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The Strategy and Tactics of the
CPUSA and the CLP in the
Trade Unions: A Comparison*

s we move into positions of influence and leadership in the trade
Aunion movement, we will increasingly find ourselves working
alongside members of the Communist Party USA (CPUSA). We will
meet more and more often in the practical arena of the day-to-day
struggle of the working class, which both our Party and the CPUSA
see in certain ways based on our understanding (or lack of understand-
ing) of Marxism and which we both fight to organize around specific
demands and lead toward certain goals. On many issues, we will be
fighting on the same side; the difference will be in how we organize
these struggles and where we try to lead them.

The work of the Communist Labor Party in the trade union move-
ment has immediate as well as long-term consequences for both our
Party and the working class. The strategies and tactics we choose flow
from our understanding of the present situation and, therefore, of what
is necessary to unite and strengthen the working class and organize it
to struggle for socialism. Our struggle with the CPUSA, then, must be
based on practical questions of strategy and tactics for the trade union
movement and the working class. The basis for this discussion is our
understanding of the principles of Marxism and how to apply them to
the situation the working class is in today.

To begin to polemicize with the CPUSA on strategy and tactics in
the trade union movement, this paper discusses projections made by
them, especially in the section on ‘‘The Class Struggle’’ in Gus Hall’s
June, 1978 report to the National Council of the Communist Party.
His report is presently being distributed in the trade unions as a pam-
phlet entitled- The Crisis of Everyday Living and the Winning

* This and the following articles were originally papers presented at a Communist
Labor Party conference on communist work in the trade union movement held in
Detroit in November, 1978. They have been revised slightly for publication.
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Fightback. Based on a Marxist understanding of the class itrugf;gle; ;rt;i
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spond particularly to the CPUSA’s analysis alld pr'cs]ecuonsc ou e
economic struggle and the developmet'lt of a “*Left-Center ?mda
as their expression of unity of action in the le}bor mov.emt;n rk}i;.l
The tasks and responsibilities of a co.mml.]mst_party m.d e v:ﬁ - f
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“‘centerpiece policy”’ for work in the tl"a.de union movement, i
Center Coalition. From this generahp;)smonhﬂo:v: t;f);rkrz‘:?ézlr( sltgis =
i le, the demand for a shorter ® .
;@ﬁ:"g’:ﬁiﬁ‘;ﬁ% of Marxism in their strategic formglit%one \tl;:t
serves to disarm the political independence of the proletariat in y
le. . .
aspﬁwofioti;: tclllzss‘ ‘spi;‘;%li’s anti-monopoly coalition’’ express itself 11;
the CPUSA’s strategy and tactics within the trade union movement:

We declare that relations between the left wing and the lcitlelrrllter ?re deciilev::l é(t)rt :ne_
i ith the Murray-Hillman forces
future of the CIO and our relations wi 1 S
( i iderations, but are based on a long range p

O sty MR ive aims, without which there can be no
i friendly collaboration for progressive aims, _
;l:;s:):nﬁ;l pngress for the CIO, the American Labor Movemer.lt and the develop
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And in 1978:

The Left-Center concept cannot be limited to common actions. I; isa g:zgnrzg:i
basic concept. It cannot and should not end with aFu?n. It is the t zxslfsorces onin
ing actions. And it is the basis for con.tinuaﬂy br1ng1f1g. the center

the left. (Gus Hall, 1978, The Crisis in Everyday Living)

CPUSA /CLP 57

Gus Hall criticizes the CPUSA for a low level of involvement in the
economic struggles of the working class. He then proceeds to point out
the same path for today’s CPUSA that defeated them politically 32
years ago. The CPUSA has again elevated the Left-Center Coalition
from a tactical consideration to a question of principle. In doing so, it
has failed to propose a line of march that can address the major ques-
tion facing the trade union movement, its transformation from a
bourgeois to an independent, pro-socialist movement of labor.

Who is the ‘“‘Center’’? The CPIJSA calls these Center forces

“‘honest militant trade unionists who have broken with the policies of
class collaboration forever.”” While it is true that the heightening
economic crisis is bound to accelerate a splitting in the union move-
ment, there is nothing in the strategy or principle of left-center coali-
tion that analyzes the economic lines along which the union movement
will split. Lacking a scientific approach, the mass people’s anti-
monopoly coalition has been substituted for the hegemony of the pro-
letariat. In.practice, the ‘‘forever reformed leaders of labor*’ are, in the
main, social democrats. They are the Winpisingers, Frasers, Runnells
and whoever else is increasingly being forced to utilize the skills of
communists, not to build a pro-socialist trade union movement. but to
maintain their own positions of leadership. These social-democratic
unionists are faced with a contradiction. On the one hand, they are
bought, bribed, and owned by the bourgeoisie. On the other hand, they
are elected by union members whose relatively bribed positions in the
working class are being fundamentally undermined.

It is the struggle between these two tendencies (bribery of the upper strata and im-
poverishment of the mass of proletarians) that the history of the labor movement
will now inevitably develop; it is substantiated economically. In all countries the
bourgeoisie has already begotten and fostered and secured for itself bourgeois labor
parties. . . . The important thing is that economically the desertion of a stratum of
the labor aristocracy to the bourgeoisie has matured and become an accomplished
fact, and this economic fact, this shift in class relations will find political form in
one shape or another. (Lenin, Imperialism and the Split in Sacialism)

Recognizing their contradictory situation, social democrats are com-
ing out of the closet. They are talking ‘‘socialism®” and “‘class strug-
gle.”” But where are the tactics actively to lead the working class, to
prepare it through an anti-fascist united front of the trade unions for
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seizure of state power? The coal miners’ strike provi‘des a striking ex-
ample of how the left-center coalition actually functions. -,
The issue in the coal miners’ strike in every respect was dati
Hartley. Right-to-work laws in western coal states thoroughly ém er
mined the ability of the miners to protect, n'luch less e?;ten i ani}(r
economic gains. The further use of the injunction was a dxrf.:::tlatt.aliS
by the state on the strike. Our Party’s call to shut down thfa stee rruth 3
organize western coal, and repeal Taft-Hartley was something even he
rabid anti-communist John L. Lewis would ha\‘re': ur}derstood. Yet t le-
CPUSA refused to put forth any slogan or mot?ﬁlzat‘mn that the soc; -
democratic unionists were not prepared to unite with. The CPUS si
efforts focused almost exclusively on charity caravans t.o the coa
miners. Their stated position was not to call for militant umteq acqunZ
of the working class. The class, they said, was lno't ready. Thfalr :stath
position on the repeal of Taft-Hartley is thaF it is not cruc:aldto the
organization of the South and Southwest. Their agitation focuse mfore
on health and safety than on the root causes of the strike; tc}lleti ore
they provided no tactical leadership in that §truggle. Fra_ser a; 0 e:s,
understanding full well that the strike provided the entire labor mo be
ment with militant lessons it would not forgfj-t. temperef:l all supp}cl)rtdly
conditioning it on support for Miller’s polic1es'. But Miller was arthy
the main issue. Who would lead the trade unions, what would be the
main program and forms of struggle (legal and‘ 1]1egal) were, ILowevtir,
indeed called into question. The CPUSA, basing its appro:af to es
economic struggle on supporting the workers’ struggle for . 1}1-1uc.reas:f
wages and an improved standard of living,”” fell far s:ho_rt of fig tlzmlg or-
the immediate demands of the miners, much less pointing {.Jl.ft v:e.dm'lgt
range interests of the working class as a whqle. Such a position di %1;)
move the “‘center’’ left; the left, rather, caP1tulated to the center.cI f.le
same policy is repeated over and over again as QPUSA rank 31; 11:;_-
groups function as oppositionists within the unions. The ia 9:;5 :
campaign, the early Miller campaign, and others, with t ; ai '01
CPUSA cadre, hand the union movement, unchanged, to the socia
den:;‘;f;‘:; example of capitulation in the left-center policy is .the
CPUSA’s refusal actively to support the Texas Fan_n .Wor.kers Union.
The TFWU, a militant, internationalist, pro-socialist, independent
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union cannot get forums in front of CPUSA-led unions because the
present leaders of labor recognize only the UFW. Like the elevation of
detente from a tactic to a strategy, the left-center coalition has function-
ed to deny the multiplicity of forms of struggle which the trade union
movement will increasingly engage in. While CPUSA veterans of the
early organizing drives were some of the bravest fighters, they did not
grasp then or now the fundamental task in the trade unions and shops
—the building of the illegal organizations of the party and the distribu-
tion of communist agitation and propaganda. Through the nuclei’s net-
work of agents, the injection of socialism into the spontaneous move-
ment is accomplished. Conversely, it is only from this solid basis of
organized communist agitation and propaganda that a pro-socialist
trade union movement can emerge, maintain itself, and split from class
collaboration.

With the Left-Center Coalition as the basic policy of the CPUSA, the
shorter work week is its rallying call. Our Party absolutely unites with
a fight for the shorter work week. Where we disagree is on, one, how
to fight for this reform and, two, its purported centrality to the trade
unions and working class. Here again, the Left-Center Coalition has
become an end in itself rather than a means to an end.

We must be ready to accept the reality that while there are wrong ideological and
political reasons, there are also legitimate reasons why center forces cannot, and
frankly should not, take positions that would isolate them. In such situations, our

task is to work ways out that will change and strengthen ¢heir base. (Gus Hall, op.
cit., emphasis added)

Insofar as large sections of these center forces are self-proclaimed social
democrats, why would a communist party wish to strengthen the base
of social democracy? Did not the lessons of Germany in the 30’s teach
anything? To date, the fight for a shorter work week has been limited
to the legislative and collective bargaining fronts. It cannot be other-
wise when the aim is left-center unity and not uniting the spontaneous
movement with socialism.

The fight for a shorter work week is acceptable to the most bribed
section of labor. A shorter work week does nothing to realign the trade
union movement independently of the capitalist class. The defeats of
the Labor Law Reform Bill, Common Situs, Humphrey-Hawkins, and
other pro-labor legislation have called into question how long the labor
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lieutenants can guarantee votes for the Democratic Party. B1.1t an md.e-
endent movement must do more than reject the Df:mocratlc Pa{;ty 11n
Eorm An independent movement can only begin its .s'truggle i sc; e
reliar;ce on lobbying, Congress and bourgeois resPectablhty is con;re ;
ly challenged in the struggle to unite the working class through the
epeal of Taft-Hartley. . i
g P’)I'he strategy and tactics of the Communist Labor Partylaret l-E>u111tbc;1;
i ing i of state power. In the lal
reparing the working class for seizure '
fnosemeit our Party recognizes the unions as the most corpprehensn;:c
and unifying force. The conditions engendered by over thlrtj.( y;ars ;
Taft-Hartley are maturing. The trade unions are paying thellr 'uest }alle
iti icti f the slave labor law is paralyzing
the politically restricting force of be B A
ight i * standard of living. The fight to rep
fight in defense of the workers” s . r pSRErES
i n of the fight to free the Neg
Taft-Hartley is the concrete expressio . . o
i i ' ft-Hartley is the leading tacti
Nation. The fight to repeal Ta : iy
i i i d War of the working class. Suc :
United Front against Fascism and Wa ing. .
tle unleashes the revolutionary energy of the vlv)orkmg Zlassitgltlﬁ:;z dl:
i le into our Party and un
to recruit the leaders of that strugg : i
i i iali hat outlook dictates our approac
nion movement with socialism. T
llhe Left-Center Coalition. More than a century ago, Marx .clea'rly Izu;
forth the tactics of a communist party with respect to fighting fo

working class hegemony.

3 . - IS
The relation of the revolutionary workers’ party t:)h thff: peﬁtty tzz;lrtie:i :j:;;c}:;e)
i inst the faction
is this: it marches together with them agains . . 4
::lh?;: it1 aims at overthrowing. It opposes them in everything wherteil;,y thezrbs;eze
to consolidate their position in their own interests. (Karl Marx, Address
Communist League) ; .
We hold no illusions about the unity of social de.mocracy an fie\t/:
sionism. It is the Judas goat of fascism. But h1stor.y is not advaflnce'tiny
words. Deeds are what count. The CPUSA is quite 1:apa\bll(e ;)t .umn af
: i is an at-
i 1 fight for a shorter work week.
the social democrats with the ! . '
tainable goal. Winners have a way of rallying friends, at least until the
i i osed.
shallowness of the victory 1s exp .
We can hardly afford to separate our slogan for the rept(e;l ofr ;;t
of the existing movement. Qur
Hartley from the concreteness Xistin g
effortsyto unite the class through an active fight have lacked initiative,
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analysis, and concrete tactical leadership. In New Mexico, the cam-
paign for every elected post from governor on down to the state
legislature was fought on the issue of right-to-work. In Texas, bloody
confrontations as well as parliamentary maneuvers are daily engaged in
over the issue of right-to-work. Every trade union paper in the country
published articles on the Missouri referendum. The denial of the right-
to-strike and threat of injunction defeated the Postal Workers before
the first shot was even fired. J. P. Stevens is still the cause celebre, if
only in words, of the entire trade union movement. And yet too many
times our comrades outside the Negro Nation and the Southwest say
“nothing is really happening on Taft-Hartley.”’

When Ted Kennedy goes to Missouri to support the unions, we
must raise the call all over the country for him immediately to in-
troduce legislation for the repeal of Taft-Hartley. Comrades, not one
leaflet, not one resolution or letter was introduced into our unions call-
ing for money, forces, and educationals to fight the Missouri referen-
dum. In analyzing the results of the Missouri campaign, George
Meany is considering a state by state fight to repeal right-to-work laws
in the South and Southwest. We must take him at his word, and begin
now to lead this struggle in a really active way.

Our Party has always been clear on its strategic differences with the
CPUSA. But this clarity will provide little solace if we are not position-
ed, prepared and organized to win the dirty little battles that together
make up the sum total of a military campaign. The next year poses
great challenges and overwhelming opportunities for our Party. Over
six million workers, two million in basic industry, will negotiate new
contracts. This occurs under the conditions of a very strong
bourgeoisie which has already exercised its political power to restrict
the workers’ economic gains. The left-center coalition will try to lead
the fight for higher wages. The CLP must also position itself. As Lenin
put it, use any “‘strategems, artifices, illegal methods, evasions and
subterfuges to get in and stay in the trade unions and do communist
work.”” The unity we pose is based on the immediate resistance to
wage cuts. The difference is that we are not protecting anyone’s leader-
ship position, only the interests of the working class. Those interests
can only be represented if we put forth our program for an independent
trade union movement and the repeal of Taft-Hartley, and point out
that only socialism can guarantee an improved standard of living.



