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Comrriuiiism is not popular in Russia. Some three or four out of 
every hundred believe in it. The others are now openly beginning 
to say they are not Communists. Priests, who for yeah  have been 
hiding, plying most unexpected trades, are repeatedly coming into 
the o p e n .  . . I t  is the d a w n .  . . 

Alone these heroic missioners cannot complete their work, for 
Russia has had no seminaries, no system of religious instruction for 
so long, that  few under forty-five know anything about God. And 
Russia is a land where E O  many died in the Revolution, in the fam- 
ines, shootings, and in this last war, that  if you go down the street 
of any of their big towns, there are few people to be met  over fifty, 
and no really old people. Godless Communism has taught the land 
terrible things, so that RusEia stands as a menace to the world. We 
must convert her or she will pervert us. 

It would be a grand plan if people interested in Russia had a house 
where they could learn to love the true soul of Russia, learn Rus- 
sian, read her literature, her history, arid find out if they were 
cnlled to  join the heroic missioners preparing to go there. Such a 
house is sure t o  come about, for the need is great. And the whole 
church is praying, so the vocations will multiply also. 

I t  would be a grand thing t o  see branches of all our well loved 
Orders in Russia, and the best way surely would be to prepare now, 
for the dawning day. 

There is no doubt but, that the Russian Martyr; will teach us 
many things, and that,  going to Russia to teach them the faith, we 
will find that in reality we go there to be taught many things we 
have never guessed. There are those degrees of selfless prayer, 
and of childlike wonder, so natural to the Russian, so seemingly 
distant to us, for Russians are natural contemplatives But  we 
have also something to give them, we have a certain self-control 
and balance which they admire, and long to attain, and without 
which they might easily fall a prey to the next. ‘‘ism’’ that  tries to 
overcome them. MARA . 

B E V E R I D  G E D E B U K K E I) ? 
THE fashionable Beveridge school of full employment economics 

is open to a good deal of detailed criticism, and Professor Fisher has 
made a valiant, if not wholly succeesfirl at tempt to  suggest the 
greater importance of a different approach.(l) I n  spite of a number 
of dexterous jabs the Beveridge school still stands, sore but un- 
shaken; in rightly denying that the New Economics are new, Pro- 
fessor Fisher tends to sLp too easily into denying that they are fre- 

(1) A. G. B. Fisher: Economic Progress and Social Secur i ty .  (Macmilhn; 18s.). 
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queiitly good ecoiioIiiics. B u t  he has mLidc out his ciiiise on ti. great 
niany individual points, and provided i i  v:iluable corrective to the 
tendency to, over-emphus'se rrionet;try solutions. 

On the ceiitral issue oE full emploj~iieii t ,  the csseiice of the Bever- 
idge case is tha t  needs must  be clothed with purchasing power. If 
denialid shows slgiis of failing to absorb the whole a i d a b l e  oiitput, 
then tax rerriissioris or subeidies must, be used to enable or induce 
people to buy t,he goods which they w a i i t - o r ,  more comrrioiilg, what 
the  current polit'cal iriujority thinks tha t  they ought to w:rnt. Pro-  
fessor Fisher prefers to Lxpprotiuh t.he other way round. If goods are 
~ ~ i s o l d ,  whj- do prodiicers not make nioi-e effort to give consumers 
what they want?  Why not. try to promote new enterprise :it the 
"growing points" of the rconomic svst.eni, and to  render existing 
firms more adaptable? There is not much difficulty in showing 
tha t  :iloiig these lines ti great deal more could he done than was 
: Ic tunl l~  attempted in the  thirties; most of a l l ,  of course, iii Professor 
Fisher's own special field of international t,ritde. The fact., after a.11, 
is obvious, aiirl has not been igiiored by the 13everidge school. B u t  
i t  is reasonable enough to point ou t  tha t  they have given i t  far too 
little atteiitioii, iiiicl the result of giving it inore would be a sti,onger 
guarantee tha t  full employment will conic through, allowing con- 
sumers to buy what they genuinelg choose in the market, and not 
what is chosen for them in Trailsport' IIouse or the 'l'owii Hall. 

R u t  the :q i i i r ien t  o n  these lines c i n  be, and is, carried too far. 
There are  good i~wsoiis for doribtiiig whether any amount of ell- 
courugement of change in the structure of industry to meet. con- 
sumers' demands will d w i y s  iiiduce the aiiiount of invest'nient, or 
indeed of consumption needed for either full employment or full 
efficiency ; wheretis the Beveridge approach can, :it least, guarantee 
tha t  enough iiioney w'ill be spent, if not alwajs in the best possible 
way. The lesson of the  war .s not, as Professor Fisher a.rgucs, tha t  
we can have full emplognient by conceiitrating uiilirnitetl demand 
on a few goods and going short oE t he  rest;  i t  is tha t  we can have 
full ernploynient by creatiiig iinlimited demtind, which cim be done 
even more e;isily by tax remissions which give cons i i~ne r~  morc 
money to  spend as  they like thtin by subs:tlisi~ig, 01% publicly pur- 
chasing, :my particular cluss of product. 

On the international side there is plenty (begiiining with 1l;rnpire 
Preference) i n  the policies of the  thirties, aiid .of the economists, for 
whom history ended in 1933, which can be rightly and usefully toll- 

deniried. We did p ~ y  too much ;ittelltion in the twenties and 
thirties to bolstering up  decaying export industries and boo little to 
promoting new eiiterprise in direct.ions where rspansion w:is pos- 
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sible; and there is a real danger that,  in adopting protective policies 
in order to allow a monetary expansion for the sake of immediate 
full employment, we may block developments in the international 
division of labour, which are vital in the long run, both to full em- 
ployment and to higher standards of living. Quidquid debrant 
reges . . . i t  IS particu1:irly the small client States, as Professor 
Fisher points out, whirh pay in depression or political dependence 
for the isolationism of the Great Powers. The export of unemploy- 
ment to Australia has long been the main business of the politicians 
of British agriculture. 

But is i t  quite so certain that (for example) exporters to Great 
Britain were worse off because we adopted a general tariff in 19311 
The effect of general protection was that the employment multiplier 
in Great Britain-the effectiveness of a given act of spending in 
creating ever-widening rings of additional employment within this 
country-increaeed about 30%. The building boom, a classic ex- 
ample of I’rofessor Fisher’s ‘‘elasticity of demand a t  growing 
points”, was thus able to lift us a great deal further out of the de- 
pression without running into difficulties over the volume of im- 
ports; while, just because employment and the national income 
were so much higher, our volume of imports may, nevertheless, 
have been a t  least as high as would have been possi1)le under free 
trade. Professor Fisher quotes at  one point the warning in a recent 
United States Government publkation against exaggerating the 
effect of fu l l  employment o n  American imports. If he had begun 
the quotation i~ par:grnph earlier, he would have found that “Past  
experience clearly indicates tha t  the greatest contribution towards 
a large and stable flow in the supply of dolliirs . . . lies in the main- 
tenance of a high level of national income and production in the 
United States.”@) I n  view of the drop of 64% in dollar payments 
on current account between 1929 and 1933, and of the possibility of 
a repetition of this performance within the next ten years, there 
may also be more to he said for a Beveridge “Ful l  employment 
club” of like minded Governments than an :q i iment  based merely 
on the need for structural adjudstments would allow. 

Professor Fisher’s general outlook on economic organisation is on 
traditional liberal lines, and he has some well-earned criticism of 
the vagueness of planners about ways and means. As an Aus- 
tralian, he has reason to feel a little cynical over the virtues of 
nationalisation as a means of improving either efficiency or labour 
relations, and he rightly points out that rotund phrases about public 

(2) Hal B. Lary, The United States in the World Economy, p. 14. 
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service, Christianity, or the Scientific Approach do not prevent the 
economics of Socialism from looking remarkably like, according 
to the brand of Socialist, the econoiiiics of perfect cornpetition or 
the power politics of big business. I n  general, his view is that  the 
t.raditiona1 forrnula of free competition with t,he State holdirlg the 
ring is still satisfactory, provided only that the rules of competition 
:ire tightened up. 

It is here that his argument. is least adequate. Granted that 
monopolies and trade associations need to  be supervised, and in pak- 
t icuhr that the main danger to efficiency is not so much the malice 
of iiioiiopolists as the sleepiness of the self-satisfied, that  need. not 
be taken to justify a sweeping condemnation of the whole genus. 
The formula of the State and t.he Atom, with a deep suspicion of in- 
termediate organisations in the shape e.ther of large firms or of self- 
governing industries, is scarcely satisfactory, even irom the point 
of view of efficiency. Professor Fisher does not meet the argument, 
that' such act:vities as price-fixing agreemerits or the temporarr 
withholding of p t e i i t s  do often in practice increase the pace of tech- 
nical progress by allowiiig it to proceed in a series of. coinparativelg- 
orderly steps; to quote Professor Schumpeter, a em can be driven 
f:tst.er just because i t  is fitted with brakes. Ore would like to hear 
the evidence, if any, t'hat the world's chemical industries would be 
more efficient if I .C . I . ,  I .  G. Parben, du L'ont de Semours, and 
their network of trade agreements had never exieted. Little is 
said, again, of the range of activities where the value of joint action 
by members of an industry is already generally recognised-research, 
export marketing, representations to the Government, labour rela- 
tions, arid the like. 

Sothing whatever is said of problems such as are likely to arise 
from the increase in the bargaining power of labour under full em- 
ployment, or from proposals such as those of the Greater London 
Regional Plan for shifting existing indnstries to new sites in the in- 
terests of good town-planning. For dealing successfully with 
these problems the creat.ion of an active and informed 
public opinion inside industry will be vital, and i t  is hard 
to see how this public opinion can be formed without some 
form of industrial self-government. It can only arise if the respon- 
sibility for solving urgent practical problems i s  thrown on the com- 
bined shoulders of all parties in industry-if t,hey are made to sit 
down together round a table to work out a common approach to 
problems of great common concern. B u t  this to Professor Fisher 
is anathema. 
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There is also the political aspect. There is a curious blind spot 
on the political side of most economic discussions of what is con- 
temptuously disniissed as corporatism. It is riot surprising that 
Socialist econoniist;s should prefer bureaucracy to organised busi- 
IleES. It is much more surprising to find liberals, both moderate 
and fanatical-the Fishers as well as .the Hayeks-stdl thinking ex- 
clusively in terms of tightening up State control over the economic 
system. An iiistitutiorial iramework imposed on the capit,alist 
atoms by the State is a11 very well so long as it is fairly loose-fitting. 
One is left with ail uneasy suspicion that  the flowery Government 
hedges which guided the infant capitalist through the liberal coun- 
tryside may end in these days by leading him imperceptibly up the 
totalitarian path. There is no hint in Professor Pisher’s book of 
the doctriiie of the social balance of power, which lies a t  the root of 
democracy, or of the threat to it if under modern conditions full use 
is not made of “intennediatc” organisations, both in economic 
matters and elsewhere. I3y and large, in mutt,ers of economic or- 
ganisation, the t.raditiona1 liberal economists and the Socialists are 
today on the same side 01 the fence; and it is the wrong side. 

His actual 
concrete proposals for dealing with moxiopolies and trade associa- 
tions are a great deal better than some of his previous sweeping 
statements would suggest. In particular, his plea for the fullest 
possible publicity for the workings of industry deserves the strongest. 
support. It may be hoped that the recent recornlnelida~i~ns of the 
Census of l’roductioii Coininittee will lead ir i  this field to a big st’ep 
in the right direction. 

On the whole, i t  is fair to say that  where Professor Fisher,goes 
seriously wrong he has the company of most of his professional col- 
leagues; and, ‘in the many places where he is right, his insistence 
on a new approach atid a shift of emphasis is a valuable contribution 
to current discussion. It is perhaps not unduly cyiiical to say that 
he has provided one Itlore illustration of the ten?ency of economists 
to conceal the wide measure of agreement on the main body of their 
doctrine and to make t.he most of marginal differences. \\re need both 
the monetary :\rid the structural adjustment approach t,o full em- 
ployment, as he freely adinits when he stops to think of it., and it is 
a pity that they are not better combined. Rut i t  is not entirely 
Professor Fisher‘s fault if they are not; the exponents of the Kew 
Economics have begun by committing their own exaggerations, and 
he has done a useful service in setting oiit his case on the other side. 

B u t  Professor Fisher’s bark is worse than his bite. 

M. P . : F o q ~ v .  


