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time? Can we rely upon such a man for an im-
partial presentation of what he chooses to desig-
nate the ‘‘Unsolved’ Riddle of Social Justice?

«‘The one thing that is wrong with Socialism,”
says Professor Leacock, ‘‘is that it ‘wont work."”’
The professor writes of Socialism as though it
were some kind of a plan of a new society, all
gealed and blue-printed and worked out to the
final details, and presided over by an ideal State,
In fact, he does further on so define. the Socialist
program, ‘‘Let the State take over all the means
of production.”’

Assuming, for the purpose of diseussion, that
such is indeed Socialism, how does the professér
know that it wont work? Has it ever been tried?
Has Mr. Leacoek ever had the opportunity of ob-
gerving the results of sueh trial? * Yes, indeed :
During the recent war, the ‘‘State’’ in many of
the beligerent countries practically took direct
control of all the means of produetion and dis-
tribution, and, in faet, extended its control even
into the private life of the ecivilian population.
Great Britain is as good an example as any. Does
not Mr. Leacock know that a greater efficiency in
production and distribution was achieved there by
State control than ever before?! Does he not know
that no less a person than Winston Churehill, ob-
serving the successful results of such State eon-
trol, was moved to publiely announce that he was

- eonyerted to Socialism as a consequenece —MT.
Churehill’s conception of Soecialism being appar-
ently on a par with Mr. Leaceck’s own? Of course
the riddle of social injustice was not solved there-
by. But the point is that it worked, whereas Mr.
Leacock says it will not work. Obviously it is not
any particular system whieh lie believes will not
work but only anything which has the name of
Socialism attached. Aeccording to Mr. Leacock,
anything that is labelled Socialism will not work,
even if the label was stuek there by Mr Leacoek
himself and even if that very system has proved
that it will work. Mr. Leacock has allowed him-
self to slip into a position whieh he will have
some diffienlty in maintaining.

As a matter of faet, this system of State con-
trol which Mr. Leacock seems to imagine is So-

- cialism, is actually nothing of the Kkind. If Mr.
Leacock knows anything about the origin, history
and funetion of the “State,’”’ he must also know
that State control eould never solve the economic
inequalities whieh econstitute the .main objection
to the present system but would more likely oper-
ate to intensify them. If State eontrol is all that
the term Socialism suggests to Professor Leacock,
then he has much to Jearn.

And the regson why it will not work—this thing
the professer has mis-ealled Socialism—is, if you
please, because it is based on Altruism and, more-
over, a degree of altruism—*‘of willingness to
labor for the good of others,’’—'‘such as the world
has never known nor is ever likely to know.’’
Well, for our part, the professor may base his
Socialism on any old thing he likes. His Socialism
is no eoneern of ours. But in thé matter of Altru-
jsm. we must again take issue with our learned
friend. I 'Altruism is indeed a willingness to
labor for the good of others, then what of the
modern wage-worker? He is not only willing, but

even eager, to labor for others. And he

is- by no means particular as to what others. Is
this Altruism? If it be, then surely there is enough
.and to spare -even to work the professor’s next
little system. But perhaps if the professor knew
more about the nature ard origin of Altruism, or
if he were di to tell the truth about so much
as he does knmow, he might tell his readers that
Altruism is nothing more or less than an. instine-
assoeiative  prineiple—that

the well-being of the

e

fessor of economiies will refuse to misinform the
public as to the faets of his science realizing that
should he misinform them, the progress of so-
¢iety might be retarded théreby and indireetly
he himself would suffer. That would indieate a
degree of Altruism to which Professor Leacock
has apparently not yet attained.

Mr. Leacock devdtes practically the whole of
this fifth chapter to a -diseussion of Socialism as
a possible solution to the “‘Unsolved Riddle.”’
Consequently we might expect to find hdn -ad-
vising the fullest investigation of Socialist teach-
ings. . To understand modern Soecialism—not the
dummy Socialism of Mr. Leacock but the real
thing—it is necessary, one might almost say es-
sential, to have some knowledge of its historieal
development from the idealistic Utopian Social-
jsm of the eighteenth century to ‘the Seientific
Socialism of today as taught by the Socialist
Party of Canada, Socialism which is scientific in
the highest and completest sense of the word. We
may judge then of how desirous Mr. Leacock
really is that his readers shall thoroughly under-
stand the subjeet he discusses when we find him
burgeoning forth with such a gem as this: “‘We
may omit here all diseussion of the historical
progress of Socialism.”” Quite so! And forth-
with the good professor omits it all, except for
the statement that Socialism has become ‘“‘a pure-
ly economie doectrine.”’

Perhaps, if Mr. Leacock had permitted himself
and his readers a review of the historical pro-
gress of Socialism he would never have had the
temerity to make such & statement as this last
which, to place it in its proper eategory; is utter
nonsense. Socialism is not a ‘‘purely economic
doetrine’’—or stay, perhaps Mr. Leacock’s So-
cialism is. As heaven is our witness, the more
we read of this chapter five, the less are we able
to imagine just what weird business this Social-
ism of Professor Leacock’s is. The only thing
we feel sure of in comnection with it is that it is
like unto no Soeialism that we ecare to have any-
thing to do with.

«There is no need to decide whether the Ma-
terialistic Theory of History is true or false,’’
says Mr. Leacock. Here again may be noted a
pronounced indisposition on his part to state de-
finitely whether he aceepts: or denies the Ma-
terialistic Interpretation. And perhaps he is
wise, for, if he denied it, most certainly every
other professor on the continent would be laugh-
ing at him, while if, on the other hand, he ad-
mitied it he would automatically make hash of
his whole ‘argument. Consequently he is ¢om-
pelled to “‘pussy-foot’’ around the subjeet, which
he does rather clumsily. Furthermore he assertd)
that ‘‘nine out of every ten Socialists” have for-
gotten or have never heard what the Materialis-
tie Theory of History is.”’ It is doubtful if Mr.
Leacoek ecould have made a statement farther
removed from the truth thafl this if he had tried.
The Materialistic Interpretation is one of the
fundamentals of Scientifie Socialism. Every So-
cialist worthy of the name is quite familiar with
it and the average wage-worker in the camps,
mines and mills of British Columbia has a far
better grasp of it than Mr. Leacock appears 10
have. ,

Another of the fundamentals of Seientifie So-
cialism is The Class Struggle. Mr. Leacock
adroitly - evades it thus; “No need to examine
whether human history is or is not a mere record
of class exploitation; since the econtroversy has
long shifted to other grounds.”’ Quite correet,
professor! The eontroversy has shifted. But
why did youn shy at telling your readers that
when it shifted it left the theory of The Class
Struggle complete vietor in full possession of the
field? The Capitalist press would hardly be
publishing your articles if you had said anything
so indisereet as that, professor. Is it permissible
to wonder if that possibility influenced you in
amy way? ;

Mr. Leacock then proceeds to review the So-
cialists ‘‘indietment of the manifold weaknesses
and obvious injustice of the system under which

" and admi that the Socialist in this

%

it runs at all? What kind of logic is this from
a professor! Is Mr. Leacock a fool or does he
think his readers are fools that he offers them
such argument?

From here on, the remainder of chaptér five
is devoted to a description of a Utopia whieh ac-
cording to Mr. Leacock is the dream of the So-
cialist. In some peculiar manner it has got all
mixed up with State Ownership of the means of
produetion.  Mr. Leacock appears to have in
mind someone who imagines State Qwnership to
be Socialism. And therein is the key to the whole
chapter five. Mr. Leacock hqun doing his utmost

to demolish us. But we have emerged unscathed
except perhaps for a little weariness -at having
to wade through so much nonsense. :

And the explanation? It is"quite simple. The
good professor has been hurling his bolts at what
he imagines to be the Socialist position. Never
was 'man more cruelly deceived. We were not
there. - We have nét been there for some time.
As a matter of fact, we left there nearly one
hundred years ago. That is to say, Socialism,
about one hundred years ago was something like
what Mr. Leacock imagines it to be today. Mr.
Leacock is very much behind the times. We are
tempted to wonder if he believes Ptolemy’s
theory of .the heavenly bodies reprgsents the
seience of astronomy. It would be just as logi-
cal, just as effective, and every bit as dishonest
to attack the seience of astronomy becanse it
once taught that the earth was the center of the
universe, as to attack Socialism in the manner
and on the grounds upon which he is attacking
it.

Socialism today is Scientifie. It is not founded
upon & dream, a vision, a divine discontent, or &
speculative belief. It is ‘founded upon such soli
rocks as The Materialistic Interpretation of His-
tory. The Class Struggle, The Marxian analysis
of Capitalist Produetion, The Prineiple of Evolu-
tion and the Positive Outeome of Philosophy. It
does not build ecastles in the air or plan ideal
Utopias but studies social and orgauwic laws am
seeks to undeérstand current events by the lig'
of them. It does not advocate revolution. Thex
is no need. The social revolution is almost upo.
us. Even now its rumblings can be heard at no®
great distance. Socialism ecries aloud to society,
“Your house is falling about your ears. It is |
for you to discover, while there is yet time, the
reasons for its downfall so that you may build &
better next time.” ; B

We would recommend to Mr. Leacock a litt,
book entitled ‘“The Manifesto of the Socialis
Party of Canada,’”’ and another entitled, ‘‘Sc
cialism, Utopian and Scientific.”” ‘If he will reac’
these he may get a glimmering of what an awful®
fool he has been making of himself. It may be
that he has read them. It is more charitable
though to assume that he has not; in which case
he is merely foolish to have been led into writing
on a subject upon which he is not informed, But
if he has read them, he is in the position of & |
man of some little reputation who has deliberate-
ly written for publie eonsumption,  upon a sub-
jeet of vital importance, that which he knows to
be untrue.

In any case we are of the opinion that Mr.
Leacock might better confine himself to the writ-
ing of funny stories. He is more at home there.
He is too ecareless in treatment, too impulsive,
and altogether too biased to write on serious
subjects.

Next week, we understand, it is Mr. Leacock’s
intention to diseuss Bellamy’s ‘‘Looking Back-
ward.”” By, which we gather that he intends to
set up ‘‘Looking Backward’’ as his dummy repre-
senting Soeialism for the sheer unhallowed joy of

' knoeking it down again.

We wish Mr. Leacock joy of his task. *‘Look-
ing Backward,” is in many ways 4 remarkable
book. But as a gerious confribution to soeiologi-
cal thought it is worthy of just about as much
consideration as Mr. Leacock’s chapter six is
likely to be . C: K

FRENCH SOCIALISTS AND RUSSIA.

A resolution strongly eondemning interference
with Russia (says was




