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SEVENTY YEARS of British rule in Cyprus have cul-

minated in five years of terror: British terror and
nationalist counter-terror, These five years have ended in
racial war: “no holds barred” Darling hands out arms to
all-comers (so long as they’re British); MacMillan justifies
“punitive retaliatory measures against the population as
a whole” (albeit “in special cases”); gunmen flourish on
both sides. And the Cyprus tragedy drags on.

Even before the present crisis, British Imperialism
had not treated the Cypriots lightly. The official Cyprus
Annual Report for 1954 shows that average weekly earn-
ings, including overtime payments, bonuses, etc., ranged
from 42s 8d in agriculture (the lowest) to 88s 2d in trans-
port and communications (the highest); mining averaged
85s 4d, engineering 64s 8d, clothing 56s 5d, and so on.
Prices are no different to those we know here. The Report
shows that girls under 18 work as miners (averaging
50s 3d a week), while the relatively high take-home pay
in transport and communications has a lot to do with the
66-hour week worked by bus, lorry and taxi-drivers and
by porters.
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The Report states that education is not compulsory.
The normal school-leaving age for the children that do
attend school is 12, although “in the poorer rural com-
munities children are sometimes taken away at the age
of 9 or 10 to help their parents at home or in the fields”.

More than half the schools have only one teacher, who

handles all six classes, while another quarter have two
teachers, each of whom takes three classes.

The Housing Census of 1946 showed that more than
one-third of the urban dwellings in the whole island con-
sisted of one room only. One-third of these were occupied
by seven or more persons, while the average number of
persons per room over the whole island was more than
three-and-a-half. Only half the houses have piped water,
while less than one-fifth have water flush sanitation
(quoted in Thomas Anthem, Enosis).

To this the “emergency” has added its own burden.
Mass sackings from British installations; curfews which
ruin peasant crops and cattle; youth restrictions which
effect over 50,000 young people, mostly workers, and rob
the Cypriot people of £40,000 per day, or one- sixth of the
daily gross national income (Daily Telegraph, October 10,
quoting the President, Federation of Trade and Industry)

Economic ruin, personal injury and death, mass
terror; one soldier for every 15 in the population, man
woman and child; special transport from here, free board,
wages plus £3 danger money for teenage girls to give a

GUIT CYPRUS!

ha,nd with murder (remember the S5s the Tories refused
the busmen?)—these are the essence of British rule in
Cyprus. The harder it is to keep in the Middle East; the

more vicious this rule.

It is a long way since Churchill, then Under-Secretary
of State for the Colonies, could say in the Cyprus Legis-
lative Council (1907):

I think it is only natural that the Cypriot people who are of

Greek descent should regard their incorporation with what may

be called their mother-country as an ideal to be earnestly,

devoutly and fervently cherished.

It is hard to believe that in 1915, the island was actually
offered to Greece as a bribe to enter the war. It was
refused and Cyprus remained “British”.

It’s a long way. The Tories are hanging on with
everything; brutality combines with cynical bluff. They
promise to negotiate with Makarios if he drops Enosis.
He drops it. They refuse to negotiate. What do they want
with the isiand? What interest can justify their savagery?

As a base from which to police the Middle East,
Cyprus is useless. The Suez War proved that. And Middle
East HQ has been moved to Kenya (to the delight of the
white settler minority). It is useless as a bomber strip for
global war—Turkey and Greece are nearer Russia’s
borders and have, for the moment, at least, less hostile
peoples.

So much has been admitted by a study group set up
by the Royal Institute of International Affairs, a learned
institute which acts as the Foreign Office’s unofficial club.

(continued on back page)

BUS BOYCOTT

by Robert Emmett

(ON November 18, there assembled in Transport House,

for the first tlme ever, an all-embracing national con-
ference of busmen. Representatwes of Municipal, Private
Company, British Transport Commission and London
Transport staffs assembled under one roof to discuss the
elements of a national wages policy.

As the conference opened, a
time-bomb exploded with the
announcement that the central
London busmen, the biggest
single section of the conference,
would boycott the proceedings as
a public vote of “no confidence”
in the national officers of the
T & GWU.

What were the underlying
reasons for this, apparently,
negative attitude to such an
important event? Central Lon-
don busmen, over the past thirty
years, have occupied a position
second to none as a progressive

force within the Labour Move-
ment. Their rank and file
leaders, at garage and conference
floor level, have shown them-
selves to be a body of mature,
experienced, and very doughty
fighters. One would expect,
therefore, that there had to be
very sound and urgent reasons

for their boycott decisions—and,
indeed, there are.

In a letter to the conference,
personally signed by every mem-
ber of the Central Bus Com-

(turn to page 2)
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THE DOCKERS’
CHARTER

THE INTER N ATIONAL

agreement of the 63 nations,
in relation to the conditions that
exist in the ships sailing under
“flags of convenience” 1is, of
course, to be complimented by
all concerned. No praise is too
high for universal action designed
to improve the working conditions
of any group of men whomsoever
they may be.

From December 1 to December
4 port workers in every one of
these 63 countries will refuse to
handle some 1,200 ships owned
by the Sea-wolves who have
heard nothing of Samuel Plimsoll

or trade union agreement but

who extend an open invitation to
“the man from the Pru.”

This expression of solidarity
by the unions concerned could
become the foundation of a com-
pletely new approach to a uni-
versal defence of wages and con-
ditions throughout the world and
could, if developed correctly, be-
come a bastion against the un-
qualified spread of big business
on international lines, The liaison
already established will ensure

that all workers, irrespective of
their country, will enjoy identical
conditions to the best possible
advantage. ,

Naturally, to obtain such a
position, it is essential for the
workers in every one of these
countries to set their own house

‘in order, for one could hardly

insist that some group of workers
in the concomity of nations
should enjoy an improvement in

~their living standards if those

insisting hadn’t already obtained
such improvements for them-
selves. Commonsense and equity
argue that this must be so.

Four Unions

With this in mind, it behoves
port workers in this country to
examine the position that exists
in their own industry, and here
one discovers that whilst there are
four separate unions operating
“for the interests of all port-
workers” by far the largest is the
Transport and General Workers
Union. It is common knowledge

that for many years now, the
rank and file membership hasn’t
always seen eye to eye with the
Executive, and because of this
difference of opinion, various
groups of militant workers have
formed themselves into Liaison
Committees with the sole purpose
of endeavouring to ensure that
the Officials elected to represent
them do in fact just this.

Red labels

Unfortunately however, the
Officials resent the appearance of
these committees born of their
own laxity and tag them with
“Red” labels even to the extent
of communicating such informa-
tion to the National Press with
the result that the general public,
unconscious of the truth, view the
liaison committees with great sus-
picion. And vyet, what is ‘their
real purpose? Nothing more and
nothing less than the implementa-
tion of a “Dockers’ Charter,”
which should have been the aim,
nay, the accomplishment of our
National Docks Group many
years ago.

BUSES—continued _

mittee, the central busmen say :

We have decided to take this very
serious protest action for the
reason that, judging by the actions
of our national officers, in relation
to the London bus service cuts, we
can have no confidence that the
decisions of the rank and file dele-
gates to that conference, will be
accepted and carried out.

Behind that simple, but very
grave statement, lies a long his-
tory of endeavour on the part
of the London busmen to prevent
the piecemeal destruction of the
- nationalized transport services at

.the hands of a Tory Govern-
ment, and an equally long fight
to assert the democratic right of
the elected committee of the bus-
men to decide and operate policy

within the T & GWU.

Since the London transport
services were nationalized in
1948, one-fifth of the entire
system has disappeared—having
been amputated in successive
“cut” operations in the name of
economy. More than 2,500 buses
have gone from the roads. Some
11,000 less drivers and conduc-
tors are operating, and 4,000
vehicle maintenance men have
disappeared. Fares have risen
eleven  times, service has
deteriorated to a degree where
one frequently waits 40 minutes
for a bus that once had a five-
minute frequency. The queues

get longer and longer. Literally
millions of man-hours are being
lost to production as a result of
grossly inadequate transport ser-
vices.

And now the LTE are in the
process of making a further cut—
the biggest of all. By November
26, a further 650 buses will have
been taken off the roads in the
space of three months, a further
32 million miles will have been
lopped off bus operations—
another group of nails will have
been driven into the coffin of a
fransport  service’ that was
“nationalized” to “serve the
interests of the public”,

Central London busmen, who
have watched their ranks dwindle
and their jobs deteriorate through
this systematic murder of the
transport services, have utilized
every constitutional channel open
to them within the T & GWU to
get union action against the bus-
slashing policy of the Govern-
ment and LTE.

Proposals vetoed

At garage, committee, and con-
ference level they have requested
action. National officials of the
union have agreed to a general
policy of “non-co-operation” with
the LTE, but, when the central
busmen interpreted this policy
concretely with a series of prac-
tical steps to be taken against the

LTE — such proposals were

vetoed.

Meeting after meeting took
place with nationmal officers.
Request after request was made
for action without result, The
crowning blow was struck when
a constitutional request that a
further delegate conference be
convened to consider the position,
was refused by mational officials.

This then, was the background
to the conference—and the under-
lying reason for the central bus-
men’s decision to boycott the
proceedings. With quite un-
answerable logic they argue—*“if
this is the way officials treat our
decisions in respect of working
conditions—what can we expect
them to do about any decisions
we take in respect of wages”?

Wider discussion

That any section of trade
unionists should be placed in
such a position by autocratic
officialdom is to be regretted. In
taking their decision to boycott
the conference, the central bus-
men have at least succeeded in
focussing public attention upon
the calculated carving-up of the
transport services, and in bring-
ing before a wider circle of trade
unionists the vital question of
trade union democracy.

The ‘wider the discussion of
these questions within the
T & GWU and the Labour
Movement generally — the
sooner will the hands of the
London busmen be strengthened
to win their fight.

For the purpose of explanation
there are four main items in the
“Charter” which in the opinion
of the men, must be resolved
satisfactorily, if peace and pros-
perity is to come to the Docks
industry, and they are:—

1. An increase in the basic fall-
back guarantee, or attendance
money.

2. One call per day.

3. A reasonable share of the
work of the port.

4. A Pension and Sick Scheme
for ALL Portworkers.

The more one looks at these
requests, the more one must agree
that they represent a very modest
and equitable demand, devoid of
any Communist or revolutionary
propensity, in fact, they are just
plain commonsense proposals,
the implementation of which
should be the aim or desire of
any right-thinking or fair-minded
person.

Overtime ban

Time and time again, the
various liaison committees have
endeavoured to have this
“Charter” discussed and at all
times they have carried the sup-
port of the far-seeing men in the
industry, but so far their efforts
have come to naught.

Upon one occasion, when
work throughout the port was
scarce, they endeavoured to in-
troduce a ban on overtime, to
ensure an equitable distribution
of the work that did exist and
were most successful in many
cases, but unfortunately to en-
sure absolute success one must
always carry unanimity and this
wasn’t forthcoming. In other
areas 1t was discovered that men
were queuing for the jobs of
“fighting militants” when they
were dismissed for operating the
ban, whilst in one particular sec-
tor where only three men sup-
ported the ban, their colleagues
—one cannot call them brothers
—whilst applauding their action
and eulogising them for their
principles, promptly stepped in
and stabbed them in the back.
Naturally, with this sort of thing
going on, even though it was only
apparent in a very few cases, the
b;n on overtime had to be called
off.

Fresh thoughts

Today however, with an un-
precedented slack and recessive
period in vogue, the wisdom of
the words and actions of the
militants in the past is revealed
with startling clarity. Men are
recalling them and having fresh
thoughts about the whole situa-
tion. They are, in fact, demand-
ing that some positive action be
taken.
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If they are sincere in their de-
sires for such action, the answer
is in their own hands and made
available to them by constitu-
tional means. First, it is essential
that they attend their branch
meetings. This is the desire of all
militants, contrary to the opinion
expressed in the National Press.

At these branch meetings it is._

absolutely necessary for them to
elect into office, members who
are prepared to serve their in-
terests, for that is the sole pur-
pose of taking office and one is
elected because, in the opinion
of the men concerned, one is
best qualified to serve the inter-
ests of the men electing him. Once
these committees, composed of
honest and resolute men, have
been formed, it is essential that
they be given unqualified sup-
port.

Ginger up

It is true that in the Transport
and General Workers’ Union, the
elections for office are over a year
away. It is also true that the re-
sponsibility for the composition
of the present weak and feeble
committees, with their milk and
water attitudes to all matters rests
solely with the membership. But
all is not lost, ground can still
be made up. By full attendance
at all future branch meetings, this
extremely negative old guard can
be gingered up as they sit in their
well worn seats imparting a Rip
Van Winkle air, and if they are
not prepared to do the job for
which they were elected and have
“no stomach for the fight” then,
in the words of Shakespeare’s
Henry V, “let them depart” and
whilst no “‘crowns for convoy will
be put into their purse” new and
more reliable men will be elected.

Active support

A second very necessary ad-
junct to success in these endea-

vours, is active support for the
liaison committees, whose very
existence argues condemnation of
the sterility and vacuity of the
Union’s present program. Every
worker must line up behind his
liaison committee and in the
areas where no such committee
exists, then one must be formed
of the trusted leaders and
militants to operate until the
Union itself does its job properly
and effectively.

With such support, the liaison
committees will be in a position

to ensure discussion on the
Charter and prove to all con- -

cerned that the industry owes its
workers both a fair living and
reasonable security for the future.
By this method too, the Union
itself can be forced to demand
for the men a measure of
control over their own destinies
and could ensure that the good
yesteryear enjoyed by the em-
ployers is utilized to ofiset the
leaner times that the men are now
experiencing.
Urgent need

Today more than ever, the
hackneyed phrase of “fair shares
for all” needs implementation,
and this without delay. The in-
crease in the fall-back guarantee
should be applied immediately
and the one call per day should
become a fact. As far as the
Pension and Sick-pay Scheme is
concerned, we simply cannot wait
for a change of Government to
make this a reality for the need

is with us now and now is the
time to demand that the need be
met.

It is essential, if the men in
general are sincere in their desire
for a new deal, that positive
action be taken on the lines sug-
gested. They are not fools to be
hoodwinked on any occasion and
led blindly to destruction. Their
most ardent desire is for a Union
to operate on their behalf and in
their interests. At the moment,
this vital leadership is not forth-
coming from their official repre-
sentatives, but only from the
liaison committees and the mili-
tants. With the knowledge that
these latter men, having led them
in the past without abusing the
trust imposed only one course of
action is open. Give these men
the fullest support and a mandate
to fight for the future. Then and
only then can come the realiza-
tion of the dream of a Dock
industry operating for the benefit
of the worker and the community
at large,

Distress fund

In the meantime of course, and
the docker is nothing if not
adaptable, a practicable effort is
being made to alleviate the ques-
tion of distress among the
workers in the Upper Pool. A
Distress Fund has been inaugu-
rated and is in the process of
registration with the local
authorities. The aim is to do
away with " “kites,” collections
which are made from wharf to
wharf upon the occasion of the
death, retirement or long illness
of various brothers.

In operation

When in operation, it is the
intention of the Fund to pay a
Death Grant of £75 to all mem-
bers of the Scheme and to decide
later on the question of retire-
ment or Igng illness. It is obvious
to anyone that to run such a
scheme successfully, upon the
basis of a lottery entails quite a
tremendous amount of work, but
this has been undertaken in the
most enthusiastic manner by an
extremely able committee who
are working in an entirely volun-
tary capacity, just giving their
time freely and reaping no re-
ward. Neither are commissions
being paid in respect of the sale
of tickets, the disposal of which
is also on a purely voluntary
basis.

Self help

The organisers point out how-
ever, that this is not a “Sick
Scheme” but is concerned at the
moment solely with the provision
of a Death Grant to dependents
of members, and that whilst they
will consider the question of re-
tirement and distress through a
long period of sickness, it is im-
possible to incorporate any sug-
gestion of regular sickness bene-
fits. They do however suggest,
that any person desirous of enter-
ing a sick benefit scheme could
be accommodated by the 2-7-9
Club who have such a scheme in
operation.

Be that as it may, it is to be
hoped most fervently, that all
men working in the Upper Pool
will co-operate in this splendid
effort of self help and that over-
whelming success will crown such
grand initiative.
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WICKMAN'S WORKERS
SHOW THE WAY

by Peter Morgan

Ed of B’rum Trades Council Journal

NE of the most significant

strikes of post-war Britain
concluded on November 11
when Messrs. Wickman’s,
machine tool manufacturers of
Banner Lane, Coventry

(a) reinstated four hundred
employees who had been on
strike for a month,

(b) withdrew notices from sixty
men under threat of dismissal,
and

(c) promised there would be no
further talk of redundancy until
after Christmas.

What was the significance of
this dispute? Why was it played

the employers’ job to decide who
should be hired and who fired.
And anyone who thought other-
wise had another think coming.

It was in this explosive situa-
tion that Messrs. Wickmans
announced that they would have
to dispense with the services of
sixty-eight men. The firm
announced that they were pre-
pared to prolong their contracts
for six weeks “to help the men
take advantage of known vacan-
cies in the district”. And there
was a further warning that they
would have to review their

-employment policy at the end of

October.

Lengthy talks were actually in
progress between representatives
of the Confederation, the Com-
pany and the Coventry District
Engineering Employers’ Associa-
tion on October 13 when it was

down in the Capitalist Press
throughout its course? How did
the workers win their battle?
These were the questions I set
myself when I visited Coventry
recently and talked with local
militants.

Woolsack and Moneybags !

Company No. of Shops Controlled by

Montague Burton ..........ccieses 750 ... Montague Burton
JohnColier Lo i liiddas 400 United Drapery
oL NSRRI, S b bl Hepworth
Weaver to Wearer (many Rego

Shops are being converted to

Weaver to Wearer) ............. 192 G.US.
PIEEAREDE oo\ hesanesensnt it dssaperass's 110 United Drapery
YVHIBIDY ..o oiiumisivisnveminsaiansans 65 Times Furnishing
Jackson the Taillor ......c.ssceenenes 63 Montague Burton
PIREIOE FOWe oo, o o i na 267 i KGN,
Claude Alexander .........ccccuu.uen. 37 United Drapery
Rego (name changed to John

Temple, November, 1956) ...... 34 G.US.

* plus 31 branches in other stores
Socialist Digest, November, 1958.
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To put the case in perspective,

readers must cast their minds
back to the Annual Conference
of the Confederation of Ship-
building and Engineering Unions
at Paignton in August. It will
be remembered that there was a
sharp clash between the theoreti-
cians of the AEU and the Trans-
port and General Workers (the
two most powerful organizations

in the Confederation) on the.

question of redundancy.

The AEU position — put
bluntly—was that existing work
should as far as possible be
shared without depleting the pay-
roll. The T and G attitude was
that summed up in the BMC
Agreement eighteen months ago
—adequate compensation for
long service. The differences be-
tween the two points of view
were papered over in a com-
promise resolution which said,
roughly, “Let’s get the best we
can in each case.”

However, following the Con-
ference, the Birmingham District
Committee of the Confederation
made no bones about it that they
favoured the AEU standpoint. At
the same time, the Engineering
and Allied Employers’ National
Federation were squaring-up with
a number of “planted” speeches
indicating very clearly that it was

discovered that notices had been
posted to the men in question,
Immediately negotiations were
broken off and the Union issued
a statement that the withdrawal
of labour which followed was “in
defence of the simple principle of
the right to share work in order
to prevent redundancy. The
action of the management in
issuing notices whilst negotiations
were in progress and before con-
stitutional machinery had been
exhausted, was calculated to pro-
voke the Trade Unions”.

Men solid

And after this? Well, really
nothing until the final settlement.
The men remained solid. All
attempts to introduce scab
labour were soon abandoned in
a city which is a beacon of trade
union solidarity in the Midlands.
There were some half-hearted
attempts to recommence talks.
But it was pretty evident that the
Coventry Engineering Employers
were prepared to sit tight and let
the workers stew in their own
juice, to see how long the men
would stick it.

And this is the real significance
of the Wickmans’ stoppage. For
Coventry is no longer the thriv-
ing, optimistic centre which it was
a few years ago. The cut-back

(continued on page 7)
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COMMENT[NG on an article in one of

the summer issues of Socialist Review,
the editor writes:

we believe that anyone attempting to build a

revolutionary current outside the (Labour

Party at the present time is doomed to failure

and a sectarian existence.

His views are shared by many sincere and
thoughtful comrades, which makes it worth-
while asking what he means by the words
“failure’ and (paralysing epithet) “sectarian.”
Even more interesting, what does he mean
by the “success” which presumably we can
reasonably hope to achieve through fighting
in the Labour Party?

For ten years or more, most revolutionary
socialists in Britain have believed that they
should be active members of the LP. In the
nineteen-forties there was a good deal of
argument as to whether their’s was the right
course, but it won increasing acceptance and
gradually came to be taken almost for
granted. In my view these comrades are now
making a present virtue out of a past neces-
sity, and it is time to re-examine the issues.

the Youth Sections, where potential revolu-
tionaries are most likely to be found in any
numbers in the present LP. Although the
vital statistics of the sections are jealously
guarded by Transport House, a study of such
information as has been published allows
us to state two facts. Firstly, that the total
national membership is less than 4,000, even
allowing for a few large and ephemeral
“socialite” sections. Secondly, what member-
ship there is is of strongly middle-class com-
position. Scores of Labour-held ‘(and there-
fore mainly working-class) constituencies are
quite without a Youth Section, showing the
Party’s utter lack of positive appeal to the
youth. It is quite likely that both the Young
Communists (membership 1,300) and the
Young Tories (about 150,000) have more
young workers in their ranks than do the
Labour Party Youth Sections.

However, some comrades grant all that
has been said about the present-day LP, but
fall back on argument (b) above. They think,
correctly, that economic conditions will force
more workers to concern themselves with

hﬂ_“__

The British Labour Movement has a long history of breakaways—break-

What further can be gained by striving to
remain in the LP at almost any price? Ought
we to postpone much longer an attempt to
rebuild an independent Marxist party?
Those who call themselves Marxists should
keep such questions under constant review
in the light of the developing situation.

The basic argument for membership of

the LP may be summed up as “we ought*

to be where the workers are.” When
examined more closely, this usually resolves
into two separate but connected proposi-
tions:

(2) -that by joining the LP the revolutionary
socialist gains access to politically-
minded workers and potential revolu-
tionaries which would not otherwise be
possible, and

(b) that even those workers who are not
politically-minded look to the LP to
defend their interests, and will turn
naturally to it if economic developments
force sharper industrial conflicts. There-
fore, it is said, the Marxist should be
there ready to assist and guide' them
when needed.

As to (a): surely no one believes that the
people now active in the Labour Party are
those who will become the revolutionary
socialists of the future. These latter will be
drawn firstly from young workers and stu-
dents, and secondly from among older
workers who are at present “non-political”
and confine their militancy to the industrial
front. Just because they have absorbed less
Fabian poison than most of the constituency
LP committeemen and dance organizers,
they will come to revolutionary socialism
more swiftly and whole-heartedly when con-
ditions—and our work—bring them into
politics.

Granted that a large proportion of these
constituency activities take a generally Left
view of politics—for more nationalization,
against making the H-bomb, etc.—their
numbers are really very minute. One sus-
pects that it is the size of the LP electoral
machine, those 14 million votes, which hyp-
notize many Marxists.

It 1s interesting in this context to look at

away unions and breakaway political parties. It is a living tradition,
since even today there are many in its ranks who would like to leave
- the mainstream of working-class life to wander into the wilderness.
Socialist Review wishes to initiate a discussion on this matter and
presents the following article—with which we entirely disagree—as the
first contribution. Others are welcome. The author is a member of a
Constituency Labour Party in Southern England—Editor.

politics, and that because of the Trade
Union ties of the LP, it is to Labour that
they will naturally present their demands
and look for a lead.

This argument seems unpleasantly like
the Communist Party’s argument for push-
ing their demand for “summit talks.” We
know that they cannot bring peace, CP-ers
will tell a critic, but the workers will learn
through the failure of their Governments to
fulfil their expectations. We know they can-
not bring socialism, Mike Kidron tells us,
but the workers will learn through the failure
of their leaders to fulfil their expectations.

So far, so good. Of course, people have
to. learn; there are few short cuts; and even
if the working-class thought it could obtain
disarmament or nationalization or workers’
control by prayer and fasting, that would
not make us drop those demands. What is
unpardonable is to foster illusions that God
or the great powers or Mr. Gaitskell can
bring about these desirable ends, when we
do not believe it ourselves.

This question of a socialist’s duty always
to speak honestly to the workers is closely
connected with the question of the right to
organize in the LP. Certainly, if political dis-
cussion within the Party could be conducted
as its founders seem to have intended, com-
rades with different views could organize to
their hearts’ content to have those views
publicized and considered. But it is not so
long since we saw what happened to Victory
for Socialism—not revolutionaries certainly,
but a group who clearly wanted real changes
in leadership and policy. They were ham-
strung the moment they agreed not to form
branches on the constituencies and unions.
The result was that the Gaitskell faction
have things all their own way. To tell
Transport House that this is “against the
rules” is as senseless as telling an Archbishop
that to drop napalm bombs on school chil-
dren is “un-Christian.”

So the editor of “Socialist Review,” and
those who think like him, must answer the
question: Can we honestly tell the workers
that socialism may be achieved through the

'LP, or that there exists a possibility of demo-

cratic discussion and of replacing the exist-

Socialfst Review

FORUM|] Geoﬁ' West starts the discussion on

LABOUR PARTY FOR SOCIALISTS?

ing leadership with socialists? Most of us
know very well that there is no chance of
such a development. Surely them we are
being less than honest with the working-class
if our actions seem to suggest that the Party
can be changed in such a way.

But, of course, if any independent revo-
lutionary party is “doomed to failure and a
sectarian existence,” then we must put up
with the LP until we are thrown out. Is it
so doomed? It is a matter of common obser-
vation in the Labour Movement that the
Communist Party is now winning back lost
ground. We are told that being outside the
LP separates one from the workers in the
factories, but the CP, which has suffered
from over 30 years of proscription, still suc-
ceeds in winning a hearing for its views by
directly approaching workers at the factory
gate. Surely the deserved distrust which the
CP has earned by its subservience to the
Moscow bureaucracy must appreciably hin-
der its growth? Despite this it can maintain
a membership of 25,000 and actually win
recruits, because—with however little basis
in fact—it is thought of as a revolutionary
party.

How can it be argued that British politi-
cal life can support a CP such as it is, but
that it would be impossible to build a party
of at the least similar size and influence
which was demonstrably free of the CP’s
chief evils? This question calls for an answer
above all from those who justify the exist-
ence of the little Revolutionary Communist
Party from 1943 to 1948, but who reject any
idea of a similar organization today as “sec-
tarian.”

Why was it right for there to be an RCP
in the war and immediate post-war years,
with every external condition unfavourable,
but not now, when world developments show
a definite, if uneven, rise of revolutionary
currents? At that time there was still tre-
mendous faith in the LP or alternatively the
CP. Today neither arouses any positive en-
thusiasm anywhere; and the most that any-
body gives to the LP is the sort of cynical
support he will give to a consistently unsuc-
cessful football club.

It is said that in those days the situation
was different because there was a single clear
issue—opposition to the war. Is there not
an equally clear issue now—opposition to
the war? Certainly there are papers such as
the Socialist Review and the Newsletter
which very clearly explain week after week
the causes and cures for war. But uncon-
nected to any distinct party, they make far
less impact than they might. |

Time and again we see demonstrations of
“anti-Establishment” feeling of a depth un-
known for twenty years. Even though it be
still largely student and middle-class, even
though it is often channelled by pacifists,
liberals, or takes on non-political forms of
protest, the seeds of revolutionary socialist
thought and feeling are undoubtedly there.
Revolutionaries in the LP will never attract
such currents, for the reason that people
have not the sophistication to grasp what
they are trying to do. People do judge a
political party by its leadership.

One does not have to believe in a “Par-
liamentary road to Socialism” to appreciate

that whether we like it or not, British people,

including British workers, regard a political
tendency as serious when its spokesmen take
part in Parliament and local elections. If we
do not suffer from illusions about making
the LP a socialist party by some fantastic
kind of take-over bid, then clearly we must
accept this conclusion: revolutionary oppo-
sition to the H-bomb and all it stands for
can only make itself heard through an inde-
pendent class-conscious party, which will
face the decisive task of striking roots in
Britain’s factories and pits.






