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T
HE working class in increasing numbers is beginning seriously to
realise how far the Labour Government has gone in its betrayal
of the programme on which it won the General Election in 1945.
Such measures as the National Health Service and Family Allow­

ances are being robbed of their significance by the lack of health centres
and new hospitals, and rising prices. The new Education Act is being
throttled for lack of schools. The housing programme is far from meet­
ing the needs of the people. Above all, the idea is gaining ground that
all the gains of past generations of struggle for wages and conditions are
now in danger, and that the offensive against the living conditions of the
workers that has carried on since 1947 (especially on wages and hours) is
going to be sharpened.

Sir Stafford Cripps estimates that, given no major increase in rearma­
ment, by 1952-53 Britain will be independent of Marshall" Aid", but
only by living on standards that are not higher than those obtaining at
the present time.

In their present offensive against the Communist Party, which is part
of the preparations for new attacks on workers' wages and conditions, the
right-wing Labour leaders know full' well that we, as always, will stand to
the fore in defending the gains of the past, fighting to extend them, and
at the same time strengthening the ranks of all who fight to maintain
peace.

We are confident that we shall be successful, because already a growing
awareness of 'the seriousness of the fight that has to be conducted can be
observed. Proof of this can be seen in the recent token strikes of the
engineers and railway shopmen for higher wages, the resentment at the
Government's rearmament programme and slowing down of demobilisa­
tion reflected in the lack of response and increasingly open hostility to
the Territorial recruitment campaign, as witnessed by the hostile demon­
strations against recruiting speeches at football and boxing matches, and
the admission of Reynolds News (24.10.48) that this campaign is a flop.

FACING THE FACTS

There is a great deal of sunshine talk about Britain having "turned
the comer" and now being in "Recovery Lane". What are the actual
facts? Until recent months the products of industry could be sold fairly
easily, because there were so many shortages following the war. This
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period, described as a "sellers' market ", is now coming to an end and
in consequence there are new problems created by increased competition
for the world market-not only the great drive of the U.S.A. but also
revived competition from Germany and Japan. All these new features
in the situatio~ have been aggravated by the Government's policy of
cutting down capital expenditure because of excessive military commit­
ments, which has retarded the reorganisation and modernisation of
Britain's basic industries.

Consistent Government and right-wing propaganda tries to persuade
the Labour movement that full employment is here to stay, that by some
unstated means capitalism can now guarantee full employment. This is
nonsense. Present employment levels are maintained only by the post­
war replacement boom. The ominous signs of the end of the sellers'
market in the export trade should be a clear warning that with this there
will also be an end to full employment.

Sir R. Weeks, Vice-Chairman of Vickers, commenting on Cripps's
speech at the Margate T.U.C., stated:

" In spite of the cheering news Sir Stafford Cripps gave us ten days ago, at
the present rate of progress, and with some of the existing policies, there is no
positive certainty that Britain's industrial future is secure... There must be
restraint in the application of improved social services and in nationalisation, and
the necessary increased home productivity could only be achieved by harder
work, longer hours, and the abolition of restrictive practices by employers and
employees. . .. At the moment we live in a fool's paradise. Food subsidies
have obviously got to be removed as soon as possible." (Financial Times,
27.9.48.)

It is also interesting to note the comment of the Financial Times (11.9.48)
in summing up the Margate Trades Union Congress:

" In future it is going to be much more difficult for attacks on profits or the
profit motive-either particular or general-to be sustained. The hitherto
despised • capitalist' incentive has at last been officially recognised as (at least
for the time being) soci~ly necessary." -

A further significant statement was recently made by Mr. E. H. Browne,
Chief Mining Expert at the National Coal Board:

"Political and economic uncertainties loom so large that they cannot be
ignored, yet their effect cannot be evalued. No one can foresee the economic
future of this country, let alone the future of Europe." (National Coal Board
School, 28.8.48.)

But perhaps the most serious and dangerous statement of all was that
made by Mr. Harold Wilson, President of the Board of Trade, who stated
at Southport on 5 October:

" Last year and this year the amount we could export had been determined by
what we could produce - and screw out of the home market. From now on
what we could export depended on the cost at which we could produce."

That is exactly the same type of statement, on the eve of a general
offensive against the workers' conditions, that has been made by the ope.n
representatives of a monopoly capit(llism in the past, and it has always been
followed by a drive for lower wages, longer hours and speeding up of
every worker on the job. But always this poifcy in the past has met
with the sharpest resistance from the workers, and there are many signs
to prove it will do so again.

There is often a tendency to see the main issue today as the prospect
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of a slump. But this is not the immediate issue. The immediate issue
is the organisation of the workers to fight against the offensive of the
Labour Government and the Federation of British Industries, who are
out for lower real wages, speed-up, and longer hours. We know that
under capitalism boom and slump periods are absolutely inevitable, but
our concern is with the immediate fight. We must avoid the danger of
minimising the seriousness of the position we now have to face, so that
the working-class movement fully understands what needs to be done
as far as the' immediate line of fight is concerned.

The Marshall Plan and a vast rearmament have played a part in
preventing an immediate economic slump in the United States, but
despite the temporary effect on employment of rearmament in Britain,
there is need to note how the Marshall E1 w' accelerate the
tende ies t a s -. the 'es eceivin Mars a '0 ".

First, what will be the effect of rearmament? While war preparations
in Britain will in some places temporarily stave off unemployment (for
example in some sectioqs of light engineering), it must be clearly under­
stood that they also weaken the basic economy of the country. Sir
Stafford Cripps admits that the whole so-called "recovery" plans of
the Government will be thrown out of gear if rearmament takes place
here on any large scale. Even while a partial rearmament can have
further serious results for the whole economy of Britain, it cannot change
the disastrous results of the general policy of the Government.

The capitalist press is now suggesting that the workers should not make
further wage demands, or should accept Tribunal Awards that do not
grant them their original demands on the ground that rearmament will
mean additional earnings through overtime and week-end work. It is
an insult to the working class to suggest that it should see in preparations
for war a means of improving its immediate living standards. Every
worker knows the terrible price that has to be paid if war breaks out,
as their own bitter experiences in two world wars so amply proves.

But it is not even true that rearmament will bring temporary prosperity. ,
The cost of these measures will be borne at the expense of the social
services, the housing programme, and the food subsidies. It will mean
less food for sale and less manufactured goods in the shops than we
would have had otherwise. It means shortages, higher prices, and longer
queues.

We note that the speeches of Sir Stafford Cripps and General Council
leaders always express opposition to any idea of'asking the, workers to
work harder-but; they are not asking for longer hours-but,' they are
not asking for wage freezing-but.

And behind all these .. buts" the ground is being prepared for an,
actual attempt to secure increased exploitation, lower wages, and longer
hours. That is what lies behind Mr. Wilson's speech to which I have
already drawn your attention. That is what lies behind the statements
of Sir R. Weeks and Mr. E. H. Browne.

All the talk of Mr. Tewson and Mr. Lawther about the "new status
and responsibilities of the .trade union" is only meant to cover up the
real policy, which is (1) to prepare the trade unions passi'9'ely to accept
the policy of the Labour Government and big business; (2) to stand for
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the complete dependency of Britain on the U.S.A., which in reality means
dependence on capitalism, the age-old policy of right-wing Social Demo­
cracy. It is the responsibility of the working class to find another
solution-a Socialist one.

BRIT AIN AND THE MARSHALL PLAN
The right-wing trade union leaders are making support of the Marshall

Plan the central feature of their entire position.
They make the claim that the Marshall Plan is essential for British

recovery. The opposite is the case. It is not a plan for recovery, but
a plan for the domination of Britain and Western Europe by the U.S.A.

On the part of U.S. big business, the aim of the plan is threefold; to
help to postpone the economic crisis in the U.S.A., to make Europe
economically dependent on American products while weakening the basic
economy of Britain and Western Europe, and to form'the centre of the
war plans of the U.S.A. against the U.S.S.R. and the workers' movement
of Europe.

The goods coming to Britain as the result of the so-called "aid" do
not include steel and only minute quantities of vital steel-making
machinery; and these goods are the key to any real recovery in Britain.
At the same time, under American pressure, the allocation of steel to
British shipbuilding has been cut down.

The terms of aid fundamentally undermine British economic and
political independence. British production targets are now subjected to
the American-dominated Marshall organisation in Paris: all capital pro­
jects using "aid" have first to. be submitted to the U.S. for approval.
Final control of British financial and trade policy is now in U.S. hands;
pounds set aside to pay for the" grants" can only be spent on projects
of which the U.S. 'approves. Full access to U.S. investment in British
colonial territories is assured with priority to U.S. requirements for
colonial raw materials (including uranium for atom bombs). Annual
economic reports must be submitted by Britain to the U.S.A. Free trade
with Eastern Europe is barred by American interference. Britain is com­
pelled to export precious coal and steel as "unrequited exports" to
bankrupt Marshall countries.

All of this affords endless opportunity to U.S. big business to dominate
and decide policy for Britain, and it is clear the U.S. are insisting on
cutting down housing and social services.

What have been the actual economic developments since the plan came.
into force?

(1) Priority in the share-out of Marshall dollars for the building up
of German heavy industry; a tremendous increase in recent months
in German steel production, based on ample supplies of scrap and
rich Swedish ores to the German steelworks at a time when British
steelworks are starved of these materials. The dismantling of any
more factories in the British zone of Germany is prohibited by
America.

(2) Revival of Japanese industry and exports: General McArthur has
a plan for' £250 million exports for Japan by 1950 (including
textiles and ships).
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(3) Cut down in steel for British shipbuilding; big increase in U.S. ,II

State subsidies to their shipyards; 50 per cent of Marshall goods, ',1,

must be carried in American ships. British shipyard orders a.nd'd
construction have begun to fall off. ,.i : "

(4) The Times (26.10.48) points out that Marshall aid exports are CO~-:I _:

peting with Britain (especially in food, drink, and tobacco). "It·.
has always seemed that E.R.P.... might make things temporaril _,
more difficult for particular groups of British exports, since I' ':~

American shipments would be more freely available". ; til

This is why there is a reduction in some export targets.
(5) The use of more steel for defence is meaning less for re-equipment

and exports. Mr. Wilson, President of the Board of Trade, stated
(26.10.48): " ... defence may further limit the availability of
scarce materials for use in export industries."

'(6) The diversion of £124 million of British- sterling area exports­
mainly the most valuable-as" unrequited exports" to bankrupt
France, Italy, etc., while U.S. snatches the long-term markets. It
is not surpri~ing that this has caused the biggest row yet in the
Organisation of European Economic Co-operation, since it is
directly anti-recovery. .

Therefore we can see clearly through all the Transport House hypocrisy
that the" strings ' attached to the Marshall Plan are only there as window­
dressing to please Congress, that" enlightened" people like Truman,
Hoffman, and Marshall would never really use them to subjugate Britain.
They are using these clauses up to the hilt and interfering now on all
fronts on behalf of American big business.•

The whole effect is not recovery but further economic disruption. Yet
the whole basis of the right-wing approach is that for this plan the workers
should be speeded up, hours lengthened, and real wages reduced. The
notorious Anglo-American Production Council is now starting to operate.
The keynote of it will be rationalisation and speed-up. This is clear from
the analysis of British industry made by the U.S. industrialist, Cotton,
who states in the News Letter of the American Federation of Labour:

"For more than half a century British labour unions have clung to the
philosophy that a man who works too hard or increases his output an hour,
soon works himself out of a job. Before modernisation can take place, British
labour and management must change their traditional thinking and become
modern in outlook." -

The class-collaboration policy of official American trade unionism is
notorious. It would be interesting to know in what Labour struggles in
America in defence of the living standards of the U.S. workers these
American trade union representatives of the Pro~uction Council have ever
taken part.

The aim of the Anglo-American Production Council, dominated as it
is by the representatives of the American Trusts and the F.B.I., is a
mammoth rationalisation and speed-up drive, for which the anti-trade
union American employers are notorious throughout the world. The
speed-up in the United States does not mean the American worker is
getting the benefit of it. The high cost Qf living and increasing incidents
on the job are what he has to suffer. For example, in 1939 there were
1,600,000 American workers injured or killed on the job, but in 1946
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,(, this figure had risen to 2,000,000. Just as the Taft-Hartley' anti-trade
. union Act in America was introduced by these bosses, so they will
j"evcmtually want a similar Act in Britain. And the present frame-up

'I ~ agflinst the leaders of the'Communist Party in the United States will be
I. followed by a demand that a similar policy should be operated here.

; I' OUR POLICY
::1, Those who accuse us of havln'g a policy that aims at sabotaging
(\ , economic recovery are lying. Ours is the only Party in the country

l' to put forward a policy that could have led to real economic recovery
in the interests of the working class and lasting peace.

Even in the document sent by the British Government to the Marshall
Aid Administration it is- clearly shown that in mid-1948 the working
class had increased production 20 per cent above pre-war, but working-
class standards are lower and will stay lower in the future. .

The Government's production policy will not benefit the workers or
solve Britain's problem because its general policy is wrong, and the real
test of that policy is where it has brought the working class. 'The reward
for all that the working class has done during and since the war is
now increasing poverty, the shadow of war, and the prospects of a new
offensive against all existing living standards.

At the bottom of everything the Government and the employers are
doing, there are two main aims:

(11) To lower wages and lengthen hours to cut the costs of production
for more effective competition for the world market to maintain
and increase the profits of monopoly capitalism.

(2) For a rearmament policy to make Britain the American outpost
for a war on the Soviet Union.

It is the Government and right-wing Labour leaders who are sabotag­
ing a real policy of economic recovery, which we Communists have
always fought for and which 'canonly be acmeved on the basis of our
policy.

The Government's report to the Americans on its revised economic
plans for 1948-49 shows that it does not expect to be able to increase pro­
duction much above last year's level. Manufacturing output in the second
quarter of 1948 was 24 per cent above pre-war; for 1948-49 it is put at
only 25-30 per cent above pre-war, because its growth is limited by raw
material supply, particularly steel. It is also significant that according
to this report, exports which were 34 per cent above pre-war volume
in the second quarter of 1948 are only to be 37 per cent above pre-war
volume in 1948-49-that is, practically no rise is expected, presumably
because of the raw materials. difficulties and, even more, the economic
difficulties in seliing many export products.

It is therefore clear that the Government's production drive in
manufacturing industries cannot have as its main object to produce more
over all. Its purpose is to produce about the same amount more
cheaply-that is, either with lower wages per worker or by getting the
job done with fewer workers and making the rest" redundant". That
is why posters about " More from each means more for all " are giving
way to posters about cutting costs.
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Is it any wonder then if workers believe that "a man who works too
hard or increases his output per hour, soon works himself out of a job "?

The principal issue now is the -political fight against policies that are
reducing the workers' standards of living and to ensure that the trade
unions carry out their historic function under capitalism, of defending
trade union conditions against the capitalist policies of any Government
or leadership that attempts to carry them through.

REMEMBER THE PAST

We must remind the workers of their past experiences. Older workers
will remember the past, but there are millions of trade unionists who have
now reached adult age who have not had these experiences. We must
remind them of such facts as the " Increase Production-The Gateway to
More" campaign launched in 1919-20 by Clynes, Hodges, Brownlie, and
others in a very similar situation to that which exists now.

It led, despite the great strikes of 1919-20, to the all-out attack on wages
in 1921, when 7,200,000 workers had their wages reducep by £317,000,000.
It led to 1922, when 7,600,000 workers had their wages reduced by
£218,400,000. Every worker in the engineering and shipbuilding industries
and every miner suffered a great reduction in wages, as the older
workers will tell you when you mention this period to them.

In 1924 there was a Labour Government. It called on the worRers
then, as now, .. not to press for wage advances", not to .. embarrass the
Labour Government". It was described by Ben Tillett as .. the best
Tory Government the country has seen for years". It was denounced
by Ernest Bevin because of its attitude towards the wage demands of the
workers. .

At the Liverpool Labour Party Conference in 1925 under the leadership
of Morrison and MacDonald, final measures were taken to prevent
members of the Communist Party having any individual rights inside
the Labour Party. Then Baldwin came out with his slogan, the" Wages
of all workers must come down."
. In October, 1925, twelve leaders of the Communist Party were arrested

and sent to prison, and it is now a~itted that this was to get these
leaders out of the way while the Tory Goveniment was preparing to
enforce Baldwin's slogan, which led to the General Strike and miners'
lock-out of 1926. -

The history of the General Strike and its betrayal by those holding
- high position iIi the present Labour Government and Trades Union

Congress needs to be recalled, as well as the epic struggle of the miners
during their nine menths' lock-out in 1926, when their wages were
drastically reduced and their working hours extended, and when other
sections of the working class soon had to experience similar sacrifices.

In 1928 the right-wing trade union leaders gave full support to the
policy of class-collaboration known as Mondism,* and through this policy

* Mondism: The open collaboration of the trade unions and the employers' organ­
isations on the line of the recognition of common interests. Initiated by Sir Alfred
Mond of Imperial Chemical Industries in 1927, and responded to by Ben Turner, then
chairman of the T.U.C.
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