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German Codetermination without Nationalization, and British Nationalization without 

Codetermination: Retelling the Story 

 

Rebecca Zahn 

 

Codetermination に worker participation in management に forms part of the industrial 

relations traditions of a number of European countries.
1
 Among these, the German system 

of parity codetermination (paritätische Mitbestimmung) に the focus of this article に provides 

the greatest level of involvement for workers by allowing for equal representation of 

employees and management on the supervisory boards of companies in certain industries 

and above specific size thresholds. This model of codetermination was first introduced in the 

iron and steel industries by the British military command after the Second World War and is 

widely regarded in the German literature as a successful trade-union achievement and a vital 

                                                 

The author would like to thank Douglas Brodie for his advice, Peter Zahn for insightful 

discussions on the topic, and the editor for helpful comments. The author is grateful to the 

“ﾗIｷWデ┞ ﾗa LWｪ;ﾉ “Iｴﾗﾉ;ヴゲげ ‘WゲW;ヴIｴ AIデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲ F┌ﾐS aﾗヴ ｷデゲ aｷﾐ;ﾐIｷ;ﾉ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ ﾗa デｴW ;ヴIｴｷ┗;ﾉ 
research which underpins this article, and to the Bundesarchiv Koblenz, the National 

AヴIｴｷ┗Wゲが ;ﾐS デｴW PWﾗヮﾉWげゲ Hｷゲデﾗヴ┞ M┌ゲW┌ﾏく TｴW ┌ゲ┌;ﾉ SｷゲIﾉ;ｷﾏWヴゲ ;ヮヮﾉ┞く 
 
1
 Worker representation at the workplace can either take place through trade unions, works 

councils or at board level. Within the European Union, eighteen member-states make 

statutory provision for some form of board-level representation. Of these, the German 

system of equal representation of workers and employer representatives on the supervisory 

board of the coal, and iron and steel industries, provides the greatest level of involvement. 

See L. Fulton, Worker Representation in Europe (Labour Research Department and ETUI: 

2013) available at http://www.worker-participation.eu/National-Industrial-Relations/Across-

Europe/Board-level-Representation2. For a broader definition and discussion of the term 

けMｷデHWゲデｷﾏﾏ┌ﾐｪ に CﾗSWデWヴﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐげ ゲWW Mく WWｷゲゲが European Employment and Industrial 

Relations Glossary: Germany (Sweet and Maxwell: 1992), pp. 227に8. 

http://www.worker-participation.eu/National-Industrial-Relations/Across-Europe/Board-level-Representation2
http://www.worker-participation.eu/National-Industrial-Relations/Across-Europe/Board-level-Representation2
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element,
2
 W┗Wﾐ デｴW ﾏﾗゲデ ｷﾏヮﾗヴデ;ﾐデ けゲﾗIｷﾗ-ヮﾗﾉｷデｷI;ﾉ ｷﾐﾐﾗ┗;デｷﾗﾐげ ﾗa GWヴﾏ;ﾐ ヮﾗゲデ-war industrial 

democracy.
3
  

However, a closer reading of the British accounts of the negotiations among the 

Allied powers over ownership of the coal and steel industries raises the question as to why 

codetermination was introduced when the ultimate goal of British policy is repeatedly 

outlined as nationalization of heavy industry.
4
 One must therefore ask whether 

codetermination was intended as a form of industrial democracy or whether it was actually a 

British compromise and a first step on the road to the goal of nationalization of these 

industries (which was never completed). Parallels に which have largely been overlooked but 

which help to explain the reasons for the introduction of codetermination に can be drawn 

with the debates taking place in the UK with regard to the programme of nationalization 

initiated by the new Labour government, elected in July 1945.  

However, there were repeated attempts to delay the nationalization of the iron and 

steel industries for economic reasons until at least after the general election in 1950. Yet any 

postponement was seen as irreconcilable with the British insistence on the nationalization of 

the German iron and steel industries,
5
 lending weight to the argument that the introduction 

of codetermination in Germany should be considered a stepping stone to nationalization. 

This article considers not only why codetermination was not introduced in the UK when 

similar debates on codetermination and nationalization were taking place at the same time, 

but also whether the failure to institute a system of worker participation in management in 

the UK should be considered a missed opportunity.  

 

 

                                                 
2
 There is only limited archival material and historical literature documenting the 

negotiations that resulted in the adoption of Mitbestimmung. The most detailed and 

influential account was written by E. Potthoff, Der Kampf um die Montanmitbestimmung 

(Bund-Verlag, Köln: 1957) who as head of the West German trade-┌ﾐｷﾗﾐ IﾗﾐaWSWヴ;デｷﾗﾐげゲ 
(DGB) economic research institute (Wirtschaftswissenschaftliches Institut) between 1946 

and 1949 played an influential role in the elaboration and implementation of the concept. 

See also H. Thum¸ Mitbestimmung in der Montanindustrie (DVA, Stuttgart: 1982) and G. 

Müller, Mitbestimmung in der Nachkriegszeit (Schwan, Düsseldorf: 1987). 
3
 Ibidくが ヮく Αぎ けSｷW HWSW┌デゲ;ﾏゲデW ゲﾗ┣ｷ;ﾉヮﾗﾉｷデｷゲIｴW NW┌Wヴ┌ﾐｪ ｷﾐ Ser Geschichte der 

Bundesrepublik.げ 
4
 See A. Bullock, The Life and Times of Ernest Bevin: Vol. 3, Foreign Secretary 1945に1951 

(Heinemann: 1983), ch. 11. 
5
 See H. Pelling, The Labour Governments 1945に51 (Macmillan: 1984). 
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Iron and steel in post-war Germany: attempts at nationalization 

 

Codetermination in the form of some sort of employee representation in German 

enterprises had existed in different forms since the 1890s.
6
 It was formally provided for in 

legislation with the introduction of the Works Council Act (Betriebsrätegesetz) in 1920.
7
 

However, as Grebing points out,  

 

the double task imposed on the works councils [during this period] proved extremely 

difficult, if not altogether impossible; they ┘WヴW デﾗ さﾉﾗﾗﾆ ;aデWヴ デｴW Iﾗﾏﾏﾗﾐ WIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI 

ｷﾐデWヴWゲデゲ ﾗa デｴW Wﾏヮﾉﾗ┞WWゲ ┗ｷゲ < ┗ｷゲ デｴW Wﾏヮﾉﾗ┞Wヴざが ;ﾐS ;デ デｴW ゲ;ﾏW デｷﾏWが さゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ 

デｴW Wﾏヮﾉﾗ┞Wヴ ｷﾐ デｴW a┌ﾉaｷﾉﾏWﾐデ ﾗa デｴW Wゲデ;HﾉｷゲｴﾏWﾐデげゲ ヮ┌ヴヮﾗゲWざく8
 

 

The Act was repealed by the Nazi government in 1934 and replaced with an Act for the 

organization of national labour (Gesetz zur Ordnung der nationalen Arbeit) which abolished 

any kind of codetermination.  

After the Second World War and the unconditional surrender and military occupation 

of Germany by the four Allied powers,
9
 economic production に especially in the German 

coal, and iron and steel industries に was at the heart of much of the Allied discussions.
10

 

France objected fundamentally to the restoration of German industry to its old levels of 

                                                 
6
 For an overview of the history of デｴW GWヴﾏ;ﾐ ゲ┞ゲデWﾏ ﾗa ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ ヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ゲWW ‘く 

D┌ﾆWゲが けTｴW Oヴｷｪｷﾐゲ ﾗa デｴW GWヴﾏ;ﾐ “┞ゲデWﾏ ﾗa WﾗヴﾆWヴ ‘WヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐげ Historical Studies in 

Industrial Relations (HSIR) 19 (2005), pp. 31に62.   
7
 L. F. Neumann and K. Schaper, Die Sozialordnung der Bundesrepublik Deutschland 

(Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung, 2008), p. 33. 
8
 H. Grebing, The History of the German Labour Movement (Oswald Wolff: 1969), p. 107. 

9
 After its unconditional surrender on 7/8 May 1945, Germany was divided into four 

occupation zones which were governed by the Allied Control Council, set up as an 

overarching control body able to issue laws, directives, orders, and proclamations. The 

Council was run by the UK, the USA, France, and the Soviet Union. The four occupation zones 

were controlled at an administrative level by the Gouvernement Militaire de la Zone 

Fヴ;ﾐN;ｷゲW SげOII┌ヮ;デｷﾗﾐ (GMZFO) (France), the Control Commission for Germany (British 

Element) (UK), the Office of Military Government, United States (OMGUS) (USA), and the 

Soviet Military Administration in Germany (Soviet Union). For a detailed overview see 

Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung, Errichtung der Besatzungsherrschaft (2005) available 

at http://www.bpb.de/izpb/10048/errichtung-der-besatzungsherrschaft?p=1.  
10

 For an overview of the rationale behind British military and economic policy, particularly 

with regard to the denazification of large enterprises, see Thum, Mitbestimmung, pp. 26に31 

and the references at pp. 27に8.  

http://www.bpb.de/izpb/10048/errichtung-der-besatzungsherrschaft?p=1
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production which it saw ;ゲ ; ヴWﾐW┘WS デｴヴW;デ デﾗ ｷデゲ ﾗ┘ﾐ ;ﾐS E┌ヴﾗヮWげゲ ゲWI┌ヴｷデ┞く11
 Its 

representatives argued instead for the separation of the Rhineland and the Ruhr from 

Germany, or at least for the internationalization of the Ruhr so that its coal resources could 

be used to build ┌ヮ デｴW ｴW;┗┞ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞ ﾗa GWヴﾏ;ﾐ┞げゲ ﾐWｷｪｴHﾗ┌ヴゲ ;ﾐS ゲﾗ ;┗ﾗｷS ヴWIヴW;デｷﾐｪ 

GWヴﾏ;ﾐ┞げゲ aﾗヴﾏWヴ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷ;ﾉ Sﾗﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐく TｴW U“が ﾗﾐ デｴW ﾗデｴWヴ ｴ;ﾐSが SｷS ﾐﾗデ ｴ;┗W ; Iﾗﾏﾏﾗﾐ 

position. The War Department proposed that ownership should be vested in German 

trustees until a German central government was established, and the German people could 

┗ﾗデW ﾗﾐ デｴW ｷゲゲ┌W ﾗa ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ ﾏﾗヴW けﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉげ IﾗﾐSｷデｷﾗﾐゲ ;aデWヴ aｷ┗W ┞W;ヴゲく B┞ ┘;┞ ﾗa 

contrast, the State Department supported the French position that German industry should 

be included in a European recovery programme. From the outset, however, the 

decentralization of German industry formed a key part of Allied policy.
12

  

In the British sector where most heavy industry was located, the initial focus was 

decentralization of indusデヴ┞が IﾗﾏHｷﾐWS ┘ｷデｴ ; ヮヴﾗIWゲゲ ﾗa SWﾐ;┣ｷaｷI;デｷﾗﾐく Tｴ┌ゲ デｴW けBヴｷデｷゲｴ 

policy in denazifying German industry was two-pronged: first, to investigate and, where a 

I;ゲW W┝ｷゲデWSが デﾗ Sｷゲﾏｷゲゲ ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデき ゲWIﾗﾐSが デﾗ ゲデヴWﾐｪデｴWﾐ デｴW ヴﾗﾉW ﾗa デｴW デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲくげ13
 

From an economic point of view, the British were keen for German industry to play a vital 

role in ensuring German economic recovery so as to lessen the financial pressure on the UK 

as an occupying power. Heavy industry, particularly iron and steel which was controlled by a 

handful of companies, was to be restructured and broken up into smaller entities. In July 

1946, Sholto Douglas, Commander of the British Zone in Germany, on the basis of plans 

outlined by Ernest Bevin, the British Foreign Secretary, to the Cabinet early in 1946, 

announced plans for the eventual nationalization (or socialization as it was referred to) of 

the main German industries. There is doubt in the German literature as to whether the 

British were serious in their pursuit of nationalization
14

 as the policy did not seem to 

IﾗヴヴWゲヮﾗﾐS ┘ｷデｴ デｴW UKげゲ WIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI ヮヴｷﾗヴｷデｷWゲ ﾗa ｷﾐIヴW;ゲｷﾐｪ GWヴﾏ;ﾐ ヮヴﾗS┌Iデｷﾗﾐく15
 

                                                 
11

 Bullock, Bevin: Foreign Secretary, ch. 7. 
12

 See the Potsdam Agreement in Mitteilungen über die Dreimächtekonferenz, Europa-

Archiv, pp. 216に17. 
13

 F. Taylor, Exorcising Hitler (Bloomsbury: 2011), p. 308. 
14

 “WW Wく ‘┌S┣ｷﾗが けDｷe ausgebliebene Sozialisierung an Rhein und Ruhr. Zur 

Sozialisierungspolitik von Labour-Regierung und SPD 1945にヱΓヴΓげ Archiv für Sozialgeschichte 

(1978) , pp. 1にンΓき Hく L;SWﾏ;IｴWヴが けDｷW HヴｷデｷゲIｴW “ﾗ┣ｷ;ﾉｷゲｷWヴ┌ﾐｪゲヮﾗﾉｷデｷﾆ ｷﾏ ‘ｴWｷﾐ-Ruhr-Raum 

1945にヱΓヴΒげ ｷﾐ Cく “Iｴarf and H. J. Schröder (eds), Die Deutschlandpolitik Großbritanniens und 

die britische Zone 1945に1949 (Steiner Franz Verlag, Wiesbaden: 1979),  pp. 51に92. 
15

 Müller, Mitbestimmung, p. 31. 
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Nationalization would imply a change in management which would initially lead to a 

fall in output rather than making Germany less reliant on British financial support, and, 

moreover, the British made few attempts in practice to pursue nationalization.
16

 Following 

this line of reasoning, the seizure of the iron and steel companies in August 1946 and their 

placement under the control of the British-administered North German Iron and Steel 

Control Authority (NGISC) should be seen as a temporary measure in order to better 

organizW デｴW ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞げゲ decentralization rather than as an act of nationalization.
17

 While the 

British did pursue decentralization of the sector from 1946 onwards, this occurred in parallel 

to ongoing negotiations between the UK, the USA, and France over possible 

nationalization.
18

 

A SｷaaWヴWﾐデ ヮｷIデ┌ヴW WﾏWヴｪWゲ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW Bヴｷデｷゲｴ ﾉｷデWヴ;デ┌ヴWが ┘ｴWヴW BW┗ｷﾐげゲ IﾗﾏﾏｷデﾏWﾐデ デﾗ 

nationalization becomes obvious. In an article written for The Times in 1977, William Harris-

Burland, the British official in Germany responsible for the decentralization of German 

industry, recalled: 

 

In 1946 I was appointed controller of the steel concerns in the British zone of control, 

with instructions to reorganize and deconcentrate them in fulfilment of a 

requirement in the Potsdam agreement. To this was later added a quasi-secret 

instruction to prepare the steel industry for nationalization.
19

 

 

There is also clear evidence that in proposing nationalization, Bevin was heavily influenced 

H┞ デｴW UK ｪﾗ┗WヴﾐﾏWﾐデげゲ SﾗﾏWゲデｷI ;ヮヮヴﾗ;Iｴ デﾗ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷ;ﾉ ヮﾉ;ﾐﾐｷﾐｪ,
20

 and in particular by left-

wing supporters of the British Labour Party.
21

 This is not surprising as Bevin had been active 

in British industrial relations before the war as general secretary of the Transport and 

GWﾐWヴ;ﾉ WﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ Uﾐｷﾗﾐ ふTGWUぶ aヴﾗﾏ ヱΓヲヲ デﾗ ヱΓヴヰが ;ﾐS ｴWﾉS デｴW ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa MｷﾐｷゲデWヴ aﾗヴ 

                                                 
16

 Wく ASWﾉゲｴ;┌ゲWヴが けDｷW ┗WヴｴｷﾐSWヴデW NW┌ﾗヴSﾐ┌ﾐｪい WｷヴデゲIｴ;aデゲﾗヴSﾐ┌ﾐｪ ┌ﾐS 

“ﾗ┣ｷ;ﾉゲデ;;デゲヮヴｷﾐ┣ｷヮ ｷﾐ SWヴ N;IｴﾆヴｷWｪゲ┣Wｷデげ Politische Bildung (1976), pp. 53に72.  
17

 Müller, Mitbestimmung, p. 32. 
18

 For an overview of decentralization see Thum, Mitbestimmung, pp. 31に7. 
19

 W. Harris-B┌ヴﾉ;ﾐSが けWﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ ‘ﾗﾉW ｷﾐ GWヴﾏ;ﾐ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞げが The Times, 27 January 1977. 
20

 See Pelling, The Labour Governments, ch. 5. 
21

 See E. Schmidt, Die verhinderte Neuordnung 1945に1952 (Europäische Verlagsanstalt, 

Frankfurt a.M.: 1971), p. 84.  
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Labour and National Service from 1940 to 1945,
22

 before becoming Foreign Secretary in 

1945, and he continued to be involved in British domestic politics.  

Iﾐ Aヮヴｷﾉ ヱΓヴヶが BW┗ｷﾐ ヴWIﾗﾏﾏWﾐSWS aｷヴゲデ デｴW IヴW;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa け; ﾐW┘ GWヴﾏ;ﾐ ヮヴﾗ┗ｷﾐIWげ ;ﾐSが 

ゲWIﾗﾐSが デｴ;デ デｴW ｴW;┗┞ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷWゲ ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS けHW ﾏ;SW ｷﾐデﾗ ; ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉｷゲWS GWヴﾏ;ﾐ Iﾗヴヮﾗヴ;デｷﾗﾐ 

whose relation to the Provincial Government would be the same as that of the National Coal 

Bﾗ;ヴS ｷﾐ デｴｷゲ Iﾗ┌ﾐデヴ┞ デﾗ HMG ぷHｷゲ M;ﾃWゲデ┞げゲ Gﾗ┗WヴﾐﾏWﾐデへくげ23
 This proposal was not accepted 

by the USA and France, both of which favoured the internationalization of the Ruhr. 

Nonetheless, ﾉ;デWヴ デｴ;デ ┞W;ヴが ｷﾐ A┌ｪ┌ゲデが BW┗ｷﾐ けIﾗﾏﾏｷデデWS デｴW Bヴｷデｷゲｴ Gﾗ┗WヴﾐﾏWﾐデ デﾗ デｴW 

ヮ┌HﾉｷI ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮ ﾗa GWヴﾏ;ﾐ ｴW;┗┞ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞げが24
 ;ﾐS IﾗﾐaｷヴﾏWS デｴW Bヴｷデｷゲｴ ｷﾐデWﾐデｷﾗﾐ けデｴ;デ 

デｴWゲW ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷWゲ ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS HW ﾗ┘ﾐWS ;ﾐS ┘ﾗヴﾆWS H┞ デｴW GWヴﾏ;ﾐ ヮWﾗヮﾉWくげ25
 The transfer of the 

iron and steel industries to the control of the NGISC should therefore be considered a first 

step towards nationalization. This is supported by the reaction of the German metal 

┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐ デﾗ the creation of the NGISC when it SWゲIヴｷHWS デｴW デヴ;ﾐゲaWヴ け;ゲ デｴW aｷrst step 

デﾗ┘;ヴSゲ デｴW ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ｴW;┗┞ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞げ ;ﾐS ┘ｴｷIｴ I;ﾉﾉWS aﾗヴ デｴW ;Iデｷ┗W ｷﾐ┗ﾗﾉ┗WﾏWﾐデ ﾗa 

GWヴﾏ;ﾐ デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲ ｷﾐ デｴW NGI“Cげゲ ┘ﾗヴﾆ ｷa ; SWﾏﾗIヴ;デｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW WIﾗﾐﾗﾏ┞ デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ 

nationalization were to succeed.
26

 

Disputes between the Allied powers over the nature and form of nationalization 

continued into the autumn of 1947. In the hope of appeasing the Gouvernement Militaire de 

ﾉ; ZﾗﾐW Fヴ;ﾐN;ｷゲW SげOII┌ヮ;デｷﾗﾐ (GMZFO) which was vehemently opposed to any form of 

nationalization, Bevin repeatedly clarified that he did not advocate the transfer of the 

industries to a German government,
27

 but argued in favour of decentralization and the 

vesting of industry ownership in the new Land Nordrhein-WWゲデa;ﾉWﾐく BW┗ｷﾐげゲ ﾏ;ｷﾐ ヮﾗﾉｷデｷI;ﾉ 

supporters over this issue were tｴW Bヴｷデｷゲｴ デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲ ┘ｴｷIｴ け┘WヴW IﾗﾏヮﾉWデWﾉ┞ ┘WSSWS デﾗ 

the idea of public ownership and were afraid that, if measures of socialisation were not 

                                                 
22

 See A. Bullock, The Life and Times of Ernest Bevin: Volume 1, Trade Union Leader 1881に
1940 (Heinemann: 1960). 
23

 Memorandum by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs on the Ruhr and West Germany 

circulated to the Cabinet, 15 April 1946, CAB 129/8/39, The National Archives (TNA), Kew 

London. 
24

 Bullock, Bevin: Foreign Secretary, p. 320. 
25

 Memorandum by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs on Germany, 17 October 1946, 

CAB 129/13/33, Conclusions and Recommendations, TNA. 
26

 Schmidt, Die verhinderte Neuordnung,  p. 76. 
27

 This would have not only upset France which was fearful of the recreation of a strong 

German state but there was also a perceived danger of a future German government falling 

under Communist-Russian Control. See Bullock, Bevin: Foreign Secretary, pp. 340に3. 
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carried out quickly, there was a danger of the ownership of these industries with their 

dangerous war potentiaﾉ ヴW┗Wヴデｷﾐｪ デﾗ デｴW ﾉ;ヴｪW IﾗﾏHｷﾐWゲくげ28
 British trade unions were of 

course also heavily influenced by the domestic debate taking place in the UK over the 

nationalization of heavy industry, which they actively endorsed (see below). 

French and especially American opposition to nationalization were pivotal in securing 

its eventual failure.
29

 From an American perspective, nationalization would hamper the 

‘┌ｴヴげゲ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷ;ﾉ ﾗ┌デヮ┌デき ;ﾐ ｷﾐIヴW;ゲW ﾗa ┘ｴｷIｴ ┘;ゲ ヮWヴIWｷ┗WS ;ゲ ┗ｷデ;ﾉ aﾗヴ Hヴﾗ;SWヴ E┌ヴﾗヮW;ﾐ 

economic recovery. TｴW FヴWﾐIｴが ﾗﾐ デｴW ﾗデｴWヴ ｴ;ﾐSが けﾗHﾃWIデWS a┌ﾐS;ﾏWﾐデ;ﾉﾉ┞ デﾗ デｴW 

restoration of German industry to its old levels of production which they saw as a renewed 

デｴヴW;デ デﾗ デｴWｷヴ ﾗ┘ﾐ ;ﾐS E┌ヴﾗヮWげゲ ゲWI┌ヴｷデ┞げ ;ヴｪ┌ｷﾐｪ ｷﾐゲデW;S けaﾗヴ デｴW ゲWヮ;ヴ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW ‘ｴｷﾐW-

and and the ‘┌ｴヴ aヴﾗﾏ GWヴﾏ;ﾐ┞が ﾗヴ ;デ ﾉW;ゲデ aﾗヴ デｴW ｷﾐデWヴﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW ‘┌ｴヴくげ30
 In 

August 1947, during tripartite talks between the British, Americans and French which took 

place at a time when the UK could no longer afford to financially support its German zone 

and was heavily indebted to the USA, Bevin eventually agreed to an American compromise: 

 

The joint communiqué issued at the end of the coal talks, on 10 September, 

transferred responsibility for coal production to German hands under the supervision 

of a joint US/UK control group. The question of ownership of the mines was left 

open, but when the two military governments published their Law No. 75 for the 

reorganization of both the German coal and steel industries, two months later, 

ownership, in both cases, was vested in German trustees pending a final decision by 

けa representative, freely-elected German government.げ31
  

 

Whereas the compromise kept open the possibility of future nationalization, it took the 

process out of British hands, and plans for nationalization were eventually shelved. What 

remains of the aim of socialization is Mitbestimmungが ﾗヴが ;ゲ B┌ﾉﾉﾗIﾆ ┘ヴｷデWゲが けデｴW ﾉWｪ;I┞ ﾗa デｴW 

British occupation was not, as Bevin had hoped, the nationalization of the German coal and 

steel industries but the institution of Mitbestimmung (codetermination between 

                                                 
28

 Lew Douglas (US Ambassador) report to US Secretary of State, 4 July 1947. Foreign 

Relations of the United States (FRUS) 1947 (3) p. 312. 
29

 Bullock, Bevin: Foreign Secretary, ch. 11. 
30

 Ibid., p. 431. 
31

 Ibid., p. 435 citing the text of the communiqué in RIIA Documents 1947に48, pp. 622に3 and 

of Law No. 75, pp. 637に45. 
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ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ ;ﾐS デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲが ; ヮヴ;IデｷIW ┘ｴｷIｴが SWゲヮｷデW ｷデゲ ゲ┌IIWゲゲ ｷﾐ GWヴﾏ;ﾐ┞ ぐ ｴ;ゲ ゲデｷﾉﾉ デﾗ 

HW ｷﾐデヴﾗS┌IWS ｷﾐ Bヴｷデ;ｷﾐ ｷデゲWﾉaくげ32
 Similarly, Harris-B┌ヴﾉ;ﾐS ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデゲ デｴ;デ けデｴﾗゲW ｷﾐ デｴW L;Hﾗ┌ヴ 

Government who had been advocating nationalization of the German steel industry, when 

they saw their aim to be unattainable, were prepared to console themselves with 

IﾗSWデWヴﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ;ゲ ; ゲ┌Hゲデｷデ┌デWくげ33
  

 

 

Iron and steel in post-war Germany: the introduction of codetermination 

 

Reconstituted German trade unions
34

 had begun to call for the institutionalization of 

Mitbestimmung に which they associated with the equal status of workers and employers in 

the management of enterprises に as early as March 1946 at their first post-war congress.
35

 

Influenced by plans for a reorganization of the German economy drawn up by exiled German 

trade-unionists based in the UK during the Second World War,
36

 German trade unions 

supported codetermination to control the employers, and to obtain a role in the regulation 

ﾗa ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ デWヴﾏゲ ;ﾐS IﾗﾐSｷデｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa Wﾏヮﾉﾗ┞ﾏWﾐデく Iデ ┘;ゲ ┌ﾐIﾉW;ヴが ｴﾗ┘W┗Wヴが ┘ｴWデｴWヴ ヴｷｪｴデゲ ﾗa 

codetermination should be granted to works councils or trade unions. While the general 

tenor of the congress spoke of works councils being granted rｷｪｴデゲ ﾗa けIﾗSWデWヴﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ ;ﾉﾉ 

                                                 
32

 Ibid., pp. 435に6. 
33

 Harris-Burland, The Times, 27 January 1977. 
34

 As a result of military restrictions on the right to freedom of association in the early post-

war years (Industrial Relations Directive No. 1, 1945), trade unions were initially 

concentrated at a local level. The first trade-union confederation within the British zone was 

not formed until April 1947. In parallel, a group of former union leaders from the Weimar 

Republic had come together to form a committee (Siebener-Ausschuß) led by Hans Böckler in 

March 1945. This committee operated as the voice of local trade unions and acted as 

principal contact for the British government and military leaders. See G. Müller, 

Mitbestimmung, p. 68. For an overview of the state of German trade-unionism in the late 

1940s see Grebing, History, pp. 172に82. 
35

 Protokoll der ersten Gewerkschaftskonferenz der britischen Zone vom 12.に14. März 1946, 

Hannover.  
36

 Schmidt, Die verhinderte Neuordnung, p. 67. “WW ;ﾉゲﾗ Gく “デ┌デデ;ヴSが けBﾗﾗﾆ ‘W┗ｷW┘ ﾗa Cく 
Dartmann, Redistribution of Power: Joint Consultation or Productivity Coalitions? Labour and 

Postwar Reconstruction in Germany and Britain, 1945に1953 ふBヴﾗIﾆﾏW┞Wヴが BﾗIｴ┌ﾏぎ ヱΓΓヶぶげが 
HSIR 15 (2003), 147に51 who references the document at p. 149. For a more detailed 

overview of the rationale behind German trade-┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲげ ヴW;ゲﾗﾐｷﾐｪ ゲWW Cく D;ヴデﾏ;ﾐﾐが Re-

Distribution of Power, Joint Consultation or Productivity Coalitions (Brockmeyer, Bochum: 

1996), pp. 94に147. 
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social and labour law related matters of the enterprise and of responsible collaboration and 

IﾗSWデWヴﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ デｴW ;ヴW;ゲ ﾗa ヮヴﾗS┌Iデｷﾗﾐ ;ﾐS SｷゲデヴｷH┌デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ヮヴﾗaｷデゲげが37
 Hans Böckler に 

president of the German trade-union confederation in the British Zone に firmly argued in 

favour of trade unions taking on such a role: 

 

We really cannot leave the employers alone together in a room by themselves for a 

moment and if we have separate chambers [for the employer and the workers], then 

I I;ﾐ デWﾉﾉ ┞ﾗ┌ W┝;Iデﾉ┞ ┘ｴ;デ ┘ｷﾉﾉ ｴ;ヮヮWﾐく ぐ WW ｴ;┗W デﾗ HW SｷヴWIデﾉ┞ ｷﾐ┗ﾗﾉ┗WS ｷﾐ デｴW 

WIﾗﾐﾗﾏ┞ ;ﾐS HW Wケ┌;ﾉゲく ぐ “ﾗ I ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデ デｴW aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘ｷﾐｪぎ ヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗﾐ デｴW 

management boards and supervisory boards of industry.
38

 

 

A ヴWゲﾗﾉ┌デｷﾗﾐ I;ﾉﾉｷﾐｪ aﾗヴ けデｴW ヴｷｪｴデ デﾗ Iﾗdetermination for trade unions and works councils in 

ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞げ39
 was passed at the second trade-union congress held in December 1946 

In parallel, German trade unions called for a reorganization of the economy in which 

ｴW;┗┞ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞ ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS HWIﾗﾏW けIﾗﾏﾏ┌ﾐ;ﾉ ヮヴﾗヮWヴデ┞げ ふGemeineigentum) rather than outright 

nationalization.
40

 Codetermination was conceived as an integral part of such a 

ヴWﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐが ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴﾉ┞ H┞ デｴW MWデ;ﾉ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ Uﾐｷﾗﾐ ふIGMetall) which represented 

workers in the iron and steel industries.
41

 The British Labour government was seen as an ally, 

and its plans for the decentralization of the iron and steel industries were considered to 

open up the possibility for trade unions to participate in industrial reorganization.
42

 In a 

                                                 
37

 Protokoll der ersten Gewerkschaftskonferenz der britischen Zone vom 12.に14. März 1946, 

H;ﾐﾐﾗ┗Wヴく EﾐデゲIｴﾉｷWヂ┌ﾐｪ Nヴく ヶが ヮく ヵヶぎ けDｷWゲW ‘WIｴデW ぷSWゲ BWデヴｷWHゲヴ;デゲへ HWゲデWｴWﾐ ｷﾐ SWヴ 
Mitbestimmung der Betriebsräte in allen sozialen und arbeitsrechtlichen Angelegenheiten 

des Betriebes und der verantwortlichen Mitarbeit und Mitbestimmung bei der Produktion 

┌ﾐS SWヴ VWヴデWｷﾉ┌ﾐｪ SWゲ Eヴデヴ;ｪゲくげ 
38

 Ibid., H;ﾐゲ BﾜIﾆﾉWヴ ;デ ヮく ンンぎ けWｷヴ S┑ヴaWﾐ ;HWヴ WｷｪWﾐデﾉｷIｴ SｷW UﾐデWヴﾐWｴﾏWヴ ﾆWｷﾐWﾐ 
Augenblick unter sich alleine lassen, und bei getrennten Kammern weiß ich genau, wie es 

ﾆﾗﾏﾏデく ぐ Wｷヴ ﾏ┑ゲゲWﾐ ｷﾐ SWヴ Wｷヴデschaft selber sein, also völlig gleichberechtigt vertreten 

ゲWｷﾐ ぐ Aﾉゲﾗ SWヴ GWS;ﾐﾆW ｷゲデ SWヴぎ VWヴデヴWデ┌ﾐｪ ｷﾐ SWﾐ Vﾗヴゲデ@ﾐSWﾐ ┌ﾐS A┌aゲｷIｴデゲヴ@デWﾐ SWヴ 
GWゲWﾉﾉゲIｴ;aデWﾐくげ 
39

 Schmidt, Die verhinderte Neuordnung, p. 71. 
40

 While nationalization involves the transfer of private property to state ownership, 

communal property implies public ownership of industry which is also publicly available. This 

can only be achieved through a democratization of an industry and its production processes 

through, for example, codetermination. 
41

 Thum, Mitbestimmung, p. 20. 
42

 Ibid., p. 25. 
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statement on the socialization of German industry, German trade unions called for equal 

participation of workers and management on the supervisory boards of industry.
43

 Harris-

B┌ヴﾉ;ﾐS ヴWI;ﾉﾉゲ デｴ;デ BﾜIﾆﾉWヴ ;ヮヮヴﾗ;IｴWS デｴW NGI“C ｷﾐ ヱΓヴヶ デﾗ ヴWケ┌Wゲデ けデｴ;デ デｴW 

appointments to [the decenデヴ;ﾉｷ┣WS ｷヴﾗﾐ ;ﾐS ゲデWWﾉへ Iﾗﾏヮ;ﾐｷWゲげ ゲ┌ヮWヴ┗ｷゲﾗヴ┞ ;ﾐS ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ 

Hﾗ;ヴSゲ ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS ｷﾐIﾉ┌SW ヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷ┗Wゲ ﾗa デｴW デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲ ;ﾐS ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげく44
 In negotiating 

over the future of the iron and steel industries, German trade unions adopted a conciliatory 

approach, offering their support for British plans for industrial reorganization and economic 

growth in return for organizational reform, including the introduction of codetermination.
45

  

AaデWヴ BﾜIﾆﾉWヴげゲ ｷﾐｷデｷ;ﾉ ヴWケ┌Wゲデが aヴﾗﾏ OIデﾗHWヴ ヱΓヴヶ デｴW NGI“C ｷﾐ┗ﾗﾉ┗WS GWヴﾏ;ﾐ デヴ;Se 

unions in the decentralization of the iron and steel industries. In addition, Harris-Burland 

appointed Rennie Smith に a former Labour Party MP and trade-unionist fluent in German 

and English
46

 に as a mediator between the NGISC and the German trade unions. At a 

meeting between Harris-Burland for the NGISC, Heinrich Dinkelbach and Günter Max 

Paefgen as representatives of its German trustees (Treuhandverwaltung) and six trade-union 

representatives (including Böckler) on 14 December 1946, Dinkelbach outlined a plan, which 

had already been approved by the relevant British authorities in London and by the British 

military government in Berlin, to reorganize the iron and steel industries.
47

 Its principal 

objectives were to limit the sphere of influence of the current owners while also 

guaranteeing worker involvement in the management of the industries.
48

 As such, the 

┌ﾐSWヴﾉ┞ｷﾐｪ ;ｷﾏ ﾗa ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴ ｷﾐ┗ﾗﾉ┗WﾏWﾐデ ┘;ゲ デﾗ ｪ┌;ヴ;ﾐデWW けデヴ┌W ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷ;ﾉ SWﾏﾗIヴ;I┞げく49
  

While Dinkelbach suggested that future negotiations with trade unions would clarify 

the extent of worker involvement in management, he suggested equal representation for 

workers and management on the supervisory boards of the iron and steel industries.
50

 The 

                                                 
43

 BヱヰΓっヱヴヴ けNｷWSWヴゲIｴヴｷaデ ┑HWヴ SｷW )┌ゲ;ﾏﾏWﾐﾆ┌ﾐaデ ﾏｷデ SWﾐ VWヴデヴWデWヴﾐ SWヴ GW┘WヴﾆゲIｴ;aデWﾐげ 
;デ Aﾐﾉ;ｪW ヲぎ け“デWﾉﾉ┌ﾐｪﾐ;ｴﾏW SWヴ GW┘WヴﾆゲIｴ;aデWﾐ ┣┌ヴ “ﾗ┣ｷ;ﾉｷゲｷWヴ┌ﾐｪげが ヱヱ DWIWﾏHWヴ ヱΓヴヶが ヮく ンく 
44

 Harris-Burland, The Times, 27 January 1977. 
45

 Thum¸ Mitbestimmung, p. 26. 
46

 See M. Ceadel, Semi-Detached Idealists: The British Peace Movement and International 

Relations 1854に1945 (Oxford University Press: 2000), pp. 298にΓ ;ﾐS BヱヰΓっヱヴヴ けNｷWSWヴゲIｴヴｷaデ 
über die Zusammenkunft mit SWﾐ VWヴデヴWデWヴﾐ SWヴ GW┘WヴﾆゲIｴ;aデWﾐげ ;デ Aﾐﾉ;ｪW ヱく 
47

 Schmidt, Die verhinderte Neuordnung, p. 76. 
48

 BヱヰΓっヱヴヴ けNｷWSWヴゲIｴヴｷaデ ┑HWヴ SｷW )┌ゲ;ﾏﾏWﾐﾆ┌ﾐaデ ﾏｷデ SWﾐ VWヴデヴWデWヴﾐ SWヴ GW┘WヴﾆゲIｴ;aデWﾐげ 
at Anlage 1, p. 2. 
49

 Ibid., p. 4: けIm Sinne einer wahren Wirtschaftsdemokratie werden die Rechte der Arbeiter 

in jeder Hinsicht gewahrt. け 
50

 Ibid., p. 3; see Schmidt, Die verhinderte Neuordnung, p. 77. 
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detailed framework for this unprecedented form of codetermination was subsequently 

negotiated between trade unions
51

 and the Treuhandverwaltung, and finalized in January 

ヱΓヴΑく TｴW ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ Hﾗ;ヴS ┘;ゲ デﾗ ｷﾐIﾉ┌SW ; けﾉ;Hﾗ┌ヴ SｷヴWIデﾗヴげ ふArbeitsdirektor) as one of 

its three members who could only be appointed with the agreement of the trade unions, 

and supervisory boards were to consist of eleven members, five of which were to represent 

the employer and the workers respectively,
52

 with the neutral chairman appointed by the 

Treuhandverwaltung. Industry owners were not involved in the negotiations and were only 

officially informed of the outcome in January 1947. Equal representation on supervisory 

boards was extended beyond the British military zone in April 1951 by an Act of the German 

Parliament (Gesetz über die paritätische Mitbestimmung in der Montanindustrie) to cover 

the coal, and iron and steel industries, and paved the way for the Works Constitution Act 

1952 (Betriebsverfassungsgesetz) which reintroduced works councils and extended worker 

representation on supervisory boards to other industries.
53

  

Müller argues that the owners, despite not being officially involved in the 

negotiations over the future of heavy industry, were prepared to accept far-reaching worker 

involvement in management in order to garner trade-union support against British plans for 

the break-up of the coal, and iron and steel industries.
54

 Here it has been argued, that 

codetermination was the result of Anglo-German co-operation that fostered solidarity 

between employers and workers, leading to the implementation of a union policy with the 

agreement of the relevant employers.
55

 This thesis is not supported by all writers on the 

subject. For example, Nautz and Hüttenberger argue that the British were not supportive of 

                                                 
51

 Led by E. Potthoff and K. Strohmenger. 
52

 Among the five worker representatives two would be nominated by the works council, 

two by the trade unions and one from another source. See Thum¸ Mitbestimmung, p. 36. 
53

 The 1952 Act provides for codetermination on the supervisory boards of companies with 

more than 500 employees. Employee representatives make up one-third of the members of 

the supervisory board in such cases. The 1951 Act provides for parity codetermination on 

the supervisory boards of the coal, iron and steel industries. 
54

 Müller, Mitbestimmung. See also Thum¸ Mitbestimmung, p. 35 where he summarizes 

letters between industry owners and trade unions offering trade unions shares and 

information and consultation rights in return for their support against British 

decentralization plans. 
55

 W. Hirsch-Weber, Gewerkschaften in der Politik (Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften, Köln: 

1959), pp. 82に4. 
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codetermination and, indeed, were pushing instead for the reform of German industrial 

relations to model the British system of free collective bargaining.
56

  

The introduction of codetermination should therefore be seen as a strategic 

mechanism to alter the role of trade unions. Regardless of the underlying British aims, the 

central role played by the British in the creation of codetermination should not be 

overlooked. Harris-Burland, in particular, appears to have played a vital part in introducing 

codetermination. Rennie Smith writes that Harris-Burﾉ;ﾐS ┘;ゲ Iﾗﾐ┗ｷﾐIWS デｴ;デ けデｴW Tヴ;SW 

Unions had an important part to play. As far as he was concerned, he wanted to see them 

ヮﾉ;┞ ｷデく HW ┘;ゲ ┘ｷﾉﾉｷﾐｪ デﾗ デ;ﾆW デｴWﾏ a┌ﾉﾉ┞ ｷﾐデﾗ IﾗﾐaｷSWﾐIWくげ57
 Moreover, Harris-Burland viewed 

デｴW デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲ け;ゲ ﾗﾐW ﾗa デｴW IｴｷWa ゲtabilising influences in the political, social and 

WIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI ﾉｷaW ﾗa デｴW Bヴｷデｷゲｴ )ﾗﾐWくげ58
 On a broader level, Bernecker, Berghahn, and Müller 

emphasize the positive British attitude towards the very idea of workerゲげ involvement in 

management, as well as their natural affinity with the social-democratic leadership of the 

German trade unions.
59

 This is perhaps not surprising as similar discussions over 

nationalization and codetermination were taking place in the UK at the same time (see 

below). Arguably, therefore, British intervention created the necessary framework and 

sufficient pressure so that agreement over the concept of codetermination could be 

ヴW;IｴWSく Aゲ “IｴﾏｷSデ W┝ヮﾉ;ｷﾐゲぎ けデｴW ｷﾐデヴﾗS┌Iデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ヮ;ヴｷデ┞ IﾗSWデWヴﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ デｴW ｷヴﾗﾐ ;ﾐS 

steel industries in February 1947 is therefore the result of trade union pressure for the 

democratiz;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW WIﾗﾐﾗﾏ┞が ;ゲ ┘Wﾉﾉ ;ゲ a┌ﾉaｷﾉﾉｷﾐｪ デｴW ｷﾐデWヴWゲデゲ ﾗa デｴW Bヴｷデｷゲｴくげ60
 While the 

introduction of Mitbestimmung can be celebrated as an achievement of the German trade 

unions, it is unlikely that the idea would have come to fruition without the positive support 

                                                 
56

 J. P. Nautz, Die Durchsetzung der Tarifautonomie in Westdeutschland. Das 

Tarifvertragsgesetz vom 9.4.1949 ふPWデWヴ L;ﾐｪが Fヴ;ﾐﾆa┌ヴデ ;くMくぎ ヱΓΒヵぶき Pく H┑デデWﾐHWヴｪWヴが けDｷW 
Aﾐa@ﾐｪW SWヴ GWゲWﾉﾉゲIｴ;aデゲヮﾗﾉｷデｷﾆ ｷﾐ SWヴ HヴｷデｷゲIｴWﾐ )ﾗﾐWげ Vierteljahreshefte für Zeitgeschichte 

21 (1973), pp. 171に6. 
57

 Rennie Smith, diaries III, entry for 16に31 December 1946, Bodleian Library. 
58

 けIﾐデWヴｷﾏ ‘Wヮﾗヴデ ┌ヮﾗﾐ デｴW ヮヴﾗｪヴWゲゲ ﾏ;SW ｷﾐ I;ヴヴ┞ｷﾐｪ ﾗ┌デ OヮWヴ;デｷﾗﾐ さ“W┗Wヴ;ﾐIWざげが ヲヱ M;ヴIｴ 
1947, FO 1039/816, TNA.  
59

 Müller, Mitbestimmungき Wく Lく BWヴﾐWIﾆWヴが けDｷW NW┌ｪヴ┑ﾐS┌ﾐｪ SWヴ GW┘WヴﾆゲIｴ;aデWﾐ ｷﾐ SWﾐ 
Westzonen 1945にヱΓヴΓげが in J. Becker, T. Stammen and P. Waldmann (eds), Vorgeschichte der 

Bundesrepublik Deutschland (Fink, München: 1979), pp. 261に92; V. Berghahn, Unternehmer 

und Politik in der Bundesrepublik (Suhrkamp, Frankfurt: 1985). 
60

 Schmidt, Die verhinderte Neuordnungが ヮく Βヲぎ けDｷW Eｷﾐa┑ｴヴ┌ﾐｪ SWヴ ヮ;ヴｷデ@デｷゲIｴWﾐ 
Mitbestimmung in den entflochtenen Werken der Eisen-und Stahlindustrie im Februar 1947 

ist also das Resultat des gewerkschaftlichen Drängens auf Demokratisierung der Wirtschaft, 

WHWﾐゲﾗ ┘ｷW SWゲ IﾐデWヴWゲゲWゲ SWヴ HヴｷデｷゲIｴWﾐ BWゲ;デ┣┌ﾐｪゲﾏ;Iｴデくげ 
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of the British Labour government which was no stranger to the idea of workerゲげ involvement 

in the management in nationalized industries. 

 

 

Parallel debates: nationalization and codetermination in UK politics 

 

Nationalization formed a major part of the election manifesto に Let Us Face the Future
61

 

drafted by Herbert Morrison with the assistance of Michael Young に of the Labour 

government that came to power in July 1945. Beデ┘WWﾐ ヱΓヴヵ ;ﾐS ヱΓヵヰが ｷデ け┘;ゲ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHﾉW 

for nationalising the Bank of England, coal mining, electricity and gas, the whole railway 

system and a section of road transport, civil aviation and telecommunications, and finally, 

though ineffectually, the major ヮ;ヴデ ﾗa デｴW ｷヴﾗﾐ ;ﾐS ゲデWWﾉ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞くげ62
 Nationalization statutes 

were passed in 1946, 1947, and 1948, with little political or public opposition;
63

 the only real 

ﾗヮヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ ﾗII┌ヴヴWS ｷﾐ ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ デﾗ デｴW Iヴﾗﾐ ;ﾐS “デWWﾉ Bｷﾉﾉ ;ゲ けデｴW ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞が ┌ﾐﾉｷﾆW Iﾗ;ﾉ ﾗヴ デｴW 

railways, was profitable; for another, it had a tradition of good public relations, and its trade 

┌ﾐｷﾗﾐ ﾉW;SWヴゲ ┘WヴW デｴWﾏゲWﾉ┗Wゲ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデﾗﾗS デﾗ HW ﾉ┌ﾆW┘;ヴﾏ ;Hﾗ┌デ ヮ┌HﾉｷI ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮくげ64
 

Nationalization of iron and steel was first proposed in 1946 by John Wilmot, Minister of 

Supply,
65

 but was met with considerable controversy and opposition. It was suggested that 

けｷﾐ ﾗヴSWヴ デﾗ さretain the willing co-oヮWヴ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞ざが デｴW Government should not 

n;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲW H┌デ ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS ｷﾏヮﾗゲW ; さヮWヴﾏ;ﾐWﾐデ ゲデ;デ┌デﾗヴ┞ Iﾗﾐデヴﾗﾉざくげ66
 Such a compromise was 

favoured by both Wilmot and Morrison, who as Deputy Prime Minister in the Labour 

                                                 
61

 Labour Party, Let Us Face The Future (London: 1945). 
62

 E. Eldon Barry, Nationalisation in British Politics (Jonathan Cape: 1965), p. 369. For a 

detailed account of the various nationalization statutes see R. A. Brady, Crisis in Britain: 

Plans and Achievements of the Labour Government (University of California Press, Berkeley, 

CA: 1950). For a critique of the policies see W. A. Robson, Nationalised Industry and Public 

Ownership (Allen: 1960); S. Pollard, The Development of the British Economy, 1914に1950 

(Edward Arnold: 1962); R. Miliband, Parliamentary Socialism (Allen and Unwin: 1960).  
63

 Nationalization statutes include, inter alia, Bank of England Act 1946, Coal Industry 

Nationalisation Act 1946, Civil Aviation Act 1946, Electricity Act 1947, Transport Act 1947, 

and Gas Act 1948. See Eldon Barry, Nationalisation, at pp. 374に6 for a discussion of reactions 

to nationalization. 
64

 Pelling, The Labour Governments, p. 83. 
65

 For a more detailed account see ibid., p. 83 onwards. Nationalization of iron and steel was 

IﾗﾐゲｷSWヴWS ｴｷｪｴﾉ┞ IﾗﾏヮﾉｷI;デWS けﾗ┘ｷﾐｪ デﾗ デｴW SｷaaｷI┌ﾉデ┞ ﾗa ゲWヮ;ヴ;デｷﾐｪ ﾗ┌デ デｴW ﾏ;ﾐ┌a;Iデ┌ヴW ﾗa 
iron and steel from the other activities of the companｷWゲ IﾗﾐIWヴﾐWSくげ   
66

 Ibid., p. 84. 
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government supervised the implementation of the nationalization programme, but was 

vehemently opposed by the Minister for Health, Aneurin Bevan, who argued in early 

ゲ┌ﾏﾏWヴ ヱΓヴΑ デｴ;デ けｷデ ┘ﾗ┌ﾉS HW SｷaaｷI┌ﾉデ aﾗヴ デｴW Gﾗ┗WヴﾐﾏWﾐデ デﾗ ｷﾐゲｷゲデ ﾗﾐ ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲｷﾐｪ デｴW 

ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞ ﾗa デｴW ‘┌ｴヴ ┘ｴｷﾉW ヴWデヴW;デｷﾐｪ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW ゲ;ﾏW ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ ｷﾐゲｷSW Bヴｷデ;ｷﾐくげ67
 A renewed 

attempt at nationalization was made in 1948 when a Bill prepared b┞ Wｷﾉﾏﾗデげゲ ゲ┌IIWゲゲﾗヴ に 

George Strauss に was introduced in Parliament. Bevin, who spoke out in favour of the Bill, 

adopted a similar argument to Bevan: failure to nationalize the British iron and steel industry 

┘ﾗ┌ﾉS HW けｷﾐIﾗﾐゲｷゲデWﾐデ ┘ｷデｴ デｴW ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ ﾗa ゲWWﾆing to promote the socialisation of the Ruhr 

ゲデWWﾉ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞くげ68
 The Iron and Steel Act was eventually passed in 1949,

69
 receiving Royal 

Assent on 24 November but, as a compromise, vesting day did not occur until 15 February 

1951, after a general election which was won by the Labour Party with a small majority. 

Unlike the coal industry, the organization of the iron and steel industries was largely left 

intact, but the undertakings were transferred to, and vested in, the Iron and Steel 

Corporation of Great Britain.  

TｴW L;Hﾗ┌ヴ ｪﾗ┗WヴﾐﾏWﾐデげゲ ヮヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏﾏW ﾗa ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ┘;ゲ H;ゲWS ﾉ;ヴｪWﾉ┞ ﾗﾐ デｴW 

ヮ;ヴデ┞げゲ ヱΓンヴ ヮヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏﾏWが WﾐデｷデﾉWS For Socialism and Peace,
70

 ;ﾐS IﾗﾐゲﾗﾉｷS;デWS ｷﾐ デｴW TUCげゲ 

1944 Interim Report on Post-war Reconstruction.
71

 The issue of labour representation had 

aW;デ┌ヴWS ｴW;┗ｷﾉ┞ ｷﾐ デｴW SWH;デWゲ ヮヴWIWSｷﾐｪ ;Sﾗヮデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW ヱΓンヴ ヮヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏﾏWく TｴW TUCげゲ 

Economic Committee に composed of a dozen trade-unionists, including Bevin に together 

with Hugh Dalton and Herbert Morrison as representatives of the Labour Party, had drafted 

; ヴWヮﾗヴデ ｷﾐ ヱΓンヱ ﾗﾐ けP┌HﾉｷI Cﾗﾐデヴﾗﾉ ;ﾐS ‘Wｪ┌ﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa IﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞ ;ﾐS Tヴ;SWげ ┘ｴｷIｴ IﾗﾐゲｷSWヴWS 

the question of labour representation on the boards of nationalized industries.
72

 The report 

;SﾗヮデWS Mﾗヴヴｷゲﾗﾐげゲ ┗ｷゲｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ に a public corporation where members of the 

board were appointed by the relevant minister from among suitably qualified individuals に 

which he had attempted to put into practice in the London Passenger Transport Bill, 

                                                 
67

 Ibid., p. 85. 
68

 Ibid., p. 87. 
69

 Fﾗヴ ; SWデ;ｷﾉWS ;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲｷゲ ﾗa デｴW AIデ ゲWW “く L;ﾐｪﾉW┞が けTｴW Iヴﾗﾐ ;ﾐS “デWWﾉ AIデ ヱΓヴΓげが Economic 

Journal 60 (1950), pp. 311に22. 
70

 Labour Party, For Socialism and Peace (London: 1934). 
71

 TUC, Interim Report on Post-war Reconstruction (London: 1944). 
72

 TUC, Report on Public Control and Regulation of Industry and Trade (1932), submitted to 

the TUC Congress at Newcastle, 1932. 
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proposed during the last year of the Labour government (1929に1931) in 1931.
73

 Morrison 

objected to any form of statutory worker representation on management boards: 

 

I was not convinced that the statutory right of the representation of labour in the 

industry would necessarily provide the best man from the ranks of labour; it would 

involve a difficult and embarrassing business of selection from the names submitted 

by the various Trades Unions in the industry; and if I conceded the statutory right of 

ヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ デﾗ ﾉ;Hﾗ┌ヴ ｷﾐ デｴW ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞が I ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS ぐ ｷﾐW┗ｷデ;Hﾉ┞ HW involved in almost 

irresistible demands for the right of representation from other elements of 

interests.
74

 

 

His approach to labour representation had been heavily criticized in 1931 by the TGWU, 

where Bevin, as general secretary, ┘;ゲ けｷﾐゲｷゲデWﾐデ デｴ;デ デｴW Bﾗard should include 

representatives of labour chosen by the unions concerned, or at least statutory provision for 

Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾉデ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲ HWaﾗヴW デｴW ;ヮヮﾗｷﾐデﾏWﾐデゲ ┘WヴW ﾏ;SWくげ75
  

TｴW ゲ;ﾏW IヴｷデｷIｷゲﾏ ;ヴﾗゲW ;ｪ;ｷﾐ ｷﾐ ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ デﾗ デｴW TUCげゲ ヱΓンヱ ヴWヮﾗヴデが ┘ｴWヴW BW┗in 

;ﾉﾗﾐW ゲヮﾗﾆW ﾗ┌デ ;ｪ;ｷﾐゲデ デｴW ヮ┌HﾉｷI Iﾗヴヮﾗヴ;デｷﾗﾐ ;ゲ HWｷﾐｪ けヮﾗゲｷデｷ┗Wﾉ┞ デｴW ┘ﾗヴゲデ aﾗヴﾏ ﾗa ヮ┌HﾉｷI 

Iﾗﾐデヴﾗﾉくげ 76
 In doing so, he followed a TUC tradition of advocating worker representation in 

ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデく Uﾐデｷﾉ ヱΓンヲが デｴW TUCげゲ ゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗヴSWヴゲ ｴ;S I;ﾉﾉWS aﾗヴ けデｴe General Council [to] 

WﾐSW;┗ﾗ┌ヴ デﾗ Wゲデ;Hﾉｷゲｴ ぐ ヮ┌HﾉｷI ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮ ;ﾐS Iﾗﾐデヴﾗﾉ ﾗa ﾐ;デ┌ヴ;ﾉ ヴWゲﾗ┌ヴIWゲ ;ﾐS ﾗa ゲWヴ┗ｷIWゲ 

with proper provision for the adequate participation of the workers in the control and 

ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ ﾗa ヮ┌HﾉｷI ゲWヴ┗ｷIWゲ ;ﾐS ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷWゲくげ77
 From 1932 onwards, however, reference 

was instead made to the public corporation and the 1931 report was adopted by the 

Congress.
78

 Nonetheless, the issue of worker representation on the boards of nationalized 

                                                 
73

 The Bill was never adopted but a similar Bill に the London Passenger Transport Act に was 

ヮ;ゲゲWS H┞ ‘;ﾏゲ;┞ M;IDﾗﾐ;ﾉSげゲ N;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ｪﾗ┗WヴﾐﾏWﾐデ ｷﾐ ヱΓンンく 
74

 H. Morrison, Socialisation and Transport (Constable: 1933), p. 191. 
75

 Bullock, Bevin: Trade Union Leader, p. 459. 
76

 Note circulated to members of the Committee dated 21
st

 December 1931. See Bullock, 

Bevin: Trade Union Leader, p. 510. 
77

 See, for example, TUC Standing Orders, Appendix B, 64
th

 Annual Report of the Trades 

Union Congress (London, 1932), p. 450. 
78

 See Report of the TUC Congress 1932, p. 206. The shift which occurred within the TUC 

between 1931 and 1932 is described in Barry, Nationalisation, pp. 320に4 and Bullock, Bevin: 

Trade Union Leader, p. 459.  
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industry continued to arise at subsequent conferences of both the TUC and the Labour 

Party,
79

 with Morrison and Bevin adopting opposing views. Even writing in 1944, Bevin 

IヴｷデｷIｷ┣WS Hﾗ;ヴSゲ ┘ｷデｴﾗ┌デ ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴ ヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ;ゲ け┌ﾐヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷ┗Wが ┌ﾐヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷ┗W ;ﾐS 

unlikely to pay much attention to the public interestくげ80
 As Bullock explains: 

 

BW┗ｷﾐげゲ ;ﾐデ;ｪﾗﾐｷゲﾏ デﾗ┘;ヴSゲ Mﾗヴヴｷゲﾗﾐ ┘;ゲ ┌ﾐIﾗﾐIW;ﾉWSく ぐ “ﾗIｷ;ﾉｷゲﾏ デﾗ BW┗ｷﾐ ﾏW;ﾐデ 

something more than planning and public ownership; it meant a change in the status 

of the worker, the end of that exclusion from responsibility, the stigma of inferiority, 

which he had always regarded as the key to improving industrial relations.
81

 

 

In arguing in favour of statutory worker representation on management boards, Bevin was 

supported not only by the TGWU but also by the Associated Society of Locomotive Engineers 

and Firemen (ASLEF) and the National Union of General and Municipal Workers (NUGMW), 

whose general secretary, Charles Dukes proposed that worker representatives should have a 

statutory right to fill 50% of the members of the boards of management.
82

 As a compromise, 

ｷﾐ ｷデゲ aｷﾐ;ﾉ ┗Wヴゲｷﾗﾐが デｴW ヱΓンヴ ヮヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏﾏW Iﾗﾐデ;ｷﾐWS デｴW ヮヴｷﾐIｷヮﾉW けデｴ;デ ┘;ｪW W;ヴﾐWヴゲ ﾗa ;ﾉﾉ 

grades and occupations have a right which should be acknowledged by law to an effective 

share in the control and direction of socialiseS ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷWゲ ┘ｴｷIｴ デｴWｷヴ ﾉ;Hﾗ┌ヴ ゲ┌ゲデ;ｷﾐゲくげ83
  

The same questions over labour representation arose after the Second World War. 

However, the position adopted by the TUC and the Labour Party remained virtually 

unchanged from its pre-war position. As Dartmann points out: 

 

Iﾐ デｴW WﾐSが ぐ が ｷﾐ ゲヮｷデW ﾗa デｴW a;Iデ デｴ;デ デｴW SｷゲI┌ゲゲｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ﾉ;Hﾗ┌ヴげゲ ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ ヴWｪ;ヴSｷﾐｪ 

the control and administration of industry had started with economic and industrial 

developments, and in spite of the fact that therefore economic and industrial 

development, control of industry, and labour participation were generically linked, 

this link was argumentatively reduced to the question of efficient management. 

Efficiency became the major yardstick for the eventual success of nationalisation and 

                                                 
79

 For an overview of the debates see Barry, Nationalisation, pp. 320に2. 
80

 Letter from Bevin to Attlee in response to the draaデ ヮ;ヮWヴ ﾗﾐ けTｴW IﾏﾏWSｷ;デW F┌デ┌ヴW ﾗa 
Fｷﾐ;ﾐIｷ;ﾉ ;ﾐS IﾐS┌ゲデヴｷ;ﾉ Pﾉ;ﾐﾐｷﾐｪげ S;デWS ヲヲ Nﾗ┗WﾏHWヴ ヱΓヴヴく Bevin papers II 4/12. 
81

 Bullock, Bevin: Trade Union Leader, pp. 514に5. 
82

 TUC Report, 1933, p. 369. 
83

 Labour Party Annual Conference Report 1933, p. 205. 
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sﾗIｷ;ﾉｷゲデ ヮﾗﾉｷIｷWゲく けEaaｷIｷWﾐI┞げ ┘;ゲ ﾗﾐIW ;ｪ;ｷﾐ ヴWS┌IWS デﾗ デｴW ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWヴｷ;ﾉ ;ﾐS デWIｴﾐｷI;ﾉ 

skills of the persons in charge, and consequently became the slogan with which the 

promoters of the public corporation rejected any claim for labour participation.
84

 

 

In its Interim Report on Post-war Reconstruction, the TUC confirmed that nationalized 

industries were to take on the legal form of public corporations ;ﾐS デｴ;デ け[T]rade unions 

shall maintain their complete independence. They can hardly do so if they are compromised 

ｷﾐ ヴWｪ;ヴS デﾗ Bﾗ;ヴS SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐゲ ┘ｴｷIｴ ;ヴW ﾐﾗデ IﾗﾐゲｷSWヴWS デﾗ HW ｷﾐ デｴWｷヴ ﾏWﾏHWヴゲげ ｷﾐデWヴWゲデゲ H┞ 

デｴW a;Iデ ﾗa デｴWｷヴ ヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷ┗Wゲげ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ デｴWﾏくげ85
  

With hindsight it is clW;ヴ デｴ;デ けデｴW ケ┌Wゲデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デヴ;SW-┌ﾐｷﾗﾐ ;ﾐS ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;デｷﾗﾐ 

in the maﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ ﾗa デｴW ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐげゲ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷWゲ ｴ;S HWWﾐ ;ﾐ ｷゲゲ┌W ﾗﾐ ┘ｴｷIｴ デｴW TUC ｴ;S 

SｷaaWヴWS aヴﾗﾏ デｴW L;Hﾗ┌ヴ Gﾗ┗WヴﾐﾏWﾐデげゲ ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ ヮヴﾗヮﾗゲ;ﾉゲくげ86
 This contradiction is 

;ﾉゲﾗ ﾗH┗ｷﾗ┌ゲ ｷﾐ デｴW TUCげゲ ヱΓヴヴ ヴWヮﾗヴデ ┘ｴWﾐが ;デ デｴW ゲ;ﾏW デｷﾏW ;ゲ ヴWﾃWIデｷﾐｪ ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴ 

participatiﾗﾐ ｷﾐ ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデが ｷデ I;ﾉﾉWS aﾗヴ デｴW けSWﾏﾗIヴ;デｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa WIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI ﾉｷaWげ ┘ｴｷIｴ 

ヴWケ┌ｷヴWS けデｴW デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐ ﾏﾗ┗WﾏWﾐデ デﾗ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;デW ｷﾐ デｴW SWデWヴﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ;ﾉﾉ ケ┌Wゲデｷﾗﾐゲ 

;aaWIデｷﾐｪ デｴW IﾗﾐS┌Iデ ﾗa ;ﾐ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞げく N;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ﾉWｪｷゲﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ aWﾉﾉ ゲｴﾗヴデ ﾗa デｴｷゲ ;ｷﾏ ;nd, in 

WaaWIデが ;SﾗヮデWS Mﾗヴヴｷゲﾗﾐげゲ ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ぎ ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐｷﾐｪ Hﾗ;ヴSゲ ﾗa ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣WS ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷWゲ ┘WヴW 

;ヮヮﾗｷﾐデWS H┞ ; ﾏｷﾐｷゲデWヴ けaヴﾗﾏ ;ﾏﾗﾐｪゲデ ヮWヴゲﾗﾐゲ ぐ ｴ;┗ｷﾐｪ ｴ;S W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIW ﾗaが ;ﾐS ｴ;┗ｷﾐｪ 

shown capacity in, industrial commercial or financial matters, applied science, 

;Sﾏｷﾐｷゲデヴ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗヴ デｴW ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲくげ87
 Any board members drawn from the trade-

┌ﾐｷﾗﾐ ﾏﾗ┗WﾏWﾐデ ┘WヴW ヴWケ┌ｷヴWS デﾗ けゲ┌ヴヴWﾐSWヴ ;ﾐ┞ ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ ｴWﾉS ｷﾐが ﾗヴ ;ﾐ┞ aﾗヴﾏ;ﾉ 

ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞ デﾗが デｴW Tヴ;SW Uﾐｷﾗﾐげ88
 in order to preserve trade-union independence,

89
 which 

would in turn ensure freedom of action in collective bargaining.  

While nationalized industries were under a duty to establish machinery for the 

settlement of terms and conditions of employment, the wording of the relevant provisions 

was so vague that the obligation should be considered as good practice rather than a legal 
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 TUC ‘Wヮﾗヴデ ヱΓヴヴが ヮく ヴヱヱく “WW ;ﾉゲﾗ Dく Nく CｴWゲデWヴが けM;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ AIIﾗ┌ﾐデ;Hｷﾉｷデ┞ ｷﾐ デｴW 
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 TUC, The History of the TUC 1868に1968, p. 131. See ;ﾉゲﾗ ‘く D;ｴﾉが けWﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ Cﾗﾐデヴﾗﾉ ﾗa 
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requirement to engage in effective collective bargaining.
90

 Aゲ ゲ┌Iｴが けデｴW ﾗﾐﾉ┞ ヴW;ﾉ Iﾉ;ｷﾏ デﾗ 

innovation in industrial relations in the nationalized industries can be found in the field of 

ﾃﾗｷﾐデ Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾉデ;デｷﾗﾐげ91
 in the form of joint production boards, which were under a statutory 

obligation to consult with relevant trade unions on the establishment of permanent 

consultation machinery for safety, health, and welfare issues. Davies and Freedland suggest 

デｴ;デ けデｴｷゲ aﾗヴﾏ ﾗa ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;デｷﾗﾐ ┘;ゲ ;IIWヮデ;HﾉW デﾗ デｴW TUC ゲｷﾐIW デｴW ﾏ;IｴｷﾐWヴ┞ ┘;ゲ ┌ﾐSWヴ デｴW 

control of the unions, did not embrace the matters that were central to collective bargaining 

;ﾐS SｷS ﾐﾗデ Iﾗﾏﾏｷデ デｴW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲ デﾗ デｴW SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐゲ ヴW;IｴWSくげ92
 Apart from failing to guarantee 

the involvement of workers or their representatives in the regulation of nationalized 

industry, the proposed legal form に the public corporation - けヴ┌ﾉWS ﾗ┌デ ぐ ;ﾐ┞ SｷヴWIデ 

accountability of the board members (or even of some of them) to the workers employed in 

the industry, let alone any election by the workers of directors to the board of the 

ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣WS Iﾗヴヮﾗヴ;デｷﾗﾐくげ93
  

Signs of discontent among trade unions and some Labour Party members over the 

absence of workerゲげ representation in the nationalized industries resurfaced after 1946,
94

 

┘ｴWﾐ け; ﾏｷﾐﾗヴｷデ┞ Iﾗﾐデｷﾐ┌W デﾗ ヮヴWゲゲ デｴW Iﾉ;ｷﾏ aﾗヴ SｷヴWIデ ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ デｴW 

ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ ﾗa デｴWゲW ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷWゲくげ95
 A ヴWゲﾗﾉ┌デｷﾗﾐ ヴWﾏｷデデWS デﾗ デｴW ｪWﾐWヴ;ﾉ Iﾗ┌ﾐIｷﾉ ﾗa デｴW TUCげゲ 

Brighton congress ｷﾐ ヱΓヴヶ ヮヴWゲゲWS ┌ヮﾗﾐ けデｴW Gﾗ┗WヴﾐﾏWﾐデ デｴW SWゲｷヴ;Hｷﾉｷデ┞ ﾗa ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪ 

ヮヴﾗ┗ｷゲｷﾗﾐ aﾗヴ ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;デｷﾗﾐ ;デ ;ﾉﾉ ﾉW┗Wﾉゲ ｷﾐ デｴW ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ ﾗa デｴW ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞くげ96
 At the 

1947 congress, a resolution was passed unanimously which demanded full participation by 

workers, through their trade unions, in the management of nationalized industries.
97

 At the 

L;Hﾗ┌ヴ P;ヴデ┞ IﾗﾐaWヴWﾐIW ｷﾐ ヱΓヴΒが ; ヴWゲﾗﾉ┌デｷﾗﾐ ┘;ゲ ヮヴﾗヮﾗゲWS ┘ｴｷIｴ I;ﾉﾉWS aﾗヴ けデｴW ヮヴｷﾐIｷヮﾉW ﾗa 

┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;デｷﾗﾐ デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ デｴWｷヴ デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲ ｷﾐ デｴW SｷヴWIデｷﾗﾐ ;ﾐS ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐt of 
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ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣WS ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞ ;デ ;ﾉﾉ ﾉW┗Wﾉゲ ぷデﾗへ HW aｷヴﾏﾉ┞ ;SﾗヮデWS ｷﾐ ヮヴ;IデｷIWげ98
 ﾗﾐ デｴW H;ゲｷゲ デｴ;デ けｷデ ｷゲ 

the negation first of all of Socialism and secondly of sanity itself to nationalise an industry 

and then leave the control of it in the hands of the ToriWゲくげ99
 Moreover it was argued that: 

 

Something more than consultation must be given to the men. They should have the 

opportunity of appointment to managerial and supervisory positions. Only in that 

way are we going to get co-operation between the managerial and supervisory side 

and those who are supervised.
100

 

 

The Association of Engineering and Shipbuilding Draughtsmen, in seconding the resolution, 

argued that: 

 

ぷTへﾗ ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷゲW ;ﾐ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞ ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ デｴW ゲ;ﾏW デｴｷﾐｪ ;ゲ ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉｷゲｷﾐｪ ｷデく ぐ WW HWﾉｷW┗W デｴ;デ 

the extension of the principle of industrial democracy is just as important as the 

W┝デWﾐゲｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ヮﾗﾉｷデｷI;ﾉ SWﾏﾗIヴ;I┞く ぐ Iﾐ ┌ヴｪｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲ Wﾏヮﾉﾗ┞WS ｷﾐ ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣WS 

industry should participate in management we do so because we believe that that is 

fundamental for industrial democracy and will increase production.
101

 

 

Morrison expressed the views of the government when he disagreed with the tenor of the 

ヴWゲﾗﾉ┌デｷﾗﾐ H┞ I;ﾉﾉｷﾐｪ aﾗヴ ﾏｷﾐｷゲデWヴゲ デﾗ HW ｪｷ┗Wﾐ け;SWケ┌;デW デｷﾏW デﾗ IﾗﾐゲﾗﾉｷS;デWが デﾗ SW┗Wﾉﾗヮが デﾗ 

make efficient or more efficient the industries which have been socialised in the present 

P;ヴﾉｷ;ﾏWﾐデくげ102
 Thus the National Union of Mineworkers argued that: 

 

WW ;ゲ ; ﾏｷﾐWヴゲげ ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ Sﾗ ﾐﾗデ ┘;ﾐデ デﾗ ｴ;┗W ヮWﾗヮﾉW ｷﾐ デｴW ヴｷSｷI┌ﾉﾗ┌ゲ ヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ 

that we see on the Continent where the ヮヴWゲｷSWﾐデ ﾗヴ ゲWIヴWデ;ヴ┞ ﾗa ; ﾏｷﾐWヴゲげ 
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organization is also on the Coal Board running the industry, so that he has on 

occasion to pass a resolution to ask himself to give himself something.
103

 

 

“ｷﾏｷﾉ;ヴﾉ┞が デｴW TGWU aﾗﾉﾉﾗ┘WS Mﾗヴヴｷゲﾗﾐげゲ ﾉｷﾐW ﾗa ヴW;ゲﾗﾐｷﾐｪ H┞ ヮﾗｷﾐデｷﾐｪ ﾗ┌デ デｴ;デ け┘W ｴ;┗W ｴ;S 

WｷｪｴデWWﾐ ﾏﾗﾐデｴゲげ W┝ヮWヴｷWﾐIW ﾗa デｴW ヴ┌ﾐﾐｷﾐｪ ﾗa ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉｷゲWS ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞ ぐ Wｷデｴ デｴW ┌ﾉデｷﾏ;デW 

purpose of the resolution I am in full sympathy and full support, but you have to walk before 

┞ﾗ┌ I;ﾐ ヴ┌ﾐくげ104
 It was agreed instead that the matter would be remitted to the Labour 

P;ヴデ┞げゲ E┝WI┌デｷ┗W aﾗヴ けa┌ヴデｴWヴ Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾉデ;デｷﾗﾐ ┘ｷデｴ デｴW Tヴ;SWゲ Uﾐｷﾗﾐ CﾗﾐｪヴWゲゲくげ105
 

The issue of codetermination in management of nationalized industries was also 

raised by a number of trade unions with various government departments, and directly with 

the Prime Minister. A letter written by the National Union of Railwaymen in 1950 to the 

MｷﾐｷゲデWヴ ﾗa Tヴ;ﾐゲヮﾗヴデ ﾗヮｷﾐWS デｴ;デ けｷデ ｷゲ WゲゲWﾐデｷ;ﾉ デｴ;デ デｴW ;Iデ┌;ﾉ ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲ ｷﾐ デｴW ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞ 

should have a greater participation in the managemeﾐデ ﾗa デｴW ‘;ｷﾉ┘;┞ゲくげ106
 The TGWU に 

which had originally opposed the 1948 resolution に in a letter dated 21 September 1951 

ヴWｷデWヴ;デWS けデｴW ┗ｷW┘ デｴ;デ ｷﾐ ｪｷ┗ｷﾐｪ WaaWIデ デﾗ デｴW ヮヴｷﾐIｷヮﾉW ﾗa ヮ┌HﾉｷI ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮ a┌ﾉﾉ ;S┗;ﾐデ;ｪW 

should be taken of the knowledge, skill and experience of the workers and that in all 

appointments made in the nationalized industries proper regard should be had [to suitably 

ケ┌;ﾉｷaｷWS ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲへくげ107
 Iﾐ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲWが ｴﾗ┘W┗Wヴが ｷデ ┘;ゲ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデWS デｴ;デ け┌ﾐSWヴ ヮヴWゲWﾐデ 

circumstances no action is necessary, but that after the Election whoever is Secretary of the 

Socialisation of Industries Committee might then consider whether this is a matter to be 

ヮﾉ;IWS ﾗﾐ デｴW ;ｪWﾐS;くげ108
 The general election of 1951 was however won by the 

Conservative Party, and the new government privatized the iron and steel industry in 1953.  

 

 

Industrial democracy に different meanings  
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Thus in Germany, codetermination was introduced without nationalization, whereas in the 

UK nationalization was implemented without codetermination. This contrast was in part the 

result of a difference in the understanding of industrial democracy and of the role of trade 

unions.
109

 The concept of industrial democracy was first explored by Beatrice and Sidney 

Webb who argued that industrial democracy should be understood in a two-fold manner:
110

 

first, it has an internal dimension which refers to trade-union democracy,
111

 and, second, it 

has an external dimension which they understood as effective collective bargaining.
112

 

Although the Webbs later included an element of workerゲげ representation in management in 

their understanding of industrial democracy,
113

 this was merged with the idea of public 

ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮく Aゲ MIG;┌ｪｴW┞ ヮﾗｷﾐデゲ ﾗ┌デが デｴW WWHHげゲ ;ヮヮヴﾗ;Iｴ けWﾐ┗ｷゲ;ｪWS ﾗﾐW ﾏﾗSWﾉ ﾗa 

governance for all types of enterprise, as if one size might fit all. To socialise economic 

ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;デｷﾗﾐが デｴW┞ デｴﾗ┌ｪｴデ ｷデ ﾐWIWゲゲ;ヴ┞ デﾗ ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉｷゲW ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮくげ114
  

Clegg elaborates three principles underpinning industrial democracy which, according 

to him, crystallized in the inter-war years: first, trade unions must be independent of the 

state; second, trade unions can only represent the industrial interests of workers; and, third, 

the ownership of industries is irrelevant to good industrial relations.
115

 Similar to the Webbs, 

Clegg argues that workerゲげ representation in management or their involvement in the 

control of industry does not therefore form a fundamental underpinning of industrial 

SWﾏﾗIヴ;I┞ ;ﾐS ｷゲ ｷﾐSWWS け┌ﾐ;IIWヮデ;HﾉWげ as it threatens trade-union independence.
116

 Such a 

view clearly underpins the arguments for and against nationalization and the introduction of 

codetermination in the UK throughout the 1940s. Thus the main argument in favour of 

workerゲげ ﾗヴ デヴ;SW-unionゲげ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ ｷﾐ デｴW UK け┘;ゲ ﾐﾗデ デｴ;デ デｴW Uﾐｷﾗﾐゲ ｷﾐ 

the industry would thereby take their share of managerial responsibility for the industry but 
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that those involved in making the managerial decisions would have a sympathetic 

┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗa デｴW ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏゲが ﾐWWSゲ ;ﾐS ┗ｷW┘ヮﾗｷﾐデゲ ﾗa デｴW ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉ ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲくげ117
 This 

would however threaten trade-unionゲげ independence from the state and thereby restrict 

their ability to engage in free collective bargaining. As Chester explains: 

 

The Unions did not want this, any more than did management, for their basic 

purpose was to bargain about wages and conditions. If they were part of 

management they would be bargaining with themselves, in other words, so far as the 

men were concerned they would be indistinguishable from management.
118

 

 

Francis argues in a similar vein by suggesting that:  

 

Union leaders saw nationalization as a means to pursue a more advantageous 

position within a framework of continued conflict, rather than as an opportunity to 

replace the old adversarial form of industrial relations. Moreover, most workers in 

nationalized industries exhibited an essentially instrumentalist attitude, favouring 

public ownership because it secured job security and improved wages rather than 

because it promised the creation of a new set of socialist relationships in the 

workplace.
119

 

 

Codetermination in any form was not therefore seen as a desirable option for many in the 

Labour Party or among the majority of trade-unionists. Only Bevin seemed to approach 

industrial democracy from a different perspective when he argued in favour of workers 

being given increased responsibility in the management of their place of work. For the 

majority of the Labour Party, nationalization was regarded as sufficient to guarantee 

┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ ｷﾐ┗ﾗﾉ┗WﾏWﾐデ ｷﾐ デｴW ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW ﾗa Iﾗﾏヮ;ﾐｷWゲく 

The concept of industrial democracy was translated in Germany as 

Wirtschaftsdemokratie by Naphtali writing in the 1920s. It was understood as the equivalent 

ﾗa デｴW WWHHげゲ IﾗﾐIWヮデ ﾗa ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷ;ﾉ SWﾏﾗIヴ;I┞き ｴﾗ┘W┗Wヴが ｷﾐ ゲ┌Hゲデ;ﾐIW ｷデ ┘;ゲ ｷﾐ a;Iデ ┗Wヴ┞ 

                                                 
117

 Chester, The Nationalisation of British Industry, p. 848. 
118

 Ibid. 
119

 M. Francis, Ideas and Policies under Labour, 1945に1951: Building a New Britain 

(Manchester University Press: 1997), p. 82. 



 23 

different. Thus Wirtschaftsdemokratie was defined  aゲ け; aﾗヴﾏ ﾗa WIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI Iﾗﾐゲデｷデ┌デｷﾗﾐが ; 

SWﾏﾗIヴ;デｷI Iﾗﾐゲデｷデ┌デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ デｴW WIﾗﾐﾗﾏ┞ ;ゲ ﾗヮヮﾗゲWS デﾗ WIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI ;┌デﾗIヴ;I┞く ぐ The nature of 

デｴｷゲ SWﾏﾗIヴ;I┞ ヮヴWゲ┌ﾏWゲ IﾗSWデWヴﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐくげ120
 German trade unions understood this as 

turning industrial servants into industrial citizens,
121

 which meant that capital and labour 

should be equals in the running of businesses. The reason given for this approach was that 

けデｴW ｷﾐデWヴWゲデゲ ﾗa デｴW ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴ ｷﾐ デｴW ゲ┌IIWゲゲ ;ﾐS ヮヴﾗヮWヴ ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ;ﾐS ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ ﾗa ｴｷゲ 

employer are at least as important as those of the employer and certainly more important 

デｴ;ﾐ デｴﾗゲW ﾗa ﾏWヴW ゲｴ;ヴWｴﾗﾉSWヴゲくげ122
 German trade unions thus associated codetermination 

with equality of workers and employers in the management of enterprises as well as offering 

the possibility of control of the employers coupled with the need to be involved in the 

ヴWｪ┌ﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ デWヴﾏゲ ;ﾐS IﾗﾐSｷデｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa Wﾏヮﾉﾗ┞ﾏWﾐデく Codetermination was 

considered as separate from and in addition to nationalization.
123

 Historical factors also 

played a role in Geヴﾏ;ﾐ デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲげ WﾏHヴ;IW ﾗa IﾗSWデWヴﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ;aデWヴ デｴW ┘;ヴく Aゲ 

Dartmann explains: 

 

ぷTへｴW SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ﾗa IﾗSWデWヴﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ぐ ﾗ┘WS ｷデゲ SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ﾏ;ｷﾐﾉ┞ デﾗ デｴW 

interpretation of the rise of Hitler the unions arrived at immediately after the war, in 

which they blamed big business alone and therefore uncritically failed to provide an 

assessment of their own roles in the critical period leading to the Third Reich.
124

 

 

The introduction of codetermination in and of itself was therefore considered a success by 

German trade unions, whereas from the perspective of the British military government, 
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Interesse der Arbeiter an dem Gedeihen und damit an der richtigen Organization und 

Führung der Betriebe [ist] mindestens ebenso groß wie das der Unternehmer, sicher (aber) 

größer und lebenswichtiger als das der lediglich mit ihren Kapitaleinschüssen beteiligten 

Aﾆデｷﾗﾐ@ヴWくげ 
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 See H. Böckler, Die Aufgaben der deutschen Gewerkschaften in Wirtschaft, Staat und 

Gesellschaft (DGB, Düsseldorf: 1949), p. 23. 
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 Dartmann, Re-Distribution of Power, p. 17. 
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influenced by a different understanding of industrial democracy, it was a stepping stone on 

the road to nationalization which, in Germany, was never completed. 

Against this background, one must question whether the failure to institute a system 

of codetermination in the UK should be considered a missed opportunity for British trade 

┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲく Fヴ;ﾐIWゲ OげGヴ;S┞が ｪWﾐWヴ;ﾉ ゲWIヴWデ;ヴ┞ ﾗa デｴW TUCが ┘ヴｷデｷﾐｪ ｷﾐ ヲヰヱン ;ヮヮW;ヴゲ デﾗ ;ﾐゲ┘Wヴ 

this question in the affirmative when she argues that: 

 

Arguably unions in this country [in the 1980s] were reaping the consequences of a 

strategic error made in failing to seize the opportunity of the European model of 

codetermination and industrial democracy. Ernest Bevin was acutely aware of the 

German system. As Foreign Secretary he played a large part in creating it. But alas not 

here. In 1945, we had an important opportunity to lift our gaze beyond the 

immediate task of improving terms and conditions and play a different role within the 

emerging mixed economy: giving workers a voice and a stake in strategic decision 

making, in the newly nationalised industries and the new welfare state. But it was 

one that we squandered. Rather than rising to the profound challenge of collective 

ownership に not just redistributing power to workers, but also to those who 

depended on the goods and services we produced に we chose instead to take the 

easy option.
125

 

 

Indeed, the absence of codetermination is increasingly bemoaned in the UK. Frances 

OげGヴ;S┞ Wﾏヮｴ;ゲｷ┣Wゲ デｴ;デ デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲ ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS けWﾏHヴ;IW ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷ;ﾉ SWﾏﾗIヴ;I┞ ;ﾐS デ;ﾆW ┌ヮ 

every chance to re-ゲｴ;ヮW WIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐゲｴｷヮゲくげ “ｴW ;ヴｪ┌Wゲ デｴ;デ けWIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI ゲデヴWﾐｪデｴ 

demands economic democracy, a recalibration of the relationship between capital and 

ﾉ;Hﾗ┌ヴくげ Iﾐ ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデｷﾐｪ ゲ┌Iｴ ヴWaﾗヴﾏゲが ゲｴW ヴW┗Wヴデゲ デﾗ デｴW GWヴﾏ;ﾐ デヴ;Se-┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲげ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ 

of industrial democracy: 

 

[I]ndustrial democracy poses a challenge to us in the trade union movement. It implies a 

role that is not just more ambitious, but more demanding, than the one we usually have 

                                                 
125

 Fく OげGヴ;S┞が Attlee Memorial lecture, 26 April 2013 available at 

http://www.tuc.org.uk/union-issues/frances-ogradys-atlee-memorial-lecture.  

http://www.tuc.org.uk/union-issues/frances-ogradys-atlee-memorial-lecture
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now. It means accepting responsibility, moving out of a comfort zone of short-termism, 

to taking the long view and championing the greater good.
126

 

 

Wｷデｴ ｴｷﾐSゲｷｪｴデが Bヴｷデｷゲｴ ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲげ ┌ﾐ┘ｷﾉﾉｷﾐｪﾐWゲゲ デﾗ WﾏHヴ;IW Iodetermination can be considered 

a short-sighted, if not necessarily surprising, approach to industrial relations. As Fox points 

ﾗ┌デが デｴW Bヴｷデｷゲｴ ﾉ;Hﾗ┌ヴ ﾏﾗ┗WﾏWﾐデ ┘;ゲ け; ヴWaﾗヴﾏｷゲデ ﾉ;Hﾗ┌ヴ ﾏﾗ┗WﾏWﾐデ デｴ;デが ┘ｷデｴ ｷデゲ ﾗ┘ﾐ SWWヮ 

interests in the existing order, constitutes one of the major blockages to radical social 

デヴ;ﾐゲaﾗヴﾏ;デｷﾗﾐくげ127
 AIIWヮデ;ﾐIW ﾗa IﾗSWデWヴﾏｷﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ ┘ﾗ┌ﾉS ｴ;┗W ﾐWIWゲゲｷデ;デWS ; けa┌ﾐS;ﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ 

ゲｴｷaデげ ｷﾐ デｴW デｴｷﾐﾆｷﾐｪ ﾗa デｴW ﾉ;Hﾗ┌ヴ ﾏﾗ┗WﾏWﾐデ ┘ｴｷch significant numbers of trade-union and 

Labour Party leaders were ﾐﾗデ ヮヴWヮ;ヴWS デﾗ ┌ﾐSWヴデ;ﾆWが ヮヴWaWヴヴｷﾐｪ ; けIﾗﾐaﾉｷIデ┌;ﾉげ デﾗ ; けIﾗ-

ﾗヮWヴ;デｷ┗Wげ ゲデヴ;デWｪ┞く128
 Ultimately, it is clear that Labour, in its nationalization programme in 

デｴW ヱΓヴヰゲが ┘;ゲ け┌ﾐ;HﾉW デﾗ ;ｪヴWW ﾗﾐ ┘ｴ;デ デｴW ┌ﾉデｷﾏ;デW ヮ┌ヴヮﾗゲW ﾗa ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS HWぎ 

ぐ ; ﾏW;ﾐゲ デﾗ a;Iｷﾉｷデ;デW ｪヴW;デWヴ ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷ;ﾉ WaaｷIｷWﾐI┞ ;ﾐS ﾏﾗSWヴﾐｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐが ﾗヴ ぐ ; デﾗﾗﾉ デﾗ ;IｴｷW┗W 

; a┌ﾐS;ﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ デヴ;ﾐゲaﾗヴﾏ;デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ デｴW H;ﾉ;ﾐIW ﾗa Iﾉ;ゲゲ ヮﾗ┘Wヴくげ129
  

From an ideological perspective, there was a clash within the Labour movement 

throughout the 1930s and early 1940s between, on the one hand, Fabianism
130

 に 

represented by large parts of the Labour Party に and, on the other hand, Guild Socialism
131

 に 

Sﾗﾏｷﾐ;ﾐデ ;ﾏﾗﾐｪ ; ﾐ┌ﾏHWヴ ﾗa デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲく TｴW ﾉ;Iﾆ ﾗa Wﾐデｴ┌ゲｷ;ゲﾏ aﾗヴ SｷヴWIデ ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ 

control in nationalized industries by the Labour Party in its 1945 manifesto represents a clear 

                                                 
126

 Ibid.  
127

 Aく Fﾗ┝が けCﾗヴヮﾗヴ;デｷゲﾏ ;ﾐS IﾐS┌ゲデヴｷ;ﾉ DWﾏﾗIヴ;I┞ぎ TｴW “ﾗIｷ;ﾉ Oヴｷｪｷﾐゲ ﾗa PヴWゲWﾐデ Fﾗヴﾏゲ ;ﾐS 
MWデｴﾗSゲ ｷﾐ Bヴｷデ;ｷﾐ ;ﾐS GWヴﾏ;ﾐ┞げ ふP;ヮWヴ ｪｷ┗Wﾐ ;デ デｴW ““‘C Iﾐデernational Conference on 

Industrial Democracy, Churchill College, Cambridge: 4に8 July 1977), p. 19.  
128

 Ibidくが ヮく ヲヱく AIIﾗヴSｷﾐｪ デﾗ Fﾗ┝が デｴW けさIﾗﾐaﾉｷIデ┌;ﾉざ ゲデヴ;デWｪ┞ ;ｷﾏゲ ;デ ｷﾏヮヴﾗ┗ｷﾐｪ ﾏWﾏHWヴゲｴｷヮ 
welfare through unrestricted collective bargaining and the maintenance of a high level of 

ﾏﾗHｷﾉｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ﾏWﾏHWヴゲｴｷヮが ┘ｴｷﾉW デｴW さIﾗ-ﾗヮWヴ;デｷ┗Wざ ゲデヴ;デWｪ┞ ｷゲ ヮ┌ヴゲ┌WS デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ 
constructive collaboration with employer and government, and depends less upon 

ﾏﾗHｷﾉｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ ;ﾐS デｴW デｴヴW;デ ﾗa IﾗﾐaﾉｷIデくげ 
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 Francis, Ideas and Policies under Labour, p. 65. 
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 F;Hｷ;ﾐｷゲﾏ ヴWﾃWIデWS SｷヴWIデ ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ Iﾗﾐデヴﾗﾉ ﾗa ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣WS ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞が a;┗ﾗ┌ヴｷﾐｪ ｷﾐゲデW;S 
W┝Iﾉ┌ゲｷ┗W ヮ;ヴﾉｷ;ﾏWﾐデ;ヴ┞ Iﾗﾐデヴﾗﾉく “WW D;ｴﾉが けWﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ Cﾗﾐデヴﾗﾉ ﾗa IﾐS┌ゲデヴ┞げが Am. Pol. Sc. Rev, 

pp. 876に82. 
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 G┌ｷﾉS “ﾗIｷ;ﾉｷゲﾏ ;ｷﾏWS デﾗ けゲデヴWﾐｪデｴWﾐ social and economic institutions against the over-

ヴｷSｷﾐｪ ヮﾗ┘Wヴ ﾗa デｴW ゲデ;デWげ ;ﾐS a;┗ﾗ┌ヴWS ゲﾗﾏW aﾗヴﾏ ﾗa ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデく 
See ibid. While guild socialism was not advocated by all trade union leaders (see Clegg, 

Industrial Democracy, pp. 99に12), it was the preferred form of organization of a group of 

active trade-unionists and socialists including C. Dukes, H. Cliff and G. D. H. Cole. See Eldon 

Barry, Nationalisation, p. 323. 
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けswing away from the syndicalist content of socialist thinking in the direction of Fabian 

ｷSW;ゲげく132
 Aゲ ; ヴWゲ┌ﾉデが けぷデへｴW ﾃ┌ゲデｷaｷI;デｷﾗﾐゲ aﾗヴ W;Iｴ ﾗa デｴW ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉ ;Iデゲ ﾗa ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷ┣;デｷﾗﾐ 

specified in Let Us Face the Future were all based primarily on the need to release 

ヮヴﾗS┌Iデｷ┗W WﾐWヴｪｷWゲ ┘ｴｷIｴ ｴ;S ヴWﾏ;ｷﾐWS Sﾗヴﾏ;ﾐデ ┌ﾐSWヴ ヮヴｷ┗;デW ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮくげ133
 The only 

exception to this was found in the iron and steel industry which had performed well under 

private ownership, thus making nationalization on purely economic grounds difficult to 

justify. The rationale was instead given as power;
134

 デｴW ;ヴｪ┌ﾏWﾐデ HWｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ けゲデWWﾉ 

ヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデゲ デｴW ﾉ;ヴｪWゲデ IﾗﾐIWﾐデヴ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ヮﾗ┘Wヴ ｷﾐ デｴW WIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI ゲ┞ゲデWﾏくげ135
 Nonetheless, 

nationalization of these industries faced considerably more opposition. It must be 

questioned whether this would have been different had nationalization been justified on the 

grounds of empowering workers to share in certain responsibilities for the management of 

these industries.  

British trade unions, for the most part, also did not share the same level of distrust of 

employers and the state as German trade unions after the Second World War. This is partly 

explained by British Guild Socialism which bore littlW ヴWゲWﾏHﾉ;ﾐIW デﾗ けデｴW W┝デヴWﾏW ;ﾐデｷ-state 

┗ｷW┘ゲ ﾗa CﾗﾐデｷﾐWﾐデ;ﾉ ぷE┌ヴﾗヮW;ﾐへ ゲ┞ﾐSｷI;ﾉｷゲデ ﾏﾗ┗WﾏWﾐデゲくげ136
 The state was perceived in the 

UKが ┌ﾐﾉｷﾆW ｷﾐ GWヴﾏ;ﾐ┞が ;ゲ HWｷﾐｪ け;ﾐ ｷﾐゲデヴ┌ﾏWﾐデ ﾗa aヴWWSﾗﾏ ;ﾐS ヮヴﾗｪヴWゲゲくげ137
 Nonetheless, 

trade-┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲげ ﾐ;ヴヴﾗ┘ ┗ｷゲｷﾗﾐ aｷヴゲデ HWI;ﾏW obvious when industries were privatized after the 

change of government in 1951, leaving workers with no role in the management of industry. 

Even in those industries which were not immediately privatized, the selection of board 

members was left to the individual minister concerned, thereby providing no guarantee that 

┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ ｷﾐデWヴWゲデゲ ┘ﾗ┌ﾉS HW ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷ┣WSく “┌Iｴ ; ゲIWﾐ;ヴｷﾗ ｴ;S HWWﾐ aﾗヴWゲWWﾐ H┞ デｴﾗゲW ｷﾐ デｴW 

union movement arguing in favour of worker participation in management;
138

 considered as 
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けヮ;ヴデｷ;ﾉ ｷﾐゲ┌ヴ;ﾐIW ;ｪ;ｷﾐゲデ ぷ┌ﾐデﾗﾉS ｴ;ヴﾏ Iﾗﾏｷﾐｪ デﾗ ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲへげ ｷﾐ デｴW I;ゲW デｴ;デ けH┌ヴW;┌Iヴ;デｷI 

control over industry were to fall into the hands of an anti-デヴ;SW ┌ﾐｷﾗﾐ ｪﾗ┗WヴﾐﾏWﾐデくげ139
 Such 

arguments were however routinely defeated.
140

 

Finally, the central role of collective laissez-faire
141

 in the historical development of 

British labour law undoubtedly played a role in trade-┌ﾐｷﾗﾐゲげ Iﾗﾐデｷﾐ┌WS ヮヴWaWヴWﾐIW aﾗヴ 

collective bargaining as the mechanism to regulate workerにemployer relations. However, in 

order for such an approach to succeed, industrial autonomy of employers and trade unions, 

and equilibrium between both parties, must be guaranteed. Once the autonomy of either 

party is undermined, through, for example, state intervention in industrial relations, 

collective bargaining as an effective mechanism for the governance of workplace relations 

can no longer exist. The changes in inter alia industrial structure and increasing regulation of 

industrial relations through law during the second half of the twentieth century has 

illustrated the weakness of the voluntarist approach:
142

 without an institutionalized role in 

the management of industry, such as in Germany, British trade unions rely primarily on 

industrial strength in order to represent workers. Although union density
143

 is higher in the 

UK (26%) than in Germany (18%), German trade unions have greater influence in the 

regulation of the individual employment relationship through, inter alia, alternative 
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mechanisms to collective bargaining,
144

 such as codetermination, which are guaranteed by 

legislation.
145

 One can therefore only conclude that the failure to institute a system of 

codetermination in the UK in the 1940s should be considered a missed opportunity for 

British trade unions. 

In conclusion, the nationalization programme of the British post-war Labour 

government had a profound effect on German industrial relations; creating the necessary 

framework within which parity codetermination could be introduced. While nationalization 

in the German iron and steel industries was never achieved, codetermination has had a 

lasting and substantial impact on German trade unions and on the German labour law 

system. Parallels can be drawn with debates taking place at the same time in the UK over 

nationalization and workerゲげ participation in management. However, historical differences 

between the British and German trade-union movements, as well as differences in the 

understanding of industrial democracy, resulted in the nationalization of the major 

ｷﾐS┌ゲデヴｷWゲ ｷﾐ デｴW UK ┘ｷデｴﾗ┌デ ┘ﾗヴﾆWヴゲげ ｷﾐ┗ﾗﾉ┗WﾏWﾐデ ｷﾐ デｴW ﾏ;nagement of these industries. 

With the benefit of hindsight and in light of the changes that occurred in the regulation of 

British industrial relations in the second half of the twentieth century, the failure to institute 

a system of codetermination in the UK in the late 1940s must be considered a missed 

opportunity for British trade unions. 
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