
ard of living not only of a minority of
* aristocracy of labour.” but the whole
of the working class of the industrial
countries. To this extent, by raising
general living standards, it diminishes
differences between sections of this
same working class.

The effect of trade unions and the
political activity of the labour move-
ment on the whole is similar. The
better the general conditions of the
workers the less is the income differ-
entiation between its sections. (This
was only partly counteracted when the
trade unions consisted only of skilled
workers.)

In fact, all historical experience
testifies that the fewer the workers’
rights and the more downtrodden they
are, the greater are the differentials,
especially between skilled and unskilled
workers. This is clearly illustrated by
the following table comparing the
wages of skilled and unskilled workers
between the two world wars in an
economically advanced country like
Britain and a backward one like
Rumania :

Skilled Wages as Percentage of Unskilled

Pattern Fitters& Iron Plumb-
Turners Moulders bers

130

Makers
Britain 131 127
Rumania ... 200 210

252
(Clark, Conditions of Economic Progress, London, 1950, p.460.)

Electr- Carp-

icians enters Painters
152 147 .. . 146
182 223 275

147
300

Or to take another example: “. . .
a locomotive engineer of ordinary
length of service and rating receives
3.3 times the wages of an unskilled
man of ordinary length of service in
Spain, while in New Zealand the ratio
is only 1:2.” (Ibid. p. 461.) |

It can be shown statistically that in
the last century the differentiation in
the working class of Britain (as well
as in many other industrial countries)
has become smaller, and that not only
an “infinitesimal minority,” but the
whole of the working class, benefited
from increasing living standards. To
prove this one last point, one need but
compdare present conditions in Britain,

with the conditions of the workers des~

cribed in 1845 by Engels in The Con-
ditions of the Working Class in

England.

Where we came from

This is his description of typical
housing conditions: “In the parishes
of St. John and St. Margaret there
lived in 1840, according to the Journal
of the Statistical Society, 5,366 work-

ing-men’s families in 5,294 “dwellings”

~ (f they deserve the name!), men,

women, and children thrown together
without distinction of age or sex,
26,830 persons all told; and of these
families three-fourths possessed but
one room.” |

“They who have some kind of shel-
ter are fortunate, fortunate in compari-
son with the utterly homeless. In
London fifty thousand human beings
get up every morning, not knowing
where they are to lay their heads at
night. The luckiest of this multiude,
those who succeed in keeping.a penny
or two until evening, enter a lodging-
house, such as abound in every great
city, where they find a bed. But what
a bed! These houses are filled with
beds from cellar to garret, four, five,
six beds in a room ; as many as can
be crowded in. Into every bed four,
five, or six human beings are piled, as
many as can be packed in, sick and
well, young and old, drunk and sober,
men and women, just as they come,
indiscriminately. Then come strife,
blows, wounds, or if these bedfellows
agree, so much the worse ; thefts are
arranged and things done which our

(continued next page)







