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Bevln’s Servile State
WHEN HILAIRE BELLOC wrote his warning The 
Servile State manjr years ago he must have had a 
prophetic vision of Ernest Bevin as Minister of 
Labour. It is true that the Labour Party and the 
smaller parties which are self-styled Socialist carried 
the threat of taking from us the few liberties the 
workers had wrenched from the old go-as-you-please 
capitalism, but on the other hand we were promised 
higher wages and economic security in return. Now 
with Labour ministers sharing power with the Tories 
we have from the swift and heavy blows of Bevin 
lost most of those liberties without receiving any 
security in return and instead of the higher wages 
and succulent reforms the effect of Bevin’s decrees 
is to reduce wages.

Of the two most important of these measures, 
the Essential Works Order and conscription, the 
friends and admirers of Bevin claim the former as a 
direct and substantial gain of the workers. Even the 
brassy faced Communists hesitate to claim the latter 
as such.

As for ourselves we have from the beginning 
denounced the Essential Works Order as the most 
vif’’4 anti-working class legislation. That it rested 
lightly on the shoulders of the workers during its 
early days and that it contained a couple of syrup 
portions of workers “rights and privileges” did not 
deceive us or soften our opposition. Our opposition 
to the E.W.O. from the date of its introduction to the 
present moment and our determination to continue
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that resistance is justified by the history of that 
reactionary measure. Almost any edition of any
newspaper will testify to the class-war character of
Bevin’s favourite work. We might fill our paper
with examples such as the two, both taken from the
same page of the one newspaper, displayed below.

SACKED MEN WERE NOT TAKEN BACK.
“For refusing when directed to reinstate two

welders who had been dismissed for alleged miscon­
duct, Plant, Machinery and Accessories, Ltd., were
fined £20 and ordered to pay £21 costs at West Lon­
don yesterday.

It was said that the two men had been without 
work for 26 weeks, and the company had not paid 
them a penny in wages.”

Daily Express, page 3, 13/1/44.
GIRL SENT TO JAIL FOR LEAVING JOB.

“For leaving her employment without permission,
Elsie Howard, aged 19, was sent to jail for a month 
at Nottingham yesterday.” -

Daily Express, page 3, 13/1/44.
As with other such examples we have quoted

in War Commentary a girl who stays away from
work for a month or so is sent to jail, while an em­
ployer may prevent two or more men from working
for six months and the firm is fined, usually a maxi­
mum, £20. While more than 1,000 workers have
gone to jail because of this measure, no employer
has suffered that penalty. »

The Case Of Desoutters
. 4 - f

Great publicity is being given the small firm
of Desoutters.. This London firm, engaged on highly
Valuable tool work, has for years refused to recog­
nise trade unions. Indeed, the workers there had
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been unorganised until about a year ago when a 
majority joined the Amalgamated Engineering
Union, the National Union of Municipal and Gene­
ral Workers and the National Amalgamated Furnish­
ing Trades Association. Being dissatisfied with
workshop conditions, the workers hoped to secure
some improvement by trade union action, but the
firm still refused to recognise the unions. The
workers then gave twenty-one days notice of strike
action to enforce recognition of the trade unions week’s work, 
concerned.

The three unions then appealed to their mem­
bers not to enforce the demand for recognition and
the Shop Convener, V. G. Jackson of the A.E.U.
pinned to the notice board an appeal to the workers
not to strike. Desoutters, showing their deep con­
tempt of this trade union cowardice, dismissed Jack-
son for displaying a notice without permission.

Taking Jackson*s case to the Appeal Board the
A.E.U. secured an instruction for his reinstatement.
Like many employers, Desoutters defied the law
and refused to employ Jackson or to admit him to
the factory, although they continued to pay him his 
wages. *

This happened about six months ago and all
that has • happened is that the firm has been de­

scheduled under the E.W.O., though exactly what 
the result of this is is not quite c}ear, though it is 
claimed that it will prevent the firm continuing its 
important war work. One thing is certain, Desout­
ters management are not in jail, as Elsie Howard 
and other girls and women are, nor do they seem 
to expect it.

If the workers of Desoutters are to enforce re­
cognition of their delegates and secure improved 
working conditions they must resort, not to Appeal 
Bbards or pleas to the Ministry of Labour, not to 
futile trade union procedure, but to the strike action 
they at first threatened. <

The Syrup And The Medicine
We are told that the E.W.O. contains clauses 

“protecting” the workers. Bevin and the trade union 
movement of which he is a leader having, from 
within, disarmed the workers, give in return a small 
promise of government protection. Let us see what 
this protection is worth.

First, a worker cannot be dismissed, except for 
..serious misconduct, without permission of the Nat­

ional Service Officer. But what is serious miscon­
duct? The Order does not tell us. It is largely 
left to the employer to decide what is serious mis­
conduct and who has committed it. If he has suffi­
cient faith the dismissed worker may appeal to a 
ministry board. However, if the Appeal Board up­
holds the worker the National Service Officer may 
cancel the board’s decision and no court of law in 
the country may upset his decision—he is a local 
dictator. Further, in the few cases in which the 
worker’s cause has been upheld it remains for the 
employer to defy the decision and risk prosecution. 
If prosecuted and found guilty the firm will probably 
be fined £20, a fleabite on a capital of £200,000, 
£300,000 of £500,000.

The second “safeguard’*is the guaranteed week, 
an employer coming within the Order must pay his 
workers a full week’s wages, guaranteeing them a full 

But, in wartime such anticipated cases 
rarely arise, because of the shortage of labour. .If 
they did, without the Order to regulate them, work­
ers would, obviously, refuse to continue in the employ 
of a firm which put them on short time in a time of 
labour famine. The measure is meant to prevent 
strikes aqd disturbances rather than to protect the 
worker. In any case, the workers can well protect 
themselves on this issue without the help of Mr. 
Bevin.

Bevin’s measures—the Essential Works Order, 
industrial conscription, forced transfer of labour, 
imprisonment of workers, protection of employers, 
strike-breaking, wage reductions and the press gang 
recruitment of lads for the coal mines are so obvious­
ly anti-working-class as to need no pointing. Yet 
the Labour and Communist Parties look forward to




