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SIXPENCE

Labour’s Annual Conference must show the

WORKERS' ANSWER TO RACISTS

THIS MONTH local Parties are discussing draft reso-

lutions to be submitted at the October Annual Con-
ference. As in past years there will be many vital topics
considered—nationalization, foreign policy, disarmament,
colonial policy. But there is one major problem Labour
cannot afford to ignore—racial tension in Britain.

Once again Notting Hill is in the public eye; a murder has
been committed and once again the Tory press has to
admit that a problem exists. But it is not only London
that has to be watched. A potential problem exists also in
Nottingham, Manchester, Liverpool and other centres
where West Indian migrants are to be found.

*® L *

No one is better at smelling out potential trouble-spots
than the Fascists. In Notting Hill they agitate ceaselessly
—desperately trying to build and sharpen race antago-
nisms. It is no coincidence that Mosley has chosen North
Kensington in which to stand for the coming General Elec-
tion. And it is no coincidence that one of his henchmen
stood, at the recent municipal elections, in the Moss Side
ward of Manchester where there is the largest West Indian
concenfration.

Who can solve the problem of racial tension in Britain?
Not the Fascists, certainly. Not, either, the Tories and the
Tory press. And the well-meaning “liberals” who “de-
plore” what is going on.

The responsibility lies fairly and squarely on the shoulders
of the organized labour movement. The vast majority
of the West Indian immigrants are workers. True, they
have different backgrounds and customs, a different col-
our skin. But workers nevertheless.

* & *

For this reason no one but labour can have their genuine
interests at heart. Our job is not just to defend our West
Indian brothers. Our job is to work conciously to break
down all the barriers, to integrate our immigrants into the
ranks of the British working class and the labour move-
ment. ¢

INSIDE

e Limits of Reform

e Fascism in Britain

e TU Commentary

e Engineering Employers

page 4
page 6
page 2
page 3

The best defence against Fascist provocations and hooli-
gan attacks is by a joint front of worker, white and black.
Together, and only together, can we win, and in so doing,
lay a foundation for harmonious living, side by side.

The Labour Party must give this question serious and
urgent attention. It must be raised at Conference, and be-
fore. Local Parties in trouble areas must be given every
encouragement and assistance. Above all, the initiative

lies with labour. We must seize it, quickly and firmly.

Life is bitter with the Conservatives

say
The Unemployed

THE Tories have never denied,

indeed they have claimed
credit for the fact that they deli-
berately “damped down demand”

. though the meaning of this has

been more clearly expressed by
non-politicians. “In our opinion,”
said the Cohen Council :

“it is impossible that a free and
flexible economi¢ system can work
efficiently without a perceptible
(though emphatically not a catastro-
phic) margin of unemployment of this
kind . . . . The decline in the inten-
sity of demand, working through a
decline in realised and anticipated
profits, must certainly be expected to
stiffen the resistance of employers to
claims for increased wage rates.”

To say that the Tories meant
to start it, however, is not to say
that they know how to stop it.
The drop in unemployment in the
last few months has been hailed
as if it were the end of the reces-
sion. But unemployment is still
higher, the relation between num-
bers out of work and jobs avail-
able worse (particularly for young
people) and the proportion of
longer -term unemployment
greater than in any other year
since the Tories came in.

How much ?

Moreover, a large proportion of
the small decrease in unemploy-
ment between March and April
was seasonal—i.e. building, hotels
and catering, etc. It is significant
that in some industries unemploy-
ment has gone on increasing—e.g.
engineering, shipbuilding and
electrical goods, and furniture.

Even in the south there are

now more workers out of work
than there are jobs available, but
for those who fall out of work in
the north or in Wales it is a dif-
rent world. In London and the
south-east there are about 13
workers out of work for every
job available, in the south-west
and the midlands, about 13, but
in the East and West Ridings of
Yorkshire and in the north-west
there are 34, in the north* and in
Wales 51 and in Scotland 9i.
Over all the post-war years there
have normally been far more jobs
for young people than could be
filled, For girls in most areas ex-
cept Wales there still are. But
there are two boys looking for
every job that is going in the
north, nearly four in Wales and
nearly six in Scotland. And the
peak of school leavers will not be
reached till 1962,

How deep ?

Apart from the big question of
whether unemployment in general
is going to fall to more normal
levels there is cause for alarm in
the fact that some factors have
been worsening even over the last
few months when the total out of
work has been’ falling. The pro-
portion out for more than eight
weeks has been rising steadily (in
March nearly 124,000 had been
out for more than six months)
and it seems to be becoming

* Durham, Northumberland, Cumber-

land, Westmorland, North Ridi
Yorkshire, e
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TU COMMENTARY

e Railway cuts

and wounds

ANOTHER of our fine demo-
cratic public services is be-
ing squashed out of existence by
Tory Policy.

The latest conspiracy against
the nationalized industries has
been brought to light in a report
by the British Transport Com-
mission in which it “modestly
estimates” that 8,000 out of
127,000 workers in the British
Railways workshops are to be be-
come rtedundant within three
years. In 1956 the Commission
prophesied that with minor ex-
ceptions the workshops would be
fully employed for five years.
But since then “‘various factors,
some of them outside the Com-
mission’s control, have necessita-
ted an acceleration . . . in the
process of shaping workshops’
policy to meet the requirements
of the future”.

And what a future. The report
goes on to say that the workshops
will be used “on the proviso
that their costs are competitive”
for the manufacture of certain
equipment and components and
for repair work. But new diesel
and electric power equipment will
be bought from outside industry,
and ‘‘complete locomotjves and
rolling stock from industry as
programmes require, and when
circumstances justify such a
course™.

Star resolution for
Transport & General
Workers Union
Bienniel Delegate
Conference July 1959

That this Conference
declares its opposition
to the growth of unem-
ployment and the_at-
tacks on the standard
of living of the working
class by the employers
and the Tory Govern-
ment. Conference
thinks that to combat
this threat we should,
in the event of redun-
dancy, demand that all
available work should
be shared among all the
workers without loss of
earnings, if the employ-
ers cannot afford this,
we demand that the
factory or industry
opens the books to the
Unions and if the fac-
tory or industry cannot
keep men in employ-
ment, then it should be
nationalized with wor-
kers’ control.

(Branch No. 1/927)

~ John Phillips

The final rub of salt in the
wound is the agrrement cov-
ering compensation for redundant
workers. A man with 40 years
service will receive two-thirds of
his pay (less unemployment bene-
fit) for 13 weeks. A man with
less than three years service gets
sweet Fanny Adams.

This is the way

The shopmen’s section of
the National Union of Rail-
waymen voted unanimously
at its conference at South-
port to take strike action
unless the British Transport
Commission stops contract-
ing work out to private
firms, which is forcing the
closure of railway work-
shops.

A similar motion will be
put forward at the union’s
conference in July, and the
national executive is being
asked to demand a change
in the commission’s policy.

If Jimmy Porter were in the
Lahbour Party he wouid look back
in shame as well as anger at the
1945 Labour Government for
putting the nationalized indus-
tries on such a basis as to allow
the ex-shareholders to run the
boards and suck the industry dry
by passing the gravy to their old
school chums in private industry
as well as to their own firms.

Every year from 1948 to 1955
British Railways made a working
surplus. But this was not enough
to meet roughly 40 million
pounds still being paid out to
shareholders. Of the estimated
85 million pounds deficit for
1958, 30 million is due to the fall
in coal, iron and steel traffic—a
direct result of Tory policy which
cut industrial demand for all
three materials. Of course we've
been told that we weren't stag-
nating, just preserving the pound!

If any further proof is needed
for this betrayal of our public
services just look at the sentence
in the report which demands
competitive costs from the rail-
way workshops. In other words
everything in our society, whether
a public service or not, is to be
run according to a profit and loss
balance sheet. Never mind the
workers’, it’s their fault for want-
ing nationalization in the first
place.

No compensation

~ How can we stop the rot that
is fast setting in under the on-
slaught of both parties—

First of all I think by passing
a resolution at this year’s Labour
Party conference to end the pay-
ment of money to the ex-share-
holders in nationalized industries.
This would be one in the eye for
the right wing of the party who
still insist that the true decent
British thing to do is to think of
the poor widows who have their
hard earned life savings tied up
in shares and who would simply
whither if they were taken away.

Secondly we must confinue to
press for full workers control in

all nafionalized industries, for
without that the workers as well
as the industries will always be
the losers.

e Work study

THREE cotton spinning mills in

Paisley have been out on
strike for two weeks over a time-
and-motion study dispute. It
started when two vacuum strip-
pers in one of the mills were sus-
pended for not fulfilling their
work quotas, which were recently
increased after a time-and-mo-
tion study.

The union concerned, National
Union of Dyers, Bleachers and
Textile Workers, made the strike
official and contacted other uni-
ons, AEU, ETU and transport
workers, to get active support.
The response was quite good.
Men at the shipping depot where
the firm’s exports are despatched
came out 100 per cent, and the
above-mentioned unions told the
strikers that no goods from the
mills will be handled by their
members.

Quit clock-watching

Mr James Feeley, Scottish Sec-
retary of the NUDBTW, said that
his union wanted full reinstate-
ment; no application of disputed
workloads until they are proved;
and investigation into all work-
loads in dispute; the union work
study officer to take part in the
investigation, etc. While ap-
plauding Mr Feeley’s action of

Smorlen (e

getting support from other uni-
ons, all this flannel about getting
officials to regulate time-and-mo-
tion studies is clouding the issue.

The Union’s general secretary,
Mr Leonard Sharp, said that the
“executive believes it is the cul-
mination of unrest concerning

One step forward

The Municipal and General Work-
ers union made a suprise — and
welcome — decision at their
conference to demaned unilate-

ral disarmarment by Britain now.

The wind sets fair for rever-
sing Labour's H — Bomb policy

this year of conference.

work schedules which has been
growing for some time”. Come
now Mr Sharp, what about a
more definite statement that that?

The workers in the cotton
mills, and anywhere else for that
matter, know full well that time-
and-motion study benefits nobody
but the boss. This is more ap-
parent in the areas of high unem-
ployment as in Scotland where
this can be seen as a deliberate
attempt to exploit the situation
to introduce speed-ups, etc.

With the cotton industry in
such a precarious state it is too
much to hope that the union will
demand a reduction in the work-
ing week as well as perhaps? ? ?

ECONOMICS John Crutchley on

Monopolies .

HE intention behind the
Tories Restrictive Trade
Practices Act is most clearly
shown in the cotton and cables
industries. The “official” inten-
tion of the act is to bust price
rings. The actual effect is to in-
crease the power of the big firms
and drive the small ones to the
wall.,

Amalgamations in the cable
industry prove this. Enfield
Rolling Mills and Enfield Cables
have been merged into a single
unit.. AEI the giant armament
firm have recently increased
their grip on the cable industry
as is shown by the Economist,
April 18, 1959:

“the appearance of Associated
Electrical Industries as one of
the largest units in the industry,
by adding WT Henley’s Tele-
graph Works and the London

The Horse’s Mouth

The Restrictive Practices
Act will tend greatly to cur-
tail collective price main-
tenance . . . | believe that
on broad lines this is for
the future health of British
industry, but that it will
lead to amalgamations and
larger units to face keener
competition seems certain.
(Lord Chandos, Chairman
A.El, letter in Financial
Times, April 20).

Electric Wire Co and Smiths to
their original cablemaking subsid-
iary, Siemens Edison Swan, has
been the chief feature of this re-
grouping . . . a more significant
factor in encouraging weaker
companies to amalgamate is the
impending end of two of the four
main price-fixing agreements of
the Cable Manufacturers” Associ-
ation on April 30th, those cover-
ing chiefly domestic electric wires
and mains cables.”

The article goes on to show
how the two big boys, AEI and
British Insulated Callender Cab-
les are preparing to drive out the
little firms that have only sur-
vived till now because of price-
fixing. So much for free com-
petition.

Cotton

The Government have no

doubts that the circumstances

of the cotton industry . . . jus-

tify the exceptional course of

direct financial assistance from

public funds. David Eccles,
April, 23, 1959.

WITH these words the Presi-

dent of the Board of Trade
promised £30 million, at least, to
the Lancashire Cotton industry
to scrap its excess capacity and
obsolete equipment and re-equip
itself with modern machinery.
This £30 million is in addition to
the £33 million given to cotton
between 1952-57.



Ssaenitfiss Loshes

Engineering Employers — no change
by Karl Dunbar AE U

IT seems to me a terrible trage-

dy that an organization of
nearly one million workers can
be so ill used by their elected rep-
resentatives. Never since the
days of John Tanner has there
been such a spate of anti-leader-
ship feeling in the branches and
factories. What is more alarm-
ing is the almost contemptuous
attitude that is being adopted to-
wards the membership by our
executive. Take, for example,
one of the latest incidents. On
the request of our executive coun-
cil the engineering employers fur-
nished sufficient copies of their
anti trades union document,
Looking at Industrial Relations
(quoted in SR, Mayl) for every
branch of the AEU to receive
one copy. An accompanying
letter from the General Secretary,
made it perfectly clear that no
correspondence would be entered
into on this document. In other
words, we have before us a
forty-eight page document based
on deliberate lies, half truths,
smears and distortions and we
are not allowed to make any
comment.

Two lockouts

What earthly use is there in
circulating such a piece of trash,
as this document is and why
waste the precious funds of our
union in such a manner, if our
natural inclination to sort out

the truth and expose the employ-
ers’ lies, is gagged?

Let us examine, briefly, the
documents for such highlights as
will show just how impossibly
arrogant the employers can be-
come, if once we give them the
opportunity. :

Firstly, we find the statement,
“the industry has an enviable
record of industrial peace”.
Four pages of the document tell
us, in recounting the history of
the two great lockouts 1898 and
1922, “the employers imposed a
lockout which ended with a re-
sumption on their terms”. These
lockouts lasted for thirty weeks
and three months respectively
and it is true that industrial peace
was secured, after the employers
had starved the engineers into
submission.

The employers claim that both
these lockouts were imposed sim-
ply because the Union challenged
their “right to manage their fac-
tories as they see fit”. This “prin-
ciple” is quoted no less than
eleven times in the document,
and it is evident that the employ-
ers see every dispute, every chal-
lenge from the workers as an
attempt to put an end to the
employers “right to manage as
they see fit™.

At the time of the 1898 lockout
which the employers imposed be-
cause the Unions were seeking
the reduction in working hours,
the Glasgow District Committee

Since 1955, 435 cotton mills
have closed. Between 1954 and
1958 workers employed fell from
333,000 to 250,000.

The British cotton industry has
been hit from many directions.
The re-birth of the Indian cotton
industry after 150 years if im-
perialistic  subjection. Hong
Kong’s growing output. And the
Lancashire bosses own misman-
agement, as shown in their failure
to hold their share in the West
African and Australian markets
in face of Dutch and Japanese
competition despite the added ad-
vantage of Imperial preference.
In face of these blows, Lancashire
since the war has staggered from
crisis to crisis. :

This perpetual crisis was cli-
maxed by the decision of the Re-
strictive Trades Practices Court
in January to end price fixing in
spinning. As shown below the
Court’s decisions are aimed at
creating larger industrial units,
that is, a greater degree of mono-
poly.

Compensation terms

Three months after this deci-
sion, Eccles, the abominable
showman of coronation fame an-
nounced the following generous
terms of compensation: each mill
sowner will be given by the gov-
ernment two-thirds of the cost of
destroying his mill. He will also
be given one quarter towards
modernizing existing machines or
installing new ones. Later this
was increased to one-third.

The two-thirds redundancy
compensation is sheer profit as
the original cost of the mills was
covered years ago: in fact

old machinery is the main cause
of the industry’s troubles. The
mill owners for years did not
modernize their plants, because
the cost of their old machinery
had been written off. This, and

7,000,000 householders
in this country have no
bath of their own, accord-
ing to the latest figures
available.

the absence of technological in-
novation in the 1930’s meant the
old machinery paid its way.
Meanwhile the rest of the world
built new cotton mills while the
cotton bosses failed to re-invest
their profits. Maybe they knew a
Tory government would come
along one nice day and give them
£30 million for doing nothing.

A month later the agreement
the cotton spinning and weaving
unions had reached with the
bosses was announced. It should
be remembered that the Tories’
dole to the bosses was dependent
on the displaced workers being
“compensated”. Compared with
the bosses slice the workers com-
pensation is a farce.

A worker aged 23 gets one
week’s pay as compensation.
That's £8 if he’s a ring spinner.
Approximately, for every two
years work you get one week’s
pay. Thus a 44 year old worker
gets ten weeks’ wages. A 54 year

thisold man 16 weeks and over 65,

issued a statement, quote, “The
more we concede to the employ-
ers, the more frequent and exor-
bitant are their demands and

each reduction submitted to
seems but to act as an incite-
ment to further attack™.

The, employers claimed that
the Unions were only challenging
their “right to manage”, but dur-
ing the dispute the newly elected
president of the Employers Fed-
eration, Mr Sienens in an inter-
view with the press stated: “the
object of the lockout was to get
rid of trades unionism altoge-
ther”.

Same tactics

The employers adopted the very
same tactics in the 1922 lockout
as they had in 1898. The docu-
ment states that the employers
were forced to take action when
their “right to manage their es-
tablishments as they saw fit”, was
challenged by the Unions. They
claim, in the document, that this
was, “a managerial functions dis-
pute”. The truth is made evident
in a statement issued by the EC
of the AEU on the eve of the
1922 lockout, “the real position
is that unless we are prepared to
submit to the employers, we are
to be threatened with a national
lockout of Federated firms. For
the employers to claim to be the
sole arbiters as to when overtime
shall be worked at a time when
over 55,000 of our members are
unemployed, indicates that they
have learnt nothing, that circum-
stances are of no account, that
they still harbour the old idea of
master and man”.

What the document fails to tell
us is firstly that there were over
50,000 engineers unemployed,
secondly that the kind of employ-
ers were still demanding that
overtime be worked and third
that they had posted notices on
every Federation factory on
March 11 of that year to the
effect from that date no member
of the union would be employed
in a Federation firm. The employ-
ers do not want us to remember
that they had not the slightest
compunctions in locking out
260,000 workers for thirteen
weeks, in losing 13,650,000 work-
ing days and more important, in
bringing into every home the

30 weeks.

But this isn't the end of the
story. 1f you get another job at
your old rate of pay your “com-
pensation” ends. If your new
job is less than your old rate you
get the difference. Do you think
a cotton shareholder loses his
compensation as soon as he re-
invests his money? Of course
not. He does not even have to
re-invest in cotton. But remember
he gets one-third of a new mill
free if he does.

Even the top management will
get a flat rate of compensation
which won’t be taken from them
when, not if they get new jobs.
Conservative freedom works but
it makes some a lot more free
than others.
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hand of starvation and dire pov-
erty.

Having dealt with two of the
most savage employers’ attacks
upon the engineering workers it
is perhaps opportune now to
bring up to date, as it were, the
present attitude of the engineer-
ing employers. Remember that
every day of our lives we hear
and read of the terrible plight
that is being brought nearer and
nearer (like the great big saw)
by the attitude of the unions. We
are told that every strike is an-
other nail in the coffin of our
national economy, that the indus-
try cannot stand any more dis-
putes, and that if only the
Unions would refrain from wage
claims, requests for longer holi-
days, reduction of working hours,
equal pay, better conditions and
so on, then the patriotic employ-
ers will pull the old country
through.

Now, here are the employers’
real intentions so far as both the
unions and the national economy
are concerned. “Twice in four
years the Federation had been
prepared to fight it out with the
unions. Clearly the unions capa-
city to pay strike benefit was limi-
ted. Such a course, involving as
it would have done the virtnal
closing down of the industry
might have been a worth while
calculated risk. It was no occas-
ion for the kind of compromise
which would inevitably emerge
from a Court of Inquiry”.

It is just as easy to say, damn
the consequences, we can hold out
long enough to smash the unions,
to ruin the industry and to bring
misery into thousands of homes.

There it is, the employers
brought up to date, what they
think, how they think, and more
important, the realization for all
that these employers- are not one
jot different in their approach to
the unions as their predecessors.
More than anything they still
want to smash the unions, they
are still prepared to plunge the
nation into chaos in order to
achieve this result.

Act ourselves

Let every engineering worker be
warned from this document that
they face a coming struggle no
less bitter and prolonged than
that of 1922, In that coming
struggle they must have an elec-
ted leadership which is thinking
and acting decisively on behalf
of the membership. I put it to
my brothers in the trade, have
we got that leadership today?
To defeat the aims of the employ-
ing class we must have a real,
fighting policy, which includes
equal pay, a forty-hour week, and
more important no redundancy
without a united stroggle. Let
us waste no more time, put for-
ward the demand WORK OR
FULL MAINTENANCE as the
rallying call for the whole move-
ment. This is what we must have,
this is what we will have. I be-
lieve the rank and file of our
movement will, as always rise to
the occasion. If we cannot get the
lead we want from the leader-
ship then we must act for our-
selves.
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THE LIMITS OF REFORM :

a reply to Ken Alexander
by Michael Kidron

EN ALEXANDER’S argu-
ments* amount to an overall
strategy for the Labour Move-
ment and go beyond the wages
plan which is the immediate sub-
ect under discussion. The strategy
is simple and plausible: “A radi-
cal social policy woull probe
the limits of reform within capi-
talism, but strike hard at those
points of private economic power
which obstruct reforms that have
democratic support” (pamphlet,
p 7. Of course, “‘a national wages
policy is central to such a strate-
gy”. Alexander means by this
“an alliance of government and
trade unions” to redistribute in-
comes by taxation at the expense
of “unearned incomes”, to main-
tain stable prices and to raise
real wages and salaries by “at
least” 3 per cent annually (pam-
phlet, pp 7, 32). 2

We can ignore the finer consti-
tutional details, such as the for-
mation of a National Wages Ad-
visory Council representing the
‘three sides’ of industry —
Government, TUC and British
Employers’ Confederation — or
the provisions for ‘moral pres-
sure’ and ‘public opinion’ to be
brought to bear on any of the
recalcitrant ‘sides’ by the others
and by other members of the
same ‘side’

We can ignore, likewise—for
the moment at least—the extra-
ordinary modesty of the plan.
If 3 per cent plus stable prices
is an example of capitalism’s
‘sticking point’ beyond which
“democracy must retreat or capi-
talism must be replaced”, we are
wrong. very wrong, in thinking
capital in one form or another
rules the world.

Goal and achievemenF

Compare Alexander’s goal with
the actual achievement by, say.
the Japanese working class of a
7 per cent per annum increase in
real wages while prices kept
steady between 1951 and 1956
(GC ~Allen, Japan’s Economic
Recovery, Oxford, 1958, p 201),
or by the Germans of 8 per cent.
annually or the Dutch of 5 per
cent, between 1950 and 1955
(United Nations, Economic Sur-
vey of Europe in 1956, Chapter
IX, p 4)—and all this without the
benefit of a Labour Government
pledged to a ‘socialist wages plan.’

But these are incidentals. Let’s
accept as desirable the aims of
the plan, however limited: Let’s
forget the finer points of con-

sagocialist Wages Plan” in SR, June 1;

together with John Hughes, in the
pamphlet, A Socialist Wages Plan,
published by New Reasoner and Uni-
versity and Left Review, called here,
pamphlet); his review of Conviction
in the New Reasoner No. 7.

stitution-mongering. What we
are after is an appraisal of the
overall strategy of ‘probing
the limits’. What does it mean in
practice, or in terms of a socia-
list wages policy, how is it to
come about? What is the social

agent that will implement it?

These are fundamental questions.
Their answers will help to explain
the differences between SR’s
‘What we Stand For’ and Alex-
ander’s strategy, between a tran-
sition program of revolutionary
reformism, if you like, and a re-
formist program of accepting the
status quo.

The agent

Alexander is quite explicit
about the method, the agent of
reform. It is a Labour Govern-
ment that has worked out a
wages policy with the unions and
obtained a promise of support for
its implementation; that has, be-
sides, obtained a clear mandate
for it from the country (pamphlet
p 58 and elsewhere).

Then he stops : Nowhere does
he so much as suggest that a
future Labour Government would
be any different to its predeces-
sors. Nor does he analyse its
predecessors. He gives no reason
to suppose that another Labour
Government will not try to re-
peat the Crippsian wage-freeze of
1948-49, will not give way to
rising prices as did the last one in
its final phase, will not adopt as
do-nothing a policy on income
redistribution as. its predecessor®.
Nor does he give any grounds for
supposing that a new Labour
Government will deal more firmly
with the monopolists, be they
midgets like Tate & Lyle or
mammoths like the steel firms.
He shows clearly enough how
monopoly profits and profit mar-
gins soared throughout Labour’s
last administration (pamphlet, pp
60-5). He does not outline a
guarantee against repetition.

Trust busting

The plan rests on the Labour
Government’s ability to squeeze
monopoly profits, to prevent pri-
ces from rising. A strengthened
Monopoly Commission, govern-
ment fiscal measures — ‘differen-
tial taxes, investment allowances
—will be used to induce business
to keep profits below “prescribed
maxima” (pamphlet pp 43-5).
That is all. Whether a Commis-
sion can bust monopolies which

*Here Strachey is our authority. He
states that the post-war Labour Goyv-
ernment did nothing but “maintain
this new and markedly, though not
enormously, more equalitarian pattern
of distribution” which “took place
mainly during, not after, the war”
(Contemporary Capitalism, p. 137).

are capitalism’s normal form of
organization today, is left vague.
Whether profits can be controlled
by a (presumably) hostile govern-
ment without destroying private
capitalism, is neither asked nor
answered.

Alexander does recognize that
capital might offer opposition.
“Clearly”, he writes, “it would be
dangerous to rule out the possi-
bility of a ‘strike of capital’ at
some point . . .” But what should
be done? How prevent it and
keep the capitalist machine run-
ning despite the capitalists? Ah,
“it would be necessary for a La-
bour government embarking on
such policies to prepare public
opinion for such a possibility, and
to make clear that it would know
how to meet such a crisis”.

And how would it meet such a
crisis? How would a Labour
government, pledged to pushing
capitalism to its ‘sticking point’
while retaining the basic fabric of
class control, lack of planning
and so on prevent, say, a massive
desertion of capital from Brit-
tain? Can a program of redistri-
bution, unacceptable to the ruling
class, tally with recognition of the
chits of paper and other capi-
talist property conventions which
are dynamite for a ‘legalistic’,
‘constitutional’ Labour govern-
ment?

Capital flight

No answer. Not the briefest
reference to the last attempt.

It is worth recalling. As long
as the Labour government was in
power there was a constant —
and illegal—drain of capital
abroad. As Challenge to Britain,
the Party’s policy statement pub-
lished in 1953 stated, “of £645
million of private capital which
left Britain during 1947-49 only
£300 million represented genuine

" investment in new projects. Some

£350 million was ‘hot’ money
quitting Britain because its ow-
ners disliked the Labour Govern-
ment’s policy of fair shares or
were engaged in currency specu-
lation (p 6).

That was until 1949. Export
of capital became disastrous in
1951 when, in conjunction with
panic stockpiling of raw mater-
ials, it led to the balance of pay-
ments crisis which pushed Labour
out of office. Not exporting suffi-
cient to cover the rising costs of
imports, the country had to pay
£344 million out of its precious
gold and dollar reserves. (The
sum was originally thought to be
£521 million). At the time, the
rise in prices was blamed: nobody
in authority thought of paging
through the capitalists’ books to
check whether there was any

other reasons.

Subsequently it was shown that
in the same year £315 million
(£100 million more than was esti-
mated at the time) was shipped
abroad in ‘hot’ and ‘cold’ invest-
ments 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. Ballogh, “Pitfalls for
a Labour Government”, New
Statesman, December 19th, 1953).
The extra £470 million - spent
abroad illegally and semilegally
was more than enough to cover
the balance of payments deficit.

Did not know

But the Labour government
did not know. It could not know,
not without infringing capitalist
‘property rights’ by opening the
books of companies and by using
the information so obtained to
control their activities in detail.
At a later date, Gaitskell could
do no more than look back re-
gretfully at “the really deplorable
ignorance about stocks and works
in progress. 1 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 in-
formation on this point”. (Fabian
Journal, No. 14, November 1954).

In the light of this, would Alex-
ander agree to nationalize the
banks and foreign trade? No!
Open the books of capitalist con-
cerns? Oh no! Appeal to workers
to report on destination and
source of all goods, to take con-
trol? Certainly not! That would
not do. Remember, we are pro-
bing the limits of reform. not
cleaving to the heart of revolu-
tion. Therefore, “prepare public
opinion” and make it clear that
Labour “would know how to
meet such a crisis” as, presum-
ably it knew in 1931* or 1951 or
1961(?). Once again, inducements
will be lazvished on business to
‘restore confidence’ and Britain
turned into a haven for Capital.
What then of the wages plan?
The 3 per cent? The stable
prices?

The state

The handcuffs Alexander pre-
pared for capital have turned into
cufflinks. And no wonder. His
executive agent, the next Labour
Government, can no more cur-
tail the workings of the capitalist
system than a butler dismiss his
Lord.

This Alexander refuses to ad-
mit. His whole analysis tends to
give the state independent power,
above and beyond the classes.

*See P. Mansell’s useful article on the
1931 crisis, SR, june 1,
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When he tried to define its func-
tion he is compelled to recognize
social reality, but nevertheless
manages to emasculate the state,
to make it neutral, classless, the
instrument of whosoever wishes
to use it: “The state in a mixed
economy,” he writes, . . . will
carry out policies either primarily
in the interests of capital, or in
the interests of wage earners”
(pamphlet, p 57). After Eric
Heffer remonstrated in his criti-
cal article (SR, mid-April) re-
minding him that “the Britisn
state is a class state, created by
and for the British ruling class,,’
Alexander retreated once again:
“I accept”.he writes, “that . . .
I could have been more explicit
and thorough (as if anything
could be more explicit—MK) in
our treatment of this crucial
issue. We did not make it clear
what I think is an important dis-
tinction—between the policies
that can be wrung out of a capita-
list state and which can favour the
working class relative to other
secions of the community, and the
ultimate policy question of the
abolition of capitalism and ex-
ploitation the defence of which is
the main function of the capialist
state” (SR, June 1st).

Business controls

Admission is not, however,
understanding. To give us that
the defence of capitalism and
exploitation “is the main function
of the capitalist state” is not to
think out the myriad intercon-
nexions between business and
state regulation, business and law;
it falls far short of analysing the
effect of the state’s class nature on
reforms such as are implied in
a socialist wages plan.

We needn’t theorize. There is
a wealth of experience to sum-
mon, and precisely from the
period of the last Labour govern-
ment.

Probably its most shocking
feature—shocking to any socialist
who retains illusions as to the

socialist character of the Labour *

government in office — was that
Big Business itself administered
the controls over Business. Even
the Civil Service had to make
way. The following facts, taken
largely from Rogow and Shore’s
excellent work, The Labour
Government and British Industry
(Oxford, 1955), are revealing:

The Chief Planning Officer,
1947-51, was Sir Edwin Plowden,
a director of British Aluminium
and two other companies. The
Capital Issues Committee (which
approved or vetoed any major
investment plan) consisted of
seven bankers, stockbrokers and
industrialists plus one Treasury
official who, being Secretary, took
no active part in the proceed-
ings. The chief industrial adviser
to the Board of Trade was Sir
William Palmer, Chairman of the
British Rayon Federation. Most
of the advisers and commodity
directors at the Ministry of Food
were representatives of business
interests, paid by their firms.
Unilever alone filled ninety
posts in the Ministry of Food,
twelve of them senior posts. A
director of the Iron and Steel
Federation headed the Steel
Rearmament Panel of the Minis-
try of Supply and the personnel of
the various metals controls was
drawn largely from the Non-
Ferrous Metals Federation.

.

G. R. White, an official of the
United Tanners' Federation, was
leather controller at the Board of
Trade. The match controller in
1946 was employed by Bryant
and May and even had his offices
on that firm’s premises. The
paper controller was Sir Ralph
Reed, Chairman of one of the
largest paper manufacturing firms
in the country. Major F. .
Stratton, a director of Dolcis, was
footwear controller, and the hosi-
ery, furniture and tobacco con-
trollers or advisers were trade
officials. Employees of Distillers
Ltd. occupied the top posts in the
Molasses and Industrial Alcohol

Control of the Board of Trade,

and Liverpool’s cotton firms sup-
plied the bulk of Cotton Control
personnel. Timber Control, the
largest of the lot, was almost
completely staffed by industry
people, working to a large extent
on an honorary basis, i.e., paid by
private industry.

Newsprint was allocated to a
trade body, the Newsprint Ra-
tioning Committee. The Meat
Importers’ National Defence As-
sociation and the Wholesale Meat
Supply Association distributed
imported meat. Rationing of
clothing was the concern of trade
associations, while controls over
the ‘sweets’ trade was in the
hands of the cocoa and confec-
tionery trade associations who, by
1950, were allowed to classify and
distribute the raw materials with-
out further authority from the
Ministry of Food.

The Mond Nickel Co. imported
all nickel and rationed it to users
through “an unofficial system
working between the Mond Nic-
kel Co. and the Ministry of
Supply”. Sulphur was purchased
by the National Sulphuric Acid
Association which consisted of
three sulphuric acid producers.
When the Ministry of Materials
became the sole importer of tung-
sten ores and concentrates it pro-
posed to form a company whose
management would include repre-
sentatives of three private firms

.in the trade.

The Ministry of Food worked
with private companies in a big
way . .. But why go on?

Alexander and workers

This was a Labour govern-
ment! a government supposedly
dedicated to working-class inter-
ests, supposedly riding roughshod
over those of the capitalist class.
This was Labour in power before
the rejection of nationalization as
an instrument of policy, before
the leaders had accepted the Tory
program of pound-first-employ-
ment-after implied, inter alia, by
convertibility, before the Gaitskel-
lite emasculation. That was then.
To expect the present aspirant to
power to form an alliance that
will “probe the limits of reform
within capitalism™ (assuming, for
the moment, that the concept
meant anything in practice) is lu-
dicrous.

We must be fair. If one can
discern a naivety, a vagueness, a
hopefulness and a fine liberal op-
timism in Alexander’s approach
to state/capital relations, there is
nothing like it in the other plank
of his “socialist wages plan”.

On the contrary, when it comes
to the Labour government’s re-
lations with workers, he shows a
finesse, a grasp of detail, a “rea-
lism” that would put many a

labour relations officer in private
industry to shame.

He writes: “low income groups
are in some circumstances -to be
asked not to press to the limut
their influence on money incomes,
arising from strong bargaining
positions” (pamphlet, p 32).
(We are not, of course, told the
circumstances). Workers are to
be restrained from pressing claims
where profits are high but to
“tackle this through fiscal policy.
or anti-monopoly investigation
and controls, or possibly direct
price control . . .” (pamphlet, p
35). Workers—and this under
capitalism, mind—should “con-
cern themselves about increased
economic efficiency and higher
productivity” (pamphlet, p 38).
There are to be no higher than
nationally-negotiated rates since
“we invisage a fiscal and price
policy tough enough to reduce
the ability of firms to push earn-
ings faster than negotiated rates,
whether by way of merit rates or
other plus rates or bonuses . . .”
(pamphlet, p 53) which means,
of course, that sacking— here
called “propulsion”—must be.re-
cognised as an instrument of poli-
cy: “re-allocation of labour be-
tween firms by propulsion rather
than attraction based on high
earnings differentials” (ibid).

Class state

This then is the sum total of
Alexander’s  “socialist wages
plan”: dragoon the workers
into accepting its stringent re-
quirements, wheedle or bluff the
capitalists into accepting its (for
them) limited demands in order
to present to the world a magnifi-
cently conceived “socialist” plan
that has one-half the dimension
and one-tenth the reality of re-
cent capitalist wage behaviour in
the rest of the world.

The Socialist Wages Plan alone
need not have required so much
critical space were it not that
it represents a substantial trend
of thought within the Labour
Movement—that of the “enlight-
ened” labour bureaucrat—and
that it is a detailed exposition of
a more general strategy: “‘probing
the limits . . . within capitalism”.
I have tried to show that the
major weakness in the plan and,
by implication, in the strategy, is
the attempt to substitute a con-
cept—the state—disemboweled of
any reality, abstracted from soci-
ety, for a social force as the
agent of reform. Alexander fails
to see the state as a class imple-
ment, fashioned specifically and
exclusively for the rulers. He
fails to realize that under capita-
lism, workers will never be able
to force the state to serve their
ends. At most, they can hope
to lessen its bite, to force it to re-
treat a bit here and there.

This is to say that reforms are
not impossible within the system.
On the contrary, they are pal-
pably with us and have been for
a long time. But they do not
derive from abstract planning of
alliances between Party and
Union machines, nor from slick
attempts to inveigle an enemy
state into part-expropriating its
rulers. The matrix of reform is
workers strength in pursuing the
class struggle.

It need hardly be said that we
do not see in every worker a con-
scious crusader. Far from it. His
gains come to him often, indeed,
mainly, through compelling cir-
cumstances over which he has no
control : labour shortages and
bottlenecks during wars and
booms, for example. But con-
scious or not, circumstances can
only be turned into hard cash and
soft conditions through working
class action, through workers tak-
ing advantage of a favourable
opportunity, of a sellers” market,
to push up the price of their
labour power.

Socialists’ job

widl, Loen, 18 lhe 1uncuon or
Suciduss A4S 1L sulucient w pro-
DUUDCE LOAL Class SUWUEEIS 1S &
1dCl, was a 1dCl DELOIC ivadlX Ie-
Veaied 1L 48 Sucn, ana sil pack 1o
wadll 10r mstory L0 uniowd ¥ Cer-
winly nolt. working class con-
SCIOusness, WOIKIng class action,
15 e pnilosopners’ stone wwat
ransinuees  ravourable circum-
slances ato petter condiuons; it
18, equally, the sole agent in seiz-
g power to coange society, in
buuaing a workers’ state to smasn
the capitalist state.

lhe socialist’s job is to work
with and on this consciousness, 1o
deepen 1t, make it more Inclusive;
10 make, in other words, working
class action contradict the system
more directly and unambiguously.
He 1s not working with a liteless
concept. Class consciousness and
action are two necessary aspects
of peing a worker under capital-
1sm; they are always manifest in
one form or another, in one
degree of intensity or another.
Every new machine throws
speeds, rates, conditions into a
melting pot, raises imperatively
the need to determine new con-
ditions, to resolve anew the pre-
cariousness of employment. Day
by day workers are thus forced
to battle for partial control over
production. Every day, again, the
chaos of capitalism shoves its
ugly mess into the workshop, cry-
ing out aloud for order, efficiency,
planning. Day after day, the
labour bureaucrats — both from
Transport House and King Street
—sour workers’ victories, engineer
their defeats, shackle their mobil-
ity. Daily, workers thrust against
these and other problems, some-
times fighting on clear issues,
sometimes not; sometimes strong,
sometimes feeble; but always,
fighting.

Differences

These built-in conflicts within
capitalism are the seedbed of
working class consciousness. They
are an inescapable struggle that
claims real solutions, solutions
that cannot but contradict the
system.

Where Alexander sees a part-
solution in a plan in which wor-
kers are assigned a passive role,
in which they are required merely
to adjust to changes in the system
brought about by some other
agent, we see no solution unless
it rests on workers’ action, on
deepening consciousness. These
are the sole agents of change
within the capitalist system (re-
form) and of it (revolution). By
ignoring class struggle in its pub-

See next page






