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1t seems that at New York Uni-
versity, following the Biblical for-
mula of the left hand and the right
hand, the Professor of Sociology
knows not what the Professor of
History is doing.

Last month Mr. Bernstein con-
- tributed to this department a review
of Henry Bamford Parkes’® “Marx-
ism: An Autopsy? in which the au-

thor's astute analysis of collectivism

was properly evaluated as an ana-
lytical tour de foree in anti-social-
istic literature.
Professor of History.

Fhis month another member of the
N. Y. U. faculty lends his mite to the
steadily mounting pile of economic
literatyre. In “Economics for the
Millions” {Modern Age Rooks, $2.50),
Henry Pratt Fairchild, the afore-
mentioned Professor of Sociclogy,
provides a reducto ad absurdum in
the art of simplification. In words
of ome gyllable or two, and in
thoughts as elementary, he attempts
to outline the complicated sciénce of
economics for cé.psule consumption
by the masses. None of the advan-
tages and all of the dangers of sim-
piification are the reward for this
effort.

Written in an annoying kindergar-
ten style; with contradictions and
amateurish superficialities following
each other in cloying regularity: and
studded with {lippantly propagan-
distic chapter headings such as “Fal-
lacy of Profiis” and “Socialisin Not
Political” *“Eeonomies for the Mil-
lions” stands out in graphic con-
irast to the dignified and scholarly
work of Professor Falrehild’s col-
league, Professor Parkes,

To discuss seriatim Fairchild's py-

- ramided errors would be but to tor-
ture the rules of fair play far be-
yond decent limits; and yet readers
of this column are entitled to a sam-
ple or fwo of the professor's curious
logie, '

“The next point,” reads the bot-
tom of page 229, “that calls for clear

‘nnderstanding is that Socialiem is

8o much for the

not a political system, but an eco-
nomic system. In esssnce, it has
nothing to do with the form of gov-
ernmeni whatever.”

But at the end of the same par-
agraph Fairchild wtites: “Practical-
ly speaking, a socialistic system
must always be associated with a
form of government that is essen-
tially democratic” and two para-
graphs further on, in the manner
of a professorial daring young man
on the flying trapeze, he files clear
back to his first statement: “Social-
ism,” he says, "is not necessarily in-

volved ayvith the form of govern- .

mental organization,”
Which does Professor Fairchild

really believe, that Socialismm “has

nothing to de with the form of gov-
ernment whatever,” or that is “must
always be associated with a form of
government that is essentially dem-
ocratic”? The reader has no way
of telling. Bui what is apparent is

this: that Fairchild would like to '

convince his readers

that though |

“historically Capitalism (i.e. private :

enterprise}

er’ they are mnot inseparable part-
ners.

and democracy have !
grown up together, and have to some |
extent, at least, supported each oth- |

Thus, on the one hand, he :

would have us believe that it is not .
unthinkable for democracy to em- |

‘brace Socialism; hence the proposi-
tion that Socialism is an "economic

system” and not a “political sys- .

tem.”

Then, on the other hand, an-

ticipating the common and wholly |

justifiable fear that Socialism, if
ever embraced by demoeracy would
return the affectionate gesture with

deadly enthusiasm, tries to give re- i

assurances—and thus, though Capi-
talism and democracy are not in- !

separable partners, Socialism and de-
mocracy . are practically Siamese
twins, in spite of the fact that “eco-
nomic systems” and “political sys-
tems” are seemingly hardly more
than forty-second cousins.

SBuch inept logic is more than a '

source of scornful or sarcastic criti- |

cism; it provides a serious lesson to

those who all toe readily abandon

basic theory for the purpose of bhet-
ter serving =& supposed uniquely
igent circumstalice. There is
“Progress and Poverty,” which,
riously emough, Jike “Beonorhics-

ex- !
in
cu-
for

163

the Millions;” was written directly
for mass education, a skein of logic,
a corrélation of basic laws which
provide a meéans for judging every
situation within the purview of eco-
nomic activity, ‘The emergency sit-
uations which fluster the “make-it-
up-as-you-go-along” economists are
not qualitatively different from .
“pormal” - sifuations. If measures
of povernment planning are theo-
retically inapplicable to solution of
the problem of poverty in ‘‘prosper-
ous” times, they are equally un-
availing in times of depression.

Like monetary inflatlon govern-
ment planning has an ineluctable
tendency to feed upon itself; if must
grow out of bounds and oui of con-
trol. To understand the fuil force of
this fact requires painstaking schol-

"arliness; it can never be compre-

hended by the type of economist who
kow-tows to the tabloid mind.



