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N this and another article 1 propose to deal with
-Comrade MeDonald’s attack of two issues ago
upon my argumentation against certain posi

. tions-and attitudes of the S. P. of C. In all my argu

mentation, and-of this and previous articles, I am
moved by a motive that goees far beyond my desire
for ehanges in the party positions and attitudes or
, 8t this present, to turn the tables on Mac. M)
mohve presumptuous ehough, is to do what I think
i: distressingly needful, that is, to do what I ecan to

-modernize the thought of the revolutionary wing of

the working class movement. Hence the discursive
moralizing character of my argument, and the use of
the method of indirection in attack, no doubt so
exasperating to critiecs. There now, I am out in the
open. Passing up much that I consider disputable
in Comrade MecDonald’s article I pass on to the main
issue—the anti-labor party position of the 8. P. of
C. As to the question of our party’s anti-reform
attitude and its apathetic interest in mon-violent
and eonstitutional procedures in soecial change, those
issues are, in my conception, secondary, though so
much related to the main issue that decision upon it,
one way or the other, predisposes conelusions on the
others. Contrarilly, the Party, 1 eontend, elevated
the question of reforms to first place. It is anti-
labor party because it is first anti-reform. The rea-
son for that will evolve as I proeeed, as will also the
reason why I consider the reformism of labor parties
a secondary matter and not the prime eriterion by
which to judge those parties.

The main issue,-the anti-labor party position of
theS. P. of C.,, Comrade McDonald supports and I
argue against. . As to reforms, I eontend the Party

+ uititude is anti-reform and argue against the atti-

tade. Comrade McDonald, however, denies the
Party is anti-reform and asks me for proof in Party
literature. Later I shall quote the Party Manifésto
in support of my eontention. Moreover, aside from
my own experience of twelve or fourteen years’
mehlbe I thirk it is common knowledge that

pmjnga.nda and Party sentiment has been
mﬁ { as a corollary to the anti-labor party
position. Agamst my -charge of anti-reform, Com-
rade McDonald erects a barracade, his defenee re-
action, ¥rom behind which he fires his denial. This
it his creation—‘‘if,”’ says he, ‘‘we find them (re-
forms) useful, we adopt them needs
a elass. . . " though, (laying down his conception
of the position of Marx) ‘‘we leave the extension of
reforms to the ruling class. . . .”’ So the workmg
class_adopt ruling class reforms if they are useful,
do they?! How handy words are for elevating a
necessity into a virtue. What then is implied in
Comrade MeDonald’s revolutionary-position-accord-
ing-to-Marx? Just this, that the sole initiative and
_souree of reforms, speaking politically, shall rest in
the ruling class; and that a function of the Socialist

to our as

_ _parties is to maintain this state by opposing and, if

possible, destroying all reform politieal organiza-
tions of the working class, though struggling for
reforms on the very field where the classstruggle
must find its maturist expression. Not, apparently,
- until ‘the working masses are fit to subseribe to the
single plank of revolutidnary overthrow are they to
be permitted to enter as an independent movement
into the most vital of all mediums of development,
Mdmnnd&mtpolindnmh 1 contend
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before they get better;”” and how it spresds its para-
lyzing eontagion becausé the sentiment is 8o pervas-
ive in the underlying eommunity. What does a man
want with science who has once got possessed of that
theory, exeept pérhaps to fortify his prepesession.
He ceases to push forward his frontiers of know-
ledge, he dangerously near becomes an anti-soeial
ghoul, anticipating and taking a cold-blooded de-
Tight in social ealamities. Thus segregating himself,
breaking the ties of sympathetic interest in their
struggles; he loses the ehance of a real understand-
ing of people; and his jnterest in politieal affairs
tends to be eynieal, perfunctory and superfieial. 1
meet them, socialists of bitter convietion, real logical
anti-reformers, lost to the active life of the labor
movement, centers of radiating apathy and despair,
looking forward to the next great war or eeonomic
crisis. Uneompromising anti-reformers, they see in
improved econditions for the working masses nothing
but prolongation of the system. The Labor Party in
Great Britain is saving the capitalist system for the
capitalists; that is how they see it. And logieally
so, since their premise is the theory of inmereasing
nrisery and progressive degradation. There are
others again who, while holding to tne theory, com-
promise grudg’mgly The theory has-its ridiculous
gide, for 1o be logical, the working elass should be
advised to cease struggling. Both animal insfinct
and their reason run eontrary to the advise, how-
ever, since it is an invitation to saicide. So there is
compromise first with the trade union movement.
Rut there is no interest in reforms and ameliorations,
as such, they hate them, it is the struggf and the use
that ean be made of it and of the organizations for
ulterior revolutionary purpose where the interest
lies. And now they are at the politieal labor organ-
izations in the 'same fashion, inspired by the same
animus, and the same ulterior purpose. And it is all
wrong exeept the revolutionary purpose. All that
reasoning is wrong and all that activity is wrong
that is based on the theory of misery. The theory
is a fallacy. The experience of history is that abject
misery earries with it deterioration and abjeet sub-
jection. On the contrary, I subscribe to this theory:
““That the social revolution must be earried out, not
by an anaempie working class under the pressure of
abjeet privation, but by a body of full blooded work-
ing men gradually gaining strength from improved
conditions of life. Instead of the revolution being
worked out through the leverage of desperate
misery, every improvement in working class eon-
ditions is to be counted as a gain for the revolution-
ary forces.’’ ‘“This,”’ says Veblen, ‘‘is a good Dar-
winism, but it does not belong to the meo-Hegelian
Marxism.’’_ If I may use those barbarisms, the latter
tag describes the Party position. Mine, I am a neo-
Darwinian Marxist Which means o say that the
mechanies of my scheme of ecausatign is Darwinian,
ae the primary position of my outlook on the soeial
process, that no end, no good, no socialist common-
wéalth governs and determined the line of develop-
ment of the process. That is putting the cart be-
fore the horse in Hegelian fashion Socialism is not
inevitable by virtue of a trend ‘“in the nature of
things.”’ - Man is the only purposive factor in the
process. In the Darwinian scheme, the proecess is
the thing. And the ‘‘end,’”’ the resultant at any
particular time, evolves out-of the struggle, out of
the elash of the forces engaged. Therefore, as I

- see the social process, the means govern and deter-

mine the end. That is, | must not be continually

oeeupied with dreaming of my ideal, thinking it will
» time, but must conhcentrate on

~reforms for better
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their representative mass organizations, economie and
politieal. The funetion of socialist parties is sueh
as to'prevent them ever being representative, it is to
keep ahead of the masses intellectually, to edueate,
tn eritieise, to create socialist opinion, which, by the
initisting forece of the mass organizations may be
translated into praectical effect in and during the
trangition to a new order.

Comrade MeDonald’s article leads me to think
that in some partienlars he misunderstands me, due
partly no doubt to my wretched presentation of my
point of view, and perhaps also beeause he has real
me in too hestile a temper, jealous for the integrity
of the old standards of the party. Allowing. hov-
ever, something for those eauses, there are still dif-
ferenees in our outlook that I can only put down te
his not having given sufficient consideration to cer-
tain featurees of the Marxian theory of history. on
the one hand, and on the other, to wide areas, as it
were, of the problem of change, comparatively re-
cently opened up, not having engaged his interest.
On the latter point first: 1 fail to deteet any in-
fluence of the later modern science in Comrade Me
Donald’s thought, or even a hint of curiosity as te
what it has to say about the problem. Apparently
it was all thought out, the last word said, years and
years ago and all we have to do now is polish up the
old ideologieal furniture. - Even the virtue of an
occasional suspended judgment seems abaent from
his philosophy ; he betrays no doubts; hi3 discussion
runs easily in the vein of the untroubled, complacent,
ante-bellum period—Yea! Yea! and Nay! Nay.
as though it were given to any generatinn of men to
grasp the whole truth. How is that? for I hear-it
admitted on all sides that the social seienees—
seieneces, so-called by courtesy—are still only iu their
infaney. While how vast and eomplex the capital-
istic world today, with its problems of modern. ecm-
plieations reaching far down inte the remoteness of
history and entwined in the roots of our refactory
human nature. A terrible thought intrudes itself *
here: You and I, Mac, are doomed never to m: ¢t on
common ground, therefore never to reseh approxi-
mately similar conclusions or matters in dispute,
without terrific strain of sgerifice in compromise,
unless you move over, intellcetual bag and baggage,
into the twentieth century, or better, not to leave me
behind, str-ve as ] do, to pay it a visit now and themw
and make a feint at being up to date. 5

Enough of graceless chiding on ths! score; its
bummptuous air sir irks my guts, and ‘here is the mat-
ter of Marx'’s science yet. Comrade McDara'd elaims
1o rest his case against me on th: grounds of the
Marxism of Marx and in favor of the anti-labor
party position. I have, in previous articles, been
arguing against that position and for the recogni-
tion of labor parties, partly on the grounds of mod-
ern science, calling in Marx as auxiliary support. as
it were, because of the weight of his name, Never-
theless, though modern grounds for my point of view -
ere the strongest, I am confident to rely on Marx
and intend to present aseries of quotations from him
supporting my position. Let me state my basis for
recognition of labor parties again, clearer if 1 ean.
I hold that recognition of labor parties does not
hinge on the matter of their reformist character, but
on whether they are representative of an independ-
ent movement of the working class in polities. So
lcng as Marx held to the tenets of his theory of his-
tarical development and its scheme of causation, he
wonld have supported labor parties on the latter
ground ; he could no other, though a thousand years-
instead of thirty rolled by. This eontention I pro- -
pose to support by quoting Marx.

Bat, by reason of the treatiment already accord -
ed my previous quotations from Marx by Comrude:
MeDonald and other eritics, I have no confidence in




