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PROFESSO

R LEACOCK RIDDLED

114 HO is there,’” says Professor Leaeoek,

“‘that has not turned at times from the
fever and fret of the world we live in, from the
spectacle of its wasted energy, its wild frenzy of
work and its bitter inequality, to the land of
dreams, to the pictured vision of the world as it
might be. ; :

“This -vision,”’ continues the professor, “is the
outeome of that divine discontent which raises
man_ above his environment.””

Divine Fiddlesticks! This practice of attribut-
ing the eause of certain observed phenomena to
the interposition of a ‘‘divine’’ something or other
is feeble enough in all conscience even in those
cases where the sought for eause is not evident.
Bntinmehaniutmeou-qmdsbovoitu-
comes rank nonsense. If the professor is really

‘ﬁﬁﬁnn,&mdlurnwmhm
opening sentence, This ‘“‘vision” of a better state
of affairs to which the professor refers is very
aptly so deseribed. It is a vision, a mental vision.
It is something which, so far as we know, has
never existed save in its mental visionary form.
It is an idea, an ideal, and as such is the direet
outcome, the reflex; not of any ‘“‘divine diseon-
tent,”” whatever that may be, but of those very
material conditions which, in the professor’s own
words, are 8 complex of ‘‘wasted energy,”’ ‘‘wild
frenzy of work’’ and “‘bitter inequality.”’ Such a
vision experienced by a few isolated individuals
might be the outcome of a disordered mind or an
overworked stomach. But a vision as widespread
as the one in question is admitted to be a social
vigion, a social ideal, and forecasts just such a
social movement. as the professor has ere this, in
an unguarded moment, perhaps, ventured to inter-
polate in the light of the Materialistic Interprﬁa-
tion of History.

We are inclined to be indulgent toward@ Mr.
Leacock. He is better known to us as humorist
than as a sociologist, and we feel free to confess
to a fondness for his quaint bhumor, traces of
which we seem to discern in some of his remarks
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His Straw Socialism Exposed
on eeonomies. But this ‘‘divine discontent’’ stuff
is beyond a joke.

It would seem that in this fifth chapter of his

series, in which he at last comes to close grips
with what he apparently imagines to be Soeialism.
Professor Leacoek is ‘more than ever inelined to
merge the professor of économies in the writer of
short stories. No sumiall part of the art of the
fictionist is the writing of enphonious nothings,
smoothly flowing senténces and  well-rounded
periods which mean—nbthing. ‘“The earlier So-
cialism,’’ says the professor, ‘‘was a plan to make
all poor together. Modern Soecialism is a plan
to make all rich together.”’  This certainly sounds
very pice. It is just the sort of epigramic utter-
aneewhich certain types of writers. so delight in.
But Uoes it méan anything? If it correctly des-
differénee which Mr. ¢ séems to see be-
tween them does not exist. If he had given the
matter just a little thonght he would have seen
that ‘“‘rich’’ and ‘‘poor’’ are relative terms, that
there ecan be no poor without riech, and no rich
without poor, any more than there ean be a north
without a south, or a south without a north, or a
top without a bottom, or a left without a right.
So that obviously if all the members of society
were on a level financially there would be no rich
and no poor, and thus the good professor’s state-
ment turns out to be utter nonsense.

Apparently Mr. Leacock desires to ereate the
impression that the Socialists propose to reduce
all the members of society to a dead, monotonous
level. Naothing could be farther from the truth.
In the first place the Soecialists do not propose to
reorganize soeciety in any way. They do, however,
prediet that the time is closé at hand when society
will be compelled to reorganize itself. And they
hope that, when that reorganization has taken
place, those ‘‘bitter inequalities,”” which even Pro-
fessor Leacock ean not bring himself to deny, will
be conspicuous by their absence. They are con-
fident, moreover, that if soeiety is sufficiently in-
formed as to the causes of those “inequalities’’
that the reorganization will indeed have the ef-
fect they hope for. Consequently, the Socialists
stand for the fullest and widest dissemination of
knowledge comeerning social laws and phenomena.
Professor Leacock, judging by his efforts to date,
is disposed to hinder rather than to help in this.
For reasons best known to himself he does not
think the publie are to be trusted with the truth.

After telling us that the ‘““vision’’ which he eon-
ceives to be Socialism is the outcome of ‘‘divine
diseontent,’”’ the professor, in the very next para-
graph proceeds to completely stultify himself.
“Modern Socialism is the direct outcome of the
age of machine production. It takes its first in-
spiration from the glaring contrasts between
riches and poverty presented by the modern era,
from the strange paradex deseribed above between
human power and its failure to satisfy human
want.”’

Indeed! This is a very different thing from
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m and the new, then  the -

‘“‘divine discontent.”’ Does the professor really
know what impression he wishes to convey?! Does
he wish to eonvey anything at all intelligible, we
wonder, by the whole of chapter five, except that
Socialism is no good? If, as it would seem, he is
concerned only with discrediting that peculiar
hoteh-potch of befuddied nonsense which he pre-
sents as Socialism, we could supply him with a
number of excellent arguments for that purpose
none of which he appears to have any knowledge
of.

Modern Socialism is indeed the outcome of the
machine-age, and all that that age brought with
it.” But this is Materialistic Interpretation with a
vengeance. What can the good professor be think-
ing oft Or perhaps he says these things without
thinking. Murder will out.

Again, referring to the passing of Feudalism, he,

dislocated the old system.’”” Not the selfish as-
pirations of the rising bourgeoisie, mark you, nor
their plots and intrigues and incitements to re-
bellion against the old order, but the ‘‘rise of
machine-power.”” In that short sentence the pro-
fessor reveals an ability to look beneath the sur-
face of events and a eomplete endorsation of the
Materialistic Interpretation, ‘which is truly re-
markable—remarkable, that is, in a man who ean
so easily cast it aside when it endangers his argu-
ment. ‘‘The writings of Marx and Engels,’’ ad-
mits. the professor, ““were inspired by what they
saw around them,” and not—mark well—not by
““‘divine discontent.’’

There are oceasionel passages in these articles
by Mr. Leacock which suggest that he could write
some really good stuff if he were not a professor
with a certain social standing to lose by writing
the truth as opposed to the prospect of fingneial
gain for writing nonsense.

In other passages he contents himself with
merely suggesting, implying by a sort of taken-
for-granted attitude, that certain things are other
than Seocialists conceive them to be. For instance:
‘“the Christian churches were to them (the early
Socialists) merely ' the parasitic servants of the
tyrannous power of a plutoeratic state.”” If Mr.
Leacock were more sure of himself or of the con-
fiding simplicity of his readers, he might tell us
how, in view of the attitude of the Christian
c¢hurches during the recent war, he would go about
rebutting the charge that they are ‘‘parasitie ser-
vants of the tyrannous power of a plutoeratic
state.”” - If he could find no fault in the attitude
of the Christian churches in Allied countries what
does he think of the attituyde of those same
churches in enemy countries? Mr. Leacock -makes
no attempt to clear up this poinf. And he is
wise. For he is without a doubt quite well aware
that the attitude of the Christian churches not
only during the reecent war but throughout the
whole of their history as state religions, pleads
guilty, unblushingly, to the charge. Might we

suggest that it would have been if not wiser at
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THE RED FLAG

(From the ‘‘Socialist,””. August 21,

The Rate of Exchange Bogy.

ANKS are institutions which you and I have
very little oeeasion to use, and short of the

191?.)

penny savings banks attached to the temperance °

clubs  or Sabbath schools of our youth—institu-
tions whieh our parents were encouraged to pat-
ronize- may be said to be praec-
tically nil. So far as pound notes aré™ econcerned
. our acquaintance with them is purely a ‘‘passing’’
one, and as for gheques, ““bills of diséount,’’ ““bill
on ete., these ‘are éntirely ““foreigners”’
in the fullest the word. Nevertheless,
though as an ironmoulder, a miner or an engineer,
your purpose in life is supposed to begin and end
with work, leaving such questions as rates of ex-
“‘change, bills on London, ete., to the collar-and-
tie brigade, there are oceasions when a slight ae-
quaintanee with such things would- not be entirely
out of place. ’

Consider for a moment the industrial and com-
mercial mess the war has left behind it. There
isn’t a newspaper in the country outside of the
Socialist Press but has articles or the reports of
politicians’ speeches setting forth what they would
have you believe to-be the reasons for the present
inability to get the industrial machine a-running.
The one blames it on foreign ‘‘dumping,’’ otheérs
blame it on our uniomism, on ea'eanny prinéiples,
on our method of time-wages payment,-éte. But
while most of“them put the blame on you and I.
you will notice they are all agreed that we hold
the key to the solution. What that key is we
shall see presently, meantimé a question of interest
to you deserves your atfention.

You may have noticed in your newspaper the
other day quite-a lot of talk abeut the ‘‘rate of
exchange’’ bétween America and this country and
how that-a British sovereign was only now worth
17s. 6d. The Food Controller, Mr. Roberts, who
_uséd to belong to our ranks, is reported to have
"said that when he sent a sovereign to America he
only got food to the value of 17s 6d., the reason
being that the New York Exchange was heavily
against this country.

- What Is s *‘Bill On London?"’

Now, consider for a moment how this ‘‘exchange
business werks out and you may then be in a
position to judge whether or mot the question is
‘of importance to you or I, and if so to what
extent.

Strictly speaking, when the Food Controller
talked about sending a ‘‘sovereign’’ to America.
he was using what teachers of grammar ecall a
figure of speech, i.e, he did not mean that he ae-
tually sent over a sovereign, beeause- imports are
generally paid by exporting other goods in ex-
change, differences being balanced by ‘‘bills’’ and
only rarely liquidated with gold.

¥t works out, something like this: A capitalist
in New York named, we will say, A, sells on a cer-
tain date goods to the value of £500 to a merchant
in this country named B. ,

Having dispatched the goods, A writes out a
doéument addressed to B, advising that the £500
be placed to his account. say three months from
the date of dispateh.

B has got the goods and on \rntmg his name on
the back of the document sent by A (what is
called endorsing it) returns it toc A, who now has
written elaim on B for 500 British sovereigns. A,
however, may sell this bill to someone else in New
York, who places it into his bank. The bank may
sell it to somebody else in New York, who perhaps
posts it on to Paris. Here it finds its way into the
Bank of France, the manager of which sells it sav.
to C. C having bought goods from D, in London,

our experience

"Change,”’
sense of

posts it to him. in payment. D finally presents .

!t,ouﬂlethtedne,toB who pays the eash.
The Parasites On Finance.
. When you consider that  thousands of these
-doemenhc“bﬂh”mpdﬂutoudfromry
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Impressions. ot Soviet Rule.

many of them undergoing wifre complicated
movements=than such as we have just desecribed,
you can realize what delicate institutions banks
really are. These bills acecumulate by the hun-
dreds in the hands of brokers, who buy them at a
figure below their face value and either sell them
at-a profit or wait until they are due and get their
full value. the bill on London for £500
might be bought for £450 if A was anxious for
imniediate; cash or ¢éredit (that is what is called
discounting,) the buyer either selling it again, say
for- £475, or waiting till the date was due and
making £50 profit.

Now note, because these bills caneel each other,
ie., paying imports with exports and viee versa,
thoge who deal in suth bills are held up to you,
and as benefactors to laber. But surely it is no
exaggeration to say that such bill-brokers are
parasites on otr eclass; differing only in degree
from thos¢ who deal direetly with your labor
power and mine. How many of them actually are
in existence would prove very interesting to know.

You ean now, I hope, seé¢ through this one of
the many bogies being raised before us at present
to sérfe our masters’ interests, \lz the problem
of the rate of exchange in America being against
our British capitalists.

Because in New York there are many more
parasites with bills on London to sell than there
are others who want to buy them, reams of paper
and gallons of ink are used to try and prove to
us that not only is the remedy in our hands, but
that it is to our interest to remove this difference.

Increased Exports No Remedy.

And how is this to be done? Obviously if buyers
could be created for those bills then the rate of
exchange might be equalized. To do that, or re-
verse the situation, more foreign buyers for Brit-
ish-made goods are wanted. But sinee the capital-
ists in other countries are all more or less in the
same boat, the question finally resolves itself into
a competition for cheapness, since only by cheap-
ness can the foreigners be induced to buy.

Here then is where we come in. As things are
arranged today, production is earried on for pro-
fit. Each capitalist or group of ecapitalists—and,
this applies in all countries—wants to be the omly
sellers of the commodities which our elass produece,
but which our masters own. To be able to do so
they must be continually devising meéthods of re-
ducing the cost of production, hence the desire
for more and more machinery, the opposition to
trade unionism, the slandering of you and I and
our fellows generally beeause we refuse to allow
them to use us like doormats or horses.

But even if we did so, and by reason of our
stupidity and doeility, eéxports so increased as to
turn the scalés against the ‘‘foreigners,”” would
it in any way solve our problem? Not a bit of it.
As a'matter of fact we would be eutting off our
noses to spite our faces.

Cheap produetion for you and 1 and the class
to whieh we belong means cheap food, eclothing.
ete.” That means in the competition for jobs we
can sell éurselves cheaper. In any ecase the badge
of slavery remains as pronounced and degrading
as the red pateh on the back of a German prison-
er-of war.

Our probléem does not begin or end with rates
of etchange, bills on London or other diffieulties
of capitalism. You ean leave these gentlemen to
look after their own business. What you would
be"ﬂldvﬁedwdohwmquﬁmeOUB
own business. and that is the problem of wages
slavery. Not how you ecan merely ease it, but how
you ean abolish it. To abelish the wages-system
dupluli-wh&eonlymedy and it is in your
own m T. B

day,

Thus

N

g Al‘ﬁelu are desired on the m Philosophy
or on eurrent events interpreted in the light of its
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On the Esthonian Front.

[ send through Revidl the bare outlines of my
attempt to reach Moscow with two other men,
which endedat Velike Luke, one train stageiirom
Moscow’, where we were turned back through what
I believe to be the incredible folly of our leader,
a’Finn. It was a trying experience, but very use-
fal, and T hope the next attempt will be com-
pletely successful.

Finding difficulty at Pskoff, we returned to
Isborski, got #o the lines with mueh toil, erossed,
and were sent to Ostrov, Rezhitsa, and finally Ve-
like Luke. Going and returning we crossed over
a good half of the government of Pskoff. We
passed through the out post lines and brigade and
divisional headquarters, stayed .in one town, and
travelled on foot, by lorry, by horse, and used
the railway for hundreds of versts. I talked to
commissaries, officers, soldiers, istvostchiks, peas-
ants, and women. For nine days we were prison-
ers of the Bolsheviks; yet we were treated with
the greatest consideration.

Amused at Western Opinion.

The soldiers in this sector were mostly Com-
munists, and were in hard condition, well fed,
equipped and armed. The officers of the outpost
company and the brigade were meén of the intel-
lectual class, with the manners of gentlemen and
the sympathetic consideration of men of the world.
To us, who had dropped on them from the clouds,
they were kindly, even generous, and they were
intensely amused at the opinion of them held by
the Western world. - No British officer could have
behaved better, and the respgnsibility for our fail-
ure does not lie at their door.

Discipline seemed weak at the outpost, but an
attack was made while we were there, and in a
few minutes every man was at his post without
comment. Elsewhere the discipline was stiffer,
and the old military tribunals are re-established.
Men consecripted from the land go unwillingly, and
are the weak spot in the Bolshevik -army, which
yet contains two million well-trained men.

Food in Pskoff is bad and very dear, but else-
where the péople are not in bad condition, in
spite of food prices, and beggars are no*more
numerous than in pre-war days. The story that
the peasants refuse to work the land is in this
sector quite untrue. The crops are vast, in ex-
cellent order, and nearly ripe. There is clearly
resentment among the peasants, but they work
even in the lines with complete indifference. In
Ostrov, ‘the bourgeois are hostile, but submit, and
all work for the Soviet.

ell-Managed Railways.

The railways are well managed, and_ the per-
manent way and stations are in good order, The
rolling stoek and engines are worn but earefully
mended and used. Military traffic amounts to

5 per cent. of the whole. It is a triumph of or-
ganization, pointing to able and constructive ad-
ministration both .of the railways and the mili-
tary. The private shops in Ostrov are largely
closed, but there are two stores of the Soviet,
formerly co-operative stores. A bath costs noth-
ing. The theatre is open, and is packed -with
townsfolk.

The whole appearance of this eountryside is so
different from the fantastic deseriptions given in
the West that the shoek of disillusion is great.
The general impression I gained is that the gov-
"erning administration is a strongly organized
“Communistic system, changing decording to foree
of eireumstances::- The weak points are the land
question and the unwilling conseripts, but the
ring of enemies only stiffens the internal resist-
ance and helps Bolshevism. Petrograd will never
betqkmbythoNoﬂthOommlm
by Kolchak or Deniken.

ooy : Wug. T. Goode.
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THE RED FLAG

PAGE THREE

IS THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT A 'T'he Fall of the British Pound

TYRANNY?

Much has been said in the press which is hostile
to the Russian Soviet Governmént about, the so-
called tyrannieal methods bf that government; and
exaggerated accounfs are presented of the 'dieta-
torial power of the chairman of the Soviet of Peo-
ple’s Commissaires, Nikolai Lenin. The truth con-
ecerning the Congress of Soviets, as well as the
influence of Nikolai Lenin, is given by Arvid Han-
sen in his new book, *‘‘Arbeidernes Rusland”’
(““The Russia of the Workers,”’ Christiania, 1919}

““The condition that restriets admission fo this
Parliament to a certain portion of the nation is of
course only temporary. It is presumed that ulti-
mately the entire Russian people will sypport the
ideals of the revolution, and that the very concep-
tion of counter-revolution will pass away. Gradu-
ally the entire nation will be come a nation of work-
~ers, united by oné¢ common interest; the perman-

ence of the achievements of tHe Revolution. As this
attitude spreads, the right to a partieipation in par-
liamentary work will be extended, until it embraces
the entire pepulation. When no one is any longer
sabotaging the Revolution, when all recognize their
solidarity with the new society—then also, all will
be admitted to the legislative body. But as long as
the Revolution, the new germinating system, is
struggling for its existence, no one ean aceept the
heavy responsibility of placing weapons in the hands
of its enemies.

““The myth as to the despotie, dietatorial power
of Lenin in Communist Russia has almost become
hardened into an ‘axiom’ in the conseciousness of
many persons who have not had an opportunity te
aecquaint themselves with the real conmstitution of
the Soviet Republie, its spirit and its provisions.
And yet it is perfectly clear from the wording of
the Soviet Constitution, as well as from its appliea-
tion in practice, that the following is the case-

‘1. Not Lenin, but the All-Russian Congress of
Soviets! which is convoked by the All-Russian Cen-
tral Executive Committee at least twiee a year, is

- the supreme power and authority in the Russian,
Socialist, Federal, Soviet Republie.

“2 This All-Russian Congress eleets a Central
Executive Committee of not more than 200 mem-
bers.

3. This Executive Committee is responsible in
every respeet to the Congress of Soviets.

‘4 Between sessions of the Congress, the Exe-
eutive Committee is entrusted with the supreme
legislative, administrative, and supervisory au-
thority.

‘5. The eople’s Commissaries are appointed by.

the Central Executive Committee.

‘6. The decrees and propositions of the People’s
Commissaries must be approved by the Executive
Committee.

47 The Executive Committee has the right to

pass~lecrees of its own and to postpone or annul
any action of the Soviet of People’s Commi saries.

“ Although Lenin is the President of the Soviet
of People’s Commissaries—there being no Presi-
' dent of the Soviet Republic as such, and ecertainly
no ‘imperator’—and although Lenin, by reason of
his political genius, has a very great personal in-
fluence, he hai no despotic power of any kind, and
eertainly has never asked for such power. The
 relations between the People’s Commissaries and
-d- All-Russian Central Executive Committee are
 somewhat like those existing between the Govern-

~v‘mmmwwhm

in Russia does not signify the absolute
pomﬁ’l any individual dietator, but that of a whole
~ elass, the class of the producers, earried out, on a
__democratic basis, against the bmgeoﬂe and the
'ﬁghndm
 #X rvesent editorial witiely Izvestya (official
_ organ of the Russian Government) declares: ‘We
. who have been trained in the sublime teaching

Baordi ;
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{From the ‘‘Justice,’”’ September 4.)
P

HE British £1-has not fallen and is in no
way changed in its value relation to the
U. S. A. gold dollar. As all the newspaper out-
ery is made on a false basis,
while to explain the real faets of the finaneial
erisis. E
The direct statement made in the newspapers
that the British £1 is only worth 17s., ete, in
Ameriean gold’ dollars is not true. ' Both eoins are
of the same relative value that they were before
and during the war; both are quantities of gold
of which equal weights and, fineness are of equal
value in the same place, as they always were.
What really has fallen is the value of British
accepted bills of exchange in relation to Ameriean
bills. The evil, so far as it is an evil, is the neees-
sary result of intermational trade being conducted
by private enterprise.
The exchange of goods between this country
and America is in reality a national business of the

country as a whole. Under a rational system based

on the faets the acecount would be a simple debit
and eredit affair kept by bookkeepers of average
ability who could strike the balance weekly, daily,
or hourly, as required, without taking up the
valuable time of bankers, bill brokers, and an
army of telegraphists and newspaper finaneial ex-
perts. ' ‘
Capitalist ‘‘Working In the Dark.”

The capitalist system breaks up the business of
each "nation into fragments; each fragment in
charge of an enterprising person or firm; each
firm working for its own personal gain in enmity
with the other firms, or, at the best; in the dark
as to what the others are déing. The true na-
tional nature of the business is proved by the fact
that aceounts must be balanced and then the pri-
vate enterprise which has  been bested in the
gamble begs or bullies its Government to help it
out of the mess.

When Mr. Lloyd George says that production

it may be worth-

all institutions to be provisional, and we know yery
well that even the Soviet (lovernment is provisional.
The government by a Diectatorship of the Prole-
tariat will later yield to a government by the whole
Communistic Soeciety, in which there shall be no
division into eclasses, and in which & ecast-iron die-
tatorship will therefore be unneeessary.’ ”’

HALF-A-MILLION IDLE IN GREAT BRITAIN.

The unemployment figures have an important
bearing on the® problem of the question of pro-
duetion.

If increased output is desired, the plain man
would assume at least that all available labor
would be employed.

Yet the Board of Trade reports that in the en-
gineering trades alone there were 75960 work-
people drawing out-of-work pay on July 25 last.

In the shipbuilding trade 12,039 .were out of
work.

The numbers of workpeople unemployed 4n ‘the

insured trades on the same date were 460,511 men
mdboyn,and&ﬂ,miiwomenmd‘irh.awulof
540,884, et

.’
ITALIAN SOCIALIST CONGRESS.

Riaufototone._e, wires a Rome ecorres-
pondent, that adhesion to the Communist Inter-
mﬁonalofllo.eowwm&voudbyamu

eloetiom Ithhudodbythm-mbcn
" present executive—namely, Serrati, Gennari

. 1

whole

is the only remedy, his meaning reallyis this:
“Our bankers and bill brokers have been heavily
bested by the American men of the same ilk. If
British working men will work harder or for less
pay in makmg goods for expert the erisis will pass
away.”” It might pass a\\ay. and the same evil
“ould genérate again. But even so far the state-
ment is not correet, because the United States is
the only eountry to which we are seriously in debt
and is also the only- country that does not want
our exports to any serious value.

Finance and Statesmanship of No Avail.

First, note the general admission that the only
way to balance the account is by labor producing
goods for export. Finanece and statesmanship are
of no avail; only Labor can save the situation In
that case the laborers should see that their busi-
ness is better managed in future.

The difficulty is not hard to understand if the
facts are elearly stated.. The theory of ecapitalism
requires each export of goods to be paid for by
an import of gold. That is impossible in praectice,
and therefore bills of exchange are ereated which
are supposéd to represent the goods, and in many
cases have in*aet the bills of lading or warehouse
receipts pinned to them. A genuine bill is a kind
of pawnticket for goods in transit with this dif-
ference—that the pawnbroker has not lent dctual
money on the goods, but has promised to pay for
them on demand or in 60 days, ete., and he is not
to get the goods till he does pay. Capitalism—in
its financial department—makes .these bills into
commodities, or ghost-eonmimodities. and buys and
sells them for a time as if they were real com:
modities. The "employer-capitalist who supplied
the goods gets immediate eash for a bill which
only promises eash in, say, thre¢ months,.and for
this advantage he pays away part of his profit.
The bills are then bought and sold between brokers
and bankers until they become due for settle-
ment.

The ‘‘Bill’”’ Process.

Various other evils are grafted on this system ;
for instance, the bills are renewed—that is, en-
dowed with another 60 days of ghust-commoﬁity
life, ete. Bills are also ereated for which no goods
are in existence. Apart from these evils there is .
the faet that British and Américan eapitalists are
ereating claims against each other without know-
ing what the total national elaims on' each side
amount {o. The system illustrates the latter half
of H. M. Hyndman’s saying, ‘“Ougler in the work-
shop, anarchy in the market.”

As the bills come due for payment they eancel
cach other, in so far as the claims of each country
are equal, and the bankers adjust the individual
acecounts in their books. If the difference is slight
—up to a few millions—gold is shipped to pay the
deficit, In the meantme the general mass of bills
rise and fall in pnee and new bills can only be
taken into the game accordingly. The capitalists
who export and import goods lose, or sell, any
control they might have in the matter, and become
the ereatures of the finance eapitalists who have
no. econcern with the produetion or use of the
goods which form ‘the real substance of inter-

“national trade,

Rate of Exchange Not An Isolated Problem.

International e;dnn.e of goods is a relation
betweentwoornorenlﬁunﬂbodiuofpmdnecn,
uﬂumchnupcﬂeddnp!ew It
is riow earried on as a series of private adven-
tures. Bankers and bill brokers are niee, intelli-
gmtpeoplevhowonldbemefnlnmckbdof
prodnrﬂve'ork but their present oecupation is
menlyaneeedtyof:budlymm

The rate of exchange erisis is not an isolated
problem and ean not be settled by itself; on the
contrary, it is part of a gFeat readjustment of in-
tzmﬁond tnde which must be considered as a
; SDF
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Education---A Comparison

pamphlet has-eome into our possession on
edueation in Soviet Russia. Just as we re-
the ratepayers of Vaneouver turned
down the appropriation asked fér by the school
board.

This is the situation as it stands in Vaneouver.
No new schools have been erected for four years;
the number of school children have increased at
the rate of 800 to 1000 annually. At present the
children are being taught in basemtents and ill-
ventilated and increasingly erowded eclass rooms.
The double shift is in practice, one lot of
scholars attending from 7 to 12, and another from
1 to 5. Imagine this condition. That ‘‘dread
visitant,”’ the black plague, is considered a pos-
sibility during the cold winter months, and the.
medical health officer is sounding his warning,
‘““avoid crowding and ecolds this winter.’”” In
order to meet current expenses fees for attend-
ance at high school are charged, hence the chil-
dren of the poor are denied that class of educa-
tion. Part of the sum asked for was for a tech-
nical school and its equipment towards which the
government was to grant $50,000, should the by-
law pass. The industrial metropolis of the West
is without a technical school. Only a modest
sum was asked' for in all equal to twenty-five
eents on every one thousand dollars assessment
or for the general houscholder about ome' dellar
a year. The pleaders for the cause of the chil-
dren had a good case.. Probably the sum asked
for was less than what was spent during the re-
cent day’s visit of, a personage. Probably the
pecuniarily enlightened ratepayers thought that
after that, splurge retrenchment was . in order
when they turned the school bylaw down. These
ratepayers of Vancouver are almost to a man
and woman anti-Bolshevik. After reading the
pamphlet containing the Soviet educational pro-
gram and comparing it with their action on the
school appropriation there remains mo shred of
doubt that they are anti-Bolshevik as they are
also anti-education. The two antis evidently go
together. Bolshevism in Russia is synonomous
with eduecatiori, intensive education. The pamph-
Jet we have been reading contains 34 documents,
decrees promulgated: by the Soviet of People’s
Commissaires and the Commissaires of Educa-

" tion. They are concerned with all forms of edu-

cation, artistie, seientifie, voeational, and general
and are an astonishing tribute to the emergy and
jdealism of the leaders of the educational move-
ment in proletarian Russia. !

We give two clauses of Document No. 8. (1)
‘‘Every person, regardless of citizenship and sex,
reaching the age of 16,-éan be admitted as a
member of the student body to any of the higher
institutions of learning (universities) without

tting a diploma or testimonial papers at-

yg graduation from a secondary or other
m,(” “Pyition fees in higher educational
gitutions of the Russian Socialist Federative
Soviet Republic are henceforth abolished. Tuition
fees already paid for the first half of the -aca-
demie year, 19181919, shall be refunded accord-
ingly.’ : :

The
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“The Unsolved Riddle”

L N

ROFESSOR Leacock in. his fifth article
strives to eonvey the impression - that So-
cialism had at one time discreditable connections.
As a matter of fact, it was only those ignorant
of its history who have considered it to be as-
sociated with ‘the ‘‘propaganda of the deed’’ or
the advoeating of the destruction of the family
or breaking the marriage tie. Neither St. Simon,
Fourier, or Robert Owen :of the so-called Uto-
pian school, or Marx, and Engels of the later
scientific sechool ever advocated such things. They
did postulate ehange however. They, in faet,
could not_escape their time, for scientific enquiry
in .the domain of history and sociology revealed
that society and its institutions are the products
of an evolutionary process and, as such, can not
escape in the future the implications entailed by
that proeess. The Materialist conception that
the changing means of production are the fac-
tors which determine the form and nature of
social institufions and the prevailing ideas of any
particular time Professor Leacock has himself

in his articles amply demonstrated, though with-
out acknowledgement to Marx and Engel, who
first formulated the theory, and to whom ae-
knowledgement was due. The professor himself
—

hour day, all extra work is paid as overtime. The
teaching body in Russia now holds frequent con-
ventions and congresses, and expresses itself free-
ly on the conduct of the schools, a condition of
affairs that will arouse the envy of their col-
leagues in this country. The pamphlet we refer to
‘“‘Bduecation and Art in Soviet Russia,”’ may be
had for 15 cents from the Socialist Publishing
Society, 15 Spruce street, New York City.

One last quotation from the preface before we
close. « It is a quotation taken from the Appendix
of John Reed’s book, ‘““Ten Days That Shook
the World,”” and is a paragraph from a decree
of the Commissaire of Education, Lunacharsky:
“One must emphasize the difference between in-
struction and eduecation. Instruction is the trans-
mission of ready knowledge by the teacher to his
pupil. Edueation is a ereative process. The per-
sonality of the individual is being ‘educated’
throfghout life, is being formed, grows richer in
content, stronger and more perfect.

“The toiling masses of the people—the work-
men, ‘the peasants, the soldiers—are thirsting for
elementary and advanced instruction. But they
are also thirsting for education. Not the Govern-
ment, nor the intellectuals, nor any other power
outside themselves, can give it to them. The
school, the book, the theatre, the museum, ete.,
may here be only aids. They have their own
ideas formed by their social position, so different
from the position of those ruling .classes and in-
tellectuals who have hitherto created eculture.
They have their own ideas, their own emotions,
their own ways of approaching the problems of
personality and society. The city laborer after
his own fashion, the rural toiler according to his,
will each build his clear world—concept per-
meated with the class idea of the workers. There
is no more superb or beautiful phenomenon than
the one of which our nearest descendents will be
both witness and participants: the building by
collective Labor ‘of its own general, rich and
free soul.””

““The problems that face us are great, respon-

‘'sible and pressing,’’ says the appeal of the Pro-

letarian Cultural Organizatiog, ‘“‘but we believe
that the forces which will come to our assistance
are also great.”’

While the pecuniary minded ratepayers of
Vancouver have saved a dollar, it is so these
Bolsheviks, these eduecators, their ecountry sur-
rounded by a world in arms* against it, with
shortage of food, amid difficulties incaleulable,
shoulder the burden of the children’s future
generously, courageously’ and joyously. ‘‘The
they ery, *is t'lwhbornory of the

”

platform at the Empress

showed us that the machine-age has produced
new . conditions of life today, new human rela-
tionships, legal and otherwise, and new econcepts
and ideas te those that prevailed even so late as
the eighteenth eentury. Consequently, he who
is so beholden to-that fruitful-method of enquiry,
should be last to charaeterize it as a ‘“wooden
materialism.”” He objeets to the materialist con-
ception invading the field of philosophy and re-
ligion. But if the introduetion of a new method
of produection 'has produced such changes in the
material conditions and in the ideas of men
which he says the machine method has, how then
can he objeet to Soecialists ‘invading the fields of
philosophy and religion in order to see to what
extent those fields have been influenced in- this
and in other ages by this fundamental faetor.
Whateyer  Professor Leacock says, Soecialism is,
we assert, as Socialists, that it is first and fore-
most a eritique of the present social order. It is
this, first, because of necessity, for how can men
rid society of the evils afflicting it unless first
they understand their causes, and also under-
stand the nature of those institutions which may
tend to alleviate soeial evils or which, on the
other hand, may foster, or be used to foster, the
perpetuation of those evils. He, himself, has
shown us that the, wealth and power of one see-
tion- of society today exists by virtue of the im-
poverishment and miséry of another. He has
practically said that that condition is the staths
quo. Can he assert with truth, that neither
philosophy or religion have ever been used to
preserve a status quo?! We think not. For these
reasons, as well as in the ever present social
necessity of testing the truth of all doctrines and
ideologies which affeet the lives of men, no so-

eial institution or doectrine can ever be sacro-
sanct from our eritical examination. The pro-
fessor says that Socialism ““has become a purely
economic doetrine.”” This is but in part true, and
like many other of his assertions shows a sad
lack of aequaintanee with the Socialist Philoso-
phy or else—something else. The importance
and time given to economic factors by Soecialists
follows as a matter of course from their material-
istic conception.

In this fifth article he states that the Socialists
say that the fault of the present order lays in
the waste of energy due to duplication of labors
and services, as for instance, in too many milk-
men and bakers delivery rigs; ete., running over
the same ground. Eheu! We are at a loss what
to think of him. He, himself, in his former
articles related to us of the elimination of the
multitude of small seattered textile producers of
the handieraft days by the competition of the co-

operative method of labor in the factories, and
that this labor-saving method has resulted in no
improvement of the econdition of the laboring
masses. With this new method of production, he
said, ““‘we are now  probably a hundred times
more productive than formerly.’’ Socialists have
been pointing this condition out for fifty years
at least, and also that though the machinery of
production and the system of distribution were
brought to perfection it would not result in any
benefit to the wage-working class under the capi-
talist system of production for sale. On the
contrary, fewer of them would be needed in the
industries owned by the capitalist class in OSrder
to supply the market. In his fourth artiele, Pro-
fessor Leacoek himself pointed out that in-
creased productivity in itself did not mean a
higher return to the laborers for their labor. The
inerease belongs to the ecapitalist owners of the

“machinery of wealth produection.

A SOLDIER'S LETTER.

In giving vent to his feelings on his discharge,
an old soldier wrote to his late colonel: ‘‘Sir,—
After what I have suffered, you can tell the army
to go to hell.” -

In due course he ro'ednd the following: “‘Sir,
—Any suggestions or inquiries as to ‘movements
of troops must be entered on Army Form 123,

XYZ, a eopy of which I enclose.”

OnSundqevening.Oct.s,W.A.PﬂM
will speak from the Socialist Party of Canads
Theatre.
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PAGE FIVE

Professor Leacock Riddled Concerning Conduct of Economic Classes

(Continued From Page One.)

least more honest for Mr. Leacoek to have refrain-
ed from implying that which his knowledge of
the facts will not support. ) ¢
~ ~ And again, ‘‘the whole history of human eivili-
gation was denounced as an unredeemed record
of the spoliation of the weak by the strong.”” Just
exactly what Mr. Leacock may conceive to be the
redeeming features in this record we do not know.
But if it is his intention to deny that just that—
“the spoliation of the weak by the strong’’—is
what stands -out above all else in the history of
eivilization why does he not be hopgst and say so
—or is he afraid that his brother professors will
laugh at him?
Onee more, ‘‘Even the domain of the philosopher
was needlessly invaded and- all forms of specula-

tive belief were rudely thrown aside in favor of

a8 wooden materialism.’” ‘‘Even the domain of
the philosopher,”’ mark you. Is there any good
reason known to. Mr. Leacock and intelligible to
the rest of society, why, in the search for truth,
the domain of the philosopher should be inviolate?
And’ what have they done, these impendent in-
vaders of the musty sanctity of the abode of meta-
physical befuddlings? They have rudely thrown
aside all forms of speculative belief. Not specu-
lative thought, mark you, which, in its place, is
guite legitimate and useful, but speculative be-
lief.

Of all the milestones which mark the progress
of human knowledge can Mr. Leacock point; to one
which has not been set up in the place once oc-
cupied by a *‘speculative belief?’’ Can Mr. Lea-
cock advance any good reason why any specula-
tive belief should not be thrust aside to make
room for another milestone standing for positive
knowledge? As for the blind, metaphysical va-
porings, which once oceupied what he refers to as
the “‘domain of the philosopher,”” has Mr. Lea-
ocock found a resting place for them within his
eranial eavity or is this another of his little jokes?

The materialism which he characterizes as
“wooden’’ is in essence that same Materialistic
Interpretation which Mr. Leacock takes frequent
occasion to attack by implication but in no place
is honest enough' to deny openly; which he fre-
quently uses without acknowledgment, but readily
abandons when it can not be twisted to. serve his
arguments—a very unethical proeeeding which,
we will wager, does not raise him in the estima-
tion of his fellow scientists, even t'ough they may
lack the courage to rebuke him.

However, impartial Mr. Leacock may have
seemed to be in his previous chapters, however,
apparently disposed to concede two sides to an
argument, it is evident that in this fifth chapter,
‘he has set out to argue himself into a certain con-
«lusion and intends to permit nothing to stand in
his way. Neither truth nor lofic nor any con-
sideration of the intellectual rectitpde incum.bent
upon a scientific mind engaged in analysis is’ to
‘be allowed to deflect him from his preconceived
<conclusion—**Socialism will not work,”” not any
kind of Socialism. It is bad medicine; all of it,
all kinds of it, everything tinged with, u-oehted
with or suggestive of it is no good. Even if it
fsn’t, it is. By reason of the fact that many of
the Russian Bolshevik leaders are Marxians and
many Marxians are in sympathy with. the Bolshe-
viks, the Bolshevik regime is associated with So-
cialism. Enough said! ‘‘The unspeakable sav-
agery of Bolshevism,’”’ says the professor.

Is it possible that Mr. Leacock has not read the
literature emanating from those who have had per-

_gonal experience of récent happenin in Russia?
; ?h not read the writings of ur Ransome,
_ “of John Reed, of Bessie Beattie, of Lounise Bryant,
e e, & Dol Teg:
: i ips most illuminating, o one ¥+
el .~ s of the American Red Cross! If he
% these, then he has no moral right to
__speak toa subject upon whieh he is not informed

maudm T4 he has, then he knows well what
of :

gl ot read

r he is committing when
“of the ‘‘unspeakable savagery otBo:

.“"
jl.vw,

a pmmod anti-bolshevik,

.
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HERE is, at the present time, a very notice-

able inerease in the number of classes and
in the interest displayed in the study of econo-
mics. This is the more gratifying, as it has al-
ways been recognized in well-informed Socialist
circles that the systematie study. of Political
Economy and kindred subjects was the most ef-
fective, if not the most attractive method of

propaganda. %

Now, this being the time of year when classes
are in ‘process of formation it has oecurred to
the writer, who has had some little experience in
this matter, that it would be well, for the gnid-
ance of classes forming for the first time, to give
here some of the results of that experience. I am
the more impelled to. do this because I am
strongly of opinion that the method of study is

_of as great, if not greater, importance than the

subject 'matter, so far as beginners are concern-
ed. That is to say, that one of the main objeets
to be attained is the development of a ecertain
attitude of mind—the scientific method. Posses-
sing this attitude of mind, believing nothing,
questioning all things, insisting on clear and ac-
curate definitions, testing every statement by an
appeal to the facts, the student is in a position
to securely pick his way through the mess of
lies, misrepresentation and clotted nonsense which
is modern popular literature. :
The matter of class-organization and methods
may, I take it;~be left to the commonsense of the
class itself, but the procedure will, in general,
consist of reading in turn from the text book,
followed by quesgions and comment by the mem-
bers. As to Afhe text-book, ‘‘Wage-labor and
Capital’”’ will probably -be the best for a start
but, if this book is used, it will be well to get a
sufficient number of the revised edition recently
issued by the 8. P. of C., as most editions of this
book are very defective. For advanced students,
the first nine chapters of ‘‘Capital’’ could be
studied. ‘“Value, Price and Profit,”’ starting at
the sixth chapter, is also wvery good. Other
standard works ought to be at hand and the class
should possess a really good dictionary. Every
word has, and every statement ought to have, a

"meaning, and it is the business of this class to

find it. No portion read from the text-book ought
to be passed up unsifted and the chairman should,
so far as possible, see that every member of the
class is satisfied before proceeding.. Many con-
troversies and most arguments will be found at

but a man with the ecourage and honesty to speak
the truth as he sees it, had this to say recently
to a gathering of American business men: ‘‘There
is more law and order, gentlemen, in Petrograd
and Moscow under the Bolshevik Nicolai Lenine,
than under the anti-Bolshevik Kerensky.—A popu-
lation as orderly, fully as orderly, as the popula-
tion of New York or San Franecisco. Gentlemen,
the people who tell you that the Soviet system is
nothing byt riots and robberies, and mobs, -ahd
massacres, are leading you to your own destrue-
tion. Bolshevism is a system which, in practiee,
on its record, ean put human beings, in millions,
into an ordered social grovzb, and can get loyalty
from them, and obedience, and organized consent.’’
Might we be permitted to wonder why Mr. Lea-
eock should choose to fi his attention upon any
savagery which may have oeeurred in far away
Russia while the thrice unspeakable savageries of
Capitalism are thrust right under his nose?! Has
he never heard of thie race riots, or rather mas-
sacres, which take place every so often in the
United States, and/ the unspeakable :
which oceur therein? Has anythin® more
ably savage ever rred the bl shambles
which the efields of Europe for
over four years
in the face of such facts as these, ean find it in
his heart” to -the duly elected leaders of a
lonely people who are defending themsclves
against half the profit-mad nations in the world
and, by the evidence of disinterested observers,
keeping order within their own house at the same

(Continued on Page Eight)

‘What kind of a man is this who, -

the bottom to consist of a question of definition.
Many words and termis in general use have so0
wide an application or may mean so many dif-
ferent things that for the purpese of secigntific
statement they must be limited to invariably in-
dicate one thing or category of things. Such
words as ‘“‘“Wealth,”” ‘‘Commodity,”’ ‘‘Value,”
are of this nature and will often be found used
to indicate very different things by different
Economists. Where the consensus of authorities
has given any term a definite signification that
meaning shoild be aseertained and the term us'cd
in that way but in any case some definite mean-
ing should be attached to it and the word or
phrase used invariably in that sense. While. this
method may be followed in the case of a word,
the case is very different when we come to a
statement of fact. The statement or proposition
is true or it is not true, that is to say, it agrees
with the facts or it does not and no amount of
authority will help it in any case.

It is customary to quote strings of authorities
in support of this, that or the other proposition,
and it is a weakness with many Socialists to
quote a tag from say, Capital, and to imagine
that the question is thereby finally settled. The
opinion of an accurate observer and painstaking
investigator - such &s Darwin or Marx has, - of
course, due weight but should always be ae-
cepted with the reservation tpat an appeal to
the facts is the only proof of which any proposi-
tion is susceptible.

No. statement is worth econsidering that can
not be expressed in good, plain, simple English,
and the class should be encouraged to use this
mode of expression rather than the eryptic and
exotic  terminology so much affected by many
members of the Marxian School.

The selection of a chairman is rather important.
It is his business to see that the diseussion does
not wander from the matter in hand; that no one,
including himself, monopolizes the time of the
class; to encourage timid, bashful members to
take part and to see that the discussions are ecar-
ried on courteously and in regular form. I ‘do
not, for one, approve of the appointment of a
teacher or instructor but the class would be as
well to have a director whose funetion it would
be to be responsible for the work dome. It would
be his business to look up in ‘advance the matter
liable to come up, to verify the definitions, ete.,
and be prepared to initiate. and carry on the dis-
cussion. This office. may be combined with that
of chairman or if there is no one willing to aect
permanently, individual students should be made
responsible for the proceedings at each meeting
of the ‘class. That is to say, that, the work of
each meeting should be laid out in advance and
some one member made responsible for it.

It has been my experience that classes of this
kind are liable to be infested with a variety of
freaks and cranks of one kind and another.
These people, of course, should have a courteous
hearing in discussion, but should not be allowed
to monopolize the time of the class and, if neces-
sary, should be firmly suppressed; a little verbal
brutality will do them no harm and will be help-
ful if they are any good. Such people are gen-
erally interested in the propagation of ecertain
political or religious theories and it should be
remembered that the object’' of the class is the
study of Political Eeonomy, that is to say, the
science of the production and distribution of
wealth under Capitalism and not to draw plans
for the New Jerusalem.

I am reminded that I promised to continue
the discussion of ‘‘use-value’” this week.
This I have not had time to take up and
have substituted the foregoing *which I had
by me and which is, in any ecase, timely. I
hope to go on to the other mext week D. V.
: : : GEORDIE.
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The League of Nations

Thege is quite a little controversy going on just
now, relative to what is called ‘‘The Freedom of
the Seas,”” and a ‘‘League of Nations.”” Now
what exaetly does those two phrases connote?
What is their significance? Let us take a look
at the latter phrase first. When we understand
that, the former will become clearer.

JAccording to its sponsors, a League of Nations
seems to connote an agreement, to be entered into,
between a number of nations, for the avowed pur-
pose of settling amicably, whatever disputes may
arise between them; and as a coralldry, to abolish
war. Let us bring the terms a little closer, ask,
what is the nature of the disputes occurring be.-
tween nations? How comes it .that dispmtes arise
at all? Why can not they be settled peaceably
now? And what oceasions war? To answer those
questions with any degree of explicitness, we must
first understand the nature of our soecial fabrie.
This is where T propose to help stir the tea-cup.

In the present organization of society, those
things essential to the maintenance of life, are
produced, quite naturally, under the terms of that
organization. And the terms are: that the re-

sources and machinery of produection, and distri- .

bution, as well as the total of what is produeced,
are wholly owned- and controlled by one class in
sqeiety, the eapitalist ‘class, and that no other sec-
tion of society can have aceess to those means of
supporting life, saving upon the condition imposed
by ecapital-production for sale, at a profit. Unless,
therefore, capital derives a profit from the opera-
tion of industry, that industry comes to a stand-
still. But if capital sees that profit fortheoming,
it will put forth everv effort, apply every inven-
tion; adopt every device; to operate that industry
to the fullest limit of capaecity, with the objeet of
inereasing the volume of produection, since the
greater that volume is, the greater is the profit
thereof.

But before profit—which is contained in the
commodities produced—ean be realized, those com-
modities must be sold. But where sold? Not at
home, certainly; because owing to the competition
of the workers among -themselves for jobs, that
portion. of them, aetually engaged in the produe-
tion of commodities, receive as wages the mere
subsistence necessities of life. And sinee those
wages, by no means represent the value of what is
produced, and sinee the purchasing power of the
market is measured by wages capacity, ecapital is
left with a vast sugplus to dispose off elsewhere.
And elsewhere ean only be the international mar-
ket.

Since, however, all eountries produce under this
system of ecapitalist” commodity production, then,
necessarily, all countries must look to the world
‘market for the sale of their goods; necessarily the
eapitalists of all eountries must compete, not only
a8 rivals for the sale of their goods, but also for
possession of the market itself, and necessarily
again not all of those eapitalist countries ean be
successful ecompetitors. Two supremacies ean not
exist in one market. And it is never to be for-
gotten, that in this relentless: and merciless rivalry,
there is no sickly sentimentalism of ‘‘live and let
live,”” ‘‘enough is as good as a feast,”’ and other
gimilar hoary platitudes. There is but the stern
‘must,’ of irrevocable necessity.

Again, successful and efficient prodncﬁon, in-
volves the co-ordination. of the produetive. forees.
The capitalist class of any counfry must so ad-
jutiuintemﬂeeonmywutopmdmhﬂle
most efficient manner, the maximum of produe-

M.vith the, minimum of frietion. If not, it can

t possibly be a suecessful world competitor. Tt
with this end in view, (bungling as it may be,)
indu commissions, arbitration, wage

eapitalistic contrivances are or

mpume ‘control of the central

executive government. And precisely as eo-ordina-

tion of funetion and relation, is an indispensable -

condition of industrial efficiency, so, co-ordination
of the maechinery, requisite for the disposal of the
surplus becomes likewise an imperative need. For,
Jjust as friction is the certain eoncomitant of ecapi-
tal in the realm of produetion, so is it the un-
avoidable accompanyment gf eapitalist rivalry in
the commercial sphere.

It is at this point that the' central government
comes into play. It establishes a foreign office;
organizes a foreign serviee; appoints foreign mini-
sters; sets up embassies and legations; has its
advisory councils; listens to the behests of foreign
syndieates; all organized and- adjusted .by the
capitalist elass executive government, in the sole
interests of the capitalist class; for the express
purpose of eontrolling the world market. All thé
powers have representatives at every court where
there is any bearing of interest, and it is their
business to see that the government to which they
are accredited does not overreach the government
they represent in the diplomatie quities of ‘‘eon-
cessions,”’ ‘‘spheres of interest,”’ and other such
slave guarding schemes. When this over-reaching
is suecessfud, it involves, of course, greater free-
dom of the market for the state which secured
the favorable deal and obviously, a limitation for
the loser.

The small States, because they are small Stafes,

and live off the rivalry of their big brothers, are.

compelled to listen to the ‘‘advice’” and ‘‘sug-
gestions’’ of the foreign office of the great powers,
insofar as the policies of the little States conflict
with the capitalist interests of the great powers.
If they do not show inglination to the ‘‘reason’’
of the great powers, there is a change of govern-
ment in that country, and the new executive is,
of course, (since it is amenable to ‘‘adviee,”’)
‘““safe,”” ‘‘honorable,”’ ‘‘appreciative of order,”
‘““with . democratic prineiples’’ and so on, «ad-
nauseum. This is where Secret diplomaey gets in
its fine work. But this political method of action
does not obtain—it can not indeed, between the
great powers themselves, knowing each other’s
methods and objectives. They possess huge fight-
ing machines; mobilizing organization in instant
readiness; vast stores of reserves of all kinds; al-
most unlimited resources. They are ready to re-
sent and prepared to ‘‘defend’’ any infringement
of what they ecall “‘right,”” with powerful self-
contained organizations of prostitute press and
rostrum, to help along the due appreciation of
‘“‘demoeracy,” and if a breach is opened, and be-
yond the power of diplomacy to stop it up, war
is the inevitable result.

Now let us look at the ‘‘League of Nations'’ in
the light of this philosophy. The statement, that
this league will be ecapitalistic, needs no defence.
Being capitalistie, it implies the old anarchy of
industry, production for sale, and as already
pointed out, production for sale, entails a market
to realize the profit. The existence of the small
States in this league (or out of it,) has no influ-
ence in this matter. Therefore-the great eapital-
ist power, daily comes into closer eontact and ever-
sharpening antagonism, with another similar

power, and soon or late, out of their necessarily

conflicting interests, a clash is bound to ecome.
They can not avoid it, because the tremendous
forees of social productipn, generated within them-
selves, compel them to obtain a market for their

goods, in order to keep their wage slaves work-

ing, or else—the inevitable alternative—those
slaves, co-ordinated and organized by ecapitalist in-

~dustry, in enforced idleness and facing starvation,

will' abolish both’ tio capitalist State and its
markéts.

And the “l"reodmdthsul," what of it?
Simply this, that the great power, alive to its in-
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The Communist Manifesto, at the rate of $8 per
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Manifesto of the &9£13hst Party of Canada . . $6

per 100. Single copies 10 dents.
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. $8 per 100. Single

Capitalist Produetion, béing the first nine chapters
of Vel. I. Marx’s Capital . . Single copies, paper
cover, 50 cents; ecloth bound, $1.00.

“Ten Days That Shook the World,”” By John
Reed—4$2.10.

Kolchak, Autograt and Tyrant. The actual story
of Kolchak and his methods told by an American
official recently returned from Siberia. With

- this is inecluded, Anti-Bolsheviks and Mr. Spargo,
by William Hard. Taken, with apologies. from
the July 9 ‘“New Republic’’ . . $6 per 100. 10
eents per single eopy.

“Industrial History of Eﬁgland,” By H. De B.
Gibbens—Ql.?O.

“Six Red Months
Bryant—t?.lg.

in Russia.’’ By Louise

Postage Paid.
\Iake all Money Orders payable to C, Stephenson,
401 Pender Street Bast, Vaneouver, B. C.

‘“TEN DAYS THAT SHOOK THE WORLD."
(By John Reed.)
John Reed was in Russia during the Bolsheviki

Revolution and this book records his observations.
He is a journalist, thus a trained observer but be-

" sides this he had the advantage of understanding

the historical nature of the forces at work. Price,
$2. Postage paid.

SPAIN. : '

(From the ‘“‘Daily Herald,”” Aug. 26.)

The Bareelona correspondent of the ‘‘Paese,”’ &
Madrid Republican paper, makes a sensational ex-
posure of the part played by the Employers’ As-
sociation in the reeent disorders, wires our San-
tander Correspondent.

The assassinations of Sabater and the rest, and
the bomb explosion seem to have been the work
of a gang of ruffians, some of whom were mem-
bers of the police. foree.

It has been virtually proved that this gang was
paid by members of the Employers’ Association
to ecreate a reign of terror in Bareelona, which
would bring about military . suppression of the
Uniom. o

terests in the world mnkot must control the trldp
routes leading to that market, on penalty of los-

/ing its commercial supremacy. For whatever may

obtain in times of peace, when the clash comes,
the power controlling the trade routes at once euts
off all communieation of external resource; shuts
off Allied assistance; bhars all outside supplies.
And the beleaguered one, must adopt every deviee
that ingenuity ean devise to break that blockade.
Just as nothing can prevent the natural rivalry of -

capital, so nothing can t the tacties of mili-
tary necessity and, just as no law ean obviate the
irresistable economies of .the machine, neither ean

_any league, ovreovmnt or treaty, org'umﬁee

however solemnly engaged upon, turn aside tko
titanie necessities -of soeial pmdnetlon e
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THE RLD FLAG

Economics and Mr. Cox \ 'A

o

’

(By Robert Arch, from ‘‘Justice.’’)
Read

(A reply to an opponent of Socialism.
this carefully. Edit. R. F.)

There was a time when Mr. Harold Cox was
considered the most brilliant of the intellectual
opponentﬁ of Soeialism. It must have been a very
long time ago; for everything he writes nowadays
produces on me, at least, a deepening impression
of senile decay. An article contributed by him to
the “Sunday Times’’ of August 3; entitled ‘‘How
to Grow Poor,’”” is -about the lowest limit yet
reached by any reputable controversialist on the
subject.

““Soeialist policy,”” Mr. Cox informs his readers,
“‘pontains two main ingredients: first, an attack
on capital; secondly, a restriction of the output
of labor.”” The attack on ecapital is based on the
“‘untrue assertion, derived from Karl Marx, that
the whole produet of industry rightly belongs to
the manual worker.” 'The truth is, says Mr. Cox,

. ‘that efficient means of production or eapital, mul-

tiply the product of unaided labor a hundredfold
or more, and therefore ‘‘in striet justice” the
espitilint. who provides it, is entitled to the whole
fnereased value due to this factor. That the eapi-
4alist does not actually get it all is due to the
cheapening of eapital by competition among in-
vestors._ Soecialism, by destroying the motives for
accumulating eapital, will drive the workman back
on his unaided labor-power. The second ingred-
fent of Socialist policy—viz., restrietion of output
—4s hypoeritically countenanced by ‘‘the more

“te“cetnal Socialists.”” althoudh . they appreciate

" "$ts mischief, because they find it useful in their

eampaign against capital! Tt now has behind it
Parliamentary authority in the shape of the Aet
re the restoration of pre-war trade practices. The
yesult will be further reduetion of output, for
which we have to thank Socialism and the poli-
Such is Mr. Cox’s statement.

Some Falschoods On Socialist Policy.

It will be noted that the statement begins with®

a falsehood—viz, that Socialism proceeds from
an untrue assertion of Marx that the whole pro-
duct of industry rightly belongs to the manual
worker. This falsehood is probably not Mr. Cox’s
fnvention, sinee it has previously been put for-
ward by Mr. Mallock and other writers, and is
eagerly believed by ignorant members’ of the
4‘aducated”’ classes who have never read Marx.
Marx made no such assertion. It was net his ob-
jeet, as an economist, to say how the produet of
fndustry ought to be apportioned, but to investi-
gate how it was apportioned. Those people (very
lew, 1 fear) who have taken the trouble to read
“‘Marx’s chapters on capitalist produetion, will re-
member passages in which he expressly points out
the necessity, under organized industry, of classes

of workers, other than manual, for the" efficient:

direction of labor. This obvious faet was subse-
quently trotted out by Mr. Malloek, in a series of
ponderous tomes, as if it wasa brand-new dis-
covery of his own, which all previons economists,
fneluding Marx, had ignorantly missed. The self-
4mportant Malloek tried to buttress his previous
falsely attributing te Marx an

- “discovery’’ by

s assertion that all wealth was the exclusive pro-

_duet of manual labor, and ought therefore to be

‘assigned exclusively to the manual laboring eclass.

Mr. Cox may have copied this falsehood from Mr.

My Cox, however, is not ¢oncerned with ‘the

/' claims of the non-manual worker, but with those

“that, the. bulk of wealth being due to im-

comparing the product of a man cultivating a
field with only a spade, ahd of a man cultivating
a field with a plough and, horses, or a motor-
plough driven by petrol. He concludes that the
difference belongs to the man who supplies the
plough. Now this kind of sophism—the sophism
which tries to lay down the portion of the product
due to a particular factor by asking how much
could be produced without it, and then assigning
it. the remainder—ecan ke made to prove anything
the demonstrator wishes. Mr. Mallock. uses the
samé sophism to prove that, two-thirds of mbdern
wealth is due, not- to manual labor, nor to the
provider of means of production as such, but to
“directive ability.”” I could mateh the two of
them, if I chose, by proving that every atom of
wealth is due to manual labor, and that directive
ability and means of production add nothing, in-
asmuch as they would produet nothing without
manual labor. Which of us is right?

A Dialectical Juggler's Trick.

In truth, none. The whole thing is # dialectical
juggler's trick. Every -useful material thing,
under modern conditions, is obviously a joint pro-
duet, in making which. human labor, mental and
manual, has been assisted by natural and mechani-
cal resources; and it is no more possible to. iso-
late the single effeet of each eause than it is to
discover whether the barrel or the hole i§ the more
essential part of a gun. Practically, however,
economists are concerned with the distribution of
wealth among human beings; and in assessing
their claims, we confineé our attention to the human
factors in production, and ignore for the moment
the causality of machines and so forth. . Aceord-
ingly, we repeat that all wealth 'is produced by
human effort or labor, and that all parts of the
total product, paid to persons not contributing to
that joint effort or labor, are necessarily de-
dueted from the portion payable to labor. This
is not metaphysies; it is mere commonsense,

“Oh! but,” says Mr. Cox, ‘“‘you have forgotten
the man who supplies the means of production.”
A blessed word, ‘‘supplies!’’  Let us econsider.
Who does supply the means of production? The
means of produetion consist of land, buildings,
mines, machinery and the rest—useful material
things, which, so fag as they are not derived from
Nature (like virgin soil,) are, like other wealth,
joint produets of human labor and natural and
mechanical resources. The means of production,
in short,-are produced by labor just like other
wealth; and the “‘man who supplies’’ them is the
worker. But Mr. Cox, when he speaks of the
“man who supplies’’ them, means the owner -a
different person altogether, We are indebted to
Mr. Cox for a new summary of capitalist econo-
mies. “‘Do not work—own. ‘Supply,” the wise
it call!” 3
What the Capitalist Is ‘‘Morally’’ Entitled To.

“In strict justice,”’ says Mr. Cox, ‘‘the capital-
ist who provides the instruments of produection is
morally entitled to the whole. inereased value
which those instruments produce.”’ I will not
enter here on a digression as to the difference
between value in use and value .in exchange, but
will tagke for granted that Mr. Cox means tha\the
capitalist is entitled to all the inerease of rwealth
due to modern mechanical invention, and leave it
at that. Look at this proposition, comrades and

_friends: read, mark, learn and inwardly digest it

~—and Jaugh! In striet justice, and as a moral
‘right, the eapitalist class ought to have received
the whole inerease of wealth since, say, the be-
‘ginning of the industrial revolution. The work-
ing elass, in strict_justice, ought to receive today
the total they received in 1760, and mot a tin-tack
more. For the difference, look you, is due to the
capitalists who . “‘supply ;. #he means of produe-
tion; the workers have contributed nothing. Think
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INDIA.

Hindu Labor Politically Conscious.

The masses in India, and among the factory
laborers, said Mr.-B. P. Wadia, president of the
Madras Labor Union, before the Joint Committee
of the British Parliament, had a power of under-
standing political and economic issues, The Indian
laborers loathed the idea of slavery in any form.
There were, he said, some 17,515.000 workmen em-
ployed in industries, of whom 950,000 were in
large establishments. There was an Indian Fae-
tories’ Act, which was originally passed in 1881,
and which was last amended in 1911. The law
permitted 12 hours work a day. Women were
worked 11 hours and echildren between' the ages
of nine and 14 were worked for six hours. Wages

and sanitation were beyond human ecalculation.
- b 3 *

British Strangling Hindu Editors.

How the British strangle Hindu editors will be
evidenced from the order served by the British
magistrate on Mr. ' D. Shahbaz Akhgar, late editor
of the ‘“Punjabi,’’ a daily published in Lahore,
Indiay Mr. Akhgar was ordered to abstain from
sending or receiving personally-er through a third
party, by post or by telegraph, or by hand or by |,
any other means, direet or indirect, dny written
communieation or other matter of like natyre to
or from any person whether within India or with-
out, until such communication shall have been
seen by the Deputy Commissioner of his distriet.

it out, and laugh! Or rather, don’t laugh at Mr.
Cox, but pity him and take warning; for- this is
what comes to prostituting a decent intellect to
the service of an economic creed in which no one
any longer believes whose range of information
and intelligence exceed that of a Sunday journal-
ist. ;

The capitalists, then, ought to receive this share
of the national income. But they do not. Tt is a
hard world, my masters! The capitalist is docked
of his just reward. And why? Because ‘‘most
people, as they begin to grow richer, save muech of
their money for the sake of their children or for
their own use in old age. Those savings are in-
vested, with the result that in normal times of
peace, capital tends to grow_cheaper, and thus
the manual worker can obtain the use of mechani-
eal instruments of production at an ever-dimish-
ing cost.”’ The eapitalist class, eondemned to cut-
throat competition among themselves, are exploited
and fleeced; while the bloated: proletarian squand-
ers his ill-gotten gains at Monte Carlo and other
Continental sinks of vice!-

Economic Methods Exposed.

It would bhe difficult to compress a greater
quantity of economie untruth into a single sen-
tence than Mr. Cox has done in that quoted above.
“Most people, as they begin to grow richer, save,”
ete. Most people don't, for the simple reason that
they don’t grow richer. That. owing to the opera-
tion of the system of propertv defended by Mr.
Cox, is the privilege of the few. The resnlt of
saving, and the eonsequent ‘‘cheapening of capi-
tal,” is, says he, that the worker obtains the nse
of instruments of produetion ‘‘at an ever-cheapen-
ing cost’’ Tt isn’t. Mr. Cox is here forgetting
the existence of two classes of capitalist—the
money-lender or financier, who lives on interest,
and the entrepreneur, who lives on profit. The
entrepreneur, or actual owner of mesns of bro-w
duetion—the employer, as we eommonlf % i

thc.,mhdﬂgumdtheemnomig ocess,

ard all analysis ought to start with him. The re-

mltofnvin’:;lnottoembhtkevw'orkcrtogdn

access to the means of production, but

to enable the employer to gain cheaper access to

the means of exchange—a very different thing.

But I defer further elucidation of this till mext
week.

(To Be Coneluded)

et 8 oh T At T b
Lo 3 i g N e e S L i sk
o G A 1.-:#'»\ LA On B T

AT

SRS SY S e




PAGE EIGHT

THE RED FLAG

—

I’Tofessor fea cock Riddled

(Continued From Page Five)

I

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




