TRADE UNONS
AND THE STATE

HOW THE LEADERSHIP OF THE TRADE UNIONS KEEP THE BOSSES IN POWER

y
FROM THE EXAMPLE OF ENGLAND, ONE SEES VERY CLEARLY HOW ABSURD
PAUL ADAMS \ IT IS TO COUNTERPOSE... THE TRADE UNION ORGANISATION
IN ENGLAND MORE THAN

AND THE STATE ORGANISATION,
ANYWHERE ELSE, THE STATE RESTS UPON THE ' BACK
OF THE WORKING CLASS...THE MECHANISM IS SUCH
HAT THE BUREAUCRACY IS BASED DIRECTLY ON

. THE WORKERS, AND THE STATE INDIRECTLY,
THROUGH ‘THE INTERMEDIARY OF THE
TRADE UNION BUREAUCRACY.




LAST JUNE AN UNEXPECTED
Jjudgment by the Court of Appeal
‘ruled that the TGWU was not res-
“ponsible for the actions of its mem-
‘pers when those actions were unof-
- ficial. '

With this one ruling the whole
-of the Pritish capitalist class’s

strategy for controlling the working
class was thrown into the melting

pot.

.. By the following month, thanks
to the Tories' friends in the Law
Lords, this judgment was reversed,
and the T&: was responsible, Buf,
what had happened in the meantime?
A massive strike wave which could
have reached general strike proport-
fons, got underway — dockers struck,
printers struck, miners and drivers
struck ... the very power of the
ruling class looked as if it might
be challenged.

The moment the Tories were not
able to operate their chosen policy,
all that they stand for was in imm-
inent danger of heing overthrown.
Far from those five days inJuly
being ‘“the real face of British
Toryism' they were the exceplion
that proves the rule.

What then is the rule? How does
the nuling class maintain its domin-
ance over the working class in Biit-
ain? It clearly is not usually hy a
show of force — organised strik-
breaking, troops shooting workers,
jailing of trade unicnists, ete. Not
that the capitalists would-be averse
to doing this if they thought that
they were really threatened.

But the fact is that they are very
rarely reaily threatened — andthat
in itself is a measure of the degree
of control they exerclse over the
working class.

How do they manage it?

Generally the capitalists attempt
to set a framework either by law
(compulsory) or by agreement (vol-
untary) within which the point of
confrontation is between the trade
union bureauctacy and the rank and
file, and not between capitalism
and the lrade unions as a whole.
The main drive 15 always to get the

" union bureatcrats to police the

unions for capitalism, C

It was this that led Trotsky
to write: “'From the example
of England, one sees very clearly

how absurd It is to. counterpose ...
the trade union organisation and the
state organisation, In England more
than anywhere else, the state
rests upon the back of the working
class ... The mechanism 18 such
that the bureaucracy is based dir-
eclly on the workers, and the state
indirectly, through the Intermediary
of the trade union bureaucracy®’,
But how does it come about, that
the bosses’ state is able to rule in
part through the trade union bureau-
cracy, through those whose vertal
commitment is precisely that they

" are ““pgainst the bosses' ?

-From about the middle of the
nineteenth century Britain's profits
in particular the super-profits of
imperialist exploltation were used
.0 create a ‘abour aristocracy’’.
As Lenin pointed out, a part of
these supbr-profits were distributed
S0 as to buy off a top layer of the
working class (the skilled craft
workers).

" Imperialism had laid the material
basis of a certain differentiation
within the working class, such that
the top layer becafme throughly
‘bourgeoisified’.

The ideclogy of this top layer
was reformism, or social-chauvin-
ism — socialism in words, chauy-
inism or nationalism in deeds. This
was most vividly expressed in 1914
when, after a decade of opposition
to the coming imperialist war, all
the Eurcpean social democratic
parties capitulated and uwged work-
ers to ‘fight for the fatherland’. But
it is in fact also an everyday
phenomenon in peacetime too,
where ‘national interest' rather than

" class interest dominates the adtit~

tdes of the reformists and internat-
ional capitalist competition super-
cedes socialist intemnationalista.

In Britain today the chief rep~
resentatives of this layer are the
trade union and Labour Party lead-
ers and paid officials, as well as
certain white collar and specially
privileged sections of the working
class,

TRADE UNIDN

INDEPENDENCE

“-Just in case some of those who
become trade union leaders still
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see themselves as trying to exp-
ress the real interests of the work-
ing class, all the pressures and
privileges of “high station’’ are
br.ought to bear to soften them up:
wining and dining by big business
and its parliamentary lush-boys,
meeting the bhoss “‘in person*’ and,
péerhaps most of all, the whole ten-
dency to look on negotiation as
essentially a form of compromise.

These pressures hold absolute
sway where a union is undemocraf-
ic. The members pay tne piper, but
they don’t call-the tune. They can
only do so if they can elect, pres-
surise and, if need be, recall their
‘‘leaders’'. Trade union democracy
is not just a way of ensuring max-
imum freedom for the rank and file,
it is also a way of ensuring minim-
um freedom for the officials.-

‘*The primary slogan for this
struggle is: Complete and uncondit- .
ional independence of the trade
unions in relation to the capitalist
state. This means a struggle w B
tun the trade unions into the organs -
of the broad exploited masses and
niot, the organs of a labour aristoc- 7
racy.'’ (Irotsky, Trade Unions in .
the epoch of Imperlalist Decay.)
Only complete trade union demoe
racy can ensure this. .
So the slogan *’Hands off the Un-
ions** must be' coupled with-the ;

slogan **Fer Trade unlon Democ-
racy’’: regular elections not app-
cintment, the right to recall offic-
ials, stewards’ participation in neg-
otiation; lay committees;decisions ,
to be put to mass meetings or del- ;j
egate meetings, ete. . ;t

"

geEAISH

Qur view, the Trotskyist view, 7
is that the trade union bureancracy
is a distinct social layer which *
represents its own — not the work?”
ing class’s — interests. And its ‘%
own interests lie in leading work}_
ers against individual capitalists,_g
to some extent, while chaining
them to the capitalist class asa’
whole, The difference between .
right and left is that in the main®¥
the left-do the firstbetter than the
right, while both do the second {
the same extent. '
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Consider: did the state’s troops
smash the Triple Alliance*of 1921
No, the railmen’s leader, Jimmy
Thomas, did it. Did the state’s
troops smash the General Strike in
19262 No. Although they acted as
strike breakers and although lead-
ing communists were jailed, the
strike was actually smashed by the
TUC Ceneral Council. Did the
High.Court forbid communists to
hold office in trade unions? No.
the T.G.W._.U. did

Did the rank and file agree to
stop swiking during the war? No.
The TUC did. Did shop floor work-
ers agree to co-operate with Lab-
our’s Prices and Incomes Policy?
No. But the TUC did.

The examples are too numerous
to list. But can anyone name just
one piece of class collavoration
that the rank and file wanted but
that the TUC campaigned against?

How then is this tiny minority
so powerful? Do they just spread
their reformist, social-chauvinist
class collaborationist ideas and.
convince everybody? No. They do
spread these ideas, but the chief
way that they maintain their own
dominance, and through that the

" bourgeoisie’s physical and ideo-
logical dominance, is by actually
structuring the working class’s
activity and experience according
to their ideas.

Thus, for instance, the trade
union bureaucracy counters the dev-
elopment of the working class’s
self-confidence not so much by
arguing defeatism, but by leading
the class to defeatl. After 1926 mil-
lions of workers gave up the belief
that they could win, because,

lthanks to the TUC, they hadn't
Won.

., For the trade union bureaucrat
life is a series of self-fulfilling
prophesies: I say the rank and file
can't handle their own affairs,
therefore I take the crucial decis-
ions myself, therefore the rank and
file are powerless, therefore they
don’t attend branch meetings, there-
fore I can assume they don’t want

to take decisions, all of which
proves I-was right saying that they
can’t handle their own affairs....

After the 2nd World War, trade
ur_ﬂunists found that the boom con-
ditions enabled th:em to bargain
locally again alts; the straight-

jacket of war-time National Agree-
ments. (As is usual when the ruling
class wishes to discipline the work-
ers, National agreements were the
rule.)

Now workers zoomed ahead by
negotiating nearer rank and file
level. Disputes were generally
short, with the bosses conceding
quickly — in 1950 around 1,300
strikes lost the employers only
1 million working days — and could
well be over before District Office
ever knew about them.

There began a process of growth
in trade unionism and in the power
of the shop stewards.. Today there
are 11 million trade unionists and
175,000 shop stewards.

By 1960 however, the situation
had changed.. The more- far-sighted
members of the capitalist class
understood that the rate of growth
was beginning to decline, both ab-
solutely and relative to other major
industrial countries. They realised
that the rate of profit could only
be maintained and increased if ex-
ploitation was increased.

After the 1960 Fawley agree-
ment the employers felt that they
had found the instrument whereby
their control of production could be
increased, while workers could be
got to think — at least at first —

that they were getting a better deal.

the name of the game: productivity
dealing,

And the ‘prod deal’ also involv-
ed an ideological attack on the
working class, because its basic
message was: your higher wages
are determined by our higher profit
It was therefore to be the new form
of widespread class collaboration.
between the mass of workers and
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the bosses.
When Labour came to power in

1964 it used every Party Political
medicine-show to extol the product-
jvity deal as the ideal patent tonic
tor all the *‘nation’s ills*® The
whole of the trade union leadership
vith the single exception of DATA)
rushed to recommend it.

But Labour also realised that
the main defect of the ‘prod deal’
from the bosses’ point uf view was
that the final fixing of the rate
could only be done on the shop
floor itself, and therefore even more

aecision making was taking place
at that level than previously. While
the prod deal was not only an

idea that undermined workers’
class consciousness but also wors-
ened their working conditions, their
implementation resulted in the bal-
ance between the rank and file and
the union bureaucracy being shifted
in favour of the rank and file. As
Harold Wilson said to the stomy
cheers of City bankers in a speech
at the Guildhall on 10th November
1969, ‘*We face the problem of an
assertion of the power of the fact-
ory floor, a problem ... which is
growing throughout Europe, a prob-
lem to which no country has so far
found an answer."’

Under the combined pressure of
this *‘assertion’’ and the worsening
prospects for British capitalists,
Labour Ieaders tried to add to class
collaboration on the shop floor (the
prod deal from 1960 onwards), vol-
untary class collaboration on the
national level (George Brown's
National Plan, Prices and Incomes
Policy, P.1.B. etc from 1964); and
then to add onto that compulsory
class collaboration on the national
level (Castle’s “In Place of Strife’’




of 1969).

Thereby the Labour Party hoped,
with the unions, to act gs brokers —
with the bosses' state on one side
and the working class on the other.,

In fact, to the worklr g class
there is little difference between
such ‘‘voluntary’” and *‘compulsory”’
restraints, as these differences
apply essentially to the union bur
eaucracy. They can voluntarily or
compulsorily accept to compel us:
but for us it is compulsion one way
or the other.

S0 why did the trade union lead-
ers baulk at compulsory national
agreements and control? Because a
more cunning game was to be
played — one that conformed to the
bureaucrats' split personality. -

While the Labour Party, knuckl-
ing under to big business, threaten-
ed stalutory powers and the law,
the trade union bureaucrats under
the guise of opposition to *In
Place of Strife’’, actually sought to
eliminate from the policy only the
open intervention of the state In
the form of the law. What appeared
then to be a fight for the working
class was in fact chiefly a fight by
the bureaucracy to retain its mask
of “independence’’ while actually
knuckling under to the general line
of the policy “voluntarily!’ ‘

" The eléction of the Tories solv-
ed this stalemate for the ruling
class. The Tories could act with-
out either being inhibited by any
need to ““look left”’, or being pres-
surised by the working class.

When Robert ““Securicor’’ Carr
introduced the Industrial Relations
Act as a Bill into Parliament, there-
fore, the trade union leaders offer-
ed no resistance other than a Sun-
day afternoon march. It had been
cheap enough to resist Labour,
where there was no danger of things
getting out of hand because “'we
mustn’t rock the boat for Labour’’.

This was the perfect combination
of pretended revolt and actual cap-
itulation.

Now, ratter than do anything
- that ‘would mobilise, organise or in-
vigorate the working class, the

(mis)eaders who ai least haggled
with Labour caved in to the Tories!

Just in case the *‘left’’ had a
twinge of doubt on this score, the
fantastic victory of the miners who
smashed any attempt to impose a
“voluntary’’ incomes policy (the
ill-fated 7¥%% norm) served as
ample warning. The “‘left*’ leaders
took the warning, understanding
that any wave of militancy they en-
cowraged by leading a fight against
the Act would drown them as well
as Carr.

‘They realised in any case.that
Securi-Camr was right when he sald
that the Act would strengthen the
trade unions — the vnion machine,
that is — and thal it would redress
the balance between the rank and
file and-the union bureaucracy in
favow of the latter: :

The Industrial Relations Act is
the perfect combination of the two
principle ways the hosses" state
has used to chain the unions to it-
self: on the one hand it puts all the
rights to take the Initiative in the

. hands of the union leaders (enforc-

ing national contracts; disciplining
dissidents etc), and second, it pits
all the responsibility for the initiat:
ives taken by the rank and file into
the same hands. That way it gives
these “‘trusties’ both the motive and
the alibi they need to-police the
rank and file. .

INCOMES POLGY

But the working clgss is pretty
tough. It takes more than one chain
to even slow it down. And soa

second chain has now been sha
led on — that of the Incomes Fg
From April to July the TUC wm
having talks Wwith the CBI, with
TUC (rather than the CBI) maki)
inviting noises to the Governme
to’join in.

After the jailing of the five
dockersthe TUC felt'it hadto &
carefully; but at the Brighton TQ
conference Feather gave a cleaf
dication to the Tories and the C¥
that **tripartite talks** would be
welcome,

Like a whore who describes al.
aer customers as rapists, e TUC
Initlated the talks, immobilised tit
working class as much as it could
and then, having made sure that
Heath had got what he wanted aRy-
way, said that they were against

the deal and would only comply {f
forced.

Thus the union leaders played
their usual game of trying to slmck-
Ie the working class to the tntep
ests of the capitalists’ state, The
more capitalism finds itself in
difficulty the more this role is.
accentuated. )

But the more capitalism is
squeezed the more it squeezes the
working class and the more thad
working class needs to rely on §§s
own activity and refuse to be sulp-

- ordinated to the interests of the

state. _ )

This can only be done if the
working class fights the govermment
with the slogan Hands off the
Unifons, and fights the leaderswith
the slogan For trade union Defec-
racy. ,

* NO Indusi:ial Ralatlons Ael

* NO Prices and Incomes Pelity
* NO wage Freeze .

* NO legally binding dgreewshts!

WF Nov 25/ Dec 8 1972




THE MINORITY

MOVEMENT

REVOLUTIONARY
TRADE-UNIONISM

The Minority Movement was the
first and last effort of the Commun-
ist Party to develop a nationally
cc-ordinated mass rank and file
movement on the basis of revolut-
fonary politics. A! [ height it had
the active support on a quarter of
the organised trade unionists in
Britain.

EARLY
STRUGGLES

THE MINORITY MOVEMENT WAS
fosmded in August 1924 after al-
mest two years of considerable
greparations by the revolutl onary
milftants of the Communist Party.
1 amrked 2 new rise in labour mil-
ftancy, and in the organised in-
Tluence of revolutionary soclallsm
smongst the militants.

Despite having taken a princip-
{zd revolutionary stand in the
sruggles of the engineers in 1922,
She Communist Party had found
fhe ground cut from beneath |is
feel by reverses which It had been
powerless to prevent.

The actual condlitions of strug-
gte Inside the trade unions be-
came increasingly difficult. The
defeats of 1921/2 (*see W.F.9),
where the employers had taken on
the working ciass sectlon by sect-
ion and won, had created massive
demorallsation and tengthened the
fole queues to 2% miltions.

Under the pressure of these def-

'elh. the Party leadership adapted

1o the prevalent moods in the work-
ing class and tended to dismiss
the possibility of creating a real
working class base |n the next
round of struggles.

:  Yhis too-pessimistic approach

was retlected In the speech of
J.T. Murphy, & Central Committee
member of the C.P., at the Fourth
Congress of the Communist Inter-
natlonai: **In England we have
had a powerful Shop Stewards
movement. But it can and only does
exist given objective conditions,
These necessary coiditions at the
moment in England do not exist. ...
You cannot build factory organisat-
ions in empty and depieted work-
shops, while you have a great res-
ervoir of unemployed workers.’’

By early 1924, the Communist
Party had become so infected with
defealism on the indusirial front,
that the Red International of Lab-
our Unlons {RILU) intervened dir-
ectly. The work of the British
section of RILU was soverely
criticised for its sectarlanism at
time when the class was beginning
to recover from the demoralisation
of the defeats of 1921/22.

The Executive of the RILU pin-
pointed the defects of the Commun-
Ist Party’s approach when It statec
= # _..the work of the British Bureac
does not keep pace with the re-
quirements and possibilities of the
present labour movement of Great
Britain.’’ In short, the Communist
Party was idle in the face of new
and sharp developments In the
class struggle. The transformation
of the old purely propagandist
groups which had unlied under the
name of the Communist Party in
1920 and '21, Into a real Commun-
Ist Party actively involved in the
everyday struggles of the working
class, had still to take place.

Consequently the Executive of
RILU fought flercely for a rapid
re-organisation of the Industrial
work of the Communist Party. The
main emphasis of the fight was
placed on the .rgent necessity of
construciing revolutionary minor-
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1ty groups In afl sections of Ind-
ustry - and with these groups, a
strong national teadership,

William Gallacher , a former
leading Clydeside shop steward,
was sel the task of convening a
national conference to forge these
minority movements into a unified
body of a national character.

NEW WAVE

The succels of these new dep-
artures was of prime importance to
the struggle against the right
wing inside the TUC whose
treachery had paved the way for
the massive defeats of 192122,
The new wave of class struggies
atforded tremendous opportunities
to the revofutionary wing inside
the unions, With the correct { ct-
lcs, the Communist Party would
be able to win around it those ded-
lcated fighters and working ctass
militants who had not rallled to it
previously ; laying broad foundat-
ions for a struggle to replace the
bureaucracy of the trade union
movement with an crganised rank
and file revolutionary leadership.

This crucial tactical turn to-
wards the mass of militants inside
the unions was not, however, met
with unqualified enthusiasm in the

leadership of the Communist Party.

Willlam Allan, a leading CP mem-
ber, described the reception given
to the new policy: *“...at the beg-
inning of the National Minority
Movement, considerable time was
expended to fight down the belief
that there was no room for a move-
ment dealing with immediate and
narrow’ econormic issues, that it
was a reformist conception, and
that such an organisation would
stand in front of and hide the face
of the Party from the workers,
Sneering descriptions of the NMM
waere given in the Party as being




an attempt to dress ared man in a
pink cloak’’, This sort of attitude

caused the delays In calling a nat-
jonal conference to launch the
movement,

MINERS

More through the efforts of
Parly rank and fllers and trade
unien militants than anything else,
a national conference formed a nat-
ional Miners Minority Movement in
January 1924, after a series of
district conferences in all the
coalfields. The conference decis-
{ons reflected the growing deter-
mination of the working class to
foln battle once more with the

" employers, It resolved that dist-
rlct committees were to be set up
In South Wales, Durham, Langs,
Cheshlre, Yorkshire, Nottingham
and Scotland.

Miners’ Minority Movement launch-
ed a newspaper The Mineworker '

real wages to be equivalent to the
real wage In 1914.

The biggest achievement of the
Miners® section, however, occurred
soon after the establishment of the
movement when Frank Hodges, the
right wing Secretary of the Miners’
Federation, resigned to take a
post in the Labour Government and
was replaced by the left wing
A.d. Cook, who was elected sec-
retary by a majority of 15000
This development was also intim-
ately connected with the recovery
of the miners from the defeat of
‘Black Friday’,

METAL WORKERS

" Elsewhere, however, the pro-
gress of the movement was some-
what slower. Proposals for broad
agitation in the englneering unlon
were uttered but largely not imp-

weakness of the young Communist Party

lately a Metal Workers Minority
Movement. Despite this early suc-
cess, the pace of development was
still slow. Conferences were plan-
ned for other disiricts but did not
take place.

These temporary ditficulties
did not deter the CP, which sought
to draw out the lessons of the
workers' struggles to date. The
Sixth Party Congress of May 1924
assessed the situation thus: * The
bankruptcy of the bureaucracy has
brought into existence fighting
groups of workers in all parts of
the country, ail battling for a fight-
ing policy for the Trade Union
movement. These groups are grad-
ually beéing co-ordindted 'inio what
has become known as ‘The Minor-
ity Movement’ — the new and en-
couraging sien of the spirit that
will one day overcome. all obs-
tacles in the path of working class

On 16th. February 1924 the [ ! he Generar Strike showed both the organised strength and the political J

whose campaigning focal point

was the call for the transformation -
of the Miners Federation into a
natlonal industrial union, the
United Mineworkers Unlon, affil-
iated. to the Red International of
Labour Unions. Other demands In-
cluded the Sixhour day and for

lemented. Only at the end of May
had sufficient preparations been
made to organise local conferences,
of which one took place in Man-
chester and one In Edinburgh,

The support for the Conferences

-enabled.the C.P.s Central Indust-
rlal Cemmittee to launch immed-
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emancipation. ... The Communist
Party has on all occasions assist-
ed in the devefopment of this move
men{, and will continue to do 5o,
but at the same time warns those
active workers who participate in
it, that only a revolutionary Com-
munist struggle can serve to ach-




ieve the object they have in view.”’

NATIONALLY

ORGANISED

By August 1924, the slage was
set for the first national confer-
ence. of the Minority Movement,
which was held In London. The
gathering was attended by 270 del-
egates, representing almost
200,000 workers, and united the
individual rank and flle movements,
formulated a programme of Action
and arranged for the election of
an execulive committee and a gen-
eral secretary,

The conference was particular-
ly timely in that the Labour gov-
emment of McDonald had had 8
months of government and wide
seclions of the working class were
moving into conflict with it. Also,
it was a genuine atiempt on the
part of the C.P. to break from the
sterlle propagandist sectarlanism
that had plagued so much of its
earlier industrial work, creating
the opportunity for its transformat-
fon from a tiny propaganda group
into potentiaily a mass party with
deep roots in the working class.

The slruggle to build strong
national unofficial movements
around immediate demands was a
step towards lhis mass revolution-
ary parly, as weil as an organiser
of the immediate working class
struggle.

The lessons of Bliack Friday
and the coliapse of the Triple
Alliance of rayimen, miners and
“transpoil workers, had bitten deep
in the minds of the mifitants, who
tell the need of a movement which
could provide an instrument of com
bat against the right wing inside
the trade union Yeadership.

RANK & FILE

Hence, the first Conference
focussed much of its attention on
the battle for rank and file control
over the unjon leaderships, in gen-
eral, and the TUC General Councii
in particular.

The Minority Movement's Pro-
gramme of Aclion mirrored this
concern by calling for the setting
up of workshop and factory com-
miliees, for representation of
these committees on the Trades
Councils, for industrial unlonism,
and for the immedlate afflliatlon
of the National Unempioyed Work-
ers’ Committee Movement to the
TUC. These demands were des- -

_dissipate ail advances by the

‘which will bring into being a bold

igned to assert the strength of the

rank and file in the unions and to

make the union leaderships dir-

?ﬁuy responsible to the rank and
e,

The inaugura! conference also
called for a strengthening of the
General Council of the TUC, *'to
mobilise and concentrate all the
forces of the working class move-
ment for the purpose of opposing
a united class fronl to the united
class enemy.**

This may appear to have been
in formal contradiction to the
stress which the Conference laid
on fighting the right wing. Far
from It! The delegates were fully
aware of the urgency of a parallel
growth of rank and file control
over the General Councli. This
was implicit in the statement that

“ The reactionaries desire a Gen-
eral Council which will check and

workers. We of the Minority Move-
ment desire a General Council

and audacious General Staff of the
trade union movement. ... We can
guard against the General Council

becoming a machine of the capital-
-ists .. by, in the first place and

fundamentally, developing a revol-
utionary class consciousness

. among the trade union membership

ard, in the second place, by so
altering the constitution of the
General Council as to ensure that
those elected thereon have the
closest contact with the workers?.
On these firm foundations, the
Movement experienced unitial suc-

-cesses. Trade Unjon activity was

on the upswing, there was a part-
lal economic recovery from the
slump of 1921 to 1923 and unem-
ployment fetl slightly, all provid-
ing an impetus to the class strug-
gle, with key sections moving inte
action to recoup the losses they
had suffered at the hands of the
employers in the past period.
Rallmen, englneers, shipyard
workers and dockers ail filed new
wage clalms. Into this fray steppud

the Minority Movement.

SUCCESSES
Substantlai successes were
galned and new affillations were

secured. March 1926 saw some
957,000 trade unionists organised
in the Minority Movement, it was
especially powerful In the coal in-
dustry, shortly to be the scene of
major class conflict. By August
1925 Minority Movement branches
had been formed in the mining
areas and 16 minets' Lodges had
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Miners’ leader A.].Cook

affiliated.

Simllar developments took
place in the engineering industry.
In fact, there were 153 engineer-
ing delegates al the next Minority
Movement Conference. Further sup-
port was derived from substantial
membership of the Movement
among the East London tailoring
and furniture trade workers, who
were largely Jewlish refugees from
Tsaris| oppression. B

Glven this basis, the Moevement
was able to exercise considerable
influence on the course ot the
class struggle. Under its pressure,
the Miners® Federation of Great
Britain leadership began to inves-
tigate the possibtiitles of a new
industrlail Alliance between the
members of the old Triple Alliarce

T.U.C.

The Movement also achleved a
partlal success when the TUC .
Congress of 1925 accepled a res-
olution empowering the General .
Council to organise support for
stoppages. However, the resolut-
fon — framed by the ‘left’ union
leader, Hicks — was so vaguely
worded as to be meaningless.
Understandably the Minority Move-
ment was dissatisfied with it and
stepped up its campalgn to-urge
the TUC leaders to prepare for the
coming fight.




Right through to the General
Strike, the Minority Movement
commanded increasing support,
torcing union leaders leftwards
and succeeding In having parts of
the Programme of Actlon adopled
as union policy. The stiength of
the Minority Movemenl was dem-
onstrated by the fact that in July
1925, the TUC was forced to ally
itself to the miners and make the
Tory government retreat on ‘Red
Friday’.

PARALYSIS

Yet, at this cruclal point,
when the Communist karty was
clothing the fight for a revolution-
ary working class leadership in
real flesh and blood, the tactics
of the Minority Movement began to
change.

This change owed its origlin to
the flrst manifestations of the
prowing tendeicy of the inciplient
stalinist regime In Russla to put
the programme of world revolution
in second place, subordinating it
to a reliance on * progressive
torces’* whose task was to 'neut-
ralise the hostility of imperialism

. to the young workers' state in
Russia,

In Britain, this change found
its expression in the Anglo-
Russian Trade Unlon Commiitee,
which would supposedly offset
the viclous anti-Soviet outlook of
the British capitalist class. All
the bold warrlors, Purcell, Hicks,
Swales et al who were to be in-
strumental in betraying the Gener-
al Strike, were to be found under
the canopy of the Anglo-Russian
Committee, exploiting a cheap and
empty ‘*left’ (pro-Soviet) image In
foreign policy to cover a rightist
and bureaucratlc trade union pol-
ley at home, where il meant some-
thing in practice. And it was to
this wing of the trade unlon bur-
eaucracy that the Minority Move-
ment was tled. .

" In return for the dubious friend-
ship of bureaucrats towards the

USSR, the C.P. and Minority Move-

ment beaan to sacrifice their poi-
Itical Independence. The depth of

the change is best signitled by ref-

gérence to two statements from

leaders of the Communist Party:

~1924: *“ |t would be a suicidal

~ policy ... for the C.P. and MM, (o

" place too much reliance on what

- we have called the official left
wing.*’(J.R.Campbell In Commun-

ist Review) .

s 1925: ** The left trade union

leaders occupy at present the pos-

itien not only of the workers in

the immediate crisis, but also of
the spokesmen of the working
class elements in the C.P. ... an
alternative political leadership
(Palme-Duit In ‘Inprecorr’.)

The fight to prepare, the rank

W, — -

and file in the local areas was
muted and limited by the exigen-
cies of the alliance, and the activ-
Ity of the M.M. was directed tow-
ards presenting the *lefis’ as a.
leadership that could smash the
capitalist offensive, On the eve

of the General Strike, then, the
revolutionary movement was eff-
ectively paralysed and the indep-
endence of the revolutionary work-
ers' Party heavily compromised.

1926

This was the tragedy of 19286,
and everything the Movement did
prior 1o the strike, during the
strike and after it was coloured by
this policy. The Councils of
Action, built up In the previous
perfod and deslgned to co-ordin-
ate the rank and file against the
bureaucracy, were turned over to
this pollcy, being transformed Into
ginger-groups Instead of embryonic
organs of working class power.

The C.P. and M.M. falled to
play an Independent revolutionary
role In the strike, despite the
courageous efforts of pariy mem-
bers in some districts. Possessed
of the idea that It was not on the

cards to challenge the domination
of the TUC leadership, It raised
the preposterous slogan ** All
Power to the TUC'', That is, to
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B elow: workers, trying to stop
a scab truck, are attacked by

police

the uncontroiled bureaucracy that
was blatantly selling out the
strike. -

LEFT COVER

Even the betrayal -lid not
shake the Party leaders off this
course. Only a few weeks after
the end of the General Strike, Lie
Centra! Commitiee sought to head
off great criticism in the ranks
with the warning that ' There will
be a reaction within our P arty

against working with left wing
leaders. We must tight down this
natural feeling and get better con-
tact with these leaders and more
mass pressure on them.’” In other
words, not only dig your own grawe
but pay for the use of the shovel!
Throughout the period of con-
tinulng ferment after the end of
the strike the bureaucrats benefit-
ed enormously from the restraint
of the C.P. and M.M. and the left
cover they provided. When they
had ridden out the storm, they
then broke up — in late 1927 — the
Anglo-Russlian Commiitee, and
launched a ferocious witch-hunt
against the Minority Movement.
The refusal to tearn from the
bankrupt policy of pressurlsing
the sham Lefts marked the begin-
alng of the end for the Minority
Movement (and  the Communist




Party) as a revolul fonary force,
This policy was taken to extra-
ordinary lengths by the Communist
Party leaders so that when the
TUC General CouncH {nstructed
irades counctis to disaffiliate
from the Minority Movement at the
end of 1927 .... the C.P. advised
them to obey! The policy, togeth-
er with the demoralisation and
defeal which descended on the
“worklng class, led to a sharp dec-
{ine in the Minority Movement,

ULTRA=-LEFT |

e

DECLINE

The sharp turn left of the world
Communist movement was {o kill
the Minority Movement stone dead,
Having subordinated to the Union

" bur>aucrats in a period when the
. worklng class could have pushed
kam aside, the C.P. after mid-
1929 suddenly appeared to go mad.
Not only the bureaucrats were
how declared bankrupt — but the
Trade Unions too!

Already weakened by fis incap-
aclty to assimilate the lessons of
1926, the Minority Movement in-
dulged in the idiotic antics of the
Stalinist ultra-teft Third Period,
attempting to set up 'pure’ revol-
utionary breakaway unions {e.g.the
United Mineworkers of Scotland ),
and describlng everything outside
these bodies as ‘social-fascist’

— thus wtiting off the majorily of
the class who were concentrated
in the reformlst unions.

This period was adequately

- summed up by Brian Pearce in
his 1959 artlcle *“Some Past Rank
and Flle Movements': ** Charac-
teristic of the 1929/31 pefiod was
a growing disparity between slo-
gans and achievements. During
the Bradford woollen strike of
1930, for instance, the Minority
Movement shouted to bewildered
workers about *‘The Struggle for
Power’’ — but proved incapable of
setting up a single independert
mill commitiee. The shouting to
workers to come to be led, with a
general sirike as ‘the next step’
grew louder and shriller.,.””
Amidst this *growing disparity
between slogans and achlieve-
ments'’, the Minority Movement

Communist.Party leaders Pollitt
and Hannington
was allowed to die slowly up to
1932, when 1t was finally buried.
When after about 1934/5 the
Communist Party émerged from the
uitra-left binge of the Third Per-
lod its trade union policy rapidly
became one of blatant subordinat-
lon to the Union machines and bur-
eaucrats, its prime goal the cap-
ture of Union office and poslitions.
Rank and tile direct action to
smash bureaucratic control of the
unlons was forgotten in favour of
galning positions within the bur-
eaucracy.

CONCLUSION

The Minorlty Movement in the
early stages of its development
was the model revolutionary opp-
osltion movement in the unions.
Led by communists, but having no
formal connection with the Party,
it was able to win hundreds of
thousands to its revolutlionary pol-
Icies of struggle against both the
ruling class and its bureaucratic
mainstays in the trade union move-

‘ment. This broad front of militants.
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could = given the leadership of a
powerful communist pairy, capable
of ruthless self-criticism — have
created the basis for the mass
revolutionary workers® party, The
[very growih of the movement point-
ed to the fact that key sectlons of
workers were breaking from the
road of reformism., But when they
looked for leadership it was not
forthcoming.

TODAY

Today's tasks bear close sIm-
ilarity to those of 1925. A nation-
ally organised mass rank and tile
movement Isa vital necessity at a
time when the TUC leaders, ‘left’
and ‘right’, are in headiong retreal
before the Tories.

In bullding such a movement
we must learn from the Minority
Movement.

There are tremendous possibii-
itles for such a mover .ot today.
However, militants must be clear
on one thing: that pressure polit-
ics alone are useless. This s the
lesson which we must learn from
the Minority Movement. Any pres-
sure we put on today's unlon lead-
ers must be backed up by the most
detalled preparations Lo remove
them and replace them by a miiit-
ant leadership and soclalist pollc-
ies. Without this, pressure polit-
lcs can only play into the hands
of the bureaucracy. -

That Is why the policy of the
Communist Parly is so dangerous,
subordinating the real, militant
left in the unions to the phoney
‘left’ in the leadership. The policy
of manceuvring with the felts
shows only the road to defeal. I
the current generation of militants
Is to be successful, it must learn
-this above all,

Our attitude to ‘our leaders®
must be firmly based on the cent-
ral conception of the Minerity
Movement in its early days: that
‘we ally with those leaders only
as long as they identify themsei-
ves with the miiltants and active-
ly fight the right wing. Or as
T.A. Jackson, an early Communist
Party leader put H: we may take
them by the hand in order (it they
retreat) to take them by the throat
Only this way can we carve out
the path of victory over the enemy
class once and for all,
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