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NOTES.

The Naval Conference.

This Conference, originally called for the purpose of the
limitation of the navies of Great Britain, the United States,
and Japan, has been a perfect farce so far—though it may
have a tragic ending. Instead of discussing as to how few
ships each country should have, the question now is as to how
many they shall be allowed. The whole of the meetings have
been occupied by acrimonious discussions, and the press in each
of the three countries has been publishing insinuations as to
the honesty and sincerity of the other fellows. Each one says
he merely wants security, and it looks as though they all want
security against e€ach other.  The talk has been about big
cruisers and small cruisers, cruisers for defence and cruisers

for offence, small submarines and large submarines, global
tonnage, 8in. guns and 6in. guns, and the naval experts on each
side have flatly contradicted the naval experts on the other side.
The Anglo-Saxon friendship so much in the air since 1918 has
vanished at the first touch of reality, and now John Bull 1s
flirting again with the Mikado, whom he threw over so un-
kindly at the Washington Conference. The struggle between
the nations has now shifted to the East, and the next World
War will be fought in the Pacific. British statesmen take
long views and seldom allow sentiment to influence them, and,
believing as they do in naval power, an alliance with Japan to
safeguard their present and future possessions in the East
would be quite natural. The Mediterranean is not a very safe
place for battleships in these days ot submarines, so to avoid
the possibility of interruption of communications they intend
to keep a fleet in being in the East, with Singapore as a self-
contained base. But will the people of Great Britain stand for
all this? you ask perhaps. Well, if their dividends are 1n
danger they will stand for anything. As for those who do
not draw dividends, they don’t count. They only do the
fighting, and most of them seem to like it.

The Reform of the Lords.

What a fearful hubbub there was when the Government put
forward their proposals for the Reform of the House of Lords.
The Labour Party, of course, denounced them. That was to be
expected, as they were designed to keep a check on any revolu-
tionary proposals they may put forward i1f and when they get
into office again. But the most powerful opposition came from
some of their most consistent supporters. Mr. J. L. Garvin, the
long-winded editor of the Observer, fairly raged at themn. In
an article headed “ Doomed,’’ he analysed the proposals and
said the Govetnment were mad 1f they intended to introduce
their proposals in the form of a Bill, as it meant they would
be swept from office at the next Election, and the first attempt
of the reformed House of Lords to hinder popular legislation
would lead to a Revolution—or words to that effect. The
hereditary principle was out of date and the people would not
tolerate hereditary Peers being the dominant section in the
reformed House. But when we have read the criticisms of all
the politicians we find a strong point of agreement among them.
They all agree we must have a Second Chamber and they all
agree it must be reformed-—that is, strengthened. They all
fear real revolutionary changes, although we do not believe
any real revolutionary change can come through Parliament.
It will be in spite of Parliament if it 1s revolutionary. A
reformed House of Lords will have one feature which belongs
to the present one—it will safeguard the rights of the propertied
class against the dispossessed. That was its essential purpose,
and was ever the purpose of a Second Chamber—the main-
tenance of Special Privilege. They may call it a Senate and
[.abour leaders and Socialists may become Senators, but the
more it 1s changed the more it will be the same. So the present
hubbub is merely a storm in a teacup, and should have no

interest for the workers.

JULY-AUGUST, 1927.

MoxNnTHLY : Two PENCE.

The Revolt in Vienna.
The sudden and serious outbreak of rioting which took

place in Vienna on July 15 is a sign that the temper of the
workers had been rising for some time and only wanted a
spark to set it alight. The aggressive methods of the Fascists
or Monarchists had been resented for some time, and when
three Fascists shot down two Socialists from a window 1n
Schaatendorf, in Burgenland, last January, anger rose to boil-

ing point, and only subsided when the three men were
arrested and put on trial for murder. The Fascists have
always had influential supporters in govering circles, and it
is evident that pressure was hrought to bear on the judges who
conducted the trial, with the result that the Fascists were
acquitted, although there was no doubt as to their guilt. When
the acquittal became known a mass demonstration of protest
was organised before the Ministry of Justice. It is said that
the demonstrators were quite peaceful until the police rode 1n
amongst them. The workers attacked the police and drove
them away, and then wreaked their vengeance on the Ministry
of Justice. Legal documents, correspondence,.books, furni-
ture, and many other things were thrown out of the windows
and burnt, and the building set on fire. The police, having
been armed, returned and fired on the crowd, with the result
that about 80 were killed and hundreds wounded. A general
strike of 24 hours was ordered, and every industry, trains,
trams, and all postal and telegraph services stopped dead.
The resignation of the Chancellor and the Chief of Police
was demanded, but was refused, the Government having got
the upper hand again. The usual nonsense has been talked
in the press about the revolt being engineered by Moscow, but
it is evident that it was merely an outbreak of popular indig-
nation at the acquittal of the three Fascists and had no revo-
lutionary significance. The workers of Vienna simply took
the matter into their own hands for once and ignored their

leaders, who have now restored order and discipline.

“The Reckless Young Devils.”

Lord Thomson, who was Secretary of State for Air in
the Labour Government, was speaking at the London Labour
Women’s Summer School, at Guildgord, on July 15 and
thought it an opportune occasion to give his opinion on the
work of the Ministry of which he had charge in 1924. He
was very enthusiastic about the “reckless young devils” be-
tween the ages of 15 and 16 recruited for the Royal Air
Force, and said “ they would break their necks on the road 1f
they did not do it in aeroplanes.” This must have been
very cheerful news to any mothers of aviators who were present.
He was also very anxious about our “ dangerously small ’’
Army, but thought we had at least ten years of peace before
us and hoped we would turn those years to good account. He
evidently looks forward to an incréase of the Army. In the
meantime he believes “ the highest function of the Air Ministry
1s the development of civil aviation.” Sir LL.eo Chiozza Money,
who 1s a Liberal, has other opinions on the matter, which he
expresses very forcibly in a letter to the Sunday Times of
June 19. Dealing with this question of the boys who are
burnt in military aeroplanes, he writes: “ For what purpose
do the boys peristk ? . . . The main purpose is to bomb civilian
populations out «,f their wits. Awviation means war on non-
combatants; war on old men, boys, girls, women, and infants
in arms. It 1s the nearest thing to Hell which has yet been
practically invented. That gallant boys should be burned
to death in peace-1s mournful enough. Thiat they should be
burnt in learning how to do revolting things is surely the limit
of unreason.” Labour voters may well wonder why ILord
Thomson should have been selected as Secretary for Air by
Mr. Ramsay MacDonald. Does the Labour Party agree with
his views on the “reckless young devils” and the value of
their work? In any case, we should certainly expect it to
repudiate his views on our “ dangerously small > Army, which
always seems large enough for aggression abroad when profits
are 1n danger. |








