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MILITANT SOCIALISM is in Crisis.

Left-wing delegates returned from Annual Con-

ference last month dismayed at the ease with which the Right had swamped all
opposition, disturbed to see the Left so disorganised, so disorientated and so

dumbed.

They saw nationalization replaced by
stock-exchange juggling—and only
1,276,000 votes protested; membership
of the H-bomb club endorsed—and
only three-quarters of a million said
““ no ”’; the colonial peoples were again
sold to British imperialism—and too
few opposed for the votes to be coun-
ted; even the elections to the
NEC showed, in the words of The

Times, a ““ swing to the centre.”” The
Left took a beating.
The crisis was not unexpected.

Under pressure of economic difficulties
the Tories had hardened in their atti-
tude to the working class. The Rent
Act the Credit Squeeze, the Seven Per-
cent Bank Rate—workers were to pay
for class rule. The Tories had no
more time for Butskellism. Bipartisan-
ship in home and foreign policy had
worn thin. And the Right-wing leader-
ship of the Labour Party was forced
into opposition, was compelled to come
out with a Leftish programme.

More than half-way

As the Right moved “ Left,” ““ Left ™
moved right. The Bevanites met Gait-
skell half-way, more than half-way.
They had no programme, no organiza-
tion; they had not campaigned system-
atically in ward and constituency
parties. Even Tribune was obscure
and offered no alternative. And so the
pinker Gaitskell looked, the paler they
became.

Add to this the certainty of a Labour
Government very soon and the sweet
smell of office, and we start under-
standing . the collapse of the Left
““ leadership ”’: Bevan’s sell-out and
the embarrassment of the big-name
Bevanites.

But expected or not, the blow was a
real one. The militant Left in our
Party were caught off-guard at Con-
ference. Now, as never before, we felt
the lack of a programme, the isolation
of the individual comrades, the need
for co-ordination and pooling of effort
and resources. Suddenly, the futility
of having fought under the banner of
“ Bevanism * without having reserved
the right to nail it to a mast of our own
choosing, became clear.

And now, after Brighton, what needs
be done? There can be no question

* Even after the Labour Party had gone
on record in favour of nuclear weapons,
Krushchev wrote the following in his let-
ter to the Labour Party: “. . . there has
been at present a certain rapprochement
between the points of view held by the
British Labour Party and the Soviet Com-
munist Party on a number of most import-
ant questions dealing with the preservation
of peace and international security . . .” (})

of giving up the struggle for a socialist
programme. No militant socialist
can be attracted to the Communist
Pary which endorses H-Bombs for
Britain because Russia has them.* Nor
can any militant socialist continue to
expect a lead from Tribune. Just look
at them! How do they meet the Right-
wing’s walkover? *‘ No More Wage
Munichs Cry the Tories” was their
first headline after Brighton (Tribune,
October 11); “ Round the Moon—Any

THE MOVEMENT

THE LABOUR PARTY CONFERENCE at Brigh

ton will probably

Day Now ** was their second (Tribune,
October 18). Any criticism of Bevan’s
betrayal? Nothing but a faint bleep
from Michael Foot gently chiding the
Master for using doubtful *‘ political
means”’ in translating his uncontami-
nated ‘‘moral case’” into reality
(Tribune,October 11). And then, of
course, the traditional plea from Jennie
Lee to hush because * Leaders must
argue in private” (Tribume, October
18).

No, the militant socialist has nowhere
to turn but to his rank-and-file com-
rades. And now is the time to do so.
Hundred, if not thousands, are seeing
for the first time what clay the ‘‘leader-

ABOUR AFTER BRIGHTON

ship”—Right and ‘“Left”’—is made of.
Hundred are looking for a socialist
programme. The defeat at Brighton
may well be the start of a new, militant
Left in the Labour Party.

Our job is to build that Left. Not
?r{_}und personalities, but around a soc-
ialist programme such as that of the
SOCIALIST REVIEW. Not as a
mass of disparate individuals, but as a
coherent force, co-ordinating its activi-
ties, knowledge and resources.

Brighton was a defeat for socialism
in Britain. But many a defeat has
closed the ranks of the defeated. Let
us see to it that this was such a one,

" RAYMOND CHALLINOR, EC member

Newcastle-under-Lyme CLP, examines

THE DEMISE OF “BEVANISM”

go down in history as

being the occasion when Aneurin Bevan, who had been drifting to the right for

some years, finally and irrevocably broke with the left-wing.

To many con-

stituency party delegates Bevan’s support of the H-bomb brought agonising dis-
illusionment and swept away the corner-stone of their political beliefs.

How did it occur? Why did Bevan
make his dramatic defence of some of
the most objectionable ideas which the
right-wing Labour leaders and the
Tories treasure as common property?

Many socialists regard Bevan's
actions as a betrayal, comparable with
that of MacDonald in 1931. They
consider it is an example of a form of
prostitution not dealt with in the Wolf-
enden report: namely, selling one’s self
body and soul, to gain political office
—in this case, of course, the office be-
ing that of Foreign Secretary in the
next Labour Government.

However, I think this type of
approach to Bevan’s actions is super-
ficial. It treats a personal matter some-
thing which has very deep political
foundations. For, if you are going to
understand clearly Bevan’s behaviour,
then you must consider his whole poli-
tical ideology and that of the move-
ment—the Bevanites—that sprang up
round him.

The heresy of Bevanism came into
being tempestuously as a protest
against the Labour Government’s 1951
budget, which sought to pay for an
inflated arms programme by cutting
down on social services. This sparked
off a long ding-dong battle between
right- and left-wings. From the ini-
tial cause of dispute—the National
Health = Services charges—the great
debate ranged far and wide. Matters
of fundemental principle, such as

whether  nationalisation  proposals
should be included in the Labour
Party’s policy, were hotly discussed.
However, it has been obvious for
the last four years that the dispute was
dying down. This was because the
Bevanites were gradually becoming
less sure of themselves and their own
convictions. First of all Harold Wil-
son, then Freeman and Crossman, fol-
lowed by many others, crossed over
from the Bevanite camp into that of
the Establishment. Their sins were
quickly forgiven, and some were re-
warded with seats in the Shadow cab-
inet. Their rehabilitation only served
to increase the anguish of the few re-
maining Bevanite MPs and quicken
the tempo of Bevanite disintegration.

No program

Why did Bevanism collapse? Well,
the answer must be sought in 1its
origins. The 57 MPs who voted against
the social service cuts were, like Messrs
Heinz’s 57 varieties, a very varied
assortment. Practically the only thing
they all agreed on was the opposition
to the National Health Service charges.

If Bevanism was to survive it was
necessary for it to change from being
an amorphous movement of protest
into a stable, united force, But this
could only be dome if there was a
thoroughgoing discussion of basic
principles leading to the formulation
of a clear, alternative policy to the

Attlee leadership. However, this was
never dome: Bevanism never had a
common policy, strategy or tactics. It
was, as a result, never a serious threat
to the right-wing leadership. Without
a common policy, there was nothing to
hold them together; inexorably they
drifted apart.

This tendency towards disintegration
was aggravated by the veneration and
the completely distorted attitude
Bevan and many of his followers had
to parliamentary activities. They re-
garded Parliament very much as crusty,
old, nineteenth century Liberals had
done, as the centre of the political
universe around which everything else
revolved. Instead of getting out into
the country, holding mass meetings in
a campaign to get the Tory Govern-
ment out, Bevan was quite content to
make his criticisms of the Tory
Government in the genteel and tran-
quil atmosphere of Parliament.

As a result, he failed to make him-
self the spearhead of mass movement
aimed at getting the Tories out. This
had important consequences. For if
the Bevanite MPs had shown that they
were really concerned about people’s
grievances—and many genuine grie-
vances existed by 1953-54 — then
they would have gained mass support.
The increased Tory majority at the
1955 General Election was not because
the Tory Government had been such
a tremendous success, but because the
opposition had been such a dismal fail-
ure, The poor attendance of MPs in
the House, the strict adherence to “the
rules of the game,” and the failure of
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the Labour Party to raise their Opposi-
tion from the level of trivalitics to that
of principled differences meant that the
Tories got away with murder in Cyprus
and wholesale deception in this coun-
try.

“For all this the Bevanites must take
their share of responsibility. It was to
be expected that the right-wing Labour
leadership would only oppose the
Tories in a floppish, half-hearted man-
ner. But this surely should have been
another-weapon in the Bevanite arm-
oury: not only to show the mass of the
working class that their ideas were
superior to those of the right-wing, but
also that their adoption led to a more
vigorous and forthright attack upon

the Tories.
Bevan opposes industrial action

However, it became more and more
painfully obvious that far from wishing
to encourage feelings of spontaneous
hostility towards the Tories, the Bevan-

‘tes wanted to moderate them. For
example, Aneurin Bevan was
approached by numerous groups of

workers in 1953-54 who wanted to get
the Tories out by industrial action.
They pointed out that their living
standards were endangered, that the
Tories had failed to carry out their
election pledges of maintaining food
subsidies and “mending the hole in the
purse,” and therefore these workers
felt they had a right to take an ele-
mentary step—that of strike action—to
protect themselves. Yet incessantly
Bevan sought to restrain them and
proudly. boasted of his respect for con-
stitutional proprietries.

Undoubtedly this type of behaviour
lost Bevan considerable respect among
the working class, It weakened the
already tenuous links between the
factory militants and the Bevanites.
More and more Bevan and his col-
leagues got out of touch with the feel-
ings and aspirations of the broad mass
of the population. More and more
they degenerated into an mtrovened
parliamentary clique, devoting their
time to smart alec mancouvres.

But as Bevan’s ties with the working
class weakened, his contacts with those
who do not have to indulge in the
sordid day-to-day task of earning a
living increased. The Daily Express
of May 18, 1957 carried these banner
headlines on their front page. *“‘The
New Monarchy ! As the Prince goes on
TV Children’s Hour, the Queen asks
‘Nye’ to lunch at Buckingham Palace™
Symbolically Bevan even sat at the
right hand of the Queen. The
“Express” goes on fo list the other
seven guests at the dinner: Mr. Keith
Holyoake, deputy Prime Minister of
New Zealand; Sir Patrick Spens, Tory
MP: Sir Frank Newsam, Permanent
Under-Sectetary, Home Office; Sir
Robert Fraser, Director-General 1TA;
I ieut.-Colonel A. S. Bullivent, 16th/
5th Lancers; Group Captain John
Cunningham, chief test pilot, De Havil-
lands; the Rev. David Sheppard, the
test cricketer.

Bevan and the Suez War

As you know doubt gather, Labour
has gone a long way—I1 won’t say 1n
which direction !—since Keir H{:lrdir;,
entered the House of Commons in his
cloth-cap. Keir Hardie was villified
and derided by the Tories. ]
king went out of his way to insult him
in public by making him the only MP
not to be invited to a garden party at
Buckingham Palace. Bevan, by con-
trast, is received warmly by royalty
and many Tories confess that they have
3 tender spot for him, at least since he
became a good and well-behaved boy
again.

Keir Hardie always opposed the use
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of gunboats and considered that it was
the duty of the British workers 10 fight
alongside the colonial peoples in their
struggle for freedom from British
imperialism. But Bevan has shown his
ideas of a socialist policy are of an
entirely different kind. They are
derived from such great socialists as
Lord Palmerston and Kipling.

When the Suez crisis broke last year,
Bevan denounced Egypt's take-over of
the Suez canal as an “Ali Baba form
of nationalisation.” In his righteous
wrath at the dispossession of an Anglo-
French concern, he forgot to inquire
‘1to how the concession was originally
i The story of how British
naval might was used to bully
Egypt into granting land, how the
canal was built with Egyptian slave
labour, and how, once it was all fin-

ished, Britain gained the whole of the

original sum she “bought” the canal
with back through exorbitant interest
rates—all these are among some Of the
most sordid and outrageous stories in
the annals of British imperialism.
Since then the Suez Canal Company
has each year reaped a high profit. One
would have thought that a British
Socialist, knowing all this, would not

1950,, after the Margate Conference:
Nothing could be more discouraging
to his friends than the role Bevan
plays in Party Conferences. W hen-
ever the platform is in difficulties and
things look like getting out of hand.
Bevan is put up to deal with the mal-
contents and to act as Counsel for
the Defence. (SOCIALIST REVIEW,
Vol. I, No. 1, November 1950).

1952, after the resignation:

Revan is not at all dependable; lack-
ing the rudder Of the Marrist
approach, he can be swepl 10 any
corner of the troubled political seas.
It cannot be excluded that he may
even, like the pre-war “leaders " of
the left-wing, return to his quiet
haven with the official leadership . . .
the rank and file must forget its own
policy and leadership, not simply
accept a ready-made one, neither
Bevan's nor anyone else’s. Only in
this way can we guard against the
ignominious collapse and betrayal of
the left-wing organisation when
things get hot . . . (SOCIALIST
ReviEw, Vol. 2, No. 1, April-May,
1952).

1952, the question of war:

Questions such as whether or not
war is inevitable under capitalism, or
whether or not imperialist can be
prevented without the establishment
of socialism, simply do not exist for
Bevan. If one accepted his analysis
one would have to conclude that
there are no basic factors inevitably
leading Stalin’s Russia towards in-
perialist expansion and war, and that
there are no fundamental causes
driving British and American capi-
talism to war. (SOCIALIST REVIEW,
Vol. 2 No. 2, June-July, 1952).

Can Bevanism hold?

The wide variety of views, often of a
completely contradictory character,
that the individual Bevanites utter
from time to time makes it clear that
Bevanism is not a stable socialist
force. Confronted with a particular
crisis, its members are likely to
scatter all over the political rainbow.
(Sociarist REviEw, Vol. 2, No. 5,
November, 1952). |

1955, after the withdrawal of the

Whip: |
Bevan himself has made it easy for
the Morrison-Gaitskell-Atlee wing of

i

o BEVANlSM”: what we said

merely have been pleased to see it go
back into Egyptian hands, but might
even have suggested that we paid some
compensation for the damage done.
But not so Bevan. He was for an
openly imperialist policy. He favoured

a policy of employing economic Samnc-
tions, of starving the E : into

submission. Writing an article entitled
“What I'd tell Nasser” in that organ of
truth and virtue, “The News of the
World” (May 5, 1957), he wrote: “If
Egypt is to enjoy the benefits of the
international club she must obey its
rules.” In other words, Bevan will get
mighty annoyed if any Wop starts
tampering with foreign capital, parti-
cularly British capital, making big, fat
profits.

In the House of Commons he went
on to elaborate on how he would bring
the Egyptians to their knees. He
would dam the headwaters of the Nile
and Lake Victoria thereby depriving
Egypt of her only source of water.
This measure would inflict tremendous
suffering on millions of poor, illiterate
peasants and their families. Without
drinking water, without water (o irri-
gate their meagre crops, they would
die like flies from thirst, disecase and

the party to gain the upper hand. He
has offered nothing but confusion
to the rank and file of the party.
no policy; the known Bevanites are
at loggerheads amongst themselves
: (According to Bevan . . . to
manufacture H-bombs is all right;
to use them is all right; we must only
be sure that when they are used it
will be in accordance with the rules
of the parlour game of war. W here
was the appeal for mass action
against capitalist suicide? . . . Is this
simply a continuation of the Bevan-
ite confusions of which we have had
so many examples recently: against
German rearmament but for NATO;
against SEATO but for Japanese re-
armament: against an impossible
arms budget but for a ‘ realistic s

one? (SocIALIST REVIEW, Vol. 4,

No. 8, April, 1955).
1955, before the Margate Conference:
. examples are listed . . . Of the
failure of the Bevanites to provide
any consistent constructive and co-
herent Lef Wing policy. Because of
this it would be criminal folly for the
Left Wing delegates at the coming
conference to give complete and un-
critical ‘support to the Bevanites.
(SoCIALIST REVIEW, Vol. 4, No. 12,
August, 1955).

1955, after the Margate Conference:
Either the Bevanites must formulate
a coherent: alternative policy behind
which the Left Wing can’ rally—or
else they must relinguish any claims
they may make as the leadership of
the broad Left Wing of the Party.

1956, after the Blackpool Conference:
However much we welcome the elec-
tion of Bevan (to the Treasureship
of the Party) as a ‘sigh Of increased
left pressure from the rank and file,
we cannot regard it as any sort of
defeat for the right-wing or even a
serious challenge to it. (SOCIALIST
ReviEw, Vol. 6, No. 2, November,
1956).

1957, before the Brighton Conference:
The leadership—Right and * Left’
have taken up their positions, de-
lared their ‘war aims’ and shown
the working class that, whatever the
fight is about, it has certainly nothing
in common with the fight for social-
ism. (SociaList RevieEw, Vol 6,
No. 12, October, 1957).
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continued

famine. It woud have had such terri-
fying consequences that even the Prime
Minister, Harold MacMillan, shrunk
back and was not prepared to commit
the Government to such draconic
measures. 1t would have been an
act of inhumanity comparable with the
drowning of countless thousands of men
women and children in the underground
stations of Berlin during the final stages
of Germany’s collapse. At least Hitler,
who gave the order for that criminal
act. was at that time mad and he did
not perpetrate his villany in the name
of democratic socialism.

Tories applaud

Bevan's attitude towards Egypl
made him the friend of the die-hard
Tories. When Bevan put forward his
scheme for stopping the water, the
Manchester Guardian (May 3, 1957)
says: ““There was ringing Tory
acclaim. . . . It was a tacit salute to
the new statesmanlike Bevan.” Lord
Hailsham, who is now chairman of the
Tory Party, even went as far as to
state: “If T were a Socialist I should
unreservedly, aftet the experience of
the last few weeks, declare myself a
Bevanite.” The Observer (May 12)
suggests that many other Tories have
at least some sympathy for Bevan:
“Take, for instance, the recent Con-
servative attitude to Mr. Gaitskell and
Mr. Bevan. There was a time when
Mr. Gaitskell was almost a Tory hero.
How sensible he was! How unlike
that rude tempestuous fellow from
South Wales! We do not hear many
tokens of regard these days.  Mr.
Gaitskell can do no right and Mr.
Bevan can do no wrong.” The same
article then goes on to describe how
one of Bevan’s parliamentary questions
“brought an appreciative murmur from
Conservatives and especially right-
wing Conservatives.”

Of course, this trend has continued.
His defence of the H-bomb at the
Labour Party annual 'conference was
applauded in most Tory newspapers.
Not one Tory mewspaper could find
anything to disagree with in his speech.
So much for his socialist utterances!

The H-bomb argument

Many of Bevan’s arguments for the
H-bomb at the Brighton conference
were illogical and mutually self-con-
tradictory. For instance, he urges
retention of the bomb because without
it Britain would lose her independence,
her power to mediate between East and
West. He paints a picture of its effect
on the rest of the world: “Just con-
sider all the little nations running for
shelter here and there—one running to
Russia another to the United States. In
that situation, before anything else
would happen, the world will have
been polarised between the Soviet
Union and the United States.”

Yet in the next breath Bevan argues:
“If we abandon the bomb we contract
out of all our alliances.” But these
alliances—SEATO and NATO—are,
along with the Warsaw pact, one of
the main forces causing this polarisa-
tion between East and West. Further-
more, Labour leaders have aided and
abetted this polarisation, this getting
uncommitted nations such as the
Federal German Republic rearmed and
into NATO. They referred to it as
strengthening the Atlantic alliance.

But one can’t consistently favour the
H-bomb because it is necessary to keep
in the American alliances, as Bevan
does, while, at the same time, attack-
ing those who oppose the bomb be-
cause, to adopt their policy, would
send little nations scurrying to America.

But in any case, would the small
nations go scurrying to America or

[continued next page]
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Russia? If a British Labour Govern-
ment renounced the bomb as well as
adopted a socialist foreign policy, it
would become a dynamic international
force. It would point the way to the
masses of the world, who don’t sup-
port this suicidal arms drive. Millions
would flock to the banner of peace.
For humanity, over half of whom are
still suffering from malnutrition, have
nothing to gain from wars and pre-
paration for wars. It merely increases
the emptiness of their bellies and the
prospects of death. They are opposed
to these class systems that leave them
poverty-striken whilst a handful of
powerful men live luxuriously in
America and Russia. Surely if Britain
renounced the bomb and aligned her-
self with the have-nots throughout the
world against the haves, this would be
the greatest single contribution she
could make to stop this polarisation,
to break up the Eastern and Western
blocs, and to preserve peace.

Bevan goes on to say he opposes the
Norwood resolution for the abolition
of the H-bomb, because abolition
could “precipitate incidents that might
easily lead to a Third World War.”
Yet is there not more danger in the
present position, which Bevan seeks to
perpetuate, where “the decision to use
it would never be taken by Parliament,
or even by a Cabinet, but by an indi-
vidual man, acting on the report of
some of his spies ?” What is more,
this fateful decision for humanity—to
H-bomb or not to H-bomb—may
easily be taken by a Nazi General,
Speidel, sitting in a French chateau,
the headquarters of NATO.

Do-it-yourself, now

Having shown the falsity of Bevan'’s
arguments on the H-bomb, let us ask
what the political implications of his
swing to the right are for the Labour
left. Many consider that we have lost
a friend—but, in actual fact, Bevan.
has always been a false friend. He
has exercised a restraining influence
upon the development of the left-wing
movement. His own muzzy ideas, and
the equally muzzy ideas of the MPs
associated with him, have been cne of
the forces that have impeded the clari-
fication of ideas. Also, many sincere
rank-and-filers have thought it was not
necessary to get down to a considera-
tion of principles—conveniently every-
thing could be left to Bevan. Critic-
ism of Bevan has been deliberately
restrained or repressed by these com-
rades out of loyalty and a false con-
ception of the needs of left-wing unity.

Now we will no longer hear the
bleat to leave things to Bevan. If a
mass left-wing movement is to be built
in Britain then we must all get down
to build it. We must fight on the
pressing day-to-day problems—rents,
cost of living and, of course, still the
H-bomb—so that people realise that
we are struggling in their interests and

will rally to support.
We’re all the better for it

The defection of Bevan is like a
surgical operation—for a short while
we will be weaker but in the long run
far better off. The final demise of
Bevanism has meant that the road for
the development of the left-wing move-
ment has become clearer. We shall no
longer encounter the twin distractions
of Stalinism and Bevanism that have
in the past resulted in many good
socialists using their energies in ways
that were not in the best interests of
Socialism.

It has also meant that the need to
get down to a consideration of basic
socialist principles, of the ideas from
which all our actions should flow, is
of vital necessity. But this task can-
not be achieved in a sealed chamber,
away from life’s hurly-burl. Theory
and Practice must.-be united.

In the achievement of these objec-
tives the “SociaLisT REVIEW™ plays
an important part. Besides providing

BACK FROM BRIGHTON Ty

TWO DELEGATES GIVE THEIR VIEWS

Page Three

One: “ The Stockbrokers’ Road to Socialism™ e By Wally Russell

NOW WE'VE SEEN EVERYTHING. In ome
week, the Fifty-sixth Conference of the
Labour Party, held at a time of deep-
ening world crisis, both politically and
economically, rejected its faith in
Socialism, its devotion to peace and its
lovalty to the colonial peoples.

Of course we agreed on a pro-
gramme which, compared with the
Tories”, can be termed “progressive.”
Nevertheless, it only takes a small bite
at the class basis of capitalist society
and can be bracketed neatly with the
old Liberal Party policies of pre-1914.

Is this a policy ?

Will this sort of programme suffice?
Can a policy statement like Industry
and Society, which deceived so many

delegates at Conference but so few.

editors in Fleet Street, be termed social-
ist? Can a policy on the H-Bomb,
which basis itself on bringing together
leaders of rival power groups (whose
very social structures need war as an
outlet), be termed peaceful?—especi-

ally when the Daily Worker and the

Daily Mail sing in unison about the
virtues of the resolution which was
passed? And. can a colonial pro-
gramme which does not grant our
colonial brothers the right to run their
countries’ economic life be called liber-
ating?

We have always accepted three gen-
eral trends of thought in our move-
ment: the Christian Socialist (for which
we all have a soft spot whether or not
we agree with its theoretical approach)
that believes we must build socialism
because it is morally right to do so;
the Fabian Socialist (early variety) or
the Co-operative trend which believes
in changing the nature of capitalism
graddally until it becomes socialist.
(Many of us disagree with this “theory”
but the very nature of things over the
last 50 years has compelled us to work
along these lines); and the Marxist
trend that has lifted socialist theory
from the heart, the prayer-book and
the political crystal-ball to the head
where reasoned and logical arguments
can be evolved about the very nature
of human society.

The stockbrokers’ road

Now we must add another road to
socialism—the stockbrokers’ road—
which by-passes the class struggle
(judging from the contentment with
which the City received Industry and
Society) and makes class collaboration
the order of the day. As we drive
slowly down this road we shall be sup-
ported by those grand examples of
proletarian journalism—the Mirror, the
News Chronicle and Odham’s Press.

Even the Daily Worker coughed
blood over this shocking pamphlet.

a free forum where any socialist can
discuss any aspect of socialist theory,
the paper also deals with these pressing
day-to-day problems. Its pages are
packed with facts that can be used as
ammunition in the fight against the
Tories and for a socialist policy. The
“SociALIST REVIEW™ also acts as a
co-ordinator. It helps comrades up-
and-down the country to co-operate in
spreading socialist ideas and learning
from their mutual experience. As such
the paper has become a priceless
possession of the left-wing. Unlike the
other organs of the Labour Movement,
it can be relied upon. It has Third

Camp socialist principles and it intends -

to stick to themm—whatever Bevan or
anybody else does.

Basil Cameron, writing in the News
Chronicle, described his terrible dis-
appointment at seeing socialism being
voted out of the Labour Party pro-
gramme on the first occasion he has
managed to attend Conference in a
life-time of activity in the movement.
And we, wretched optimists, who had
gone there determined to “do our bit”
in the fight for a socialist Britain,
trudged home with the slow, dawning
realisation that we had been witness-
ing all we have lived for being frust-
rated—at least for the time being. -

I must ask the NEC an open ques- .

tion. Do they really feel, in all hon-
esty, that they can run capitalist Brit-
ain and also indefinitely maintain full
employment, social justice and peace?
No group of men can do that, however
sincere they might be. It is just not
possible to resolve the contradictions
of a society which produced 1914 and
1939, apart from slump after slump
and bellyfuls of abject poverty all the
time.

WALLY RUSSELL, Romford Borough
Labour Party delegate to this year's
Labour Party Conference, is a member
of the AESD, member of his Party’s EC,
Political Education “Officer, Vice-Chair-
man of the Romford WEA and a
Councillor.

The world needs peace now more
than ever before in history. Only by
building socialism which will elimin-
ate conflicting sources of economie in-
terest (and these are the causes of
wars!), can we hope to achieve that
peace. And yet, the one British party
that is based on the working people
and which, therefore, is unique in be-
ing able to lead us to socialism, has
decided to turn its back on its destiny
and adopt the morality of the knock-
shop. Onmly if it turns again to ifs
task with all its might can our chil-
dren and ourselves look forward to
anything other than a slow drift to
World War III. It is our job to make
the turn.

Two: A Conference of * uncompromising
compromise’’ e By Sid Bidwell, prospective
parliamentary candidate for East Herts

AS DELEGATES at the 1957 Labour
Party Conference at Brighton had their
feet frozen on the ice-rink on which the
assembly was staged, they witnessed
the freezing of the Socialist aspirations
of the British workers as well.

The NUR of which I am proud to
be a member, refused to remit to the
National EC and thus struck a blow
for freedom and democracy within the
Labour Movement. Above I have
used the word “staged;” this about
sums up the Labour Party Conference.
It is skilfully managed from beginning
to end. Years ago I had formed the
judgment that it could be carried on
by post; and yet I am having second
thoughts about that too as I reel from
the blows dealt me physically, mentally
and politically by the ice at Brighton.

The woolly document Industry and
Society means, as the Economist has
said, exactly nothing. Or, to be more
exact, the complete subjugation of the
Movement to Keynsian economic doc-
trine. In the booklet his aid is sum-
moned in unashamed terms. It is not
easy to get to the rostrum unless one
is prepared to speak on every issue
(one delegate got there four times as
against five at Blackpool)—but never
once was the booklet which refuses to
advance Socialism, taken hold of by
any participant and torn up page by
page. To be sure 5 minutes is much
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too short to do it but that is why those
who hold similar views should do it
collectively.

For the regroupment of the Left

The right-about turn of Frank
Cousins, T & GWU, had to be seen
to be believed. He was the most
compromising uncompromiser that
Conference has seen. The spectacle of
Nye Bevan being catcalled by his erst-
while friends from the floor on the
great H-bomb show surely writes finish
to the Bevan personality cult in the
British Labour Movement. In these
days of contemporary capitalist miscal-
culations and new—but so very old—
thinking in the Labour Party, the great
need surely is the regroupment of
Marxists in the Labour Movement. If
Brighton gives any lessons at all it is
not the fragmentation of shareholding
in the big Public Companies but the
fragmentation and sectarianism of
those who cling to the ideas of scienti-
fic Socialism which struggles for clear
and united expression in the Party.

The Ford Management has
renewed their attacks on the
well - organized Briggs
workers. They have chal-
lenged the workers’ right to
- accept or reject overtime by
trying to make it compul-
sory; they are undermining
the factory organization by
outlawing meetings on the
works premises. These are
matters of the utmost im-
portance to the Labour
Movement and should be
widely known. Next month,
Socialist Review will feature
an article on the situation
at Briggs on the basis of an
on-the-spot enquiry.







