
• • c OM. “C” invites us to hit the sawdust trail 
and be good—which is the natural habit of 
the reformed. But the “grace" has not 

come upon us. While the main issue—the tactics 
of socialist progress—is still with us, obdurate as 
ever. To which “C" has plausibly tacked on the 
identity of his reformism with Marxism. And asks 
us to show “our colors." Well, on the principle 
that fools may go where angels baulk, we are not 
disposed to shirk the issue. Nor waste time on the 
ragged ends.

We agree with those quotations from the Mani
festo—offered to us as a sop. Hence, paradoxic
ally, we agree with “C." Accordingly, we are un
der no necessity of “repudiating Marx" and have 
no glass houses to fortify. But—and we emphasise 
the point—those quotations are not identical with 
Com. “C’s" original thesis—that socialism is to 
be accomplished by a full blooded working class, 
strengthened by constant improvements in living 
conditions, by means of reforms ; by the seduction of 
habit ; and the feasibilities of authority and human 
nature. That is labor politics, not proletarian iden
tity, opportunism, not Marxism ; and is therefore not 
in harmony with his new orientation as quoted.

Since we agree that the interest of the proletariat 
is one, whence came our divisionst If it does not 
matter which way we go, but “what we pick up on 
the way," why the fuss? Why not willy nilly, go 
with popular acclamation? Why not join the A. 
F. L. for instance ? It claims to be the representa
tive of labor. Why the discrimination? Arc they 
right or wrong? Can a stiff-necked minority 0f re
actionaries stay the progress of labor? “That’s a 
blazing strange implication," as /Jerry Cruncher 
might say. Why do the labor bodies never pick up 
socialism, or the means of socialism by the way? 
Why are they invariably on the service of capitalist 
interest? side-tracked on illusions? hedging, dally
ing, obscuring the fundamental issue of capitalist 
property right? Put it another way. Would Marx 
associate with Gompers and Lewis, or Moore and 
Draper, or British radicals, or the B. C. Federation- 
ista Under the historic circumstances of the day, 
would he struggle for R. MacDonald’s Russian 
Treaty, or the Dawes plan, or Treaty revision, or 
Reparations, or Liberal Land Reform, or Wheatly 
Hoaxing? or similar free" buns for free plugs? All of 
them are hailed by labor parties as beneficial to 
labor. The Manifesto gives its own answer—that 
all those things and bodies are but varying expres
sions of * ‘ Bourgeoisie Socialism. ’-’

not co-operate with antagonistic aims. The conflict 
must be settled in the mind before the mind can set
tle the conflict in society. That is why labor never 

" picks up by the way." Un-classconscious, it pur
sues a chimera, redecorated, by the crafty skill of 
i xigent polities, in shimmering hues of its own con
fusion. That is why labor is divided and broken. 
Its immediacy Ls the conservation of sectarian in' 
terest, irrespective of its proletarian implication. 
That is why “C" himself pleads for unity. The con
stant pressure of the daily struggle, with its irreme
diable provocation of the immediate, present socialist 
theory as an abstract, a romantic incursion into the 
future. That is why “C” emphasises the process of 
change, rather than the condition of change. That is 
the real issue between us, “C” says, tbe process is 
the thing. We say, it is time condition. The pro
cess, in virtue of its own potential, induces the 
means and material of change; but the ever-varying 
• ircumstance of an ever varrying necessity condi
tions it. The process creates the impetus; the condi- 
tion^oncatenates its form. In other words, the pro
cess is static, cosmic ; the condition dynamic, vital. 
Hence the lag or the leap in human affairs, its trag
edy or comedy—the reflex of contemporary contin
gencies, laden-with hormonic reagents, flashing 
through the reason of being, in terms of the human 
equation.

But the Manifesto.
It was written under the revolutionary condi

tions of 1847. In conditions when the critical and 
analytic founders of Hist, Mater, expected optimis
tic results. As Engels points out in the preface 
(p. 7) some passages require modification and speci
fically its reforms. The conditions productive of 
those modifications have been enhanced since then— 
due either to a fall in the intelligence of the modem 
proletariat, compared with 1848, or a rise in the 
virility of governmental control, or both. Either 
the “aptitude" of the workers of ’48 was greater 
than their modem brethren, or Marx was mistaken 
in his hope of immediate revolution. But since the 
conditions of development engendered less stress on 
the applications of reform—and have continued to 
do so—it would appear that Marx was led astray 
by fhat contemporary wave of reform. That is to 
say, that he regarded those historic turbulences of 
changeful reform, as a proletarian understanding of 
the social conditions that occasioned them. Else 
why did he expect revolution? The same thing 
magnified accounts for our own magnificent wob
bling. Not science.

dvr its banner for the capture of political power— 
the only power there is. The only way to capture 
that power is to understand it. If then the workers 
rally instead to the support of “practical politics" 
it can only be because they are yet. imperceptive of 
their identity. As political representation expresses 
economic interest, socialism can find its following 
only in the ranks of understanding. As Socialism 
is organised for political supremacy, it must conflict 
with organisations of ulterior expendieneies. And, 
as capitalist development enforces political action, 
and action connotes the mind, the political color of 
that action must measure our social consciousness. 
7 herefor Socialism standing on proletarian identity, 
must conflict with all from whatever cause, who op
pose that identity. But this conflict is not against 
labor, but against the labor of reform (or the re
form of labor) ; not against the proletariat, but 
against their borrowed organisations of bourgeois 
traditionalism. And while politics is the mature 
field of emancipation, it owes that maturity, singly, 
to class understanding. Outside of that understand
ing. the organisation is just like a “milling" hdM, 
potent, powerful, dangerous—and helpless.

Thus the appeal for co-operation is a false senti
ment. It ignores the conformations of reality; and 
confuses political antagonism with labor reaction— 
a most extraordinary common idea. It puts the field 
of struggle in the shifty plane of opportunity. It 
transforms energy on inconstant vicissitudes. It 
seethes the kid of ignorance in the mother milk of 
confusion; and subsides the mind, with its magical 
potencies of developed faculty and material, with 
the reactionary visionism of a once pregnant condi
tion.
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If, as Comrade Macdonald avers, the resolve is 
taken, the deed done (*) then we say that at no dis
tant date it will have to be undone. We say it not 
as matter of prophesy, but as statement of fact. And 
we say “have to," because, in the new terms of 
oligarchic Imperialism, it is an attempt to set back 
the shadow on the dial." It is an effort to force an 
issue, where force is futile. It strives to foster a 
false alliance amongst incoherent elements, forget
ting. seemingly, its own materialism, that unity is 
of mind, and mind of circumstance, and that the 
verbal word quickens the mind effectively only 
when circumstance quickens its dispossession. A 
powerful and unscrupulous state, intent on its pound 
of flesh, on one hand, and a grovelling confusion on 
the ot r calls for another intermediary than a 
hybrid of “class conscious reformism!" Just as the

With whom, then, are we to co-operate? What 
institutions are we to set up, or pull down? How 
chew* and devise, amidst the conflict of aim and un
identified interest- By what standard are we to 
judge light and. wrong? By what criterion differ
entiate the true intereata of labor? How adopt the 
habita and aptitudes that lead to real Socialism from 
amidst the inextricable tangle of bourgeois social
ism? Hew- distinguish between true reforms and 
clpas interest I Hew persuade the authority of pro
perty to righteousness, and the human nature of 
capital from its iniquity. By one standard alone— 
Capitalist property in the means of life. And by one 
means alone—class conscious understanding of 
Capitalist property relations and consequence. The 
lack of that tinderstanding is the one cause of labor 
divisions, here the understanding;is the essential of 

/.. ;. <%. . . " proletarian identity. Without the perception of that
" - -5-.1 identity, no unity; without unity, no Socialism

" The haunting irrelevancy of the comforting 
axiom of inding np by the way is consequently ob- 

X viens. What we pick.up by the way is according to
$ „ the way we go: the way we gq depends on the way
|vXl ' xffceee. If we see by the moonshine of revisionism, we 

eh# dally with eireean reform. If our vision is the 
l|lt; -dds conscious vision of Capitalist property right, 

Stand In anfagoniwn. tosll who do not 
tiy oppose that right We can-

Nevertheless, the manifesto is the substantial of 
Hist. Mater. And stands beyond criticism. But it 
affords little sanction to reformist vagaries. Nat
urally. Since it is the expression of scientific 
socialism, it can hardly express labor politics. Its 
real meaning, its spirit and its truth,-must be read 
and applied by its own philosophy—the materialist 
conception. Over and over again it emphasises the 
fundamental antagonism of Capitalist property; that 
the function of socialism is the expression of class 
struggle; that no party ignoring that fundamental

petty bourgeoisie strove in vain against its destruc
tion ; so petty labor, its descendant, strives unavail- 
inglv for its sectarian interests. The continuous 
process of social degradation merges both in pro
letarian unity, and straight Socialism can alone 
point the remedy and show the way out In spite of 
hope and appearance, the mixing of aims and issues, 
and the spreading of terms, can 
against the power of the State, nor advance confus
ion to Socialism,- It cannot be stolen; it must be 
thought. The true appeal is the class struggle. The 
real issue Capitalist property—undiluted.

Hence we agree with proletarian unity and its 
common identity. But we still disagree with “C’s" 
full blooded braves, skipping the whirlpool of re
volution on the Stepping stones of improved condi
tions. And it isn’t Marxian. The whole trend of 
Marx proves progressive social degradation. Its in
evitability in fact. Explicit and implicit it is scat
tered throughout “Capital," e.g., “machinery and 
industry," “the general laws of accumulation," and
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avail nothing

h* Id can be socialist ; that the struggle for reform is but 
“practical politics," side play of the Capital 

the capture of political power, and that the 
organisation of the proletariat for that purpose is 
its essential condition. Consequently, its funda
mental expresses time condition, Le., that Capital can 
be abolished, when, and only when, its reason of
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being becomes class conscious. Time-condition is 
not the equivalent of habit and reform; of occasion, 
or human nature. It is the manifest of the stage of 
capitalist development when class conscious per
ception of material interest rises superior to all 
the subterfuges of exigency.

1

(•) Editor's Note: If we manage to outlive tbe argu
ment, dear when the battle ls o'er we’ll be able to 
write letters to one another eating where the humanrrS

Consequently, scientific socialism, recognising 
this, must find itself in antagonism to labor, politi
cally entangled in the tops of trade L 
tific an sis Km -calls upon the werfcgn to master un-

factor—In readers and party members—has nsrspod to.
Meanwhile, no resolve has been taken, and no deed has 

beeo doce.' That needs—at least a quorum.
(Continued on page-6)
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