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Labour Relations in London Transport

INTRODUCTION

THE following chapters are an attempt to describe and evaluate
the labour relations of a publicly-owned undertaking. Although
the shortcomings of this study may well need excuses, the attempt
itself does not, for labour relations are more and more coming
to be regarded as an important subject, and labour relations in
publicly-owned industry are of particular interest.

It has for long not been possible, if it ever was, to pretend that
‘the only argument that counts with the worker is the pay
packet’, or that relations in industry are satisfactory so long as
there are no strikes or lock-outs. Trade unions have successtully
advanced from their early battles to secure recognition in order
to discuss rates of pay and conditions of labour, to the achieve-
ment of a fairly general recognition of their right to consideration
and consultation in all matters affecting industry. Employers
are coming more and more to see that not only satisfactory
incomes and congenial conditions, but anything that affects the
health, spirits and morale of workers, and their relation to the
job, their fellow-workers and their superiors or subordinates
has some bearing on the efficiency and success of their under-
takings. Personnel management, industrial psychology, ‘human
relations in industry’ are raised to the dignity of independent
studies. Admittedly some of the attention paid to-day to labour
and to trade unions is due to the abnormal conditions of full
employment, and would wither away if unemployment were
permitted to return, but much is due to a long-period develop-
ment in attitudes to industrial relations.

One of the reasons for this development is the growth in size
of industrial undertakings. The increasing distance between the
director and the operator makes it necessary to give attention
to the channels of communication, and for those on top con-
sciously to study the problems with which they are no longer-
directly familiar. The growth in numbers employed requires
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the development of institutions and generalized procedures to
supplement attenuated personal relationships. The growing
complexity of managerial problems has led to functionalization
and the fostering of specialized techniques for dealing with
labour matters.

If this is true, we have already one reason for the peculiar
importance of labour problems under public ownership, for the
nationalization acts of recent years have created industrial under-
takings far larger than this country has seen before. A second
reason is the emphasis placed upon these problems in current
political controversy. Labour difficulties in general are good
news-value to-day. This is partly due to full employment, and
partly to the special responsibility of a Labour Government in
labour matters owing to its close connection with the unions and
its claim to be the political representative of labour. This respon-
sibility is nowhere greater than in the recently nationalized
industries, in which, by law, the boards are appointed by
ministers, and responsible to ministers in matters of policy.
Moreover, with general acceptance of the social services, and a
bi-partisan foreign policy, nationalization and the conduct of
nationalized industry has become one of the main subjects of
controversy between the parties. The press has assisted by giving
a generous share of its restricted columns, most of all to reporting
labour disputes in those industries. Nationalized industries have,
of course, many problems besides labour problems, but the latter
are the most readily comprehensible and the most colourful,
and therefore reccive the greatest publicity.

Another reason for interest in labour problems under public
ownership is the claims that have been made by most supporters
of public ownership that it would provide a solution to labour
problems, or at least a framework congenial to their solution.
The primary argument for public ownership has usually been
economic: that the substitution of planning and co-operation for
‘wasteful’ competition would give greater production, or that the
abolition of profits would lead to a better distribution of the
proceeds of industry, or both. Now it is clear that either increased
wealth or a redistribution of wealth makes possible increased
expenditure on workers, either directly in increasing wages or
reducing hours, or indirectly in improving the environment in
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which they work, and it is easy to argue that this should be done
and that, if it was done, it would sweeten labour relations. So
it has been argued that the expected economic results of public
ownership could be used to solve labour problems. Most
socialists lI-:ave, however, argued that, apart from direct economic
benefits, public ownership would be, or would permit, a morally
superior organization of industry, an organization which would
give the worker a position more desirable in itself than the one he
held before. And it is of interest to see how far these claims are
justified in the event.

Evaluation is a matter of comparison. Labour relations under
public ownership can be compared with labour relations in
private industry or with the predictions made by socialists in the
past. The use of this latter method requires that some account
of those predictions be given, and, since different schools of
socialists have held different views, a small excursion into the
history of socialist thought is necessary before this can be done.

The early socialists certainly held that the introduction of their
systems would lead to both economic and moral benefits, for all,
and in particular for the producers. Owen and Fourier were
mainly interested in the moral revolution that the economic
changes they proposed would, as they believed, bring about;
and the failure of his experiments led Owen towards the view
that the economic change could only be brought about as the
result of the moral revolution. For all the care that they gave to
the economic success of their producers’ co-operatives, the
Christian Socialists preached the supreme moral value of the
co-operative life, apart from its usefulness for combating the
evils of low wages and sweated labour. But the teachings of the
early socialists are not much to our purpose, for the type of
organization which they looked forward to was, in the main, of
small industrial units, whether co-operative communities or
self-governing workshops, far removed from our nationalized
industries of to-day.

Nationalization first became an essential clement in British
socialism with the rise of the socialist societies towards the end of
the nineteenth century. These bodies were later accused of having
argued only from the point of view of the consumer in emphasiz-
ing the cheapness and efficiency which their socialism would
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bring to industry, and not from the point of view of the pro-
ducer, since they entirely neglected the liberation of the worker
from industrial servitude, from wage-slavery. Their moral
argument for socialism was rather the value of service to the
state than the value of industrial self~government. Their critics
maintained that the form of industrial organization which they
proposed would strengthen the bonds which held the worker
down, by subjecting him to a vast bureaucracy. Some defence
could be made against this charge. The Fabians, at least until the
first world-war, placed as much emphasis on municipal as on
national control of industry; and the Social Democrats repeated,
at least in some of their propaganda, Marx’s demand for the
direct election of management in socialized industry and in
‘industrial armies’.? It remains true, however, that their model of
national organization for industry was the Post Office which
was readily praised by both schools;? even the left--wing Social
Democrats criticized the Post Office only on the grounds that
the profits were used to reduce taxation on the rich rather than
to improve the position of the worker.? When, after its electoral
success in 1905, the Labour Party began to introduce nationaliza-
tion bills, they provided for control by a minister and his depart-
ment, tempered by clauses permitting operation by local
authorities, or leasing to the previous operators.*

The critics of this form of socialism were the syndicalists and
the national guildsmen. The syndicalists, and the industrial
unionists (for in Britain these two doctrines were rarely dis-
tinguished) thought that control by a parliament—and moreover

! See, for instance, H. M. Hyndman’s Socialism amd Slavery—being an answer to M.
Herbert Spencer’s attack upon the Democratic Federation, The Modern Press, 1884.

3 See Fabian Essays in Socialism, ed. G. B. Shaw, Walter Scott, 1889, p. 185, and Socialism
and Slavery.

® The report of the Hyndman-Bradlaugh debate of April 17, 1884, Freethought
Publishing Co., p.10.

¢ The Nationalization of Coal Mines and Minerals Bill (Bill 244 of 1913) provided
for straight departmental control. The Nationalization of Mines, Canals, Railways and
Tramways Bill (Bill 103 of 1906 and 135 of 1907) and the Nationalization of Canals
and Railways Bill (Bill 326 of 1908, 92 of 1909, 93 of 1911, and 63 of 1912) provided
for purchase by the Local Government Board or, in the later bills, the Board of Trade
(with provision for leasing) but departmental powers of control might be delegated
to a Board of Control of 50-100 persons. The 1914 Railway Nationalization Bill (Bill 212
of 1914) laid down that ‘subject to the absolute control of the Minister’ the undertaking
was to be operated by a board of four members, appointed initially by the ministers
concerned, but after five years by a council representing various bodies, including the
T.U.C.
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a capitalist parliament—would bring no benefit of any kind to
the worker. If the worker was to enjoy the proceeds of industry,
he must control industry. They therefore roundly condemned
the method of the socialists (substituting industrial action and the
general strike), nationalization, and, indeed, parliament itself. The
guildsmen admitted that parliamentary socialism might improve
the economic condition of the workers, but argued that they
would then be no more than well-fed and well-clad wage-slaves;
and, for the guildsmen, liberty was far more important than
riches. The guildsmen accepted the need for parliamentary
democracy to serve the needs of men as citizens and consumers,
and accepted the need for national ownership of industry through
parliament, but they proposed that parliament should supplement
political democracy with industrial democracy by handing over
the direction of industry to national guilds, democratic organiza-
tions which should include all workers by hand and brain
throughout each industry.

The propaganda of both groups was greatly assisted by the
first world war. The shop stewards’ movement, whose leaders
were frequently influenced by syndicalist or guild doctrines,
spread their influence through the workers” organizations. The
important part played by trade union representatives in the
adaptation of industry to the conditions of modern war led to the
widespread conviction that workers and their representatives
should permanently hold a more responsible position in industry
—as can be seen from the reports of the Whitley Committee.
Finally, the experience of government direction of industry
during the war caused a general distrust of the competence of
a government department for industrial management.!

The Labour Party responded to these developments by
demanding a new status for the worker in industry. This was to
be achieved in nationalized industry, as we may see from the bills
that were introduced in the years following the war, by the device
of joint control. Under the general direction of a minister
responsible to parliament, the management of nationalized
industries was to be entrusted to boards, half, or at least a third,

1 This dislike of departmental control of industry was voiced time and again by
witnesses of all political opinions before the Coal Commission, 1919. (See Reports and
Evidence Cmd. 359 and 360 of 1919),
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of whose members were to be representatives of the trade unions
of the workers employed in those industries. The Conservative
Acts constituting the Central Electricity Board and the B.B.C.
were devised to make the boards as independent as possible
of parliamentary and departmental interference. Under the
Electricity Act the trade unions concerned were to be consulted
before the Board was appointed.

The Second Labour Government attempted one piece of
nationalization, the London Passenger Transport Bill. This bill
started a great controversy in the labour movement, owing to
the omission of any provision for the consultation of the unions
in appointments to the proposed board. Herbert Morrison, the
Minister of Transport, maintained that the boards of nationalized
industries should be chosen solely on grounds of merit. Although
the dispute began over this apparently narrow issue, it ranged
widely over the field of socialism and syndicalism. Morrison
attacked ‘workers” control’ on the lines laid down twenty years
before by MacDonald and Snowden, and his opponents renewed
many of the arguments, and much of the fervour, of the guilds-
men. As it turned out, the bill was passed by a Conservative
Government with entirely different provisions for the appoint-
ment of the Board, and the doctrinal difference was settled in an
agreed programme issued by the T.U.C. and the Labour Party
in 1934.> Representation was finally abandoned in a report of
the T.U.C. in 1944,% which has been closely followed in the post-
1945 Nationalization Acts. The opponents of Morrison won a
technical victory in that the report upheld the principle of
consultation with the unions before appointment, but it was
agreed that the boards should be in no way representative, and
that the trade unions should exercise their influence in the industry
from an independent position, making their views known to the
board through advisory and consultative machinery.

Thus every kind of socialist has thought that nationalization
would increase economic efficiency, and all but the syndicalists
have expected this improvement to be used, at least in part, for
the benefit of the workers in the industry. And almost all
socialists, again excepting the syndicalists, have believed that

1 For Socialism and Peace.
2 ‘Interim Report on Post-War Reconstruction’, T.U.C. Annual Report 1944.
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nationalization would effect, or might effect, an improvement
in the morale of the workers. Right-wing socialists have argued
that, even if the position of the workers within industry remained
unchanged, the knowledge that they would henceforward be
working for the service of the nation, and not for the profit of
private individuals, would accomplish that change. On the other
extreme the industrial democrats asserted that it would only be
brought about by giving the workers’ representatives control, or,
as an interim measure, a share in the control, of the industry, and
by a decentralization of power to make this share in control a
reality in the local units of the industry as well as on the national
board. In between, most socialists have probably believed, at
least since the first world war, that the motive of public service
would have some effect on the attitude of the workers to their
job, and that the status of the workers and their representatives
would be enhanced by increasing their responsibility within the
industry; although they may not have been quite clear on the
changes which would be required to give this increase in
responsibility.

Since the pattern of nationalization has now been established
on the lines %ricﬂy described above, this enhancement of status
must arise, if at all, not out of the institutional changes suggested
by the guildsmen or the supporters of joint control, but from an
increased awareness of labour’s point of view on the part of the
board and its officers, and an increased willingness to take counsel
with the workers and their representatives. A socialist might
expect that liberation from the need to consider private profits
would permit this larger view to be taken in nationalized indus-
tries, and that the appointment of boards by the ministers, and of
officers by the new boards, would staff the industry with men
sympathetic to such a view.

Despite these sanguine anticipations of the effect of nationaliza-
tion on industrial relations, it must be remembered that
nationalized industries have to face special difficulties in these
matters. Not only do the recently nationalized industries have to
deal with the problems of a scale greater than any private enter-
prise, but, whereas large private undertakings have usually grown
gradually by expansion and absorption, most of these under-
takings have become vast over-night. Secondly, nationalized
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industries cannot avoid greater publicity and, with it, greater
responsibility than private undertakings. Even in matters which
may not be questioned or debated in Parliament, they are held to
account by gxe public and the press. Thirdly, where much has
been expected, much must be achieved to avoid disappointment.

Political judgments must be made to order. If we have to
vote either for a party which proposes to carry out further
nationalization, or for a party which intends to return some of
those industries already nationalized to private owners, we must
make up our minds as best we can on the evidence available.
But no one could sensibly maintain that it is yet possible to make
a considered academic judgment on the success or failure of the
industries nationalized since 1945, either in general, or in labour
matters in particular. The organization of these undertakings
has, however, been largely modelled on that of the earlier public
corporations, which have been in existence over a period
sufficient to allow at least more dependable judgments to be
formed, and some account of their operation, and of the labour
difficulties which they had to meet, and the manner in which
they dealt with them, might indicate some of the results to be
looked for in the new public corporations. Amongst these
undertakings the London Passenger Transport Board (now the
London Transport Executive) offers the most favourable field for
investigation. The labour problems of the Port of London
Authority have been merged with the larger problems of dock
labour in general. The Central Electricity Board was the direct
employer of only a small staff, and built the grid through private
contractors. The story of the relations between the B.B.C. and
its staff, though interesting, and, perhaps, intriguing, could not
be taken as typical of an industrial enterprise. The L.P.T.B.,
however, was, even by the standards of to-day, a large-scale
employer of industrial labour, controlling, admittedly, only a
part of the transport industry, but a well enough defined part
to allow its affairs to be studied separately.

The following chapters are, then, an attempt to describe and
to appraise the labour relations of London Transport, in the
belief that they have an importance of their own, and in the hope
that such an attempt may help to throw light upon the larger
subject of labour relations in nationalized industry.



CHAPTER 1
LONDON TRANSPORT AND ITS INHERITANCE

1. LONDON TRANSPORT

THE London Passenger Transport Board was the outcome of
many years of agitation for the unification of London passenger
transport, and the successor of a great many schemes suggested,
and of some put into effect, to secure that end. A full account of
its origin is given by Herbert Morrison in Socialisation and
Transport. Mr. Morrison, as Minister of Transport in the 1929-31
Labour Government, prepared a bill, which, with some altera-
tions, was adopted by the subsequent National Government,
and eventually became the 1933 London Passenger Transport
Act. This Act provided for the appointment of a Board, who
should acquire the various transport undertakings in the London
Area under duly agreed terms of compensation, and whose duty
it should be ‘so to exercise their powers under this Act as to
secure the provision of an adequate and properly co-ordinated
system of passenger transport for the London Passenger Transport
Area’ and ‘to conduct their undertaking in such manner, and to
fix such fares and charges in accordance with the provisions of
this Act, as to secure that their revenue shall be sufficient to defray
all charges which are by this Act required to be defrayed out of
the revenue of the Board’.! The Board was appointed, and took
over most of the transferred undertakings on July 1st, 1933.

The constitution of the Board was fairly close to that which has
been adopted for the post-war public corporations. The main
differences were: the more stringent financial provisions of the
Act; the relatively greater freedom of the Board from ministerial
control; and the appointment of the members of the Board by a
curious ‘ad hoc’ body of six Appointing Trustees.? The first two

1 London Passenger Transport Act, 1933, Section 3 (1) & (4).

2 It is not proposed to discuss the methods of appointment to boards of publicly-
owned undertakings. Morrison (op. cit.) gives the case for direct ministcrial appoint-

ment. Mr. Frank Pick defended appoimtment by trustees, m a lecture on ‘The London
Passenger Transport Board® at the L.S.E. in February 1934 (reprinted in the Transport

B 9
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must be given due weight; the financial provisions of the Act had
far-reaching cffects, not least on the Board’s relations with its
employces. The third is less important, sincc the persons chosen
were clearly selected on the same principles as thosc observed by
present Ministers in their choice of the new Boards, Commis-
sions, Authorities and Exccutives. The two full-time members
of the Board were Lord Ashficld and Mr. Frank Pick, previously
of the London Transport Combine, whose claim to be the
experts on London passenger transport could hardly be challenged.
The five part-time members of the Board included—besides
another transport expert, two experienced members of local
authorities, and a company director—Mr. John Cliff, Assistant
General Secretary of the Transport and General Workers” Union,
who, like the trade union officials appointed to the new public
corporations, resigned his office in the union, and ceased to
participate in its activities. He was given special executive duties
i staff’ matters.

During the war the Board came within the scope of the
Railway Control Agreement, and under the general supervision
of the Railway Exccutive Committee. Control continued until
January 1st, 1948, when the Transport Commission took over
under the 1947 Transport Act, and the London Passenger Trans-
port Board was succeeded by the London Transport Executive.

There was no break and little change when the direction of
London Transport was handed over by the Board to the London
Transport Executive. Sir Cyril Hurcomb, Chairman of the
Transport Commission, has referred to the Board as an
‘Executive made almost ready to our hands’? In view of this
continuity I have thought it permissible, in dealing with matters
which carry over-into 1948—49, to refer simply to ‘London
Transport’ rather than to ‘the Board and its successor the
Executive’.

2. LONDON TRANSPORT'S STAEF

On July 1st, 1933, the London Passenger Transport Board
took over from § railway companics, 14 municipally-owned and
World of March 3, 1934), as a typically British institution, and as a method of ensuring
complete freedom from ‘political’ appointments. The matter was debated at length on

the commuttee stage of the 1933 bill. (H. of C., Vol. 272, cols. 758-790).
U The Organization of British Transport, London, Brtish Transport Commission, 1948.
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3 company-owned tramway undertakings, and 61 firms, com-
panies or individuals operating bus services. Over the following
months it took over most of the small bus and coach operators
to whom it refused licences to operate within its area, in discharge
of liabilities under Section 16 of the Act.

On June 3oth, 1934, at the end of the first year of its operation,
the Board employed a total staff of 75,468 (a number which,
by December 31st, 1947, had increased to 96,963). Of these,
34,148 were employed on the Central Buses, 19,558 on the Tram-
ways, 5,891 on the Country Buses, 14,119 on the Tubes, and
1,752 on Common Services. Manufacturing powers, granted in
Mr. Morrison’s original bill, were withdrawn by the 1931 Select
Committee of Lords and Commons at the instance of the manu-
facturing interests,* but the Board continued to carry out its own
maintenance work, and to generate its own supplies of clectricity,
so that a considerable number of the employees in each section
(a majority on the tubes) were maintenance workers, to a total
number which was over a quarter of the Board’s staff. The road
(bus and tram) operating staff was organized exclusively by the
Transport and Gencral Workers’ Union, and the railway staff
by the three railway unions, the National Union of Railwaymen,
the Railway Clerks’ Association, and the Associated Society of
Locomotive Engincers and Firemen. The maintenance staff and
the clectricity supply and distribution staff were organized in a
large number of craft unions and three general workers™ unions
(the Transport and General Workers” Union, and the National
Union of General and Municipal Workers on the road side,
and the National Union of Railwaymen? on the railways). The
headquarters clerical staff was mainly organized by the Railway
Clerks’ Association.

In this and the following chapters, to simplify the discussion of
labour relations, the staff is divided into the following groups,?

1 See Lincoln Gordon, The Public Corporation in Great Britain, O.U.P., 1938.

? The N.U.R. is an industrial union, whose aim it is to include all railway workers,
but in the railway workshops 1t organizes mainly unskilled and semu-skilled workers,
and thus performs roughly the same job as the two big general workers’ unions in the
rest of the engineering industry.

3 In Chapters 2 and 3 shght departurcs from this arrangement are necessary. See
p. 47 and p. 81.
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according to the manner in which they are organized for purposes
of negotiation:
(a) the road service staff (including bus, tram and trolley bus

operating staff, and garage and depot ‘inside’ staff);
) railway staff;
(c) workshop staff (including railway depot workers);

) other staff (including headquarters staff, electricity supply
staff, canteen staff, etc.)

The approximate numbers in these groups at the end of 1947
is given in the following table; figures for these groups for 1934
are not available, but the proportions would then have been
roughly the same.

PrINCIPAT SECTIONS OF STAFF AT DECEMBER 31st, 1947

A. Wages Staff
1. Road Services:

Central Bus Operating 27,800
Central Bus Inside Staff 5,200
Trams and Trolleybus Operating 13,400
Trams and Trolleybus Inside (including Permanent
Way) Staff 2,900
Country Bus and Coach Operating 5,800
Country Bus and Coach Inside Staff 1,000
56,100
2. Railway Staff:
Operating (including Booking Clerks) 8,100
Other 5,000
13,100
3. Workshops:
Road 7,300
Rail 4,200
11,500
4. Other Staff:
Electrical Generation and Distribution 2,400
Other Staff (including Cantcens) 5,100
7,500
B. Supervisory, Control, Clerical, Technical and Executive Staff (all
departments) 8,800

TOTAL 97,000

The great bulk of the acquired concerns—the railway com-
panies, the three company-owned tramways, and the London
General Omnibus Company, by far the largest of the bus con-
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cerns—had for many years prior to the Act been united in the
London Traffic Combine, under a common central control.
Lord Ashfield had been the chairman of the holding company
and of the individual companies, and Mr. Frank Pick had been
managing director of each operating company. This central
control also covered staff relations, and one Staff Officer had
duties in relation to all the companies, including matters subject
to negotiation with the employees or their representatives,
welfare and canteen services, records, the Suggestion Bureau
and Employment Registry, and certain common services.
Moreover the largest concerns outside the Combine participated
with the combine companies in negotiating machinery; all the
tramway undertakings, private and municipal, were members of
the Metropolitan District Joint Industrial Council for the Tram-
way Industry, and the two largest bus companies apart from the
L.G.O.C.—Thomas Tilling, and Tilling and British Automobile
Traction, Ltd.—were associated with the L.G.O.C., in negotia-
tions with the Transport and General Workers’ Union, and
signed common agreements covering the employees of all three
companies.

Despite this large measure of unity there was a considerable
diversity of negotiating machinery and of staff representation
schemes,! and a bewildering diversity of grades of labour and
rates of pay.

3. THE ROAD SERVICE STAFF

The London General Omnibus Company was the largest
employer of the Combine. The total number of its staff was, in
1929, 29,991 as against 10,699 on the railways, and 3,859 on the
Combine’s tramway undertakings. The company did not
provide a formal scheme of joint bodies for dealing with their
staff since the union concerned, the Transport and General
Workers’ Union, preferred direct negotiations at all levels. The
section of the union covering the London busmen was, however,
arranged to dovetail as nearly as possible with the operational
structure of the Company. The men were organized in branches
based on the garages; besides the normal branch officials, each

1 For an account of this machinery, see Johnston and Spates, Industrial Relations in the
London Traffic Combine, 1.L.O., 1931.
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branch elected a delegate who represented the branch at delegate
meetings of the whole section. In addition there was a biennial
ballot for a Central Bus Committee with eight members, two
from each of the three divisions of the L.G.O.C., and two from
the employees of the other bus companies. This Committee,
entirely of ‘lay’ members, was responsible under the Executive
of the union for all dealings with the Company. Its executive
officer was the London District Secretary, now subject to appoint-
ment, as all other T. & G.W.U. officers apart from the General
Secretary, but in the first instance elected. He was assisted by
three sectional officers who covered the districts of the Company,
and a schedules officer to deal entirely with that vexed question of
bus operation. Thus minor matters could be dealt with on the
spot between the garage officials and the branch officials, more
important differences could be referred to the divisional officers,
and finally to the Central Bus Committee. Major agreements
were negotiated by the Executive of the Union and its national
Officers, in conjunction with the Bus Committee.

This organization attracted attention, and has been the subject
of praise, for instance in Milne-Bailey’s Trade unions and the
State. It had, however, caused trouble before 1933 and was to
cause trouble again. The busmen had first been organized in
1913 by the ‘London and Provincial Licensed Vehicle Workers’
Union’ (the ‘Red Button” Union), which had achieved its first
agreement with the Company, the ‘Busman’s Charter’, in 1914.
This union was a small union, catering in the main only for
London busmen and cabmen; and it had a name for militancy
and readiness to strike. In 1920 it amalgamated with the Amal-
gamated Association of Tramwaymen and Vehicle Workers—a
national body—to form the United Vehicle Workers, which in
turn formed part of the Transport and General Workers' Union
when that body was formed out of the majority of the con-
stituent bodies of the old Transport Workers’ Federation in the
following year. The years of post-war depression and rapid
deflation, with consequent unemployment and wage reductions,
were not an casy time for the new union to consolidate its posi-
tion. In the autumn of 1921 the Company gave notice of a 3/-
reduction, and although in the agreement which followed the
Union managed to alleviate the wage reduction by a sliding scale
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which provided for smaller reductions for the lower-paid
conductors, and by an increase in annual paid holidays from six
days to cight, there was considerable agitation in favour of the
‘small union’ and the bencfits thereof in rapid and effective action.
The issue of the Record (the organ of the T. & G.W.U) for
January 1922 reported that a London Bus Section Committee
was to be elected and that a special delegate meeting of busmen
had been held, at which Mr. Gosling (the first and only full-time
President of the T. & G.W.U.) presided. This meeting had ‘done
much towards alleviating the strained position that we were
gradually drifting into. It was felt that the officials of the new
Union were determined to do everything in their power to allow
the bus workers to direct their own industry.

The rules permit of much more power locally than has hitherto
been the case . ..

The article concluded with a special appeal to young workers
to remember the benefits obtained since 1913, and to refrain
from becoming ‘a party to distuption and disorganization’.

During the course of long negotiations with the Company,
lasting from June 1924 to March 1926, there was further trouble.
A delegate conference of busmen in April 1925 rejected the
current proposals of the company and elected a committee to
report on the rcorganization of the section. The June issue of the
Record reported that the committee’s scheme, described above,
had been accepted by the section and ratified by the Executive.

Under its constitution (known as the Anderton’s Hotel
Agreement) the section had the right to by-pass the federal
machinery of the union and refer its affairs directly to the General
Executive Council of the union, instcad of going through the
Passenger Transport Trade Group. Its negotiations were con-
ducted in association with the G.E.C. rather than with the
Trade Group.

The union had secured favourable recognition from the
Company. In 1927 the Company posted notices at all its garages
stating that: “While there is no obligation on the part of any
employee to belong to a Trade Union, the company find it
mutually convenient to have some organization to represent
the staff collectively on their behalf. The Company therefore
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recognize the Transport Workers’ Federation® (sic!) ‘“for drivers
and conductors and inside staff (other than craftsmen)’?

On January 7th, 1929, during the course of anothcr long
period of negotiations, the operating manager issued a statement
which confirmed the company’s undertaking to call into the
office any employee leaving the T. & G.W.U. and to recommend
rejoining, in addition to the old undertaking to point out to new
employees the advantages of membership.?

On July 31st, 1933, drivers reccived a basic rate of 86/6d.,
and were cligible for a small bonus payment for freedom from
accidents; conductors received a basic rate of 79/6d.; both for a
guaranteed forty-cight hour week (with certain exceptions).
Garage inside staff, classified into two grades, assistant craftsmen,
and general hands, reccived respectively 1/63d. per hour, and
1/43d. per hour on the middle shift of forty-seven hours a week,
i.e. 72/s3d. and 65/71d. per week, and an additional }d. an hour
for early and late shifts of forty-eight hours 2 week. The skilled
craftsmen in the garages, organized by their craft unions, and
united into a Craftsmen’s Alliance covering all L.G.O.C. garages,
received a basic rate of 9o/1d. per week, the same rate as applied to
the craftsmen in the Company’s works at Chiswick.

During 1932 the men had successfully resisted a threatened
wage-cut and reduction of staff. The agreement of September
of that year overcame the need for the latter by reducing the
guaranteed week for staff with under three years’ service to forty
hours per week, and the former by the ‘speed’ agreement, under
which the companies (including the two Tilling’s concerns,
who were parties to it) were to introduce such higher speeds as
might, ‘in their opinions be found safe and convenient’, under-
taking not to discharge any staff who might become redundant
due to the spceded schedules, and ‘to record the resultant
economies,’® [in order to divide the proceeds, apparently on
verbal agreement, between the company (40%) and wages
(60%).] The agreement eased the conditions of drivers and
conductors to some extent in order to counteract the effects of

1 Quoted in Milne-Bailey, Trade Union Documents, Bell, 1929, p. 459.

# The Times, Jan. 8th, 1929.

8 Minute, setting out the understanding upon which the agreement had been concluded,
pDroduccd as evidence before the 1937 Court of Inquiry into the London Omnibus

ispute,
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strain due to speeded schedules. This was done by reducing the
maximum total time on duty to 83 hours, instead of 9 hours, by
laying down that 809, of duties with a ‘spreadover’ must be
completed within 8% hours, instead of 75%, within 9 hours, and
by certain other alterations. These changes were desired by the
men, but by reducing the possibilities of overtime working, they
of necessity reduced the weekly earnings of the men by a sm
amount.

Wages and conditions in the small bus undertakings absorbed
by the Board cannot be exactly summarized, but in 1931 wages
were undoubtedly higher, in many instances, than the L.G.O.C.’s
rates, good though these were in comparison with other indus-
tries. Mr. A. G. Partridge of the Chocolate Express Company
and Chairman of the Association of London Omnibus Proprietors
Ltd., told the Joint Select Committee of Lords and Commons on
the London Passenger Transport Bill in 1931' that whereas
the company was paying drivers 1/8%d. an hour, and conductors
1/63d. an hour, ‘on most of the independents you will find that
they’ (wage-rates) ‘range from 1/84. to 2/- per hour. My company
have always paid 2/- per hour because we believe in paying high
wages’, and again, ‘Our men have received from /1 to 30/-
higher than the wages paid by the Combine’. He later testified
that his men worked a forty-eight hour week, and were allowed
longer meal-times than the employees of the L.G.O.C., a
fortnight’s holiday with pay, and other privileges. This is
supported by the New Survey of London Life and Labour® in
describing the conditions of 1933. His evidence was not
challenged, but, in 1933, when the independents were acquired
by London Transport, rates of pay and conditions of work had,
in most instances, to be improved to bring them into line with
those obtaining under the L.G.O.C.-Tilling’s agreement. Union
and London Transport officials point out that higher rates, where
paid, were dependent on the activities of the small employers
who ‘creamed off” the traffic at the busiest hours and left to the
Combine the expensive business of providing a regular service
at all hours and on all routes, that conditions under some of the

1 Minutes of Evidence and Proceedings of the Joint Select Committee of the House
of Lords and the House of Commons on the London Passenger Transport Bill. Vol. II,
Minutes of Evidence, HM.S.O., 1931.

3 New Survey of London Life and Labour, Vol, VIII, 1933, chapter iii, p. 80.
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‘pirates’ were bad, hours in particular being long, and finally
that the ‘pirates’ in general refused to recognize the union,
maintaining and frequently using the right to discharge at will,
or even at whim.

In 1932 the L.G.O.C. formed the London General Country
Services to acquire the separate undertakings in what was to be
the Board’s Country Area; by June 1933 a single system had
nearly been achieved. ‘Green Line’ coaches had been set up by
the company in 1929 and had become the major express service
in the area, absorbing certain independent undertakings. The
T. & G.W.U. had agreements with Green Linc Coach and
the London General Country Services. These provided for
conditions roughly similar to those of Central Area staff, and rates
of pay slightly less for coach drivers, and considerably less for bus
drivers and for all conductors, than for staff in the Central Arca.
Negotiations were direct, and there was at that time no elaborate
union structure, or system of joint committees. The operators
remaining outside were not, in the main, covered by agreements,
and paid rates in most cases somewhat lower.

The tramway undertakings, private and municipal, amongst
which the L.C.C. undertaking was by far the largest, were the
constituent bodies, on the employers’ side, of the Metropolitan
District Council of the National Joint Industrial Council for the
Tramway Industry, formed in 1919. The employees were
represented by the Transport and General Workers” Union, and
were organized in a manner similar to that of the busmen. Their
branches were based on their depots, and machinery for repre-
sentation within the union, by a committee responsible to a
delegate meeting, had been set up at the same time, and presum-
ably for similar reasons, as that of the busmen.! This committee
was elected directly by the delegate meeting, instead of by ballot
of the section membership, as with the busmen, and was known
as the “Trams Council’.? It, together with the Central Bus Com-
mittee, elected from amongst themselves representatives who,
together with a representative of the cab members, formed the
No. 1 Area Passenger Trade Group Committee, in its turn a
subordinate body to the Nationa%) Passenger Trade Group,

1 The Record (organ of the T. & G.W.U.), March 1923.
2 The Trams Council did not have the right to by-pass the Union’s federal machinery,
which had been granted to the Central Busmen.
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directly subject, along with the other trade groups, to the
executive of the union. Rates of pay had been raised considerably,
by 6/- a week for drivers and conductors, and by 4/- for inside
staff, by the settlement terminating the strike of March 1924,
which immediately preceded the London Traffic Act of 1924.
Thisincrease brought drivers’ and conductors’ rates of pay between
65/- and 73/- per week, well below thosc of the busmen, but
considerably higher than the provincial tram rates, which later
in the same year were classificd by a Special Tribunal, set up by
the National Joint Industrial Council to avert a crisis within the
industry, into six groups, the rate for drivers in the highest group
being 63/6d., and for conductors 59/6d.!

In 1933 the L.C.C., the threc companies and West Ham were
paying 73 /- a week to both drivers and conductors, and others a
rate of 71 /- or below; the lowest, at Erith, was 65/-2 Nearly all
concerns paid the same rates to both groups of workers. A forty-
eight hour week had been in force since 1919; as with the busmen
there were provisions covering ‘spreadover’ duties and the like.
There were a varicty of rates for inside staff and permanent-way-
men, scmi-skilled and unskilled organized by the T. & G.W.U.,
the highest grades being paid slightly more than drivers or
conductors, and the unskilled about 6o/- a week.

In September 1932 a reduction of 1/- was agreed by the
Metropolitan District Joint Council, just before the bus agrecment
in the same month. This was restored in the following April,
partly no doubt due to the anomalous position created by the
unexpected withdrawal of the proposed reduction for busmen.

4. THE RAILWAY STAFF

On the railways arrangements were, on the whole, in line with
those on the Main Line railways. The 1921 Railways Act, mainly
concerned with the amalgamation of the railways, gave statutory
weight to a scheme recently negotiated between the companies
and the railway unions, which revised and extended the arrange-
ments of 1907 and 1911 for local and scctional representative
bodies, and added thereto a Central Wages Board and a National

1 The Record, November 1924.
2 These figures were given to me by Mr. J. T. Barrett of the T. & G.W.U. London
Transport has no record of tram rates beforc July 1st, 1933.
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Wages Board.! The Underground group, which was not subject
to the provisions of the 1921 Act, avoided the scheme for Wages
Boards—later generally recognized as cumbrous, and revised in
193s—preferring direct negotiations with the three Railway
Unions—the N.U.R., the R.C.A., and the A.S.L.E.F. with
reference, in case of need, to the Industrial Court. They followed
in general the Main Line agreements, and referred matters under
discussion to the Main Line bodies to ascertain whether they were
also affected by them. The other Main Line arrangements were
followed more closely: Local Departmental Councils, intended
to provide for the representation of staff at stations and depots in
which the number of staffin a particular section exceeded seventy-
five, were clearly inapplicable to the small underground stations,
and the need for local representation was less in the compact
metropolitan area, so the ‘London Underground Staff Council
Scheme’ provided for some ten sectional Committees, each
covering a section—booking office staff, supervisory staff, loco-
motive staff, ctc.—for the whole of the Underground group,
four departmental councils for other sections of staff, and an
Underground Railway Council with a Negotiating Committee.
The purpose of the scheme was to provide for the discussion of
‘wages, hours and conditions of service, and other matters affcct-
ing the staff,’? and carried a proviso reserving managerial func-
tions. The compctence of the various bodics was to deal with
matters within the authority of the official members (each body
was constituted of two equal parts, onc elected by the staff
concerned, and the other appointed by the companies). Failing
agreement on Sectional or Departmental Council, provision was
made for ‘reference to management’ by which a more authorita-
tive view than that of the officials present could be discovered,
and finally for reference to the Underground Railway Council
and the Negotiating Committee.

The National Agreements of 1919 and 1920 had unified the
grading system and the rates of pay for staff on the Main Lines
after the 1914-18 war, to fit in with the amalgamation of the
companies. These agreements were followed by the Under-

! Industrial Relations Handbook, Ministry of Labour and National Service, H.M.S.O.,
1944, pp. 38-42.

3 Johnston and Spates, op. cit.
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ground Group, and the rates payable to each grade were those
paid by the Main Line companies for the London Area. Despite
this unification there were a bewildering number of grades—
over thirty for traffic operating staff alone—and many of these
were subdivided into classes, staff within each class sometimes
recciving different rates of pay according to length of service.
Some idea of the rates in force in 1933 may be given by those of
four representative grades:

Motorman (driver) 93/~ per week (after 6 years service)

Guard 68/~ per week (after 6 years service)

Booking Clerk (Class 5) £210 per annum (maximum)

Porter (Grade 1) 46/~ per week ’
(Grade 2) 42/- per week »

To compensate for the loss of earnings suffered by the
companies in the depression, cuts had come into operation in
September 1932. On the Main Lines similar cuts had been made
in March 1931, but the effects of the depression were not so
quickly felt by the Combine and proposals were dclayed until
1932; then throughout the Combine strong resistance was offered
(successfully by the busmen) on the railways particularly by the
A.S.LEF, and agreement was only reached in September. These
cuts provided for a deduction of 239, from all earnings, a further
deduction of 249, from earnings in exccss of 40/- per week (or
L104 p.a.) and a ‘supercut’ of another 239, from earnings in
excess of /750 per annum, but no reduction was to be made
which would reduce the carnings of an adult member of the staff
below so/- per week (or £130 p.a.). They were to be temporary
cuts to meet a particular emergency, and were, in fact, later
restored. A forty-cight hour week, again the outcome of post-
war negotiations including all the railways, was in operation for
the underground.

5. WORKSHOP STAFF

In addition to the staff mentioned so far the Board took over
staff in a number of repair workshops. National machinery
for railway shopmen on the Main Lines had been set up in
1927 after long negotiations following on a 1924 Court of Inquiry
into a dispute between the N.U.R. and the A.E.U. over the
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application of Award 728! to the old Great Northern Railway
on its incorporation into the L.N.E.R. under the 1921 Act.?
This settlement followed on an agreement between the unions
concerned, and provided for Shop Committees, Works Com-
mittees, Departmental Committees, and a National Council.
The Underground were again not parties to this agreement.
In 1925, while Main Line negotiations werc in progress, it con-
cluded an agreement onits own. The craftsmen, organized in their
own unions, were expressly excluded, at their own wish, from the
machinery set up to cover the bulk of the unskilled and semi-
skilled, organized by the N.U.R. The agreement provided for
departmental committees in the Mechanical, Civil, and Signal
Engineering Departments with a common Line Committce as the
superior body. These bodies were of similar constitution to those
on the traffic side, with roughly the same functions and com-
petence. A Departmental Commitee, and a Line Committee,
had been set up in 1924 to cover members of the Electrical Trades
Union in the Mechanical and Signal Engineering Departments,
and in 1930 a Departmental Committee was set up for members
of the National Union of Vehicle Builders employed in the
Department of the Chief Mechanical Engineer (Railways).
Rates of pay followed Award 728 with its considerable varicty,
and included, of course, the London differential, besides a special
bonus.

The L.G.O.C. workshop at Chiswick had a Works Council
recognized by the management and the tradc unions concerned.
The rates of pay had originally been the normal district rates
for the crafts concerned, and during the 1914-18 war the national
engineering bonuscs of the Committee of Production had been
followed. Soon after the war, however, one of the most impor-
tant unions concerned, the National Union of Vehicle Builders,
had gaincd an additional 3d. per hour above the outside rates;
this represented a sharing, by the staff concerned, in the result
of improved processes of production. In 1924, an amalgamation
of rates was negotiated for Chiswick, and the N.U.V.B. plus
rate was agreed as the rate for all skilled craftsmen. All semi-
skilled workers were regarded as Assistant Craftsmen, and

1 An Award of the Industrial Court which unified rates of pay and grading for railway
shopmen as the 1919-1920 agreements had done for ‘concihation’ staff.
8 Ministry of Labour Gazette, May, 1924.
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‘General Hands” made up the third grade. In 1933 the rates of
pay in force were 9o/1d. for skilled men, 78/4d. for assistant
craftsmen and 70/6d. for general hands, in each case well above
‘outside’ rates. The working week was, as in the other work-
shops, and for ‘inside staff” on the middle shift, the forty-seven-
hour engineering trades week.

In the various tramway workshops, negotiations were carried
on with the craft unions and with the general unions as at
Chiswick, but multiplicity of rates prevailed, and most of these
rates were well below the Chiswick rates for similar work.

During 1932, mainly on the initiative of the N.U.V.B. and
the E.T.U., the craft unions concerned came together to form an
organization to represent the workshop staff on both trams and
buses and in addition the craftsmen in the railway shops and in
the road scrvice garages and depots. This organization was
known as the London Transport Joint Trades Committee; the
central committec was at first mainly nominal, and left the bulk
of the work to the thrce sub-committees dealing separately
with the railway, the bus and the tramway sections. It was
recognized as the appropriate negotiating body shortly before
the establishment of the Board.

6. OTHER STAFF

Two sections of staff werc engaged in the generation and
supply of electricity, one for the Combine railway and tramway
undertakings (at Lots Road and Neasden) and one for the
L.C.C. tramways (at Greenwich). The former were covered
by dircct negotiations, mainly with the E.T.U., and the Under-
ground Group had also negotiated a scheme for a Local Joint
Committee for the generating stations and sub-stations, analogous
to the other underground joint bodies. The L.C.C. tramway
generation staff came under the Metropolitan District Council
of the National Joint Industrial Council for the Electricity Supply
Industry, sct up in 1919. Rates of pay for the various grades
concerned differed materially between the two groups, being
higher under the Joint Council agreement than under the
Combine agreement, for most, but not all grades.

Negotiations concerning canteen staff were direct, with the
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N.U.R. on the underground, and with the T. & G.W.U. for
the road service undertakings. There were a number of purely
internal schemes in the Combine for the representation of higher
supervisory grades (inspectors, etc.) set up after the General
Strike, which had caused many transport concerns to look with
disfavour on the organization of officials by trade unions. In so
far as these grades were organized, the Railway Clerks’ Associa-
tion, as well as the T. & G.W.U., claimed members, and the staff
employed at headquarters, below the ‘special” grade, was covered
by an Administrative and Clerical Staff Committee Scheme
negotiated in 1922 with the R.C.A. On the L.C.C. tramway
undertaking inspectors were organized by the T. & G.W.U.
who had resisted any internal schemes after the General Strike,
but the headquarters staff was mainly covered by the L.C.C.
Staff Association which was not, and did not consider itself to be,
a trade union.

7. LABOUR RELATIONS UNDER THE COMBINE

In general, the claim of the Combine, and also of the tramway
undertakings, to be ‘good employers’ can hardly be challenged.
Rates of pay were in most cases equal to, and not infrequently
considerably above, comparable rates outside. Conditions of
work were good, and were the result of careful negotiations with
the trade unions concerned, to whom the employers were willing
to give full recognition. Mess-rooms were generally provided,
the Combine and the L.C.C. assisted sports associations run by
their staff, and various institutes, particularly the railwaymen’s
Albert Stanley Institute (called after Lord Ashfield) were at the
service of the staff. Besides pensions schemes for sections of the
salaried staff, the Combine ran a T.O.T. (Trains, Omnibuses,
Trams) Benevolent Fund, and gave ex gratia grants to staff
retiring after ten years’ service or more. The L.C.C. had a
similar scheme, giving considerably higher grants, but only for
employees who had served twenty years or more. Some of the
other local authorities provided pensions schemes for their staff
(including tramway staff).2 West Ham, under a Labour Council,

1 Under the terms of the L.C.C. (General Powers) Act, 1930.

3 Under the adoptive Local Government and Other Officers Superannuation Act,
1922, Section 17, since replaced by the compulsory Local Government Superannuation
Act, 1937.
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paid the highest rates permitted by law for non-contributory
service.

G. A. Johnston and T. G. Spates, who wrote an account of the
Combine’s industrial relations in 1929 for the International
Labour Office, tried to summarize the general principles of its
industrial relations in five points: that of collective agreements in
association with other transport employers; that of maintaining
direct contact with the trade unions; that of setting up schemes
in conjunction with the unions ‘to facilitate industrial relations’;
the express exclusion of management and disciplinary questions
from negotiation; and the primary use of direct communication
between employee and appropriate official. This is sound
enough; but they also say that:

Relations between the management and workers within the Combine
are extremely good. Though the Combine was involved in the General
Strike of 1926, and, together with the Main Line Railways, in the National

Railway Strike of 1919, it is safe to say that the origin of those strikes was
foreign to conditions of work within the system of the Combine.

Here they might be accused of errors of omission. The tram-
way strike of 1924 has already been mentioned. The origin of
this strike was a claim presented by the union to the employers’
side of the Metropolitan District Council on December 19th,
1923, for an 8/~ increase for all staff. This claim arose, curiously
enough, out of a demand for a reduction on the part of the London
and Suburban Traction Company, the holding company of the
Combine’s tramways, whose general manager, in a letter of
June 19th, 1923, to the union notifying the reduction, said:
‘Owing to the large and rapidly increasing number of omnibuses
which are working in the areas served by the tramways, the
carnings of my company are being seriously affected and tend to
become worse and worse.”> Mr. Bevin, the General Secretary,
in reply, urged the need for stronger government action. ‘Our
own organization has made strenuous efforts to bring about the
establishment of a single traffic authority for London under public
control.” He criticized a wage-cut as ‘the easiest method’ of
obtaining relief.* The Traction Company’s notice duly expired,
but the old rates continued to be paid, and the union’s 8/~ claim
soon followed.* In February 1924 a mass meeting of London

10p.cit. 2 Quoted in The Record, July 1923.  31bid. 4 Op. cit.,, November.

c
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tramwaymen instructed their committee to strike if no agreement
was reached. The Metropolitan District Council reported the
dispute, as the Constitution provided, to the National Council,
who in their turn, sceing no solution, reported it, on March 13th,
two days before the strike notices were due to operate, to the
Minister of Labour. Meanwhile the busmen had authorized their
committee to strike in sympathy at the same time. Both moves
received the sanction of the union’s Exccutive. The efforts of the
Ministry led to a postponement of the strike until the 20th.
The men refused to submit the case to arbitration, and refused
offers, made by the L.C.C. and the majority of the municipal
authorities concerned, of advances of between 2/- and /- for the
various grades, as insufficient and not covering all London tram-
waymen. On March 21st the Minister appointed a Court of
Inquiry—Sir Arthur Colefax, Mr. G. W. Paton, and Mr. Arthur
Pugh—under the Industrial Courts Act 1919, to investigate the
dispute. The men nevertheless struck at midnight, to the indigna-
tion of The Times, which carried a leader on ‘An Unjustifiable
Strike’* Mr. Bevin explained that a dispute had been submitted
to a Court of Inquiry in 1921, whose findings the employers had
refused ‘to accept or consider’, and the union was determined to
avoid a repetition.? 16,000 tramwaymen and the L.G.O.C.’s
23,000 busmen were on strike, transport in London was dis-
organized, and the tubes and the 300 ‘pirate’ buses, who enjoyed
the benefits of non-unionism, were heavily overcrowded. On
March 24th the Court presented its interim report, maintaining,
curiously enough in the face of press comments, that the merits
of the claim for an increasc were not questioned; that ‘the present
crisis has, in the main, arisen through the tramway undertakings
in the metropolitan area being unable to earn sufficient to meet
the claim’ due chiefly to ‘the severe competition of the omnibuses
in the absence of any co-ordinating control’; that all witnesses
had declared that fare increases would be no solution, and had
demanded central control; and that ‘a definite undertaking by
the government to introduce and press forward legislation placing

1 The Times, March 21st, 1924.

! Ibid. The report of the Inquiry to which Mr. Bevin referred (House of Commons
Paper No. 37 of 1921) recommended consideration of a standardization of wage-rates,

examination of the circumstances of the lower paid grades, and postponement of further
wage-cuts.
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the passenger traffic of the Metropolitan area under some co-ord-
inating control affords, in our view, a basis and the only one at
present suggested, for re-opening negotiations between the
parties’.!

On receipt of the report the Government announced their
intention of bringing in a Bill (which was already in draft form,
based on the recommendations of Sir Henry Maybury, Director
General of Roads under the Ministry of Transport, to the Royal
Commission on London Government in 1922), and got into
touch with the parties.> On March 25th the Bill received its first
reading, and the offer of all employers except Erith, Ilford and
Bexley Councils to grant s/- at once and refer the rest of the
claim to arbitration was rejected. The railwaymen were now
becoming restive. Mass meetings of N.U.R. members were
calling for a strike, and on the 26th the Executive of the
A.S.L.E.F. instructed its members on the underground (the vital
motormen) to come out on the 28th. Mectings with the Minister
of Labour and with the Prime Minister, Mr. Ramsay MacDonald,
failed to reach agreement, and the Prime Minister stated that ‘the
major services must be maintained’.> The Times reported that a
cabinet committee was preparing plans to carry on the transport
of the metropolis should a statc of emergency be declared, and
on the 27th a joint committee of the T.U.C. General Council
and the Labour Party Executive met to deplore the suggestion
that the Emergency Powers Act should be used.* On the 28th,
however, a provisional settlement was reached, the tube strike
was called off, and on the following day a ballot vote of the
tramwaymen accepted, by 9,428 votes to 4,377, the offer of 6/-
for drivers, and conductors, 4/- for inside staff, and an adjustment
of the sliding scale. Busmen and tramwaymen returned to
work.

The Combine were by far the largest employers concerned,
and came close to a general strike of their forty thousand odd
staff, but this must not be taken too readily as evidence of poor
labour relations. The origin of the claim was unusual. It was

1 Interim Report of the Court of Inquiry, Ministry of Labour Gazette, April 1924,

2 The Times, March 25th, 1924.

3 Quoted on p. 85, Post-War History of the British Working Class, Allan Hutt, Gollancz,

1937.
4 The Times, March 28th, 1924,
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general knowledge that government plans for a measure of
unification, which was the chief demand of the Combine, had
been shelved. A Labour Government, peculiarly vulnerable to a
claim based on the need for higher wages, was in office. The
Combine’s witnesses before the Court, including Lord Ashfield,
concentrated on the need for unification, rather than on the wage
issue, and the Combine only made an offer after the Government
had announced its legislative intentions, whereas the majority of
the municipal authorities and the L.C.C. had made an offer
before the strike started. All this may be taken as some evidence
that the Combine and its employees, whose union was also
strongly in favour of unification, were not entirely out of
sympathy, in spite of the dispute.

Apart from this strike, there was almost unbroken peace on
the railways and tramways in the years leading up to the formation
of the Board, but the more militant busmen showed restive-
ness from time to time. To understand this period it must be
remembered that after the General Strike the great majority of
the trade unions followed the leadership of the T.U.C. General
Council, and supported its attempt to enter into negotiations
with the employers’ organizations for joint discussion and joint
action on industrial problems, through the ‘Mond-Turner’
talks. Mr. Bevin was one of the sponsors of this move, and took
a leading part in the talks, thus arousing the violent antagonism
of the minority, which included the A.E.U., Mr. A. J. Cook, the
Miners’ Secretary, the Minority Movement (a loose grouping of
left-wing trade unionists, started in 1924, largely through the
efforts of the Communist Party) and the Communist Party itself.
Thus Mr. Bevin, who had been denounced by the Conservative
press during the 1924 strike, and the Dockers’ and Smithfield
disputes of the same year, as a troublemaker,! now found his
bitterest opponents on the left, and was in turn perhaps a little too
ready to discover a Communist plot behind any criticism of, or
disobedience towards, himself.

During the course of the 1924-26 negotiations there were
unofhicial strikes against schedules altcrations and transfers of
staff. The necessity of alteration of schedules twice a year for
summer and winter services, and the difficulty of ascertaining

! Trevor Evans, Bevin, Allen Unwin, 1946, pp. 94-95.
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beforehand the exact effect of a proposed schedule when tested
under traffic conditions, provides a constant and ready source of
disputes. At the beginning of April 1929 there was a ‘go-
slow’ movement at Cricklewood L.G.O.C. garage as a
protest against a schedule previously agreed by the union. The
Times of April 8th reported that ‘The Communists in the
omnibusmen’s section of the Transport and General Workers’
Union have set themselves in open revolt against the leadership
of the movement and against Mr. Bevin, the General Secretary, in
particular’. On October 6th in the same year occurred the
‘Barking Clock’ dispute, a small unofficial strike over a minor
difficulty, remarkable only for Mr. Bevin’s telegram to the
strikers instructing immediate return to work and telling them
that: ‘Literature now issued proves conclusively that the stoppage
is a Minority Movement stunt and definite challenge to union
and elccted representatives of busmen’, a statement which later,
after seeing a delegation from the branch concerned, he ‘un-
reservedly withdrew’. On November 11th, 2000 men from four
garages struck on a ‘closed-shop’ issue.?

In 1932 the union fought a hard delaying action from January
to July against the reductions proposed for London busmen and
tramwaymen. On the last day of that month notices were posted
by the L.G.O.C. announcing the proposed dismissal of 8oo men.
The busmen felt that something had been decided behind their
backs, and in the face of numerous mass meetings threatening
strikes, the Company postponed the notices.? A number of
branches passed formal votes in favour of strike action if the
dismissals were put into force on August 24th, and on August
1oth Mr. A. F. Papworth, Secretary of Chelverton Road Branch,
recently decorated with the union’s silver medal for recruiting
170 new members, invited all branch delegates to a meeting to
discuss the situation, which was held on August 12th.* Twenty-
one delegates attended and criticized Mr. Bevin and the Central
Bus Committee for negotiating a provisional agreement on the
same lines as those which the men had previously rejected, and
for concealing this from the busmen’s delegate conference of
July 2sth. The meeting decided to call mass meetings of the

1 The Times, October 7th, 1929. 2 The Times, November 12th, 1929,
3 Daily Worker, August 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 1932. 4 Ibid., August 13th.
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men, which were duly held, Indignation was increased when it
became known that a reduction had been accepted by the tram-
waymen on the understanding that a similar ‘reduction in pay
had been negotiated with the railway unions, the Joint Trades
Committee and the London Bus Committee™ and there were
some signs of unrest amongst the tramwaymen. The Central
Bus Committee decided to ballot the section on the proposed
agreement and large majorities rejected both the wage cut
(16,593 to 4,169) and a plan for seasonal discharges (13,461 to
4,212, the inside staff not voting) despitc the official reccommenda-
tion to accept. The following two weeks brought conferences,
mass mectings, and Hyde Park and Trafalgar Square meetings,
called by the ‘Provisional Committce of Garage Dclegates’,
which soon changed its name to the ‘Rank and File Committec’.
The Daily Worker instructed London Communists to give the
movement active support. On August 3oth the official delegate
conference of the section, by s1 to 7 votes, demanded that the
Exccutive should authorize strike action for September 23rd,
when the Company’s notices were now duc to operate. Mcan-
while, Mr. Bevin used every means to arrive at a new agreement.
On Scptember 19th he presented the draft ‘Specd’ agreement to a
delegate conference of busmen, which accepted it by 33 votes to
25. The Rank and File Committee issued a ‘Call to Action’
claiming that the delegate conference had ‘weakened’, that the
new agreement would mecan harder work for the same wages,
and eventual redundancy, and called for a demonstration outside
Transport House, the Union’s headquarters. On the 22nd a
delegate conference finally ratified the agreement, which was not
submitted to a ballot, and the Rank and File Committee claimed
that any credit for improvement was theirs. On the 27th the
Daily Worker published an article accusing Bevin and his col-
leagues of being agents of the company, fighting for the company
and against the men; on this Mr. Bevin based a libel action
which was decided in his favour at the beginning of the following
year.

On October sth a busmen’s rank and file conference decided
that their movement should continue on the basis of branch
affiliations; that garage committees should be set up, each sending

1 Union Cyclo No. 6402, of July 30th, 1932, quoted in the Daily Worker of August 29th.
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six representatives to the Rank and File Committee, two of whom
should represent the inside staff; that a direct approach should be
made to the members of branches which declined to affiliate.
The policy of the committce was not to form a ‘breakaway’
union, but to organize within the union to oppose attacks on
wages and conditions. It decided to take over the Busman’s Punch,
a paper run by a Communist group at Holloway Garage, as its
official organ.! The leading members of the new committee
werc: Mr. A. F. Papworth, alrcady mentioned; Mr. Frank
Snclling, of Merton Garage; Mr.W. Payne, of Dalston Garage;
to whom Mr. J. W. Joncs, also of Dalston, was soon added.
There were only two acknowledged Communist Party members
on the Committee, Mr. B. Sharkey and Mr. W. Ware, but all
its leaders paid tribute to the support of the Daily Worker in the
dispute.

It seems clear that by the end of July the Bus Committce and
Mr. Bevin had decided that a cut could not be avoided, and had
at first been surprised by the antagonism of the men. Although
in September they had given all their efforts to reach an improved
agreement, suspicion and hostility remained, for the Rank and
File Movement continued to receive widespread support.

The movement’s first successes were the return of Mr. Sharkey
at a by-clection to the Central Bus Committee, and a small strike
at onc of the independent operators” garages, which achieved its
object. On Wednesday, January 18th, 1933, the branch at Forest
Gate Garage decided to strike against the company’s decision to
modify a schedule which had previously been sanctioned by the
union. The strike spread rapidly (as bus strikes readily do, for
most services are run from two garages, and a strike at one garage
is a strong incentive for the men operating the samc service at
another garage to stop work, the strike then spreads to the other
services there, and thus to other garages, with snowball cffect),
and by Sunday between twenty and thirty garages were out.
On Monday tube workers at Morden held a meeting in favour
of a strike. The Central Bus Committee, backed by the Execu-
tive, refused to recognize the men’s action, but that day received
a delegation of the strikers led by Messrs. Snelling, Paync and
Papworth, and promised immediate negotiation on Forest Gate’s

Y Daily Worker, October 6th, 1932.
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grievances, and an attempt to speed up the negotiating machinery,
and prevent victimization. The men thereupon resumed work,
and negotiations proceeded.! The union journal argued that
nothing had been achieved which could not have been obtained
through the constitutional machinery. The Busman’s Punch
claimed a rousing victory, attributing the undeniable discontent
of the men to the effect of the ‘Speed’ agreement’s operation, and
argued that the only solution was the introduction of a seven-hour
day without loss of pay.

The Rank and File Committee won a great success at the
elections for the thirteen delegates to represent the busmen at the
union’s biennial conference in July; ten of those elected were Rank
and File committee men or supporters. At the Conference, Mr.
Bevin praised the union’s democratic constitution, even referred
in friendly terms to rank and file movements, such as the Dockers,
which served a purpose and then died away. ‘The London
Busmen’s Movement was, however, different. It did not die. It
was controlled by outside influences.”?> The Conference at his
request amended the rule-book to require officers to act ‘strictly
in accordance with the constitution’, and ‘in the conduct of trade
negotiations affecting wages and/or conditions’ to operate ‘by
and through the machinery provided by the union’, and to
empower the Executive to declare any office vacant if any of the
conditions governing appointment or clection were violated.?
After the Conference, Mr. Sharkey, the recently-clected ‘Rank
and File’ member of the Central Bus Committee, was asked to
give an undertaking to dissociate himself from the Committee.
He refused, appealed to the Finance and General Purposes
Committee, the appropriate body, and no further action was
taken. This takes the story a month or two beyond the advent of
the Board.

8. Tue UNIONS ATTITUDE TO THE LONDON TRANSPORT
Bio

The attitude of the unions to the proposed scheme for the
unification of London Transport was generally friendly. The

A full, if one-sided, account of the dispute is given in the Busman’s Punch of February
1933.

2 Busman’s Punch, August 1933. 3 T. & G.W.U. Rule Book.
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attitude of the T. & G.W.U. at the time of the 1924 strike has
already been mentioned.* They welcomed the Act of that year,
so far as it went. In June 1927 Mr. John Cliff, the Assistant
General Secretary and an old road transport worker, read a paper
to the National Joint Council for the Tramway Industry, attack-
ing ‘wasteful competition’, giving his approval to Lord Ashficld’s
‘Common Fund’ scheme and advocating a scheme of national
unification by areas.? A memorandum to the Royal Com-
mission of 1929 had embodied a similar scheme, and Mr. Cliff
had given evidence in favour.® The union supported a private
member’s bill of the early part of that year to unify London’s
transport under the Combine, thus incurring Mr. Herbert
Morrison’s displeasure. On the formation of the Labour
Government the latter, as Minister of Transport, undertook to
present a government bill for control under a public authority.
Union leaders thought, with the directors of the Combine,
that the prosperity of transport depended on the ending of
‘wasteful competition’, and prosperity would determine the wages
and conditions of their members: moreover the staff of the
Combine, and of municipalities elsewhere, was well organized
in the union, which had always found great obstacles to its head-
way among the employees of the smaller companies and
operators. The railway and other unions were also in favour of
unification, although less energetic in the matter than the
T. & G.W.U. Most of the unions concerned presented petitions
to the Select Committee of Lords and Commons which in 1931
considered Mr. Morrison’s bill, but in defence of their particular
interests, rather than against the principle of the scheme. The
two major matters of concern to the unions which were dis-
cussed were: the method of appointment of the Board, in which
the T. & G.W.U. were deeply concerned, and the provision for
the embodiment of the underground joint representative schemes
in the bill, which affected the railway unions, the others being

chiefly interested in the exclusion of their members from such

1 In September 1929, a Dublin transport strike, supported by the Union, led a Court
of Inquiry to declare in favour of transport unification in that city, as a means of avoiding
competitive wage-cuts. (The Record, October, 1929). This was an exact repetition of the
tactics of 1924.

2 The Record, June, 1927. 8 The Record, April, 1929.

4 Herbert Morrison, Socialization and Transport.
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schemes (for which the bill provided). Mr. Neep, representing
the T. & G.W.U. beforc the Committee, argued in favour of an
enlarged representation on the London and Home Counties
Trafhic Advisory Committee (a body originally set up under the
1924 Act, and reconstituted by Mr. Morrison’s scheme with
thirty-four members instead of nincteen), and for direct repre-
sentation of labour on the Board, or at least statutory provision
for the consultation of labour interests before appointment, as
under the Acts constituting the Central Electricity Board, and the
Port of London Authority. (On the latter body the union had
two representatives, and twice in the previous decade had sought
to augment the number by private members’ bills.) Mr. Morrison
camc in person to reiterate his well-known thesis of the board of
experts, arguing that trade unionists should be appointed only on
grounds of ability, and not in any way as representatives. A
compromisc was reached, increasing labour representatives on
the Advisory Committec from three to five, and slightly altering
the wording of the clause which laid down the qualifications
required for membership of the Board from:

‘persons who have had wide experience and have shown capacity in industry,
commerce or finance’

to

‘persons who have had wide experience and have shown capacity in trans-

port industrial commercial or financial matters or in the conduct of public
C
affairs’.

This change appcared to satisfy the union that labour would
suffer less danger of exclusion from the Board, an attitude which
the Committee, understandably, found a little difficult to
comprehend. The controversy between Mr. Morrison and the
union over direct representation on the boards of nationalized
industries was continued at length in the debates of the T.U.C.
and Labour Party Conferences in the following years. In the
event Mr. Cliff was appointed to the London Passenger Transport
Board, and resigned his office in the union in order to accept.
As mentioned above, the railway unions had been satisfied
by inclusion in, and the other unions by exclusion from, the
scheme for formal representative bodies. Sir Lyndon Macassey,

1 Joint Select Committee, op. cit., pp. 614-615.
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for the Combine, made a half-hearted attempt to object that
administrative, supervisory and technical staff, previously
excluded, would now be liable to inclusion in a trade union
scheme.! He was answered by Mr. Blanco White for the railway
unions, who showed that such staff were not excluded either
under the 1921 Act for the Main Lines, or under the Under-
ground schemes, and that in fact there was in existence on the
Underground a departmental council for clerical staff, and, for
supervisory staff, three sectional sub-committees. Strong objec-
tion came from the L.C.C. Staff Association, who claimed that
600 of their members would be transferred under the scheme,
and become liable to inclusion along with trade unionists. The
Association, its representative claimed, was not a trade union;
‘in our view the staff has a responsibility for keeping the under-
taking going, and, therefore, in our view it is not open to the staff
to press its contentions by the threat of the withdrawal of its
services, and one of the objections that we have to being placed
in this position, where we must cither go completely unrepre-
sented in the Conciliation Machinery, or join a Trade Union
that has not that principle working, is that we do not feel justified
and do not wish—it is against the principles that we believe to
be right—to be involved with a body that is prepared to with-
draw its services in order to enforce its demands’.2 The promoters
of the bill pointed out that the schemes were desired by unions
representing a large majority of the staff concerned, and that it
would be open to the association’s transferred members to form
their own organization to meet the Board in their interest, if they
so desired. Later the Board set up a separate representative scheme
to satisfy these tender consciences.

The Rank and File Movement showed no pleasure at the
prospect of employment by a public authority or in Mr. Cliff’s
appointment. The scheme was looked on as ‘state capitalism’,
and an article in the Busman’s Punch of Deccmber 1932 drew
attention to the threat to wages and conditions which the writer
alleged to be contained in the clauses laying down the Board’s
prior obligation to meet the interest charges on its stock.

. - . . . .

1 Ibid., p. 1244. 2 Ibid., p. 1247.
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The Board, then, inherited a comparatively well-paid staff,
enjoying good conditions, and considerable welfare and other
benefits; good relations, and carefully planned machinery for
discussion and negotiation, with the unions concerned, who were

well disposed towards its objects; and a troubled situation on the
Central Bus services.



CHAPTER I

NEGOTIATIONS AND THE NEGOTIATING
MACHINERY

IN contrast to some of the industries nationalized by the present
Parliament (for instance the Electricity Supply Industry), the
Board and the trade unions concerned have not agreed on a
simple hierarchical structure for negotiations. This is partly due
to the number of unions concerned (some seventeen), and to the
number of sections of staff engaged on different types of work.
The extension of negotiations has produced some simplification,
by bringing together unions and sections of staff, but this has in
most cases led to an increase in the number of negotiating bodies,
for the new have been treated as supplementing, rather than
superseding, the old. Fortunately, however, most of the negotia-
ting schemes affect only small sections of the staff, and the vast
majority of London Transport workers are covered by three of
them. The first of these in importance is undoubtedly that for
road service section, excluding the workshops and the craftsmen.

1. ROAD SERVICE STAFF

The simplicity of the machinery covering the staff working
in or from the bus and coach garages, and the tram depots is,
in the main, due to the organization of the whole, apart from
craftsmen and some members of the higher supervisory sections,
in the one union, the T. & G.W.U., which has, since 1946,
enjoyed ‘closed-shop’ rights amongst the non-supervisory staff:!
The structure of the union has already been partially described
in the first chapter.? Each garage or depot has its own branch.
The most important officers of the branch are the secretary, the
conference delegate, the garage or depot representative (whose
task it is to represent union members in local discussions), and
the shop steward, or stewards, of the inside staff. In the Central

1 The reasons for this are given below, p. 129. 2 See pp. 13-18.
37
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Bus section the secretary cannot be the representative, but in the
Tram and Trolley-bus, and Country Bus and Coach, sections,
the two offices may be, and frequently are, held by the same
person; in all sections the branch secretary may be the conference
delegate. These and other officers, together with other elected
members, form the branch committee. The delegates, together
with representatives elected from and by the shop stewards, form
the conferences of the three sections, which meet every other
month and are, within the limits set down by the General
Executive Council of the union, according to union rules, the
governing bodics of the sections, although issues are from time to
time referred back to the branches for decision. Each section
has a committee; that of the Central Bus Section is elected in a
ballot of the membershlp every two years, and consists of two
members from cach of the three divisions, and two inside staff
representatives clected by the shop stewards; the Tram and
Trolley-bus Council, and the Country Services Committee! are
elected by the conferences of those two sections; the former
has three from each of three divisions, two inside staff representa-
tives, and one representative of the permanent way staff; the
latter has two representatives from each of two sections, and
two from the inside staff. The committees, together with the
appropriate permanent officials, form the negotiating bodies for
the sections.? Each sectional committee elects four members,

one of whom, and one only, is from the inside staff, to the Area
Passenger Transport Group Committee, which also includes two
representatives of the London cabmen. The Group Committee,
less cabmen, is the negotiating body for the whole section.

In the Central Bus and Country Service sections, inside staff
workers are members of the same branches as the operating staff,
but in the Tram and Trolley-bus Section the insidc staff belongs
to separate branches, organized on a geographical basis, in order
to give branches of a sufhicient size (fifty members is the minimum
for a T. & G.W.U. branch). This change came in 1938 at the
wishes of the members, who felt they would then be able to give
fuller attention to their rather different problems. In all three
sections shop stewards’ conferences, and negotiating com-

1 Also known as the ‘Outer London District Committee’.
? The Tram and Trolley-bus Section elects from its members one for each division
to form a Negotiating Committee of three members.
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mittees elected by them, may deal with matters concerning the
inside staff alone.!

Each of the eight divisions, and each of the three sections, has
its own permanent officer. The Central Bus Section has in
addition a schedules officer, and an inside staff officer, who also
deals with T. & G.W.U. members employed in Chiswick
Works. The Arca Group Committee Secretary is the senior
officer of the Area Trade Group. This post, and the post of
sectional officer for the Country Services, were added at the end
of the war. All the officers are appointed by the Exccutive of the
union.

The Arca Passenger Trade Group forms part of the No. 1 Area
of the union, and its offices are in the Area Office buildings.
It also forms part of the National Passenger Trade Group.

The Country Service members were originally in Area No. 2
of the union, but in January 1938 they werc transferred to Area
No. 1. This transfer has greatly facilitated the practice of carrying
on ncgotiations common to all three sections, which has become
the rule since the outbreak of war. Prior to 1938 joint action had
required the setting up of an ad hoc joint committee. The special
privileges of the Central Bus Section under the ‘Anderton’s
Hotel Agreement’,? with regard to direct access to the union
Exccutive and the conduct of negotiations in conjunction with
the Executive, have been extended to the Arca Trade Group.
On a number of occasions since the war, joint conferences of the
delegates of the three sections have been held to decide on policy
in important ncgotiations. This practice, although it has led to
some difficulty over voting rights—the Central Busmen, who
outnumber the other two Sections, may be outvoted at such a
conference—is rcgarded by union officials as a remedy for the
sectional suspicion which was noticeable on occasion before the
war, and would tend to prevent a repetition of the charges and
countercharges of provoking conflict between sections which
were bandied about by officers of the union and ‘Rank and File’
leaders after the Coronation Strike.

This union organization fits neatly into the structure of London
Transport. Apart from major agreements which are a matter for

1 The permanent way (trams) representatives have their own separate negotiating
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negotiation between London Transport and the union Executive
(in consultation with the No. 1 Area Passenger Transport Trade
Group Committee), more important difficulties can be discussed
in regular meetings between the Board’s officials and the Group
Committee, or between sectional officials of the Board and the
sectional committecs at their regular meetings;! more informally
they may be raised with the Group or Sectional Officers. Local
difficulties are discussed in the first instance by the garage repre-
sentative (or another union officer acting for him) and the Board’s
garage, depot or district officials; failing settlement they are
passed up through district to divisional levels, at which Divisional
Superintendent can meet Divisional Officer, to the Operating
Managers and the sectional officers and committees. Schedules
complaints are dealt with in a similar manner, but most branches
have schedules representatives (or delegates), who ‘peruse’ new
schedules and raise questions in the first instance; further dis-
cussion is between the Board’s schedules superintendents and
union officials (in Central Buses the schedules officer) up to
scction committees and Operating Managers. Matters concerning
the inside staff, when not settled between the shop steward and
local officials, are passed up to union officers and Divisional
Engineers, or next, to the Rolling Stock Engineer, and, in the
last resort, to meetings of the Inside Staff Negotiating Com-
mittee and the Chief Mechanical Engineer (Road Services).
The majority of the supervisory staff in thesc threc sections is
organized by the T. & G.W.U. into branches separate from the
operating and inside staff, within a different scction of the union
(Clerical and Supervisory) and having their own union officer
at the Area Office. The advantage of this separation is obvious.
Some of the members of the higher supervisory staff (District
Inspectors and above), who were at one time debarred from union
membership by the L.G.O.C., and onc or two clerical and lower
supervisory grades in the Country Services? are members of the
R.C.A. The R.C.A., from its foundation, aimed to cover the
clerical and supervisory staff at the head offices of the Under-
ground Group, as of the Main Line Companies, and it has,

! London Transport’s chief officers for these sections mect their union committee each
month (Central Bus meetings run for two days). In Countrv Services the meetings are
quarterly.

% Depot mspectors and depot clerks.

D
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perhaps, some additional attraction for senior staff as an organiza-
tion confined to ‘black-coated’ workers. The T. & G.W.U.
recognizes the right of the R.C.A. to organize Country Service
depot inspectors and clerks, and in general the understanding is
that those promoted to higher posts from the road operating
staff remain in the T. & G.W.U. and those promoted from
amongst the clerical staff remain in the R.C.A.; there is, however,
competition between the two unions for the right to represent
some of the higher Central Bus supervisory grades.

For the supervisory staff there are a number of Committees
covering the various grades within each section. Some of these
consist of London Transport officials and union representatives
(the appropriate union official and representatives elected by the
members); these committees, like those described above, are
informal. Others, for staff amongst whom union membership
is insufficient to warrant union representation, are ‘domestic’
schemes for staff representation, at which the Board’s officials
meet representatives clected by the staff concerned; these com-
mittees have formally agreed constitutions which lay down the
objects, limits and procedure of the committees, and methods of
nomination and clection of staff representatives. The old
antagonism to union membership among supervisory grades,
which was for a time renewed after the General Strike, has
now disappeared, and ballots of the staff concerned are arranged
should unions claim that their membership is sufficient to justify
a change from a domestic to a union scheme. The tram and
trolley-bus supervisory staff has always been represented by the
union and the four grades of Inspector, Depot Inspector, District
Inspector, and Charge Depot Inspector have committees on
which they are represented by the T. & G.W.U. In the
bus sections there are still ‘domestic’ schemes for some grades of
the inspectorate, and union committees for others in which
the T. & G.W.U. has organized a majority. The depot inspectors
and clerks in the Country Area have an R.C.A. committee, and
since September 1948 the district inspectors and district mechanical
inspectors in the Central Bus Area have also been represented by
an R.C.A. committee, following a ballot in which that union
achieved a majority. There are ‘domestic schemes’ for most of
the supervisory grades of the garage and depot maintenance staff
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and permanent way (trams) staff, but one or two grades are
represented by the T. & G.W.U.

This structure looks neat; it also works well. By agreement,
the union officials are allowed to collect union dues in a place
provided by the Board in each garage or depot (normally the
rest room). The union allows a small commission on dues
collected, so that the Secretary, and in a large branch also the
chairman, can take the day off from work in order to collect
dues from members after they have been paid on Friday (in a
small branch it may be necessary for the union to make up the
secretary’s pay to the full amount).! As members come in to pay
irregularly throughout the day, as their shifts finish, they have
an excellent opportunity, which they take, to mention any
grievances which may arise out of the week’s work. An impor-
tant matter may be raised with local officials at once; frequently
the secretary has a regular arrangement to meet the Superinten-
dent, along with other committee members, towards the end of
Friday afternoon, and raise all matters that have come up during
the day. The union officers wait in their offices on Friday after-
noons for the telephone messages which will tell them of
difficulties that cannot be satisfactorily settled in the garages and
depots, so that they can give advice, make arrangements for the
appropriate further stages, and, if necessary, contact officials of
the Board immediately.

Local difficulties are not confined to Friday; if at any time
an urgent matter arises and the local officials fail to agree,
arrangements are made for an immediate mecting between the
Board’s senior officials and union officers, sometimes on the spot.
If the matter requires further investigation, arrangements arc
made as soon as possible for a joint committee to be set up. Less
urgent matters are considered by the branch meetings, which are
usually held fortnightly in the two central sections, and monthly
in the country services, and alternate with branch committee
meetings. Attendance at branch meetings is, as in most unions,
low (suggested figures vary between 5% and 20%); when the
reports of the schedules representatives are being considered, or
similarly important matters discussed, it is customary to hold
two meetings, so that both early and late shifts may voice their

1 This practice is not universal in the Country Services.
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opinions, and by these means up to 40% of the membership
may be brought together. It is fashionable to-day to criticize
low attendances at union branch meetings;' but it should be
remembered that, on London Transport road services, there is
ample provision made for the member to seck the advice and help
of his representatives, or to make his views known to them,
without attending branch mectings; and no doubt most members
feel that there is no need to spend two hours in doing what can
be done in five minutes. Ballots on matters concerning the
section, on agrecments with the Board, for instance, show a high
proportion of members voting.?

Both national officials of the union, and senior officers of the
Board, state that it has been their policy to encourage open and
easy contact between those who have to negotiate on both sidcs.
This has depended partly on the selection of persons (and here it
must be remembered that all branch officials are clected), and
partly on the fostering of good relations. It is clearly impossible
for any outsider to give an authoritative judgment on the matter,
but both sides (and this includes the ‘left’” amongst the union
officials and representatives) claim that to-day relationships are
excellent. Upon these relations depends, in the first instance,
the smooth working of the negotiating machinery. The number,
and frequent meetings, both formal and informal, of joint
committecs, or of management and negotiating committecs,
gives every possible opportunity for the airing of gricvances and
the discussion of difficulties.

The machinery works well; but there have been conflicts,
and, at times, strikes, particularly of Central Busmen, the most
important of which are described in the fourth chapter; negotia-
tions have often been difficult and protracted, and sometimes
unsuccessful. But this has not necessarily been due to weaknesses
in the negotiating machinery. The causes have lain deeper.

The introduction of new schedules has always been one of the
main sources of friction. From time to time particular schedules
require alteration, as demand for transport varies, and as traffic
conditions change, and twice a ycar there is a wholesale revision,
at the time when summer or winter scrvices are introduced.

1 Sce, for instance, N. Barou, British Trade Unionism To-d;zy, Gollancz, 1947.
3 The ballot held during the Coronation strike obtained a 75%, vote. For figures of
union ballots 1n general, sce British Trade Unionism, P.E.P., 1948,
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The exact timing of a schedule makes all the difference between
a satisfactory job and over-work. Frequent changes in working
conditions are in themselves disturbing, and particular changes
may affect, or appear to affect, some workers adversely. Such
changes have frequently been the occasion for a crop of minor
strikes. Moreover, schedules which have worked well for some
time may cause trouble if traffic conditions change, and on one
occasion it was found that discontent over schedules which had
for long seemed satisfactory was duc to the fact that a number
of men who had previously lived closc to the garage concerned
had moved further away under a housing scheme, and required
cither much longer ‘spread-overs’ so that they might continue
to go home between spells, or shorter schedules to reduce the
time they now had to spend at the garage.

The 1937 Court of Inquiry, set up after the Coronation Strike,
spent much of its time in consideration of schedules’ difficulties,
and in their Final Report the members of the Court added to
their recommendation of casement a suggestion that the pro-
cedure for the submission of complaints to Head Office was too
centralized, and that it should be ‘preceded by discussion between
representatives of the men and the Board at the garage at which
the complaint arises’.! This has since become the recognized
procedure, but it is doubtful if it is a complete solution. The core
of the difficulty is that schedule compilation must be centralized,
and particularly so in an arca in which the volume of passenger
transport is as heavy as in Central London. Each routc intersects,
or from time to time, runs on the same road as a large number of
other routes; accordingly the schedules for each of these routes
must interlock, and, in fact, every route in the area affects and is
affected by the schedule of every other route, directly or in-
directly. Schedule compilation is thus a skilled job; the story is
told that a union branch secretary, who claimed that he would
improvc on the Board’s schedules for his garage, was given a
week and every opportunity to do so, and failed lamentably,
producing schedules which neglected many points of contact
with other routes. Although, however, compilation is skilled,
and a given set of schedules may be accepted by the union
members who specialize in such matters as the best solution of a

1 Fial Report. Section 40. Cmd. 5464 of 1937.
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given problem, schedules that seem satisfactory on paper may not
suit the traffic conditions under which they must be worked,
and the final test of the schedules in traffic conditions is their
effect on the men who have to operate them, who are not expert
compilers. Some union members have from time to time
suggested that union representatives should participate in the
actual compilation; officials of the union reject this, on what
seems to be solid grounds, that the result would be to transfer
the conflict into the union itself. It is clear that there is no easy
solution to this difficulty, and it would be bold for an outsider to
criticize the methods and the efforts of both parties to overcome it.
The last paragraph of the Court of Inquiry’s Final Report,
a little homily on the avoidance of industrial disputes, suggested
that there should be established ‘by agreement . . . a final court
of investigation and appeal on any matter where the ordinary
methods of negotiation have failed to find a settlement’, and
referred to the existence of such schemes elsewhere.! We have
seen that, from the beginning, neither side has shown liking for
such a formal scheme. It is at least debatable whether arbitration
would have averted the Coronation Strike; the roots of the
trouble went deep, and such methods might have converted a
strike that remained to the end an officially conducted dispute,
into an uncontrolled unofficial strike which could, in the condi-
tions of the time, have extended nationally. Certainly its absence
has not led to major trouble since 1937; during the war a tribunal
was set up to conform with the terms of S.R. & O. 1305, and
twice used, but the onus has in general remained on ncgotiation.
Indeeed the experience of the national award of the National
Council for the Omnibus Industry in 19432 shows that, at least
on some occasions, negotiation can succeed where arbitration has
not; and a Committee of Investigation can provide independent
assistance, as with the forty-four hour week claim, less formally,
and perhaps more successfully, than an arbitration tribunal.
Both Board and union appear to be content with the machinery
of negotiation; union members have no loudly voiced criticisms,
with every opportunity to voice them. It is difficult for the out-
sider to see that more could be done. The only authoritative
body which has pronounced on the machinery found it wanting
1 Op. cit., Section 43. 2 See p. 92 below.
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in some respects. Its reccommendations have been partly carried
out, and it is doubtful whether full implementation would bring
any benefit.

2. RAILwWAY STAFF

The structure of negotiating committees for the railway staff
is not quite so neat as that on the road operating side: first, because
there are the three railway unions instead of the single
T. & G.W.U,, and secondly, because, for historical reasons,
some of the committees include other sections of the staff, for
example the lower grades of the headquarters clerical and
technical staff (up to Senior Clerical Assistant, and equivalent
technical grades). For other purposes, the headquarters staff is
quite distinct from the railway staff, and scrves all sections; for
negotiating purposecs, its lower grades are, since they are
organized by the R.C.A., included in the railway machinery.

A second difference in comparison to the road service side is
the formalization of the scheme. The committees operate under
carcfully drafted constitutions in accordance with the terms of
the London Passenger Transport Act. The bottom tier consists
of staff councils, which represent the employees on an occupational
and not a territorial basis. There is considerable reason for this:
railway operation requires a much greater variety of tasks than
road operation, but it prevents the integration of branch, place
of work and negotiating machinery which adds much to the
neatness of the road service structure. There are nine staff
councils, covering the Office Staff, Booking Office Staff, Train-
men, Station Staff, Supervisory Enginecring Staff, Supervisory
Traffic Staff, Signal Staff, Permanent Way Staff, and Mechanical
Staff. Staff representatives vary in number from three (Super-
visory Engineering Staff) to cleven (Trainmen), who meet ‘not
more than a corresponding number of officials nominated on
behalf of the Management’. The functions and procedure of
these councils, as laid down in the constitution, are similar to
those of the Sectional Councils on the Main Lincs. They are
for the discussion and settlement of questions such as:

(a) The local interpretation and administration of agreements governing

employment.

(b) Questions relating to working hours, reliefs, timekeeping, holidays,
rosters, seniority, etc.
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(c) Questions of physical welfare, safety appliances and prevention of
accidents.

(d) Questions affecting econonmy and improvements in all matters relating
to the operations of the Board.

(¢) Publicity as to rules and regulations, ctc.

(/) Questions of mutual interest affecting the well-being of the staff or of
operation.

Questions which are not covered by the above provisions may be

discussed and recommendations put forward to the management.!

In contrast to the constitution which is still in force on the
Main Lines,? there is provision for joint meetings of two or more
councils on matters of joint interest, and for reference of matters
not agreed in the first instance to the Management (i.e. informal
discussion between the Staff Representatives and the Chief Officer
concerned), and not immediately to the higher constitutional
negotiating body. Each side has its own secretary, who is cntitled
to take part in the proceedings. The staff side secretary need not
be in London Transport’s employment, i.e., may be a trade
union official. This concession dates back to the Main Line
Councils’ Constitution of 1911, and was one of the major victories
of the railway unions in their struggle for recognition. There is
elaborate provision for the nomination and clection of staff
representatives, who, as on the Main Line, need not be trade
union members, though in fact they always arc. The N.U.R.
would like to see nomination made the prerogative of the trade
union branch.

The Negotiating Committee, also established according to the
provisions of the Act, consists of six representatives of the
management, and two of each of the three unions. Its function is
to consider applications from cither party for a revision of agree-
ments, and matters referred to it by the Sectional Councils.
It is perhaps a weakness that the union side includes no ‘working’
members. Matters not agreed may be referred by either side to a
Wages Board, which originally consisted of an independent
chairman nominated by the Ministry of Labour, six representa-
tives of each party, and four other persons nominated by bodies
representative of labour or of employers. In 1948 this was
altered in the interest of simplicity to correspond with the

1 Scheme for the Establishment of Staff Councils, L.P.T.B. 1934, Section 3.
* A new procedure for consultation has been recently agreed.
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changed Main Line body, the Railway Staff National Tribunal
of 1935; the Wages Board now has three members only—an
independent chairman, and a member nominated by cach of the
parties—who must not be members or employces of London
Transport, or of the Trade Unions; there is provision for repre-
sentatives of the parties to act as assessors.

The number of meetings and the number of agenda items for
those meetings vary considerably between the different staff
councils, partly according to the number of staff covered, and
partly according to the method of transacting business (the
council of the Head Office Staff, for instance, performs much of
its work through a sub-committee). The councils covering the
wages grades discuss, in the main, matters of welfare, such as the
cleanliness of vehicles and rest rooms, draughts in vehicles,
provision of special clothing; and operational problems (this
affects the trainmen morc than other sections), such as the
provision of equipment, the introduction of new equipment,
the operation of signal and lighting equipment, and times of
running. Operational problems are frequently ‘referred to
management’, often for tests and experiments observed by both
parties.

One subject concerns the supervisory staff very deeply
and takes up much of the time of the other councils—
claims for reclassification to a higher grade. The councils
have the right to discuss and advise on such claims. The
number of grades and rates of pay would in themselves make
reclassification a vexed question, but further complication is
caused by the fact that promotion does not follow the simple
pyramid of most occupations (since progress from the lowest
to the highest grade may go along a number of routes); and by
the jealousy between members of different unions whose paths
of promotion cross or join at various stages. The present line of
promotion for operating staff, agreed by the Negotiating Com-
mittee in 1947, is with difficulty illustrated by a chart. The chart
does not reveal the whole system, for the principles governing
selection vary with the different sections (promotion ‘according
to service’, or ‘according to seniority by class’), and old employees
may still follow previous lines of promotion scttled by agree-
ments of 1928, 1932 and 1934 (‘protective dates’) for different
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undertakings. The sectional councils are concerned with the
application of principles of reclassification, and with the dis-
cussion of complaints of individuals passed over, and of applica-
tions for, and refusals of, reclassification. For the higher grades
covered by this line of promotion, the traffic supervisory staff,
classification is a matter of stations rather than men, and applica-
tions are based and decided upon numbers of staff and of stations
supervised, and traffic peculiarities at those stations. This line of
promotion does not include the office or engineering staffs.
The Head Office Staff Council deals with reclassification by means
of a sub-committee which sits as a semi-judicial body. Promotion
here is not by length of service or seniority within grade, as in
the operating department, where unsuitability is merely a negative
check, but is more on the positive merits of the case, and thus
requires more careful handling. The staff side secretary, an officer
of the R.C.A., usually acts as advocate for appcllants before this
body. The full council meet roughly every six months to hear the
reports of the sub-committee and consider other business. Meet-
ings of the other councils, especially those of the wages grades,
are more frequent, running to six or more a year, each of which
may last for two days, with further time for subsequent meetings
‘with the Management’.

The R.C.A. would like to give the councils executive powers
on classification, and would like them to have full judicial powers
to call for information, on which to base claims.! This demand
has the support of the other unions. London Transport, however,
takes the view, that since it is responsible for the efficiency of
operations, it must be responsible for such decisions, which
vitally affect efficiency.

Joint sectional council meetings are now held more frequently
than in the earlier years of London Transport. They discuss such
matters of common interest as the provision of trains for trans-
porting staff on late turns to their homes.

The Negotiating Committee deals mainly with major agree-
ments concerning the staff included in the councils. Although
all applications for the making or revision of such agreements
come before it, agreements concerning the members of one or

1 The unions do not accuse the Board of obstruction in this matter, but they feel
that the Board’s records should be at the disposal of both parties for this purpose.
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two of the unions are signed by the representatives of the unions
concerned. The Wages Board has recently been used for the
first time.

Negotiations through this machinery have not been so frequent
or attracted such attention as those between the Board and the
T. & G.W.U. The reason for this is not only the smaller number
of employees concerned. The London Transport railway
operating staff is not so clearly diffcrentiated from the rest of the
railway union membership as is the No. 1 Area Passenger
Transport Trade Group from the rest of the T. & G.W.U.
Although organized in separate branches, with their own ‘line’
conferences (the R.C.A. in particular arranges its branches to
cover the various grades of members employed by London
Transport, and has a full-time official—a ‘Line’ Secrctary—to
deal with their affairs alone) the railway union members come
within the London Districts of their various unions, in which
Main Line membership predominates, and thus the interests
and problems of London Transport members tend to become
merged with those of Main Line staff.! After the victorious rise
of the railway unions between 1906 and 1920, Main Line railway
unionism settled down to relative quiescence in the period
between the world wars, partly at least owing to the deteriorating
financial position of the railways in the face of road transport
competition. The main task of the unions in the twenties was
defensive, and after the temporary cuts of the depression, the
recovery of lost ground in the thirties. There was little attempt
to separate the interests of London Transport employees who
shared in the losses and gains of their more numerous comrades,
through the almost automatic extension of Main Line agreements.
War advances and post-war agreements followed, as we shall
see, those negotiated for Main Line employees. Where there
have been differences for particular grades they have usually
been due to the initiative of London Transport, which has
insisted that it must consider the rates of its railway staff in relation
to the rest of its employees, and not only in relation to Main Line
rates. Where London Transport rates have been below those

1 This does not apply to railway workshop staff, especially craft union members,
who are interested more in nearby enginecring shops (e.g. Ch}swnck) th:u{ in remote
railway shops, whose craftsmen will probably be organized in different districts of their
unions,
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paid on the Main Lines, the unions have pressed for the Main
Line rates.

The jealousy between unions, and the considerable attention
given to matters of promotion and classification, perhaps also
serve to divert attention to some degrce away from major
negotiations. The A.S.L.E.F.,%s a craft union, comes into frequent
conflict with the N.U.R.; the latter regards itself as an industrial
union and claims to represent all railway workers, although it
accepts the separate organization of clerical and supervisory staff
with better grace. The journal of each union is critical of the
other; the A.SL.EF. claims that the promotion rights of its
members in London Transport do not receive proper respect
from the N.U.R.!

The relative quiescence of railway negotiations has not in the
long run adversely affected the wages and hours of railwaymen.
Although the road service staff were advancing more rapidly
in the thirties, the railwaymen have more than made good that
loss, and have now received slightly greater advances, since 1933,
than corresponding grades on the roads. Nor do wage figures
substantiate the claim, sometimes made, that the N.U.R., as an
industrial union, neglects the interests of the craftsmen. The
motorman’s full rate, including London allowance, has risen
from 93/- in 1933 to 140/- in 1948. Over the same period the
rate for the Relief Signalman (the highest paid grade among the
signalmen, who are organized by the N.U.R.) has risen from
80/- to 140/-. The explanation may be that the N.U.R. looks
after its craftsmen all the better because it has to compete, in
certain grades, with a craft union.

Some London Transport officers prefer negotiations through
the railway machinery to those with the representatives of the
road service staff. If industrial peace is the sole criterion, this
preference has some justification; if vigour and virility in industrial
relations are desirable, the judgment might be reversed. There
are no grounds for supposing that the one type is in the long run

! The Locomotive Journal (organ of the A.S.L.E.E.) March, 1948:

‘For many years the staff have suffered from a diabolical policy of perpetual transfers
from one side of London to the other. Some powers that be have ridiculed our negotiat-
ing machinery on this question . . .  hope that when the new L.T. Executive get down to
these matters which vitally affect the staff’s welfare we shall have done with all this
tomfooling of the past, and when Agreements are signed they will be implemented
whether they meet with the approval of lower levels or not.’
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less costly to the Board than the other, providing that the relative
numbers of the two sections arc taken into account. The railway
negotiating machinery has been tested and found satisfactory by
most of those concerned; although it must be noted that criticisms
of the machinery, and demands for its alteration (e.g. the exten-
sion of powers) are more frequent than amongst T. & G.W.U.
members. The busmen and tramwaymen, having a less formal
structure, tend, if they have criticisms, to make them of persons
concerned in negotiations, on both sides, rather than of methods
used.

3. WORKSHOP STAFF

Since 1932 the London Transport Joint Trades Committee
has expanded to cover all the road service workshops and all
garage and depot craftsmen. Works Committees constitute the
intermediate negotiating bodies in the three workshops, and
garage and depot alliances for the craftsmen among the ‘inside
staffs’. Onec or two semi-skilled grades who have, by agreement
(mainly for historical reasons), been organized by the craft
unions, are represented by the garage alliances instead of the shop
stewards of the T. & G.W.U. The Joint Trades Committee
includes representatives of thirtecn unions:—the A.E.U., the
E.T.U., the N.U.V.B,, the T. & G.W.U., the National Union of
General and Municipal Workers, the United Boilermakers and
Iron and Steel Shipbuilders’ Society, the Associated Blacksmiths,
Forge and Smithy Workers’ Society, the National Union of
Sheet Metal Workers and Braziers, the Amalgamated Union of
Foundry Workers, the National Socicty of Mctal Mechanics,
the Amalgamated Society of Woodworkers, the Amalgamated
Society of Wood-cutting Machinists, and the National Union
of Enginemen, Firemen, Mechanics, and Electrical Workers,
Each of these appoints representatives, frequently permanent
officials, from one to threce in number according to the
size of the membership amongst London Transport em-
ployees, to the Joint Trades Committee, where they sit with
elected delegates of the shop stewards in the workshops and in
the garage and depot alliances. Most of the Committee’s work
is performed by a Negotiating Committee of nine members: a
Chairman, Vice-Chairman, Secretary and two others from the
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permanent union officials, and four rank and file members who
must be from the delegates elected by the road service workshops
or the alliances; when railway workshop matters are under
negotiation, four other lay members, elected from the craft
union representatives from those workshops, serve in their
place.

Industrial relations in the workshops were, on the whole,
quiet during the thirties, as on the railways. The centre of work-
shop organization has always been Chiswick works, and unionism
there suffered considerably in the years following the depression.
A correspondent of the Busman’s Punch wrote:*

For many years there was a strong Trade Union organization at Chiswick,
but through victimization of the loyal shop stewards? and the ‘promotion’ of
others this position was broken down, combined with the general disillusion-
ment with labour, and trade union developments, naturally up to 1931 this
brought about apathy which was reflected in the Constitution and Works
Committee procedure negotiated in 1932.

With the centralization policy of the Board, 34-35 workers from outlying
coach and bus shops of amalgamated companics were transferred to Chiswick . .

The transferred workers had already achieved considerable organization
in the transferred undertakings, and this had the effect of reviving some of the
old trade union spirit in Chiswick. This reached its most complete expression
in the issue surrounding the casc reported last month, and now in the Metal
Shop victory. Now, roughly a year after the last transfer of men, it is estimated
that Chiswick is 75 per cent trade union, and each wecek sees recruits and re-
entrants; more important, there is now a growth of militancy and reliable
leadership.

This renewed interest led to little more than a couple of brief
sectional strikes; and, in addition, the revision of the Works
Committee Constitution; but the revival of trade union member-
ship proved lasting, and had its effect in later years. The Works
Committee Constitution, as further revised in 1947, provides
for the election of shop stewards in accordance with union rules,
and for their recognition, and the provision of facilities, by the
management. These Shop Stewards form separate Union Com-
mittees to deal with questions affecting their own membership,
and send not more than two delegates from amongst themselves
to a Works Committee, which operates through a Negotiating

! No. 47, September 1936.

2 A charge of victimization is notoriously easy to make, and difficult to substantiate,
even when true.
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Committee of one delegate from each Union Committee,
meeting, in the first instance, the officer in charge of the depart-
ment concerned, next the Works Manager, and finally the Chief
Mechanical Engineer (Road Services). The Works Manager may
provide facilities for shop stewards’ or workshop meetings, out-
side working hours.

A similar procedure is used in the other workshops and in the
depots and garages, though not covered by a formal agreement,
without the intermediate stage of the union committee, and
with alliance substituted, where necessary, for committee. It
serves as the channel for normal complaints, such as those which
go through delegate to committee on the road services, and to
sectional councils on the railways, and also as the machinery for
communication between the union officials and members, since
the number of unions makes communication through union
channels cumbrous. Officials may explain and defend agreements
they have signed at a works meeting at Chiswick; and this meeting
may be lively.

The original Joint Trades Committee operated through three
different scctions for buses, trams and trolley-buses, and railways.
The sections negotiated common advances during the war, and
in 1944 reconstituted their organization into its present centralized
form, in preparation for the post-war negotiations which have
achieved ‘levelling-up’ of wages and an incentive bonus system.
The committee is allowed considerable autonomy by its con-
stituent unions, and negotiates on all common matters, including
hours and wages. Agreements on such matters are not signed,
as on the railway operating side, by the various unions, but by
the officials of the Committce. The Committec consults the
unions during the course of negotiations. Domestic matters,
such as relaxation of union rules to allow ‘dilution’ in war-time,
are negotiated directly between craft unions and London Trans-
port, but the secrctary of the Committee states that issues of this
kind are decreasing. The unions have not yet granted the
Committee power to deal with all questions affecting their
members in London Transport.

There is some criticism of the number of stages in this structure,
from shop steward up to Works Committee, and from Works
Committee through the Joint Trades Committee to the Negotiat-
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ing Committee, and the number of stages of reference back
before the Negotiating Committee can come to a decision, but
much of this is inherent in the nature of a body which must
co-ordinate the members of a large number of unions. It seems
unlikely that this Joint Trades Committee, after the great success
of its unifying policy in recent years, would consent to any
considerable measures of decentralization.

The N.U.R. and the Joint Trades Committee had of necessity
to work together in the railway workshops, and sometimes met
the Board’s officials together, as in May 1941 over the employ-
ment of women in skilled trades. The war fostered co-operation,
and in 1944 the Joint Committee of Unions for Workshop Staff
(Railways) was formed, of the five Joint Trades Committee
union officials, and four representatives of the railway workshop
craftsmen, along with nine representatives of the N.U.R. This
was the committec which negotiated the 1947 ‘levelling-up’
agreement, giving solid proofs of the benefits of joint action.

The lower stages of the negotiating machinery for the railway
workshop staff are ‘shop’ and ‘lines’ committees, which provide
for representation of the staff by departments and by unions.
The agreement with the N.U.R., which is the only railway union
recruiting among the workshop wages staff, provides for twenty-
six representatives of works and depot staff, three of the
permanent way staff, and four of the Signals, Ticket Machine
and Lighting Staff to meet London Transport officials in Shop
Committees—one for the Chief Mechanical Engincer’s Depart-
ment, and one each for the Chief Engineers’ Departments
(Civil) and (Signals). Thirteen representatives from the first,
and two from each of the others form the staff side of the Lines
Committee. The constitution of these bodies is similar to, but
somewhat less formal than, that of the sectional councils and
negotiating committee on the operating side. The departmental
(shop) committees are to discuss and settle ‘questions relating to
rates of pay, hours of duty and conditions of service, other than
matters of Management and Discipline’. The Lines Committee
is allowed rather greater latitude; it is not expressly excluded
from managerial and disciplinary matters, and may, in addition
to the three usual topics, deal with matters of common interest
to staff of all departments (shops). In fact all these shop com-
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mittees concentrate on matters of wages and hours to the
exclusion of other topics far more than do the operational staff
Councils.

There are departmental committees and a Lines Committee
for E.-T.U. members, and a departmental committee for
N.U.V.B. members. The E.T.U. agreement dates from 1924,
and covers members in the Mechanical Engineering Department
(seven representatives), in the Signal Engineering Departmental
?:hrce representatives) and in the Permanent Way Department
one representative); with five from the first and one each from
the second and third forming the staff side of the Lines Com-
mittee. The N.U.V.B. membership is in the Works and Depots.
These committees are all allowed to discuss and settle ‘other
matters’, and are not debarred by agreement from managerial
prerogatives. They are, in effect, formal shop stewards com-
mittees. Both agreements, being made in the days when the
agreements and awards applying to railway shopmen were
followed by London Transport, give these priority over decisions
of the departmental and lines committees.

The formation of the Joint Committee of Unions has rendered
this separatc machinery out-of-date. Common workshop
committees would be better,! but as yet no Common Works
Committee, akin to that of Chiswick, has been constituted at
Acton or elsewhere. The numerical preponderance of the N.U.R.
over the Joint Trades Committee in the railway shops makes
agreement on the number of representatives for each party on
such a Works Committee difficult. The Joint Trades Committee
would like equal membership, as on the Joint Committee of
Unions; the N.U.R. feels itself justified in asking for a majority
of the places.

The final stage in negotiations for all workshop staff is the
Arbitration Tribunal, set up by an agreement of December 1940
between the Board and the N.U.R. and Joint Trades Committee
to comply with S.R. & O. 130s.

The Workshop Supervisory Staff in the road service work-
shops is covered by ‘domestic’ schemes, one for Chiswick, and
one for Tram and Trolley-bus shops and depots. A scheme for

! The E.T.U. and N.U.R. committees occasionally have joint meectings with the
management on matters of common interest.

B
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the establishment of staff committees, with functions roughly
similar to those of sectional councils, was negotiated in May
1934 between the Board, and the N.U.R., R.C.A., and National
Foremen’s Association (now the Association of Supervisory
Staffs, Executives and Technicians) to cover supervisory staff in
the department of the Chief Engmeer and Chief Mechanical
Engineer (Railways). Further discussion on the railway side
could take place between the Board and the unions concerned.
In 1947 a Joint Negotiating Committee for Workshop Super-
visory Staff (in which the A.S.S.E.T., the A.E.U., the N.U.R.,

the R.C.A., and the Confedcration of Sh.lpbulldmg and Engmeer—
ing Unions were represented), claimed negotiating rights for all
workshop supervisory staff in the negofiations concerning
‘levelling-up’ and the output bonus. This claim was granted
after the Board had examined the credentials of the Committee,
and the agreement negotiated with it in November 1947 includes
a Clause (6) which provided for the establishment of an agreed
departmental committee for the road workshop supervisory
staff. As yet no scheme has been agreed, and it is not yet decided
whether it should be a new scheme similar to the rail workshop
supervisory staff committee scheme, or whether these staff
committees should be extended to include road workshop staff.

Order is being created out of disorder in the negotiating
machinery for the workshops of the Board. The process is not
yet complete, and it would be difficult to suppose that the present
machincry will not be altered further to provide greater unifica-
tion, and greater conformity on the railway side with the pattern
laid down by Chiswick and the Joint Trades Committee (as
regards wages staff). This whole section of negotiating machinery
has shown itself to be highly effective in the recent years of its
extension.

Part of the staff of the Civil Engincering Department is not yet
integrated into this scheme. The road service building staff is
paid the district building rate, and although members of unions
included in the Joint Trades Committee (A.E.U., N.U.V.B.,
Sheet Metal Workers, Blacksmiths, and T. & G.W.U.) are repre-
sented there, the negotiating bodies for the building staff remain
separate. There are three of these bodies: the Parsons Green
Works Committee, which include representatives of these unions,
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and of the National Federation of Building Trade Operatives,
the Signwriters’ Union and the N.U.R.; the Chiswick Works
and Major Works Committee of the N.F.B.T.O.; and a Com-
mittee of other district rate staff represented by the N.E.B.T.O.
and the N.U.R.

4. OTHER STAFF

In March 1938 the Board agreed with the N.U.R., A E.U.,,
E.T.U.,, and the Amalgamated Union of Building Trade Workers
on a new scheme for the establishment of two local committees
for male wages staff employed in the railway generation and
distribution sections, similar to the railway sectional councils.
The Greenwich (ex-L.C.C.) electricity supply staff had ceased
to be subject to the National Joint Industrial Council for the
Electricity Supply Industry on September 1st, 1935, when the
Board gave notice that they would no longer be governed by
this body, and, with an eye no doubt towards the lower paid
Neasden and Lots Road (ex-Combine) staff, granted an increase
of 1d. an hour, whereas under Industrial Court Award No. 1622
the rates of the outside industry were increased by £4. an hour.
In 1937 a shop stewards’ committee scheme and a Negotiating
Committee was established for these workers by agreement with
the ET.U, AEU, NUEEEW., T. & GW.U. and
N.U.G.M.W. This machinery is cumbrous, consisting of seven
separate stages, from discussions between shop stewards and
local officials to the Negotiating Committec sitting under an
independent chairman. The standardization agreement of 1946
was negotiated by an ad hoc committee of the unions concerned
on both railway and road sides (excluding the A.UB.T.W.,
which seems to have no members left in this section). This
Committee has become, in effect, the final negotiating body,
making the machinery on the road side more cumbrous than
ever. The unions are proposing a new simplified scheme for
local shop stewards committees; three local negotiating com-
mittees for power stations, sub-stations, and distribution,
appointed by and from the shop stewards committees, with

1 Since March 1948 this body has also represented ‘Award 728’ staff in the Building
Department, i.e., staff who have not been included in the ‘levelling-up’ agreements, and
who are therefore still paid on the basis of the Main Line agreements for workshop
staff.
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representatives apportioned between unions according to the
numbers represented; and a Central Committee with representa-
tives (‘official’ and ‘lay’) appointed by the Union Executives,
again in proportion to membership in the section. The E.T.U. is
the most important union in this section, and outnumbers all
the other unions together. This scheme is not yet finally accepted;
it would clearly bring great simplification, and the destruction of
barriers between the two sections would accord with the
standardization of wages and conditions.

In 1943 an informal committee including representatives of
the N.U.R. and R.C.A. was set up to deal with railway genera-
tion and distribution supervisory staff. Further discussion is
with the R.C.A. headquarters. There is no committee on the
road side; discussion is direct with the unions concerned.
Although A.S.S.E.T. has some members, the R.C.A. is the
dominant union, and it alone signed the most recent agreement.
Thus there is also a de facto simplification here.

As we have seen, the lower grades of the Headquarters Clerical
and Technical Staff’ are included in the railway negotiating
machinery. There are no committees for staff above the status of
Senior Clerical Assistant or Enginecring Assistant, though, as
on the Main Lines, the R.C.A. may negotiate for staff up to a
certain annual salary (the London Transport figure is £620)
and represent staff above that figure on an individual basis.

To satisfy criticisms expressed before the Joint Select
Committee of Lords and Commons in 1931, the Board’s agree-
ment with the Unions for the establishment of staff councils
excludes, along with employees in the Special, or ecquivalent
supervisory grades, and employees working under shop con-
ditions, or in electricity generation and distribution, ex-members
of the L.C.C. Staff Association, ‘so long as not less than one
hundred of such persons . . . express their desire to be excluded
from the scheme’. These employees have formed a London
Transport Association, which is entitled to send three represen-
tatives to meet officials of the Board in a staff council established
for that purpose. The scheme provides that matters not settled
by the council are referred to the chief officer concerned, and if
necessary to discussion between him and officials of the

1 See p. 35.
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Association. This provision has never been used; direct discussion
between the staff concerned and their superiors has been found
satisfactory. The Association has not made inroads on the
membership of the R.C.A. and will no doubt ultimately lapse
through wastage.

The eighty-eight members of the police staff were covered by a
domestic scheme, but, under the Transport Act, provision is
made for a conference to consist of representatives of all the
Transport Commission’s police forces, with an equal number of
members of the Commission.?

An informal committee agreed with the R.C.A. for the
separate representation of female ticket staff in the Chiswick
ticket office, depots, and garages (who are already covered by
Sectional Council No. 2, which thus goes outside the normal
scope of the railway scheme), complete the complex negotiating
structure. All other sections of staff, such as the Canteen Staff,
are covered by direct negotiations with the unions concerned.

5. THE MANAGEMENT

Negotiations, like quarrels, require two parties, and although
it is clear that onc side is always a section of the staff or their
representatives, the ‘management’ side, in normal negotiations,
does not consist of members of the London Transport Executive,
but of senior officers who are, like the ‘lay’ members of the staff
side, London Transport employees. To the bus driver or the
craftsman an inspector or a foreman may seem to be part of the
management, and, in their turn, the inspector and the foreman,
or their representatives, may form the staff side to meet higher
officers in other discussions. All the middle ranks of the hierarchy
are both part of the ‘management’, seen from below; and from
above, part of the staff.

For negotiations, however, the situation is fairly clear. In the
formal sectional councils, and other committees, the management
side is nominated from amongst those senior officers who are
above the line which separates those who may be represented on
joint committees, and those who, although they may be members

1 Transport Act, 1947, Section 97. Provision is also made for thc selection of an
independent chairman, who may give binding decisions.
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of unions, and may be individually represented by those unions,
are neither members of, nor represented on, formal negotiating
bodies. In the less formal procedure of the road services, any but
minor differences are taken up to Divisional Officers who are
again above the line of separation. It may be that lower super-
visory grades feel conflicting loyalties, when, for instance, super-
visor and subordinate arc members of the same union (although
there is no suggestion of trouble arising out of this, and it might
be that common union membership would improve relations in
some ways) but, as far as possible, short of barring senior officers
from union membership, confusion of this sort is avoided in the
negotiating machinery.

Primary responsibility for staff’ matters lies with the heads of
departments concerned, and they or their assistants conduct the
negotiations with their own staff and its representatives. This is
regarded as a matter of principle in London Transport, and it is
thought that failure to observe it would divide responsibility
and lead to friction.

Responsibility for the development of policy in staff matters
rests with the Staff and Welfare Department.? This department
is the direct employer only of staft who work in the canteens
and other Welfare services, but, in addition to its comprchensive
responsibility for these services, it has charge of the conduct of
major negotiations which affect more than one scction of the
undertaking; and it provides an advisory service for the depart-
mental officers of the various sections to assist them in their
dealings with the staff which they control.

Decentralization is often considered to be an cssential to the
development of good staff relations. As we have scen the com-
pilation of schedules in London Transport is necessarily a central-
ized matter, and in other matters the compactness of the area
enables officials of both parties to investigate difficultics and
to spot them rapidly. Moreover, the unions themselves have
played an important part in the movement towards centralized
negotiations. Nevertheless some employees criticize the organiza-
tion of London Transport as too centralized. On the road
services, local authority is concentrated in the hands of the
district superintendent rather than in those of the charge depot

1 For a fuller account of this Department, see below, p. 164.
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inspector,' who is the senior official in the garage, and it is to the
district superintendent that the branch representative is supposed
to bring his complaints and suggestions. Some employees suggest
that this makes it difficult for them to obtain information or rapid
decisions on matters which are mnot considered sufficiently
important to warrant the intervention of high officials. They also
admit that this is far more a matter of personalitics than of rules,
that if good relations exist between district superintendent,
charge depot inspector and representatives, no difficulties occur,
and that it would not be casy to devise an organization in which
a local official would find it impossible to avoid responsibility, if
he was determined to do so. The evidence of union officials is
that London Transport has encouraged these good relations. The
problem does not appear to be so urgent as the decentralization
difficulties of the Railway Executive or the National Coal
Board, and because of the smaller number of employees and
compact area of operation, London Transport’s experience may
not be very relevant to those difficulties. Certainly there have
been no major experiments in decentralization. The functional
organization of those larger organizations is sometimes criticized
as adversely affecting labour relations. The departments of
London Transport have always been to some extent functional,
but considerable power over gencral matters, such as employ-
ment, training and day-to-day ncgotiations with labour has
remained with the operating and engineering departments, and
headquarters specialists in those matters have served to co-ordinate
and advise. Thus, though a representative of the Staff and Welfare
Department will be present at negotiations, their conduct is a
matter for the head of the department concerned; whereas on the
Main Line railways there might be no representative of the
department present. Perhaps London Transport has an advantage
here. The functional organization of the new Executive, and its
relationship to the Transport Commission, have not as yet had
much effect on the lower levels of London Transport’s organiza-
tion.

1 The position of the district superintendent is thus roughly analogous to that of
the Coal Board’s Area Manager.
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6. THE PRINCIPLES OF INEGOTIATIONS

In 1929 Johnston and Spates' suggested that the general
principles of industrial relations of the London Traffic Combine
were as follows:

1. Basic conditions of work are regulated in accordance with collective
agreements. In all cases the Combine has been associated with other
undertakings engaged in passenger transport in the negotiations with the
trade unions which led to these collective agreements.

2. The Combine remains in direct contact with the trade unions concerned
and makes direct settlements with them on matters which concern its
employees.

3. In conjunction with the trade unions concerned the Combine has sct up
a wide variety of schemes to facilitate industrial relations within the
Combine.

4. Negotiations between the Combine and the trade unions and between
management and workers cover wages hours and conditions of service.
They expressly exclude questions of management and discipline.

5. Nothing in the various schemes is to be taken to cancel the regular
channels by which employees communicate with the officials and officers
on matters which concern them, it being understood that every employee
shall in the first instance address his case to the official immediately over
him, or through him to the official or officer authorized to deal with it.
It is a general principle that all disputes shall be dealt with in the first
place locally and as rapidly as possible.2

The first principle remains true, except that London Transport,
having absorbed other London undertakings, now normally
negotiates alone.

The second principle, seemingly arid, still covers the core of
labour relations. However important the pyramids of formal and
informal committees and councils, much of the most important
work in these matters depends on individual meetings and con-
versations, between garage representatives and charge depot
inspector, between the chief officers of the departments and union
officials, or even, on occasion, between Mr. Cliff and a trade
union general secretary. Committees designed for discussion
between management and joint trade union representatives, for
instance, are not, perhaps, the best means of settling demarcation
disputes between unions. These are not rare; something has

1 Op. cit.

3 These principles might, perhaps, have been better stated. The first was not true
“in all cases’, and, as it stands, the second seems to contradict the first.
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already been said of tension between the railway unions, which is
part of a national problem; the Joint Trades Committee, although
it has been the means of useful co-operation, has not overcome
disputes between constituent unions, which may occur, as on the
railways, over promotion matters, or, more frequently, over the
proper persons to perform a particular job. A job may carry
overtime: craft union members may claim that they alone are
qualified to perform it, and therefore earn the overtime, and semi-
skilled or unskilled workers, represented by T. & G.W.U.,
N.U.G.M.W., or N.U.R., may claim that they are qualified to
assist, and therefore to share in the earnings. If unions remain
adamant in these disputes, joint committees can do little, and
direct contacts alone can bring settlement. This is but one example
of the need for direct contact.

The third principle is still followed. London Transport has,
in addition, shown itself ready to abandon ‘domestic’ schemes in
favour of schemes negotiated with the trade unions, once it has
satisfied itself of their bona fides, and the justification of their
claim to represent a section of London Transport staff.

Although some of these schemes still expressly exclude matters
of ‘Management and Discipline’, it is not at all clear what validity
the fourth principle retains. London Transport states that there is
no topic which they are not prepared to discuss with the unions,
and trade union officials substantiate this. The London Transport
Executive is subject to the obligation placed upon the Transport
Commission by the Transport Act 1947, to conclude agreements,
not only on terms and conditions of employment, but also for
‘the promotion of measures relating to safety, health and welfare
and other matters, including efficiency of service’. There remain,
of course, matters on which London Transport acts without
previous consultation with the unions, and matters, such as
promotion, in which the unions would like to play a greater part,
although even in promotions by merit London Transport may be
prepared to explain its action, and moreover to allow a union
official to observe the proceedings of the promotion committees.
This borders on the subject of Chapter s.

The fifth principle remains embodied in many of the recognized
procedures, especially on the railway side, but, in fact, road
service and workshop employees are in the habit of taking their
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complaints direct to their delegates and shop stewards, leaving it
to the latter to approach officials if they think fit. There seems
to be little disadvantage in such a practice; it is more rapid, and
probably weeds out a number of trivial complaints with which
officials would otherwise have to deal. Speedy local settlements
have been assisted by the fostering of close relations between
officers on both sides.

In addition London Transport has, at least in rccent years,
declared its support of the union objective of common standards
for its employees,* and has assisted in the extension of common
negotiations for their attainment. Some union officials say that
it has co-operated in this matter more readily than they would
normally expect a private employer to do. It may be that London
Transport would be willing to go further than the unions in
common negotiations. Some London Transport officers suggest
that it would be easier to deal with one trade union. The unifica-
tion achieved so far has come, in the main, through co-operation
between unions, and an amalgamation of this sort would be un-
expected, and indeed unprecedented? T. & G.W.U. members
say that they receive greater support from their huge union than
they would from an organization which could, at the most,
include about 90,000 members, and no doubt other unions would
offer similar objections.

The effect of the closed shop, agreed in 1946 for the staff of the
road services of London Transport, does not, as yct, appear to be
great; relations between management and staff do not appear to
have been affected, and it would be difficult to say how far the
freedom of the staff is materially curtailed, or how far the move is
likely to lead to trouble within the union. In giving its consent
to the closed shop there, the Board indicated that it would be
ready to consider a similar application from the railway unions.?
The N.U.R. supports the closed shop, but the other railway
unions do not, and the application of the rule to the grades in
which the unions compete for members would thus be difficult.
Moreover in some railway grades union organization is not

1 See pp. 68-70.

2 The N.U.M. is still not the only union to meet the Coal Board, and it had the
advantage of representing the vast majority of mineworkers before the formation of the

Board.
8 Annual Report, 1946.
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sufficiently complete for the Board to consider the application
of the closed shop to them as justifiable. It is too early yet to
attempt to estimate the importance of the closed shop from
London Transport’s experience, or to use that experience to
judge similar demands made by the employees of other public
corporations.

The time spent on negotiations is considerable, and worth
noting. A number of trade unions officials (particularly in the
T. & G.W.U.), and some officials of London Transport, together
with clerical staff on both sides, are continuously occupied with
the rclations between London Transport and its employees.
Many of the higher officers in the operating and engineering
departments spend considerable time in negotiation and dis-
cussion with employees and their representatives. In almost
every garage and depot, one or more of the branch officers
devotes at least onc working day a week to trade union affairs;
in addition there are delegate conferences. The committees of
the road operating staff and the sectional council staff sides have
regular, and sometimes extraordinary, meetings with London
Transport officials, and time off in addition to prepare their
cases. ‘Lay’ staff side secrctaries, and Central Bus Committee
or Trams Council members are likely, if they hold other union
offices, to spend more time on trade union matters, and in nego-
tiations, than at their regular jobs. Some ‘lay’ trade union
members are, in effect, full-time officials. The last issue of the
Busman’s Punch' asked ‘if Bert [Papworth] who we hope will
have started by the time that this is in print, will like “bus”
work? While Mr. Papworth was on the General Council of
the T.U.C. his opportunities for bus work were still fewer.
It is impossible to make any serious estimate of the time and
expense involved (expense borne partly by the unions and
partly by the Board, according to the nature of the work involved),
but it must clearly run into hundreds of man-years, and tens, if
not hundreds, of thousands of pounds each year.

1 No. 57, October-November, 1937.



CHAPTER III
WAGES, EARNINGS AND HOURS OF WORK

1. WaGses Poricy

Tur different wages levels inherited from the acquired under-
takings were bound to create a problem for London Transport.
‘Levelling-up’ was the only acceptable method of removing
anomalies. In the beginning there was general acceptance of
the need for levelling up, within departments, for those em-
ployees previously employed under varying conditions with
different rates of pay in various undertakings, by means of
raising the lower paid, usually in stages, to the levels of the
Combine employees, and compensating any receiving higher
rates (under the clauses of the Act providing for the compensation
of officers and servants suffering direct pecuniary loss or worsen-
ing of their general conditions of employment),! by lump sum
payments, or by continuing the difference between the rates as a
personal rate, which should be merged in any subsequentincreases.
The second Annual Report of the Board states:

Before effective progress could be made in the co-ordination and consolida-
tion of the acquired undertakings, it was essential that the anomalies that
existed in consequence of the diverse conditions of service should be removed
as far as was reasonable and practicable within each section in order that a full
and free interchange of labour could be effected in each form of transport,

and the services of the staff directed and employed to the best advantage . . .
The anomalies have now been largely removed . . .2

This process was accomplished against a certain amount of
opposition. Consolidation of conditions on the trams had to be
temporarily abandoned in the face of the opposition of the men,
some of whom thought they would suffer as a result.® An offer of
increases of wages in the Country garages at the beginning of 1935
was temporarily withdrawn because those who were receiving
personal rates refused to agree to the merging of these rates in
the increase.t Coach drivers from private companies complained

! London Transport Act, Sections 73-77. 3 Annual Report, 1935.
3 See p. 115. 4 The Record, February, 1935.
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that they were not receiving their former earnings, presumably
owing to a reduction of hours or overtime to conform with
Green Line practice.! More enduring trouble occurred over the
differences of ex gratia and pension payments on the trams, which
were likewise continued by the Board for the employees con-
cerned; at West Ham (with which East Ham was amalgamated),
four different practices continued concurrently—West Ham
Council pension rates, East Ham Council rates, L.C.C. ex gratia
payments,® and the Board’s ex gratia payments for new em-
ployees—, and this depot became the most favourable recruiting
ground amongst the tramwaymen for the N.P.W.U.?

These may, however, fairly be regarded as teething troubles.
The question of levelling-up betwecen sections involved deeper
principles, and larger sums of money. On this matter London
Transport’s policy was stated, in retrospect, in the last Annual
Report of the Board:

The policy was adopted of aiming at the establishment of appropriate
Board rates of pay and conditions of service for the various grades throughout
the undertaking which would adequately recognize different degrees of respon-
sibility and different standards of skill as well as the generally accepted regional
differentials in rates. At the same time, it was necessary to have regard to the
rates of pay and conditions of service of staff of other transport undertakings,
particularly the Main Line Railways, and, where the Board drew upon
supplies of labour common to other industries, to the rates and conditions
prevailing in those industrics. It was appreciated from the outset that progress
towards the attainment of this object would be slow, being necessarily con-
ditioned by various factors, including the Board’s financial resources.

At the time, however, the Board had to state this policy
more cautiously than the T. & G.W.U. or the leaders of the
‘rank and file’ movement; for the Board had to pay for its
application. For instance, in March 1934, Mr. Pick said, in the
course of a lecture delivered at the London School of Economics:

For another example, take a group of related problems concerned with the
rates of pay and congitions of employment of the staff. These again cannot all
be standardized. There is no good ground for it. Differences due to organiza-
tion, habits, practices will remain, and while it is admitted that certain over-
riding principles based on social justice and equity must prevail in order that
the Board may count itself a good employer, the Board could not accept

1 Busman’s Punch, No. 34, August, 1935. 2 See page 24.
3 The break-away union organized after the Coronation Strike. See p. 128.
4 Annual Report, 1947.
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the doctrine that a common employment should in itself lead to a general
levelling up any more than it should lead to a levelling down. In the fable
it was possible to break the sticks but not the faggot into which they were
tied, yet the sticks were unchanged.!

Side by side with ‘levelling-up’, London Transport has pursued
a policy of reducing differentials, particularly during the war
years, when differentials were greatly reduced in almost all
industries. It is frequently difficult to distinguish between these
two processes. Establishing the same rate for skilled craftsmen in
all London Transport’s Workshops is clearly ‘levelling-up’, and
raising the rate of unskilled workers in relation to craftsmen’s
rates is a reduction of differentials; but is the abolition of the
difference between the rates of the tramwayman and the bus
conductor ‘levelling-up’ or reducing differentials? It is proposed
here to follow the practice of the T. & G.W.U., and of London
Transport, in looking on the jobs of these two workers as roughly
equivalent, and therefore to treat this equalization as ‘levelling-
up. The approach of Country Service to Central Arca rates,
although conditions of work in the two areas differ, is at least in
part to be considered as ‘levelling-up’.

2. ROAD SERVICE STAFF

Levelling-up in the three Road Service Operating Departments
has been considerable. These three departments employ just over
50% of the total staff of London Transport, and drivers and
conductors constitute about 94%, of their staff, so that, although
there is a considerable number of rates of pay within cach
department, the majority of these rates apply to control and
supervisory grades. These higher rates are closcly related, with
differentials, to those of drivers and conductors. The rates of the
latter are therefore a reasonable guide to the process of levelling-
up. The table opposite shows the alterations in their rates.

The first thing to be noted about this table is that it gives
only rates of pay, and not total earnings. Over the last fifteen
years earnings have tended to rise more rapidly than wage rates
in British industry in general, and this holds good for London
Transport. Owing to increased payments for week-end work,

1 Pick, op. cit.



WAGES, EARNINGS AND HOURS OF WORK

71

and to increased compensation for spreadover duties, earnings
have advanced more rapidly than rates of pay in all the road

Central Bus Tram & Country Services
Trolley
Driver
Driver |Conductor ¢ and anch Coach B,“S Bus
conductor) driver | conductor| driver |conductor
1933 July 86/6 79/6 73/-
Oct. 80/- 60/- 72/6 60/-
1934 Jan. 87/6 | 81/6
1935 Jan. 75/-
April 3 88/6 83/6
Apr. 4 76/~
Nov. 78)-
1936 Jan. 62/- 62/-
Oct. 80/-
Nov. 64/- 64/-
1937 June 90/~ 84/~
1938 Dec. 82/-
1939 Dec. 6 84/~
Dec. 20 (war
increase) 94/~ 88/- 88/- 84/~ 68/- 76/6 68/-
1940 June (war
increase) 97~ | 91— | 91~ | 87~ 1| T/~ | 796 | 71/~
1941 Apr. (war
increase) 101/- 95/- 95/- 91/- 75/- 83/6 75/~
Oct. 7706 | 86)- | 77[6
1942 Mar. (war
increase) 105/~ 99/- 99/~ 95/~ 81/6 90/- 81/6
1943 July (war
increasc) 109/6 103/6 103/6 99/6 86/- 94/6 86/-
1944 May (war
increase) 114/6 | 108/6 | 108/6 | 104/6 91/~ 99/6 91/-
June 94/6 | 102/- 94/6
1946 Jan. 121/6 | 117/6 | 117)6 | 1146 | 104/~ | 111)~ | 104/-
1948 Mar. 129/~ | 125)- | 125/= | 122)- | 112/6 | 118/6 | 112/6
Increase
1933/34-1948 42/6 45/6 52/~ 42/~ 52/6 46/- 52/6
Increase 499, 57% 71%, 539, 88% 63% 889%
Note.—These are maximum rates. Women conductors receive the same maximum

rate as men, but reach it after an additional six months.

service sections. Between July 1st, 1933 and Junc 3oth, 1934 the
Central Bus driver averaged /[4 11s. 10d. per week, and between
January 1st, 1948 and December 31st, 1948, £7 1s. 6d. per week
(both figures gross), an increase of §4%, as against an increase of
49% in wage rates. Since 1937 (earlicr figures are not available)
the weekly earnings of the Country Service conductor have risen
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from [3 8s. 2d. to [6 3s. 3d., an increase of 81%, as against
an increase of 769, in wage rates over the same period. We are
here dealing with levelling-up of rates, but levelling-up in
earnings has proceeded at roughly the same pace.

At the end of 1933 the financial results under the ‘Speed
Agreement™® had been ascertained. Out of their share the busmen
decided to increase their annual holidays to twelve full working
days, and to increase the pay of drivers by 1s. and of conductors
by 2s. per week. A further increase of the same amount was
granted, under the same agreement, a year later. Whatever effect
this increase may have had on the men was largely nullified by
the fall in overtime earnings under the reduced maximum time
on duty under the same agreement. In January 1937 a driver’s
average earnings were 2d. per week less than in the corresponding
period of 1932.

In 1935 advances totalling 3s. were granted to tramwaymen.
An agreement at the end of that year gave a further increase of 4s.
in two stages, and accepted the principle of levelling-up to Central
Bus conductor’s rates, provided that further discussion on the
matter should be postponed until the autumn of 1937.2

When that discussion took place, we were informed that the two conditions
which would enable the Board to give effect to the principle® had not
materialized, and no further adjustment to wages was possible at that time.
The matter was taken up again with the Board, but no further progress was
made, and the discussion was adjourned until after the publication of the
accounts for 1938. As a result of a number of meetings between representa-
tives of the two parties an offer has been made of half the amount of the claim.%

This was accepted by the delegate conference of the section,
who, however, expressed their dissatisfaction, and instructed their
officers to raise the question of the balance at the earliest possible
moment, to such good effect that it was granted a year later,
and equality reached.

The choice of this section as the first to be pushed upwards
was due partly to the lack of any obvious difference between the
work and the needs of the tramwaymen and the bus conductors,

1 See p. 16. 2 See below, p. 115.

3 No doubt these were: Financial improvement, and no further increases for Central
Bus conductors, who received 6d. a week in June 1937, when the drivers’ accident bonus

was consolidated into their weekly rate.
4 The Record, Dec., 1938.
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whereas the country section had some benefit from a lower cost
of living, and opcrated in less arduous traffic conditions; partly
to the earnings of the section, which were increasing owing to
the introduction of the trolley-bus, whereas the country section
was, until 1938-39 operating at a loss;! and no doubt partly to the
drive coming from a well-organized and closely-knit body of
workers. The principle, laid down by Mr. Pick,? that each
section should be on a self-supporting basis, although each might
make a different contribution to ‘the general support of the
Board’s undertaking’, was so far modified as to allow two
increases of 2s. to the relatively low-paid country bus and coach
conductors in 1936 in anticipation of improvement. The first
common negotiations followed in 1937, when special rates of
pay were arranged for the period of the Coronation, rates which,
of course, did not operate for the Central Bus section. The war
brought a greatly increased demand for the country services,
due to the movement of population, industry and commerce
out of Central London, so that the Country Busmen had a good
claim both on the grounds of carnings and on the grounds of
operating conditions (a claim augmented, perhaps, by the effect
of rationing and price control on geographical cost of living
differentials) for a relative increase. This claim was recognized
not only by the grant of flat-ratc war advances, which improved
the relative position of the lower paid, but also by two permanent
increases totalling ss. for Country Bus drivers, and 6s. for
Country Bus conductors, and Coach conductors. Coach drivers
did not share in these advances. In 1946, and, for conductors,
again in 1948, differentials were reduced. In the 1946 agreement
the coach driver, who had long ago been left behind by the tram-
waymen, reccived the greatest increase of all. At the same time
the difference between the rate for the Central Bus driver, and
that of his conductor and the tramwaymen, was reduced to 4s.
Finality may not yet have been reached. The country services
may have further cause to claim that the differential between town
and country be reduced, and that the difference between con-
ductor and driver should be reduced to that of the central area
1 Letter of Mr. Pick to Mr. Bevin, dated October 21st, 1935; produced as evidence to

the Court of Inquiry on the Coronation Strike.
2 Ibid.

F
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buses.! Maximum rates of pay are reached in two, three or four
stages of six months each. But levelling up has at least gone far
towards completion amongst the largest group in the London
Transport staff, and the replacement of trams by buscs under the
South London Tramway Conversion scheme will complete the
process for the tramwaymen.

The apparent simplicity of the guaranteed forty-cight hour
week, since 1947 reduced to forty-four hours, covers considcrable
complexity, something of which has already been seen as far as
the busmen are concerned. It is impossible for a transport
undertaking to utilize 8 hours or 7 hours 20 minutes a day in the
same way as a factory. If a driver and conductor are operating a
route on which the journey out and back is scheduled to take
3% hours, the remaining twenty minutes of the working day may
well be of little use to the undertaking, and, if so, is trcated as
‘building-up’ time to completc the guaranteed 7 hours 20 minutes.
Moreover transport undertakings are, from Monday to Friday,
faced with the problem of two peaks of traffic a day, separated
by eight or nine hours; this makes it all the more difficult to utilize
the full 7 hours 20 minutes. Some relief is afforded to these
difficulties if duties can be broken, and sprcad over a larger
number of hours, but this clearly makes the worker’s task more
oncrous. The maximum length of time on duty, and the maxi-
mum time of spread-over duties (which are usually governed by
percentage agreements—=80%, of duties within a certain spread-
over time, and so on) are clearly important elements in negotia-
tions between the employer and the trade unions concerned.

This problem is also important when special rates of pay are
considered; these cover not only rates for overtime, for Sunday
work, for working on public holidays, and payment for holidays,
but also payment for spreadover duties above a certain length of
time. This is an additional penalty incurred by the employer
if he spreads a man’s total duty over the day in the manner
most advantageous to the service (for instance to cover two ‘peak’
periods) but at the expense of the man’s convenience. The

1 It must, however, be remembered that their rates of pay are considerably higher
than those of the ncighbouring company undertakings operating on the perimeter of
the London Transport Area. The maximum rates (107/6 for drivers, 103/6 for con-
ductors) of the Eastern National Company, for instance, are, 11/ and 9/- less than
London Transport Country Area rates.



WAGES, EARNINGS AND HOURS OF WORK 75

practice on the Central Buses before the war was for the payment
of spreadover time exceeding 8% hours at half the ordinary rate,
and on trams, trolley-buses and country services for the payment
of allowances varying from 6d. to 2s. according to the length of
the spreadover. During the war an agreement was signed to
extend the maximum time for spreadover duties to allow the
Board to cope with the manpower shortage, in return for which
spreadover duties in excess of 8% hours were paid at the standard
rate on all services.

Since the Board took over, agreements, some of which have
been mentioned, improved the position of the employees in
these matters from time to time, and section by section. In 1946
negotiations commenced for the general introduction of a forty-
four hour week for the Board’s employees, as in a number of
other industrics. This raised a number of difficultics with regard
to drivers and conductors, the most important of which concerned
the maximum duty per day, the payment for spreadover time,
and the concurrent introduction of time off with pay to com-
pensate for public holidays worked, in addition to two weeks’
paid holiday. The T. & G.W.U. argued for a maximum of
7 hours 20 minutcs, and the Board, who argued that this would
reduce the time actually worked below forty hours a wecek,
offered 7 hours 5o minutes. The union wanted the retention of
the standard rate for spreadover time, now for time in excess of
8 hours, and the Board a return to half the standard rate. The
disputc was referred to the Minister of Labour, who appointed a
Committee of Investigation, chaired by Lord Terrington, under
the Conciliation Act, 1896. The Committee reported on May
2nd, 1947, recommending a maximum time on duty of 7 hours 40
minutes,! sprcadover payment at the standard rate over 8 hours
20 minutes (7 hours 40 minutes, plus 40 minutes meal relief)
and the concession of the holidays demanded. The Committee
made further recommendations on minor points, but left open
the question of payment of Sunday duty at the rate of time-and-a-

1 The normal time on duty is 7 hours 20 minutes, to make up, in six turns, the
guaranteed 44 hour week. For duties exceeding 7 hours 20 minutes overtime is paid at
the following rates:

(@) An additional quarter rate to be paid for scheduled time from 7 hours 1 minute to
7 hours 20 minutes.

(b) Scheduled time 1n excess of 7 hours 20 minutes to be paid at a rate of time-and-a-half.
(Very little overtime is in fact worked on London Transport road services.)
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half, which the union desired, instead of time-and-a-quarter.
This concession had been granted to municipal passenger transport
employees in March 1947.

The subsequent agreement, which embodied the recommenda-
tions, but did not include payment of time-and-a-half for Sunday
duties,! was the first major common agreement on conditions of
service for all three sections, and contained an almost complete
unification for them. Minor differences remain, partly due to
unavoidable differences between the operation of different
vehicles, and partly traditional, as for instance in the methods of
compilation of the agreed percentages of duties to come within
certain time limits. ‘Joint compilation’ by averaging different
routes worked from the same garage or depot clearly offers
increased latitude. The Central Busmen have always been
hostile to this method, and will allow no more than two routes
to be thus grouped. In addition there are still in existence agree-
ments on certain matters not mentioned in the 1947 agreement,
such as the agreement limiting the garages to which a Central
busman may be transferred or loaned from his own garage, which
is much more elaborate than similar provisions for the other
sections.

3. RAILWAY STAFF

The Railway Conciliation Grades include all railway staff
apart from the higher officers, and workshop employees. In 1947
these grades included about 13,000 persons, some 14%, of London
Transport’s total staff. Despite some regrading and grouping of
grades in the agreements of 1947 and 1948, therc are still nearly
100 different rates of pay for Conciliation Staff, although some of
these are rates varying with length of service within one grade.
The large number of grades is in part due to the considerable
number of jobs on the railways which have no equivalent on
the road services, even on the tramways, for instance signalling.
An idea of the movement of wages in these grades can be given
by the figures for the four main grades in the department of the
Operating Manager (Railways)—motor-men, guards, booking
clerks, and porters. The four grades include about s,500 (69% )
of the 8,000 (including supervisory, clerical, station and train staff)

1 This was granted in the subsequent agrecment of March 1948,
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in his department, and approximately 44% of the total concilia-
tion staff:!

RAILWAY CONCILIATION STAFF : OPERATING DEPARTMENT

Motorman® | Guard? Booking clerk? Porter
(Class 5)

1933 93/~ 68/- 210 p.a. 46/-
1938 ! f L2100 504—
1939 52/-
1940 Jan. (war advance) 97/- 72/- £220 p.a. 56/
June (war advance) 100/~ 75/- £228 p.a. 59/~

1941 (war advance) 104 /- 79/- £238 p.a. 63/~
1942 (war advance) 109/- 84/ [251/12/-p.a. 68/~
1942 (agrcement) 72/6
1943 (war advancc) 113/6 88/6 £263/6/- p.a. 77]-
1944 (war advance) 118/6 93/6 £276/6/- p.a. 82/-
1945 (war advancc) 121/~ 96/ £282/16 /- p.a. 84/6
1945 (agrecment) 129/6 103/6 £303 p.a. 89/~
1947 137/- 111/- £330 pa. 966
1948 140/~ 118/ 97)-
Increase 1933/48 47/- 50/- £120 51/-
Increase per cent 519, 749, . 57% 1119,

Herc again it must be remembered that thesc are rates and not
total carnings. The average carnings of the motor-men increased,
between 1933-34 and 1948, from [s os. 84. to £8 7s. od., an
increase of 679, (as against an increase of §1%, in wage rates).
The porters’ average earnings rose (from £2 14s.9d. to £,6 0s.7d.)
by 120%, whereas their rates rose by 111%.

The war advances on the railway side, following Main Line
agreements, were 28s. in all for adult malc workers, as against
24s. 6d. for the road service staff. The same tendency as on the
road side, towards thc reduction of differentials by greater
relative (and in most cases absolutc) increases for the lower paid
grades, is visible in the figures in this table, but the process is less
marked. This is partly due to the fact that the railway workers

1 Some conciliation staff, for instance in the Signals Department, are included in the
workshop incentive bonus scheme, so that their total earnings do not vary exactly with
those of the grades quoted.

2 These are maximum rates, previously payable after six years service’ for motor-
men and guards, but since 1948 after threc years, and to clerks over twenty-five years of
age. They include a London rent allowance of 3/~ per week for motormen and guards,
and a London allowance of 4/- per week for booking-clerks, which is now assimulated
in the rates.
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are organized by three different unions, the two smaller of which,
the R.C.A. and the A.S.L.E.F,, cater for the higher paid grades.
An advance for the lower paid grades on the road side can be
claimed as a victory for the T. & G.W.U. An advance for
N.U.R. members can only act as a spur to the other two unions
to do as well as, or better than, the N.U.R. for their own
members. The second of the pre-war advances for porters (and
other workers on a similar rate) was negotiated at the same time
as a similar advance on the Main Line. The latter was followed
by a general claim of the A.S.L.EF. for higher wages and im-
provements in conditions, the rejection of which by the Main
Line companies led to a national strike threat, withdrawn at the
last moment due to the international situation in the few days
prior to the declaration of war on Germany. The increase for
lower paid grades in 1942 was merged in subsequent advances,
so that its effect on differentials waslost. The 1947 Agreement for
a general advance of 7s. 64. and for the forty-four hour week
(almost concurrently with the forty-four hour week on the road
side), followed on the report of a Court of Inquiry into a national
claim of the railway unions for an increase in wages and shorten-
ing of hours; the Court dealt only with the claim against the Main
Line Companies. The main recommendations of its Report!
were: a flat rate 7s. 6d. increase, and the forty-four hour week,
which were accepted, and put into practice, by the Main Lines
and the Board. The Court also recommended, having regard to
another part of the claim, that there should be ‘an examination
of the grading of railway workers with a view to the more
accurate assessment of the relative value of different types of work
performed, and to the rearrangement of intergrade margins so
that adequate incentive may be given for the acceptance of higher
responsibility consequent on promotion’, a matter to which the
Court did not feel itself able to give adequate attention, and so
recommended the flat rate increase, in order to avoid prejudicing
subsequent reclassification. The Board was not subject to these
recommendations, and in two particulars did not agree with
them so far as London Transport staff were concerned. Firstly,
in the Board’s view, in any agreement for a shorter working week,

1 Cmd. 7161 of 1947.
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Sunday should be included in the working week;! secondly,
whilst recognizing that the lower paid staff required an increase of
wages, they considered that certain grades, such as the motor-men,
were reasonably well remunerated at that time. They came to
the conclusion, however, that a reference of the union’s claim to
the Wages Board would be misunderstood by the staff and, taking
everything into consideration, decided to seck a scttlement on the
lines of the Court’s Report. The subsequent agreement of
September 3rd, 1947, between the Board and the railway unions,
included a clause (s5) which stated:

The process of examination of grading alrcady undertaken or in progress
will be extended to other sections of the Board’s railway staff, with a view to
simplification of the grading and the removal of any anomalics in the wages
scales.

At the time of the Court of Inquiry negotiations were being
carried on between the Board and the R.C.A. for a regrouping of
Head Office male clerical staff (but not shop and depot clerks),
from the old five classes (1-5) into two new classes (A and B).
Classes A and B cover staff previously in Classes 1-3. Recruit-
ment to the old classes 4 and 5 ceased on the introduction of the
new classification, the work of those classes being covered by
women clerical staff (A and B). Existing staff in Class 4 and 5 is
to be maintained in those classes pending absorption by promo-
tion, or wastage. The reason given for this reclassification, which
divorces London Transport’s headquarters staffing arrangements
from those of the Main Line Railways, is that the clerical functions
in London Transport’s necessarily morc compact headquarters
do not require such diverse classifications as those of the Main
Line railways; they lend themselves to a simpler organization.

In March, 1948, the railway unions concluded a new agree-
ment with the Main Line Railway Executive in fulfilment of the
Court of Inquiry’s regrading clause quoted above. In May
1948, London Transport signed a similar agreement with the
N.U.R. and the A.S.L.E.F, in fulfilment of Clause s of their
previous agreement, granting similar increases, but in some

1 On the road services Sunday duties are rostered as part of the working week. On
the railways Sunday is not treated as a working day, and London Transport must arrange
special additional rosters for Sunday duties. Morcover, the payment for the rostered
Sunday duties on the road services is at the ‘penalty’ rate of time-and-a-half, whereas Sun-
day duty on the railways, since it 1s additional to the forty-four hour week, must be
paid for at the Sunday overtime rate of time-and-threequarters.



80 LABOUR RELATIONS IN LONDON TRANSPORT

cases (e.g. for guards) slightly higher, and in some cases (e.g.
for motormen) slightly lower, than on the Main Lines.! As can
be seen from the table, one result was that differentials between
higher and lower paid workers were increased. It must not be
concluded that this was desired by London Transport, but it was
felt that this was the best scttlement that could be made at the
time. In June came a supplemcntary agreement with the R.C.A.
to grant increases to those remaining in Classes 4 and s, and to
women, in the headquarters clerical staff, similar to thosc granted
to Main Line clerks in March.

Simplification of classification has not procceded far, even
under the 1948 Agreements, for staff other than clerical; perhaps
not as far as London Transport would desire. The two lowest
paid sections of the station staff, previously rated at 96s. 6d. and
97s. have been brought on to a common rate of 97s.; certain
higher paid grades, such as signalmen, or train staff, have under-
gone a reduction in number of classes, since there are now only
two rates for signalmen (special), and a guard reaches his maxi-
mum after three years’ scrvice by annual increments, instead of
by four increments spread over six years; some grouping among
the carriage cleaning, greasing and examining staff and the lift
and escalator staff in the Mecchanical Engincering Department
completes the tale of simplification.

Although there are agreements covering duties over 8 hours
and split turns (—spreadovers) for the station train and booking
office staff, thesc matters have not given the same trouble as in
the road service departments, just as alteration of schedules
causes less troubles on the railways, where there arc no ‘traffic
conditions’ to be taken into account, and the routes do not requirc
frequent alteration. Certain improvements in these matters
were included in the 1947 agreement, which also introduced a
regular rest-day for the first time for railway operating staff.
Since the railway unions have always rcfused to recognize
Sunday as a working day, the railway staff has to work, on an
average, one Sunday in two as overtime. With a six-day weck
this allowed only one rest-day in a fortnight. This was found
irksome by some of the railway staff, particularly returned

! This was intended to take account of differences in responsibility between the work
of the London transport staff concerned and equivalent grades elsewhere in the railway
industry.
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ex-servicemen, and the introduction of the forty-four hour week
as an cighty-eight hour fortnight of alternately forty-eight hours
and forty hours a week has given them one week-day rest-day,
in addition to one Sunday rest-day, each fortnight.

4. WORKSHOP STAFF

In dealing with the Workshop Staff, we must leave the normal
practice of this book. In the negotiating machinery garage and
depot ‘inside Staffs” arc included with the road service operating
staff; but their rates of pay have always been mainly determined
by the rates paid in London Transport Workshops, and it is
on the basis of those rates that ‘levelling-up’ has procceded. In
this chapter, therefore, the inside staff must be included with the
Workshop Staff.

The three-fold grouping of rates in Chiswick works has already
been mentioned.! By 1933 this grading system had been extended,
but with lower rates for semi-skilled and unskilled workers,
to the maintenance staff in the L.G.O.C. garages. The craftsmen
there had long been covered by the same agreement, and enjoyed
the same rates of pay, as operated at the Works. An agreement of
1927, slightly amplified in July 1931, absorbed the secmi-skilled
in the garages into the grade of assistant craftsmen at 1s. 63d. per
hour, and the unskilled into the grade of general hand at
15. 43d. These rates, although they constituted advances in all
cases, were still below the rates for the similar grades in the
Works. In April 1934, a similar grouping was applied to Country
Bus and Coach Inside Staff, on lower rates than those of the
Central Garages, onc agreement being signed with the craft
unions, and the other with the T. & G.W.U. for assistant crafts-
men and general hands.

Next came unification for tram maintenance staff.

In May 1935 a five-fold grouping was introduced in the main
tram and trolley-bus works at Charlton. There were two
grades of semi-skilled workers, since levelling-up to the highest
rate would have proved too costly, and levelling-down to a
common and economic rate too unpopular; and two grades of
unskilled, the second of which, consisting of medically unfit,

! See pp. 22-23.
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subsequently lapsed through wastage. At the same time a group-
ing was applied in the depots, with only one unskilled rate, and
here, in contrast to the bus section, the lower grades of the depot
workers, who had received two advances of up to 1s. 6d. in
January and April of that year, were on slightly higher rates than
comparable grades at theWorks. A two-fold grouping of semi-
skilled and unskilled grades was introduced for some of the
Permanent Way (Trams) staff. In the following year the Charlton
grouping was applied in the smaller tram and trolley-bus Works
at Fulwell.

The tram maintenance workers, like the tram drivers and
conductors, envied their more fortunate fellows in the bus works
and garages. Chiswick rates were also coveted by the railway
maintenance workers in the railway workshops, particularly at
the large Acton Works, which is adjacent to the Chiswick
Works; railway workshop staff werc on ratcs determined by
Award 728 (plus a special bonus). The pressure for level-
ling-up was increased by the organization of the skilled
workers in all three sections in the same craft unions. Success
came after the war. Tram depot rates were levelled up to
bus garage rates by a special award in January 1946, although
the two semi-skilled rates were retained. In March 1947 the
Chiswick grouping of grades, and the Chiswick rates of pay,
were applied at Charlton and Fulwell. At the same time, group-
ing was applied for the first time in the railway workshops! and
rolling-stock depots, and Chiswick rates of pay introduced,
with this difference: shop and depot rates had always been the
same for railway workers, so that, instead of introducing a
differential such as existed between Chiswick and the garages for
semi-skilled and unskilled, it was decided to maintain common
rates, but to have two semi-skilled grades, grade 1 at Chiswick
rates, and grade 2 at garage rates, at the shops and at the depots.

In March 1948, bus garage rates were levelled up to Chiswick
rates. Tram and trolley-bus depot semi-skilled grade 1 and
unskilled staff were levelled up at the same time, and grade 2
staff were rated intcrmediately between grade 1 and unskilled.
It was agreed that the rates of pay of the railway semi-skilled staff

1 Including Acton Works, and workshop staff in the Lifts and Escalator Section, the
Signal Department, the Permanent Way (Railways) Section, and the Works and
Building Department (Railways).
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should average the same as the road service semi-skilled staff.
At the request of the unions, this was achieved by introducing a
third semi-skilled grade—the grade 1 starred—at a rate higher
than those of the existing grades 1 and 2, instead of raising the
rates for these grades.

The whole process is shown in the following tables:

Criswick WORKs CENTRAL BUs GARAGES
Sems- Un- Semi- Un-
Skalled skilled skilled Skilled shilled skilled
1933 July 90/1 78/4 70/6 90/1 72/6 65/7
1938 April 74/5 67/7
War increases Shop war
shop 32/6 advance
garage 24/6 122/7 110/10 103/- 122/7 98/11 92/-
1946 Jan. 106/11 100/—
1948 March 110/10 103/-
CHARLTON AND Furwerr T. & T. PERMANENT
WoRks T. & T. DEpoTS Way
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Skilled | Sems- | Sems- | Un- Un- | Semi- | Semi- | Un- | Sems- Un-
skilled | skilled | skilled | skilled | skilled | skilled | skilled | skilled | skilled
1935-36 8o/~ | 74/- | 69/~ | 64/- | 60/~ | 74/- | 70/ | 66/~ | 70/6 | 68/
1938 Jan. 82/6
War advances
24/6 107/- 98/6 93/6 88/6 |Wasted| 98/6 94/6 90/6 95/- 92/6
1946 Jan. 118/~ | 107/- ﬂfL 97/~ 106/11 | 102/11 | TOO/— | 102/6 | 100/—
1947 March 122[7 110/10 103/~
1948 March 110/10 | 106/10 | 103/~ | 111/~ | 107/-
COUNTRY GARAGES
Semi-
Skalled skilled Unskilled
1934 Aprnil 74/5 62/8 52/11
1936 Jan. 53/10
July 54/10
g)ct. g854
1937 June 0/4
1938 April 64/8
1941 Oct. 68/7 58/9
1943 Nov. 82/3
1944 June 70/6 60/9
War advances 24/6 106/9 95/ 85/3
1946 Jan. 114/9 102/11 93/11
Oct. 116/8
1948 March 106/10 97/10

RAaiLwAY WORKSHOPS

Semi- .
Skilled Semi-skilled 1 skulled 2 Unskilled
1947 March 122/7 110/10 107/~ 103/~

semi-skilled 1* l sema-skalled 1

1948 May 115/- I 110/10
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This is once more a table of wage-rates and not of total carnings.
The ‘levelling-up’ process is again marked. The main increases
before and during the war were for the relatively low-paid
country garage staff, and, since the war, differences betwcen
grades in each section have been absolutely as well as relatively
reduced, and differences between the sections, apart from
different practices with regard to semi-skilled groupings, and the
small remaining town/country differential, abolished.

It will be noted that basic rates in Chiswick have not increased
at all, and post-1946 increases in other maintenance sections have
been small. This is explained by the introduction of an output
bonus. During the war Chiswick Works was part of London
Aircraft Productions, and on its return to the Board’s service
output was considerably below pre-war level. To meet this
decline the Board agreed with the unions an output bonus scheme.
Special fixed bonuses had been paid to workers in the railway
shops since 1922, but this was the first full scheme to be applied
in this country to maintenance work, at least on such a large
scale. The first scheme (No. 1) was experimental, and a ceiling
of 1239% was established, so that expericnce could be gained
without too great expense. The bonus is paid on basic rates only,
so that the craftsman who qualified for the maximum bonus
under Scheme No. 1 received a bonus of 11s. 3d.—123% of
90s. 1d—making, with his war advance, a total of £6 13s. 10d.
Soon after the extension of bus maintenance rates to the other
scctions (March 1947), similar schemes, varied according to the
nature of the work, were introduced for tram and trolley-bus,
and for railway, workshops.! At the same time a fixed bonus,
at a lower rate, was introduced for garage and depot staff, whose
work is not of the sort to allow a variable bonus, in return for
undertakings that the volume and quality of work should be
increased.

In order that the workers in other sections should be on the
same basic as well as total rates, and thus qualify for the same
rate of bonus, as the bus workers, some standard rates had actually
to be reduced. Before March 1947 the Charlton craftsman, for
instance, was receiving 118s. a week; this included his pre-war

! In some railway engineering departments output bonus schemes apply to concilia-
tion staff, as well as shop staff levelled up to Chiswick group rates.



WAGES, EARNINGS AND HOURS OF WORK 85

82s. 6d., a war advance of 24s. 64., and a special award of 11s.,
granted in January 1946. His standard rate was thus 93s. 6d., so
that when his rates were levelled up to those at Chiswick, and
his total weekly rate became 122s. 7d., an increase of 4s. 7d., this
had to be achieved by first reducing his standard ratc to gos. 1d.
(the Chiswick standard rate), and then granting him an advance
of 8s. It should be noted that war advances have not been incor-
porated in standard rates for the calculation of incentive bonus.
This is the common practice in major allied industries such as
vehicle building and engineering.

When the forty-four hour week was introduced in the follow-
ing summer, the bonus carning weekly rate was further reduced,
since the bonus is paid on the hourly rate. The full weckly rate
was maintained by transferring three hours’ pay at standard rate
to the consolidated weckly advance. Thus, in the case of the
craftsman, ss. 9d. (= 3 hours at 1s. 11d. per hour, since gos. 1d.
for a forty-seven hour weck is 15. 11d. per hour) was transferred
to the consolidated weekly advance, making it 38s. 3d. per week.
As a consequence of the reduction of the bonus carning weekly
ratc in this way, the output bonus ceiling was raised to 133%,
giving approximate compensation.

No. 1 bonus scheme was experimental. It proved successful
enough in the road workshops to be followed in March 1948
by a more elaborate scheme, fully variable with no ceiling.
Under this, cach shop engaged entirely on ‘rated’ jobs is paid,
once the standard time has been agreed, a bonus at a rate of

time saved

————— X 100" calculated for the output of that shop; other
time taken

shops and non-productive workers receive a “Works Average
Ratc’. Any idle time book is paid at 509, of the prevailing rate
in that shop. The agrecment includes thorough provisions for
setting initial times for jobs; for the subsequent fixing, by rate-
fixing methods, of provisional standard times, which are to allow
the average worker to earn a bonus of at least 15%; for the
contention of these rates while still provisional; and for the final
establishment of a standard time to last for a period of at least six

1 This formula, it should be noted, gives a higher rate than the commoner
time saved

_— x 100
time allowed
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months. In August 1948 the Chiswick rate was running at 33%,
so that a craftsman received a bonus of 1 8s. 1d., and a weekly
total of £7 10s. 8d.

Acton Works, the Signal Department, the Lift and Escalator
Section, the Rolling Stock Depots and the Permanent Way
(Railways) Shop, remain under the limited, fixed-ceiling bonus
schemes. It is intended to convert the Acton Works Scheme,
when appropriate, to a full scheme. The road garage and depot
maintenance staff remain under their fixed bonus scheme; the
rate was raised in March 1938 from 11%, to 15%.

The maintenance staff have thus experienced even greater
levelling-up than that of the road operating staff. Variations
between grades have been reduced from 37s. 2d. in 1934 (between
the Chiswick craftsman on 9os. 1d., and the Country Garage
general hand on $25. 11d.), to 24s. 9d. in 1948, so that the Chiswick
craftsman, who then received 70% more than the Country
Garage general hand, now gets only 259, more. The calculation
of bonus rates on standard rates, however, and the difference
between the Chiswick variable bonus and the garage fixed bonus,
reduce the effect of this levelling-up.

The grouping of the maintenance workers is a notable achieve-
ment, compared cither with outside engineering rates (with the
chaos of semi-skilled grades), or with the railways shopmen’s rates
elsewhere. The grouping does not, however, cover the whole
of the maintenance staff. In the road workshops, for instance,
there are some thirty-four grades of supervisory or specialist
craftsmen, grouped into seven groups, each one of which has a
ratc above that of the craftsman, and one or two grades, such as
driver and tester, outside the grouping, besides the lower rates
for women and apprentices. The numbers in these outside grades,
except in the Permanent Way (Trams) Section, are small. In
Chiswick, in 1947, there were some 4,250 in the wages grades,
and of these approximately 2,250 were Craftsmen, 1,150 Assistant
Craftsmen, and 300 General Hands, totalling 2,300; so that 87%,
of the wages staff were in the three grades; the proportion is
even higher among the garage maintenance staff, although there
the Assistant Craftsmen far outnumber the Craftsmen. The total
number of those covered by the levelling-up process just
described is some 20,000, about 219, of the Board’s staff. It
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should be remembered that on the railway side only the Rolling
Stock Shop (Acton) and Depot shop staff, the Works and Build-
ing (Railways) Staff, and the shop staff of the Lifts and Escalators
section, the Signals Engineering Department and the Permanent
Way (Rails) Department are covered by the levelling-up agree-
ments. The majority of the staff in the last three sections, not
being workshop staff, is still graded and rated as conciliation
Staff.

5. OTHER STAFF

The separate agreements and grading systems for the two
sections of clectricity supply staff* (ex-L.C.C. and ex-Combine)
remained until the war. Then both scctions received the 28s.war
advances granted to railway staff, and an ad hoc union committee
was formed to negotiate for all gencration and distribution wages
staff. In the summer of 1946 a committee of representatives of
this body and of the Board, chaired by an independent member
(Lord Terrington) applied common composite rates of pay,?
based in general upon the rates in the Electricity Supply Industry
(which were higher than railway rates), to both sections. This
gave further increases to most grades; provision was made for
the retention of previous merit rates at Greenwich (ex-L.C.C.)
as personal rates. Although based on Electricity Supply Industry
rates, those new rates were, in most instances, below, and remain
below, those in the outside Electricity Supply Industry.> The
agreement resulted in an extension of grouping for certain grades,
already applied at Greenwich, to the staff at Lots Road and
Neasden.

Canteen staff now comes within the jurisdiction of the Catering
Wages Commission, established under the Catering Wages Act
of 1943, and so received, in addition to war advances, a statutory
increase of wages in 1945. Further increases of 4s. to 16s. werce
negotiated for this section in 1946, and in the summer of 1948
a system of grading, intended to increase efficiency, was intro-
duced; this resulted in increases for a majority of the staff.

1 See p. 59.

2 There had been a brief strike at the Neasden generating station on the issue of the
difference of pay between the sections in October 1945. (The Times, October 10th,
1945.)

3 Late in 1949 agrcement in principle was reached on closing the gap between London
Transport and outside Electricity Supply rates.
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6. THE ErrecTS OF THE WAGES Poricy

Since 1933, then, there has been considerable levelling-up in
wage-rates for London Transport staff. On the road services and
for maintenance and repair staff in workshops, garages and depots
there has been a considerable reduction of differentials, and an
extension of common agreements on special rates of pay, hours
of work and conditions of service; in addition there has been
wide application of a three-fold grouping of maintenance grades,
and a notable experiment in incentive bonus payment for
maintenance work. The same process of reducing differentials
has gone on on the railways, but to a slightly less extent, for,
although the lower paid grades have received increases roughly
equivalent to those of the lowest paid grades on the road services,
the higher paid railway grades have received slightly larger
increases than the higher road grades.! There persists a multi-
plicity of grades amongst the railway staff, in part due to the great
variety of types of work involved, in part to objections raiscd
by the railway unions to schemes of simplification suggested by
London Transport, and no attempt has been made to introduce
for them any so far-reaching simplification as the work-shop
staff grouping system.

The advantages of levelling-up and grouping in producing
simplicity, for what that is worth, are clear; from the point of
view of social equality, greater relative advances for the lower
paid are to be welcomed. Incentives are provided in the work-
shops, where they are most effective, by bonus payments, and by
higher rates for specialist workers. Reduction of differentials
does not appear to have caused any shortage of candidates for
promotion. The popularity of grouping may be gauged from its

1 Since 1933 the railway porter has advanced from 46/- to 97/-, an increase of 51/—
(1119%). The lowest paid adult road service worker, the Country Garage general hand
has advanced from 52/11 to 97/10 + 159, bonus on 1/4}d. an hour (= 8/11 per week) =
106/9, an advance of 53/10 (1029%y). Therc has thus been a slight reduction on the differen-
t1al between these two low-paid grades. The motorman, however, has over the same
period advanced from 93/~ to 140/, an increase of 51%, as aganst the 499, of the Central
bus driver (from 86/6 to 129/-), thus increasing the differential between these two
relatively highly paid grades. This is accentuated by movements in earnings, for the
earnings of the motorman have increased by 679%, compared with 549 increasc for the
Central bus driver, over the period 1933-34 to 1948,
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extension throughout the maintenance staff. The preamble to
the agreement extending grouping to railway shop and depot
workers states that both parties consider ‘that greater efficiency
could be obtained by a reduction of the present number of
grades’.

The most obvious effect of the process is the extension of
negotiations to cover an increasing proportion of the Board’s
staff. Although road service staff, including ‘inside’ staff (except
craftsmen) have always been represented by the T. & G.W.U,,
it is only with the process of levelling-up that negotiations for
all these sections have been unified. Since the formation of the
joint Committee of Unions for Workshop Staff’ (Railways), by
the joint Trades Committee and the N.U.R., negotiations to deal
with regrouping and levelling-up for the road service and rail-
way workshop staff have been drawn closer together. Negotia-
tions for railway conciliation staff are usually common; although
sometimes one or more of the unions negotiate separately. The
1947 forty-four hour weck negotiations were common to almost
the whole of the staff, although they were embodied in a number
of separate agreements, which included wage advances for the
rail staff, alteration in output bonus for the workshop staff, and a
number of consequent adjustments in conditions of service for
the road service staff. The 1948 negotiations leading up to the
agreement of March with the road service operating and main-
tenance staff, and the workshop staff, perhaps provide the best
example of the extension of negotiations due to the innovations
of the last fifteen yecars. Negotiations were going on con-
currently for workshop staff and for road service staft (including
garage and depot maintenance staff). The rates accepted as
initial minima for the variable output bonus scheme in the work-
shops clearly would affect, and in fact decided, the rate at which
the fixed bonus would be paid to the garage and depot main-
tenance workers (who were, by the same agreement, to be levelled
up to the Chiswick rates). The level of this fixed bonus, however,
would determine the increase in earnings accruing to the garage
and depot inside staff, and this could clearly not be decided out of
relation to the amount of the advance for the road operating
staff, which was being discussed in the same negotiations. These

G
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negotiations, then, were inseparable and covered between 60,000
and 70,000, almost three-quarters, of the Board’s staff2

The translation of piece-rate advances into time-rate advances,
and vice-versa, has been notoriously difficult ever since the famous
123%, and 74% awards of the Committee of Production in 1917
and 1918,% and these negotiations did not run very smoothly,
their course being rendered more difficult by the publication of
the White Paper on Personal Incomes, Costs and Prices® before
an agreement was reached. The extension of negotiations has
complicated output bonus negotiations in another way. The
bonus, as we have seen, was first introduced to improve the out-
put of Chiswick Works, but has since been extended to cover
almost the whole of the Board’s maintenance staff. Workers
in some of the smaller shops were already doing work of about as
high a standard as could be attained. The payment of the bonus
was claimed for them as for workers elsewhere, but, when
granted, had to be made payable for tasks they were already, in
fact, accomplishing. Promiscs of improved work were, however,
made on behalf of the garage and depot inside staff in return for
the extension of the bonus to them, and these were so far fulfilled
that the agreement could be followed by a reduction in personnel
in the garages and depots.

One obvious advantage of a wage-structure internal to the
Board is the isolation of its employees from outside disputes.
The N.U.V.B. members employed by the Board did not take
part in the national vehicle builders’ strike of April 1948, since
their rate of pay is determined by the craftsman’s rate negotiated
by the Joint Trades Committee for workshop, depot and garage
craftsmen, and not by the national rate negotiated by the union.
The process of levelling-up has removed the cause of innumerable
petty jealousies and frictions, and if the current orthodox view,
that deliberate action is to be preferred in economic affairs to the
outcome of uncontrolled interacting forces, is accepted, the
extension of negotiations should be welcomed, for the planner
clearly has more opportunity of planning wages if all rates which
closely affect each other are brought into one set of negotiations.

! The amount of the increase was also affected by the 7/6 granted in 1947 to the
railway staff, at the same time as their forty-four hour week agreement.

2 See Cole, Trade Unionism and Munitions, Oxford, 1923,

3 Cmd. 7321 of 1948.
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7. OUTSIDE COMPARISON

(a) Road Passenger Transport

Comparison with similar outside industry, as far as railway
conciliation staff is concerned, would be uninstructive, for as we
have seen, railway wage rates have followed Main Line rates
fairly closely. Comparison would therefore show London
Transport railway rates moving parallel to Main Line London
rates, and converging slightly with industrial and rural rates,
since differentials have remained fixed while rates have been
advanced.

There is also close agreement in the movement of rates for the
Board’s road service operating staft and for passenger transport
employees in the rest of the country, but this is not part of London
Transport’s inheritance from the past; it is the result of the
achievement, through the efforts of the T. & G.W.U., of de facto
national negotiations for road passenger transport. In 1937 the
union succeeded in getting the old National J.I.C. for the Tram-
way Industry enlarged to include the municipal bus undertakings.
Immediate prior to the war the union, having established agree-
ments with those companies united by the two great Combines,
Tillings and British Electric Traction, and with the Scottish
Motor Traction Company, was using the fair wage clause of the
Road Traffic Act 1930' to bring smaller operators, particularly
in the north of England and in Scotland, up to the rates thus
negotiated. The issue of The Record for February 1940 claimed
that in the preceding year forty-cight such cases had been taken
before the Industrial Court, and in forty-three favourable
verdicts had been given, two others being withdrawn on
technical grounds, and one settled on the union’s terms outside
the court. In November and December of 1939, negotiations
led to agreements with the Board, the N.J.I.C., the two Com-
bines, the Scottish Motor Traction Company, and the Northern
Ireland Transport Board for war advances of 4s. for adult male
workers. On June 14, 1940 the National Council for the Omnibus
Industry was formed. Its constitution was considerably more
restricted than that of the N.J.I.C.; it had no powers to make

1 Road Traffic Act 1930 Section 93 as amended by Section 32 of the Road and Rail
Traffic Act 1933.



92 LABOUR RELATIONS IN LONDON TRANSPORT

national agreements, but it was soon decided that it should,
without prejudice, negotiate general war advances. In the
following month came a further general 3s. advance negotiated
with all the separate bodies, and the lowest paid company
employees reccived rather larger increases of up to 7s. The
negotiations of the following yecar led to a general 4s. advance
only after recourse to the Industrial Court for the N.J.I.C., and
to special arbitration tribunals, appointed to fulfil the conditions
of SR. & O. 1305 of 1940, for the Board and the N.C.O.L
The N.C.O.I. award also granted female conductors the male
war advances in rates of pay in conformity with a previous award?
of the Industrial Court for the N.J.I.C. which had been followed
by the Board. The Scottish Motor Traction Company granted
the same increase by negotiation; it did not join the N.C.O.L
until January 1946. Awards continued to run in step. In April
1943 1t was agreed that the N.C.O.L. Tribunal should examine
the applications for an increase for the private companies’, the
municipal undertakings’ and the Board’s employees. The rcjec-
tion of the unions’ case by this Tribunal probably surprised the
employers as much as the unions. The announcement of the
decision was followed by direct application to the employers
for an increase, and in July the unions met representatives of the
three groups of employers. These negotiations concluded in
the grant of a further war advance. In 1945 and 1946 the union,
after some rebuffs, at last succeeded, through the recommendation
of a Court of Inquiry,® in getting a ‘Model Agreement’ for com-
pany employees widcly accepted by the constituent members of
the N.C.O.I. (British Electric Traction had at first refused to
conform to it, as an agreement which the N.C.O.I. was not
empowered to make), and a grouping system for wage rates,
almost identical to that of the N.J.LC. [The latter had, by a
process of upgrading of undertakings, reduced its groups from
five to two.] Wage negotiations have continued to grant
common increases for all passenger transport undertakings
throughout the country and the forty-four hour weck was

! “The Conditions of Employment and Arbitration Order’ made under Regulation
58 A.A.

2 This Industrial Court award also granted male rates of pay to female conductors
(after six months extra probation) for the N.J.I.C., followed by the Board, but not
accepted by the N.C.O.I until after the war.

3 Cmd. 6796 of 1946
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granted to all employees in the industry during the course of
1947. The N.C.O.I. Tribunal Award granting the forty-four
hour weck, also decided that a full national conditions agreement
should be made between the parties, thus making the N.C.O.I.
a negotiating body of almost equivalent authority to the N.J.I.C.

There remains a considerable gap between the rates of road
passenger transport workers in the London area and elsewhere.
Since March 1948 the rates have been:

MUNI%?};::&E;;:‘ PANY LoNDON TRANSPORT EXECUTIVE
Maximum rates Maximum rates
Driver Group 1 107/6 Driver Central Bus 129/~
Driver Group II 105/6 Driver Country Bus 118/6
Conductor Group I 103/6 Conductor: Central (and
T. & T. driver) 125/-
Conductor Group II 101/6 Conductor: Country area 112/6
Inside Staff: Inside Staff:
Skilled 117/ Skilled, Central 122/7 + bonus
Skilled, Country 116/8 -+ bonus
Semi-skilled, Grade 1 106/~ Semi-skilled, Central ~ 110/10 4- bonus
Semi-skilled, Grade 2 102/~ Semi-skilled, Country  106/10 + bonus
Unskilled, Grade3 98/6 Unskilled  Central 103/~ + bonus
Unskilled  Country 97/10 + bonus

The difference between the two groups of maintenance
workers is somewhat obscured by the incentive bonus, for clearly,
if it is a true incentive bonus, comparison between provincial
rates and London rates plus bonus are not entirely justifiable,
whereas mere comparison of rates is misleading. The bonus, at
15%, adds between 8s. 11d. and 14s., according to grade, on to
the time rates, and thus the provincial worker receives about
10s. less than the London Transport Country Area maintenance
worker, and from 15s. to 20s. less than the Central Area main-
tenance workers. Operating Staff (Group 1, provincial) have os.
or 1Is. less than Country Area, and 21s. 6d. less than Central
Area workers.

Since some mumc1pal undcrtakmgs pay above the nationally
agreed rates, a comparison of earnings is, perhaps, more satlsfactory
In the last pay week of October 1938, the average earnings of
road passenger transport workers (including London Transport)

1 Agrced June 1948 by the N.C.O.L
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was 68s. 7d. For the last pay week of October 1948 the figure
was 124s. 10d.,2 an increase of §6s. 3d., or 82%,. In the year ending
July 30th, 1938, average weekly earnings of all weekly paid staff
of the L.P.T.B. were 82s. 9d., and in the year ending December
31Ist, 1048, 135s. 10d., an increase of $3s. 1d., or 64%,. These
figures are not strictly comparable, since the period over which
the averages are calculated, and the base dates arc different, and
the London Transport figures include those for their railway staff.
They do, however, scrve to indicate the narrowing of the
differential duc to the common flat rate advances of the war
period, and give some indication of the amount of the remaining
differential.

The differential between provincial and London rates is rather
larger than in most other industries (2d. an hour, or 7s. 10d. over
a forty-four hour week, is the usual figure for skilled trades;
for railway workers 4s. between the London and rural rates)
and it has not gone unquestioned. At the first conference of the
National Bus Federation (T. & G.W.U. and N.U.R.) in 1937,
the secretary, Mr. Harold Clay, was questioned on this point, and
is reported to have replied:

The situation in London was unique, and the men in that area were not
affected by the deliberations of the Conference . . . In reply to an interjection
he said that if conditions analogous to those in London existed elsewhere,
then similar results could be obtained for the men working in the services,
for the same people who had been in the one series of negotiations would be
in the other.?

Traffic conditions are certainly to be taken into account in
assessing the merits of the difference in rates. No provincial
workers have to contend with difficulties as great as those of
the Central Area workers, and London Transport Country
Services operate, to a considerable extent, in a succession of
built-up arcas in which traffic is often congested, and from which
there is no quick escape into the open country as in the majority
of provincal areas. There can, however, be little doubt that
historical reasons also contribute to the difference between the
rates of provincial workers and of London Transport Country
Area workers—most of all the association of the latter with their

1 Ministry of Labour Gazette, December, 1940. 2 Ibid., March, 1949.
3 Quoted in The Record, March, 1937.
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powerfully organized Central Area fellows. In so far as this is
true, there is a problem in these differentials which will have to
be faced by the Transport Commission as the Road Passenger
Executive extends the area of its authority, and makes it even more
true that the same people would have responsibility in both series
of negotiations.

(b) National Comparisons

For comparison with national figures, and with cost-of-living
indices, earnings’ figurcs are probably more suitable than time-
rates:

Average

weekly Average weekly

earnings All earnings of All weekly Central
in last pay workers Males L.P.T.B.staff | paid staff bus drivers

week of in year ending

Oct. 1938 | 53/3 | 100 | 69/- | 100 | June 30 1938 | 82/9 | 100 | 94/9 | 100
July 1940 | 69/2 | 130 | 89/~ | 129 | Dec. 31 1940 | 90/11 | 110 | 100/9 | 106
July 1941 | 75/10| 142 | 99/5 | 144 | Dec. 31 1941 | 95/5 | 115 | 104/0 | 110
July 1942 | 85/2 | 160 |111/5 | 161 | Dec. 31 1942 | 99/4 | 120 | 111/10 | 118
July 1943 | 93/7 | 176 |121/3 | 176 | Dec. 31 1943 | 105/5 | 127 | 114/3 | 121
July 1944 | 96/8 | 182 | 124/4 | 180 | Dec. 31 1944 [111/2 | 134 | 124/3 | 131
July 1945 | 96/1 | 180 |121/4 | 176 | Dec. 31 1945 |113/10 | 137 | 126/10 | 134
Oct. 1946 | 101/ | 190 [120/9 | 175 | Dec. 31 1946 | 120/3 | 145 | 127/6 | 135
Oct. 1947 |108/2 | 203 |128/1 | 186 | Dec. 31 1947 | 125/5 | 151 | 128/6 | 136
Oct. 1948 |117/4 | 220 [137/11| 200 | Dec. 31 1948 | 135/10 | 164 | 141/6 | 149

Here again differences in time and in the period covered by
the averages render the figures not strictly comparable. The
fairer figures to use in comparison with London Transport
earnings are those of male workers, since only a small proportion
of London Transport’s staff, by the end of 1947, were females
(8,726 = 9%),* and over a third of these were female conductors,
who have, since first recruited, received male conductors’ rates
(although reaching the maximum after an additional six months).
Even so, the comparison is remarkable, and reveals reduction of
differentials on a national scale, and reflects the relative decline
of wages, during the war period, in the inter-war ‘sheltered’
industries.

There are no official cost-of-living or retail price indices which

1 At the end of 1944 the female staff of the Board was nearly a quarter of the total,
but those employed in substitution for men fell from over 15,000 (209, of the total staff)
to 4,340 (4-5%) by December 1947.
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cover this period, but such indices as are available suggest that
prices of consumer goods were about 80%, higher in 1948 than
in 19381 This would indicate that the real carnings of the
majority of London Transport workers (but not the lowest paid
grades) have, disregarding the effect of increased direct taxation
and of increascd social services, fallen by several points since 1938,
whereas the real earnings of the workers in the country as a whole
have risen.

One reason given for this is that transport charges, receipts,
profits and therefore wages always rise less in an economic up-~
swing and fall less in an economic downswing than prices,
receipts, profits and wages in other industries. This is certainly
true of the wages of railway workers over a long period.? The
motor bus industry is, however, relatively new, and it is thus
less casy to substantiate this generalization for road passenger
transport. In the carly ‘twentics road passenger transport workers
were relatively highly paid, having, like the railway workers,
retained more of their gains of the post-war boom in the sub-
sequent depression than had workers in other industries. The
average carnings of all road passenger transport workers covered
by the 1924 census of earnings® was 69s. 8d., and in the 1928
census 69s. sd. The figurcs for workers covered by the 1931
census is 65s. 6d.(a fall of nearly 6% from 1924), and for the
1935 census 68s. 4d. (a recovery to within 989, of the original
figure). For all male workers covered by these censusest (chosen
for comparison, since there were then few female workers in road
passenger transport) the 1924 average figure is 57s. 6d.; the 1928
figure, although there are no separate figures for male and female
workers, is apparently approximately the same;® the 1931 figure
is 555. 7d. (a fall of less than 4%, ); and the 1935 figure 56s. 9d. (a
return to within 2%, of the original figure). It appears, then, that
over this period road passenger transport workers’ earnings fell
rather more than those of other workers in the depression of

1 The price index given in ‘National Income and Expenditure of the U.K., 1946 to
1948’ (Cmd. 7649 of 1949) shows an increase of 809, in 1948 as against 1938.

2 See Wages in Theory and Practice, J. W. F. Rowe, Routledge, 1928.

3 The figures for this and the subsequent censuses are given in the Ministry of Labour
Gagzette of December, 1926, December 1929, March 1933, and May 1937.

4 Thesc averages are given in Wages and Income in the U.K. since 1860, A. L. Bowley,
Cambridge, 1937, Table XI, p. 51.

5 Tbid,, p. 18.
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1931, and had risen slightly higher than the average by 1935,
since which time earnings in other industries have risen noticeably
faster than in road passenger transport. Employment in road
passenger transport has indeed been much more stable than
elsewhere. Owing to the changed scope of the undertaking no
exact comparison of figures of earnings before and after the 1933
Act can be made for London Transport workers, but since the
busmen did not suffer any cuts in wage rates, and the tram cuts
were in force for only a few months, it is almost certain that
earnings in London Transport fell less during the depression than
in road passenger transport in general, and perhaps than in other
industries. The argument, then, may hold good for London
Transport workers, but whatever advantage they then gained
was a matter of only one or two points in a hundred.

However that may be, between the wars London Transport
workers were relatively well off. The miner, the textile worker,
the agricultural worker could only improve their relative
position by catching up on such well-paid workers. The earnings
of the lower paid workers in London Transport (for instance,
the porters) have advanced about as rapidly as the national
average, and the higher paid grades are still above the national
average. In so far as the reduction of differentials within London
Transport is to be welcomed on grounds of social equality, so
is the national decrease in differentials. It is in accordance with
government policy. Any attempt to re-establish the relativities
between London Transport and other industries at their 1938
level would be excluded by the terms of the White Paper on
Personal Incomes, Costs and Prices, and of the more recent
Government and T.U.C. pronouncements on wages policy.

London Transport workers were lucky between the wars;
so that the relative decline of their position may be looked on as
the loss of a special, and possibly a not altogether desirable,
advantage.

This re-adjustment is particularly noticeable in the case of the
Central busmen, who, prior to 1933, were the employces of a
highly profitable private company. Perhaps if the 1933 Act had
not been passed and the L.G.O.C. had remained a separate
organization, the Central busmen might have fared differently.
It is possible that they would have advanced more rapidly if
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they had not been organized in the same union as the tramway-
men and the Country Area busmen. That, however, does not
mean that the re-adjustment was undesirable. There was nothing
sacred about the 1933 differentials, which could easily be criti-
cized. Since common negotiations started, the Central busmen,
and all honour to them for it, have helped to extend benefits
that they have won to the other road service employees of London
Transport. But we may conclude that their trade union militancy
has brought the Central Busmen no pecuniary advantage.

We may draw one final conclusion from this brief comparative
study: that public ownership does not necessarily bring increased
real incomes to the majority of the workers in the undertakings
concerned.

8. FARES, INTEREST RATES AND WAGES

In any undertaking the financial interest of the shareholder is
to some extent opposed to that of the salary—or wage-earner,
and the interest of both must be to some extent opposed to that
of the consumer. All parties have also interests in common, for
instance, in improved productivity, and, in so far as their intercsts
conflict, it may be possible so to balance them as to give generally
a satisfactory result, but surely few undertakings have long
remained untouched by complaints that profits or wages or prices
are either too high or too low.

During the early years of London Transport the emphasis was
placed on the conflict between wages and the interest paid on the
Board’s stock, and not on the conflict between producer and
consumer. The opposition of Lord Ashfield and of the other
members of the Board to an increase in fares was widely known,
and those who criticized the capital structure of the Board as
pressing too heavily on wages were political opponents of higher
prices. Such critics were many. The bulk of the original stock
was issued at fixed rates of 43%, or §%, and just under a quarter
(‘C’ stock) at a variable rate, which was to rise after three years to
53%. Above that figure profits were to be divided between ‘C’
stockholders and the Board, but the maximum distribution was
to be 6%, Failure on the part of the Board to pay the required
rate for three consecutive years was to give ‘C’ stockholders
the right to apply to the High Court for a receiver. Since
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there was general agreement that fares should not be raised,
the interests of ‘C’ stockholders and of the Board’s employees
were in conflict. The critics held that the interest rates, originally
negotiated in 1930, should have been reduced in 1933, since both
road and rail profits had fallen heavily in the intervening years.
However that may be, the Board had a strong incentive to resist
increases in its wages bill, and its resistance to the demand of the
Central Busmen for shorter hours has been attributed to this
cause.! Moreover, the bulk of the capital was invested in the
railways, whereas the central buses were the most profitable
section of the whole undertaking.

Wages form the largest item in the costs of London Transport
(in 1947 just over 70%, of the total working expenses). Despite
the slow growth of the wages bill from 1933-34 to 1938-39 (an
increase of about 2%, per person employed), the Board was not
in any year able to pay the full 51% on ‘C’ stock, and in 1939
a threat of application for a receiver at a meeting of stockholders
called by the managing director of Tillings (the largest single
holder of ‘C’ stock) was followed by an application to the
Railway Rates Tribunal? for an increase in fares sufficient to raise
the Board’s gross income by 239,. At the same time the Tribunal
sanctioned a §%, increase in Main Line suburban fares.

This opposition of interests should not be over-emphasized.
There was just under /26,000,000 of ‘C’ stock. Interest payments
from 1934 to 1938 varied between 33% and 4}% (they fell to
13% in 1939), so that the average annual deficit on the required
rate (53% ) for the whole of the “C’ stock was a small sum in rela-
tion to the Board’s total expenditure, or even its total wages
bill; though it was not far off the figure (/£ 500,000) estimated as
the annual cost of meeting the Busmen’s claim for a 73-hour
day. A reduction in the rate of interest on the whole of the
Board’s stock to 3% would, if it had been politically possible,
have meant a saving of over /1,250,000, or something like 15
per annum per person employed. Even this is not a vast sum,

1 “They (the busmen) were the first victims to fall before the immutable and un-
compromising demands of excessive compensation’. National Enterprise, Ernest Davies,
Gollancz, 1946, pp. 112-13.

2 Under the 1933 Act only applications by local authorities concerning services
withdrawn or new services desired were to come before the Railway Rates Tribunal.
Nevertheless the Board submitted the whole scheme for its approval.
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and, had the maximum demands of the critics for a reduction of
interest rates been granted, the advent of a conflict between fares
and wages might even so not have been long delayed.

During the war, and until December 31st, 1947, the Board and
the Main Line companies came within the scope of the Railway
Control Agreement, under which the obligation to pay interest
on the capital of the companies concerned was transferred to the
Treasury (which, after 1941, compounded for a fixed lump sum),
and the Treasury, in turn, received the profits of those companies.
Fares were fixed by the Minister of Transport, on the advice of
the Charges Consultative Committee. The interest payable on
the Board’s capital under the agreement was /4,835,705 (the
interest on ‘C’ stock being determined by an average of that paid
over the years immediately prior to the war). There were further
increases in the Board’s fares designed to produce an additional
109, in takings at the time of the first general increase of transport
charges in 1940, but thereafter rising costs were met out of the
increased charges, and greatly inflated war traffic, on the Main
Lines. Each year the Board drew upon the Pool, somctimes for
part of its interest payments, and in 1940 and 1941 for the whole
of that and for some part of its other expenses.! In 1946 a scheme
was presented by the Board to the Charges Consultative Com-
mittee to cover the estimated deficit for 1947 and the interest
payable under the Agreement; it was altered by the Committee,
and further revised by the Minister, before its application, and
brought into effect in February 1947, increasing the level of the
Board’s fares by about 30% over that of August 1939. The
estimates on which these increases were based were rendered
inaccurate by further wages increases and the reduction of hours
negotiated in 1947, but they remain in force to-day.?

During the period of the Railway Control Agreement, the
conflict between interest payments and wages was reduced;
for the payment of interest was the responsibility of the Treasury,
and over a large part of the period the Treasury was receiving
handsome profits under the agreement, not from London
Transport services, but from the heavily increased Main Line

1 Economist, July 6th, and July 13th, 1946.

? The increased number of passengers per vehicle, due to the return of London’s
population, and the delay in the supply of new vehicles, operated on the other side;
this matter is more fully discussed in Chapter VII.
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traffic. Under the agreement clhims for wage increases were
dealt with through the normal negotiating machinery (and, in
addition, the Tribunals constituted in accordance with S.R. & O.
1305), and settlements were authorized by the Ministry of Trans-
port through the Railway Executive Committee. Up to 1947
the movement of wages bore little relation to the level of fares;
since it was thought expedient to maintain the 1940 level of fares
on London Transport as part of the national policy of stabilizing
the cost of living. The attempt of 1947 to relate costs and
revenues is already out of date, but the rise in carnings due to
increasing travel by London’s population, has offset the rise in
costs.

Since January 1st, 1948 the financial supervision of the Railway
Executive Commiittee has ceased, and London Transport has
become one of the constituent undertakings of the British Trans-
port Commission, which is under an obligation to treat all the
business carried on by it ‘as one undertaking’.! Since then, more-
over, main line traffic receipts have fallen heavily, and the moral
pressure of the government’s wages policy has reinforced financial
pressure against wage increases. The Commission has not yet
brought forward any national scheme for transport charges; and
it is too early to judge how it will interpret its obligation to treat
the various concerns under its control as one undertaking in
relation to farcs, to wages and to capital costs in the different
sections. It is difficult, therefore, to asscss the position to-day.
If, however, it should be suggested that direct pressure against
wage increases has lessened since 1939, it must be admitted that the
figures of the previous section show no grounds for supposing
that either London Transport or the unions have misused that
circumstance.

One conclusion is worth the attention of the economic
planner. At least since 1933, the productivity of London Trans-
port has not increased at as rapid a rate as that of manufacturing
industrics, or as that of the nation as a whole.? This is to
be expected, for manufacturing industry in the U.S.A., as is
well known, is far more productive than that of this country,
whereas U.S. transport and consumer services are but slight?,y

1 Transport Act, 1947, Section 3 (4). 2 Sce Chapter VIL
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less expensive in terms of man-hours than our own. There is no
reason to suppose that this disparity will not continue;! in fact,
if current hopes of a rapid increase of productivity in Britain, to a
level nearer that of the U.S.A., are realized, it is highly probable
that it will increase. If the policy of the White Paper on Personal
Incomes is followed, the relative position of passenger transport
wages, and of other scrvices, would deteriorate further.? The
economic planner must decide whether this is justifiable, or
desirable. If more cqualitarian views prevail, it must be decided
whether the earnings of passenger transport workers are to be
maintained on a level with those in manufacturing industry by
means of increases in transport charges greater than those of prices
in general (thus reversing the trend of recent years) or by means of
subsidies. Transport charges arc a considerable element in the
cost of living, so that there might be grounds for considering
the latter method preferable, but its use would contravene the
provisions of the Transport Act 1947, which lays down that ‘the
Commission shall so conduct that undertaking and, subject to
the provisions of this Act, levy such fares, rates, tolls, dues and
other charges, as to secure that the revenue of the Commission
is not less than sufficient for making provision for the meeting of
charges properly chargeable to revenue, taking one year with
another’.

1 Such economies as may be expected from co-ordination of transport would tend
to reduce the disparity. But such economies would be non-recurring, and the history
of London Transport shows that it is easy to over-estimate them.

3 Apart from undermanned industries, wage-increases are justified only if the workers’
standard of living is below a reasonable minimum, or if his productivity increases.
According to the policy proposed by the T.U.C. General Council in December, 1949,
only the latter reason is, for a period, to be regarded as sufficient, provided the interim
index at retail prices is held within certain limits.



CHAPTER IV
STRIKES

THE most spectacular aspect of labour relations is the strike, and
Just because it is the most spectacular aspect it is liable to be over-
emphasized. London Transport has not been free from strikes,
the most important of which was the Coronation Strike of the
Central Busmen in 1937, which was one of the largest of British
strikes in the thirtics. Becausc of the scale of this strike, and
because of the importance of attempting to assess how far public
ownership increases or reduces the likelihood of conflict between
employer and employed, the story of this dispute, and of the
Busmen’s Rank and File Movement which led up to it, must be
told, at the risk of over-emphasizing this aspect of labour
relations, and although the story is as much part of the history of
the T. & G.W.U. as of London Transport.

1. THE NATURE OF THE RANK AND FiLE MOVEMENT

The Rank and File Movement was in its origin a syndicalist
movement, if not in the strict classical tradition of the early
C.G.T., of Pelloutier and Griffuclhes, at least in the British
tradition of the famous Unofficial Reform Movement among
the South Wales miners, of the Clyde Munition Workers in the
first World War, and of the railwaymen’s Vigilance Com-
mittees.

The most famous document of the British syndicalist move-
ment is “The Miners’ Next Step’. Almost every paragraph can
find its parallel in the files of the Busman’s Punch. ‘“The Miners’
Next Step’? opens with an attack on the 1902 award of Sir David
Dale, and the 1910 agreement, which, it alleged, were the cause
of a reduction in the earnings of South Wales miners compared

1 See History of Trade Unionism, S, and B. Webb, Longman’s 1920 edition, p. 533, and
The General Strike, W. H. Crook, University of N. Carolina Press, 1931, pp. 258-60.

3 The Miners Next Step, being a suggested scheme for the Reorganization of the
Federation. Issucd by the Unofficial Reform Committee, Tonypandy, 1912. Mr. Noah
Ablett was the leading member of the group which composed it.
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with prices and profits. The claim of the Busman’s Punch was
that the ‘Speed Agreement’ had allowed the Company and its
successor, the Board, to increase their takings without increas-
ing their wage-bill. “The Miners’ Next Step’ complained of the
long delays which resulted from the use of the negotiating
machinery, and that the Conciliation Board naturally took the
employers’ view. Busman’s Punch became highly critical of
delay as the negotiations on the 7-hour day dragged on through
1936 and into 1937, and felt that, in the negotiations between the
Executive and the Board, the arguments of the latter received
undue consideration.

The wrath of the syndicalist miners was concentrated, in the
main, on leadership, not only on the particular leadership of their
own Federation, but on the principle of lcadership. Leaders,
they admitted, might bring efficiency, order, and responsibility,
but they inevitably demanded trust, and plenary powers, which
‘inevitably lead to corruption’, and obstructed solidarity amongst
the workers, and ‘the use of the legislative power of the workers’.
The busmen were highly critical of their union’s Executive, and
of Mr. Bevin and the other officials. The origin of the Movement
in 1932 was the belief that union ‘leaders’ were negotiating an
agreement against the interests of the men. Mr. Papworth
claims the 1926 negotiations as the rcal beginning; then again it
was thought that the Central Bus Committee were exceeding
their mandate in negotiations; the section’s constitution, as we
have seen, dates from an incipient revolt against leadership.

The Busmen also attacked the principle of leadership, as did
the Miners. An article entitled ‘Against Permanent Officials™
tells us

‘If you lay down these two rules:

1. Limited time of office.
2. Wages not to exceed those of the men they represent,

then you would eliminate the parasite place-secking official.’
The second rule is a time-honoured proposal of left-wing
unionists, designed to give officials a direct interest in wage-
increases.

1 Busman’s Punch, No. 7, May, 1933.
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A later contributor?® says:

If the permanent union officials had to go to a ballot of the members every
year or two years, like the local Branch Officials do, would they dare to con-
sistently oppose the wishes of their members? Of course they would not.

‘The Miners’ Next Step’ sct itself to devise a constitution
which would make the leaders servants and the workers ‘bosses’.
The busmen argued for no such radical overhaul, partly because
the Movement’s leaders soon became the Central Bus Committee,
and partly because some of the items on the miners’ programme—
rule by delegate conference, and a ‘lay’ committee—were already
incorporated in the section’s constitution (the Busman could
hardly attack the constitutional powers of the Exccutive of the
union over the section, without laying themselves open to the
charge, which they sought to avoid, of desiring a break-away),
but they did demand a common conference and negotiating
machincry? for the whole of the union’s members employed by
the Board, to increase solidarity and ‘the legislative power of
the workers’, and, again with the Miners, to convert sectional
disputes into disputes of the whole industry.

The final chapter of “The Miners’ Next Step’ lays down the
long-term programme. Nationalization was represented as
tyranny, as the last resort of the owner against the reduction of
profits by militant action to increase wages. In its place a policy
of eliminating the owner by a scries of strikes which would ruin
him, and leave the industry to the worker and to ‘democratic
control’, was presented. To the Busman’s Punch the Board was
state capitalism’, a tyranny, and scant respect was paid to the
financial obligations of the Board; the object of militant action
was to reduce profits; although there was little direct propaganda
for ‘workers’ control’.

Another objective of the Unofficial Reform Movement in
South Wales was the elimination of non-unionism.? The Rank
and File Movement also worked for ‘100%, unionism’ (the ‘closed
shop’ being barred to them under the 1927 Trade Disputes and
Trade Unions Act,* as employees of a public authority), and in

1 No. 32, June, 1935. 2 No. 22, August, 1934,

3 This was one of the issues in the famous South Wales coal strike of 1915, which
was proclaimed under the Munitions Act. Sec Labour in the Coal Mining Industry (1914-21)
Cole, O.U.P., 1923, .

4 Clause 6 (1).

H
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January 1935 under their influence, the quarterly delegate
conference decided to call a ‘fleet stand-down’ over a non-union
conductor at Norwood Garage. This was averted at the eleventh
hour when the man joined the union. This particular demand is
not, of course, confined to syndicalists, but they have been
among the foremost in demanding ‘militant action’ to enforce
the ‘closed shop’.

The Movement was not, however, pure syndicalism. As soon
as its leaders became the official leaders of the section, they saw
the problems of leadership from a different angle. On July 26th,
1935, Windsor and Slough Green Line garages, in the Country
Area, went on strike over insufficient rest days and speed in
general, and the timing of a particular route. The Board refused
to negotiate until the men returned. Next day two more Green
Line garages and some Country Bus garages came out in sym-~
pathy. Mr. Bevin issued a statement attributing the trouble to
‘unauthorized and irresponsible persons not connected with the
industry at all but with the Minority Movement and the Com-
munist Party’.? By Sunday 28th, nearly 3,000 men were on
strike, and twenty-four out of thirty-three Green Line garages
were closed. The Slough strikers issucd a statement complaining
that they were ‘the victims of a soulless machine and a dictator’s
policy’.? The strike collapsed on the Sunday evening, largely
because Messrs. Snelling and Papworth, after a mecting with
full-time union officials, went to Slough, not as Central Bus
Committec members, for it was outside their province, but as
Rank and File representatives, and advised a return to work in
order that negotiations might proceed. They were accused of
‘cold feet” and resigned from the Rank and File Committee.
The movement could not afford to lose its two most prominent
leaders, and at its September meeting the Committee resolved
that it was

of the opinion that Brothers Papworth and Snelling acted in good faith
in the attitude they took up in the Slough Green Line dispute

and persuaded them to withdraw their resignations.t
To lead a movement against leadership is indeed a difficult
task.

1 Busman's Punch, No. 28, 1935. 2 The Times, July 27th, 1935.
3 The Times, July 29th, 1935. 4 Busman's Punch, No. 36, October 1935.
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The 7-hour day negotiations brought further trouble for the
Movement’s leaders. An anonymous letter* asked why, in the
face of the declared policy of the Movement, only eight delegates,
none of them Rank and File members, had voted in favour of
strike action for the 7-hour day. “Will you tell us why the R. &
E. sold the Busmen? In reply Mr. Payne said that the Rank
and File delegates ‘used their influence to prevent an unofficial
dispute; their concern being to bring about unity in the Section,
with the support of the Central Bus Committee and the Executive
Committee behind them’. In February 1937, two months before
the Coronation Strike, Payne and Jones contributed ‘Are We
Going Wrong 2%

The Movement, in our opinion, is losing its grip on the seven-hour day
position, and, as an agitational and propaganda body, failing in its object.

During these last few months doubt and uncertainty has crept into our
ranks . . .

We are convinced the membership is still ready and prepared to follow a
clear line and bold leadership . . .

After twelve months of talk and investigation ... we find ourselves
challenged by the Board by their ‘lousy’ proposals, while we find uncertainty
and doubt as to the future line of the Central Bus Committee . . .

We as individual members of the Movement will at the coming meetings
demand that the Movement give this militant lead. We demand that we get
back to the spirit of 1932 . . .

Mr. Bevin always argued that the Movement was under the
domination of the Communists and the Minority Movement.
Communists had been in the Movement since its inception, and
its activities had reccived the support of the party and the Daily
Worker. The Communists claimed more. In his speech to the
Seventh World Congress of the Communist International in
August 1935,® Mr. J. R. Campbell explained how the British
Communist Party had changed its method of work in trade
unions. It had early in 1932 abandoned the Minority Movement
as an organization which ‘appeared as a body outside the trade
unions, dictating to the trade unions as to what they ought to do’
and ‘as an alternative apparatus to that of the unions. This

 Busman’s Punch, No. 44, June, 1936. 2 No. 52.
8 The Communist International, Vol. XII, No. 16.
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enabled the officials to raise the question of loyalty . . ." and ‘to
isolate the militant workers’. Since then, however,

We worked to conquer the lower organs of the unions to a militant
policy . .. We have in a number of unions developed rank-and-file move-
ments . . . The new rank-and-file movement is a grouping of militant branches
and shop stewards springing out of the growing life of the unions themselves
and expressing all the malitant and progressive tendencies of the rank-and-file.

The rank and filc movements were more flexible than the
Minority Movement, and ‘because they grow up from within
the unions’ less vulnerable to ‘expulsion tactics’.

It scems probable, however, that both Mr. Bevin and Mr.
Campbell had overestimated the importance of Communist
influence amongst the busmen. We have scen that the majority
of the leaders of the Movement claimed that they were not
members of the Party. The Busman’s Punch was never tired
of denying the charge of Communist domination. Its editorial
of May 1933 claims that:

The statement is made that the movement is dominated by Communsts
and that its policy is that of the Communist Party. This is definitcly untrue
and is known by the people making this statement to be untrue . . .

Since this domination was admitted by the accusers to be
secret, it is naturally difficult to gauge its importance, but even
now, long after the event, leaders who have since joined the
Communist Party, and therefore have no interest in belittling it,
deny that the party was then more than a close ally—and an
ally may, of course, try to influence policy. The policy of the
Movement towards the Spanish conflict, the Soviet Union, and
Communist affiliation to the Labour Party, may well have been
dictated by the Communists, but its industrial policy was the
result, in the main, of influences working within the territory of
the Board and the T. & G.W.U. Mr. Bevin has always, as for
instance in the ‘Barking Clock’ dispute,? shown a tendency to
sec Communist influence in any opposition to himself, and
Communists are not famed for their modesty.

Certainly there can be no doubt of the popularity of the
Movement among the busmen, to which the continued electoral
success of its leaders in relatively heavy ballots, and the support
which they received after the Movement was broken, testify.

1 No. 7. 2 p.35.
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2. 1933-1936

The Movement, as we have seen, achieved considerable results
during its first year. In the clections at the end of 1933, the
Southern District returned Papworth and Snelling, the Eastern
District Hayward and Ware, the Western District re-elected
Sharkey, and returned with him a busman not actively associated
with the Movement, Mr. Higgs. This committee was re-elected
in 1935 and remained in office until its removal after the Corona-
tion Strike. At the same time Papworth was elected top of the
poll as one of the two area representatives on the union’s Execu-
tive. Payne came fourth in the poll.

The organization of the Rank and File Committee remained
loose. Delegates from affiliated branches met monthly; an organi-
zing committce and an editorial committee, elected by them
carried on the work. The officers of the Committee were:

Chairman: Frank Snelling
Vice-Chairman: Bernard Sharkey
Organizer: A. F. Papworth
Treasurer: W. Paync

Correspondence Secretary: J. W. Jones.

Finances were difficult: affiliation fees were not always forth-
coming, and could not be too rigorously collected. According
to the Busman’s Punch ‘all work donc in this Movement is
cntirely voluntary, our only expense being the publication of this
paper’.! Socials were arranged to raise funds.

At the meeting of the Committee to which Papworth and
Snelling tendered their resignations after the Green Line dispute,
J. W. Jones introduced a series of resolutions to tighten up the
organization;? and they were carried. Only affiliated branches
could vote at committce meetings, at which they were entitled
to six delegates, but only one vote. The organizing committee
was to have one member from each affiliated branch. The full
committee only was to elect the editorial committee, though
the latter, and the Organizing Committee, were granted powers
of co-option. The Correspondence Secretary was empowered
to call a meeting of the organizing committee if a strike was

1 Busman’s Punch, No. 24, Octobcr, 1934.
2 Busman’s Punch, No. 35, September, 1935.
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impending. Finally no member was to make a public statement
on questions of policy affecting the movement in relation to any
dispute until po}iicy was declared by the organizing committee
thus summoned. The dangers of leadership were in this way to
be warded off.

At first the Movement lived mainly for strikes, and by strikes
it achieved notoriety. As soon as a difference arose a vote of the
interested branch or branches was sought. If the matter was
settled before a strike took place, it was a ‘victory for militant
action’; if not, it made possible an cven greater display of
militancy. These strikes were all small affairs, lasting only a few
days at the most, and bringing out only a few thousand men; but
transport strikes crcate the maximum disturbance on the first day,
before the public or the authorities can arrange any alternative
form of transport, and passenger transport strikes affect more
people than perhaps any other stoppage, and have good news
value. Schedules provided the matter for most of thesc disputes.
The Board issucd warnings, scvere warnings, threatened dis-
missals, said that ‘this can no longer be tolerated’, and pointed
out that they were trying to do their best for their staff.

The Board have attempted within the limit of their resources to deal fairly
with the staff. As already mentioned in the Report, improvement in the rates
of pay and conditions of services have been cffected during the year . . . The
Board hopes that the Trade Unions concerned and the staff themselves appre-
ciate the action which has been taken, and they rely upon the continued
co-operation of the staff in the consolidation and advancement of the under-
taking, based upon a loyal and willing partnership between themselves and the
staff for the discharge of the dutics placed upon the Board by Parliament.!

The Board have publicly stated that they expect their employees to observe
their agreements with the Board, and to use the machinery for settling disputes
which has been set up with their assent and concurrence; and that these
stoppages made in direct violation of the established procedure for settling
differences are a direct challenge to constitutional methods and must be
resisted in the interests of the staff and of the public.2

The union also threatened strikers, and pleaded the services of
the union to its members.® The union, however, could not be
so strong in its protests as the Board, for the threat of unofficial
strikes is frequently a useful counter in negotiations. In presenting

! Annual Report, 1936. 2 Annual Report, 1935.
2 For example, in an article by Bevin in The Record, December, 1933.
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his case to the Court of Inquiry which sat on the Coronation
Strike, Mr. Bevin claimed that, especially since the Board took
over, there had been difficulty over schedules due to the official
on the spot being bound by a narrow estimate of costs fixed in
advance, which only a threat of strike action could alter. Mr. J. J.
Mills, the London District Secretary for the Busmen, later gave
evidence to the Court on this point.

It was his duty to intervene when matters in dispute could not be settled
cither by the local officer or by the schedules officer, and it was his experience
that when acute difficulties arose and he made reasonable proposals for ease-
ment he was frequently turned down until the men threatened to strike; then
what he had suggested was secured. That had happencd at Hammersmith,
Forest Gate, Barking, Mortlake and Hanwell and elsewhere in the last two or
three years.!

Mr. Pick, replying for the Board, took the view that a policy
of attrition had been followed by the men, and that the Board
had done everything in their power to case the hardships involved
in schedule alteration.

There were other causes of dispute. Although employees of
Tillings and of the L.G.O.C. were subject to the same agreement
with the union, Tillings had interpreted the document less
leniently than the L.G.O.C. in a number of respects, for instance,
disciplinary procedure. The ex-Tillings’ employees demanded a
common interpretation, and, not satisfied that the Board’s offer
provided the desired change quickly enough, threatened a strike.
The Board offered further concessions, but before the common
interpretation could be fully implemented, there was a short strike
over the matter at Bromley.?

In Junc 1935 Nunhead Garage struck over the disciplinary
action taken five months before by the Board, against a driver
and conductor who had failed to report an accident of which
they denied all knowledge. The penalties were twice reduced on
appeal, but the branch made further protests, and a retrial was

ranted. At this retrial no decision was reached, and the branch,
claiming that this constituted further delay, in breach of promises
made by the Board, went on strike. Other garages came out in
support until The Times reported 5,000 on strike. The Bus
Committee leaders and Mr. Harold Clay, the National Secretary

1 Report of the 1937 Court of Inquiry in The Record for May 1937,
2 Busman’s Punch, No. 24, October 1934.
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for the Passenger Transport Section, returned by ’plane from the
union’s biennial conference at the Isle of Man, and arranged an
evening conference at the union’s headquarters, immediately
prior to midnight garage and depot meetings which might well
have voted to stop both bus and tram services completely. At
midnight Mr. Clay and the Committee met the Board, whose
Disciplinary Board had that day withdrawn the charge against
the driver, and reduced the conductor’s penalty to a final caution;
the union representatives persuaded the Board to agree to a
suspension of action, an overhaul of disciplinary machinery,
and payment for time lost by the men. The Bus Committee
received congratulations from the section and a number of unions
and other bodies throughout the country. The Board were hardly
to be congratulated on their part in the affair.!

The Movement found local disputes easily fomented, and
petty concessions casily gained, but that was hardly sufficient to
justify its claim to ‘have taken the place of the engineers in the
leadership of the Trade Union Movement’.2 From its origin it
had a long-term policy—the achievement of the 7-hour day-—
demanded first during the 1928 negotiations, and then, along with
the ending of spreadovers and the abolition of standing passengers,
in one of the Trafalgar Square meetings of 1932.2 The Movement
had stuck to this claim, and the claim, it may be said, had stuck
to the Movement. From the first issue of the Busman’s Punch
editorials had coupled attacks on ‘speed’ with the demand for a
7-hour day as the solution, and this was reitcrated on almost
every occasion that there was no chance of reporting that ‘Rank
and File Unity Wins Again’. This demand was associated with
complaints of bad health; of an abnormal incidence of gastric
disorders amongst busmen, due to schedules, irregular meals and
traffic conditions; of the need for excessive usc of patent medicines;
and of suffering from petrol fumes in the garages, and on the
vehicles. Before the 1937 Court of Inquiry, Mr. Bevin stated that
he had gathered material during the 1928 negotiations on bus-
men’s health, and had asked for a joint inquiry, ‘and I must con-
fess that the approach made by the officers of the company seemed
to me to prove that I was wrong, rather than an attempt to see

1 The Times, July 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 1935; Busman’s Punch, No. 33, July, 1935.
2 Busman’s Punch, No. 26, December 1934.  * Daily Worker, September 5th, 1932.
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what the problem was’. In 1935 Lord Dawson of Penn, the
Board’s medical adviser, had investigated busmen’s blood-
pressure in various centres. The union had borne part of the
expense, and had voted £1,000 for research by the Industrial
Health Board, through which it was hoped to establish a prima
facie case on carbon monoxide poisoning.!

The Rank and File Movement might have decided to call a
large-scale unofficial strike to press for this demand. The dangers
of that course were clear; the disputc might well be prolonged,
and would require a turn-out of at least the whole Central Bus
Fleet, which the Movement, by itself, never managed to achieve.
Having captured the Bus Committee, and finding sympathy
for health complaints from the union leadership, the Committee
decided to pursue their claim by official means. This brought
delay, for the old agrecment had its course to run; it was not
until the end of 1934 that the second instalment of pay under the
‘Speed Agrecment’ was granted, through ‘pressurc from the
Branches’,2 and the Union Executive had to consider its claims
with regard to the other sections of its members employed by the
Board, on the trams and trolleys, and in the Country Area,
and arrange its demands in some order of priority, and had
considerable difficulty in bringing the Board to negotiate at all.
The latter considered the busmen the most favoured section, and
were not prepared to listen to claims on their behalf. They
wanted the union to give an undertaking not to press such a claim
before making any settlement with regard to the other sections—
an undertaking which the union would not give. It was not
until May 1936 that a joint committee of busmen and Board was
set up, the Board agreeing to participate, but re-affirming its
refusal to consider a reduction of hours. This committee con-
tinued to sit fairly regularly for six months. In November it
was at last agreed to enter into definite negotiations for a new
agreement by February 1st, 1937, and these negotiations were
proceeding at the end of the year, the Board remaining obdurate
on the matter of hours.

.

The Movement also sought, from the start, to extend its

1 Report of the Court of Inquiry in the Record, May, 1937.
3 Busman’s Punch, No. 27, January 1935.
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influence. At first its objective was a T.O.T. Movement (Trains,
Omnibuses, Trams). An attempt was made to call the sections
together at the inception of the Board. In July 1934 a T.O.T.
Conference was organized. Representatives of thirty-one bus
and tram branches, and of five railway union branches attended.
To the bus demands were added: a demand for busmen’s rates
of pay for tramwaymen, improved holidays all round and better
rest day arrangements. A paragraph relating to rail employees’
demands was withdrawn, the railwaymen present promising to
draft another after consultation with their colleagues. A joint
campaign was planned, and a T.O.T. Anti-Fascist Movement
inaugurated.

Little further was heard of the Railwaymen. In March of
that year the London District Council of the N.U.R. had
threatened a strike over the suspension of a man for an error
in his log book. The N.UR. Executive had issued a stern
warning, reminding the Council that it alone had power to
authorize a strike, and after negotiation the man was reinstated.?
The railway unions concentrated on their demand for restoration
of the 1932 cuts, which came in 1936.

There was more scope for the Movement among the tramway-
men, for they, to some extent, shared the irritation of schedule
changes. They also had a reasonable claim for rates of pay equal
to those of the bus conductor (the bus driver’s job being fairly
regarded as more arduous), and at this time had their peace of
mind disturbed by the introduction of trolley-buses. A trolley-
bus is cheaper to run and more pleasant for the passenger than a
tram, and the tramwaymen were not opposed to their introduc-
tion. They wanted to ensure their transfer to the operation of the
new vehicles, to which all partics were agreeable, and they were
worried about the rates of pay for the trolley-bus staff. The Board
argued that trolley-busmen had been treated as tramwaymen
wherever the vehicles had been introduced in the provinces; they
used the same depots, operated on the old tramway routes; and
therefore they were to be treated and paid as tramwaymen in
London. The busmen were apprehensive of the trolley; it might
prove a better vehicle than the petrol bus; with lower rates of

1 Busman’s Punch, August, 1934, No. 22.
2 The Times, March 29th and March 31st, 1934,
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pay it might undercut their position; and to avoid that they
demanded bus rates for trolley-bus workers. Thus the tramway-
men, who would all be tranferred in the end, would make sure of
achicving bus rates in the long run through transference. The
union agreed with the Board; if the trolleys carried bus rates,
the remnants of the declining trams section would be left behind
for as long as the tram survived; assimilate the new, and more
economical, vehicle, to the tram section, and the whole section
would have an argument, in increascd takings, and in changed
traffic conditions, for levelling up to the bus rates. The tramway-
men, after some heart searching, took the Executive’s line on the
issue, and, although the demand for common rates all round
could still be made, there remained suspicion between the two
sections.

At the end of 1934 the attempt to impose common conditions
of service on the tramwaymen from the various undertakings,
in a manner agreed between the Board and the Trams’ Council,
had to be temporarily withdrawn as a result of the opposition
of the men. Busman's Punch claimed a victory.r The Record?
argued short-sightedness: ‘if improvement is to be effected . . .
there must be a common basis from which we can all start’.

At first tram branches were encouraged to affiliate to the Rank
and File Committee, without great success. In 1934 the Eastern
District Committee of the trams section came forward for a time
as the ‘rank and file committee for the trams’.® In 1935, while
negotiations on a new agreement for the section were proceeding
slowly, and the men becoming restive, the ‘Justice For London’s
Tramwaymen Committee’, with one representative from each
branch, managed to bring twenty-one representatives together.
The claim was for an increase of 7s. 64. The Board offered 2s.
at once, 2s. a year later, provided that no further claim would be
made on behalf of the tramwaymen before November 1937,
and agreed, in principle, that tram and trolley wages should
eventually be brought up to those of bus conductors. This offer
was at first rejected by the majority of the branches and the
Trams’ Council. The Executive judged that it was the best
that could be got and advised acceptance, with an undertaking

1 Busman’s Punch, No. 25, November, 1934. 2 The Record, October, 1934.
3 Busman’s Punch, No. 17, March, 1934,
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on the Board’s part that the change-over to trolley-buses should
cause no unemployment, and that the agreement should be
followed by a revision of conditions of scrvice. The Trams’
Council agreed, and thus laid themselves open to the charge of
disregarding the wishes of their members, and of unconstitutional
action, on which the new Committee thrived for a few months.

In March 1936, it tried its hand at ‘direct action’. On the gth
Streatham and Clapham depots struck on a question of meal
reliefs for those working tramcars which ran late. The decision
was taken by a large majority, and the ‘Justice for London’s
Tramwaymen Committee’ met at once to issue a call for sympa-
thetic action. On the following day only two more depots
had followed—1,000 men in all—and after union officials had
addressed a meeting of the men, and the Board had issued threats
of dismissal, the strike fizzled out.

It was arranged by a body calling itself “The Justice For London Tramway-
men’s Committee’ . . . This . . . Committee consists of 27 men drawn from
as many depots. They act together. In the present case they fixed on Streatham
and Clapham as depots at which a strike could be engincered under the leader-
ship of the men’s local officials, and they counted upon arousing enough
sympathy to induce men at other depots to join them. It was this Committee
of 27 which met at Streatham on Tuesday night and carried the resolution
for a general strike of London tramwaymen in the hope that the resolution
might have weight with meetings that had been hastily summoned for a late
hour at three or four other South London depots, and influence them also to
carry strike decisions . . . A few members acting in this way can make nonsensc
of the union’s undertakings. A midnight mceting may be attended by compara-
tively few men but if they carry a strike resolution and post pickets, they may,
without much difficulty, arrange a one-day local strike. A skelcton organiza-
tion of energetic men may succeed another time . . .2

But another time did not come. A brief schedules disputc at
Fulwell trolley-bus depot on April gth did not spread. No more
was heard of the Committee after this fiasco. Its chances of an
electoral victory in the section had gone, and in the following
October the second instalment of the pay increase was granted,
and followed in November by a full and favourable revision of
conditions of work.

Country Buses and Coaches had always been well reported

1 Busman’s Punch, Nos. 38 and 41, December 1935 and March 1936; The Record, Decem-

ber 1935, March 1936.
2 The Times, March 10th, 11th, 12th, 1936.
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in the Busman’s Punch. The staff there also had their grievances
over unification of pay and conditions, and in the summer of
1935, when Romford struck over a schedule grievance on
July 11th,! and was soon followed by the large-scale Green Line
strike already described,? the Movement seemed to be making
headway. The action of Papworth and Snelling, however,
decreased its popularity. The Board later agreed to two increases
of 2s., in January and in October, 1936, for Country Bus and
Coach conductors; the Board was losing money on these services,
but agreed to anticipate an expected rise in carnings. The distance
between the country garages, and the fact that the branches in
that area were at that time organized in a different area of the
union (No. 2) from the London men in Area No. 1 made official
control casicr, and organization by the Movement more difficult.
It is interesting to note that the few coach branches represented on
the Rank and File Committee were opposed to the incorporation
of their section into Area No. 1, a change desired by the Com-
mittee as part of their programme for unified negotiations, and
arranged by the union in January 1938.2 A minor stoppage at |
Slough was the last of ‘militant action’ in that section for some
time.

The Movement was isolated, and this isolation was increased
during 1936 as the Busmen concentrated their attention on the
one objective—the 7-hour day—which was accepted by the
union as official policy, but for their scction alone.

The last attempt to find allies was in the provinces, where there
were signs of movement amongst company-employed busmen.*
Unrest in the provinces was in the main the result of the growing
control of three large combines, in which the railway companies,
Tillings, British Electric Traction and Scottish Motor Traction
were the controlling interests. Many of the companies which
were taken over were paternalistic, casy-going little companies,
and the new owners introduced methods of rationalization,

Y The Times, July 12th, 1935. 2 p. 106. 3 Busman’s Punch, No. 43, May 1936.

4 The dircction of the Movement’s affections can be gauged from the title of their
paper. No. 36, October 1935, was also prmted as Tram and Bus Punch: Tram Edition of the
Busman’s Punch. The next number came out, in a brief flirtation, as the Cabman’s Punch,
and m December there was a return to the Tram and Bus Punch. The cdition of September
1936 (No. 47) also appeared as No. 1 Provincial with a separate editorial, and the issue
continued until the end of the year. It was hoped ‘to strengthen trade union organization
and create an additional bond of umty between all members of the passenger section’.
[Provincial Edition, No. 1.]
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which were opposed by the men, who turned, in many cases for
the first time, to union organization for protection. The union,
however, was pursuing its own long-term policy; it was sceking
to establish negotiating rights with the companies concerned on
what terms were obtainable as a step to achieving a national
negotiating body for provincial busmen. In December 1935
a National Municipal Omnibus Agreement was signed as a step
towards the transformation of the old National Joint Industrial
Council for the Tramway Industry into the National J.I.C. for
the Road Passenger Transport Industry,! and high hopes were
entertained of similar success with the company undertakings.?
The union thus took a high-minded attitude to minor disputes.
With reference to onc that arose in the United Omnibus Company
over the conversion of weekly to hourly rate, The Record wrote:®

There has been considerable ferment in large sections of the omnibus
industry during the past few weeks, due to speeded schedules and increased
traffic, but for each branch to act as if it were vested with Executive powers
is the way to anarchy and disruption . . . The Executive . . . has responsibilities
to discharge. It must see that agreements which the union has entered into are
carried out by the employers. Inversely (sic!) it must also be prepared to honour
the agreements to which it is a party.

Communist influence was divined. In this dispute

statements were made by men not employed on the undertaking that had
no relation to the facts of the case, and without any regard for truth and
accuracy; their only concern was to throw discredit upon the Union and those
i positions of responsibility.

But provincial busmen did not always take the long view,
and during 1936 there was a crop of unofficial strikes, sometimes
in protest against agreements negotiated by the union. A
Northampton striker wrote:

When the union officials assured us that this was all the company could
afford to pay and all we had a right to expect, we began to wonder whose
side they were on, to say the least of it . . . I don’t know how we got into this
mess. The men blamed the union officials, the officials said that ifg we did not
know about this agreement it was our fault. As no one was prepared to hold

1 Set up on May 6th, 1937.

% Finally achieved in June 1940 as the ‘National Council for the Omnibus Industry’
(excluding Municipal and L.P.T.B.).

3 The Record, August, 1935,
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the baby, it was decided to disown the damn thing altogether and get in a spot
of dircct action—in short, to go on strike.!

Here were spirits kindred to the London busmen.

In September 1936, the Committee made an attempt to draw
the craft unions, along with their own inside staff, into the 7-hour
demands. These unions, not being subject to the T. & G.W.U.
Executive, might have brought further sections officially behind
the demand. Chiswick Works, after some years of quiet, had
had two disputes in the previous two months; first over the
dismissal of a bodymaker in the Coach Section for ‘indifference
to job’, (on a threat of a stoppage of the whole works, N.U.V.B.
officials secured his reinstatement); and secondly, a strike of the
same coach section in favour of 100%, unionism, which achieved
its object.2 Representatives of craftsmen in the garages and depots
and in bus, tram and railway workshops attended a conference;
‘all but the Chiswick coach section voted in favour of the forty-
hour weck, a motion later supported by the various power station
staffs. No union executives were, however, won over, and the
matter was dropped. For a few issues Chiswick’s problems were
reported.

As the Movement concentrated on its official demand, its
leaders regarded unofficial disputes in their own section with less
favour. On October 7th, 1936, a strike started at Chalk Farm
and Nunhead garages over an alteration in a route common to
both garages. By the evening over 2,000 men were out, South
London garages having joined in. On this occasion the Central
Bus Committee persuaded all the garages, except Plumstead, to
return, after the Board had issued their usual warning. Plumstead
branch stayed out, putting forward their own grievances, and
were only coaxed back by a promise of priority in the considera-
tion of these. Sidcup voted a withdrawal of labour for the 14th,
but a member called the branch’s attention to a recent resolution
of the delegate conference, that all branches considering drastic
action should first consult the Bus Committee. This was done,

1 Busmen on Strike. A vivid account of the United Counties Bus Strike, written by a striker.

Fred Marsh. Modern Books, 1936.
2 Busman’s Punch, No. 46, August, and No. 47, September, 1936.
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and the Committee managed to settle some of the branch’s
grievances in the men’s favour.!

3. THE CORONATION STRIKE

In early 1937 the negotiations between the Board and the union
dragged on over the appointed day. The Exccutive reduced the
demand to one for a 73-hour day, the Bus Committee, now
committed to official action, sanctioned the change, and a delegate
conference supported them. The Board still refused to discuss
a reduction in hours. On March 31st one month’s notice was
given to the Board, the necessary period having been reduced
from threc months by agreement at the beginning of the negotia-
tions. Meetings continued; on April 23rd the Board finally
refused to entertain a proposal for a reduction of hours, and asked
that the matter should be held over until June, after the
Coronation.? On the following day a delegate conference refused
to postpone the notices, and the Minister of Labour asked both
parties to meet at the Ministry on the 26th. This mecting was duly
held under the chairmanship of Mr. F. W. Leggett, who saw
both parties again on the 28th. On the following day the union
Executive empowered the delegate conference of the Central
Bus Section to take control, and the failure of the Ministry to
cffect an agreement was announced. The notices expired at
midnight on April 3oth. At last the Movement was given its
head.

Meanwhile the provincial busmen had acted. Disputes had
continued throughout the winter, reported and occasionally
visited by the London busmen. On April 14th employees of the
Maidstone and District Motor Services Ltd. staged a ‘lightning’
strike in support of their demands for better conditions, at
Tunbridge Wells and other Kent depots. The next day several
more Kent depots joined them; a conference at Transport House
to which delegates were summoned failed to agree on a return.
The union, which had approved the conditions, refused to recog-

1 The Times, October 8th and 9th, 1936. Busman’s Punch, No. 49, November 1936.

? Some participants in the events of this period confidently assert that the strike was
arranged to coincide with the Coronation. The union strongly denied it. The truth

cannot be determined. Blame hardly attaches to continuing to ncgotiate for so long,
and further delay would almost certainly have led to a revolt of the section.
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nize the strike, but the men decided to stay out, and meetings of
busmen in various parts of the country asked the union to
recognize the dispute. On April 20th Sussex and Essex men
struck, along with Luton Corporation busmen, who stated they
were acting in pursuit of their own claims. They were followed
the next day by Bedford’s Eastern National employees.
Cambridge and Norwich men came out next, a few days later
Oxford and Northampton joined them, and on May 3rd some
East Yorkshire employces came out. After appealing to the union
to convene a conference, the strikers called delegates of all
provincial company employees to Chelmsford on April 28th,
where a common programme was elaborated, and hopefully sent
to the Executive for presentation to the employers; threats were
made of an extension of the strike to 20,000 more busmen unless
the demands were granted.

It seemed that the Movement’s latest scarch for allies had been
successful, but in fact no profit accrued to the Central Busmen.
The union refused to recognize the provincial strikes. Mr. Bevin
insisted upon the honouring of agreements, and offered only the
discussion of grievances pending the termination of agreements,
should the men return to work. The two disputes were kept quite
distinct. The provincial strikers, after a weakening at Chelmsford,
moved their headquarters to Oxford, and soon afterwards
requested a meeting with union officials. This request was
granted, and after a long meeting on May sth between Mr.
Harold Clay and delegates from the centres of the strike, it was
agreed that the union should arrange a collective return on the
basis of no victimization, resumption of local negotiations, and
immediate negotiations for national agreements on conditions.
The last allies were lost.

On May 1st the London busmen turned out to a man,