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The Task of}f

\

UR good ““C’" wishes to point out, (Jan. 2),
‘““we are as soeialists Marxists . . . be-

cause we make use of his dialetic concep- .

tion.”” By the same token we might be Hegeliars
(but we’re not.) And ‘“C’’ is a Marxist—*‘except
the preconception of socialism.’’ It’s a funny kind

of Marxism? In faet it is just a travesty.

Marx’s socialism was the direct inevitability of
Marx’s dialeetic, of Marx’s concept and analysis.of
capitalist society. It rested on his materialism, as
squarely as a bridge on its prers. We may repudiate
Marx’s premises. But we may not aecept his

premises, and rejeet his conclusions. The law of sur-
plus value, steadily developed and degraded capital-
ist society. That law was the result of eapitalist
organisation. It eould not be obviated, within eapi-
tal. It banded an inereasing proletariat against a
decreasing oligarchy. The appropriation of capital
itself was the ultimate result of the prior expropri-
ation of labor. The immz=ncat laws of the system
fettered the relatioms of its organisation, unti] eon-
tinued social existemce became intolerable and in-
compatible with soeial necessity. Those laws, de-
veloping social comtradictions, evoked and nursed,
the spirit of revolt. They compelled ever more pur-
poseful working elass unity. They developed, and
clarified the class struggle. They fostered the con-
ditions of ecapital dissolution; generated both the
means and the ideas of political supremaey. And
they inspired the awakened intelligence, the social
genius of progress, the aroused will, the elear eon-
cept of necessity, and its rational applieation in the
Socialist Commonwealth. The whole Marxian philo-
sophy integratgs itself from negation to negation
And we believe Marxian postulates, fundamentally,
to be unchallenged. The social conditions of today,
—socialised produetion, an enslaved and seething
proletariat, and the unmistakable gathering of class
war constitute proof of his synthesis. That the pro-
letariat does not see clearly its servitude is no in-
dieation that it cannot see. Tomorrow the quicken-
ing touch of a new erisis—an invention, a process, a
threat—may sound the final knell of the expr ) pria-
tors: ‘“‘spring the w of society in the air,”’ be-
because it has melted ®he mists of social misunder-
standing. Hence we think Soeialism is inevitable.
Not beeause it inheres in the ‘“‘proecess’’ of nature.
But beeause it inheres in the condition of ecapitalist
evolution Nor because there is a watchman in the
vaulted silenees of space. But because there is an
ideal, genetic. reflex, garnered in the h art of man.

Neit do we aceept ‘“C’s”’ Darwinian evolu-
tion. It be evolution. But it is not Darwinian.
There is no need ‘‘to consider the possibility of
change in any direction.”” Because there i8 no such
possibility. It is perfectly true that ‘‘infinite vari-
ability is the characteristic of the evolutionary pro-
eess.”’ Bat it is also true that specifie variability is
the charaeteristic of specific process. From Nebulae
to Man is a tremendous epic of sequential change.
But the sum total of its variability is the inherent
variability of the particular. In all mighty pageant
of the aeons, every individual thing, or eause, or
combination, moves to the mead of must ; varies only
in the ordered necessity of law-bound beings. Noth-
ing moves in ‘‘any direction.”” Everything moves
in the terms of its cyclic lay; in the fixed direction
—although infinite variety—of constituted living.
And according as the terms of eyelic being are gen-
erated, and threaded on the moving precessionals of
interactiofi, so inevitably, being expresses itself
specifically; amidst the myriad-hued garmentry of
existenece. Expresses itself exaetly in and through
and to the inhering processes of its cyele.

“C,’s’’ ““Defeat of civilisation onee more’’ is a
produet of ‘‘borrower psyshology.”” Civilisation is
the gxpression vf social man, and only with man can
%t * Its form changes. But its core persisis;

its sérviee immediate to its conditions. If is never
“defuul Always it advanees its frontiers. Al
ways it progresses to higher levels i in the pthhli-

ties of its static essentials. From primititive man to
theocratic antiquity, to autoeracies of the Mediter-
rancan, to Roman-Teutonie Feudalism, from the
lordship of land to the oligarehy of capital, the pre-
lude to the “aristoeracy’’ of Soeialism A nexus of
scquential change, of antecedent and subsequent
But each individual phase, sequent in itself, domi
nant through and detcrmined by its time eondition,
fundamentally unalterable in its statie setting, its
scquence inevitable to the fundament of neeessity

‘C"’ econsiders ‘‘the possibility of a political and
social development, towards an institutional liic
impregnated with the  principles of an industrizal
feudal order of graded status '’ Whatever gem
is contained in that glittering casket of words i like
the planet Venus—eompletely hidden in a canopy of
vapor. There is as little possibility of imperialist
capital degenerating into feudalistic mongeries, as of
a canary beecoming a pterodactyl, or man a lexo:
If the spirit of feudalism ‘‘perhaps resurgent in
these days’’ augurs a return to the principles of the
fief. why not the mental reflexes of a still greater
antiquity herald the return to Gentilism? Beeanse
it cannot, in either ecase. The faet is, C.’s tacties are
simply word juggling. ‘‘The spirit of feudalisn
lives on into today.’”’ And apparently, beczuse of
the castg formularies of that spiri!, we are Keble to
return to its principles. Yet **(.’s’’ very next sen-
tence denies the proposition, and d( srives that spirit
{(eorrectly) from political soeicty: " History (C) is
the scene of struggle of underlying proples for politi-
cal and social freedoms, to retain partial freedoms
gained, or recover freedoms lo-t.”’ A long way of
stating a partial truth. Histery ix the record of elass
struggles, of social masses always enslaved. against
their ruling classes, always dominant. At all times
subjeetion is the essence of politiral soeiety, dumin-
ance the prérequisite of its stability. And wthin
the duration of any society the dominance of its
ruling elass is practically complete. Hence, *‘eco-
nomic freedoms, partial freedoms or lost freedoms,’’
are as pathetic as Omar’s ‘‘empty glass.” “* Alsol-
utism’’ is but another name for slavery,—dignified
with a tall A. And slways everywhere. slavery
holds man. soeiety, to the subjeetion of its will, not,
primarily. because of its power, visible, but accord-
ing to the experience of that power, in the empirieal
terms of time eondition. The burnings, the brand-
ings. the blindings, the headed pikes of the middle
ages are gone. The barricades of “‘the revolution”’
are no more. We are not crucified by 1,000’s in the
city streets, as in Rome and Greeee. Nor skinned
alive and left writhing at the eity gates, like “‘an-
cient glory.” But the blood of the proletariat, of
the enslaved, flows as copiously today on the smok-
ing altars of capital as efer it did in the most im-

perial days of Absolutism. The death, the degrad-
ation may be less exquisitely agonizing, but the sor-
didness of slavish dominion is an ample as ever. And
the changed form is due, neither to the loftier
humanity of the ruling classes, nor to the greater in-
telligenee of the slaves, but wholly to the august
mandates of technieal progress, which governs the
issues of humanity. -

Neither is it quite true to say, with ““C," ‘‘Pelit-
jeal Liberalism and economic socialism are but sue-
cessive phases in the struggle,”’ (against Absolut-
ism) *“ in modern times.’’ Or ‘‘mark phases of 2
trend away from Absolutism =’ Liberalism and So-
cialism are both politieal, both economic, and mutu-
ally antagonistic. Liberalism, instead of & “trend
away from absolutism.”’ is, on the contrary, the ef-
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(Continued in next issue.)

SURPLUS mor.

whiech means that is it sarplus labor. And

because so much labor, such as advertising,
running cheap sales, ete., is strictly speaking & sheer
waste of unproduective effort; the work of the really
neeessary laborers is longer than it need be.

M UCH of the labor now done is unmeeés;rf;

From wealth-produetion figures, we get some in-
sighf into the question of surplus labor, and how it
may be avoided. In the United States, for example,
statisties from 1860 to 1919 show that the workers
get seventeen per cent. out of the wealth they pro-
duee. That is, they receive seventeen cents out of
every ddllar’s worth of wealth created.

Of course, the seyenteen eents is the worker’s
wage for making a dollar’s worth of wealth. An-
other way of looking at it proves that, ina ten hours’
working day, the worker earns his keep in two hours
and twelve minutes. The other seven hours and
forty-eight minutes go to his employers who, how-
ever, cannot keep all of this surplus; but mnst—f;ar't

with some of it to the municipality, the State, the .

banker, and, often, the landlord, ete. 2
It may appear that this arrangement is an injus-

“tice to the workers, and that it isTitre mentioned for

the purpose of making them very diseontented and
rebellious. But even Karl Marx himseelf — the
greatest of scientific Socialists—does mot think it

unjust. As Marx poeints out, the werker eannot with

reason eomplain; inasmuch as his wages are gemer-
ally the full value from the sale of a igl thing
the worker possesses. Apart from that, wever,
the fact that the worker receives; under .
only 17¢ out of every $1, makes it impossible for him
to purchase back the surplus 83¢ wealth produeed;
cven with the assistance of capitalist-class buyers.
This zlso is another eonstant caumse of capitalistic

industrial erises. e

It is by buying this special thing at, on an aver-

sge , its full value, and then making a skilful use of

it, that nearly all Capitalists’ profits are made. If a

dealer sells a man a set of tools worth $15.00 snd the:

buyer afterwards by constantly using those tools,
makes $10.00 out of them, the seller has ‘‘no kick
coming;’’ because he got from the buyer tlntnll
value of the goods he sold him. When a person sells
something and gets, in exchange, its full momey

value, he has no right (as a general rule) to inter-.

fere with the use the buyers put his purchase to.
Now, whntheworkeraelhihul’omtow
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