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THE FIGHT

WE LIVE in the terrible shadow of the H-Bomb. American bombers
carry the deady weapon over our heads. The Russian sputnik, a by-
product of the arms race, is circling the earth. The search for better
ballistic missiles continues. Humanity lives on the brink of an abyss.

What is the way out of this nightmare ? What have the poli-
ticians—those men who proved themselves unable to prevent two world
wars, the men who actively supported them—to offer the anxious
people ?  What is their solution ? '

Four policies are on offer. First—a disengagement of the Powers
in-Europe, by which they mean the creation of a zone between East
and West in which foreign forces would be limited or prohibited;
second—an embargo on, or at least limitation of, arms shipments to
the Middle East; third—the banning or nuclear weapons as a step
towards general disarmament; and fourth—negotiations on the above
measures crowned by a Summit Conference.

The struggle for peace is so urgent, so crucial, that no effort must
be spared to discover whether these proposals would help in its pre-
servation. Can they help, or are they, once again, a blind, a criminal
bluft ?

The “disengagement” bluff

AT ONE TIME or another, most major politicians have suggested some

form of disengagement. Anthony Eden, Bulganin and Khrushchev,

Gaitskell and Bevan, Lester Pearson (former Canadian Foreign
Minister), the Foreign Ministers of Poland and Ireland, and most
recently George Kennan, the former US diplomat, have all put for-
ward the idea.

Every one of those in the West support NATO, support the pro-
duction of the H-Bomb by the Western Powers, the massing of the
"deterrent against Russia.” Every one of those in the East support
the Warsaw Pact and its military concomitants.

What kind of disengagement do they propose ? Do they really
see eye to eye and mean the same thing ? Certainly not.

Khrushchev, master of the sputnik and the inter-continental
ballistic missile, wants the whole continent of Europe to be cleared
of bomber bases and H-Bomb-carrying missile sites. But he will
not countenance a withdrawal of conventional armies. Hungary, if
nothing else, has convinced him that the presence of Russian troops
in Eastern Europe is the only guarantee against the disintegration of
his Empire. Without his armies of occupation, revolution in Buda-
pest and Warsaw, East Berlin and Prague would reach out to destroy
the bureaucratic rulers of Moscow itself.

The rulers of the Western capitalist countries see *disengage-
ment ’ in a totally different light. Not having managed to make long-
range missiles as yet, they are not prepared to shift their missile- and
bomber-bases from the borders of Russia. On the other hand, us
and British troops have not yet been required to suppress popular
revolutions on the Continent. Thus, although they might agree to
withdraw their armies, they cannot scrap their missile bases.

What about the third interpretation of ‘disengagement’—
favoured, it seems, by Gaitskell and Bevan—that neither conventional
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FOR PEACE

troops be withdrawn entirely (as this would not be acceptable to
Khrushchev) nor H-Bomb bases be entirely done away with (as this
would not be acceptatble to Eisenhower and Macmillan) ?

Such a compromise could not lead to peace. Hungary, Poland,
East Germany and other countries would continue to be occupied;
while the Scandinavian countries, Italy, Britain, Germany and France
would continue to be springboards for destruction. |

What hypocrisy is this talk of * disengagement ’ in the mouths of

-the politicians ! Socialists must pomt it out for what it is—a sop to

mass anxiety—and put forward their own, positive, internationalist
and realistic version : the withdrawal of all foreign troops—whether
armed with conventional or nuclear weapons—from all countries !

Peace and war in the Middle East

THE SECOND PROPOSAL for lessening world tension and protecting peace
1s Just as fantastic. :

The most decisive factor in the Middle Eastern upheavals is not
the import of arms from abroad but the rising tide of national and
colonial revolutions. This tide must inevitably engulf the Western
oil monopolies and change the international relation of forces between
the powers, and might well lead to another World War.

To pretend, however, that an arms embargo can prevent this
happening is to believe that history can be made by whispering
charms,

There is only one way to prevent the Middle East (or the Far
East, or Africa) from detonating a third World War : to fight for the
freedom from political and economic oppression of all colonies and to
grant technical and economic assistance to the peoples of the under-
developed countries on the basis of equality and mutual benefit.

Can they ban the bomb?

WHAT ABOUT the banning of the Bomb and disarmament ? For years
the banning of the A-Bomb was discussed by diplomats—without
results. Now, it is the H-Bomb. And discussion will g0 on and on,
fruitlessly. Again, negotiations will break down over the key question
of control.

. For how can Washington’s rulers—protectors of Franco and
Chiang Kai-Shek—be trusted ? Who can rely on the word of Mos-
cow’s rulers—the butchers of the Hungarian workers ?

Socialist policy for peace

As long as the control of the economy—including the armaments
industry—remains in the hands of a few parasites in West and East,
no real banning of armaments production is possible.

Nevertheless, we socialists must press for the banning of the
Bomb and for disarmament, and mobilize the masses of workers
around these demands. But we cannot, must not, stop there. We
must raise the call for workers’ control over armament production,
workers’ control to see that the ban on the Bomb ijs actually carried
out. We must support every direct workers’ action against the pro-
duction of the Bomb, against the building of launching sites to deliver
them.

IF THERE IS NOT, and cannot be, any lasting agreement on the basic
issues dividing the Great Powers, what good can come from a Summit
Conference ? |

In 1955 the Geneva Conference took place. The heads of state
conferred and reached an ‘agreement in principle” What happened
when they came to translate principle into practice ? The search for
ever more deadly weapons continued unabated: the struggle for influ-
ence in the Middle East did not stop for one second: the ‘ Geneva
spirit * evaporated during the butchery in Egypt and Hungary. And
the Cold War continued with unreduced feracity.

What is needed is not a conference of the warmongers, but inter-
national, socialist activity in defence of peace, against war and its
instigators;

the complete withdrawal of foreign troops from all countries !

no H-Bomb, nor A-Bomb, nor missile sites, nor bomber bases !

Workers’ control over armaments production !

for international socialism and peace !
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'Rank-and-file building workers demand

HIGHER WAGES, FEWER HOURS

GREATER LEISURE

An SR report

SIXTY-FOUR  DELEGATES from
union branches and 49 from sites
in London and Liverpool met in
Conference at the Holborn Hall,
London, on January 19th. The
Conference was called by shop-
stewards from the Alderton site

at Chiswick.

Brian Behan (who wrote 1n
Socialist Review, January 1, 1958)
explained the purpose of the
meeting : to mobilize the rank-
and-file on the sites to transform
the existing union machinery into
an effective instrument for the
coming struggle.

He reviewed the present state of
the industry. He contrasted
higher than average productivity
(an increase of 183 percent),
higher than average profits (one
firm, W C French, showed a 100
percent increase last year), higher
than average salaries (Turner
Newalls, a building supply firm,
paid its directors approximately
£600 per week), with growing un-
employment, which would affect
130,000 men by the end of this
year. -

Realistic claim

The Tory Government must be:

held responsible. The credit
squeeze is crushing the “smaller
builders; the cuts in council hous-
ing will put up to 30,000 men on
the stones. This is what the big
employers want. -

The present wage claim for 8d. -

an hour, the demand for a forty-
hour week, are quite realistic. As
it is, some of the bigger employers
are paying up. to 2s. an hour in

excess of union rates. While the

forty-hour week would go a long
way towards getting rid of un-
employment in the trade. They
say the economy can’t stand it;
but why should we pay the arms
bill? |

PLAN FOR ACTION

RESOLUTION 1

- THIS MASS MEETING of building trade workers calls upon the

Executive Committee of the Federation to launch a campaign
around our claim of 8d. per hour and a reduction in the work-
ing week to 40 hours. This campaign should include :—

1. Meetings of Shop Stewards;

2. Meetings on every site and specially summoned meet-
ings in the Branches;

3. Public meetings and demonstrations led by the Execu-
tive Members.

Bearing in mind that there are other large sections in-
volved in wage claims and that the employers and Tories have
a common line to oppose them, it is urgent that our executives
call upon the T.U.C. and trade union Members of Parliament
to convene a joint conference to work out a common policy
of mutual assistance.

We further ask, that before any settlement is reached,
we, the members, should be consulted.

RESOLUTION 2

THIS MASS MEETING recognises that the larger the amount
of non-unionists in our industry, the more difficult it is to
strengthen our wages and conditions. We pledge ourselves
to bring in the nons, and strengthen our site organisation. At
the same time we call upon the executive committees to
defend more resolutely the shop steward from victimization
by the employer.

RESOLUTION 3

THIS MASS MEETING recognises the need for co-ordination
amongst the organised jobs. We call upon the Federation to
organise regularly, meetings of Federation Stewards and, at
intervals, mass meetings of all Stewards of the various unions.

RESOLUTION 4

IT WAS FURTHER resolved to form a rank-and-file committee
based on job-organisation to strengthen the trade union move-
ment and to fight the bosses effectively.

Our slogan, a realistic slogan, abrogate the Working Rule

must be “ Higher wages, less
hours, more leisure.”

How are we to attain this goal?
Our strength lies in our shop-
steward organization on the job;
everything must be done to de-
fend it against attack; unions
must be forced to defend victim-
ized shop-stewards; they must
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Agreement of 1927 which virtu-
ally outlaws strikes.

We must have a united cam-
paign by all unions in the industry
against the bosses; and a rank-
and-file organization to either
change the attitude of the present
union leaders or replace them

with others more in tune with the

The Long Shift

- HOBART HOUSE, headquarters of

the National Coal Board, have
issued orders to all pits in Bri-
tain instructing them to prepare
for a fourteen-day shift. Sup-
plies of food, water and diesel
fuel are already being assembled
at pit bottoms. Each pit is to
be made self-sufficient so that no
further supplies would have to be
lowered to the workers during the
fortnight.

The NcB, in fact, envisages a
situation where no supplies could
be lowered to them, for they are
assuming that people living round
about the pits will have been
wiped out by an H-bomb attack.

Under such conditions miners
at the pit face will just have to

men on the site.

In London a committee of
shop-stewards’ delegates is being
formed to further these aims and
to co-ordinate action on the big
sites.

The discussion

The Chairman then opened the
meeting for discussion.

Bro. Harrison, a Federation
steward complained of bureauc-
racy and ' remoteness at head-
quarters : “ What do you want ?
What’s your name? Can you
leave a message ?”’ is standard
practice.

Bro. Gannon attacked the
unions for issuing permits for
overtime with thousands unem-
ployed. He knew that stewards
could count on rank-and-file sup-
port, but was afraid of sell-outs
by the union leaderships. The
next job was to organize all big
sites in London (only 35 percent
of workers in the industry were
organized) and build the rank-
and-file committee from the job
upwards.

A Brother from the ETU
stressed the need to insist on the
right to recall all workers’ repre-
sentatives.

Bro. Rogers, Liverpool, ex-
plained the position in Liverpool
where unemployment was high—
7 percent on the Merseyside.

Bro. Curran put forward the
slogan of Omne industry—one
union and thought the Confer-
ence did not go far enough.

Many other delegates took part
in the discussion which was
wound up by the opening speaker,
Brian Behan.

For details of future activi-
ties of the rank-and-file com-
mittee, write to K. Ballach,
114 Fielding Road, Chiswick,
London, W 4.

wait, knowing that their families,
relatives and friends will either
be dead or dying. Their own
hopes of survival will depend up-
on help coming from outside the
devastated area—that is, of
course, if there is any area re-
maining untouched by a nuclear
catastrophe.

The NcB are also locating
mobile winding machinery well
outside industrial districts. They
hope to have crews standing by
these winders who will dash into
the devastated zone—after the
radio-activity has partially dis-
persed—to pull up the miners.

Crazy projects like this fit in

crazy policy on the hydrogen
bomb !
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Socialist Review

RECENT ARTICLES in the Socialist
Review by comrades Heffer and
Behan dealt with the immediate
demands around which building
workers must organize to meet
the growing attack by the em-
ployers on their living standards
in the coming year.  Whether
this attack will take place under
critical slump conditions, or
simply during a so-called
“ minor *’ recession is not for me
to forecast. I leave that to the
economists.

In either event the purpose for
which these demands are put for-
ward is twofold. On the one
hand there is the need to develop
working-class strength by build-
ing the unions, sharpening mili-
tancy, and improving rank-and-
file organization to force the
hands of the trade-union bureau-
crats, build an alternative militant

leadership, and wring the maxi-

mum concessions from the em-
ployers.

On the other hand there is the
need to develop the socialist con-
scioysness of the working-class to
pose in the struggle the only pos-
sible solution to the capitalist
crisis—the need for Socialism,
and to demonstrate to the workers
that they have the strength to dis-
possess the capitalists economic-
ally and the organization to pro-
tect their gains politically.

I believe therefore that if the
immediate demands of the unions
are the correct demands politic-
ally, they will raise in the course
of the struggle the question “ who
is to control whom.”

Need for transition program

The building industry employs
directly over a million persons.
Building and civil engineering
with associated materials indus-
tries, etc., employ three million.
It is one of the most backward
technically of any in the country.
Waste and inefficiency are by-
words. Working conditions are
primitive and deplorable. Labour
is extremely casual and difficult
to organize. Whilst it is not a
“decisive ™ industry compared to

say transport, or fuel, it is a large

and important industry. The
difficulties in organizing only
serve to underline the need for
correctly posing “ who is to con-
trol whom.”

If we therefore wish to develop
the discussion in the course of the
struggle to a stage beyond the im-
mediate issues of the right to
work and the right to a living
wage, we have on the stocks at
the moment two alternatives. One
is the glorious vision of Socialism
—workers’ control, atomic-
powered automation, land nation-
alization; the other is painstaking,
Fabian-type constructive rational-
izations. These latter might even
include, as in the case of the
Federation’s plan Building as a
Social Service, proposals to
nationalize.

I would agree that of late there
has been too little of the visionary
Socialism, particularly in the
party of which I have most ex-
perience, the Communist Party. 1

Paul Simon presents a

imagine that there has been some-
what less than nothing in the
Labour Party.

However, if we rely exclusively
on the “gleam of Socialism,”
there is a real danger of us
appearing like the right-wing, in
reverse, prepared to bring out
“Socialism ” for the purpose of
speechifying but unwilling or un-
able to present a proposal for im-
mediate purposes.

No Luddism

We are therefore back to the
immediate demands and their
political correctness. It seems to
me, that it 1s not only possible but
politically correct to distinguish
between ;:—

(1) Proposals which benefit the
employers solely and exclusively
—such as bonus schemes, pay-
ment by results;

(2) Reforms which rationalize
the industry and advance it tech-
nologically but which, under priv-
ate ownership, serve to line the
pockets of the employers;

(3) Proposals aimed at reducing

the economic power of the capi-

talist class and democratizing
sectors of public ownership.

Obviously :—

(1) Proposals which benefit the
employers solely and exclusively,
are to be resisted to the full.
There should be no disagreement
on this point.

On (2) reforms to rationalize
the industry, there will, I think,
be some disagreement with the
point of view I wish now to put.

I think it incorrect to resist or
oppose reforms or rationalization
aimed Ft improving the industry
technologically. ¥ What must be
resisted is the introduction of
techniques at the expense of the
working-class.

place skilled labour by unskilled
labour and so for a time have an
advantage gver competitors, or in,
the long run reduce the amount of
labour ‘needed in fulfilling a
specific function, and so increase
the rate of exploitation.

In fighting the employers the

unions must use every weapon, in-
cluding joint strike action by all
unions in the industry to uphold
the dignity of all building

workers; the unions must not
strike against the introduction of

new techniques, but they must
strike against the employers’ re-
fusal to run the industry for the
benefit of the men in the industry
and society generally but simply
for the sake of increasing their
already swollen profits.

In this way the issue of whether
the building industry as at present
organized—i.e., as a capitalist in-
dustry, is capable of meeting this
simple and patently just demands
is immediately raised, and in turn
raises the question “ who is to
control whom.”

Nationalization ?

With regard to the third section
we have the maximum confusion
and the maximum disagreement.
The only proposal that I know of
any importance is the NFBTO
proposal to nationalize the indus-
try. (* Workers control * I place
on the other side of the revolution
to the one we are on.) |

If we are to take the slogan of
nationalization seriously we must
really take it to pieces and see
what it means. |

First let us agree (1) to nation-
alize the land; (2) nationalize the
materials industry (brickworks,
cement rings, etc.); (3) nationalize
the plant-hire firms.
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“SOCIALIST POLICY FOR BUILDING

and could be taken over. The
plant-hire firms have got some-
thing (plant) that needs to be
taken over if we are to plan.

After this, however, where are
we ? Apart from six or seven top
firms actually owning something
the rest of the so-called * indus-
try ” begins, on examination, to
become—nothing, Let any build-

1ing worker think for a moment

exactly what his boss has and
does. An office, a yard, a bucket
and barrow, a bank account.

Workers themselves set up “ on
their own > like God Bless You
and go bankrupt twice as quickly.
They couldn’t do this if they
actually had to have anything to
be a builder.

No, the builder-employer gets
the steady work from his clients
(usually masonic, rotary or
church) his labour from the
labour exchange, his materials he
gets on tick from the merchant,
and on a job of any size, any
plant from the hire yard. The
bank manager obliges in the case
of established firms with a spot
of credit for the wages and off
you go. If a builder goes bank-
rupt there is nothing for another
builder to take over.

The Federation’s plan to com-
pensate for five years loss of profit
is therefore pathetic, confusing
and class collaborationist.

This plan is actually a day
dream. Not of the visionary
socialism we talked about earlier,
but of jobs for the boys in their
late middle age.

There are other more practical
proposals for reorganizing the in-
dustry which building workers
could fight for, and which if there
is the interest, we can go into in
another article. The important

———————-—-—-—____—____
PAUL SIMON, is the pseudonym of an architect, member of the Communist Party.

We are publishing his article as an important contribution to the argument on the
future of the building industry—a future fouled by capitalist control at present—

and a contribution to the formulation of socialist

welcome.—Editor.

policy. Replies and criticism are

Let me give an example.
Plastering is a dying trade and in
the course of the next few years,
it will be more and more super-
seded by other methods of surface
finishing. The trade wunions
should demand that any plasterers
made redundant as a result of
new methods be re-trained under
full pay, sufier no decrease in
skilled workers’ wages, and that
it shall be up to trade unions in
conjunction with rank-and-file
committees to determine which
men shall be re-trained, having
gone into age, preference, etc. The
point must be made over and
over again that technology exists
to serve man, that men are not
cyphers to be declared “ redun-
dant ” at the merest whim.

Strike against Profits -

Of course such proposals would
be resisted by the employers.
Their whole point in introducing
alternative techniques is to re-

What might happen to each of
these proposals, if fought for to
the bitter end is that the state
machine and the right-wing would
turn them into reforms of a state
capitalist type (i.e., “ nationalize
the land firms ™ into *“ reintroduce
development changes™) but the
issues are still clear and simple
and can be fought for.

All value attached to land is
communally owned. Practically
all materials - industries are

thing to get straight at this stage
is, in my opinion, two ideas:

(1) that working for reforms as
a technician in an economic pro-
cess is NOT working for reform-
ism in the political sense;

and (2) that tramsitional de-
mands must make sense and be
capable of being won, even if the
dialectics of change transform
any ftransitional demand won
under capitalism into something
not * pure, undefiled, and red-as-

monopolized, ill-planned, etc., ruby Socialism.”
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Eric Heffer preS”e'hts
the case for

Socialist Review

ERIC HEFFER is known to readers as a working-class leader with a mili-

tant, socialist policy.

In this article, the first of two, he deals with the

extremely important problem of union structure in Britain : why it is

badly equipped to meet the needs of workers today.

He deals with

the history of industrial unionism, borrowing from the experience of the

Eric Heffer is well

international working-class movement and reminding us of the original
concepts of the pioneers. The second article, to be published in the
forthcoming issue, will argue for industrial unionism and show both the
necessity for, and the difficulty in, achieving it.

| placed to write on this thorny subject: he is an
Executive Member of the Liverpool Trades Council and Labour Party
and an Executive Member of the Lancashire Federation of Trades Coun-

cils.—Editor.

THE INDUSTRIAL UNION —

TO MANY in the working-class
movement, the question of Indus-
trial Unionism is purely acade-
mic, something that is discussed
in the abstract, without connec-
tion with reality. However, at
the 1957 Trades Union Congress,
the issue was brought down from
abstract discussion and placed
squarely on the agenda of the
British workers’ movement.

It was obvious, beforehand,
that it would generate much dis-
cussion and arouse many pas-
sions. Indeed, so concerned were
the Tuc General Council at the
explosive nature of the issue be-
fore them, that they decided it
had to be discussed in private
session.

The question was brought for-
ward by the NUR, an organization
long associated with the Indus-
trlal Unionist outlook. Although

upported by the NUR, it was,
however shelved, and remitted to
the ECc with very little encour-
agement for future hope. With
things as they are, this was not
unexpected. There are many
vested interests in the present
trade union set-up, and these will
need to be overcome before seri-
ous progress can be made.

New conditions

Does the 1957 Congress deci-
sion mean that all is settled, is
the issue now a dead letter? My
answer is quite definitely, no. The
problems which brought the ques-
tion to the floor of Congress re-
main, and a vote by trade union
delegates cannot get rid of them.
Life itself will increasingly: force
the issues involved before the
workers, and they in turn will
demand an answer. The fact that
things are wrong in the present
structure and organizations is re-
flected in the many books and
pamphlets written about trade
umons today. Some, like G. D.

Cole’s pamphlet actually ask
lhe question, ‘‘ What i1s Wrong
with the Trade Unions?”’ as does
also the Socialist pamphlet writ-
ten by Tom Brown. Naturally
many different answers are given
to the question, but what is par-
ticularly interesting is that the
issue is raised precisely now, at
this stage. We need to examine

the basic reasons why the ques-

tion .is raised.

The first obvious reason is that
the present trade union structure
does not tie in with the rapidly
changing structure of British in-
dustry. Automation, new methods
and new materials are breaking
down the traditional distinction
between skilled, semi- and
unskilled and workers are being

brought much closer together as
a msult. Secondly, employers are
acting in tloser harmony than in
the past, and in most industries
workers are  finding themselves
face to face with 'powerful
national employers’ combines or
the State itself .if they are

employed in nationalized under-

takings. At the same time,
the State increasingly directly
intervenes on behalf of the em-
ployers, and the interconnection
between State and industry has
grown closer than ever.

Iﬁéfficinn:} of unions

These facts alone are sufficient
to expose the inefficiency and in-
effectiveness of the present union
structure. Obviously a change is
required, however vigorous the
opposition on the part of the
more conservative wing of the
movement, including those of its
adherents who may wear a left
label on their coats.

To give two examples of what
I mean, let me quote the costly
demarcation disputes which take
place from time to time (Cam-
mell Laird’s has featured
recently), and secondly the ridi-
culous set-up on British Railways
where three unions exist in place
of one and where -inter-union
black-legging has actually taken
place during strikes. (I realize
that union leaders would dispute
the use of the term ‘ blacklegging’
but that is what it really was.)

These examples alone show
how archaic the structure and
ideas are, and how on occasion,
narrow craft and sectional inter-
ests are put before the interests

of all workers in a given industry.

' Br‘ltish_ trade-unions

Let me briefly set down the
various types of trade union in
Britain today. The three main
groups are: (1) Craft Unions, (2)
General Unions, and (3) Indus-
trial Unions.  There is also a
fourth group which is in fact a
hybrid, and which does not really
come within any one particular
category, but which has features
of either.one or more of the main
types.

Within the first group fall
unions like ASW, PTU, ASLEF, etc.;

in the second group we have
unions like the T&GWU and the
NUGMW, and in the third group
the NUM, NUR, upw, and the Iron
and Steel Confederation. With-
in the last group (Number 4),
should be included such giants as
the AEU, usDaw, as well as the
ETU, the AUBTW, etc.

A peculiar feature of the Brit-
ish trade union scene is the exist-

"strongly

ence of various Federations made
up of unions which fall in the
many categories. For example we
see the T&Gwu, the Asw and the
AUBTW all existing side by side
within the NFBTO.  The same
situation obtains in the Confed-
eration of Ship-building and
Engineering Unions, the Furnish-
ing Trades Federation, and the
Printing Trades Federation.

It is obvious from the above
that more and more unions with-
in the same industry have been
forced to co-operate, to unite
around certain basic questions.
What needs be stressed, however,
is that in today’s conditions we
have to take the process further
and actually unite federated
unions into ome organization,
creating within each industry an
industrial union, capable of

dealing with all the problems of

that industry in the interests of
all the workers and not merely
one section.

The pioneers

Advocates of Industrial Union-
ism have been many and varied.
United in demanding the indus-
trial union, they have often been
poles apart on other questions.

The demand was first raised
clearly and forcefully in the USA
when it found such champions
as Daniel De Leon, Eugene V.
Debs and Big Bill Haywood. In
Britain the main advocate was
Tom Mann, ably seconded by
that great revolutionary thinker
James Connolly. All these men
posed the class struggle as
against class collaboration and
felt that the Industrial Union was
vastly superior to the craft union
in the conduct of the class strug-
gle. -

The pioneers of Industrial
Unionism can be roughly divided
into two: (1) those who thought
that the Industrial Unions, fede-
rated together, organizing - and
controlling industry, could lead
the workers to liberation without
political action; and (2) those
who believed that Industrial
Unions, although an important
factor in the workers’ struggles
and one which would form the
basis for the new industrial soci-
ety, could not do the job alone
but would need to be supple-
mented by political action
(mainly through the ballot box)
led by a political party.

The first school of thought was
influenced by the
Syndicalist philosophy, and the
second was mainly Marxist, its
major exponent being Daniel De
Leon. '

There is no doubt that in the
usA the International Workers of

the World (1tww), which at first
reflected both schools and later
the purely syndicalist outlook,
had a tremendous effect on later
developments, and indirectly laid
the basis for the growth of the
cio (Congress of Industrial Or-
ganizations).

The rww itself did not advance
beyond a certain stage and after
1918 went into rapid decline, un-
til today it has only a few iso-
lated adherents who cling des-
perately to its past glories. The
c1o grew on the basis of the mass
production plants, and because
the old AF of L (American Fede-
ration of Labour) craft unions
were incapable of meeting the
needs of the new type of worker.

However, although Industrial
Unions grew millions strong in
the usa, they were not what the
pioneers envisaged.  They had
absolutely no socialist content and
remained purely organs for eco-
nomic struggle. Nevertheless,
they did, at the outset, adopt
novel, revolutionary methods of
struggle. They followed the Italian
method of 1920 and carried out
a number of stay-in strikes, which
struck terror into the hearts of the
us industrialists, as it raised the
vital question of ownership and
control of the factories. It was
precisely this challenge to their
ownership that made the busi-
ness and state leaders * talk tur-
key ”” and forced them to grant
many concessions as well as trade
union recognition.

Certain lessons must be drawn
from the American experience.
These are that Industrial Union-
ism, although a big advance, is
no guarantee against bureaucra-
tic developments within the

The c10 unions today (now
again united with the AF of L) are
as bureaucratic as the older craft
unions; the struggle for democra-
tization takes place equally in
them as it does in the AF of L
unions.

Bureaucracy arises out of
material conditions, conditions
which give privileges to the lead-
ers and which raise the bureau-
crats above the mass, resulting in
the leaders struggling to main-
tain their position, both against
the workers and the employers,
but which in the last analysis
means reliance on the employers
as against the rank and file.

That is why today the Ameri-
can union leaders see their future
only in an adjustment of the pri-
vate property system; they do not
at any time raise the question of
socialism.

To be continued







