igwe_m that there is no abscints
or . absolute e, and likewiae

nces ‘and all agreements are
n}noz ubsolute.  Thus there

‘mor i there anything that

ar it from anythig

‘ul noe 18 etérnally fhe
yaﬂdl being is Incessant rans-
_ There ls mothing  absos

existence.
h “goul of !nm:." which popuiar
juage cxpressts in cem.—uu form
mx

t and predict | thy
We.n from the ald fo the

:f:h- Vq(ou- Botﬁll.n factions in
Germany had at that time but recent-
ly eftected mn amalgamation into.the
4 Soclal Democracy, Jt way: felt
that the “mew', Sotlaliém might huve
&n unknown and unioward effelt on
the young uniiled movement. Frede-
rick Fngels was. therefore firged Ly
his Comrades; and, in fact, ‘dompelled
by these circumstances, to tike up an
analysis and r'elnu.uon of the "now"
Eoeinlton,
< T resuit was BRgels tasibua work,
“Hérr : Duehring’s  Umwaelzung - der
‘Wissenachaft," a ‘masterly mental dis-
section of Duehiring, in whi¢h’ Engels
not oniy mercilessly exposeq the fal-
Incles ot this “Soclalist” adventurer,
‘but also expliined the general philoso-
phic position of Marx and himself in
{grentér detail than had hitherto been
le- ‘by-either.
Marx, ‘Bugels nm Duehring

are sleeping the sternal sleep “of the {1

Just. - Engels' ‘Anti-Duehring'’ has
fulfilled its mimslon anq has passed
into history as one of the. greutest
Soclalist classics. | Since then the gen-
| eral philosophic standpoint, the gen-
{.eral philosophic ‘method and concep-
im of ‘modern Soclalism has heen
fairly well undefstood and agreed

 that {s avsolutely lke any--

. |foretell ifs full possibilities for good

¢| portant
Wi

i
new ind readly Zood ought fo be ac-

of the past mn-nu wholly. uzobjec-
tionable . .

18 giving the man- the above dnnf
Bit of history, an apology is perhaps
due to Comrade Walling. Perhaps
Wi horror of history, his prejudice
Wirsinot the past, bis deep distrust of
the “old" and his @biding faith in the
“new’” have some justification. For it
is “well for the Socialist movement to
re-examine jts theoretical and taotical

Positions from time. to time. But this
does not mean that we should refect
the old because it is “old” or accept
the new because it is “new.”

Some sinister souls have already In-
timated that there is nothing & w..\p
ing’s “mew” Socialism that, is
ticularly mew or even sodqum.' 1t
that be 5o, it is an important matter.
Leaving, however, the Internal evi-
dence, the contents of the books, out
of consideration for the present, it
cannot bz denied by the most doubting
Thomas that at least *“The Larger As-
peots of Soctaliem™ is a “new” book,
not only because of its very recent
appearance, but-also for a more im-

nrz.nnl reason iwhich will soon ap-

“m. “Socialisra As It 1s," (he cas:

{s, however, somewhat differes Un-
denfably it is the “older” bookyand
more than a year “6ld"-at that: A

year's time is no trifle; many a thing
can happen -ar fall to-happen in that
time. A book may even hecome “old”
or ;‘ancient history” in that'time, &nd
that would be_quite aicalamity from
Walllng's viewpoint. Thus, while “So-
cialism As It 1s” is very valuable. for
th wass of information whlch‘a’cnn-
tatns (though not particularly “nbw")
it does not seem-to have had as yet
any notable effect on the American
Soclalist ‘movement. With Willlam
Jamies we say that®a difference some-
where should make o difference else-
whera"

“The Larger’ Aspects of Soclalism,”
on the other hand, is a “new’-horn
Infant, and it is as yet impossible to

anq for evil. Already the eyes of
some huve been dazzied hy Hs bril-
linney, Already there Is o disposi-
tion in some quarters to accept skin-
decp beauty Yor real bone and blood.
Let s, then, remember that not all
is gold thut glitters: i
Rut Jet us not forget nlso the Spen~
cerian  dictum quoted above. For
Walling's work has also a soul of
truth angd a germ of good. ' It has
ile positive Virtues as well as its posi-
tive vices. ‘Whethér we agree or dis-
ograe With Walling's methods, pre~
mises ‘and conclusions; and whatever
the nierits or fallings' of the . books
themselyes, it cannot be demlod that
Comrade Walling in his own way has
rendered to_ tho, American - Sacalist
moverhent atleast one. great service.
He has yedirected. the aitention of
‘Amerlean Soclalists to practically da-
aemn paths in the fleld of. Socialist
Ry

sumu-m has been varlously  re~
ferréd to as & system of soclety, as a.
theory of history, as a science,-as &
phildsophy, as & religion, as an ethical
movement and as a spiritual move-
ment, and of course, as a political
and etonomic, movement. But So-
clallsts ‘ave so absofbed In the eco-
nomic and political phases of -Soclfl-
Ism l!‘uL ns a rule, they are apt Yo
pay biit scant sttention to the “lar;
er aspects” of, the subject, It fs t
eso aspects that “Comrade Walling
carnestly’ and ¥insistently points. * ‘He
says fustly: “Marx and the other.most
[representative " Socialists never de-
seribed Soclalism as‘a purely. political
und cconvmic doctrine and never
falled to_point out its larger rela-
tons” In this sense, then, Walling's
ticak may be called’ a. “new” book.
But for this very reason it is im-
that this work of Comrade
llihg's should be. earefully sxam-

. Whatever there {s in it really

thanks, if true, and whaf

3 !uch & critical uul:ﬂl‘ol w;m-:'-
“unmvltt-lv revolutic
.




experience of thoss who read
habitually and extensively will
not oaly the fact that the. title
‘& book offen betrays its class and

racter, but alsp the fact that the
;’”ﬁl position of an author is often
| a8 resdily discoverable in the Vegin-
ihum-lo!hhhoolnhdu
body. This ls, Indeed, the only
| maving feature of many s worthless
¥ volume, since the first reading of the

or the 1 of a
Book will often save us useless work
vexation

-~

As we have already stated in our
article entitled “The New

Dy © de William
‘Walling presents his “neéw” Bocialism
[/in two volumes, “Socialism as It Is"
. #nd “The Larger Aspects of Social-
h_-" which we ‘have called for pur-
Poses of distinction (snd with some
Justification) the “old"” and the “new”
- Book, respectively. The essential the-
fretical basis of Walling’s entire po-
»:: is presented at length in the
: " book, “The Larger Aspects of
Bocialismi.” This book, however, is
‘Mot one of those worthless volum
| above referred to. While Walling's
“position is evident in' the beginning
and the end of the book as in the in-
farvening contents, yet the whols book
| Is interesting and important from bo-
m to end, from the Qpreface to

the appendix.

The preface alone speaks volumes,
though it Is the. shortast part of, Wall-
" Ing's “new” Look. Here Walling gives
‘us, so to speak, a little "history” of
_his work. He tells us how he came to
* “ogncetve” the work and how he came
o christen the offspring. Here, too,

8 » And what is most
fmportant of all, here Walling un-
mmny‘ the real basis ani

of his “new” Soclalism—his
‘mental methods or his “Tmethods of in
‘vostigation and demonstration,

“Sociallsm,” we are told by Walling
in this preface, “may be treated in
two opposite directioas, i. e., either as
& soclal movement that aims to bulld
up a new civiilzation, or aé & new
civilization that is gradually being
embodied in a soclal movement.” In
his “SBocialism as It Is” he discusses
the social movement and deals with
“the economic and political features
of Soclalism’' exclusively.” In his
“Larger Aspects of Socialism” he will
“proceed in the reverse direction and
deal exclusively with its larger as-
pects, " its  intellectual and spiritual
side.” Thus we see that the two books
are really “two inseparables” or 1i*-
erary Stamese twins. In fact, Wailing
tells us himself,. “As the two. books
were conceived and written tozether,
they' are parts of a lln[l- whole:
but—* But we hope lhn lhzse -
erary Slamese twins are’ ‘not a literary
monstrosity.

But what is Walling’'s. "but”? “But
they are Luilt on entirely independent
foundations.” But here we are im-
pelled to “butt” in with our own
“buts.” But why should “the parts
of a single whole” be treated “exclu-
sively™? If it were because of the
“great magnitude” of the task, It
would be a good and sufficient reason.
But that is not the reason here, for,
in fact, “the .twd® books were con-
celved and written tggether.”

And why should/théy be built on
“entirely indepefdent  foundations”?
Can the new givilization ‘and the so-
cial movem be considered “exclu.
sively”? Can the (ntellectual and
spiritual side of Boclalism be treatdd

1y" of the and
pouucd‘! Let Walling answer him-
self. “The principle that asserts the
absolute interdependence of thie cul-
tural and economic and political sides
of civilization and human progress !s
the most basic of the ,whole Bocialist
philosophy and policy.”

But the mystery deepens. Why
should the social movement and the
new civilization be considered in “op-

posite” and ‘“reverse” directions®
Why should not the “ecopomic and
polltical Yeatures of Socialism” and
the “Intellectual and spiritual glde of
Socialism™ be tredted in the same di-
rection? Why shoudd they not be
built on cne and the same founda-
tion? - And what are these ‘‘entirely
independent foundations””? Are they
also in “‘opposite” and./“reverse” di-
rections? .

.Comrade Walling explains what
these “entirely independent founda-
tions” are. “In dealing with the ece-
nomic and political movement I fol-
lowed the inductive method; taklag
the activities of the movement itseif
as my| point of departure, I concluded

with ity generalizations. In discussiug
the cultural movement I have [foj-
lowed the deductive method. Taking

as my point of departure the philos-
ophy ‘of modern science which I shrow
to ‘be wholly eocialistic in {ts bear-
ings"” etc.

But stil]l the ghost of independence
and exclusiveness haunts us. Why
does Walling take “the activities of
the movement ltself” as his “point nf
departure” only when dealing with
the “econgmic and political move-
ment"? Why not also take the same
“point of departure” when dealing
with the cultural movement? Is 1t
possible that the Soclalist movement
has no “cultural™ or intellectuai and

spiritual “activities”? Or is it possi-
ble that Walling considers only “eco-
nomi¢, and political” activities as “ac-
tivities” and that “Intellectual and
spiritual activities” (beg pardon!) are
not "activities” at all?

Or, in other words, does Walllag
take  his different points of ‘“‘depar-
tuFe" ‘becguse he draws a sharp line
of distifiction Letween “practical” and
“theoretical- activities? In his pref-
ace to his book, “Soclalism as It Is"
he says: “The-orly Soclalism of in-
terest to practical persons s the So-
clallsm of the organized Socialist
movement. Yet the public cagnot be
expected to _bcllgvp what an organiza-

tion says about its own and
aims. It s to be rightly understood
only through its acts. Fortunately, the
Socialists’ acts are articulate; evéry]
party declsion of practical importance
hasypeen reached after long and ear-
nest discussion {n party congresses and
press.”

We see, then. that “practical pef-
sons” are interested only In the So-
glalism, of the “organized Socialist
movement.” But how are ‘practical
persdny”’ to find out what this Social-
igsm of this movement is and what its
character and aims are? According
to Walling, not by what the organized
movement says of {tself, but “oaly
through its acts.” Walling suspects,
however™ that this might leave both
the “organized Socialist movement™
and “practical persons” in an unfor-
tunate position. Therefore he hastens
to add, “Fortunately, the Socialists’
acts are articufate.”” or hang together,
20 to speak. But why do these "acts”
so ‘“‘fortunately articulate”? Is this
merely a “fortunate” coiacidence?
Oh, no! It is simply because “every
party decision of practical importance
has been reached after iong and ear-
nest discussion.” But what do “prac-
tical persons” care about party de-
clsions and discussions? ‘Practlcal
persons” do not judge an organization
bty what jt thinks or says about f*
aims and character. Evidently “acts"
have something to do with “decisions™
and “discussions.” Evidently “practi-
cal activities” are intimately connected
with “theoretical activities."

Walling says also in the same pref-
ace, “To know and understand So-
clalism az it is. we must lay aside
both the claims of Soclalists and the
attacks of their opponents and con-
fine ourselves to the concrete activi-
ties of Soclalist organization, the
grounds oa which thelr decisions have
been reached, and the reasons by
which they are ultimately defended.”
That we should not rely on the opy
ponents of Soclalism for qur knowl-

edge of the subject is quite a reason-

able 'pr But Walling’s ad-
vice that we should “lay aside the
“claims” of the Socialists themselves
should be taken with a good dose of
salt. It seems that the Soclalists
(hemul\'u.'ahcordlnl to him, do‘nox

the of But
ia dealing with the cultural move-
ment, with the “inteilectual and spir-
itual side of Soclalism,” he abandons
lhe inductive method- altogether and
ln the’ r!vnm dlmtm

kaow what they want or do not want and

what they wanl. Is It the enl-
If we are toc confine ourselves to lm'll movcmlm unnbt be treated ln-'

the “concrete activities of ial ly? Is it b the “induc-

organizations, the grounds on whick m. method" cannot be nud in deal-

their decisions have been reached, and |ing with the ‘u

the reasons by which they are ulti-
mately, defended,” then what, after
all js sald and done, remalins beyond
these “confines”? The Sociallit “con-
crete activities” ‘apparently have
“grounds” and ‘‘reasons”™ Are not
these ‘“‘grounds” and “reasons” the
very “claims” and “aims” which we
are told to disregard? And what be-
comes agaln of Walling's sharp line
of distinction between “practical” and
“theoretical” activities?

Walling refuses to “rely on the old
and familiar, if still’ little understood,
theories" f  “Socialist authorities™
such as Marx, Engels and Lassalle,
But he.is ready to rely on the “re-
sponsible declarations of representa-
tive statesmen, economists, editors,
and writers, which are not mere the-
ories.” etc. - Many of these “represen-
tative statesmen, economists, writers,
and editors” are opponents of Soctal-
ism: but their “claims” ind “déclara-

tions" are “responsible” and “aot
mere theories,” like the “claims” and
“reasons” and “grounds" of ‘“repre-

sentative Soclalists’” or “Sociallst au-
thorities,” or even of the “organized
Socialist movement” itself. The move-
ment must not be judged by’ ita the-
oretical poll!lon. but “only through
its acts.”

This {s Walling’s method of usiag
the inductive method when he deals
with the social movement or the eco-
nomic and political Socialist- move.
ment in his “Soclalism as It is." It is
at least an attempt to use the induc-
tive method,

which s universally,
recognized as the sclentific method,

side. of Socialism? . .

It is' trué that Walling compilains of
“the lack of any officlal formulation
on these broader questions.”
introduction to his ‘‘Larger Aapects of
Socialism” he says: “Organized S»-
cialism often attempts to confine itself
to political and economic activities;
when we ‘get beyond this sphere we lio
longer have the mevement as a whole
to gulde us, and we come i the

In thejc

a somersault does he
this method now ‘ o
of laying "uu only possible.

that the congresses
have decided that Socialism can hdve
ro official position on questions out-
side the political and économic struf-

economic wllcy as well “
culture and civilization.”
willing to accept the
the Soclallsts which we

L g _|fore to “lay aside
But Walling to [still h

overcome this “difficulty’” very read-ibut we have already

ily. *“When, ho " he ist): betweas

“the overwhelming nﬂorlty of sochl-
ists do have: ascertainable and com:

‘mon opinions on some of these Lroad.

er issues, and these opinions are clear-
ly outlined in the official party press
and literature, we can still dlrect our-
selves by the' movement—though we
can- no longer say that it has fought
out such opinions,” etc. And, again,
he says: “If we study the Soclalist
press_and periodicals the tactics of
the Socialist congresses, and the writ-
ings of the most representative BSo.
clalist- writers (when they are not
dealing with theoretical ) we

“practical” questions am:
point to which we shall
Thus we ses that Wal
the Inductive method |
book when dealing m
‘and political movement.

with this cnltural
“new" book, "'l'l.

not only gain a more p
into Socialism than by any other
mnhod. but ". are Isylnc the only
for So-
claltst political and economic pollcy
as well as Soclalist eultun and etvili-
zation.”

~




"The New Book and the

> -
By DR. IM‘ SLAVIT.

0la Book and.the Old Method” we
saw how Comrade Willlam Enzlish
Walling proposes to “bulld” his “new"

familiar® which
from assumed miaterial premises to
as.’ The de.

Soclaligm in his fwo books,
* and “The Larger Aspects of
Soctalism.” In the former volume,
which we efifed the “old" book, he
praposes 16 deal with Soclalismi as a
movement, | e, with the eco-
nomic and political side of Socialism.
In the latter volume, Which we called
the “new” book, he proposes to deal
with Sociaffsm as a cultural move-
ment, 1. e, with the intellectual and
spiritual side of Socalism.
In dealing with the and

ductive method and form of thought
may be made clear perhaps by two
simple lllustrations,
Here Is an “old and familiar™ ex-
ample. Major premise—man is mor-
tal or all men are mortal; minor
premise—Tom, Dick and Harry are
wen; conclusion — therefore, 'Tom.
Dick and Harry are mortal. And
hete is a “new" example. Major!
premise—pragmatism is Soclalism or
are minor

political side of Soclalism in the.“old"
book, Walling proposes to use the' in-
ductive method, taking his point of
departure, in the “activities” of the
movement itself, gulding himself “by
the movement,” and thus reaching his
generalizations. Even in dealing with
the cultural side of Soclalism, we were
assured by Walling, it is still possible
10 use this inductive method, to take
our point of departure in the activl-
ties of the movement Mtself, and to

s

mise—Dewey, Stirner and Walling
(hre h

tore, Dewey, Stirner and Walling are
Soctallsts. This is Walling's tmmor-
tal argument.

Such are the methods by which
Walling cunstructs the “new stand-
roint” of 'his ‘“new” Sochlism. He
uees the dcductive method, which rea-
sons from certain “basic assumptions”
to certain “conclusions.” He takes
'nis “point of departure . . . in the

still Ives by the
In fact, we saw that not only do we
g£aln a more profound insight into So-
clalism “as it is” by this method than
by “any other method,” but that also
this method gives us the “only pos-
sible authentic foundation for Soclal-
ist political and economlic policy as
well as Socialist culture and civiliza-
tion.”

Whether we agree or disagree with
Walling's idea and use of the induc-
tive method in his “old" book, at
least he makes an attempt to use the
inductive method, or, at the very
least, he gives public recognition of
the tmportance and the value of this
method. Despite all this, when he
comes to consider the cultural side of
Socialism in his “new" book, he bullds
on “entirely inlependent’ founda-
tions,” he gives up the further at-
tempt to use the inductive method, to
take his polnt of departure in the “ac-

of modern sclence.” His
sesumptions” are that prag-
is tke’ philosophy of modorn
and that pragmatism is So:

His own words are: “Ih's
called

* basie

‘matism
sclence
clallsm.

.- . especially, its “most
able /and consistent Interpretation.
the ‘pragmatisia of Prof. John Dewey
of Columbia University,

By the deductive method and from
these assumptions™ . Walling
renchos “cunclue cns” which ace sail
to be “whelly Sogialistic. *Ths dia-
lectic 13 refected/ as “obsolete” and
‘antiquated.” The theory of evel
tion 1s 1 as t Y

that it is in fact the “oppo
“reverse" of “Soctallsm as It Ta"
That these deductions are not.
formally . but also materially o
wyl readily be proved by aa
ti¥e examination of Walling's %ol
and of the practical and’
movement. For, as we
seo later, Walling's “daste
tions™ are not the philosophy-

of
‘Larger Aspects of Soclallsm’ or
clallsm as It Is Not." is certalnly
ceived In the “opposite” and "
direction, since it leads us away

losophy and anarchist

The materialistic conception of his-
tory and the theory of class struggles
are dubbed “semi-dogmatic and sem)-
partial truthe” and are revised und
remodeled. The economic and pollti-
cai movement is made “secondary and

tivitles of the itself,” or
to guide or direct’ himself “by the
He proceeds in the “op-
and “reverse” direction. He
resorts to the deductive method, in-
stead of the inductive method.

What s this inductive method
which Walllng attempts to use but i
compelled to abandon? What is this
deductive method which Walling is
forced to resort to’ Why does Wall-
ing take his point of departure in
“the activities of the movement itself"
when "dealing with the economic and
political side of Soclalism? And why:
doeg he take his point of departure in
the “philosophy of modern sclence”
when dealing with the intellectual and
epiritual side of Socialism? Why does
he use the inductive method in the
former case and the deductiye method
in the latter case? Indeed, which is
the methcd of modern. sclence—de-
duction or Induction? Gr, perhaps, is
modern science inductive, while the
“phllosophy of modern science” is de-
ductive? .

These questions are. very significant
494 they demind an adequate answer.
Tho significance of these. questions
consists in this: That the diffefence
between deduction and induction is
precisely the difference between sclen-
tfic investigation and phllosophic
speculation.  And this, too. Is the
relative difference between Walling’
two books. His “Soclaliam ea It I
Is more or less of an Inductive or
sclentifio attempt to investigate the
Soclalist economic and political move-
ment. His “Larger Aspdcts of So-
clalism” is a purely deductive or spec-
ulative treatment of the Intellectual
and spiritual phases of Socialism.

While the inductive method is an,
“old and famillar” method, the deduc-
tive method is by no means a “new"
method. Both methods have been
used by mankind for many thousands
of years. The déductive method espe-
clally has always been the basis of
theological doctrine and Jogma. it
was the chief method of past and

to and moral
processes.”” While James, Marx, Stir-
ner, Dewey, Engels, Nietsche, and a
hast af others, ‘compatible and incom.
patible, are duly labeled “pragmatist
or Sacialst” and beautifully tused into
“a single whole” like the variegatel
colorg of a kaleldoacope. "

And now comes the master stroke.
In the introduction to- tha “new"”
book, Walligg says: “Each Soclalist
writer is forced, in the lack of any
officlal formulation on' these broader
questions, to restate the Soclalist
philosophy as he sees it Ip the
appendix of the book he says: “The
pragmatism of John Dewey I
sider to be the Soclalist philosophy.”
And In the preface he says, as we have
seen above: “I belleve .pragmatism in
Soclalism” It would seem, them,
that Walling presents hers' his indi-
vidual views. His methods, premises,
and conclusions would certainly indi-
cate that he haé truly taken his de-
parture from the Socialist movement.

!-. For he tells us that “the
work conslsts of Socialist criticlsm

have used every effort to ind a prag-
matic or Bocialist writer at every
And then the prodigal

In fact, he identifies himself with the
whole 6t it. “The genera] standpoint

ophy of modern sclence and the So-
clalist movement” He no longer
presents the Sociallst philosophy “as
He deliberately presents
pragmatism as “the general stand-

and not of my indlvidual views. I}“

I have presented s that of the philos-,

Spencer was
There is a soul of truth
and & germ of good in
duction is & method of
which generally makes it &
error and ‘evil. But it has
germ of good, which Nes inaf
that formal truth may often
with the material truth
logic. Then the ded: :

the met
raises with Walling's books ‘and.
titlea. No wonder our author is w
ried. He scents the danger of |
deductive meth)
intuition,” as
lematical

has not yet mﬂﬁ? the 1
handle it correctlyjend
‘When he does mttempt to Use
ductive method he uses it
Iy, as Iy, sufficlently sown by
forta to' draw & sharp line of

polnt of the Soclalist, 0

This mich s certan, as an indue-
tive investigation of the Soclallst
movement and its practical and the-
oretical activities will disclose: Wal-
ling's general standpoint may be that
of the “philosophy of modern mci-
ence,” but it 18 not that of the So-
clalist movement; and his work may
be one gf “Soclallst criticism,” but it
is nothing more than his own ‘prag-
matist or Soclalist” views and ‘those

present spe L] . It has
been the basis of all types of Utoplan-
1sm, Boctalist and otherwise, Its in-
tricacies and fallacies were exposed
over 2,000 years ago by the Greclan
glant of thoukht, Ariatotlé. And still
many minds, including thosé of many
Socialists, are In its grasp. Indeed.
the influence o7 the deductive method
of thinking on Socialist thought and
action is & vital and serfous problem in
Socialist logic and- peychology.

The distinction between deduction
induction )is highly lmportant.
though we ot §o into ity discus-
vely at this time. Briefly
stated. induction begins with the facts
or evidence and develops out of these
#ts principles or conclusions: it be-
gina with the special o congrete mat-
ters of and elab-

of or Bocislist writers.”
In the Socialist movement “yragma-
tist” and “Soclalist” are by no means
synonymous terms. And surely; Wal-
ling’s “assumptions” “and ‘“conclu-
slons” are by no means “the general
standpoint of the’ Soclalist move-
ment,” are not the “common and s

will not be discovered “in the
press and literature.”

orates general or abstract thought or

abstract and forms of
{hought, and seeks 1o press the spe-
clal and concrete experience into these




SOME NEW DEFINITIONS OF SOCIALISM %

By Dr. jése'ph Slavit

the “new” Diuehring, |or.the syndicalists on the othér hand; | sclefrce, which demand, instead -of &
noses & “new” Bocialixm based |but is being rigld  def with an
In |ized.” are | number of qualifications, a- definition

neither being miere-
" an

“alder theory
1y, revised nor “wholly

and then to pmmd to qualify this

with the ‘reformists’” on the one hand |ac

is not In
rd. with the present methods of

an
and third articles wa intro-
reader 10 the fnew'' meth-

beginning. to tormulue their opposi-
tion to present society in thefterms of
a philosophy and science which have
grown ‘up altogetlier since the time of
Marx and Darwin to employ

broad and loose enough so that it
does not need to be qualified - * * ¢
some ° such or

T
“new" definitions by Walling himselt.
Walling's statement, then, is not quite
“accurate” and is somewhat “mislead-
ing" since it does not seem to tally
with things “as it s.”

When we tuyn next to the intro-
duction of the '“new” book, “The
Larger Aspects of Socalism,” we find

working hypothesis, then, 18 & better
‘way .to "approach the subject, mors

this “I’have pointed out
in a previous volume that the only
definition of Soclaltsm {s the Soclal-

" method in dealing With ‘the [such new .principles and methods as| accurate and |less than | iet " This p volume
‘and political sidle of Soctal- {most adequately express the present-[any dogmatic aﬂnluon could be.” is evid ly ‘“Soclallsm -As It Is" But
Mh #Soclalism As It Is ‘We|day movement and the present period We cannot now enter {nfo an ex-|in this ew’’ statement of the “only
lso; how he conceives of and |generally.” What s this “new” revo-|tensive examination of the merits or|definition” the word ‘possible” is
“deductive” method in deal-|lutionism? ~And what, according to ite| demerits of the “o}d and familiar” | omitied. Ia'this an accidental omis-

ial and “new s and 1s o~ |’ or.even of Walling's “new” | slon, or is it “possible ft is an

“l..rnr As- | claMsm 7 ones. We shall have to be brisf with Inteational qualificatton?” Has Wal-

" Bo- |a name?” We miy now, ask with equal

mﬁ paying mﬂd particu-

-What fs Soclallsm? We have asked
M!ora the hou-y qunuon. “What's m

force, “Wh in & definition?" ‘A

»h

3 o or, |a oﬂc words,
n a8 & M movement.

stical” or cultural aspects

is at feast as Important s
It nec-

thess as ws are chiefly Interested
in ‘the methods by which Walling de-
rives his own definitions. - Walliig ob-
Jects to the “old and famillar" defin-
itions on the grounds that they' are

esmary to call a spade ‘a. epade’
Walllng himselt - -p-nd- quite  some

a * and not “ac-
curate,” “hot ‘In accord ‘with’  the
present methods of eciencé,” and are

spacs on the
He rejects the “‘old and hmlllgr" den-
nitions of Sociallam current in the Bo-
clalist ‘movement and proposes “new"”

in thelr stéad. He can well
afford to do this, eince he no longer
'uses the .Inductive method and no
Jonger guldu himself by the move-
ment. -

“Many of the efforts to, define 8o~
clalism,' says .Walllng In the intro-

-|duction, “though ot a purely practical

and to be based

that “can be easily itn-
fted to -the progressive reforms of
individualist. capitalism and of State
Soclallsm.”* But how about Walling’s
own definitions? Are they mot such
"rornnh-"‘ Are they derived by.any
better miethods? Let us ses how he
himself avolds ail these pitfills of the
“old and familtar définition;

‘We turn to the introduction to his
"Socl&lllm As It Is"

first seiitence.  “The only possible

- We find in it a brief state- jag
m Viewed as an eco-
2 movement and ita

Jon the

‘of is the Social-

are as

any dogma. The best'known ex-
unpl- is the statement that Socialism
means democratic collectivism or In-
dustrial . democracy.” . .. And
again, "It is customary. for Soclalist
‘writers to define the Social-
ist movement as Leing a class struggie

of working people against capitalists,

ist " This staggering state-
ment'stares us full in the face. Rather
“rigld" and decidedly “dogmatie,” {s
it not? No other definitions are “‘pos-
aible?” “How does it happen,” then,
that other definitions do exist? There
are, for instance. the ‘‘old and famil-
tions current 1n the move-

and ‘read the |

FOh!

lar’ defl
‘ment. ‘THen too, there are some other

ling changed his mind about the

“only possible definition?"

Walling - quickly dispels all doubt
about the matter. Not only.are other
deéfinitions possible 'wnd existing, but
he goes even further than-that to
say, “But when we come to dsal with
the larger aspects of Soclalism this
definition is no longer sufficient.’
Whereupon follows a discussion of
several “new” definitions, such as,
“Soclallsm i3 & movement of the non-
privileged to overthrow” the rule of
the privileged in industry and govern-
ment,” or, “Soclalism 1s a struggle
of those who have less, against those
who have more, than equal oppor-
tunity would afford.

These and other “more accurate”
and “less misleading” definitions are
elaborated by Walling, as the reader
thus sees) in “accord with the present
methods of sclence.” He does not be.
gin with a “rigid” and “dogmatic”
defmition. Oh! no! He begine with
“the only possible definition.”” Nor
does he have to qualify his definition.

No! He merely finds that it is
“no _longer sufficlent” Thereupon he
Eives us a number of other defini-

tions, presumably “impossible” and
certainly “broad and 18ose enough,”
as may be readlly seen from his dis-
cussion in which he explains, {llus-
trates, restricts, amplifies, or (dire we
say 1t?) “qualifies” the concepts of
privileged, non-privileged, classes)
class struggles, class comrlouln:;?)
collectivism, democracy, etc. Fin

he concludes with the “loosest” ard
“broadest” defintion of all, his “work-

ing hypothesis” that “pragmatism i=
Soclalism.”
Then, again, Walling’s definitions

are not “formufas’ that can be “easily
Imited to the progressive reforms o:
individualist capitallsm and of State
Soclalism.” “Soctall isa

section and the lndulkhl
class, as a concrete Il
Boclallem? Are not Wgnm(.
of privilege and definitions of

rmulas” which can be &
limited to such “struggles’ and

same income, hours, leisure, residence,
associations or, even the same omwr-
tunity. Thus thers are “privik
which some “privileged”” do not.ehjoy,
and which other “priviiegod” do e
joy. Then the “privileged” who en-
Joy ,less  “privileges” become ‘“non-
privileged” as compared with ‘the
“privileged” who enjoy more “privi-
legesa."" Then, too, the less “'privileged’”
would have ‘Jess” than the’ more
“privileged,” or less than equal on.
portunity of "prlvﬂuu would af-
ford.

This is no "mm theory' or susn
a “working hypothesis” It ‘is the
actunl state of affairs. The midd'e

‘Walling draws & Muoﬂnn
“workingmén" and. “non
"Many of the non-privileged
mot warkingmen are by no

‘l’!

of the non-privileged to overthrow
the rule of the privilegéd in . dndustry
and goverhment ¢ * * Soclalism Is
a struggle of those ~Who have less
against those who ha\'a more than
equal 'oppgrtunity would afford.”
These are the ‘“‘new” and ‘*‘revolu-
tionary” definitions based on “‘new"
methods and principles.

Soclalism,  according to Walling,
“Is not. in reality a dlass struggles
-and the Soclallst movement s not
“mainly a class struggle of working-
men ugainst capitalistsa’ It ia a
struggle Dbetween ‘‘non-privileged*
and “privileged;” between those wid
have “less” and those who have “more”
than *equal opportunity would afford.*
Apparently the ‘“non-privileged’ ave
“those who have less” and the “priv-
lleged” are “those who have more
than equal opportunity would afford.”

But all “privileged” do not enjoy
the . samg and equal “privileges”
“Privilege” with Walling' “is a mat-
ter of income, hours, leisure, place of
living, essociations, ahd opportunity,
rather than of mere occupation.”” And
surely Walling would not contend that
81l who are “privileged” enjoy the

class, for often enjoy loss
“privileges In Industry and govern-
ment and. less income, lelsuré, eto.
than' the capitalist class. Further-
more, different sections of the middle
class do not enjoy the same and equal
privileges, Income,- ete. And finally,
even different sectipns of the capital-
ist class do not enjoy the same and
equal privileges In {ndustry and gov-
ernment, nor the samis income, eto.
In addition, these various sections of
the middle class and capitalist-class
have by no means & armony of in«
terests,”” and would be, and are, often
engaged: in struggles among them-
selves, “What would be the result
and racter of these struggies?

In such a case, would the’strugsle
of the “non-privileged” (L. e. the less
privileged) against the “privileged’
(Le. the mora privileged) be Soclal-
ism? < Would the struggle,of ‘‘those
Wwho have less” (I e’ the less privie
leged) againet “thoss who have more’
(1, . the more privileged) be Social-
ism. Would: the. struggle of the mid-
dle class against the ‘capitallst class
or of one section of the middle class

““Work!

Walling supports the,

that in a sense, ou:m
may be * Te

But even 1If we understand by

term

3
of Social
are fatill "mu‘ !
“loose” “formulas’t :
flar to' above.
Are the workers ansnﬁu,
out their ranks the same and eq:
“Income, hours, lelaure, pli
Ing, assoclations, and oppo:
Of course not, “Then mome.
have more and others have luﬁ
equal opportunity would afford,
in other words, some of the
privileged are “privileged”
pared with the of th
leged.” And this, too, fe n
ory" or “working WM
an actual state of affairs,
There are the skilled work
“privileged" workingmen,
terred to by ‘revolutionary.
as the cy
there are the cr-t !

|againet another, or of one section
of the capitaltst class agalnst inother

THE PROPOSED EIGHTEENTH AMENDMENT ,TO
THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATE

THE RIGHT TO A _]OB

By W. W. PASSAGE

. The right of.every human: boln:

a thln( as a "mrm sin,” this is fe!

of each and every member to build
this x-um. into the foundation of our

tive labor, ‘modery inery and|
i shall never ba de-

a8 50114 ay the basaltic
hun!thowrluung Tacks, The
Republichn. ang - Democratic parties

rights; that among these are life, Iib-
erty and the pursuit of happiness.”
Declaration of Independence.
{The pursuit of anything when the
pursuér has no ground upon which
0 run, is both unsafe and unfruitful)
“*“What I object to is this-economic
chante-world in which we fve, and
Which we men seém to have created.
(It ought to; be~law as inflexible in
human affairg &5 the order of day and

political | night in the physleal world, that if

& man will work he shall both rest

Mhﬂu&hdmnﬂ s
sure of this. ' No.one I sure of finding|

mood, the indigestion, of a man who
has not the

for
whether I do it well or fil. At any
time of life—at every time of life—s
man ought to feel that if he will keep
on doing his duty, he shall ot suffer|
in himself nor in those who are dear
to him, except through natural causes.

But as things are now, no man can|;

feel this. And so we go on pushing
mpmu. am.mm

wh-nngntwﬂuud.mm

blood ang dirt.and sin and shame, and.

bm(wmhhnmt&vtmy
We can clatm with our brother
lmzthhkﬁ-um
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The New Soc1allst Movement

: m the provlou. article, entitled
*80 ‘9 New Definitions of Soclalism,”
‘we began the examination of Com-
- rade . Willlam Dng‘lilh ‘Walling's in-
h‘bducuon to his book, “The Larger
_Aspects of Soclalism.” ‘We were there
introduced to the “new” Soclallsm it-
_self, especlally its “practical” or its
sconomic and political side. We gave
a brief statement of the “new' eco-
_momic¢ and political phﬂomphy and a
briet discussion of the ‘“new’ defini-
‘tions of Socialism. We saw how the
“hew' . oapltallsm gives rise to the
| “new" capitallst politics or '‘prosres-
“sivism,” and also makes necessary the
| *new” Socialism “or “revolutionism’

B ) ew' revolutionary movenient
| based on * principles and meth-

" The “old and familiar'’ theories and
~definitions now current in the Social-
jst movement must be “not merely re-
lvlud nor wholly repudiated but com-
,,plot.sly revolutionized.”: The ‘‘older
theory." the ‘“semi-dogmatic,and par-
‘tlal truths” such al the matferialistic
~eonception of history and the t'heory
‘of the class stfuggle, are “antiquated,”
~ #'survivals of the ‘middle ages,” eto.
'].‘ha “rigid and dogmatic’ doﬂnmonl
~ generally d in the Boci
ovement, as, for instance, that Bo-
lism means {ndustrial democracy or
democratic collectivism, ‘are not in
with the present methods of
i, e, they are not '‘broad

clalism s the Soclalist movement.”

‘mainly a class struggle of work-
n against upimt-u." nor s it
reality a class struggle'” at all, h 4 3

or the Soclallst movement is

By DR. JOSEPH SLAVIT.

and the economic ands political sides
of civilization and human progress, is
the moEt basic of the whole Soctalist
philosophy and policy. It is- the es-
sence of what is called ‘the material-
ist interpretation ofl history'.” At
different times, - however, there has
been a tendency “to narrow this prin-
ciple by this.or that theorist or fac-
tion to the economic or political or
both exclusively. And now comes
the “new” faction with the “new" the-
orist at their head and with his “op-
posite and  equally dangerous tend-
ency” to subordimate the economic
and ‘political side of Socialism (and
especlally the latter) to the ocultural
side,

In the second article, entitled ‘“The
Old Book and the Old Method,” we

saw that the orzanized Socialist move-
ment lays more stress on the economic
‘and political side of Soclallsm than on
the cultural; that is has made no
“official formulation” on the broader
issues; that it often “‘attempts to con-
fine itself ito political and :economic
activities” and that Soclalist ‘con-
gresses have even declded that *So-
clalism can have no official position

‘on questions outside the political and

economic struggle.”

All thig would seem to jndicate that
the economic and political movement
or struggle is of greater practical fm-
portance than the intellectual and
spiritual side of Sociallsm. Certainly
this practical and tactical position and
policy must have been ‘fought out”
and ‘‘tested” in practical life, Wal-
ling, himself, explains rand excuses
this position by saying, '“This does not
necessarily jnean that the movement

id these larger aspects of So-

| 35 notia conflict two cl

| or even two groups of soclal classes.”
| “Socialism is & movement of the non-
| privileged to overthrow the rule of

5 ialist movement is not
[ only an economic and political move-
ment; it is also a cultural’ movement.

llnj in his preface, “may be viewad
‘soclal movement which lulu to

whole of two ci¥ilizations they | o

- aconalctotmtunctu-

ant bl}‘llﬂ up a new so-
thmu&' an actual conflict
gt

"jtheoretj.ca!” 3

clalism less fundamiental, but that it
regards it as less necessary to con-
centrate immediate attention = on
them.” And surely, from the “abso-
lute Interdependence’’ of the social
and the cultural movement, it would
follow that the economic and political
struggle is at least as important as the
cultural strugzle.

But Walllng is not nt\sned with
this: practical position. With Wells,
whom he quotes approvingly, he is
“dat great pains” to impress it on the

.| reader that thepolitical side of So-

cinlism s “lg( important,” that “the
actual changing of practical things in
the dlrec?6n of the coming Soclalized
state . . the ‘actual Soclalization
. . < is the least pressing part of So-
clallst activities.”  He quotes Wells as
saying: “‘Soclalism is a moral and in-
tellectual process . . . only secondari.
ly and incldentally does it sway the
world of poiltics.” © Thus the apostle
of “‘concrete activities" and ‘actual
struggles” and 17 3

- 4.

,| center

capacity to use them, the real strugsle
for democracy centers around the
struggle for free education, free alike
from financial, political and moral
control of the classes. Educational
democracy is an essential condition of
political and industrial democracy.”

This atyltemenl and argument is
radical enough, to be sure. But the
conclusion ~ is rather
loose.”” ~ We have here the logic which
rejects the definition of Soclalism as
democratic and collectivism or indus-
trial democracy as a nalTow concep-
tion “‘of the task that ljes before the
Socialists.” Hobson, and “apparently
‘Walling also, would have us abandon
the practical struggle for political and
industrial democracy, and have us
our movement around the
struggle for educational ‘democracy.
The latter is an essential condition of
the former. We cannot have political
and industrial democracy without first
having educational democracy, they
tell us.

Now noneswould deny the great im-
portance of educational democracy.
Soclalists are strongly in favor of edu-
cation and educational gemocracy. We
are, furthermore, no worshipers of
mere votes and offices. But we can
no more depend on a purely educa-
tional ‘struggle than we can on &
purely economic or even the purely
politicgl struggle. We must recog-
nize the dlaletic connection of eco-
nomic angd political and oducauomu
action B

But why do we not ‘have educa-
tional democracy today? Why is pres-
ent education antl-democratic? Be-
cause the schools and colleges teach
especlally a politics and economics
designed to ward off assaults upon

ed interests. And why do the
schools and colleges teach such a

“broad and|®

nomic problem of Soclalism,” he con-
tihues, “is nefther how.much of in-
dustry the government controls (the
problem of collectivism), nor the form
of government (the problem of democ-
racy), nor even how much of indus-
try a dempcratic government controls
(the problem of democratic collectiv-
ism), but this—Does a class, or group
of classes, control the government?”

The reader will readlly see the dif-
ference. It is not a question of col-
lectivism or democrcy or even both,
t this: “Does a class, or group of

es, control the government?” But
is not the control of the government
by a class, or group of classes, a ques-
tion of democracy? And {s not the
control of the government by a class,
or group of classes, a question of col-
lectivism? Ownership and rulership
are inseparable. Ownership of indus-
try by a class, or group -of classes,
means soclal or collective rulership
in government by a class, or group
of classes. Socla] or collectlve social
property in industry means social or
collective rulership In the State. The
former is the essential condition of
the latter; the latter is the essential
means to the former.

Private capitalism means no col-
lectivism and no democracy. State
capitalism or so-calleq State Soclalism
means collectlvism without democ-
racy. Real Soclalilsm means soclal
ownership and soclal democracy. It
is not a question of collectivism only
or democracy only, but of collectivism
and democracy. It is not merely a
question of ‘“Who controls the gov-
ernment?” but also of ‘“Who controls
Industry?” The problem of democ-
racy and the problem of coilectivism
are inseparably connected in the prob-
lem of democratic collectivism or po-
litical and industrial democracy..

So long as the mechanism of social
production and distribution is in the
hands of a'class, or group of classes,
8o long will the administration and
regulation of men and things be in
the hands. of a class, or group of

politics and fcs?

those who are in the control of the
schools and colleges, and who con-
struct and propagate this economics
and politics, are the intellectual mer-
cenarles of these vested interests. And
why are they the (ntellectual mer-
cenu‘ifs of these interests? Because
they Mre persons whose training and
character are molded by class in-
fluence,

Thus we see by Hobson’s own rea-
soning how -education becomes anti-
democratic. It is through politics and
economics; vested interests, class con-
trol and class influgnce. ~How, then,
can  education become democratic?
How shall we free the schools and
colleges from the finanoial, political
and moral contral of the classes, from
the pdlitical and economic class in-
terests and influences? . The Social-
ist smovement has but one answer:
Those who control Industry and gov-
ernment wnl also ultimately control

allows  himself to sink to. the lowl,
level of the  despised and abused
activitles, a-nd wul!
‘subor the

eny

The real}
task is the unult‘ on- the vested in-|
terests and their class control and
‘clasg Influences. Political and indus-

1 and so long also will educa-
tion and culture be subj to class
control and class influence. Where-
fore, 1t is true that the Soclalist move-
ment cannot confine itself to economic
and political problems exclusively. It
must participate in the struggle for
education and culture as well as for
a socla] movement, we say with Wall~
Ing. But the center of Soclalist ac-
tivities must remain the economic and
political struggle, around which will
revolve the vortex of the intellectual
and spiritual struggle, “the moral and
intellectua)l process.” What this proc~
ess is we shall see in the future ar-
ticles. 3

——— e

\IUC-K NEEDED.

Lives'ot famous men remind us

Though our. dgeds may be sublime
Old Otifvion, right behind us,
Hides in the sands »f time.

Brief the hours which represent a
Time of cheering ‘c’er our name—
Let us sit down and invent a
Safety-pinnacie of fame.
—Wilbur D. Nesbit in Judge.

lnd politiul.l strugsgle,
of

the -.emd-
2 'x‘he real lﬁ’uule is for political and

trial @ y ave the essential con-|.

Aitd ad

for

oy, and this strug-
gle will not be successful unti] “vested

The Bard ir

interests’ and the cﬁntrnl of lndnnxy

: fw-n,x
€very turn delights unfold, and won-
droul m I behold. What nobls

Alouq the forest’s v:xs!n alsles I
rlptuu, miles on miles; at




of each.
In thie, the third and last article
uuux:nvm.l ‘Walling's introduction,
introduce the reeder. to the
mmlqenm ‘and "spiritual side of ‘o~
. conceived by Walling, to
tns new" civilization and culture, For
Soclalism ix not n-nly a socia] move-
ment, biit lso ¥ cultural moverhent.

W un relative practical importance |

ntact?

.“State Socialism vmn.ln- to leave|
present clasg culture intact.” What,
|€hen, are the forces that are required
for .the change from present civilizs~
tion o, the /new’ civilisation? Says

In the words of Walling,
may be viewed as a socia] movement
which seeks to-realize a new civiliza-
"tion, br, a8 & hew civilization which
Is being €mbodied in a socidl mov
ment,”! It is not only a,movement in
Jife.and lahor, but also in féeling and
thought; 4t is not only @ movement in
Industry sud goverment, but aio in
sciench and philosophy, in morals, eda-
| eation, art, etc. - And Walling quotes
lmm nurmnwlvc Mlm to:con-
|fiem this substantiaily correct position:
And thé Socalist struggle is not
‘mersly a struggle for potitical and in-
dustrial démogracy Ar democratio col-
lectivism, not a strugzle merely be-

‘Walling in this “While 8o-
clalists would ugree that humanity has
been  guided ' chiefly by involuntary
forces in.the past, the very essence of
the great change that Soclalism fs to
inaugurate is that the new spclety is
to be consclously o
that great revolusion in civilization
and culture be prepared for except by
voluntary effort.”

Here aré three propositions; and
whila Soclalists would agree with the
first two; they cannot agree Wwith the
last. Undoubtedly, unconscious and
involuntary efforts and forces have
played a prominent part in the past
vu.nory of humanity.  Undoubtedly,

and

tween or
betweep capitalists and “non-eapital-

tween- "privilege
|1exed.” "It i3\ & soclal and a- cultural
|strugele, a Yconfiict between twe

classes and beween the whole of two
civilizations thyy represent.” It is'a
conflict hetweerl the coming. civiliza-
tion and culture and the civilization
and culture of thé present” To quots
Walling sgain, “Socialism means not
merely @ political and ecoromic revo-
lution, not even a revoluion in cul-
[ture, but both of these together,
Political democracy can hecome sociak
democracy and bulld up a new. so-
ciety' only throymp an actual conflict
of the nefw. civilization with the Gld.”

What _are this “present” or “old”
civilization and culture, and what are

|in the future, and are playing an fm-

ntary forces
and emm. will play an important part

portant part thday. But Socialists
cannot agree with Walling's thl’d
proposition: “Nor can the great revo.
lutioh in civilization and culture be
prepared for except by volumtary. ef-
fort” The materialist interpretation
of history teaches here a valuable les.
®on. - But Walllug's “new" methods
.lnd_ principles blind him to this les—|

n, and he has wsain forgotten the
“principle of the absolute interdepend.-
encet of the cyltural and the social-
economic.

The process of economic evolution
is laying the materfal foundation for
the “great change” and the “sreat
revolution.” And what is this process

cultyre? “And what is the character
of the conflict between the “present’
tuture,” the *old” and the
civilizations ang cuffures?
Walllng replies, “Whatever the ruling
‘classes, as a whole, stang for may
righly be called: a ‘pert of present
civilization, and whatever. s sufficient
majority of represéntative Soclallsts
stand  for, whether in philosophy,
solence orlitgrature, is an Indication
hat the Socialist civilization will

)
: What {s this “present™. culture, this
“old" civilization? What do the rul-
ing classes 43 a whole stand for?
“Présenit day culture,” says Walling,
“likg-that of every period of gu pam,
is ruling class culture

sarlly baseq in Jarge patt on 166 1aen
of authority. Then it is lelsure class
culture,” very near’to what- ls’ com-
monly cafled aristocracy. F
finally, our culture’ has
petitive .

‘Walling is, relatively speaking, -un-.
doubtedly right. Although ‘not abso-
lutely all past culture waz class cul-
ture, since classes did not always ex-
1st, still ‘culture, present and past, ia
class culture, “Every elément of cul-
ture is shaped by the socjal system: or
civjlization of which It 'is a past,”
Walling further correctly —obsgrves.
This, too,
hitherto was competitive in character
and a ruling class and lefsured class
oulture.
Culture, present and past, is class
culture necessarily, since soclety, pres-
ent and past, is a class soolety. - Cul-
turg, present and past, is necessarily a
ruling class culture, L e, & cultare of ["

d,
been com-

weil as educationdl and cultural in-
stittions, as we have already seen in
the previous articls entitled “The New |-

Blind Alleys

By BLSA H. NAUMBURG,
in the Independent,

is the reason why cuiture |y

“f Outer clumm 19!!-:;
X makery

In the Unma “States more . than

and 16 are now emploved in Industry.
Tor this number the 3,600,000 leaving
school at 14 are added annually. In
New York.City alone more than 26,
000 are graduated yearly; 4,000 under
16 receive employment. For the. most
part these children enter industry un-

trained and unprepared. They. know
Beither ' their own capabilities and
nor the' of in-

tellectual ual
leaye present class enlt\m u,m less |

8,000,000' boys &nd xirls ‘between 14 .

to organize the “new" soclety.
Unconscibus fares- aad #Avolun
efforta+have as much to do With
‘Preparation for-" Ereat
“voluntary .uor:g. Soglal existepce
and soclal change are pRYsical ps
cal processes. They jmvolve
and

of-
nd

forces. voluntary and javolunta:
forts, reacting and iatgracting

can | just as-we should not forset that kon-

scious forces and voluntary eforts
have- played their part in the pag, so
also we should nokférget that ugcon~
scious forces aid fmvoluntary mm
will probably’ play th®ir part

future, and ‘do certainly play ad lm-
portant part. today. ‘To believe jther:
tience
! ex-

of man

without tme material

wise is to believe in the pmm;

l'lnul) what is the charac r and
of the tnew" civilizatign and
According to Walling, “So-
clallsm 13 more than cunnl'ruzi\'e. it
1s creative. . In the actial ex:
perience of the Boclalist mdvement
.+ . is incorporafed not only h whole
phase of moders civilization und a
large pirt of the history of gur. gen-
eration, but some of the decpest sub-
consclous striviggs which are as yet
Mot capable even of the roast tenta-
tive formulation . Genuine So-
clallsm 1s the product o* the creative
intelligence of humanity.
Walling's absract discussion of the
differences  between  “comstructive”
and “‘creative® is as [lurlnating as
any of the “abstractions™ of the “ab-
solutists™ lhl, Walling s strongly
abhiors. He i§ lost In a labyrinth of
“old" and. ‘n
“new" begiaings His effrt to iden.
tify Soclalism not oniy with a whole
phase of modern civilization, but with
“the creafive intelligence of human-
ity,” and ‘even with the “deepest sub-
consclouy strivings,” smagks a xood
deal of the “intultion” and the “cre-
ative -evalytion' of Bergwonian meta-
physies end mysticism. And yet, we
e warned by Walling ‘that ‘we
cannot ientify Soctalism with the uni-
verse aewith gll progress, for it'would
then ha¥e no definite mesning at all™*
The “essence” ‘of tha “mew” cul-
ture o Soclalism is even move mar
v-loulrad mystical, It is the prag-
m-.m: conception of truth. In Ult
prnque of this “essence” the
stricture vénishes like

Quatry,

The Permanent Census Bosrd of|
New York City recently made an in-
veatigation of 132,000 school children
between 14 and 18 who left school to
8o to work. The partial statistics of
these occupations having more than
500 workers are as follows:

Occupations.

No.
Boys.

1. 539

Errand hny' ana girts .

. 1
Plcknn and wrappers. 1,056

Sales men and v&;x;én'
Not kno' b

475
!toch Yova, and mn.“ x.:n 51
Boakkeepers & 82 3
Dressmakers . 3
Soamstresson: ..
Featherworkers .
Shirt and waist makers. x.uu
mmnery *

‘Wagon - bo)
'm.pno-.

markable sfate §f afairs!
which is 80 grest In masnitude, 30

ary” rep for fhe. most ' momentous
4 |cancept on which the Soetalist move-

an
the nilst before the sin. For Wail-
ing sk, “What part, then, of the
theoretical formulatiofs of the So-
clallg of the past remains wholly un-

from
stangpoint?"  Ana h
his, Soclal tmith is
socisl ll!ulllﬂl ]

Thus® truthAn Itselt i a sufficlent
bass for a complets revolution In
every phase of our present class cyl-
tufe. - . This deeper and larger
tryth Is so generally Accepted,so fun-
ddmental and pervasie wit the So-
cialist movement, tht it 1s’ taken-as
a/matter of course, has become’ su
chnacious and is rarely discussed or
formulated, . The magnitude of
fhis truth s so great that svén the
Jeading Socialist writers have. barely
fouches upon it And then Walling
fescends from eulagy to lamentation.
“What a pity that this momentous rev
olutionary concept should lie burked
8¢ [among so many lesser and more par-
tial truthst” (e. . the- “semi.dog-
matic and partial truths of fhe m~
terfalist cone-pud of history and the
class struggl
Truly, a Temarfable truth and a ro-
A truth

, “Only
vorn 1in

large and deep, so momentous mnd
pervastve, 5o generally actepted, “that

ter of course, has
ous, 19 rarely dis-
ated . < and esven

n 1" What. is the
Soclalists; anyhow?
&ve a ‘Tevolution.

pmu;mm.q_:.
“This truth, and this
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md the introduction to his “new” book, “The
lﬁtger Aspects of Secialism” We saw how
[ he treats of Socialism as a social movement

and ‘as a cultural movement, as a movement
in industry and politics and in philosophy, sci-

nhtxonshlp ‘We saw that Socialism 'is not onlx
a conflict between two social classes, but also
_ & conflict of the “new” culture or civilization
with the “old,” of the “future” with the “pres-
“ent.” And for a “deeper insight”:into the
flarger aspects” of Socialism for an under-
standing of what the “future” of the “new”
‘eivilization or cultare is or will be, we were
told by Walling to go to the “common and
ucettamable opinions™ of the * ovcrwhclmmg
majon!y of Socialists” or to “whatever a suf-
© ficient . majority of  representative - Socialists
| stand-for, whether in philosophy, science or
literature.”
B We stated also ln one -of the previous
 articles that the essential position of an author
_;‘ften may. be discovered as readily in thé be-
‘hning or the end of his book as in the main
"body of the work.- We have, therefore, exam-
| ined the beginning of Walling's book, and have
" found in both preface and introduction that
_Walling’s -essential position is that “prag-
~matism .is° Socialism,” and that the great
'Q'tﬂﬂ.h" that “social truth is born in social
I struggles” is the “ ‘essence of all Socialism from
"Marx to modern pragmatism.”
.. When we now turn to the end of Wall-
ing’s “Larger Aspects of Socialism,” the force
of habit, a feeling of chagrin, ant the- de-
‘mds of good manners impel us to lapse into
echnical language. We resort to the medical
Aingo, “at the risk of being unintelligible, to
_escape what rmght be unprintable. Having
mldg? the ‘initial incisions in our mental
ion on Walluxgs “new” book, ‘we skip
.t_hrough the visceral contents of the
to examine that well known, useless and,

In previous articles we began the anal) sxsi
¢ Comnde William English Walling’s “new'”
Sociglism with an examination of the preface |

ence, étc. We examined each of these two:|
sides of the movement separately and in their.

[ not come from the Socialist movement ?”

‘philosophy ?

at mnes. troublesome . organ, the appendix.
And here. we are confrorjted  with one of the
worst casés -of intellectial appcndlrxtm e
corded. Somc parts of the\organ even prescnt
dlsnnc$ sxgns ‘of gafgrene or death of . tissue.
A cultural examination reveals a high degree
of mfcthon with the pragmatic virus, evi-
denced not onlv by this local inflammation, brt
also'by a general toxemia with markéd consti-
tutional symptoms, i

‘But just as all.inflammation is but the re-

.action to injury of the physical organism, and

is in so far a healthy sign, so Walling's “prag
matism” is also a reaction to the injury whick
American Socialist movement in particula-
sulfered of late from the neglect of funda-
ental education of the rank and file in the
basic social and philosophic theory of Sofiai-
ism. . - Ny
Among the “lapger aspects’’ of Socialism is
the relation between Socialism and philosophy,
perhaps the most neglected aspect of the sub-
ject. Wehile it is true that Socialism is often
referred to -as a “philosophy,” yet the term is
thus used in the narrow sense of a social
theoryy of a “philosophy” of society ar'history,
but not in the broader sense of a general phi-
losophy. Of late, however, healthy signs aré
appearing of the recognition on the part of
American Socialists of the intimate refation
existing between the Soctalist “philosophy™
and philosophy in general. "And, however
much we’ may disagree with it, Walling's

“Larger's ‘\cpccli of Socialism” is one of these"

kcalthy signs of the time.

W al]mq raises in the appendix of the work
a number of interesting and important ques-
tions. ‘Has the Socialist movement a general
If so, what is this Socialist phi-
losophy? 3Was this philosophy produced by
the Socialist movement itself, or did it come
from outsidé of the movement> Should the
Socialist movement have produced its own
general philosophy? Walling has done well
enough: to ask these questions, even though
his answers to them may not be acceptable
to others. ‘Let us, then, sce how he answers
these questions.

. “How does it happen,” asks Walling in the
openjng sentence 'of the appendix, “that the
pragmatism of John Dewey, which I consider
to be the modern Socialist philosophy, did
Let
us. note several things before we consider
Walling’s answer to this question as well as

other ~ answers. W alling states here, first,
that there is a modern Socialist phllo%qp?‘_\

secondly, that this Socialist philosophy is the
pragmatism of John Dewey and, thirdly, that
this pragmatism of John Dewey or this Social-
ist philosophy did not come from the Socialist
movement. Thus Walling answers three of
the questions raised above. The questions
which remain unanswered yet are: First,
should we have expected the modern Social-
ist ‘philosephy, or Dewey's pragmatism, to
come from the Socialist movement? and, sec-

ondly, if ves, why dul it not come from the
Socialist movement?
Should we have expected the Socialist

movement to produce its own general philoso-
phy? Walling does not seem to have clearly
made np his mind about this question. He
says: “I do not mean to implv that we should
expect all the elements of Socialist thnught
to came from the Socialist movement.
‘\n(l then he says again, “\We might have ex-
pected that'the.Satialist ' movement would also
produce-the socially radical philosophy of the
present day.” The Socialist “semi-dogmatic
and partial truth” of the materialistic concep-
tion of history, or his own “principle of the
absolute interdependente” of the social and
the cultural movement, should have answered
the question for him. But his “new” m®thods
and principles have made confusion worse
confounded :
Now, either we should or we should not
‘have expected the Socialist movement to pro-
duce the socially radical- philosophy, its own
general philosophy. If not, or if, perhaps, the
Socialist philosophy is one of the “elements
of Socialist.thought” which we should not have
expected to come from the Socialist move-

ment, then it would be quite natural that the {~

maodern Socialist philosophy did not come from
the.Socialist movement, and all questions con-
cerning. this are supcrﬂunue But, on the other
hand, Walling assures us again that we should
have cvcpccted the Socialist -movement would
produce its own philosophy. And still he as-
sures us, likewise, that it did not. How, then,
does it happen?

This profound problem may be attacked in
the following way: The Socialist movement
either did or did not produce the Socialist
philosophy ; and pgagmatjsm, even that of John
Dewey, either is Or is not essentially the So-
cialist philosophy. There follow then four
assumptions: First, the Socialist movement
did produce the Socialist philosophy, as might
have been expected, and the.pragmatism of

Dewey is.this philosophy. Secondly, ‘the So-
dialist movement did produce the Socialist phi-
losophy, as might .have been cxpected but
pragmatism, even that of Dewey, is not this
philosophy essentially. Thlrdl\ the prag-
matism of Dewey is the Sotialist philosophy,
but the Socialist movement did not produce it,
as might have béen expected. Fourthly, prag-

matism, eV, en that of-Dewey, is not the Social-

ist philosophy : the Socialist movement has not
yet produced the Socialist philosophy, as might
have b(,cn expected, and the Socialist philoso-
phy is ‘'yet to. be produced by .the - Socialist
movement, as we might expect. .Let us take up
cach of these “working hypotheses” in connec-
tion with Walling’s own argument, and let us
see wheaher we can come to a conclusxon by a
process of elimination.

“How does it happen,” "we repeat ‘Wall-
ing's question, “that the: pragmatism of John
Dewey, which I consider to-be the modern
Socialist philosophy, did not come from the
Socialist movement?” Like Alexander, we
cut the Gordian knot of. this guestion very
simply. - It ‘simply happens ,this way, Com-
rade Walling, that it simply does not hap-
pen. Pragmatism, even of the type of Dewey,
i= nothing “néw” to the “old and familiar’ So-
cialists—Marx, Engels and others.” Further-
more, it is not essentially the’ Socialist phi-
Jospphy. Finally, the Socialist movement, i e.,
Marx, Engels and others, did producc the so-~
cially radicai philosophy.. And first and fore-
most of the witnesses whom we shall produce
against Walling is Walling himself.

Walling calls Appendlx A “The Pragma-
tism of Marx and Engels.” This title in itself
is enough to show that he considers Marx and
Engels as pragmatists. But all doubt is dis-
pelled by what he says. about this matter, by
his quotations from Marx and Engels, and by
his comments on these quesuons Here is the
tenor of his argument:

“Marx 4nd Engels made a dec:dcd begih-
ring in the direction of pragmatism more than
half a eentury ago, a full generation before the
appearance of present day pragmatism.
. Marx_and Engels undoubtéd]y had a’
firm grasp on some of the chief ‘elements of
the new phllosoph) broadly speaking, they
were pragmatists, but they missed some of
the most basic and essentizl features. of the
new philosophy. Engels has ,given
far more elaborate expression to the philosophi-
cal aspects df Socialism than has Marx, and

*his point of view is in most striking accord

with that of the present -day pragrﬂ’ansts

- movement, #nd _even had i
| ning” in the Socialist movement.

| ter meanmg \ve

: havoc with Walling's “ba.

K The notes of Marx give in
way Marx's general philosophic pe
is very similar to that*of Engels.”
again Walling comments on statem
he ‘quotes from Marx and Engels to.

“striking accord” of their philosophi
with those of John Dewey and the
pragmatists, -as the follomng
“Here we have the pragmatic ui
view. ' It is only recently
early cases of Marx, Engels, Stirner aj
that such a standpoint has been elaba:

.a phrlosophy Here the
cized again show an exact parallel

RN 7k

So, then, after all, Marx ‘and
have a "general philospophic posxhon
made “a decided beginning in the
pragmatism,” and had “a firm
of the chief elements of the new phi
and were “in striking accord" with |
of view and at times in “exact paral
the views of Dewey and the “pt
matists.” And all this, let us not
half a century ago” and “a full
fore the present day pragmatists.”

But not only Marx and' Engels w
matists, but the whole Socialist mo
pragmatist or pragmatic. ‘were
told in the introduction to the

‘about the “essence of all Sovialism f

‘to modern pragmatism.” And in the
we are further told by Walling that
cialist movement is the social em
pi atismy: i i Pragmati
spirit md method of- mtdem Socialist
S The later Socialists show
canon‘ of a growing' acceptance. of
matic spirit and method.” In this
Karl Kautsky and Anton Pannelnoek ‘
as examples. -

Thus it ; would saem thi the “n
losophy is ‘not so very “ne ;

ot el
too, Walling; beginning with- the “w
_h¥pothesis” that the Socialist v

"(the pragmatism' of
should not have ex;
"cqnclusion” thaty;

ing tq the new methods Ind;
dently the deductive me

(To be ¢
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“The. :

er times, of course, the surgeon is
: for thé case' may bc senous

In p&ioimi‘ng our cheoretxcal surgery cm
Appemﬁx of Gomde William Enghsh

iqﬂuplﬂmt. We are hardened to the work,
m and if the pahent must die, then let

Qg,m;gd we serye notice on L all and
7, here and now, that we intend to prose-
e to the limit of the law any insinuation
ptﬂncﬁce. So, then, more ether, please,
lee': eut away.
,%ﬂfc saw in the previoua article, cnmled
s Old Phgmstmn of Marx and Engels,”
‘how Walling begins with the quéry, “How
‘does it happen that the pragmatism of John
| Mey which T consider to be the modern
: ist- philosophy, did not come from the
| Socialist movement ”? We saw also how Wall-
ends with the conctusiofi that the Social-
movement did produce this socially radical
. At least, we are assured by Wall-
himself that Marx and Engels had made
decided beginning” in this direction, had
firm grasp on' somie of the most essential
‘basic elements ‘of the new philosophy,”
"nrlk!ng accord” and even in “exact
wi the . viewpoint ‘and views. of
and the “ day prag
"bt&dly lpuking they were: prag-

ists”—

then, pugmﬁsm is Socnlum, and the
of Dewey h»t.he ‘modern Socialilt

“dialectics.

still laboring with his

assumption”
playing havoc with him, and he strains every
effort to force the facts to fit into the forms
of his logic. -
matism and pragmahsts
become pragmatists, éven lhough the unholy

the Greeks bearing gifts.
thy agamst the ‘dialectic, \r\’alhng seeks to
bnng it into “striking accord” with pragma-
tism. But he meets with some difficulty in
doing this.
ist that it is, refuses to, fuse with pragmatism.

. phnseology and
“length to - which
in, the following

uwng out of this obso
Thi
Engels will, go may be se

o statement giving us B:e‘lrernel’ of the dialectic
view of nature,

It is evident lha!
{ Engels- wu attempting to_use the Hegelian
dialectic in a pragmatic manner, but the ques-
tion is" whether'it is possible to do so."

We see,” then, that Marx and Engels fol--
{ lowed Hegel's dialectic and developed a’ dia-
- lectic view of nature,
ing is opposed to this *‘general philosephic posi-

We see also that Wall-

tion” of Hegel, Marx and Engels. | He doubts
the/vadae of the dialectic, condemns it-in un-

+| /€ompromising- ’t_erms, and indicates the oppo-

sition between the.dialectic and. pragmatism.
And this is precisely the crux’ of ‘the question.

Walling is con’lpe"cd to admit that the dia-
lectic'method and view is the éssence of the
general - philosophic position of the “pragma-
tists” Marx and Engels. How is it, then, that
they were pragmatists?,

“used the dialectic in a pragmatic manner.”
Somehow, however, he feels it in his bones
that- such dubious reasoning will not do, and
he hastens to add, “but the quesfion is witether
it is possible to do so?”

The truth of the matter is‘that Walling is
“working hypothesis”
that prag'matism is Socialism.
and the deductive method are

Wherever he turns he sees prag-
Marx and Engels

union of Marx and. Stirner in the bonds of

pragmatism ‘should cast grave suspicion on the
whole business.
is brought face to face with the dialectic of

And, fnally, when Walling

Marx and Engels, he seeks to escape the

dilemma by his ,confused fusion of the dia-
lectic and pragmatism, the use of the dialectic
“in a pragmatic manner.”

Thus pragmatism comes to Socialism, like
Despite his antipa-

The dialectic, good old revolution-

Its motto is, to paraphrase the words of the

“old and familiar” Liebknecht, “No compro-
mise! no philosophical trading.”

Thus Wall-

1 18
.:gMu'x.
> | Socialists.” -

_m
B
's) dialectic..

ipelled to cast off entirely the dialectic
Engels and other ‘‘representative

Hp not alone doubu but thh James denies,

| the 'value of the dialectic. ~ He calls. it an
nuqaud process of re;somng"‘ and “this
and di ic.” “It is

" he coltiunn, “that they (Marx and
themselves lost nothing by using his
James denies the
value not alone of Hegel'a phﬂosephy but also
his very method of . -reasoning, his dialectics.

4+ - . We cannot agree, from the point of
.| view of our own generation, that though Hegel

a very tame’ political conclusion, it
‘was by means of a thoraughly revolutionary
‘method of reasoning.”

How explain this |
anomgly? His ingenious answer is that they

His “basic"

-rational -kernel within the mystical shell.

That Marx and Engels held to the dislectic
method and thé dialectic view of nature and
society is entirely unquestionable, as a reading’
df‘ their works will reveal, and as we have
already seen from Walling’s pwn admissions.
But the two Williams (Walling 3nd James)
deny the value of the dialectic view and espe-
cially of the dialectic method. Of course, “it
is possible that !h:) (Marx and Engels) lost
nothing by using it,” says Walling condcscend-
ingly. Indeed, quite possible! And it is “pos-
sible” that they gained a great deal by using it.
At least, we have Engels’ word for it that they
did. In his famous little work, “Feuerbach:
The Roots of the Socialist Philosophy,” Engels
declares, “And this materialist dia)ec:‘»c was our
best tool and <harprst weapon.” Tt is only we,
the present generation of Sokialists, who, ac-
cordmz to Walling, are apt to misconceive and
misuse this weapdn, and it is best not to have
anything to do with it at all.

Walling’s advice is to the point. For he
himself finds it impossible to conceive “how

hornughlv revolutionary method of think-
mg " might yield a “tamie political conclusion.”
Quite possible, however. Hegel, by means of
the dialectic, reached a “tame political onclu-
sion”; while Marx and Engels, by means ot

the dialectic, reached a conclusion which ‘all |

Europe considered as dangerously: “wild.”

Karl Marx, in the preface to the second edi-
tion of his “Capital,” characterizes clearly the
difference between his use of the dialectic and
that of Hegel. “Mxy dialectic method is not
only different from the Hegelian,” says Marx,
“but is its direct opposite. To Hegel the life
process of the human brain, i. e, the proc:ss
of (hinking which, under the name of the
‘Idea,’ he even tran«forms into an independent
subject, is the dcmlurgos of the real world,
and the real world.is only the external. phe-
nomenal form of ‘the Tdea.! With me, on the
contrary, the ideal is. nothing else than the
material world reflected by the human mind,
and translated into. forms of thought.”

Then Marx continues on to show the revo-
lutionary character of the Hegelian dialectic
despite its mystical form. “The mystification
which the dialectjg suffers in Hegel’s hands by
no means prevents him from being the first to
present its general form of working in a com-
prehensive and conscious manner. With him
it is standing on its head. It must be turned
right side up again, if you would discover e
Inr
its mystified form, dialectic became the fashion
in Germany, because it seemed to transfigme
and to glorify the existing state of things. In
its rational form it is a scandal and abomina-
tion to bourgeoisdom. and its doctrinaire pro-
fessors, because it includes in its comprehen-
sion and affirmative recognition of the existing
state of things, at the same time also, the rec-
ognition of the negation of that state, of its
inevitable breaking up; because it regards
every historically developed social form as in
fluid movement, and therefore: takes into ac-
count its tramsient nature not less than its
momentary existence; because it lets nothing
impose upon it, and is in its essence critical and

- revolutionary.”

Let us illustrate the point in question by a
vital and concrete case. Surely, pragmatist
Walling would resent the imputation that he is

“and "does not play an 1mportant “part in mod-
| ern thinking”" He would “relegate the methods

- on the Hegelian dialectic and philosophy is still

not a ruohmomst " and surely the present
dav pragmausts are the incarnation of modern
“revolutionism” and the “new” revolutionary
“methods and principles.” Yet James, %hlller.
Bergson and other pragmatists have landed in
the philosophical swamps-of idealism, human-
ism, intuitionalism, pluralism, theism, spirit-
ualism and ‘mysticism. While the pracncal
conclusions of pragmatism are embodied in the
metaphysical syndicalism of a George Sorel, or
the “time” sociology and economic and politi-
cal philosophy of a Walling.

True, Walling may argue that James' was
inconsistent, Bergson was fantastic, etc., and
that, as_we were actually told in the preface,
“the mdst able and consistent pragmatism” is
that of Prof. John Dewey. Even granting this,
Walling thereby admits that a “thoroughly
revolutionary method” may be inconsistently:
used. And this is precisely the state of affairs
with the Hegelian and the Marxian dialectic.
Hegel used the dialectic. inconsistently, while
Marx and Engels used it consistently. Hence,
the former developed an idealist dialectic view
and a tame political conclusion, while the lat-
ter developed a materialist dialectic view and
a “thoroughly revolutionary” conclusion.

Walling continues with his diatribe against
the dialectic. It is “obsolete” and "anhquatcd ks

of Engels based on the science of his time
into the background today.” He continues:
“Their (Marx and Engels) philosophy was
limited .by the exigencies of the movement
and its theoretical defense, as well as the sci-
ence of their time their conclusions
were founded primarily on the great bxologxcal
discoveries which were taking place _in His
(Engels’) - day, and were. centered mamly
around the name of Darwin. As modern scien-
tific psychalogy had not even appeared on.the
horizon, the whole field of psychology and logic |
was still left to the realm of metaphysics.”

Here, at last, is something really “new” to
Socialists. The dialectic does not play an im~
portant part jn modern thinking.” " “Ain’t it
awful, ‘Mabel?” Hereafter -we-shall have to
label the dialectic whenever it appears, “This
is the dialectic!” But seriously speaking, the:
good old dialectic is still with us “in’ terms of
the thought of our time.” The dialectic is but
the philosophical counterpart of the scientific
theory of evolution. The evolutionary theory
or conception does play an important @art.in
modern science and modern thought. The in-
fluence of Darwin and the great biological dis- |
coveries of the time of Marx and Engels have’
not noticeably dwindled. We cotlld furnish
plenty of proof of this from living scientists
and thinkers. The dialectiz certainly does play
an important part in the thinking of Socialists,
and Socialist thought-etrtainly plays an lmpor-
tant part in modern thmk?ng

The “old and familiar” comment of Engels

timely. “We must further not forget that
though the Hegelian school was destroyed, the
Hegelian .philosophy was not critically van-
quished. One has not finished with a4
philosophy by simply declaring it to be false,
ang so enormous a work as the Hegelian phi-
losophy which has had so tremendous an influ-
‘ence upon the méntal development. of the

emptorily. I: had to'be destroyed in
way,.which means in the way that ¢
destroys its form, but saves the new.
tions to knowledge won by it.”

Let this sink into the mind.and th
of “modern chmhsts and “present’
matists.” One has not finished with
phy by simply declaring it to be false; n
one finish with a phnlosophy by sunply
ing it to be. “obsolete’ and * anthn;(qd,v
apphes not only to the Hegelian

ies also to the Marxian Socialist
nd e are consistent enough to assert
applies even to pragina

Engcls asserts that the Hegeli
“a’ tremendous influence |
mental development of the nation.”
ber that the nation referred to is Ge
remember also the “tremendous
Germany-and the German Socialist me
on the “mental development” of the
of the ‘world-wide Secialist mov
also that Marx and Engels not only.
ing”™ by tlie dialectic, but “won by it.
their “best weapon and sharpest taol:
is the best weapon'and sharpest tool o
¢ient majority of representanqg oc
ing today.

We agree with Walling whe be
many of us are likely to mast
losophy sqﬂic:ently to undérstand
Socialist writers. ~ But fortunately
the leading Socialists now alive have
anfl have reproduced all the best of 4
ideas in terms of the thought of our.
for mstance, ; Kantsky, ‘Mehring
Fargue.” How fortunate, indeed
“would be still more fortunate for the
movement if more “of us wotld take u
of “Back to. Marx!" and muter
“these old deas” -of the “
writers.” . ;

_Finally, nccdrﬂing to.
sions of Engels “were found
gheat biological discoveries:which
place in his day, and were cen
“around the name of Darwin. As i
tific psychol had not even a
horizon, the whole field of psydl'
was still left to the realm of
Granting the premises: ofthilargmn "
sake of the argument, what then ia h
sion? . What has been the
of modern scientific psycholqu
has *modern scientific mychn%?r‘
doné than to confirm the
evolytionary method and conce
and his great: ‘biol
and his great soci al
. Nor was the ‘whole fiels
and logic “left to the realm
Marx and Engel e;,‘nt is true, migsed

: emdaw

“whole field of p!ych

‘pletely out of the “realm
“others right in the ranks of the
ment took up and cnmpmd‘ ;

i the néxt article. And,-
in the succcedmg articles, evén
“ pragmatism. of Dewey 'lnfb&
whole field of psychalogy
grasp.of metaphysics.

nation did not allow itself to he put aside per-

% (To bé




THE OLD SOCIALIST PHILOSOPHY

I‘D,v

1 By DR, JOSEPH SLAVIT
w : y .J b Ll

last M articles, *The O1d
puatigm™ and “The 018 Dialectic”
 and Engels, we examined
dix Aot Comrade Willlam ‘Eng-
's “Larger A.npoetl of So-
Wa considered his answers
+ highly important ¢ question, "Did
st movement produce its
general phtlosophy ™ and ‘“What
s Soclalist philosop] 7 The first
S hnunyuu-ndmnnnr-

The answer to the second
“feaves us in & pu-doxicn

views of representative Socialists llke
Marx, Engels, Kautsky, Pannekoek
and others, will reveal that the dln-
lectic. method and view, the material-
ist dialectic conception of soclety and
nature, is the general philosgphic pd-
sition not only of Marx and Engels,
but also of most other representative
Socialists. And this phiiosophy is the
product ‘of the Socialist movement de-
self. N
This materialist dialectics was' the
real Sociailst phﬂmph, in the afrec~
tlon of ;which ' they made *a decided
L lha ‘new phllwophy on

lllhl hic po- {b
' Marx and meh' On the
‘Walling answers that it 1o
m;: on the other, that it 18
t] But there ix the oppo-
between pragmatism and the

Certainly, :h- noeid phi-
y of Marx and Engels or at
the materialisiic conception. of

This opposition Walling
es by .uuulnq that nu-l-
the

which they had a “Srm grasp.” It is
true, they missed scme of, the basic
and fundamentsl ‘elements of the “'new
philosophy.’ but these missing lnks
were supplied by others right in the
ranks .of the Socialist movement and
not from the outside. Nor was “the
whole fleld of peychology and logic
still 16ft to the realm of metaphysics.™

The “new phnuephf went beyond the
b.anllns made by the ‘éarly prag-
and cven beyond -the “pres-

, i8 “purely P tic.”
®. how shall we determine whit
fly is the Socialist philosophy? By
deduciive method or the inductive

2 mn“ptomﬂsﬁ“

ent day pragmatista” Tt supplied one
of the most important Uinks which the
Sootlunn of  Marx  “missed” and
rode fails

merchant, téacher, and editor. Some
so-calied Seclalist,, who has much to
unlearn as well as to learn, referred
to this German philosopher sneering-
ly as' a’ “cobbler.” He wanted to know
indignantly whether  the Soclalist
movement was to be committed to the
“abstract speculations™ of thé “Ger-
man cobbler”? “And ‘do we' Intend ta
cram down the phumvhy aof “this
cobbler”
clalists?

Perish the thought! ;'he ph'loaaphr
of Diélzgen has already been ihor-
oughly digested by many reresentative
Soclalists. “And, anyway, we do not
balieve in forced mental feeding. And;
furthermore, even had Distigen- been
a cobbler: (which he never was) he
would aoct have been the sumly cobller
who was a philosopher. And, fimally,
has a cobbler, or a wo! in geéneral,
no. ability or no right to dbe a philos-
opher? Must ‘a.philosopher be only
one who is duly degreed and diplo-
maed? ~Dietzgen calls his first ttle
work “The Nature of Human Brain
Work, a Cr of Pure

into the throats of the So-

“The learned and unlelméd spokes-
men of the German bourgeoisie . . .
found. In ,th& workers' press, e. .,
Joseph  Diefzgen's articles' in the
Volkstaat—antagonists stronger than
themselves,. to whom (down to this
very day) they owe ‘a reply.” The
articles referred to by Marx ‘deal with
Socidlism, ethics, religion,’ pmlo-ophy,
etc.-

In his “Fuerbach, or the Roots of
the Soclalist -Philosophy,” ~Friedrich
Engels says, “This materialist dialec-
tic, which since that. time has been
‘our  best tool and sharpest weapon,
was discovered. not by ‘us alone, byt
by & Geérman workman, Joseph Dietz-
gen, In a remarkable ' manner and
atterly f{hdependent of us.” ' What
was it that conistituted the “remark.
able manner and utterly independeat
Gf us” of ‘which Engels speaks? ' It
was the development of the material-
ist aialectic ‘by means of Di 'S

“Joseph Dietsgen

ophy,” and =ays,

| work

 works of Mars and Engels. Distsgen’s Engels were acquainted with

by this work won for
tbe name of the phnolovhnrlnt the
Dietz-

gen's theory of cognition, but

riat has a mighty

proletariat.” - He

gen’s work thus: “Dig had cre-
ated the -basis for a dialectic and
materialistic theory of understanding.
The indispensable. character of dia-
lectle thought, which is Hllustrated by
the sonumental works of Marx and

o ” 1
‘Many Americin Secialists could be
qwuummmn« +

|Engels, has beén firat.d d in
a perfectly ‘convincing manner byla
Dietzgen's critical analysis of the hu-
mazn force of thinking. . . .

w-"

of “our
dix to 1

owe to Dietzgen's theory of ¢
the firm foundation of ‘our world phi-
losophy.™

‘We could quote many such m
from Pannekoek's introduction 1o
Dietzgen's “Fositive Outcome of YN-

Iheoty of o

ta

Karl xnuukr says in the pi
to his "Bibics and the lumu

snd Practical’ Reason, by a Manual
Worker.” He not only demonstrated
the nature of human brain-

work, but also the dialectic connection
between hand-work and brain-work.

view [1¢ ouly some would do a lttle more

tratn-work!
!u:vmhmm
ists say of and his work?l

Karl Marx introduced Dietsgen io the |
International

with  the pregmant
mmu-:gm e

Q

of History”: “T u:he as

tma‘n motmw

Work' was published in 18§9.

eritique ‘of reason im- which he
epistomological su




The Old

Socialist P

hil,_o'sophy"

figures in connection with the forego-

ting facts! thay are a.pproiimate but
.{important. Here ls a book dealing

with Soclalism
ence,

and*” philosophy, - sci-
logic, psychology, morals, his-
tory, n!ixlon. etc.—a book of over 400

Dages, more than 1,200 paragrapha.

about 15,000 lines, and about 126,000

Jwords, How much space is devoted to
‘| Dietzgen who is sald te have dealt
{with the same subjects se effoctialy ?

Not a page, not even a paragraph; Just
one sentence of seven lines and sixty.

'|three words!

And what does anng say in his

‘lslngle sentence? *If, then, we find a

Sociallst philosopher Hke Dietzgen of-

‘Itering o system of sclentific reasoning
[{%8 & key to the riddles of the unfverse,

we will certainly attach no particular
significance to the fact that he was [
Soclalist, but merely remember that
hmkaananm
frequently Le (mrduu to their own
philosophy) in the curremt of Nl

| Hmea™ | j b
Bnth"amuodoumeru-, :
{soning” of so little moment to Boclal-
ists? mxmmmm" 0
tles out of thin atr? wmmm

ods, working .

(Continyed from poge 9.)

‘explicitly that this solution can be bt
the work of an ever advanciag sciin.
tific research. But it solves them in
sc far as it deprives them of the char-
acter of a myaterious enigma and
transforms them into a practical prob-
lem, the solution of which we are ap-
proaching by an infinite progression.”

Nor do we deny that Distzgen was
caught “in the current of his times.'"
That {8 just why he gave us his grent
work. Onl‘ gels can fly above thess
currents without wetting their wings.
Thanks to Hegel, Marx, Engsls, Diets-
Fen, and others, and to the ourrent of
their times, we now have {n sur pwn
time a strong current of sclentifis So-
¢lallsm, and we wonder whether Wall-
Ing has been caught in this eurrent,
Yet Walling is no angel, oither, and
he has been caught in’ some gurrent
of his times, “as Sccialists must fre-
quently be" m-u-m. Boetalism
is not the only eum ol the times.

“made a4 decided beginning in.the at-

{done hitherto, And the latter ja m
- | important than ths former From th
'mnmprqmawm

to certain polma of reaemhlance be-
tween two ph'losophlea While two
philosophiés do not absolutely agrea,
neither: do they ,b-olut'el'y differ.
Pragmatism ‘and ‘the dlalectic  Aiffer
in some respects, but sgree in oiher
respects. It is this that enables Wall-
Ing to find agaln his evidencés of
pragmatism in Marx and other Social.
ista. Thus it is that Marx and Engels

rectioa of pu.g'muthm". why they had
a ‘firm grasp on some of. the chief
points of the new philosophy’; why
“broadly espeaking they were prag.
matists’’; why they "Attempled to use
the dialectic in & pragmatie meaaner”;
and why Walling thinks that the
materialistio conception o! hhtory u
“purely pragmatie” ¢

This is well uhutnted in tho ‘fol-
lowing enthusiastic statement of Kaut-
tky's in his “Ethics” from which e
quoted above: “The materialist eon-
ception of histery is not enly tmpor.

tant because it allows us to explaini
hhuwyhcmrl)unhnbnn done up |
lonov.lmt;hobeannitcna.bhaur

to make history better than




