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HE CRUEL pattern of colonialism is

nowhere more plainly to be seen than
in Central Africa, where in addition to dis-
tant imperialist rule which crushes the
native population through the cold paper
calculations of profits, there is the local
settler population which daily tramples on
their very flesh, in order to preserve the high
standards and all the attendant political, cul-
tural and snob values that these profits allow
them.

The stranglehold of British plus settler
imperialism is so strong that only a giant
upheaval of the colonial peoples themselves,
and the taking of their destinies into their
own hands can dislodge it. We can lend
invaluable assistance to this great movement
by battering at our own guilty imperialist
government and doing our utmost to ensure
that it is thrown out of office, forever.

Vested interests

e

The Tory Government, particularly the
Prime Minister himself, is intimately tied up
with the exploitation of the Africans in the
area of the Central African Federation.
Julian Amery, son-in-law of Macmillan, and
Under-Secretary of State for the Colonies,
was a director of *“ Chartered ™ (the British
South Africa Company), which virtually
rules Southern and Northern Rhodesia be-
hind the scenes. President of the Company
is Lord Robbins (elevated to the Lords last
year), a notorious anti-Socialist. Nyasaland
Railways Ltd., which owns the railway sys-
tem in that country, has Mr. C J Holland-
Martin, MP, as a director ; he is a brother-
in-law of Macmillan and Joint Honorary
Treasurer ‘of -the Conservative Party since
1947. (LRD Fact Service, March 7, 1959.)

Differential wages

These companies that control the econo-
mic life of Central Africa make huge
profits, much more than are made by similar
- sized companies in this country. The reason
is that unlike here, they can keep the wages

of the majority African workers down to

below subsistence level.
An idea of their level may be gained from

the fact that the average income per head.

population in the Federation is £44. This
ﬁ re mcludes the very high incomes of the
300 000 Europeans that live in this territory
of 7 million Africans. And as African wages
are on average a mere one-twentieth of the
Europeans’ wages, the level of African wages
is lower even than this paltry £44. (Compare
this with Britain’s average income of £300
per head.)

In the best paid sector of the economy,
mining, 76 per cent of the Africans in 1956
received less than £3 3s a week, 46 per cent

"QUIT AFRICA!

less than £2 13s. There were 39,035 African
miners. Compare this with the wages of the
6,852 white miners. These received an aver-
age of £46 a week. In the 3 years advance-
ment towards “ partnership”™ till 1956, a
mere 428 Africans had been trained for more
skilled jobs, another 268 were undergoing
training—** partnership " indeed.

How could the Africans be better paid
than they were when of the £52 million net
profit of the four principal copper mines
that they slaved to create in 1955 over half
left the Federation for the pockets of over-
seas shareholders—the Macmillans and their
families.

The miners are the best paid workers.
Others fare worse. In employment outside
the mines, railways and Government ser-
vices, 49 per cent of Northern Rhodesian
workers earned less than £4 10s a month in
1956. In farming 84 per cent were earning
less than £3 a month. For the Federation
as a whole the average wage for African
workers in “food preparation” was £29 a
year and in tobacco manufacture (a profit-
able crop for European growers, and one of
the Federation’s principal exports) £60 a
year. In Nyasaland, the statutory minimum
wage 1s 1s 3d a day, rising to 2s for indus-
trial labour in the most industrialized region.
(Dominion Status for Central Africa? by
Kenneth Kaunda, A UDC and MCF publi-
cation.)

attacked

It was not very well known at the time of
Garfield Todd’s resignation from the South-
ern Rhodesian Government, when he was
accused of liberal tendencies, that one of
the proposals he supported was for a mini-

Trade unions

mum wage for Afncans in thc towns -of -

£6 a month.

Any improvement in African conditions
would eat into the super-profits of the sett-
lers and the British imperialists, so that they
consider it imperative to clamp down
sharply on any African organization which
attempts to preserve or raise standards in
any way, namely trade unions in the econo-

mic field and the African Natmna] Cungress |

- hydro-electric scheme.
.. and other MP’s got the Government to agree

From the time of the Labour Government
up to Federation in 1953 certain limited
trade union rights were permitted to African
mineworkers and some other African wor-
kers in Northern Rhodesia and Nyasaland
(as opposed to European-settled Southern
Rhodesia where these rights were not
allowed.) But after Federation with its fine,
hollow * partnership™ phrases, most of
these rights were done away with, making
the trade unions impotent as defensive
organizations : picketing was virtually pro-
hibited, compulsory registration and official
inspection of all financial transactions were
imposed on trade unions, thus giving the
authorities complete power over them. This
being insufficient for the European over-
lords, all leaders have now been arrested and

imprisoned or restricted to parts of the

country far from their workplaces.
Africans dispossessed

The position of the Africans on the land
is pitiable, not only because they are denied
possession of the good land of their coun-
tries, but also because they have no security
of tenure of the land they do own. Southern
Rhodesia is the most glaring example. Here,
under the Land Apportionment Act, more
than half the area of the best land of
Southern Rhodesia is reserved for the quar-
ter million Europeans, a quarter is not yet
allocated and a quarter remains for the
2 million Africans. To carry out the Act,
45,000 Africans 1n 1957 were turned off land
they had lived on for generations, This does

“not mclude another 20,000 Southern Rho-

desian and 30,000 Northern Rhodesian
Africans who were moved to make room for
the water that will give power to the Kariba
Fenner Brockway

to pay £10 per -head to the Northern Rho-
desian Africans. (It does not, however, seem
sure that they got all this.) The Southern
Rhodesian Africans got nothing save 8 of
their number shot and 81 dead from diseases
resulting from the removal, and a refusal of
rations while resettling and growmg their
first crops (Ibid).
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INDUSTRIAL
STAND FIRM AGAINST ONE MAN BUSES

NEW

appears to exist in the Cen-
tral Bus Committee in respect of

school of thought

the threatened introduction of
one-man buses. It argues that,
as one-man jobs are already
operating in the provinces, and
in the country area of the LTE,
it is unlikely that we shall be able
to prevent them coming to the
central area.

Therefore, they argue, instead
of fighting an already lost cause,
let us make the best bargain we
can, i.e., demand 55 per cent of
the saving on the one-man jobs
for the staff. Let us stop beating
our heads against the wall and
concentrate on getting some more
lolly into the driver’s pay packet.

Now this all sounds nice and
logical—until you begin to think
a bit more deeply about the mat-

ter—then it doesn’t appear nearly

so attractive,

Half-way

In the first place, to assume
that the central bus section lacks
the strength to prevent one-man
operation is to throw up the
sponge before a blow has even
been struck. Along this line of
argument, not only one-man
buses, but anything at all that the
LTE wants to put over, would be
accepted in principle, leaving us
only to haggle about the price.

In the second place. Why
should we believe that we cannot
succeed in stopping one-man jobs
—but that we CAN succeed in

winning 55 per cent of the lolly

saved ? Remember that the pro-
vinces and country service drivers
are doing these jobs for 15 per
cent. If we take one-man jobs

—Dbecause they already 0perate in

the provinces—we are already
half-way to taking the price paid
in the provinces—indeed, some
of our permanent officers are
already 90 per cent there, |

And, if we have to follow. the .
provinces, then one-man jobs are’
not the only thing we can expect.
they take eight

For instance,
standing in the provinces. What
if the LTE propose this for Lon-

don—will we take it in principle

and only argue about price?

Some areas have 14 and 15_ hour
spreadovers—will we take these

too — and only argue about
price ? And, if so, why not put
our entire “ CDndltl{}ﬂS ef Service
Agreement ” up for auction to
the highest bidder ?

Redundancy

Then, again : Is the driver the
only person to be considered
where one-man buses are con-

cerned ? What about the conduc- -

tor ? Every one-man job that
takes the road displaces a con-
ductor. True, stafi shortage has
so far enabled such redundancy
to be absorbed—but how much
longer will that position last—
with more and more service cuts
in the offing ?

Already, due to one-man jobs,
spare lists of conductors are being

built up in the country service

~tors members of

 the

SR is pleased to reprint the following article
by ““punch” from PLATFORM, rank and file busmans’ journal

area. These men. are being
“loaned ” often under such irk-
some conditions as to force many
to quit the job. Are not conduc-
| our - union ?
Isn’t it our job to defend them
too ?

And, when actual redundancy
shows among conductors — what
about the women ? How long be-
fore we hear the cry—Ilet’s chuck
the women out? Yet these
women came on to the job with
the agreement of our union. They
are members of our union too—
isn’t it our job to protect them ?
And what will be our attitude
when some hero shouts — let’s
get rid of the coloured men?
Shall we do a “ Little Rock ™ on
them too ?

Carrot

Yes, brothers! It is highly
dangerous ground we are tread-
ing on this one-man bus question.
Unless we are very, very careful,
we shall find ourselves doing
something we shall regret for a
long time to come.

Even the carrot that is being
dangled—in the shape of more
pay for the one-man driver, is
a poisonous one. Once we embark
upon this method of * payment
by result” which is involved in
both this and the *“ bonus
scheme ” now under discussion,
we are digging a pit that we are
likely to fall into ourselves.

Wrong method

" Dnee%egm to build up the pay

packet by these methods, and be
certain the LTE will make full
use of the results in all wage
negotiations. Did not the bonus
scheme they are operating cut
the ground from under the feet
of the . inside staffs at the last
wage settlement? So will the

financial results of one-man jobs

~and bonus schemes be used agam

in the future
Who gains ?

-No scheme that was ever yet

cooked mp in the board room of

55 Broadway was designed to

_ benefit the staff. Surely, everyone

must agree that one-man buses
provide an inferior service for the
public ? Surely everyone can see
that one-man operations worsen

- the job for the driver ? Surely

everyone can see that only the

LTE stand to gain ? And is that

not a very good reason for oppos-
ing their plans ?

Membership

Finally, let us remember that
every man forced out of LTE
employment, whether by service
cuts, one-man operations, or what
have you—means one less mem-
ber in the T & GWU. Already,
since nationalisation we have lost
nearly 20,000 uniform and inside
staff members — a fact which
should cause even the

a little uneasy.

high-
priests of “ Woodberry” to feel

Every vehicle that goes over to
one-man operation, will, sooner
or later, mean one member less in

our union—and the more our

strength is reduced, the more dif-
ficult is our job in defending our
conditions.

I have a high regard for our
present CBC, but I feel they are
making a big mistake on this
issue. I cannot refrain from re-

minding some of the CBC mem-
bers that they were not slow to
criticise their predcessors for pro-
posing to “sell conditions for
money “—yet, what else is this
bargaining on the one-man jobs ?

No one pretends that the fight
against one-man buses will be
easy. No one can guarantee that
we shall win it—but, at least, we
can try.

TU BUREAUCRACY

by Omar

- OOKING BACK

years that have gone the
observer can clearly see the
change that has taken place in
the Trade Union Movement.

In the course of time, it has
passed from virility to senility. It
has conformed very closely to
the pattern familiar to all social

over the

organizations and institutions.

A characteristic feature of the
Movement is : it has ceased to
be progressive and now acts as a
fetter on progress. Its economic
power 1s often used as a means
for preserving the status quo in
industry and society.

Through the medium of the
THC General Council it has be-
come a ““junior partner ” in the
State ; a defender of the faith
and a staunch supporter of the
existing social order.

Many of its principal leaders
have accepted the myth of im-
mutability : the belief that the
profit making system is the alpha
and omega of all progress and
the most we can expect is the
removal of the worst abuses,

but the system itself must remain
undisturbed.

degeneration _

They have also 'aligned -them-

‘selves with those who own and
- rule the land and in so doing,

have degenerated into a servile
band who judge the change they
fear and the cause they do not
understand

In this there is ‘nothing great.

and nothing to venerate.

This progressive degeneration
has grown concurrently with the
decline of industrial capitalism.

Together they have grown and
in the process, the trade unions
have been locked in the python’s
deadly embrace.

In peace and war, tlle Trade

- social - problems,

Union Bureaucrats have demon-
strated their loyalty to the State
by placing at its disposal the full
resources of the Movement.

While they continue to serve in
this manner, the State will toler-
ate their existence; but the
moment its interests are seriously
challenged the State will have no
scruples and will strike the
lethal blow.

An examination of objective
facts will show that the stand
has been shifted from social re-
form to social imperialism in
order that its existence can be
prolonged and only prolonged,
because along this road there is
no escape ; there is no way back.
In the long run, it cannot avoid
destruction,

Struggle

Experience has also shown
that the Trade Unions in our
time, unless they are reconstitu-
ted, can only serve as secondary
instruments in the cause of Im-
perialism. To fulfil this role the
Bureaucratic Leaders must be-
come disciplinarians in posses-
sion of the necessary instruments
and powers for disciplining and
subordinating their membership
in the service of capitalism.

In this industrial, as in other
there can be
no neutrality ; no middle of the

‘road course; neutrality died with

the pa;s_siug of *“free bourgeois
democracy ’*; therefore it is a
thing of the past 7
From this it can be seen that
the trade unions have a task to
perform which embraces the
struggle against bureaucracy; the
restoration of freedom of action
that will enable a progressive
policy to be pursued. And this
can only be achieved by activity
on the part of the members with-
in the respectwe organizations.
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HIS Labour Party statement

on the re-nationalization of
steel must be considered against
the background of past battles
over steel.

Steel differed from other indus-
tries which were nationalized. it
was still a profitable concern at
the time of nationalization and
it plays a dominant part in the
growth of the British economy.
Furthermore, through * vertical
integration ” it was not a self-
contained industry like coal and
railways. Its subsidiaries ex-
tended from the mining of iron
ore through to branches of the
engineering industry.

A fully socialized steel indus-
try could serve as the basis for
a socialist economy. Because by
acting as a pacemaker it could
keep the remaining capitalist
sector in line through the threat
of nationalization whereas all
other nationalized industries
merely serve as a prop for the
capitalist sector.

*In view of these facts the
failure of the previous national-
ization must be seen as a failure

of the 1945-51 Labour Govern-
ment.

Delay

Many mistakes were made.
The most serious, because it
weakened the Government’s
whole argument, was the failure
to take over steel as soon after
1945 as possible. Not until 1948
was the bill introduced and only
then after pressure from the left
wing. Indeed, it was rumoured
that the right wing were trying to
do a deal with the steel bosses
in 1947. This probably explains
the late introduction of the
nationalization bill.

By 1948 the argument that
nationalization was needed to
supervise the industry’s dcvelop-
ment plan was weakened by the
fact that the plan had been
operating for two years and the
bosses, taking full advantage of
the increased post-war demand,
German scrap and the seven day
working week, were establishing
record outputs of steel. Further,
in 1945 Labour had a clear
“mandate.” By 1948 the
“Lords” were demanding a
“second mandate.” The Labour
Party gave way to this pressure
and delayed the take-over day
until after the 1950 election. Also
the fact that it was obvious the
steel bosses would resist national-
ization made it imperative that
the battle should be fought as
soon after the record 1945 vic-
tory as possible.

JOHN CRUTCHLEY DISCUSSES

Because of these failures the
steel battle was fought between a
strong and unified boss class and
a weak and divided Labour
Party. Yet even then the fight
could have been won if the right
method of nationalization had
been applied.

The method of nationalization
which had been used for coal,
electricity and other industries
was not used for steel. Instead,
to quote this pamphlet, a “ new
and 1maginative structure” was
established. The British Iron and
Steel Corporation was set up and
made responsible for overall
policy and long-term planning.
No attempt was made to inte-
grate the steel firms into regional
production units and this failure
made it easy for the Tories to
denationalize. On the possibility
of de-nationalization The Econo-
mist then said, it would be a
“reasonably simple operation,
provided . . . that the Corporation
had not been active in the in-
terim in reshuffling the assets of
its companies. The more actively
the Corporation imposes its will
on the companies, the more diffi-
cult and complex will the dis-
entangling process become. But

if it behaves only as a passive

holding company it is possible
that the identity of the com-
panies may remain for some time
substantially unchanged.” (Sep-
tember 23, 1950.)

Sa botaéa

But was it possible for the Cor-
poration to actively impose its
will on the steel industry ? Con-
sidering the Corporation had only
60 members and it was faced by
the strongest bosses’ combination
in Britain, the British Iron and
Steel Federation, it did not seem
likely. When the Federation was
requested to nominate members
for the Corporation they refused.
Later, when asked by Strauss,
Minister of Supply, what their
advice would be to any steel boss
who was invited to serve on the

Corporation they replied “they

would tell him he would be most
unwise to join the corporation at
this stage because of the uncer-
tainty of the political situation
and that by so doing he would
forfeit the respect of the indus-
try.”

In face of this strike of capital
the Government retreated. No
attempt was made to control the
bosses’ federation. The Corpora-
tion was unable to get any mem-
bers on this association of firms
which they nominally owned. In
fact, The Economist thought that

BUY YOUR BOOKS THROUGH

SR
BOOK SERVICE
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under nationalization the indi-
vidual firms would have more
power, * . now it appears
how ludicrously weak the cor-
poration will be, it seems that
any change is likely to be towards
more, not less freedom of action
for the steel companies, in fact
if not in law.” (Ibid.) The * new
and imaginative structure” was a
complete failure.

From this dismal story two les-
sons can be drawn. The next
Labour Government must nation-
alize steel as soon as it gains
power. Secondly, the form of
control must aim at eliminating
all individual firms by, at first, a
strong centralized corporation
capable of reorganmizing the in-
dustry. This corporation should
aim at replacing all the capitalist

Page Thres

LABOUR’S PLAN FOR STEEL

directors and managers by demo-
cratically electing managers from
the factory floor. Only in this
way will a workers’ government
be able to efiectively defeat the
bosses and prevent denationaliza-
tion again.

Does the Labour Party state-
ment recognise these lessons ?
No. They say that ““ under labour
the Steel Corporation had only
60 (members). A similar flexible
structure will be established
again.” If this plan is carried out
without attempting to restrict the
power of the bosses’ federation,
stee] nationalization will fail
again. It is the duty of all Party
members to campaign in their
branches and wards to get this
policy changed before it is too
late.

BOOKS

 THE VOICE OF LABOUR "

REVIEWED by NAN MILTON

LL the Socialist pioneers were
remarkable men, and James
Clunie, now Labour MP for
Dunfermline, is no exception.
The world was a very different
place fifty years ago when Clunie,
then an apprentice house painter,
began his life-long work for
Socialism.

“ It was not easy to be a house
painter and a Socialist,” he re-
lates in his autobiography. I
experienced insult and injury in
many ways which my wife and 1
took with restraint and forgive-
ness. After all, when one accepts
a cause which, if successful, dis-
inherits the man of property, and
the man of property . . . strikes
back, there is no reason to com-
plain. Were not the great minds
who influenced the making of the
world persecuted for their work
by péople who were totally ig-
norant of it? The rights and
liberties of the poor had to be
fought for and won by great
sacrifice. The pages of hlstory
shine with such examples . . .

With Maclean

In this book and also in his
previous one, Labour is my Faith,
he pays tribute to many of these
historical figures, and his * Por-
trait of John Maclean™ is per-
haps the most arresting and
controversial chapter, for he
regards Maclean, now practically
forgotten, as a genius, and in a

most moving passage classes him

along with Marx and Lenin. -

Clinie was closely associated

with Maclean until his death in
1923, particularly in his educa-
tional activities. When the Scot-
tish Labour College began to
function properly for the first
time in 1919, Clunie was one of
the first four full-time tutors, the

others being Maclean himself, W

McLaine and W Parker. He pub-
lishes for the first time 20 pages

of letters written by Maclean to

him during 1921-1923, the last
one being written not long before
his death, and a good proportion
of them being written from Bar-
linnie Prison.

My personal thanks are due to
Clunie, for these letters destroy
quite conclusively the myth,
assiduously cultivated by the
British Communist Party, that
only mental illness prevented
Maclean from joining the Party,
and that his accusations of cor-
ruption were “ hallucinations.”™
For already, in 1922, he was de-
claring publicly that the CP had
sold itself to Moscow * with dis-
astrous results both to Russia
and to the Brltlsh Rcvolutlonary
movement.”

Opposed to CP

These letters are of consider-
able historical importance, be-
cause of their comments on con-
temporary . politics. He was
politically opposed both to the-
Labour Party and the Communist
Party, but only of the latter did
he say “ the last-named playing it
very dirty.” In another Iletter,
however, he says “ The honest
Socialists 1n the ILP will be
forced to separate from the
Tammany gang now in control,
and perhaps a clean new move-
ment may be created.” This did
not happen until a whole decade
had passed—and then it was too
late. Allusions are also made to
the “capture by the CP of the
Unemployment Movement, which
Maclean organised in 1920, and
to their intrigues in the Scottish
Labour College.

All this may be an old story
but no Marxist can disagree with-
Thomas Carlyle when he said
“ What is all knowledge but re-
corded experience and a product
of history ?” The study of the
history of our own movement is
a task of primary importance.
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DISPUTE around the

questlen of a National Wages
Policy has been with us for a
long time. It will undoubtedly
flare again into prominence with
the production of the * New
Left” pamphlet, A Socialist
Wages Policy. (University and
Left Review and New Reviewer,
2/-). The pamphlet, 64 pages
long, argues the case in a clear
way. It is, however, a pamph-
let which I feel must be opposed.
The useful data and analysis on
the causes of inflation are com-
pletely outweighed by the fact
that we are presented with a re-
formist method of thinking
which can. only confuse and
divert the worker from what is
really required, namely a clear cut
pollc based on the reality of the

class struggle, leading to genuine
socialist policies.

The authors of . this pamphlet
have accepted reformism in its
entirety.
the pamphlet is quite clear to
those of us who are engaged In
the reality of struggle and,
frankly, to me the policy out-
lined is schematic and unrealis-
tic, and even if, by some remote
chance, was accepted, would un-
doubtedly lead to the reverse of
what the authors sincerely desire.
What we would get would be a
regulation of wages, not a regu-
lar annual increase.

Nationalization

The authors set the tone of
the pamphlet by saying the
present “political quietism" must
be broken, and this * involves
facing up to the strategy and the
main problem of making a
democratic transition te social-
ism.” Further they say “a radical
social policy would probe the
limits of reform within capital-
ism, but strike hard at those
points of private economic
power which obstruct reforms
which have democratic support.”
They do not, however, call for
increase in Nationalization and
expanding public ewnershlp as a

patt Df the pohey.
bt Transition

The real kernel of their argu-
ment, I think, is contained in the
following sentence. “ Advocacy
of a constructive reform-by-
reform appeal to the electorate
leads generally to arguments . as
to whether it would be possible

to achieve and consolidate re-.

forms on the road to socialist ob-
jectives while a considerable sec-

tor of private ownership and
The question
as to how far British capifalism:

control remains.

will accept the 1mp11eat10ns of
modern democracy when it leads
to socialist measures is, after all
only to be tested in practice.”

The pamphlet then goes on to
explain that there is, of course,
the possible danger of a * strike
of capital” and quotes the
struggle on steel nationalisation

as an example.

The language used.in

- éxists,

of the workers. In

In the place of class struggle
we are eﬂered the horny theory
of the “democratic transition to
socialism.” We must, stage-by-
stage, reform capitalism, but be
prepared just in case the capital-
itsts object. What is proposed
if they do object is not really
very clear, but comes clearer
later when the pamphlet con-
cretely deals with the actual pro-
posals for a wages plan.

The proposals in the pamphlet
are based on the conception of
a Labour Government in office.
The authors admit that they
could hardly be carried out by a
Tory Gevernment Firstly, they
propose that a Labour Govern-
ment should pledge itself to
create the economic conditions
for an increase in average hourly
earnings, in real terms, of at
least three per cent per annum.
Over five years the increase

- should be in the region of 16 per

cent and 20 per cent.

Four points

To do this, the Government
should be prepared to carry out
the following policies :—

“1. A significant degree of re-
distribution of income and
consumption at the expense
particularly of rentier - in-
comes.

2. A steady growth in the

real national product.

3. Avoidance of dispropor-
tionately rapid increases in
se®tors other than con-
sumer goods and services,
so that at least half of the
increment in material pro-
duct is available for in-
crease in private consump-
tion.

4 A deliberate stabilisation of
the retail price level.”

It seems to me that, what is
being proposed here is that, even
whilst the capitalist economy
apparently the laws of
capitalism are no longer to
aL]_:)I:)l}r That is why I say the
policy is unrealistic, not prac-
tical. Before we can get any real
change in the re-distribution of
income, a steady in the
national preduct, and a stablllza-
tion of prices, the power of the
capitalist class must be com-
pletely broken, and that surely
means taking their real source
of power out of their hands. In-
dustry must become the property
of the public, under the comtrol
place of such

a clear-cut demand which is

what, I venture to suggest, the.

“Left” should be putting for-
ward, we are offered the follow-
ing scheme to regulate wages.

“ At national level, representa-
tives of Government, TUC, and
British Employers Confederation
could form a body which we
choose to call a National Wages
Advisory Council, which would
exert influence and persuasion,
but not coercion.”

- have outlined,

The Council may, of course,
the authors say, run into diffi-
culties. There might be em-
ployers or unions that might not
play ball. But then * strong
moral pressure could be brought
to bear on the-m, from their re-
spective sides” as “ there would
be stronger pressure from repre-
sentatives of the same side in
other industries, and from public
opinion. . .”

Which state ?

Arbitration would continue :
“The role of arbitration in dis-
putes submitted to them would
not be materially altered.” How-
ever, “Even if arbitration were
not enthusiastic as to the type of
government social policy we
the clear state-
ment of such policies by the
government, and their general
acceptability of such policies by
the trade unions should limit any
mortal aberration on the part of
arbitration as to what constitutes
an acceptable award.” This is
almost priceless. It would seem
that Hughes and Alexander have
never heard of the class nature of
the usual arbitrators, and their
class bias based as it is in their
position and background.

However, the author’s view on
this is quite understandable

when we come to look at their

attitude on the State and its rule.
It is here that probably more
clearly than in anything else they
demonstrate  their  complete
break with Marxism and revolu-
tionary politics.  They look upon
the State as obviously something
above classes. The State “in a
mixed economy is involved in
responsibility for a wide range of
economic policies which de-
cisively influence the size and
distribution of the national pro-
duct. It will carry out policies
either primarily in the interests
of capitalists, or in the interests
of the wage earners.’

We._ are entitled to ask here.
The same State? Is then the
State a neutral body, itself a re-
flection of the so-called mixed
economy.? I feel the authors
should be told that the so-called
“ mixed economy ” is not rveall'_!,r
mixed at all. The economy Is
capitalist, Capitalist laws apply,
and (:&l’talll]}’ will continue to
apply, even in the event of a
Labour Government, eertamly li
it merely buys shares in the
various industrie’s’ and fails to

priate the owners. The
British State is a class State,
created by and for the British
ing class. If one doesn’t

accept this them read Tom Dri--

bergs book on “ Guy Burgess,”
and clearly theré the realities of
the State’s character is shown.

e TRADE
UNIONS

I find myself in so much dis-
agreement with so many things
in this pamphlet that in a short
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article it is difficult to deal ade-
quately with them. Even in re-
lation to such questions as the
strengthening of the powers of
the General Council of the TUC,
the need for closer trade union
co-operation, etc., I find m yself
opposing, not because 1 dlsagree
in principle but because the
author supports these questions
for the wrong reasons, and also
because they fail to look con-
cretely at the present General
Council.

Do they, for example, want a
strengthened General Council, so
that it will develop more soli-
darity actions, directing the
class struggle to the ultimate de-
feat of the ruling class ? Unfor-
tunately no. “Its departmental
apparatus and research depart-
ment are pitifully inadequate
and overloaded with da -te-day
business, unable to plan ahead,“
say the authors.

True, the authors give the
General Council a clout for their
lack of activity and failure to
support the London bus strike,
but see the main weakness as a
failure on the part of the General
Council to have a * coherent
approach to the queetien of in-
comes and prices.” Do we get
a downright condemnation of
their class collaborationist poli-
cies? We do not, the whole
tone is one of sorrow more than
anger.

The authors condemn, quite
rightly, the lack of co-ordination
of the trade unions especially in
certain industries, but fail to de-
velop the argument. The obvious
need is the creation of industrial
unions. This, however, is never
mentioned, neither is the possi-
bility of rank and file unity
through local committees, etc.

Reformism

In Chapter 5 the authors en-
deavour to deal with possible
objections. Again they begm by
pointing out that the State can
play an important role, as a
moderating influence. The basic
weakness in the pamphlet seems.
to me that the authors set limits
based on the viewpoint of re-
formism through step-by-step
policies. The transition to
socialism is not seen as it surely .
must be, through hard and bitter
class struggle, but, on the con-
trary, as a reasonably well
ordered “ democratic transition.”
Too much also seems to be taken
for granted on the role of the
Labour leadership. Can we be
satisfied with, for example, such

a: document as the Plan for Pro-

The authors write that it was
regrettable that the Plan didn’t

‘grasp the nettle.” This again
is more in sorrow than in anger.
We must be concrete and re-
member that the policies of the
1945-51 Labour Governments
were policies of wage restraint,
which resulted in a much lower
standard of living for the

See next page






