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Reflections of a Wicked Capitalist

BTHE OTHER DAY THE WRITER of this column

WBB RSked why ho was not more sympathetic

to the C.C.F. parly and its program of socialism.

Well, as publisher of a newspaper, he has to admit

he is one of those wicked capitalists who run their busi-

nesses for a proiit, just as does the owner of a grocery

ire or a grower of orchard and farm produce. He gets

a lot of fun out of it, and is inclined to believe, or hope,

ihat he gives the people service worth what they pay

him. . . .

TO OPERATE THE PAPER it is necessary to use

capital, to own or rent a building, to buy machinery,

newsprint and many other supplies. It is necessary to

hire men to work. To pay for these things he has to sell

the paper to subscribers who pay $2.50 a year for it be-

cause they want it, and to sell advertising to people who
have things to sell. He has to admit he could not run

the paper without advertising revenue. . . .

ONE THING HE HAS NOTICED is that big business

in particular, and most little business give him just the

same amount of advertising, whatever his politics, or his

expression of opinion about public affairs. They seem

to judge the paper for advertising value on the circula-

tion which it obtains. That is probably because they

are wicked capitalists, too, and want to make a profit. . . .

IT IS A LITTLE DIFFICULT for him to picture

himself running the paper under a socialistic govern-

ment. From where would the advertising come? Since

the goods which each citizen used every day would be

> decided for him by experts, and the price of them set-

tled so that they would absorb the proper proportion of

his income, there would be no reason for advertising at

all. In fact, prominent C.C.F.ers have made it plain

that there is no place for advertising in their plans for

their "bright, new world." . . .

WITH ADVERTISING REVENUE GONE, the pub-

lisher of The Courier would be at the mercy of the bur-

eaucrats running the government. They would tell him
what he might and might not say. That seems to happen
in countries where the government runs everything. It

is quite natural that it should. There cannot be more than

one party in a socialistic country (didn't Harold Winch
say that all who opposed the socialistic government
would be treated as criminals?) for, since everything is

done by the government, any objection to the way in

which anything is done in the country is bound to be

an attack, not on an administration, but on the actual

system of government of the country. There cannot very

well be any elections to decide policies of the nation,

and elections cannot any longer be contests between
parties with different ideas as to how the country should
be run. but merely struggles between various individuals
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to have a share in the running of it. . . .

WE HAVE KNOWN A LITTLE about political pat-

ronage in Canada, even with the government not sup-

posed to run any business, but merely to hold the bal-

ance between different individuals and groups in the

country. It looks as if there might be a good deal of

both patronage and intimidation in a socialist country.

. . . Thanks. The publisher of this paper has no desire

to run it under a socialist government. He could not

afford to; he is convinced that freedom of speech would

be a thing of the past; and he would be—too scared. . ..

.

BUSINESS MAN'S VIEW
NOW LET'S LOOK AT THIS thing from the point

of view of the merchant on Bernard Avenue. How does

he know what his customers want? By the fact that ex-

perience has shown him in most cases, and by making
guesses when it comes to new articles. He fixes the

price at which he sells the goods, partly by noting what
his competitors ask, partly by adding a markup to the

price he pays the wholesaler. The wholesaler follows the

same plans, and the manufacturer does the same. . . .

NOT A GREAT MANY MERCHANTS make large

fortunes, and a very large proportion of them go bank-

rupt at one time or another in their careers. The whole-

sale business is usually more profitable than any except

the largest retail business, in the sense that a wholesale

business makes a bigger total profit. Usually, if we allow

for the bigger capital which the wholesaler uses, he does

little better than the retailer. Manufacturers use even

more capital than wholesalers, and some of them make
great fortunes. Others lose all their capital. In the end

all manufacturers and merchants live by being able to

provide the public with the goods the public wants, at

prices the public will pay. None of them is ever able

to give the public what they think the public should

have, at prices which they fix. Sometimes manufac-

turers or combinations of manufacturers try to do this,

but there are really no cases in which they succeed. The
public always manages to refuse to buy what they do

not want, or to pay more than they want to pay. . . .

THE NEXT TIME YOU HEAR a socialist orator

talking about the system of society he wants to establish,

ask him how prices will be set under it. He will have to

admit that they will be set just as they are now, or the

socialist industries will run at a loss. ... So what the

socialists are telling us is simply that the factories,

wholesale establishments and stores will be owned and

operated by the government. . . .

The only advantage to the consumer would be that,

as the socialist put it, the profits made by using capital

would go to the consumer, and not to the capitalists.

Now, there is grave doubt as to whether the average re-

turn to capital invested in private business exceeds three

per cent per annum. That is, if the socialist government

is going to borrow its capital from the public, there will
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be no saving from public ownership. If it is going to

obtain its capital by taxation, the public will have to

y%
for example, for each new Factory when it is built,

and not i period of Tears, as at present That would

mean a higher o{ living, or a lower standard of liv-

ing, which is the same thing under another name. . . .

Ask your socialist friends to explain how they propose

meet this problem, or if they just intend to have gov-

ernment ownership of business, and not care how it

works out. . . .

NOT SOLD ON SOCIALISM
THIS IS A DISCUSSION outlining just why the

writer had never been able to "sell" himself on socialism.

No such discussion would be complete without some
consideration being given to the question of production

for use. and not for profit, as the socialists promise us.

As far as this writer can see. this can only mean that the

people of the country will obtain the goods which they

need, whether they pay for them or not. If it does not

mean exactly that, then it means nothing. . . .

NOW LET US THINK for a moment about, say,

boots. Everyone has to have boots in Canada, if only

in the winter. In summer some of us might get along

without them. At present, factories make boots for us,

with the idea of making a profit; wholesalers and re-

tailers sell them for the same reason. The tanners do

their part, for profit, and the farmers produce hides for

exactly the same purpose. . . . The workers in the boot

factories want fair wages, arid it is a little difficult to un-

derstand why there should be any great difference be-

tween paying a man or woman money for working in a

boot factory, or paying the same person some sort of

reward for having worked in the past and saved his

money, which is how the boot factory was able to obtain

capital to put up its buildings and buy its machinery. . . .

NOW. IE THE SOCIALISTS mean what they say,

boots will not be produced at all for this reason, but

because people need them. Some one will have to de-

cide who needs boots, and if he can pay for them. If

not. they will have to be given to him free of charge.

That is. the rest of us will have to pay more for our

boots, or pay taxes, to see that those who need boots

and cannot pay for them can have them. In other words,

you who read this will probably be paying for thr

writer's boots. . . .

THE WORKERS IN THE boot factories will still

have to be paid, and the farmers will have to be paid

for hides. We can replace the wholesale and retail deal-

ers by government employees if we like, but it is not

by any mean^ certain that this would lessen the cost of

ing boots. ... As for the capital for the boot factories.

the socialists tell us that the owners would be compen-

ted on fair terms. Since there would be no other in-

tments for their money fas like the boot factories,

other industries would be socialize* they would have
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to buy government bonds. These would have to pay
interest, or else the compensation would not be on fair

terms, since, with no< interest on government bonds, they

would be the same as money and people would have to

spend them. That would simply mean such a flood of

money that any talk of controlling prices would be a

bad joke. Money would become worthless. . . . So, if

the compensation was in real money, which could be

invested, the total capital of all the boot industry would
still be there, with interest on it guaranteed by the tax-

payers. In short, boots would still have to be made for

profit, and sold for money to the people who could pay
for them, or given away free of charge to those who
could not, and those who paid for them would be pay-

ing for the boots of those who could not pay. We should

still have production for profit. It all sounds very much
like the system which exists in any country which is

not socialized, and in which people who can help poorer

people do so. Perhaps the socialists can tell us what
the difference would be. . . .

UNEMPLOYMENT, A BATTLE CRY

THE UNEMPLOYMENT which was so general dur-

ing the depression is the real reason why the C.C.F. has

an appeal for most people who are willing to vote for

C.C.F. candidates, and that is not surprising. Unemploy-
ment is the most dreadful thing which the ordinary man
has to face. (The writer knows all about that.) He may
be quite willing to take his chance of bad luck, illness

and even early death, for those are not matters which
any government can control. He does know, however,

that something is wrong in a country when honest and

industrious citizens cannot obtain work to do. . . .

OF COURSE, THAT IS NOT the same thing as say-

ing that any government can be expected to give every-

one the particular job which he would like to have, at

the wages he would like to earn. For example, if three

times as many young men decide to go into any pro-

fession as that profession can absorb, then there is no-

thing surprising in the fact that, when they graduate,

they cannot all get those jobs. A great deal of un-

employment really amounts to* nothing more than un-

willingness to accept what work is available. With all

allowances for cases of that kind, however, there was

real unemployment, and no one but a fool would deny

that. . . .

THERE WAS A GREAT DEAL of money available

all through the depression. Bank deposits were very

large. Savings deposits, at the lowest point, in 1934, were

$1,373,000,000, while in 1928, at the height of the boom
they were only $1,427,000,000. The rate of interest on

savings deposits was very low, so it seems quite clear

that something more than the lack of money was the

matter. Many students think that the real trouble was

that we did not recover from the stock market crash in

New York, just because people had become frightened,
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and that all the attempts of the government to do Bome-

thinf about it only frightened people more. . . . There

were such other troubles as the fact that we could not

lell our wheat abr« ftd. . . .

NOW. OF COURSE. WE could have stopped the un-

employment, at any moment, by the simple job of put-

ting everyone to work, but are we quite sure that we
want to give the government the power to do this? Are

we quite sure that we would really like to have a sys-

D by which a man might not accept temporary un-

employment, rather than take the only jobs available'.'

Are we quite certain that we would like to have a sys-

tem by which some one in Ottawa can tell your son,

after he comes back from the war, that he must go and

dig ditches? The writer of this column is not sure at

all. . . . There is nothing wrong with digging ditches,

and a lot of important and wealthy men in Canada have

dug ditches in their time, but is it really a good thing

to have a system by which men can be made to go

and dig ditches? . . . The point is that there is never

unemployment on the slave plantation, or in Germany
under the Nazis. That is one way of running our society,

but is it really the way which we want to have? . . .

VOTERS PAY LOW WAGES
CONTINUING THE STORY of the things that puzzle

this writer about the C.C.F. . . . The C.C.F. is so certain

that it would do everything that is necessary to see that

everyone in Canada has good wages and good working

conditions, that it would be very nice for us to get some
real plans as to how all this is to be accomplished. . . .

The desire of the capitalist to make profit may be the

reason why workers in private industry do not receive

better wages, although, of course, there is always the

chance that it may be because the capitalists who own
these industries have not been always wise enough to see

that the best way for everyone to have good wages is for

us to increase the production of as many industries as

possible. . . . Leaving that aside for the moment, we
might consider those cases of people who are employed

by the government, and the case of the school teachers

is one. It is true that they are not employed by the

Government of Canada, but by the governments of the

provinces, or in most cases by local school boards, but

they are employed by public authorities, just as the soc-

iabsts would have us all employed. . . .

YET. FOR SOME REASON, the school teachers

seem to be the most underpaid group, outside of city

schools, and they seem to have the greatest difficulty in

getting fair increases in their pay. The reason is, of

course, that their pay comes out of the taxes, and the

people who pay taxes are voters. They do not seem
very eager to increase the amount of taxes which they

pay, merely for doing social justice to the school teachers.

. . Now. under the socialist system, everybody's pay

would be paid by the taxpayers, the government would
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own all industries, and all receipts of the industries

would go to the treasury, and all expenditures coime out

of the treasury. Exactly how would people proceed about
the job of getting fair wages under such a system?

THE ANSWER IS OBVIOUS. If, as in the case of the

school teachers, the people who want the increase in

wages were only a few in number, and the taxpayers as

a whole did not want their taxes increased, for the pur-

pose of paying better wages to this small group, then

these wages would not be increased. . . . On the other

hand, the employees of the city, in such a city as, say,

Toronto, are very well paid, by comparison with the

employees of private industry. It would seem that this

happens because there are quite a number of city em-
ployees in Toronto, and the City Council is not as much
afraid of the unorganized vote of the taxpayers as it is

of the organized vote of the city employees. . . .

THE SITUATION SEEMS TO BE, after all, that

after the government has taken over all industries, we
shall spend the rest of our lives in trying to get together

in associations to get higher wages for our own group,

while, as taxpayers, we try to prevent anyone else get-

ting higher wages. That might explain why it is so

much easier to convince the members of some powerful

labor unions that socialism is a good thing than it is to

convince the great mass of middle-class merchants, far-

mers and unorganized workers. ... As for organized

workers, I wonder if they and their strikes would have

been treated with the kid gloves used today? It seems

to me in his Calgary speech Harold Winch gave labor

something to think about when it considers a strike un-

der a Winch-opinionated government. . . .

SOCIALISM OR SENIORITY
DURING THE DEPRESSION, work was very scarce

on the railways, and, as a result, not all the engineers,

firemen, conductors and brakemen could run full time.

The seniority rules of the railway unions are very rigid,

and permitted the senior men on the roster to run quite

a large mileage, before it was necessary to give the jun-

ior men a turn at it. The C.C.F. candidate who was
elected at Revelstoke not long ago is a locomotive en-

gineer. No one asked him how work would be shared

when the C.C.F. was in office. Would the senior loco-

motive engineers be given the first chance at the jobs,

or would the work be shared among seniors and juniors

alike? . . .

THE RULES OF THE railway unions are the busi-

ness of the railway men, and there is no reason for others

to interfere, but the socialist plan is supposed to be one

for social justice, and for sharing wealth more efficiently

than it is now shared. Therefore, it is to be supposed

that, under a socialist government, steps would be taken

to see that the work of railway employees would be

shared fairly, and in accordance with the needs of men.

That is, a socialist government would probably abolish

10



the seniority rules. ... It is not likely that we shall

ever have a locialist government In Canada, but we
.sliould at least underhand what the socialists are Offer-

ing u. 1 tins is certainty one oi the things, u the

.socialist tells you that uus is not true, and that the

..lonty ruiee wouiu not be touched and that Uie work

uuuid not be di\ iocd among the men, then you might

ask him why he would divide any other kind oi' wealth.

rKOBABLY TliEKE AIvE thousands wlio do not

about it, but tins writer is naturally revolted by

the thought oi polities in municipal government, and be-

the CC.V. policy is definitely to bung party divi-

.-ams into tlie municipal held, lor that reason alone, he

tinds it dillicuit to warm to that party. William Irvine,

one oi tne C.C.F. leaders in Alberta, is quoted by the

Lumuiiton Journal as saying "
. . . The C.CJT. cannot

ailora to leave out any branch of government

having power to do public business. We must

be as clear about the part to be played by

cities in a socialist planned economy as we must be about

the part to be piayed by the Federal Government. If the

cities were left to be governed by the businessmen who
govern them now under the silly, meaningless term of

non-political', they could and would sabotage the whole

socialist program.*' . . . That is the C.C.F. view of muni-

cipal affairs. It is a sad day for any city when political

considerations rule the municipal council. This writer

knows and has seen some of the effects in a large city

and a small town. Fortunately, Kelowna has been free of

politics in its civic administration. That is one real reason

why there is a fine community spirit here and this city

is known to be one of the most progressive smaller cities

in this province. It will be a sad, sad day for Kelowna
if ever its aldermen and mayor are elected on political

considerations. . . .

WAR RECORD OF THE SOCIALISTS

CONTINUING THE OUTLINE of why this writer

cannot become "sold" on the C.C.F., one important reason

is that he is not so sure that the leaders of the party are

not more interested in getting into power than they are

in Canada. One cannot overlook the party's war effort.

IN THE "MORGUE'' IS A little booklet issued by the

C.C.F. National Office at Ottawa on "Canada and the

War—the C.C.F. Position." It quotes the C.C.F. state-

ment on Canada and the present crisis as saying: "...
the C.C.F. believes that Canada's policy should be based

first on the fundamental national interests of the Can-
adian people as well as on their interest in the outcome
of the war. Canada should be prepared to defend her

own shores, but her assistance overseas should be limit-

ed to economic aid and must not include conscription of

manpower or the sending of any expeditionary force . . .

Any attempt to send a force abroad would rob us of the

manpower necessary for the defence of our shores and
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for home production, would gravely endanger national

unity, would threaten our civil liberties and democratic

institutions, and would ultimately lead to conscription."

THIS WAS NOT ONLY ADOPTED as the C.C.F.'s

war stand, it was argued throughout the earlier war
years by the leaders of the party. It is true that one does

not hear so much about it now, but there has been
nothing to show that the C.C.F. leaders have had any
change of heart. Thank God the C.C.F. was not in power
at Ottawa in September, 1939. During the special war
session of the House of Commons at that time J. S.

Woodsworth, leader of the party, said: "I cannot give

my consent to anything that would drag us into war."

On the day that Canada declared war Mr. Coldwell said

in the House: "This is the policy which represents the

consensus of the leaders of our movement from coast

to coast: Canada should be prepared to defend her own
shores but her assistance should be limited to economic

aid and must not include conscription of manpower or

the sending of any expeditionary force." . . . We know
now that, even as Mr. Coldwell, Angus Maclnnis and

other party leaders were declaiming that "Canada need
not send men to> aid Britain," the Canadian force was
practically the only fully equipped force defending the

shores of Britain. . . . All this but demonstrates the C.C.F

war attitude. I find it most difficult to warm to a group

led by men with that viewpoint. They may be right

and Harold Winch may have been right when he said

in the B.C. Legislature in September, 1939, that "Can-

adians can do more to maintain freedom and democracy

by being alive in Canada than six feet underground in

European soil." They may be right but, if their view-

point had predominated in the democratic countries,

there probably would not have been a C.C.F. or any

other party in existence in Canada today. . . . When
leaders of a party could be so terribly wrong on an

issue such as this, there is little cause to believe that

those same men can successfully lead us to the "bright

new world" they talk about so> glibly. . . .

IF THE C.C.F. HAD been in power in 1939, Canada

would not have declared war, or if we did, it would

have been solely to furnish economic assistance to the

Allies, but not to* send any troops overseas. After Dun-
kirk, the Canadian troops, which were the only fully

equipped formation in Britain, would not have been

there. Canadian airmen would never have bombed
Germany, nor aided Montgomery in the greatest victory

march in history. Canadian soldiers would not now be

in Italy and Holland and Canadian airmen would not

now be bombing Berlin. This record is not something

invented to discredit the C.C.F. The policy was that offic-

ially adopted by the party, as late as September, 1939.

It was not the result of any special dislike for Britain.

Prof. Frank Scott, national chairman of the C.C.F., wrote

a book called "Canada Today," in 1938, and in it he ex-

pressed the conviction that, in the event of war between

the United States and Japan, the wise course would be
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for Canada t be strong enough to maintain neutrality,

He explained that European and Pacific quarrel* bad

nothing to do with us. because no nation would think

of attacking us. . . . The tunny thing is that the C.C.F.

lers are the very people who now want us to get

into the closest possible co-operation after the war with

other nations, especially Russia. . . . On their record the

C.CF. leaders are not the most brilliant group to whom
we could turn over the foreign policy of the nation.

Voters who ar -led by their double talk about pre-

ying the right of the people (and at the same time

turning all of us into slaves of the government, after

we have been stripped of our savings and property)

might remember thai no amount of double talk can alter

the record of the C.C.F. stand on foreign policy. It is a

ord of plans which, if we had adopted them, would

have left us unable to hold up our heads in the company

of free men. . . .

HIDING THE TALENT?
LISTENING TO THE C.C.F. speaking and reading

their material, one is forced to the conclusion that ap-

parently the C.C.F. is confident that it has at its com-

mand men and women of such intelligence and skill

that, if the party is elected to power, it can proceed to

run Canada so much better than it is now being run

that their election is justified. That is an interesting

thought. If the C.C.F. knows of men so much better

than any now available it is, surely, tne national duty

of the party to bring these persons to the attention of

the public at this time and let the country have the

benefit of their skill. Indeed, if this suppression of des-

perately needed men is being done deliberately, it would
seem to stamp the C.C.F. as distinctly unpatriotic, to

say the least. On the other hand, if they have not the

men available to carry out their fine-sounding plans,

then would it not be best for the party to go out and

find them before boasting that it can run Canada better

than any one else? Certainly the record of the C.C.F.

party members is not one that has impressed me, nor

made me want to commit all my way of life into their

keeping. Coldwell. Winch. Scott, Lewis, Jolliffe, Steeves,

MacPhail. These have not impressed me sufficiently

to persuade me to take my confidence from such

men as King. Ilsley. Bracken, Howe, Macdonald.

If the C.C.F. is not just shooting hot air, let it show
us. and sell us. the brilliant men who will carry

out the hitherto impossible and assure prosperity and

happiness in the "bright, new world." . . .

HOW FAR IS UP?

THE VANCOUVER SUN on January 5th interviewed

M. J. Coldwell. leader of the C.C.F. party, and the re-

porter asked him if his understanding of the C.C.F. pol-

icy meant the elimination of "private enterprise." Mr.

Coldwell replied that he preferred the term "corporation
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enterprise." That would go. . . . But just what does Mr.
Coldwell mean by "corporation enterprise?" Does he
mean that all companies will be taken over by the Gov-
ernment regardless of their size? Does he mean, for ex-

ample, that the C.C.F. plans call for the taking over of

The Kelowna Courier and the Vernon News, which are

both companies, but the Penticton Herald would not be

taken over, as it is not a company? Does he mean that

a grocery store operated as a company would be taken

over, while one run by an individual would not be? Ob-
viously he did not mean this, because even the C.C.F.

would not undertake such an absurdity. What then did

he mean? Did he mean that large companies would be

nationalized, while small ones were not? How far is

up? And how great is large? Where is the dividing '

line between large and small? Isn't it time that the

C.C.F. leaders, who have for months now been talking

about the nationalization of corporations, told us just

exactly what they mean? If they can. . . .

I RECALL ONE CONVERSATION I heard when
this question was put to one of the prominent C.C.F.ers.

He said that they would not worry about small busi-

nesses. Asked what he would do with a grocery busi-

ness with a turnover of five thousand a year, he said

he would ignore it. Then he was asked what his attitude

would be if that business was run as a family affair and

expanded undl it did ten thousand a year. He said he

would still ignore it, and he replied the same way
when asked about a twenty-five thousand and a fifty

thousand dollar a year turnover. But when it reached a

hundred thousand, he was a little doubtful and thought

that this business, developed by the members of one

family, should be taken over by the state when it

reached a hundred thousand dollars a year turnover.

Then he was asked what about ninety-nine thousand

and he was stumped. The plain fact was that he did

not know and could not know, for there was not a just

and equitable answer that could be made to the question.

And yet it is one which the C.C.F. must answer and
one which Mr. Coldwell should be prepared to answer

before he talks about the nationalization of business,

whether he means big business or small business. How
far is up, Mr. Coldwell? . . .

LATEST ESTIMATES of the national income are

that the income of all the people in Canada has increased

from about $4^ billion in 1939 to $8y2 billion in 1943.

The share of this going in salaries and wages, which was

%2y2 billion in 1939, is now $5 billion. The share going

in interest and dividends, which was $675 million, has

now increased to $750 million. The remainder, which

includes all the earnings of farmers, professional men,

small merchants, and people working on their own ac-

count, appears to be increased from somewhat over 1.3

billion to about 2.7 billion. ... It seems very extraordin-

ary that, despite these facts, we still have people stamp-

ing around the country, demanding that a bigger share
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of the national Income should go in wages, and a smaller

share in profits As b matter of tact, the great pro-

S in this war will not bo big business institutions.

but labor, and the people who are suffering are the

smaller busim n, the middle class citizens, and those

people who continue to have fixed incomes, ov who
work on their own account. . . . The total national income,

of course, includes the cost of the war, and the increase

in it has not been because of any general and lasting

prosperity. It has come from the fact that we are spend-

ing great amounts of money, for very wasteful though

necessary purposes. . . .

THE WAR IS GOING TO END some day. and we
.11 have to face the task of finding employment for

the great number of people who have, in one way or

another, shared in this wartime increase in income. . . .

The socialists talk very frankly about carrying on the

wartime conditions, and keeping wages where they are.

It might be well for the rest of us to remember what
this means. It means carrying on. forever, the present

difficulties of the small business man, of the middle

class, and of all those people who have to live on fixed

Inc It is a plan for giving more than half the in-

come of the nation to about one-third of the people. . . .

To carry out any such plan we shall have to maintain

the present scale of taxation, and have two Victory

Loan drives a year, just as we now have. We shall have

to keep up the whole system of price control which we
now have. In short, we shall have to go on, forever, as

though this was a country at war. ... It is to be under-

>d why this plan is popular with organized labor in

the eastern cities, but there does not seem to be very

much in it for the greater number of the people who
live in the smaller communities. It seems to be a plan

for making them the goats forever. . . .

WHO IS WINNING THE WAR?
IT IS A FAVORITE argument with socialist writers

and speakers, and one that seems to be convincing to

the average man. that the great industrial production

that has been achieved in Canada during the war is

due solely to Government control, and that all that is

necessary to continue the present rate of production and
employment into peacetime is for the Government to

carry on and extend its controllership. In other words,

we are told that the success of our industrial war effort

is due to the adoption of a large measure of socialist

"technique," and therefore the more socialism we have
the happier we'll be. . . . If that were true there are few.

if any, Canadians who would not vote for transforming

this country into a socialist state. But. unfortunately, it

is not true. . . .

IN THE FIRST PLACE, it is not true that the suo-

r effort is due solely to Government con-

trol. The Government has had little to do with actual

production: that has been carried on, with certain re-
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strictions, under the profit system, both as regards man-
agement and labor. . . . The writers of a recent socialist

handbook frankly admit this when they say: "Capitalism

remains in the saddle. In fact, its hold is more firm than

ever." Probably what they meant was that even what
is called "Government control" is being conducted by ex-

perienced business men and industrialists who have given

their efficient services to the Government. So far as we
know, there are no socialists among them. Socialist

leaders have been too busy with their post-war planning

and political propaganda to give their "expert" services

to the war effort—except to stir up discontent among
war workers.
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