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INTRODUCTION  - A 'common responsibility with capitalism'

Contrary to current left-wing propaganda the British working class does not live in a vacuum. It cannot act as though capitalism were not in crisis, cannot behave now as it did when the economy was healthy and expanding.

The roots of the current crisis have been with us throughout the post-war period:

'Since 1945 the two main things affecting the survival of the working class are 

(1) the tendency for the level of investment to be too low to ensure sufficiently extended accumulation, thus threatening the continuing development of the productive forces. (One of the consequences of this is that working class consumption cannot increase sufficiently, as there is nothing additional to consume.)

(2) the inability of management to organise production on the shop floor efficiently so as to maximise the productivity of labour and capital in the production process - with the result that both labour power and capital are wasted and thus there has been comparatively less produced to be available for consumption and investment.' (Workers' Control in Britain, B&ICO Policy Statement, January 1974)

We argued that these threats to the jobs and living standards of the working class can only be overcome by workers taking control of industry. The bourgeoisie cannot do the job for us. It is no longer capable of forcing the development of the productive forces to allow for economic expansion - greater efficiency and productivity.

As G D H Cole, one of the most perceptive of British socialists pointed out sixty years ago:

'... at some time before the wage system is ended, it may become necessary for Labour to take a hand in the running of industry, and to accept what is sometimes called "a common responsibility with capitalism". There may come a time when owing to Labour pressure, capitalism and the capitalist state are no longer strong enough to control industry alone, and, at the same time, the workers are not strong enough to assume complete control ...


'... it is certain that the time for such a partnership is not yet. It could be acceptable only when the fabric of capitalism had been undermined by the perfection by the workers of their control over labour.' (G.D.H. Cole: Self Government in Industry 1917)

[In terms of?] political and economic organisation British capitalism has grown progressively weaker and less able to compete in the world market. The managers of British industry have grown ever more inept and incompetent. British industry today is characterised by gross waste and inefficiency.

As the working class has matured the bourgeoisie has degenerated to the point where it has no answer to the current crisis and can only call on the working class to restrain itself. It has no answer within itself to the problem of how increased resources for investment, from profits and public funds, can be used efficiently. Only the working class can ensure productive use of resources. To do so it must back up its acceptance of wage restraint with determination to involve itself in what have been up to the present straightforward managerial decisions, taken by capitalism's representatives in the interests of capitalism. The working class must take responsibility for decisions on manpower and capital allocation, on the whole range of questions affecting production.

The time for a common responsibility with capitalism is now. The situation of social stalemate and dual-power in industry, which Cole described sixty years ago, has finally come about. Owing to working class pressure, capitalism is no longer strong enough to control industry. The industrial power of the workers is such that only they are capable of controlling industry.

Legislation on industrial democracy is necessary to provide an effective framework within which workers can use their immense industrial power constructively to restore direction and purpose to decrepit British industry.

Not only is this the only way in which the working class can immediately protect its jobs and living standards, in the longer run it is the only coherent strategy for advance to socialism As Cole pointed out:

'A class that becomes atrophied is doomed to decay. The power of any class in any stage of human society rests ultimately upon the performance of functions. These functions may be socially useful or anti-social: an anti-social function may be just as good an instrument of survival as a social function. But as soon as a class is left without functions, the decay of its power and prestige can be only a matter of time. It was the deprivation of the noblesse of France, of all social functions that made possible the overthrow of the ancien régime; and we, in our day and generation, shall succeed in overthrowing industrial capitalism only if we first make it socially functionless.

'This means that before capitalism can be overthrow, there must be wrested from it both its control of production and its control of exchange ...

'... new conditions must geminate within the old, by the gradual assumption by Labour of functions which now are the preserves of the employers. Before Labour can control it must learn how to control; and this it will only do by actual experience of control' (Self-Government in Industry)

The working class can only advance to socialism in Britain by assuming those valid social functions which the employing class is no longer performing competently; by itself determining the goals of society and directing all social and economic activity to their achievement. Industrial democracy is the first step along that road to socialism.

The past ten years, since the Donovan Commission reported in 1966, have seen a growing awareness within the Labour movement that working class power must be extended from the shop-floor and be brought to bear in the boardroom; that policy decisions must be determined in the interests of the workers.

Since 1966 there has been the development of interest in, and a commitment to, industrial democracy within the most progressive wing of the Labour movement. Both the Government and TUC are now committed to the development of worker representation on the boards of public and private industry as a means to upset the balance of power in industry and resolve the current stalemate in favour of the workers.

At the same time the employers have rediscovered a common will to assert themselves against the working class. Following on the fall of Heath they have abandoned the conciliatory attitude which marked their involvement in the tripartite talks. All thought of compromise has gone out the window as the bourgeoisie gathers itself to defend management's right to manage without interference from the shop floor. The employers have declared class war and must learn to live with the consequences of that action. Unfortunately for them, they have backed down so often and so far in the past that they are now much too weak to prevail. They can make progress difficult but not impossible.

The development of workers' control could only have gone smoothly had the employers realised that their best hope for survival as a class was to make themselves useful to the workers. Had management accepted that in future they would be responsible to workers rather than shareholders the establishment of industrial democracy could well have signalled a period of peaceful transfer of power. As it is the employers will have to be and will be defeated as a class, not only on the immediate question of legislation, but also on operating and expanding the law in every enterprise in the country. Now the development of workers' control will lead to excitement [sic] and dislocation of the economic and political fabric of Britain. But there is still no alternative.

Workers cannot afford to stand idly by while the most incompetent managements in Europe play meaningless games with their jobs and living standards. Only the working class itself can halt the drift by itself taking on responsibility for Britain s economic performance.

The TUC's report on Industrial Democracy - a step in the right direction

Britain s industrial structure badly needs shaking out. The TUC's proposals for changes in Company Law and the Statutes of Nationalised industries to allow for worker participation in previously unilateral management decision-making are certainly a step in the right direction, The TUC has recognised that while

'collective bargaining of course provides a de facto control and involvement in management decisions it has no legal foundation in company law. Moreover the scope of collective bargaining normally excludes major managerial decisions such as future investment programmes.' (Report on Industrial Democracy 1974)

In the TUC's view industrial democracy means

'... the achievement by work people collectively of a greater control over their work situation. To be relevant, schemes of industrial democracy must be seen to be effective by workers at their own place of work. Yet some of the most basic aspects of the work situation, and the security of that employment, stem from decisions taken at extremely remote levels. This applies particularly to decisions on closures, redundancies, mergers and major redeployment. It is for this reason that any policy for the extension of industrial democracy must operate, at all levels from the shop floor to the board room, and indeed, affect the process of national economic planning itself.'

While trade union strength at the shop floor and the scope of collective bargaining should certainly be extended the TUC recognises that there is ultimately no substitute for worker-representation on the policy making boards of companies Britain will continue to decline until the working class takes on responsibility for industrial production. But there can be no question of responsibility without a corresponding share in control.

Essentially, although the TUC has chosen to attack the very basis of the employers power - their right to manage - it underestimates the revolutionary implications of its proposal for 50% worker representation on the board. In the first place should the workers at any stage determine an alternative set of policies and press for them enthusiastically, the employers can ultimately have no choice but to permit their implementation. While workers retain the power and the will to withdraw their labour and are prepared to use that weapon to back up their board room representatives, parity can at any point be converted to control. All that is required is that workers and their representatives should develop the requisite economic skills to devise efficient and realistic policies which promote the interests of both the workers and society at large. Given involvement in decision-making and increasing familiarity with the wide range of information which the TUC suggests should be made freely available to employees, the workers cannot fail to develop these skills.

The potential effects of the TUC's proposals on the traditional role of trade unions as negotiating agents are also tremendous. In collective bargaining workers can only modify or reject managements proposals; they cannot suggest, and then insist on the implementation of, alternatives. Yet the TUC underplays the significance of this when it says, in its evidence to Donovan, and again in its report on industrial democracy, that:

'... a distinction needs therefore to be draw, between the negotiating function of the employer and the overall task of management. Once this distinction is established, it can be seen that it does not detract from the independence of trade unions for trade union representatives to participate in the affairs of management concerned with production until the step is reached when any of the subjects become negotiable questions as between trade unions and employers.'

In fact the development of worker representation can in practice only lead to an extension of the role of trade unions and a lessening of the importance of collective bargaining as the main expression of working class power. It leads inevitably to a decisive shift in emphasis: from negotiation to dictation, from de facto to de jure, from negative to positive control.

There is no reason why any of the matters with which workers representatives will concern themselves should ever become subjects for negotiation. The employers representatives can argue their case and that's that. The workers representatives can argue their case and back it up with strike action. All those weapons in the workers arsenal which are at present only used in support of collective bargaining can, given vigour and determination, be used to establish workers' control throughout British industry.

If that doesn't shake our doddering managers out of their cosy lethargy then nothing will.

CONSERVATIVE UNIONS - the major obstacle to progress

As the TUC points out in its report:

'The traditional British trade union attitude to schemes for 'participation' in management of private industry has been one of opposition. If has been considered that the basic conflict of interest between the workers and the owners of capital and their agents prevents any meaningful participation in management decisions. The reasoning behind this opposition has varied from the claim that the trade unions job is simply to negotiate terms and conditions and not to usurp the function of management, to the proposition that trade unions should not be collaborationists in a system of industrial power and private wealth of which they disapprove ...'

Change has been a long time coming, In 1944 the TUC's attitude to worker representation on the boards of nationalised industries was purely negative:

'It does not seem by any means certain that it would be in the best interests of the work people of a nationalised industry to have, as directly representative of them, members of the controlling board who would be committed to its joint decisions ... trade unions should maintain their complete independence.'

The 1953 Interim Report on Public Ownership went on to say:

'Joint, consultative machinery is essentially advisory as distinct from executive in its scope ... this limitation which is inherent in the policy of congress must be recognised and accepted, and joint consultative machinery must not be expected to give executive power to workers representatives.'

By 1966 the TUC had reassessed its position. In its evidence to the Donovan Commission it said :

'The experience of the last twenty years at home has stimulated new thinking on all aspects of industrial organisation and there has also been the experience of a whole variety of developments abroad. A new approach to industrial democracy in the nationalised industries can now be based on the experience of running these industries. There is now a growing recognition that at least in industries under public ownership provision should be made at each level in the management structure for trade union representatives of the work people employed in these industries to participate in the formulation of policy and in the day to day operation of these industries '

A 1970 Congress resolution called on the government to introduce legislation providing for trade union representatives on the management boards of all nationalised industries. In 1974 Congress adopted the Report on Industrial Democracy which advocates legislation in both the public and private sectors to allow for 50% worker representation on the boards. Now the government has set up the Bullock Commission which is charged to report within terms of reference dictated by the TUC.

The problem is that the change reflected in this line of development has not taken place within the body of the trade union movement on the basis of a vigorous and wide-ranging discussion. It has taken place purely and simply in the heads of some progressives on the General Council (Jones, Murray and Lea) who manoeuvred skilfully to carry their more pliant brethren along with them. It is, consequently, hardly surprising that the TUC's present line has not been fully endorsed by all its members.

At the 1974 Congress the General and Municipal Workers Union and the Electrical Electronic Telecommunication and Plumbing Union, in alliance with the Communist Party of Great Britain, opposed the report on industrial democracy and introduced the following resolution, which was adopted :

'Congress reaffirms that the overriding role of the unions is the advancement of the interests of their members. It therefore requires that any extension of trade union participation in industrial management shall be, and be seen to be, an extension of collective bargaining and shall in no sense compromise the unions' role as here defined.

'Recognising that the best way to strengthen industrial democracy is to strengthen and extend the area of collective bargaining giving union representatives increasing control over elements of management including dismissals, [rat?]ionalisatian etc. Congress rejects the mandatory imposition of Supervisory Boards with worker directors, and calls for a more flexible approach giving statutory backing to the right to negotiate on these major issues, but relating the control more directly to collective bargaining machinery.'

More recently the TUC has attempted to dissuade the dissident unions from putting their own, contradictory, evidence to the Committee of Inquiry by stressing that legislation to allow 50% worker participation should only be put into operation with the approval of the unions concerned.

Again, following the 1974 Congress, the GMWU and EETPU opposed the TUC's evidence to the Plowden Committee arguing that

'a trade unions' duty to represent its members' interests, including those of members employed outside the electricity supply industry, could not be reconciled with even a share in responsibility for managing the industry' (Plowden report on the Structure of the Electricity Supply Industry in England and Wales. 1976)

When after the Plowden Committee's Report, the Secretary of State for Energy, Mr Anthony Wedgwood Benn, told the TGWU Executive that it was:

'essential that those who work in the energy industries should have a full opportunity to contribute to the development of policy' (Financial Times 4.3.76)

the GMWU and EETPU, along with NALGO and the EPEA wrote to him endorsing Plowden's recommendations (which ruled out the development of any real form of industrial democracy) and rejecting any system of industrial democracy involving worker directors.

The attitude adopted by these unions is one of straightforward conservatism. They are refusing to recognise that the situation in British industry has changed drastically and requires fresh organisational and tactical responses from trade unions. Workers can no longer leave management to get on with the job and expect automatic increases in their standard of living as management by some god-given reflex manages efficiently and well. The plain fact is that management is incapable of managing. The employers 'right' to manage as they see fit is not only not sacred in practice, it is non-existent. There is no such thing as a right that is not, and cannot be, exercised.

Basnett and Chapple may well feel comfortable and secure confronting the employers as always across the negotiating table. Their members will no doubt feel somewhat less secure confronting them from the dole queue, which, unless their leaders wake up to the realities of post-imperial Britain, is where they'll be.

A trade union's duty to its members goes far beyond simply representing them in negotiations. To be effective in this day and age unions must involve themselves, on behalf of their members, in running industry efficiently and profitably. Productivity and efficiency are not matters for negotiation and compromise. In such areas it is a simple matter of telling management what to do and forcing it to do the job properly. Here there can be no substitute for workers in the board room to monitor progress and report developments to the shop floor.

The Amalgamated Union of Engineering Workers has also taken a stand against the TUC's proposals but its case is more substantial than the simple minded, anti-working class conservatism of the leadership of the GMWU and EETPU.

In the first place the AUEW is in favour of worker-representation on the boards of nationalised industries. Its objections apply to the extension of the TUC's proposals to the private sector where according to Hugh Scanlon, it is

'management's right to manage' (Financial Times 18.2.76)

The AUEW's opposition is based on a fear that workers on the boards of private companies will 'collaborate' with employers to do down their fellow workers; that they would at the very least become enmeshed in managements machiavellian schemes to wring the last drop of sweat out of an unwilling workforce.

This attitude is not at all realistic. It is not after all as though the TUC were advocating that existing trade union machinery should be dismantled. In the unlikely event of workers' representatives deserting to the enemy the workers themselves will still have the ability, lessened not one whit by participation in management, to down tools, go slow, ban overtime etc. Unless the working class en masse deserts Hugh Scanlon and Ernie Roberts and goes over to the employers there is little danger of 'collaboration' amounting to anything worth worrying about.

There is no longer any objective need to keep the roles of management and unions separate and clearly defined. That was the case when the working class was weak but now that it is the employers who are on the defensive it is in the workers interest to let such distinctions blur and take on for themselves the functions and prerogatives of management. In this new situation advocating that management should be left in sole charge of policy making is tantamount to treason; giving aid and comfort to a beleaguered and almost helpless enemy.

It is high time that the immense strength of the workers, built up through and based on the development of collective bargaining, was used positively in the struggle for power. That that struggle involves in its initial phase a formal sharing of responsibility with capitalism is unavoidable. If the working class is to safeguard its living standards, let alone strengthen its economic and political base, it must immediately invade the board room There is no way round that simple fact. Parity of representation on the boards of both private and public industries is an opportunity to be seized and used not a danger to be avoided

CONSERVATIVE COMMUNISTS

It is not perhaps surprising that the Communist Party of Great Britain has taken an uncompromising stand against progress and working class advance. The CPGB has never had any reputation as a radical innovating party pushing forward to boldly go where no man has gone before but this time it has excelled itself.

Opposing immediate implementation of industrial democracy, a substantial step towards workers' control and socialism, the CPGB say:

'full workers' control can only be developed in a socialist society' (CPGB Evidence to the Committee of Inquiry on Industrial Democracy)
Just what they mean by full workers' control and socialism and just how they see the relationship between the two is left conveniently unanswered. The phrase seems to have been thrown in purely to provide a supposedly radical gloss to what is essentially a conservative position. Also the CPGB always has to keep something in hand to recommend its 'socialist' wonderland to workers. All other aspects of its programme, bureaucratic nationalisation in a little England context, have been discredited. Only the slogan 'workers' control under socialism' retains any idealist potential for the CPGB, simply because it refuses to examine the real implications of the steps necessary to achieve such a desirable situation.

The CPGB's stated reasons for rejecting the TUC s proposals for 50% worker representation on the boards of private companies are downright dishonest. They say:

'We are completely opposed to the concept of Worker Directors and the Supervisory Boards. Such a concept runs counter to the whole experience of the labour movement in Britain and does not offer anything that could not be achieved by the extension of collective bargaining and the strengthening of the trade unions.

'Secondly we believe that this concept embodies a number of dangers and could in fact lead to a restriction of industrial democracy. Among the supporters of this method are to be found individuals and organisations with a history of opposition to the trade unions and collective bargaining and who see the worker director system as a means of enmeshing the workers in the manning of private industry based on production for profit. They imply that differences of opinion between private capital and the work force can be resolved by discussion and vote,

'We would also note that encouragement of this concept of democracy is coming particularly from the Commission of the EEC in their Draft Statutes for the European Company and the Draft Fifth Directive - a body notorious for its bureaucratic approach to problems.

'Likewise we would note that in the country with the greatest experience of this form of industrial democracy, the German Federal Republic, it has not notably improved the workers power to influence or change decisions, it has led to the weakening of the trade union organisation at factory level ...'
Whether the EEC Commission is more or less bureaucratic in its approach to problems than the CPGB is open to debate, what is clear however is that there is no comparison between the TUC's proposals and the system of co-determination at present (until 1977) operating in West Germany. The TUC is demanding 50% representation with elections through existing trade union machinery. Worker-participation in West Germany is much more limited. Throughout most of industry workers' representatives have only l/3rd of seats on the supervisory boards. Even in the Coal and Steel industries where workers formally have parity with employers representatives, only three out of ten seats made available to workers would go to union representatives, six directors would be elected by the entire workforce (organised or not) and one seat would go to a representative of the white-collar employees. Such a system has only the most tenuous links with what the TUC is proposing. Also, whatever the CPGB chooses to believe, German workers have not suffered unduly from co-determination, limited and all as it is. Working class living standards are higher and the Trade Union movement has if anything more influence on national economic planning, than in Britain.

Also, contrary to the CPGB's simplistic view, the worker director system implies that 'differences of opinion between private capital and the workforce' (i.e. the class struggle, a term the CPGB prefer to forget) can be resolved by the workers backing up their representatives' arguments with the traditional weapons of the shop floor and subordinating management to their interests.

As for the composition of the pro- and anti- worker director camps, if the CPGB looks carefully it will find that those in favour of that system are the most progressive section of the TUC and Labour Party. Those against it include the CPGB itself, the AUEW, EETPU, GMWU and also the Confederation of British Industry, the Industrial Participation Association (an employers organisation), the Industrial Society (an employers organisation), the Engineering Employers Federation and the Steel Industry Management Association (a middle-management union not affiliated to the TUC) some of which bodies are not exactly noted for their enthusiastic commitment to trade unionism and the working class interest.

What the concept of worker directors offers that cannot be achieved by a simple extension of the scope of collective bargaining is the chance for workers themselves to make, not just influence or veto, but MAKE, decisions. And that is something which as the CPGB says runs counter to the experience of the Labour movement of any country including the Soviet Union in the era of Lenin and Stalin. As we pointed out in our policy statement 'Workers' Control in Britain'

'The Russian experience, while it is or great value to the general development of working class politics, is of more limited value to the investigation of the particular question of workers' control. It was not the exhaustion of the potentialities of capitalist economy that led to the socialist revolution in Russia, but the failure of bourgeois politics in a country that was economically ripe for extensive capitalist development. Learning from West European experience the small industrial working class in Russia developed a more capable political party than the bourgeoisie, and took political power in a country whose general economic and cultural conditions were more appropriate to capitalist than socialist development. Furthermore, the small working class that existed in 1917 was disrupted in the civil war and the war of intervention during the following years, so that it had been 'declassed'. In 1921 there began the development of a new working class out of the peasantry under the tutelage of a socialist state (which included large numbers of the old working class). Circumstances dictated that a system of "one man management" be operated in factories. During the Stalin period this system could not be superseded. No sooner had a modern industrial economy been built than another massive disruption was caused by the Nazi invasion ... In Britain workers' control within capitalism is being put on the agenda by the very development of the capitalist economy. This means that the British working class has to deal with a situation that did not occur in Russia because of the political failure of the bourgeoisie while the capitalist economy was in its infancy: hence the limited value of the Russian revolution in clarifying this question of workers' control.'

The class organisation of British workers has now reached a degree of perfection unmatched in any other country at any time. Its very strength and coherence argues now for substantial progress towards a form of socialist organisation which, in keeping with working class traditions, would strengthen democracy at every level in the society.

This is a time for radical change; not the dogmatic hangovers and fears the CPGB offers along with insistence on centralised control of the economy as a substitute for genuine advance. The CPGB s attitude to industrial democracy in Britain today serves only to show how deeply conservatism is embedded in the society.

Nor does the CPGB's slight nod towards progress in the nationalised industries absolve it of the charge of cowardly conservatism. No-one looking at the hopeless state of the public sector would believe for a moment that the CPGB's much vaunted principle of social control has led to any substantial, let alone desirable change in the organisation and performance of the industries concerned. Yet, according to the CPGB, workers in a majority position in a private firm would immediately demand nationalisation and would surrender control to representatives of government, consumers and local authorities. Such nonsense on top of a rejection of the only practical strategy to hand for working class advance merely adds insult to injury.

All in all, whatever troubles employers may have to face in future they can rest assured that her Majesty's loyal Communist Party will put no obstacles in the way of Britain's stable and orderly progress to the bottom of the scrap heap

EMPLOYERS - A LAST DITCH STAND

Since the failure of the Tripartite talks in 1972/74 the employers have abandoned their previous post-war strategy of compromise and conciliation and have opted to engage in class war to defend their rights and privilege. The Confederation of British Industry's evidence to the Committee of Inquiry represents a determined attempt by the employers to regain the initiative from the TUC. It is essentially a rejection of real industrial democracy onto which a diversionary system of participation and consultation designed to undermine working class power on the shop floor has been grafted.

The CBI has made it clear that it rejects the TUC's perspective absolutely:

'We believe that the CBI should put forward a practical policy of its own and stand by it, rather than attempt to negotiate or compromise on the extreme proposals of others'. (CBI Evidence to the Committee of Inquiry on Industrial Democracy)

It condemns the Commission's terms of reference which it rightly claims were dictated by the TUC and recommends that its members should immediately, without waiting for the Commission's report and ignoring its proceedings, negotiate 'participation agreements' with their employees directly without involving trade union machinery. The TUC's proposals are it, quite correctly, says :

'concerned not with genuine participation, but with control'

Industrial democracy, as the bosses see it, is about :

'involvement of the employee in the context and purpose of his job ... promoting understanding'

and making workers

'aware of the reasons for the major decisions which affect them'.

They deny that

'employee representation at board level necessarily has an important role to play in the extension of greater participation'
and reject what they define as the TUC's objective -

'control over major corporate decisions (by) representatives of organised labour.'

Clearly the CBI is reacting against the threat to the basis of its power which is inherent in the TUC's demand for legislation to give effect to parity of representation on the boards of companies, It has the enthusiastic backing of its entire class in its oppositionist strategy.

The Engineering Employers Federation has taken a similar stand against the TUC's proposals. The Industrial Participation Association (whose President, Sir Jack Callard, former chairman of ICI, is a member of the Bullock Commission) also attacks the Inquiry's terms of reference and rejects the suggestion that worker directors should be elected through trade union machinery. It would also limit worker representation to 1/3. Another employers' organisation, The Industrial Society, proposes that the Companies Act should be amended to make it clear that directors have

'a responsibility for the interests of employees as well is shareholders',

and to require annual reports to be made by the boards to a company's employees. At most, they suggest, experimental arrangements should be found whereby workers could endorse the appointment of one or perhaps even two directors. The Steel Industry Management Association likewise rejects union representation on the grounds that:

'... managers must be free to manage.'

They propose that supervisory boards should be made up of four equal parts involving representatives of workers, owners, managers and the social interest.

Big deal all round. The bosses will consider any permutation of participation but the TUC's plan for parity of representation which implies ultimate workers' control.

Nor is this all. The CB1 and EEF's policy of negotiating 'participation agreements' is designed to not only defend but further the employers' interest. Their main aim is to achieve a situation where

'... decision making in industry is with the consent of the employees involved.'

In the CB1 view the justification for industrial democracy is that

'employees today are better educated, better informed and have been encouraged to expect move from their lives.'

It feels that these more mature employees should now be encouraged and given every opportunity of

'... influencing decisions.'

Providing of course that management and unions keep to their respective traditional positions. According to the CBI:

'Bargaining is a proper process for deciding the share of proceeds to be allocated to pay and other employment costs; participation is the means of enlisting employee co-operation in creating the proceeds to be shared.'

Thus it is in the CBI s interest, in furthering its 'management by consent' strategy, to insist on the role of collective bargaining and the trade unions part in that process. It leaves them the option of devising, through participation agreements, ways of bypassing trade union machinery to gain the consent of the workers for their industrial policies.

Such a strategy is ultimately doomed to failure but it should be pointed out that, but for the CPGB and conservative unions' concern for habit and tradition, the possibility of employers using the opportunity for an extension of industrial democracy to involve workers in diversionary participation and consultation machinery would never have arisen.

CONCLUSION

Workers' Control, in the last analysis, means simply the right of workers to hire and fire management. Under workers' control management will be subordinate to and forced to operate in the interests of its workforce. At present management is responsible only to dithering shareholders (parliamentarians and civil servants in the public sector) who have no idea how to fulfil their social obligations. Already the only outside influence which forces management to act at all responsibly is the working class' collective bargaining power. But collective bargaining only modifies the form in which management decisions are finally implemented. It has no bearing on what decisions are made or in whose interest.

Under workers' control management will be forced to reassess its priorities in the light of workers' sovereignty in the firm; real sovereignty with power to back it up and strength to enforce it. Existing management will have to satisfy the workers or be replaced.

Beyond the economic reality of capitalism in crisis there is only workers' control. Now that the working class has fulfilled its primary tasks of economic and political organisation and has destroyed the power of capital to mount any serious offensive or sustain class war against it there is nowhere else for it to go unless it is to deny its position as a potential ruling class.

The TUC's proposals for using legislation on industrial democracy as a lever to extend working class power into the boardroom are an important step on that road. But the TUC, acting in accordance with what has been standard socialist practice since the war, chose not to involve the working class as a whole in its debate on industrial democracy. Its ideas have not been developed, have not even been discussed in the context of a fundamental reassessment of the working class' position in society. The ideas in the report on industrial democracy do not, therefore, define the attitude of the working class; they are the ideas of a progressive majority on the General Council, no more. Consequently the TUC's proposals are more open to negotiation and compromise than they should be. Already conservative opposition from within the trade union movement has caused the TUC to cool its legislative ardour.

There is nothing unacceptable in making legislation dependent on the willingness of the unions concerned to operate the machinery (in the form of an enabling act) provided the system they can choose to opt for has provision for nothing less than parity of representation with employers' representatives and requires that all elections for worker directors are through existing trade union channels. There can be no question of compromise on those vital elements in the TUC's report. If there were, legislation on industrial democracy could prove as much a hindrance as an aid to the development of workers' control.

The CBI's proposals for legislation along the lines of their participation agreements are explicitly aimed to frustrate the development of workers' control. They are a product of rampant senility and have no progressive content whatsoever.

Only real movement towards workers' control will ultimately prove acceptable to the working class. But we do not expect the Committee of Inquiry to initiate such moves unless faced with substantial social pressure to do so. It is now up to the progressives in the TUC to rectify past mistakes and take their ideas to the Labour movement throughout the country. The proceedings of the Bullock Commission must become the focal point for the long overdue debate on the future aims and strategy of the British Labour movement. Socialists must begin now to build up popular support in the working class for workers' control and the TUC's proposals.

If we succeed in that then whatever the opinions of individual members of the Committee its report will have to recommend substantial and progressive change or go by the board. We have the opportunity now to wipe out the memory of past failures from Sankey to the Industry Bill, and ensure that British society moves substantially towards workers' control and socialism.
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