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MY PLAN FOR 2,000,000 WORKLESS

by ERNEST BEVIN

(General Secretary, Transport and General Workers' Union)

FOREWORD

IN submitting this pamphlet for your consideration, you will note that the proposals contained herein outline a plan for dealing immediately with the problem of unemployment.

I have had the opportunity of discussing the proposals with Employers, Trade Union Colleagues, Politicians, Members of Parliament, and others. All agree that even if the World Economic Conference achieves the highest hopes and trade returns to normality, the growth of technology, concentration and rationalisation is so great that it will be absolutely impossible materially to reduce the present figure of nearly 3,000,000 unemployed.

What, then, is to be done about the people who are the victims? The State cannot escape its responsibilities, and it is criminal to leave the position as it is. Therefore, in putting this pamphlet before all classes of the community, I plead for united action with a view to arousing public opinion and so ensure that Parliament will grapple with the problem in a thorough way and thus remove very grave injustices and suffering.

Everyone recognises that the problem of unemployment cannot be met by charity ; private enterprise cannot deal with it ; the attempt now being made to reconstruct the Unemployment Insurance Acts cannot alone meet the situation. I therefore ask that you will discuss the proposals in your Trade Unions, on Joint Industrial Councils, and all other bodies representative of employers and workpeople, and in your social, political and religious organisations, and forward your considered opinions, at the same time urging the Government to take immediate action.

The State have accepted the principle of pensions as well as the principle of Unemployment and Health Insurance, but the difficulty is that these measures have not been carried to the point of helping those of us who have the task of adjusting industrial relations ; therefore, we are now entitled to ask the State to take some such steps as those expressed in these proposals. Industry will then know what it has to carry, and the tortures suffered by thousands of the victims of the present industrial system—who may never again secure employment—will be removed for ever.

On the other hand, I plead for the young people and ask that a resolute national effort be made in order that they may be given the chance to which they are entitled.

The proposal in regard to hours of labour is a practical one. Having regard, however, to rationalisation, and all the other factors, the National Survey Board should have such powers as would enable it to compel industry to face up to its responsibilities to the workpeople who are disturbed or displaced by the measures taken in the reorganisation and development of industry. No longer should it be left to haphazard chance. The adjustment of hours and the acceptance of obligations to meet the revolutionary upset in the lives of the workpeople which these changes involve should be placed on an organised basis. This is the objective which these proposals seek to achieve.

Unemployment, with all its consequent demoralisation, ought to be tackled with the same determination with which slavery, child labour and other evils were fought. Unemployment is just as much an evil now as those evils were in previous centuries. A good deal of it is due to lack of will on the part of those in power, but a very much larger proportion is due to the out-of-date conception of the place the worker ought to occupy. From a trade point of view, for it to go out to the world that in these critical times Britain has given such a splendid lead for social advancement as these proposals involve, rather would it enhance our credit all over the world. The proposals would also make ultimately for efficiency in industry, for, after all, the queues outside those Labour Exchanges are a great monument to our incompetence and incapacity as a nation.

Civil servants, public employees, policemen, teachers, in some cases the better-placed industries, have had provision made for them. I plead for the miners, engineers, textile workers, dockers, and the great hosts who bear the brunt of unemployment.

I urge all people of good will to give these proposals their wholehearted support.

E. B.

Chapter I

Why Wait Ten Years?

These are definite proposals to deal with 2,000,000 of the unemployed

Mr NEVILLE CHAMBERLAIN, Chancellor of the Exchequer, recently arrested the attention of the whole of the country by his statement on the problem of unemployment.

In his speech Mr. Chamberlain made two important admissions:—

(i) That we have reached a stage when the country must face the prospect of carrying at least 3,000,000 of its population unemployed; and

(2) That, if the present basis of organising the labour supply continues, it is unlikely that there will be any serious inroads into this figure during the next ten years.

Begin Now !

In his explanation to Parliament, Mr. Chamberlain made a further admission, which is both vital and significant, that notwithstanding all that Parliament might do to restore the trade of the country, technological development is so great that, from the point of view of the absorption of the working population, the chances of doing anything really effective are remote.

In view of these admissions I am venturing to submit the following proposals for the consideration of the country.

I do not claim that these proposals will solve unemployment, but they are workable, they can be made effective at once, and, given the will, they should make a tremendous contribution towards easing the problem.

My proposals may be attacked on the ground that they will have the effect of stabilising Capitalism, and opponents of Labour may say that the proposals mean putting the nation on the “dole.” But, as a Trade Union leader, I have a duty to perform for the members I represent, and every day of my life I have to face the horrible fact of machinery taking the place of human labour.

Thousands of the people displaced by machinery are the best workmen and craftsmen on the old processes, and because their technique and skill are not required by the new processes they have no chance to-day of being absorbed into industry when trade increases as the result of improved methods of production.

An Unemployment Insurance Act limiting the liability of the State to 13 or 26 weeks, as proposed by the Commission, is only footling with the problem.

I approach the problem on the basis that unemployment must be accepted as a national liability, and my first suggestion is that there should be taken a complete survey of the working population for whom industry or the State must find employment or some kind of maintenance.

Then it should be ascertained to what extent, having regard to the changes in our economic life, there should be a contraction of that working population and the working hours.

If this survey were taken of the insurable population it would be discovered, taking a ten years' view and having regard to the inevitable changes that must take place, that it would be extremely difficult to find employment for all the available people, even with limiting the employable period of life to the years between 18 and 6o.

The Workers Suffer

In the schemes for the reorganisation of industry the workers must be considered. Take, for example, the proposal for one delivery per day in the milk trade, or the proposals for the reorganisation of the steel industry. If these are adopted they will displace a large number of men. I do not complain of the less toil; I welcome it; but I do complain of a system under which, when industries are reorganised, one section of the community is made prosperous whilst another section is left to starve.

If we are to have the economic State, let us begin in the right way.

The social services offer a first line of approach, provided that the problem with which we have to deal is placed on a national basis. We can then strike a correct balance sheet, setting off the economies my proposals will effect against the cost that will be incurred.

In subsequent pages I shall expand the following points and give concrete suggestions for immediate constructive legislation. Technological developments in industry demand a higher standard of intelligence and equipment, but at the same time they increase unemployment and render unemployable a large number of workers who are skilled in the old processes, but who are too old to adapt themselves to the new. The problem should be grappled with as a whole, and unemployment accepted as a national liability.

The aged and infirm should be transferred to a Pension fund and provided with an adequate pension. Persons of 60 years of age should be given the option of retiring from industry, in order to make way for younger people who are unemployed.

The school-leaving age should be raised to 16 years, and the educational system should be adapted to utilise the period between 14 and 16 for the purpose of training the young people to meet the requirements of technological development and to produce a higher standard of citizenship. During this period they should not be allowed to enter the labour market.

The working week should be shortened to absorb employable labour, and to prevent over-production, market gluts, and the breaking of the price level. Employment should be organised to meet the requirements of industry, and wages should be distributed on a more equitable basis. This proposal would lead to the creation of new industries to cater for the added leisure.

Chapter II

Pensions

Why not optional pensions at 60, invalidity pensions, and industrial disability pensions?

I BEGIN with pensions . At the moment the State pays a pension of 10s. a week to insured persons of 65 years of age, a pension to widows and also an old-age pension. The first two are payable whether the persons are still in employment or not, i.e., they receive the pension as a right. I hold very strongly that there should be an adequate pension at 65, with an optional pension at 60, payable on condition that the pensioners leave industry. The reason I fix the ages at 65 and 60 I will give later on.

At the moment two sets of conditions obtain; first, thousands of people are forced out of industry at 65, when their pensions become due, without having sufficient income to maintain them. They are compelled to go to the Poor Law to supplement their income, or become dependent upon their families.

Secondly, many pensioners remain at work—this applies, I am advised, particularly in the agricultural industry—and have their wages reduced by the amount of the pension on account of age.

The position of the man who is scrapped on becoming entitled to a pension, but whose wife is much younger and therefore not entitled to one, is deplorable. Surely it will be agreed that the state of affairs which the present pension scheme has produced is utterly wrong.

Pension on Retirement Only

The whole pensions’ scheme needs recasting and consolidating with a view to

(1) Removing the present charge on local expenditure, and 

(2) To take out of industry those persons over 65.

No person should be entitled to a pension until retirement actually takes place.

It may be argued that if you take the aged and the young people out of industry, you do not necessarily put in one for every person displaced. Very well; let us assume that two go into industry for every three displaced—a very large proportion of those you put into industry will be between the ages of 25 and 50, and I think it will be generally agreed that men between the ages of 25 and 50 represent with their families the maintenance of probably four of the community as against one or two, at the most, at the ages of 16 and 65.

I have fixed the retiring age at 65 because longevity has increased considerably during the past few years. In fact, a contributory factor to the present unemployment situation is the effect of our social and health services. In the terrible conditions of the 19th century death saved the industrial system a tremendous liability. I do not justify this, but it is, nevertheless, the brutal fact.

I estimate that the number of people in industry at the present time who are over 65 and receiving a pension of 10s. a week from the State is in the neighbourhood of 350,000. If they were paid an adequate pension the number who would remain in industry would be very small.

Two factors would operate; the employers would discharge at that and gradually, by practice and habit, the workers would look forward to retirement at that age and shape their lives accordingly-

The elimination of the need of assistance from the Poor Law and the absence of any obstacle to retirement under fairly decent conditions and the payment of the joint pension irrespective of the age of the wife would, I feel sure, remove any serious difficulty.

Optional Pensions at 60

Persons of 60 years of age who have been thrown out of work by the introduction of machinery and reorganisation have but a remote chance of being reabsorbed into industry. They should be given the option of going off the unemployment register and be given an adequate pension.

At the present time, unemployed persons between the ages of 60 and 65 are in a desperate position. Hundreds of them are subject to the Means Test, and it is really unfair to the Employment Exchanges to keep them on the registers as unemployed because it is known by everybody—Courts of Referees, Poor Law Authorities, social workers, and Trade Union officials— that they are past re-adaptation, past training, and will not, therefore, return to industry.

In the light of these plain facts, why torture them with the Poor Law system? Why not give them the option of a pension, and thus dispose of that part of the unemployment problem?

The fixing of an optional pension at 60 would permit adjustments which cannot be made now without great hardship, which the better type of employers, to their credit, agree with the Trade Unions to avoid by retaining workpeople until they are 65 and become entitled to a pension. Optional pensions at 60 would also facilitate the promotion of the younger people.

I favour a pension of £1 per week at least to an individual person, and a minimum pension of 35s. per week for a man and wife (or an individual person with dependents), provided the liability is undertaken irrespective of the age of the wife, it being understood that the payment of the pension would be conditional upon the non-receipt of wages, either by the individual or the wife. In the case of a man dying and leaving a wife and a young family, I would favour a grant for the children.

I do not put these figures forward from a bargaining point of view. In my opinion they represent the absolute minimum upon which a pensioned person could possibly exist.

Invalidity Pensions

Another class which must be dealt with under the pension scheme is what I will term the invalid class. This aspect of the problem was discussed very fully in the Joint Conference, which took place between the employers and the Trade Union Movement some years ago—I refer to the much-abused Mond-T.U.C. Conferences—and it was then generally accepted on both sides that age should not be the sole determining right to a pension.

The question arises as to whether a person with a physical disability must become a charge upon the State or upon a fund provided through the State. At the moment a large number of such persons represent a heavy liability on the Approved Societies and other organisations, and there is a tendency sometimes to blame the doctors for giving them certificates.

Speaking as one who has the responsibility of administering both the Approved Society and the Trade Union side, I would only say that an investigation of a large number of what might be regarded from a Friendly Society point of view as doubtful cases revealed that in almost every instance the individual concerned was genuinely physically unfit to follow his trade, and past any possible training or readaptation for any other trade.

This problem is now intensified by the present physical condition of some thousands of men who endured great hardship and suffering during the war, the real effects of which are felt as they get older.

Why carry the tremendous cost of administration, both on the National Health and the Unemployment Insurance side, or, alternatively, make them victims of the Poor Law in respect of persons in this category? The great proportion of them are victims of the present industrial revolution, and, after all, if their incapacity was due to a military war the State would have to provide a disability pension.

Why not have an industrial disability pension?

These workers are not in any way responsible for the upheaval that has taken place in the industrial world, and therefore, for all these reasons, they also should be brought within the scheme and provided with pensions, subject to a medical examination.

CHAPTER III

Pensions for All

We have pensions for policemen, civil servants, public servants : Why not pensions for all—up to the £1,000 a year class?

I next turn to the range of the suggested pensions. There has been considerable talk around the question of increasing the number of compulsorily insured persons to include those in receipt of £500 per annum.

In my view, persons receiving up to £1,000 per annum should also be included, for the very valid reason that industrialisation has now entered the office, and if one could get the facts, I think they would reveal that the number of private firms operating pension schemes for salaried staffs is extremely limited, and even then payment of the pension is generally dependent upon certain conditions being fulfilled.

The fact should be more widely recognised that to-day persons holding responsible positions in the offices of large industrial concerns are, owing to re-organisation, always in danger of losing their jobs. They should be given a chance to provide for their old age.

I would be prepared to increase the insurable figure beyond £1,000 per annum, so as to include all the salaried classes, for experience shows that even the higher-paid sections of the community are subject to ruthless dismissal when large industrial mergers take place. If they were brought into the scheme they would at least be sure of some income upon reaching the qualifying age. But I am sure, however, that with the bulk of the people, having regard to their experience of the widespread discharges which have taken place during the past three years, consequent upon re-organisation, there would be a general acceptance of the proposal to include in the scheme persons receiving up to at least £1,000 a year.

Salaried Class Now Industrialised

If I may here refer to the Unemployment Insurance Scheme, I should say that it should be extended to include not only agricultural workers, but also persons receiving up to £1,000 a year.

The salaried class are now industrialised. Many of them are at the present time passing through a period of great suffering as the result of the present industrial revolution. They are not only unemployed themselves, but their sons and daughters, on whose education their savings have been spent, are also unable to find employment, and their predicament is terrible.

Taking a general survey in the absence of any reliable data, I suggest that a pension scheme such as I have outlined would bring within its scope between 750,000 and 1,000,000 persons who are either on the unemployment registers and will continue to remain so until they die, or who are still in industry standing in the way of the employment of younger people.

There has always been a good deal of argument as to whether pensions should be provided through the medium of a contributory scheme or by direct taxation by the State.

Naturally, I am in favour of direct taxation. The heavy cost of the administration of a contributory scheme—the provision of stamps and cards and all the other paraphernalia, and the officialdom—would be saved.

It is, of course, difficult to estimate the cost of a scheme of the character I have outlined, but if I cannot get a pensions scheme, the cost of which would be met by direct taxation, then I am prepared, so vital is the problem, not to quarrel with a contributory scheme. After all, whatever the method, the cost must in the end come out of production.

There is also the fact that we have got used to the contributory method in other directions, and my experience is that workmen in industries which are not covered by a pension scheme would, in the absence of any better provision, support a contributory scheme to provide for their old age.

Contributions

In connection with the existing forms of State Insurance three units operate—the worker's, the employer's and the State's. In the Pension Scheme I propose I take the view that these units should be allocated as follows: half a unit to the workman and the balance between the employer and the State.

Such a division of the contribution is vital, because while it is true that the workman will be provided with a pension, a real saving will be effected by the employer and the State, since the cost of unemployment amongst aged workers will have been transferred to the Pension Fund.

The employer already benefits by a reduction in labour costs as the result of introducing new machinery, and he will also effect a still further saving because he will have been relieved of the necessity of making the grants which, in many cases, he now feels compelled to make.

The State also benefits already in the increased income-tax returns from higher production and investment, and it must be remembered that the State will also save considerable expenditure at the other end of the scale by the removal of large numbers of aged workers from the unemployment register.

I appreciate that in order to arrive at the cost of the scheme as a whole it will be necessary to get down to actuarial calculations, but I estimate that the liability can be carried for the very moderate additional contribution of 1s. 6d. per week per person.

If a contributory scheme is adopted, however, no contributions should be made by persons when unemployed, and the pension should not be affected by the duration of the unemployment period. This means acceptance of the principle that when persons are unemployed it is because the present system cannot provide them with work.

Houses for Pensioners

In addition to the pension scheme, I suggest that there should be established in every locality a scheme for the building of small houses for elderly pensioners, each with a small plot of land for gardening purposes. This would serve as a draw-off for the houses of the industrial workers and help towards the solution of the housing problem. The provision of the plot of land would give the old people an opportunity of utilising their spare time.

Before leaving the question of pensions, I would call attention to one very striking fact. We have already established pension schemes for policemen, Civil servants, public servants, and many other classes of the community, numbering in totality somewhere in the neighbourhood of 4,000,000, but the people who need pensions most—the miners, dockers, and other transport workers not covered by a scheme, the textile workers, the engineering workers, building, agricultural and general workers, all those, in fact, upon whom the trade of the country really depends—are denied the right, and denied it because industry itself cannot find a way to organise it. Therefore the State must organise it for them.

In my own Union we have been able to establish pension schemes for workmen in public services, but when we seek to establish the same principle for the dockers and general workers it is very galling to be met with a blank refusal. Good-luck to those for whom the principle has been established, but it should not be limited to them.

CHAPTER IV

The School-Leaving Age and Working Hours

Raise the School-Leaving Age and Reduce Working Hours ; an appeal to the Churches and to Teachers

In my view it is imperative that the school-leaving age should be raised to 16 years. I would much rather do this than lower the insurable age to 14 years. There are in Great Britain over 1,000,000 juveniles between the ages of 14 and 16 years, and if this number were taken off the labour market an important contribution towards the solution of the juvenile problem would be made.

In the first place, a very large proportion of the children leaving school at 14 years of age are not finding employment and are simply running the streets.

This naturally leads to all kinds of demoralisation and places a great burden of anxiety on the parents. In fact, I go further and say that it is tending to develop criminality and is adding to our problems of lunacy.

Regarding those who do find employment, I am satisfied that if correct statistics were available it would be discovered that a very large number of young people who obtain employment at 14 are again unemployed at 16 when higher wages are demanded.

The tragedy is that this kind of thing is very largely happening in the so-called new industries, the profits of which are enormous, and out of which reasonable wages at 16 and over could be paid if only the will were there.

An Appeal to Religious Bodies

We hoped to achieve the 15 years school-leaving age as a beginning during the regime of the Labour Government, and thus get ready for the increase to 16 years now, but, unfortunately, religious difficulties came in the way.

As a Trade Union official, and knowing the grave economic consequences involved, I would appeal to the religious bodies to come together and reach agreement on this problem.

Surely they must see that no amount of dogma and no amount of preaching can undo the mischief and terrible moral harm done to children as the result of running the streets after leaving school.

But, under the heading of School-Leaving Age, there will be an attempt to frighten the people on the question of cost; but, basing the cost on the available Government statistics, and allowing for the maintenance grant proposed by the Labour Government, it would cost the State approximately twenty-five million pounds per annum. This need not be a frightening figure. First of all, it represents the outside cost, but there is room for considerable economies in administration, adaptation of schools, etc.

Also, against it we must set off the cost of Poor Law relief now being paid in respect of children between the ages of 14 and 16 who are unemployed, the cost of young people now being paid Poor Law relief or Unemployment Pay who are over 16 years of age, who would be absorbed into industry as a result of raising the school-leaving age, and the further gain that would accrue to the nation by the removal of these categories from the field of exploitation.

Again, no one can estimate the terrible cost to the State of the curative work necessary in after years, due solely to the unhappy start of thousands of our young people.

The high standard of health and efficiency that will be gained as the result of increasing the school-leaving age to 16 years will be worth more to the State than the cost involved. It is true that the expenditure will be heavier on the educational side, but if this is set against the colossal cost to the nation of the physical and moral deterioration of the young if things are left as they are, it will prove to be a good investment. It will give the young people a better chance and make a splendid contribution towards raising the standard of life.

If the school-leaving age were raised, the religious bodies would have a much better opportunity of efficiently grappling with the moral problems than they have at the moment.

Although I am not a theologian, I have studied the tenets of the Founder of Christianity, and, frankly, I cannot square these with the opposition to the beneficent legislation of raising the school-leaving age with all the economic and moral consequences to the children.

I notice Churches making “charitable ” appeals at the present time on behalf of the unemployed. If they would only join in preventing the exploitation of young children and compel the State to provide for a later school-leaving age they would be making a far greater contribution than by “charitable ” appeals. This particular problem has been settled in Scotland-—why not in England and Wales?

Reduce Working Hours

I now come to the hours of labour.

The Government are at present studying the question in the light of the discussion at the Geneva Conference on the 40-hour week proposal.

I am quite satisfied that while a 40-hour week will represent a very big contribution it is not, in itself, a solution to the problem of unemployment. A 40-hour week is inevitable as a result of the development of mechanism, to which I have already referred.

It has been indicated by the spokesmen of the Government that it is essential to deal with the working hours internationally because of the question of cost.

What I cannot understand is, that when you propose to deal with a problem internationally the British Government nearly always puts up a strong opposition, and then when you attempt to deal with the problem nationally you are told it is impracticable because it must be dealt with internationally.

Really, these are merely excuses. Another suggestion is that the hours of labour should be dealt with by agreements between the employers and the Trade Unions. It may be good that there should be joint discussions as to how to accomplish a reduction of hours, but beyond this I have no confidence in reaching a prompt agreement with British employers.

There are 3,000,000 workers unemployed, but yet it is a fact, which cannot be denied, that at a meeting of the Federation of Employers, only two employers were willing to discuss the problem in all its economic aspects. It was just dismissed.

With a type of mind like that it is almost impossible to reach agreement. The coal situation in Britain clearly indicates the attitude of the British employers, and I am quite sure, discuss the problem as you may, that in the end the State will have to deal with it.

No Magic Figure

In suggesting 40 as the number of hours that should constitute the working week, I should like to point out that this is not a magic figure. It may have to be less. I suggest 40 as a guide, and on no account should it be used as a means of increasing overtime.

Experience has taught us that excessive overtime increases the difficulties of making adjustments ; the workers are inclined to pay greater attention to overtime than even to the wage standards.

The shorter working week should constitute a real attempt to organise the work of the population. It is true that something will have to be done to cater for the increased leisure, but I have no doubt that the bodies dealing with adult education, sport and cultural development, will deal with that problem, and that new developments to meet the increased leisure will spring out with great rapidity in all directions.

I insist, therefore, that the shorter working week must be used for the reduction of unemployment. There are thousands of shift workers at the present time working 56 hours a week, whilst in transport and distribution thousands are working up to 60,70 and even 80 hours a week. This power of the employers to do what they like in the matter of working hours and throwing the whole responsibility on the community must be curbed. There is a strong case for compulsory order in industrial organisation and distribution.

Take the motor industry, for instance. Here the workmen are simply hung on a string, so to speak; they are brought in for a day or so and then thrown out again.

If these employers had to shoulder the responsibility of providing for these men they would organise the production of motor cars on an entirely different system, and it could be done on the basis of a 40-hour working week. At the moment many industries estimate their hours requirements and carry on a yearly production, but the so-called prosperous motor industry has created a system of casual labour, both here and in America, which is disastrous.

It is not sufficient merely to limit the hours; we must at the same time devise means to compel competitive employers to place their methods of production on an orderly basis.

CHAPTER V

How We Can Do It

Why not a National Survey Board to cover the whole range of possible employment, pensions, and working hours?

SHORTER working week would make a substantial contribution towards solving the problem of casual labour in the docks industry.

Why should the great shipping interests be allowed to continue the practice of keeping men on call with no liability upon themselves, apart from the Unemployment Insurance contribution?

I have been fighting for over twenty years to establish a guaranteed number of working days per week as a definite liability on the industry. It would cost approximately 6d. per ton on goods entering and leaving the country, and before the introduction of tariffs I was informed that it was impossible for merchandise to carry this additional charge.

Yet tariffs have now been imposed and goods are now bearing the charge for revenue purposes, and the same people hail it as having given a great national impetus to the trade and industry of the country.

Turning to wages, I am satisfied that a 40-hour working week can be introduced without any reductions in wages. Evidence to justify this claim can be found in connection with the introduction of the 9-hour day, and, later, the 8-hour day. This apart, however, it is indisputable that the workers cannot stand any further cuts; they are down to the bone.

It should also be fully understood that any wage cuts introduced to meet the cost of a 40-hour week would simply defeat the object; the purchasing power of the workers would be correspondingly reduced, with the result that we should soon be back in exactly the same position.

Given the will and an honest and sincere lead from the British Government instead of the negative attitude adopted at Geneva, I am satisfied that a 40-hour week on the basis of existing wages can be established without any serious difficulty.

I appreciate that adjustments may have to be made in certain piece-work conditions, and in other minor ways, but I unhesitatingly assert that the main principle can be established. It is all a question of will.

The effect on industry would be tremendous. It is obvious that the regularisation of employment would bring new services into being. The abolition of overtime, the regularisation of hours, and the maintenance of the standard of living, would give a better equated income all over the country. It would save an enormous amount in unemployment benefit. It represents the most direct road to the reduction in taxation for which our opponents are asking.

Finally, it would immediately stimulate other forms of leisure services, because it has to be remembered that the so-called luxuries of to-day often become the necessities of the next generation, and generally lead to a new adaptation of industry very speedily.

There is no question as to our ability to carry out these proposals. It is, I repeat, all a question of will. If we will it, it can be done. Let us substitute can for can't, and stress it throughout the country! It can be done!

How shall we give effect to these proposals? In my view Parliament should set up a National Employment Board to survey the whole range of possible employment, pensions, working hours, and the limits of the employable population, and should give the Board the definite task of grappling with these problems.

The Board, having cleared the decks under the headings mentioned, should advise the Government as to the proportion of the employable population private industry can absorb and the proportion for whom the State must find employment.

In my opinion, the basis of employment, allowing for holidays, should be the provision of work for 48 weeks in the year at round about a 40-hour week. Future income calculations should not be purely on an hourly or daily basis; we should have regard to the essential income over the whole year.

One thing to guard against is long-drawn-out deliberations. When the May Committee was set up to deal with finance it acted with great promptitude, and I suggest that, if the same will operates, these problems can be tackled with equal promptitude. A very large part of the programme I have outlined could, I suggest, be dealt with under four months, provided the task is given to a small body, but, if it is necessary to wait until agreement is reached with all the interests involved, then we shall never succeed.

The Board should report to the Government, who should have power to give effect to its decisions within the limits prescribed by Parliament.

We want no more Royal Commissions or Committees or anything of that character. It is action that is needed, and needed speedily.

If the scheme I have proposed were adopted the problem of over 2,000,000 of our unemployed would be solved, while the creation of new industry in consequence of the changes involved would absorb a very large block of the remainder. The effect would be to create a demand for consumable goods, stimulating the whole internal trade of the country.

The regularisation of employment would give us a better opportunity of establishing a system of organised holidays, with pay, and other measures necessary for the physical and moral well-being of the community. The wealth of the country would increase and taxation would decline.

I do not claim for my proposals that they provide a final solution of our troubles, for that can only be provided by the reorganisation of society on the basis of public ownership, but I do claim that, if they are put into operation quickly and without any serious disturbance, they will ease the suffering of a large section of the community and remove some of the worst evils of the present system. Further, there is this to be said for the proposals: (a) they do not unbalance the Budget; (b) they go a long way toward balancing the Unemployment Fund; and (c) they would greatly reduce the torture of the Means Test.

Prosperity may come without these proposals being adopted, but it will be the prosperity of the financiers and captains of industry. Such prosperity will leave a tremendous portion of the population still rotting and dying in despair.

To all people of good-will, to whom the queues outside the Labour Exchanges have become (as they have to me) a veritable nightmare, I say, Join IN A TREMENDOUS EFFORT to get these proposals carried into Law immediately! Let me hear from you!

APPENDIX I

The Ways and Means of Ernest Bevin’s Proposals

By COLIN CLARK

Lecturer in Statistics, Cambridge University ; Prospective Parliamentary Labour Candidate, South Norfolk.

Raising the School Age

At the present moment (mid 1933) the numbers who would be affected in Great Britain, namely, boys and girls of fourteen and fifteen years of age is 1,190,000, comprising 600,000 boys and 590,000 girls.

But in this year the number happens to be particularly low, because, as a moment's thought will show, these mainly represent children born in 1917 and 1918, when the birthrate was very low owing to the war. Two years hence the situation will be very different.

If the raising of the school age is begun now, by keeping children on at school as they reach 14, so that the whole process of raising the school age to sixteen is completed by 1935, the number of children affected will be 1,530,000. Of course, at the present time, some of the boys and a good many of the girls do not enter the paid labour market at this age, being engaged in home industries, secondary education, etc. But this measure would be calculated to relieve the labour market to the extent of 500,000 boys and 340,000 girls, or the equivalent, on the basis which has been suggested of 330,000 men and 230,000 women.

Pensions at 65 Conditional on Retirement

It is very difficult to say accurately how many people over the age of 65 are at present engaged in paid employment. When pensions for persons between the ages of 65 and 70 were first made payable in 1928, only insured persons being eligible, 355,000 men and 175,000 women obtained pensions.

Practically all of these were in work then at the time the pension scheme was instituted, and, so far as can be seen, people on the average do not retire from work as a result of the present pension scheme at an appreciably earlier age than they used to.

The numbers eligible have been increasing very rapidly since 1928, and we must also take into account those over 70, or engaged in non-insurable occupations.

If we reckon that a third of those between 65 and 70 who do not receive pensions of 10s. per week retire as a result of the pension (and probably not nearly so many actually do retire) we reach the conclusion that there are as many as 900,000 people over 65 in work at the present time. Some of these, not a very large number, will be engaged in intermittent or part-time work, and in full work are not, of course, the industrial equivalents of younger men, but they represent the industrial equivalent of some 600,000 younger people, and if only half of them could be induced to retire by the new pension scale it would still mean some 300,000 new jobs.

The number of old people continues to increase rapidly and for 1938 the figures will be 350,000.

Optional Pensions at 60

The grounds for these pensions are: that an unemployed man over the age of 60 has very little chance of getting another job. There are at present about 125,000 men out of work between the ages of 60 and 65, with a small number of women, and clearly the vast majority of these would accept the optional pension.

Invalidity Pensions

It is difficult to make a calculation in this case, but the minimum estimate would be some 100,000 men who are not fit for work in any circumstances, while as a maximum figure it appears that about 250,000 unemployed men have some physical defect other than old age. A certain number of women might also be concerned, and we may make an estimate of 150,000 to 200,000.

Enforcement of the 48-Hour Week

The two worst offenders against the 48-hour week at present are the distributive trades and the catering trades. These employed in 1932, 1,727,000 and 325,000 respectively, and are among the largest of the non-manufacturing industries.

From an official inquiry held in 1925, it appears that some 40 per cent, of the employees in the drapery trade, 80 per cent, in the butchery trade, and 90 per cent, in the grocery trade work over 48 hours per week. The hours worked in excess of 48 averaged from 2 to 5 per week in the different trades.

We know from common knowledge that in many branches in the distributive trades, e.g., tobacconists and confectioners, still longer hours are worked.

In the catering trades another official inquiry in 1929 revealed in some ways an even worse position: 36 per cent, of hotel workers, 20 per cent, of the employees in public-houses, and 52 per cent, of the employees in non-licensed restaurants worked over 60 hours a week, and many over 66 hours a week.

The numbers working for 48 hours or less ranged from 15 per cent, in hotels to 55 per cent, in public-houses, but, taking the catering trade as a whole, 68 per cent, worked over 48 hours, the average number of hours worked in excess of 48 being 11.3.

Other trades affected would be entertainments, laundries, shift workers, road haulage, and certain railwaymen. These represent trades in which the 48-hour week could be strictly enforced, leaving aside the more difficult trades of agriculture, domestic service, and shipping.

In the distributive and catering trades the enforcement of a 48-hour week would probably lead to some curtailment of services rather than the engagement of extra workers.

If there were no curtailment we might expect 300,000 extra workers to be taken on as a result of the 48-hour week, and 150,000 would appear to be a modest estimate of the numbers that would be taken on even after allowing for this factor.

It should be noted that both the distributive and catering trades, the two principal offenders, have been making big profits of recent years and can well afford to grant this concession.

The 40-Hour Week

The universal enforcement of the 40-hour week is naturally a much bigger problem than the enforcement of a 48-hour week in certain fairly prosperous industries. Of course, a shorter week with a corresponding reduction in wages— which amounts to nothing more than a sharing-out of the available work—would be comparatively easy to arrange. But nobody wants it except a few abstract reformers. The main mass of Labour and Trade Union opinion is solidly against this proposal. Quite rightly, because in the present standard of the working-class there is nothing to give away.

A universal extension, to all industrial, transport, distributive and office workers of a 44-hour week, would bring some 600,000 extra into employment, and a 40-hour week some 1,300,000, if we assume that output would remain unaffected. But, actually, there would probably be some fall in output unless the measure was accompanied by a considerable degree of industrial organisation. For in some of the more depressed industries the rise in costs might lead to a fall in output and consequent unemployment. Some other industrial costs might also be increased.

Against this, wc have the improvement of markets, due to the spending power in the hands of people previously unemployed, but there is a danger that, if created in this way, the increased purchasing power might lead to a rise in the cost of living.

Bearing all these factors in mind, however, it is still true to say that a reduction in hours would lead to a considerable increase in the numbers in employment, though not so great as indicated by the figures above.

A universal enforcement of the 48-hour week should be brought about immediately; but further measures, in view of the amount of industrial reorganisation which would be required, should be introduced by stages, keeping in mind all the time our objective of a universal 40-hour week to be achieved in a few years.

Summary of Employment Proposals

The following are the numbers by which we could hope to reduce the unemployment totals by immediate measures:—

Raising School Age




  560,000

Retirement Pensions at 65



  300,000

Optional Pensions at 60



  125,000

Invalidity Pensions




  175,000

Enforcement of 48-hour week


  150,000

TOTAL





1,310,000

Also,

Enforcement of 40-hour week (about)  

  700,000

The reader will be aware that these estimates have been framed on a most conservative basis throughout, and might quite likely be exceeded in many directions. There are also two other items which have not yet been brought to account, and which should be added to our public works programme, namely, the building of houses for pensioners and the large amount of new school accommodation which will be required.

We are right in aiming at some such total as 2,000,000 for the numbers to be taken out of the “pool of labour” by the various measures described above. This is for a very profound reason described below.

In addition to proposals of the kind described above, the Labour Movement has declared for an expansionist currency and credit policy, a programme of public works and a distribution of consuming power to the workers, so as to promote the greatest possible activity of our existing industrial resources. But with the present degree of rationalisation, and with the organisation as it is to-day, there are limits to the possible increase in employment.

If we carry out our financial policy to the full, even up to the extent where we are in danger of causing a rise in the cost of living, I calculate we are unlikely to increase our employment by more than some 1,250,000, even after taking fully into account the stimulus given to employment by increased consuming power.

Fundamental changes in the organisation and planning of our industries would be required before we could increase employment further, and these cannot be brought about all at once or by purely financial measures.

Although it may seem strange to some, the capacity of industry to produce and employ is definitely limited. It may appear that modern rationalised industry has an indefinite capacity to produce, but any works manager will soon tell you that this is not so in practice.

Industry is working a long way below its best possible capacity at the present time, and the purpose of our financial policy is to raise it to this capacity, but anyone who thinks that financial measures alone can bring about a new world is rightly dubbed a crank.

But with this figure in view as the greatest expansion likely to be possible in industrial employment in the next few years, and with a series of proposals such as have been described above, we shall not be far off finding a solution for the unemployment problem.

The Finance of the Proposals

The cost of raising the school age should be approximately £15,000,000 annually. The payment of a maintenance allowance of 5s. a week to each child would require some £17,000,000 annually extra. Besides these would be a considerable nonrecurrent expenditure for new school buildings, to be met out of loans, as part of a programme of public works.

It is difficult to estimate the cost of the retirement pensions at 65 and the optional pensions at 60, on the basis of £1 a week for a single person and 35s. for a married couple or persons with dependents, without full actuarial calculations and certain new investigations, but it would seem to be in the neighbourhood of £33,000,000 a year additional to present expenditure. An invalidity pension of 30s. per week would cost some £14,000,000.

The entire cost of these pensions could be met almost exactly by an extra contribution of 1s. 6d. per week for men and smaller contributions, proportional to the present rates of Health Insurance contributions, for women and juvenile workers. Some part of this extra contribution should be met by the Exchequer and some part by the employer and employed.

The extension of Social Insurance to cover salaried earners between £250 and £1,000 a year would bring in a considerable sum in contributions, and with their comparatively light claims for both sickness and unemployment some relief would be given to both funds. This could be set against the Exchequer contributions, but on balance the inclusion of this class in the scope of social insurance would bring little gain or loss to public funds.

If we assume that as a result of our proposals some 1,300,000 are taken off the unemployment register or the Poor Law (i.e., before reckoning any of the results of the introduction of a working week below 48 hours) even at the present low scales of benefit and relief the national and local revenues would be benefited to the extent of £50,000,000. The major part of this would benefit the national revenues, but local finances in the hard-pressed areas would be immediately relieved.

The State could thus meet the full cost of the pension proposals, in addition to raising the school age, at a net extra charge of only £30,000,000 a year. If the cost of the Pension proposals were divided equally between employers and employed and the State there would only be a very small net charge on the Budget.

APPENDIX II

Questions Answered

A reply to various criticisms and suggestions

SINCE the foregoing articles appeared in the New Clarion, I have received an enormous amount of correspondence regarding them,

I propose to answer some of the most vital questions here and now.

Private Pension Schemes 

Ques.: What would be the position in regard to private pension schemes?

Ans.:
The 
pension
 scheme proposed is a State scheme, and, therefore, every person within the limits suggested should contribute thereto, whether the person is a contributor to a private pension scheme or not. The pension scheme proposed is not a contributory scheme in the ordinary accepted sense; the contributions from the three units is really a method of raising the money. The mistake in the Unemployment Insurance Scheme of allowing sections to contract out should not be repeated. In other words, the pension scheme should be treated in the same way as workmen's compensation; it should be an over-all scheme. Private schemes should adjust themselves to the National Scheme and not the National Scheme to the private schemes.

Compelling Persons to Leave Industry 

Ques.: Can you compel a person to refrain from working?

Ans.:   No, but you can decline to pay a pension while a person is working. This is not a means test; it is a question of establishing pension rights.

Qualification for Pension

Ques.: Would you make the receipt of a pension dependent upon an income limit?

Ans.:   No.
 The 
pension
 would
 be 
received as a right irrespective of personal possessions.

Houses for Pensioners

Ques.: Several correspondents ask how it would be possible to get pensioners to remove to the smaller houses. Would they not prefer to remain in the place where they had always lived?

Ans.:   I do not assume for one moment that a house will be built for every pensioner. What I suggest is, that there should be a fairly liberal supply of these small houses, at low rentals, in connection with every housing development. In Durham and in other places where the miners have provided this type of house, with small gardens, no difficulty has been experienced in filling them. As the concept of pensions grows the desire for change on retirement will, I feel, lead to rather a clamour to obtain the smaller houses.

Ques.: How would you adjust the savings on Poor Law as against the National Exchequer, etc., so as to bring your balance sheet into correct relation?

Ans.:   No 
better opportunity presents itself now that the Government has announced its intention of accepting responsibility for the maintenance of the able-bodied unemployed under 65. If this is done, then the necessary national adjustments through the grants system are made comparatively easy.

Amount of Pension

Ques.: Several correspondents ask whether the pension proposed is not too high, especially having regard to the wages paid in the Agricultural and certain other industries?

Ans.: Pensioners in agricultural industries would have to give way, in most cases, for the incoming employees to occupy the houses on the farms. This would mean that they would probably have to pay a higher rent elsewhere. In addition, certain other emoluments would probably be lost.

Again, if during his working life he has received low wages the more difficult it has been for him to put anything by to supplement his pension.

Apart from these reasons, however, there is no earthly reason why an agricultural worker should be treated any differently to an urban worker, especially as the proposal provides that the contributions to maintain the scheme should be the same.

The introduction of an equal pension would probably be the first real act of justice as between the urban and the agricultural worker.

Educational System

Ques.: How would you adapt your educational system to cover the period between 14 and 16 so as to permit of technical instruction preparatory to entering industry?

Ans.:  I am a great believer in cultural education, but I have never accepted the view that technical education and cultural education are necessarily in conflict. Therefore, I feel there should be close collaboration under these two heads. An examination is necessary in order to evolve the best method of utilising the last few years at school to the best possible advantage.

Effect of Raising School-Leaving Age

Ques.: Several correspondents have written and attempted to show that the proposed raising of the school-leaving age would only affect the first two years.

Ans.:   I do not see how my correspondents arrive at this conclusion—the effect of permanently raising the school-leaving age is to contract the number of persons whom industry must absorb. The contention appears to arise from a misconception.

National Survey Board

Ques.: A large number of correspondents refer to the National Survey Board and ask for information as to its functions.

Ans.:   At present there may be a concentration in an industry—such as the great steel consolidation—as the result of which production is really higher than it was before with a less number of units producing and a less number of people employed. Under the present arrangements private employers, with very few exceptions, will not accept any obligation and decline to join with the Trade Unions to adjust the hours of labour. They argue that it is an 8-hour day and make this the principle. The result is that the workpeople displaced by the concentration of production are thrown on the State and/or Local Authorities, which is unfair. Very often this concentration also has the effect of enhancing the earnings of those left in the industry and involves unnecessary overtime, thereby making for an inequitable distribution of the wage income.

It should be the duty of the employers to report these concentrations to the National Survey Board, and if there is a failure to absorb all the workpeople, or, on the other hand, to take adequate steps to deal with displacements, the Board should have the right to step in.

Secondly, when the Government is introducing changes, as in the case of the one delivery per day in the Milk Distributive Industry, the Board should be supplied with the facts and be in the position of securing an adjustment of the labour conditions corresponding to the new regulations, first by agreement with the employers concerned, and failing that, by an order. That is to say, for the first time in this country, a Board would be established to bring labour within the ambit of consideration and adjustment at the same time as the economic adjustments are being made.

The Board would also have under constant review the amount of labour private industry can absorb under given conditions, and in view of the fact that the State is accepting national labour for able-bodied unemployed under 65, and is talking of providing recreation, training, etc., I take the view that the State should consider the question of the provision of public work and the like, and not leave this to sporadic chance. The Board should assist in overcoming the difficulty that has always been prevalent as to the right and the wrong time to promote public works. For instance, if there is an increase in the labour requirements of industry, under an organised scheme with such a Survey Board there could be a slackening off, a kind of hold-over coincident with which the public authorities should be allowed, through their rates, to set aside the money they would otherwise expend on public works and keep it in reserve, thus having ready money available for expenditure as and when the labour requirements of industry declined.

In other words, once established the Board would develop a constant survey of the industrial field, including hours of labour and the flattening out of production. It would have power to require from the Government Departments concerned forecasts of trade, and from public authorities notification of possible developments. The Board would also advise generally, and when necessary advise the Government regarding the making of orders.

One of the first acts of the Board would, of course, be to conduct an analysis of the industrial position under the Pension Scheme with the object of ascertaining who, through the terrible strain of unemployment, etc., had become physically unfit and therefore entitled to exercise their right to invalidity pensions.

APPENDIX III

A Note on Trade Unions

THE foregoing suggestions in this pamphlet represent only one example of the constructive efforts made by Trade Unions in the interests of the social well-being of the people.

Perhaps the most characteristic feature of trade unionists is their unselfishness; the results of their work are enjoyed not only by themselves but by millions of others who do not contribute a penny towards their efforts.

The Minister of Labour, Sir Henry Betterton, recently pointed out in the House of Commons that Collective Agreements in this country cover nearly ten million workpeople. There are just under four million contributing trade unionists. Thus, six million people are working under Agreements that have to be maintained by trade unionists.

It is not only wages and hours of labour that Trade Unions deal with. Their work for the improvement of conditions in workshops, docks, mines, factories and offices benefits everybody concerned. During the past 30 years we have investigated and had scheduled numerous industrial diseases; we have secured not only Workmen's Compensation, but special provisions in connection with employment in dangerous trades for the protection of the workpeople's health; we have carried on a perpetual warfare against bad workshops and bad employers; by our efforts, we have influenced not only the development of legal protection, but also the actual lay-out of buildings and workshops. Amenities have been introduced that were never dreamt of a few years ago.

The trade unionists have sacrificed time, money and effort to minimise sweated labour and to establish Trade Boards.

Yet thousands working under the protection of the legal minimum wage have never realised what it has cost to bring this about. If they did, every person working under these Trade Boards would willingly contribute to the Unions and help, not only to maintain the present standards, but to improve them.

The trade unionists have distributed millions of pounds since the War and during the present terrible depression. No other voluntary organisation can show such a contribution per member, in proportion to income, to help their fellow workers in distress.

There are a 101 other activities. They are not sensational and do not get in the Press, but it is certain that if we could, as the Americans say, "get over" the details of our work to all the people, the Unions would double their strength. One only hears about them in the Press when there is a strike or some public turmoil but, as all those in touch with the daily life of the Unions know, that is the smallest side of our work.

I take this opportunity, therefore, to ask all those who read this pamphlet to consider their obligation towards their fellow workers.

I would ask parents to teach their children never to become mean and take what others have won without contributing to the common pool of money and effort.
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