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THE BULLOCK REPORT is being opposed by a combination of left and right. Its opponents on the left are concerned that its implementation would operate to the disadvantage of real and actual immediate interests of workers by undermining trade union activity. Its opponents on the right are concerned that it would not do this, but would enhance trade union power and make it more disruptive of the production process than it already is.

(There is a second category of left wing opponent: the fantasiser of revolution. For him the matter is entirely ideological. He sees yet another miserable reform warding off catastrophe. The opposition of trotskyists is almost entirely of the second category, but in the Communist Party it overlaps and merges with opposition of the first kind.)

There is a real point at issue here. The trade union opposition to the Report is not essentially Utopian even though most of the "socialist" opposition is. "Industrial democracy" could conceivably result in trade unionism being undermined and the labour force being disorientated. In our opinion it is not likely to have such an effect in this instance. But a fear that it might do so is far from being irrational. 

The labour movement in Britain undoubtedly has benefitted in the past from its notorious untheoretical character, but it is now suffering from it. It is unaccustomed to discuss reality, outside very restricted limits. And even within those limits, discussion has been carried on in a sort of traditional slang which is adequate to its limited purpose, but which is quite unsuitable to the discussion of wider interests.

Workers' control, however closely its establishment is tied to trade union machinery, is essentially different from wage bargaining. The ideology that has grown up around the activity of wage bargaining, (and which, however formally misleading it sometimes is, seldom actually misleads because the real situation in which trade unions operate is usually perceived independently of the ideological rhetoric which is the formal language of the movement), is unsuitable for speculating about workers' control. The ideology, which is adequate to the carrying on of a well-established trade union movement, does actually become misleading when it comes to reckoning the probable consequences of a new departure.

The trade union movement has a vague and sentimental anti-capitalist ideology or rhetoric. But capitalism is what it knows about. It knows how to operate within a clearly defined system of capitalism in which the management is the unambiguous agent of capital. When economic evolution blurs this definition, the trade union ideology is reluctant to take formal account of the fact even when trade union practice takes actual account of it.

In its evidence to the Bullock Commission, the EEPTU pleaded for the maintenance of a clearly defined system of management. It is the business of management to make the company viable, and it is the business of trade unions to screw the last possible penny out of the company in wages. It is necessary that trade unions should be able to complain about management, and indulge in a certain amount of rhetoric against it as the representative of an alien and antagonistic interest. It is necessary that the outward forms of capitalism should be kept in good working order even when the substance of things is quite different.

It is appropriate that this view of the matter should have been given its most coherent expression by Frank Chapple, who forced the issue of trade union democracy into the courts in his struggle against the Communist Party fifteen years ago. After that he could only survive as a trade unionist pure and simple. It is this that has enabled him to state the trade union case against workers' control so unideologically and realistically. But it is the very same case that the Communist Party of Great Britain and some Tribunites present within a Utopian wrapping: workers' control would confuse and sap the vitality of the trade union movement, which needs a management that is unambiguously representative of capital in order to function properly.

Trade unionism is now flourishing because capital is a declining force. Management, as the representative of degenerate capital, can offer no real resistance to trade union power in the major industries. The trade unions extract what is extractable for the wages fund. Of course the senior management and the major shareholders still live in comfort. If it is desirable from a trade union point of view that there should be a management representative of capital in industry, then allowance must be made for a body of ephemeral parasites in the society. The capitalist must be allowed to enable at least one generation of his offspring to be conspicuous consumers. And the increase in real wages that would now result from a general redistribution of income in excess of the maximum that can be earned in wages would be very modest indeed.

The process of expropriating the expropriators in Britain, which was begun in a modest way with Lloyd George's pre-1914 Budgets, is now so advanced that it cannot proceed much farther without obliterating the expropriators altogether. It would not be safe to do much more of it if the continuing existence of a weak capitalist class is considered to be desirable in the long run from a trade union viewpoint.

DEMOCRACY AND ORDER

What the Thatcher Tories expected from industrial democracy was well put by Peregrine Worsthorne in the Sunday Telegraph of January 30th:

"The basic purpose behind the Bullock proposals is to strengthen management: to restore authority to the boss. That is what talk of industrial democracy is really all about:
the creation of a new industrial framework wherein workers will once again be willing to do what they are told. It is not about freedom at all, but about order ... This, of course, is why so much emphasis is placed on pushing trade unionists into boardrooms: because trade unionists are thought by Bullock to be able to lead, to get their orders obeyed, much better than managers ... The aim, very simply, is to find a new way of rendering the inevitable disciplines of a technological society acceptable to those members whose fate it is to bear their brunt.

"That this aim should be disguised under the title of industrial democracy is so much claptrap, expressly intended to mislead the workers into supposing that they are being offered more freedom rather than less. In fact, workers today enjoy immense freedom to disobey the boss with impunity. In no other country in the world can the worker get away with such flagrant and brazen demonstrations of personal independence ... This chaotic state of affairs is precisely what Bullock is intended to put an end to, because no industrial system can work efficiently against a background of so much personal freedom. Under the present system trade union power is genuinely, if disastrously, libertarian on the shop floor ... What Bullock is seeking to bring about is a state of affairs where trade union power is used to impose order rather than to undermine it ...

"In practice, as against theory, democracy must be understood as a highly successful method of eliciting mass support for, and consent to, that inevitable growth in State power demanded by the processes of industrialisation. If that is the truth about political democracy, it will be even more the truth about industrial democracy, since enfranchising the man on the shop floor is bound to be even less meaningful in terms of giving him real industrial power than enfranchising the man in the street was meaningful in terms of giving him real political power."

Worsthorne opposes the Bullock report on the ground that it will not achieve its purpose of making the worker a contented cog in the industrial process, but will make that purpose even more difficult to achieve:

"...this necessary aim is precisely what Bullock will not succeed in encompassing, since his chosen instrument, the trade unions, is no longer what Bullock assumes it to be. For, far from lending legitimacy to the authority of the boardroom, thereby inducing a greater willingness among workers to do what they are told, trade union-nominated directors will have precisely the opposite effect because in present circumstances trade union power is increasingly seen itself as shockingly illegitimate. A generation ago workers did see trade unions as embodying some high moral principle to which they would gladly bend their knee ...

"So the assumption that the powers of management would be enhanced today by a trade union presence is just as out of date as the earlier assumption that a quota of aristocrats added prestige to the board ... Trade union directors would, in fact, vastly weaken the authority of management, injecting into its ranks from the bottom an entirely new source of nepotism, patronage, amateurism and privilege just at the very moment when such liabilities are being squeezed out of the top."

He concludes that the Bullock Report "would merely stir up the disorder which it is intended to damp down."
It is far from being impossible that the implementation of the Bullock proposals would have the effect that Worsthorne anticipates. And if it is successfully implemented it will almost certainly go through a phase in which its bourgeois opponents will see their nightmares being realised. The best order is a necessary product of disorder. The most efficient order is that which exists just on this side of disorder by common consent - witness the Israeli army, which according to military tradition ought to be incapable of fighting. The new order in British industry will be a product of the operation of existing disorder rather than of a scheme to circumvent it.

Trade union power on the board will undoubtedly be able to stir up disorder. If it merely behaves in accordance with its traditional ideology, that is all it will be capable of doing. But it is more likely that if trade union power is confronted with a choice between wrecking industry and reconstructing it more effectively, it will do the latter. If it fails to do the latter in Britain, where the most civilised working class movement exists (to quote a recent New Statesman diatribe by Paul Johnson), it will be time to reassess many things. But there is no good reason to assume that it will fail.

POWER AND LAW

The Times trundled out its notions in a particularly incoherent, unrealistic and pompous editorial on January 21. Its case is essentially the same as Worsthorne's, but badly written because written with an eye on History. And, where Worsthorne had the sense to limit himself to the kind of negative criticism that might be expected to bolster up trade union opposition to Bullock, The Times hinted at an alternative scheme which is merely ridiculous.

"Freedom depends upon the maintenance of a balanced society: a balanced society depends on the existence of different forms of power surviving in competition with each other. All the systems that are not free monopolise power; all monopolies of power must be opposed when they are being created and destroyed if they have once been created."

Bullock would lead to a growth of the already excessive power of trade unions, and since the unions are not famous for being democratic they are particularly unsuitable as instruments for achieving industrial democracy.

"It is syndicarchy not democracy which Bullock espouses" ("Syndicarchy" being "union rule") .

The Times points out that the unions "are subject to no general supervisory law and can commit almost all torts with impunity. This freedom from the control of law is a privilege not enjoyed by any other political or social group, nor claimed by any constitutional power since we chased the last of the Stuart Kings across the Channel."
Quite so. But it is of merely academic interest to point out that the trade unions are outside the law whenever they choose to be, if there is no possibility of bringing them within the law. Heath tried to bring them within the law, but they preferred not to come. There is absolutely no way of compelling them to be bound by law. The more their power grows the less it is capable of being restricted - which is a rather important feature distinguishing them from the old monarchy - and their power is still growing, and will continue to grow for some time yet.

In another mood and on another question The Times would be just as capable as Karl Marx of realising that effective law is a rationalisation of power. It systematises the expression of power and curbs the erratic use of it. It establishes standards for the use of it in individual cases. As it becomes well established, the law even becomes a refuge for the individual against the power which exercises it. But it is never a safe refuge in a serious conflict. Thomas Moore sought refuge in the network of English law against the power of the popular Tudor monarchy and lost his head. And four centuries later William Joyce (Lord Haw Haw) sought refuge in British law against the vengeance of British democracy. Since he had a pretty good case in law he was able to go as far as the House of Lords, against which there is no legal appeal, before it was demonstrated to him that in the last resort British democracy is as unbound by law as Lenin’s dictatorship. (The essential difference is that the last resort is an infrequent occurrence in Britain.)

If the new trade union power declines to be controlled by laws enacted by the declining bourgeois power, even with laws which would do it no damage, there is no means of compelling it. It will continue to exist in a more or less arbitrary manner, perhaps until the question of the bourgeoisie is no longer important.

As for democracy being conditional on "the existence of different forms of power", these powers must not only be different in form but independent in substance. A form of power which exists on sufferance, which is merely tolerated by the prevailing power, is of little use in sustaining democracy. A "balanced society" is scarcely one in which a bourgeois management exists as a function of trade union activity, in order to provide a congenial atmosphere for the carrying on of trade union activity in the traditional manner.

It is not the semblance but the reality of a conflict of power that sustains democracy. The Times aspires to preserve democracy by preserving the semblance of an obsolescent power conflict. The only possible consequence of this would be to inhibit the emergence of social conflict within the new social power. Democracy can henceforward only develop on the basis of social conflict within the new social power, whose main force is the trade union movement. Such conflict will only develop most reluctantly and under heavy camouflage while the possibility, or the semblance of a possibility, exists that such a conflict could be taken advantage of for a bourgeois resurgence.

SHIFT IN POWER OR "DEMOCRATIC FACADE"? 

If Bullock had concocted a scheme to circumvent the problem he would have produced waste paper. There are those who dream about the establishment of a structure separate from the trade unions through which the workers might be drawn into the problems of management, and through which the workforce might be atomised and the power of the unions diminished. But even if such a scheme were established, it would prove to be a shadow of the trade unions. The workers know as well as the employers where their power lies. Bullock assumed the futility of such an exercise to be self- evident.

The Minority Report proposes a system of Supervisory Boards, with minority worker representation. That is the capitalist proposal. Its hope is that worker representation on showy Supervisory Boards would engender a sense of responsibility on the factory floor while preserving the Board of Directors for capital. This notion is pathetic rather than vicious. Where power is not involved there will be no development.

There are some on the trade union side who are opposed to worker directors but are in favour of equal or majority worker representation on the Supervisory Boards - the GMWU for example. Since the Supervisory Board would not be responsible for running the company, the union would not be undertaking any responsibility that might conflict with its wage bargaining function by participating in it, and through participation in it the union might gain some extra leverage in wage bargaining. The GMWU says clearly that it would participate in Supervisory Boards as an extension of free collective bargaining. Since substantial betrayals are scarcely possible these days, it could hardly participate in Supervisory Boards in any other way.

The Bullock proposals would involve trade union power in responsibility for the management of the company, therefore it would cause relevant and substantial developments to take place. The first and most obvious developments would be a massive further decline in the status of the capitalist, and a further growth in the social status of the trade union representative. But these two events would signify the beginning rather than the end of the process of development. They would set the scene in which the play would be enacted, rather than be themselves the play. They would only be the prologue.

But before we go into that, let's consider the argument that Bullock would not involve such a shift in power. That is what is argued by Neil Kinnock in a New Statesman article (February 11, 1977). "Bullock's recommendations provide a democratic facade for capitalist hierarchy", he declares.
 He arrives at this conclusion by interpreting Bullock's 2x + y as: workers = lx, and capital = lx + y. The "reasoning" which leads to this conclusion flies in the face of all common sense. Since Kinnock is not a fool, we must assume that his conclusion followed from extraneous political calculations, and that he filled in the reasoning as best he could.

In a recent television interview about Roy Jenkins' departure to Europe, Kinnock said that Jenkins would never have made Prime Minister because he was not enough of a demagogue. Kinnock's misrepresentation of the Bullock Report is no doubt part of the necessary demagogy of politics, designed to enhance Kinnock's radical image, and based on the assumption that there will continue to be substantial union opposition to it.

Kinnock's position is, of course, much more "radical" than the trade union position into which it dovetails, as is demonstrated by the following comment:

"Some trade unionists - seeing the conflict of labour and capital as insoluble, necessary and perhaps familiar and comfortable - are content with the negative sanctions available to them as collective bargainers in a free society."

His position is that unless worker directors are in a majority on the board, industrial democracy is only a face lift for capitalism.

The truth is that the opposition of the mere "collective bargainers" to workers' control is much more realistic, more carefully thought out, and more grounded in class interest than Kinnock's opposition to Bullock. There is ground for opposing Bullock because it would cause a shift in power with incalculable consequences, but it is sheer demagoguery to oppose it on the ground that it would not cause a shift in power.

There is a basis in the material interest of the working class for trade union conservatism, beside which the rhetoric of a politician on the make is sheer frivolity. Of course politicians will not rise to the top of the Labour Party without judicious demagoguery. It is astonishing that Jenkins got as far as he did in view of the fact that he was morally crippled by a truth complex. And it would no doubt be a good thing if Kinnock made it into the Cabinet. Nevertheless, he is at present on the make and is talking rubbish about the Bullock Report.

If trade union activity were somehow going to be limited to Board representation there might be some cause for concern about "2x + y". Since trade unions will be free to function as hitherto, as well as being represented on equal terms with capital on the Board, "2x + y" has the virtue of providing for continuity in industry while a shift in power is taking place. It is hardly conceivable that the unions would agree to "y" being shareholders' representatives. But if they did, wage bargaining would continue as normal and workers' control would be assumed not to be in being for practical purposes.

Kinnock says that the "y" element would be suitably filled from the House of Lords, and would "have the same function in industrial democracy as that exercised by their Lordships in parliamentary democracy now, namely to ensure that the workers win as rarely as possible" - which is two-fold demagoguery.

The only condition on the "y" element is that it should be filled by people acceptable to both workers and shareholders. Kinnock scorns the notion that there is such an animal in being. If there isn't, the Bullock formula is not functional and will not operate. What most certainly will not happen is that the shareholders will have lx + y.

According to the formal ideology of wage bargaining, mutually agreeable directors ought not to exist. But reality is generally understood to be more complex than this ideology, which is not intended to be descriptive of the entire situation. It is highly improbable that mutually agreed directors, who would represent the pragmatics of the situation, and who would help break deadlocks by real compromises, cannot be found,

Kinnock implies that compromises would bolster up the capitalists, which is absurd. If worker directors began striking functional compromises with shareholders' directors about the management of companies, it is obviously the role of the capitalist that would be evolving out of existence. And the shareholders would then be obviously ripe for a final measure of expropriation, which is not the case now.

"It is as if Edmund Burke and not Alan Bullock had led the committee". Which only adds demagogic history to demagogic politics and economics. Burke contributed at least as much as any other individual, and much more than his politically and theoretically incompetent opponents, to the evolution of this wonderful and flexible representative democracy of which we are all so proud (are we not?). Who now could summon up the interest to read the speeches of Charles James Fox, who remained true to the Whig shibboleths after Burke went over to the Pitt Tories? The striking of real and necessary compromises between representatives of the real social powers in such a way as to make continuous social evolution possible is what Burke stood for more effectively than any other political theorist. And has not Bullock always been an admirer of the working class Burke: Ernest Bevin?

If Bullock's formula is not functional, what is the alternative? A simple collision between workers' and shareholders' representatives, with the workers having 51% of the Board? It is implicit in Kinnock's argument that management is simply capitalist. It follows that the existing ownership-management bloc must be got rid of before workers' control of management becomes effective. Workers' control of management must therefore begin to operate in a managerial vacuum.

An interval of industrial chaos would then be necessary, in which managerial skills, (which it is deceptive to pretend do not exist, or are very easily acquired), are developed out of the labour force. The managerial skills which did develop would undoubtedly be crude by comparison with those of the bourgeois management which had been got rid of. And the new managers would undoubtedly acquire very extensive bureaucratic power, due to the rarity of their skill and the obvious lack of any alternative except the breakdown of industry. The Soviet bureaucracy did not develop unnecessarily. An industrial bureaucracy in Britain would not be so absolute, but it would exercise far greater control than anybody is able to do at the moment, and would be a lot cruder.

If management is not detachable from capital, if it is impossible that worker directors should be able to influence portions of existing management and acquire the ability to control industries competently over a period, workers' control is not a very attractive prospect. It would be better to stop phrase-mongering about it, put up with capitalist management for as long as necessary, and have industries run by more or less the same people in the guise of state bureaucrats thereafter, with the trade unions concentrating on wage packets. Anything else would belong to the distant future.

WORKERS CAPITALISTS OR SOCIALIST COMMODITIES?

Assuming that the Bullock proposal is functional, that it would not involve "betrayal", and that it would make further working class development possible, there are two grounds for objecting to it:

1) it would disorientate the trade unions by involving them in activity for which they were not established and which would be in conflict with their proper activity; 

2) it would enmesh the workers in the running of capitalism, which is not to be tolerated. The CPGB makes the second point in its evidence to Bullock.

It is just ten years since the B&ICO took issue with the new theories of commodity socialism, of socialism as an even more generalised form of commodity production than capitalism, which were being propagated by the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. The CPGB defended these theories and declared the B&ICO criticism to be dogmatic. The B&ICO demonstrated quite conclusively that, whether commodity socialism was possible or not, it was assumed as a self-evident truth by Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin that a generalised system of commodity production could only be capitalist, and that a socialist economy could not be based on commodity production.

The CPGB declared that generalised commodity production was only capitalist if labour power was a commodity within it; that generalised commodity production was possible in which labour power was not a commodity; and that labour-power was not necessarily a commodity merely because it was generally exchanged against wages. At that point the reasoning got rather fuzzy, and the only sense that could be made of it was that labour-power ceased to be a commodity when management was appointed by a state governed by a working class party.

If that was the case, then the evolution of a capitalist economy into a socialist economy was very possible indeed. But that was ground into which the CPGB would not venture. Indeed, ever since the adoption of the British Road To Socialism 25 years ago, the CPGB has held reformist principles from which it has been incapable of deriving realistic and consistent reformist policies.

If socialism cannot be a commodity system, then workers' control in its fullest development will be a working class development within capitalism. But if it can be a commodity system, (and if it can in Russia why can't it in Britain?), then the full development of workers' control will be socialist.

The CPGB has resorted to theoretical pluralism: generalised commodity production can be socialist when one is justifying the revisionist political economy of Liebermann, Ota Sik and Dubcek, but it cannot when one is discussing the possibility of workers' control in Britain.

But whichever view one chooses, it is obvious that substantial working class development is possible within workers' control and that such development is a useful, if not a necessary, preparation for any form of socialism which is not to be "bureaucratic".

A period of workers' control, during which the capitalist is phased out of industry in the way that is most conducive to working class development, is both possible and desirable, even if it is "workers' capitalism".

WAGE BARGAINING v. MANAGEMENT

The argument that the assumption of responsibility for management by trade unions would disrupt the wage bargaining function of trade unions carries more weight than the ideological argument. The functions of management and of wage bargaining undoubtedly conflict with one another. This conflict of functions could be suppressed in the Soviet Union because an entirely new working class was there developing out of the peasantry under the direction of a party which held absolute political power.

Free trade union activity was put an end to by Lenin, who described the unions as "transmission belts" connecting the mass of the workers with the Central Committee, driven by the latter. Trade unions were the means by which the state organised and educated the workers, and supplied welfare services. Wages were fixed by the state. The power of management was dominant within the factory. It was curbed by the state, not by the trade union. If these things had not been done, a capitalist restoration would almost certainly have taken place in the early twenties

The conflict of functions could not possibly be resolved in that manner in Britain, where the trade union is an absolutely independent working class phenomenon. Lenin said that trade unions were necessary in Russia to safeguard the immediate interests of workers, while the socialist state was seeing to long term interests. He said this in a theoretical dispute with Trotsky, while he was ensuring in his practical political activity that the trade unions were made incapable of independent activity. Such contradictions in the case of Stalin are declared to be diabolical hypocrisy and in the case of Lenin are mostly glossed over. His deeds are ignored while his words are praised.

It will be quite unnecessary for any politician to say such a thing in Britain, where the trade unions are more soundly based and more independently active than any political party. The danger here will not be in the subordination of wage bargaining to management, but in the subordination of management to wage bargaining.

Management today is ineffectually capitalist. Ineffectual capitalist control of management must be phased out, and workers’ control of management established. If it is not done now, it will be done soon. But whenever it is done, and however it is done, it will bring the conflict between wage-bargaining and management to the fore within the working class.

This conflict might be kept out of the trade unions if separate structures for participation in management were established. But the trade unions will not agree to separate structures. And if they did, the separation would be more formal than real. In one structure the workers would be coping with long term necessities, and in another the very same workers would be pressing for the very last penny they could get at the moment. The conflict is inherent in the situation. It cannot be suppressed, and no advantage is gained by a formal concealment of it. It is better that it should take place as a conflict within the trade union movement than as a conflict between trade unions and "works' councils" or some such thing.

The Bullock proposals would enable a workers' control movement to develop in the way that is most favourable to working class development. Workers who prefer to stick by what they know well and can depend on are perfectly free to continue with a capitalist management.

It is far from likely that there would be a general movement towards workers' control immediately. The working class bears the burden of its destiny very lightly. It is much more widely understood than acknowledged that management is not all fun and games. There is also a certain point in having a capitalist management shielding you from the recognition of necessity. There is something to be said for getting as much as can be got in wages without prejudice to the more Utopian aspects of your world outlook, especially when you know something about what the recognition of necessity involved in Russia. In addition to which, the whole economic climate is now conservative, and even stagnant. The Utopian campaign against Heath, followed by galloping wage inflation and a sense of catastrophe sufficient to make possible the glorified wage freeze called "the social contract", has resulted in widespread apathy and cynicism.

It is likely that companies which include a good many daring spirits would now decide to go for workers' control. It would begin on an experimental basis rather than as a system. It would only develop into a system if the pioneering enterprises made it attractive.

An irresponsible gallop on to Boards, as anticipated by the Confederation of British Industry, is the least likely thing to happen.

RECOGNITION OF NECESSITY

Peregrine Worsthorne has made a better effort than most of his kind to imagine how the world appears to a worker. There are plenty of "sympathisers" but not many who are bugged by the need to understand. Worsthorne wants to understand the social era in which he lives, and therefore tries to imagine how the world presents itself to a prole. To judge from his Bullock article, his imagination has fallen very short of the mark.

He sees political democracy as only having been a means of engineering mass support for the growth of state power. In fact the growth of state power, and of a vast and impersonal state bureaucracy, has been a necessary condition for the development of the masses as individuals. It has curbed, or made frivolous, the individuality of other classes, but has made possible the individualisation of the working class.

Trade unions may no longer embody "high moral principles", but that is because they embody something more substantial and matter-of-fact. As they have become more widespread and more powerful the heroic aura has dissipated and the high moral principles have become less elevated by becoming more general and more functional. Their power is certainly not seen as being "shockingly illegitimate". Power is what they are about, and the more powerful they are the more "legitimate" they will be considered. Conflicts about the use of this power will not develop extensively and publicly until the bourgeoisie are no longer there to take advantage of them. The post-Heath Tory vision is a mere hallucination.

It is perfectly true that "the man on the shop floor" will not acquire industrial power through workers' control. But "the men on the shop floor" will. When management clearly ceases to represent an alien power, and is made ultimately responsible to and disposable by the shop, and when as a consequence the shop floor has grounds for thinking that matters are being arranged as far as possible in its interest, the shop floor will tend to behave responsibly.

It is likely that only a small percentage of workers will ever aspire to participate in the direction of management of industry. Nevertheless the man on the shop floor will benefit. He will presumably benefit from wage increases resulting from the greater productivity that would ensue when one no longer felt in honour bound to produce as little as possible. He will benefit no less from the elimination of the psychological irritations which are unavoidable in capitalist production relations or bureaucratically controlled state industries.

Freedom is the recognition of necessity, as Engels said. When somebody else is responsible for necessity one can never recognise it. This is only partly because one can never be sure that what he says is necessary is actually so.

It is sometimes the case at present that the capitalist does little more than mediate necessity. But the very fact that he is mediating it means that it cannot be recognised on the shop floor. The social development of the shop floor is aborted by the mere existence of the capitalist as the agent of economic necessity, in much the same way that the development of the individual conscience was aborted by the existence of priests as the agents of morality.

The priest, observing the behaviour of people under his influence, reasoned, by projecting that behaviour forward, that, if his restraining influence did not exist, rape, plunder and murder would become normal. The capitalists now reason in the same way about the behaviour of trade union representatives on boards. The truth is that working class irresponsibility is at present being caused by the fact that the capitalist continues to exist when he is ripe for being phased out. The working class is now perfectly capable of developing through the recognition of necessity once it comes into direct confrontation with it.

First published in THE COMMUNIST, monthly journal of the British And Irish Communist Organisation in Britain. March 1977. Republished May 1977.
� Kinnock's argument is repeated by Ken Coates and Tony Topham in Workers' Control Bulletin No 35. Coates and Topham oppose the Bullock proposals as leading spokesmen for the Institute for Workers' Control; but there is considerable support for Bullock's proposals within the Institute.





1
1

