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From the London End 

The Steel Debate 
IN this week's steel debate in the 

House of Commons, they talked 
about almost everything—except 
steel. The tone was set by two of the 
best debaters in the House—Mr. 
Churchi l l and M r . Morrison—on 
the assumption that everything 
that could be said about the steel 
industry had been said and that they 
were therefore free to get down to 
the much more interesting subject 
of people, to wi t , Tories and 
Socialists. 

Nationalisation of steel was a 
point in the 1945 Labour election 
manifesto, when that party came to 
power w i th a thumping majority, 
and by many people it was regarded 
as the most important part. It was 
the decisive test as to whether a so
cial democratic party was capable 
of introducing socialism, for the 
heart of the capitalist system in Br i 
tain is made of steel, as it is in Ger
many and the Uni ted States. In 
Germany, there had been the ex
ample, in the early thirties, of the 
steel magnates, K r u p p and Thyssen, 
first put t ing the Nazis into power 
and then remaining as the most fa
voured element in the German state 
and it is not unthinkable that this 
motive power might be used for a 
similar purpose in Britain. A capi
talist system wi th its heart removed 
would be a socialist system and a 
socialist system would have very 
little room for a Conservative Party, 
except as a slowly disintegrating 
minori ty movement, 

Thus the Conservative majority 
in the House of Lords was used to 
veto the Steel B i l l and delay its 
passage un t i l almost the end of the 
last Parliament. Now, although steel 
was not a big issue in the February 
election, the fact that Labour re
ceived only 46 per cent of the votes, 
though a small majority of seats, has 
been claimed by the Tories as an 
indication that "the people" do not 
want nationalised steel The Labour 
Party's conciliatory tone and the 
fact that no controversial matters 
were introduced into the last session, 
lulled the Tories into the belief that 
the Steel Act would be left to die a 
itatural death and the steel industry 

left to itself, at least un t i l another 
general election could decide the 
issue. Hence their indignation, a 
few weeks ago, when M r . Strauss, 
Minister of Supply, proceeded to 
constitute the Steel Board which 
would become the governing body 
of the industry. 

On the face of i t , the Labour plan 
was a mi ld enough affair. The steel 
firms would retain their identity, the 
same boards of directors would 
direct them at the same salaries— 
but there was this difference: the 
share-holders would all be convert
ed into debenture holders, receiving 
fixed interest on their money, free 
to trade their shares, and to be. paid 
out at some unspecified date in the 
distant future. Though each firm 
would be expected to show a profit, 
profits would have lost their magne
tic quality and the. entrepreneurs 
might be expected to flag in their 
allegedly ceaseless quest for maximi
sation. Also, the motive of produc
tion would not be profit, but the 
maintenance of ful l employment 
and the increase of the national 
dividend. There would be no more 
price-improving, production-restrict
ing cartel to lay its metallic grip on 
the rest of the economy. It is, in 
deed, a matter of the highest pr in
ciple that is at stake. 

The Spur of Fear 

Thus it was something more than 
the drive for profits that has kept 
the industry going since 1945. Bet
ween that year and 1949, deliveries 
of finished steel increased from 171 
to 223 thousand tons per week and 
current production is about 30 per 
cent above the average of 1946. 
While the employers have been con
ducting their all-out drive, they 
have been running a national adver
tising campaign to tell the country 
about i t . "Steel is serving you wel l , " 
they say. " I n 1950 exports of steel 
and steel goods are more than twice 
what they were before the war. How 
can we keep this up? The steel in 
dustry is spending millions every 
year on research to develop new 
steels for new uses. £ 130 mi l l ion has 
been spent by the industry in the 

last three years on new plant and 
buildings. And all the time the firms 
in the steel industry are competing 
to keep production up and costs 
down. In 1960 expanding exports 
and full employment w i l l call for 
the enterprise and efficiency of a 
progressive steel industry just as 
they do today," 

M r . Churchil l was at his worst in 
the debate, using none of the res
traint and tact used by the I ron and 
Steel Federation in their advertise
ments. The activity of the Govern
ment he referred to as, "the political 
and party manoeuvres of a fanatical 
intelligentsia obsessed by economic 
fallacies." The. leaders of the steel 
industry having declined to become 
members of the new Corporation 
would no doubt "be covered by 
abuse and slime by the party oppo
site." After M r . Churchil l M r . 
Morrison, normally the. most cun
ning of party campaigners, devoted 
most of his speech to proving that 
parties who found themselves in the 
government after having had a 
minority of votes had in the past 
adopted measures wi th which the 
opposition violently disagreed. 

The Blue Plot 

It was only the two closing 
speakers, M r . Eden for the opposi
tion and M r . Strauss for the Gov
ernment, who covered ground that 
had not been already covered ad 
nauseam. The former gave a sober 
answer to the wilder statements that 
had been made in the course of the 
debate, while the latter brought a 
whiff of originality into the. House 
by revealing not a red plot, but a 
blue; a product not of the seven (or 
fourteen) men in the Kreml in , but 
of the highly respectable and highly 
Tory gentlemen of that same I ron 
and Steel Federation mentioned 
above. In the last few minutes of 
the debate,, M r . Straus said, "I was 
reluctant to enter into this aspect of 
the question, but as the matter has 
been raised I think the House and 
the country are entitled to know the 
facts. I was anxious, as were the 
Government, to have some leaders 
of the industry serving on the Cor
poration." but the Steel Federation 
refued to submit a list of possible 
names, "on the grounds that the 
Government had no mandate to 
carry out the I r o n and Steel Act. 
They warned me, at the same time, 
that the Corporation, deprived of 
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such people, would be unable suc
cessfully to plan the steel industry. 
Further, I was informed that every 
effort would be made to dissuade 
any important man I might ap
proach from serving on the Cor
poration. . . . In short, these people 
decided to threaten, and indeed 
they did carry nut, a political 
strike." 

This was fighting talk that 
caused a sensation i i , the House and 
in the press, wi th demands for the 
publication of correspondence and 
the minutes of meetings. This has 

now been done, and they form a 
pretty damning record, even though 
Sir Ellis Hunter, President of the 
Federation, has protested that the 
words quoted by M r . Strauss were 
deleted from the agreed minutes of 
the meeting at which they are alleg
ed to have been used. It appears 
from the minutes that the Federa
tion has attempted to give itself the 
same prerogative as Parliament in 
deciding what legislation should be 
implemented. " I n the opinion of the 
executive committee (of the Federa
t i o n " ) , Sir Ellis had said, "the 
Government had failed to obtain a 

clear majority at the last election, 
and they therefore found themselves 
unable to meet the Minister's re
quest for a list of names from which 
to choose some of the members of 
the Corporation." If asked advice 
by anyone invited to serve on the 
board, they would say, "They would 
not think much of the judgment of 
anyone who entertained the pro
posal. .. . and that by so doing he 
would forfeit the respect of the i n 
dustry . .. ." 

So the battle rages, and how it 
wi l l end is still not altogether clear. 

The Planning Commission Estimates 
S. B. Rangnekar 

AT long last we have before us 
a more or less definite picture 

of the resources-and-allocations bud
get as formulated by the Planning 
Commission. This emerged into 
public view in the first week of 
September, and wil l be fully scan
ned and perhaps reformulated by 
the Commonwealth Consultative 
Committee at present in session in 
London. Undoubtedly, it serves to 
show how the Commission's mind 

has been working and to what 
extent it has progressed in the task 
of constructing a reasonably sound 
framework of planning. What fol
lows is more in the nature of notes 
to the methods and adequacy of 
budgetary finance rather than its 
critical investigation in full dress. 
The latter can only be undertaken 
when fuller details are released. If 
the notes appear to be fragmentary 
and the comment vague, the fault 

TABLE I 

Indian Union Six-Year Development Plan 
(1950-56) 

(crores of rupees) 

is of the commentator—and, per
haps, of the somewhat scrappy 
material he has perforce to work 
upon. 

Let us first draw up the figures 
which have been released to the 
press before proceeding to asses 
their significance. 

A 

Sources of P lanned Receipts 
1. From the list of seven items, 

it is clear at once that a little short 
of half of the 1800 crore programme 
is to be financed wi th external 
resources, mainly aid from the 
USA and Wor ld Bank loans. In 
this connection it would be instruc
tive to note that the inflow of 
foreign capital in India on private 
and official account taken together 
amounted in the calendar year 1948 
to Rs. 8.3 crores, and during the 
calendar year 1949 to Rs. 21 crores. 
This wi l l be clear from Table 11. 

The annual rate of capital inflow 
budgeted in the Planning Commis
sion estimate, Rs. 133 crores, is 
thus considerably higher than the 
last two year's inflow of Rs. 8 or 
21 crores as shown above. There 
can be only three ways of bridging 
the gap between the two; (a) in
ducing private capital import on a 
large scale, much above the meagre 
Rs. 15 to 20 crores of 1948 or 1949; 
(b) borrowing from the Wor ld Bank 
and Import-Export Bank; and (c) 
taking aid from the United States 
on the lines of European Economic 
A i d . Now, the question is, can 
al l these sources make up nearly 
Rs. 100 crores of external capital? 
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