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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



iv.
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



V.

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






