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SIXPENCE

THE INDUSTRIAL STRUGGLE

We are going to press four days after the snow-ball engineering strike started,
eleven days after the ship-builders came out, one day after the ship-building
employers were met with a flat “no » to their offer of a five per cent. increase
in wage rates, with strings attached.

But even now, before the end is in sight, the Labour Movement has been
able to learn some of the home-truths that have been left on the shelf for almost
a generation of industrial “peace” and “ coexistence.” Younger workers
especially are learning some of the things that their fathers can never forget.
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Firstly, if we want something the bosses don’t want to give even if it is only
an “offer,” we can get it through direct strike action,

Look at the record. The engineering employers said “ no.” No pay rise,
no offers, no arbitration, not even discussions with the unions. They came into the
struggle fully determined to force a showdown. They have been preparing the
showdown for more than a year.

In January last year, they appealed through their financial press for three-
quarters of a million unemployed—the Banker, the Economist, the Financial
Times all came out with the magic figure of 750,000. In February, the British
Employers’ Confederation lashed out at a number of boards of nationalized
industries, including the National Coal Board and the Transport Commission,
for conceding wage advances to their workers. In May, the Engineering and
Allied Employers’ National Federation set the pattern for the redundancies that
followed the Tories’ credit squeeze by reminding federated firms “that there was
no nationally agreed redundancy procedure ” and that * it was not desirable for
any management to adopt any procedure designed to share the responsibility for
decision on redundancy ” (Times, May 24, 1956).

Later that month, “encouraged, said the Times (June 1, 1956), “ by the
appearance of underemployment in some sections of the industry,” the Federation
announced the rejection of a wage claim from the Confederation of Shipbuilding
and Engineering Workers’ Unions even before it had been presented. They then
swung into the attack at Standards, BMC and, most recently, Briggs and Fords.

Yes, they were certainly preparing for a showdown, for a “ no offer ” year
and to hell with the consequences. But when it came to the test, and especially
when it came to seeing the tremendous solidarity of the shipbuilding and
engineering workers, they knuckled under. “No discussions ” turned into
“ discussions ” ; “no arbitration ” became * arbitration ; “no offers ” became
“ five per cent.” ; and “no pay rise ” is sure to become * five per cent. plus.”
That is the power of direct action.
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“ That’s not shart change, lady, the price went up again
before I got to the till 1"

The second lesson to be learned from the strikes a lesson that a great
number of Labour MPs stili have to learn—is that the Government is no umpire.
As soon as we climb into the ring with the employers we find it’s a two-to-one
battle.

What could be better for the bosses than a Government that does the work
of cutting living standards without anyone having to go to the expenses of a
lock-out, or the risks of wage-cuts ? A Government that cuts food subsidies,
raises rents, mutilates the Health Service, raises prices of school meals and
children’s milk ; one that, having created unemployment and short-time working,
filches unemployment benefit from workers on short-time ; one that uses
Admiralty tugs to blackleg on striking dockers—such a Government is a bosses’
tool, not ax, impartial arbitrator as many of our Labour MPs seem to believe.

What sort of arbitration can we expect from such a government ? Neither
the Industrial Court nor the Industrial Disputes Tribunal publishes the reasons
for their decisions. The independent members—the ones who make the decisions
—are independent only from working-class influence. All five of the Industrial
Court are barristers. Of the seventeen appointed members of the Industrial
Disputes Tribunal, twelve are barristers, three professors and one Principal and
Vice-Chancellor of Glasgow University. The one who seems to have had the
most industrial experience is Professor H. S. Kirkaldy—he, at least, was Assistant
Secretary of the British Employers’ Federation from 1929 to 1939 and then
General Secretary of the Iron and Steel Trades Employers’ Association. Just
the type of jobs for a Tory industrial arbiter !

* * ¥

Faced with such efiective and obvious collusion between the industrial Lions
and the Tory jackals, the job of the Labour MPs is not to press for Government
arbitration. Bevan did no great service by suggesting that the Minister of
Labour appoint an “ independent person ” to hear both sides in the shipbuilding
dispute. Trade-union MPs have rejected the proposal outright—now that the
union leaderships have been forced to weigh in in the fight, they know that the
addition of a government umpire only makes it more of an uneven battle.

The job of the Labour MP is to bring all his political craft to bear in support
of the strikers, now or at any time in the future. Expose the Tory Government ;
lay bare the collusion between Capital and Conservatism ; show the sham in
Tory “ objectivity ” ; and forge a link between the workers mobilized in the
industrial struggle and the political aim of getting rid of the Tories now !

* * %

That is the third lesson taught by the strike, even in its first week.

And the fourth lesson is this. If the bosses and their T ory ministers could
not harness us o their “ opportunity state > this time, they will meet failure with
more extensive preparations for the future. Our only weapons are mass
solidarity and the knowledge of the union rank and file of our aims. The job
of the leadership is to expand this knowledge, to forge this solidarity. As yet
little has been done in this direction.

Why were there so many abstentionists in the BMC strike last Summer ?
Why did only 500 out of Sheffield’s 35,000 engineering workers turn out to hear
Confed. leaders outline the case for this year’s tremendous strike ? (reported in
the Manchester Guardian, March 18). Why was the decision to strike met with
some apathy on the part of the ranks who suffer the consequences and on whose
enthusiasm success depends ? Why, finally, are branch officials and shop
stewards amazed at the solidarity shown so far and tend to think that it is only
because the strike promises to be a short one ?

There has been too much complacency at the top. Union and Party leader-
ships have taken the mass membership too much for granted. Too litfle has
been done to bring home the issues at stake through massive propaganda+~and
education. Until this is rectified and until the Labour Party really becomes the
political wing of the trade union movement, relying on the union membership
for its strength and conmstantly giving guidance in the things that effect this
membership, the initiative of the rank an” “Yer will be hampered by bureaucratic
obstruction on the part of the leadership a... the initiative of the leadership will
be blunted by the apathy of the rank and file. The united front of capitalist
employers and capitalist politicians must be fought, but it can only be fought
effectively when each arm of the movement knows what the other is doing and
when both are packing the punches of a militant working class, conscious of jts

aims and power.
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IRISH POLITICS TO-DAY

® former executive member, Irish Labour Party
® former editor, “Irish People”
@ present secretary, Movement for Colonial Freedom

By Patricia Rushton

There are two real issues in Irish politics today; the partition of the country and

the high

rate of unemployment and emigra

tion, These two problems are

inextricably interlinked and the two Governments (Fine Gael and Fianna Fail)
which have alternated in office to the South since the treaty, having failed to
solve the first problem have therefore failed to make any impression in the

second.

Partition, in the name of protecting
the minority has viciously attacked the
welfare of the majority, and has
created more evils than those it set
itself out to cure; and the evils it
created are now used by Ulster Tories
as an excuse for the perpetution of
partition. |

Geoffrey Bing has pointed out that
the exclusion of the potentially radical
working class from the North-East has
been a grave loss to the country as a
whole, and has undoubtedly contri-
buted to the colouring of constitutional
practises on the South along purely
Catholic lines. This, of course, is one
of the reasons why the Church holds
so much power in the South . . . and

“that power is now used as an argu-

ment as to why partition should con-
tinue. Even before it was enacted, par-
tition was attacked by socialist thinkers
in Ireland, who realised the harm it
would do the working class both sides
of the border. James Connolly wrote
in 1914:

Prophecy come true

“Such a scheme would destroy the
Labour movement by disrupting it. It
- would perpetuate in a form aggravated
in evil the discords now prevalent, and
help the Home Rule and Orange
capitalists and clerics to keep their
rallying cries before the public as the
political watchwords of the day. In
short, it would make division more in-
tense and confusion of ideas and
parties more confounded.”

Everything that Connolly prophesied
has come to pass. With the workers
divided reactionary Governments have
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convener at Briggs, speaks on
Briggs and the Present
Industrial “Struggles.

Sunday, May 5, an expert will
speak on Mao’s China.
Meetings held at 7 p.m. at
the Prince of Wales, Bishops-
bridge Road (near Paddington
Station and on bus routes 7,
15, 27, 36).

- Socialist Review

discussion on Tory Economic
Policy and the Budget, 8 p.m.
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ruled in Ireland on both sides of the
border. The result is an unemploy-
ment rate in Southern Ireland of over
66,000 (8 per cent.) and an emigration
figure of approximately 40,000 a year.
In the *successful ” North the unem-

" ployment figure is over 25,000 (53 per

cent.) and the emigration figure is
estimated by the Economist at about
5,000 a year.

Death of a Labour Party

In the South the passions and per-
sonal bitternesses aroused by the civil
war obscured real social and economic
1ssues for a number of years. In addi-
tion, Irish Labour lost its constructive
socialist thinker when Connolly was
executed. Larkin was out of the
country during the Rebellion and on
his return personal feuds between him
and other Labour leaders, prevented
the Trade Union movemeiit from be-
coming the militant progressive force
it should have been after the emer-
gence of the new state. In these cir-
cumstances it was easy for purely
nationalist leaders to gain control and
the country had the alternate rule of
Fine Gael and Fianna Fail to the pre-
sent day. Both are conservative in
their approach and since Fine Gael
has moved a little to the conservative
Left and Fianna Fail a lot to the con-
serva¢ive Right, there is little differ-
ence between them, except in name and
personality.

The Labour Party, which one would
expect to offer a constructive Socialist
approach is not Socialist, even in name.
It has departed so far from the prin-
ciples of its founder, James Connolly,
that it abjures the title of Socialism
and even more so its philosophy. It

finally shifted permanently to the right

by its coalition with Fine Gael in the
recent Government and it has been
difficult to distinguish any separate
Labour policy for some years past.

~ Independent Protest

In these circumstances the high poll
in the recent Irish elections was a sur-
prise and even more surprising was the
political maturity shown by the elec-
torate in putting in progressive can-
didates wherever they could find them.
For instance, the contempt of the
people for Labour’s watery approach
was shown in Dublin South Central,
where Roddy Connolly, a son of James
Connolly, standing as a Labour Party
candidate, was defeated by Jack
Murphy, a young unemployed worker,
who campaigned as an Independent on
the Irish Trade Union Congress’s ex-
cellent nine-point programme to end
unemployment.  Here the respected
name attached to the untrustworthy
Labour Party was rejected in favour of
the more militant approach of the In-
dependent. (This seat, incidentally,
was previously held by James Larkin.
One of the few respected * progres-
sives ’ in Irish politics, Larkin refused
to stand for the Dail on this occasion.
While his excuse was the volume of his
Trade Union work, it is generally be-
lieved that he wanted no further part
in another coalition Government.)

In Dublin South Central, Dr. Noel
Browne, famous for his courageous

stand against the Church over his
Health Bill some years ago, and turned
down by Fianna Fail as a candidate,
stood as an Independent. He won his
seat, getting more votes than ex-Fianna
Fail Minister, Sean MacEntee. An in-
teresting point about his campaign was
the tremendous support he received
from the workers in his constituency.
Many members of the Labour party
worked in his election rooms and it is
no secret that the Labour party 1s con-
sidering expelling the best part of the
Dublin movement because of its sup-
port for him.

In Dun Laoghaire, Lionel Booth, a
Protestant Fianna Fail candidate, who
had been writing to the Irish Times
condemning Co. Council discrimina-
tion against Trinity College, defeated
the sitting Fianna Fail member and
won the seat from the Fine Gael can-
didate.

Meaning of elections

ﬁese results make it quite clear

‘that the fear of the influence of the

Church in politics shown by all the
political parties in the South is greatly
overrated. The people are quite will-
ing to vote for progressive candidates
where they can find them. If the
Labour Party had a genuine Socialist
policy and had run a militant campaign
based on the TUC programme, they
might have been returned in greater
strength and would certainly never
have suffered the heavy losses they did.

Seen in this light, Fianna Fail’s
overwhelming victory of 78 out of 147
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seats is obviously not so much a vote
for Fianna Fail policy as a vote against
the ineptitude of the coalition office.
The high vote gained by Sinn Fein
(they put up 19 candidates, got 65,000
votes, and won four seats; none of
their candidates lost their deposit), is
not so much an indication that the
people back a policy of armed force
against Ulster, but that they realise the
importance of Partition in Irish life and
are willing to support those who keep
the question alive. If Sinn Fein had
any social and economic programme
to offer, and if they had not made it
clear they would not enter the Dail,
they would have reeeived much more
support. -

Need for Socialist poli:y.

The main lesson of the election is
that the people want a progressive
policy and will vote for it where they
find it. It is the duty of the Labour
movement to put forward a radical
policy and on it to build a socialist
party in the South of Ireland. Until
that is done no progress can be made
towards solving the problem of Par-
tition, and no progress can be made
towards solving the running sore of
Irish life, unemployment and emigra-
tion.

The Trade Union Movement in Ire-
land has shown itself much more poli-
tically aware than the leadership of
the Irish Labour Party. If progress is
to be made, the rank-and-file of the
Labour Party must replace the present
leadership with men of more militant
character and greater integrity. If it
then offers to the people a radical
policy based on the T.U.C. programme
it will have some hope of building a
strong opposition and eventually a
Government. It could gather to itself
the more socially and economically
aware members of the present Simn
Feinn, and all those progressive inde-
pendents who have come to the fore

because of the failore of the Irish .

Labour Party to fulfill its historic duty.

Labour’s “ bye-bye”” to the Tories

By Owen Roberts

The catalogue of Tory set-backs in recent by-elections reads like a travel agent’s
guide to Britain. From Beckenham through the alphabet to Wednesbury, Tory
votes have slumped and majorities have slimmed into almost microscopic

proportions in many cases.

From the half-a-dozen or so by-elections in past

months the Labour Party has succeeded in gaining two seats; but in all cases
the voting returns have revealed a smaller percentage of the poll for the Tories

and moral victories for Labour.

The slide rule and graph paper
experts have spent a great deal of time
analysing these results in purely statis-
tical terms and from their examinations
they have extracted what to them seems
the central feature of these by-elections.
Tory set-backs, they say, are primarily
due to absentions on the part of people
who previously voted Tory but who in
these by-elections have withheld their
votes as a demonstration of no confi-
dence in the Government and parallel
feeling about the Labour Party.

There is undoubtedly an element of
truth in this. Many earlier Tory sup-
porters, particularly among the middle-
class, have lost a great deal of the faith

they had two years ago. Victims of.

the Tory propaganda—and in particu-
lar Butler’s extravagent claims about
rising living standards—they have be-
come disillusioned by the outcome of
events during the past eighteen months
or so. The result is that they have
temporarily withdrawn their support
from the Tories without transfering it

to the Labour Party.

But to make this premise the central
feature of an analysis of recent by-
election trends overlooks several impor-
tant features. In at least three of the
by-elections—Camarthen, Leamington
and Beckenham, the figures indicate a

definite swing to Labour in real and

absolute terms. In these places the
drop in-Tory support was accompanied
by increased support for the Labour
Party ; the inescapable conclusion be-
ing that people in these areas were
sufficiently fed-up with Tory policies to
transfer their votes to Labour.

This occurrence, in three by-elections
held this year, should be sufficient to
warn Labour supporters against falling
into the obvious Tory propaganda trap
that the swing away from the Govern-
ment has been purely negative in terms
and holds out no prospects for a
Labour victory at a general election.
The emphasis which has been placed
upon this so-called negative aspect of
the by-elections by the Tories is merely
an attempt to dampen the »growing
enthusiasm for an immediate general
election which is now growing apace
within the Labour Party. And the
readiness with which some Labour
leaders are prepared to subscribe to
similar views is another indication of
their timidity and unwillingness to wage
an all-out struggle for power now.

Another fallacy currently being
created in some Labour circles is that
Labour gains in recent by-elections are
due to improved Party organisation
following the Wilson probe set in

Turn to back page
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‘“ MIXED

British capitalism came out of the
war very much weaker than it went in.

Capital at home and abroad was -

destroyed or worn out. The Labour
Movement in the country had
strengthened immeasurably. If capi-
talism was to survive, it had fo
organize itself more effectively and
come to terms—to some terms at least
—with the organized workers knocking
at the door. e
Capitalism in Britain solved. its
problems for the time being. It gave
up, not without a sigh and a struggle,
many of the hall-marks of laissez—
faire, the old free-for-all, It winced
as the Labour Government pulled
some of its teeth and filled others, but
it had no choice. There was no other
dentist available at the time.
- On the other hand, it saw to it that
it was not going to remain toothle=:
The big businesses, the me=opolics
that had always been verY much 1nte-

grated with the Statc, integrated even
further. ~ Business came closer to

government, government . closer to
business—and the mixed economy was
born. Many in the Labour Party gave
it their blessing.

Arguments pro and con

In order to satisfy socialists that the
Mixed Economy — part nationalized
and part private—is a Step towards
socialism, the mixed economists must
prove (a) that the private capitalist 1S
under the control of the community
and that evils of capitalism—exploita-
tion, insecurity and everything assocl-
ated with them—are done away with;
(b) that private capital 18 subordinated
to a national plan and; (¢) that this
national plan is operated 1n the
interests of the community as a whole
and not for the benefit of capital.

Nobody would dare to point to.
y Britain and say “there it 1s,
control has passed from the hands of
the capitalist class. to those of ‘the
workers.” But out on the Right of the
Labour Movement, the Thinkers are
busy piecing together a myth about
the post-war Labour Government. It
was, they say, steering a mixed
economy towards socialism.

What we want to find out is whether
the Labour Government ever Coi-
trolled private capitalism, whether the
capitalists were compelled to fit into a
broad, economic plan, and whether, if
there were such control and such a
plan, they were administered in the
interests of the community Or 1n those
of capital. Afterwards we shall be
able to decide whether a mixed
economy is really a mixture of the
future and the past, with the former
gaining at the® expense of the latter,
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CAPITALISM, SOCIALISM and the

ECONOMY "’ — By Michael Kidron

Jdl.

or merely the same old medicine, * the
mixture as before.”

Where was the -money?

- In order to control the use to which
the country’s wealth was to be put,
the Labour Government should have
at least known where that wealth was.
However, for as long as the Labour
Government was in power there was a
constant—and illegal—drain of capi-
tal abroad. As Challenge to Britain,
the Labour Party's policy statement
published in 1953 stated, * of ot
million of private capital "}Mﬂ£300
Duitem: ey E.jg‘.gg]ﬁfne leiI;V};StmEnt
million represehi“ e o £350 million

in new proi=-- Miop i
was ‘4ot  money quitting Britain
pecause its owners disliked the Labour
Government’s policy of fair shares or
were engaged in currency speculation ”
(p. 6)w |

That was until 1949. Export of
capital became disastrous in 1951
when, in conjunction with panic stock-
piling of raw materials, it led to the
balance of payments crisis - which
pushed Labour out of office. ‘Not
exporting sufficient to cover the rising
costs of imports, thé country bad to
pay £344 million out of its precious
goid and dollar reserves. (The sum
was originally thought to be £521
million).” At the time the rise in
prices was blamed ; nobody thought
of paging through the capitalists’ books
to see if tHere was any other reason. -

Subsequently it was shown that in
the same vyear £315 million (£100
million more than was estimated at the
time) was shipped abroad in ‘ hot” and
“cold’ investments and that stocks
worth £610 million' (a full £370
million more than was estimated at
the time) were laid up during the same
period (T. Balogh, “ Pitfalls for a
Labour Government,” New Statesman
and Nation, December 19, 1953).
The extra £470 million spent abroad
illegally and semi-legally was more
than enough to cover the balance of

payments deficit. -
l.ﬁbour in the dark

But the Labour Government did not
know. It could not know. It could
not know without infringing on capi-
talist property *rights” by opening
the books of the private companies
and by using the information to con-
trol ' their activities in detail. At-a
later date, Gaitskell could do no more
than look back in anger and sorrow at
“ the really deplorable ignorance about
stocks and works in. progress. I have.
little doubt myself,” he wrote, “ that
our. policy in 1950 and 1951 would
have been more successful had we had

—“._—_

accurate and up to date information

on this point” (Fabian Joummal, No.

14, November 1954).

Private capital that remained in the
country also did very much as it liked.
In some cases it willingly accepted
Labour’s guidance, in others. =S
depending on whether guide«Om.
exerted in an acceptabl-

_« investments .

Iimporta~ _

_oty the best illustration of the
_ct between private capital ‘and
the Labour Government was in the
control of investments, for it is in the
control of investment, its size and
direction, that the control of the
means of production and of society as
a whole lies. Here, the conflict was
almost permanent although—unlike
the case of steel nationalization—it
was never spectacularly open.

Of course, apologists for the Labour
Government’s policies point out that
investment decisions were subject to
the approval or veto of the Capital
Issues Committee whose main function
was to direct investments for inessen-
tial to priority industries. But in fact,
the Capital Issues Committee, itself a
heritage from the ‘Tory-dominated
war-time Coalition, was an extremely
weak body which had surprisingly
little effect on the pattern of invest-
ment. 3

Loopholes galore '

In the first place the Capital Issues
Committee dealt with share issues of
only £50,000 or above. Anything
below that—and there was plenty of it
—got through the net of scrutiny. Nor
was there anything to prevent a big
company from having its subsidiaries
each go on the capital market with
share issues under the critical sum
year after year.. As two very compe-
tent observers have written, “there
can be little doubt that the volume of
capital raised below the level of con-
trol ‘was substantial ” (A. A. Rogow
and P. Shore, The Labour "Govern-
ment and British Industry, Oxford,
1955, p. 28). - |

Secondly, the major share of invest-
ments in the country is made from the
resetves and internal capital accumu--
lations of the giant firms who need' to
icsue shares on the capital market
only to a limited extent. That is how
ICT could invest £90 million between
1945 and 1951 and yet raise -only £20
million towards -it on the market, or,
Unilever could spend £192 million
on new capital investment of which
fully £131 million eame from -internal -
resoutces.. As Rogow and Shore write,
“internal savings - were much ‘the
largest component”  of investment

(ibid p. 29), The c:ag_imgg“’;giﬁﬁ

miltﬂfﬂ, hﬂViIlg .
e f,!ﬂvate business, had

Rciiasale® u{rqer the use to which the

litt}— © the country was put.

rinally, a very important source of
investment funds was the private banks

that loaned money with very Ilittle
reference to the memoranda of the

Labour Chancellor and none to the
Capital Issues Committee. “Con-
trary to policy,” write the two investi-
gators, “ not only was the volume of
bank advances extremely high—and
in 1951 this must be accounted an
important factor in the balance of
payments crisis—but the attempt to
shift resources in line with Government
policy substantially failed ” (ibid).

As you were

Of course, the control of capital
was not the only form of investment
control. Some even believe that it
“was far less important than the con-
trol by building licences™ (G. D. N.
Worswick, “ Direct Controls,” in
Worswick and Ady—eds.—The British
Economy, 1945-1951, Oxford, 1952,
p. 279). ‘And it is true that restrictions
on building restrained a lot of un-
necessary investments. But heavy
investments in machines (less effectively
controlled), in re-organizing produc-
tion, in buying out existing plants, etc.,
could ‘be, and were, made without the
need to set up new buildings. As
another contributor to the same book
writes, “the relationship between
(physical investment) and a new issue
(of capital) is always remote and often
non-existent ™ (P. J. D. Wiles, * Pre-
war and War-time Controls,” ibid,
p. 144). | |

The result was to be expected.
Despite the Capital Issues Committee,
despite the Government’s recommen-
dations and memoranda and despite
the direct investments undertaken by
the Government in . the nationalized
industries, the pattern of investment
during the period of the Labour Gov-
ernment was only slightly affected and
barely different from what it was in

war Tory Britain. Between 1947
and 1951 those industries awarded
priority class by the Labour Govern-
ment received only 24.8 per cent. of
the total amount invested—not very
much more than the 19.6 per cent. they
received in 1938. In the de-priority
groups the figures were 45.8 (1947-51) -
compared with 54.4 (1938). In the
“nentral groups” they were 294

- (1947-51) and 25.9 (1938). Investment

decisions thus hardly bore the marks
of social censorship and control.

[continued next page]







