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WESTERN CLARION

PAGE FIVE -

Book __l}eview

THE FARMERS IN POLITIOS.

P

'§ IN POLATICS—By Willlam Irvine. Mc-
grewart, Toronto. Cloth. 253 pages.
{18 hook has two points of interest to Can-
adians, which fortunately are met with in the
it seven pages. It is printed in Canada
i Dr. Bland iu the foreword tells us that he ques-
k. .f & more constructive and distinetively Cana.
.outribution has yet been thrown into the dis
of our national problems.”’

ion of
t',-.,‘ are great and fundamental truths and, if
,:\ 1o announce them to a world thirsty for
the book is worth while.
ader might ohject to reading over one-third of its
3 pages ¢1e meeting with more than a casual men-
,"U{ the “eritur'’ the book is written about
ben be does finally encounter the farmer in pol-
s he 18 liable 1o hecome even more eensorious,
eciglly so if he has parted with cash and is seck.
g information, At that the title might be a sales

wor. though a dozen others would better describe

r FARME]

(leliand

ons

' 3 Tl". average
oW e »

conten's

1t is very cvidently a 'preuntice effort, and starts

« bravely enough, though somewhat clogged with
izile and metaphor; but we soon stub the toes of

¢ understinding vpon metaphysicgl bricks, hid

w among flowery and scientifie phrases, such as—

Diernal truth refined as ﬂld by fire, will stand

wy test.” :

(n page 35 we discover much to our conecern that
“he price of wheat must be fixed when it starts to
p up (so that the farmer may not benefit by the

), while the price of machinery necessary
o fanaing i« fixed only when it starts to go down
(spaim, so that the farmer may not benefit by the
decrease).””  Emphasis in the original},

Vo wonder the farmer gets riled.

We are further to understand that religion is

agun a factor for progress, not in its theological
s+t of course, but as *‘a new social appeal which
mlirates & reinterpretation of that deeper spiritual
trath for which religion stands.”” Not the religion
of ysterday, which no doubt reflected individual-
#2204 necessarily so, mot the religion of ‘“other
woridism.”" hut the “‘social applieation of Chnstian
prisciples "’ ““There is & new note sounding from
the pulpits,”” ete  Quite a lot of this on pp. 51-55,
which, remembering our author is a parson, we may
P without too deep serutingy. We know that
e parsons are saying daring things to their con-
freaations. Bt we would to God these persons
vould read the sources of their *‘Christian Princi-
P and understand fhat any variation to the
thureh practice of yesterday is away from them and
Mot toward them.
. Mr. Irvine remarks how easy it is to worship God
B eharch, “RBut it is not so easy to worship God in
M factory or on a lonely homestead.'’ Between this
faet, brother, and the bankruptey of Christianity,
fhere might be some conmeetion. Becanse Chris
Wity was, is, and ever shall be, in essence, a slave’s
Med. Anyone who seeks to effect the betterment
ff Saves must do so outside the principles of Chris-
Uanity, And further, anyone found worshipping
God in o factory would soon be looking for a new
Raster, if not for & new God.

‘Tnking the first part, which deals with “The
W Social Order in Perspective,’’ and which forms
Unost half of the book—it is readable and con-
lﬁ"l(‘ll, when (h‘&ling in a narrative fashion with
Pilitia] happenings and graft, but immediately any
me‘mm is made to deal with the ‘‘New Social Or
,::0;"" "T‘lkgle and toil through involved t“‘“'

. % partly digested and often wholly erroncous
®ientife findings, An exeursion is made into psy-

thology ) 2 angarvative
: %Y to shew that people are either consers ative

| rorressive: “Both types are indispensable to

" ...... The two are inseparable. With-

%t the conservative element, we would not only be
Voluanm‘r ',)f going back, but we would never d(.;

P '"m“l!‘llﬂy b.\' p"cﬁc" to be prc'lmrﬂl fnl"ih‘
VX Mtep; while withont the progressives, society

| . ‘
oulq become statie and decadent.” P 60. Just

what is meant we are unable

} to grasp., The argu-
ment 18 concerne ; tio

: d with the party system of politics
and it is well argued that so far as the rank and ﬁl(:
of the dominant political parties are concerned the\;
h‘:l\'v no definite reason for their alignment ; thv’ pri;-
t"l]ml determining factor being birth and a.;so«-iation
They follow the lead of the wealthy sections of soc:
1ty, who determine the policy of the party, We
should, then, abjure the party system, and.dcvclop
the group system, Now we are introduced to Her-
bert Svencer who, in his ** First Principles’

, " traces
the evolutionary I

rineiple from the simple to the

complex ““with a thoroughness which carries con-

viction Mr. lrwin says: *“This evolutignary prin-

ciple operates in the political realm just as it does
i the physical, and that man is blind who cannot
see it failure to recognize this has brought
both Canada and Great Britain to the verge of
bloody revolution.” We admit being blind, stone
blind in this matter, because Spencer gives the evol-
utionary principle as a dissipation of motion and a
concomitant integration of matter. and that gener-
ally, though not always, the direction is from the
simple ta the complex or, as he prefers to express it,
from the homogeneous to the heterogeneous. We
might as well say that failure to recognize this prin-
ciple has forced the snake to erawl on his belly and
man to walk on his legs. But can Mr. Irvine or any
other «lfstyled Spencerian connote the change
from C'zarist hureaneracy to workers’ Soviet as be-
g a change from the simple to the complex?—to
And in
what respeet is Canada on the verge of a bloody re-
volution? In the lizht of the trials at Winnipeg,
and other working-class matters, such stupidity, if
it be stupidity, cannot be too severely condemned.

et us pass over the various groupings of parlia-
mentary partics in various countries to another

take but the latest social development.

scientific princivle:

“The indestructibility of anything that exists is an ack-
nowledged fact of physical science. What passed for de-
straction with the superficial witness, however, is but the
changing of form, or the passing from one state of exist-
ence to another. | maintain that this principle of inde-
structibility is no less true when applied to thought or to
the Institutions of society, than it is in physics, and that, if
th's truth were fully realized, “overnments would no longer
attemnt by suppression and persecution to destroy new
thoughts and new systems; neither would radicals act as
though old systems should be destroyed in order to make
way for a new”

It certainly is discouraging, as Mr. Irvine goes on
to tell us. *‘that human history has failed to teach
this lesson more widely especially as it is written on
every page.”” This is a comfortable doctrin.e, and
is carried along on such illuminating maxims as
trath eannot be destroyed.”” ‘‘Every reformer
<hould abolish the term *destruction’ from his vocab-
““They who come to destroy come to do

ulary.”’
the impossible,” ete., ete. .
It is discouraging that this great lesson of his-
tory has not been properly taught. How differenf,
!h«.n. would have been the sentiment of the Amali-
ected to the tender mercies of the
chosen people of God. How \\'Ollll'i the Cflrthagen-
ian mothers have whispered to their starving babes
the Romans could not “destroy’’ them but m.ere-
hem from laughing, crowing infants, ?nto
wolf meat. How joyfully would the Albegencians
have received the spears, battleaxes and arrows o'f
De Montfort’s Christian warriors, or Torquemado’s
vietims blessed that human tiger as he transformed
sane heretics to hung, drawn,
cawn. burned, bleeding, broken and con\.'erted erow’s
The pregnant negro mother disembowelled
istian mob ; the doomed workers
of famine stricken Russia-—but why con-ti‘nuf,»—\\'as
over scientifie formula used to spch an xdlotlc' pm;
¢ The theory of conservation of energy an
‘ indestructibility of matter apphed. to
e and understood to be so a;.)plled,
lll:z“\l"i‘tl;\l to a proper undvrstfn_\ding‘ (l)f the m;l\:rls:,
hut to apply it to human affairs, eit er social o e
ividual, shows 1 unsvho.olod in science.
i oy is everywhere, blighting, blasting, bru!al
f‘“;::‘l ltlhlxrl\gc -not of matter.‘ S;'wnccr 's “First P:ll:s
contains an illuminating chapter on

kites, when suh)

that

Iv change {
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very snl)jl‘q't. 4 3
]. i ¢ wise to take too so!‘lOllS‘} any analogy
t I8 N !

i v o to aid our arguments; this Mr. Ir-
we might make tos

vine is guilty of doing frequently, but in justice let
us grant that in some instances the lapse is but tem-
porary, as per p. 141 :.—

“Strange as it may seem, competition itself is the father
of co-operation, for competition when carried to a certain

point becomes 8o destructive as to leave co-operation the
only alternative to annihilation.”

Or again, (p. 145) :—

“The destructiveness of modern warfare is such that
even the victor loses.” (Emphasis ours).

History fares no better than science. We are
told to observe *‘the farmer, like Cincinnatus leav-
ing his plough for the legislative hall.”” Now that
which made Cincinnatus famous was just the re-
verse. He quit the Dictatorship of Rome at a time
when it was particularly dangerous to do so, and re-
trrned to the simple life on his Sabine farm.

But we must hurry to the Farmer in Politics, On
page 105, under heading of ‘‘Economie Necessity’’
our author asks us a number of questions, all about
the farmers’ organization ; questions which we could
well expeet him 1o answer, but which he declines on
the ground that to do so would necessitate his writ-
ing a book. This we are willing to aceept as a pro-
per, valid, and ever-to-be-lauded excuse; so he re-
fers us to Mr. Hopkins Moorhouse’s noyel ‘‘Deep
Furroughs.’”’ for the information we might with
justice expect to find in his own book. However,
instead, we are treated to a disquisition on the man-
ner in which Canada should have been settled. Com-
ing from an advocate of social laws and their neces-
sary operation, we conceive our author is not con-
sistent. Well then, railroads were built into far
off territory while Ontario could very well accom-
modate the population, to the end that (p. 113)
‘““the farmer lost the price of freight on the selling
price of his wheat, and had to pay the freight on all
machinery and other commodities necessary to his
life on the farm.”” Ain’t that a shame! But on
page 112 we find still further trouble, ‘‘all he‘* (the
farmer) ‘‘could do was to pay what was asked and
take what was given,”’ and again (page 145) ‘‘He”’
(again, the farmer) *‘had to pay what was asked and
take what was offered.”” This book is peculiar like
that; you go reading along, and suddenly you find
the same words which assailed your eyes some chap-
ters or pages back,—you faney you have turned
back instead of forward. :

But no, dear reader, should you ever read the
book be assured you are proceeding ever forward
though appareutly going backward.

Leaving the farmer, then, paying the freight both
ways, let us hurry along. Economie necessity is the
subject of discussion, so listen:

“People do not respond to a bread and butter appeal un-
less starvation stares them in the face. In the absence of
bread and butter, bread and butter, of course, is the ideal. .
Necessities, however, once secured, it then becomes true
that man does not live by bread alone; but not until then.

It is chiefly for this reason that Marxian Socialism as
frequently misrepresented, has met with small success.”

Mr. Irvine evidently has small acquaintance ‘with
Marx, and struggles manfully with this weighty sub-
ject, but in vain. Economic neeessity, whatever it
may mean. finally turns to a discussion of home life
on the farm ; not a happy subject, it is true, albeit one
which is better suited to our author’s limited know-
ledge. We are told that man in his earliest life
encaged in a Hobbesian war, each against each;
later, reason dawned, and the tribe resulted, be-
cause reason suggested co-operation; competition
then arose between tribes, these in turn became a
people, and the people grew into the nation. Na-
tions in competition again forced man to still far-
ther co-operate and, ‘‘The League of Nations is the
hirth of the idea in its national aspect.”’ (pp. 142-
143).

In this development which, up to a point, is ‘‘little
better than a mob,”” ‘“‘The strongest or the most
cunning of the herd became the ruler.”” This ruler
was the only individual left, all others disappeared
in the mob; then the mob revolted, the individual

was lost entirely,

“And s0 mob rule, or what is commonly called demo-
cracy, emerged. The mob still required rulers, of course
—and so elected them. The principle difference between
the first and second cases was that in the first, the ruler
ruled without votes, by his own strength or cunning; while
in the second the people voted for and chose thefr ruler,
whose rule thereafter reposed on popular, or “mob"” con-
sent.”

(Continued on Page 7)




