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WitH HAROLD MACMIiLLAN firmly installed in Downing Street at the head
of a Tory Government apparently determined to remain in office as long as
possible, the big question before Britain is: How will the Labour Party react ?
Will it be content to conduct a limited campaign of sniping at the Tories in Par-
liament: or will it strike out on a bold course designed to turn the Tories out
and capture power for Labour on the basis of firm Socialist measures ?

These questions are on the lips of
Labour Party members and supporters
throughout the country. The answers
are not clear. -~ They depend on a
variety of factors—and not least upon
the way in which the Labour Move-
ment reacts to the economic conse-
quence of Toryism.

Employment is a big factor. Last
month the Ministry of Labour an-
nounced that when it took a count in
the middle of December there were
297.000 workers out of a job. This
was 32,000 more than in November
and 65,000 more than a year pre-
viously. In addition, the number of
workers on short-time had increased
and the number on overtime had de-
creased.

But, even more important is the
number of people out of work relative
to the number of jobs waiting to be
filled. At mid-December there were
279,000 unfilled vacancies notified to
labour exchanges. This was 103,000
less than a year earlier and meant that
there were 18,000 more out of work
than there were jobs available.

This situation marks, in the words
of The Economist, the end of *‘ brim-
full employment,” and will have very
important consequences for workers
and trade unions.

LT ETT DL

Come along to the NCLC
discussion forum held on the
first Sunday of every month at
the Labour Party rooms, 88 Park
Road, N'W.1 at 7 p.m. |

The Forum is open to all
Socialists ‘of whatever shade of
opinion - even to those with but
the faintest shadow of one.

This month Sid Bidwell,
NCLC (North Lnodon) Organizer
and prospective Parliamentary

candidate for East Herts will
launch the Forum by speaking on
the Tory Rents Bill.

Roll up and hear all sorts
of opinion on all sorts of subjects
on the first Sunday of every
month.
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- shops.

One of the consequences, already
apparent, is that the number of married
women, who go out to work to supple-
ment their husband’s pay. will fall as
they lose their jobs and then, finding
it difficult to get others, give up the
idea of going out to work.

In the 12 months between Novem-
ber, 1955,.and. November, 1956, the
number of people in civil employment
fell by 84,000; but the number of
people unemployed rose by only
56,000. Therefore, a number of people
left #he labour force altogether—and a
fair proportion of these were married
women,

As the number of married women
going out to work falls, the need for
their husbands to seek wage increases
will grow, and this will add to the
desire for wage increases due to higher
prices.

Standards fall

Since the new index of retail prices
was introduced just over 12 months
ago, it has risen by 3 per cent. This,
as most working-class housewives will
realise, is a very low estimate. For, as
Jim Campbell—general secretary of the
National Union of Railwaymen, said
recently: “ To say it reflects the cost
of living is utter nonsense.”

But, however slow the index is to
follow the real movement of prices, it
will certainly move upwards in com-
ing months when price increases due
to the war in Egypt appear in the
It will receive a further boost
when the new Rents Bill pushes up
rents of some five million tenants of
private landlords.

Faced with this situation the workers
will respond by demanding trade union
action for higher wages—and it is at
this point that they will come face to
face with the employment position.

Since the war the advantage in wage
negotiations has been with the workers
—Dbecause employers were faced with
the position where there were not
enough men to fill vacant jobs. If
employers did not pay at least a sub-
stantial part of the increase demanded,
there was always the danger that the
m;n concerned would move to another
job.

Now, however, there is labour
enough to go round—and even some to
spare. Employers are, therefore, in a

stronger position to resist wage claims
and to dispense with the extra *tit-
bits.” such as a little over the minimum
rates and extra bonuses, at one time
necessary in order to attract workers.

Bosses Tougher

Employers will also tend to stick out
firmer against wage claims because of
the effects which the credit squeeze is
having upon profits.  This does not
mean that capitalists are starving, it
means that last year the percentage in-
crease in profits was slightly lower than
in the previous year.

Mr. Anthony Tuke, chairman of
Barclays Bank, recently put the matter
quite clearly, when he said: * A re-
duction in profit margins had already
begun to manifest itself in industry
before this crisis arose, and this was
already tending to reduce the inflation-
ary pressure and the excessive com-
petition for labour in certain areas.”

Mr. Tuke was really saying that
employers are not now so eager to out-
bid one another for workers, and that
wage increases would be harder to
come by. This, coupled with the end
of “brimful employment,” spells a
tougher time ahead on the industrial
field in coming months. In particular,
workers at the bottom end of the wages
scale, such as municipal employees,
bus workers and railwaymen, will find
it extremely difficult to wring any ~xtra
wages out of their employers, because
it will be possible for gaps in their

ranks—due to low wages—to be filled

from among men who are out of work.
No slump, but . . .

There is no reason for believing, at
this juncture, that a major industrial
crisis and large-scale unemployment is
on the way. But the aggravation will
be sufficient to set.the scene for major

[continued on next page]

The Tory Rent Bill

By Tom Herbert

Tory unemployment has questioned our right to work. The Tory Rents Bill is

questioning our right to a home.

The struggle to assert our rights is as much

the struggle for socialism as anything else. Through these struggles we formulate
more and more clearly the demands of a socialist programme, through them we

bring more

and more people into the active Labour Movement, united in

opposing the Tories and in demanding that Labour adopt these four planks in

its Housing platform:

Municipalize privately-rented dwelling without raising rents ;

Nationalize the land ;

Nationalize the archaic and anarchic building industry ;

Provide interest-free loans to local authorities for house-building.
The following article from a correspondent shows the importance of the fourth
plank in this platform. We hope that readers will deal with the others—of equal
importance—in future contributions—EDITOR. |

The Tory Government’s new Rents
Bill was introduced to help the land-
lords—well known for their adherence
to Toryism. But in trying to help the
landlords the Tories have stirred up
trouble for themselves amongst another
section of their supporters—middle
class tenants of private landlords.

Sticking like a bone in the gullet of
many middle class tenants is the clause
in the Rents Bill which removes rent
control from all those privately rented
houses and flats with a rateable value
of £40 or more in London and £30
elsewhere. This means that, as soon
as the Bill becomes law, landlords of
such properties can put rents at sky-
high limits; and it also means that they

can turn the tenants out when they feel -

like it.
Most of the houses and flats falling

in to this category are occupied by
members of the middle class—small
businessmen, professional workers and
the like. And they are now beginning
to understand, to their horror, that the
Tory Government which so success-
fully wooed them during the general
election is now going to tos§s them to
the wolves—the landlords. To make
matters worse, most of the Jandlords
concerned are wealthy estate compan-
ies—s0 the Government has not even
got the excuse that its measures are
designed to help the hard pressed small
landlord keep his property in good
repair. -
The middle class tenants, particu-
larly in London, are now busy organ-
ising themselves against this latest Tory
attack on their living standards. Their

[continued on back page/
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industrial conflicts in the particular
sections of industry most effected. This
will lead to a sort of “‘ chain reaction ™
throughout the trade union movement
and one which will lead it to a much
more militant attitude. This, in turn,
will find expression to a certain degree
in a political fashion, as trade unions
realise that the root cause of their pre-
sent troubles is the economic policy of
the Tory Government.

LEFTWARD PRESSURES

Trade uniens, reacting to the current
situation by becoming more militant
and moving in a leftward direction, will
put pressure on the Labour Party to
do likewise. And this will be magnifie
because of other circumstances which
are already tending to push the Labour
Party leftwards.

Since the Labour Party campaign
against the Tory war in Egypt, the
mood of the Party generally has been
in favour of the left. This is due, In
no small part to the role played by
left-wing rank and file opinion in
diverting Labour policy from the
course apparently mapped out for it
by the right wing—as indicated by
Hugh Gaitskell’s speech in the House
of Commons on August 2—and turn-
ing it into firm opposition to the war.
In addition, the war itself, plus the
bungling of the Government since, has
caused public opinion on the whole to
swing away from the Government. And
in such circumstances the'left of the
Labour Party can—and has—generally
set the pace.

C.P. BREAKAWAYS

A further factor which will tend to
move. the Labour Party left in coming
months, is the break-aways from the
Communist’ Party, following Russian
aggression in Hungary and the
“ revelations ” of Khrushchev at the
Communist ~ Congress in Moscow.
Many who have quit the Communist
Party are joining, or intend to join, the
Labour Party; and their entrance into
its ranks will undoubtedly strengthen
the hand of the left wing—especially
when a little
eradicated from -their minds the final
illusions about Russia and Stalinism.

The right wing of the Labour Party
fully recognises this.  The National
Executive circular advising local parties

not to admit ex-Communists into mem--

bership, except in special circumstan-
ces—and then only after investigation
by regional bodies—is -an  admission

by"the right wing that the break-up of

the Communist Party would greatly
increase left-wing influence in the
[Labour Party.

These three factors—growing trade

- union militancy, - the increasing role. of

the left since Suez, and. splits in the

Communist Party—all indicate . that
conditions are ripe for a general left-
ward turn by the Labour Party. How-
ever, there are other factors which will
tend to push the Party to the right in
the near future and which could, if not
countered, cancel out the leftward
pressure.

" MIDDLE CLASS MURMERS

The biggest of these factors is the
growing discontent of the middle class
with the economic policies being pur-
sued by the Government. For the
~ Tory policies—while hitting the
- workers—have also hit the middle
class.

In 1951, when the Tories first took
office in post-war years, the middle
class expected a better life. It believed
the Tory propaganda, which said that

political education has ‘.bert Morrison in the 1950-51

THE TORIES

Socialism was crippling the middle
class and that a Conservative Govern-

ment would put things right. Now the

middle class realises that it was sold a
pup.

Of the total personal income in this
country in 1951, professional people
received 2 per cent., farmers 3.1, other
seli-employed persons 7.4, and salary
earners 22.3 per cent. In 1955, pro-
fessional people received 1.8 per cent.,

farmrs 2.5 per cent., other seli-
farmers 2.5 per cent., and salary
earners 22.2 per cent. In each case

their share had dropped.
On the other hand, however, the

income from rent, interest and divi-

dends grew from 9.6 per cent. in 1951
to 10.2 in 1955. It is this fact that the
middle class has had to stand the
racket for a large portion of the gain
by industrial and financial capital,
which has given rise to middle class
discontent. The credit squeeze merely
added fuel to the flames.

This feeling was shown at the Ton-
bridge and Melton Mowbray by-elec-
tions, when the Tory vote slumped
drastically because middle class voters
stayed away from the poll. They would
not vote against the Tory Party, but
they would not vote for the Tory
Government, which had deceived them
and worsened their living standards.

- As the full effects of Tory economic

policies become apparent, and are in-
creased because of the aftermath of
Suez, discontent among the middle
class will grow. Some will seek an

outlet in the People’s League and the

Middle Class Alliance—but these will
be in the minority. The vast majority
will seek to voice their discontent
through existing political parties—the,
Liberal Party and the Labour Party.

DANGEROUS COURTSHIP

The right-wing of the Labour Party
will be tempted to take advantage of
this situation by pulling into the Party
—or behind- it at election times—as
many of these middle class voters as
possible. And in order to do this it
will revert to the slogan of “ Woo the
Middle Class,” first expounded by Her-
period,
when he was urging that Labour should
consolidate the Welfare State rather
than push forward with new Socialist
measures.

In order to pull the maximum sup-
port from the middle class, the right
wing will have to minimise the Socialist
content of the Labour Party pro-
gramme and to dilute the working class
character of the Party itself. It will,
therefore, seek to- make the Labour
Party a ‘“ national party,” which will
efficiently ‘manage the affairs of what
remains of the Welfare State in the in-
terests of the “community” as a whole.
In other words, the accent will be on
liberalism rather than Socialism.

ANNUAL CONFERENCE

This desire to make the Labour
Party all things to all men, will tend
to push it over to the right, and thus
to a large degree negate the pressures
which tend to push it leftwards. The
annual conference of the Labour Party
—and the pre-conference discussions—
will emphasise this conflict; because at
this year’s conference the National

Executive Committee will be present-
~ing a policy document on public

ownership. This is a subject which
cannot be discussed in abstract—as
could some of those in policy docu-
ments presented to last year’s con-
ference. This vear both right and left
will have to come out in the open and
state their respective cases for and
against,

Public ownership has been out of
favour with the right wing elements of
the Party for some time and, given the
fact that they will wish to make an
additional appeal to the middle class
this year, the role of public ownership
in the Party programme will be toned
down even further. Contrarywise, the
left wing will be pushing hard for the
inclusion of sweeping new measures of
public ownership and for the socialisa-
tion of the industries already national-
ised.

This great debate will crystalise the
opposing currents . which are now
gathering strength within the Party.
Which ever point of view is successful
will set the pattern of the Party’s role
and programme for some time ahead.

In such a situation, with counter-
vailing influences acting upon the
Party, what should be done by those
of the left, who wish to see the Labour
Party strike out towards Socialism ?
There are several ways in which they
must act.

TASKS OF THE LEFT

First, the left wing must give a poli-
tical content to the militancy which is
brewing up within the trade union
movement. Workers and unions must be
made to realise that industrial answers
alone will not provide a permanent
solution to their problems. In addition
to supporting general industrial
demands, the left must consistently
point out to the unions that the real
cause of their troubles is the Tory
Government. And if they wish'to solve
their problems they must remove the
Government and policies it pursues,

Secondly, the left wing must prepare
the ground for the big debate which is
on the agenda for the Party conference.
Public ownership, its extent and role
in the economy, nationalisation, indus-
trial democracy, and similar related
questions must be posed before the
rank and file in a big educational pro-
gramme, which will lead to an agita-
tional campaign just prior to confer-
ence itself.

Last, but by no means least, the left
must consistently raise within the Party
the demand for a General Election
now. This is important, not so much
because it will have a great effect upon
the date of the election, but because
there are dangerous signs that elements
within the Party have cold feet on the
question of assuming power.

BALLOT BOX BLUES

The columnist of the Daily Mirror,
Cassandra, gave expression to these
elements when he wrote last month
that it would be folly for Labour to
call for an election and then, having
been swept into office on the strength

Socialist Review

of anti-Tory feeling, find itself con-
fronted with the mess created by the
present Government. A mess, which,
in the opinion of Cassandra and others
like him, Labour would find it difficult,
if not impossible, to clear up.

Everyone recognises that were
Labour to take power now it would
be confronted with a mess. But the
left-wing of the Party is not disinayed
by this prospect, for it realises that the
only way to clear it up would be to
adopt a radical programme which. as
well as clearing up the mess, would
advance Britain towards Socialism.

This is also recognised by some
right-wingers within the Party; and that
is why they are whispering that Labour
should not insist on a General Elec- -
tion now. They don’t want to be in
control of a Government which is
forced to adopt Socialistic measures to
solve its problems; at the same time
they realise that to take office and
apply milk-and-water policies would
only lead to increasing difficultes, a
fairly early election, and the installa-
tion of a Tory Government with a solid
majority.

GENERAL ELECTION NOW !

By voicing the demand for a General
Election now, the left wing will put
right wingers, who hold such views, on
the spot. They will be forced to justify
their attitude by admitting that they
do not want to push forward with a
programme of drastic social change and
that they realise that a policy of liberal
reformism—the efficient management
of a capitalist economy—is insusficient
to solve the immediate economic prob-
lems confronting Britain.

An indication of the possibilities of
success in such tactics was written In
The Economist, when Hugh Gaitskell
was elected Leader of the Parliament-
ary Labour Party. The decision to
make Gaitskell Leader, said TIhe
Economist was a risky one, because it
may be the start of *“ an unprofitable
slide to the left.”” Because he lacks firm
backing in the trade union movement,
I'he Economist forecast that Gaitskell
could * rule only by persuasion, and
persuasion means conciliation,” con-
ciliation with the Left.

The about-turn on Suez showed that
Gaitskell is, because of his own un-
stable position as Party Leader, forced
to make concessions to the left wing.
What the left wing must do now, by

~adopting the tactics outlined above, is

to push to the very limits the conces-
sions which Gaitskell is prepared to
make. Having achieved this goal, it
must push harder and get beyond those
limits—and at no time in the recent
past have conditions been more favour-
able for such an operation.

The_Tories’ Housing Record

By B. Donaldson

How did the Tory Government’s

- policy of credit squeeze, higher interest

rates and abolition of subsidies affect
house building in Britain last year?
Figures published by the Government
itself last month, giving the record for

" the first 11 months of 1956, give the

dnswer.

Up to the end of November a total
of 272,454 new houses were completed,
16,091 fewer than in the same period
of 1955. But, in spite of a drop in
the total,. the number of houses erected
by private builders alone increased dur-
ing the period reviewed. They com-
pleted 113,434 houses, compared with
102,410 in the same period of 1955.

Local authority housing plans, on
the other hand, suffered badly and
took the full brunt of the Tory policies.
In the first 11 months of last year local
authorities built 159,020 houses as
against 175,329 in the first 11 months
of 1955.

During the coming year, housing
projects of local authorities are
expected to slow down even more as
the effects of Government policies
become more apparent. In addition
there are signs that private house build-
ing is now beginning to slow down as
a consequence of the credit squeeze.
It 1s estimated that private builders in
England and Wales started work on
about 116,000 houses last year, com-
pared with 124,000 in 1955. The full
effect of this drop will be noticed dur-

ing the current year, when these houses
are completed.

The total effect of this slowing down
of house building activity, coupled
with the proposals contained in the
Government’s new Rents Bill, will be
to push up the rents of privately-rented
dwellings. Council house rents can
also be expected ot rise as higher in-
terest charges and abolition of ‘sub-

si_dies continue to make themselves felt
via the rent book.




Socialist Review

By STAN NEWENS

Is workers’ control of industry possible?
That is the crucial question raised by
Peter Reed in his article ** Nationalised
Coal and Socialised Industry ” in last
month’s ¢ Socialist Review.”” Accord-
ing to Comrade Reed, workers’ control
is inefficient on technical grounds and
unwanted from the Miners’ point of
view. If he is correct beyond question,
those who think in terms of further
measures of nationalisation as the
means of ending capitalism must find
an alternative. For whether we like it
or not, there is much less enthusiasm
for and faith in nationalisation among
the working class to whom socialists
look for support, than there was ten
years ago when the NCB first took
oVver.

Workers' position unchanged

The basic explanation of this fact,
whatever the truth of Comrade Reed’s
ambiguous statement that the miners
obtained the form of public ownership
that they desired, is that they (along
with workers in other nationalised
industries) did not gain what they
expected from nationalisation.

Major Lloyd George prophesied in
Parliament, when the Coal Bill was
under discussion that after nationalisa-
tion, the miner “ will go to the same
pit and get the same lamp from the
same man and when he gets to the
bottom he will if he is in certain parts
of the country, see the same expres-
sion on the face of the pony. He will
see the same manager, the same deputy,
the old roadway, and the same coal-
face and on Friday, he will probably
be paid by the same man.” (Hansard
30th Jan. 1946 Col. 880.) -

Unfortunately, from the workers’
point of view, Lloyd George was cor-
rect and after a short period of reserved
judgment, the miner returned to his
traditional attitude of suspicion and
scepticism towards his employer. The
change for them was largely a paper
one.

If he did not return to his former
hostility, or if he was a newcomer, as
were the many displaced persons who
entered the pits after the war, bitter
experience soon taught him the lesson.
A shift spent in dangerous and cramped
working conditions for which the over-
man refused to make an allowance in
his pay sheet, or several hours spent
waiting to see an inflexible official over
a grievance, quickly taught him the
elementary facts of his life. Realising
he was still at the base of the pyramid,
he adapted himself. -~ The traditional
attitude - was  his. reply—militant
suspicion. 4 2 :

The dissatisfaction was rubbed in by
facts—often culled from the Tory press
—about the new officialdom. Of nine
Nationalised Coal Board members,
only two (Ebby Edwards and Sir
Walter Citrine) had a Labour back-
ground. - The rest were much nearer
the old coalowners and included Lord
Hyndley. Sir Charles Reid and T. E.
B. Young. all of whom had been
directors of leading private enterprise
concerns,
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Discussion of the Socialist

Program:

- The same thing occurred at local
level.

Men with reputations as local
tyrants held their positions and were
even promoted. The conclusions to
those who knew the industry were
obvious.

True enough, wages rose in the
mines much more rapidly than in other
industries but the fact was not lost on
the miners that they owed this to the
coal shortage not to nationalisation.
Railwaymen under nationalisation
gained very little financially and one,
by no means hostile, student of the
mines considered: ‘It is not at all
clear that wages would have been less
under private ownership ; they might
have been greater.”” (William Warren
Haynes, Nationalisation in Practice,
1953, p. 154.) In any case the miners
saw that their new employer like the
old yielded to pressure; there were few
bounties.

The pyramid of authority

On the employing side, each official
in the new hierarchy from NCB mem-

bers downwards put the -screw on the

official below him to squeeze out bet-
ter results. The latter passed the
pressure on to his immediate inferior
until the miner was reached—with no
one {9 squeeze but his own muscle. As
early as 1947, this method or proce-
dure produced the Grimethorpe Strike
which cost 600,000 tons of coal. The
miners showed in this struggle that
their antagonism to increased exploita-
tion by increasing their stint in the
name of the NCB was no less than it
was in the days of the private coal-
owners. This antagonism has since
been demonstrated many times over by
an unparalleled record of unofficial
strikes. | :

To speak of NCB sensivity to the
men’s demands by instancing the re-
moval of a manager by strike action is
like speaking of the sensitivity-of a
horse to whip. For this one case which
Peter Reed gives it is possible to cite
many in which the men did not get rid
of a hated official or manager—
because their demand was not backed
by such determined pressure.

A state of affairs in which more days
are lost by strikes than in any other
single industry, is surely not character-
istic of development away from capital-
ism as Peter Reed suggests.” The
intensity of class struggle has in some
respects increased under nationalisa-
tion.

The power of bureaucracy

* “Truly, the miner’s attitude to His job

in a nationalised concern is basically
no different from that of the average
worker in a private concern. Bitter
experience under both private owners
and nationalised boards have bred a
suspicion of management that could
surely not be produced by a socialist
system. The average working miner
in fact no more identifies himself with
the ownership of the concern in which
he works than he did in the 1930s.
This outlook epitomises the fact

-side - the industry.

SOCIALISM IS NATIONALISATION
PLUS WORKERS' CONTROL

that the mass of miners are still a part
of the ruled and not the ruling class.
There is nothing in common with
socialism if the workers are not to par-
ticipate in deciding their own destinies
except in so far as*they help elect
Members of Parliament. The more
so, as the Nationalised Coal Board is
not even responsible to Parliament but
only in general terms to the Minister
of Fuel and Power. |

~ Socialism is not as so many
socialists have mistakenly supposed a
question purely and simply of the
form of property. Much more impor-
tant is the question of control and
effective power, which many have
glibly assumed is inevitably insepar-
able from legal forms of ownership.
Despite nationalisation, effective
power in the mining industry resides
not in the hands of the community as
a whole but in the mining bureaucracy.
The crucial stage in the development
of socialism will be the transfer of
effective power to the workers from
this oligarchy. Workers’ control is
surely the only means whereby this
can in deed and mot merely in word
be genuinely achieved.

Control distinct from management

Comrade Reed dismisses workers’
control as utopian primarily by argu-
ing that control could not be exercised
without a level of technical knowledge
outside the range of a committee of
ordinary average workers. This argu-
ment confuses the functions of manage-
ment and control. The task of man-
agement of investigating and recom-
mending means of achieving a general
policy requires techmical information,
but authorisation and in some respects
the formulation of general policy,

which is the role of control, can be

effectively carried out by laymen.

Even the existing administration often
lacks the technical knowledge required
for formulating general policy. Many
members of both National and
Divisional Coal Boards came from out-
They included at
one time or another successful busi-
nessmen from most sections of indus-
try, Labour leaders, lawyers and even
an odd retired Major General and a
Rear Admiral. What special technical
qualifications could such men have

- possessed ?

Peter Reed’s arguments that techni-

- cal knowledge is needed before control

can be effectively exercised applies
much more forcefully in the case of a
city which is a much more compli-
cated concern to control than an indi-
vidual mine. Yet who would deny
(outside the drawing rooms of certain
reactionary town clerks) that ordinary
workers when elected to a local govern-
ment council are capable of controlling
it and running all affairs within the
limits laid down by the central govern-
ment.

This is done with the aid of informa-
tion obtained from local government
officials.- It in no way detracts from
the fact that control is vested in elected
councillors and not officials.

Even at central government level,
policy is often decided by laymen with-
out specialist knowledge of the depart-
ments they control. Permanent Civil
Servants, etc., may advise but the ulti-

mate power of decision is not in their
hands.

Some experts more expert than
others

The chief reason why control by
elected representatives has ' been
accepted under capitalism in local and
central government spheres is that local
and central government is not a direct
source of profit as is industry. Logi-
cally there is no reason whatsoever for
arguing that working men would be any
less capable of controlling the con-
cerns in which they work than of
wielding power on local councils or
sitting in Parliament.

Experiences on the joint Consulta-
tive Committees has shown that where
men are not too frustrated and scepti-
cal to participate—with the result that
representation has not been left to
" bootlickers ”’ and sycophants—their
contributions have been equal to if not
superior to those of the technicians in
many cases. In fact, it is by no means
easy to argue that the experts are
better placed than the men to find solu-
tions to the problems of absenteeism,
steel losses, safety, stagnant or falling
production, fair payment for work
done in abnormal conditions and other
matters normally decided at pit level.

None the less, the effective power of
decision is vested in the management—
controlled not by the workers but by
their superiors.

Nationalisation—a social issue

Such a system is neither socialist nor
neutral as Peter Reeds suggests. It is
essentially capitalist—with many simi-
larities to capitalist giants like Unilever
or General Motors. In a socialist
society, every pit or productive unit
would be required to fit into a national
plan, but the whole body of workers
or their elected representatives would
be consulted in fixing the target ; simi-
larly they and not the bureaucratic
oligarchy which wields power at
present would determine the means
employed to reach it—after receiving
such technical advice as they.required.

Some such system of industrial
democracy is a vital feature of social-
ist society. Without it, whether
property is nationalised or not, the
workers will remain an exploited class.
That is ome reason why genuine
socialists should struggle against the
ideas for the future of industry put
forward by Right Wing Labour
Leaders and Stalinists as well. It is
no accident that neither — despite
mutual antagonism—advocate a genu-
Ine programme of workers’ control.







