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This pamdhlet was writfen at the end of 1917 by William Paul, a leacing
member of the Sociaiist Labour Party.

In 1941, G.D.H,.Cole described the S.L.P. thus:

"The Social Democratic Federation had split more than cnce - the most
important secession leading to the formation in 1903 of the Socialist ¥
Labour Party, with its headquarters in Glasgow, and militant industrialism
as its outstanding principle. The S.L.P. remained very small; but its
class~war industrial action began to spread.” (British Working Class
Politics 1832-1914, p.216)

The S,L.P. spread and developed its ideas in three ways, dialectically
linked. The first was an unswerving adherence to the scientific socialisnm
of Marx and Engels, which they refused to have watered by any group or
individual, nomatter how '"wcil-inrorncd" or '"well-meaning". ''The sun of
the revolutionary party in Germany, as at present composed, is set'; wrote
the S.L.P. as early as 1903, on the 'lelection successes'i of the S.D.P.,
which by going wholeheartedly electoral "has ceased to be revolutionary
and become reformatory'. In contrast, "A party which concedes nothing to
the other side,; a party which should pursue its object with the
determination of fixed faith, that also realises that any concession to,
or sympathy for, the opposing class strengthens its enemiss -~ that party
is a real revolutionary party. It is the ambitionm of the Socialist Labour
Party to achieve to the full and earn that distinction." (!What Is A
Revolutionary Party', July 1903, printed in full in Proletarian Nec.3)

But this brings us to the second aspect - revolutionary innovation
amounting to a qualitative breakthrough. The S.L.P. were not just orthodcx
fundamentalists - otherwise their impact would have been that of the ex-SILF
Socialist Party of Great Britain (formed in 1904) - non-existent: confined
as the S PGB have been throughout the century to sterile preaching from

the sidelines, and (for what it's worth) as they still are.

William Paul expressed it thus, eclsewhere in this pamphlet (hereafter Senes )i

"The S.L.P. is a revolutionary political organisation which seeks to
educate the workers in ordcr that they may organise to combat Capitalism
in every field of its activity. Capitalism is the most cunningly organised
social system ever known, and the capitalist class is the most powerfully
enthroned class known to history. Therefore the S.L.P. declares,
Cepitalism must be fought in every avenuec of social action. In keeping
with that attitude we have outlined a policy rcgarding the press,
eaucation, incdustrial organisation, and political action. Our policy is
distinguished in so far as we have given a lead to (organised) Labour to
control its own press and its educational activities; and our tactics
demonstrate the need for industrial unionism which covers the econonic
sphere of Labour's activity.f!

Much of this now scems "orthodox" to us in the wake of Leninism. Just
what an innovatory bonbshell it was in the Britain of 1917, that had
scarcely heard -~ let alonc read - Lenin, con be gauged from the fact that
both S.D.F. and I.L.P. didn't control their own press, thought the
Workers' Educational Association was wonderful, knowlecdgc was 'neutral!,
parliamentary action 'the main arena%, and Trades Unions the handmaidens
of socialism (I.L.P.) and nccessary nuisances (S.D.F.).

"In every phasec of the development of Socialist tactics in this country
the 8.L.P, has played the thankless part of pionecering, We do not
consider that the strength of any party in the Lavour movement is
determined by the number of individuals which compose it. The real
strength of a revolutionary party is rather to be measured in the mannexr
in which it indicates the tendencics of economic deveiopment and outlines
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ncthods of action correspon’ing thereto. When the S.L.P. fi?sy out}iFad
the real function of revoiutionary political action, and of :gau§tr1at
unionisn, we wcrc nost bitterly opposzd. Likewigc, our r?puﬂlaFl?n.of A
State Socialisn twelve years ago carned us the title of '"inpossibilists,
Perhaps the greatest oppesition we encountered was cur advocacy of a
party-owncd and controlled press.! (Sc.Sc. DP.24=5)

It was as trade unionists in the Clyde's hcavy industry that the (then
SDF) rmerbers of the S.L.P. came to see the nced fer Incdustrial Union?sn.
Dcspite systenatic nisrcprescntaticn to the contrary this was.not (since
it could not be) donc in "scctarian" isclation fron Trades Unions as such,
The Industrial Union cstablished in Singers' at Clydcbank, the Argy}o
Motor Works and clscwhere, was constructed in thc abscnce of any union
orzanisation in those plants (after all so nany were woncn and only
cseni-skilled cperatives and unions were not '"recognised™ by nanagenent!)
Where unicn organisation was present SLPors strove as active nenbers

for their subsunption within industrial unions. But un ke the CPGB
subscquently - never by "capturing (le~dership) positicns" - solely by
rank-and-file work and propaganda: hence the nyth of the "Trade Union
Clause" supposed (in the eyes of CP and CP-influenced 'historians') to
have shut off the S.L.P. fron direct invelvenent with the industrial
working class. In fact, in contradistinction to all othcr self-profe
revelutionary orgenisations of the working class - from the SDF te the

CP and the sundry Trots - thc S.L.P. was the only Marxist rcvolutionnry
organisation in Britain cver to have grown ocut of, and to be composed in
cverwhelning najority fron, industrial proletarians. It comes as no
surprise then tec find that Tem Bell, a lcading nenmber of the S.L.P.,

was clected Presicdent of the Associated Ironmoulders of Scotland during
VWI. In his (- fficial) 'British Ccmnunist Party: a short histery' (1927),
Ton Bell hinself was to write:

seed

"An inportant fcature of this (pre-WWI) period is the growth of the
eccnenic studics movenent of which the S.L.P. werc thc pioncers. Thesc
classes began as early as 1900. They studied 'Capital!, Msrcan'§ .
'Ancient Society! the works of Engels and Lafargue, Industrial History
and Formal Logic. This period was one of intense appetite among the

workers for study and reading.
.-~ Many workers who had been sent by their trade unions to study at

Ruskin, had become attached to the SLP there, or had come under its
ideological influence." (p.17).

As James Hintom of the I.S.Historiams' Group expressed it recently:

" The SLP's influence was felt, typically, through the classes which,
year after year, turmed out more'worker-tutors'. Small groups of SLP
members, trained in those classes ran mealtime discussion circles in
many Clydeside factories (and later all over the UK - COBI), instilling
the principles of Marxism and the ideas of Industrial Unionism and
distributing revolutionary literature." (The First ShopStewards' Movt.,
p-124, Allen and Unwin, 1973).

ot even the left of the Labour Party/Trades Umion leadership was
immune from this ideological offensive. The following is from Ancurin
Bevan's Foreword to the biography (by W.W.Craik) of Bryn Roberts —-
the Gemeral Secretary that put NUPE on the map:

“Like Bryn, W.W.Craik (Primcipal of the Central Labour €ollege) is an
ardent and informed advocate of industrial unionism. In the early years
cf our careers this was a burning issue in the Labour Movement. It may
well become so agaimn, especially if the British trade unions are to
adupt themselves to the changing pattern of industry". (Bryn Roberts
and the National Union of Public Employees, Allen and Unwin, 1955).

Az Bevan himsclf noted earlicr in the Preface, Roberts was repeatedly
kuot off the TUC Gemeral Council 'in favour of lesser nen', whose virtue
wag specifically that they would mot advoecate anything as decidedly
unscitling as Industrial Unionism. (cf works by Roberts like The Price
of TUC Lcadership).
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So in contradistinction to all other revolutionary, or just plain
reformist organisations, then and since, the S.L.P. sought and won
profound influence in the ranks of organised workers, NOT BY TAILENDING
ECONOMIST STRUGGLES AND TRYING TO PROVIDE A "REVOLUTIONARY" GLOSS TO
THEM, never by the ludicrous attempt to "push the Labour Party to the
left", but by bold theoretical innovation, based in practical experience,
showing the class how to politicise its otherwise defensist economic
struggles, for the destruction of the WAGES SYSTEM ITSELF!

If the first characteristic was intransigence, the second innovation,the
third, it is now clear, was education. This was conducted at three levels:
theory (c.f. 'The State: its origin and function, also by William Paul,
ip print from Proletarian Publishing); educprop (the application of
theory to fundamental contemporary issues, at a high level of analysis);
and agitprop - the mass-work leaflet and public spcech that the British
Left has made its raison d'etre.

Well, this Pamphlet of Paul's is a piece of educprop (for further analysis
of these categories sce the Introduction to Proletarian Pamphlet No.2),
and since COBI puts politics in command by making theory the leading
force, we will comment on this Panphlet directly by discussing its
shortfalls in this area. If not yct clear, the great strengths of this
Panphlet will be overwhelmingly apparcnt on a reading, so we will not
endeavour to point these up = only to clarify the ambiguitics.

EE RS S S R R R L R R R

The S.L.P. is often nisreprcsented as anarcho-syndicalist, of all things.
Onc of Klugmann's (many) slanders runs as follows: "De¢ Leonism was the
essential intellectual outlook of the S.L.P. (correct) - right up to

WWL. This was a trend hard to define in a few words (sic! i.c. as a
handy cliche). It cmbodied a mish-mash of ideas ranging from Lassalle
to anarchism (!)" (History of the CPGB, Vol.I, p.18)

The S.L.P. could blast other parties of the Second International so
accurately because in nany respects it was itself a classic, congistent,
and thorough-going party of Internatiomal Social Democracy:

"Becausc the political weapon is used by the capitalist class against
Labour, and because the political State is a machine to maintain class
rule, there are many workers who contend that working class political
action is futile, if not dangerous. The S.L.P. declares that as political
power is used by Capital to enforcec its econonic power, for that very.
reason the workers nust ncct Capital on the political field. In the class
wvar the workers darc not allow the Capitalists to hold any fortress
withcout laying seige to it with a view to capturing it. We may ignore

the political fertress, as our anti-pelitical friends would have us do,
but neither in the class war, nor any kind of war, can be waged
successfully by ignoring any stronghold of the eneny... Sanity demands
that we nust tear the weapon from the hands of the foe. 4

"But argues the anti-political, what is the use of returning nembers to
Parlianent - they always betray their class interests.' (Sc.Sc., p.12)

20 the charge of anarcho-syndicalisn is casily disposed of; but does not
the worse one of parliamentary cretinism herc raise its head? This 18
anczwered with a categorical negative by Paul hinmself a few paras further on:

"Many of the arguments against revolutionary political action are in 8
reality criticisms of parliamentary action. The two spheres of activity
mst not be confused. Parliamentary action believes that by placing a
serics of rcforms upon thc statute book - 'steps at a tine' they are

colled - the econoric position of the workers can be inproved. Such a line
of activity is the ain of the 'reforrcrs' (who, since recent events in
Russia, have mouthed revolutionary phrases) or state socialists.

" The S.L.P. - as the columns of the 'Socialist' can testify - repudiates
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parliamentary acticn. We deny that it is the political function of the
Socialist movement to show the capitalist class how to legislate for

C~pitalism or administer its laws. The S.L.P. does not aim at trying to
outdo the capitalist politicians in the sinister game of statesmanship.

hold that the purpose of political actionm ies the destruction of the
capitalist state." (Sc.Sc., p.13)

We

So for the S.L.P. neither a parliamentary road to socialism, nor the
ignoring of Parliament. What them? In fact the line which was official
policy of the 2nd Intermational, but which only its Left-Internationalist
wing - specifically the Bolsheviks, the Liebknecht-Luxemburg tendency and
the S.L.P. - ever actually practised. Thus Paul elucidates:

"It would be the duty of revolutiomary Socialists in Parliament to criticise
every measure that came before the House of Commons, and to seek, by every
means, to undermine the prestige of the capitalist class by exposing every
one of its political mamoeuvres. Thus the debatc on the credits would
furnish tpo fearless SLPcr with an opportunity of derionstrating his
unconpronising antagonism to militarism by voting against then.!" (Sc.Sc.,plb

Now, full combat on the ground of bourgeois democracy was necessary and
beneficial so long as capitalism was historically a progressive systen; i.e.
onc advancing the productive forces and- proletarianising the population at
large; while, as Lemin said, it was drawing ever wider scctions of the
working population into modern political 1ife. As Paul himself said: "In a
word, the revolutiomary value of political action lies in its being the
insftrurent rpecizlily fasbinned to degiroy capitalicm. Just as industrial
vnionirm in pecescary to construet Socinlici.  But rolitical

action is further necessary in so far as it is its work to demand the
right of frce speech and of tkc precss. It must be used to combat the
capitalist class in its attempt to filch away the rights of political
action and other civil liberties. Political action, too, brings the
propaganda of Socialism into the daylight and 1ifts the revolutionary
rnovenent beyond that of being a secret comspiracy." (Sc.Sc., p.1l7)

As we have denonstrated in Proletarian Pamphlct No:2, this progressive
phase of capitalism ended for Britain by thc beginning of the ccentury. The
S.L.P. fully rccognised this during thc War, so thcir 1919 Platforn
supplanted any electoral activity by the explicit commitment to:

"The Connunist form of organisation, which we regard as the most effective
nachinery whereby the workcrs can wage the conflict, and essential for
(Scientific) Socialist Communisn, is dual in character, i.e. industrial
and residential. The unit of organisation industrially is the Workshop or
Yard Connittee wherein the workcrs are organisced as workers irrespective
of craft, gradc or scx. These connittees arc coordinated by the formation
of Works or Plant committecs, conposed of delegates fron cach Workshop or
Plant Comnittee. The Plant or Works Comnittees are coordimated by
dclegates from each of these Connittees in village, town, city or district,
forning a Workers' Council, in which there are also delegates fron the
Residential Conmittees, these lattcr being the units of the social aspects
of the organisation.”" (S.L.P. Platforms arc given in full in Proletarian

No.3: Towards A Communist Progranne).

Patently, an electoral tactic for Westcrn Europe was bankrupt by the close
of the War., But to Lenin, for whon bourgecois revolution had only happencd
in 1917, (and that only as a consecquence of the War itself), what had
served so well in the conditions of backward Russia, should serve equally
well whercver applied. This goes entirely against the ccientific
procedure laid down in 'What Is To Be Donc' as carly as 1902:

"Tn order to assinilate this cxpericnce (of international social der:ocracy),
it is not sufficient nercly to be acquanited with it, or sinply te transcribf
the latest rercolutions. A critical attitude is rcquired towards this
cxperiencc, and ability to subject it to independent tests. Only those

who realise how nuch the nodern labour novenent has grown in strength will
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uncerstand what a reserve of theorstical and political (as well as
revolutionary) experience is required to fulfill this task."

That crucially assumes (revolutionary) parliamcntarism is a tactic. Itis
not:

"Tactics are the scquence of points ('plots' in both senses) along the line
that is the resultant of those of least resistance and of shortest distance
in bridging capitalism to communism. Tactics therefore, exist as the
inmplencentation of stratcgy over time. Hence comuunist strategy nust pot
becone the reification of tactics, still less of expedicncy; for tactics
arc nerely the co-ordinates and springing points of thc strategic line as

& process.

"So there is a gualitative difference between strategy and tactics: strategy
is not formed by, nor even approximates to, the nere assemblage of

tactical action. Rather, tactics represent concrete furtherance by
implernientation, of the programmatic line in a specific situation. Strategy
is prinary, tactics are derivative therefrom; role reversal in this key
area is always one of the first and surest signs of revisionist disease and
is endemic to all forms of social-democracy, whose 'prarnatic' practicality
always consists of what alone it is expedient for capitalism to concede;
therefore social-denccrats fromn bright yellow (Labour Party) through to
bright pink (CPGB) can have no strategy, for they have no consistent
vorld-view." (Prcletarian No.l, p.15)

Participation in bourgeocis electoral process is a strategy; i.e., is
dependent on the political conjuncture through which the society in
question is passing. It is therefore a natter of fundanental perspective
derived fron concrete scientific analysis - it cannot therefore change
from day to day, or even from year to year, election to election.

Only for as long as participation in bourgeois electoral procedures can
effect a significant alteratica in the overall balance of class forces

is it a tolerable strategy. The bringing into being of a fully-fledged
bourgeois democracy obviously is, the choice of capitalism's managers from
one election to the next cbviously is not, such a major social shift. (On
the other hand a Referendum to abolish the Monarchy would effect a major
ideological rupture, and would be vigorously campaigned on by Communists;
just as we did in the EEC Referendum, where we advisecd people tc vote

(Yes) for the break-up of traditional British superstructural blocks - its
insular, empiricist and imperialist detritus).

The tactics (definitionally) by which strategy is implemented can, and
should, change whenever expedient; from day to day if required - and that
is one of the crucial things Leninism has taught us. But one of the
negative things Leninism has shown us is that ?tacticism' can be pushed too
far, Strategy is not the assemblage of expedient tactics at any particular
time; on the contrary, strategy is long-term perspective derived from
analysis of deep social movement, and it is from such evaluation, as its
means of execution, that tactics spring.

Tor s0 long as participation in bourgecois electoralism helped bring abhcut
a fundamental shift in the overall balance of class forces - as when a
developing capitalism was cxtending the franchise for example - cormunists
could not be absent from what was thcn the main ~rena of political struggle
and therefore mass cducation. For Britain this had definitively passed iix
1918, and it is not fortuitous that 1918 was the year of the last great
enfranchisement here - that of women. (For historical materialists it is
also not fortuitous that the greatest proponent of cutright anti-
parliamentarism in Britain - Sylvia Pankhurst - was not only female but
eatered revolutionary politics through the struggle for that very
eufranchisement, though of course being bourgeois democracy, working-class
vomen had to wait another decade for the vote).

S0 by insisting (in 'Left Wing Communism') on the electoral struggle as
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central in Western Europe (even going so0 far as to insist upon it for
adherence to Cominterm), when what was the order of the day was building
cxplicit structures of proletarian power (councils led by the Gommvnist
Party) in outright opposition to the forns of bourgeois power (the ziate
and whole suverstructure, protected by elections), Lenin was forgetting hig

own fundamental premiss that:

"Without a programme it is impossible for the party to be a more or less
integral political organism, able always to hold a line through each and
every turn of events. Without a tactical line, based on an evaluation of
the current political nonent and giving exact answers to the 'accursed
rroblens of the present', it is possible to have a small group of
theoreticians but not an operative political umit." ('On the Election

Canpaign and the Electoral Platform', 1911)

Strategy and tactics exist in dialectical relation - they can never be

conflated. In the nzme of 'tactice' the communist parties of Western

Burope had foisted on them a whole programmatic approach that vitiated any
class seizing the ideological/organisational

possibility of the working
initiative from the bourgeoisie thanks to the vain attempt to 'use' its

sophisticated "representative democracy', against those in whose class
interest the whole thing was spawned. This is quite impossible, for as
Lenin himself said: "A democratic republic is the best possible shell for
capitalism, and therefore, once capital has gained control of this very
best shell ... it establishes its power co securely, so firmly, that no
change, either of persons, of institutions, or of parties in the bourEEois_
democratic republic can shake it." (State and Revolution). So it can only
be shrken by a qualitative break induced by promoting the construction of
unashaned proletarian alternatives to 'the bourgeois-democratic republic',
while at election-time making the ideological gulf even more widely known

by advocating abstentionisn.

Of course, if the proletariat do not have the ideological/organisational

initiative, it cam never go onto the offensive, nomatter in what state of
a systen of gfovernment; for as Granmsci

crisis is bourpeois denocracy as a
has shown bourgeois social relations have strength in depth - the virtually
autononous depths of 'civil society', i.e. what Lenin (ironically. enough)

in 'Left Wing Communisn' described thus: "The force of hnabit of millions
He went on: "VWithout an

and tens of millions is a most terrible force.!
iron party temtered in the struggle, without a party enjoying the
confidence of all that is honest in a given class, without a party capable
of watching and influencing the mood of the masses, it ic impossible to

conduct such a struggle successfully."

Now just how the revolutionary party gets to enjoy the confidence of all
that is honest in a proletariat whose best, most combative members say "to
hell with all that parliament shit" is not explained by Lenin. But more

to the point is the actual history of class struggle. Wherever a bourgeois
regime was in crisis, and the proletarian party confined to electoral/
constitutional machinations - from the Paris Comnune throupgh Gernany 1918-19
Hungary 1919-20, to contenmporary Chile and Portugal - the working class
have been physiologically unable to seize state power, for entrapment
within the nodes of operation and thinking intrinsic to bourgeois denocracy
had physically prevented the development of the nuscles necessary to rule,
Of these, assertivcncess is the general characteristic, and force its outcone,

lZgain this panphlet of Paul's stands firmly with the Left-Internationalist
wing of the Second Intcrnational, but from that milieu it had not yet
brokecn. After 1919 we could have expected great things, but after 1919
the S.L.P. had becn lost in the stampede to form the CPGB. (For extended
trcatment of these theries, sce Proletarian Panphlet No.2, scction II).
Fowever, it was certainly not fror a want of talk about force (from which
L. SPD cringed) that the S.L.P. suffcrcd. On the contrary, and again in
contradistinction to the SDF, Paul is very explicit: "If Socialism is
trhered in by violent means it will be because the capitalist class

1 pudiated the civilised or political mcthod or because the Socialist
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movement failed to wrench the armed force of the State away from the cogtfol
of the masters." (Sc.Sc., p.17) Whatcver erroncous notions may be implicit
in this as to the possibility (we would say non-oxistent - COBI) of at
least paralysing the bourgcoisic's use of state armed forces againest the
working class, the S.L.P. was in no doubt that force would have to be
used: "Nowhere in history (even in 1917!) is there any record of A
dominant class voluntarily standing aside to emable a subject class to
assune political power." (Sc.Sc., p.4) Indced so, but just where is the
requisite workers' forcc to come from?

"Arm the Workers", "A Workers' Militia", is the standard Left roeflex. But
for them all (left of the CP) it is just part of thcir standard phraseology -
another 'revolutionary slog=n' behind which there is no thought and less
preparation. For, (like the quote inmnediately above) their thinking ie
still that of the Sccond International: "peaceful if possible, forceable
if neccssary'". This scens likc a flexible approach that keeps all options
open. But in that it is fatally deccptive. What it has really done - and
there is a sorry list of historical examples to prove this - is to say
"We'll deal with the problem when we meet it". With the working class in
the nidst of "a revolutionary situation', they chunter, readying the
proletariat for armned etruggle is a straightforward organisational matter.
Nothing could be furthcr fron the truth - by then it is already too latc.
For thisappreachis itsclf spontancist (at best), leaving the neans of
offense 'to the time'. But matters are at basc nuch worsc than that. For
what is really happening here is that the revolutionary offoensive as a
physical conflict has becon rclcgated to never-never land. While it is
adnitted as a theoretical possibility (even by thc CPGB!) the substance of
rcvolutionary work from the present forward, in fact, proceceds on exactly
the opposite assumption: i.c., peaccful, democratic and 'legal'. OF
coursc a movemecnt "prepared" on those grounds will always be overtaken ty
events - there never turns out to be enmough time to preparc - in fact
there never could be any organised preparation from such premisses. I
nced only citc Chile: can the rcvolutionaries in Chile say they were not
forowarncd, that they had no opportunity to ready themsclves for armed
conflict, or cven that they had no historical expcricnce to be guidcd by?
Put clearly, the question answers itself.

Symptomatic of this is dcbascd scmantics. Sclf-professed revolutionaries
usc words like 'struggle', 'conflict', 'combat' for nothing more violent
than boring committce mectings, run-of-the-nill strikes, or demonstrations.
This of course decs not cxhaust the list, but it docs clearly point to ome
thing - that in 'normal', 'peaceful'! times 'revelutionaries' come largely
from the middle strata. Even when a numerical majority of the membership
might (exceptionally) be working class, the leadership, due to experience,
assurance and articulateness are drawn largely from those middle strata.
And this means they know nothing at all about violence, except of course
that it has to be avoided at all costs. They may say that they and their
organisations are ready ‘'to face it', but they cannot be anything of the
sort: they and their members cean hardly even protect themselves in 'masty!
demonstrations. Now this has dirc consequences for the 'great offensive
novenents' they say they are out to lead. For there are three types of
violence: actual, potential and immanent,

a) actual violence is the explicit use of physical force for the damaging
of the hunan organism, perhaps unto death. (This definition excludes the
violence to mental process that stems from boring occupations, stulting
social life, econonic insecurity, etc., etc.) It is this form of violence
that bourgeois semantics means by 'the use of force', and it carries a
perjorative charge when thus desipgnated 'violence'! pure and simple (in a
vay that 'force' itself does not have; e.g. 'vital force'). It can sten
cither from the neans of production, or the mode of production (i.e. the
zocial ordering of the productive technique).

b) potential violence is the threat, implicit or explicit, of the use of
actual violence; best known as thec theory of deterrcnce, but historically
the sinews of all class socictices.
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¢) immanont violcnce is that ncdian level of violence inhcrent in a given
mode of production; so tcrned fror Marx'sccncert of the forces inmmanent in
capital itself - as he clearly pointed out, one of which is a detcrninate
lcvel of violence. The strugsle for production is in the first instance
a struggle of nan against Nature. As natural forccs arc irmmcnse rclative
even to socially organised mankind, this war is bound to do violcnce to
hunan lives (and ~ninnl onecs). Now morc of thc violence involved in
procuctive strugple is actuzl: in hunting/foodgathering socicties the death
of huntenen is an obvious case; likewise with our contemporary huntsnen
when trawlers go down, as they do every winter at least. So too with
Flixboroughs and colliery 'disasters' to nane but two other examples of
actual violence. The bourgeois nedia have no conmpunction in dwelling upon
such 'hunan interest! stories, to say nothing of their wallowing in
various types of individual nurder (i.e. juridically defined); and this is
all grist to the nill of bourgeois hunanitarianisn - the ideology of
capitalisn with A humane grinace’ .

Now this is done precisely because these 'tragedies' seen to represent
departures fron the norm - aberrations in the normal state of civilised
social life, whose essential nature is held to be orderly and pacific.
Therefore the revolutionary threat of the use of actual violence can be
execrated fron those ideological prenisses, since it thrcatons the
‘civilised' norns; indeed whose very senantics are a standing condenmnation
of revolutionary action. But 'nmormalcy' for the working class is the
condition of inmanent violence. Being those at the sharp end of the struggle
with nature, Flixboroughs and Scunthorpes are not abnormal bhut extra~normal:
they represent the mormal hazards of proletarian work in extreme form -
where quantity of immanent violence has passed over into the quality of
actual violence. The nornality of thc proletarian experience in

production is the violence of silicosis and asbestosis, loss of fingers and
hearing, crushed legs and broken necks: literally it fills a book (of
'occupational hazards and diseascs'). Of course in class socicty the
neans of production arc inseparable from the mode of production; i.c. the
dangers inherent in a given level of technique as such, and the fact that
it is production for surplus on bchalf of the cxploiting class .

For the (typical) month of Septecmber 1975 (the most rccent for which there
arc figures at the timc of going to prcss), there were in the Stcel
Industry alonc (according to BSC's own figurcs), of the 18,500 workers in
the Scunthorpe and Lancashirc group, 812 who ruffercd carualty.Thic ic a rate
of 4.4% injurics PER MONTH. In a full year them, wcll over half the total
(shop-floor) workforcc will be affected, and in two ycars well over 100%!
(0f coursc, for reasons intrinsic in thc division of labour this number of
faccidents" will not be cvenly spread on a 1:1 basis - it just means that
some workers will suffer several accidents every ycar!) It would be
instructive to do the sums for the whole of British industry - and indeed
agriculture!

4 violencc-frec existence, then, does not cxist for the working class (and
in fact they are often individually driven by their general conditions of
cxistence to antisocial violence against members of their own class - y
football hooliganism bcing the best cxample). But the abscnce of intrinsic
violence is the general condition of existencec of the bourgeoisic, petit-
bourgecoisic and white collar workcr. For them violence obviously does
hold unknown general terrors, and especial horroris naturally felt for
directed violence whereby a working class asserting itself against the
sumanent violence of the capitalist moce of production dctermines to remove
the obstacle to a truly civilised life for it, by embracing the nccessity
of actual and potential violence requisite for the overthrow of the ruling
clage's agencies of actual and potential violence (the military, the
9ncolice and the law). This legitimated violecnce is quite unchallengable
1a)ecss the absolute neceesity of violent confrontation between classes is
coucified, "Pcaccably if possible" is thus a pacifist slogan, for all
riptorical cxpericnce proves that it has ncver been possible. Communist

= volutionarics must thus givc cxpression to the proletariat's lifelong
tapericnce of violence, to achicve its transcendence. We nust say that
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in asscrting themsclves towards socialist revolution, the developnental
process of throwing-off subordinate habits involves the usc of whatever
level of violencc is required to gnin the specific, partial victory.bgﬁns
fought for. Hcre, the nincrs' recent victories by "peaceful picketl?b L
salutory. It is not the working class that is aversec to violcnce -.1t is
part of their cveryday cxperience, so they cannot be scared off by it.
Thereforc any organisation that does not show plainly to the class how to
overcone its immanent violencc by dirccted actunl violence, thereby proves
itsclf not to be a proletarian movenent, but onc whose worldview ig still
bourgeois. Thc ainm of course is 2 robilised working class posscssing an
arned militia; ome which is only defensive in its developmental stages,
but whose strategic preparation is explicitly for offensive action. Any
other approach builds=-in an idecological disarmament, that makes meaningful
physical arming at time of crisis already pointless.

Following from this Sccond Internationalist blindness on the use of force,
is Paul's statemcnt that: "... when the workers' rovolution overthrows the
present rulers, it will mean the abolition of all classcs nnd consequently
all class struggles. This is due to the fact that all past revolutions

had for their aim the establishment of a certain properticd system - €.8-
the overthrow of landed feudalism and the rise of the capitalist systemn.

The social rcvolution, on thc other hand, scts out to destroy private
property in the means of wealth production and to cestablish social
ownership. Socialism, thercforec, neans the cnd of class rulc. It will

have no use for thc instrument of class donmination the State.® (Sc.Sc., p.5)

A11 very truc - in the long run. This is indeed what Socialism has for its
final ain. Or rather, socialism is the transitiomal stage towards that
classless, statelcss, global society - Communism. To gect there however

is not instantancous (upon the revolution against capitalism), or automatic,
or cven easy. Rather, getting from socialism to communism is bitter,
violent and is the work of gencrations, as the reactionary elements

struggle to retain what they can of their 'good old days'. So Marx says:

"Between capitalist and communist society lics the period of the
rcvolutionary transformation of the one into the other. There corresponds
to this also a political transition pcriod (i.c. Socialism - COBI) in
which the state can be nothing but the rcvolutionary dictatorship of the
prolctariat." (Critique of the Gotha Programme, original emphasis).

Dictatorship is just another cmpty revolutionary slogan, unless the whole
concept of socinl force is put and faced squarcly, clearing away bourgeols
pasoivist ddenlory.

"A rcvolution is certainly the most authoritarian thing therc isj; it is
the act whercby onc part of the population imposes its will upon the othex
part by mcans of riflcs, bayonctc and cannon - authoritarian means, if
-such there be at all; and if the victorious party does not want to have
fought in vain, it must nmaintain this rule by means of the terror which
its arns inspire in the recactionaries. Would thc Paris Communc have lastead
a single day if it had not made use of this authority of the arnmed people
against the bourgeois? Should we not, on the contrary, recproach it for
not having uscd it frecly enough?"

(Engels: 'On Authority!, 1873; for Marx's criticism of the Communards'
idcological inability to takc the offensive, sce 'The Civil War In
France'),
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NOTE:

In this pamphlet we have rctained the original conclusion to
¥n., Paul's text -- the SLP's concise Platform "Do You Agree With This" —
which was to be found at the back of all their pamphlets of this period.



SCIENTIFIC SOCIALISH.

Its Revolutionary Aims & Methods.
by William Paul.

Chapter One.
I. - INTRODUCTION.

MOTLERN SOCTALISM is a scientific movement based upon the historic evolution of
the past and the economic conditions of the present. It is not, therefore,
something that has been hatched in the brain of 2 poet or in the imagination

of some idealist philosopher. It is true that many noble and generous souls in
the past sought to outline idex] social systems wherein all the inhabitants
would be happy and free from poverty and its crucl sting. The distinction
between those early idealists and modern Socialism is the difference between
Utopianism and Science. For examplc, Plato in his "Republic", Thomas lore in
his "Utopia", together with many other scholars, depicted a series of ideal
social conditions by drawing upon a fertile and imaginative idealism. They were
Utopians. But modern scientific Socialism builds upon reality. It looks upon
society as an ever-changing category, and it is able to explain why society has
changed in the past and vwhy it must change in the future. The reason why
Socialism is able to explain the past and the present and to foreshadow the

future is because it establishes itself upon the facts of history and the

truths of economic science.

II. - MAN AND TOOIS.

History clearly demonstrates that society is continually changing. It shows
that stagnation means, relatively speaking, retrogression. And it shows that
human evolution has passed up through Savagery, Barbarism, Slavery, Feudalism,
and has now reached Capitalism in the higher industrially developed nations.
Socialism, therefore, secks to show that Capitalism is only a passing phase in
the development of humanity, and scientifically contends that the next step
must be International Socialism. This contention, however, is not made
arrogantly or merely assumed; it is based upon historic and economic facts. We
know, which no one will deny, that man, in order to perpetuate himself, must
supply his material needs in order to live. He is one of the organisms of the
planet, and like them, has to depend upon extracting his means of subsistence
from the forces of nature. The_ progress of man has been determined in the
measure that he has perfected the means of production - the tools by which he
compels Nature to yield up her wealth. The power to make tools at will for
definite processes 1lifts man above the animal kingdom and the natural laws
which govern the evolution of animals., The animal uses its organs which
cannot be detached from its body to provide its means of life; these organs
cannot be changed at will, and can only be modified after centuries of
incessant struggle and adaptation. But man, on the other hand, by making
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tools, or organs for providing the things necessary for existence, can change
them and alter them at will, He can add to the organs for procuring food by
adding new and better adapted tools to the process of labour. Thus the power to
make and devise tools places an abyss between the animal and the human species.
It is the tool, or the means of production by which man wins his livelihood from
Nature, that is the greatest factor in determining human progress. Hence, in
studying prehistoric society the historians have named the various epochs of
prehistory in the terms of the materials from which the primitive tools were made.

These epochs are called the Stone, Bronze, and Iron Ages.

Having shovn how important a factor the tool is in human development, it is

necessary to observe how it has reacted upon and influenced social evolution.

IIT. - ORIGIN OF PRIVATE PROPERTY
AND RISE OF STATE.

In primitive society the tools were owned and controlled communally. The
longest period of human evolution was spent under primitive commwnism. Within
the clan system of common owmership was developed all the conditions which made

civilisation possible. We cannot outline here the development which led to the
origin of private property.i) Suffice to say that with the advent of private
property there grew up economic antagonisms among the propertied interests and a
class struggle between the property owners and the propertyless. So long as the
means of life were held in common the interests of the community were identical.
This was the great bond that linked the members of the clan together as brothwen-
And, indeed, they were breilhren in every sense of the ‘word, because the clan was

based upon blood-kinship. But with the appearance of private property kinship

and within which gggpertz was the ground-work of social relations. From this
period there began that clash of interests belween individuals, between classes,

and between nations, of which history is but the record.

With the destruction of primitive communism and the rise of private property
there took place new social relations among men, and new social institutions
institutions. Due to the ferocity of ;;;_;z;;s antagonism, which now existed in
cociety between the wealthy class and the propertyless inhabitants, it seemed as
though society was going to be rent in preces. The first condition of social
progress is social or&er. Society presupposes organisation,'and the latter

involves social discipline, This, indeed, is the function of government. But

i) See first chapter of "The Sta¥e: Its Origin and Function" - W. Paul.
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neither government nor sccial discipline need mean tyranny or despotism. A
captain of a football team is no more tyrannical than the conductor of an
orchestra. They are both necesssry in order to prevent chaos and to achieve
that wnity of effort which makes social co-operation so much greater in its
results than mere individval effort. In consequence of the fierce class struggle
produced by the antagonism of interests between rich and poor the property-
helding class decided to enforce social order in its class interest. It
theroupon used its economic power and made private property the basis of
political power. This was done by throwing open the powers of government to
property holders only. Thus by using its economic power to capture the control

class. Once in that position the propertied interests organised the armed forces
of the community, which were placed at the disposal of the ruling class as a
means of enforcing its will upon society. With the rise of a governing and
property-holding power able to enforce its decrees by armed might we get the
ORIGIN of the Political State. And with such a sovereign power in its hand the
master class soon created social order by intimidating the propertyless by means
of the State.

Thus was social order created, But it was socisl order in the interest of the
ruling class. From that time to this the State has been the weayon of the ruling
class by means of which it has maintained its economic power and enforced its
will upon the subject and the enslaved class. Consequently the function of
government, ever since the rise of private property and the State, has not been
to organise society on behalf of the community but to govern society in the
interests of property. Whether we examine Creece or Rome, the State was the
power upon which the ruling class depended to maintain its supremacy over the
slaves and its other opponents. Under Feudalism the Crovm and the barons held
back the growing merchant class in the town and held down the serfs in the
country. And within Capitalism the State is the weapon by means of which the

workers are held in subjection - the army and navy always being at the disposal

been the same - to intimidate and hold dowvn the subject class and thus preserve

and enforce the interests and aims of the property-holding class.
IV. ~ FUNCTION OF REVOLUTION.

It mey seem strange that, despite the many revolutions which have taken place in
the past, class struggles should continue. And it is sometimes claimed that,
since past revolutions have failed to modify the clash of classes, the social

revolution as advocated by Socialism may not abolish the struggles of classes.

While all revolutions in the past have been socially necessary, it is quite true

that they in no way abolished class conflict. But all revolutions of the past
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! have been preperty revelutions. The driving force in each case was a struggle
" between propertied classes. The Cromwellian revolution in this country and the
French Revolution (I789) were necessary in order to enable the rising
capitalist class to win political freedom and control of the State. In each
case the capitalist and merchant class boldly attacked the political privileges
of a semi-feudal monarchy and aristocracy entrenched behind the powers of Statea
The landed aristocrats and the king used their political power to conserve
their interests, and sought to perpetuate a social system which was acting as a
fetter upon the expanding industrial forces. King Charles and the aristocracy
in this country, and King Louis and the French landlords, used the State, not
to facilitate commerce or protect the trading interests, but rather to bleed
the merchants and to restrain economic expansion. The conflict was fundamentally
a struggle between economic forces. There was the hide-bound, parochial system
of semi-feudalism with its restrictions upon trade, on the one hand, and there
was, on the other hand, the new commercial system seeking to remove all barriers
against trade, and to launch upon a world-wide activity. But all ggggggig
The interested persons realise that they must comb;;;-;;;;-those whose interests
are identical with their own in order to preserve or extend their interests

against those whoi.are opposed to them. When these individuals are bound together

development of the forces of wealth production by reinforcing their own obsolete
social system. They attempted to do this through their contfol of the political
machinery of the State. They refused to voluntarily surrender their political
power to the rising revolutionary capitalist class which represented the new
expanding economic forces. Nowhere in history is there any record of a dominant
class voluntarily standing aside to enable a subject class to assume pblitical
power, Thus, in order to secure its triumph, economically and politically, it
was necessary for the capitalist class to sweep aside the "divine" power of the
king and the political dominance of the aristocracy. This class struggle
culminated in the "glorious" revolution of England and the "great" revoluticn
of France. These revolutions were socially imperative because the political
supremacy of the king and the aristocracy enabled them to maintain a social
system which was decadent., We know that a social system has entered its period
of decadence when its preservation is only possible by hampering the expanding
economic forces. Therefore, the capitalist class, by destroying the feudal
restrictions, which were acting as a fetter upon industrial evolution,
performed a mission which was historically necessary. Thus the destruction of
the feudal regime made possible the advent of Capitalism, a higher and more
complex economic system. The act of destroying an old system in order to
create the new one is a revolution. The revolution in England and France,
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while necescary, brought into being a new ruling class - the capitalists. This
ruling class, like its predecesoors, was economically dominant, and in order to
suvacrve ito intereats and enforce its will, it, too, used its political power

to subjugate the new subject class - the wage workers.

The Russian revolution was welcomed by the capitalist class in this country so
long &8s the propertied interests in Russia were politically dominant. But a
howl of rage and slander greeted the political triumph of Russian labour. This
incident demonstrates that it was not the revolution that won the enthusiasm of
the imperialists of Europe: it was rather the hope that the revolution would

mean the political supremacy of the Russian capitalist class.

For the first time in history a propertyless class, the modern wage-workers,
steps forth as a revolutionary force. The propertyless class in the past has
revolted against its rulers, but it never sought to overthrow them and to
inavgurate a social system based upon the social owmership of the means of
production. Until the advent of modern internatiomal social production, such a
thing was economically and historically impossible. Another distinction of the
modern revolutionary movement is that there is no subject or lower class
beneath the class seeking emancipation. Thus, when the workers' revolution
overthrows the present rulers, it will mean the abolition of all classes and
consequently of all class stfuggles. This is due to the fact that all past
revolutioﬁs had for their aim the establishment of a certain propertied system
The social revolution, on the other hand, sets out to destroy private property
in the means of wealth production and to establish social ownership. Socialism,
therefore, means the end of class rule. It will have no use for the instrument
of class domination - the State. That institution, the emblem of class hatred,
will pass away. It was used by the ruling class as the instrument which
attended to the administration of men. It will be replaced by an industrial
executive committee which will attend to the administration of industry.

Such a system of society is possible. The essential conditions of its real-—
isatiolr are inherent within the present system of Capitalism. Indeed Capitalism
is pregnant and is awaiting the revolutionary midwife of Socialism to usher in
the new system. The horrors and problems of Capitalism are immediate effects
czused by the contradictions which the system has developed. Thus reforms,
palliatives and patches will not rid Capitalism of its problems. It must be
replaced with the new system of Socialism. Socialism is, therefore, not a
reform movement. It means a transition from Capitalism to a higher system.

And that is a revolution.
Chapter Two.

I. THE PASSING OF CAPITALISM.
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CAPITALISH is a social system based wmpon the private ownership of the means of
wealth production. The means of production, while individually owned, are 529157
3ly operated by the working class. Capitalism is solely a profit-making systems
The great machinery of wealth production is utilised %o produce commodities

which are sold for profit. When profit is not forthcoming, production ceasesSe

proiit is only realised after commodities are sold. Thus it matters nothing to
the capitalist what the nature is of the commodity his capital is producing, or
or in what part of the world it is produced. The first and last essential of
modern production is profit. Lord Rotherham, in discussing his financial affairs
recently (see "Manchester Guardian", Oct. 3I, I9I7), stated that he had capital
invested in England, VWales, France, Africa, Russia, Canada, Manchuria and Japan.
And the "Sunday Chronicle" (April I4, I907) showed with what readiness British
capital is prepared to assist German capital in its fight with the German

workers by providing English blacklegs.

Dunning has shown to what extent Capital is prepared to go in its endeavour to

get profit. He says:~ "Capital eschews no profit, or very small profit, Just as
Nature was formerly said to abhor a vacuum. With adequate profit Capital is very
bold. A certain IO per cent will ensure its employment anywhere; 20 per cent will

produce eagerness; 50 per cent positive audacity; I00 per cent will meke it
readily trample on all human laws; 300 per cent and there is not a crime at

which it will seruple, nor a risk it will not run, even to the chance of its
owner being hanged. If turbulence and strife will bring a profit, it will freely
encourage both". The function of Capital is to produce goods for profit. To
attain profit Capital will eagerly undertake to adulterate goods no matter how
fatal such a procedure may be to the people who consume them. Adulteration is a
legitimate method of competition according to free traders of the Cobden and
Bright school. Many of the military expeditions of the British State have been
undertaken at the behest of the profit-makers. The South African War was due to
the profit lust of industrial magnates, like Cecil Rhodes, using the Chamber-
lains and Milners for their material interests. i) And statesmen readily promise
the use of the whole power of the British State to back up the interests of
Capital at home and abroad.ii) The "secret treaties" of the Buropean Imperialist
States, published by the Russian Socialists, clearly show that the capitalist
nations are fighting to extend the power of high finance and the interests of
the large capitalists connected with the iron and mineral industries. We see,

therefore, that Capitalism is organised in every.channel of activity to

i) See "Chamberlain: A Study", by J.M. Robertson, M.P.
ii) See Sir Edward Grey's promise to foreign invertors on July IO, I9I4, and

Asquith's offer to railway directors in case of strike in I9II.
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maintain its existence as a profit-making system. It will be peaceful and war-
like; it will encourage free trade or establish protection; it will municipal-
ise, nationalise, and trustify undertakings; it will institute "welfare" schemes
and inauvgurate an era of "social reconstruction"; it will do anything and every-

thing in order to perpetuate profit-making. Goods are desiroyed and harvests
have been burned to keep up profits.
IT - MERCHANDISE NOT MEN.

The means of production are operated by the working class. This class owns
nothing but its mental and physical energy, which it must sell on the Labour
Market for wages. The labour-power of the worker is sold for a price (wages); it
is therefore a commodity - i.e. something bought and sold. But the worker cannot
detach himself from his labour-power. When he sells his energy for so many hours
per day he himself is sold. Thus Capitalism reduces the worker to the same
category as ham, cheese, eggs, and other merchandise bought and sold in the
world's markets. The worker sells himself in the Labour Market and the vrice he
receives is called wages. Wages, the price of labowr-power, are regulated by the
same laws which regulate the prices of all commodities. That law is supply and
demand. When ccmmodities are scarce prices rise; when they are plentiful prices

fall. Vhen there is a glut of labourers in the Labour Market their price (wag.,s)
to

fall; when Labour is scarce wages rise. But the law of competition tends
And

reduce the prices of all commodities to their social cost of production.
likewise the competition among labourers tend to force their price (wages) to
the cost of reproducing workers - i.e. their cost of subsistence. The law that
wages are fundamentally determined by the cost of subsistence - or, as it is
sometimes called, the cost of living - has been admitted recently by workers
and capitalists alike. Due to the recent rise in prices the cost of subsistence

has increased. All the increases in wages during the war have been demanded by

the workers and granted by the masters in view of the rise in the cost cf living,

This is a tacit admission that wages are determined by the cost of the subsist-

ence of the working class.

We are now able to understand that the workers' share in the wealth of the Empire
the more wealth there is in society the more there must be to share with Iabour.
Labour's share is determined by the price the worker will fetch on the Labour
Market when selling his labour-power. The law of wages, as we have seen, shows
that wages, on the average, simply amount to the sum of money which will
purchase, for the labourer, the social necessaries of life. The added wealth of
the Empire means nothing to the worker; being a commodity, his share of the
social wealth is determined by the operation of laws of an economic character,
which he has to enforce by organised methods. The worker can only increase his
price (wages) by adopting the tactics used by all commodity sellers. For
example, if a merchant wishes to raise the price of his commodity he tries to do

20 by withdrawing it from the market; he refuses to sell until his price is
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offered. If the worker wishes to increase the price of his commodity (1abour-
pover), he toc withdraws it from the market - i.e. he comes out on strike. All
commodity sellers have strong organisations to back them up in their endeavours
to test the market in order to get the highest possible price. A good example
is the liquor trade. This business group of commodity sellers has economic and
political power. It uses its power to enlist the services of creatures like Ben
Tillet, and it has the most uncompromising political party in the country to
defend its economic interests. Thus when Lloyd George threatened to attack the
"trade" and referred to drink as an enemy equally dangerous as Germany, the

political party of the liquor interests soon quietened him.

assist it to maintain the price of labour-power (wages). It also has a polit-
ical body - the Labour Party - which, it is alleged, represents the interests

of the workers. But whereas the political and economic organisations of the
capitalist class have maintained and even increased profits, the trades unions
and the Labour Party treacherously accepted the Munitions Acts and the various
other legal enactments which prevented Labour from taking advantage of the law
of supply to demand an increase in wages in keeping with rising prices. Thus
while merchants were able to withhold goods from the market in order to force
up prices,i) the workers could not withhold their commodity (labour-power) from
the market in order to raise its price. Where strikes took place on a large
scale the leaders were arrested and deported and they were insulted by the
capitalist press.

It will be seen that anything that ILabour gets, so far as the wealth of the
Empire is concerned, can only be wrenched from the grip of Capital by the power
of organisation. This is due, as our brief analysis has shown, to the fact that
the wage-worker is not a free unit living in a free society. He is a wage slave.
He is a commodity; a piece of merchandise bought and sold; in the factory he is

known by a number; and he is generally referred to as a "hand",
ITI. - THE SOURCE OF PROFITS.

When the worker enters the factory he creates values. He has no control over the
wealth he produces. The worker is paid the price of his labour-power (wages),

and the commodities produced belong to the capitalist class. The worker has no
more share in the goods he produces than the coal in the furnace or the machine
that helped to make them. What the worker creates for himself are hié wages.

His wages are not determined by the price that the product of his labour real-
ises when sold on the market. Indeed, the commodity produced by him may not be
exchanged for months after he has received his wages.‘Here again we observe that
there is no direct connection between what Labour receives in wages and the

value of the commodities which Iabour EEE%ESE'

=) See lir Bonar Law's threat to dealers who offer to sell potatoes below £6 per

ton. (Manchester Guardian, November I, I9IT).
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annually created is not created in exchange as many economists assert. One -
capitalist mey swindle another capitalist; what the one gains the other loses.
But E’xa_t does not ggg to the value of the wealth in society. Besides, the
capitalist class, as a class, cannot swindle itself. Swindling does not produce
wealth. The continually swelling volume of wealth can only proceed from the
source of all economic wealth - the application of labour to the resources of
nature. Labour alone creates value. All surplus value, from which comes rent,
interest, and profit, represents the difference between what ILabour receives in
increase their wages means a decrease in the capitalist's surplus value. And
every effort that the capitalists make to lower wages, lengthen the working day,
or speed up production, are attempts at lowering the relative wages of Labour.
The cheaper Capital can buy Labour the higher its profit; the higher Labour can
push its price (wages) the lower profits. Thus between profits and wages there
is an antagonism which in its turn produces the class struggle between Capital

and Labour.

In order to maintain its profits, and thus safeguard its best interests, the
capitalist class has organised itself economically in richly endowed masters'
federations; it has control of the political machine and dominates the State,
thus having the armed force of the nation at its service in order to keep the
werkers in subjection. Through its press and its educational institutions the
capitalist class seeks to mould the opinions of the workers and to implant in
their minds ideas which will make for the perpetuation of wage slavery and
exploitation. We will show later how the workers r;n.\j_gi orgenise in order to
combat the power of the capitalist class. The organisation of Labour will have
to operate to cover the following avenues of activity:- (I) political, (2)

industrial, (3) education and the press.
IV. - SOCIAL DECADLNCE.

Capitalism has entered its period of decadence. Every social system, like every
crganism, sets in motion the elements of its own destruction. Social systems
pess into the stage of dissolution the moment they breed contradictions which
hamper economic evolution. By that test modern Capitalism is doomed. It is now
a system socially perverted. And every new phase it passes into adds to the

contradictory elements which are breaking it up.

In producing wealth men and women work in a co-operative and social way. The
production of the most elementary commodity requires the social Labour of
Continents. An ordinary breakfast table contains the products of the two hemi-
spheres. So interlocked is the Labour of the various nations that isolation

spells destruction, This alone demonstrates the social character of the modern
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inherent within Cajitalism. Capitaliism is trensforming the world in its own
image. China and many so-called "backward" countries are speedily coming within

the vortex of Capitalism. This development shows that modern industry is

international, Capitalism, ature, breeds the narrow and

due to its competitive n
intolersnt spirit of nationalism. This is caused by the fact that the capitalist
class of the various nations, in seeking profits in foreign markets, have to
depend upon their national States, with its force of arms, to back them up.
While each State swears by its owm nation, the contradictory nature of Capital-
ism asserts itself by revealing that each of the nations, through imperialism,
try to function internationally. The imperialistic aim of Germany, Britain,

that is, to have an international empire which will exclude all other nations.
It is a sheer contradiction to attempt at having an international nation or a
national international. The dynamic power behind imperialism is the class
interests of each group of nationalist capitalist?trying to capture the inter-
national markets, to control the international trade routes, and to dominate

the international iron and mineral resources. But all this only proves that the

basis of political society. And in the measure that Capitalism tends to become
more international; in the measure that "backward" nations become capitalised
and intensify competition in the world's markets; in the same measure will the
nations develop a fanatical nationalism in order to meet world-wide competition.
This imperialistic tendency within each of the nations will strengthen the
despotic role of the State, which will become more powerful as a weapon of
militarism to guard the nation's profits abroad and to control the nation's
workers at home. Thus Militarism is the buttress of Capitalism because Capital-
ism is the buttress of Militarism. All this is implied in the sinister language
adopted by capitalist diplomats when they refer to the capitalist states as =
POVERS.,

The contradictory aspect of Capitalism is obvioué in the many commercial crises
which take place. Due to the phenomenal productive power of international social
labour, wealth is produced much faster than society can consume it. This is
because the workers receive only a portion of the wealth they create in the
shape of wages. In the ratio that machinery is introduced and the quicker wealth
is produced, so in the same ratio the workers are thrown into the ranks of the
unemployed. Machinery is never introduced unless it is cheaper than the labour
it displaces. But with the introduction of machinery a greater number of
commodities must be produced. Thus the tendency within Capitalism is for the
production of greater and ever greater guantities of wealth to take the place
side by side with a decreasing number of workers. In other words, greater
production, due to the improvements of industrial technique, creates an

increased number of unemployed. Hence, as machinery produces greater quantities
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of commodities the capitalist class requires ever more purchasers. But just be-
cause machinery has displaced workers who cannot purchase, the markets get glut-

ted and the workers starve. In this way over abundaznce czuses hunger and privat-

ion.

And the more rapidly Capitalism expands,the greater the productivity of the
world's workers aided by a continually improving industrial technique, the faster
will commercial crises follow each other. Capitalism is, indeed, rushing towards
a chronic crisis. Commercial crises prove that the product of social labour is so
great that it is strangling society. Therefore Capitalism is being destroyed by
the logical development of its own economic forces.

Revolutionary Socialism, realising that Labour creates all economic wealth,
contends that the only solution for the social problem is to be found in the
reorganisation of society upon the basis of the social ownership of the means of
wealth production. This plan is neither based upon emotion nor sentiment. It is
based upon economic necessity. It is a scientific proposition. Since wealth is
socially created it must be socially owned and controlled. Until that is done
Capitalism will stagger from one contradiction to another; from one crisis to a
worse one; from one conflict to an ever fiercer cne. Iabour as the creator of all
economic wealth demands the control of its product. To facilitate this end,
Revolutionary Socialism has outlined the ways and means whereby the International
Republic of Labour may be inaugurated. The importance of outlining the tactics

and policy of Socialism has not been sufficiently emphasised in the past.
It is to that task that we now address ourselves.
Chapter Three.
REVOLUTIONARY POLITICAL ACTION.

Its Destructive Function.

I. - THE ATTITUDE OF THE S.L.P, DEFINED.

The Socialist Labour Party is a revolutionary political organisation which seeks
to educate the workers in order that they may orgenise to combat Capitalism in
svery field of its activity. Capitalism is the most cunningly organised social
system ever known, and the capitalist class is the most powerfully enthroned
ruling power known to history. Therefore, the S.L.P. declares, Capitalism must
be fought in every avenue of social action. In keeping with that attitude we have
ou’lined a policy regarding the press, education, industrial organisation, and
political action. Our policy is distinguished in so far as we have given a lead
to Labour to control its press and its educational activities; and our tactics
demonstrate the need for industrial unionism which covers the economic sphere of
Ialour's activity. But we also emphatically insist that Capitalism's control of

the political machine - i.e. the State and the armed Force of the Nation - must

be challenged at the ballot box.
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Capitalism is a social system which breeds conflicts. It is a seething jungle of
struggles wherein individuals, classes, nations, and empires fight against each
other. Individual wage-earners vie with each other for jobs; capitalists outbid
one another for markets; classes struggle against each other in the economic and
political arenas; and nations are prepared to wipe each other off the map for the
sake of imperial conquest. But the struggle, international in its extent, which
looms larger than all others, is the conflict between Capital and Labour. In this
struggle the former fights with with ability and consciousness of aim, while the

latter fights with great confusion and without a knowledge of its own strengthe

We intend to examine one phase of the class struggle here - the great weapon
which the masters wield through their control of the political State. The
capitalist class clearly understands that, in addition to its economic dominion
over Labour - through its ownership of the means of life - it is necessary to be
able to crush the workers should they dare revolt or refuse to produce profits.
In order, therefore, to strengthen its economic power, the rulers have left no
stone unturned to capture political power - the State - which gives it control
over the armed force of society. With this political power in its hand Capital
is able to enforce its domination over ILabour. In other words, “the capitalist

class looks upon political power as an important weapon to be used in its

conflict with the working class. The political power of the masters is one of its

chief fortresses against the rebellious workers. Thus Capital has used its

political supremacy to intimidate and to murder those wage-earners who endangered
its profits. The use of troops at Featherstone, Tonypandy, Belfast and Dublin are
only a few instances. And Asquith, a few years ago, warned the railwaymen that if
they struck work the powers of the State would be placed at the disposal of the
railroad magnates. The political power of Capital was energetically used in I9I4
by enforcing new laws which sought to smash the rights of industrial organisation
and the possibility of Labour striking for higher wages. Deportations, imprison-
ments, munition tribunals, and industrial conscription are vivid illustrations

of how Capital strengthened its economic power by its political control of the

machinery of Government.
II. - OBJECTIONS TO POLITICAL ACTION.

Because the political weapon is used by the capitalist class against Labour, and

workers who contend that working class political action is futile, if not danger-
ous. The S.L.P. declares that as political power is used by Capital to enforce
its economic power, for that very reason the workers must meet Capital on the
political field. In the class war the workers dare nof allow the capitalists to
hold any fortress without laying siege to it with a view to capturing it. We may
ignore the political fortress, as our anti-political friends would have us do,
but neither the class war, nor any kind of war, can be waged successfully by
ignoring any stronghold of the enemy. To ignore the insuperable advantage which

the political machine gives to Capital would be tantamount to closing our eyes



13.
when the enemy aimed a blow at us with a dangerous weaspon. Sanity demands that
we must tear the weapon from the grasp of the foe.
But, argues the anti-political, what is the use of returning members to Parlia-
ment = they always betray their class interests? What the critic of political
ge*icn has in his mind zre the betrayals of Labour by such creatures as Hodge,
Thorne, Barnes, Hende~ion, etc. Iet it be noted that we have exposed the treach-
eries of these politicnl tricksters time after time. Nevertheless, we deny most
exrhatically that thece men ever represented the interests of the working clags.

further assert that these betrayers of Labour learned the art of treachery

And we

before

of the trade union leaders sinze thz wor began indicates this point. Until the

working class is conscious of its own interests - until it clearly realises what

it wants and how to get it - then they are the tools of the Labour fakir and the

political cha
interssts they will not be betrayed either industrially or politically. Because

nlenders" are only able to act treacherously when the rank and file is ignorant

and confused.

It is argacd that the workers are easily misled on the political field. Here again
we beg to point out the fact that Labour can only be misled politically so long as
it can be betrayed industrially. The political field is where the conflicts of
economic interests are fought out. If the working class does not realise its
economic interests it will be sold in Parliament; and if it does not realise its
class interests it will be sold out in the workshop. Thus every argument which

can be urged against political action can be used against industrial action. They
react upon each other. There is nothing inherently dangerous in political action.
411 the arguments brought against it prove that the Socialist movement has
neglected its educational work; it has paid insufficient attention to the creation
of a revolutionary press; it has not sought to industrially organise Labour as a
c.ass; and the result is that these weaknesses are gi «ringly reflected on the
political field, When our anti-political friends contend that the political field
zoles for the confusion of Labour they are unconsciously passing censure on every
othce fieid of Donlalist activity. The critic of political action, unable to per-
ceive the law of ceusation, which links together the various weaknesses operating

7t channels of the Labour movement, places all the blame on the

poiitica
so he ignores the whole problem,

IIT. - PARLIAMENTARY ACTION.

“=ny of the arguments against revolutionary political action are in reality

viticieme of parliamentary action. The two spheres of activity must not be
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confused. Farliamentary action believes that by placing a series of reforms upon
the Statute Book - "steps at a time" they are called - the economic position of
the workers can be improved, and that they will be finally emancipated by such
State measures. Such a line of activity is the aim of the nreformers" (who, since
recent events in Russia, have mouthed revolutionary phrases) or State Socialists.
This course of action is best represented by the pre-war literature of the I.L.P.,
although a healthy minority of the younger element is now in revolt against it.
The attitude of the reform party means that it can throw open its ranks to those
who do not believe in Socielism - but in "something now'. (See "Labour Leader" =
27th September, I9I7 - which admits this regarding the entrance of Mr Dunstand to
the I.L.P.). In brief, the logical outcome of parliamentary action, by seeking to
show Chancellors of the Exchequer how to bring in Budgets, etc., is State Social-~
ism. The S.L.P. - as the columns of the "Socialist" can testify - repudiates
parliamentary action. We deny that it is the political function of the Socialist
movement to show the capitalist class how to legislate for Capitalism or admin-
ister its laws. The S.L.P, does not aim at trying to outdo the capitalist politic-
jans in the sinister game of Statesmanship. We hold that the purpose of political
action is the destruction of the capitalist State. It would be the duty of
revolutionary Socialists in Parliament to criticise every measure that came before
the House of Commons, and to seek, by every means, to undermine the prestige of
the capitalist class by exposing every one of its political manoceuvres. Thus the
debate on the credits would furnish the fearless S.L.P.-er with an opportunity of

demonstrating his uncompromising antagonism to militarism by voting against them.

We are aware that the pacifist I.L.P. members of Parliament refuse to vote against
the war credits because, as Mr Bruce Glaiser has explained, they represent voters
vho are not Socialists. This, of course, is simply a damning admission that I.L.P.

candidates do not make Socialism the only issue during electoral contests. If any-

on® cares to look up the election addresses of any of the I,L.P. members of Parl-
iament, it will be found that the voters were asked to vote for Free Trade, and
other capitalist patches, but not for Socialism alone. The consequence of such an
attitude is that these members dare not and cannot act as Socialists once they are

returned to Parliament,

IV. - REVOLUTIONARY POLITICAL ACTION.

The S.L.P. takes the political field with one plank upon its programme - Socialism.
It emphasises that only Socialists must vote for its candidates. It realises that
its candidates may not get returned to Parliament yet awhile. But it knows that if
there are only 200 class-conscious Socialists in any constituency, that must be
the extent of its poll. Lvery other vote is useless and dangerous. Alliances,
compromises, and arrangements with the Liberal Party may easily mean the return
ists are only strong by themselves. 0;r political declaration is to aim at the
capture of the political machine in order to tear the State, with its armed

force, out of the hands of the capitalist class, thus removing the rarderous
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power which Capitalism looks to in its final conflict with Labour. In a word,
the revolutionary value of political action lies in its being the instrument

ary to construct Socialism.

But political action is further necessary in so far as it is its work to demand
the right of free speech and of press. It must be used to combat the capitalist
class in its attempt to filch away the rights of industrial action and other civil
liberties. Political action, too, brings the propaganda of Socialism into the day-
light and lifts the revolutionary movement beyond that of being a secret conspir-
acy. Political action, by insisting on free speech, prevents the capitalist class
from forcing the movement underground - because once there the State would crush
it. And, above all, the political method by bringing revolutionary Socialism upon
the political field places it on that ground of social action where all conflicts
tend to be settled peacefully. If Socialism is ushered in by violent means it will
ke because the capitalist class repudiated the civilised or political method, or
because the Socialist movement failed to wrench the armed force of the State away

from the control of the masters.

V. - THE IMPERIALIST STATE.

The war has shown an additional need for revolutionary political action. Since
I9I4 the tendency of Capitalism is towards an intensified concentration of
Capital. This need has been urged upon each national capitalist class in order to
promote its economic security and profit. But with the concentration of Capital
there has also sprung up closer, and sinister, relations between the State and
Capital. The advent of modern Imperialism has made this necessary for two reasons
- (I) the necessity for economic expansion abroad, and (2) the need for the

better control of Iabour at home. These two tendencies will appear in the fozm of
an intensified Nationalism which will be the sentimental lever to force the work-
ers to increaze output and to hate the foreign workers. Plans are now being pre-
pared by the State to further speed up production in or¢.r to satisfy the British
imperialists' lust for profits. The capitalists, in conjunction with the State,
have their schenes already organised. These will be put in operation immediately
peace is declarec, We see, therefore, that the capitalist class realises the value

of controlling the political State.

The British capitalist class understands the need of political action. It intends
to be prepared in ortar to crush the attempts of awakening Labour seeking to

Can Socialists, therefure, neglect the political field, which is at present one of
Capital's strongest foris? The S,L.P. says no. We dare not leave the enemy entren-
ched in any position from which it can threaten Iabour. Revolutionary political

action has not failet for he simple reason that it has never been used. There has

been plenty of Iabour electioneering and parliamentary reformism, but that is not
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revolutionary political action. The time has now arrived for the Labour movement
in this country to define clearly its attitude towards political action. Many are
opposed to political action for no other reason than that they have not realised
all that it means.

The S.L.P. believes in the political weapon as the instrument by means of which
the workers can capture the State in order to uproot it. The S.L.P. advocates
political action because it is the destructive arm of Labour which will overthrow

Capitaliom. And for these reasons the S.L.P. permits only those who believe in

the efficacy of political action to enter its ranks.
Chapter Four.
REVOLUTIONARY INDUSTRIAL UNIONISM.

Its Constructive Function,

I. - FROM CRAFTSMAN TO TRADESMAN.

Many people are talking and writing azbout Industrial Unionism nowadays. Trade
union federation and amalgamation is called "Industrial Unionism"; likewise, the
middle-class theorists who advocate national guilds claim that they are "Indus—
trial Unionists". Revolts against trade unionism; temprrary, unofficial, workshop
committees without any definite outlook, are also looked upon as steps towards
Industrial Unionism. While welcoming every mqve that the workers make towards &
more vigorous prosecution of the sitruggle against Capital, we must not relax our

determination to build up the revolutionary arm of the industrial workers.

Industrial Unionism is the only form of economic organisation that is in keeping
with modern industrial development. It is not the outcome of any kink, nor is it
the child of any agitator's imagination. It draws its strength from the present
method of organised industry, and it shows Labour how to offer the greatest
resistance in the struggle agrinst Capital. And it outlines a method which, by
supplementing the efforts of the revolutionary political organisation, it can

play its great historic role of inaugurating the internatio%}Republic of Laboure.

To show that organisation by industry, along class lines, is the highest express-
ion of economic development, it is only necessary to observe how industry has
evolved. At the inception of Capitalism the production of wealth was organised
upon a craft basis. A man could work alone in a small workshop. He could produce
a commodity from its first to its last process. His varied skill was such that
with a few tools he performed all the various operations himself and unaided.
But in order to speed up production, and in order to get larger profits, the
capitalist enlarged the workshop and sub-divided the labour process. At this
stage we see the work of the labourer slightly narrowed down. Instead of doing
all the processes necessary to produce a given commodity, the worker does a few
of them, in the performance of which he becomes an expert. But the splitting up

of the job brings into operation a condition of things wherein the worker labours
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in co—operation with other workers. Thus, instead of the old crafisman making a
van and producing it painted and ready for the road, the newer form of rroduction
relegates one man to do the painting, and nothing but painting, and other men to
do some other parts of the job. A similar tendency took place in almost every

sphere of production. From this first step in the breaking up of the craftsman's

II. - TRADES UNIONISM.

Coinciding with the appearance of the tradesman, it began to dawn upon the work-
ers that they were no longer independent artisans, The splitting up of the
labour-process; the introduction of machinery; and the rapaciocus greed of the
capitalist class forced the tradesmen to realise that their interests could only

At that period production was more or.less localised. Hence the trades unions -
trade clubs as they were called - were purely local. The aim of these unions was
trades unionism -~ "Defence, not Defiance". Considering the despotic conditions of
the time, when combinations were illegal and strikes were conspiracies, there was
2 challenge to Capital in that declaration. It reguired great courage at the
itself against Capital. But that was over a century ago. The old trade clubs were
supposed to be friendly societies, but they were in reality fighting organisat-

ions. In this they differ from modern trades wunions, which are supposed to be

fighting organisations, but which are in reality friendly societies.

When the old trade clubs did strike, they stopped production in the particular
establishment in which they were engaged. The capitalists at that period attempt-
ed to get their orders executed in some other town. The recognition of this fact
led to the organising of trade wnions upon a national scale. Likewise the
persecution meted out to trade unionists locally and nationally compelled them to
meet as a trades council locally, and a trades congress nationally. Each of these
moves was forced upon the trades unions by the hostility of Capital. When Capital
realised that its seventy years of persecution had failed to destroy Labour's
workshop organisation, it adopted new tactics., It began to "educate" the workers
end to show them that the interests of ILabour and Capital are identical, and that
there is no such thing as a class struggle. So successful was the capitalist
class in this move to undermine the rebellious spirit of the industrial artisans
that prominent trade union leaders now contend that Labour and Capital are
brothers, and trace union bamnners proclaim it, Distinguished Parliamentary
Labourists like Mr Macdonald and Snowden contend that there is no class struggle
between Labour and Capital. The capitalist class tried its hardest to crush
trades unionism; for over seventy years it tried to smash Labour by the armed

force of the State and the legal machine; by imprisonments, deportations,
terroristic tactics, end intimidation; but all these methods were ineffectual in



stamping it out. The mement, however, Capital approached trades unionism as &
"brother", and was received as such, from that moment trade unionism ceased to be

the centre of the revolt of the industrial artisan.
III. - PASSING OF TRADES UNIONISM.

There were several other important things which had taken place and which would
have weakened trades wnionism, in any case, as a weapon in the struggle against

Capital.

We have seen that Capital depends upon increasing its profits by splitting up the
labour process and by transforming the skilled artisan into a detailed worker.
With the increase of capitalist trade within the nation for foreign markets, this
process proceeded slowly. Up to I870 Britain was the workshop of the world, and
the capitalist class, while tyrannising the workers, was able to carry on trade
with the entrance of the European and American ;ations into the industrial arena,
with the increased competition for the world's markets, the labour process was
revolutionised. With the coming of the twentieth century Capitalism had reached
the point where industry could only be profitably undertaken by large sums of
concentrated capital. This was specially true of the iron and allied industries.
In order to hold its own in the world's markets, Capital in this country carried
on the sub-division of labour to such an extent that trades were so split up that
21l lines of demarcation practically vanished. But in the measure that trades and
crafts were swallowed up and replaced by simpler and more detailed processes; in
the measure that production embraced more and ever more processes, and brought
many together which had once been separated; so, in the same measure, by bringing
together great masses of detailed labourers, did Capital demonstrate the great
power that Labour could wield once it had made up its mind to organise its forcese.

Furthermore, by bringing together such armies of workers all labouring co-opeTr=

e et e e st

And, again, with the advent of the joint-stock company conducted by e salaried

official, the evolution of Capital showed that the capitalist class performs no

useful social function now.

to define what a trade or craft is by meking artificial lines of "demarcation",
which are as stupid and unscientific as the leaders themselves. The consequence
is that unions dissipate more energy fighting ecach other than they do in fighting
Capital. As an illustration of the reactionary and insane tendencies of section-
alism the following is a recent sample:-

RATIWAY SHOPMEN 0} STRIKE

Unauthorised strikes have broken out at three railway centres - Derby, Brighton,
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and Bastleigh - among the workmen employed in the shops. The causes of dispute

are different at each place.

At the Brighton railway shops the stoppage is restricted to the engineers, the
N.U.R. men continuing at work. The cause of stoppage at the Eastleigh railway
shops is a dispute respecting the district rate of pay, and here again the stop-

page is restricted to members of the craft unions.
At Derby the dispute was forced by men belonging to the Boilermakers Society
refusing to work with men who are members of the Nationzl Union of Railwaymen.

In the Derby dispute the Midland Razilway Company is not taking action on one side
or the other, as it is simply a quarrel between rival trade unions, and does not

affect the wages or conditions of service of the men on strike.

- "Manchester Guardian" (Oct. 25/I7).
Note the complacent attitude of Capital. It "is not taking action on one side or
the other". And why should it, considering it is such stupid and jealous inter-
necine struggles within the movement of the workers that is the surest guarantee
regarding the safety of Capital and the weakness of Labour. The whole sum and
substance of the matter is that the present condition of highly organised and
concentrated Capital, by wiping out sectionalism in the production of wealth, has

ap~ived sectional unionism of its basis of organisation - the craft. Trade

)

un
£ .lonless, it is dying from atrophy. It refuses to voluntarily give way to the
mo‘omm and scientific organisation of Labour - revolutionary Industrial Unionism.
Ei.. institutions do not pass away when their missions have been fulfilled. They

soggle to live, and they exist functionless and fossilised. It is because of

0}

1. o historical law that Industrial Unionism rises and throws its gauntlet at the

fect of the old reactionary movement of sectionalism.

IV. - REVOLUTIONARY UNIONISM.

Iniosirial Unionism, realising that all economic wealth is produced by the social
1

tziol movements of Labour by affirming its intention of taking and holding the
meai. -f vealth production. By working co-jointly with the revolutionary politic~
al puzty of Labour it seeks to inaugurate the Republic of Industrial Democracy.
Realising that Socialism is an industrial democracy, it contends that industrially
organised Labour can play a great part in the social revolution by holding the
means of production while the political organisation destroys the Capitalist
State which has the armed force of the nation behind it. With the destruction of
the Capitalist State, the capitalist system will be destroyed. And with the
destruction of the State the work of the political organisation will be accom-
plished. But the ushering in of Socialism - the constructive act of the revol-
ution - must be the work of an industrial organisation. To accomplish that task
ig the aim of Industrial Unionism. In the measure that the so-called "industrial
unions" do not put this revolutionary aim to the forefront as the ultimate object

of their activity, in the same measure they reveal their weakness and confusion.

But Industrial Unionism not only aims at inaugurating Socialism. It braces itself
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to the immediste struggle with Capital, Thether we will it ox not, the class
struzzle takes place in every workshcp every day. To stimulate the workers to
take an active part in that struggle is part of the work of Industrial Unionism.
By linking the workers together industrially there will arise such a2 spirit of
class consciousness as the world has never witnessed. By binding a2ll workers
together as a class, throughout the various industries, the jealousies and inter-
necine sectional struggles which disgrace modern trades unionism will disappear.
The quarrels which take place between trade unionists are based upon the narrow
gtatement that the union fights only in the interests of its trade or craft
members. Industrial Unionism, on the contrary, contends that the interests of the
workers are clasg_i&ﬁggggzg, and not of a sectional nature. Instead, therefore,
of having th;-;;lancholy examjjle, as cited above, of two groups of railway work—
ers struggling against each other, Industrial Unionism would coalesce the energ-

ies of Labour and direct their energies against the only enemy - Capital.

Industrial Unionism will strive to raise the wages, shorten the working day, and
improve the immediate conditions of the workers. These conflicts it looks upon as
mere skirmishes pending the overthrow of Capitalism. But the class struggle cannot
be suspended until some future date. There can be no "sacred union" with Capital.
The master class must be opposed here and now and everywhere. The workers, too,
must be assisted all the time. Wherever the Industrial Unionists see a bona fide
f£izht being put up against Capital they will lend the strikers every assistance,
even if they are not members of the Industrial Union. Thus the Glasgow branches

oi the Industrial Workers of Greal Britain rallied nobly to the assistance of

thz emergency committee which so ably conducted the recent strike of the Scotch
moulders who were deserted by their union. And for similar reasons the Industrial
Usionists headed the workers in their various revolts since I9I4. It will be seen,
thorefore, that Industrial Unionism is not a dogmatic doctrinaire formula, but is,
o~ *the contrary, a living illustration of the desire for industrial wnity. It
no'ps where it can, both anxiously and willingly, but it nevertheless refuses to
1-:7e the revolutionary course which it has mapped out. It believes neither in

g, obage nor in violence. But calmly and with scientific precision it welds ever
¢i.sor the weapon of industrial solidarity. It sees the numberless elements that
ar: Jdestroying Capitalism, but it relentlessly proceeds in its task of gathering
together the industrial FORCE which is destined to proclaim the doom of wage

8lavery.

Tndustrial Unionism is the only true method of atit:ining real social reconstruct-—

ion. It glories in its revolutionary role.

Tndustrial Unionism beckons on Labour to unite and march forward to its

emancipation.
Chapter Five,

I. - INDEPENDENT WORKING-CLASS EDUCATION.
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The cless struggle reflects itself in the domain of ideas. The propertied inter-

ots seek to mould the ideas of the workers in such a way that their intellect-

Yazwism, and the theory of value, has therefore become the storm centre of modern
ics. The struggle waging round the economic and historical theories of

ic Socialism is but the intellectual countrrpart of the class struggle
vihich tckes place in the industrizl field between Capital and Labour. In so far

eccnocm

as ihe revolutionary organisation of Socialism asserts itself, either politically
or industrially, it is ferociously assailed by Capital., And so in the domain of
ideas the theories of revolutionary Socialism are most viciously attacked. Hence
the onslauvght against Marxism. The very bitterness of these attacks prove with
what dread Capitel looks upon larxism, It instinctively realises that Marxism is
the theoretical expression of the revolutionary movement which is destined to
destroy Capitalism. It is the recognition of this fact which has made many
intellectual apologists of modern society declare that the destruction of the

revolutionary movement of Socialism can best be accomplished by destroying the

theories of Marxism.

OQur contention that the proyartied powers seek to use the avenues of education in
their class interests is sometimes challenged by sentimental Labourists. It is as
true to-day as it was true that under Feudalism the Roman Catholic Church domin-

cved a*1 the sources of education in order to maintain the supremacy of the land-

&o

interests, were bound up in the perpetuation of Feudalism. Thus Feudalism,
threatened with the rising revolutionary merchant class, sought to prevent the
spread of natural science which exposed the "Divine Rights" of the monarch and
the infallibility of the church; the spread of natural science was also a source
of profit to the burghers and added to their growing economic power. Hence the

attitude of the Church towards Copernicus and Galileo.

It is strange that anyone, especially in the Labour movement, cannot see that all
modern education is hopelessly biased in favour of the perpetuation of Capital-
ism. Eminent publicists, who are opposed to Revolutionary Socialism, admit the
point under discussion. Mr John A. Hobson, in his "Crisis of Liberalism", says
regarding the power of the capitalist class in dominating educational institut-

ions and distorting the minds of the students:-

1u order to divide and degrade the moral and intellectual force of democracy, an
incormzl Sociology is required. Those who wateh carefully the influence exercised
Ly the possessing classes over our universities, churches, political parties,
press, and even our literature, and art, and drama, can see how this body of
gocial theory is consolidated for its defensive work,....

To this Sociology of the vested interests Biology, Psychology, Economics, Ethies,
Philosophy, Religion, are all made to contribute special aids. But the staple
consists in an illicit extension of certain teachings of Biology, and a fabric-
ation of certazin premises of economicS......Since the real battle is waged round
the fortress of economic privilege, it was only to be expected that the new
plastic science of political econumy should be moulded and utilised for weapons
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The immediate peril which immediately confrints us I cannot forbear to name. It
lies in the temptetion to rely npon the finzncizl patrcnage of rich men, million-
ts, for trs means of es*ablishing wiiversities and colleges for the
higher educetion of the people......Bdusation sustained by such means will never
be really free, or fully disinterested. The biology, the economics, the ethiecs,
ever 1he biology taught in these privately bounty-red institutions, will carry
in vazrious subtle but certain ways the badge of servitude to the special
tusiness interests that are their paymasters.

Li:=»ize, Mr J.M. Robertson says in his "Fallacy of Saving", regarding the
oprociticn to those who dare challenge the orthodox theories of economics:—

In? 2%, while the received doctrine stands naked to criticism, I find that when
youns economist presses the criticism he is made to suffer for it by exclusion
tional posts.

Tae aboeve quotati

ons could be multiplizd from the writings of non-Socialists in
ordexr to show the almost uncanny power wielded by vested interests over the
forces of education, Many scholars and professors who have refused to teach the
econemics and sociology which favours the capitalist class have been dismissed
from their posts,

It will be szen then, that revolutionary Socialism dare not permit its education=
al work to be conducted by any workers' educational association which prides

itzelf upon being "neutral" regarding the interests of Capital and Labour. In the

cless st¥iznia the "neutrals!, so called, are always subtle and sinister elements

movement. The rapid spread of tutorial classes, propagating the scientific
theories of revolutionary Socialism, has already alarmed the press of this coun-
try. It is quite true, as the "Times" sought to show, that Marxism is the
"ferment of revolution", In South Vales and in the West of Scotland the Marxian
educational movement has been particularly active, and in these districts the
press has sought to frighten the capitalist class regarding the effect of such
propaganda. These classes are but the development of those organised many years
ago by the S.L.P. Due to the persistent advocacy regarding the need for educat-
ional classes, side by side with the growth of S.L.P. literature, this aspect of
the movement has rapidly developed and is now being brilliantly conducted by an
orgenisation which seeks to unify the educational efforts of the bona-fide

revolutionary elements in the movement.l)
I, - THE PRESS.

In every phase of the development of Socialist tactics in this country the S.L.P.
has played the thankless task of pioneering. We do not consider that the strengih
of any party in the Labour movement is determined by the number of individuals
which compose it. The real strength of a revolutionary party is rather to be
measured by the manner in which it indicates the tendencies of economic develop-

ment and outlines methods of action corresponding thereto. When the S.L.P. first

i)We are referring to the work of Plebs League.
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ontlined the real fumection of revolutionary political action, and of industrial
unionism, we were most bitterly opposed. Likewise, our repudiation of State
Socialism twelve years age earned us the title of the "impossibilists". Perhaps
the greatest opposition we encountered was our advocacy of a party-owned and
controlled press. We contended then, and we reaffirm now, that the capitalist
class with its financial power dominates the press of this country. Just as
Capital reinforces its economic power through its control of the political mach-
ine, so, on the other hand, it wields political power due in great measure to its
conts of the press - the greatest weapon it has, educationally, for moulding
the idecas and therefore the political activity of the workers. Capitalism, let us
reit:wate, uses its various avenues of activity in such a way that they support
each other, and all of them combined reinforce the wages system. Thus the press,
in the hands of Capital, attacks Labour in the field of education, industry, and
politics. Just as Labour must control its own education, political work, and
industrial organisation, so it must control its own press. Outside of the S.L.P.
no attempt has been made to bring the control of the printing press of the move-
e >nded in the L;g;;r movement to print papers and pamphlets, and most of that
722y has been used to build up printing establishments which were privately
¢ “-i-and over which the rank and file exercised no control. Thus the defunct
‘21 Democratic Federation built up a privately-owmed printing establishment -
trentieth Centwry Press. When the Federation merged into the B.S.P. the
= thought they had some power over the press and "their" organ "Justice'.

at ihe mowent the rank and file of the B.S.P. came into conflict with the

ders of the Twentieth Century Press it was then realised that the

hel
zebershiz o had neither an "official organ" nor a press.

The S.7.0. hoe crented its own press. The policy of the literature and the party

mmznel by the vank and file of the organisation. Only in this way

Jowemalis is dete
can L1 revoiuuionamy press be bnild up and be democratically controlled. It is

taerefore no ‘aceident that tne S.L. IPress is the only printing establishment in

ioh pablishes no‘hing but literature of a revolutionary nature and

o P
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worthy of scienviiic Socialiszm,.
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Proletarian Text No.l: Documents of the Portuguese
Revolution.

Includes: Platform of the Portuguese Revolutionary
Councils & PRP(BR) Manifesto.
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CONCLUSION.

Having outlined the position of scientific Socialism, and having stated the

policy of the S.L.P. in relation to it, we cordially invite all workers in
agreement with our position to join our ranks.

We are convinced that Socialism is the only hope of the workers., Neither reforms
nor palliatives can in any way remove the great economic contradictions inherent
in Capitalism. The time has now arrived when all revolutionary Socialists must
either join hands with the S.L.P. or strengthen the hands of the reformers and
State Socialists, The latter exercise an influence as great as it is sinister in
the Labour movement. Revolutionary Socialism can only win the workers when the
S.L.P. has been so strengthened that it can carry out its work upon an even
larger scale. To that end the party appeals for members.

In these days, when the conflict grows ever keener, it is the duty of every
Socialist to be where he can best 2ssist the movement. Neither personal feelings,
nor a false sense of duty to some party which does not function as a revolution-
ary unit in the army of Labour, should prevent anyone from fearlessly throwing in
his or her lot with the "fighting S.L.P.". Bverything in these days must be
subordinated to the class aspect of the struggle against Capital. We, therefore,
appeal to those comrades who complain regarding the shortcomings of their

present organisations to come inside and help us to convert the Labour movement,
and the working class, to the policy we have outlined.

The influence of the S.L.P. is rapidly spreading, but with an increased member-—
ship our work can be extended and intensified. The growth of that work can only
go on if new members come in, By taking your place inside our ranks you will
become identified with the most fearless and virulent party of Socialism in the
country. Outside the S.L.P. your efforts are probably being exercised in a wrang
direction; inside the S.L.P. your efforts will be directed upon the greatest

work in History - the emancipation of the working class and the freedom of
Humanity.
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Proletarian No.2: Inflation, Class Struggle and
Scientific Communism.
Includes: Inflation - base and superstructure
& 'For You, Mr. Worker!' by William Paul
Price: 35p + 10p postage

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

x
Proletarian No.3: Towards A Communist Programme. b
Includes: Documentary Supplement of past communist %
programmes, and Comments om the Transitional ¥
Programme, Aleo 'What Is A Revolutionary b

Party' (1903) by the Socialist Labour Party. %

Price: LOp + 10p postage. %
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DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS?
The Sccialist Labour Party asserts the right of man to life, liberty and the

pursuit of happiness.
We hold that the purpose of government is to secure to every citizen the enjoy-

ment of this right; but experience teaches us that such right is illusory to the
majority of the people, the working class, under the present system of industrial
bondage - a system destructive of THEIR life, THEIR liberty, and THEIR happiness.
We hold that the true theory of economics is that the means of production must be
owned, operated, and controlled by the people in common. Man cannot exercise his
right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness without the owvmership of the
land on, anda the tool with which to work. Deprived of these, his life, his
liberty, and his fate fall into the hands of that class which owns these essen-
tials for work and production.

V= hold that the existing contradiction between social production and capitalist
appropriation - the latter resulting from the private owmership of natural and
social opportunities - divides the people into two classes: the Capitalist

Class and the Working Class; throws society into the convulsions of the Class
Struggle; and perverts govermment in the interests of the Capitalist Class.

Thus Labour, robbed of the wealth which it alone produces, is often denied the
means of employment, and, by the conditions of wage slavery, is even deprived of
the necessaries of life.

Against such a system the Socialist Labour Party raises the banner of revolt, and
demands the unconditional overthrow of the Capitalist system.

In place of such a system the Socialist Labour Party aims to substitute a system
of social owvmership of the means of production, industrially administered by the
Working Class - the workers to assume control and direction as well as operations
of their industrial affairs.

This solution of necessity requires the organisation of the Working Class as a
CIASS upon revolutionary political and industrial lines.

We therefore call upon the wage-workers to organise themselves into a revolution-
ary political organisation under the banner of the Socialist Labour Party; and to
organise themselves likewise upon the industrial field into a revolutionary
industrial union in keeping with their political aims.

Ard we also call upon all other intelligent citizens to place themselves squarely
upon the ground of Working Class interests, and join us in this mighty and noble
work of human emancipation, so that we may put summary end to the existing
barbarous class conflict by placing the land and all the means of production,
transportation, and distribution into the hands of the people as a collective
body, and substituting the Co-operative Commonwealth for the present state of
planless production, industrial war and social disorder - a Commonwealth in
which every worker shall have the free exercise and full benefit of his facul-
ties, multiplied by all the modern factors of civilisation.,

JOIN THE S.L.P. TO=DAY,
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+ WHAT IS THE COMMUNIST ORGANISATION IN THE BRITISH ISLES? %
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1. CCBI is a Marxist-Leninist collective, formed on lst January, 1974,

in secession from the British and Irish Communist Organisation, now become
revisionist. Tte purpose is to inmtegrate Marxist-Leninist theory with the
concrete conditions prevailing in the British Isles, and guided by this
concrete development of Marxisn-Leninism, to promote the develorment of
communist politics among the working class. It aims, through its :
activities, to help bring about political and ideological conditions in
which the formation of a new communist party will be a meaningful step in
the development of communist politics as a link in the chain o
proletarian internationalism,

2. We take the natural economic unit of the British Isles as the area of

our organisation and oppose any attempts by bourgeois or populist ;
nationalism to fragment working class organisation within the a?ove economic
unit. Ve resolutely base ourselves on the proletariat of the whole

British Ieles without exception.As a European state develops veé shall extend
ourselves accordingly,

5. In terms of the development and strength of its ecomomic organisation,
the working class of Eritain is second to none in the capitalist world;
its political and ideological development is, however, much less advanced.
In particular it lacks its own political party. Without such a party, a
real communist party, it will be unable to decisively de-eat the
capitalist class, build socialism and advance to communism.

4. The history of the struggle to build such a party in the British Isles
has been largely one of failure. The conspicuous exception to this was
the Socialist Labour Party of Great Britain, whose emblem COBI has adopted
and whose valuable experience we intend to assimilate,

5. A major reasom for this failure has been the inability of revolutionaries
in the British Isles to make a complete break with capitalist ideology;
their failure to break with the pragmatist outlook o the British capitalist
class has led them tc underestimate the importance or the Marxist-Leninist
theory of scientific socialism. Without the guidance of this theory

there can be no communist politics.

6. For these reasons CORI takes as its immediate tasks: the application of
communist theory to the conditions of the British Isles, and ideological
struggles against opportunist distortions of communism, such as modern
revisionism and Trotskyism,

7. COBI demands the maximum ideological unity amongst its members. All
members, in addition to engaging in practical work, must improve their
understanding of scientific socialism and contribute to the ideological
ctruggle. Nobody will be admitted to full membership of the organisation
unless they have demonstrated their commitment to class struggle and
their understanding of scientific socialism.

8. To supplement the efforts of its full membership, COBI encourages a
wider group of associate members to work in cooperation with it.

For full elucidatiorn of these premises see Proletarian No.l, and if you
wish to know more about COBI contact:

J. Maisels,
3/8, May Court,
Edinburgh EHL 4SD.
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This 'forgotten classic' on the historical derivation and contemporary
operation of state structures, sees its first edition since 1917, with
an Introduction by C.0.B.I. and a specially written Preface by Harry
McShane. In all 240 pp. Reviewing the work, Raymond Challinor wroté:

"T hope that William Paul's book is widely read. It deserves to be.
Not only does it demonstrate the falsity of historians like Walter
Kendall, who claim that there was no indigenous revolutionary trad-
ition in Britain and say it was imported from Russia, but also Paul's
book has intrinsic merit. It is far easier and less painful to dis-
cover the nature of the capitalist state through reading its pages
than from a polieceman's truncheon." (I.S.Journal, April '75).

£1.25 post paid, from: Proletarian Publishing, c¢/o N. Watson,
62 Thistle Street, EBdinburgh 2; or from C.0.B.T. 4



