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INTRODUCTION

“Reform or Revolution,” a lecture delivered in 1896,
is the first of Daniel De Leon’s great quartet of “primary”
lessons in Marxism and its corollaries, the other three being
“What Means This Strike?”’ (1898), “Burning Question
of Trades Unionism” (1904), and “Socialist Reconstruc-
tion of Society” (1905). The four constitute an integrated
whole, each dealing with a particular facet of basic, or
elementary, Marxism. While some of the references to
events current in 1896 may seem out of date, there is no-
thing outmoded in the essential points and basic principles
presented in this first great masterpiece by America’s fore-
most Marxian scientist—“the only one” who, in the words
of Lenin, “has added anything to Socialist thought since
Marx.” On the contrary, the principles laid down by
De Leon in this pamphlet are as applicable, and the
language essentially as fresh, as when first presented in
Boston fifty-one years ago.

In language so simple that a child can understand it,
through illustrations and analogies so apt and direct that
the dullest can comprehend them, De Leon made crystal
clear the difference between reform and revolution—made
it clear why at one stage reform may be logical, because
conditions lack the necessary ripeness, and why at another
stage it may be the worst of criminal nonsense and madness;
and why revolution at one stage may be the folly of un-
schooled impatient dreamers or of criminal adventurers.
“The reformer’s mouth,” said De Leon, “is ever full with
the words ‘individual freedom,’ yet in the whole catalogue
of defiers of individual freedom, the reformer vies with the
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frontmost.” In reviewing the careers of the reformers
who rose to power, from Millerand-Briand to Roosevelt-
Attlee, can anyone in reason challenge De Leon’s dictum?

Reforms naturally imply belief in the usefulness, or
indispensability, of the thing to be reformed. A garment
may be renovated or repaired over and over again, but
the point is eventually reached when the effort and cost
of repair exceed the replacement cost of the garment.
To continue to repair must eventually, and inevitably,
lead to a result directly opposite to that at which the
process of repairing is aimed. It ceases to be economical
to repair, and the garment is discarded. However, to con-
tinue to repair a worn-out garment is no more foolish and
wasteful than it would be to discard the garment while
it 1s still serviceable and worth repairing. To repeat: To
continue to ‘“reform” the garment when the stage of “re-
form” has passed is as fatuous and destructive as would
be the prematurely ‘“revolutionary” act of throwing away
a perfectly serviceable and useful garment.

As with a garment, so with social systems and social
organizations, except, of course, that the latter involve
questions far more complex, and infinitely further removed
from the arbitrary will and whims of man. Social systems
in the past served useful purposes, or they could not have
endured so long. And, as with earlier social systems, so
with the present capitalist system. As in the case of a
garment, a social system may develop defects that demand
“repairs,” i.e., reforms. If the social system, however im-
perfect, is serving the needs of man better than any other
which is possible or conceivable at the time, common sense
dictates that its curable defects be reformed. Necessity and
enlightened self-interest generally operate toward effecting

the indicated reforms, though there may be some who
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(through ignorance or unenlightened selfishness) would
oppose them.

But when experience and the obvious facts in the
case prove that reforms no longer operate to produce the
desired results, the advocacy of reforms, and the attempts
made to keep alive artificially that which should be allowed
to die a natural death, become foolish and eventually
socially criminal. Those who seek to prevent the inevitable,
or at any rate the socially needed change, constitute the
undesirable and reactionary element in society, whereas
those who seek to further the revolution—i.e., the sub-
stitution of a new and sound principle for the diametrically
opposed prevailing unsound principle—represent the use-
ful, the desirable element. At least, a truly sane, a genuine-
ly rational society, would so appraise them. But in a society
where private property interests dominate, and where classes
contend for supremacy, the verdict is quite different. In
such a society (the present capitalist society, for instance)
those who would retain the worn-out social “garment,”
at a tremendous cost to humanity, become the “pillars of
society,” the patriots; and those who would cast away
the worn-out ‘“‘rags” are denounced as enemies of society,
as “subversive elements,” and taunted with similar false
nonsense. Those who consciously, and out of selfish class
interests, oppose the change that would so greatly benetfit
society as a whole are generally rewarded as if they were
really the benefactors of mankind, inasmuch as they enjoy
prestige and wealth, whereas the real benefactors of society
and the true friends of mankind are reviled and generally
suffer penury and persecution.

It may be asked: Granted that all this is true, how
could De Leon know, how do we know that this us the
hour of revolution? How do we know that reforms are
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no longer possible or desirable? We know this, first, be-
cause 1t 1s capable of scientific demonstration. We also
know it in the same way that we know a tree by its fruit.
Society is an organism, and it reacts to artificial prompt-
ings, or artificial restraints, as do all organisms. Human
soclety 1s a living thing, a growing thing. Its roots are
in the subsoil of the past, its topmost branches straining
toward the sky of the future. Social systems are born,
grow and mature, and eventually decay. During the ethnic
period when class has contended against class; when private
property rights for the few at the expense of the many
have prevailed; and when slavery in one form or another
has existed, social systems have come and gone.

The system typified in the ancient Roman Empire
came Into existence out of the dim past. As it grew in
size and power, it scattered its seeds over the then known
world. Its mission had been to pull society out of the
morass of equality in poverty and ignorance. A vast slave
class was the basis of this society—a slave class that made
it possible for the few to enjoy the leisure and freedom of
action that enabled them to acquire learning, to develop
culture, and to insure the spreading of this civilization far
and wide. The means often were cruel, the cost in human
life and happiness terrible, but the cost was necessary in
order to make it possible for man to emerge out of the
near-animal stage, and to rise above the level of brute
existence. But the Roman slave system naturally ceased to
serve a useful purpose in the measure that it achieved its
mission—and only a few, of course, were even dimly con-
scious of the nature of this mission, however well its ends
were served. In due time, corruption set in, and, though
noble and well-meaning men arose to reform (in order to
save) the Roman system (notably the famous Gracchi
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brothers who perished in the attempt), it was all in vain,
and eventually the empire fell into utter decay and col-
lapsed.

Out of the ruins and chaos emerged the feudal system.
Its mission was to bring order out of chaos, to safeguard
what cultural conquests had been made against the threat-
ening barbaric hordes of the east and the north, and
generally to raise the standards of life and to introduce
greater security, greater stability to the end of insuring a
continued upward development—a steady progress in edu-
cation, in the arts, and general culture, all of which rested
on a growing and steadily expanding commerce, with 1its
accompaniments of settled communities, and the opening
up of the rest of the world.

Feudalism, too, went through the successive stages of
lusty youth, maturity, corruption and final and utter decay
and collapse. The process of decay was slow, and, as in
the case of the Roman Empire, those who benefited by
the social system—the princes (including the princes of
the Roman Church), the nobles and the ruling class gen-
erally—resisted any attempt to change things socially for
the better, with the result that corruption increased, and
matters went from bad to worse. The typical example of
this process is found in the case of France. There were
men in 18th century France who realized that an explosion
was due unless something were done. They did not realize,
however, that feudalism—specifically the monarchy—was
done for, and that the way of progress inescapably lay
over the ruins of the monarchy, and of the feudal structure
generally.

And so these would-be reformers of feudalism, through
their attempts to maintain the monarchy—that is, by their
attempted reforms of the feudal system—merely postponed
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the imevitable, thereby aggravating the situation; and, far
from preventing the foreshadowed revolution, they merely
rendered it inevitable that this revolution should become
bloody and violent. We know this violent and bloody
revolution now by the designation of the Great French
Revolution. The American Revolution of 1776 and the
British Revolution of 1688 were essentially of the same
character as the French Revolution, but quite different
in form and manifestation. The feudal system had reached
the end of its normal development. It could not continue
to grow within the existing legal restrictions and property
relations, and the ruling class that had become useless
refused to yield to, or share power with, the new im-
portant class in society, the bourgeoisie, or, as we say today,
the capitalist class. As said, conciliation was attempted,
as were compromises, and special “reforms” were agitated.
But, in the end, revolution was ‘“called in” to cut the
Gordian knot. And so, eventually, a new system was born,
the system we call capitalism, or, as its current beneficiaries
and apologists like to call it, “the system of free enterprise.”

The capitalist system, like its predecessors, has gone
through the familiar stages of growth—Ilusty youth, ma-
turity and ripe age, and is now in the last stages of decay
and corruption. The specific mission of capitalism (suc-
cessfully carried out) has been twofold: To organize and
coordinate production on a basis and scale insuring forever
the elimination of want, and the fear of want, in society;
and, further, to train, to organize cooperatively, and to
coordinate functionally, the working class, the class that
1s destined to supplant all other classes, and that, by so
Joing, will bring into existence the free, classless Socialist
Industrial Union society wherein, to paraphrase the old
Greek philosopher, there will be need for neither servants
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nor slaves, nor room for masters and “bosses.” Scarcity,
inability to produce things in quantity, rendered slavery
and poverty necessary for the many, lest all society remain
in the rut of universal poverty, ignorance and social stag-
nation. Capitalism’s gift to mankind has been to make
possible mass production, insuring a basis for universal
well-being and prosperity, with freedom for all. But cap-
italism, having long since ceased to be useful in the evolu-
tionary scheme of things, having in fact become an obstruc-
tion in the path of social progress, must now be abolished,
as former social systems were abolished, and for the same
general reason. The stage of reform has long since been
passed, the hour of revolution has struck.

All of this, though not fully developed by De Leon, is
implicit in his great speech. Again and again, there has
been demonstrated the truth of his incisive maxims: *“At
the present stage of civilization there is possible no reform
worth speaking of . ..”; “Where a social revolution is pend-
ing and, for whatever reason, is not accomplished, reaction
is the alternative”; “Every reform granted by capitalism
is a concealed measure of reaction.” And so forth. Em-
phasis was lent to his denunciation of reform measures
by such witty and devastating observations as this one:
“For Socialism in the United States to bother with reforms
is like washing the garbage before dumping it into the can.
Away with the garbage of capitalism!” And there is truth,
power and potent meaning in his magnificent and impatient
exclamation: “Give us a truce with your ‘reforms.” There
is a sickening air of moral mediocrity in all such petty
movements of petty, childish aspirations at times like these,
when gigantic man-issues are thundering at every man’s
door for admission and solution.”

In a few respects, some of De Leon’s terminology in




this pamphlet reminds us that his speech was delivered
in 1896, that is, before he had fully formed his conception
of the new society as a Socialist Industrial Administration,
based on occupational rather than on territorial (political )
lines. On page 7, De Leon speaks of restoring the instru-
ments of production ‘“to the commonwealth.” After 1904,
he would have said, “to the workers in the Socialist indus-
trial society.” On page 8, he refers to the Socialist Re-
public as “the State or government.” After 1904, he would
not have spoken of the “Socialist State,” this being a con-

tradiction in terms. (‘“The existence of the State is in-
separable from slavery.”—Marx.) On page 11, he says:

““I'he Socialist revolution demands. .. the public owner-
ship of all means of transportation.” Later, he would have
spoken of ownership by the workers, organized in Socialist
industrial councils. And similarly with his reference to
“nationalization” on page 12. Both “public ownership”
and “nationalization” represent the concept of State-owned
industries, etc., in fact, State capitalism. After 1904, De
Leon discarded these and similar unscientific terms, em-
ploying thereafter terms fitting his great discovery of So-
cialist Industrial Unionism as the basis and fabric, as the
very soul, of Socialist society. But these are minor defects,
and understandable in the light of the then prevailing cir-
cumstances. Attention is called to them here for the sake

of scientific precision, and in order to anticipate the carping
critic and the quibbler.

“Reform or Revolution” is indispensable in the study
of Marxism as applied to this age and particularly to

this country. In the catalogue of Marxian classics, it takes
its recognized, its honored place.

ARNOLD PETERSEN.
New York, September 30, 1947.
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REFORM o REVOLUTION

BY DANIEL DE LEON

Mr. Chairman and Workingmen of Bostdn: I have got
into the habit of putting two and two together, and drawing
my conclusions. When I was invited to come to Boston, the
invi*ation reached me at about the same time with an official
information that a re-organization of the party was contem-
plated in the city of Boston. I put the two together and I
dreww the conclusion that part of the purpose of the invitation

~wegs for me to come here to tell you upon what lines we in

New York organized, and upon what lines we “wicked” So-
cialists of New York and Brooklyn gave the capitalist class
last November the 16,000-vote black eye.

“ORGANIZATION.”

It has become an axiom that, to accomplish results, organ-
ization is requisite. Nevertheless, there is “organization™
and “organization.” That this is so, appears clearly from !;he
fact that the pure and simplers have been going about saying
to the workers: “Organize! Organize!” and after they have
been saying that, and have been “organizing” and “‘organ=
izing” for the past thirty or forty years, we find that th.ey are
virtually where they started, if not worse off ; that their “0'1:-
oanization” partakes of the mature of the lizard, wheose tail
destroys what his foreparts build up. s,

I think the best thing I can do to aid you in orgamizing 1s
to give you the principles upon which the Socialist sections
of New York and Brooklyn are organized. To do tha¥ 1 Sh?,ll
o0 back to basic principles, and in explaining to you the dif-
ference there is between Reform and Revolution, I shall be
able, step by step, to point out how it is we do it, and how you
ought to do.

I shall assume—it is a wise course for a speaker to adopt—
tkat none in this audience knows what is “Reform” and what
is “Revolution.” Those who are posted will understand me




2 REFORM OR REVOLUTION.

all the better ; those who are not will follow me all the easier
We h.ear people talk about the “Reform Forces,” ahnut
“Evolutlon” and about “Revolution” in ways that are highly
mixed. Let us clear up our terms. Reform means a chgnge
of externals; Revolution—peaceful or bloody, the peaceful-
ness or the bloodiness of it cuts no figure whatever in the
essence of the question—means a change from within,

REFORM,

Take, for instance, a poodle. You can reform him in a
lot of ways. You can shave his whole body and leave a tassel
at the tip of his tail; you may borc a hole through each ear
and tie a blue bow on one and a red bow on the other ; you ma};
put a brass collar around his neck with your initials on, and
a trim little blanket on his back; yet, throughout, a pood’le hs
was and a poodle he remains. Kach of these changes prob-
ably wrought a corresponding change in the poodle’s life.
When shorn of all his hair except a tassel at the tail’s tip he
was owned by a wag who probably cared only for the fun he
could get out of his pet; when he appears gaily decked in
bows, probably his young mistress’ attachment is of tenderer
sort; when later we see him in the fancier’s outfit, the treat-
ment he receives and the uses he is put to may be yet again
and probably are, different. Fach of these transformat?ons
or stages may mark a veritable epoch in the poodle’s existence.
And yet, essentially, a poodle he was, a poodle he is, and a
poodle he will remain. That is Reform.

REVOLUTION.

But when we look back myriads of years, or project our-
selves into far-future physical cataclysms, and trace the de-
velopment of animal life from the invertebrate to the verte-
brate, from the lizard to the bird, from the quadruped and
mammal till we come to the prototype of the poodle, and
finally reach the poodle himself, and so forward—then do we
fiud radical changes at each step, changes from within that
alter the very essence of his being, and that put, or will put,

tpop him each time a stamp that alters the very system of his
existrmee. That i Re~~lytion._
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So with society. Whenever a change leaves the internal
mechanism untouched, we have Reform; whenever the 1o-
ternal mechanism is changed, we have Revolution.

Of course, no internal change is possible without external
manifestations. The internal changes denoted by the revo-
lution or evolution of the lizard into the eagle go accompanied
with external marks. So with society. And therein lies one
of the pitfalls into which dilettanteism or “Reforms” 1n-
variably tumble. They have noticed that externals change
with internals; and they rest satisfied with mere external
changes, without looking behind the curtain. But of this
more presently.

We Socialists are not Reformers; we are Revolutionists.
We Socialists do not propose to change forms. We care noth-
ing for forms. We want a change of the inside of the
mechanism of society, let the form take care of itself. We
see in England a crowned monarch; we see in Germany a
sceptered emperor ; we see in this country an uncrowned pres-
ident, and we fail to see the essential difference between Ger=
many, England or America. That being the case, we are
skeptics as to forms. We are like grown children, in the sense
that we like to look at the inside of things and find out what
is there.

One more preliminary explanation. Socialism is lauded by
some as an angelic movement, by others it is decried as a
devilish scheme. Hence you find the Gomperses blowing hot
and cold on the subject; and Harry Lloyd, with whose capers,
to your sorrow, you are more familiar than I, pronouncing
himself a Socialist in one place, and in another running So-
cialism down. Socialism is neither an aspiration of angels,
nor a plot of devils. Socialism moves with its feet firmly
planted in the ground, and its head not lost In the clouds
it takes Science by the hand, asks her to lead, and goes
whithersoever she points. It does mot take Science by the
hand, saying: “I shall follow you to the end of the road if 1t
please me.” No! It takes her by the hand and says:
“Whithersoever thou leadest, thither am I bound to go.” The
Socialists, consequently, move as intelligent men; we do not
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4 REFORM OR REVOLUTION.

mutiny because, instead of having wings, we have arms, and

cannot fly as we would wish.

What, then, with an eye single upon the differences between
Reform and Revolulion, does Socialism mean? To point out
that, I shall take up two or three of what I may style the
principal nerve centres of the movement,

GOVERNMENT—THE STATE.

One of these principal nerve centres is the question of “Gov-

ernment” or the question of the “State.” How many of you have -

not seen upon the shelves of our libraries books that treat
upon the “History of the State” ; upon the “Limitations of the
State” ; upon “What the State Should Do, and What 1t Should
Not Do”; upon the “Legitimate Functions of the State,” and
so on into infinity? Nevertheless, there is not one among all
of these, the products, as they all are, of the vulgar and super-
ficial character of capitalist thought, that fathoms the ques-
tion, or actually defines the “State.” Not until we reach the
great works of the American Morgan, of Marx and Enge.:ls,
and of other Socialist philosophers, is the matter handled with
that scientific lucidity that proceeds from facts, leads to sound
conclusions, and breaks the way to practical work. Not until
you know and understand the history of the “State” and of
“Government” will you understand one of the cardinal prin-
ciples upon which Socialist Organization rests, and will you
be in a condition to organize successfully.

We are told that “Government” has always been as it is
to-day, and always will be. This is the first fundamental
error of what Karl Marx justly calls capitalistic vulgarity of
thought.

When man started on his career, after having got beyonc

the state of the savage, he realized that co-operation was &
necessity to him. He understood that together with others
he could face his enemies in a better way than alone; he
could hunt, fish, fight more successfully. Following the in-
structions of the great writer Morgan—the only great and
original American writer upon this question—we look to the
Indian communities, the Indian settlements, as a type of the
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social system that our ancestors, all of them, without excep-
tion, went through at some time.

The Indian lived in the community condition. The Indian
lived under a system of common property. As Franklin de-
scribed 1t, in a sketch of the history and alleged sacredness
of private property, there was no such thing as private prop-
erty among the Indians. They co-operated, worked together,
and they had a Central Directing Authority ameng them.
In the Indian communities we find that Central Directing
Authority consisting of the “Sachems.” It makes no dif-
ference how that Central Directing Authority was elected;
there it was. But note this: its function was to direct the
co-operative or collective efforts of the communities, and, in
so doing, it shared actively in the productive work of the com-
murities. Without its work, the work of the communities
would not have been done,

When, in the further development of society, the tools of
production grew and developed—grew and developed beyond
the point reached by the Indian; when the art of smelting
iron ore was discovered ; when thereby that leading social
cataclysm, wrapped in the mists of ages, yet discernible, took
place that rent former communal society in twain along the
line of sex, the males being able, the females unable, to wield
the tool of production—then society was cast into a new mold ;
the former community, with its democratic equality of rights
and duties, vanishes, and a new social system turns up, divided
into two sections, the one able, the other unable, to work at

- production. The line that separated these two sections, being

at first the line of sex, could, in the very nature of things, not
yet be sharp or deep. Yet, notwithstanding, in the very shap-
ing of these two sections—one able, the other unable, to feed
itself—we have the first premenition of the classes, of class
distinctions, of the division of society into the independent
and the dependent, into master and slaves, ruler and ruled.
Simultaneously, with this revolution, we find the first
changes in the nature of the Central Directing Awuthority, of
that body whose original function was to share in, by direct-
ing, production. Just as soon as economic equality is de-
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stroyed, and the economic classes crop up in society, the func-
tions of the Central Directing Authority gradually begin to
change, until finally, when, after a long range of years, moving
slowly at first, and then with the present hurricane velocity
under capitalism proper, the tool has developed further, and
further, and still further, and has reached its present fabulous
perfection and magnitude; when, through its private owner-
ship the tool has wrought a revolution within a revolutloI} by
dividing society, no longer along the line of sex, b}lt strictly
along the line of ownership or non-ownership of the land
on and the tool with which to work ; when the privately owned,
mammoth tool of to-day has reduced more than fitty-two per
cent. of our population to the state of being utterly unakfle
to feed without first selling themselves into wage slavery, “fhlle
it, at the same time, saps the ground from under about thirty-
nine per cent. of our people, the middle clas;s3 whose puny
tools, small capital, render them certain victims of com-
petition with the large capitalists, and makes them desperate
when the economic law that asserts itself under the system
of private ownership of the tool has concentrated t}}ese pri-
vate owners into about eight per cent. of the nation’s in-
habitants, has thereby enabled this small capitalist class to
live without toil, and to compel the majority, the .elass of the
proletariat, to toil without living ; when, ﬁgally, it has come
to the pass in which our country now finds itself, that, as was
stated in Congress, ninety-four per cent. of the tayfeg are spent
in “protecting property”’—the property qf the tr1v1a.lly small
eapitalist class—and not in protecting life; when, in short,
the privately owned tool has wrought this work, and the classes
— the idle rich and the working poor—are in full bloom—
then the Central Directing Authority of old standis, trans-
formed ; its pristine functions of aiding in,. by dlrectlpg,
production have been supplanted by the functions of hold}ng
down the dependent, the slave, the ruled, i. e., the working
elass. Then, and not before, lo, the State, the modern State,
the capitalist State! Then, lo, the Governmem.:, the m(?d-
ern Government, the capitalist Government—equipped main-
ly, if not solely, with the means of suppression, of oppression,

of tyranny !
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In sight of these manifestations of the modern State, the
Anarchist—the rose-water and the dirty-water variety alike—
shouts: “Away with all central directing authority; see
what it does ; it can only do mischief ; it always did mischief !”’
But Socialism is not Anarchy. Socialism does not, like the
chicken in the fable, just out of the shell, start with the
knowledge of that day. Socialism rejects the premises and
the conclusions of Anarchy upon the State and upon Govern-
ment. What Socialism says is: “Away with the economic
system that alters the beneficent functions of the Central
Directing Authority from an aid to production into a means
of oppression.” And it proceeds to show that, when the in-
struments of production shall be owned, no longer by the
minority, but shall be restored to the Commonwealth; that
when, as a result of this, no longer the minority or any portion
of the people shall be in poverty, and classes, class distinctions
and class rule shall, as they necessarily must, have vanished,
that then the Central Directing Authority will lose all its
repressive functions, and is bound to reassume the functions
it had in the old communities of our ancestors, become again
a necessary aid, and assist in production.

The Socialist, in the brilliant simile of Karl Marx, sees
that a lone fiddler in his room needs no director; he can rap
himself to order, with his fiddle to his shoulder, and start
his dancing tune, and stop whenever he likes. But just as
soon as you have an orchestra, you must also have an orchestra
director—a central directing authority. If you don’t you
may have a Salvation Army pow-wow, you may have a Louis-
1ana negro breakdown; you may have an orthodox Jewish
synagogue, where every man sings in whatever key he likes,
but you won’t have harmony—impossible.

It needs this central directing authority of the orchestra
master to rap all the players to order at a given moment ; to
point out when they shall begin; when to have these play
louder, when to have those play softer; when to put in this
Instrument, when to silence that; to regulate the time of all
and preserve the accord. The orchestra director is not an
oppressor, nor is his baton an insignia of tyranny; he is not
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there to bully anybody; he is as necessary or important as
any or all of the members of the orchestra.

Our system of production is in the nature of an orchestra.
No one man, no one town, no one State, can be said any longer
to be independent of the other ; the whole people of the United
States, every individual therein, is dependent and interde-
pendent upon all the others. 'The nature of the machinery
of production; the subdivision of labor, which aids co-opera-
tion, and which co-operation fosters, and which is necessary
to the plentifulness of production that civilization requires,
compel a harmonious working together of all departments of

~ labor, and thence compel the establishment of a Central Di-

recting Authority, of an Orchestral Director, so to speak, of
the orchestra of the Co-operative Commonwealth.

Such is the State or Government that the Socialist revo-
lution carries in its womb. To-day, production is left to
Anarchy, and only Tyranny, the twin sister of Anarchy, is
organized.

Socialism, accordingly, implies organization; organization
implies directing authority; and the one and the other are
strict reflections of the revolutions undergone by the tool of
production. Reform, on the other hand, skims the surface,
and with “Referendums” and similar devices limits itself to
external tinkerings.

MATERIALISM—MORALITY,

The second nerve centre of Socialism that will serve to il-
lustrate the difference between reform and revolution is its
materialistic groundwork.

Take, for instance, the history of slavery. All of our an-
cestors—this may shock some of you, but it is a fact all the
same—all of our ancestors were cannibals at one time. The
human race, in its necessity to seek for food, often found it
easier to make a raid and take from others the food they had
cathered. In those olden, olden days of the barbarism of
our ancestors, when they conquered a people and took away
its property, they had no further use for the conquered; they
killed them, spitted them over a good fire, roasted and afe
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them up. It was a simple and the only profitable way known
of disposing of prisoners of war. They did with their cap-
tives very much what bees do yet; when they have raided and
conquered a hive they ruthlessly kill every single denizen of
the captured hive.

Our ancestors continued cannibals until their social system
had developed sufficiently to enable them to keep their prison-
ers under control. From that moment they found it more
profitable to keep their prisoners of war alive, and turn them
into slaves to work for them, than it was to kill them off and
eat them up. With that stage of material development, can-
nibalism was dropped. From the higher material plane on
which our ancestors then stood, their moral vision enlarged
and they presently realized that it was immoral to eat up a
human being.

Cannibalism disappears to make room for chattel slavery.
And what do we see? Watch the process of “moral develop-
ment” in this country—the classic ground in many ways to
study history in, for the reason that the whole development
of mankind can be seen here, portrayed in a few years, so to
speak. You know how, to-day, the Northern people put on
airs of morality on the score of having “abolished chattel
slavery,” the “traffic in human flesh,” “gone down South
and fought, and bled, to free the Negro,” ete., etc. Yet we
know that just as soon as manufacturing was introduced in
the North, the North found that it was too expensive to own
the Negro and take care of him; that it was much cheaper
not to own the worker; and, consequently, that they *“re-
ligiously,” “humanely” and “morally” sold their slaves to the
South, while they transformed the white people of the North,
who had no means of production in their own hands into wage
slaves, and mercilessly ground them down. In the North,
chattel slavery disappeared just as soon as the development
of machinery rendered the institution unprofitable. The im-
morality of chattel slavery became clear to the North just as
soon as, standing upon that higher plane that its higher
material development raised it to, it acquired a better vision.
The benighted South, on the contrary, that had no machin-
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ery, remained with eyes shut, and she stuck to slavery till
the slave was knocked out of her fists.

Guided by the light of this and many similar lessons of
history, Socialism builds upon the principle that the “moral
sentiment,” as illustrated by the fate of the slave, is not the
cause, but a powerful aid to revolutions. The moral senti-
ment is to a movement as important as the sails are to a
ship. Nevertheless, important though sails are, unless a ship
is well laden, unless she is soundly, properly and scientifically
constructed, the mere sails you pile on and spread out, the
surer she is to capsize. So with the organizations that are to
carry out a revolution. Unless your Socialist organizations
are as sound as a bell ; unless they are as intolerant as science
unless they will plant themselves squarely on the principle
that two and two make four, and under no circumstances
allow that they make five, the more feeling you put into them,
the surer they are to capsize and go down. On the contrary,
load your revolutionary ship with the proper lading of science;
hold her strictly to the load-star; try no monkeyshines and
no dillyings and dallyings with anything that is not strictly
gcientific, or with any man who does not stand on our uncom-
promisingly scientific platform, do that, and then unfurl free-
ly the sails of morality; then the more your sails, the better
off your ship; but not unless you do that, will you be safe, or
can you prevail.

Socialism knows that revolutionary upheavals and transe
formations proceed from the rock-bed of material needs.
» With a full appreciation of and veneration for moral impulses
that are balanced with scientific knowledge, it eschews, looks
with just suspicion upon and gives a wide berth to balloon
morality, or be it those malarial fevers that reformers love to
dignify with the name of “moral feelings.”

THE CLASS STRUGGLE.

A third nerve centre of Socialism by which to distinguish
reform from revolution is its manly, aggressive posture.

The laws that rule sociology run upon lines parallel with
and are the exact counterparts of fhose that natural science
has established in biologyv,
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In the first place, the central figure in biology is the species,
not the individual specimen. Consequently, that is the cen-
tral figure on the field of sociology that corresponds to and
represents the species on the field of biology. In sociology,
the economic classes take the place of the species in biology.

In the second place, struggle, and not piping peace; assim-
ilation by the ruthless process of the expulsion of all elements
that are not fit for assimilation, and not external coalition-—
such are the laws of growth in biology, and such are and
needs must be the laws of growth in sociology.

Hence, Socialism recognizes in modern society the existence
of a struggle of classes, and the line that divides the com-
batants to be the economic line that separates the interests
of the property-holding capitalist class from the interests of
the propertiless class of the proletariat. As a final result of
this, Socialism, with the Nazarene, spurns as futile, if not
wicked, the method of cajolery and seduction, or the crying
of “Peace, peace, where there is no peace,” and cuts a clean
swath, while reform is eternally entangled in its course of
charming, luring, decoying.

ILLUSTRATIONS.

Let me now give you a few specific illustrations—based
upon this general sketch—that may help to point out more
clearly the sharp differences there are between Reform and
Revolution, and the grave danger there lurks behind confound-
ing the two.

You remember I referred to the fact that internal, 1. e.,
revolutionary changes, are always accompanied with external
changes of some sort, and that therein lay a pitfall into
which reform invariably tumbled, inasmuch as reform habit-
ually rests satisfied with externals, allows itself to be deceived
with appearances. For instance:

The Socialist revolution demands, among other things,
the public ownership of all the means of transportation. But,
in itself, the question of ownership affects only external forms:
The Post Office is the common property of the people, and yet
the real workers in that department are mere wage slaves.
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In the mouth of the Socialist, of the revolutionist, the in-
ternal fact, the cardinal truth, that for which alone we fight,
and which alone is entitled to all we can give to it—that is
the abolition of the system of wage slavery under which the
proletariat is working. Now, up step the Populists—the
dupers, not the duped among them—with a plan to nation-
alize the railroads. The standpoint from which they proceed
is that of middle class interests as against the interests of the
upper capitalists or monopolists. The railroad monopolists
are now fleecing the middle class; these want to turn the
tables upon their exploiters; they want to abolish them, wipe
them ou, and appropriate unto themselves the fleecings of the
working class which the railroad monopolists now monopolize.
With this reactionary class interest in mind the duper—Popu-
list-—steps forward and holds this plausible language:

“We, too, want the nationalization of the roads; we are
going your way; ioin us!”

The reform straws are regularly taken in by this seeming
cruth ; they are carried off their feet; and they are drawn
heels over head into the vortex of capitalist conflicts. Not so
the revolutionist. His answer follows sharp and clear:

“Excuse me! Guess you do want to nationalize the rail-
roads, but only as a reform; we want nationalization as a
revolution. You do not propose, while we are fixedly deter=
mined, to relieve the railroad workers of the yoke of wage
slavery under which they now grunt and sweat. By your
scheme of nationalization, you do mnot propose, on the con-
trary, you oppose all relief to the workers, and you have set
dogs at the heels of our propagandists in Chautauqua Coun-
ty, N. Y., whenever it was proposed to reduce the hours of
work of the employees.”

While we, the revolutionists, seek the emancipation of the
working class, and the abolition of all exploitation, duper-
Populism seeks to rivet the chains of wage slavery more
firmly upon the proletariat. There is no exploiter like the
middle class exploiter. Carnegie may fleece his workers—
ae has 20,000 of them—of only fifty cents a day and yet net,
from sunrise to sunset, $10,000 profits; the banker with
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plenty of money to lend can thrive with a trifling shaving of
each individual note; but the apple woman on the street cor-
ner must make a hundred and five hundred per cent. profit
to exist. For the same reason, the middle class, the em-
ployer of few hands, is the worst, the bitterest, the most in-
veterate, the most relentless exploiter of the wage slave. You
may now realize what a grave error that man will incur who
will rest satisfied with external appearance. Reform 1s 1n-
variably a cat’s paw for dupers; Revolution never.

Take now an illustration of the revolutionary prineciple that
the material plane on which man stands determines his per-
ception of morality. One man writes to “The People”
office: “You speak about the immorality of capitalism, don’t
you know that it was immoral to demonetize silver?” An-
other writes: “How queer to hear you talk about immorality ;
don’t you know it is a type of immorality to have a protective
tarifft 7”7 He wants free trade. A third one writes: “Oh,
sir, I admire the moral sentiment that inspires you, but
how can you make fun of prohibition? Don’t you know that
1f a man is drunk, he will beat his wife and kill his children ?”
And so forth. KEach of these looks at morality from the stand-
point of his individual or class interests: The man who owns
a silver mine considers it the height of immorality to demon-
ctize silver. The importer who can be benefited by free trade
thinks it a heinous crime against good morals to set up a high
tariff. The man whose wage slaves come on Monday some-
what boozy, so that he cannot squeeze, pilfer out of them
as much wealth as he would like to, becomes a pietistic pro-
hibitionist.

One of our great men, a really great man, a man whom I
consider a glory to the United States—Artemus Ward—with
that genuine, not bogus, keen Yankee eye of his saw, and
with that master-pen of his excellently illustrated this scien-
tific truth, with one of his yarns. He claimed, you know, that
he traveled through the country with a collection of wax fig-
ures representing the great men and criminals of the time.
On one occasion he was in Maine. At about that time a little
ey, Wilkins, had killed his uncle. Of course, the occurrence
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created a good deal of a sensation, and Artemus Ward tells
us that, having an eye to the main chance, he got up a wax
figure which he exhibited as Wilkins, the boy murderer. A
few years later, happening again in the same Maine village,
it occurred to him that the boy Wilkins had proved a great
attraction in the place. He hunted around among his figures,
found none small enough to represent a boy, and he took the
wax figure that he used to represent Captain Kidd with,
labelled that “Wilkins, the Boy Murderer,” and opened his
booth. The people flocked in, paid their fifteen cents ad-
mission, and Artemus started to explain his figures. When
he reached the “Boy Murderer,” and was expatiating upon
the lad’s wickedness, a man in the audience rose, and in a
rasping, nasal voice, remarked: “How is that? Three years
ago you showed us the boy, Wilkins, he was a boy then, and
died since ; how can he now be a big man?” Thereupon Arte-
mus says: “I was angry at the rascal, and I should have
informed against him, and have him locked up for freason to
the flag.”

With the master hand of genius Artemus here exposed the
material bases of capitalist “patriotism,” and pointed to the
connection between the two. The material plane, on which
the fraudulent showman stood, determined his moral impulse
on patriotism. '

The higher the economic plane on which a class stands, and
the sounder its understanding of material conditions, all the
broader will its horizon be, and, consequently, all the purer
and truer its morality. Hence it is that, to-day, the highest
moral vision, and the truest withal, is found in the camp
of the revolutionary proletariat. Hence, also, you will per-
ceive the danger of the moral cry that goes not hand in hand
with sound knowledge. The morality of Reform is the cor-
ruscation of the Igms Fatuus; the morality of Revolution is
lighted by the steady light of science.

Take another illustration, this time on the belligerent poise
of Socialism, to distinguish reform from revolution.

The struggles that mark the movements of man have ever
proceeded from the material interests, not of individuals, but

&
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of classes. The class interests on top, when rotten-ripe for
overthrow, succumbed, when they did succumb, to nothing
short of the class interests below. Individuals from the for-
mer class frequently took leading and invaluable part on the
side of the latter, and individuals of the latter regularly played
the role of traitors to civilization by siding with the former,
as did, for instance, the son of the venerable Franklin when
he sided with the British. Yet in both sets of instances,
the combatants stood arrayed upon platforms that represented
opposite class interests. Revolutions triumphed, whenever
they did triumph, by asserting themselves and marching
straight upon their goal. On the other hand, the fate of
Wat Tyler ever is the fate of reform. The rebels, in this in-
stance, were weak enough to allow themselves to be wheedled
into placing their movement into the hands of Richard II,
who promised “relief”—and brought it by marching the men
to the gallows.

You will perceive the danger run by movements that—
instead of accepting no leadership except such as stands
squarely upon their own demands—rest content with and en-
trust themselves to “promises of relief.” Revolution, accord-
ingly, stands on its own bottom, hence it cannot be over-
thrown ; Reform leans upon others, hence its downfall is cer-
tain. Of all revolutionary epochs, the present draws sharp-
est the line between the conflicting class interests. Hence,
the organizations of the revolution of our generation must
be the most uncompromising of any that yet appeared on the
stage of history. The program of this revolution consists
not in any one detail. It demands the unconditional sur-
render of the capitalist system and its system of wage slavery ;
the total extinction of class rule is its object. Nothing short
of that—whether as a first, a temporary, or any other sort of
step can at this late date receive recognition in the camp of
the modern revolution.

Upon these lines we organized in New York and Brooklyn,

and prospered ; upon these lines we have compelled the respect
of the foe. And I say unto you, Go ye, and do likewise.
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THE REFORMER—THE REVOLUTIONIST.

And now to come to, in a sense, the most important, surely
the most delicate, of any of the various subdivisions of this
address. We know that movements make men, but men make
movements. Movements cannot exist unless they are carried
on by men ; in the last analysis it is the human hand and the
human brain that serve as the instruments of revolutions.
How shall the revolutionist be known? Which are the marks
of the reformer? In New York a reformer cannot come
within smelling distance of us but we can tell him. We know
him ; we have experienced him; we know what mischief he
can do; and he cannot get within our ranks if we can help it.
He must organize an opposition organization, and thus fulfil
the only good mission he has in the scheme of nature—puil
out from among us whatever reformers may be hiding there.

But you may not yet be famil'ar with the cut of the reform-
er’s jib. You may not know tle external marks of the revo-
lutionist. Let me mention the n.

The modern revolutionist, i. 2., the Socialist, must, in the
first place, by reason of the skitch I presented to you, upon
the development of the State, necessarily work in organization,
with all that that implies. In this you have the first charac-
teristic that distinguishes the revolutionist from the reformer;
the reformer spurns organization; his symbol is “Five Sore
Fingers on a Hand”—far apart from one another.

The modern revolutionist knows full well that man is not
superior to principle, that principle is superior to man, but
he does not fly off the handle with the maxim, and thus turn
the maxim into absurdity. He firmly couples the maxim
with this other that no principle is superior to the movement
or organization that puts it and upholds it in the field. The
engineer knows that steam is a powerful thing, but he also
knows that unless the steam is in the boiler, and unless there

is a knowing hand at the throttle, the steam will either evapo-

rate or the boiler will burst. Hence, you will never hear an
engineer say: “Steam is the thing” and then kick the loco-
motive off the track. Similarly. the rewnlutionist recognizes
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that the organization, that is propelled by correct principles,
is as the boiler that must hold the steam, or the steam will
amount to nothing. He knows that in the revolution demanded
by our age, Organization must be the incarnation of Principle.
Just the reverse of the reformer, who will ever be seen mock-
ing at science, the revolutionist will not make a distinction
between the Organization and the Principle. He will say:
“The Principle and the Organization are one.”

A Western judge, on one occasion, had to do with
a quibbling lawyer, who was defending a burglar—you know
what a burglar is—and rendered a decision that was supreme-
ly wise. The prisoner was charged with having stuck his
hand and arm through a window, and stolen something,
whatever it was. The judge sentenced the man to the peni-
tentiary. Said the lawyer: “I demur; the whole of the man
did not break through the window; it was only his arm.”

"“Well,” said the judge, “I will sentence the arm ; let him d~

with the body what he likes.” As the man and his arm were

certainly one, and as the rman would not wrench his arm out
of its socket and separate it from the body, he quietly went to
the penitentiary, and I hope is there yet to serve as a perma-
nent warning against “Reform Science.”

Again, the modern revolutionist knows that in order tr
accomplish results or promote principle, there must be unity
of action. He knows that, if we do not go in a body and hang
together, we are bound to hang separate. Hence, you will
ever see the revolutionist submit to the will of the majority;
you will always see him readiest to obey; he recognizes that
obedience is the badge of civilized man. The savage does
not know the word. The word “obedience” does not exist in
the vocabulary of any language until its people got beyond
the stage of savagery. Hence, also, you will never find the
revolutionist putting himself above the organization. The
opposite conduct is an unmistakable earmark of reformers.

The revolutionist recognizes that the present machinery
and methods of production render i1mpossible—and well it
1s they do—the individual freedom of man such as our savage
ancestors knew the thing ; that, to-day, the highest individual
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freedom must go hand in hand with collective freedom ; and
none such is possible without a central directing authority.
Standing upon this vigor-imparting high plane of civilization,
the revolutionist is virile and self-reliant, in striking contrast
with the mentally sickly, and, therefore, suspicious reformer.
Hence the cry of “Bossism!” is as absent from the revolu-
tionist’s lips as it is a feature on those of the reformer.

Another leading mark of the revolutionist, which is par-
alleled with the opposite mark on the reformer, is the con-
sistency, hence morality, of the former, and the inconsistency,
hence immorality, of the latter. As the revolutionist proceeds
upon. facts he is truthful and his course is steady; on the
other hand, the reformer will ever be found prevaricating
and in perpetual contradiction of himself. The reformer,
for instance, is ever vaporing against “tyranny,” and yet
watch him; give him rope enough and you will always see
him straining to be the top man in the shebang, the man
on horseback, the autocrat, whose whim shall be law. The
reformer is ever prating about “morality,” but just give him
a chance, and you will catch him every time committing the
most immoral acts, as, for instance, sitting in judgment on
cases, in which he himself is a particeps criminis, or counte-
nancing and profiting by such acts. The reformer’s mouth is
ever full with the words “individual freedom,” yet in the
whole catalogue of defiers of individual freedom, the reformer
vies with the frontmost.

Finally, you will find the reformer ever flying off at a
tangent, while the revolutionist sticks to the point. The scat-
ter-brained reformer is ruled by a centrifugal, the revolution-
ist by a centripetal force. Somebody has aptly said that in
social movements an evil principle is like a scorpion; it cara
ries the poison that will kill it. So with the reformers; they
carry the poison of disintegration that breaks them up into
twos and ones, and thus deprives them in the end of all power
for mischief ; while the power of the revolutionist to accom-
plish results grows with the gathering strength that its posture
insures to him.,

The lines upon which we organize in New York and Brook-
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lyx are, accordingly, directly opposed to those of reformers.
We gecognize the need of organization with all that that im-
plies—of organization, whose scientific basis and uncompro-
mising posture inspire respect in the foe, and confidence in
those who belong with us. This is the sine qua non for suc-
cess.

Right here allow me to digress for a moment. Keep in
mind where I break off that we may hitch on again all the
easler.

Did you ever stop to consider why it is that in this country
where opportunities are so infinitely superior, the working
class movement is so far behind, whereas in Europe, despite
the disadvantages there, it is so far ahead of us? Let me
tell you. (See Appendix.)

THE WORK OF THE CHARLATANS.

In the first place, the tablets of the minds of our working
class are scribbled all over by every charlatan who has let
himself loose. In KEurope, somehow or other, the men who
were able to speak respected and respect themselves a good
deal more than most of our public speakers do here. They
studied first ; they first drank deep at the fountain of science;
and, not until they felt their feet firmly planted on the rock-
bed of fact and reason, did they go before the masses. So it
happens that the tablets of the minds of the Kuropean, es-
pecially the Continental working classes, have lines fraced
upon them by the master hands of the ages. Hence every suc-
ceeding new movement brought forward by the tides of time,
found its work paved for and easier. But here, one charlatan
after another, who could speak glibly, and who could get
money from this, that or the other political party, would go
among the people and upon the tablets of the minds of the
working classes he scribbled his crude text. So it happens
that to-day, when the apostle of Socialism goes before our
people, he cannot do what his compeers in Europe do, take
a pencil and draw upon the minds of his hearers the letters
of science; no, he must first clutch a sponge, a stout one,
and wipe clean the pot-hooks that the charlatans have left
there. Not until he has done that can he begin to preach and
teach successfullv.
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FAKE MOVEMENTS.

Then, again, with this evil of miseducation, the working
class of this country suffers from another. The charlatans,
one after the other, set up movements that proceeded upon
lines of ignorance; movements that were denials of scientific
facts ; movements that bred hopes in the hearts of the people;
yet movements that had to collapse. A movement must be
perfectly sound, and scientifically based or it cannot stand.
A falsely based movement is like a lie, and a lie cannot sur-
vive. All these false movements came to grief, and what
was the result >—disappointment, stagnation, diffidence, hope-

lessness in the masses.
K. OF L.

The Knights of Labor, meant by Uriah Stephens, as he
himself admitted, to be reared upon the scientific principles
of Socialism—principles found to-day in no central or na-
tional organization of labor outside of the Socialist Trade &
Labor Alliance*—sank into the mire. Uriah Stephens was
swept aside; ignoramuses took hold of the organization; a
million and a half men went into it, hoping for salvation;
but, instead of salvation, there came from the veils of the
K. of L. Local, District and General Assemblies the developed
ignoramuses, that is to say, the Labor Fakirs, riding the
workingman and selling him out to the exploiter. Disap-
pointed, the masses fell off.

A. F. OF L.

Thereupon bubbled up another wondrous concern, another
~ idiosyncrasy—the American Federation of Labor, appro-
priately called by its numerous English organizers the Amer-
ican Federation of Hell. Ignoramuses again took hold and
the lead. They failed to seek below the surface for the cause
of the failure of the K. of I.; like genuine ignoramuses,
they fluttered over the surface. They saw on the surface
excessive concentration of power in the K. of L., and they
swung to the other extreme—they built a tape-worm. I calt
it a tape-worm, because a tape-worm is no organism; it is
an aggregation of links with no cohesive powers worth men-
tioning. The fate of the K. of L. overtook the A. F, of L.

*Since Merged (1905)ip the Industrial Workers > the World.
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Like causes brought on like results, false foundations brought
on ruin and failure. Strike upon strike proved disastrous
in all concentrated industries; wages and the standard of
living of the working class at large went down; the unem-
ployed multiplied ; and again the ignorant leaders naturally
and 1nevitably developed into approved Labor Fakirs; the
workers found themselves shot, clubbed, indicted, imprisoned
by the identical Presidents, Governors, Mayors, Judges, etc.—
Republican and Democratic—whom their misleaders had cor-
ruptly induced them to support. To-day there is no A. F.
of L.—not even the tape-worm—any more. If you reckon
1t up, you will find that, if the 250,000 members which it
claims paid dues regularly every quarter, it must have four
times as large a fund as it reports. The fact is the dues
are paid for the last quarter only; the fakirs see to this to the
end that they may attend the annual rowdidow called the
“A. F. of L. Convention”—and advertise themselves to the
politicians. That’s all there is left of it. It is a ship, never
seaworthy, but now stranded and captured by a handful of
pirates ; a tape-worm pulled to pieces, contemned by the rank
and file of the American proletariat. Its career only filled
still fuller the workers’ measure of disappointment, diffidence,
helplessness.
SINGLE TAX.

The Henry George movement was another of these char-
latan booms, that only helped still more to dispirit people in
the end. The “Single Tax,” with its half-antiquated, half-
1diotic reasoning, took the field. Again great expectations
were raised all over the country—for a while. Again a semi-
economic lie proved a broken reed to lean on. Down came
Humpty Dumpty, and all the king’s horses and all the king’s
men could not now put Humpty Dumpty together again.
Thus the volume of popular disappointment and diffidence
recelved a further contribution.

POPULISM.

Most recently there came along the People’s Party move-
ment. Oh, how fine it talked! It was going to emancipate
the workers. Did 1t not say so in its preamble, however
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reactionary its platform? If bluff and blarney could save
a movement, the People’s Party would have been imperish-
able. But it went up like a rocket, and is now fast coming
down a stick. In New York State it set itself up against
us when we already had 14,000 votes, and had an official
standing. It was going to teach us “dreamers” a lesson in
“practical American politics.” Well, its vote never reached
ours, and last November when we rose to 21,000 votes, 1t
dropped to barely 5,000, lost its official standing as a party
in the State, and as far as New York and Brooklyn are con-
cerned, we simply mopped the floor with it.

These false movements, and many more kindred circum-
stances that I could mention, have confused the judgment
of our people, weakened the spring of their hope, and abashed
their courage. ence the existing popular apathy in the
midst of popular misery; hence despondency despite un-
equalled opportunities for redress; hence the backwardness
of the movement here when compared with that of Kurope.

To return now where [ broke off. The Socialist Labor
Party cannot, in our country, fulfill 1ts mission—here less
than anywhere else—without it takes a stand, the scientific
soundness of whose position renders growth certain, failure
impossible, and without its disciplinary firmness earns for 1t
the unqualified confidence of the now eagerly onlooking masses
both in its integrity of purpose and its capacity to enforce
order. It is only thus that we can hope to rekindle the now
low-burning spark of manhood and womanhood in our Amer-
ican working class, and re-conjure up the Spirit of 76.

THE S. L. P. THE HEAD OF THE COLUMN.

We know full well that the race or class that is not virile
enough to strike an intelligent blow for itself, is not fit for
emancipation. If emancipated by others, it will need con-
stant propping, or will collapse like a dish-clout. While that
is true, this other is true also: In all revolutionary move-
ments, as in the storming of fortresses, the thing depends upon
the head of the column—upon that minority that is so in-
tense in its convictions. so soundly based on its principles, so
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determined in its action, that it carries the masses with it
storms the breastworks and captures the fort. Such a heaé
of the column must be our Socialist organization to the whole
column of the American proletariat.

| Again our American history furnishes a striking illustra-
tion. When Pizarro landed on the Western glope of the
Apdes, he had with him about 115 men. Beyond the moun-
‘Fa%ns was an empire—the best organized empire of the abor-
1gines that had been found in America. It had its depart-
mepts ; 1t had its classes; it was managed as one body, num-
bering hundreds of thousands to the Spaniards’ hundreé That
body the small army of determined men were to ca.pture.
What did Pizarro do? Did he say “Let us wait till we
get some more”? Or did he say: “Now, boys, I need every
one of you 115 men™? No, he said to them: “Brave men
of Spain, yonder lies an empire that is a delight to live in:
full of gold; full of wealth; full of heathens that we oughfi
to convert. They are as the sands of the sea, compared with
us, and they are entrenched behind their mountain fastnesses.
It needs the staunchest among you to undertake the conquest.
1f any, through the hardships of travel, feel unequal to the
hardships of the enterprise, I shall not consider him a coward :
lejc him stand back to protect our ships. Let only those sta}i
with me who are determined to fight, and who are determined
to conquer.” About twenty men stood aside, about ninety-five
remamgd; with ninety-five determined men he scaled those
mountfnns, and conquered that empire.—That empire of the
Incas is to-day Capitalism, both in point of its own inherent
weakness and the strength of its position. The army that is
to conquer it is the army of the proletariat, the head of whose
column must consist of the intrepid Socialist organization that
has earned their love, their respect, their confidence.

What do we see to-day? At every recent election, the
country puts me in mind of a jar of water—turn the jar
and.all the water comes out. One election, all the Demo-
cratic vote drops out and goes over to the Republicans; the
Pext year all the Republican vote drops out and goes ov;r to
the Democrats. The workers are moving backward and’




24 REFORM OR REVOLUTION.

forward ; they are dissatisfied ; they have lost confidence in the
existing parties they know of, and they are seeking desperate-
ly for the party of their class. At such a season, it is the duty
of us revolutionists to conduct ourselves in such manner as
to cause our organization to be better and better known, its
principles more and more clearly understood, its integrity
and firmness more and more respected and trusted—then,
when we shall have stood that ground well and grown steadily,
the masses will in due time flock over to us. In the crash that
is sure to come and is now just ahead of us, our steadfast
Socialist organization will alone stand out intact above the
ruins ; there will then be a stampede to our party—but only
upon revolutionary lines can it achieve this; upon lines of re-
form it can mnever be victorious.

As the chairman said that time would be allowed for
questions, I shall close at this point, but not before—you will
pardon the assumption—not before I call upon you, in the
name of the 6,000 “wicked,” revolutionary Socialists of New
York and Brooklyn, to organize, here in Boston, upon the
genuinely revolutionary plan. Your State is a large manu-
facturing State; there can be no reason why your vote should
not grow, except that, somehow or other, you have not acted
as revolutionists.

Every year that goes by in this way
is a year wasted. Never forget that every incident that takes
place within your, within our, ranks is noted by a large nums-
ber of workers on the outside. Tamper with discipline, allow
this member to do as he likes, that member to slap the party
constitution in the face, yonder member to fuse with re-
formers, this other to forget the nature of the class struggle
and to act up to his forgetfulness—allow that, keep such “re-
formers” in your ranks and you have stabbed your movement
at its vitals. With malice toward none, with charity to all,
you must enforce discipline if you mean to reorganize to a
purpose. We know that in struggles of this kind, personal
feelings, unfortunately, play a part; you cannot prevent that;
let the other side, the reformer, fill the role of malice that its
weak intellect drives it to; do you fill the role of the square-
jointed revolutionist—and if there must be amputation, do
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it nobly, but firmly. Remember the adage that the tender-
handed surgeon makes stinging wounds, and lengthens the
period of suffering and pain. The surgeon that has a firm
hand to push the knife as deep as it ought to go, and pulls
it out, and lets the pus flow out, that surgeon makes clean
wounds, shortens pain, brings cure quickly about.

No organization will inspire the outside masses with re-
speet *hat will not insist upon and enforce discipline within
its ~wn ranks. If you allow your own members to play
morkeayshines with the party, the lookers-on, who belong in
this eamp, will justly believe that you will at some critical
moment allow capitalism to play monkeyshines with you;
they will not respect you, and their accession to your ranks
will be delayed.

There is, indeed, no social or economic reason why the vote
of Boston should not be one of the pillars of our movement.
And yet that vote is weak and virtually stationary, while in
New York and Brooklyn it has on the whole been leaping for-
ward. If you realize the importance of the revolutionary
construction of our army; if you comprehend the situation
of the country—that there is a popular tidal wave coming;
that, in order to bring it our way and render it effective, we
must be deserving thereof, whereas, if we are not, the wave
will recede with disastrous results; if you properly appreciate
the fact that every year that passes over our heads brings
to our lives greater danger, throws a heavier load upon the
shoulders of our wives, makes darker the prospects of our
sons, exposes still more the honor of our daughters—if you
understand that, then for their sakes, for our country’s sake,
for the sake of the proletarians of Boston, organize upon the
New York and Brooklyn plan.

QUESTIONS.

MR. Dooring—I would like to inquire what it is proposed
shall replace wages? How are men to be supported when
wages are done away with? Upon the answer to that ques-
tion will depend largely whether the middle class will support
Socialism.

THE SPEAKER—I must disagree with the gentleman that
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the middle class is going to be brought into this movement
by any information upon what is going to be substitut.ed for
wages. The middle class will have to be sold at auction by
the sheriff. That alone will enlighten it as a class. When
it has lost its property, whereby it is now skinning some un-
happy devils, and its members Lave themselves become wage
slaves, then it will see what this whole question of wages
amounts to, and what should “substitute wages.”

Individuals among the middle class may, however, be in-
telligent enough to study the question, and, in that way, to
learn, before they become wage slaves, the secret of the wages
question.

Now, what are wages? Wages are that part of the prod-
uct of labor which the capitalist pays to the workingman
out of the proceeds of the workingman’s own products. Se.ty
that a workingman produces $4 a day, and that $1 is paid
him for his labor. That $1 is taken out of the wealth that
he himself produces, and it is kindly given back to him by
the capitalist, who pockets the other $3. That is one feature
of wages.

Another is that wages are the price of labor in the labor
market, and that in the labor market, labor stands on the same
footing as any other commodity; it is governed by the l.aw
of supply and demand ; its price, the same as that qf anything
else—hairpins, shoes or cast-off clothing—is determined by the
law of supply and demand; the more there is of these, t.he
cheaper their price. Likewise with labor. Under the ca.plte}llst
system, labor is a commodity in the market. The working-
man must sell his labor, which he gets paid for with the thing
called wages, at the market price. If the supply of la].oor
is so much larger than the demand, then, instead of getting
his one dollar out of the four that he produces in the illus-
tration above given, he may get only ninety-five cents; if the
demand for labor goes down further, he may get ninety cents
as the price of his labor; and if it goes still further b(;}low
the supply, still further down would go the price of labor, 1. e.,
wages. The price of labor may sink to I don’t know how low

a level.

-
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Some of you may say that the workingman has to live, and
there is a limit. No, there is no limit. The only limit that
there is 1s a limit to the rapidity of the decline. Wages cannot
fall from a hundred cents to ten cents, but they can fall by
easy gradations even below ten cents.

We have, for instance, this story about the Chinese that in
some places they live only upon the rats they catch; that in
other places, their stomachs having been squeezed still more,
they live upon the tails of rats that others ate; and that in
still other places there are Chinamen who live upon the smell
of the tail of the rats. This may sound like a joke, and yet
there is more truth than poetry about it.

In the history of France we have it reported that large
masses of the population lived, in the eighteenth century, dur-
ing the ancient regime, upon herbs,sthe price of which for the
whole year would not have been five francs. The human
stomach is like an India rubber ball; you can squeeze it,
and squeeze it, and squeeze it, and you can shave off and pare
off the wants of the workingman till his wants are merely
those of the beast.

Wages, then, are the part of the product of labor which
the capitalist allows the workingman to keep, and which the
capitalist does not steal, along with the other three parts.

Now, then, for the same reason that wages are what I have
said, there can be, under Socialism, no “wages,” because stick-
ing to my previous illustration, under Socialism that work-
ingman must get all the four dollars which he produces.

What are the things which compel the workingman to-day
to receive wages?

Firsc—The capitalist class owns all the things necessary
to produce with; it holds the land, the railroads and the ma-
chinery with which to labor. The working class owns none of
these necessities, all of which it needs to labor with ; hence it
must sell itself.

Second—The reason why the wage worker must put up with
so small a return is that under this system he is not treated
as a human being, Christianity to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. The capivalists are refined cannibals; they look at the
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workingman in no other light than a horse; in fact, in a worwe
light ; they will take care of a horse, but let the workingmen
die. Labor is cheap, and is treated that way under capital-
ism. TUnder Socialism, standing upon that high scientific
plane, we see a higher morality. We see that Labor should
not be treated as a chattel ; it should not be treated as a com-
modity ; it should not be treated as shoes, and potatoes and
hairpins and cast-off clothing, but as a human being capable
of the highest intellectual development. So treating him, the
wage worker of to-day becomes a part owner in the machinery
of production, and being part owner in the machinery of
production he then gets the full return of his labor; he is
then free from the shackles that compel him to accept wages;
he becomes the boss of the machine, whereas to-day he 1s its
appendage.

Under Socialism, we don’t need potato-bugs, as a friend
puts it, to raise potatoes. Some people think that the wage-
worker class must carry the capitalist on its back. As well
say that you must have potato-bugs, or you won’t have any
potatoes. If you remove the potato-bugs, you will have all
the more potatoes; remove the capitalist class and you will
have the whole of your product; there will not then be any
potato-bug, i. e., capitalist, to sponge up the bulk of your
product.

JouN F. O’SvrnivaN, President of Boston Central Labor
Union—TI should like to ask the speaker if the four dollars,
as per the illustration, given to the worker—in other words,
if he gets the full product of his labor or work—wouldn’t
that be wages all the same?

Ture SpEAKER—If you choose to call water Paris green,
that’s your business. Suppose I came to you and said: “Paris
green is not poisonous, it is an excellent thing for the human
system”; and suppose I went on saying: “See here, 1 am
taking Paris green, look at me.” (Taking a glass of water
and drinking.) “You see, it refreshes and does not kill me!”
What would you think of that? You would be justified to say
I was juggling with words. And that is what I tell you.
You have ne right to call water Paris green*® it is known
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all the world over as water, and Paris green is known as
Paris green, a poison.

Now in the same way “wages” is a technical term. The
term means in political economy that portion of the product
of labor that the workingman is allowed to keep, and tha’
1¢ not stolen from him by the capitalist. Now vou mav say
“Well, granted ; but suppose we call the revenue or a man nis
wages, and I mean by that the full proceeds of his labor—-
wouldn’t that be the same?” Yes, it would be the same if
you mean the right thing, but here I would warn you—and
in that consists one of the “wickednesses” of us New York
and Brooklyn Socialists—we 1insist upon strict, technical
terms, because if you juggle with terms in that way you wili
have a Tower of Babel confusion. The Bible, which I ree-
ommend to you to read carefully, furnishes in its Tower of
Babel story a warning worth taking to heart. When the
Lord wanted to confuse the Jews so that they shouldn’t
build that tower and get into heaven by that route, he intro-
duced the confusion of language among them. Thereupon,
when a man said, “Bring me a brick,” they brought him a
chair, and when a man said, “Bring me a chair,” they struck
him over the head with a crowbar; and so, not being able
to understand one another, the building of the tower was
given up, and the people scattered to the four winds.

Now, we Socialists brace ourselves against all Tower of
Babel confusion. When we say “wages,” we mean the thing
that is so styled by scientific political economy, and we won’t
allow 1ts well marked and sharply drawn character to be
blurred. Wages are what they are understood to be tech-
nically, and we call them by no other name. The four dol-
lars your workingmen would get would not be “wages.”
Those four dollars would be the proceeds of labor. To-day
he gets wages, and wages mean only that part of his product,
as I said before, which capital does not steal away from him.

‘Unless you define wages in that way, you will not be able
to have a clear, scientific understanding of what profits are,
namely, that portion of the product of labor which the capi-
talist does steal from the worker, The worker produces
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a certain amount of wealth, and that is divided into two parts.
One small part is called wages; the big part is called profits.
Now, by sticking to scientific definitions, we are aided in the
understanding of the nature of capitalism, and the relations
that exist between the capitalist class and the workmen’s
class. We are aided in understanding that capital, i. e., the
capitalist class, and labor are enemies born. Since wages
are a part of the product of labor, and profits are another
part, it follows that you cannot increase profits without re-
ducing wages, and you cannot increase wages without re-
ducing profits. It follows that the interests of the man who
gets profits are dead against the interests of the working class.
In other words, the two are enemies born, and the fight be-
tween them cannot be patched up—it must be fought to a
finish.

You will now understand the danger of a loose use of the
word “wages”; it simply aids the Labor Fakir—(Loud and
prolonged applause, during which some one on the platform
whispered to the speaker that the questioner was a notorious
Boston Labor Fakir)—It seems that I hit the mnail more
squarely on the head than I knew. Well, as 1 was saying:
Such loose use of the term “wages™ positively aids the Labor
Fakir in his work of bunco-steering you into the political
shambles of the capitalists.

The Democratic and Republican capitalist, at election
time, seem to be enemies ; but, after they get into their offices,
shake hands and have a good laugh. Now, in order that
these gentlemen should laugh, the political agents of their
class must have been kept in office, and the representatives
of the working class must have been kept out. To have that,
the workingmen must have voted for the capitalist candidates
—it matters not whether Democratic or Republican, that is
all one; and to induce the workers to cut their own throats
in that way, they must be made to believe that “Capital and
Labor are Brothers.” This is the important work for which
the Labor Fakir is commissioned by the capitalists. He

must make it plausible to the workers that they and their
skinners are brothers,

REFORM OR REVOLUTION. 31

So long as a workingman imagines capital is his brother,
he will expect something from his “brother.” When the
Irish worker first arrived in this country, he thought an Irish-
man all the world over, was his brother and united with
him against the “iron heel of England,” and thus he trusted
the Irishman capitalist. But his “brother,” the Irishman
capitalist, while patting him on the back, skinned and bled
and used him in the approved capitalist way. It was the
same with the Jewish workingmen. They came to this
country, and imagined that the Jewish capitalist was their
brother—all of the seed of Abraham. The Jewish capitalist
fostered the profitable delusion and rode on the backs of his
Abrahamic brothers. And so with the American capitalist
and the American workingman, down to the end of the list
of nationalities.

By insisting upon a strict use of the terms “wages,” “prof-
its,” ete., we enable the working class to understand and
proceed fro-» the fundamental truth that the interests of the
workingmen bind these together, and are opposed to those
of the capitalist—whether Jew or Gentile, Irishman or

American, Democrat or Republican, silver bug or gold bug
or bed bug. And by doing that we lam.e the arm of the labor
fakir that is sent to tell the workingman: “The capitalist is
your brother; and I am your brother: so come to your dear
brother, and get skinned.”

QuesTiON (no name)—The Social Question 1s an eco-

nomic question. Why should not an economic organization
be enough?

Tue SreAker—The Social Question and all such ques-
tions are essentially political. If you have an economie
organization alone, you have a duck flying with one wing;
you must have a political organization or you are nowhere.
Watch the capitalist closely, and see whether the Social Ques-
tion is exclusively an economic one, or whether the political
wing is not a very necessary one. The capitalist rules in the
shop. Is he satisfied with that? Watch him at election time,
it is then he works; he has also another workshop, not an
economic one—the Legislatures and Capitols in the natiomn.
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He buzzes around them and accomplishes political results.
He gets the laws passed that will protect his economic class
interests, and he pulls the wires, when these interests are in
danger, bringing down the strong arm of political power over
the heads of the striking workingmen, who have the mnotion
that the Wages or Social Question is only an economic ques-
tion.

Make no mistake: The organization of the working class
must be both economic and political. The capitalist is or-
ganized upon both lines. You must attack him on bo*.

APPENDIX,

Victor Funke, editor of the “Arbetaren,” who completed
a translation of this address into Swedish in 1903, suggested
that the following note be added at page 19; and Mr. De
Leon heartily endorsed the suggestion: |

“It was seven years ago since this speech was made and a
considerable modification of this view regarding the social-
1stic movement of Kurope and its relation to that of America
is now needed. Even then false tactical steps had been
taken by the Iuropean Social Democracy and it was only in
theory that it seemed to be a wholly sound revolutionary labor
movement ; practically it had already turned off into the
road which four years later was given the name of ‘New ten-
dencies within the Social Democracy.” Lasalle, Marx, Engels,
Liebknecht and others who had really ‘drunk deep at the
fountain of science’ are dead, and the survivors who had done
likewise have openly broken with the Social Democracy of
‘new tendencies,” as happened in France. It can be safely
predicted that a breach is bound to occur in Europe, unless
revolutionary Socialism is to be allowed to run into the ground
of mere anti-monarchic, anti-clerical, anti-military, and anti-
taxation bourgeois radical Reform.”

THE END.
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