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INTRODUCTION TO THE PROELEN UNDER CONSIDWRATICN

The parties being studied, the Co-operative Commonwealth
Federation (CCF), ite successor the New Democratic Party (IDP), and
the'Laﬁour Party are usually classified as democratic socialist
partiesl. Such & classification assumes that they share an ileology
that is essentielly collectivist and anti-capitalist. Although both the
Labo@f Party and the CCF-NDP have modified their policy positions since
1945,?they did enter the post-Var period with'basically similar short-
term and long-term aims —— aims which were substanlizlly in accordance
with traditional democratic socialist thought.

Democratic socialism may be defined as a do¢trine which is
primafily concerned with transferring the ownership and control of the
means of procucticn, distribution end excharnge from a small number of
private individuals to the people as a whole, the object being to cresate
the corditions for equality of wealth and opportunity. The aim is to
produce a collectivist society based on co—operatiocn aﬁd central planning.
The means that socialists have proposed to employ to achieve these ends
are nationalisetion, the provision of a wide range of social services by
the State, and a system of taxation designed to transfer wealth from rich
to vocr. Democratic socia}ists have prorposed to accomvlish these fundamen--
es in the balance of economic and sécial power by non-revolutionary

tal chang
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For example, by Lecn D. Evstein, Political Partice i
Democracies,(19€7), Ch.VI passim.
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and constitutional means through the existing politicel system. Hence
their emphasis on short-term measures, such as welfare services, to
alléviate the hardship of those worst hit by the capitelist system.

Apart from this shared ideology, the Labour Party and the CCF-NDP
havé‘oﬁher common features that clearly differentiate them, in company
with the Labour Parties of Australia and New Zealand, from the general
groﬁp of democratic socialist parties. The most important, the emigration
of'suppbrters and members ofvthe British Labour Party, has been noted by
Lipsé%.when writing about the origins of the CCF in Saskatchewan:

In 1929 a small group of trade unionists and teachers under the leader—
ship of M.J.Coldwell, a former member of the English Fabians . . . decided

1

to form the Independent Labor Party of Sasketchewan. Most of the members
were Englishmen who had belonged to, or had supported, the labor movement
in the United Kingdom®.

As might be expected, the political cultures of Britain and
Canada have much in common. In both countries there is s high level of
consensus on certain political values and attitudes. TFor example, all but

. .

an insignificant minority of their popalations support, or at least accept,

s
a democratic, parliamentary system of government based on competing
political parties. In some respects, however, there are marked differen-
ces between their political cultures — differences resulting from the
contrasting political, economic and social histories of Britain and

Canada.

British peolitical culture comprises elements thet are both
b

2Seymour lartin Lipset, Agrariesn Socialism, (Up-dated ed.,1968),
p.110,




traditional and modern. Traditional values and attitudes have their
roots in the pre-indusgtrial period and are exemplified by peternalistic
Toryism end by deference amcngst the lower classes. -Such values were
challenged, though by no means elimirated, in the nineteenth century as
industrialisation progressed and there developed a considerable body of

influential opinion vroclaiming laissez-faire individualism. By the

beginning of the twentieth centur laigssez~faire was being effectivel
& & Ve 8 Y

challenged by a class-conscious labour movement that beceme increasingly

etter organise o ss its aims fo ate action on behalf of the
better org ed to pres te claims for State act behalf of th
working class. Thus, though seeing ecornomic end social problems from
different points of view, the labour movement and the paternalistic
Tories both reacted against the valueg individualism. Senuel Beer has
explained this anti-laissez~feire reaction as follows:
British Tories are in some degree Collectivists, not only in certain
aims of policy, but in cexrtain methcds of political action. In both
respects, they often have more in common with Socialists then with their
contempories ir the Liberal party. Old traditions of strong government,
paternalism, and the ovganic sociely have made easier the massive re-
assertion of state power that has taken place in recent decades, often
under Congervative auspices.3

Although, as Lipset notes, "Ceznada has been a much more

conservative, traditicnal and hieramhical-elitist society than the

nite ates its soci an e nature of its nomic developmen
United St tes”4, % ciety and the natu f its eco ¢ development

have conformed to the American rather than the British pattern. Explan-

ations of this difference have been put forward by Louis Hertz, Kenneth

3Samuc:; H. Beer, British Politics in the Collectivizt Age, (1965),

Pe69.
4

Lipset, Introduction to Agrarian Socialism, pe.xvi.




McCrae and Gad Horowitzs. In their theory, emphasis is placed on the
absence of a European-type class structure in North America. In Canada,
as in the United States, there ic a broad liberal consesus -— "The

English fragment [in Cznada/ seems firmly and irremovably anchored to its

o
0

libéral heritage"6. And although there have been elements of tayism,
Lipéet‘suggesﬁs, and there still are elements of sccialism, the general
pic@gfe remains of an-aohievement—orientated, liberal-capitelist, middle~
clagétgbciety.

| . The absence of a traditional past and the filling up of thé Noxrth
Amefééahvcontinent with mainly lower class immigrents from many parts of
Euroﬁé_has produced a society thet in many ways contrasts shzruvly with that
of Britan. Such immigrants, pushed from Bucope in the nineteenth century
by harsh economic and political conditions, or lured by the wealth-
potential of the Eew Yiorld, were, or soon became, imbued with the laissez—
faire indivicdualist spirit. Hence industrielisation, with its free
enterprise philosophy, did not challenge existing values and attitudes,

and the absence of an entrenched class giructure meant that there were no
barriers to the upward mobility of the working class. Unlike in Britain,

therefore, industrialisation in North America did not result in any

5Lou1ﬂ Hartz, The Founding of New Societies, (1964); Kenneth
McCrae, "The Structure of Canadian History", in ibid; Gad Horowitz,
Canadian Labour in Poljtic , (1968); Horo»1ta, "Conservatism, Liberalism,
and Socialisgm in Cenada', Canaunan Journal of Economicg and Political
Science [cited hereafter as Ceré/, XXXII (1966); reprinted in Hugh G.
ThOLburn, ed., Party Politics in Canada, (2nd ed., 1967)

McCrae, in Hartz, p.272.



widespread awakening of class consciousness emong the workers. On the
contrary, it presented greater opportunities for enterprising workers to
adv;nce, while at the szme time producing marked improvements in the
matgrial standards of the working class. Consequently, "American indus-
trial workerss as én entire class have not been so poor or depressed as
to.béiievé that an improved future required a drastic chenge in the

|l7

economic system” .

i A further factor relegating the importance of class in North
Ameriéan politics has been the existence of meny other lines of cleavage.
In relatively homogeneous societies, such as Britain, Australia and New
s ’
Zealand, class is one of the few significant lines of cleavage. BPut, as
; - :
Regenstreif has written, in Canada M"it is difficult to make a case for
the existence of a situation in which active discord exists between
p i 3 PR 1'8 1
classes « ¢« o in any aspect of life, much less the political, If
history is any guide at all, other things dividing Canadians -- ethnicity,
for example —— loom as being far more important than differences in style
of life or in the way they earn their daily breadc”9
The differences between the political cultures of Britain and
North America have been reflected in their trade union movements. The
British trade union movement is, in origin, a movement of social protest
b ’

whereas the American tradition is one of market unionism, and, as Porter

notes: "It is the social movement concept of unionism that links it with

7Epstein,'p.lll}.

8Petcr Regenstreif, The Diefenbaker Interlude, (1965), p.98.

7Tbid., Pe99.



left wing political groups, while market unionism limits its activities
to collective bargaining.”lo By the end of the nineteenth century,
British trade unions were becoming more favourably inclined towards
direct participation in politics through the formation of their own
par%y. The main reasons for this development were: growing class
ooﬁ;ciousness and solidarity of the workers due to the économic depres—
siopséf the last quarter of the century} the efforts of employers to
comﬁiﬁe'and their enlistment of government help in defeating strikess;
theffééotion ofrthe courts in the 1890s agaihst the expending and broad—
basédimqvement; the inability of Liberal MPs representing the working
clas%:ﬁo get any ameliorative measures through the House of Commons; and,
finaliy,’the growing popularity of socialist ideas, especially amongst
the 1§aders of the new unskilled workers! unions.11 The formation of the
Labour Repregsentation Committee in 1900 ceme al a time when the British
working class was becoming more class conscious because of these factors
and tecause they saw no prospects of improving their conditions. Hence,
the frade union movement's political arm arrived on the scene just as the
tide was ccoming in. |

The membership figures for the Britich and Canadien trade union
movenments show no great differences apart from the very important fact
that British unionism reached a high level of development about a
quarter of a century earlier than its Cenadian counterpart. By 1901,

total union membership in Britain was over two million, or 12.8 per cent.

10 . . .
John Porter, The Vertical Mosaic 1965), p.314.
9 s > g 7
llnh--u ST T U, A TTS 4 . 0 T 1 Moo A TToid f1042)
nenr'y relllr “, A ODISLVOLY OL DU LA LD4daY ULNLLOMLL = s \J./U_)},
Ch. VI, passin.



of the labour force. The figure rose to 37.6 per cent. in 1921, fell
during the inter-wer depression so that it was only 29.9 per cent. in
1948 but scon recovered to reach its high point of 44.8 per cent. iﬁ
195Q. The Canadian figures show a much later development. In 1940,
to{éllunion mermbership was 326,000, or less than 20 per cent. of the
laﬁéur forces In 1945, it amounted to 25 per cent. and by 1950 had
reaébéd only 33 per cent.12 The rise and fall in the fdrtunes of the
Laﬁéﬁ%vParty corresponds rougnly to the changes in the fortunes of the
Bri{iéh trade union rmovement. The CCF-NDP, however, has not achieved a
raﬁéZQf érowth in support to parallel the indrease in the membership of
Canééién unions. In view of what hes been said about.British politicel

z

culture and the chazracter of the trade-unicn movement, it is probably

legitimate to infer that there is a positive relaticnship between union
meﬁJprﬁlﬁ and support for the Labour Party in general 2lections. But
in Canada, no such relationship seems to exist. The explanation for this

L

appears to lie in the character of the Canadian trade union movemant.

As Porter has noted, "More than any other society the United States
: : : : 1 ;
has influenced the developnent of Camadian labour organization." 3 Ameri—
can unionism exists almost solely for the purpose of collective bargaining.
As the prevailing vealues, upholding individualism and private propsriy,

socialist remedies for economic

n

-

were also shared by the working cl=zs

e

problems were rejected in favour of Samuel Gompers' laissez—faire approach

2. ” ‘ ‘e
''he figures for British unions are from the Royal Comaission on

Trade Unions and Employers' Associations, (1967), Research Paver 6, p.l4;
those for Canada from Porter, p.309.

3
L

“Portery p.318.



to the question of worker-employer relations. Unions stered clear of
involvement in political activity because they were not alienated from
the existing capitalist system, which the political system upheld. V.0,
Key explained this outlook as follows:
Neither CIO nor AFL questioned, as Selig Perlman put it, 'the basic
management mandate independent of government or labor's That is, the
owner remains the boss, no matter how much he may be hedged about by
agreements through bargaining. 'It is this ', continues Perlman, 'which’
marks off the American labor movement from most other national movements;
it is a labor movemen? upholding capitalism, not only in practice, but in
principle as well',14

" The market unionism that dominated the American labour movement
also dominated the Canadian movement. This was because most Canadian
unionists belonged to international unions, i.e. branches of American
unions. In fact, in the mid-1950s, over 75 per cent. of the unions in
Canade with over 10,000 members were internationals. Hence, any tendency
there might have been amongst Canadian trade unionists to direct involve-

ment in politics on the lines of the British movement was thwarted by the

s : ; : 1
market union philosophy of the American leaders.

Although there were attempts to form a Canadian Labour Party,
the most notable being by the Trades and Labor Congresgss in 1917,16 it has
only been since the formation of the NDP in 1961 that a relationship
similar to that between the British Labour'Party and the unions has

existed in Canada. The CCI was formed in Saskatchewan in 1932 as a

party of agrarian protest, and many of its members were at least as

14V.O°Key, Jr. Politics, Parties, and Pressure Groups, (4th ed.,
1958), pp. 68-69.

15

O

Porter, p.319.

16,

orowitz; Cz
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hostile to formal links with trade unions as were the unions themselves.
Only since 1956, when the CCF toned down its socialisin by adopting the
Winnipeg Declaration of Principles to supersede the 1933 Regina lManifesto,
have links bebtween the party and the trade union movement been significant-
ly strengthened. The formation of the NDP, in which the unions played
an important part, was a departure from the North American trade ﬁnion
tradition only insofar as the unions abandoned their principle of formal
non-alignment. They did not, however, depart from the basically pro-—
capitalism position of American market unionism because by this time the
CCF-NDP had become a Keynesian reformist partye.

This discussion of various aspects of the political cultures of
.Britain and Canaday especially the character of their trade union move-
ment, can be related to their party systems by adopting Robert Alford's
notion of the "centre of gravity" of political systems.17 Alford maintains
that Britain's political centre of gravity is to the left of Canada's,
but neglects to define his left-right continuum., If "left" is equated
with the acceptance of collectivism and "right" with individualism, the
‘use of Alford's idea gives a clear illustration of the difference between
the two party systems. The idea of the political centre of gravity alsg
possibly provides the basis for an explanaition of the differences between
the policies of the Labour Party and the CCF-NDP because, by placing these
parties in relation to their opponents on the individualism-collectivism
continuum, it brings out a problem of vital importance to democratic
socialist parties: whether to remain "fundamentalist'", i.e. committed to

41

the traditional doctrine, or whether to become "revisionist", i.e.

acvers R. Alford, Party and Society, (1963), p.15.




10
compromise socialist principles to try to gein the support of the |
" marginal or floating voters.

The extent to which the various parties in both countries have
leaned towards collectivism or individualism at different times may be
roughly estimated from the following table, which indicates a party's
position on some major attitudes in the culture.

Taﬁiéii:‘ PARTY ATTITUDES TOWARDS SOl MAJOR CULTURAL VALUES

IN BRITAIN AND CANADA, 1945 AND'196518

BRITAIN CANADA

1945 1965 1945 1965
PC & rC &
Con.| Lab. Con.| Lab, Liv. | CCF | Lib. | WDP
Equaiity - + -/ + B + + +
"Big Govt." | + /| + + /] + - + - + /
Welfare -/ |+ / + | + - + -/ o+
Socialism - + - |+ / - -z s / -
+: supports /* partially supports -: rejects

two signs indicates sharp intra-party divisions
The major differences between the collectiviem of the British
Toriesy, on the one side, and that of Labour and the CCF-NDP on the other
are clearly shown in this tablej; the points on which they differ sharply
are equality and socialism., This brings out the distinction between
collectivism and socialism, which Arthur liarwick explains as follows:

There can be no precise definition of socialism, a word which is highly
emotionally cherged, and which is used by the body of its adherents

18Based on a diagram by Richard Rose, Politics in England, (1964),
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rather as the adolescent girl uses the word ‘'nice', but, as
distinguished from collectivismy it connotes a more positive
egalitarianismj; being the philosophy of the have-nots, it is
associated with the conscious working-—class movement, and it

implies that in the desired reorganization of industry and society
the worker will have manzagerial and political power, whereas collect-—
iviem alone could result in former employers continuing in exactly
the same jobs, only as high-salaried employees of the State. All
socialists, then, are collectivists (though some, for example, the
guild socialists, would desire the collec%ivist unit to be very small);
but not all collectivists are socialists. 2

- "Table I may be put in the form of the following diagram:
DIAQV:M I: THE CENTRES OF GRAVITY OF THE BRITISH AND CANWADIAN

POLITICAL SYSTELS IN RELATION TO COLLECTIVISH AND INDIVIDUALISH

?{%—+¥¥—Collectivi$n . Individualism——>
V!.:_. i
Fe L ! Con y
19454 - ] i
2 1PC & Lib :
. CCK g |
\ |
r,' Tab . E Con ’
-1965¢ ; '
L { PC & Lib ;
NDP .
S ) 1
]
(

¢ centre of gravity of the political system

- ——

The extent of the movement of the Labour Pafty's and the CCF-NDP's
policies towards those of their opponents depends largely on the active
members of each party. Some mebers may be fundamentalists, others revis-
ionists, while there will probadly be a large uncommitted centre group.
Vhat will determine the policies of the parties will be the balance of

powier between the fundamentalists and the revisionists, and the success




12
of each of these groups in enlisting the support of the centre for their
point of views In Britain, the more widespread acceptance of collectiv-
ist }olicies might be expected to produce a strong left wing in the
Labogr Party, including some trade unionists, that resists attempts to
dil@tg socialist doctrine in the interest of capluring marginal voters.
In Canéda, the virtual absence of collectivism from the political culture -
meané!tﬁat fundamentalism is a weaker force and that revisionist policieé
willlﬁé widely acceptable within the CCF-NDP. This is especially likely
for(%ﬁg rezsons: firstly, the CCI-NDP has never been one of the twé main
parfiéﬁ‘in the federal Parlisment; and, secondly, the tradition of
marké? ﬁnionism means that there is no sentimental attachment, as there
‘is in;the British trade union movement, to the ideology of the "years of
struggle'.

The above explanations provide the general setting in which to.
consider the policies and policywmaking processes of these two democratic
socialist pqrties.

The CCF-NDP and the Labour Party are both organised on the basis
of membership participation in policy-making. In Duverger's terminology,
they are succegs-orientated mass parties with strong systems of articula-
tion, based on constituent units, such as branches, and are formally com-
mitted to intra-party democracy.zo Their policies have to be produced
within the congtraint of an ideology upheld, to a greater or lesser extent,

by the party members. Yet they are not exclusive sects: on the one hand,

2 aurice Duverger, Political Parties, (1962 ed.), pp. 41-47.
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their ideology is essentially gradualist and worldly in that it is first
and foremost concefned with improving the material condition of the
working classes; and, on the other hand, their membership is large and
fairly diverée in character, partly because of their proselytising
miséién, and partly because of their links with the trade unions -- the
tradé union connexion does not mean, of course, that all trade union
membérs who do not contract-out of the political levy vote for the
parﬁ&'of which they are affiliated members. The aim of these tw
parfiééjis to secure control over the machinery of government in oider
to iaﬁiément their programmes. Their method of obtaining this control
is Bégicélly by putting forwerd their programmes to the electorate in
ordef;tb attract its support.

The Problem and the Proposed Approach to it

The aim of this study is to analyse and compare certain domestic
policies and the policy-meking procedures of the Labour Party and the
CCF-NDP between 1945 and 1968, so as to assess the extept of, and reasons
for, any changes in these policies —-— policies which started from a very
similar socialist base. It is not intended to delve into the complex eco-
nomic and social changes that have occurred in this period, and which have
obviously had an effect or these election-orientated parties. Though
external factors such as these are important in a complete examination
of policies and policy-msking, it is nevertheless possible to obtain a
fairly clear picture by focussing on intra-—party factors. This is
because the range of policies available to democratic socialist parties
is limited by their ideology and membership to a much greater extent
than the range of policies available to less ideolo

ical parties. In

[
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addition, they have usually been in the vanguard of the movement
towards economic and social reform and so have not had to try to
outbid their opponentse.

To a great extent, then, the policies of the Labour Party and
the CCF-IIDP may be regarded zs the outcome of factors internal to both
parties.‘ Yet it would be a misteke to regard them,in their policy-
making capacities, as operating in isolation. In two important and rela-
ted respects their policies are influenced by the external poiitical
environment: firstly, the parliamentary wing of each party is daily
coming into contact with its political opponents and has to expound
policies and meke ad hoc policy decisions in the light of changing
circumstances; secondly, the party membership, from the leaders down
to the rank-and-file, are continuously affected by external factors
which, in turn, might reasonably be expected to affect their'bwn
attitudes towards policies and also their perceptions of thgiélector—
ate's attitudes.

In this study, parties are viewed primarily as orgéniééfions;
specifically, they are viewed as organisations for policy-making
purposes. Leiserson notes that in an analysis of parties as éfganis—
ations, the internal process of policy-meking way be visualised not as
dominated by closed, self-contained elite groups, but as the reéult of
"complex = patterns of leader-follower relationshiops (exhibiting varying
degrees of interpersonal control, rivalry, submission) with other

political entities", e.g. interest groups, with which the parties
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intersect and overlap.21
The consequence of viewing parties as policy-meking organisa—
tio;s is a concern with the centre, or centres, of policy formulation
and decision. The fact that the Labour Party and the CCF-IIDP are mass
parties with exﬁra—pafliamentary origins, formallj committed to member—
ship participation in policy-meking, and having fairly strong ideological
elements within them, means that the problems of oligarchy associated
with large-scale orgenisations have a special significance. And this
significance is increased due to their intersecting and overlepping with
interest groups, especially trade unions.
Their extra-parliamentary origins raise the problem of maintaining
.
links with the rank-and-iile once they achieve some measure ol success in
elections, end especially when they are in a position to form a govern-—
ment. It also raises a problem for the perlismentary wing of the party
because clashes between it and ths mass organisation can be damaging
to its electoral image. This dilemma, however, can bascome less acute
as the tendency towards oligarchy increases. The problem oif'ten begins
1o boil down to whether agreement can be réached between the parliamentary
leadership, on the one hand, and the party activists and leaders of
arfiliated organisations, on the other. "When the 'iron law of oligarchy'
operates in its most eitficient form intra-party 'democracy' may involve

no damaging splits between the mass and parliamentary parties even

21, - ! . s

Avery Lieserson, "l'he Place ot Parties in the Study ot Politics",
American Political Science Review /cited hereafter as éﬁﬁﬁ;, LL (199571),
9403 reprinted in Roy C. llacridis, ed., Political Parties, (1967), pp. 295-39.
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though the views of the grass roots difter from those oi the parliament-—
ary leadersnhip, provided there is sufficient accord between the leaders
of the mass party and the parliamentary leaders hip."22

The fect that both the Labour Party and the CCF-IIDP are democratic
soéialist parties raises another problem: the relation of ideology to
par%&vpohcy. The members of both parties are not all equally committed
to‘én”ideﬁtical ideology.23 This problem is posed in its extreme form
by ﬂgfef.who refers to the conflict tetween the "ethic of ultimate ends"
and $hé "ethic of responsibility". "The believer in the ethic of ultimate
endéf%éels 'regponsible' only for seeing to it that the flame of pure
inteéfians is not quenched: foxr example, the flame of protesting ageinst
the 1n3u es of socizl order." On the other hand, '"a man who believes
in an chic of responsibility takes account of precicely the average
deficiencies of people.”24

The conflict between party members who tend towards these two
positions may be accentuated in the following weys: firstly, as mentioned
above, by a gulf developing between leaders and rank-and-file, the former
believing in en ethic of responsibility, the latter in an ethic of

ultimate endss or, szcondly, by a split amcng the leaders —- lNichel's

struggle znmnong the leaders themselves ——- some taeking one position, some

22D.Hoffman, "Intra-Party Democracy: A Case Sfudy“, CJEPS, XXVII

(1961), 234-235.
23Ideolory n the sense used here, is what Christoph calls an
"organized bundle of views'"; see J.B.Christoph, "Consensus and Cleavage
in British Political Ideology', APSH, LIX (1965), 629-642; reprinted in
Macridis, pp.75-101.
7 .
ilax Viever, "Politics as a Voc
a

S ition', in Hans H. Gerth and C.
Wright Mills, trans. and eds., From !

x Weber, (1958), p. 121,
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the other, and each side mobilising support among the rank-and-file.
Though thege are extreme positions, there does seem to be a
prima. facie case for expecting tendencies in these directions to be
evidqnt at some periods in the histories of both the Labour Party and
the ?CF—NDP. Thusy a theory or model of intre-party policy-meking
musffiﬁclude provision for the interplay of these patterns of relation-
ship§{ iSuch a model may be briefly descrited as follows: policies are
the'gufcome of the interaction between ideology and political reality —
the ﬁééd to attract votes ~- and this interaction tskes place withih the
forméiféna informal processes of the party's policy-making organisatiocn,
'; ﬁémocratic socialist ideology is held with varying degrees of
emphasié by all members of the party.25 These varyinrg degrees of
emphasié on ideology provide the basis for factions within the party.2
Ideology; in a democratic socialist party, then, is not a matier of
interpreting sacred texts; rather, it is an approach to political action
in the light of certain principles or attitudes which are held more sirong-
‘ly or with different emphases by some mebers then others. Ideological
factions within a party consist of groups of members with similar atti-

tudes. Hence, ideology may be referred to as member's avtitudes.

251n what fellows, "members" refers to all active members of a
party, including leaders as well as rank-and-file. For what constitutes
"active membership'" see, for example, Frank Bealey, Jean Blondel and W.P.
McCann, Constituency Politics, (1965).

26, - . : s

See, for example, Richard Rose, "Parties, Factions and
Tendencies in Britain", Political Studies, XII (1964), 33-46; reprinted
in Macridis, pp. 102--117; and S.E.Finer, H.B.Berrington and D.J.
Bartholomew, Backbench Opinjion in the House of Commons, 1955-59, (1961)
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Most of the active members, rank—-and-file as well as leaders, of
democratic socialist parties are probably aware of most of the facts of
political life. They see the party not only as a policy-making body but
also as, amongst other things, a vote-getting organisation. One of the
factgrs influencing policy decision is the desire on the part of party
membéré to make policies as acceptable to as large a number of voters as
possibie. Thus, there can develop a conflict between ideology and members'
percééﬁiqns of policies accepteble to a sufficient number of voters. The
conflict, it should be noted,is not between members' attitudes and voters'
attiiéﬁés, for the latter factor is exterral to the policy-meking process;
rathéégbit is between mewbers! attitudes and those same members'

e
percepiiors of voters' attitudes.
-:A; Translated into the language of the current North American

Politiéal Science orthodoxy, the model may be stated as follows: policy
is the debendent varieble; the policy-meking orgaﬁisation ig the inter-
vening variable; members' attitudes and members' perceptions of voters!
attitudes are the two independent variables.

Such a model raises a number of questions. The primary one is,
who are the policy-makers?; can they be identified as one group of
members, or is policy the product of inter-group bargaining and comprowmise,
or is it the outcome of true intra-party democracy? Following on from this
is the question of the strength of ideology in the party; are some members
more likely to compromise ideology to match their perceptions of voters!
attitudes than others and, if so, do they dominate the policy-making
process? The policy-meking process may be regarded as the means of

resolving any conflicis there may be between members who hold different
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ideological positionst: does this machinery put one group in an
adventageous position in the policy-making process?; does it accentuate
or conceal divisions between groups of membérs? And, finally, there
ariges the question of the effect on policy-meking of a party's becoming
the.government. The answers to these questions will provide the evidence
for;aﬁswering the three basic gquestions posed by this sudy. These are:
firstiy, to what extent have the policies of the Labour Perty and the
CCFTﬁbPHchanged during this pericd?; secondly, why have they changed?;
and; £ﬁifd1y, why have the policies of one party changed more (or less)
thaﬁrfhbse of the other? It is hoped that tentative answers to these
quesﬁ%bﬁs can be presented in the concluding chapter.

?{The form of this study will be as follows: Chapter IJ will comprise
a déséfiption of the origin, development and organisation of the Labour
Partyrénd the CCF-LEDP, and an analysis of their policy-meking procedures;
Chapters III and IV will te concerned with certain domestic policies of
the parties between 1945 and 1968 --- they will be both descriptive and
analytical and will sttempt to bring out any significant points that might
indicate which groups of members are dominant in policy mekings; Chapter V
will present any conclusions as may be warranted.

The policies to be studied zre nstionalisation, taxation, socialised
medicine and housirng. They have been selected beczause they are rnot only
traditionally the mzin items in the domestic programmes of demccratic
socialist parties, but also beczause they have either remained significent
in these progremmes or have btecome bones of contention. In addition, most
of these items are significant nov onlyvin the eyes of the party members,
but also in the eyes of the electorate, thus providing a means by which

mermbers' perceptions of vcters!' attitudes can be assessed.
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Sources used in this Study

The policies on which election campaigns are based are
generglly drawn up‘by the parties in the months, or even years,
preceding general electionse. They are usually published in the form
in ﬁhich they are presented to party members meeting in Conference or
Con?éntion, end later a final approved form is published. The main
sourcés 6f information, therefore, are the Reports of Labour Party
Ann;;i‘Conferences and of CCF National, and NDP Federal,; Conventions.
Fur%ée%rinformation has been obtained from Labour Party and CCF-NDP
eleé%ibn'manifestos. In addition to these primary sources, information
has_géén.obtained from general writings on the parties and from bio-
grapﬁiés and autobiographies of participants in the policy-msking

processes.



II
ﬁTHE LABOUR PARTY AND THE CCF-NDP AS POLICY-MAKING ORGANISATICHS

Being democratic socialist parties, the Labour Party and the
CCF;ﬁDP are both attached to an ideology that delineates their otjectives.
In fﬁé iOﬂg—run, they are formally comuritted tc the establishment of a
sociéi;st societys; in the short-run, their policies must be more or less
conéi?&ent with this goal.

'{f;ﬁoth parties are associated with mass-membership organisations;

ok
in fact, the term "party" or "movement" embraces both their parliament-
ary aﬁd extre—~parliamentary wings. The reletionship between the party's
ideoldgy and its mass-membership is a reciprocal one: the ideology
attracts the members, or at least the activists§ they in turn exert
pressure "to maintain or even extend the program that attracted the
members . o o in the firest placo”.1 The party membership may therefore
limit flexibility in election campaign tactics because they are not
solely interested in winning elections. Hence there is a possibility of
conflict between sctivists and party leaders.

In these parties the activists have a constitutionally defined

role in the policy-making procedures. They tend to see an election not

1 . x
Epstein».201
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merely as a means of attaining power, but as a means of implementing
an ideologically derived programme. Thus the programme presented to
the electcrate must be consistent with the party's baéic objective,
the gventual establishment of a socialist society.

The machinery adopted by both the Labour Party and the CCF-IDP
to eﬁaﬂle the views of the rank-and-file to be communicated to the
1eadér§hip are very similar. According to their constitutions, delegates
frdﬁf@&hstituencies and affiliated organisations, meeting in Convention
or Céﬁferenco, are the parties' supreme authority. his supremacy is
regaéaéd'by the rank-and-file as being particularly importent in the
field of policy-making, and intra-pzrty democracy is a much-vaunted
featureﬁof both the Labour Party and the CCF-NDP, Although there is
1itt1é doubt that the formal situation is substantially different frow
the actual one, the wishes of the organised membership are far from
insignificant in the policy-making process, if only because it is neces-
sary to maintain their enthusiasm as unpaid workers in the constituencies.
Whether or not intra-party democracy is a sham, the formal machinery for
membership participation is of great importance in both pariies because
it provides channels of communication between different sections of their
respective movements: horizontally between the various membership groups;
vertically between the mass membership and leadership. Hence a descrip-
tion of that machinery and an evaluation of the roles of various groups
in the parties is a necessary prélude to a consideration of the actual

policies produced.
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Labour Party

Origin and History

D Although the Labour Party was originally, and to a great extent
stiil is, the representative of organised labour on the political scene,
it ﬁés nevertheless much more than this. It was, and has remained, a
coalifion of trade unions, co-operative societies, doctrinaire socialists
and”ﬁfégmatic reformers.

ﬁfi;:The initial impetus for the formation of the Lavour Representation
Commiitec (LRC) came towards the end of the nineteenth century when the
couf?é.began to attack the unions. "It was in this situztion that the
1899.Trade Union Congress (TUC), meeting as usual in September, had to

S

consiaér a resolution from the Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants
to summon a speciel conference of trade unionz, co--cperative societies,
and sécialist bodies in order to make plans for labour representation in
Parliament“.2 The Conference met»in February 1900 and set up a committee
to co-ordinate labour representation, but on other things, such as a pro-
gramme, it coculd not agree.

The first member unions were those of the unskilled workers, the
main reason being that their officials tended to be socialists. The other
group of mekers was the socialist sccieties: Independent Labcur Party,
the Social Democratic Federation (SDF) and the Fabian Society. Afiter the
1901 conference the SDF withdrew because the LRC would not accept the

"class war! concept.

2Henry Pelling, A Short History of the Labour Party, (1962),
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Affiliated membership increasedbafter the 1901 Taff Vale judge-
ment and the party's organisaztion improved so that in the 1906 election
there were 50 LRC cendidates, of whom 29 were returned tc Parliament.
"As soon as the 1906 Perliament assembled, the LﬁC assumed the name of
'Lasqur Party! ".3 After the second election of 1910 there were 42
Labouf MPs, the increase being due to the affiliation of the Miners!
Fedq?étion and their liPs dropring the "Lib" from their "Lit-Lab" label.
.;¥?5lDuring the First Viorld VWar the Labour Party was split; the majority
suppérfed the war and a number of its members Qere given positionsAin the
Lléyafééérge coalition -- Arthur Henderson was even in the War Cabinet;
the ii?; however, wes in opposition to the war. Henderson's departure
from-@he Cabinet marked the turning point in the history of the party in
its eafly years because he then turned his attention solely to its affairs.
Vith Sidney Viebb, he prepared a new draft constitution. "His object was
to weld the socialist and trade union elements firmly together and to
provide for the admission to full membership of people who were not trade
unionists: middle-class people, for instance, and also women, who were
shortly to get the vote.”4 The 1918 constitution not only laid down the
organisetional structure of the party but also committed it, by clause IV,
to socialism: Clause IV states that one of the party objects is, "To
secure for the workers by hand or by brain the full fruits of their indus-
try and the most equitable distribution thereof that may be possible, upon

the basis of the common ownership of the means of production, distribution

A.
“Ibid., De43.
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and exchange, and the best obtainable system of popular administra-
tion and control of each industry or service."5 Later in 1918, the

party adopted Sidney Vebb's Labour and the New Socizl Order which formed

the basis of its policy for over thirty years.
The Labour Party formed minority governments for a few months in

1924 and from 1929 to 1931. Only being in power through Liberal support,
they were unable, even if they had wanted to, to introduce any socialist
legislation. The 1931 Government's collapse as a result of the inter-
national financial crisis, which caused a Cabinet split over proposed
retrenchment measures, was a traumatic expéricnce for Labour because it
was followed by Ramsay lNacDonsld's "betrayal' and subsequent expulsion
from the party. The locus of power in the party then ghifted from the
PLP to extra-parlismentary bodies, especially the TUC. In its period of
convalescence during the 1930s, it became, in Henry Pelling's words, "The
General Council's Party". "The records show that the Netional Council of
Labouré(NCL) wes constantly assuming statements on policy, and Bevin him-
'self, who served on it from 1931 to 1937, regarcded these decisions as
binding even upon the parliamentary leaders."7

After about 1935 the National Executive Committee (WEC) became

more important and there developed a rough division of policy-making

5Constitution and Standing Orders of the Labour Party, reprinted
in the Annual Report of the Lebour Party for 1966, pp. 332-340 [bited
hereafter as LPCR/.

. 6The NCL comprisés members of the General Council of the TUC, the
PLP and the IEC, and was remodelled in the 1930s so that the General
Council had a majority.

7Pell %

inge.
L85

s PN
" ok ol B
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‘functions between it and the NCL. The latter, dominated by the trade
unionists, especially Bevin and Citrine, determined the outlines of
policy, while the NEC, dominated by moderate politicians, began to draw
up detailed policy proposals. '"The National Executive had a powerful
policy sub-committee, consisting of Attlee and Cripps . « o and the other
leading younger contenders for parliamentary honours, several of them
still being outside parliament: Herbert lMorrison, Hugh Dalton, Arthur
Greenvwecced. The sub-committee was very active in drawing up detailed
legislative and administrstive progremmes for a Labour Government, within
the general policies laid down by the Council of Labour. The concept 6f
'planning' wzs only now being evolved, and the Labour Party's economic
experts were just awvekening to the need to prepare every step of their
rroposed trensition to socialism, in such a Way that the economy would
continue to function satisfectorily throughouto"8

The Labour Party's new parliamentary leaders got an opportunity
to learn the art of government when, after the resignation of Chamterlain
in 1940, Churchill invited them to Jjoin hig Coalition. Vhen Churchill
was absent, Attlee, his deputy, presided over Czbinets which "disposed
rapidly of the business that faced them: decisions were reached quickly
instead of beirg postponed . . . this not only widened Attlee's experience;
it heightened his stature with his own colleagues, especially with
Bevin."9 Thé Labour linisters werec also a2ble to get a certain amount of

sociezl legislation through and to initiate enquiries, such as the

8lbid., p.79.

9;_1)_3‘_:-@_0 ] pp091_920
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Beveridge Committee which loocked into Social Insurance,

With the election victory of July 1945, Attlee and his now
experienced team were able to proceed quickly to implement Lzbour's
longjprepared programme. By 1950 it had largely completed this but had
draﬂh~up no similar programme to present to the electorate in that year.
It étobd,oﬁ its record of achievement, but a2lso had to bear the resposib--
iliﬁy;for the austerity of the prece@ing five years. Vith its majority
dowhi£q six after the 1950 election and having decided to ewmbark on a
rearﬁéﬁéﬁt programme, the period of grave dissenticn within the pafty
begaﬁ;' Rearmament was responcible for cutbacks in domestic programues,
the'in0001ulon of National Bervice charges, and the consequent resig-
natioh'of Aneurin Bevan, Harold Vilson and John Freeman.

The party was torn by internal odnflicfs from then until the
electién pf Viilson aé leader in 1963. The main reason for the troubles

was ideolegy —- the battle between the fundamenislists and the revision-

n

ists. Linked to it was the struggle for the succession to the party
leadership between Gaitskell end Levan, but even when this was resolved
factional disputes continued within the PLP and in the movement as a

whole, both in the constituencies and in the trade unions.

Organisation of the Labour Part
o
CI‘OSSXI]B.'L’I, in his introduction to Ba:",ehot's The.._. mn;f;l!_ish

Constitution, gives a succint description of the three conditions

which determined the structure of the Labour Party:

First it must have very large funds at its disposal; herce the
relisnce on trade union financing which led to the sponsoring of Trade
iy o
Union candidates by particular unions. Secondly, since it could not

afford, like its opponents, to maintain a large aruy of pzid party
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Diagram I1I

ORGANISATICN OF THE LABOUR PARTY

(based on licKenzie, p.487.)
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workers, the Labour Party required militants —- politically conscious
socialists to do the work of organising the constituencies. But since
these militants tended to be 'extremists'y, a constitution was needed
which maintained their enthuism by apparently creating a full party
democracy while excluding them from effective power., Hence the con-
cession in principle of sovereign powers to the delegates at the Annual
Conference, and the removal in practice of most of this sovereignty
through the trade union block vote on the one hand and the complete
independence of the Parliamentary Labour Party on the other. Thirdly,
since its avowed aim was social revolution, the Labour Party from the
first accepted the semi-military discipline of democratic centralism,
based on the enforcement of majority decision. Hence its intolerance
of mlnorltj opinions

In any modern mass party, power tends to be concentrsted in the
hand of the parliamentarians, and the professional machine politicians.
In working class parties, the spirit of trade unionism intensifies this
processo

-7;£The majority of the party's members belong to affiliated organis-—
atlons, mainly trade unions, and so their connexion with it is tenuous.
The only efforts t