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as to whether it would not be found necessary to regu-
late the amount of food and drink cach man should have,
in order to cnsure his capability to do his share of wock.
Expericnce wouid probably prove that still more un-
limited power should be in the hands of the State, in re-
gard to particulars, rather than less.

We must not however omit to miention sowme of he
promises which socialists hold out to mankind, in ad-
dition to that of shortened hours of labor which we have
examined above.

They tell us that but few will be losers, viz. : the large
capitalists,—but thc many will be gainers, that all men
will be on a footing of cquality, which will be a vast im-
provement on the present social arrangements. They
have great schemes for the general cdusation of the
people.  Free libraiies, reading rooms, muscums, gym-
nasiums, baths, etc, will be provided on a gigantic scale.
When property is abolishrd no one will miss it, for
there will be no desire to mass wealth, where cach has
all he reasenably wants.

But it should be remembered, these are but promises,
~ad are by no means ensured.  As we have seen above,
there is little likelihood in the socialictic state of getting
through the rcquisite amount of fabor so quickly that a
large portion of the day wiii be spent in recreation. Wa
now note further, that where centralization of labor has
been tried it has not been marked with great success.

“The national workshops at Paris ” says Prof. Gold-
win Smith, “were a complcte failure, and ¢ven the Gov-
ernment dockyards in England, though rendered neces-
sary by the exigencies of a national defence, are
conducted less economicaily than private ship-yards”
(False “topes, p. 19.)

With regard to the promises of cducation, public
libraries, ctc., we may merely observe that every day im-
provements in these respects are being made,and thereare
but few towns, cr even villages in which the poorest mav
not obtain the best literature of the time for an almost
nominal price.

But is it not almost certain that under such a Goy-
ernment as we are cousidering, almost all incentive for
steady reading would be removed. The working mar
now asks for education for his children, because he knows
that rightly used it will elevate their position and be
source of wealth or power. But such would not be the
casc in the Socialistic State. There is but one ¢ iss, and
the enterprising man is no better off than he who is sat-
isiied to do just as little work as possible.

Again, healthy public opinion would stagnate.
Probably the press would be gagged, or in the hands of
the State, which would certainly publish nothing likely
to rousc dissatisfaction. Or,.again ; who would supply
the literature, write the books, educational and otherwise ?
There is no doubt that wholesome ambition is a tre-
mendous motive power in producing works of art in all
its branches, but it would reccive no stit..ulus in such a

statec. On the whole then we must conclude that the
promises of socialism ave lacking of foundation, and arc
extremely uncertain,

" A distinguishing mark of the individuality of man
scems to be the natural desire for possessions which
shall be entirely his, aud bis alone.  Everyone has some-
thing which he caiis his own, and which he is prepared
to defer . should an endeavour be made to take it from
him. Possession is the first clear notion of the child.
Give him 2 toy, and tell him it is his own, and he under-
stands what this means, and will resent any attempt,
cven from his own father or mather, to deprive him of it.

Now it is against individuat possession that socialism
peculiarly 1ims, and thus also against the very idea of
individuality. There can be no question that this would
be a very severe biow to man’s nature. Yet under a
socialistic state, where would there be stimulus or scepe
for individul action. To quote once more from Pinf.
Goldwin Smith: “Slavery has its whips; but saving
this, no general incentive to labor other than property
{individual posscssion) has yet been devised.  Commun-
ists think that they can rely on love of the community,
and they point to the case of the soldicr who they say
docs his duty voluntarily. from a sense ¢f military honor.
It is replicd that so far from being voluatary, a soldier’s
daty is prescribed by a code of exceptional severity, en-
ferced by penalties of the sternest kind.” (False Hopes.)

The views of extreme socialists with regard to the
family are also striking.

Community of "vives is advorated, and this wounld of
course cnsure its destruction and so tend to reduce rnan to
the condition of 2 brute, ad remove another object for
persevering work.  The sacred origin of the marriage tie,
as also its rccognition by Christ is either disbelicved in
or disrcgarded. Men consider themselves wiser than
God. ‘et to thoughtiul men, family ticsare thought to
we one of the greatest restraints, and safeguards from
tzmptations of many kinds, and all who have any know-
ledge of what 2 home is, where its sacredness is acknow-
ledged, have no belief that anything betier can be sub-
stituted for it

It is not a little significant, that most socialists ignore
religion, whilst many of them are bitterly hostile to it.

How can it be otherwise? Man, living under solc
command of the state, nceds not to think ;—that is done
for him. Mechanical action is all thac is expected. It
is then impossible for him to be religious, nor is religion
of any use to him. He who neceds no carthly father's
training, no carthly mother’s love, of what use to him is
a Hcavenly Fathes’s guidance and love ?  What need of
atonement when hie can but sin against the state. He
has neither dutics to his God nor to his ncighbor,

his duty is solely to the state, and consists in doing un-
questioningly what it bids him. This abolition of
rcligion would be the surest sign of the loss of man’s per-
sonality, and his distinction from the beasts as a free
rational being.



