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    PREFACE


    
      IN less than a generation, we have lived to see the reaffirmation of war as an instrument of
      national policy. No longer viewed as a rapidly disappearing abnormality of the body politic, war must be regarded
      as a threat to the civilization it is intended to defend.
    


    
      This is a study of the impact of the First World War on the role of government in the economy of a country which
      was the prototype of modern industrial society. War now comprehends all the activities of society. It is not
      merely an affair of armies and navies, but of peoples and institutions; a total effort that encompasses the
      entire economy and compels the alteration of its structure. How permanent were the modifications of 1914–1918 and
      how they influenced the future fall outside the scope of this study. Yet, the development of economic controls in
      Great Britain, by adumbrating the future, provides lessons for our day in war, in preparation for war and, for
      that matter, in peace. This inquiry has, however, not been undertaken in the spirit of reading history backwards.
      The fact that in any presentation the selection of data inescapably conditions the conclusions should not
      discourage the attempt to state, elucidate, and explain in the spirit of wie es eigentlich
      gewesen.
    


    
      The contrast between the decade of British history that immediately preceded the war and the four years of the
      war period does not reflect a lack of continuity. The events during the war and its aftermath cannot be
      comprehended without an understanding of the period before the war. Only in the perspective of the whole does
      each segment become intelligible. Accordingly, the history of the war period involves a consideration of the
      pre-war period, followed by an account of the slow, reluctant, and grudging response of the state to the
      imperatives of war. The more critical the situation, the more necessary it is for the state to manufacture the
      conditions of acquiescence, and to obtain active and even sacrificial support. It becomes, necessary, therefore,
      to record the reaction of the people; fully as important as the acts of the state are the mass responses they
      evoke.
    


    
      The fundamental purpose of the study is to use Britain as a representative case history ; for the events of our
      time make this more than a record of a bygone and benighted age. As it becomes apparent that the First World War
      was the prototype of future wars, and as it becomes evident that Britain's response to that war helped to
      establish the pattern of response for the future, such a study becomes, perhaps, more than a matter of academic
      concern.
    


    
      The pleasure of recording my gratitude for advice and criticism is tempered only by anxiety that no one but
      myself be held responsible for my faults. From his rich store of learning and understanding, Professor J. Bartlet
      Brebner helped me to clarify many problems of content and organization. Professor Robert Livingston Schuyler, by
      his sympathetic council and his editorial skill and historical judgement, saved me from numerous pitfalls.
      Professors Brebner and Schuyler have, in generous spirit, permitted me to draw freely upon the wealth of their
      knowledge and experience. Professor Jesse D. Clarkson, throughout my association with him, has presented
      intellectual challenges which have done much to shape my approach and methodology. My indebtedness to him runs
      long and deep. Professor Solomon F. Bloom has been a source of unfailing aid; I have gained much over the years.
      I am grateful to Professor Madeline R. Robinton for wise and sympathetic suggestions. I have profited greatly
      from the stimulating encouragement and insights of Professor Hans Rosenberg. In organizing my first draft, I
      leaned heavily on the assistance of Mr. Abraham H. Venit. Mr. Arthur Younger helped me with a number of problems.
      Professor and Mrs. Oscar Handlin have added to my burden of debt by critically reading an early draft as well as
      the galleys.
    


    
      SAMUEL J. HURWITZ
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    SECTION I
    

    THE LIBERAL SCENE

  


  
    
       
    


    
       
    


    CHAPTER I
    

    A DECADE OF LIBERALISM


    
      THE problems of the pre-war decade in Great Britain, 1905–1914, were not born with the century,
      nor were they the Frankenstein-like creation of any political party. Implicit in a world-wide industrial
      revolution, spelled out by the rise of formidable rivals, the conditions of economic progress upon which rested
      the “classical” British civilization of the Victorian age seemed likely to disappear with Nineveh and Tyre. Many
      viewed the economic horizon with alarm. It seemed that the sunset was nearer than the sunrise, that senility
      pressed uncomfortably close upon maturity. There was no absolute decline in British trade and prosperity, indeed
      both were increasing; but many professed to read the handwriting on the wall by pointing to the inexorable fact
      that the rate of growth of British trade and industry had slackened, as contrasted with the acceleration so
      evident in other countries, particularly in Germany and in the United States.
    


    
      The prospect of economic decline was the matrix of many other problems: imperial strains, foreign dangers, labor
      disputes. All these were linked up with the economic situation. But they were not the sole difficulties; among
      others were the heightened discontent of the Dissenters, the growing unrest in Ireland, and the garish, but none
      the less very real, suffragist movement.
    


    
      To reverse the basic trend and thus save the British economy, the Tariff Reformers, headed by Joseph Chamberlain,
      offered and soon insisted upon what they claimed would be a simple solution. A protective tariff could tie the empire together and would shut out “unfair” competition; other
      countries would lower rather than raise their tariffs so as to take advantage of reciprocal agreements with
      Britain. With the consequent prosperity of British industry, wages would be raised, social reform would be
      realized, and a happy partnership of industry and labor would be cemented by a mortar more
      substantial than mere good will.
    


    
      This program appealed to the agriculturalists and to some industrialists, chiefly in the iron and steel and the
      woolen and worsted trades, but was not accepted by the coal, cotton, and shipping interests who lived by export
      trade. An effective tariff, argued the free traders, would serve only to raise the costs of production and give
      aid and comfort to Britain's aspiring competitors. With the “hungry-forties” almost literally engraved on the
      national consciousness, the blandishments of the exponents of a protective tariff were easily and bitterly
      resisted by the mass of the workers, haunted by the memory of the “dear loaf.”
    


    
      Harried by problems which even his subtle dialectic abilities could not resolve, Arthur James Balfour sought
      surcease, very temporary though he hoped it would be, from the cares of office on December 5, 1905.1 Two years earlier, the resignation of both Joseph Chamberlain and the Free Traders from the
      Cabinet had done little to ease the situation in the Unionist Party, where disunity continued to belie the name
      of the Party. Chamberlain had helped to split the Liberal Party twenty years before. Was the Unionist Party to
      undergo a similar fate? The difference between the Free Traders and Tariff Reformers was real; it might become
      basic.
    


    
      If Balfour could not heal the discord in his own Party, he hoped to take advantage of the dissensions in the
      Liberal Party. The Radical and Imperialist factions in the Liberal Party, faced with the task of creating a
      government, might destroy or at least neutralize each other. Balfour, however, underrated the Liberal passion for
      office. Within a week the Liberals organized a government under Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman and at the general
      election in January, 1906, achieved a result which astounded them fully as much as it shocked the Unionists and
      disappointed the Irish Nationalists, who had hoped to be able to hold the balance of power, as
      they had previously done under Liberal rule.2 The new House of Commons was
      composed of 377 Liberals, 157 Unionists, 83 Nationalists, and 51 Labourites, including 29 candidates of the
      Labour Representation Committee.
    


    
      The Radical and Imperialist Liberals, uniting in a Free Trade campaign, had not quite buried the hatchet but a
      superficial harmony had been established. Though the Cabinet was headed by the “pro-Boer” Campbell-Bannerman,
      three Liberal League imperialistic stalwarts—Asquith, Grey, and Haldane—held the key positions of Exchequer,
      Foreign Affairs, and War.3 The question of what policies to pursue was not to be
      easily settled. The very size of the majority was cause for alarm to the Liberal leaders who might be unable to
      restrain the ardor of the rank-and-file, many of whom owed their election to the Labour Party's policy of
      limiting the number of its candidates and thus avoiding numerous three-cornered fights.4
    


    
      Although the increased Labour vote seemed to show the line which the Government must follow, the
      Liberal leaders were reluctant to take hasty action. The Conservatives, no less than the Liberals, were worried.
      Not Liberalism, but “labour working with and through Liberalism,” was the danger.5 The Liberal Cabinet might realize that the Liberalism of the past century, the program of
      “Peace, Retrenchment, and Reform,” had become an anachronism; that even the perennial Gladstone had not survived
      the nineteenth century; that the future lay with the “masses” who had become the “masters”; but by training and
      temperament few could make the necessary transition.6 No less than Balfour, who
      also was aware that “a new era” had been inaugurated,7 the Liberals were
      ill-prepared to grapple with the new situation. Far more, of course, than Balfour, who reconsidered his decision
      to retire from public life,8 they were confronted with inescapable
      responsibilities and a very natural desire to stay in office.
    


    
      To an electorate which had responded with such high hopes and huge majorities to the Liberal cause, the first
      year of Liberal government was singularly unproductive of legislative results. The promises of
      Campbell-Bannerman's election address were still unfulfilled. There had been no development of Britain's
      “undeveloped estates in this country”; and the Liberals had not succeeded in making Britain less “of a
      pleasure-ground for the rich and more of a treasure-house for the nation.”9 The
      only important measures passed were the Workmen's Compensation Act, extending the protection offered by the
      Acts of 1897 and 1900, and the Bill freeing trade unions from liability for tortious actions. Even this Bill, as
      finally passed, was the result of the efforts of the rank-and-file who revised, into almost unrecognizable shape,
      the feeble proposals of the Liberal Cabinet. To add to the Cabinet's difficulties, the House of Lords
      defeated an Education Bill exacted by the Nonconformists in spite of the bitter opposition of Anglicans and
      Catholics, and a Plural Voting Bill, designed to extend the principle of “one man, one vote.” The Lords were
      fulfilling Balfour's promise, made on the morrow of the 1906 election, that the Unionists would continue to
      control “the destinies of this great Empire... whether in power or not.…”10
    


    
      The Government now found itself in an awkward position. Balfour, as Curzon said, might be “eternally pirouetting
      on an eternal dialectical wire,” but the Liberals could do little except to utter “yells of
      execration.” 11 The Unionists, openly welcoming a battle with the Liberals, were
      too shrewd to trifle with measures demanded by the increasingly influential organized workers, and only opposed
      non-labor legislation. Frustrated in passing legislation dear to the hearts of many Liberal constituents, unable
      to present any clear case to organized labor, the Liberals, it seemed to many, faced a future as dreary as their
      barren immediate past. Even the Prime Minister admitted that “for the nonce we must submit,” but promised that
      some way would be found to curb the Second Chamber; the “resources of the House of Commons,” he said, “are not
      exhausted.”12 (Gladstone had once spoken of the “resources of civilization” in
      this vein.)
    


    
      If not exhausted, the Government exhibited a state of extreme lassitude during 1907. It postponed or dropped
      various measures and the only significant act passed was the Budget which levied a super-tax on large incomes,
      and introduced into the system of taxation a distinction between earned and unearned income.13 With “swift English resolve,” the income tax, “having existed continuously for sixty-five
      years,” was acknowledged as permanent.14
    


    
      If little was accomplished in the way of legislation, the battle lines were becoming drawn. Even Asquith, the
      Liberal Imperialist, recognized the “urgent, long-delayed, and overdue problems of social
      reform.”15 Pressed by the jostling of “radicals” like Lloyd George and Churchill
      and the loss of Liberal seats in by-elections, Asquith, who had become Prime Minister on the death of
      Campbell-Bannerman, proceeded to court greater popularity. In April, 1908, in rededicating the Government to the
      cause of social reform, he set the pace for the later perorations of Lloyd George: “… there is a lot of country
      still to traverse, steep hills to climb, stiff fences to take, deep and even turbulent streams to cross before we
      come to the end of our journey, but we know where we are going and we shall not lose our way.”16 Yet the achievements of the Liberal Government continued to fall short of expectations. The
      major bills of 1908 were the Old Age Pensions Act, passed without opposition, and the Liquor Licensing Bill,
      defeated in the House of Lords without the formality of debate after the Unionists had settled its fate at a
      meeting in Lansdowne House.
    


    
      Once again the strategy of the Unionists had paralyzed the Liberals without giving them an issue
      on which they could carry the majority of the electorate. Reforms in education and the liquor trade were dear to
      the Nonconformists,17 an important element of the Liberal Party, but were neither
      significant nor dramatic to the labor movement, which was becoming increasingly restless and, as its fears of the
      Conservatives vanished, increasingly independent. In 1908, at the Labour Party's Annual Conference, a
      resolution had been carried favoring “the socialization of the means of production, distribution, and
      exchange.”18 The trade unions, unable to win the recognition of collective
      bargaining by the employers, were becoming very restive.19 The passage of the
      Trades Boards Bill and the Labour Exchanges Bill had failed to meet the needs or the aspirations of the organized
      and articulate labor movement.
    


    
      The Liberals needed an issue, which, without alienating the non-labor elements would rally their deserting
      supporters.20 If the Liberal Party was to retain power and survive, it was
      necessary to corral the vote of the workers, to alarm them with the alternative to Liberal rule, and to head them
      off from the Labour Party.21 The Liberals must demonstrate that the Conservatives were the foes of progress, of social reform, of the mass of the British people. Soon
      after the General Election of 1906, Balfour, in a letter to Lansdowne, had predicted the probable course of
      Liberal policy:
    


    
      
        … the Government methods of carrying on their legislative work will be this: they will bring in Bills in a much
        more extreme form than the moderate members of their Cabinet probably approve; the moderate members will trust
        to the House of Lords cutting out or modifying the most outrageous provisions: the Left Wing of the Cabinet, on
        the other hand, while looking forward to the same result will be consoled for the anticipated mutilation of
        their measures by the reflection that they will be gradually accumulating a case against the Upper House. …
        This scheme is an ingenious one, and it will be our business to defeat it as far as we can.22
      

    


    
      Lloyd George, ever alert, began to develop a plan of joining issue on ground unfavorable to the Conservatives.
      Some of the Liberals found hope in the rumors that the Lords, flushed with a sense of power, might veto the
      Budget, but Lloyd George ridiculed the possibility.23 The Peers would not disturb
      an ordinary Budget, but perhaps they could be goaded into rejecting a Budget dressed up to resemble a Land Bill
      which had been part of the Liberal platform. As early as November, 1906, as a representative from the Cabinet, he
      had asked Redmond's opinion on the plan to go before the Country on the issue of the Lords if
      the latter “hung up” the Education Bill and rejected the Plural Voting Bill, as well as the English Land Bill
      which the Government intended to introduce in the following year.24 These issues,
      however, were not sufficiently popular to afford material for a dramatization to be entitled “the Peers against
      the People.” Lloyd George was looking for “a larger issue.” 25 This he found, or
      rather, created, in the Budget of 1909.
    


    
      It was the root of all evil, nurtured by the calculated billingsgate of Lloyd George into a plant of the most
      luxuriant foliage, which was to camouflage the issues and give the Liberals a new lease on life. The Budget
      raised the death duties and, as recommended by the Select Committee of 1906, levied a supertax of 6d. in the pound on incomes over £5000; taxes on liquor and tobacco were raised; a tax of a halfpenny
      in the pound was levied on undeveloped land valued at over £50 an acre; and there was a 20 per cent tax on
      “unearned increment” or future appreciation in land values. The land taxes, truly illusionary in their effects,
      as treasury returns during the next eleven years proved, (they yielded £1,300,000 at a cost of £5,000,000 for
      collection), were the bogy.26 Three years earlier, Charles Trevelyan had said,
      that the Budget of 1906 was the modest prologue to a very considerable drama.27
      Lloyd George's four and a half hour speech in 1909 was for the purpose of creating a melodrama. Inflating the
      Budget's purposes and its potential achievements, he so frightened the Tory landlords with
      his new land taxes that, fearing the revolution was on, they preached active resistance.
    


    
      In the commotion created by Lloyd George and his unwitting allies—the “Dukes”—the British electorate lost sight
      of the much less theatrical, but much more exacting, increase in excise taxes.28
      The Chancellor proclaimed that “the industrial classes” had been paying “more in proportion to their income than
      those who are better off,”29 and that the Budget was framed on the principle that
      “no cupboard should be barer, no lot should be harder. … We are placing burdens on the broadest shoulders. Why
      should I put burdens on the people? I am one of the children of the people.” 30
      Yet an analysis of the Budget, as contrasted with the speeches made about it, reveals that the increase in
      indirect taxes would serve either to make the cupboard barer, or the lot harder, or both. “Food taxes” were
      replaced by what Asquith called “sumptuary taxation” and “taxes on luxuries and superfluities.” 31 The distinction was more apparent than real. As Mallet points out, “with human nature [as
      it] is at present constituted” the burden fell “on the working class family budget.” 32 Liquor and tobacco taxes, levied on commodities which the average male adult in Britain
      ranked as “necessaries,” yielded a greater percentage of the total revenue in the 1909 Budget than in any other
      Budget since the war Budget of 1900.33 As a whole, the Budget
      “was of the old family of budgets in its combination of direct and indirect taxation, its gathering of a handful
      here and a handful there.” 34
    


    
      Although there was little that was revolutionary in the Budget, Lloyd George knew that men lived not upon bread
      alone but also on catchwords.35 It was perhaps not unfitting that the taxes on
      normal intoxicants should have been increased, for Lloyd George freely offered a very potent brew, even if his
      intoxicant was rhetoric.36 He knew that abuse showered upon him was a political
      gain.37 The Lords obliged. Lloyd George was aware that change came about as much
      because of the “foolhardiness” of “foes” as the “sapience and wisdom” of “friends.” 38
    


    
      The Liberals themselves were alarmed but fascinated by the Budget. By no means united on the measure, they could
      not ignore the aura of progress which it gave them and which had been lacking in their past performances. And it
      might be useful in order to humble the Lords. John Burns has described the Cabinet deliberations
      upon the proposed budget: “like nineteen rag-pickers round a ’eap of muck.” 39
      The Liberal Cabinet was desperate.40 Only if the masses could be diverted from
      the growing appeal of the Labour Party, and the Liberal Party made to emerge as the true champion of the masses
      could the Liberals hope to win the next election. Although the Liberal Cabinet as a whole refused to believe that
      the Lords would throw out the Budget, Lloyd George thought otherwise, and took over the campaign.41 His purpose was not so much to get the Budget passed as defeated. For that would supply the
      issue which the Liberals so needed. In his operations against the Lords, Lloyd George had the benefit of two
      great masters — Joseph Chamberlain and Sir William Gilbert (who, incidently, had been knighted by the Liberal
      Government in 1907). He was fortunate, too, in that few in the Cabinet possessed his heritage of coming from the
      masses.
    


    
      A quarter of a century earlier Joseph Chamberlain had led attacks on the House of Lords in phrases which, Lloyd
      George has acknowledged, supplied “that pungent truculence” which his own speeches “sadly lacked.” 42 Chamberlain had once used the words of the Church litany in a prayer that the Peers might be
      “endowed with grace, wisdom and understanding”43 and pass the Reform Bill of
      1884. Lloyd George in 1909, on the other hand, devoutly wished that the Lords would veto the
      Budget.44
    


    
      In 1909 many of the Peers felt that Salisbury's forebodings of twenty-five years earlier had come true: “We
      are on an inclined plane leading from the position of Lord Hartington to that of Mr. Chamberlain and so on to the
      depths over which Mr. Henry George rules supreme.” 45 The “backwoodsmen” (as they
      were derisively styled by Lloyd George), who were aroused to come down from their country homes to override the
      1909 Budget, could hardly have known the difference between Henry George and Lloyd George, and the latter did his
      utmost to confuse the more discerning. Lloyd George “had known in his young days how cowed men could be, how
      fearful of shadows, how frightened by ghosts,” 46 and he sought to frighten the
      Lords.47
    


    
      That Lloyd George “possessed to an exceptional degree the capacity of exasperating political opponents …”
      48 is undeniable, but that he should have maneuvered the Unionist leaders into
      the position of being forced to advocate the rejection of the Budget by the Lords is more difficult to understand
      unless they, too, were affected by the prevailing mood of restlessness in the
      country.49 What was lacking was a sense of balance, of common-sense; and Lloyd
      George knew it. He had six years before exclaimed: “There is one thing in common between Lord Milner and Lord
      Curzon. They are both very clever men, but they belong to that class of clever men with every gift except the
      gift of common sense.” 50
    


    
      Lloyd George was aiming to fight the next election on an old demagogic platform. Years later he was to remark
      significantly that Gladstone's Midlothian speeches “convulsed as well as converted Britain.” 51 In the General Election of 1885, his model, Chamberlain, had denounced the recipient of
      unearned incomes,52 had raised the cry, “what ransom will property pay for the
      security which it enjoys?”;53 and Jesse Collings had promised “three acres and a
      cow” to the rural laborer.54 Lloyd George was, in 1909, trying to convulse the
      Lords and convert the wavering masses. Believing that “Politics are very much a matter of temperament” and that
      “enough logic” could easily be brought to satisfy “any ordinary mind of the reasonableness of any
      side of political argument,”55 he exploited “temperament.” His attacks on the
      “Dukes” served to cajole both them and the poor. The dukes were both expensive as individuals (“… a fully
      equipped duke costs as much to keep up as two Dreadnoughts and they are just as great a terror and last
      longer”),56 and ruinous as a class. Consistently he held up drink and the land
      system as the chief causes of poverty and destitution “in the richest country in the world.”57 His friend, Riddell, saw through Lloyd George's land campaign: “This land scheme is a
      shrewd political move … framed to appeal to the Liberal politician who is not prepared to attack the commercial
      classes. …”58 Beyond that, Lloyd George the Liberal, could not go.59
    


    
      At the start, some of the leaders of the Lords, including Lansdowne, had opposed vetoing the Budget, but they
      were carried along by “rank-and-file” pressure. “Whig scruples have been ruthlessly sacrificed to Tory passion.
      …” 60 As the campaign continued, numerous Peers became
      increasingly aware that they had been duped, but it was too late to turn back. The Lords could do no more than
      “damn the consequences”; the “tactical error had been committed of fighting the Bill so hard in the Commons that
      retreat had become almost impossible.” 61 Many of the three hundred Peers who
      voted against the Budget, had “an uncomfortable conviction” that they were “walking into a trap. …”62 They would have been more unhappy could they have been present when Harold Spender brought
      Lloyd George the news that the Lords had rejected the Budget. His “face shone. ‘The Lord’, he cried, ‘has
      delivered them into our hands’.” 63
    


    
      The Lord did not quite deliver the Lords, even though they “figured both as anti-constitutionalists and as tax
      evaders,” into the hands of Lloyd George.64 In the course of the General Election
      which followed, there was found no complete antidote to “the melancholy climate of public opinion, the gradual
      erosions of disillusion and boredom.” 65 The Government lost 104 seats, but would
      have a majority of 125, with the support of the Labour Party and the 82 Irish.66
      Clearly the election was not an unmixed victory. The Government now needed the support of both
      Labour and the Irish. In 1907, Churchill had been sure that the Liberals “pulled the curtain up on a piece” that
      was “going to have a good long run,”67 but the Liberals now found that the Irish
      Nationalists could drop the curtain at will.68 The Irish incubus was again to
      intimidate the Liberals and obsess the Conservatives. For the moment, however, the Irish Question was held in
      abeyance pending the final outcome of the struggle with the Lords. The acceptance of the Budget by the Lords (who
      had always held that they would abide by the “wishes of the people,” as expressed in an election), did not
      prevent the Liberals from pushing their attack. Pressed by the Irish, who demanded that the Lord's power be
      curbed in order to remove a positive obstacle to Home Rule, the Liberals sought to reorganize the House of Lords
      and redefine its powers.
    


    
      The Parliament Bill introduced by Asquith was intended as a stopgap measure pending the permanent reorganization
      of the Second Chamber, a problem the solution of which caused the Liberals much trouble. Until the character of
      the reorganization could be defined, the Lord's power was, ostensibly, to be curbed. Once again, as in the
      tumult aroused over the Budget of 1909, the electorate would have done well to examine the nature of the reform
      itself. The House of Lords, for many years, had amounted to little more than a “watchdog” against “pernicious”
      and “special legislation” passed by the House of Commons “without the consent of the electorate.” It merely
      asserted the right to “veto” such legislation in order that a “referendum” might be held by the
      electorate. It did not maintain the right to veto such legislation if the electorate expressed its approval of
      it. Although the Liberals claimed that, with reference to specifically Liberal proposals, the “watchdog” had
      become, in Lloyd George's phrase, “Mr. Balfour's poodle,” the Lords insisted that legislation clearly
      demanded by the majority of the British people was never opposed. The Parliament Act of 1911 by giving the House
      of Lords the power of holding up legislation (other than money bills) for at least two years, served, in some
      respects, to strengthen it at the expense of the electorate.69
    


    
      Although it might seem now that the Liberals had little to gain and the Conservatives little to lose from such a
      reform of the Lords, the issues were not as clear then to the opposing sides. Two features of the debate are
      remarkable: the agitation and terror of the Conservatives, and the Liberal leaders' aversion to creating new
      peers.70 Asquith had a draft list of about 250 suggested Liberal
      peers.71 Had the Liberals gone through with this they could have passed Irish
      home rule, Welsh disestablishment, and a reform of the second chamber all in one session. “With the Diehards
      doing their utmost to bring this about, there seems something paradoxical about the conservatism of the Liberals, who toiled to prevent it from happening.” 72
    


    
      It was no paradox. It was a plot, or, at least, a plan. Lord Newton was under no illusions:
    


    
      
        … An unreformed House of Lords suited the Liberal Party admirably. It could always be utilized as a reward for
        deserving supporters; as a refuge for decayed Ministers; as a convenient safeguard for the purpose of
        reassuring those moderates who were afraid of moving too fast; and finally, upon occasion, as a horrible object
        lesson to the electorate.73
      

    


    
      It is not easy to relinquish a whipping boy. Only the unsophisticated wondered why the Liberal Ministry was so
      reluctant to curb the Lords.
    


    
      In fact, the Liberals attempted to arrive at an agreement which would avoid the necessity of forcing the issue of
      the reform of the Lords. Lloyd George, acutely conscious of pressing difficulties, approached some of the
      Unionist leaders with a proposal to unite the Liberal and Unionist parties on a common program.74 The issues confronting Parliament and the country could not be solved by one
      party alone without courting “temporary” unpopularity. The common program would include universal military
      service, “settlement” of the Irish question (though not necessarily according to the wishes of the Irish Home
      Rulers), Imperial Preference, and other measures agreed upon after discussion. Many of the Unionist leaders were
      prepared to accept the proposals,75 but the plan came to naught because of fear
      of opposing sentiment from the rank-and-file.76
    


    
      Lloyd George's negotiations were carried on secretly and unofficially; on another level,
      other efforts were being made to bring the two sides together. In an attempt to arrive at a solution, King
      George, who had succeeded on the death of his father on May 6, 1910,—and many attributed the death of Edward to
      his despondency over the constitutional crisis—called a Constitutional Conference in June.77 The Liberals and the Unionists could not agree on a common set of proposals, but the
      consequences of disagreement were so threatening, that it was not until November 10 that the Conference broke up. Differences centered in the insistence of the Unionists that the country be consulted by
      referendum on organic measures—that is, acts affecting the Crown and Constitution (such as Irish Home
      Rule)—before they became law by Act of Parliament. This the Liberals, obligated to the Irish, could not
      accept.78
    


    
      The failure of the Constitutional Conference necessitated still another election before the Parliament Bill could
      be passed. The verdict of the electorate was not markedly different from the one it had rendered at the beginning
      of the year: 272 Liberals, 42 Labourites, 76 Irish Nationalists, and 8 Irish Independents were elected to office,
      as opposed to 253 Unionists and 19 Irish Unionists.79 The Parliament Bill of 1911
      was approved by the new House of Commons, but only after the most violent scenes.80 Full of sound and fury, the opposition signified nothing: the very next day saw the
      publication of a letter from Balfour to Lord Newton advising the House of Lords to accept the Bill. Even Lord
      Curzon, who had earlier favored a fight to the “last ditch,” now urged surrender.81 But the “ditchers” did not yield gracefully.
    


    
      On August 10, the Peers' debate entered its final stage. Outdoors it was 97 degrees in the shade, the highest
      temperature in seventy years. In the House of Lords the heat generated by the debate was even more abnormal. Lord
      Selborne concluded the debate: “The question is—shall we perish in the dark by our own hand, or in the light,
      killed by our enemies?”82
    


    
      The Lords passed the Bill by a vote of 131 to 114. Wyndham expressed the frustration of the defeated minority:
      “We have been beaten by the Bishops and the Rats.” Some Press comment was in the same vein, expressing its
      contempt for the “ignoble gang, lay and clerical, of traitors.” The punishment threatened was dire—to be
      “black-listed” in every Conservative Club.83
    


    
      The struggle over the Budget and the humbling of the Lords had somewhat revived the failing Liberal fortunes, but
      other measures were manifestly necessary in order to prevent the drift away from the Liberal banner. Lloyd George
      thought he knew the solution. For the Liberals, the only “alternative” to a coalition with the
      Unionists was “to formulate and carry through an advanced land and social reform policy.”84 Neither he nor his party was prepared to try such a wholesale remedy, but they did proceed
      to enact a limited program of social legislation. In 1911 the Invalidity and Unemployment Insurance Bill became
      law.85 Bismarck had pioneered in Old Age Pensions and Health Insurance in Germany
      decades before. The Liberals could at least make a counter-claim to priority in Unemployment Insurance, but it
      was on a modest scale and the provision for contributory payments by the workers was bitterly assailed by many
      Labourites.
    


    
      Still other developments during that torrid summer of 1911 kept passions at a high peak. If the portents of war
      were visible on the international horizon, on the domestic scene strife was actual. Labor, the Irish, and the
      Suffragettes revealed a restlessness, transmuted into active struggle, which augured ill for the “traditional”
      British abhorrence of direct action. Although force had cradled the British nation, infancy is easily forgotten.
      Strikes were not startling innovations, but accompanying violence was felt to be. Worse, unions were striving to
      increase their power through larger amalgamations. Individual workers and industrialists had benefited as a
      result of union. Now the unions carried the process one step further by amalgamating among themselves.
    


    
      It is certain that few of the politicians and publicists who preached unity before the war and enjoined it during
      the war welcomed the show of unity exhibited by the three largest organized labor groups—miners, railwaymen, and
      transport workers—in forming a “Triple Alliance.” 86 The Triple Alliance tried to allay fears, but without effect. Disclaiming any intention of organizing sympathetic strikes,
      generally considered to be revolutionary and therefore un-English, the unions of the miners, railwaymen, and
      transport workers agreed to enter into contracts with employers which would terminate at the same time, so that
      they might be free to act in concert when renewing these contracts. The distinction between synchronous strikes
      arising from the termination of concurrent contracts and sympathetic strikes was too subtle for most
      Englishmen.87
    


    
      Strikes were not only more numerous; the number of strikers was without precedent. More days were lost by strikes
      in 1912 than in the six preceding years combined.88 In March, 1912, over one
      million miners were out, demanding a national minimum wage. The mine owners, who themselves could not agree to
      combine, would not countenance other than local negotiations. Forced to act, the Government introduced the
      Minimum Wage Act. The Act did not meet the demands of the miners, who thereupon voted to continue the strike.
      Despite the rank-and-file vote, the Executive of the Miners' Federation called the strike off. The Transport
      Workers, organized in the Transport Workers Federation, were not far behind in their action and resolved to
      consolidate their position by demanding the closed shop. Some trade union leaders invoked the aid of the Deity.
      Ben Tillett had the strikers repeat after him, “Oh God, strike Lord Davenport dead.” 89 Nevertheless, the strike of the transport workers ended without victory.
    


    
      The basic cause of the labor unrest was the decline in real wages, when contrasted with the general industrial
      prosperity. The pre-war period in Britain was no golden era of Peace, Progress, and Prosperity
      for the working class. Nominal wages of most workers rose, but they did not, on the average, keep pace with
      prices. That the miners were at once the “storm-troops” and “rearguard” in action is easily accounted for by the
      fact that even their money wages fell, representing a decline in real wages greater than that suffered by any
      other group.90 Food prices were 14 per cent higher in 1912 than in 1900. At the
      same time, although it may be true that as a class the rich were not getting richer, “wealth was passing into the
      possession of persons who enjoyed ostentatious expenditure.” 91 It may be true
      that, contrary to the general opinion, statistics indicate that the higher incomes fared little or no better than
      the workers' incomes;92 however, the workers were of a quite contrary
      opinion. Furthermore, the decline in real wages was all the more onerous because during the greater part of the
      second half of the nineteenth century real wages had been rising.93 To many it
      seemed that all progress had been halted, and that drastic action was necessary to remove the obstacles—though it
      was not always exactly clear what they were.
    


    
      During the first decade of the twentieth century, reform “legislation could not allay the disquiet that compelled
      it.”94 Little wonder, therefore, that disillusionment with government action
      gradually began to take hold in the ranks of labor. The industrial boom and declining real wages of the three
      years immediately preceding the war gave this movement an almost irresistible impetus. The proportion of disputes
      settled by arbitration was smaller in 1913 than in any of the previous years (although the Board of Trade was
      contemplating seeking additional powers), and from 1911 to 1913 an average of over one million
      workers were involved each year in trade disputes.95 The biographer of the Fabian
      exponents of the “inevitability of gradualness” states that on the eve of the war labor was in a revolutionary
      mood.96 The Webbs themselves speak of the “disillusionment among trade unionists
      as to the immediate potency of parliamentary representation—a disillusionment manifested in the outbreak of
      rebellious strikes that characterized the years 1911–1914.”97 The
      Government's labor “trouble-shooter,” Askwith, in November, 1913, warned that “within a comparatively short
      time there may be movements in this country coming to a head of which recent events have been a small
      foreshadowing.” 98 Violence suggested itself as a “dangerous alternative to the
      tedious methods of persuasion.” 99 The summer of 1914 seemed like the lull before
      the storm. There was a spirit of unrest which vaguely expressed itself in an often heard phrase “Wait till the
      autumn.” 100
    


    
      Politicians like Lloyd George agreed with the union leaders and the labor experts. In the summer of 1914 it
      seemed clear “that the autumn would witness a series of industrial disturbances without precedent.”
      101 Morley saw in the general unrest a similarity to the continental revolutions
      of 1848.102 Ben Tillett has described the period as “strange,
      hectic. … It was a great upsurge of elemental forces. It seemed as if the dispossessed and disinherited class in
      various parts of the country were all simultaneously moved to assert their claims upon society. What it was in
      fact was a series of strikes, entirely spontaneous in their origin. …”103 Frank
      Hodges confirms this view. “The year 1914 was the year of the greatest significance to the Trade Union movement.
      It is the year in which nearly all the great trade unions contemplated embarking upon a new and gigantic
      struggle. All the achievements of the previous decades were to be consolidated.…”104
    


    
      The Government, not quite as sure as Tillett that “a sovereign common sense” would prevent
      “excess,”105 prepared for emergencies. The War Office made plans for domestic
      strife with at least as much facility as it formulated plans for a Continental war, and with less dissension in
      the General Staff.106 Troops had already been widely used during the railway
      strike of 1911 and during many smaller strikes. The police were likewise prepared. The Reports of H. M. Inspectors of Constabulary for the year 1914, made to H. M.'s Principal
      Secretary of State, contain the significant statement that “The general unrest at home in the years 1909–1913 had
      emphasized the necessity for expanding the police force to meet emergencies too great for its normal strength”
      and the Home Office had drawn up plans to cope with this danger.107 The police
      were better able to concentrate on labor matters because the constantly decreasing crime rate tended to relieve
      them of their more usual duties.108
    


    
      Forced to keep step with these events, the Labour Party was veering more and more away from the
      Liberals. On July 7, 1912, Riddell recorded in his Diary:
    


    
      
        It is evident from what L. G. said today that the fight between the Liberal and Labour parties is pretty
        bitter. It is quite clear that the Liberals would like to wipe out the Labour Party, and that, failing this
        they are most anxious to keep it ‘in its place.’ The truth is that the aims and objects of these two parties
        differ far more than those of the Moderate Liberals and Conservatives, who are both pledged to improve the
        condition of the people, but shrink from drastic action directed against the commercial classes. In discussing
        the Liberal-Labour dispute over two pending by-elections, Lloyd George said ‘I would rather see the
        Conservative get in than the Labour man.’109
      

    


    
      It is extremely doubtful that Lloyd George favored the Conservative candidate because, as he claimed, the working
      classes needed the “assistance of able men in other walks of life” in order to improve their position by
      revolution.110 Rather, the Liberals fearing the growing strength of the Labour
      Party, were forced to advocate measures that would stir the public into supporting the Liberal Party. In May,
      1913, Masterman and Harold Spender urged Lloyd George to launch his Land Campaign without delay.111 The Labour Party must be ditched, but not at the expense of injuring the business community
      nor at the expense of losing the votes of the laboring masses.
    


    
      The accomplishment of this aim was not easy. In 1911 Lloyd George had asserted: “The great lesson of Christianity
      is this. You can't redeem those who are below except by the sacrifice of those who are above.” 112 Nevertheless he would have to give the appearance, if not the reality, of
      reform. Christopher Addison, Lloyd George's faithful understudy during this period and later during the war,
      who suffered disillusionment after the war, has characterized the Liberal era—war and pre-war—as one “of high
      sounding phrases and empty platitudes.” 113 If so, they were remarkably
      effective.114
    


    
      The threat of Labor appeared real to the Government, but as individuals the members of the Government were more
      immediately and personally affected by the conduct or rather the misconduct of the Suffragettes. The
      dissatisfaction of women with their lot goes back to Eve. In striving to improve their status they attempted
      various measures ranging from persuading Adam to taste the apple of knowledge to Lysystrata's boycott. Their latest and most popular panacea was female suffrage. It was the gospel of “direct
      action,” finding admirers and adherents in all strata of British society in the decade before 1914, which
      elevated (thereby, many held, degrading it) the suffrage movement to the forefront of public discussion and
      concern. Manchester, the home of textiles, free trade, and pacifism, was the birth place of the militant
      women's suffrage movement with the formation in 1903 of the Women's Social and Political Union, dedicated
      to the cause of women suffrage to be achieved by “deeds not words.”
    


    
      Perhaps only a Blanqui or a Bakunin could properly appreciate the feats of the suffragettes of Great Britain in
      the years preceding 1914.115 Knit together by common frustrations, bound with an
      iron discipline, under the direction of austere leaders, the militant suffrage movement, never numbering more
      than a few thousand members, harassed the Liberal ministers, not unto death, to be sure, but to distressing pain
      and ineffable mortification. The story of their activities seems almost such stuff as nightmares are made of.
    


    
      Although involved in demonstrations, not all of which had been peaceful, since 1905,116 it was the definite rejection of their demands by Asquith in 1911 which set
      the WSPU on a course of action which might almost have made the war—with its accompanying cessation of
      suffragette activity—a welcome interlude to many Cabinet members.117 The angry
      Suffragettes began a campaign of open and unabashed, even blustering and hyperbolized violence.
      At first the objects were windows, the weapons, stones, but the Suffragettes soon moved on to more animate
      targets, and just as with practice they improved their understanding of the correct techniques of breaking
      windows (“There is nothing like a hammer for smashing plate glass; stones, even flints, are apt to glance off
      harmlessly”), so they learned ju jutsu.118 Frankly following the “methods of
      war,” 119 some members risked and lost their lives in what even the gentle George
      Lansbury, who opposed “class war,” described as “a holy war!” 120 Property damage
      in the years 1913 and 1914 only, easily amounted to over £1,000,000. 121 Just as
      the suffragettes submerged their lives in the “Movement,” so was the latter absorbed by the larger maelstrom of
      war.122
    


    
      Sorely afflicted as they were after 1911, the Liberals, despite trials and tribulations,
      nevertheless tenaciously clung to office, resisting all attempts to unseat them. Their course seemed, however,
      almost to be run, and the Unionists were doing their utmost to end it.
    


    
      Their new device was to use the inevitable strife over Home Rule for Ireland as a lever to dislodge the Liberals
      from office. The memory of their great victory over the Liberals in 1886 on the question of Ireland always seemed
      to revive their drooping spirits. They proceeded to strengthen, to say the least, the determination of Ulster not
      to be separated from Great Britain. Ulster, fearing “neither God nor devil—only the
      Pope”123 was urged to resist Home Rule by many of the most distinguished
      dignitaries of Britain. The Government must then be compelled to use force, which would alienate the British
      people, or lapse into inaction, which would cause the withdrawal of the Irish Home Rulers without whose support
      the Liberals could not hold office. The real struggle began after September, 1913, by which time a Home Rule
      Bill, applying to all of Ireland had twice passed the Commons and been rejected as many times by the Lords.
    


    
      Agitation mounted, with increasing verbal violence, all aimed at frightening the Government. Only “force” could
      be used against a Government of “fraud,” said Carson; and F. E. Smith, who had in 1911 been willing to jettison
      “the Orangemen” in order to arrive at an agreement on a coalition, proclaimed that the fate of the Home Rule Bill
      would be determined not in the House of Commons, but “in the streets.”124 With
      their deliberate repetition of threats of violence and incitements to mutiny, the Unionists were frustrated only
      in their plan to inflame the issue by martyrdom. The Irish Nationalists opposed prosecution of the disturbers as
      securing “for the victims an invaluable and much-coveted place in the annals of Irish martyrology.”125 The Liberal Government, rarely taking forthright action, accepted this excuse for inaction
      with extreme pleasure, and sought a compromise. Churchill saw the real plot—that the Tories were using Ulster as
      an “extra-Parliamentary force” to turn the Government out.126 He tried to get
      Redmond to agree to a compromise, but the Irish Nationalists always held Ireland “one land … one
      entity,” and, of course, refused. Pleas proving vain, the Liberals turned to threats. Lloyd George told Redmond
      that he, in company with Grey, Haldane, and Churchill, would resign unless the Nationalists agreed to make
      concessions to Ulster. Redmond, however, holding the whip hand, forced Lloyd George to admit the hollowness of
      the Liberal ultimatum. Lloyd George conceded that, while the resignation of the Government would be a debacle for
      the Home Rulers, it would end his own career forever, and would set back the Liberal Party for at least a
      generation. The Liberal Cabinet then proceeded to mollify the Irish Nationalists by discounting Lloyd
      George's authority.127
    


    
      Forced to continue the unhappy alliance with the Irish Nationalists lest they be summarily thrown out of office,
      the Liberals found their tenure none too secure even with Irish support. The Unionists were urging the King to
      dismiss the Liberal Ministry, not because it lacked Parliamentary support, but on the ground that it did not have
      the approval of the people. Asquith agreed that the King had the power to dismiss a Ministry, but pointed out to
      his Majesty that it had last been done in 1834 by William IV, “one of the least wise of British monarchs.”
      128 Impressed, the King decided not to interfere, but rumors persisted that he
      might be persuaded to veto the Home Rule Bill.129 The Unionist strategy,
      essentially, was to create a situation so tense that the Liberals would not dare to enforce Home Rule, but it is
      now impossible to say to what extent they had become victims of their own machinations. In March,
      1914, many prominent Englishmen signed a “British Covenant,” pledging resistance;130 three months earlier Bonar Law had exclaimed that the country was “rapidly drifting to
      civil war.” The Liberals introduced a compromise to permit any county to vote itself out of home rule for six
      years, but Carson denounced it as “a sentence of death with a stay of execution.…” 131 Having no alternative but to resign or fight, Asquith sent orders for troop movements to
      Ulster.
    


    
      The Ulsterites, however, refused to be intimidated, while disaffection among many officers in the Army forced the
      resignation, among others, of the Minister of War and the Chief of the General Staff. In July the King called a
      conference to find some basis for the avoidance of rebellion, welcoming the conferees in an address which
      included the statement that “the trend has been surely and steadily towards an appeal to force and today the cry
      of civil war is on the lips of the most responsible and sober minded of my people.” 132
    


    
      It was at this juncture that the prospect of a greater struggle swallowed up, for a while, the Irish troubles. On
      July 28, Grey made a statement in the House of Commons on the Austrian rejection of Serbia's reply to the
      ultimatum demanding satisfaction for the murder of the Archduke Ferdinand at Sarajevo. Clutching
      at straws—or so it must have felt then—both parties reacted quickly to halt domestic strife. The ranks were
      closed by many, not to prepare for war, but rather to prevent British involvement. A united Britain could “limit
      the area of the war.” 133 To others, however, the possibility of a European war
      was seized upon as an occasion which would serve to prevent a civil war.134
      Carson saw no hopes of solving the Irish difficulties “unless something happens—when we shall have once more to
      assert the manhood of our race.” 135 The alacrity with which all parties
      suspended their wrangling over the Irish question may be explained not only by fear of Germany, but by anxiety
      over the drift of events concerning Ireland. A farrago of bombast, malapropisms, and vacillation had created a
      crisis by August, 1914, which could only lead, the contestants themselves feared, to a conflict so dangerous that
      it would rock the very foundation of the country.136 Concern with foreign
      difficulties served to distract attention from the Irish troubles. Foreign policy, crowded out of public
      discussion by labor, the Lords, the Suffragettes, and the Irish, had nevertheless been a vital concern of the
      chief members of the Liberal Cabinet no less than of the Unionist Governments.
    


    
      British foreign policy aimed essentially at preserving the status quo. Just before the turn of the century,
      Joseph Chamberlain had suggested an agreement with Germany. The latter, viewing it as a self-denying ordinance,
      had not been quick to seize the offer. Disturbed by Russian expansion, the British had entered
      into the Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902. The Russo-Japanese War was the fruit of that Alliance, but the virtual
      collapse of Russia shocked Britain even more than it gratified her. The doom of “splendid isolation” had already
      been sealed in the Anglo-French Entente of 1904. The French, seeking allies, had taken to heart Chamberlain's
      advice that they “mend their manners,” 137 and Britain and France sank their
      imperialist differences in favor of the “Entente-Cordiale.” The “Entente-Cordiale” never blossomed into a formal
      and open alliance, and its fruits, therefore, were the more surprising to all but a few of the Cognoscenti. The sober Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy might
      comment later that the declaration of war was “the logical outcome” of British policy or, quoting Lord Esher, the
      “inevitable sequel.” 138 But the mass of the British people were astounded.
      Asquith, Grey, and Haldane, with the consent of Campbell-Banner-man, had continued and extended the foreign
      policy of the preceding Unionist Government, although even the Liberal Imperialist, Lord Rosebery, opposed
      it.139
    


    
      Whatever the electorate may have thought in expressing its wishes with ballots, its ignorance of external policy
      was no fault of the future Foreign Secretary, who had made it clear in October, 1905, that the Conservative
      foreign policy was “non-controversial.” 140 He reiterated this on later occasions
      in February and November, 1908: “We have pursued the policy of Lord Lansdowne.” 141 “For some twenty years or so foreign politics have not formed a dividing issue between
      parties. …”142 Grey, says a Unionist leader, “conserved and developed” the
      Unionist foreign policy.143 Although Grey might publicly proclaim that he was
      carrying out the foreign policy of the Opposition, such a policy could actually be continued by the Liberal
      Government only if many of its own members were kept in ignorance of the extent of Britain's
      commitments.144 As J. H. Clapham has expressed it, the Liberal Government moved
      on two planes—that of “the public plane of domestic reform” and that of “the hidden plane of a possible war.”
      145 Churchill has stated that the British Government did not believe in the
      approach of a great war; yet at the same time the “sinister hypothesis” was continually present in their
      thoughts. For ten years “this duality and discordance were the keynote of British politics,” with the Government
      living “in two different worlds of thought. There was the actual visible world with its peaceful activities and
      cosmopolitan aims and there was a hypothetical world, a ‘world beneath the threshold’ as it were.
      …”146 The two, worlds rarely overlapped, except in rhetoric. Thus, although the
      formation of the Triple Entente was hailed by Grey as “in the interest of social reform and internal development
      in both countries,” 147 one faction in the Liberal Party was at first hardly
      aware of what was being done, and when it finally did learn, was reluctant to leave office.
    


    
      It is undoubtedly true that, as Lloyd George points out, the Cabinet devoted “a ridiculously small percentage of
      its time to a consideration of foreign affairs,” 148 and that as a whole it was
      never called into a genuine consultation upon the fundamental aspects of the foreign situation; that “all the
      information was carefully filtered… [and] much of the information essential for forming a sound opinion was
      deliberately withheld.” Nevertheless, as he admits, “Direct questions were always answered with civility.
      …”149 It is impossible to imagine Lloyd George disconcerted because these
      questions “were not encouraged,” embarrassed by the air of “hush hush,” and abashed because “We were made to feel
      that in these matters we were reaching our hands towards the mysteries and that we were too young in the
      priesthood to presume to enter into the sanctuary reserved for the elect.” 150 He
      admits that as early as 1910 he expected war.151 Churchill
      confesses that he saw the dangers of the “discussions” with France. They entailed, he said in a letter to Grey,
      “the obligations of an alliance without its advantages. And above all without its precise definitions.”
      152
    


    
      Among the “elect”—Liberals and Unionists—the thought of a coming war with Germany was rarely absent. The First
      Sea Lord foretold it;153 the Chief of Staff, Sir John French, studied the French
      language in order to be better able to converse freely with his future Allies, and mapped out
      campaigns;154 the Director of Military Operations toured the future battlegrounds
      on a bicycle “time after time”; 155 most professional soldiers
      expected it;156 and some of the permanent officials of the Foreign Office freely
      spoke their minds in English society circles.157 The Liberals have been
      exceedingly reticent, but the Unionists did not hestitate to put themselves on record. It is in their
      autobiographies and biographies that we find a candor so absent among the Liberals.158
    


    
      Certainly the Agadir incident in the summer of 1911, even if it came as a shocking surprise to many or even most
      members of the Liberal Cabinet, gave them fair notice of the prospect for the future. As Asquith voiced it at the
      end of July, 1914, they could not “persuade” themselves that the Conservatives were better fitted to
      rule.159 In describing the anxious hours spent awaiting the expiration of the
      ultimatum of August 3, 1914, to Germany, Churchill uses a figure of speech which perhaps has more significance
      than he realizes: “I had the odd sense that it was like waiting for an election result.” 160 Morley accuses Lloyd George of swinging around to war possibly because of
      “demagogic calculations.” Because “the Liberal Party was already shattered and could not win the approaching
      election. …”161 In the words of Lloyd George, “We pulled a lever which might land
      us on a star or land us in chaos.” 162 To Grey, the prospect of the war was a
      great catastrophe, exceeded only by the prospect of Britain's remaining neutral.163 Churchill, on July 27, 1914, when the probability of war had receded somewhat, told
      Asquith, “I am afraid that we shall have a bloody peace.” The word “bloody” was meant as a mild epithet, but its
      significance was, perhaps, far greater. Asquith understood that the war would “settle” many of the outstanding
      domestic problems. The daughter and one time secretary of Gladstone told Asquith that she hoped the world war
      would take place “now.” Asquith turned on her “with a look of understanding…” and told her what Churchill had
      said.164
    


    
      Christopher Addison, later Minister of Reconstruction, and an important non-Cabinet member of the Liberal
      Ministry, in 1914, says that some Liberals, like Simon, stayed in the Government because a Coalition Government
      would be “the grave of Liberalism.” Yet, he admits that “most of us felt that Liberalism was already in its
      grave. … When one thinks of all our schemes of social reform… one could weep. Nearly all the things we have been
      toiling at for years have come toppling down about our ears.” 165 The biographers
      of Asquith sum up the situation with the statement that “there was a great desire among the Ministers not to let
      British policy slip out of British hands.” 166 Perhaps this ought
      to read “there was a great desire among Ministers not to let British policy slip out of Liberal hands.” For
      example, Simon once resigned “with tears streaming down his face at having to leave,” but he returned to Asquith
      and Government.167 Even “the Quaker President of the Peace Society” (Pease) was
      not “over-squeamish about having a hand in Armageddon.” 168 As the Economist, quoting the comment of “a cynical observer,” later explained, “office before principle”
      was the “natural corollary of Patriotism before Party.” 169 Lloyd George says
      that “the Conservatives entered the war with enthusiasm and the Liberals with reluctant conviction.”
      170
    


    
      The Liberals—Imperialists and “Pacifists” alike—clung to office with a professional zeal, from which few
      embarrassments could budge them; and one might add, fewer scruples. The statements of Asquith on March 24, 1913,
      and Grey on April 28, 1914, and on June 11, 1914, denying that Britain was bound to assist France under any
      existing obligations or agreements are not false, but they were carefully drawn up with a will to conceal the
      truth half-suspected by many.171 By that time no member of the Cabinet could
      plead ignorance. In 1912 the entire Cabinet (Lloyd George by 1911) was already acquainted with the arrangements
      which Lloyd George admits were regarded “as practically tantamount to a commitment on our part to come to the aid
      of France in the event of her being attacked by Germany.” 172 The majority of the
      Cabinet members might be “aghast.” “Hostility barely represents the strength of the sentiment
      which the revelation aroused; it was more akin to consternation.” But “to attempt then to set right the
      impression produced in the minds of our Allies [italics added] would have created a new
      situation. …” 173 Though Lloyd George admits that the “Allies” regarded these
      arrangements as “practically tantamount” to a commitment to war, a page later he goes on to state that he
      accepted Grey's assurances that the agreements “left us quite free, in the event of war, to decide whether we
      should or not participate in the conflict.”174 In November, 1912, Morley, who as
      a member of the Government was helping to consolidate “two groups of powers” with irreconcilable purposes, stated
      that “he wouldn't be a party to a war arising out of such a situation,” 175
      but did not even threaten to resign.
    


    
      This duality explains the dilemma of the Liberals. Affirmative action was impossible for the Liberal Government.
      Rather it was necessary to let the drift of events force, or appear to force, the hand of the
      Government.176 The Unionists, on the other hand, were united. Their leaders on
      August 2, 1914, had sent a message to Asquith stating that “it would be fatal to the honour and security of the
      United Kingdom to hesitate in supporting France and Russia at the present juncture, and we offer
      our unhesitating support to the Government in any measures they may consider necessary for that object.”
      177
    


    
      The Liberals had been unable to take such frontal action. Asquith and Grey bided their time, hoping for an event
      that would enable them to swing over a united Cabinet behind a course of action upon which they felt the fate of
      Britain depended. The invasion of Belgium on the morning of August 4, furnished the occasion for a defensible
      Liberal decision to embark upon war, although Asquith had privately advised the King on July 30, 1914, that if
      Belgium were invaded Britain's course would “be rather one of policy than of legal obligation.”
      178 The rank and file aversion to war was so strong among the Liberals that the
      Cabinet could not agree to bind the Government openly in advance. An outright pledge to France would have meant the break-up of the Cabinet. “I knew,” says Grey in his intended apologia, “the desire to keep out of war to be very widespread and strong.”179 Lloyd George was later bitter about Grey. And, in a sense, Asquith and Grey brought the
      country into the war; not only because they did not explicitly warn Germany—in any event it was impossible to get
      a united Cabinet to deliver a warning—but because Asquith and Grey by their seeming dawdling and fumbling
      prevented a serious Cabinet split until the invasion of Belgium created the convincing occasion for a decision
      and the Liberals faced the enemy united amongst themselves and with the Unionists.
    


    
      On August 4, 1914, a united Britain faced Germany, and although there were more fundamental and deep-seated
      causes for this, the role of Asquith and Grey in helping to bring this about, cannot be discounted.180 Asquith sought to avoid “the break-up of the Cabinet…a war conducted by a Conservative
      government…the country divided…and an unknown number of people determined to stop the war at the earliest possible moment.” He was, therefore, anxious not to force matters in the Cabinet and “not to
      move ahead of public opinion in the country.” 181 Grey's bitterest critic
      would not take issue with him: “Looking back on it all, it seems to me that the course actually followed in these
      critical days was the only one that could have led to the entry of Britain into the war, immediately,
      wholeheartedly and with practical unanimity. This was the actual result.” 182
      Grey has delivered his own best epitaph: “I used to hope that I was meant to keep the country out of war. But
      perhaps my real business was to bring her into it unitedly.” 183 This is
      emphasized by the thought of what the situation would have been if the Unionists had been in power. United
      Liberal support would by no means have been offered. “But out of the evil came good.” 184 The success of the Liberals insured the carrying out of Conservative foreign policy. Margot
      Asquith has best summed up: “It is not easy for any Prime Minister to commit his Party to a war on foreign soil
      with an unknown foe, but it was lucky for this country that the Liberals were in power in 1914, as men might have
      been suspicious of acquiescing in such a terrible decision at the dictation of a Jingo Government.”
      185
    


    
      The war came as a climax to the general feeling of disturbance and unrest. A trade union leader
      has written of August, 1914, that the British people had long lived “in an atmosphere of war.” 186 There was “a sense of imminent danger; I don't know what,” H. M. Nevinson wrote in his
      diary, “God does not send in His Bill every week-end,” but the feeling of uneasiness and unknown guilt was
      pervasive.187
    


    
      
        The exceeding complexity of life… had produced an overstrained generation. Men's patience failed them in
        facing the great tasks of organization necessitated by new conditions. … The war … was a welcome relief from
        facing the difficulties inherent in the situation. … it was felt to be a war to save civilization, to clear a
        certain blocking of progress. … Men chose the hymn of hate rather than the song of revolution. … ‘Let us
        fight,’ they said, ‘peradventure amidst the excitement of battling we shall stumble on life fit for heroes.’
        There was a feeling abroad that life without great excitement was no longer tenable, that explosive forces …
        had become too threatening, too dangerous to tolerate, too intractable to coordinate, impossible to subdue.
        Nations of men, fearing one another, glided into a suicidal attitude. Then they departed from
        the course of life and plunged into the adventure of death. They dethroned reason and espoused force, till
        large tracts of habitable earth became fatal playgrounds for maddened millions, whilst the masses of the home
        population watched and upheld and encouraged and loudly applauded the murderous game.188
      

    


    
      Winston Churchill and Lloyd George both have expressed this feeling with eloquence, whatever the logic.
    


    
      
        We have been living in a sheltered valley for generations. We have been too comfortable and too indulgent … and
        the stern hand of fate has scourged us to an elevation where we can see the great everlasting things that
        matter for a nation—the great peaks we have forgotten of Honour, Duty, Patriotism, and, clad in glittering
        white, the great pinnacle of Sacrifice pointing like a rugged finger to heaven.189
      


      
        The world on the verge of its catastrophe was very brilliant. Nations and Empires crowned with princes and
        potentates rose majestically on every side. … The old world in its sunset was fair to see. But there was a
        strange temper in the air. …Almost one might think the world wanted to suffer. Certainly men were everywhere
        eager to dare. …190
      

    


    
      To Lord Curzon, who had spent many years in an older civilization, the answer, if not the solution, was simpler:
      “The real master of the situation is primitive man.” 191 Lord Morley distrusted
      the serenity of his old age: “… is it possible that we were somnambulists, only half awake to strong currents
      racing in full blast over our heads and under the ground at our feet, and sweeping through the world
      …?”192 The doyen of the pre-war Liberals wrote off “the old
      liberalism [which] had done its work.…” New landmarks were needed and old beacons had to be
      replaced.193
    


    
      The coming of the World War was a culmination of diplomatic understandings and maneuvers conditioned by national
      rivalries, but it was also a climax in internal tensions and frustrations in the various national states. In
      Britain, as in other countries, the war served as a release to many a citizen. Despite the dukes and the
      syndicalists, the inhabitants of Britain were Britons first. The whole gamut of emotions held in check by
      tradition, uncertainty, bewilderment, and despair itself, was released by the declaration of war.
    


    
      Some saw or pretended to see that the very foundations of British civilization were eroding at an accelerated
      rate. Others sought to alter the rules; almost none aimed at razing the basic structure. For when all is said,
      Lloyd George's rhetoric had never penetrated deeper than under the skins of a few hundred dukes and landlords
      who lived, to all intents and purposes, outside the mainstream of the country. The cockney audiences of Limehouse
      were amused; they were never really aroused by Lloyd George's heated verbiage. Here was a good show, with an
      excellent principal and a competent cast, but all concerned knew that this was no Moses come to lead his people
      into the promised land. All of what was said, all of what was promised, bore no more relation to their everyday
      reality of existence than Wesley's Evangelicalism. They were all the more pleased. Life might be intolerable
      but flights of fancy were free and served as a measure of compensation. No sober calculations, no shrewd
      analysis, would suffice. For such there were the Trade Unions, and even the Labour Party, but Lloyd George's
      followers—and they were legion as compared with the members of the Trade Unions and Labour Party—had not been
      attracted by such simple lures. They needed the magnetism of the Welsh Wizard to be hypnotized, not into action—for what would Lloyd George and his Liberals have done if this had been the case—, but
      rather to be mesmerized into acquiescence and acceptance of the industrial status quo, relieved only by
      inflammatory language about the landed barons of Britain from whom all evils flowed. They were not aroused from
      their fundamental but increasingly restless apathy. Rather by being offered an opportunity to participate in an
      exciting spectacle, they were rooted all the more deeply in the very conditions which were responsible for their
      plight.
    


    
      How long this situation would continue no one was in a position to predict. But prescient statesmen recognized
      the predicament and sought a unity of forces to prepare for the oncoming storms. If the attempts at domestic
      union failed, it is nevertheless impossible to claim that the alarms were false, the dread fanciful. Perhaps only
      because of the war was the full measure of the domestic terror never achieved. The War by no means came like a
      thief in the night, but it is also true that it was little expected as an immediate contingency in Britain in the
      summer of 1914. There were clashes nearer at home, and though they were not especially bloody they set the stage
      for conflicts which, it was felt, could only be met, ultimately, not merely by a show of strength, but by
      strength itself.
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    CHAPTER II
    

    “BUSINESS AS USUAL”


    
      DESTINY has strange couriers. Paradoxically, the party of peace and retrenchment had best prepared
      Britain for war. The Army reforms of Haldane and the financial reforms of Asquith and Lloyd George laid the
      foundations for Britain's efforts in the war.1 The Liberal ministers might
      speak of the expenditure on armaments as “sterile,” but in 1913, £74,500,000 were allotted for this purpose in a
      budget of £195,640,000. Income taxes, surtaxes, and death duties, plus heavy taxes on most of the comforts and
      “luxuries” of the working class—sugar, tea, beer, tobacco, and other items—enabled Britain to finance the
      war.2 It was thus fitting that the Liberals should be in office in August of
      1914.
    


    
      That their preparations proved inadequate was less the fault of the Liberals than it was the outcome of the
      incredible magnitude of the war. The war of 1914 was bigger than the wildest nightmares of its makers. Long
      foreseen, predicted, and even, in a manner of speaking, arranged for, the war surprised the most pessimistic
      prophets by its length and by the immensity of its demands. Thinking and planning in terms of a war which was
      expected to bear some reasonable relationship to the historic past, all powers and parties, militaristic or
      liberal, were utterly stunned by the lavish scale of the sacrifices it demanded.
    


    
      Britain was not alone in this. Germany's experiences with Austria and with France a half
      century before had given her an arrogance and assurance that led her onto the road to disaster.3 Britain, less literate and less literal in ways of war, was at an advantage. She groped and
      stumbled, but the fumbling imbued her with a caution which helped her to avoid the precipice.4 The “fog of war” was never fully penetrated by any power, and no country succeeded in fully
      keeping pace with and overcoming the problems and changes wrought in and by the war. Since the goals were ever
      shifting, the race went not to the swiftest. Britain's steps were faltering, but her very lack of general
      momentum enabled her better to meet the vast and inconceivable problems on a trial-and-error, ad hoc basis.
    


    
      When the war broke out in August, 1914, the British Government faced a serious dilemma in its relations with the
      business community. In spite of many kinds of economic intervention by the state, the prevailing tradition of the
      country was in favor of non-interference with business interests, whether in war or in peace. The expectation
      that the war would be short, and the conviction that the country needed more than ever the profits and credits
      that accrue from normal enterprise, confirmed this attitude. At the same time, immediate exigencies forced the
      hand of the Government. The rise in shipping rates must be curbed in order to protect markets and supplies; the
      financial structure must not be allowed to topple; and troop movements must be carried out
      expeditiously—especially since the war would be decided (it was generally thought) in three months.
    


    
      The traditional tendency to “muddle through” without any clear or logical enunciation of principles, or even in
      direct contradiction of those principles which were given lip-service, was never better exemplified than in the
      institution of war-time controls over the economy of the country.5 Conscription had been an issue even before the war and yet it was only in 1918 that all males
      between the ages of 18 and 51 were made subject to military service. With such hesitancy and delay in instituting
      military conscription, it is not surprising that conscription of trade and industry was never adopted as a clear
      and consistent policy.
    


    
      The subordination of private to national interests was accepted with the declaration of war. The difficulty lay
      in the application of this principle. “Business as usual,” a phrase coined by Churchill, caught the popular
      imagination.6 It was a happy and felicitous slogan ideally suited to the temper
      of the British people in 1914. Whatever may have been the political motive and result, it was not for the purpose
      of promoting selfish private interests that this phrase was reiterated by responsible public officials. Britain,
      as a hundred years before, was to be the paymaster of the Coalition. How could she better perform her
      time-honored function than by permitting the free exercise of private interests to promote the
      public weal? Yet almost immediately “business as usual” was supplemented by the dictum that “there must be as
      little interference as possible with the normal channels of trade.” The difficulty arose, as in so many other
      human affairs, in the interpretation; there remained the question of who was to decide what “as little as
      possible” meant.
    


    
      Agreement was general that the successful prosecution of the war must transcend all personal pursuits which
      hampered the war effort; the question at issue was the degree of interference with normal trade channels that was
      necessary for the fullest prosecution of the war. Difficulties arose not only from understandable, if not
      socially valid, private interests, but also from an almost universal antipathy to state interference with
      individual liberty and private enterprise.7 The State was regarded as King Midas
      in reverse. All it touched would turn to dross. The clammy hand of bureaucracy would, in its incompetence, wither
      the fair fruits of private enterprise and rot the very roots of industry. The war would surely be lost if the
      State were to intervene in affairs traditionally within the sphere of purely private enterprise. How could the
      State be healthy when individual welfare was endangered? An assault on the domain of business would constitute in
      fact, whatever its intention, not merely a breach of faith, but downright treason. A Liberal Government which,
      informed men knew, had been sparing business and industry as much as possible while it railed at the landlords
      and paid “ransom” to Labor, seemed little inclined to heterodoxy.
    


    
      In fact, it was prompt in proclaiming its orthodoxy. The Home Secretary (Reginald McKenna) on August 8, 1914, in
      discussing the Unreasonable Withholding of Foodstuffs Bill, expressed the Government's
      attitude: “Our desire has been not to interfere with ordinary trade at all, but to leave the traders to conduct
      their own business.”8 As late as 1916, the Government's legal advisers held
      that the action of farmers in pouring milk down drains or feeding it to pigs was not “unreasonable withholding”
      of food, as forbidden by law.9 The President of the Board of Trade (Walter
      Runciman), who on the basis of his “experience as a business man” was convinced that “Government cannot buy half
      as well as private individuals,” stated on February 17, 1915, that the greatest contribution the Government could
      make was to reassure the business community that there would be no State interference.10 Behind it was the feeling that “no government action could overcome economic laws and that
      any interference with those laws must end in disaster.”11
    


    
      Yet the Government was forced to intervene in some economic activities almost immediately after the outbreak of
      war. Such controls as were instituted, however, did not constitute “interference” as much as assistance to the
      free functioning of the businesses “controlled.” Businessmen might have questioned whether even this government
      action did not infringe upon the “business-as-usual” philosophy, but the grateful recipients of government aid
      were in no mood to quibble.
    


    
      Great Britain should have been least surprised in the fields of finance by the events of the war. Accustomed to
      financing her allies, she was better prepared for this phase of warfare than for any other. The
      measure of the war can best be taken when it is realized that even in this field the precedents of the past
      proved inadequate. Not waiting for the declaration of war, the Government undertook to protect the financial
      system from bankruptcy. This was made necessary by the fact that the financial institutions of Britain were not
      merely unprepared for the war; they could not, unaided, withstand even the threat of war. British finance had
      been international in character. Because of its international involvements, war, by upsetting international
      economic relations, caused panic, and this made clear Britain's dependence on other nations in its position
      as the “financial manager of the world.” The emergency measures instituted by the Government were very definitely
      in the nature of assistance and prevented a breakdown in the financial machinery.12
    


    
      Twenty-seven years later the (Macmillan) Committee on Finance and Industry still considered the City of London
      “the most highly organized international market for money in the world. Its freedom and elasticity are without
      parallel.”13 Even this great center could not, unsupported, withstand the shock
      of war. Towards the end of July, 1914, when British intervention seemed more than possible, the City of London,
      despite its control of the sinews of war, became panicky at the prospect of war. On Friday, July 31, the London
      Stock Exchange closed and the Bank of England doubled the bank rate, which the day before it had raised from 3
      per cent to 4 per cent.14 On Sunday evening, by royal proclamation, a month's
      moratorium was granted for bills of exchange, and the regular Bank Holiday of Monday, August 3, was extended
      through August 6. All financial activities had come to a standstill. If not panic, it was at
      least “paralysis.”15 “It looked as if international exchange had come to a dead
      stop and our foreign trade had been cut off sharp with a knife.”16
    


    
      On August 3, Parliament passed the Postponement of Payments Act empowering the Government to declare a General
      Moratorium; on August 6, it enacted the Currency and Bank Notes Act, authorizing the Treasury to issue legal
      tender currency notes in excess of the legal limit and without gold backing. Also on August 6, a General Partial
      Moratorium was proclaimed for all bills of exchange, negotiable instruments, and contracts (other than wage
      payments) until September 4.17 Less than a week later a scheme was approved
      whereby the Bank of England undertook, under Government guarantee, to discount bills of exchange drawn before
      August 4 and to relieve their holders of all liability. The Bank of England also undertook to advance funds to
      acceptors to pay off bills at maturity and to postpone until a year after the end of the war any claim for
      repayment.18
    


    
      Control of the arteries of war was as necessary as control over the sinews of war. Upon the
      expiration of the ultimatum to Germany, the Government took over the railroads to facilitate the movement of
      troops.19 State control of the railroads during time of war was one of the few
      Governmental actions—other than those exclusively military—that had been planned in advance. Control of the
      railroads was assumed under the authority of a series of Acts passed by Parliament between 1842 and 1888, the
      most important being the Regulation of Forces Act of 1871.20 Under this act the
      Government was empowered to take over the railroads for not more than one week at a time, but with power of
      indefinite renewal. In 1912 an executive committee of railway managers had been formed, with the Undersecretary
      of State for War as Chairman, to control and manage the railways as a whole in the event of an
      emergency.21 With the outbreak of war, this Committee took over the running of
      the railroads; the Government being represented on the Committee by the President of the Board of Trade, who was
      the nominal Chairman.22 Since he practically never interfered, the railroads
      were, to all intents and purposes, run by the Committee of Railway Managers.23
    


    
      All railroads were thus technically under State control, but the ownership (as well as the essential management)
      remained in private hands. To avoid extensive bookkeeping, instead of paying the roads for the transport of
      troops and equipment (at lower than regular rates), the Government guaranteed the railroads their profits as
      earned during the banner year of 1913. There was a proviso that if the profits for the first half of 1914 were
      lower or higher, the payments during control would be adjusted accordingly, but this provision
      was dropped in January, 1915, and the roads were guaranteed profits equal to those received in
      1913.24 Later the railroads were also paid interest for any additional capital
      expenditure brought into use since the beginning of 1913.25 From August 5, 1914,
      through the year 1918 the Government paid the railroads over £95,000,000. It has been estimated that the
      Government traffic, if paid for at authorized pre-war rates, would have cost over £110,000,000.26 Without the war the railroads would, of course, have received little of this
      revenue.27 The limitations—self-imposed by the State—on the extent of railroad
      control may be seen from the fact that not until 1916 were any changes made in railroad service arrangements by
      discontinuance of competitive trains on different lines and by making through expresses serve intermediate
      stations.28
    


    
      Military necessity required some measure of control over the railroads. Hardly less important was the need of
      protecting British oversea commerce. The Government followed up its declaration of war with an announcement of a
      scheme of State Insurance against War Risks, in order that merchants and business men might continue their usual
      foreign trade. The war must not be allowed to dislocate these vital enterprises.
    


    
      The adoption of the scheme of State Insurance against War Risks was swift but not precipitate. Naval authorities
      had long urged that the State itself should undertake the insurance of war risks, because British naval policy
      was based on securing and maintaining command of the sea and therefore was opposed to the
      dissipation of naval power in attempting to defend each and every British trading vessel.29 It was believed that the actual loss of merchant vessels would not be great, but that the
      owners' fear of such losses might seriously dislocate trade. Insurance would enable the oversea trade to
      continue almost normally and thus contribute to the needs of the country.30 As
      Britain's dependence on oversea trade had increased, the problem had become more urgent. As early as 1905,
      the Royal Commission on the Supply of Food and Raw Material in Time of War, under the chairmanship of Lord
      Balfour of Burleigh, had strongly recommended that shipping should be protected either by gratuitous
      indemnification or through state insurance. But in 1907 a Treasury Committee, opposed to State intervention and
      trusting to private enterprise, reported adversely on the proposals for war risk insurance “except that which is
      provided by the maintenance of a powerful navy.”31 The question was again
      officially considered by the Government in 1913, with the appointment of a Sub-Committee of the Committee of
      Imperial Defence to advise whether it was feasible to introduce a plan of insurance.32 In the meantime shipowners had been seeking protection
      by their own efforts and with no necessary reference to the needs of the State. By 1914 almost three-fourths of
      the British steamship tonnage employed in oversea trade was insured. The insurance, however, was only for the
      protection of British ships as neutrals. In the event of Britain's being involved in war, it covered the
      ships only until they could reach the first safe port, whether British or neutral. No cargoes were insured in any event. The shipowners' scheme thus failed to envisage the objective of maintaining
      the volume of British shipping during hostilities.33
    


    
      The Sub-Committee reported on April 30, 1914; it recommended the adoption of the principle of state insurance of
      war risks and proposed a scheme of organization.34 Insurance of cargoes by the
      State was recommended only to the extent that the open market was not prepared to accept war risks at reasonable
      rates even though this might mean that the open market would insure the good risks and leave the bad to be
      insured by the Government.35 The vessels, however, were to be insured on the
      basis of a truer partnership arrangement between Government and business. The basis of the scheme was the
      utilization of the machinery of the existing private War Risk Associations. The State was to enter into
      partnership with these associations on a 4-1 basis. All ships were insured, but premiums, to be fixed by the
      State, were to be paid only on ships which began voyages after the outbreak of war. The whole of the underwriting
      business, including the control of the movements of the insured ships, was to be managed by committees of the
      Associations, upon which both the Admiralty and the Board of Trade were to be represented. The scheme assumed as
      probable the loss of 5 per cent of the tonnage actually engaged in foreign trade at the outbreak of war, and an
      additional loss of 5 per cent of the remaining tonnage during the first six months of the war. A 1 per cent
      premium per voyage would thus cover the losses both on hulls and cargoes.
    


    
      The Government was, however, reluctant to introduce the scheme, and on July 30 the War Risk Associations were
      advised that the Government would not adopt the Report, at least for the present. It was truly an
      ephemeral present. At midnight of Sunday, August 2, they were notified that the Government had reversed itself
      and on August 4, the day on which war was declared against Germany, the scheme was adopted by the various
      Committees and approved by Parliament.36 Two days later ships registered in the
      British Dominions and possessions overseas were included, and on August 14 the Government undertook, as of that
      date, to reinsure 60 per cent of the risk on voyages current at the outbreak of the war on vessels entered in the
      ship owners' War Risk Associations; in December this was extended to new voyages. Although it had not been
      planned to insure cargoes afloat at the outbreak of war, rates on the open market were initially prohibitive and
      the Board of Trade sanctioned the insurance of such cargoes under the Scheme.37
      Not until March, 1915, were cargoes insured by the State.38 The shipping
      industry, later in the war, complained bitterly about State intervention, but what the action of the Government
      meant at this stage may be illustrated by the fact that Government insurance rates were one-fourth of private
      rates.39
    


    
      Even complete protection against shipping losses could not insure the supply of commodities formerly imported
      from the Central Powers. The problem of sugar was brought to the Government's attention as the war cut off
      sugar imports from Germany and Austria-Hungary, normally the source of two-thirds of Britain's sugar supply.
      A Royal Commission on Sugar Supplies was constituted on August 20 with power to buy and sell, and to regulate the
      supply. The step, which served to help the British consuming public, was taken to protect the large refiners, who
      were concerned about the cutting off of their supplies, as much as for any other reason.40
    


    
      Assisting the banker, the shipper, and the sugar refiner, the Government was also concerned about
      the problems of the storekeepers, whose men were leaving for the Armed Services. Napoleon would have been
      gratified at the British Government's unconscious confirmation of his characterization of the English as “a
      nation of shopkeepers” by the Government's early appeals in connection with retail establishments. In order
      to assist the retail trade, the Government appealed to the public to shop early, to carry home small purchases,
      and not to expect immediate service during busy hours.41 Nothing was said about
      limiting purchases to needs or about making sacrifices by “doing without,” and the Committee was thus able to
      report with considerable satisfaction that it had received co-operation from the shopkeepers. “The general tone …
      was a readiness to subordinate private and public needs in the national emergency; and we have every reason to
      think that the practical response has been considerable.”42 This happy state of
      affairs continued, and it was urged that the Trade Committees that were established to coordinate these
      activities take on other tasks, such as dealing with re-organization and technical training.43
    


    
      In “intervening” in the retail trade, the Government limited itself to making public appeals. Its course of
      conduct in this trade was far more “normal” than the measures it took on behalf of the bankers and shippers. Only
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      almost every phase of human effort.
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    CHAPTER III
    

    THE NEED FOR MANPOWER: EARLY GOVERNMENT ACTION


    
      “BUSINESS as usual,” tempered by prudent aid to distressed industries, proved inadequate in a war
      without parallel in its demands on the economies of the belligerents. Almost from the first hour of the war
      Britain was subjected to extraordinary strain, which eventually forced the adoption of a deliberate and
      consistent policy of State intervention based upon the conception of the whole nation as a single fighting
      unit.1 The immensity, and the intensity, of the need was yet to be appreciated,
      especially by those who looked to the past for guidance, but the hard realities could not be eluded indefinitely.
      The transition was brought about, not by a clear realization and enunciation of general policy, but by patched-up
      adaptations and compromises, unco-ordinated and fitful, often directly contrary to proclaimed principles, or at
      least departing from and evading them.
    


    
      The first measure of control came where the need was felt to be greatest—in the field of labor. But even here
      control was preceded by assistance, appeal, and persuasion. Faced by the need for an army of unprecedented size,
      the Government appealed to both industry and labor to help fill the army ranks. At first, as had been
      anticipated, a labor surplus developed because of the dislocations to business caused by the initial shock of
      war. The Government, averse to State intervention, sought to meet this emergency in a similar fashion—by private
      charity and public appeals to employers to spread work.2 As pressure of recruiting for the Army and Navy mounted, and as war industries began to compete for
      workers, labor shortages forced some attempt to allocate the available men. The first step was utilization of the
      existing Labour Exchanges. In referring applicants to available positions, an attempt was made to shunt
      them—voluntarily—into the war industries most in need of additional workers. An applicant's refusal to accept
      a position in an industry deemed essential might be considered an unpatriotic act, but his refusal could attract
      no public notice and therefore entailed no public stigma. The voluntary rush of men to get into uniform suggested
      to the authorities that public recognition served to whet the spirit of private and personal patriotism. The
      notion of conferring some special distinguishing emblem on essential workers was seized upon by the Government,
      and it began to issue “badges” to munition workers.
    


    
      As the war progressed, the need for additional men to carry arms increased. At the same time, the problem of
      utilizing the nation's manpower so as to achieve maximum production without stinting the armed forces brought
      the Government squarely against the need for qualitative dilution, a solution in defiance of all the traditions
      of the labor movement. Though the Government began with voluntary appeals, it soon found itself forced to use all
      the powers of the State in compelling workers to waive their pre-war practices. Fundamentally, all Government
      measures revolved around the attempt to utilize the available labor force in order to achieve maximum production.
      The keynote to all action was productivity. The quest was for that system of labor “control” which would prove
      most potent in producing the goods and services required by the nation in its effort to wage war most
      effectively.
    


    
      The dual problem of compelling the Briton to work or fight and of placing him where he would do the most good
      should have led logically to universal conscription, for industry as well as for the armed forces. Universal
      conscription seemed to have the merit of fitting each individual, the citizen-soldier in very truth, into the
      industrial or military niche which would enable him best to serve the war effort. Although the
      Government ultimately resorted to military conscription, it is debatable whether conscription for production
      would have proved as fruitful as some people imagined. In any event, despite all efforts, this “solution” was
      ruled out by the impossibility of conscripting wealth. If wealth could not be impounded, men's efforts for
      the creation of wealth likewise could not be controlled. That conscription of wealth was quite impossible, the
      Government was to learn from the resistance of the business community to a measure providing for opening the
      books of business concerns to the Treasury for the purpose of checking on tax evasions. The introduction in 1915
      of special taxes on “excess” war profits was popular when first imposed, but only because, as a Treasury adviser
      during the war points out, “nearly everyone treasured some special circumstances of his own that he thought would
      distinguish him from all other cases …. The taxpayer … hugged to himself the fond delusion that his case” would
      be exempt under the tax provisions.3 But the State's right to investigate the
      books of business firms affected all and was not admitted without criticism. Stamp exclaims that it “was an
      extraordinary commentary upon human nature at a time when men's liberties were being interfered with in every
      direction … and later when men were being sent to their death … [and when] the supreme possessions of life were
      at the mercy of the State that the State should have no power to look at a trader's books!”4
    


    
      Herein lies the clue to the difficulties of labor control. In an economy of private property and production for
      profit, a general mobilization of industrial enterprise, even by majority consent, is a most hazardous
      undertaking. Success in war depends on relative unity and stability, with all important elements of the
      population agreeing and working for fairly common ends, immediate and transitory as those ends may be. When the
      odds are in the balance, success depends on national solidarity. The “socialization” of industry, even if limited
      to the war period, would endanger that unity by arousing the hostility of the industrial community, with
      consequent jeopardy to the war effort. Whatever the ultimate effect of socialization, the immediate one would be
      to bring about a reduction of production rather than the required increase.
    


    
      Labor conscription, superficially an extension of military conscription, might have been more easily instituted
      than conscription of wealth, but its effects would have been perhaps even more crippling. Under scrutiny the
      resemblance between military and industrial conscription fades. The soldier accepts military discipline because
      his exertions and sacrifices redound to the benefit of no individual pocket and because failure may mean his own
      death. The industrial worker, employed in a private plant, cannot ignore the fact that even with very high excess
      profits taxes, the owner of the enterprise reaps a reward for the workers' toil. Even in purely State
      enterprises not conducted for private profit, the lack of that imminence of death which spurs men to unlimited
      exertions in order to survive acts as a deterrent to total endeavor. Most important of all is the discontent
      engendered, which in its adverse effects on production far outweighs any possible advantages.
    


    
      Undoubtedly, if some means could be devised to get labor to agree to increased control, the difficulties would be
      to that extent eased.5 The best solution of the problem lay in the closest
      possible approximation to conscription acceptable to the British workers. With all its formlessness, with all its
      alarms, false starts, and retreats, the history of government labor regulation during the war is, in substance,
      that of an attempt to introduce controls approaching industrial conscription, but not so closely
      as to unite the workers against the Government.
    


    
      The problem of labor control was the foremost and most pressing problem that occupied and bedeviled the War
      Governments of Britain from 1914 to 1918. It soon became apparent that if many British subjects were to shoulder
      arms, it would be necessary to rob industries, themselves no less essential, of their workers. That the war of
      1914–1918 was a war of materiel rather than of men is a common assertion. It is a commonplace that never before
      in the history of warfare did the problem of equipment and supplies play such a major role in deciding the issue.
      What is sometimes overlooked and was certainly unforeseen by the Government, was that fundamentally the crux of
      the problem was that of men. The first and chief problem of the Government was to insure an adequate supply of
      men (and women) for the armed forces and for the civilian and military economies.
    


    
      This problem, created by the industrial advances of the age, was intensified by the unprecedented size of the
      British army. About five and a half million men were called up before the end of the war. Thus, at the same time
      that the civilian population was called upon to supply the British army with equipment on a scale never
      approached in the history of warfare, the size of the army was increased in a similar ratio. The scale of the
      problem was thus multiplied because each man in the army decreased the possible size of the producing force while
      increasing the need of supplies. At the same time Britain could not pay less heed to the necessity of pressing
      its export trade, so as to make possible the financing of what was, to date, by far the most expensive war in its
      history.
    


    
      The problem of man-power was brought sharply to the Government's attention by the “Colonial,” Kitchener, who
      had been appointed Secretary of State for War at the eleventh hour and who complained of the lack of an
      army.6 Generally considered one of the enigmas of the war,
      Kitchener served to breathe confidence into the British people. Described as a “great poster,”7 his physiognomy dotted the landscape with the attached inscription, “Your Country Needs You,”
      his finger pointing at all who would look. It was a most effective recruiting poster. No other public figure
      could “command attention with the bearing or the glance of a Kitchener.” 8 Even
      the irrepressible Churchill was apparently cowed. And that caustic critic of military men, Lloyd
      George,9 has ventured an estimate which tends to the generous. “He was like a
      great revolving lighthouse. Sometimes the beam of his mind used to shoot out, showing one Europe and the
      assembled armies in a vast and illimitable perspective, till one felt that one was looking along into the heart
      of reality—and then the shutter would turn and for weeks there would be nothing but a blank darkness.”
      10
    


    
      Kitchener's claim to distinction in the World War rests on two insights: that the war would last four years
      instead of the more generally accepted three months,11 and that a large British
      army would be necessary.12 In this, Kitchener was, of course,
      very right, gloriously so in contrast to almost every other responsible figure in public life. But his belief was
      based not on what the war proved—that it was to be a war not merely of armies but of peoples, and all that is
      implied in such a phrase—but on a profound distrust of the French Army. Not because he had examined the French
      economy and compared it unfavorably with Germany's, but rather because as a British observer during the
      Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871 he had become skeptical of the fighting qualities of the poilu.13
    


    
      Whatever the relative effectiveness of the individual British, French, and German soldier, there is little doubt
      that, in a famous phrase, “God is on the side of the biggest battalions,” qualified only, as the experiences
      during the World War demonstrated, by the even greater importance of superior
      materiel.14 Kitchener tended to overlook the factor of weapons in the
      Franco-Prussian War and in the World War, too. In July, 1915, he asked for two machine guns per battalion as a
      minimum, four as a “maximum.” By November, 1918, the British at the front had eighty per battalion.15 He was, of course, not alone in this. French plans at the beginning of the war merely called
      for a program of the existing artillery, not for providing new, additional artillery. Only set-backs and defeats
      were to make clear the error of underestimating the needs of arms and munitions. But some materials of war had to
      be produced at once and Kitchener's stress on a large army forced the Government to consider early the
      question of the men without whom there could be no production. The first problem and indeed the last problem was
      that of “Manpower,” to use a term which gained wide currency during the war.16
    


    
      State intervention in labor matters was no innovation, but, in spite of some precedents, so great did the problem
      of labor become that labor regulation during the war was largely a matter of improvisation. Confusion and
      conflicts were never absent and were only resolved on an extemporised, piecemeal, “as is” basis.
    


    
      The Statute of Labourers of 1349 and Elizabethan labor legislation lay too deep in the past and in traditional
      disrepute to be serviceable in this twentieth-century emergency. Yet State regulation of labor for the benefit
      both of labor and of the community had assumed importance during the nineteenth century with the
      passage of the Factory Acts, and had been increased in scope with the Workmen's Compensation Acts, Health and
      Unemployment Insurance, and other measures. In an age of laissez-faire the growth of labor legislation had been
      neither logical nor consistent, and Government agencies to deal with its various aspects had mushroomed
      independently and without correlation. The Local Government Board administered the Poor Law of 1834; the Home
      Office administered the various Factory and Children's Employment Acts and Workmen's Compensation, and
      dealt with various other industrial questions.17 The Board of Trade had
      departments dealing with marine labor, railroads, and labor statistics; it administered the Labour Exchanges set
      up in 1909; the Trades Boards were under the President of the Board of Trade; and under the Chairmanship of Sir
      George Askwith an Industrial Commission arbitrated labor disputes.18 The
      Insurance Act of 1911 created the National Health Insurance Commission to administer its health insurance
      provisions. In addition the Government was a direct employer of industrial labor at Woolwich Arsenal, at Enfield,
      at the Government dockyards, and elsewhere. Carrying on within their respective spheres, the
      various Departments lacked the direction of a central integrating and unifying authority. Although the path for
      State intervention had been paved by previous legislation and by the existence of various agencies in the field,
      the problems confronting the Government soon after the declaration of war were nevertheless rendered difficult of
      solution by the lack of systematic machinery for grappling with them.
    


    
      The absence of a single Government agency charged with the responsibility of handling all labor matters and the
      failure of the Government to announce any clear-cut policy were not without their blessings. As most prophets had
      predicted, the outbreak of the war caused, immediately, a surplus rather than a shortage of labor. Rationally,
      therefore, all Government energies should have been directed to encouraging employment; a special Cabinet
      Committee on the Prevention and Relief of Distress was, in fact, established for this purpose, under the
      chairmanship of the Prime Minister.19 Some Government departments and bureaus
      held other views, however, and were concerned with the problem of labor supply even while there was yet a
      surplus.
    


    
      Originally prompted by a desire to facilitate recruiting, the Government sought to gather a labor reserve for
      employers who might encourage their employees to enlist. Early conferences were organized with employers and
      employees for the purpose of arranging for the relaxation of the provisions of the Factory Acts so “as to admit
      of the temporary substitution of women and young persons for men.”20 Committees
      were appointed to facilitate the enlistment of the male employees of retail trade establishments. The terms of
      reference of the Committee for England and Wales were more restrictive than those of the
      Committee for Scotland. The former was not to interfere with the operation “of the trade”;21 the Scottish Committee's terms of reference recognized that stronger action would be
      necessary, but limited it to “the minimum interference. …”22 The recommendations
      were otherwise similar. Everything was to be done on a voluntary basis. There was to be no pressure, no
      interference by compulsion. “We were very careful to remove the impression that we were asking employers to bring
      any sort of pressure to bear on their employees to join the Colours.” 23 In the
      first flush of enthusiasm several unions agreed to the suspension of trade union rules and customs for the
      duration of the war on condition that the places of those men who enlisted be kept open.24 Only a few unions agreed, however; the general problem was not so easily solved.
    


    
      More significant in its immediate aspects and in its future consequences to a nation which had ostensibly gone to
      war to prevent the exploitation of the weak was the Prime Minister's announcement, before the end of the
      first month of the war, of the Government's policy toward child labor. Asquith assured the local authorities
      that the Education Board would not interfere with them if they wished to suspend the operation of the school
      laws.25 Thus children under eleven years of age could now be employed at the
      discretion of the local authorities. The armies of Britain were, apparently, to be recruited directly from store
      clerks and more indirectly from the labor of children.
    


    
      The problem of the proper allocation and distribution of labor supply swiftly assumed importance
      as shortages of industrial labor developed. Within two months of the beginning of the war, the war industries
      were going full blast, with neither men nor machinery idle.26 By November there
      were shortages of workers in the engineering trades and in the woolen and worsted industry.27 By December, 1914, the Board of Trade reported that “the labour market presents the
      appearance of a trade boom.”28 Nor was the need met by the employment of Belgian
      refugees in armament factories, woolen mills, mines, and in agriculture.29 There
      was at first no shortage of women workers, since there was still 3.2 per cent less employment in December as
      compared with July, but the increase in overtime was an indication of things to come.30 By February, 1915, there was “an actual shortage” of women workers in some industries and
      10.9 per cent were working overtime.31
    


    
      The War Office had appealed on September 11 to its contracting firms not to work overtime, but rather to engage
      additional workers or sub-contract to other firms in order to spread employment, 32 but soon there was a severe shortage of workers. The Labour Exchanges of the Board of Trade
      diverted labor to munitions establishments, but, although by December, 1914, they had supplied 18,000 employees,
      there still existed a demand for an additional 6,000 armament workers.33 In
      January, 1915, the Board of Trade began to induce engineering employers engaged in commercial work to spare
      skilled men for armaments. The men were guaranteed six months' work, and the railway fares to their new
      locations were paid for them. The results were negligible: only 942 men were thus secured in January as against a
      demand for 9,103.34 Even the Police were utilized for unearthing fitters,
      mill-wrights, and machine-hands.35 The Labour Exchanges were more successful with
      non-munitions work of “national importance”; they handled over 100,000 referrals to such jobs from August, 1914,
      to early January, 1915.36 The Board of Trade then tried to enroll women for
      replacement of male labor. From March 16 to June 4, 1915, almost 80,000 women were registered, but only 1,816 of
      these were actually given jobs.37 In March, 1915, the Local Government Board in a
      circular letter to local authorities urged them to release men for other occupations and to avoid new
      work.38 The early effect of the allowance system for servicemen's dependents
      was also to encourage women to work. At, first the separation allowance was 6d. a day for
      a wife and 1 d. a day for each child. If the man serving in the Forces could not or would
      not have this allowance deducted from his military pay, the Government investigated the family
      situation. One member of the Select Committee on Naval and Military Services Pensions and Grants pointed out that
      “the woman with children,” was being encouraged “to go out to work so as to relieve her husband.” 39
    


    
      At the same time the Government was seeking to prevent indiscriminate recruiting at the expense of the munitions
      workers. A month after the war began, Vickers suggested that a badge be issued to men engaged on vital
      production. The Government authorized the Admiralty to issue war service badges; a period of confusion
      followed.40 Unnumbered badges were distributed to the Royal Dockyards and to the
      Admiralty contractors for issuance to men designated as “indispensable” by their employer. In March, 1915, the
      War Office also began to issue badges. These, however, were numbered and were issued on a more selective
      basis—only to workers actually engaged in the production of finished munition products. By July, 1915, the War
      Office had issued nearly 80,000 badges, but the Admiralty had been responsible for the issuance of five times
      that number.41
    


    
      At first the Army rigorously opposed any system of recruiting which might involve the rejection of any willing
      and physically fit recruit. But by the spring of 1915 even the War Office recognized that the need for production
      could not be met if the munition factories were depleted of their labor force. In May, 1915, Army recruiting
      officers were directed to discourage enlistments of men working in specified skilled trades or for certain firms
      producing materials directly for the War Office. Since coal, iron and steel, and food were
      seemingly more indirectly related to the war effort, no reference was made to miners, steel workers, and workers
      in the food industries.42
    


    
      When the Ministry of Munitions took over direction of the production of munitions in June, 1915, it became the
      sole badging agency, though the employers were to decide on which workers were to be badged, subject to approval
      by the Ministry.43 To designate some workers as indispensable, as differentiated
      from others, was no easy task. For many years employers and trade unions had been vexed by the problem of
      distinguishing and differentiating between skilled and unskilled workers; there was no easy solution that would
      find ready acceptance by all parties. Furthermore, the War Office and the Ministry of Munitions could not agree
      which men were more useful on the production line than in the trenches. The military authorities found the remedy
      against indiscriminate recruiting much too effective. To them “the problem was no longer one primarily of
      protecting men from the recruiting officer but … of protecting the recruiting officer from the Ministry of
      Munitions.”44 By September, 1916, almost two and a half million men were in
      possession of badges or exemptions of one kind or another.45
    


    
      Such methods of persuading workers voluntarily to accept and retain jobs in the nation's essential industries
      did not, as the war needs expanded, begin to meet the real and almost incredible needs for materials of war.
      Labor was not merely to be entreated and exhorted, it was to be controlled and, if necessary and possible, to be
      coerced—but with some modicum of consent.
    


    
      1 This was never fully achieved, but the words and deeds of 1914 contrasted
      sharply with the deeds of 1918 (the words, too, changed, but to a much lesser degree).
    


    
      2 The Queen was of the “firm belief … that employment is better than charity.”
      Times, September 4, 1914. The Times itself also contributed by
      accepting “advertisements of servants requiring positions” at special rates. Times, August
      29, 1914.
    


    
      3 Stamp, Taxation During the War, pp. 77–78.
    


    
      4 Ibid., pp. 79–80 held that the power of investigating
      costs was “one of the most potent and valuable powers that the State assumed.” Christopher Addison, Practical Socialism (London, 1926), I, 20.
    


    
      5 It would be necessary to get the consent, not of a mere majority of labor, but
      of the overwhelming mass, otherwise the dissident minority would be an insuperable barrier.
    


    
      6 Sir George Arthur, Life of Lord Kitchener (New York,
      1920), III, 265.
    


    
      7 Countess of Oxford and Asquith [Margot Asquith], More
      Memories (London, 1933), p. 135; Addison, Politics From Within, I, 42.
    


    
      8 Sir Ronald Storrs, Memoirs (New York, 1937), p. 549.
    


    
      9 Cf. Lloyd George, War Memoirs,
      VI, 13, for his estimate of Haig and Robertson “whose most outstanding faculty was stubbornness. Their abilities
      were average, their obstinacy was abnormal. … Their vision was too limited and too fixed. It was not a survey but
      a stare.”
    


    
      10 Beaverbrook, Politicians and The War, p. 195. Viscount
      Cecil has described Lloyd George himself in almost the same terms. Cf. Cecil, A Great Experiment, pp. 67–68.
    


    
      11 According to the Duke of Portland, Kitchener, at a dinner party ten days after
      the declaration of war, stated that the war would last “four years at the least,” because “we have as yet no army
      with which to defeat the enemy … in four years' time I hope, and think, it will be strong enough to win the
      War.” Duke of Portland, Men, Women, and Things (London, 1937), p. 207. Cf. also, Birkenhead, Last Essays, p. 239, and Sir William Robertson,
      From Private to Field-Marshal (Boston, 1921), p. 288. Other, and more typical opinion was
      represented by the Chief of Staff to General French who predicted a three-month war “if everything goes well,”
      and a maximum of eight months. Cf. for example, Brett and Esher, op.
      cit., III, 177. The Economist, in its issue of October 17, 1914, suggested that the
      war might last longer than three months and quoted Leroy-Beaulieu, editor of the French counterpart of the London
      Economist that the war might “last a long time,” one might, indeed, look “forward to a war
      lasting six months …” Economist, LXXIX, 631.
    


    
      12 Pre-war plans called for an expeditionary force of six divisions, or 150,000
      men. Lord Kitchener, in 17 H. L. Deb. 5s., 736. The House of Commons on August 6, 1914, voted authorization for
      500,000 additional men, and a call was immediately issued for 100,000 recruits. A month later, on September 10,
      1914, a second vote was taken for 500,000 men, and on November 16, 1914, the House of Commons voted to increase
      the army by another million men. On February 10, 1915, maintenance of land forces to an aggregate of three
      million men was authorized. 69 H. C. Deb. 5s., 1328. Kitchener, on assuming office on August 6, 1914, planned to
      put seventy divisions in the field. By January, 1916, sixty-seven divisions were afoot and three in the making.
      Arthur, Kitchener, III, 307. “Kitchener's mob” had indeed grown large. James Norman
      Hall, Kitchener's Mob (Boston, 1916), p. 1.
    


    
      13 In 1911 Kitchener was sure that in a forthcoming war the Germans would “beat
      the French.” Brett and Esher, op. cit., III, 58. Admiral Fisher, who told King Edward in
      1908 that war with Germany was inevitable, likewise did not consider the French important. Fisher, Memories and Records, I, 22. Cf. Reginald Viscount Esher, The Tragedy of Lord Kitchener (London, 1921), for a criticism of Kitchener; and Earl of Birkenhead,
      Points of View (London, 1922), I, 1–32, for a defense and appreciation. Also, Victor W.
      Germain, The Truth About Kitchener (London, 1925).
    


    
      14 “Victory casts her laurels upon the nation whose scientific genius invents the
      most atrocious weapons and the most convincing propaganda. … the game is played on the farm and in the factory;
      the armies merely tally up the score.” C. E. Ayres, in J. Maurice Clark and others, Readings in
      the Economics of War (Chicago, 1918), p. 102. It took “scores of highly skilled men to make one corpse.”
      Quoted in Caroline E. Playne, Britain Holds On, 1917–1918 (London, 1933), p. 211.
    


    
      15 Lloyd George, War Memoirs, II, 62–67.
    


    
      16 The “geopolitician” MacKinder claims to have coined the term, “man-power.” Sir
      Halford J. MacKinder, Democratic Ideals and Reality (London, 1919), Preface.
    


    
      17 For organization of Home Office, cf. Sir Edward Troup,
      The Home Office (London, 1925).
    


    
      18 For the Board of Trade, cf. Sir Hubert Lewellyn Smith,
      The Board of Trade (London, 1928). Smith was permanent Secretary to the Board of Trade
      from 1907 to 1919. Although an ardent defender of the Board of Trade he does reveal that its organization was
      archaic in many respects. The Archbishop of Canterbury was a member of the Board of Trade by virtue of an Order
      in Council of 1786, never revoked. The 1786 Order had been issued because the old Committee on Trade and
      Plantations had, as one of its functions, the duty of advising on Colonial bishoprics and other ecclesiastical
      matters. Smith, The Board of Trade, p. 44. Not until 1918 was a Department established for
      the purpose of dealing with industries and manufactures. Ibid., p. 147. The Trades Boards
      had been placed under the President of the Board of Trade instead of the Home Secretary “because there was in
      1909 a timid Home Secretary” (John Burns) “and an unusually enterprising President of the Board of Trade”
      (Winston Churchill). H. A. Mess, Factory Legislation and its Administration (London,
      1926), P. 195.
    


    
      19 Report on the Special Work of the Local Government Board Arising out of the
      War (up to December 31, 1914). (Cd. 7763–1915, in S. P., 1914–1916, vol. XXV).
    


    
      20 Annual Report of the Chief Inspector of Factories and Workshops for the Year
      1914, p. IV. (Cd. 8051–1915, in S. P. 1914–1916, vol. XXV).
    


    
      21 Report of the Committee appointed by the Secretary of State for the Home
      Department to consider the Conditions of Retail Trade which can best secure that the Further Enlistment of Men or
      their Employment in Other National Services may not interfere With the Operations of that Trade. (Cd. 8113–1915,
      in S. P. 1914–1916, vol. XXXV).
    


    
      22 Government Committee on War Organization in the Distribution Trades in
      Scotland. (Cd. 7987–1915, in S. P. 1914–1916, vol. XXXVII).
    


    
      23 Cd. 8113–1915, in S. P. 1914–1916, vol. XXV.
    


    
      24 Annual Report of the Chief Inspector of Factories and Workshops for the Year
      1915, pp. 4–5. (Cd. 8276–1916, in S. P. 1916, vol. IX).
    


    
      25 66 H. C. Deb. 5s., 274.
    


    
      26 Report of the Board of Trade on the State of Employment in the United Kingdom
      in October, 1914, p. 3. (Cd. 7703–1914, in S. P. 1914–1916, vol. XXI).
    


    
      27 First Report of Departmental Committee … on Questions Arising in Connection
      with the Reception and Employment of the Belgian Refugees in this Country. Minutes of the Evidence, pp. 24–25,
      27. (Cd. 7779–1915, in S. P. 1914–1916, vol. VII).
    


    
      28 Report of Board of Trade on the State of Employment in the United Kingdom in
      December, 1914, p. 4. (Cd. 7755–1915, in S. P. 1914–1916, vol. XXI).
    


    
      29 First Report of Departmental Committee … on Questions Arising in Connection
      with the Reception and Employment of the Belgian Refugees in this Country, p. 38. (Cd. 7750–1914, in S. P.
      1914–1916, vol. VII).
    


    
      30 Report of Board of Trade on the State of Employment in the United Kingdom in
      December, 1914, p. 2. (Cd. 7755–1915, in S. P. 1914–1916, vol. XXI).
    


    
      31 Report of Board of Trade on the State of Employment in the United Kingdom in
      February, 1915, p. 2. (Cd. 7850–1915, in S. P. 1914–1916, vol. XXI).
    


    
      32 Dearle, Economic Chronicle, p. 9.
    


    
      33 Humbert Wolfe, Labour Supply and Regulation (Oxford,
      1923), p. 58.
    


    
      34 Ibid., pp. 58–59.
    


    
      35 Arthur, Kitchener, III, 283.
    


    
      36 Wolfe, op. cit., p. 59; 72 H. C. Deb. 5s., 428.
    


    
      37 Lloyd George, War Memoirs, I, 255.
    


    
      38 Forty-Fourth Annual Report of Local Government Board, Part III, PP. 75–76.
      (Cd. 8197–1916, in S. P. 1916, vol. II). Cf. also, Twenty-First Annual Report of Local
      Government Board for Scotland, 1915, p. XXXVII. (Cd. 8273–1916, in S. P. 1916, vol. XII).
    


    
      39 Special Report from the Select Committee on Naval and Military-Services,
      Second Special Report, p. 9. (House of Commons, # 196-1915, in S. P. 1914–1916, vol. IV). Cf. also H. of C., # 53-1915, H. of C., #328-1915, in S. P. 1914–1916, vol. IV).
    


    
      40 History of the Ministry of Munitions, I, Part II, 4–5.
      Hereafter cited as Ministry of Munitions.
    


    
      41 Ibid., IV, Part III, 8–10; cf.
      also H. of C. #345–1915 for War Service Badge Rules. (S. P. 1914–1916, vol. LV). For a defense, cf. Tallents, Man and Boy, pp. 225–226.
    


    
      42 Wolfe, op. cit., pp. 25–26.
    


    
      43 H. of C. #349–1915, H. of C. #352–1915, Munitions (War Service Badges Rules),
      (S. P. 1914–1916, vol. LV).
    


    
      44 Wolfe, op. cit., p. 31.
    


    
      45 Addison, Politics From Within, I, 198.
    

  


  
    
       
    


    
       
    


    CHAPTER IV
    

    DILUTION OF “ARISTOCRACY”


    
      As the requirements for munitions rose and calls were issued for ever increasing production, the shortage of
      skilled labor became the chief bottleneck. Keeping industry from being drained of workers by the military and
      naval forces was not sufficient. The existing labor force had to be made more productive and new labor attracted.
      General labor shortages in the war industries might be met out of the reservoir of labor in less essential
      industries, by domestic servants, by housewives, and by others in the population, including children, the aged,
      and representatives of the “idle rich,” but the supply of skilled labor could not be augmented so simply. The war
      effort could not wait until new men were trained or acquired the necessary skills. One solution seemed possible,
      and to the employers it was doubly attractive. The number of skilled men could not be increased to meet the ever
      growing needs of war production, but it was possible to meet these needs at the expense of the organized worker.
      Union practices built up through long years of effort might be waived; operations might be subdivided, simplified
      and mechanized, and taken over by unskilled labor—both male and female.
    


    
      This was the process of “dilution.” Dilution was essentially economy of labor. It was, of course, no new thing.
      It was merely an extension of the principle of the division of labor. The principle of dilution was that no
      skilled man should be employed on work which could be done by semi-skilled or unskilled male or female labor.
      Dilution involved four interdependent procedures—the subdivision of processes, the installation of specialized
      machinery, the upgrading of existing labor, and the introduction of new labor. Difficulties revolved mostly
      around the principle of upgrading and the simplification and subdivision of processes leading to a greater
      division of labor. Dilution could only be effective if the trade unions would waive their
      restrictive rules. The pre-war trade union restrictions provided that only skilled men with certain definite
      qualifications could be permitted to carry out particular operations. The test of such qualifications was union
      membership and rank in the trade.
    


    
      Established rules and customs included a limitation on apprentices, restriction of output, regulation of
      overtime, and curbs on newcomers. Could these be suspended, the difficulty created by the scarcity of skilled men
      would be considerably eased. To the employers who had conceded the restrictions only under duress and protest,
      the war seemed a golden moment in which to destroy what seemed to them artificial barriers to efficient and cheap
      production. The first call for the waiving of these restrictions was therefore naturally made by the employers.
      In a rising labor market the cause of the employers might have seemed hopeless; indeed, until the Government
      stepped in to assist them, they had achieved little in the way of meeting their needs. The subsequent process of
      government intervention in labor matters followed a pattern that was to become familiar by the end of the war to
      all sectors of the population. There were three main stages—appeals, persuasion, and compulsion—but these stages
      were cumulative rather than separate and distinct. The Government intervened only after private enterprise had
      found it impossible to meet the situation. The campaign was successful; the demands of the employers were
      ultimately granted; but the price paid in the way of controls on business enterprise, while never fully meeting
      the workers' demands, seemed costly to the employers. Once embarked, however, there was no turning back.
      Theneeds of the war were paramount. And the chief need, by far, was greater and ever greater production.
    


    
      Attempts to secure, without government assistance, voluntary agreements on the waiving of rules followed
      immediately on the outbreak of war. Conferences were held in the Clyde and Tyne regions in the first two weeks of
      August, 1914, and pledges were given, in very general terms, to remove restrictions and to help
      the war effort.1 In November, 1914, attempts were made to relax trade union
      restrictions in the shipbuilding industry on the grounds of the need for increased production and the lack of
      available manpower. The unions involved countered by offering to find the men required. Failing that, they would
      relax their rules to allow different classes of workmen to supplement each other, and if that proved inadequate,
      they agreed to take up the matter again at a later conference.2 In one of the
      Vickers' plants difficulties arose in the same month when the skilled workers, organized in the
      engineers' and toolmakers' societies, objected to “setting up” work on machines which were to be operated
      by female labor.
    


    
      In November, 1914, the Engineering Employers' Federation and the unions adopted the Crayford Agreement, which
      was to be operative “without prejudice” until the termination of the war: female labor was not to be employed in
      lieu of skilled men; “all machines requiring adjustment of tools by the operator, either before or during the
      operation, shall be operated by male labour;” and female labor was to be restricted to “purely automatic
      machines.” A “purely automatic machine” was defined as one “which, after the job has been fixed, requires no hard
      adjustment until the operation is finished.” Such machines were to be set up by “fully skilled
      mechanics.”3
    


    
      In December, 1914, the President of the Clyde Steamship Owners Association, having in mind the huge reservoir of
      illiterate Asiatics, called, though in vain, for the abolition of the Board of Trade language test for
      seamen.4 Also in December, the Engineering Employers' Federation demanded the
      abrogation, for the duration of the war, of trade union regulations and customs. The unions responded with
      counter-proposals that war work be spread to all firms; that firms not employing workers full
      time transfer them to firms doing Government work; that the Government be asked to pay subsistence allowances to
      men working at a distance from their homes; that skilled engineers from Australia, Canada, and South Africa be
      summoned; and that those of the ten thousand skilled engineers who had enlisted and were available for industrial
      purposes be withdrawn from military duties. The Engineering Employers' Federation rejected these proposals
      and denounced the Unions for regarding “strict adherence to their rules, regulations, and restrictions as of
      greater importance than the supply to the nation of its requirements in this crisis.” The unions, denying these
      allegations as unwarranted, insisted that “our trade rights are of no less importance than are the interests of
      the Engineering Employers' Federation.”5
    


    
      Adam Smith might have viewed with equanimity this display of freedom of bargaining. Not so the Government
      departments which regarded the failure of the parties to enter into new contracts as damaging to the war effort.
      When negotiations between the parties proved abortive, government intervention became necessary.6
    


    
      After the Government officials responsible for munitions had held a “Shell Conference” in December, 1914, the
      Cabinet instructed the Board of Trade to take “energetic action” for the purpose of securing an adequate supply
      of labor for armament contractors by coordinating the supply of labor, substituting Belgians, and diverting labor
      from less urgent or from unnecessary industries. Where employers refused to cooperate, the Board of Trade was
      instructed “to put pressure on them, first by persuasion, and then, if that failed, by refusal of railway
      facilities, etc., and by publicity for unpatriotic action,” and by “any other”
      means.7 Yet, for some time the Government did not go beyond the stage of appeal.
      Less than two weeks after the failure of the engineering employers and workers to reach an agreement, H.
      Llewellyn Smith, Permanent Secretary of the Board of Trade, called for a relaxation of trade union conditions,
      and on January 2, 1915, both the Admiralty and the War Office also called upon the employers and workers to make
      arrangements for overcoming the labor shortage.8 At the request of the employers,
      a further conference was held at Sheffield, on January 13, 1915. The employers once again suggested relaxation of
      trade union practices “subject to the continued inability of the unions to supply suitable workpeople of the
      classes desired by the employers at district rates,” although with the promise that this was for the duration of
      the war only and would not affect wages even during the war. The unions rejected these proposals on the ground
      that their acceptance would “hinder production by introducing factors inevitably leading to friction in the
      workshops of the country. …”; once again they advanced their suggestions of December, 1914.9
    


    
      Following the failure of this Conference, the Government began to resort to pressure. A special committee, soon
      to be known as the “Committee on Production,” was appointed early in February, 1915, to “inquire and report … as
      to the best steps to be taken to ensure that the productive power of the employees in Engineering and
      Shipbuilding Establishments working for Government purposes shall be made fully available so as to meet the needs
      of the nation in the present emergency.”10 Four days later the Under-Secretary of
      War, Mr. Tennant, without waiting for the committee to “inquire and report,” called upon the trade unions to
      abrogate their restrictions during the war.11 With the establishment of the
      Ministry of Munitions in May, 1915, the functions of the Committee on Production were absorbed by
      the Ministry; the Committee then became an arbitration body and quickly developed into the principal arbitration
      tribunal for the settlement of labor disputes.12 But in the meanwhile it had
      issued a number of reports. In its first Report it complained of bad time-keeping. In the second Report, the
      Committee, after asserting “that there is no reason to doubt that all sections of the community, and not least
      the workpeople, will desire that everything possible shall be done to maintain and accelerate adequate supplies
      of ammunition to the fleet and the troops,” recommended that “restrictive rules or customs calculated to affect
      the production of munitions of war or to hamper or impede any reasonable steps to achieve a maximum output are
      under present circumstances seriously hurtful to the welfare of the country, and … should be suspended during the
      period of the war, with proper safeguards and adjustments to protect the interests of the workpeople and their
      trade unions.” The restrictions to be relaxed were the ban on female labor and the custom of restricting
      production of those engaged on piece work rates to a certain standard in order to protect these
      rates.13 On March 4, 1915, the Committee issued its Third Report, which advocated
      the transfer of surplus labor and the relaxation of all “demarcation restrictions,” but with guarantee of the
      rates customarily paid; when “an employer is unable to secure the necessary labour customarily employed on the
      work,” he should be permitted during the war “to make greater use of unskilled or semiskilled labour,” again
      “with proper safeguards and adjustments to protect the interests of the workpeople and their trade
      unions.”14
    


    
      The first general agreement involving dilution was the Shells and Fuses Agreement, early in March, 1915, between
      the Engineering Employers' Federation and the trade unions concerned. It was accepted, after
      a ballot vote, by the Amalgamated Society of Engineers. It was to run only for the war period. The employers
      guaranteed that they would make no arrangements in the shops such as would effect a permanent restriction of
      employment of any trade in favor of semi-skilled or female labor, and that the “dilutees” would be the first to
      be dismissed either during or after the war period.15
    


    
      This agreement was in effect merged into the “Treasury Agreement.” The latter, entitled “Acceleration of Output
      on Government Work,” was the result of a conference held at the Treasury, March 17–19, 1915, by a number of trade
      union representatives, headed by Arthur Henderson, and by Lloyd George and Walter Runciman, President of the
      Board of Trade. Under it the unions agreed to forego strikes on war work and to arbitrate disputes. The
      workmen's representatives also agreed that “during the war period the relaxation of the present trade
      practices is imperative,” and that the unions would make “such changes in working conditions or trade customs as
      may be necessary with a view to accelerating the output of war munitions or equipment” on condition that these
      “changes shall be only for the duration of the war and that the permanent standards of wages and the rights of
      trade unions shall be safeguarded.”16
    


    
      On March 25, 1915, Lloyd George and Runciman entered into an agreement with the representatives of the
      Amalgamated Society of Engineers who, though present at the first meeting, had not signed the general agreement
      on the ground that they had not been empowered to do so. (The miners had withdrawn from the meeting
      altogether.)17 This special agreement was more restrictive. The relaxation of
      trade practices was to relate “solely to work done for war purposes during the war period,” and
      profits were to be limited so that “benefit resulting from the relaxation of trade restrictions or practices
      shall accrue to the State.” Some doubt of the temporary nature of the relaxation of practices was apparent in the
      concluding sentence of the Agreement. Whereas the Agreement with the other trade unions definitely limited the
      relaxation for the duration of the war (though the Agreement was not legally binding), this Agreement invoked the
      aid of the Government which was to “undertake to use its influence to secure the restoration of previous
      conditions in every case after the war.” Lloyd George in opening the Treasury Conference had promised limitation
      on profits, but this was not included in the first Treasury Agreement, and the Agreement did not even begin to
      have any effect until profits were limited.18
    


    
      As the Treasury Agreement did not sweep away the trade union restrictions and regulations at once, but merely
      laid down a procedure under which they could be abrogated, it was necessary to provide machinery for its
      implementation.19 Immediately after the signing of the Agreement by the
      Amalgamated Society of Engineers, the labor members of the Treasury Conference were appointed on March 31, 1915,
      as a standing National Labour Advisory Committee to act as a consultative body to the Government on all questions
      arising out of the Agreement. The Committee remained in existence throughout the war, but soon proved to have
      little value because of the cleavage between the rank-and-file trade union members and their officials.
    


    
      Almost immediately aware of the fact that voluntary agreements were inadequate, since they could not be enforced
      against recalcitrants, the Government proceeded to the final stage of compulsion. The Munitions of War Act was
      passed in July, 1915. Mainly a recapitulation, in statutory form, of the Treasury Agreement with
      the Amalgamated Society of Engineers, it also provided inter alia for the creation of
      “controlled establishments” in which profits were to be limited to a maximum of 20 per cent over pre-war profits
      (based upon the average of the last two years of peace). In these plants wages could not be altered without the
      permission of the Ministry of Munitions, dilution was to be enforced, and workmen were to observe model rules of
      conduct and maintain a proper standard of efficiency. The restoration of pre-war trade union customs at the end
      of the war was legally guaranteed.
    


    
      These various agreements illustrate the steps, imperfect and overlapping as they were, in the dilution process.
      The Shells and Fuses Agreement was marked by the introduction of automatic machinery, to be operated by women.
      The Treasury Agreement continued this process with the substitution of semiskilled workers on certain types of
      operations previously performed by skilled mechanics. Under the Dilution Scheme of October, 1915, the operations
      formerly performed by skilled men were sub-divided and simplified, and the simpler operations were now to be
      carried out by the unskilled. These changes involved what is generally called “up-grading,” but to the skilled
      man they were rather “down-grading” in that they served to “degrade” part of his former job to the level of
      common labor.
    


    
      Dilution was, in any event, inevitable. The development of automatic machinery threatened the existence of the
      “aristocracy of labor”; but if the machinery was automatic, the process of dilution was not. The ideal of
      dilution was by no means fully attained. Perhaps fighting with the courage of the doomed, many of the skilled
      laborers fought a rearguard action which, in the eyes of the Government, menaced the very security of the British
      nation. That the process of dilution was, on the whole, successfully carried out in four years is attributable to
      the patriotic fervor and the spirit of sacrifice which affected all classes in Britain.
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    CHAPTER V
    

    LABOR ORDERING AND DISCIPLINE


    
      DILUTION was the most controversial labor problem that the Government had to face throughout the
      war, but “labor troubles” were not caused solely by the reluctance of the skilled men to yield up their hard-won
      prerogatives. Dilution was but the roughest facet of the general problem of increasing production in almost
      inverse proportion to the reduction in the normal labor force, depleted by recruiting for the country's armed
      services. In addition to the expedient of dilution the Government attempted a stronger ordering and disciplining
      of labor. Faced with the paradox of the simultaneous need for a reduction of labor turnover and for an increase
      in labor mobility, the Government proceeded to take measures to restrict the freedom of movement of labor while,
      at the same time, seeking to obtain control over labor so as to be able to shift it wherever it was deemed most
      necessary. Labor was to be made more effective and more efficient, not only by relaxation of restrictive trade
      practices but by getting the labor force to produce at its maximum and wherever it was most needed. Where
      exhortations failed, the Government was prepared to adopt compulsion.1 Because,
      in the minds of the workers, each step taken by the Government affected not only their present condition but
      their future status, the Government's course was not by any means easy. To the Government the road might seem
      a broad, clear highway; labor viewed it with caution, suspicion, and even real alarm.
    


    
      With military demands not only assuming unprecedented proportions but also constantly changing with innovations
      in tactics and strategy and with the fortunes of war, labor shortages were intensified in many
      local areas. A scheme was formulated in May, 1915, for the formation of a “mobile column,” known as “The
      King's Squad” or “Flying Column of Armament Workers,” the members of which were to agree to transfer
      themselves to any shipyard or engineering works engaged in munitions work on the northeast coast. They were
      promised that they would earn the same (or more) wages and be under no military restrictions whatever. (The
      notion of enforcing military law upon the employees was dropped.) Later, railway fare and subsistence allowances
      for the time spent away from home were also paid. In the two districts where the scheme was instituted, fifteen
      thousand men were enrolled in a month and a half, and six thousand were accepted by employers.2 In June, 1915, following the recommendation of the National Advisory Committee, which had
      been set up under the Treasury Agreement in an attempt to avoid the industrial compulsion threatened in some
      quarters, the Government extended the King's Squad Scheme and applied it to all “controlled”
      factories.3 By July, 1915, eighty thousand “more or less skilled men” were
      enrolled.4 These are, however, misleading figures. The majority of those enrolled
      were already engaged in war work; others lacked the requisite skill; by January, 1916, only four thousand had
      been transferred.5 Whereas the original War Munitions Volunteer Scheme was on a
      voluntary basis and the fines which it provided for breach of the enrollment contract were not statutory, the
      whole apparatus was given the force of law by Section 6 of the Munitions of War Act of 1915,
      which made it an offence for the employee to breach his contract or for an employer to prevent a workman from
      enrolling. Although 160,000 were enrolled by the end of the war, the Mobile Corps never exceeded
      40,000.6 Adam Smith had long ago remarked that “A man is of all sorts of luggage
      the most difficult to be transported.”7 Siegfried Sassoon's comment about
      soldiers is even more apt in this connection: “They weren't mobile men, although they had been mobilized for
      the Great War.…”8
    


    
      Other schemes designed to increase labor mobility were also instituted. Early in 1917, the National Service
      Volunteers Scheme was inaugurated to procure labor required for national purposes during the war; enrollment,
      originally limited to men aged eighteen to sixty-one who undertook to work full-time wherever they were needed,
      was to carry no exemption from military service. It was later expanded to include women for agricultural work and
      ministers of religion for part-time service.9 The extremely limited success of
      the plan can be seen from the statistics: of the 272,661 registered under this scheme, 8,842 were placed,
      including 2,267 who were placed as ordinary applicants for employment and not as National Service
      Volunteers.10
    


    
      This plan was superseded by the War Work Volunteers Scheme instituted in October, 1917. The main provisions were
      similar to those of the earlier scheme but differed in that, after February 28, 1917, under a Defence of the
      Realm Regulation, all employers were required to get official permission before hiring any man, except a
      discharged veteran, between the ages of eighteen and sixty-one. The new effort proved just as
      ineffective.11 The “War Munitions Volunteers” were in all cases skilled men; the
      “Army Reserve Munitions Workers” were the less-skilled workers assigned to the munition shops under a pledge to
      remain there as long as required by the Ministry of Munitions or face the alternative of Army
      Service.12 Although these schemes covered aliens, a special Enemy Alien Workers
      Scheme was inaugurated in March, 1918, for the purpose of utilizing the services of those male enemy aliens up to
      the age of 61 who had not been interned. The benefits they received were more limited than those of British
      citizens and the restrictions upon them more severe. By November 11, 1918, 8,849 aliens were registered under
      this plan, over 40 per cent of whom were either unfit for, or already engaged in, work of national importance. Of
      the other 60 per cent, 927 were placed on work of national importance; the cases of the remainder were not even
      acted upon.13
    


    
      A scheme for transferring miners to districts especially in need of mine labor was accepted by the Miners'
      Federation in December, 1917, and negotiations were carried on concerning subsistence allowances and travel
      expenses. Unemployment in South Wales and other exporting districts in the early part of 1918 increased the
      enthusiasm of the Miners' Federation for the scheme. Some transfers were effected, but various problems,
      especially that of housing, proved insuperable.14 Earlier in 1917, a plan had
      been drawn up to have British miners assist in the French Pas-de-Calais field but it was never put into
      effect.15
    


    
      To provide a mobile, centralized labor reserve for dealing with local and temporary shortages caused by
      fluctuations in traffic, a Transport Workers' Battalion was authorized in March, 1916, drawn
      from men enlisted for home defence and paid at civilian rates when working in the ports.16 Not only was the scheme opposed by the unions, but even the War Office found it “very
      uneconomical.” For example, at Southampton only six hundred of the nine hundred members were available for work;
      the other three hundred acting as “housemaids” to the battalion.17
    


    
      Creation of a reservoir of mobile labor was not very successful as a device for increasing production, but it was
      very useful in laying the groundwork for the conscription of labor. The need for information as to the labor
      resources of the country was apparent to all, and, while the more suspicious opposed any scheme which could serve
      as a structure for compulsion, the Government undertook a plan for a census of manpower. Aware that military
      conscription was in the offing, public announcements to the contrary notwithstanding, and with some members even
      advocating industrial conscription, the Cabinet deemed it best to be prepared. By October, 1915, the National
      Register, containing information as to the occupation and skills of all persons between the ages of fifteen and
      sixty-five, was completed.
    


    
      As Lord Lansdowne explained in the House of Lords, the object of the census was to ensure “that every member of
      the community should bear not merely a part in the national task, but the part which he is best qualified to
      undertake.”18 There were available over five million men of military age, of whom
      over one and a half million were engaged in “indispensable” work.19 Thus it was
      possible, on paper, to fill the War Office's demand for one and a half million men in 1916.
    


    
      The possible, however, could not be so easily equated with the actual. The question was whether
      the military demands could be met without compulsion, or whether Britain would have to tread the conscription
      path taken by the other belligerents. The unions issued a strong appeal for volunteers, and in October, 1915,
      Lord Derby was appointed to direct recruiting, and he soon formulated what was known as the Derby Scheme. All
      males between the ages of eighteen and forty-one were asked to “attest,” that is, to enlist subject to being
      called into active service at a later date. The men were divided into age groups, separately for married and
      unmarried men; single men of military age who could be spared from their jobs were encouraged to enlist.
      Essential workers were not to be called up and were starred as being in “reserved” occupations. By December it
      was estimated that, of the more than 5,000,000 men of military age, almost 350,000 single and almost 500,000
      married men would be available for military service. There were over a million unmarried men and a slightly
      larger number of married men who had not “attested” or volunteered for military service.20
    


    
      The results of the “Derby Campaign” are summarized in his Report on Recruiting. From
      October 23, 1915, to December 15, 1915, 103,000 out of 2,179,231 single men of military age enlisted in the
      Forces; and 112,431 out of 2,832,210 married men. The number “starred” was 690,138 single and 915,491 married
      men; 840,000 single men and 1,344,979 married men attested; 207,000 single men and 221,853
      married men were rejected. Over two million men never presented themselves to the authorities for
      “attesting.”21 To the opponents of conscription the Campaign was a failure; to
      the proponents of “compulsion,” including Lord Derby himself, the results were most successful. Not only was the
      voluntary system proven to be ineffective, but an organization to serve as the basis for compulsory service had
      been established.22
    


    
      The anticipated result followed. Asquith had announced in the House of Commons on November 2, 1915, that if the
      Derby scheme failed, “the very same conditions which make compulsion impossible now, namely the absence of
      general assent, would force the country to a view that they must consent to supplement by some form of legal
      obligation the failure of the voluntary system.”23 On January 5, 1916, Asquith
      introduced the first Military Service Act, which provided for compulsory military service for single men. It took
      effect March 2, and in May compulsion was extended to married men who had not attested.
    


    
      To the workers the margin between military and industrial conscription always seemed too narrow for safety. Lloyd
      George, in June, 1915, had announced that the State must be able to say when and under what conditions it
      required a man's services.24 But there was “a steady retreat from the
      suggesttion. …”25 In September, 1916, a Manpower Distribution Board was
      appointed, under the chairmanship of Austen Chamberlain, with the following terms of reference:
      “To determine all questions arising between Government Departments relating to the allocation or economic
      utilization of manpower for the purpose of the successful prosecution of the War, and … to direct the Government
      Departments concerned to create the machinery necessary to co-ordinate their activities in regard to the
      distribution or utilization of men and women.”26 When Lloyd George became Prime
      Minister in December, 1916, he returned to the question of industrial conscription, but it was again shelved
      after Henderson explored and reported the Labour Party's attitude. The Government, however, announced that if
      voluntary efforts failed to supply the necessary labor, Parliament would be asked to release it from any pledges
      given to avoid industrial compulsion and to enact legislation giving the Government power to apply
      it.27 Indeed, the Army Council, not waiting for this contingency, had drawn a
      plan for putting men who failed the Army physical examination into munitions work. Those who refused were to be
      drafted into the Army despite their physical condition. The Government, however, never approved the
      scheme.28 Meanwhile, the Military Conscription Acts were not producing the inflow
      of required recruits, since many workers were exempted from service on occupational grounds.
    


    
      The discontent of the military authorities at not being able to conscript all physically fit men was aggravated
      by the fact that soldiers were being released for the purpose of acting as workers in munitions plants and mines.
      Throughout the war it was found necessary to release men urgently needed in munitions production. The soldiers released were guaranteed their Army emoluments, but were subject to both
      civil and military discipline. In April, 1917, over 50,000 soldiers were on munitions work; many more had been
      temporarily released but had proved unsuitable.29
    


    
      One side of the coin of labor supply was to get necessary workers; the reverse side was to keep the workers where
      they were most required. If the former offered difficulties, the latter was almost impossible of realization.
      While the Government actively encouraged and promoted labor “mobility” in order to fill the gaps in the labor
      supply of critical industries and areas, many workers became so “mobile” as seriously to affect production.
      Taking advantage of the rising labor market, workers shifted from one job to another, but not necessarily to the
      most “vital” job. The employers, forced to offer higher wages in order to lure workers away from other employers,
      complained bitterly of similar practices by their competitors, condemning them as “poaching.” “Indeed the picture
      presented to a harassed Government was one of firms living mainly by taking in one another's employees. The
      picture was highly coloured, but it was not wholly fanciful.”30
    


    
      The Government took its first remedial step in March, 1915, by amending the Defence of the Realm Consolidation
      Act of 1914. Under the Act the Government had. the power to commandeer munition factories; now it was given the
      power to “regulate or restrict the carrying on of work in any factory or workshop” and to take over private
      factories and shipyards. This clause was reenacted in the Munitions of War Act of 1915, which also extended the
      Government's powers to embrace “the engagement or employment” of workmen on any class of work. These powers
      were, however, not used, and in April, 1915, another attempt was made to deal with the problem. Under a Defence
      of the Realm Regulation, employers in war work (later all employers) were forbidden to hire
      workers living more than ten miles from the plant except through an Employment Exchange.31 These regulations, ostensibly aimed at employers, proved ineffective. More drastic steps
      were needed.
    


    
      Limitations were soon imposed on the employee directly. Under Section 7 of the Munitions of War Act of 1915 and
      the regulations made under it, employers were prevented from hiring workers who within “the last previous six
      weeks, or such other period as may be provided by … the Minister of Munitions” were employed in a war plant,
      unless the employee had a certificate from his last employer showing that he had left work with his
      employer's consent, or unless he “held a certificate from the munitions tribunal that the consent had been
      unreasonably withheld.” This was the most contentious provision in the Act; in fact, it proved to be the single
      most unpopular clause in all the Munitions of War Acts. In effect, it prevented a worker who had left his job or
      had been discharged for cause, from getting another job for at least six weeks. Its purpose, as stated in the
      House of Commons, was to make it impossible for men who were slack or disobedient to walk “out at the moment, go
      to the works which are only five or ten minutes off, and be welcomed with open arms without any question being
      asked.”32 Lord Curzon expressed the real purpose of the Act as giving the
      Government power “to organize the skilled labour of the country for the purpose of the production of munitions of
      war.”33
    


    
      The hated “leaving certificate” proved effective in restricting the free movement of workers, but its effects on
      morale, resulting often in “slow downs” and strikes, were such that it is very questionable whether the net
      result was to further “the efficient manufacture … and supply of munitions,” the stated purpose of the Munitions
      of War Act. Various amendments were passed during the next two years to remove some of the
      grievances arising under Section 7 without impairing its principles; it was finally repealed in August, 1917.
      Less than a year later (in July, 1918), however, the Government again attempted to diminish labor mobility by
      restrictions seemingly levelled against employers, who were forbidden to hire workers without permission of the
      Ministry of Munitions. This “Embargoes Scheme” was abandoned as a result of the last serious strike of the war,
      that at Coventry, of which it was a direct cause.
    


    
      Exhort as it did, strive as it might, the Government never succeeded in its attempts to discipline the labor
      force of the country in the image of the army. The workers never accepted the distinction made by Lloyd George,
      who declared that he did not “want conscription at all. All I want to do is to be able to place men where they
      are most needed. …”34 Encountering fierce resistance on the part of the workers,
      forced into bitter struggles, the Government nevertheless reverted many times to the idea of industrial
      compulsion.
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    CHAPTER VI
    

    WELFARE FOR EFFICIENCY


    
      KEEPING workers on the job did not ensure the utmost in production. It was also necessary to
      remove or abate those common failings and impediments which, whether in peace or in war, constantly operate to
      diminish efficiency. Measures to curb drink, disease, overstrain—measures to improve the physical and moral
      status of the worker—were in order. Perhaps under the influence of its military members, the Government attempted
      to introduce “discipline” in the factories and on the merchant ships by fiat.1
      The first Munitions of War Act provided for the enforcement of good time-keeping, including a “reasonable amount
      of overtime,” and attempted other reforms. Workers were forbidden to bring liquor to a plant or to be “the worse”
      for it; nor were they to use “abusive language.” 2 To aid the workers in
      attaining the desired ends, the liquor trade was restricted in many communities. In the Carlisle District, where
      huge munition works had been built, the Government took over the entire liquor trade, including control of the
      brewing of beer and the blending of spirits.3 The “city of dreadful Saturday
      nights” became a city of righteousness and production, especially after housing conditions
      improved and industrial canteens were provided.4
    


    
      Just as the need of achieving maximum production led the State to attempt to guard the morals of the munitions
      workers,5 so it felt forced to concern itself with their physical welfare. As the
      war developed, efficiency seemed to decline. The first action of the Government was, as usual, to appoint
      committees to investigate and report. The chief cause of declining productivity was excessive hours of
      work.6 There “was something little short of a debauch of long hours.”
      7 Debauches of whatever nature inevitably lead to bad
      time-keeping and lowered production. As early as the end of 1914, the Report of the Chief Inspector of Factories
      and Workshops pointed out the disadvantages of excessive hours.8 The Ministry of
      Munitions, soon after its establishment, appointed a Health of Munitions Workers Committee to consider and advise
      on hours of labor, industrial fatigue, “and other matters affecting the physical health and physical efficiency
      of workers in munition factories and workshops.” 9 Its chief recommendation was
      that Sunday labor be abolished by government mandate, since competition rendered action by individual employers
      difficult. The foremen and managers, who showed “obvious signs of overwork,” and other employees, and production
      itself, were expected to benefit from this reform.10
    


    
      The Home Office, on the basis of independent investigations, reached the same conclusion. Fatigue became
      permanent when not relieved by Sunday rest. The process continued “from week to week until either the worker
      breaks down under the strain or, a more probable result, equilibrium is brought about”; so, too, in the case of
      overtime.11 Even incentive wages were dangerous. The Health of Munitions Workers
      Committee pointed out that workers were encouraged to work hard, but as they worked long hours, the result might
      well be a decline in production because of greatly lowered efficiency.12 Because “residual fatigue” became cumulative, overtime was “physiologically and economically
      extravagant.”13 Overtime might even result in a total drop in daily output; this
      was especially true in the case of a twelve-hour day.14 Employers differed on
      long or short hours, “but it is significant that … no employer who has once adopted the shorter scale of hours
      ever desires to return to a longer period.” 15 By 1916 there was a very notable
      decrease in employers' requests for permission to work their employees long hours.16
    


    
      Excessive hours was not the only reason for loss of efficiency; patriotism offered insufficient pabulum for the
      adequate sustenance of workers engaged in heavy tasks for long hours. Both the Home Office 17 and the Ministry of Munitions 18 advocated the installation
      of industrial canteens. A good industrial canteen19 would result not only in
      improved nutrition and increased efficiency but in “a lessened tendency to excessive consumption of alcohol” because of “the prevalence of the spirit of harmony and contentment engendered.
      …”20
    


    
      Before the end of the war, canteens, built at first with funds raised by popular subscription,21 were an accepted fact in many industrial establishments. One-half of all munitions workers
      worked in plants with canteens. Factories were encouraged to build canteens by permitting canteen expenditures to
      be written off against the Excess Profits Duty.22 The Central Control Liquor
      Board hailed industrial canteens as “most effective instruments in securing and maintaining a high standard of
      industrial work and product.” 23 And even more: “The absence of civilizing
      influences from factory industry has been its condemnation in the past. The industrial canteen aids in the
      destruction of this traditional reproach … and may be claimed as a substantial contribution to the humanization
      of industry.” 24
    


    
      The influx of women and children into munitions work did most to make the welfare movement an integral part of
      the production process.25 The industrial welfare movement did not, of course, originate with the war. Welfare work, under various names, had existed in establishments
      throughout the country in the nineteenth century. The war, however, forced an extension of the welfare movement
      on a very large scale. Although the chief effects were felt in Government plants, especially after the creation
      of the Welfare Section of the Ministry of Munitions in January, 1916, many private establishments took a leaf out
      of the Government's book and instituted “welfare” plans in their own factories. As B. S. Rowntree, the first
      Director of the Welfare Section, pointed out: “Real betterment of conditions springs in the last analysis from
      the conviction in the mind of the employer that here lies his plain duty, a duty which does not conflict with his
      business interests but promotes them, since it is obvious that workers who are in good health and are provided
      with the amenities of life are more efficient workers.” 26
    


    
      Welfare supervision “is simply the creation in a factory of those conditions which enable each individual worker
      to do his or her best.” 27 Welfare superintendents were appointed and restrooms
      and canteens provided. Recreation was considered an “essential” part of the welfare scheme, and most welfare
      superintendents were concerned with schemes for recreation 28 as well as
      providing the necessary supervision and care for the thousands of women workers often employed outside the home
      for the first time. Welfare supervision was urged whenever women were employed,29
      and the Home Office permitted night work for women only if they were responsibly supervised; in 1916 the Home
      Office was given powers to require the establishment of supervision when it seemed
      necessary.30 In 1916 the Ministry of Munitions began making grants to factories
      building nurseries, absorbing 75 per cent of the cost.31 Medical service was also
      recommended.32
    


    
      Closely associated with the Welfare Movement was the problem of housing, which assumed large proportions because
      of the shifts in industrial population and because of the fact that building of homes for private purposes
      practically came to a standstill after 1914. The building of houses costing more than £500 was forbidden without
      the permission of the Ministry of Munitions. Even without restrictive legislation the competition for labor and
      materials as a result of the building of factories would have adversely affected private buildings. To meet the
      needs of munitions workers, the Ministry of Munitions provided houses in a limited number of areas, encouraged
      the erection of hostels, and used the powers of the Billeting of Civilians Act of 1917, under which householders
      could be required to accept munitions workers as lodgers at maximum rates in specified munitions
      areas.33 The evils were not eliminated, but they were alleviated.
    


    
      The exigencies of war even forced the Government to concern itself with “the drudge of commerce,” 34 the merchant seamen. The demand for seamen could not be met by “dilution,” and the regular
      permanent fringe of unemployed was absorbed by the war. In the effort to retain seamen, their praises were sung,
      their wages raised, and their conditions bettered. All this was in marked contrast to pre-war days, when sailors
      were considered of such little importance that the scheme of shipping insurance adopted by the
      Government at the beginning of the war did not cover the crews.35 Not until later
      were they gradually given protection under the Workmen's Compensation Act and special insurance
      provisions.36 This insurance did not, however, cover them for loss of wages
      incurred by the loss of the ship. Under the Merchant Shipping Acts the legal right to wages terminated on the
      loss of the ship, and this was taken to include ships lost as a result of enemy action.37 The shipowner and the shipper were both insured against loss, but the sailor had no such
      protection. In March, 1915, he was enabled to insure his personal effects, but the maximum insurable value was
      fixed at £5, which did not cover replacement cost. Nor was he compensated for the expense of travelling to his
      home port from the ports to which ships had been diverted because of submarines or other causes.38 Not until the late summer of 1917 were these grievances met by the Government's
      providing for increased insurance payments,39 payment of one month's wages to
      survivors of ships sunk by enemy action,40 and free railway travel for crews of
      diverted ships.41 The problem of food supply was not peculiar to seamen, but the
      State was forced to take direct action because the lack of food for crews held up the sailing of ships. In 1917
      special arrangements were worked out by the Government, the shipowners, and the unions in order to supply
      merchant seamen with food.42
    


    
      The object of the welfare movement was increased output. A healthy and contented labor force was
      not only efficient, but also regular and punctual in attendance. One of the reasons for the introduction and
      application of the welfare movement was the widespread and serious degree of “absenteeism,” and where the welfare
      movement lagged, other methods were attempted to decrease the amount of time the worker stayed away from his job.
    


    
      “Absenteeism” was to be a problem in all industries during the war, but in the coal mining industry it very early
      became the concern of the Government. It was estimated that the irreducible minimum of absenteeism, made
      necessary by illness and accidents, was 5 per cent; the average percentage of absenteeism was about 10 per cent;
      thus one-half was avoidable.43 The Minutes of the Evidence
      of the Coal Mining Organization Committee (Departmental Committee appointed to inquire into the Conditions
      prevailing in the Mining Industry due to the War), appointed in 1915, abound with references to the problem, but
      no completely satisfactory solution was being offered.44 The closing of the
      “public houses” on Sundays, and possibly on Saturdays, might reduce absenteeism, usually heaviest on Mondays,
      “provided it did not result in getting barrels of beer into the house, because that might have more disastrous
      consequences.” 45 Testimony was offered that there was less drinking at the
      collieries than ten or fifteen years earlier. To the question whether that included women also, a witness spread
      on the record his prejudices regarding inhabitants of the Tyne: “I do not know that there was
      drinking amongst the women at all in our colliery villages, unless you take a few villages on the banks of the
      Tyne, such as Wallsend. … It is almost unknown, a women would be scorned if she drank.” 46 National traits were likewise held to be responsible. The Acting Divisional Inspector of
      Mines for Scotland suggested that “a Scotsman may not be so desirous of wasting his time as an Englishman.”
      47 Absenteeism was lowest in Scotland and highest in England because the Scots
      could less easily afford to be absent. “The districts having the thinnest seams of coal and where the coal is
      hardest to get show, generally speaking, the best results in respect of regular attendance at work.”
      48 A union leader agreed that the miners would respond to a plea based on
      patriotism, but deplored the lack of reliable information on the progress of the war, coupled with the optimistic
      Government announcements, which had “destroyed any fear or doubt in the breasts of our men about the ultimate
      victory on the field of battle. … We have made sufficient progress now to have crossed the earth if what the
      papers say is true. … I wish the Government would trust the people more and take them into their confidence. They
      need not doubt them. The people will rise better to the necessity of the nation then.” 49 The Secretary of the North of England United Coal Trade Association testified to the same
      effect. Patriotism was a good ground for appealing for better attendance, especially if the miners “were not led
      to believe, as they are in the newspapers day by day, that everything is going swimmingly; and that we can drive
      the Germans back whenever we choose to do so. I think that impression is having a very bad effect on the working
      classes.”50
    


    
      At the suggestion of the Government, the South Wales Miners' Federation issued an appeal “to
      every workman … to work as regularly as possible with the assurance that his work in a mine is as necessary as
      the operation in the trenches. …”51 Just before Easter, 1915, Kitchener,
      supported by the Executive of the Miners' Federation of Great Britain, exhorted the miners to limit the
      Easter and Whitsuntide Holiday. It is estimated that as a result of the reduction in the Easter Holidays alone
      there was an increased output of nearly one million tons. The miners were thanked by His Majesty the King, by
      Proclamation. It was characteristic of Kitchener and of many members of the Liberal Government, that they were at
      first opposed to making the appeal.52
    


    
      Supervision of the workers' moral and physical welfare, together with appeals to their patriotism, did result
      in increased production, but the efficacy of money as a stimulus to effort was not ignored. No less experienced a
      man than the Chief Inspector of Mines, who served as chairman of the Coal Mining Organization Committee,
      suggested that extra pay be given, the workers as a reward for regular attendance in the coal mines. The Vice
      President of the Miners' Federation of Great Britain opposed the idea as “blood money,” a stricture to which
      its proponent could only mildly reply that “it would be nicer to call it a war bonus than blood money.”
      53 The opposition was one of principle. The organized workers demanded increased
      wages as of right and looked upon the various welfare schemes as devices intended to distract them from the main
      issue and to increase the employers' control over their workers.
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    CHAPTER
    VII
    

    WAGES OF WAR


    
      ENTHUSIASTIC as were the advocates of welfare policies for the worker, the question of wages was
      the most important aspect of employment. “The work-people wanted to ‘addle more brass’ and no amount of
      philosophic discussion or philanthropic sectional improvement could make up for the desire for more secure and
      better pay.”1 The workman's major criterion in judging the desirability of a
      job was the remuneration; the lure of higher pay was the chief factor in his determining to give up one job for
      another. The wage problem is therefore closely tied up with labor turnover and efficiency. It was a problem
      highly difficult of solution and was never satisfactorily solved. If it was true of the Government's labor
      policy in general that it had none,2 the aphorism was particularly true in the
      case of wages. Wage regulation was undertaken by the Government with extreme reluctance. As in other fields of
      State intervention during wartime, the Government had few precedents to go by. The Fair Wages Clause in
      government contracts, which provided that “prevailing” wages and hours must be observed by contractors on
      government work, the Trades Boards Act of 1909, and the Coal Mines Minimum Wage Act all dealt with wages, but
      experience under them could not offer much assistance.
    


    
      The State's role during the war was made especially difficult by the fact that wage rates varied widely and
      that, despite the high degree of business and labor organization, the employers and workers had not agreed on any
      uniform method of arriving at them. In many industries, including some of the major ones—steel and textiles—,
      wage rates were fixed by collective agreements made on a more or less national basis. In the coal, engineering,
      and shipbuilding trades, however, most wage agreements were by districts. Although usually
      incorporated into written agreements, wage rates were sometimes in practice recognized without any written
      agreement. The district standard wages did not, by any means, embody any standard principles. Sometimes they were
      regarded as a minimum for all classes of skilled workers; sometimes there were different rates for different
      branches of the engineering and allied industries. Generally, but by no means universally, wages were higher in
      shipbuilding than in general engineering; ship-repairing had an even higher standard. There were usually special
      standard rates in the same locality for railway and textile engineering workers; these were, as a rule, lower
      than the general engineering rate. In many districts members of special crafts received different and, usually,
      relatively high wages.
    


    
      Below the skilled workers, with their diverse wage rates, there was the whole range of semi-skilled and unskilled
      labor. For these categories general district wage rates under written agreements did not exist; their wages were
      governed by customary rates, sometimes applicable to a particular plant, sometimes extending over a whole
      area.3 These varying practices were complicated by the fact that in the
      engineering industry craft unions had flourished so luxuriantly that often there were as many as twenty unions in
      a single plant, with all of which the employer had to negotiate separately.4
      Although most of these unions were represented in the Engineering and Shipbuilding Trades Federation, and the
      employers in the National Engineering Employers' Federation, practically all matters subject to collective
      bargaining were determined, not by the Federations, or even on a national scale by the various special groups
      concerned, but rather locally, with provision for a national appeal only in case of local “failure to
      agree.”5
    


    
      The largest union in the engineering trades, a group consisting of workers engaged in the working up of iron and
      steel into machinery or other finished products, was the Amalgamated Society of Engineers; it
      had 150,000 members, out of a total of about 1,500,000 workers engaged in the industry. (This does not include
      the iron and steel trades proper.)6 The lines of demarcation as between unions
      were very blurred in both directions. Although the organized workers in the engineering trades were mostly
      members of craft unions, these unions also included workers engaged in other industries. On the other hand, the
      general labor unions had invaded the engineering field, taking advantage of the fact that, with the increasing
      use of general and automatic machinery, many formerly distinct occupations had begun to merge. The theoretical
      test of skill was mainly that of apprenticeship.7 Jurisdictional conflicts had
      long been common and led to difficulties throughout the war period. More serious was the situation of the
      unorganized trades which, despite the gains after the great London Dock strike, tended to depress all wage rates.
      Traditionally and typically, the agricultural laborers remained isolated and insulated, Joseph Arch and the
      Agricultural Labourers Union notwithstanding.
    


    
      The first wage problem to confront the Government was caused by the rise in prices. In August, 1914, the major
      unions, goaded by the disaffection of their members which was caused by the decline in real wages, were girding
      for a struggle, but the patriotism and panic engendered by the declaration of war made them happy to accept terms
      “freezing” wages. Fearing a recession and believing that the war would not last long enough to raise prices for
      any length of time, the unions accepted terms fixing current wage rates. Although prices did rise 10 per cent in
      the first six weeks of the war, the forecast of the union leaders was partially borne out in that prices remained
      at this level for eight months. Thereafter prices rose rapidly and almost regularly. From
      August, 1914, to December, 1917, prices increased 27 per cent per year, which is equivalent to a cumulative 2 per
      cent monthly. For the next ten months, until the end of the war, prices increased much more slowly, rising only
      6½ per cent.8 As the cost of living and employment rose, demands for increased
      wages revived. At first, increases were made by means of “war-bonuses,” which varied with bargaining abilities,
      jobs, industries, and localities, and kept the pre-war normal rates unchanged. It was on this principle that the
      Committee on Production, established in February, 1915, made its awards.
    


    
      Asquith in the House of Commons on February 11, 1915, was able to demonstrate that prices were below the heights
      reached in 1871, and gave the impression that the rise in the cost of living was inevitable.9 The employers and unions continued to make agreements fixing money wages “for the duration of
      the war.”10 Yet competition for workers soon forced up wage rates in some
      districts, compelling the Government to take its first hesitant step in wage regulation by enacting Section 4(2)
      of the Munitions of War Act, 1915; this merely provided that the consent of the Minister of Munitions was
      necessary before wage rates could be altered in a controlled establishment. The same Act also provided that all
      differences as to wages on munitions work could be compulsorily settled by the Committee on Production, which had
      begun its functions on February 2, 1915, as a voluntary arbitration board. To avoid conflicts between the
      Minister of Munitions, who had the power to prevent changes in wage rates, and the Committee on Production, which
      was given the power to act as a compulsory arbitration board, the Minister of Munitions
      automatically approved, in practice, all increases granted by the Committee.11
    


    
      The Committee on Production acted as an arbitration tribunal until it was merged into the Interim Court of
      Arbitration at the end of 1918; from May, 1917, it included workers' and employers'
      representatives.12 It was the principal arbitration tribunal for the
      determination of differences between employers and workers.13 Wage increases were
      difficult to resist because of the pressure, not only of workers, but of employers, too. Employers faced with the
      need of meeting schedules were often willing to go much further than the Committee. This situation was
      accentuated by the fact that many contracts were what is known as “time-and-line,” or “cost-plus,” i.e., a
      definite percentage of profit on gross expenditure. Therefore the higher the wages, the greater the profit.
    


    
      In November, 1915, in an attempt to halt general wage increases, the Government restricted the powers of the
      Committee on Production. The Committee was, henceforth, to have the power of approving increases only for the
      purpose of adjusting local differences where such adjustments were proved to be necessary.14 Thus labor, which had abandoned the right to strike and accepted compulsory arbitration in
      its stead, found that the intention was to “freeze” wages. Rising prices and shortage of labor proved
      irresistible, however; from the spring of 1916 wage increases were again permitted.15
    


    
      In February, 1917, the Engineering Employers' Federation and the Engineering Unions, at the
      suggestion of the Committee of Production, entered into an agreement to suspend, for the war period, the existing
      machinery for altering wages. The Committee on Production was authorized to review wages three times a year and
      to make awards which would be of national application.16 The agreement served as
      a precedent for similar arrangements in other industries in 1917 and 1918. Thus the Government was forced to a
      step advocated by Runciman, President of the Board of Trade, as early as February, 1915, though for a different
      reason. After expounding the dangers of state intervention in industry and of any attempt to regulate prices,
      Runciman had suggested that the line of escape from rising prices must be found in raising wages.17
    


    
      Beginning only with “controlled” establishments, the Munitions of War Act of 1915 did not apply to Government
      establishments or to industry in general. It left uncovered wages of new employees, who could be taken on at any
      rates of wages without violation of the terms of the Act. The Munitions of War Act of 1916 extended the provision
      for wage regulation to include government establishments. By Section 7, also, the Minister of Munitions was given
      power “to give directions as to the rate of wages, hours of labour, or conditions of employment of semi-skilled
      and unskilled men” doing work which “was customarily undertaken by skilled labour” before the war. This latter
      provision was inserted to meet labor's insistence and was designed to protect wage rates despite dilution.
      The Munitions of War Act of 1915, providing that wage rates should not be adversely affected, had not proved
      effective. It was hoped that more detailed regulations might prove more efficacious.
    


    
      Although the Munitions of War Acts had provided for several alternative methods of arbitration, the Committee on
      Production became the recognized arbitration tribunal for dealing with general wage claims for a
      variation in the district rates applying in a particular locality. Women's wages seldom came before the
      Committee on Production, and after the establishment of the Women's Special Arbitration Tribunal in March,
      1916, the latter body dealt with almost all cases of women's wages. It had no power to issue binding awards,
      as did the Committee on Production, but could merely recommend that certain rates be fixed by the Minister of
      Munitions, who was the final authority.
    


    
      The Committee on Production, in acting on claims, maintained the pre-war practice of the engineering and allied
      industries by issuing purely local awards “dealing in a piecemeal fashion with such local claims as were brought
      before it from particular districts.” However, the ubiquitous factor was the increasing cost of living, and the
      Committee found itself issuing practically identical awards in all districts. To save time and effort, it
      encouraged, beginning in February, 1917, the principal trade unions in the engineering and foundry trades and the
      Engineering Employers' Federation to enter into a “National Agreement on General Wage Applications.” Fifty
      trade unions ultimately signed it. The Agreement did not apply to shipbuilding, but the Committee on Production
      extended it to shipyards. Almost identical agreements subsequently affected the chemical, soap, Scottish
      building, and other industries.
    


    
      The National Agreement contained a clause allowing the unions also to bring forward for special consideration the
      case of any district where they claimed the “rates of wages are unduly low or that the total amount of war
      advance is not adequate.”18 The Committee on Production granted increases
      totalling 28s. 6d. per week by December, 1918.19 In addition, in many districts rates were “levelled up” by the unions taking advantage of
      the clause in the Agreement providing for an appeal for special district advances. This clause
      the Unions also utilized for the purpose of replacing the purely local rates of the pre-war period by regional,
      if not national, rates, though they were by no means entirely successful in this attempt.20 In an effort further to simplify and unify wage rates, Section 5 of the Munitions of War
      Act, 1917, extended statutory awards compulsorily in cases where wage awards covered a majority of employers in
      the trade.
    


    
      The Government was further plagued by the change in the basis of wage payments for many workers during the war.
      “Payment by result,” that is, by work or other means of measuring output, was often an integral part of dilution,
      made possible by the dividing up of a job into component parts separately performed by relatively unskilled
      workers. The growth of automatic machinery and of national factories, attended by the introduction of untrained
      and untried workers, stimulated the establishment of systems of payments by results, which had always been
      resisted by skilled and organized workers. Another complication in the problem was that the unskilled worker
      often earned as much as or more than did the skilled man. The least skilled operations could be most easily
      speeded up; the difficult and delicate work could not. Friction increased when the skilled man, who had worked
      many years at his trade, found the newcomer better off than he was.
    


    
      Because of a tendency to reduce piece rates when the total weekly wages rose steeply as a result of increased
      output, labor resisted the introduction of piece work rates on the ground that it was but a synonym for the
      “speed-up” system. To overcome this rather natural reluctance of the workers and thus to encourage dilution, the
      Minister of Munitions on September 13, 1915, pledged that the Government would prevent reduction of piece rates
      as a consequence of the increase of output owing to the suspension of restrictions;21 this pledge was given statutory force by the Munitions of War Act of 1917.
    


    
      Though one problem was thus partially solved, others were created. The general problem was not
      completely settled because the skilled workers, especially the engineers and wood workers, refused to consider
      any extension of the piece work system. In January, 1917, the Government, acting through the veteran Labourite,
      John Hodge, then Minister of Labour, called a conference in an attempt to break down the opposition to piece work
      for the duration of the war; the conference yielded no results.22 On the other
      hand, the problem of wage differentials between the skilled and unskilled was aggravated by the guarantee not to
      reduce piecework rates. As a result of simplified production processes constantly introduced with the growth of
      war experience and also, in all probability, of the growth of “speeding-up,” relatively unskilled workers were
      receiving wages not approached by skilled workers of many years' experience, who, for a variety of reasons,
      were still paid on time rates. Labor solidarity notwithstanding, this condition aggravated the general problem of
      rising prices and increasing competition for workers.23
    


    
      The Amending Act of 1917 empowered the Minister of Munitions to give directions with regard to the remuneration
      to be paid for munitions work on time rates when necessary “for the purpose of the maintenance and increase of
      output.” This was the genesis of the 12½ per cent “bonus” on time rates granted by the War Cabinet in October,
      1917. It is clear that one of the principal sources of discontent was the relatively low wages of the skilled men
      at a time when they were so indispensable.24 With the prospective abolition of
      the odious “leaving certificate,” it was feared that there would be a general exodus of the
      skilled workers from many plants in search of newer and better-paid jobs, often involving less
      skill.25 Churchill, as Minister of Munitions, advocated a limited application of
      the bonus; the Cabinet overrode him, and an order was issued on October 13, 1917, providing “that fully qualified
      skilled time-workers in the engineering and foundry trades should be granted an increase of 12½ per cent upon
      their weekly earnings, provided that their wages equalled or exceeded the district time-rate payable to fitters
      and turners. Such increase to commence in the first full week after the 14 October, 1917. This increase shall not
      apply to men with upstanding wage or salary covering overtime.”26 On October 15,
      1917, the leaving certificates were abolished. On November 21, the Cabinet extended the bonus to the 1,400,000
      munition workers on time rates in the engineering, foundry, and ship-building industries.27
    


    
      Although the “bonus” had been intended to equalize wages as between time and piece workers by raising the wages
      of the former, discontent on the part of the latter forced the granting of a 7½ per cent increase on piece work.
      This helped to raise wages all around, but it would be a mistake to think that on the whole the British worker
      was better off because of Government intervention. State interference in wage settlements “acted to keep the
      level of wages rather lower than would have otherwise been the case.”28
    


    
      The State, which had undertaken control so reluctantly and fragmentarily, sought to rid itself
      of its burden as soon as possible. Churchill, as Minister of Munitions, in an interview with the Management
      Committee of the Engineering Employers' Federation on October 4, 1918, looked forward to a return to more
      normal conditions. “I tell you frankly (we are speaking quite confidentially) that in my opinion, until the
      conditions of economic bargaining are restored to their freedom, I doubt very much whether you will get a
      satisfactory result.…”29
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    CHAPTER
    VIII
    

    WOMEN


    
      WAGE costs mounted, but throughout the war employers found a source of relatively low cost labor
      in the employment of women on jobs formerly reserved for men. Before the war women workers had been little
      organized and worse paid. The largest union exclusively for women was the National Federation of Women Workers,
      founded in 19091 and growing to twenty thousand by 1914. There were, however,
      appreciable numbers of women in the General Workers Union and the textile unions which admitted women members on
      equal terms with men.2
    


    
      Women workers had offered little trouble to industry and to the State before the war. A shocked social conscience
      and business competition, rather than the women workers affected, were instrumental in securing the passage of
      the Trades Boards Act of 1909. For if they had been articulately and actively discontented, there would have been
      no need for these Trades Boards. Before the war minimum wages had been established under the Act in the
      chainmaking, ready-made tailoring, paper-box, and lace-finishing industries.3
      During the next two years (and largely independent of the war) four other industries—sugar confectionery and
      food-preserving, hollowware, tin-box, and shirts—were included. These eight industries employed 320,000 women and
      80,000 men in 1914. By the proceedings taken under the provisions of the Trades Boards Act,
      minimum hourly rates were set; or if compensation was on a piecework basis, a minimum rate on piece work was
      fixed so as to yield an ordinary worker at least as much money as the minimum time rate. This minimum wage was
      not, however, a living wage.4
    


    
      In what were to develop as the great war industries, women had been barely employed prior to the war. In July,
      1914, the total number of females in Great Britain was 23,721,000. Of these, 5,966,000 were in occupations;
      12,946,000, ten years of age and over, were not in occupations; and 4,809,000 were under the age of
      ten.5 Although they were represented in the textile trades by 863,000 as compared
      to 625,000 men, and in the clothing industries by 612,000 to 287,000, in the metal trades, employing 1,634,000
      men, only 170,000 women were employed.6 The great majority of the women employed
      in the metal trades were in the minor metal trades and did not come into direct competition with male engineering
      labor.7 Geographically they were mostly confined to a comparatively small area in
      Birmingham and the Black Country.8 According to the 1911 census, 3,787 women were
      employed in the railway industry in England and Wales. By 1914 the number was tripled, but was still only 2 per
      cent of the total number of employed in the industry.9 Eighty thousand women were
      employed in agriculture in July, 1914, fifty thousand as casual laborers.10
      The employment of women underground in the mines had been forbidden by law before the war, but
      about 6,500 women and girls were employed in surface work at the mines out of a grand total of over 1,100,000,
      which included a total of over 200,000 surface workers.11 The average wage for
      all workers, surface and underground, men and women, boys and girls, was 6s.
      5.64d. per shift on the eve of the war. It was 5s. 2.23d. for male adult surface workers, 2s. 5.4d. for
      youths and boys on surface work, and 1s. 11.4d. for female surface
      workers.12 The War Cabinet Committee on Women in Industry estimated that before
      the war the wages of women in all industry averaged one-half of men's wages.13
    


    
      Although the free-play of the market did not ensure freedom from discontent, and strikes were not unknown, female
      labor was generally as docile as it was under-paid. Sporadic strikes were hailed as harbingers of revolution, but
      all fizzled out, including the strike of 672 match girls in 1888,14 which was,
      Engels thought, “the light jostle needed for the entire avalanche to move.” 15 It
      was rather the militant suffragette movement, led by the redoubtable Pankhursts, which hounded the Government and
      haunted the responsible members of the community. The declaration of war gave the suffragette leaders a new and
      greater enemy, and the reaction on the police force was immediate. Extra police were removed from the Royal
      Palace and other public buildings because, in the laconic words of the Committee on Public Accounts, “the
      Suffragette agitation succumbed from the moment of the war.”16
    


    
      The war not only deprived the suffragettes of their accustomed activities; it deprived many more
      women of their usual employment. Unemployment came hard on the heels of the declaration of war, but promptly
      became negligible for male workers; for women workers the dread of unemployment was borne out for a longer time.
      In September, 1914, employment among women workers was 8½ per cent less than in August, and short time was being
      worked by 36 per cent of the women employed.17 In anticipation of the widespread
      distress which was expected to ensue, a Central Committee on Women's Employment was appointed on August 20,
      1914, “to consider and from time to time report upon, schemes for the provision of work for women and girls
      unemployed on account of the war.” 18 This Committee gave advice on general
      projects and relief, issued recommendations for work projects that might be set up locally, and recommended a
      maximum forty-hour week and a minimum wage of 3d. per hour.19 Workshops were set up by the Queen's Work for Women Fund;20 but as the unemployment figures for women decreased, no new workshops were set up, and later
      all were disbanded.
    


    
      The next step was the recruitment of women to replace men enlisting in the armed forces; later they became the
      chief element in dilution. By the end of the war women performed the whole range of operations on machines
      “except the setting-up of the work and setting up the tool.” 21 Thus the
      Government was forced to do as much recruiting of women workers as of men for the
      army.22 The results were to be very gratifying.
    


    
      The total number of females in Great Britain rose from 23,721,000 in July, 1914, to 24,538,000 in July,
      1918.23 As against this increase of 817,000, the number of women workers
      increased by 1,345,000, to a total of 7,311,000.24 Women workers in the metal
      trades numbered 594,000 by July, 1918, of whom roughly 195,000 had directly replaced men. In Government
      establishments there were employed 225,000 women by July, 1918, of whom at least 197,000 had directly replaced
      men.25 One of the smallest gains was in agriculture, from 80,000 in July, 1914,
      to 113,000 in July, 1918. By April, 1918, 37 per cent of the workers in industry and agriculture were
      females.26 One and a half million had directly replaced men.27 Women in commercial employment increased by 364,000 or from 29 per cent to 54 per cent of
      the total number employed in these occupations.28 The production of munitions was
      ultimately carried on with the help of over 700,000 women and girls.29
    


    
      These women workers were recruited mainly from housewives, debutantes, and growing girls, but
      400,000 came from domestic service and small dressmaking establishments.30 The
      average wage rates rose from 3d. per hour or 13s. 6d. a week to nearly 35s. a week at the end of the war. Wages rose, not only
      absolutely but relatively to men's wages, too. Women's wages, which before the war had been one-half of
      men's wages, now were two-thirds.31 Bowley estimates that, taking into
      account the overtime instead of the broken time more prevalent before the war in many industries, women's
      earnings in industry as a whole were, near the end of the war, about two and a half times their average earnings
      in 1914.32 For women on women's work the average was undoubtedly lower, but
      was about 30s. for a normal week, so that even here the increase was about 120 per
      cent.33 The comparison with time rates does not reflect the full increase, as
      from 1918 onward most of the trades fixed a piece-work rate higher than the ordinary time rate.34
    


    
      The increase in the number of women workers and the advance in their wages were not accomplished at one stroke,
      either by the Government or by the women themselves. The Trade Unions, which had resisted the introduction of
      women members and women labor, were forced, with the introduction of women labor, to insist upon conditions which
      would protect, not only the women but, even more importantly, the interests of the men replaced and the trade
      union principles. A distinction thus arose between wages payable for “men's work” and wages for “women's work,” complicated further by the demand of “equal pay for equal work.”35
    


    
      In 1913 the total female trade-union membership was 356,963; of these, 257,281 were in the textile
      trades.36 Many unions opposed the taking of women workers into their ranks, but
      the war-time entrance of women into “new” occupations and into those in which only men and boys had been employed
      — a penetration which the unions bitterly but vainly opposed—, forced them to open their membership and to
      grapple with the new problems created by the difficulties in fixing rates of wages. The Cabinet Committee on the
      Employment of Women characterised the pre-war attitude of the unions to women workers as a mixture of chivalry
      and self-interest. “The attitude of Trade Unions toward the employment of women, in part dictated by men's
      ideas as to what work it is decent and proper for women to perform, has also been influenced by the fear of the
      effect of women's competition in ousting men from occupations or lowering their standards of life; a fear
      justified by the fact that degradation of the standard invariably followed the introduction, on account of its
      cheapness, of female labour.”37 Even the National Union of Women's Suffrage
      Societies “recognized that the woman's expectation of marriage made her a less valuable worker in many
      occupations by making her less ambitious and enterprising and also tended to make employers … look upon her work
      as temporary. They admitted the existence of marriage as a natural disability.”38
      Before the war female labor had not been a great problem to male workers, especially in the skilled trades,
      because of the lack of employer interest. But the war had revealed new possibilities, a fact not
      unknown to employers, workers, and the Government.39
    


    
      The need of incorporating women into their ranks as partners rather than as competitors soon impressed itself
      upon some unions, although others, more sure that female labor could never replace them, held their ground and
      kept the door tightly closed.40 In March, 1915, the Women's Trade Union
      League, a federation of the women in unions which enrolled both men and women, and the National Federation of
      Women Workers,41 jointly opened a campaign for the organization of women employed
      on munitions work. The Trade Union Congress in 1915 urged trade unions which had hitherto excluded women to admit
      them to membership.42 In June, 1915, the Amalgamated Society of Engineers, rather
      than admit women “dilutees,” decided to ally with the National Federation of Women Workers. The attempt to
      organize women on a separate basis was, however, a failure. The majority remained unorganized, and a large number
      of those who joined unions did not join the N.F.W.W.43 The National Union of
      Railwaymen admitted women to its membership (but not to unemployment benefits) after a discussion on whether the
      term “railwaymen” could include the female sex. The Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers and Firemen
      refused to admit female applicants on the ground that the work was not suitable for
      them.44 The Engineering Unions' rules prohibited female labor, but in
      November, 1914, the “Crayford Agreement” was signed by the Amalgamated Society of Engineers and the Engineering
      Employers' Federation by which women could be employed on purely automatic machines used for the production
      of “repetition work,” but all such automatic machines were to be “set-up” by fully skilled mechanics.
    


    
      In February, 1915, the Committee on Production suggested the extended use of female labor. On March 5, 1915, the
      Shells and Fuses Agreement provided that semi-skilled and female labor might be admitted to operations on which
      skilled men were at present employed, subject to their being paid “the usual rates of the district obtaining for
      the operations performed.” 45 This agreement, however, did not apply to the vast
      majority of the early cases of dilution, where the women were not doing the work ordinarily done by skilled
      labor. Disputes arose between the Engineering Employers Federation and the Amalgamated Society of Engineers as to
      the wages of women performing work formerly done by semi-skilled and unskilled male workers. No settlement was
      reached by the unions and employers; generally the rates paid to women bore no relation to the demands for equal
      pay.46
    


    
      The terms of the Treasury Agreement of the same month provided that “where the custom of a shop is changed during
      the war by the introduction of semi-skilled men to perform work hitherto to be performed by a class of higher
      skill, the rates paid shall be the usual rates of the district for that class of work. A relaxation of existing
      demarcation restrictions or admission of semi-skilled or female labour shall not affect adversely the rates customarily paid for the job.” The meaning of these two clauses was later to be the subject
      of broad controversy, but the suffragette E. Sylvia Pankhurst (one of Mrs. Emmeline Pankhurst's daughters),
      with almost characteristic troublesomeness, raised the issue immediately. In a letter to the Minister of
      Munitions, Lloyd George, on behalf of the East London Federation of the Suffragettes and on behalf of “all women
      who want equal pay for equal work,” she asked whether women replacing semi-skilled men were to receive the same
      rates of pay.47
    


    
      Lloyd George, speaking for the Government, in a letter dated March 26, 1915, returned a soft, but not a clear,
      answer. Women undertaking the work of men would get the same piece rates as men were receiving before the
      agreement. If “the women turn out the same quantity of work as men employed on the same job, they will receive
      exactly the same pay.” Miss Pankhurst's reply was to ask whether this principle applied to war bonuses and
      wage increases and to time rates. But if she anticipated the future course of the wage problem, so apparently did
      Lloyd George, and he prudently did not acknowledge this letter.48 In July,
      however, addressing a women's deputation, he made it clear that the pledge did not include or apply to time
      rates. He held “that a woman should be paid exactly the same price as a man for any piece of work she turns out….
      But Mrs. [sic] Pankhurst asked a little more than that. She wanted the same rate of wages even for time work.”
      49
    


    
      The process of getting women into war industry was slow. In August, 1915, one of the principal firms in the
      country making shell lathes proposed to introduce female labor but, meeting resistance, gave up the attempt. The
      Ministry of Munitions, fearful of stirring up violent opposition, did nothing.50 In September and October, 1915, the Government, faced by the fact that dilution was lagging,
      undertook adjustment of the wage question. The Central Munitions Labour Supply Committee recommended that women
      employed on skilled men's work receive equal pay; that piece work be paid at equal rates for men and women;
      and that the minimum wage for women be £1 for a normal working week. These provisions were not to apply to work
      recognized as women's work before the war. The Government adopted these recommendations (only modifying, with
      the consent of the Committee, the minimum rate to read as a definite rate of £1 a week), and issued Circular L2
      in October, 1915, as an instruction to Government munition factories and as a recommendation to “controlled”
      establishments.51 As the Ministry of Munitions History
      points out, this Circular “like the twin circular L3 was set up to provide a ring fence, or rather (as appeared
      later) a system of barbed wire entanglements, round the skilled workman's standard rates.” 52
    


    
      The question of equalizing time rates for men and women on unskilled and semi-skilled work was hardly raised. In
      November, 1915, an agreement was made between the Midland Employers' Federation and the Workers' Union to
      regulate the wages of those female munition workers not included in the Order of October, 1915. The time rate for
      women over twenty-one years of age was fixed at 16s. instead of the pre-war rate of
      12s.; where, because of war bonuses previously granted, the women already earned this
      much, the minimum increase was to be 2s. on current rates.53
    


    
      In November, Arthur Henderson sent the Government a memorandum, approved by the Munitions Labour Supply
      Committee, on the conditions of remuneration in the new Shell Factories to be “manned” mostly by
      women. Piece-work rates were to be equal to those paid to men; time rates were to be 1d.
      per hour more than for work not recognized as men's work prior to the war. The Munitions of War (Amendment)
      Act passed at the end of January, 1916, enabled the Ministry of Munitions to regulate the wages of women employed
      in all munitions works, but no further action was taken.54
    


    
      Restlessness increased in 1916, and Miss MacArthur on behalf of the National Federation of Women Workers demanded
      that “women engaged continuously on time or semi-skilled men's work should receive the rate current in the
      district for that work.”55 In July, 1916, orders were issued fixing a minimum
      rate of 4½d. an hour for time workers and 4d. an hour for piece
      workers in national factories and controlled establishments. In danger zones and on woodwork processes in
      aircraft manufacture the rate was an additional ½d. per hour.56 Finally, in December, 1916, under the Munitions of War (Amendment) Act of 1916, a new order
      fixed a minimum wage of £1 for a week of 48 hours or less, whether for women's or men's work. For hours
      above 48 an additional 6d. per hour was to be paid, and beyond 54 hours overtime rates
      became applicable. Women employed on piece work were to be paid the same rates as men, and women employed at time
      rates were to be paid £1 per week.57
    


    
      Although the Government was forced to regulate wages of women doing men's work, chiefly because of the
      insistence of the men, it soon found itself forced also to regulate wages of women who were doing women's
      work. The rising cost of living and the striking anomalies that arose as more and more industries were brought
      into munitions work led to grievances which could not be overlooked. In July, 1916, the Government issued an
      order applying to women on women's work which provided for a guaranteed minimum for piece workers. In
      September, by a new order, overtime and holiday rates were provided for. In December, 1916, minimum time rates
      were established and in January, 1917, these regulations were extended to controlled establishments in a wide
      range of industries.58
    


    
      Up to March, 1917, women doing fully-skilled men's work in the engineering trades had received the same
      advances as men, but after this date advances to women were regulated separately. This was made necessary by the
      fact that in April, 1917, the increases given to men since the beginning of the war were levelled up to a minimum
      of 7s. and this amount or more became part of the permanent time rates. In April, 1917,
      wages of women on fully-skilled men's work were increased 4s. over the December, 1916,
      rates. The time rates for other women on men's work were also advanced by 4s. to
      24s. for 48 hours or less. The time rates for women on women's work were increased to
      5½d.59 In August, 1917, all earnings of women in munitions
      work were increased by 2s. 6d. per week. “The scope of this order
      was far wider than any such previous statutory order and the ‘munitions advance’ was in fact very widely applied
      among women, whether strictly on munitions work or not.”60 In December, 1917, a
      further advance of 3s. 6d. was granted, and in September, 1918,
      5s.61 About one million women workers were covered by
      these orders; at the time of the Armistice the bulk of the women were getting a weekly rate of not less than
      30s. to 35s. Average earnings were considerably higher than these
      minimum rates. In April, 1918, although the minimum rates for women working on shells in a number of National Factories was 32s. 8d., and 34s. 8d. for projectile work, the average earnings were 42s. 4d. on shells, 56s. 8d. on
      projectiles.62
    


    
      This was the general position of women's wages at the end of the war. Yet, despite a more general levelling
      of women's and men's wages (paralleled by a convergence of wage rates for skilled and unskilled workers),
      women's wages had not reached a plateau, but had climbed, or rather had been raised, to a jerry-built perch.
      The Committee appointed in September, 1918, by the Prime Minister on behalf of the War Cabinet, to make
      recommendations on the relation “between the wages of women and men, having regard to the interests of both, as
      well as to the value of the work” and also to the “necessity of output during the war, and the progress and
      well-being of the industry in the future,” 63 was well aware of this. “It is
      impossible,” they therefore reported, to assert that “the improvement in the position of women in industry has
      been due to causes of such a nature as can be expected to endure. The closer approximation to the wages of men
      has mainly resulted from Government interference”; otherwise the gap might have been widened as a result of the
      diminished supply of skilled labor.64 Subscribing to the principle of “equal pay
      for equal work,” the Committee foresaw insurmountable difficulties in the enforcement of the doctrine. Its
      immediate adoption was urged for “the manipulative branches of the government service”;65 but if laid down and enforced on private work, it would result in unemployment for women, as
      employers would not hire them at equal pay.66 Furthermore, the Committee
      apparently did not believe that women were as efficient as men. The solution was for some agreement on “the
      relative value of the work done by women and men on time on the same or similar jobs” by
      “employers and Trade Unions acting through the recognized channels of negotiation, as for instance Trade Boards
      or Joint Industrial Councils.” 67 Much, of course, would have to be determined,
      because, in general, the employers opposed the principle while the Trade Unions favored it.68
    


    
      The apprehensions that women's wages would fall with the end of the war did not materialize immediately. In
      fact, wage increases for women continued after the Armistice. In January, 1919, an advance of 5s. was granted, and in December, 1919, a further advance of 3 s. 6d., but as
      munitions work ceased, these rates became applicable only in the engineering trade.69 The ill wind of war blew some good. If half a million women were deprived of potential
      husbands 70 and supporters, wages of all women were raised so that they might
      have found it easier, had war wages continued, to support themselves. This must be immediately qualified,
      however, because of the rising prices for almost two years after the Armistice and because of the general
      reduction of hours to forty-eight by the summer of 1919. Consequently, while “on the whole … women's wages
      for a normal week were definitely rather more than double the corresponding rates before the war, at the end of
      five years the general increase was little, if at all, more than the increase in the cost of living on the
      official measurement.”71 Moreover the proportion of females employed in 1921 was
      in the aggregate smaller than before the war, falling from 35.7 per cent of the total number of
      females in 1911 to 33.7 per cent in 1921.72 Even this fact did not quite satisfy
      a Committee dealing with the post-war position of women. Contrary to the general adage, the Committee felt that
      women's work was done—with the end of the war—and recommended that employment of married women outside their
      homes be discouraged.73
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    CHAPTER IX
    

    THE MATERIALS OF WAR


    
      BY the end of the war, labor was not as fully controlled as an army in the field, but there is
      little doubt that a further extension of regulation would not have been possible without a complete
      transformation of industrial organization. Such an alteration in the basic pattern of industry was never sought
      by the Government, much less achieved. Yet State intervention did reach a scale which even the Mercantilists had
      not envisioned. The Mercantilists might have found practical difficulties in organizing State controls of
      industry in the years 1914 to 1918; the Liberal Government found theoretical rather than practical difficulties
      in instituting State regulation. It was slow to yield, but the imperatives of war could brook no doctrinaire
      objections. As a matter of fact, such theoretical opposition was not very widely or deeply raised during the
      course of the war. Myths die hard; while enormously weakened during the war, the Liberal non-interventionist
      creed, as an article of faith rather than as a course of conduct, was hardly disturbed even as the Government
      proceeded to violate all of its canons.
    


    
      If we accept R. H. Tawney's characterization of the English, the reason is clear. “It is a commonplace that
      the characteristic virtue of Englishmen is their power of sustained practical activity, and their characteristic
      vice a reluctance to test the quality of that activity by reference to principles.”1 This “characteristic vice” became the great virtue. Without giving up cherished shibboleths,
      which would have involved soul-searching and enervation, the British people were enabled to meet the problems as
      they arose, belatedly to be sure, but with the advantage of a pragmatic approach so serviceable in a changing
      world.
    


    
      The changes in Government policy towards the basic industries of Britain are illustrative of the degree of
      control exercised over the entire economy before the end of the war. Not that the control of
      industries was uniform; rather was it haphazard, based on no a priori principles, but
      evolved or improvised to meet the exigencies of the particular time and situation. Thus the general term
      “Government control” had but little meaning to the owners and managers. Except to the unregenerate and platonic
      Liberals the important issues were the nature and the degree of control, how it was exercised, and by whom. There
      was no general pattern of development. If the war needs were the cause and the chief conditioning factor behind
      control, the special position of each industry—and its labor force—tended to set the mould for the specific
      controls. This may be illustrated by the changes effected in the industries directly supplying the needs of the
      armed services, in the great industries of Britain—coal, iron and steel, shipping, and textiles; and, too, in
      agriculture—the ghost without whom there would have been not merely no feast, but a fast sufficient to lose the
      war.
    


    
      The pressure of exigent circumstances, the need for greater production in a “war of materiel,” forced the
      Government to embark, or rather set it adrift, on the wide sea of control. There were numerous currents and
      cross-currents, but the Liberal Government and the two Coalition Governments that followed were all much less
      concerned with their course than with the great task of staying afloat. Totally taken by surprise, not so much by
      the war as by the needs of war, the very magnitude of the operations called for by the struggle forced the
      scrapping of pre-war plans and thrust upon the Government the task of meeting new needs in new ways. Since its
      pre-war plans were not extensive, they could be jettisoned without upsetting the ship of state.
    


    
      The pre-war preparations were almost exclusively along the traditional military and naval lines. The Committee on
      Imperial Defence had made meticulous plans, including the complete drafting of all telegrams to be sent out, on
      the outbreak of war, to all necessary agencies. The King always kept with him, even on his
      travels, the official seals in order that all action could be formally authorized without any
      delay.2 Yet the military and naval action envisaged by the Committee on Imperial
      Defence and by all leading military and naval officials was but one element in the war which was truly between
      nations. The ideal of the “nation in arms,” so long bruited about, was achieved, but in a way not dreamt of by
      its proponents. Although only about 10 per cent of the British people were in the armed forces during the war
      period, almost the entire population was indirectly involved in the waging of the war. The vast majority of the
      able-bodied (in the literal, not the military sense) in the population did not kill Germans, but they forged the
      weapons or grew the food of those who did.
    


    
      Britain, along with the other powers, was least prepared in the field of production. History offered no
      precedents, and the road to the conquest of production had to be mapped and built by the State in a setting
      traditionally hostile to State action. The going was delayed and slow, but the very fact that it lagged behind
      public opinion, that action was taken belatedly instead of anticipatorily, gave insurance not only against
      prematurity but also a degree of public approval and support which no other nation could match. Discontent was
      rife in Britain, especially as the war stretched out and the sacrifices were piled higher, but in the final
      balance the war was won by Britain in the field of production. It was with the expedients, for literally they
      were expedients, that the Government was concerned; by them the people were affected in a way in which they were
      never touched by the actual warfare.3
    


    
      Government intervention in production and distribution was, in its larger aspects, untried in Great Britain
      before the war. Lacking the guidance of the precedents in some degree established in State
      control of labor on the eve of the war, it was natural that control of production should be more extemporaneous
      and less well organized at the start than control over labor. Yet a predilection in favor of the business
      community, coupled with the belief—and essential reality—that maximum results could only be obtained with the
      whole-hearted cooperation of the owners and managers of production, served so to temper the control that few
      business men complained of the restrictions imposed upon them during the war. The first important steps in the
      direction of control were taken in March, 1915; one month later, a member of Parliament, Samuel Roberts, who
      described himself as the “only Member of the House” on “the board of one of the large armaments companies,”
      expressed the attitude of business men which, on the whole, remained unchanged until the latter part of 1918.
      Roberts did not oppose Government control because, in his words, “we know that … we shall not incur injustice” at
      the hands of the Government.4 Any lingering ideological opposition was likewise
      abated by the Government's policy of administering production controls through agencies headed and directed
      by business men. When Lloyd George became Prime Minister in December, 1916, he claimed that one of the changes
      his Government would introduce would be the “choosing of men of administrative and business capacity” for
      Government posts.5 Yet this had been the policy pursued since March, 1915, when,
      as a Government spokesman, Lloyd George had exclaimed that “We are on the lookout for a good strong business man,
      with some go in him, who will be able to push the thing [war production] through.…”6
    


    
      The first need for increased production was in munitions. The nature of the war was at least dimly seen even in
      its early stages, not only in the sheer size of the armies, but in the vast proportions of
      equipment required in a war of artillery, of rapid-firing machine guns, and of protection against both. At first,
      attempts to increase production in these essentials were made by endeavoring to assist the firms in securing a
      necessary supply of labor. But as these devices were soon found to be inadequate, the stress was placed on
      increasing the efficiency of the plants through improvements in the productivity of management and labor.
    


    
      As was to be true of the entire war period, the powers of the Government, whether inherent in the structure of
      the British State or specifically granted by Act of Parliament, were rarely utilized to their utmost extent.
      Constantly, powers were asserted by the Government or granted to it by Act of Parliament, but the authority was
      rarely utilized until much later. Unhampered by any “due process” clause, the Government had a degree of
      discretion limited only by the consent of Parliament and its own view of the fitness of things. The first Defence
      of the Realm Act, passed on August 8, 1914, gave the Government power to make regulations for the “public safety
      and the defence of the Realm.” The second, passed twenty days later, extended these powers to include control
      over munitions factories and workers. In November, 1914, additional powers were conferred.7 Early regulations gave the Admiralty and the Army Council the right to requisition land and
      factories and to require manufacturers to produce goods for military and naval purposes.8
    


    
      Since it was claimed that the Crown had the right to take possession of any private property by virtue of the
      Royal Prerogative, compensation was purely a matter of grace. “It was by virtue of the
      absolutist theory that the subject had no legal right to compensation against the Crown, that the tyranny of
      market prices was overthrown.”9 Compensation was allowed only to those who could
      prove that they had suffered damage, not merely through an Order which was of general application but through
      exceptional interference specially directed against themselves. The loss or damage had, also, to be “direct and
      substantial.”10 The Defence of the Realm Losses Royal Commission set up in March,
      1915, to decide on compensation, praised the subjects of the Crown for causing so little trouble and “cheerfully”
      acquiescing in the rulings of the Commission. “We regard this as the more noteworthy tribute to the general sense
      of patriotism because the complexity of the problems arising out of the present emergency has necessitated the
      application of State interference in a number of fields which had previously been left to the unrestricted effort
      of private enterprise, and where such interference would previously have been regarded as arbitrary unless it had
      been accompanied by liberal or even lavish compensation.”11
    


    
      If the acquiescence was indeed “cheerful,” it may be questioned whether this was a result of the “general sense
      of patriotism.” According to critics of the whole doctrine and of the Government procedure of taking property at
      less than current market prices, the decisions of the Commission were accepted only because there was a lack of
      alternatives. Believing that they were without remedy, claimants accepted what they could get as better than
      nothing at all.12 Hindered by the provision of the Army Act, which forced it to
      pay “the market price” for requisitioned articles, the Government amended the Defence of the Realm Regulations in
      February, 1916, to give it the power to requisition food, war materials, and “any articles
      required for or in connection with the production thereof” without any reference to price. Not until a year later
      were the Regulations amended so as to lay down express provisions as to prices.
    


    
      Although some merchants contested the legality of these measures even during the war, the Government's acts
      were not seriously challenged, and it proceeded at its own pace, limited not by law but by public opinion. Nor
      was Parliament dilatory in granting Government requests for authority for action or even legalization of past
      illegalities. Thus even before many of the Government's acts with respect to requisitioning were held to be
      illegal under the case of the Attorney-General v. DeKeyser's Hotel (1920), a measure
      had been introduced in Parliament to validate all actions taken. Since the war was now in the past, protests were
      raised, but the prospect of having to pay upwards of £700,000,000 if the Act was not passed13 forced consent from Parliament to the Indemnity Act of 1920, even if the critics were not
      silenced. The Defence of the Realm Losses Royal Commission went out of existence on August 20, 1920, and its
      functions were taken over by the War Compensation Court.14
    


    
      The third Defence of the Realm Act, passed in March, 1915, gave the Government full legal power to take over any
      factory and to control completely its processes and output, and to annul any contracts which might hinder the
      production of war material. Even Bonar Law, who “asked” the Government “not by way of criticism, but by way of
      suggestion, are we doing everything that we can do to end this war?”15 expressed
      concern over the enormous powers given to the Government, “the most drastic that have ever been put to any House
      of Commons.” It is characteristic of the times that the Conservative leader, who could exclaim
      that the industries were not fully mobilized “in the way in which it was possible to mobilize them for the
      purposes of war,” could criticize the Bill.16
    


    
      The Government forces tended to minimize the effects which the Bill might have, but did search for a “strong” man
      to take charge of war production. The latter was apparently as difficult to find as it was for the Government to
      use its granted powers, and two months later, in May, 1915, the Liberal Government was dissolved and a Coalition
      Government formed, with Asquith still at the head.17 The dissolution of the
      Liberal Government was precipitated by the resignation of Lord Fisher from the Admiralty and by the publicity
      given to the “Shells Scandal” by the Northcliffe Press, which had been supplied with material by no less a
      personage than the Commander in Chief in the field, Sir John French.18
    


    
      The publicity given to the shell shortage led to the formation of the Ministry of Munitions, charged with
      organising the supply of munitions of war. The Ministry of Munitions was to set the pace for Government
      “interference” in control of, and in competition with, private enterprise, so that by the end of the war “the
      Army had become practically coterminous with the community and the scope of Government activities extended over
      nearly the whole of civilian life.”19 Heading what was soon to
      become a vast enterprise, unsurpassed in history, was David Lloyd George, the Conservatives'
      ogre.20 Lloyd George had exchanged a position in which he “had been initiating
      and carrying through schemes of social amelioration which were very congenial to my disposition and upbringing”
      for “the terrible task of manufacturing engines for human mutilation and slaughter.”21 The popular prestige asquired in his advocacy of social reforms proved of the utmost
      assistance in ameliorating the critical situation that confronted him in his new position—the “serious conflict
      with organised labour over trade union regulations, hours of labour, wages, restrictions on mobility, and, most
      serious of all, over what I called dilution, i.e., the mixing of the skilled labourer with the
      unskilled.”22
    


    
      These problems were not the concern solely of the Ministry of Munitions, but the formation of the Ministry,
      dramatizing the inadequacy of current production, brought them into sharper focus. Before the end of the war, the
      Ministry of Munitions was to become the greatest employer of labor in the country.23 In less than four years, from June, 1915, to March, 1919, the Ministry spent close to
      £2,000,000,000.
    


    
      Increased production could only be attained by establishing new plants which, however, would aggravate the
      developing shortage of labor, and by the promotion of the efficiency of labor and management. The need for
      increased production was urgent, and it fell upon the Ministry of Munitions to achieve it. Since the Ministry of
      Munitions, established in May, 1915, was “from first to last a business-man organization,”24 it is not surprising that if new demands called for new sacrifices, the
      Ministry looked to labor for them rather than to management.25
    


    
      Management, too, was controlled, but in a manner befitting that of a State built up and ruled by the middle
      class. The summary of state control over the railroads presented on February 17, 1915, by the President of the
      Board of Trade (Runciman), has a wider application than as a mere description of railroad regulation. It was to
      be true of a large sector of the economy “taken over” by the Government during the war: “… not that the
      Government undertook the management of the railways, but that it brought together those who controlled the
      railways and allowed them to go on managing them. The next characteristic of Government control … has been that
      although we have control … we are not managing. …”26 This was certainly the ideal
      sought after, but special circumstances and seemingly unlimited needs required the State to exercise a greater
      degree of control in many other industries.
    


    
      Even if labor was, in the eyes of the Government, the chief reservoir from which increased production could be
      drawn, the consent, or at least the acquiescence, of labor was necessary in order to tap the supply. That
      acquiescence, let alone consent, could only be had on some quid pro quo basis. Labor's
      sacrificial mood outlasted the expected three-months duration of the war, but it could not be sustained without
      the employers' example. The first Munitions of War Act (July, 1915) gave the Government extensive powers over
      labor in munitions plants, but only in “controlled establishments,” in which profits were limited by a maximum of
      20 per Cent over prewar profits.27 Throughout the war the prime motive of the
      Government in controlling industry was to enable the Government further to regulate labor. Yet
      this was not the only reason. By the middle of 1915 it was starkly clear that the existing facilities for
      production were inadequate to meet the very immoderate needs for munitions.
    


    
      Before the war there were in existence four Royal Factories for the production of munitions, useful in supplying
      part of the required needs, but more important for experimental purposes and as setting a standard for quality
      and prices. By the end of the war 218 National Factories for the manufacture of munitions were in
      operation,28 and the Government was buying 98 per cent of all steel
      produced.29. The undertaking of housing developments for its workers, and even
      ownership of liquor dispensing establishments, euphemistically named canteens,— all these and more, followed from
      the fact that the Government was engaged in a business enterprise of tremendous scope. In addition, the
      Government contributed to, or bore the whole cost of, needed extensions and adaptations of existing private
      factories. The price of shell steel was fixed in 1915; in March, 1916, the prices of pig iron and other steel, as
      well as materials entering into the production of iron and steel were also fixed. As costs changed, it was
      necessary to subsidize the various producers, but the controlled prices remained constant.30
    


    
      Trench warfare, an innovation of the World War, was responsible for another important step toward Government
      control over the commodities essential for waging war.31 If trenches are associated with the first World War, sandbags are synonymous with trenches. The extension of the
      trench barrier from the North Sea to Switzerland created an unprecedented demand for sandbags; by the end of
      December, 1915, the Army was calling for forty million a month. Even as early as March, 1915, although prices
      soared, the open-market supplies did not keep pace with the demands. Powerless under the existing Defence of the
      Realm Act, the Government utilized an old clause in the annual Army Act giving it the power to requisition horses
      and vehicles at the “fair market price in the opinion of the purchasing officer,” which had recently been amended
      to cover all warlike stores. On a Saturday afternoon, when many of the owners were away from their offices, two
      Army Officers, acting under this clause, requisitioned one and a half million second-hand grain sacks in
      Liverpool. The price set, 2d. per bag (one-third the price at which one firm offered to
      supply the Government), meant a loss for many dealers, who had paid more on speculation.32
    


    
      At the same time the War Office began to organize the sandbag manufacturers, using the power under one of the
      earliest regulations made under the Defence of the Realm Act, which required manufacturers to place their output
      at the disposal of the Admiralty or Army Council. Likewise, the Allied Governments were induced
      to make their purchases jointly, and the export of jute goods was prohibited, even to Allied countries.
      “Co-operation with the Allies was thus rendered effective by preventing them obtaining their requirements in any
      other way.”33 In this phrase is summed up the experience of Britain during the
      war. Co-operation was generally a failure; compulsion proved more effective.
    


    
      From such humble beginnings, which saved the Government about three million pounds a year on sandbags, evolved a
      degree of government control of a kind and magnitude unprecedented in all history. The call for sandbags was as
      unforeseen as the new mode of warfare, but the demand for army shoes was unexpected only to the extent that the
      British Army grew to unprecedented numbers. A hundred years before, the Duke of Wellington pronounced army shoes
      “the most important item of a soldier's equipment” and countered Napoleon's dictum that armies march on
      their stomachs with the less rhetorical observation that armies march on their feet.34 In April, 1915, a year before the Defence of the Realm Regulations legally conferred the
      authority, steps were taken to enforce what the Army Council considered to be reasonable prices, by requesting
      manufacturers to furnish cost figures and to justify the prices asked by disclosing their estimated net profit.
      The Defence of the Realm Regulation power was taken “almost surreptitiously and without explicit avowal.” The War
      Office didn't ask the House of Commons to sanction the power for fear that the power would be
      refused.35
    


    
      This was the beginning of the “costing” system, i.e., the examination and comparison of costs, which received a
      great stimulus and a special application during the war. The “costing system” is based on “the principle of
      determining fair prices by reference to the cost of production and a reasonable profit” as
      contrasted with “profiteering,” or the “taking advantage of the state of the market to obtain exorbitant
      profit.”36 The costing system was, of course, made necessary by the fact that the
      old competitive tendering system fell short of meeting the needs during the war, and was generally discarded for
      the war period. Profits were kept to a “reasonable figure.” The definition of “reasonable figure” was subject to
      wide variation and was influenced by many factors. Prices and margins under the costing system were fixed higher
      than average costs would have justified so that the smaller businesses might be kept going. To do otherwise would
      have meant a radical reorganization of trade and industry entailing the elimination of the marginal producer.
      “But the policy of the Government was to interfere with normal trade organization as little as possible, and
      under such circumstances the granting of a rather more generous margin of profit to a larger and more efficient
      business was inevitable.”37 Generous as the profit margin was to many firms, the
      whole principle of “costings” testified to the fact that businesses were not free of government supervision and
      control. One of the first actions of the Federation of British Industries, founded during the war, was to protest
      the Government's costings methods. The Federation demanded that fixed scales of profit be laid down, varying
      with the commodity and the period of production, and objected to the Government's policy of sometimes
      reducing the rate of profit. The Colwyn Committee, in its second Report, October 31, 1918, opposed any plan
      calling for stereotyped scales of profit. Nor had it any objection to reducing profit rates as long as the total
      profits increased.38 Within less than two weeks the Armistice put an end to such
      issues.39
    


    
      Government supervision, merging into Government control during the course of the war, was
      delayed in some industries, which, highly organized, could be controlled by the trade itself, under Government
      “supervision.” Thus, industrial combination enabled the Government to avoid early state intervention in the
      leather industry. The tanning industry, consisting essentially of eighty large tanners, was well organized and
      had a representative body in the United Tanners Association. It was possible to get the tanners to agree not to
      pay more than a set price for the hides and the Government was therefore supplied with leather at a price
      considerably below the market price.40 Early in 1916, however, with demand far
      outstripping supplies, the Government fixed the price of domestic hides. Later, the whole output of tanneries
      suitable for military purposes was requisitioned under the Defence of the Realm Regulations, and the leather was
      rationed to manufacturers.41 Shoes were necessary on the home front, too, and
      even the military authorities were forced to recognize, as the war progressed, that the distinction between
      military and civilian needs must become increasingly blurred. With the continuance of the war, the provision for
      civilian supplies began to assume great importance. In August, 1917, certain leathers were released for civilian
      consumption at fixed prices. Early in 1918 leather supplies began to be rationed, and the War Time Boot Scheme
      was introduced. Leather was allotted to manufacturers at prices below the market value, and profits were limited
      by a costings system. All shoes were branded with a fixed retail price, allowing a reasonable profit to
      wholesaler and retailer.42
    


    
      The relationship between the State and the leather trade was so idyllic during the war period that the industry
      was very reluctant to have the Government relinquish all control. The President of the Tanners
      Federation desired state control over the raw materials for two years after the cessation of
      hostilities.43 To say that “this attitude, which was contrary to the usual
      attitude of merchants and manufacturers towards State intervention, is largely explained by the corporate feeling
      already existing in the industry and the degree to which the trade itself participated in the administration of
      control,”44 is not sufficiently revealing. Trade participation in the
      administration of control “was directly dependent” on the “corporate feeling” and organization existing or set up
      with the benevolent approval of the Government or, sometimes, by direct Government direction. The boot and
      leather trades were organized during the war “with less friction and sectional controversy than many other
      industries.” The reason was that “the boot and leather trades were less individualistic and had already reached a
      higher stage of organization and efficiency than was general in British industries.”45 Even if business combinations resulting from the war “rarely took the form of actual
      amalgamations,” Government control encouraged combinations “since without some form of organic unity no common
      plan and no common purpose could possibly be realized. … Control would indeed have been simplified if
      amalgamation had been more widely adopted.”46
    


    
      Where the industry was more “individualistic,” the lack of Government control proved fatal to the purposes of the
      State. As in the case of shoes, a standard clothing scheme was introduced, whereby hosiery, blankets, suits, and
      other items were to be produced according to standard specifications. Costs and profits were
      fixed for each stage of manufacture and distribution, and a standard selling price was fixed. Its success was
      limited. “The chief weakness of the scheme was that it was worked on a voluntary basis.”47
    


    
      Control of the woolen industry was somewhat delayed. In June, 1916, all dealings in British wool were prohibited
      and during the next two months machinery was set up for purchase of the domestic clip which continued in
      operation until May, 1919. The price set was 35 per cent above the 1914 market price, but 40 per cent below the
      existing market price. The 1917 price was set at 55 per cent above the 1914 price, the 1918 price at 60 per cent.
      In November, 1916, the Government authorized the purchase of the whole Australian and New Zealand clip, amounting
      to about thirty-five million pounds, at a price 55 per cent above 1914 prices, but 10 per cent below the existing
      market price. Many Departments co-operated in the venture, including the Postal Censorship, which held up about
      five hundred cables relating to wool while negotiations were in progress, in order to avoid speculation and price
      fluctuations.48 In December, 1916, the Government began rationing wool at fixed
      prices, generally set at the market price. Government contractors had first call, then manufacturers for the
      export trade, and, last, those who manufactured for essential home requirements.49
    


    
      As with wool, the control of oils and fats originated from military needs. Objections by the industry forced the
      Government to give up its plan of prohibiting all private trading in these commodities, with the Government
      acting as the distributing agent.50 However, in December, 1917, the Government
      acquired control over all private stocks and stimulated the organization of the United Kingdom Oilseed Brokers
      Association. Brokers dealing in oilseeds, oils, and fats were required to join the Association,
      which became the sole Government agent authorized to deal in oleaginous products. The Association decided to
      permit its members to compete freely for customers, but the brokerage fee went to the Association, which allotted
      profits on the basis of pre-war, not current business.51
    


    
      Control of the munitions and clothing industries involved adaptation and extension of powers long residing in the
      State. In days when horses and vehicles had been the supplies most difficult to procure by normal business
      methods, Parliament had granted the Government the power to requisition them. Now, in the greatest of all wars,
      as other war supplies became scarce, it seemed natural and logical that they, too, be requisitioned and
      controlled as the need arose. In total war, total control of production of commodities essential for the war
      effort would be but the natural culmination of established principles and practices. However, the total nature of
      the war was never admitted. The British Government and people might accept control over a certain segment of
      their economy without qualms, but if all commodities essential for war were to be
      regulated—as was to a greater or lesser extent true by the end of the war, the entire economic structure of
      Britain must be controlled. Control over the basic industries of Great Britain was achieved before the war ended.
      Forced to acquiesce in a state of fact, the British people and the British Government never quite brought
      themselves to its acceptance as theory. Yet, although its eventual results were negligible, control was fraught
      with almost endless possibilities, and, even in the absence of any “philosophy of control,” the fact of control
      was startling.
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    CHAPTER X
    

    COAL


    
      THE British people lived not by bread alone. Britain's position as a significant industrial
      power rested truly on a foundation of coal. Coal mining was, after agriculture, the foremost industry of Great
      Britain, as well as one of the oldest, having been born, it seems, almost simultaneously with the Great
      Charter.1 It was a, if not the, key industry, around which
      the others revolved; nearly all industrial production was fundamentally dependent upon it.2 Britain's commercial supremacy was not due solely to her geographic location or to the
      “spirit and enterprise of her people.” Coal was used to fuel and ballast the ships which brought bulky raw
      materials to Britain and left with the more compact manufactured articles. Britain owed her commercial supremacy
      in large part to her coal.
    


    
      The coal supply of Britain was not inexhaustible, but its limits had not been approached. Estimates varied, but
      even the lowest placed the easily available coal reserves at well over 100,000,000,000
      tons.3 Yet the warnings of Jevons, first uttered in 1865, although exaggerated by
      his epigones, contained a fundamental basis of truth. In the age of steam, coal had become the chief source of
      power, and Jevons viewed the problem of coal supply with a pessimism reminiscent of Malthus' approach to the
      problem of food supply.4
    


    
      Although Britain's competitive position with respect to coal had deteriorated as compared to the United
      States and Germany, she was still, in 1913, by far the largest exporter of coal and second only to the United
      States in production. In 1913 the United Kingdom produced over 287,000,000 tons or over one-fifth of the
      world's output, with an average value of 10s. 2d. per ton.
      About one-third of this, amounting to 10 per cent of the total value of all British exports, was either exported
      or used for bunker coal for foreign trade. Total shipments of coal amounted to 97,000,000 tons of which about
      one-fourth was for bunkers. The value of coal, coke, and manufactured fuel exported was over
      £53,000,000.5
    


    
      The capital invested in the 3,000 coal mines of the United Kingdom, worked by 1,500 companies and individuals,
      was about £135,000,000, yielding, on the average, an 11 per cent return on the capital invested. Over 1,100,000
      persons, producing a per capita average of 259 tons, were employed in the coal mining industry. The coal
      properties, or royalties, as they were commonly termed, were vested in the hands of about 4,000
      owners.6 Profits amounted to about one-fourth of the price of coal: average wages
      were 5s. 6d. per ton, stores and pit wood 1s., general expenses inclusive of everything except depreciation and interest, 1s. 3d., and profit 2s. 5d.7 The average value at the pithead was 8s.
      9d. per ton.8 Put in another way, the total profits before
      the war amounted to £19,000,000 a year, less £6,000,000 for royalties.9
    


    
      Custom and the plentiful supply of labor at relatively low costs hindered the introduction of machinery. Fifty
      per cent of the coal produced in the United States was mechanically cut, as compared to eight per cent in the
      United Kingdom.10 The output of coal had greatly increased in the twenty-five
      year period of 1889–1913, but not to the same extent as the augmented labor force. The number of miners employed
      underground had increased by 90 per cent; the number of surface workers by 185 per cent. This, however, was not
      necessarily a sign of inefficiency. A large part of this extra increase is accounted for by the introduction or
      expansion of new processes, such as screening and washing. Thus any comparison of productivity per worker is better made on the basis of the numbers employed under-ground than on the basis of the
      total number of workers.11 Most of the mines were small; few were very large. At
      the turn of the century 80 per cent of the steam coal in South Wales was produced by twenty firms; in 1907, one
      company produced 50 per cent of the entire output of Scotland.12 Nearly one-third
      of the coal operators each had an output of less than two thousand tons a year.13
      On the other hand, about one-third of the South Wales Coalfield was in the hands of three combines organized by
      Lord Rhondda.14
    


    
      As in most other industries, the first effect of the war on coal mining was to disorganize it by closing down
      some of its markets abroad and reducing the demand at home, because of the serious recession in business and
      industry. Prices declined and the abnormal rise in freights and the increasing cost of materials, especially of
      pit-timber, further enhanced the difficulties of the industry.15 This was not
      reflected in the unemployment figures because the slack in employment was taken up by large-scale recruitment for
      the armed forces.16
    


    
      Economic crises, induced by whatever forces, were no novelty in the coal mining industry, and this one was of
      very short duration. The great problem until after the close of the war was to supply the almost unlimited
      demands for coal. The Admiralty, railroads, shipping, munitions manufacture—all reached heights
      of activity never before approached, and all demanded coal. Foreign calls for coal also greatly increased.
      Supplies not only did not increase to keep pace with the demand but fell in inverse ratio because of the surge of
      miners to the enlistment offices. By the beginning of March, 1915, 195, 156 miners had joined the military
      forces. This was 40 per cent of the miners of military age and 18.9 per cent of the number of all persons,
      including women and minors, employed in the mines at the beginning of the war. As fifty thousand persons went
      into the mines during this period, there was a net reduction of 13.5 per cent in the mine labor
      force.17 The immediate decrease in output was 13.5 per cent.18 Even at the end of 1914, with only five months of war during the year, production had fallen
      to 265,000,000 tons.19
    


    
      However important the coal industry was, and however unique its treatment during the war might turn out to be, in
      one respect all problems were, to begin with, treated exactly alike by the appointment of the inevitable
      Committee. Faced by a growing shortage of coal, the Government appointed the Coal Mining Organization Committee
      in February, 1915, “to inquire into the conditions … with a view to promoting … the necessary production of coal
      during the war.” 20 The Committee was composed of representatives of the
      operators, the miners, and the Mines Department of the Board of Trade; the miners agreed to join only after a
      proposed term of reference directing the Committee “to facilitate enlistments among mine workers” had been deleted.21 The Committee appointed so early in the
      war was dealing with an industry which had been subject to perhaps more solicitude and regulation (often
      unsolicited by the coal-mine owners and operatives) by the State than any other. Various laws laid down sanitary
      and safety regulation; the employment of women and children underground had been forbidden; and the Eight Hour
      Day Act of 1908 and the Minimum Wage Act of 1912 had accustomed, if not reconciled, the operators to State
      regulation. To a large degree regulation was both fostered and made easier by the high degree of organization in
      the coal mining industry.
    


    
      The Coal Mining Organization Committee was primarily concerned with increased production. This could be achieved
      by better mine management and by increased exertions on the part of miners. Opposed to intervention and
      regulation, depending at first on appeals and exhortations, the Government therefore concentrated on getting the
      miners to produce more coal. Entreaties would be more effective with the miners than they would be in securing a
      re-organization of the mining industry. The operators found little cause for complaint on this score. Whatever it
      meant to the workers, to the operators the Government's efforts were in the nature of “assistance” rather
      than interference.22
    


    
      Increased demands for coal at home and abroad, coupled with decreasing production, caused rising prices and
      discontent, and in February, 1915, a Departmental Committee was set up by the President of the Board of Trade to
      inquire into the situation. The Committee, reporting in the next month, recommended the
      restriction of exports to neutrals, the use of prize ships as coal transports, and the accumulation of coal
      reserves in London for the use of small consumers during the next winter. If these measures failed to reduce
      prices to a resonable level, the Government was advised to take over the control of the coal industry during the
      war.23 It is apparent that the Committee did not believe that State control would
      be necessary. In the light of the Committee's orientation against control and restrictions, the wish can be
      said to have been father to the thought. Only as a last resort, and very reluctantly at that, did the Committee
      recommend drastic action. Even price-fixing was viewed as extremely difficult of application; the Committee
      preferred “to turn to remedies which in our opinion are at once simpler and more immediately practicable.”
      24 The London coal merchants, however, recognized a condition which the
      Government refused to face. The situation was without precedent; as one coal merchant pointed out, there had
      never been “a war like this.” 25 Eventually, if very slowly, the Government was
      forced into action.
    


    
      The pattern of development, as in war controls generally, was voluntary action followed by compulsion. In May,
      1915, the President of the Board of Trade arranged with the London retail merchants on a voluntary basis to limit
      retail prices to a maximum margin of 7s. 6d. (to cover expenses of
      distribution and profit) over cost to them at the depot.26 Later on this
      arrangement was extended to other areas.27 The agreement by retail merchants did
      not, of course, prevent rising prices at the mines. The question whether coal prices should be limited by law was referred to the Coal Mining Organization Committee in June, 1915, but events moved so rapidly
      that before the Committee could arrive at a decision, the Government announced that maximum coal prices would be
      set and asked the Committee to advise on the best method. Before the end of July, 1915, the Price of Coal
      (Limitation) Act was enacted on the recommendation of the Committee, limiting the price of coal at the pits to
      4s. per ton above pre-war rates. The Act did not apply to Ireland and only affected the
      price of coal sold in the domestic market.28 Since the Committee was composed
      mostly of operators and miners, the recommendation was in the nature of a “self-denying ordinance,” as maximum
      prices limited profits and wages. But it must be remembered that the Committee was actually confronted with a
      fait accompli, because the Government had announced its intention of limiting prices and
      merely asked the Committee as to the best method.
    


    
      Retail prices were limited under the Retail Coal Prices Order, which empowered the local authorities to fix
      maximum prices for their districts. The power was permissive, not mandatory, and some local authorities did not
      avail themselves of it.29 In September, 1917, a new scale of prices, based on a
      margin above cost “intended to bear roughly the same relation to each other as the margins of profit … of
      business prior to the war,” was established for all dealers. The margins ranged from 3d.
      per ton on railway locomotive coal to as high as 2s. for other classes. For coal sold to
      retailers for resale to consumers, the margin was set at 1s. per ton.30 By Government order the maximum pit prices for coal became the minimum, too, in order to
      maintain prices at a fixed level; in June, 1918, and again in the following month, coal prices were raised beyond
      the June, 1915, rate. In 1918 the retail coal trade was further controlled by the Household Fuel and Lighting
      Order. All dealers were licensed and the trade closed to newcomers. Consumers were obliged to
      register with dealers, and “advertising and touting” were forbidden. Deliveries were restricted and coordinated,
      and an attempt was made to distribute the supply available (which was 75 per cent of the normal supply) on an
      equitable basis.31
    


    
      Limitation of prices was, until the State took over outright control of the mines, perhaps the most drastic
      example of state intervention in the coal mining industry, but it was not the first step in Government control.
      Earlier, the State had already limited exports of coal. The chief means of increasing the domestic supply of coal
      was the curtailment of exports. This involved not assistance, but interference. The question of controlling the
      export trade was, like that of controlling prices, referred to the Committee on Coal Mining Organization. It
      recommended restrictions on the export of coal only if home needs could not be met.32 As home needs were not being met, the President of the Board of Trade in April, 1915,
      appointed a standing Committee to consider and advise on the export of coal.33 In
      May, 1915, an Order in Council prohibited export to neutrals except by license; in August this was extended to
      the Allies.34 The object was to reserve supplies for necessary home consumption
      and allied needs, and then permit the balance to go to neutral countries. Drastic though the remedy, an attempt
      was made to utilize the existing trade machinery. Wherever possible, committees of operators and shippers were
      set up to allocate exports and to effect necessary adjustments. In the words of the Chairman of the Coal Exports
      Committee, this was better than the “abhorred shears” of a Licensing Committee.35
    


    
      Restrictions on coal exports instituted to safeguard the domestic supply served other purposes,
      too. Neutral shipping was very largely dependent upon British coal for bunkering. The fact was very useful in
      “persuading” neutrals to conform to British national interests. Coal for neutrals was controlled to prevent it
      from falling into enemy hands, to force neutrals to deliver supplies to Britain and her Allies, as well as to
      keep supplies from going to the enemy. Control had other uses, too. For example, in 1916, because of a surplus of
      coke, it was often made a condition to the supply of coal to neutrals that they take a certain portion of their
      fuel in coke.36
    


    
      The limitation on coal exports was a two-edged sword, affecting allies as well as neutrals. Short supplies would
      have raised prices in any event; soaring freight rates and the lack of control on the price of export coal served
      to aggravate the situation abroad. The French and Italians, hard pressed on the battlefields by the Central
      Powers, also found themselves suffering on the home front as the result of the high prices they were forced to
      pay to their British comrades for coal. By September, 1916, prices of coal exported to France and Italy were
      limited by the “voluntary action” (stimulated by a Government “suggestion”) of a committee of coal exporters
      appointed by the President of the Board of Trade.37 As in other “controls,”
      however, voluntary self-regulation was superseded by State rule. By the summer of 1917 the whole business of
      exports was under State control, and prices were fixed by the Coal Controller.38
      As a result of pooling arrangements for the exports, changes had to be made in fixing “profits”; these were now
      paid into a common pool and then divided among all the approved shippers on a pro rata
      basis.39
    


    
      Price and export restrictions proved beneficial to the British coal consumers, but did not, as
      such, ensure an equitable distribution as among the various areas, nor give priority, at a time of scarcity, to
      war industries. Here, too, “guidance”—on a voluntary basis—was the first step, later to be succeeded by legal
      compulsion. A Coal and Coke Supplies Committee was appointed in January, 1916, to effect, from the standpoint of
      war needs, the best allocation of coal. Lacking legal powers to enforce its “directions,” the Committee labored
      in vain until the Government was granted powers of compulsion.40
    


    
      Another method of increasing the supply of coal for essential purposes was to limit the use of coal for less
      essential needs. At first, the Government attempted to reduce the consumption of coal chiefly by means of
      appeals. Legal steps to curtail fuel consumption were instituted from the middle of 1916, but they were, on the
      whole, few, and affected the total consumption but little, although they may have had some psychological
      value.41 Millions of pamphlets were distributed; newspaper campaigns were
      undertaken; and, just before the end of the war, all churches were asked to hold church services only during
      daylight hours. By way of compulsion, the Daylight Saving Bill of May, 1916,42
      and the Order closing most shops by seven o'clock were the major attempts to reduce the consumption of coal
      by cutting down on fuel and light.43 Much more fuel was saved by linking up many
      of the electric power supply stations, although the maximum possible savings in this field were never attained. A Committee appointed to investigate the problem reported that the coal supply, properly
      utilized, could produce three times as much power as was being currently produced.44
    


    
      All restrictions on exports, prices, and the use of coal, significant as they were in illustrating the direction
      in which the Government was moving, fade into the trivial as compared with the control of the mines by the
      Government. Along with munitions, food, and shipping, the coal industry was before the end of the war legally
      under the complete control of the State. Lloyd George and the War Cabinet which he headed from December, 1916,
      on, are generally given the credit, if it be such, for taking over the control of the major industries of the
      country. The “push-and-go” Lloyd George, who replaced the “wait-and-see” Asquith, is, by almost common consent,
      deemed to have inaugurated a new era in the British War Government. Whereas under the dull and sluggish Asquith,
      State action was dilatory and retarded, under the alert and mercurial Lloyd George it was prompt and expeditious.
      So at least runs the tale.
    


    
      There can be no denying that, shortly after the Lloyd George Government began its career, a Ministry of Labour
      was established, along with Controllerships of Food, of Shipping, and of Coal Mining. But the schemes of these
      Controllerships had been under consideration for many weeks. Before Asquith was even aware that there was serious
      danger of a new Government being formed, he had asked Lord Milner (soon of the War Cabinet) to become “Food
      Director,” and when Milner declined, Asquith wrote to him on December 2, 1916, asking whether he would take
      charge of the coal problem “should occasion arise.” 45 The day before, the
      Government had assumed control of the South Wales coal fields, and there was every indication that the reasons
      impelling the Government to do so were also operating, if to a somewhat lesser degree as yet, in the rest of the industry. For some months prior to December, 1916, Milner had functioned as Supervisor
      of the Supply and Distribution of Coal by being chairman of an informal committee consisting of himself and of
      the chairmen of the three committees dealing with coal.46
    


    
      As in food and shipping, control was not entirely an innovation. What was new was the extent and degree of
      control. But this control, even under the Lloyd George Coalition, was introduced slowly and hesitantly, with no
      more precipitateness than under the Asquith Coalition. If Lloyd George had a vision of a fully regimented
      population, he was not very impetuous in introducing control measures. He did institute many more rigorous
      controls than Asquith, but it must be remembered that even under Asquith the institution of controls followed a
      pattern of acceleration almost in a geometric ratio. The South Wales coal fields were taken over on December
      1.47 Lloyd George soon formed his new Government, but not until March, 1917, was
      a Coal Controller appointed; even his appointment did not mean immediate control, although back in December,
      Lloyd George had announced the Government's intention of taking over the coal mines.
    


    
      The first Coal Controller—a former general manager of a railroad—was selected with a definite view that he be
      favorably accepted by the colliery companies. By July, 1917, an agreement had been worked out. Although signed by
      the representatives of the operators and of the miners, some operators refused to accept the agreement as legally
      binding, and the Government was forced to introduce a Bill, enacted by Parliament in November, based upon the
      agreement.
    


    
      The Coal Mines Control Agreement (Confirmation) Act, 1918, provided that mines be continued under their existing
      ownership subject to the right of the Controller to take over. Based upon a standard output,
      profits equal to the highest profits in any one of the three years preceding the war were guaranteed. If profits
      exceeded this figure, the excess was to be divided as follows: 80 per cent to the Treasury, 15 per cent into a
      pool to be used by the Controller to subsidize any mine which did not earn the guaranteed profits, and 5 per cent
      to the colliery operator. To prevent evasions, the Controller issued an Order providing that all changes and
      additions in expenditure for salaries, wages, or mine developments required notice to the
      Controller.48 The royalty owners, under fire before the war, found their rights
      violated in order to facilitate the working of convenient adjacent deposits for which they sometimes asked
      exorbitant rates. An Order of April, 1918, empowered the Board of Trade to authorize any person to work any
      unworked seam of coal near an open mine, provided it did not involve the opening of new surface
      works.49 Royalty owners receiving payments on a sliding scale, who reaped special
      benefits from the high prices of coal, were taxed 50 per cent of their “excess profits.”
    


    
      The limitation and guarantee of profits was the culmination of Government control of the industry. But there had
      been many steps on the way. In July, 1917, in an attempt to alleviate the crisis in transportation, the
      transportation of coal between producing areas was restricted.50 Britain was
      divided into twenty areas of production with the aim of making each area as self-sufficing as possible and
      cutting down on the transportation of coal. Nearly 700 million ton-miles per annum were thus to be saved by
      carrying 42 million tons of coal shorter distances than formerly.51 It was also
      planned to deal with the flow of coal within each area, which, it was estimated, would provide even greater
      economies, but the limited staff prevented realization of this.52 Another intended economy was the pooling of the 700,000 coal cars,53 but the Board of Trade had originally opposed this step,54
      and even after the Board was authorized to take over and direct private coal cars, the power was little
      used.55
    


    
      That the Government should shrink from pooling the coal cars at a time when the coal mines of the country were
      under State control may appear to be but another example of the lack of a coherent and consistent policy. And
      yet, the distinction is more real than apparent. Although the mines were under State control, they were,
      essentially, not controlled. The raison d'être for the control of the mines was the
      unwillingness of the most highly organized group of workers in the country, in an industry of vital importance,
      to lay aside aspirations and real needs for the greater profit of private individuals. State “control” of the
      mines was, in reality, but a glorified Excess Profits Duty, with a guaranteed profit. The Chief Inspector of
      Mines sums up the position of the Government when he asserts that the “system of control of such a vast and
      complicated industry … is only warranted by the abnormal circumstances which inaugurated it. It was a necessary
      evil, at best, and of necessity, a policy of expedients.” Like the Chief Inspector, the Government looked to
      rapid decontrol as “the better for all concerned.” 56 In this case, it took three
      to make the bargain—of control. When the war was over, the miners insisted upon a continuation and extension of
      control, and the Government and the operators discovered that it was easier to enter into a relationship than it
      was to escape from it.
    


    
      George Stephenson, the colliery engineman who brought the locomotive into successful use “for the purpose of
      loading coals from the pit to the shipping place,”57 very
      appropriately summed up the position of coal in the economic and political life of the country. “The strength of
      Britain lies in her iron and coal-beds; … The Lord Chancellor now sits upon a bag of wool, but wool has long
      ceased to be emblematical of the staple commodity” of Britain. If the significance of the seat of the Lord
      Chancellor was to be perpetuated, he “ought to sit upon a bag of coals.” 58 And,
      as the Chief Inspector of Mines somewhat wryly remarked, this would not be “a more uncomfortable seat than that
      occupied of late years by more than one of His Majesty's Ministers of State who have had to deal with the
      coal-mining industry and the problems arising in connexion therewith.”59 As
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    CHAPTER XI
    

    THE “JUGULAR VEIN”: SHIPPING


    
      IF coal was the “blood which coursed through the veins” of British industry, shipping was “the
      jugular vein” of the nation.1 Not only Britain's economic position, but her
      very survival depended on the shipping industry.
    


    
      On the eve of the war over 40,000 ships (including 8,000 sailing vessels) flew the British flag; of these, 8,587
      were ships of 100 tons and over, having an aggregate tonnage of almost 19 million gross or 41.6 per cent of the
      entire steam shipping of the world.2 These figures are, however, not entirely
      revealing. Only ships of 1,000 tons net or over (1,600 tons gross) could be used for ocean traffic; and there
      were fewer than 4,000 British ships of this size. Nevertheless, measured by tonnage, 87 per cent of all British
      ships were engaged in foreign trade.3
    


    
      Although British ships carried an increasing amount of goods in the period before the war, the growing merchant
      fleets of other countries accounted for the fact that a dwindling proportion of the world's trade was being
      carried in British ships.4 As in shipping, so in shipbuilding. Although still the
      only country building ships for export on a large scale,—one out of every five ships built was
      for foreigners—Britain by 1914 was producing a smaller percentage of the world's tonnage of new ships than it
      had earlier.
    


    
      The merchant fleet of the United Kingdom employed 292,000 men and boys, including nearly 47,000 Lascars and over
      32,000 foreigners. These figures, however, are inclusive of the crews of the larger fishing craft; the number
      employed in trading vessels was 256,000 of whom 178,000 were British.5 Just
      before the war, in England and Wales alone, 44,000 men were employed in the fishing industry with a capital
      investment valued at £15 million, catching about £8 million worth of fish annually.6 The total book value of the merchant marine was about £160 million, exclusive of offices and
      wharves. Closely allied with the shipping industry were three other trades—Shipbuilding and Marine Engineering,
      employing 200,000 persons and a capital of £35 million; Ports, Docks, and Harbors with a capital of £150 million
      and employing 300,000; and Marine Insurance with a capital of £60 million.7 It
      has been estimated that London controlled, directly or indirectly, three-fourths of the entire marine insurance
      of the world.8 The average annual output of the British shipyards from 1910 to
      1914 was about 1,660,000 tons gross or over 60 per cent of the world's total output of new merchant
      tonnage.9 In addition to new tonnage, foreigners purchased older and obsolete
      vessels from British owners so that of the total British steam tonnage at the end of 1913, 68
      per cent had been built since 1900 and British owners replaced 23 per cent of their tonnage in the five-year
      period of 1909–1913.10 Including these allied activities, more than 800,000
      persons were employed and almost £1 billion of capital invested.11
    


    
      Government regulation of the shipping industry was primarily through the Board of Trade. Two independent
      institutions—the Corporation of Lloyds and Lloyds Register—exercised a great deal of control, the first as marine
      underwriters, the second because it registered only ships built in conformity with specified rules.12 Control within the industry was made easier because shipping was highly organized. The
      Shipping Federation, Ltd., represented fourteen million tons of shipping and the Liverpool Employers'
      Association, five million tons, with one million tons not represented in any association.13 In addition, the Liner Conferences regulated freights, aiming at stabilizing rates by
      freezing out or absorbing recalcitrant competitors who would not accept the Conference schedules. The Conferences
      operated by an elaborate system of deferred rebates, by which shippers who did not give all their business to the
      Conference lines forfeited a rebate or discount, usually of 10 per cent, on the gross freights paid during the
      half-year.14
    


    
      The shipowners were also strongly organized for dealings with their employees: the Shipping Federation
      represented the owners who belonged to the Chamber of Shipping and its affiliated bodies, with the Liverpool
      Employers' Association acting in general cooperation.15 The
      Shipping Federation, formed in 1890 after the great dock strike, had been reorganized after 1911 in order better
      to fight the National Sailors' and Firemen's Union.16 In turn, the
      workers were also organized, but not nearly as strongly. The cleavage between officers and men was reflected in
      their organizations. The masters and deck officers were represented by the Imperial Merchant Service Guild, the
      Marine Service Association, the British Shipmasters' and Officers' Protection Society, and the
      Association of the Coastwise Masters, Mates, and Engineers. The marine engineers had an association of their own,
      but many preferred to belong to the Amalgamated Society of Engineers. Workers in the catering departments divided
      their loyalties between the National Union of Ships' Cooks, Stewards, Butchers, and Bakers and the National
      Sailors' and Firemen's Union. The latter, since the seamen's strike of 1911, had absorbed many
      smaller local unions and now represented the great majority of the petty officers, sailors, and firemen. There
      were also the British and Scottish Seafarers' Unions, established at Southampton and Glasgow, respectively,
      which had split off from the National Union, and the Hull Seamen's Union, nominally independent, which worked
      closely with the National Union. Although it claimed to represent 90 per cent of the organized labor in the
      industry, a large body of non-union labor, mainly foreigners and Asiatics, served as a sharp brake on the Union.
      The National Union's relations with the Shipping Federation were marked by hostility and bitterness; on the
      eve of the war, both sides were preparing for a new trial of strength.17 As in
      other fields, lesser struggles were laid aside, temporarily, at least, in the face of the larger conflict.
    


    
      The shock of war slowed down most industries; its immediate effect was to paralyze the shipping
      industry. Recovery was, however, very rapid. The war emphasized the importance of the shipping industry;
      “Fortress Britain” had to be supplied with the essentials of peace as well as of war and armies had to be
      transported. The English “moat,” which had for so long protected Britain, would serve to hem in her armies unless
      a large enough fleet could be mustered to transport them to the Continent.18
    


    
      The early success of shipping in maintaining its operations was an important factor in bolstering the “business
      as usual” policy although the shipping industry, itself, was immediately affected by State intervention. As in
      the case of the railroads, military necessity forced State intervention. Using the Crown Prerogative, the
      Government, by Proclamation on August 3, 1914, authorized the Admiralty to requisition ships as transports and
      auxiliaries.19 All ships used for fighting purposes were taken up on “net
      charter” with the Government assuming all expenses of operation. All other ships, including transports, colliers,
      tankers, supply ships, and hospital ships, were taken up on “gross charter” terms under which the owners remained
      responsible for ordinary expenses of running the ship.20
    


    
      Compensation was fixed by a committee of seventy-two, representing the Government, shipowners, cargo owners, the
      marine insurance business, deck officers, and seamen; the owners, with twenty-four, formed the largest
      group.21 The rates thus arrived at, printed by the Admiralty and
      circulated as a Government document or “Blue Book,” became known as “Blue Book Rates.” Though not binding either
      on the Admiralty or on the shipowners, they were, from the first, accepted by both sides.22 As set, they yielded an average annual profit of over 10 per cent on the book value of the
      ships. This was less than the 15 per cent realized during the boom years of 1912 and 1913, but it was higher than
      the return obtained immediately after the beginning of the war.23
    


    
      Generous as were the Blue Book rates, they were soon outstripped by the “free” market rates. The fortunate
      shipowners whose vessels had not been requisitioned by the Admiralty were showered with “immense and possibly
      unique” profits.24 In the first twenty-six months of the war, the total net
      profit of British shipping amounted to at least £262,000,000, with an appreciation in value from £175,000,000 to
      about £500,000,000.25 The high profits were simply the result of high freight
      charges arising out of a scarcity of tonnage.
    


    
      Whatever the equities of the situation, as between those whose ships were requisitioned at Blue Book rates and
      those who were permitted to carry on “normal” activities at a very abnormal rate of profit, there would have been
      little need and less inclination for State intervention but for the fact that the high profits
      were achieved at the expense of high prices. Government action was forced by public indignation directed against
      the “profiteers” as a result of soaring prices.
    


    
      Despite public clamor, the Government was not to be thrust precipitately into control of the shipping industry.
      As with other industries there was to be much preliminary fumbling with the usual advisory committees. First, the
      Government convened a conference of shipowners, hoping to arrive at a voluntary agreement. The shipowners,
      however, were divided among themselves, the Chamber of Shipping recommending an extension of requisitioning,
      while the Liverpool Steamship Owners' Association recommended a prohibition of non-essential imports. Without
      trying to decide on which imports were “non-essential,” the Government accepted the advice of both organizations.
      In November, 1915, it appointed a Requisitioning (Carriage of Foodstuffs) Committee, with power to requisition
      ships for the transportation of foodstuffs and of any other articles of commerce. At the same time, British ships
      carrying cargoes between ports outside the British Empire were required to procure a license from a Ship
      Licensing Committee. Later, by Order in Council, licenses were required of all British ships sailing between
      British or foreign ports. Ships engaged in unnecessary or relatively unimportant work were to be denied licenses,
      but in practice it seemed that very few ships were so engaged. Both Committees were appointed by, and responsible
      to, the Board of Trade, which, interested in preserving permanent trade connections, encouraged the rather free
      granting of licenses. It is further illustrative of the attitude of the Board of Trade that the Requisitioning
      Committee did not use its powers to requisition ships but merely directed additional ships into the North
      Atlantic trade, hoping that additional shipping space would force down freight rates.26 In December, 1915, a Port and Transit Executive Committee with wide powers was
      organized.27 The Committee was, however, strongly opposed to
      “centralized direction,” and used few of its powers.28
    


    
      A further step toward control was taken in January, 1916, with the appointment of a Shipping Control Committee,
      under the chairmanship of Lord Curzon. Possessing general advisory powers, it had no direct executive powers nor
      an administrative staff, but its function was to decide on the allocation of tonnage, and it was generally able
      to get Cabinet backing for its more important decisions.29 In order to release
      tonnage for essential goods, the Shipping Control Committee, the Ship Licensing Committee, and the Port and
      Transit Executive Committee repeatedly urged the imposition of curbs on imports. With its “business as usual”
      attitude, however, the Board of Trade blocked the adoption of adequate restrictions on imports.
    


    
      The Government was reluctant and, to a degree, unable to take further action. Fixing maximum rates or even the
      use of requisitioned shipping to break freight rates was impracticable. What was true of all other controls held
      good here, too. Partial control would create many more problems than would be solved. The imposition of maximum
      freight rates could apply only to British ships. If freights were fixed below the market, neutrals would seek
      other employment and thus aggravate the shortage of shipping for Britain. Even on British ships, a reduction of
      freight charges would necessitate government allocation of shipping space, since lower rates would increase the
      demand and result in an even greater scramble for the available shipping. The use of requisitioned shipping to
      break freights would create the same problem. Only by assigning requisitioned shipping for the
      importation of all of a particular commodity could the State prevent unfair advantage accruing to those importers
      who would benefit by the lower freights. The President of the Board of Trade, Runciman, expressed the attitude of
      those opposed to control:
    


    
      
        There is only one way by which, by commandeering the whole of the mercantile marine, you can hold the balance
        fairly as between all routes and all merchants and all consumers, and that is that you must become not only
        shipowners but merchants. Indeed, you must become not only an individual merchant; you must become a
        super-merchant, the only merchant … [some think] that is next door to the Millenium … I implore [them] not to
        try to bring about the millenium in the middle of a great war.30
      

    


    
      Logically and ideally, perhaps, the State should have become the “only merchant” for all commodities. Lagging as
      always, it merely limited the freights on three essential foodstuffs—wheat, sugar, and meat.31 The requisitioning of ships for the transportation of meat offered additional difficulties
      because of the special nature of the shipping space required. Two great groups of liner services controlled the
      transportation of this commodity. Requisitioning would have to include the taking over of an elaborate
      organization, and also the taking over of passenger accommodations and the holds devoted to general cargo. As
      finally arranged, the Board of Trade took over the refrigerated space on the homeward voyage, giving the lines
      complete control of the outward cargo, and of the non-refrigerated space on the homeward voyage. If there was
      insufficient meat, the Board of Trade took other cargo for which it charged the market price. The rates paid to
      the liners by the Board of Trade were fixed at a point between the Blue Book rates and the
      current market rates.32 Two committees of shipowners conducted the operations
      under the supervision of the Board of Trade, The actual running of the ships remained in the hands of the owners,
      who were paid on a voyage basis.33
    


    
      Curiously, control seemed invidious, even to preclude direct enemy attacks on shipping. Enemy action had, it is
      true, not yet become alarming. Although a vessel had been sunk by submarine action as early as October, 1914,
      less than 750,000 tons of British shipping, including sailing and fishing vessels, were lost up through October
      31, 1915; and this included enemy action and all other causes.34
    


    
      Measures for the protection of merchant ships against enemy action had, of course, been planned even before the
      war. An Admiralty Committee had recommended the arming of all ships. At the opening of the war, however, only
      thirty-nine ships had been so fitted at private expense, with the Government providing the guns and
      ammunition.35 None of them carried ammunition until after the war
      began.36 The Admiralty took further action early in the war by establishing a new
      Department—the Defensively Armed Merchant Ships Department—known popularly as “Dam Ships.” 37 After January, 1915, the British flag, proud symbol of a great seafaring people, was
      shrouded by Government decree. By a “confidential” Admiralty order, all British ships were required to display
      the ensign of a neutral country or show no colors while anywhere in the vicinity of the British
      Islands, except when meeting British or Allied men of war.38 Of limited
      effectiveness at all times, such measures were almost futile when the Germans began sinking all vessels without
      warning. The Government seriously considered the building of an “unsinkable ship,” but the increased cost of
      labor, material, and time rendered this impracticable.39 Some slight progress was
      made in designing ships which were less susceptible to destruction by torpedoes.40
    


    
      It is now well known that unrestricted submarine warfare was instituted by the German Government with a full
      knowledge of its possible consequences in drawing the United States into the war. Although it may be considered
      almost in the nature of a last desperate gamble, in reality it was by no means a venturesome undertaking. Germany
      risked little not already in jeopardy. According to its proponents, the unrestricted submarine policy would
      merely have the effect of making de jure what was already de
      facto—America's entry into the war. On the other hand, there was the possibility, and the only real hope
      of success, of preventing American supplies from reaching Britain. The success of the submarine would have
      insured German victory; its failure did not directly lose the war for Germany, but it enabled the Allies to
      marshal all the requisites for victory.
    


    
      The submarine was finally worsted only by the system of convoys, i.e., a group of merchant vessels sailing
      together under the protection of an armed escort. The convoy system was so successful that the
      long delay in instituting it has become the subject of one of the great controversies over the proper direction
      of war policy. Controversy still rages as to whether the civilian authorities interfered too little or too much
      in military affairs.41 The question as to the ultimate responsibility for the
      delay in. introducing the convoy system is still a matter of debate, but there can be little doubt that the
      Admiralty was dilatory in meeting the problem of submarines. Early in 1917, at a conference convened by the
      Admiralty, the merchant ship captains held that the difficulties of instituting convoys were
      insurmountable.42 Even when naval authorities insisted that convoys must be
      attempted, the merchant captains rejected them as impossible.43 This is the
      Admiralty side of the picture. On the other hand, its neglect in meeting its responsibilities may be seen from
      the fact that not until the spring of 1917 did the Admiralty institute a scheme of instruction in anti-submarine
      measures for officers of the merchant marine.44 Nor was the scheme made
      compulsory until a later date.45 When the success of the convoy system was
      demonstrated in the French coal trade in February, 1917, and, later (in April) in the Scandinavian trade, the
      Admiralty exaggerated the difficulties of extending the system to ocean shipping by over-estimating the number of
      voyages to be protected, and by insisting that there were insufficient destroyers and patrol
      craft to provide the necessary escort.46
    


    
      Not until May, 1917, did the Admiralty appoint a Committee to draw up a general scheme of convoy organization for
      ocean shipping.47 By July regular convoys were being organized from North
      American ports.48 In the next month, outward ships were organized in convoys and
      the system was rapidly extended until the majority of ships, on all routes, were being escorted through the
      danger zones. Towards the end of 1917, one-half of the total overseas traffic of the United Kingdom was being
      convoyed and by the end of the war the proportion had reached 90 per cent. It was unquestionably successful. Over
      99 per cent of the nearly 17,000 vessels escorted in ocean convoy arrived safely. In the first six months of
      unrestricted submarine warfare, the losses were 2,305,000 tons; in the next six months 1,400,000, and in the six
      months ending July, 1918, the losses had fallen to 1,150,000 tons.49
    


    
      The menace of the submarine was finally neutralized by direct action. But, in the meantime, other steps were
      necessary to overcome the very serious shipping situation which became marked toward the end of 1916. The
      problems in the first two years of the war were the rise of freights and the effect on the general price level,
      and the public demand for reduction of shipowners' profits. By December, 1916, submarine warfare which had been causing progressively greater losses, was working havoc with British shipping. By February,
      1917, the number of ships lost was increasing at such a rate that the fate of Britain literally hung in the
      balance.50 The problem became that of importing essentials. There were not even
      sufficient ships to import the bare necessities of a nation at war. The old methods had failed; new methods were
      imperative for the survival of Britain.
    


    
      The Asquith Government had already been forced to consider the situation, but had not arrived at a decision
      before the Lloyd George Coalition replaced it. The new Prime Minister promised that “during the war shipping will
      be nationalized in the real sense of the term.” Perhaps to offset this, he also announced that Sir Joseph Maclay,
      a leading shipowner, had consented to accept the post of Shipping Controller, yet to be created by an Act of
      Parliament.51 Three days later, the New Ministers and Secretaries Act (6 and 7
      George V, c.68) became law. Under it, the Shipping Controller was to regulate shipping, but the Government “had
      no very clear idea of what was meant by the promise to nationalize shipping in the real sense of the term.”
      52 As a first step, the Government instructed the Shipping Controller to extend
      requisitioning at Blue Book rates, so as to make it “as nearly as possible universal.”53 On March 31, 1917, the importation without license of a large number of commodities was
      prohibited. The licenses were to be granted by a new Committee, the Tonnage Priority Committee formed in February, 1917.54 By the Armistice almost all imports were selected,
      directed, and controlled in the national interest.55
    


    
      Though finally almost complete, “control” of the shipping industry, as in other activities, was not arrived at by
      a conscious and deliberate policy. Ben Tillett of the Transport Workers Federation, who devoted his time during
      the war “in a fight for efficiency in transport,” was bitterly indignant over what he described as “a lack of
      unity, a lack of decision, a lack of constructive organization…. “56 J. A.
      Salter's description of the steps leading to ultimate control in the shipping industry is applicable to all
      the State controls instituted during the war: “It is important to remember that control was extended step by step
      by the compelling force of circumstances. It was already almost complete before it was adopted as a deliberate
      policy. Each new extension was normally undertaken reluctantly as the only method of meeting an immediate
      emergency.” 57
    


    
      As in coal, in munitions, and in various lesser commodities, government “control,” sometimes equated to
      “nationalization,” meant simply that the industries were practically (and in many cases this qualifying adverb
      may be omitted) guaranteed a minimum profit far exceeding their pre-war profits. The sole consolation the
      consuming public and the taxpayer (who paid for the subsidies) might find in this state of affairs was that these
      profits were lower than they would have been in the absence of state intervention. Yet it cannot be said that had
      there been no intervention by the Government in the form in which it did take place, a policy of laissez-faire
      would have continued. The alternative is rather that state intervention would have been far more drastic and far
      more costly to the industrialists of Great Britain.
    


    
      1 88 H. C. Deb. 5s., 1345.
    


    
      2 Annual Statement on the Navigation and Shipping of the United
      Kingdom, 1913. (Cd. 7616-1914, in S. P. 1914, vol. LXXXII). The “British Flag” is used to include ships of
      the United Kingdom and British Colonial and Other Possessions.
    


    
      3 Gross tonnage represents the total cubic contents of a vessel, calculated at
      100 cubic feet to the ton, including all permanent deck structures. It is the most common form used in general
      statistics, and all official figures of losses were given in gross tons. Net tonnage represents the gross total,
      less crew, navigation and engines space. It is used for most official statistics. Deadweight represents the
      weight of cargo and bunkers a ship can carry-without sinking below her marks. A rough formula is 5 tons net = 8
      tons gross—but this is sufficiently accurate only for general purposes. Fayle, Seaborne
      Trade, I, 7.
    


    
      4 Departmental Committee on Shipping and Shipbuilding Trades After the War,
      Report, pp. 75, 86–89. (Cd. 9092-1918, in S. P. 1918, vol. XIII).
    


    
      5 Cd. 7616, pp. 300–1.
    


    
      6 Fisheries in the Great War, p. 1. (Cmd. 585-1920, in S.
      P. 1920, vol. XVI). Cf. also Report on the Sea and Inland Fisheries of
      Ireland for 1918. (Cmd. 601-1920, in S. P. 1020, vol. XVI). Board of Agriculture and Fisheries, Annual Report on Sea Fisheries for Year 1914, pp. vi, xxiv. (Cd. 8102-1915, in S. P. 1914–1916, vol.
      XXII).
    


    
      7 Fayle, War and Shipping Industry, pp. 3–4. The Port and
      Harbor authorities alone employed 60,000 persons and had expended £140 million in capital up to the end of 1914.
      Their annual revenue was £11 million. Edgar Crammond, The British Shipping Industry
      (London, 1917), p. 34.
    


    
      8 In Fayle, War and Shipping Industry, p. 6.
    


    
      9 Ibid., p. 17.
    


    
      10 Ibid., p. 18.
    


    
      11 Crammond, op. cit., p. 37.
    


    
      12 Frederick Huth Jackson, et al., Lectures on British Commerce (London, n.d.), p. 129.
    


    
      13 Hopkins, op. cit., p. 3.
    


    
      14 Adam W. Kirkaldy, British Shipping (London, 1914), pp.
      182–183, 188. Increasingly, trade was becoming specialized. The main distinction was between “liners,” on fixed
      schedules, and tramps or general traders, with no scheduled sailing date or route, each voyage being a separate
      venture. In 1914 trade was about evenly divided between tramps and liners, with the latter having the edge.
      Fayle, War and Shipping Industry, pp. 9, 12, 15.
    


    
      15 Fayle, War and Shipping Industry, p. 27
    


    
      16 Hopkins, op. cit., pp. 5–6. Labour Research Department,
      Labour and Capital in Shipping (London, 1923), p. 49.
    


    
      17 Fayle, War and Shipping Industry, pp. 27–28.
    


    
      18 By the end of the war, almost ten million men and 800,000 animals, and over
      fifty million tons of stores had been transported to and from France. Fay, The War Office at
      War, pp. 253–255.
    


    
      19 This was a result of the lessons learned during the Boer War, when the
      Government had gone into the market as an ordinary charterer and had been forced to pay unprecedented rates. J.
      A. Salter, Allied Shipping Control (Oxford, 1921), p. 39.
    


    
      20 Fayle, War and Shipping Industry, pp. 74–75.
    


    
      21 Ibid., pp. 72–l73.
    


    
      22 Ibid., pp. 78–82.
    


    
      23 Shipowners had expected a drastic fall in profits in 1914. Salter, op. cit., p. 114. The world was “oversupplied” with shipping. J. Russell Smith, Influence of the Great War upon Shipping (New York, 1919), p. 26.
    


    
      24 Salter, op. cit., p. 113.
    


    
      25 Ibid., pp. 114–115. The Excess Profits Tax was not
      inclusive enough to tax all shipping profits and a special section of the 1916 Finance Act aimed at profits
      derived from the buying and selling of ships. Robert M. Haig, Taxation of Excess Profits in
      Great Britain (Princeton, 1920), p. 80. A more drastic proposal providing for a tax on capital in the
      shipping industry was put on paper but withdrawn before it came to the House. “Certain members of the Government
      were aghast at the sudden introduction of the hated principle of taxation of capital which is always so alarming
      to British ideas…” Stamp, Taxation during the War, p. 187.
    


    
      26 Fayle, War and Shipping Industry, pp. 157–158; Salter,
      op. cit., pp. 49, 51.
    


    
      27 Fayle, Seaborne Trade, II, 197.
    


    
      28 Fayle, War and Shipping Industry, p. 152.
    


    
      29 Fayle, War and Shipping Industry, pp. 161, 199. Lord
      Curzon, who early urged military conscription and considered its introduction almost as a personal victory, was
      much less concerned about the control of shipping. He took as much “interest in arranging for the conveyance of
      some marble from Italy to India for some purpose connected with the Victoria Memorial Hall in Calcutta, as he did
      in dealing with a communication of the highest importance… touching on the whole question of shipping
      requirements …… Ronaldshay, Curzon, III, 67.
    


    
      30 69 H. C. Deb. 5s., 1186.
    


    
      31 The eminent statistician, Sir George Paish, estimated that one half of all
      price rises in 1915 and 1916 were due to increased freight rates. Simon Litman, Prices and
      Price Control in Great Britain and the United States during the World War (New York, 1920), p. 62.
    


    
      32 Fayle, War and Shipping Industry, pp. 143–144; Salter,
      op. cit., pp. 44–45.
    


    
      33 FayIe, War and Shipping Industry, pp. 144–146.
    


    
      34 Merchant Shipping Casualties (House of Commons #430-1916, in S. P. 1914–1916,
      vol. LV).
    


    
      35 Hurd, op. cit., I, 120, 124.
    


    
      36 Ibid., II, 231–232.
    


    
      37 David W. Bone, Merchantmen-At-Arms (London, 1929), p.
      47. Until “unrestricted” submarine warfare was instituted, those ships which were armed were reasonably protected
      against submarines. Cf. F. A. Hook, Merchant Adventurers 1914–1918
      (London, 1920), p. 88.
    


    
      38 Shipping Casualties (Loss of Steamship Lusitania) … (Cmd. 381-1919, in S. P.
      1919, vol. XXV).
    


    
      39 Clement Jones, British Merchant Shipping (London,
      1922), p. 140.
    


    
      40 Cf. Eustace H. D’Eyncourt, Note on
      some Proposals made during the War for Protecting Merchant Ships against Submarines (Newcastle-upon-Tyne,
      1921), for various designs. The Government had previously tried “dazzle painting.” This was ineffective against
      submarines but useful for morale purposes. Hurd, op. cit., III, 212, 225, 228.
    


    
      41 Jellicoe admits the Government was “responsible for the policy,” but holds
      that since the navy is a specialized profession, the Government had no right to interfere in the operations.
      Jellicoe, The Crisis of the Naval War, pp. 258–259. The confusion inherent in this
      position may be obvious and it is very real. The difficulty was enhanced because military and naval figures are
      “as a rule accustomed to carry out their ideas without having first to bring conviction to the minds of men…”
      Admiral Viscount Jellicoe, The Grand Fleet (London, 1919), p. 422.
    


    
      42 D’Eyncourt, op. cit., p. 14.
    


    
      43 Hurd, op. cit., III, 371.
    


    
      44 Bone, op. cit., p. 51.
    


    
      45 Ibid., p. 52.
    


    
      46 Fayle, Seaborne Trade, vol. III, passim, for inception and organization of convoys; Jellicoe, The Crisis of the
      Naval War, pp. 102–118, for difficulties from the naval point of view; and Lloyd George, War Memoirs, vol. III, chap, iii, for criticism of the professional authorities by an exponent of
      civilian control and direction of all phases of the war effort. Jellicoe denies that the decision to institute
      convoys was the result of pressure on the Admiralty from the War Cabinet. Earl Jellicoe, The
      Submarine Peril (London, 1934), pp. 130–1.
    


    
      47 Fayle, Seaborne Trade, III, 129; Jellicoe, The Crisis of the Naval War, p. 132.
    


    
      48 Salter, op. cit., p. 125.
    


    
      49 The figures include coasters and sailing vessels. Fayle, War
      and Shipping Industry, p. 287; Salter, op. cit., p. 128.
    


    
      50 Cf. Merchant Shipping Losses, pp. 162 ff. (House of
      Commons # 199-1919, in S. P. 1919, vol. XLII) for itemized account of losses. The sinking of the unarmed
      Lusitania (which, however, carried 5,000 cases of cartridges as part of its cargo) with a
      loss of 1198 lives (Cd. 8023) was striking and tragic but it did not—in relation to the whole of British
      shipping—seriously affect the situation. Cf. also, Corbett and Newholt, Naval Operations, vols. V and VI, for menace and problems created by submarine warfare.
    


    
      51 88 H. C. Deb. 5s., 1345–1346.
    


    
      52 Fayle, War and Shipping Industry, p. 206.
    


    
      53 Ibid., p. 208.
    


    
      54 Chiozza-Money, The Triumph of Nationalization (London,
      1920), p. 88.
    


    
      55 Well over 90 percent of the total imports were under the control of five
      Government Departments: The Ministry of Food, the Board of Trade, the Ministry of Munitions, the War Office, and
      the Admiralty. Salter, op. cit., p. 96.
    


    
      56 Tillett, op. cit., p. 268.
    


    
      57 Salter, op. cit., p. 62.
    

  


  
    
       
    


    
       
    


    CHAPTER
    XII
    

    COTTON


    
      PERHAPS nothing better illustrates the stringency of the war and the sense of urgency in its last
      two years than does the control of the cotton industry. The cotton industry was one of the sources, if not the
      traditional fount of British prosperity. From the end of the eighteenth century on, the needs and the growth of
      the textile industry had to a large extent conditioned the source of industrial and political development of
      Britain. The British lion of the nineteenth century was made of no sterner stuff than cotton. A Shakespeare of
      the nineteenth century might well have written: “He who touches the cotton trade touches the heart of Britain.”
      Fair Marianne might clothe the world in silk, but British cotton served to shroud French pretensions to economic
      power and hence, as three great wars have demonstrated with repetitive horror, to political power.
    


    
      In 1914, though many observers saw the shadow of decline, cotton (yarn and cloth) was still the most valuable
      single item in the British list of exports (£127,000,000 in 1913), accounting for 25 per cent of the total value
      of exports from the United Kingdom.1 On the eve of the war, the cotton industry
      employed 689,000 persons, divided as follows: 134,000 males and 155,000 females in spinning, and 140,000 males
      and 260,000 females in weaving. The cotton trade was not in the most prosperous condition in July, 1914; the
      first effect of the war was to deepen the depression. In October, 1914, more than 40 per cent of the employees
      were working short time,2 but by February, 1915, employment had risen practically
      to the July, 1914, level.3
    


    
      Paradoxically, it was American intervention which proved mainly responsible for the grave
      difficulties that faced the cotton trade from the summer of 1917 to the end of the war. American intervention and
      the flood of American credit destroyed the very raison d'être of the cotton trade
      during the last two years of the war. It was no longer necessary to sacrifice shipping space to the importation
      of raw cotton for conversion into cotton goods. Financial credits with which to purchase food and essential
      supplies of war could be established by other means.4 Exports had furnished the
      sinews of war. The United States, after it entered and added to the conflagration, offered more and better means
      at less immediate cost.5 Some cotton was needed for military and essential
      civilian purposes, but these demands could be supplied with only a fraction of the normal output of the British
      textile mills and factories. Cotton production now became a luxury in a beleaguered fortress.
    


    
      Up to the summer of 1917, state intervention in the cotton trade had been indirect. Through its control of
      shipping, the Government had limited the allocation of tonnage for the importation of raw cotton. The need of
      building up credits through the exportation of finished cotton goods had acted to restrain the Government from
      cutting down too drastically on the importation of raw cotton. American intervention eased the financial
      situation for Britain. This factor, coupled with the very serious shipping situation brought on by the submarine
      campaign and the need of ships for transporting American troops, led the Government to cut down
      drastically the importation of raw cotton in order to conserve shipping space for more essential
      purposes.6 The immediate reaction of the cotton exchanges indicated the
      seriousness of the situation and pointed up the necessity for Government action. Following a rise of 300 points
      (3d. per pound) in a single week, the Liverpool futures market was closed down; before it
      was reopened ten days later, the Board of Trade had established, on June 28, 1917, the Cotton Control
      Board.7
    


    
      Appointed by the Board of Trade, and technically subject to its authority, the Cotton Control Board was composed
      of representatives of the cotton industry's merchants, employers and workers, and of two Government
      officials. Following the precedent set in other industries, especially those highly organized, the Government
      selected almost all members from those who represented the organized interests.8
      The employees' representatives were in a minority on the Board, but even more weakening to their economic
      interest was the pervasive influence of patriotism and what, to many workers, who later felt betrayed by their
      own representatives, seemed like the insidious influence of office. This was especially important because, as the
      Secretary of the Cotton Control Board pointed out, the Board issued its decrees with “sovereign freedom,” the
      Board of Trade being “merely called to ratify … a fait accompli.”9
    


    
      The problem before the Cotton Control Board, indeed, the very reason for its creation, was the need to regulate
      consumption within the available supplies. A plan for controlling allocation of raw cotton on
      any long-term or duration-of-the-war basis could not be instantly instituted, but the immediate emergency was met
      by the Raw Cotton Order of 1917, which prohibited dealings in cotton except under license from the Cotton Control
      Board.10 This was a stop-gap measure to enable the Board to restrict immediate
      demands. The problem before the Board was to tailor the demands of the industry to the available supplies on some
      equitable basis which would tend to protect the interests of the industry in so far as possible.
    


    
      Had the Board begun its activities in August, 1914, it would have most simply and effectively achieved a
      reduction by limiting the maximum hours each mill could work. The industry had “long been famous for its use of
      the method of short time to limit output. …”11 In the interim of almost two
      years, however, although recruiting and war industries had sapped workers everywhere, some mills lost more than
      others. A shortage of certain essential grades of male operatives had caused a material restriction in the output
      of many plants, while others hardly suffered. Those mills not utilizing all their machinery insisted that any
      plan must mitigate, rather than aggravate, these differences. A general reduction of hours would accentuate the
      “inequalities” and would only lead to intensified search, with increasing blandishments, for the necessary labor.
      In the scramble for workers, the mills would, of course, be outbidding each other. The employers'
      associations naturally looked with disfavor on such prospects, and even the trade union officials were worried
      lest the method of collective bargaining be undermined.12 Accordingly, the Board
      decided not to order short time, but to restrict the consumption of cotton by limiting the percentage of
      machinery which could be worked by any mill.13
    


    
      The next problem was that of providing some measure of assistance for the workers who would be
      thrown out of work by the substantial curtailment of production. Except for the “cardroom,” all workers were
      “laid off” periodically on a principle of rotation. Although workers of other industries had been thrown out of
      employment as a result of government action, in no other industry was the problem so serious.14 Eight million people lived within a radius of fifty miles of the Manchester Exchange. The
      bulk of the men of military age were already in the Armed Services, the others, with special skills, and peculiar
      traditions, could not be shifted very easily to other occupations and other areas. Even the Chief Inspector of
      Factories and Workshops, who stressed the need of transferring workers to areas and industries with labor
      shortages, recognized that special conditions—including the “relatively high wage rates and specialized factory
      skill”—in the cotton trade operated to prevent mobility.15
    


    
      Whereas the building trades workers, for example, who were thrown out of employment by the prohibition of private
      building, soon found employment, if they were not in the Army, in munition factories, shipbuilding yards, and
      other essential industries requiring the same skills as the building industry, the operatives of the Lancashire
      mills could not solve their problems as easily. Relief had to be provided for them. Since there was little
      possibility of the Government's providing unemployment assistance at a time when there was a general over-all
      shortage of labor, the industry would have to provide for its own. The plan evolved and brought into operation by
      September, 1917, provided for compulsory “levies” upon employers. Acting under the Cotton (Restriction of Output)
      Order, 1917, issued by the Board of Trade, the Cotton Control Board ruled that plants using more than 60 per cent
      of their spindles were to pay a levy to the Board. Firms engaged in spinning American cotton,
      the shortage of which was responsible for the creation of the Cotton Control Board, could work a maximum of 70
      per cent of their spindles, while those engaged in spinning Egyptian cotton, which was in greater supply, could
      work on a 100 per cent basis. All paid 1¼d. per mule spindle and 1⅞d. per ring spindle per week on all spindles worked in excess of 60 per cent. In November the
      maximum of American cotton was reduced to 60 per cent and in March, 1918, to 50 per cent, at which time the
      “free” percentage was also reduced to 50 per cent. Previously, in December, 1917, the levy rates, the great bulk
      of which were paid by the spinners of Egyptian cotton, were reduced by half.16
    


    
      The levies collected by the Board provided unemployment assistance for the workers whose employment was reduced
      as a result of the Board's restrictions. Benefits were 25s. a week for men,
      15s. for women, and 12s. for “young people”; later an additional
      allowance of 1s. per week was given to parents for each child under thirteen. Because of
      the high degree of trade union organization in the industry, the Cotton Control Board decided to utilize the
      trade unions to dispense the benefits to all operatives, instead of setting up a separate and expensive agency.
      In doing so, and in allowing the union officials a wide discretion in the working of the system, the Cotton
      Control Board won over the trade union leaders at the very start. Labor's approval of the Board was
      manifest.17
    


    
      At the start, the workers, no less than the trade union officials and the employers, approved of the Board. The
      monotony of work was interrupted by what amounted to paid vacations. Since the great majority affected were
      women, many with home loyalties and responsibilities, the extra time allowed for domestic duties and leisure was
      welcomed, even if it meant a reduction in the total earnings. For others the rota system served
      as a measure of compensation for the lack, because of the dearth of men of military age, of pleasurable
      distractions. For the employers, the rota system was worth the price of levies. At a time of excess profits
      taxes, they were quite willing to bear the cost of the levies, especially as the rota system protected their
      labor supply for the future, and as the payments under it served to restrain the unions and the workers from
      demanding increased wage rates. The Board was very popular with the employers. Pride, patriotism, and profits
      seemed to go hand in hand. Little wonder that the employers approved of the Board and that “their attitude
      approached an ecstacy of appreciation. …”18
    


    
      The rota system was much less defensible from the point of view of the country at large. The alternating period
      of employment and paid leisure acted to prevent even those employees who could have secured jobs in other
      industries from doing so, and at a time when the shortage of manpower was at its most critical stage. The
      Government, and more particularly, the Board of Trade, nodded when the scheme was presented. The shortage of
      cotton rendered unnecessary further action by the Government to curtail a non-essential industry in order to
      release manpower for more essential occupations, but the rota system acted to prevent the transference of workers
      to the war industries so desperately short of labor.19
    


    
      That partial control was bound to result in failure, the lesson learned in other fields, was not learned
      vicariously by the Cotton Control Board, but only through its own experiences and failures. As in other
      industries, control was at first partial, not complete. Since the weaving industry was not so closely divided into Egyptian and American sections, any scheme of allocation was rendered especially
      difficult. The Board therefore decided not to place restrictions on the output of looms except for the purpose of
      raising funds. The “free” percentage was accordingly fixed at 60 per cent; for each additional loom used the
      manufacturer was required to pay a weekly levy of 2s. 6d. In
      December, 1917, this levy, like that of the spinners, was halved.20 The
      manufacturers then found themselves in the awkward position of being permitted full production (subject to a
      small levy), while competing for a supply of yarn which ran almost 35 per cent below normal. Although the
      difficulty was to some extent mitigated by the fact that the export of yarn to the Continent had been severely
      curtailed during the war, some of the manufacturers' associations took matters in their own hands. The local
      associations of manufacturers at Burnley, Nelson, and Colne, for example, curtailed their output to a “free”
      maximum of 70 per cent; manufacturers running additional looms paid 5s. per loom on the
      excess.21
    


    
      Local action was not a sufficient substitute for national control; by Christmas, 1917, the Control Board limited
      the number of all looms to 70 per cent of the maximum, thus making no distinction between looms weaving American
      or Egyptian cotton. This did not work out in practice, however, as the substitution of Egyptian for American yarn
      was not always feasible. The Board was thus forced to take further action. It “embarked upon a series of
      concessions,” and by March the output of manufacturers using Egyptian cotton was practically freed from the
      compulsory limitation, except for a graduated scale of levies.22 Manufacturers
      using American yarn still found that their permitted capacity was greater by 10 per cent than
      the available supply of American yarn, only partially supplemented by Egyptian yarn. In March, 1918, when
      “American” spindles were reduced to 50 per cent, the looms were reduced to 60 per cent; the “free” percentage
      being reduced to 50 per cent for both. Not only did the manufacturers now have to pay high prices for the yarn,
      but they had to pay a levy on the 10 per cent of production which was the chief cause for the increased price of
      yarn. Little wonder that complaints were raised that the Board's policy favored spinners at the expense of
      weavers. On the other hand, because of the far higher proportion of labor in weaving as compared to spinning, and
      because of a large number of women employed in weaving in districts where the opportunities for alternative
      employment were scarcer than in spinning, it was the weaving operatives who received the bulk of the Cotton
      Control Board's unemployment benefits; because of the formula used to assess levies, the funds were
      contributed mostly by spinners.23
    


    
      Disputes between the weavers and spinners were ended by the discontinuance of the rota system in August, 1918. By
      that date military recruitments had counterbalanced the effects of the successive curtailments of machinery, and
      many spinners found themselves with insufficient male labor to run their permitted percentage of machinery. The
      rota system prevented its full utilization. The system of levies was discontinued in December, 1918; the
      limitation on machinery in February, 1919.24 Thus the cotton industry returned to
      “normalcy” and “freedom.”
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    CHAPTER
    XIII
    

    AGRICULTURE


    
      THE approach to the problem of food supply best exemplifies the compartmentalization of military
      and civilian affairs so characteristic of government policy up to the first World War. It was in the field of
      agriculture and food supply that Britain was least prepared for the waging of a war for which history offered no
      precedents and few lessons. The “War Book,” a compendium of measures drawn up by the Committee on Imperial
      Defense for dealing with the problems that were expected to confront the Government in the event of hostilities,
      barely touched on the food problem. Even the Royal Commission on the Supply of Food and Raw Material in Time of
      War had failed to recognize, in its report of 1905, the full seriousness of the problem. It has been suggested
      that its Report “became the Bible and textbook” of the Government on the whole subject of food in time of
      war;1 but, more properly put, the Report was merely an exegesis on the very well
      known and universally accepted text of the unquestioned superiority of British sea power which would, beyond
      doubt, prevent any interference with the British shipping trade. It is impossible to envisage any practical
      alternative to the policy of relying on the importation of food. British agriculture had begun its relative
      decline at the very time that Burke was lamenting that the age of chivalry was to be replaced by that of
      economists and calculators.2 Unless all economic calculations were to be thrown
      overboard and Britain become a second-rate power, it could not restore its agricultural
      position. The Great Depression, beginning in 1873, had accentuated the recession, but decline was inherent in the
      revolution in transportation which brought the low cost food supplies of the Americas, Australia, and Russia
      within the reach of the British consumer. A manufacturing nation had prayed, “God speed the plough on every soil
      but our own,” and under the drive of economic forces had boldly taken up the cry, “Down Corn, Up Horn.”
      3
    


    
      The economic impossibility of reviving British agriculture was almost universally recognized. The Royal
      Commission on the Supply of Food and Raw Material in Time of War accepted the decline in food production as an
      incontrovertible fact.4 Nothing could undo the ravages of time and progress. Even
      during the war, various committees charged with finding ways to increase agricultural production agreed that
      British policy during the last seventy-five years had been, from the standpoint of economic welfare, correct and
      proper. Agricultural production could be restored to the nineteenth century level, but
      only at a heavy price.5 The assurance of national security in food supplies might
      be worth the cost, but cost there would be.6 The Assistant Secretary of the Board
      of Agriculture, in testifying as to the “positive unattractiveness” of rural life, stated that it was possible to make it better, but he was less certain as to whether it was practicable.7 If men remained on the farm, it was
      not because of material advantages, but rather because “life on the land … has its amenities and attractions …
      which reconcile many men to the acceptance of lower remuneration for their services.” 8
    


    
      By 1914 there had been an absolute decline in cultivation and, compared with Germany, a relative decrease in
      productivity.9 The decline had been arrested about 1907 but the damage had
      already been done.10 “It would be difficult to paint in too black colours the
      depression of the last quarter of the nineteenth century. …” 11 Stagnation in
      production was reflected in a static social structure. The class system in British agriculture was rather rigid.
      There was no “insurmountable barrier” between the landowner, the farmer, and the manual laborer, but interchanges
      were “not sufficiently frequent or widespread” to make the “class indefinable.”12
      The whole “tradition and social environment [was] inimical to change,” a sentiment “shared by all classes of the
      agricultural community.” The aversion to change, plus low wages, tended to “stereotype methods of production” and prevent the ready adoption of modern machinery.13
    


    
      Not that the role of agriculture was negligible in the British economy on the eve of the war. Though British
      agriculture was no longer, as in 1870, “in the forefront as the most efficient and productive system of
      agriculture in any country,” 14 it was still the largest industry in Great
      Britain, employing over 1,500,000 persons. The total area under cultivation in the United Kingdom was almost
      20,000,000 acres of arable land and 27,000,000 acres of permanent pastures and meadows. In addition, there were
      fifteen million acres of rough grazings on mountains, moorlands, and heaths. In England and Wales the
      agricultural holdings totalled over 27,000,000 acres. Fifteen and eight-tenths per cent of the total, or
      4,286,064 acres, consisted of holdings of fifty acres or less; 60 per cent of the holdings were of fifty to three
      hundred acres each; 25 per cent were over three hundred acres each. Only 11 per cent of the occupiers were
      owners. There were 125,000 holdings of more than fifty acres each.15 Not more
      than one-tenth of the agricultural land was “owned by those immediately responsible for its
      cultivation.”16 Requiring a “minimum of labour and manure,” three-fifths of the
      cultivated area was permanently under grass. With the climate especially suitable for it, stock-rearing was by
      far the most important branch of the agricultural industry. The value of the livestock marketed annually, after
      deducting the cost of imported feeding stuffs, amounted to about £125,000,-000, while the value
      of the two chief tillage crops sold—wheat and potatoes—amounted to £27,000,00.17
    


    
      These figures are by no means precise. Lack of statistics makes it difficult to determine the exact condition of
      British agriculture.18 Within limits of reasonable accuracy, however, it may be
      stated that the United Kingdom produced at home 22 per cent of its wheat, 98 per cent of its potatoes, 60 per
      cent of its meat, and over 90 per cent of its fish.19 Measured in monetary terms,
      the total soil products of the United Kingdom amounted to over £170,000,000 plus £9,000,000 in fish and fish
      products. Omitting sugar, tea, and coffee, the United Kingdom produced, in monetary value, more than half of its
      food requirements. Including £3,000,000 of fish and fish products, £26,000,-000 of sugar, and £13,000,000 of tea,
      coffee, and cocoa, its food imports were valued at over £190,000,00.20 In value,
      meat was the largest item of food imports—over £50,000,000 annually. Somewhat less in value—£46,000,000—were
      wheat and flour imports.21 In caloric value Britain was worse off, producing
      17,000,000 calories, while importing almost twice as much.22 The country thus
      produced only a little over one-third of its necessary food supply, or, if spread out over fifty-two weeks,
      merely its week-end supply, “from Friday night until Monday morning.”23
    


    
      The first effects of the outbreak of the war were a rush of housewives to stock up with supplies
      and a sharp increase in prices.24 Although the Government issued lists of prices
      of provisions as prepared by an “Advisory Committee of Retail Traders,” the prices were not binding and the lists
      were discontinued after two months.25 Britain then settled down to “feeding as
      usual” for the next two years.26 Like “business as usual” the phrase is rather
      idealistic. Food prices did not settle down “as usual.” The Government was forced to intervene immediately to
      take over all sugar imports and beginning in November, 1914, it also made secret purchases of wheat, although
      only as a reserve against the risk of a temporary interruption of supplies. The regular trade was left in private
      hands.27
    


    
      The immediate problem in food production was that of labor. The farmer, who rarely kept books, and was generally
      untutored in business statistics and forecasting, arrived, by a process of simple arithmetic, at a conclusion not
      reached until later by merchants and manufacturers, namely, that the absorption of men by the Armed Forces would
      create a shortage of labor. The Government Agriculture Departments, farther removed from the simple life,
      anticipated a surplus of labor rather than a shortage. The Board of Agriculture for Scotland, troubled by the
      expected unemployment, urged the preparation and execution of plans to take up the slack.28 The Board of Agriculture and Fisheries (for England and Wales), silent as
      to a possible labor scarcity, likewise urged increased production.29 The Irish
      Department also stressed the need for greater production and distributed a pamphlet containing an appeal from the
      Lord Bishop of Ross.30 The only reference to a shortage of labor appears in the
      Report of the Board of Education which opposed a suggestion that the vacation period be prolonged to allow
      children to aid in harvesting.31 Nevertheless, a number of children were exempted
      from school in the agricultural districts to work on the farms.32
    


    
      Although, because of favorable weather, the wheat crop of 1915 was 30.7 per cent higher than the annual 1904–1913
      average, the loss of 12.4 per cent of the agricultural labor supply by January, 1915 (over 15 per cent of the
      employed farm laborers in England and Wales had joined the Forces by this date),33 gave the Government concern about the future.34 This
      involved, inevitably, the appointment of a committee, and in June, 1915, a departmental committee was appointed
      by the President of the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries. With Lord Milner as Chairman, it was “to consider and
      report what steps should be taken, by legislation or otherwise, for the sole purpose of maintaining and, if
      possible, increasing the present production of food in England and Wales on the assumption that the war may be prolonged beyond the harvest of 1916.” 35 Separate
      committees were appointed for Scotland and Ireland.36
    


    
      The Milner Committee in its interim report of July, 1915, foreseeing no shortage of labor, unanimously agreed on
      the need of increasing the area under wheat by at least one million acres, in order to produce five million
      additional quarters of wheat in the first year alone, equivalent to six weeks' supply for the United
      Kingdom.37 To achieve this goal, the Committee recommended that the Government
      guarantee a minimum price of 45s. per quarter for a four-year period. The news of the
      enormous harvests in the United States, Canada, and Argentina eased the fear of a food shortage. It was against a
      background which also included a good supply of shipping that the Committee issued its final report in October,
      1915. A majority of the Committee nevertheless recommended an increase in agricultural production; the minority,
      accepting the Government's assurances that the food supply was adequate, held that such a recommendation was
      outside the terms of reference.38
    


    
      The Scottish Committee contented itself with unanimously recommending the formation of District Agricultural
      Committees and other means of providing guidance for farmers. It unanimously opposed guaranteed prices and split
      on the question of compulsory tillage.39 The Irish Committee was much more
      contentious and could not agree unanimously on any recommendations. The Irish majority report, which itself had
      dissenting notes attached to it in respect to some provisions, recommended an increase in the
      food supply; if necessary, it urged the Government to guarantee prices on wheat and oats for one year
      only.40 The Minority Report, drafted by Sir Horace Plunkett, urged, as might be
      expected, an extension of the cooperative movement.41
    


    
      That the Government was not greatly alarmed about agricultural production may be seen from the fact that it was
      not until September, 1915, that it used the appeal to patriotism so customary in other fields at an earlier date.
      Despite Samuel Johnson's dictum, the Government generally used this appeal as a first expedient rather than
      as a last refuge. Rejecting proposals for guaranteeing prices, the Government called upon the farmers to increase
      production in order to assist “King and Country.” 42 Begun somewhat belatedly,
      the attempts to increase the domestic food supply ran the familiar war-time gamut of expedients, culminating in
      compulsion. The attempts to improve agricultural production and livestock had preceded the war.43 Before the war the emphasis had been on quality; now the Government was concerned with
      quantity. Leaflets were printed and widely distributed, monthly reports on prices of feeding stuffs and
      artificial manures were published, local committees were appointed and prodded into action, and the Scottish
      Board of Agriculture even contributed to the local committees engaged in dealing with plagues of
      rats, sparrows, rooks, and pigeons.44
    


    
      The shortage of labor began to be serious before the end of the first year of war. Attempts to recruit female
      labor met with little success at first, but the spur of competition and the public statements by many local
      officials that there were many types of work that women could not do provoked many dormant and inarticulate
      feminists to volunteer for farm work.45 Children, too, were employed in larger
      numbers. While it would be an exaggeration to say that the schools were depleted in attempting to cope with the
      problem of the agricultural labor supply, school attendance did suffer. In England and Wales alone, in 1916, the
      number of children excused from school attendance doubled and the number of children between the ages of eleven
      and twelve who were employed in agriculture increased by 280 per cent.46 The
      protests of the Board of Education went unheeded.47 By the middle of 1916,
      one-third of the farm workers had left the land for the Armed Services or other occupations.48 To fill the ranks of agricultural labor the Government found it necessary
      to sanction the use of soldiers in agricultural production.49
    


    
      The disappointing harvest of 1916 spelled the doom of voluntary measures. The Government was galvanized into
      action by the almost dramatic recession in 1916 from the great cereal harvests of 1915 in the new world
      granaries. The 1916 crops in the United States, Canada, and Argentina were poor and the Government was thus to a
      large extent forewarned of short supplies even before the German submarine campaign reached its
      heights.50
    


    
      The First Coalition Government, already in extremis, prepared belatedly to deal with the
      problem. The first action was taken on very small holdings called “allotments,” used to supplement regular
      commercial farm production. The allotment movement was strongly encouraged by the Government because of its
      advantages in adding to the food supply, as well as its recreational value for war workers and others. Game
      grounds, parks, golf links, and suburban lawns and playgrounds were broken up in the interests of food
      production. Some of the glasshouses in Hyde Park were used to grow vegetables, instead of the customary flowers,
      and even the flower-beds in front of Buckingham Palace were utilized as potato grounds.51 “Cabbages appeared out of concrete and broccoli from brickbats.” 52 The readily available land was quickly taken up and many would-be cultivators were unable to
      obtain allotments. Early in December, 1916, under authority of the Defence of the Realm Act, the
      Board of Agriculture and Fisheries issued the Cultivation of Lands Order, giving urban local authorities the
      power to create allotments out of unoccupied land even without the owners' consent. In January, 1917, this
      power was extended to rural areas and in February, 1917, occupied land could be used for this
      purpose.53
    


    
      Whatever the justice of the criticism aimed at the Government's policies in other directions, its lack of a
      new policy for agriculture is justified by the fact that up through 1916 the population had managed well with its
      food supplies. A Committee of the Royal Society reported in July, 1916, that, although high prices had somewhat
      dislocated equitable distribution, Britain's food supply was nutritionally 5 per cent higher than its normal
      needs, and that there was an even greater margin in terms of energy or calories.54 There was an untouched safety zone in the bread supply. Dealing only, as it said, with the
      physiological and not with economic, social, or other questions, the Committee reported that although the millers
      were obtaining only 70 per cent of flour and 30 per cent offals, a “wholesome and palatable bread,” if somewhat
      less digestible, could be made from wheat milled to 80 per cent flour.55
    


    
      Since it was the aim of the Government not to disturb existing relations unless the pressure of
      circumstances made it absolutely necessary, there was no interference until the end of 1916. By that date, it
      became evident that new measures would have to be taken. Even then the Government's first step was merely to
      repeat its calls for increased production on a voluntary basis. The author of the standard history of British
      agriculture (R. E. Prothero, later Lord Ernie) became President of the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries, with
      the motto of “Back to the seventies and better,” and a renewed campaign for increased food production opened
      December 20, 1916.56 This was to be attained by the organization of War
      Agricultural Committees, the survey of land not fully cultivated, the stimulation of potato-growing and
      pig-keeping by villagers,57 and the ploughing up of grassland. The last aroused
      warm debate, especially among those who questioned the ability of agriculturalists fully to exploit the land
      already under tillage.58
    


    
      A further step to increase food production was taken on January 1, 1917, with the creation of a special
      department of the Board of Agriculture, with T. H. Middleton as director. To prevent it from falling under the
      sway of the dead hand of tradition, it was turned into an independent department under a Director-General
      responsible to the President of the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries, but otherwise having no connection with,
      or responsibility to, the Board.59
    


    
      The Food Production Department undertook to increase agricultural production not merely by “educational” efforts,
      but also by trying to meet the farmers' needs for seeds, fertilizers, and other agricultural requisites,
      including labor. Although its fundamental policy was, “as far as possible, to ensure adequate
      supplies by negotiations with manufacturers and dealers,” it was compelled, in the case of a number of
      commodities, to undertake their direct purchase and resale to farmers, when “there appeared to be a danger of the
      needs of the agricultural community not being met through the ordinary trade channels. …” 60 Thus it engaged in the business of buying and selling, among other supplies, superphosphate,
      potato sprayers, fruit preserving bottles, seed oats, binder twine, seed potatoes, and California
      onions.61 In January, 1917, the Board was empowered to apply compulsion by
      Regulation 2M, which gave it the power to make orders bearing on the better cultivation of land. The Board could
      enter on and take full possession of land, buildings, and machinery so as to increase food supply. Fearful of the
      Board's use of this power, the farmers generally obeyed the Board's directives as to the cultivating of
      land.62 The Irish were more recalcitrant. There the Government's taking over
      of 271 holdings totalling 4,650 statute acres exercised “a most salutory effect” on those farmers who “were
      inclined to be remiss or dilatory. …” 63
    


    
      Other efforts were made to increase the labor supply and to stimulate production. The Board of Education, in
      addition to publicizing the food economy program, issued instructions on gardening.64 In 1918 it suggested that children be employed to pick
      blackberries, and children were granted holidays for this purpose.65 Some adult
      male labor was supplied by utilizing prisoners of war, interned enemy aliens, and British soldiers, totalling
      about 75,000 men.66 A major contribution to the solution of the man-power problem
      was women's labor. By June, 1917, over 120,000 women were at work on the farms with 20,000 to 30,000
      additional women workers available.67 Greeted at first with suspicion, especially
      by the farmers' wives, they soon found eager welcome.68
    


    
      All these efforts barely touched even the periphery of the problem. Food production could only be increased in a
      material way by the conversion of grassland to corn and this would only be done, the question of labor aside, if
      the farmer was guaranteed a return for his efforts. Simple fiat would be as ineffectual as More's Jeremiad or
      the efforts of Parliament dating back as early as 1488. The farmer would not reverse the trend of many years
      based on economic realities, if not political necessities, unless he was assured of no economic loss. The
      Agricultural Policy Sub-Committee of the Reconstruction Committee, appointed in August, 1916, “to consider and
      report upon the methods of effecting an increase in the home-grown food supplies, having regard to the need of
      such increase in the interests of national security,” recommended, in January, 1917, a guaranteed price of 42
      shillings per quarter for wheat and 23 shillings for oats.69 In order to maintain
      an adequate labor supply, it recommended the establishment of Wage Boards for each district
      patterned after the Trade Boards.70 In its final report it concluded that the
      country could become self-sufficient in important food items in time of war. “With sufficient land under the
      plough and in good heart this is a perfectly practicable policy.” 71 All this,
      however, depended on guaranteed prices, minimum wages, and the right of the state to influence the use of the
      land to the greatest national advantage.72
    


    
      On February 23, 1917, Lloyd George promised specified minimum prices on wheat, oats, and potatoes. As for maximum
      prices, “the only guarantee … is … that if the State commandeers either potatoes or cereals the price will not be
      fixed without the consent of the Boards of Agriculture of England, Scotland and Ireland. … Obviously, you cannot
      limit the power of the State to commandeer for national purposes.” 73 In April
      the Corn Production Bill was introduced to give effect to the Government's policy.74 It provided for guaranteed minimum prices, gave the Government power to order the proper
      cultivation of land, and made provision for the establishment of minimum wages for agricultural
      laborers.75
    


    
      The Government's power to compel the best utilization of the land, together with its
      assurance of guaranteed minimum prices, had the desired effect. The area under tillage had fallen by 148,000
      acres in 1916 as compared with 1915, but in 1917 the trend was sharply reversed by an increase of 975,000 tillage
      acres over 1916 (638,000 acres of the total being accounted for by Ireland).76
      Once again profit and compulsion succeeded where patriotism and persuasion had failed.
    


    
      The plans for the 1918 harvest called for a very ambitious program. A million acres, or three-fourths of the land
      converted from tillage to grass in the past fifty years, were to be reconverted.77 The 1918 harvest's contribution is estimated at stocks of food and fodder equivalent to
      some four million tons of shipping space. Over 1,000,000 more tons of wheat (or 59.3 per cent), almost 1,500,000
      more tons of oats (or 38.5 per cent), over 2,500,000 more tons of potatoes, and 24,000 more tons of barley were
      grown than the annual average yield for 1904–1913. About 1,250,000 acres of permanent grassland were ploughed in
      England and Wales between June, 1917, and June, 1918. Despite dire predictions, the average yield of the cereal
      crops on the new lands was not less than the average yield on arable land. The policy of the “plough-maniacs” had
      proven successful.78 Measured in food energy units, the net gain was four
      trillion calories, or 24 per cent. In monetary terms the campaign was less successful, as the Food Production
      Department spent £9,000,000 in achieving its program. Its savings to the Government were considerably
      less.79
    


    
      Control sat uneasily on the agriculturalists even while they were reaping great profits. Unlike industry,
      agriculture did not wait until the war ended before demanding the lifting of coercive restrictions and orders.
      The Corn Production Act of 1917 had included a provision for the lapse, after a year, of the
      Defense of the Realm Regulations in so far as they affected agriculture. Such termination would, of course,
      hamper the Government in its campaign to increase grain production and the Parliamentary Secretary of the Board
      of Agriculture and Fisheries brought in an Amending Bill, in 1918, to repeal the provision. He admitted that the
      “measure really breaks a bargain,” but urged the exigencies of war.80 Because of
      Parliamentary opposition, the measure as finally passed permitted the allegedly negligent cultivators, who might
      be recalcitrant, to appeal to an arbitrator. These changes plus the difficulties caused by the conscription of
      farm laborers practically ended the efforts to increase the area under grains.
    


    
      The agitation for the relaxation of controls was but a foretaste of the situation to be encountered in all
      sectors of the economy on the morrow of November 11, 1918.
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    THE REACTION OF THE NATION

  


  
    
       
    


    
       
    


    CHAPTER
    XIV
    

    THE RINGING OF BELLS


    
      THE declaration of war by the British Government united all classes, parties, and factions. Even
      the Irish Nationalists, so long accustomed to strife, hastened to join in the attack on belligerent
      Germany.1 So, too, the embittered suffragettes called off their struggle when
      confronted by the larger conflict.2 With no Walpole to tell the excited throngs
      that the ringing of bells must be followed by the wringing of hands, the news of the war was cheered by eager,
      enthusiastic crowds. Waiting to hear of the war, they were full of “a breathless hope rather than a breathless
      apprehension, a hope that the monotony of life was going to be broken.”3 Britain,
      like the other nations, “slithered over the brink into the boiling cauldron of war without any
      trace of apprehension or dismay.”4 All ills were forgotten, all evils dissolved
      in the fraternity of common hatred.5 In John Bunyan's
      phrase, “Passion will have all things now.”
    


    
      Nor was this a spectator's game only. Not all who applauded rushed joyously to the recruiting depots in order
      to participate in the happy event, but so many did that the Armed Services were swamped with recruits jostling
      one another, concealing physical defects, and lying like the traditional troopers they hoped to be, lest they be
      left out. Support came not only from the jingoes; the most ardent liberals and pacifists feverishly hustled to
      defend their country. All groups in the population flocked to support the war with a passion and unanimity that
      must, had they paused to consider, have shocked the thrilled participants.6
    


    
      The unanimity is the more overwhelming if it be recalled that, before war was declared, opposition to war had
      seemed well nigh universal in Britain.7 Yet there was more than an absence of
      opposition; from the start the war won almost unanimous championship, regardless of suspicions as to the purity
      of its origins. The National Free Church Council expressed the distress of many at the fact that
      “the crime and horror of a universal war has fallen upon European civilization” but asserted, in tones that were
      truly representative, it “is useless to seek nicely to apportion blame.”8 Some
      were still torn by doubt, but Gilbert Chesterton helped to resolve the dilemma in a series of articles in the
      Daily Mail. “Let no one worry, whether it was really right to fight with the ‘Russ’
      against the ‘Pruss.’”9 For Rudyard Kipling, “the Hun” was “at the
      gate.”10 As Hyndman explained, “When a man is called upon to act, he must put up
      the shutters on one side of his intellect.”11 That leading Liberal, C. P. Scott,
      editor of the influential Manchester Guardian, who as late as August 3 had opposed war,
      and had warned Lloyd George that “no man who is responsible can lead us again,” felt on August 7, that once in,
      it was necessary to wage it to a victorious conclusion, though he was still “strongly of opinion that the war
      ought not to have taken place.”12
    


    
      The Nation, in its issue of August 1, 1914, opposed war as being contrary to good sense
      and public opinion, and warned that any minister “who led this country into war would be responsible for a war as
      causeless and unpopular as any war in history, and he would cease to lead the Liberal Party.”13 Yet a week later it asserted that “the feeling is unanimous that the
      struggle must now be carried on with the utmost energy …”14 And on August 15 it
      ran an article by H. G. Wells on The Opportunity. For Liberalism had “come at last, an
      overwhelming opportunity. … Let us make a truce of our finer feelings. …”15 A
      week earlier the Poet Laureate, Robert Bridges, had rushed into print with “much suffering shall cleanse thee. …
      To Beauty through blood.”16
    


    
      Lord Loreburn, who later published a damning account of British diplomacy preceding the World War and who,
      according to Lloyd George, was always “rubbing Grey the wrong way,”17 felt that
      “now that we are in … we must do our best to win. … We need every man, and no one has a right to say anything
      that will discourage the manhood of the country from doing everything to save the existence of our country and of
      all the seeds of good for the world which it contains. …”18 In his Autobiography, H. G. Wells explains that the “fount of sanguine exhortation in me swamped my warier
      disposition towards critical analysis and swept me along.”19 The journalist and
      novelist Arnold Bennett recorded in his diary that “All one's pacific ideas have been rudely disturbed. One
      is becoming a militarist.”20 Another literary figure admits that
      “a war which appeared so callously unreasonable robbed me of reason.”21
    


    
      Most financiers and business men opposed Britain's involvement no less than had the pacifists.22 Asquith, on returning from a conference with the country's business and financial
      leaders, disgustedly described them as “the greatest ninnies I have ever had to tackle. I found them all in a
      state of funk, like old women chattering over tea in a Cathedral town.”23 The
      Governor of the Bank of England “with tears in his eyes,” asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer to “‘Keep us out
      of it. We shall all be ruined if we are dragged in.’”24 The “banks and commercial
      elements” all “begged” the Government to remain neutral.25 “Money was a
      frightened and trembling thing: Money shivered at the prospect.” The financial and trading interests of the City
      of London were “totally opposed” to British intervention.26 So, too, the “great
      industrial districts … were most averse to war.”27 Morley, in
      his Memorandum on Resignation, published posthumously, reports that the Cabinet was made
      well aware of the fact that the Governor of the Bank of England, and “other men of light and leading in the City,
      also cotton men, and steel, and coal men, etc. in the North of England, in Glasgow, etc., … were all aghast at the bare idea of our plunging into the European conflict; … how it would cut up commerce
      and manufacture, how it would hit labour and wages and prices, and, when the winter came would inevitably produce
      violence and tumult.”28 They feared the truth of Wedgwood's prophecy: “The
      poor will raid the country, they will take food. War! Yes—it is War today; tomorrow—Revolution.”29
    


    
      On August 1, 1914, the Economist, in attacking the attitude of the pro-war Times, as utterly opposed to “the feelings of the business community and to the instincts of the
      working class,”30 truly summed up the immediate reaction of the business men.
      Even after the declaration of war, the Economist was still opposed to war and extremely
      pessimistic, but not wavering in its support of the Government. “Millions of men have been drawn from the field
      and the factory to slay one another by the war lords of Europe. … Death, anguish, starvation and
      despair are written over Western Europe … the present is black, and the future is hidden in impenetrable gloom,”
      but there was nothing to do but to fight and to hope.31
    


    
      The politically organized working class behaved very much like their employers. In striking contrast to what many
      had hoped and anticipated while war had been merely a menacing shadow over coming events, Labor supported the
      Government once war came. To preserve the Government's majority, the Labour Party entered into an arrangement
      with the Liberals and Unionists not to contest by-elections; each seat becoming vacant was to be retained by the
      party to which the former member had belonged.32 As were the socialist and labor
      parties in other countries, the British Labour Party was “caught in the same contradictions of national interests
      and international ideals.”33 In the spirit of Clausewitz's classic
      definition,34 the politically organized labor groups of all countries had
      anticipated war, impotent though they had been to implement their opposition to it. With the adherence of the
      British delegation, the International Socialist Congress of 1907 had solemnly proclaimed that “the duty of the
      working class” was “to use every effort to prevent war.” In January, 1914, the Labour Party of
      Great Britain, had denounced “War and war-mongering in any disguise” as the “common foe.”35 In the last week of July, 1914, as war appeared more imminent, socialist and labor
      organizations in France, Germany, Great Britain, and Italy met the threat by passing resolutions opposing war
      and, in order to be better prepared to take appropriate action, plans were made for advancing the scheduled
      meeting of the International Socialist Congress. On July 30, the Parliamentary Labour Party expressed its
      opposition to the country being “dragged into the European conflict in which as the Prime Minister had stated, we
      have no direct interest” and called “upon all Labour organizations in the country to watch events vigilantly so
      as to oppose, if need be, in the most effective way any action which may involve us in war.”36 On August 1, 1914, the British section of the International Socialist Bureau called on all
      to “stand together for peace.”37 The next day, Sunday, August 2, a huge and
      enthusiastic anti-war demonstration was held in Trafalgar Square.
    


    
      Even after the ultimatum to Germany, Ramsay MacDonald still stoutly insisted on the floor of the House of Commons
      that “this country ought to have remained neutral.”38 The Labour Party supported
      the Government immediately upon the declaration of war, but it was extremely critical of the Government's
      actions leading up to the war. For a while, too, the Labour Party sought to re-establish the relations existing
      between the Powers on the eve of the war. On August 5, 1914, the Executive Committee of the Labour Party, in a
      report subsequently endorsed by the Parliamentary Labour Party, denounced the Government for
      having, along with other Powers, “produced the war.” It was especially bitter about Sir Edward Grey who, “as
      proved by the facts which he gave to the House of Commons, committed without the knowledge of our people the
      honour of our country to supporting France in the event of any war in which she was seriously involved and gave
      definite assurance of support before the House of Commons had any chance of considering the matter.” Logically,
      therefore, the Party's duty was “to secure the peace at the earliest possible moment. …”39 The next day the Executive Committee reaffirmed the fact that it had been opposed to
      Britain's “engaging in a European War,” and that it was eagerly “watching for the earliest opportunity for
      taking effective action in the interests of peace and the reestablishment of good feeling between the workers of
      the European nations. …”40
    


    
      By the end of August, however, though the Labour Party's stand remained unaltered, a shift had taken place in
      its views as to the best means of attaining the desired end. “Peace” had been transmuted into “Peace through
      Victory.” Thus the Party, in the words of its official Report, gave “general support to
      the Government in the conduct of the War and has voted for all the Votes of Credit, believing that the main
      object today is the prosecution of the War to a speedy and successful conclusion.”41
    


    
      The Annual Report for 1916, containing, as it does, a record of events since the previous meeting held in
      January, 1914,42 reflects the confusion of the Party. Doubtful
      whether Britain was blameless for the conflict, revolted by the facts of war, fearful of the future, the Labour
      Party nevertheless took no effective action to destroy the entente (little cordial though it was) with the
      Government. The Presidential address at the January, 1916, Conference and the debates on conscription illustrate
      the Party's perplexities and frustrations. The period of the last two years, “seems more like twenty. Very
      shadowy and remote seem the questions which then agitated and divided us, questions of party policy and social
      reform. … War was never as mechanical, brutalized, unromantic as in our own day ….” But “to the mass of the
      people the war appeared as a fight for freedom. The pre-war diplomacy of the different Powers has been a matter
      of some controversy and may be a matter of even sharper controversy with the return of peace, but at all events
      there was no mistaking the generous instinct of the people.”43 The Conference
      denounced Conscription: “the experience of other countries and other wars teaches that when once the departure we
      are now making has been taken it is not easy to get back to the old road. … Militarism and democracy cannot live
      together, either in Germany or Great Britain …. We are meantime engaged in forging fetters for the
      future.”44 Nevertheless, as if to give point to its foreboding that conscription
      rendered the democratic movement “sterile and ineffective,” the Conference, which expressed its opposition to the
      Military Service Bill by a vote of 1,716,000 to 360, refused, by a vote of 649,000 to 614,000, to agitate for its
      repeal.45 Frederick the Great's remark about Maria Theresa:
      “She wept and she wept, but she took and she took,” might be adapted to describe the attitude and actions of the
      Labour Party. The Party protested and protested, but supported and supported.46
    


    
      If arrived at tortuously, the position of the Labour Party was clear; that of the Independent Labour Party was
      clearly tortuous. On August 11, 1914, it issued a manifesto on the war recalling its forebodings “that the
      diplomatic policies pursued by European rulers including our own, and supported by the force of murderous
      armaments, would lead inevitably to universal war. … That prediction based upon facts and tendencies, has been
      only too swiftly and tragically fulfilled. …”47 The manifesto, however, contained
      no statement of the Party's position on the immediate issue of supporting or opposing the war then already
      raging, or even on the question whether the Government should have declared war. “It is difficult and perhaps
      futile to try to apportion at this moment the exact measure of responsibility and blame. …”48 It is against this lack of an enunciated policy that must be read the resolution of the
      National Administrative Council of the Party, which, incidentally, reveals an implicit dichotomy between the
      “Party” and its “members.” “We place on record with great satisfaction the firm adherence of our members to the
      principles and policy of the Party throughout this trying time.”49 The Chairman
      of the April, 1915, Conference attempted to clear up the admitted ambiguity. “It had been said that the
      Independent Labour Party holds the view that, notwithstanding the circumstances binding Great Britain to France
      and France to Russia, the Government ought to have declared for neutrality. I do not accept this
      statement as a correct representation of the position of the I.L.P. I agree that the Government was in honour
      bound by its secret understanding with France to declare for intervention.” The Party, which had “for many years
      [been] … warning the public against secret diplomacy,” was not, however, under any obligations to remain silent.
      “Now is the time to speak and ensure that never again will the witch's cauldron of secret diplomacy brew the
      broth of Hell for mankind.”50 This was the position of the Party which had held
      its “Coming-of-Age Conference” in April, 1914, when it had been predicted that “if we are faithful and faint not
      by the way, … the very gates of triumph” would be reached within the next twenty-one years.51 “Our goal is Socialism. There must be no swerving or turning aside from the vision of our
      great ideal.”52 In the words of Keir Hardie, who, “like Joan of Arc … obeyed an
      inner voice,”53 the “warming influence of Socialism” was beginning to liberate
      “the toiling masses … frozen and hemmed in by a cold, callous greed. …”54
    


    
      On some issues it was certainly prepared to be uncompromising: thus if the enfranchisement of
      women could not be secured “on a comprehensive basis,” the Party would “oppose the further extension of the male
      franchise.”55 As a general proposition it recognized that “If we, as Socialists,
      are to get the benefit of the support of our Trade Union Allies, it must involve some sacrifice of our own
      independent action as an Independent Labour Party.”56 Nevertheless, it opposed
      the recruiting campaign of the Labour Party.57
    


    
      Early in 1915 the Independent Labour Party was aware of the “new problems forced upon us by the war,” the
      solution of which would require “much thought and energy.”58 Its ideals, however,
      were the announced aims of the Government: to “establish a system in which the nations will abandon national
      rivalry and the rule of brute force for federation of the nations and the reign of international
      law.”59 Although the Times article of March 8, 1915,
      entitled “Why We Are At War” which had significantly asserted that “… we do not set up to be international Don
      Quixotes, ready at all times to redress wrongs which do us no hurt,” was quoted in the 1915 Conference, they had
      not given up hope.60 “… there is one gleam of hope shed by the war on the
      picture, and it is that the sheer futility of it will do for the world what victories on the one hand and
      smashings on the other would never do, namely, sicken it once and for all with the hateful and horrible
      business.”61 Even MacDonald supported the war, now that Britain was involved, and
      in May, 1915, Snowden reiterated his support of the “nation in its present difficulties.” Upon this point “the whole Labour movement” was united. The only point of difference was that some thought the Labour
      Party could “be much more useful outside the Government than inside it.”62
    


    
      Those who looked forward to revolutionary activity were especially disappointed. William Gallacher, who was to
      confine his war-time activities to violent tirades against the Government and employers, reflects, “What terrible
      attraction a war can have! The wild excitement, the illusion of wonderful adventure, and the actual break in the
      deadly monotony of working class life.”63 As H. M. Hyndman pointed out, “Mere
      pacifism” could not “influence great masses of mankind.” In any event, it was “absurd to preach the class-war at
      home and non-resistance abroad.”64
    


    
      The trade union movement of Great Britain, of no exotic growth, but British to its very roots, naturally did as
      everyone else in Britain was doing. One of the reasons Grey gave for advocating a declaration of war was that
      although war was terrible, it would be even worse for Britain to stay out. The Economist
      countered it with the statement that rather by staying out, “we shall be in a far better position later on—if the
      worst comes to worst—to mediate effectively between exhausted combatants.”65
      Generally speaking, however, the trade union officials supported Grey. As late as January, 1917, the President of
      the Trade Union Congress justified his personal course of action in 1914:
    


    
      
        For my part, hating war, suspicious of Courts and Chancellories, and intensely desirous of
        peace, it did not take me long to make up my mind and I am convinced today as I was at the outset that there
        could only have been one greater tragedy than the war and that would have been for Britain to have kept out of
        it.66
      

    


    
      While its members offered life and limb, the trade union movement proceeded to offer its sacrifices too. Hyndman,
      shrewd bargainer, not averse to taking gold from both Tories and Liberals,67
      complained that the trade unions “lost the opportunity of bargaining with the Government for the support of the
      workers when the war began in return for far-reaching social changes. …”68
    


    
      The outbreak of the war was the occasion for the renunciation of labor's most potent threat and ultimate
      weapon—the strike. Viewed in radical circles as the only means of compelling Governments to forego war, not only
      was the strike not used to prevent the war, its use was forfeited in order to promote the war effort. “With the
      outbreak of war a great calm settled on the industries of the United Kingdom, and indeed for a highhearted space
      the Kingdom deserved its adjective in industrial as in all other affairs.”69
      Following numerous instances of local action, the Joint Board of the Trade Union Congress, the Labour Party, and
      the General Federation of Trade Unions, agreed to effect the termination of all existing trade disputes and
      announced the adoption of the following resolution on August 24, 1914:
    


    
      
        That an immediate effort be made to terminate all existing trade disputes whether strikes or lockouts, and
        whenever new points of difficulty arise during the war period a serious attempt should be made
        by all concerned to reach an amicable settlement before resorting to a strike or lock-out.70
      

    


    
      The results are apparent from the strike figures. From January to March, 1914, over 120,000 workers were involved
      in industrial disputes, with a loss of almost 3,000,000 working days; from April to June the figures are almost
      250,000 strikers and over 5,000,000 days lost; from July to September, more than 65,000 men and over 2,000,000
      days lost; from October to December, 21,128 men and 161,437 working days lost, of which only about one-tenth were
      caused by disputes in the engineering, shipbuilding, and metal trades, peculiarly vital to the war.71 At the beginning of August, 1914, there were one hundred strikes in progress; at the end of
      the month the total had fallen to twenty.72
    


    
      In some corners there was a lack of acclamation for the war even after it had been declared, but there was no
      open opposition to it. Thus, even those who were outside the torrent, like the skeptical, aged Wilfred Scawen
      Blunt, held their peace while there was no peace. Blunt “realized now as he had realized in the Egyptian War of
      1882 that England would tolerate a dissentient minority only if it did not interfere with the majority. To
      undertake any public crusade for peace was useless.”73 Organized to work for the
      maintenance of peace, the Union of Democratic Control, despite its origins, offered no
      opposition. Its spokesmen included Charles Trevelyan, who had left his post as Parliamentary Secretary to the
      Board of Education because of his opposition to the declaration of war by the Government; Ramsay MacDonald, who
      had similarly left the leadership of the Parliamentary Labour Party because of his opposition to the declaration
      of war; Norman Angell, who had “demonstrated” the futility of war in The Great Illusion;
      and E. D. Morel, the nemesis of King Leopold of Belgium and critic of the very basis of the Entente with
      France.74 The Union announced that “the immediate need [was] … to prepare for the
      issue of books, pamphlets, and leaflets dealing with the course of recent policy and suggesting the lines of
      action for the future. … When the time is ripe for it, but not before the country is free from danger. …” It was
      not “a stop the war” movement.75
    


    
      The war, in its early stages, won overwhelming support and encountered practically no resistance. Yet, the seeds
      of opposition were not lacking; under favorable, or rather, unfavorable, conditions, they might sprout
      dangerously. The more mundane and less exhilarating aspects of human existence could not be forgotten. War with
      one's best customers meant, it was certain, loss of trade and a sharp increase in unemployment.
    


    
      1 Some of the Irish, disliking the Irish owning classes and the English ruling
      classes in equal measure, held that “England's difficulty was Ireland's opportunity,” Nora Connolly
      O'Brien, Portrait of a Rebel Father (London, 1935), p. 188, but Redmond moved, and his
      followers in the House of Commons approved, “… God Save England …” 66 H. C. Debs. 5s, 1020. Connolly wanted
      “neither King nor Kaiser.” Desmond Ryan, James Connolly (Dublin, 1924), p. 113. Connolly
      felt that Irish armed insurrection was impossible with Britain at peace, but was feasible with the British being
      occupied in the war. James Connolly, A Socialist and War 1914–1916 (London, 1941), pp.
      123–124. Those of the Irish who enjoyed battling were not to be disappointed. An Irish soldier described his
      first battle in Flanders as similar to “a Belfast riot on the top of Mount Vesuvius…” James Dunn, Paperchase, p. 138.
    


    
      2 John Burns, who, with Morley, resigned his Cabinet seat over the issue of war,
      wrote two weeks later that “it was almost worth having war to get rid of the suffragettes.” Margot Asquith,
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    CHAPTER XV
    

    THE RENEWAL OF INDUSTRIAL STRIFE


    
      WHILE supporting the war, the organized working class acted to protect itself economically in the
      time of crisis. On August 5, 1914, the Labour Party and the Trade Union Congress took the lead in organizing the
      War Emergency Workers National Committee for alleviating the expected distress.1
      The Committee urged the Government to control food prices and distribution, to provide employment through public
      works projects, and to feed school children.2 Hyndman had envisioned it as “a
      potential Committee of Public Safety,”3 but it never offered the Government any
      trouble. The Labour Party Executive Committee also recommended State action to “mitigate the destitution which
      will inevitably overtake our working people whilst the state of war lasts.”4 The
      trade unions urged the Government to extend financial assistance and to induce employers to spread employment by
      working their employees short time.5
    


    
      The Government, too, was troubled by fear of labor unrest caused by unemployment, but did little to allay the
      workers' fears. On the first day of the war the Prime Minister appointed a Committee on the Prevention and
      Relief of Distress, which merely suggested that local committees be constituted to cope with the
      situation.6 Relief activities were financed not by the Government, but by private subscriptions contributed as a result of appeals by the Prince of Wales,
      the Queen, the Queen Mother,7 and numerous private individuals.8 Nevertheless, the Government assumed control of most of the relief funds, and in March, 1915,
      cautioned the local committees to tighten the purse strings.9 On its own part,
      the Government proceeded to economize. The National Relief Fund received almost £5,000,000 up to March 31, 1915,
      but allocated less than £2,000,000 of this amount up to this period,10 of which
      sum Scotland received only £43,00a11 By the end of September, 1915, the National
      Relief Fund no longer gave relief to able-bodied men or women except under very special
      circumstances.12
    


    
      The workers appreciated the assistance that the Relief Fund had rendered to those who had been pushed below the
      poverty line by the dislocations of war. The relief funds had, indeed, taken care of an emergency
      situation.13 What concerned the workers was the ad hoc and
      transitory character of the relief organization. They were opposed to the idea of private rather than public
      assistance. Originally the theory behind the granting of military pensions was that the State grants should be
      supplemented by private charity.14 At the beginning of the war, almost a stigma and, certainly, special obligations, were attached to receiving pensions. All women in
      receipt of separation allowances were kept under police surveillance.15
      Allowances were distributed through private agencies and recipients were often asked to account for their use of
      the allowances.16 The whole theory of private charity in lieu of public
      obligation was repudiated by responsible workers, who agreed with John Burns' disgust over the “philanthropic
      mischief of the social butterflies and sentimental busybodies.” 17
    


    
      Nor was it only a matter of principle that led the workers to demand a systematic scheme of state assistance.
      Although the crest of unemployment had, in fact, been reached by October, 1914, and a labor shortage, not
      surplus, was the problem by March, 1915,18 the workers' opinions never quite
      caught up with the situation. Unaccustomed to such a phenomenon, the workers viewed full employment as merely
      temporary.19 The haunting fear of impending unemployment, pervasive at all times,
      had been intensified at the start of the war by the sharp increase in unemployment.20 War demands would not last forever and many soldiers would survive to flood
      the labor market. The Government, too, expected post-war unemployment, but during the first year of war, made no
      plans for the alleviation of the expected distress other than to advise the Prince of Wales that when the time
      came, he would be asked to renew his “appeal to the generosity of the public.” 21
    


    
      Although unemployment soon declined, the dread remained and colored the attitudes and the activities of the
      working class. With the Government's main contribution to the whole problem coming in the form of taking up
      manpower into the Army and the munitions industries, the working class had little cause to expect any assistance
      from the State.22 What the workers were to obtain must be through their own
      efforts and their own sacrifices. This left them in no mood for benevolence—beyond expressions of sympathy—toward
      the first victims of the war, the refugees from overrun Belgium.
    


    
      “Little Belgium” might be the chief rallying cry at the start of the war, but the trade union movement displayed
      little of the spirit of international brotherhood for the 100,000 Belgians who fled to Britain. Belgium for the
      Belgians meant not only driving out foreign invaders from Belgium; it also, apparently, meant keeping Belgians
      from competing with British labor, at least in the British Isles. Great sympathy was expressed
      for the refugees, but the trade unions opposed the admission of Belgian workers into British trades. The
      representatives of the women's trade unions were even harsher than the men to their hapless Belgian sisters.
      Mary MacArthur, representing the Women's Trade Union League, held that there were “no openings for Belgian
      women in British industries.” 23 Some of her male compatriots, though complaining
      that the influx of the foreigners had adversely affected wages and conditions of labor, were willing to accept
      them, but only on the condition that the principle that they be “the last hired and the first fired” be adhered
      to.24
    


    
      More immediately pinching than the threat of impending unemployment was the omnipresent
      actuality of rising prices. Prices began to rise on August 1, and they continued to soar at an accelerated rate
      after the declaration of war on August 4, 1914. The organized working class demanded, from the start, that the
      State intervene. Ultimately the Government did step in to control the prices of essential commodities, but as in
      other matters, the steps were hesitant, and above all, late.
    


    
      The working class of Great Britain, committed by the political and trade union representatives to an acceptance
      of the status quo, to a “freezing” of the situation as it existed in August, 1914, found out—in the course of
      time and through the hard school of experience—that the Government had offered nothing in return. It was no
      agreement that had been entered into; rather a gift had been offered to and accepted by the Government. The
      Labour Year Book of 1916, in reviewing the situation, admitted that there had never been
      any “express agreement,” but complained that “there certainly was the tacit understanding that the maintenance of
      the truce depended on equal sacrifices on both sides.” 25 But the Government had
      not pledged itself to anything, and all indications (and current lack of action) pointed to the probability that
      it had no intention of interfering with “the natural course of prices.” True, as early as September 17, 1914, the
      Board of Trade was authorized to commandeer, at agreed prices, or at prices fixed by arbitration, articles of
      commerce unreasonably withheld,26 but these powers were not employed for the
      benefit of the consuming public. As the Government took no action, and their own officials offered only verbal
      protests, some members of the working class proceeded to take independent action. They were not quite as
      articulate, but they agreed with the summation of the situation made some time later by the Labour Year Book:
    


    
      
        Labour alone has been expected to make every sacrifice without return or gratitude. Employed,
        the worker was handed over to the sweater; unemployed he fell into the clutches of the Relief Committee; as
        consumer, he was the victim of profiteers whom the government would not control; but as soon as he stirred a
        finger in his own interest, he was proclaimed a traitor…27
      

    


    
      Many of the workers came to agree with the views of Hyndman, who had early maintained that the “one object of the
      Government … [was] to help the very rich and to safeguard the capitalists.” 28
      Their grievances were of long standing; the oncoming of the war had delayed the anticipated struggle, but all the
      efforts of their trade union representatives could not banish it. Within less than six months after the “Truce”
      was inaugurated, industrial strife was renewed.
    


    
      The first labor dispute during the war was of pre-war origin. In July, 1914, the Clyde District Committee of the
      Amalgamated Society of Engineers had demanded an increase of 2d. per hour (from 8½ to
      10½d.) as of the expiration of their three-year contract, due in January, 1915. Under the
      existing agreement, strikes were barred until the issue had been discussed by a central conference, but when the
      conference scheduled for January was postponed, discontent overflowed the confines of agreements and, soon, of
      trade union organization itself.29
    


    
      For some years the Amalgamated Society of Engineers had exercised control over its members in each factory
      through a system of shop stewards, appointed by and responsible to the District Committees of the Union.
      Sometimes known also as “Vigilance Committees,” their functions included that of “persuading” workers to join the Union.30 Schooled in direct action, a committee of
      these stewards, sensing the rank and file sentiment, called a meeting over the opposition of union officials. The
      more than five thousand workers attending the meeting resolved not to work overtime unless their demands were
      met. Both the District Committee and the National Executive of the Union sought to put down the revolt, but the
      “embargo” on overtime spread to other factories. From this time on, the Shop Stewards became practically
      independent of the District Committee; they were to be appointed, not by the District Committee, but by the rank
      and file of the workers in the departments of engineering works, “being within the ordinary union but not of it,
      and threatening its disruption and the revolution of its government.” 31 Working
      in the shops, securing tangible results without delay, it is no wonder that the stewards commanded more
      allegiance than did the regular trade union officials.
    


    
      The rift soon widened, as the trade union officials, at a February Conference, agreed to a compromise of a
      ¾d. advance and arranged for a ballot vote a month hence.32 If the aim of the Union executives had been to allow the membership time to reconsider hasty
      action, it backfired badly. Beginning at one plant on February 16, 1915, the strike spread rapidly. The Shop
      Stewards' Committee enlarged its representative membership and became “The Withholding of Labour Committee.”
      33 It was really a strike committee, assuming its euphemistic title in order to
      evade prosecution under the Defence of the Realm Act.34 It had no “rules of a
      definite character.” A witness before a Labour Party investigating Committee characterized it as
      “a collection of angry trade unionists.” 35
    


    
      The demand of the Withholding of Labour Committee was ominous for reasons other than its name: it asserted that
      the Committee, not the Union Executive, was to be responsible for negotiations with the employers. However,
      though the Union Executive had lost its grip over the Clyde members, it still held the power of the purse, and it
      ordered the cessation of strike pay. Although the strikers, by an overwhelming ballot vote (more than 10 to 1),
      had rejected the offer of the ¾d. advance, they were forced to return to work early in
      March. Even the Withholding of Labour Committee was forced to bow, but urged that the workers apply “ca’canny”
      methods.36
    


    
      Although less than ten thousand men were involved, the spell of industrial peace—never before seen in modern
      Britain—was over; the truce had been broken. The industrial struggle had become dormant as a result of the first
      impact of the war, but, with the continuation of the war, latent tensions were aggravated and intensified until
      they burst forth with what seemed like revolutionary force. The Clyde, which had stood out in the autumn of 1914
      in its spirit of sacrifice and its eagerness to aid the war effort, became an industrial battlefield, threatening
      to rival the Central Powers as an “enemy” to be put down—through diplomacy or force—by the British Government.
    


    
      Even more serious than the tension on the Clyde, was the situation in the mines. There the conflict also began
      over a prewar issue about wages. On the eve of August, 1914, the coal miners were demanding increased wages and a
      national contract. Pre-war “labor trouble” in the mining industry had culminated in the great strike of 1912. The
      trial of strength had been inconclusive and the ferment continued. The 1912 Minimum Wage Act had
      conceded a major demand, but in an attenuated form. The miners were made conscious, more than ever, that the
      Government would yield only under the full weight of industrial action. The first demand in 1914 was for a
      national minimum wage rather than district minima, as established by the 1912 Act. Simultaneously, the
      Miners' Federation, which, as the name implies, was but a federation of district unions, had been acquiring
      more central power, as the miners were advocating national instead of district agreements. Paving the way for a
      national contract, the Miners' Federation at its 1911 Annual Conference, had resolved that all agreements
      made by the district associations must terminate simultaneously.37 Among many
      sectors of the mining population the demand for a national minimum was regarded as only a step forward towards
      nationalization. The atmosphere in mines was murky, but to many of the miners not gloomy. Public ownership would,
      they felt, serve to clear the air.38 Officially, the Miners' Federation of
      Great Britain did not go so far in its demands, but its actions on the eve of the war boded no good for any
      Government which would resist its claims. Already in the most powerful union in Great Britain, the miners were
      organizing for greater strength. In no other industry had the workers clashed so sharply in the past with
      employers and the Government. Even their own leaders were astonished at the force of the rank and file sentiment.
    


    
      With the coming of the war, the miners' disputes, along with others, were submerged by the wave of patriotism
      that swept over the country. It is a tribute both to the permeating magnetism of war and to the miners' sense
      of national duty that, isolated as they were from most national currents and sentiments by the nature of their
      occupation, the outbreak of war caused the miners to act—and even more so—like their compatriots in other occupations. The miners either surged to the recruiting offices (45 per cent of the miners of
      military age enlisted within the first six months of the war) or remained behind to increase the per capita
      production, with a labor force stripped of so many of its most physically fit men.39
    


    
      As the months went by, the tide of exaltation and self-sacrifice receded. Even had they not been outraged by the
      increased coal prices and profits 40 at a time when their own wages remained
      stationary, the sharply rising cost of living, would have driven them to demand wage increases. The Miners'
      Federation seized the opportunity in February, 1915, to demand a 20 per cent wage increase on a national basis.
      To break the deadlock without resorting to direct action, the miners agreed to have the Prime Minister arbitrate
      the issues. The award providing for increases on a district basis, was a clear victory for the owners, and the
      miners accepted it only under protest. Once again they felt they had been tricked by the Asquith of the
      “Featherstone Murders.”41 As in the Minimum Wage Act of 1912, the miners had not
      achieved the substance of their demands. Faith in Government promises and action, never strongly entrenched in
      the mining communities, was further strained by what the miners felt was this latest betrayal. They soon renewed
      the struggle; once again they agreed to Government intervention, but this time they refused to accept the
      decision. An employer-worker dispute was thus transformed into an act of disobedience—almost revolt—against the
      State at war.
    


    
      In April, 1915, the miners had served three months' notice of termination of existing agreements. New
      agreements were negotiated on a district basis, establishing higher wage standards in some
      districts, but merely renewing old standards in others.42 The workers in the
      latter districts were not pleased, but it remained for the miners of South Wales to push their discontent to the
      point of striking. The first Clyde strike was a portent, the South Wales Miners' strike was its realization.
      Special circumstances and social conditions furnished the tinder of discontent; war conditions provided the spark
      which kindled discontent almost to revolt.
    


    
      The South Wales area was the stormy petrel of the coal mining industry, but its reaction was merely the open
      eruption of the spirit of simmering discontent and protest in all of the coal fields.43 Along with the demand for higher wages the Welsh miners raised the issue of the closed
      shop.44 In an effort to force recalcitrants to join the Union, they demanded that
      wage increases be limited to union members. To the operators this presented no dilemma. They urged the
      continuation of the old contract for the duration of the war and appealed to the Government
      which, reluctant to intervene, did nothing. Finally, towards the end of June, confronted with the seriousness of
      the problem that would arise on July I, the Government stepped in. Only the cynics or the pessimists could have
      correctly foretold the future. The employers had placed themselves unreservedly in the hands of the Government;
      the latter was represented by the President of the Board of Trade, a business man to be sure, but his associates
      were Arthur Henderson, G. H. Roberts, and William Brace—all labor members of the Government since the end of May;
      and Brace had been President of the South Wales Miners' Federation before joining the Government. The
      proposed settlement settled nothing. A strike was averted, at least for the moment, when, by a narrow majority,
      the delegates accepted the recommendation of the Executive of the South Wales Miners' Federation that
      discussions be continued. With the strike called off, or at least postponed, Runciman precipitated action when he
      announced that “more investigation into local circumstances” was necessary and would be undertaken by the
      district Conciliation Boards. This was obviously a defeat in principle for the miners, but the Executive, perhaps
      dazzled by the labor members of the Government, proposed that discussions be continued and that the miners remain
      at work in the meanwhile. The Delegate Conference, however, resolved to strike.45
      The next day the Executive of the parent union, the Miners' Federation of Great Britain, issued a vain appeal
      for the miners to remain at work.
    


    
      Faced with the strike threat, the Government threw down the gauntlet by invoking the Munitions of War Act.
      Earlier, in March, 1915, the miners' representatives had walked out of the Treasury Conference, which drafted
      the Act, on the ground that they were not authorized to agree to the principle of compulsory arbitration. The
      Munitions of War Act which followed a few months later (it was introduced in June and enacted in July) hedged. In
      return for a pledge by the miners' leaders that there would be no strikes, the mining
      industry was not specifically included,46 but the Government refused expressly to
      exclude the industry from the clause empowering the Government to extend the provisions of the Bill to other
      industries by Proclamation.47
    


    
      Two hundred thousand Welsh miners began their strike on July 15, 1915. Penalties against a fifth of a million men
      could not be readily enforced and the Government quickly (after only four days) took other action. Lloyd George,
      Runciman, and Henderson went to South Wales and arrived at a settlement after six days by conceding most of the
      demands of the miners.48
    


    
      With the Government itself ignoring the Act passed at the beginning of the very same month and adding injury to
      the insult by granting most of the miners' demands, it is not surprising to find employers condemning the
      action even beyond the immediate question: “the whole method of regulating industrial operations, even to the
      point of suspending existing law or framing new legislation, will ultimately be found involved.…”49 More immediately, the miners returned to work pending the drafting of an agreement setting
      forth the terms of the settlement. Once more snags developed, but the miners had discovered the secret of success
      and secured their demands by threatening to renew the strike.50 At the same time,
      in order to prevent a threatened strike over the question of non-union labor, the Government
      induced the South Wales operators to consent to a closed shop for the war period.51
    


    
      The lessons of the strike of the South Wales miners was not lost either on the miners or other sections of the
      labor movement. “It only required the unwavering and unhesitating trade union pressure” to overawe the
      Government. Government action “was no more formidable than a house of cards, and could be knocked down by one
      blow from Labour's Strong Right Arm.”52
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    CHAPTER
    XVI
    

    THE GREAT DILUTION STRUGGLE


    
      THE scene of the first important war-time wage dispute was the stage for the even greater struggle
      over dilution. Lacking the cohesiveness of the miners, and split into a number of unions, the Clyde workers were
      no less restless than the miners. The Clyde workers had more provocation, their leaders were more dramatic, but
      their efforts were less productive of result. Yet the Clyde disturbances do more than merely emphasize this
      difference. Just as the glare of the South Wales blaze bares the war-time labor difficulties in the coal fields,
      so is the whole picture of the labor difficulties in the munitions industries reflected in the glow cast by the
      seething Clyde Valley. The spark of war-time difficulties ignited an area in which social conditions antedating
      the war, but aggravated by it, furnished ready kindling.
    


    
      The Clyde Valley district, with an area of 1,339 square miles, had a population of 2,000,000 conditioned by a
      common social life. Certainly modern means of communication were not necessary to spread the new ideas in the
      city of Glasgow. Sheer propinquity (in some districts 700 persons lived within the area of one acre) was
      sufficient. The influx of population from the Highlands to industrial centers and the practical cessation of
      building and repairs aggravated a condition which might have seemed impossible to all but the inhabitants of what
      is commonly held to be the worst slum area in the world,1 although this
      unenviable distinction may perhaps be challenged by Dublin.2 Rents rose too,
      despite the fact that at the beginning of the war the Glasgow landlords had voluntarily agreed
      not to raise rents.3 A rent strike, coupled with the threat of a general strike,
      forced the enactment of the Rent and Mortgage Interest (War Restriction) Act of 1915, which limited
      increases.4
    


    
      The indecent living conditions in the midst of unparalleled production and high money wages, and without the
      military discipline of life in the trenches, furnished a draughty haven for the smoldering discontent. It hardly
      helped matters when employers, His Majesty the King, and Government spokesmen, looking for a reason for the bad
      time-keeping among the workers, and refusing to ascribe it to fatigue and unrest, accused the workers of
      drunkenness.5 The indignant wrath of the Clyde workers was made
      righteous by the report of the Clyde Factory Inspector who exonerated the men.6
    


    
      The irritations, the latent dissatisfaction, the fatigue caused by long hours7
      and the increased tempo of the production, the unrest engendered by high prices, overcrowding, and bad living
      conditions, and the sudden sense of power brought on by industrial prosperity and a shortage of labor, all came
      to a head in the opposition to the attempt to enforce dilution of labor. The storm gathered slowly, and, though
      perhaps inescapable in any event, the activities of the Government were not such as to provide protection. The
      Welsh miners had successfully resisted the Government. Seemingly, by united action, the baptism of the Munitions
      of War Act had become its wake; the workers of the Clyde decided to emulate the miners. Without going out on
      strike, they nevertheless resisted the attempts of the Government to enforce dilution as provided for by the
      first and subsequent Munitions of War Acts.8 No appeals or exhortations could
      move them, especially when they felt that the employers were not ready to share in the
      sacrifices. Kitchener appealed to the workers on grounds of patriotism and profits; the latter were to be shared.
      The plan failed because of the opposition of the armament firms,9 but Kitchener
      continued to beseech the workers.10 He also appealed to Lloyd George, as Minister
      of Munitions, for assistance.11
    


    
      Kitchener might have little faith in the French soldier, and the British Government, at times, longed for a more
      aggressive French Army, but the workers in the French factories pleased the British Government by their lack of
      belligerency. Lloyd George and others, including trade union officials, contrasted the attitudes of the French
      and British workers. Since the beginning of the war, there had been no strikes in French munition factories, nor
      had the workers applied for wage increases; there were no trade union restrictions; there was no limitation of
      profits and the workers had not raised the issue. All agreed “that the increase of production in France was due
      to one cause and one only,—patriotic enthusiasm.”12 The need in Great Britain,
      therefore, was clear: “patriotic enthusiasm” must be instilled. Lloyd George released his heaviest verbal
      artillery first. At Bangor he stressed the nature of the war: “We are conducting a war as if there was no war…,
      This is an engineer's war…. Output is everything in this war. It is not going to be fought mainly on the
      battle-fields of Belgium and Poland. It is going to be fought in the workshops of France and Great
      Britain….”13 On December 20, 1915, he made his famous “too late”
      speech, which was aimed not only at the workers. “In this war the footsteps of the Allied forces have been dogged
      by the mocking spectre of ‘Too late.’ …”14 Asquith was conciliatory. Accepting
      the restrictions on dilution as reasonable he pleaded for their relaxation. He denied that the trade unions had
      been pursuing “chimeras or indulging in a passion for domineering and restrictive regulation … the great bulk of
      the rules and customs which they have adopted, as the fruit of long experience, are justified by that experience,
      and have not tended to diminish but to increase the output of our industries.”15
    


    
      The voice was the voice of Jacob, but organized Labor thought it felt the hand of Esau. On the eve of the war
      many rank and file members had been turning away from political action and dependence on Government promises. The
      Government's assurance that the status quo ante-bellum would be restored therefore
      sounded the more hollow to them. The dictum of the old miners' leader, Noah Ablett, held good: “If a man
      fools you once, shame on him—if he fools you twice, shame on you!”16 To many of
      them the Government's promises were but the echo of the employers' “guarantees” that conditions now
      waived would be restored at the end of the war. Years of effort and bitter strife had enabled the skilled men to
      build a special preserve, hedged in by restrictions slowly evolved and jealously guarded. All this was now to be
      destroyed—only for the duration was the solemn promise—but who knew better than the workers involved, that once
      revoked, these privileges, wrung from the employers usually without formal recognition, might never be returned.
      Although ultimately surrendered, the “restrictions” were not freely offered up and their relinquishment by no means followed closely upon the appeals of Government spokesmen.
    


    
      Making little headway, Lloyd George, as Minister of Munitions, finally presented a personal appeal as a “trade
      unionist” (which he, too, claimed to be) before the Trade Union Congress.17 The
      official leadership responded quickly and assisted in the formation of the Central Labor Supply Committee to
      assist in extending dilution. The leadership might assent, but the workers were rather less than zealous in
      heeding the appeals of the Government and their own officials. There was a chasm — growing ever wider—between the
      Government and the trade union leaders on the one hand, and the rank and file union workers on the other. Arthur
      Henderson sought to bridge the gap by bringing the two sides together physically.18 Toward the end of October he urged Lloyd George to institute a campaign in the munition
      centers and especially to meet the shop stewards and the local representatives of the trade unions.19
    


    
      Arriving in Glasgow two days before Christmas, Lloyd George received little cheer. Kirkwood, the leader of the
      shop stewards, who considered Lloyd George “a natural hypnotist,” was “determined that the Welsh Wizard should
      not bamboozle us.”20 Even the Lloyd George of Limehouse and “the Dukes” found it
      difficult to proceed after being introduced by Kirkwood as “an enemy of the workers.”21 “I can assure him that every word he says will be carefully weighed. We regard him with
      suspicion, because every action with which his name is associated has the taint of slavery about
      it.”22 Little wonder that Lloyd George was “flabbergasted. The radiance had left
      his face.”23
    


    
      Speaking before the Shop Stewards, Lloyd George attempted to meet the arguments for nationalization and to
      disclaim responsibility for the Munitions Act. He exclaimed that the workers were incapable of managing the
      workshops. In any event, it was a revolutionary proposal and the present was not a time for
      revolutions.24 As for the Munitions Act, it emanated from the workers'
      leaders themselves, men like Brownlie and Henderson, the latter being present. Kirkwood retorted with a
      declaration of their aims and of their strength.
    


    
      
        These men for whom I ask a say in the management carry the confidence of the workers and have confidence in
        themselves. They brought out the men of the Clyde in February in defiance of you, in defiance of the
        Government, in defiance of the Army, and in defiance of the Trade Union leaders. They not only led them out,
        but they led them back victorious… Masters might force them to the workshops… [The Munitions of War Act] bound the workers to Beardsmore as effectively as if they had branded a capital B on
        them … but could not make them work.
      

    


    
      He repudiated Henderson and Brownlie, as not representing the workers: “If you wish to do away with the
      discontent in the workshops do away with the cause.” 25
    


    
      Kirkwood was frank in announcing his aim: nationalization of industry with the workers having an effective share
      in control. “As a Socialist,” he welcomed dilution, “We are not like the Luddites of old, who … looked upon the
      machine as an enemy. We look upon it as a friend.” He “believed in the machine.”26
    


    
      The next day a deputation of Clyde workers presented Lloyd George with similar views.27 There was little comfort in them for the Government. There was no objection to
      dilution—under other conditions.
    


    
      
        We regard it as progressive…it simplifies the labour process, makes labour more mobile, and tends to increase
        output. In short, it is a step in the direct line of industrial evolution. But—and this
        is where the present difficulties arise—its progressive character is lost to the community unless it is
        accompanied by a corresponding step in social evolution.28
      

    


    
      The workers had no faith in a return to pre-war conditions. No Government guarantees could be
      effective and an act compelling a reversion to pre-war conditions “would set back the hands of industrial
      progress, and would continue to hold them back during the period fixed, and that at a time, too, when we are told
      we may be engaged in a commercial war. But even at the expiring of the time limit, the employers would be free to
      take advantage of the experience gained during the war, while we would not be so free to resist….” The remedy,
      they asserted was nationalization and workers' control,29
    


    
      On Christmas morning, Lloyd George addressed three thousand shop stewards and trade union delegates at St.
      Andrews Hall, with Arthur Henderson in the Chair. The “modern St. George was going to slay the dragon of unrest
      and conquer the unruly Clyde.”30 It was a noisy meeting and Lloyd George was
      subjected to constant interruption and heckling. Even his assertion that “Boys, I'm as keen a Socialist as
      any of you, and when the war is over, I'll be back among you,” couldn't quell the din.31 He continued, however, to “beg the skilled workmen of this country, in whose keeping are the
      destinies of labour, to lift up their eyes above the mists of distrust and suspicion, and ascend to the height of
      the greatest opportunity that ever opened before their class.” If they but did so, there would “emerge after the
      war that future of hope which the great leaders of democracy in all ages have pictured in their dreams.” The
      meeting broke up in disorder,32 the workers refusing, as Lloyd George had earlier
      suggested, “to plant the flag” on their workshops by recruiting and enlisting “every lathe” into
      “battalions.”33
    


    
      The Government proceeded to mix repression with conciliation.34 An official
      report of the meeting, which was described as “highly satisfactory,” had appeared in the London Times and other newspapers, but the Glasgow Forward, which published an
      unauthorized (and unexpurgated) verbatim report, was suppressed. The grounds were that the published account was
      untruthful and likely to interfere with the introduction of dilution and thus impede the production of munitions.
      Of the truth of the latter charge there is no doubt, but suspicions have been levelled against the validity of
      the first.35 The official History of the Ministry of
      Munitions, published some years after the war as Confidential For Official Information
      Only, admits that there was no clear case against the Forward under the Defence of
      the Realm Regulations.36
    


    
      At the same time, the Government appointed the Clyde Dilution Commission as a partial concession
      to the workers' demand for the control of dilution. The Commission was careful to consult the Unions and
      their members, as well as the employers. The Clyde Workers Committee again declared in favor of dilution, though
      on grounds which could hardly appeal to the employers and the Government:
    


    
      
        They as socialists welcomed dilution of labour which they regarded as the natural development in industrial
        conditions. They were not like the Luddites of another generation who smashed the new machinery. But this
        scheme of dilution must be carried out under the control of the workers. They recognized that if they had not
        control, cheap labour would be introduced and unless their demand was granted they would fight the scheme to
        the death.37
      

    


    
      More typical, but not much more helpful to the Government, were the views of shipyard boilermakers:
    


    
      
        The purpose of the Munitions Act is to expedite the output of ships and munitions without prejudice to trade
        union rules, principles or customs at the end of the war. This we accept and endorse, and we are willing to
        cooperate.38
      

    


    
      The findings of the Commission were not new, nor were its recommendations especially pleasing to the discontented
      workers. The majority of workers did not object to the principle of dilution, but did oppose its application in
      their particular workshops. Although the workers had demanded an end of the “leaving certificate,” the Commission
      recommended its retention and did not favor the granting of a leaving certificate “merely
      because the worker could get another job at higher pay.”39
    


    
      Their grievances not met by the Government, the restless Clyde workers united once again to wrest by force what
      they could not attain by consent. The strike began in the Parkhead Forge Works on March 17, 1916; its immediate
      cause was the refusal of the company to allow David Kirkwood, the convener of the shop stewards, free access to
      departments during working hours in order to check on dilution. Although immediately repudiated by the Executive
      Council of the Amalgamated Society of Engineers, it spread rapidly. The manifesto issued by the strikers made
      their position plain and clearly revealed the rupture between the strikers and their union officials:
    


    
      
        … all these things and various smaller changes made it obvious to us that our Trade Union representatives were
        to be bound and blindfolded while the trade by which our means of life are obtained was being reduced in the
        interests of capitalists to the level of the most lowly occupation.
      


      
        We feel that during the period when unskilled labour is engaged in our industry more than ordinary freedom is
        required by our shop-stewards to ensure that under the cloak of patriotism greedy employers are not allowed to
        ruin our trade.
      


      
        In reply to this question as to why we did not act through official channels, we wish to state that we
        submitted our grievance about the introduction of non-union soldiers to the Board of Trade, but as far as we
        know, our complaint was not noticed. We directed the attention of our paid officials to the cheap labour in the
        shell shop but they have failed to protect us. Therefore when the restriction was imposed on our Shop Stewards
        we felt that our only hope lay in the drastic action by ourselves.
      


      
        Fellow workers, we are fighting the battle of all workers. If they smash us they will smash
        you. Our victory will be your victory. Unite with us …40
      

    


    
      Reluctant to take action, or perhaps wishing to build up a case for drastic action, the Government levelled grave
      accusations against the strikers. Addison and other speakers in the House of Commons stated that it was all a
      plot to hold up a particular type of howitzer, urgently needed at the front.41
      Even H. G. Wells wrote of “the labour curs of the Clyde.”42
    


    
      These charges did not succeed in getting the strikers back. Thereupon the Government invoking not only the
      Munitions Acts but the Defence of the Realm Regulations, arrested and fined thirty strikers, and “deported” the
      six principal members of the Clyde Workers' Committee to various parts of the country.43 The whole action was carried through in a highhanded manner unlike the traditional process
      of English law. The arrests were made without warrant and no trial was given to the “deportees,” the military
      authorities removing them to other parts of Scotland from which they were forbidden to return to their homes.
      Soon, however, the Government was forced to pay allotments to the dependents left behind. Ultimately, the
      deportees were permitted to return to their homes; at first, on condition that they would agree to “ventilate
      their grievances” only through the “orthodox trade unions,” and later, unconditionally.44
    


    
      The attempt on the part of the Government to force the workers to take up all grievances through orthodox trade
      union channels was not part of a political bargain between the Government and the unions.
      Rather, the Government realized that only by a strengthening of the official leadership could a program of
      dilution be imposed upon the workers.
    


    
      Although the “unofficial” leaders of the Clyde workers did not oppose dilution per se,
      there is no doubt that their hold over the rank-and-file rested on the latter's opposition to dilution. And
      that opposition was both deep and widespread. Lloyd George might publicly endorse the viewpoint that the men at
      the front were not considering “what will happen when the war's over” or “what individuals may profit by
      their sacrifice,”45 but he knew that the problem was not so simple. “… men at the
      front, daily confronted with death and needing shells to protect and defend themselves, wrote home to their
      fellow trade unionists entreating them not to surrender any of the privileges of their craft, although strict
      adhesion to these privileges was impeding the supply of munitions they so sadly needed.”46 As Kirkwood told the Dilution Commissioners, “These trade rights are not ours to surrender.
      They are ours to defend. Our fathers fought for them. It is our duty to guard them.”47 Men risked death against the Germans; they could do little less against their employers. As
      the Nation exclaimed: the employers “covet the territory of trade union restrictions … as
      the German militarists covet Belgium.”48 In the words of a Sheffield shop
      steward, there was “a growing conviction that the workers at home were the custodians of the
      conditions of labour for those in the armed forces, as well as for themselves. It
      became so blatantly apparent that, however lofty the ideals which the politicians told us were the issues of the
      war, the employers and capitalists were more concerned about the exploitation of the ‘National Emergency’ to
      increase rent, interest, and profits.”49
    


    
      Although no one should have known the attitude of the workers better, and perhaps no one did,
      than the craft union leaders, they strove mightily to achieve dilution. It was the responsibility of office and
      the consciousness of danger, external and internal, that convinced the leadership that opposition to dilution
      would, in the last analysis be futile, and could lead only to repression and rebellion. Even if they were not
      convinced that the Government would and could crush dissidents, the alternative offered prospects just as dark.
      The trade union leaders therefore divided their time between urging the Government to make labor restrictions
      more palatable and entreating their own members to accept the restrictions as necessary for the war effort.
    


    
      For example, on the last day of 1915 the Amalgamated Society of Engineers sent a deputation to Asquith and Lloyd
      George and demanded concessions “as the basis of our continued cooperation.” Brownlie frankly stated that the
      concern of the Amalgamated Society of Engineers over the question of wages for other than fully skilled men arose
      only because the interests of the skilled men were affected and that the whole question of dilution was combatted
      by many of the membership, regardless of the pronouncements of the Government and the trade union leaders. “We
      are very anxious to see that the semiskilled and unskilled men coming into the shops shall receive the rates of
      wages set out” in Government announcements, “not so much in the interest of the semi-skilled and unskilled but in
      the interests of the highly skilled men.” Asquith praised the Amalgamated Society of Engineers Executive, but not
      the men behind them and Lloyd George exclaimed that dilution “has not been fought by the Executive; it has been a
      guerilla fight.” Asquith acknowledged the difficulties confronting the Union leaders.
    


    
      
        … no doubt it is a very difficult thing to persuade men who regard what I may call the priorities and
        privileges of skilled labour as almost Gospel, to forego for the time being those privileges … They have a
        fear—one which is perhaps not altogether unnatural that when the War comes to an end the
        reestablishment of the old conditions will be impossible and that all these elaborate safeguards which have
        been built up by generation after generation of Trade Unionists for the protection of their members will be
        found to be undermined. I suspect that is the feeling, and I agree it is one which it is difficult to eradicate
        in a moment or even in a month. The only way is … by the Unions exerting all their force to remove these
        suspicions and to encourage the men, and indeed, as far as they can, I will not say coerce but bring every
        influence they can to bear upon them…50
      

    


    
      Praise for the trade union leadership came from other Government figures, too. Haldane and Grey “both agreed that
      the Labour Members gave them much less trouble than gentlemen in closer political connection—a fact which they
      were inclined to ascribe to the circumstance that most of the Labour Party had through their Trade Unions become
      men of affairs, capable of apprehending any practical issue submitted to them.”51
      As J. R. Clynes explains the situation: “Curiously enough, one of the most difficult of my tasks [as a trade
      union secretary] was to persuade the workmen I represented that arbitration often paid them better in industrial
      disputes than the fierce strikes in which their repressed emotions so eagerly sought outlet…. But masses of men,
      at times, do not understand the object of arbitration, and officials have to lead up to it
      tactfully.”52 Robert Smillie, “still a Socialist,” who when asked what he had
      done in the war, replied “tried to stop the bloody business,” points out that the Government and the employers
      now regarded some of “the much maligned” Labor leaders “as ‘a man and a brother.’”53 As the Webbs remark, “this enormous draft on the patriotism of the rank and file [the
      relinquishment of trade union conditions] could only be secured by enlisting the support of the official
      representatives of the Trade Union world—by according to them a unique and unprecedented place as the diplomatic
      representatives of the wage-earning class.”54
    


    
      The confidential official History of the Ministry of Munitions discloses that the Treasury
      Conference of March, 1915, which resulted in the Treasury Agreement of the same month, was called by the
      Government at the instance of the trade unions. More than twenty-five years after the close of the war, despite
      the fact that the leading Government figures and many of the labor leaders have published memoirs including
      accounts of their war-time activities, this fact is not revealed in any other source. The History, with characteristic understatement, declares that “It is a point of considerable interest”
      that the Treasury Conference was called at the suggestion of the trade union leaders who needed help in carrying
      their members. Truly this fact was and is “not publicly known.”55
    


    
      Yet, at the Treasury Conference, the Union leadership, goaded on by their members (“It is not altogether so much
      that we require to be convinced as our members generally. …”) and bearing a responsibility to them, sought to win
      concessions from the Government, conscious though they were that any Government promises, with the best of
      intentions, could not be kept. Once yielded up, their privileges could not be easily reclaimed. They were aware
      of this no less than the Clyde Workers Committee. The Amalgamated Society of Engineers delegation at the Treasury
      Conference very frankly stated the viewpoint of labor's “aristocracy”—the skilled men: “… the introduction of
      unskilled and semi-skilled labor into this industry is a standing menace to the skilled. We have no desire to prevent anyone rising in the social scale, but we do not think we are called upon to allow him to
      rise in the social scale to the detriment of the skilled workers …we represent certain interests—if you like,
      vested interests and a monopoly skill which is our duty to safeguard … [that is] the job for which we are paid.
      #x2026;” No Government guarantees could be effective. A delegate “reached the heart of the trouble” in
      questioning Lloyd George: “… could you see your way clear to give guarantees and assurances that at the end of
      the war, semi-skilled men will be removed?” Lloyd George: “That is an essential part of the bargain.” The
      Delegate: “But could you devise ways and means of eliminating the skilled knowledge which the semi-skilled men
      will have acquired?” Lloyd George: “Well!”56
    


    
      Thus, both the union officials and the rank-and-file members understood the situation. Where they differed was on
      the question of direct action. Many of the rank-and-file felt that their interests could be preserved only by
      dramatic action. That these tactics were better calculated to attain the end in view than those of the official
      leadership was admitted by the leaders themselves after the close of the war. At the Industrial
      Conference held in March, 1919, when it was already obvious that the policy of the Government did not tend to
      favor the workers, the trade union officials admitted their error. During the war, they said, it had been “much
      more difficult to get prompt attention to industrial grievances … in those cases in which the workers, from
      patriotic motives, have remained at work and endeavored to act by constitutional methods than where they have
      come out on strike or threatened immediate or drastic action.”57
    


    
      Lloyd George recognized that many of the difficulties faced by the Government were not caused by discontent
      directed only against the Government. “The revolution is far more a revolt against official leaders of trade
      unionism than against the Government.”58
    


    
      Kitchener, with brilliant insight, very early in the war foresaw the cleavage, with the Government and trade
      union officials on one side, opposed by the rank-and-file. He told Ben Tillett that “before this thing [the war]
      is over” they might both be hanging from lamp-posts.59 Conditions never quite
      reached that stage, but to the uneasy trade union officials it seemed that all events were leading to it.
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      the war: “…for the victims of the manservant who have suffered his tyranny for generation upon generation have
      found how easy it is, and that a man can live just as happily without being valeted!” R. D. Blumenfeld,
      All in a Lifetime (London, 1931), p. 107.
    


    
      57 The Times remarked in October, 1917: “The men have
      learnt that not only legitimate but any demands have only to be backed by a strike to be immediately conceded.”
      Times, October 15, 1917. The Director of Personal Service in the War Department, part of
      whose duty it was “to be fully informed” as to industrial conditions, and who cannot be accused of being in favor
      of any strikes, let alone police strikes, “felt that the [police] strike was justified up to a point” because
      otherwise “their grievances would never have been heeded.” Childs, Episodes and
      Reflections, pp. 175, 179. Even Lansbury remarked that “the policy of the Government in all matters of
      prices, wages, and commissions was that everybody got what they asked for…” Lansbury, My
      Life, p. 207.
    


    
      58 77 H. C. Deb. 5s., 851. As the Times editorialized, “If
      it depended on the trade union leaders there would be no doubt at all” of peaceful labor conditions, but “it does
      not depend on them.” Times, March 24, 1915.
    


    
      59 Frances, Countess of Warwick, Discretions (New York,
      1931), p. 228.
    

  


  
    
       
    


    
       
    


    CHAPTER
    XVII
    

    OTHER LABOR DIFFICULTIES 1916–1918


    
      DISCONTENT naturally grew with the lengthening of the war, which eventually broke down “all
      patience and nearly all other virtues.”1 Long hours and increasing restrictions
      were having their inevitable effects. The lavish promises of the Government had awakened an enthusiasm; the
      failure of realization not merely disappointed, but disillusioned many. As early as April 15, 1916, the
      Economist had demanded a peace settlement before a new “masque of anarchy supervenes.”
      2 Yet the Government, as Grey later explained, dared not make peace even if it
      could: along with the other belligerents, it “could offer nothing” to the people “to show for the
      war.”3 D. H. Lawrence, with the prescience of an artist, wrote in November, 1916,
      “We should say ‘enough of war’ while yet we are alive.…It is foolish to drop down at last in inertia, and let the
      world end so—in inertia. While we have the vitality to create, we ought to stop the fighting—otherwise, when the
      end comes, we are spiritually bankrupt. Which is final disaster.&”4 The
      “people,” as Repington later reported, “are deadly tired of war.&The worst danger is the dour, vengeful, and
      almost revolutionary attitude of labour …the workers are physically exhausted and angry, they no
      longer trust their parliamentary labour leaders.…”5
    


    
      The psychological malaise in labor circles was punctuated by a host of issues and incidents of a deepening
      significance. Opposition to conscription was becoming as universal as the early eagerness to volunteer for
      military service. The drafting of an engineer named Hargreaves touched off the spark and a strike which began at
      Sheffield in November, 1916, threatened to spread elsewhere. Called by the local Engineers' Shop Stewards
      Committee over conscription of skilled men for military service, the strike was settled only by the release of
      Hargreaves from the army and the introduction of the “Trade Card Scheme.” As finally put into effect, the Trade
      Card Scheme authorized thirty-two trade unions to issue certificates exempting their skilled members from
      military service.6 Other unions vigorously demanded that they also be included,
      bitterly assailing the special privileges granted to their rivals.7 The
      opposition of the unions excluded, plus the fact that the scheme seriously handicapped the military in their
      insistent demands for men, caused the Government to abandon the scheme in March, 1917, though not without a
      bitter struggle. The scheduled withdrawal of the Trade Card Scheme and prospective conscription stimulated many
      workers into action. A large strike of the engineers began on April 30, 1917, over the issue of the Trade Card
      Scheme and the Government's insistence that dilution be extended to private work, despite previous guarantees
      to the contrary.8 The strike ended only after the provisions for
      dilution in the new Munitions of War Bill were deleted, but in the meantime two hundred thousand men had lost a
      total of one and a half million working days.
    


    
      Even the miners, so many of whom had dashed to the recruiting stations at the beginning of the war, were now
      backward in reporting for military service. By the end of December, 1916, 289,000 miners (282,000 by March, 1916)
      were in the military service,9 but of these, 193,000 had joined before March,
      1915, and an additional 56,850 had joined from March to August, 1915.10 The
      miners had feared that military conscription was a step towards industrial conscription. In November, 1915, the
      Miners' Federation, along with other labor groups, had secured a promise from the Government that those who
      attested under the Derby Scheme would retain their full civil rights.11 Although
      coal was vital, the need for recruits forced the Government to draft miners in large numbers, beginning before
      the middle of 1917. The Miners' Federation protested, but it did not take further action, and the Government
      proceeded on its policy of “combing out” miners.12
    


    
      Serious in 1916, the labor unrest seemed to be getting out of hand in 1917. The Government knew the causes; its
      own commissions to investigate industrial unrest listed and described them; but it was no easy task to eliminate
      high prices, restrictions on personal freedom, industrial fatigue, and lack of confidence in the Government and
      in some of the trade union leaders without creating a worse situation.13 The
      fundamental policies of state regulations were necessary, and in the last analysis they were
      accepted as such by most of the citizens who were not in favor of overthrowing the traditional order of things. A
      small minority, however, was seeking to utilize the discontent as a lever for revolution.
    


    
      It was in these circumstances that news came of the revolution in Russia. The news “lit up the skies with a lurid
      flash of hope for all who were dissatisfied with the existing order of society.”14 As Lloyd George saw it, discord was fomented, discontent organized, by the “habitual
      malcontents in the ranks of labour.… Fishers in troubled waters, they did not create the unrest, but they took
      full advantage of it.” 15
    


    
      The Government sought to strengthen the official leadership of the trade unions. For example, the Government
      promoted the extension of collective bargaining procedures in the shipping industry in order that the unions
      themselves might deal with the “habitual malcontents.” The absence of collective bargaining in the shipping
      industry before the war proved a boomerang. Because of the great shortage of seamen, advances in pay were
      frequently conceded in order to secure a crew for a particular ship. Once granted, this led to a fresh general
      demand, and to a circle which the employers and the Government could only consider vicious.
    


    
      After the State took over control of the shipping industry, a Marine Conciliation Committee was set up in July,
      1917, for the adjustment of disputes with neither seamen nor shipowners being represented. In the meantime, the
      Shipping Federation, acutely conscious of the disadvantages of its former position, was
      beginning to make overtures to the Unions.16 As a result of negotiations, the
      National Maritime Board was formed in November, 1917, representing the Government, the employers, and the seamen,
      with separate panels for sailors and firemen, for Navigation Officers, for Engineering Officers, and for the
      Catering Departments.17 The object of the new body was to secure “closer
      cooperation between the employers and employed of the British Mercantile Marine in the maintenance of the
      maritime supremacy of the British Empire.…”18 During its existence “no material
      stoppage of work” occurred.19 It continued in operation until the establishment
      of a Joint Industrial Council for the industry.
    


    
      The ever greater role the unions were playing in controlling the lot of the workers is exemplified in the
      reluctant concession to the sailors unions, in the summer of 1917, over the crucial question of the supply of
      labor. The hiring of sailors was now to be under the joint control of employers and unions, the Government
      providing the hiring halls.20 In the past the shipping industry had opposed union
      control as “a subversion of the principles of liberty of labour, and freedom of contract, and an intolerable form
      of industrial conscription.”21 Now, they welcomed collective bargaining on the
      part of their employees “provided they are prepared to carry out the engagements entered into on their behalf” by
      their representatives. The complaint was, rather, that the men did not heed their leaders.22 Control by the unions over their restless members was now welcomed by the shipping industry.
    


    
      The year 1917 was perhaps the stormiest of the war. Although, normally, unrest tended to be
      cumulative, the great March, 1918, offensive of the German Army resulted in almost a renewal of the industrial
      truce. Even the rank-and-file members of the trade unions were now convinced that more drastic Government action
      was necessary. Taking advantage of the situation, the Government enacted a new and more drastic military service
      law in April, 1918.
    


    
      The labor situation of 1918 was less serious only by contrast with 1917. Although the period of May to September,
      1918, was one of relative industrial peace—in fact the quietest since March, 1915,23 the interlude was marred by the Coventry strike of July, 1918, and the Police strikes of
      August and September.
    


    
      The cry of “traitor” had often been hurled at strikers, but the events leading up to the Coventry strike might
      give point to an accusation of treason against the managers of one of the munition factories in the Coventry
      area. On July 1, 1918, the Ministry of Munitions issued instructions to three firms in Coventry forbidding them
      to hire any additional skilled men without the consent of the Ministry. One firm issued a “confidential”
      notice—which became generally known—to its foremen stating that the Ministry had categorically forbidden the
      employment of any additional skilled men except discharged sailors or soldiers and defined skilled men as those
      in receipt of standard district wages. (“Unskilled” or “semi-skilled” men could continue to be
      hired.)24
    


    
      All the suspicions of the skilled trade union members were now confirmed. The “embargo” on employing additional
      labor would have the same effect—and even more—as the leaving certificates, and the definition of “skilled men”
      incorporated all the “dilutes,” thus wiping out the distinctions which would be important at the
      end of the war, when the Government had promised the restoration of the trade union restrictions. Behind it all
      was seen the attempt at industrial conscription. A strike which began in Coventry on July 23, spread to
      Birmingham and was beginning to affect other areas, was only called off when the Government stepped in and
      explained the full situation.25
    


    
      The spirit of unrest was infectious, or rather the conditions making for disaffection operated widely. The London
      Police strike, beginning on the last day of August, as well as police strikes in Birmingham, Liverpool, and other
      cities, in the words of the official reports, “met with a regrettable amount of success” 26 and the London police service “was practically paralyzed by the withdrawal from duty of the
      bulk of the Force.” 27 The Government and certain classes of the community were
      frightened by the symbolic significance of police striking. It was “as if the Bank of England had stopped
      payment. That and the Metropolitan Police seemed to be pillars of the Constitution.” 28
    


    
      No sooner were the police strikes over, than forty thousand cotton spinners stopped working.29 This strike proved that the leaders of the engineers and the miners unions did not have a
      monopoly on rank and file disaffection. The cotton industry was strongly organized; the chief unions were the
      Amalgamated Society of Cotton. Operatives and the Amalgamated Weavers Association, the latter a federation of
      district unions.30 The employers were likewise well organized,
      and more readily accepted union organization than did other industrialists.31
    


    
      The strike was forced upon the union leaders by the discontinuance of the unique “rota” system.32 This system had been largely responsible for the lack of serious protest on the part of the
      cotton workers who had received a smaller increase in wages during the war (less than 20 per cent by July, 1917)
      than the workers of other large industries. Further wage increases were granted subsequently, but with prices and
      profits reaching dizzy heights, a new demand for another 30 per cent increase over pre-war wages was made.
      Instead, the abolition of the rota system was announced. This would have the effect of reducing weekly earnings
      by 28 per cent at a time when the President of the Manchester Chamber of Commerce had announced, with pardonable
      pride and satisfaction, that “more money had been made in the Lancashire cotton spinning trade … than in any
      similar half year in the history of the industry.” 33 Eventually, after long,
      involved, and bitter negotiations, an agreement was reached on May 22, by which a further 25 per cent advance on
      the basis of the Standard Lists was granted, and the rota system extended. Its subsequent discontinuance was
      responsible for the strike which began on September 14, despite all efforts of the union leaders. A spontaneous
      rank and file movement could not be restrained.34
    


    
      Work was resumed after a week, on the appeal of the Prime Minister, who promised action following an inquiry by a
      Government tribunal. The official Report supported the workers, who were “substantially worse
      off than before the war” at a time when the industry was in its most prosperous state. The operatives had been
      “seeking the wrong remedy” for their grievances, however, and the tribunal recommended that the employers and
      workers negotiate a new agreement. But this was not done.35
    


    
      Strikes by the police and the relatively docile cotton workers, on the eve of the Armistice, give a pointed
      indication of the trend of events. The Armistice ended the war between nations; it had no such effect on war-like
      relations between employers and workers in Great Britain. It put an end to war-time labor difficulties in Great
      Britain, not by doing away with labor troubles, but by terminating the war. Future disputes, however war-like
      their nature, were carried on during what was alleged to be international peace.
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    CHAPTER XVIII
    

    “RECONSTRUCTION”


    
      TIMES of trouble, of stirring discontent, of vague longings for what is not, breed apocalyptic
      visions. The vexatious present is the more acceptable, much that is evil is glossed over, if only some future
      millennium offers an escape from the frustration of unrealized hope. Throughout the war, almost in direct ratio
      to the strains it imposed, the people of Britain were promised a new future if only they could, and would by
      their sacrifices, suffer the severities that seemed so necessary for survival and victory.
    


    
      Ambiguous though it appears to be, the history of Great Britain during the war period of 1914–1918 may be best
      summarized in two expressions coined at the time: “Business as usual” and “Reconstruction.” Almost exclusively
      conditioned by the war and its problems, these slogans, so contradictory in their implications, and the reality
      behind them, affected the entire domestic, social, and economic strategy of the war. These two phrases
      characterize, however roughly, the two phases of the war. Their use overlapped, but no more so than the fact that
      these were never two clearly-distinct, “clean-cut” stages of the war. “Business as usual” held sway during the
      first two years when, within the patterns of a traditional war, the tried and tested formulas of the past could
      be trusted to “pull Britain through.” Yet, even early in 1916, it was becoming increasingly evident that the
      “good old ways” were inadequate, that new expedients must be wrought if Britain were to emerge victorious. The
      year 1915 had been, on the whole, tolerable; by 1916 the horrors were plain, as were the sacrifices which had to
      be made and which could not be delayed. There were some who recoiled when they realized the nature of the
      burnt-offerings that were required to propitiate the God of War. They joined and gave added strength to those who
      had been less than enthusiastic about the war even at its outbreak. Their numbers were still
      small at the beginning of 1916, but with disappointment at the course of the war increasing, with restrictions
      and hardships beginning to assume shape and pressing down on the civilian population, an ever larger number
      proved susceptible to the blandishments of those who sought an end to the war. Disillusionment and disheartenment
      are breeders of discontent and notorious carriers of the dread virus of pacifism.
    


    
      “Reconstruction,” its origins obscure, was to furnish, or at least, go a long way toward furnishing, the
      psychological solution for what seemed an insoluble difficulty—the necessity of tightening the civilian economy
      and extending restrictions on the population at the very time when the latter was growing increasingly restless
      on account of the war and the controls already instituted. The word “reconstruction” might imply a return to
      previously existing conditions, but it was almost never used in this sense. Its use was, however, characteristic.
      The Britain which went to war to preserve the status quo, expressed itself in that language even when it was
      resolved and ostensibly preparing to change the face of Britain, if not of the world. During the war,
      “reconstruction” was synonymous with change. It was proclaimed to a population which had seen the world change
      and which was preparing for greater changes. Not merely a return to the past, but a recognition of the present
      and a hope for the future were all encompassed in the term. As Britain proceeded on the road to suffering,
      humiliation, and sacrifice, a new world was promised for the future to those who had to endure the sufferings of
      the present. Government emphasis on reconstruction grew out of the sufferings and the low spirit of the citizens
      during the three bitter years beginning in 1916.
    


    
      As with wartime controls, the administrative machinery for reconstruction was evolved slowly. And the stages were
      the same. No more than in the case of controls, did the approach to the problem vary. In March, 1916, Asquith set
      up a Cabinet Committee on Reconstruction to investigate and report on the after-war problems
      that were expected to arise. A year later this Committee was reconstructed by Lloyd George into a Reconstruction
      Committee, of which he was the nominal head, but which otherwise consisted of members who devoted their full time
      to the Committee. In August, 1917, by statute, a Ministry of Reconstruction was established. The Ministry of
      Reconstruction was an innovation, perhaps in its implications one of the startling innovations of the war. It was
      to be a “thinking” ministry. The act setting up the Ministry asserted “the primary importance in relation to
      reconstruction of organized thought as distinct from executive action.” The purpose of the Ministry was to engage
      in research and to encourage action on the results obtained. Its scope was majestic in concept, and its
      administrative machinery was as elaborate. Separate administrative branches were to deal with Commerce and
      Production; Finance, Shipping and Common Services; Labour and Industrial Organization; Rural Development;
      Machinery of Government, Central and Local; Health; Education; Housing; and Internal Transport.
    


    
      To ensure its adequate functioning, or perhaps, to cushion against its failure, the war-time device of a
      consultative committee was established. Like the Ministry, the Advisory Council was divided into sections:
      Production and Commercial Organization; Finance, Transport and Common Services; Labour and Industrial
      Organization; and a section dealing with Social Development, including Agriculture, Education, Health, and
      Housing. To guard against exclusive control by the special interests involved, each section consisted of
      representatives of all groups in the entire Council. But each group was to be separate and distinct; this
      discrete privacy was to be maintained in order to encourage the free communication of information to the Council
      as a whole without the possibility of its being short-circuited amongst the various subdivisions. On the other
      hand, though the Council was advisory, it was not permitted carte-blanche even in advice.
      It was to deal only with specific references submitted to it by the Minister of Reconstruction. By the end of 1917 the following subjects had been submitted to it: railway equipment,
      standardization, post-war rationing of industries, the establishment of Industrial Courts, housing, agricultural
      labor, and even the future organization of voluntary women's work.
    


    
      Whatever were to be the future and permanent accomplishments of the Ministry, the extent of its activities at the
      beginning of 1917 was little less than universal. Britain was to be reconstructed, or at least the possibility of
      reconstruction was to be investigated, from the very foundations. In conjunction with Committees from the
      Treasury, the Board of Trade, the Department of Overseas Trade, the Ministry of Munitions, the Ministry of
      Labour, the Priority Organization of the Cabinet, the War Office, the Admiralty, the Board of Agriculture, and
      other Departments, the Reconstruction Ministry was conducting inquiries into practically every aspect and phase
      of British life during and after the war. In the field of commerce and production, the supply and control of raw
      materials, preservation of industries, establishment of new industries, stockholding, trusts and combinations,
      improvements in trade organization for the purpose of more economical production, distribution and marketing,
      were some of the subjects investigated, although the immediate problem was that of reconciling an expected
      shortage of raw materials, goods, and shipping with the almost unlimited demand for manufactured goods. The sale
      of surplus property in the hands of the war departments might tend to alleviate this, but the danger of glut and
      consequent fall in prices and the dislocation of industry and labor was inherent and haunting. Rationing was
      inevitable, but the emphasis was to be on industrial self-control subject to certain general principles to be
      laid down by the Government.
    


    
      The impetus given by the war to the formation of trade associations of employers was recognized, accepted and
      approved. A “concerted effort” was to be made to increase their number and representation, pending the formation
      of Joint Industrial Councils. In the field of labor, a general survey of industrial policy as a
      whole was prepared and inquiry was being undertaken of special problems in this category. In a program which was
      to call for a “land fit for heroes,” the policy of rural development could not be neglected. The submarine
      campaign emphasized the country's dependence on agriculture and the Ministry hoped to recommend a policy to
      aid demobilization as well as food production. The whole machinery of government, the process of education, and
      the field of health were likewise investigated. Housing, which was soon to be the test of reconstruction, did not
      achieve, at this time, any greater prominence in the Ministry's activities or publicity than, for example,
      the problem of Inland Transport. In the last analysis the law was the sine qua non and the
      Ministry's legal department was busy drafting laws and amendments.
    


    
      The Government appointed hundreds of committees and sub-committees to study the problems of the post-war world,
      but in the words of Andrew Lang in another connection, the Government used the committees “as a drunken man uses
      lamp-posts—for support rather than for illumination.” 1
    


    
      The original inspiration and the continuing stimulus for reconstruction came from the need to urge the people on
      at the very time when they were tending to lag. Other reasons, too, were not lacking. Many persons must have
      felt, as did the man who, as an individual, bears a greater responsibility for bringing Britain into the conflict
      than perhaps any of his countrymen, that “the lamps are going out all over Europe,” and must have tried to avoid
      his prophecy, “we shall not see them lit again in our lifetime.” 2
    


    
      Little was expected in this direction during the war, and very little was accomplished. Most of the British
      people, however, agreed with Government spokesmen that the war period was no time to make a revolution. But, in
      biding their time, they were all the more eager and expectant once the war was over. Lloyd
      George, ever attuned to the public spirit, had forecast: “The men and women of this country will be burnt into
      fine building material for the new Britain in the fiery kilns of war” and expressed the inarticulate inner
      thoughts of the people when, in his speeches during the 1918 Election, he promised a “home fit for heroes to live
      in. … There is no time to lose. … Don't let us waste this victory merely in ringing joybells.” 3 Two days before, Lloyd George and Bonar Law had issued an election manifesto to the voters,
      in which they outlined a program which they promised to institute if returned to office. A new heaven on earth
      was to be the reward for bitter sacrifice. “It is a source of pride to be of this age and to be members of this
      nation. In the whole course of the world's history no generation has been compelled to face sacrifices such
      as we have steadfastly endured, or perils such as we have victoriously confronted.” 4 As Lloyd George put it, the old “mismanagement” could no longer be tolerated. “We cannot
      return to the old conditions. … Timidity is fatal to great action, and these are the days when great action is
      required.” 5
    


    
      The new Parliament was, as the Prime Minister stated, “pledged up to the eyes” to deal with “the question of
      social conditions,” 6 and Government spokemen still addressed the country in the
      language of change; but in truth, reform had lapsed. The months passed by, and little was being done to implement
      the war and election promises. Even had they been so minded, the leaders of the Coalition Government could not
      have put through their program.7 The Parliament elected in 1918
      with the aid of the “coupon” was composed of “hard faced men who… had done very well out of the war” and they
      were in no mood for reform.8 “The war did not pinch them, it had caressed
      them,”9 They were strengthened in their convictions by the great price boom and
      by the seeming prosperity of the immediate post-war period.
    


    
      Economic control during the war had not come about through any intellectual conversion and had not lasted long
      enough to condition new social habits.10 As was true during the war, public
      statements lagged behind actual events. The new Parliament, opening on February 6, 1919, was greeted with the
      statement in the King's speech that, “the aspirations for a better social order which have been quickened in
      the hearts of my people by the experience of the War must be encouraged by prompt and comprehensive action.” The
      Government paid lip service to the ideal of a new and better Britain. “We must stop at no sacrifice of interest
      or prejudice to stamp out unmerited poverty, to diminish unemployment and mitigate its sufferings, to provide
      decent homes, to improve the nation's health, and to raise the standard of well-being throughout the
      community” and pleaded for “resolute action.” Yet reconstruction was now in limbo. The emphasis was to be put on
      achieving the desired goals by “increasing industrial and agricultural output. …” 11
    


    
      The Prime Minister had stated during the war, “there must be no patching up.” 12
      In March, 1917, he had told a deputation of the Labour Party that “audacity” was the thing; that it would be
      necessary to “seize” the opportunity “to remake Britain.” “Don't always be thinking of
      getting back to where you were before the War; get a really new world.” 13 But
      the fire of the pre-war period was lacking; men were too weary to engage in building anew. In Britain, as in the
      United States, men wanted “not heroics but healing; not nostrums but normalcy; not revolution but restoration;
      not agitation but adjustment; not surging but serenity; not the dramatic but the dispassionate; not experiment
      but equipoise. …” 14 “Tranquillity” was the English translation of “normalcy.” D.
      H. Lawrence felt that he “had enough of the social passion.”15 But others felt as
      did T. E. Lawrence:
    


    
      
        It felt like morning, and the freshness of the world-to-be intoxicated us. We were wrought up with ideas
        inexpressible and vaporous, but to be fought for. … Yet when we achieved and the new world dawned, the old men
        came out again and took from us our victory and re-made it in the likeness of the former world they knew. Youth
        could win, but had not learned to keep, and was pitiably weak against age. We stammered that we had worked for
        a new heaven and a new earth, they thanked us kindly. …16
      

    


    
      The essential tragedy of the war was, as the poet Sassoon exclaimed, the “exploitation of
      courage.” 17 With the end of the war, the British people had “a dull feeling that
      their terrible sacrifices” had been to little purpose.18 As Bonar Law said later,
      a drummer boy who had been an asset in the hour of battle, was now a nuisance among the casualties in the
      hospital ward.19 The foundations for “tranquillity” were present. Writing in the
      autumn of 1919, John Maynard Keynes explained the mood of the time: “… we are at the dead season of our fortunes.
      The reaction from the exertions, the fears, and the sufferings of the past five years is at its height. Our power
      of feeling or caring beyond the immediate questions of our own material well-being is temporarily eclipsed. The
      greatest events outside our own direct experience and the most dreadful anticipations cannot move us. … we have
      been moved already beyond endurance and need rest.” 20 Writing in retrospect, the
      critic Herbert Read explains: “we had acquired only one new quality: exhaustion.” 21 The new “keyword was Disillusion. Not the Byronic melancholy and Sorrows of Werther in
      fashion after the Napoleonic wars, but hard, cynical, gay disillusion.” 22
    


    
      Against this general background the restless labor groups were helpless. At bottom British labor was, as the
      Round Table assured its readers, “British in instincts, habits, and
      ultimate aims.” 23 The great “crucible of war” had not only fused the whole
      population,24 it had “consumed the moral energies” of the people.25 Labor, however, did not give up the struggle without a quarrel.
    


    
      An armistice is, technically, merely a suspension of hostilities, but the Armistice of November, 1918, was, as in
      fact it was intended to be, a surrender. On the home front, it seemed but a prelude to hostilities. It was a
      truce and not an uneasy Peace which the trade union leaders had arranged so eagerly in August, 1914. The outbreak
      of war was almost more of a pretext than a cause. The twenty-five years preceding the war had not only seen a
      great spurt in trade union organization, especially among the unskilled, they had everywhere aroused a spirit of
      protest, almost revolt, against the existing trade-union leadership. Hastily taking advantage of the feeling of
      sacrifice and unity engendered by the declaration of war, and fearing, too, that the Government might likewise
      take advantage of the situation, the trade union leadership rushed to the sacrificial altar. Nor may one overlook
      the fact that the war came at what was generally considered the beginning of a trade depression which the war, it
      was universally felt, would deeply accentuate. Wiser than the impatient and restless rank and file, the trade
      union leaders knew that trade union advantages could not be secured in a falling market. Now the picture of the
      market was reversed, and the years 1919 and 1920 were years of resentment and great strikes.26 Demobilization of the army augmented the labor forces; many former soldiers continued
      fighting not against the “Huns,” with whom it had been so easy to fraternize, but against their employers and
      against the Government for which they had fought so valiantly. All the forces of unrest which had seemed to many
      to be hovering on the brink of catastrophe before the war, held in substantial check during the war, were now
      unchained with an impetus that appeared to be well nigh irresistible. It needed no rationalization on the part of
      the workers for them to feel that in pushing their demands they were but helping the Government to realize its
      promises of a better world.27
    


    
      “Time had not stood still” between the years 1914 to 1919, but “across that gulf of chaos” no bridge had been
      built.28 The problems of the past were the torments of the present.
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