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Extract from Hume’s History oF EnerLanp on the
same, Chapter 63.

“ Attempts had been made during the reign of James
to purchase these prerogatives and £200,000 a year had
been offered in lieu of them, and even in the present
Parliament a bill had been introduced offering him (the
Crown) as compensation for these prerogatives. £100,000
a year was the sum agreed to ; and half the excise was settled
in perpetuity on the Crown as the fund whence this revenue
should be levied. Though that impost yielded more profit,
the bargain might be esteemed hard ; and it was chiefly
the necessity of the King’s situation which induced him to
submit to it. No request of the Parliament during the
present joy could be refused them. Though they (the
Parliament) voted in general that £1,200,000 a year should
be settled on the King, they scarcely assigned any funds
which could yield two-thirds of that sum. And they left
the care of fulfilling their engagements to the future con-
sideration of Parliament.”

THE DEAD RADICAL

They called him * fool ” and ** traitor ’ as through the land
he went ;

They cried out ** Agitator ” and “ Brand of Discontent.”

From altar and from steeple upon this man forlorn

The priests and “ goodly people ”” hurled wrath and bitter
scorn.

They called him “cheat™ and “faker,” and drove him
from the door.

They shouted ** Mischief-maker, begone and come no more.”

From border unto border they hounded him lest he

“ Upset established order and bring on anarchy.”

At length they seized and tried him, that they might have
their will,

And so they crucified him upon & lonely hill,

The outcast agitator, driven by scourge and rod.

They called him * fool ” and  traitor,” and now we call him
God. f

BerTON BRALEY.

The poverty which in the midst of abundance pinches
and embrutes men, and all the manifold evils which flow
from it, spring from a denial of justice. In permitting
the monopolisation of the opportunities which nature
freely offer to all, we have ignored the fundamental law
of justice—for, so far as we can see, when we view things
upon a large scale, justice seems to be the supreme law
of the universe. But by sweeping away this injustice
and asserting the rights of all men to natural opportuni-
ties, we shall conform ourselves to the law—we shall
remove the great cause of unnatural inequality in the
distrigution of wealth and power ; we shall abolish poverty ;
name the ruthless passions of greed; dry up the springs
of vice and misery ; light in dark places the lamp of know-
ledge ; give new vigour to invention and a fresh impulse to
discovery ; substitute political strength for political weak-
ness; and make tyranny and anarchy impossible. —HENRY
GEORGE in PROGRESS AND POVERTY.
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GEORGE v. HYNDMAN

SOCIALISM AND RENT APPROPRIATION

By the kind permission of the Editor of the NINETEENTH
CENTURY AND AFTER we are able to give the following
dialogue between the famous author of PROGRESS AND
Poverty (the late Mr. George) and the great
Socialist, Mr. H. M. Hyndman, still happily with us.
The dialogue appeared in the February number of the
review, in 1885, and appended to it was the note :—
“ The authors desire to say that, from pressure of time
they could onlfy carry out their suggestion of a joint
article in this form by dictating to a shorthand writer
whom they called in a few hours before Mr. George’s
departure from London. They hope that any literary
blemishes may be attributed to this circumstance.”

Mr. Hyndman.—1I see that you have been hard at work
since you have been over here in the land agitation. I
think, as you know, that you expect far too much from
nationalisation of the land by itself.

Mr. George.—Why ?

H.—Because I understand you to advocate merely the
confiscation of competition rents, and that, to my mind,
will not benefit the labourers.

G.—I advocate the recognition of equal rights to land.
As for any particular plan of doing this, I care little ; but
it seems to me that the only practicable way is to take
rent for common purposes. Rent is, of course, fixed by
competition.

H.—That is rather vague to me. Tam as much in favour
of nationalisation and communisation of the land as you are ;
but taking rent would not bring this about; 1t would
leave the labourers, whom we both wish to benefit, com-
peting against one another for subsistence wages just as
they were before.

G.—That I think a mistake. It would not only give the
labourers their equal share in the benefits of an enormous
fund which now goes to individuals, but, by making land
valuable only to the user, would break up the monopoly
which forces men who have nothing but their own powers
to that fierce competition which drives wages down to the
lowest possible rate. The fundamental mistake of Socialists
of vour school, it seems to me, is in your failure to see that
this competition is not a natural thing, but solely the result
of the monopolisation of land.

H.—I should dispute to begin with, if it were worth
while, that all rent is necessarily competition rent. Custom-
ary rents are still far more common than competition rents.
But let that pass. What we contend is that confiscation of
rent leaves the competition untouched. This you admit
yourself. And if you broke up the landlord monopoly
to-morrow by taxing land up to what you would call its
full value—an impossibility as I believe in practice—the
control by the capitalist class of the means and instruments
of production would remain untouched, and the labourers
would still compete under the control of that class, who
would derive all the advantage from the change. The
historical growth of private property in land has ended in
the domination of the capitalist class or bourgeoise. In
England, at any rate, the landlord is a mere hanger-on
of this class—a sleeping partner in the product taken from
the labourer by the capitalist. :

(.—You are using, the term rent in one sense, and I in
another. By rent 1 mean the value of the advantage
which acerues from the use of a particular piece of land, not
what may, as a matter of fact, be paid by the user to the
owner. The amount paid by custom, or the amount paid
under lease, may be lower or higher than the true rent. In
the one case the owner gets more than is really rent, in the
other case he gets less, and the tenant or intermediate
tenants get the difference. Rent involves competition.
Until two men both desire the same piece of ground, land,
no matter what its capacities, can have no value. True
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rent is always that rent which could be obtained by free
competition. The confiscation of rent would not lessen
this competition, nor is it desirable that it should, but it
would destroy that power of withholding land from use
which in so many cases forces its price far beyond the
point which free competition would fix. The price which
crofters and agricultural labourers pay for land, the price,
many times the agricultural value, which must be paid
for building sites on the outskirts of towns, is in reality
not rent, but blackmail. In short, were every holder of
land compelled to pay its competitive value to the com-
munity, the power of withholding land from use would be
gone, and there would be substituted for the present one-
sided competition in which men deprived of the natural
means of livelihood are forced to underbid each other, a
free competition in which employer would compete with
employer as fully as labourer must now compete with
labourer. The social difficulties we are both conscious
of do not arise from competition, but from one-sided com-
petition. Monopolies of capital not only to a very large
extent grow out of the monopoly of the land, but are of
comparatively insignificant importance. No monopoly
of capital of which it is possible to conceive would, so Fong
as land was open to labour, drive wages to the starvation
point. As for the landlord being a mere hanger-on of the
capitalist, the monopoly of land is the parent of all other
monopolies. (ive men land and they can get capital, but
shut them out from land, and they must either get some-
one to let them work for him or starve.

H.—Perfectly free competition for land is unknown, but
I am quite content to argue the question as you put it.
Without going into the genesis of capital in its modern
sense, I urge that the system of production which assumes
the payment of wages to free competitors who necessarily
produce commodities for exchange, and have no control,
individually or collectively over the means and instruments
of production as their own products, would not be in the
least affected by the confiscation of competition rents. The
men who attempted to work on the land would inevitably
fall under the yoke of the capitalist class in the same way.
Moreover, even from the individual point of view, crops or
buildings can, be hypothecated just as easily as the land.
I repeat, therefore, that the capitalists as a class would be
the sole gainers by the confiscation of rent and its applica-
tion to the reduction of taxation or to public purposes. The
workers would be no freer than they are to-day.

G.—I cannot see why not. The confiscation of rent
would give to all labourers, as well as capitalists, a share
in the income thus arising. This would necessarily be to
the far greater relative gain of the labourer than of the
capitalist, and would greatly increase his power of making
a fair bargain. Even now an equal division of the rent of
the United Kingdom would give to a larger number of
families more than they have at present to live upon. Fur-
ther than this, the effect, as 1 have before pointed out,
would be to make land valuable only to the user, that is to
say, to make it free to labour and to keep it free. No harm
whatever that I can see would come from the power of
hypothecating crops and buildings or anything of that
nature. As for producing for one’s own use or producing
for the world market, that form of production is best for
the producer which will give him most of the things he wants,
and which are the real objects of his production. The
trouble is not in men’s working for wages, but in the fact
that, deprived of the natural means of employing them-
selves, they are forced to work for unfair wages. You
speak of the means and instruments of production as tlmu%'h
they did not include land, which is the principal and OIH
indispensable means and instrument of production. All
other means and instruments have been produced from
land. Give men land and they may produce capital in all
its forms. But give them all the capital you please, and
deprive them of land, and they can produce nothing.

H.—I venture to think my argument is quite clear.
You say that an equal division of the rent of the United
Kingdom at the present time would give a large number
of families more than they now have to live upon. The
total rent of Great Britain, agricultural rent and ground
rent together, apart from interest on capital invested, is
estimated by no authority worth a moment’s consideration

| at more than £60,000,000 or £70,000,000 a year. The

population of Great Britain is 30,000,000. "An equal
division would therefore give £2 to £2 7s. a head, or from
£10 to £11 15s. per family. None but pauper families can
possibly subsist on that yearly sum, and they of course
are kept by the ratepayers at a much higher cost. But
admitting the division to be so made. What then ¢ Each
working family would afford, in periods of severe com-
petition, dull times, crisis, or the like, to accept 4s. a week
less wages from the employing class by reason of this dole,
and thus the £10 a year per family would almost immediately
gi:n into the pockets of the capitalist class. Surely that is
clear 1

G.—Rent is generally under-estimated, many important
items being omitted, and I am inclined to think that the
estimate of £300,000,000 as the true rental value of the
three kingdoms is nearer the mark than that you gave. But
we have not time to dispute as to statistics. Even £2 per
head would be a most important addition to the income of
many working-class families, relieving them from the
necessity of forcing women and children into the labour
market for the pittance they can obtain. But such a
division would not be the way of utilising the fund. By
substituting the income thus derived for the income now
raised by taxation, which, falling upon production and con-
sumption, represses enterprise and bears most heavily
on the poorer classes, the gain of the labourer would be much
more considerable than from a simple division of rent ; and
while it is true that, land being monopolised, any general
addition to the income of the working-classes would ulti-
mately carry wages still further down, the breaking-up of
the land monopoly, which the appropriation of rent for
public purposes would cause, would prevent the competition
that has this effect. Here is the main point which it seems
to me you fail to appreciate, that the tendency of wages to a
minimum which will merely enable the labourer to live and
reproduce is not an inherent tendency, but results solely
from the monopolisation of the land.

H.—The first argument is merely a contravention of my
figures. As a matter of fact, agricultural rents are falling
all over England to-day, and will continue to fall in the
face of American competition and the rapid improvement
of transport. With relg.tion to municipal rents, I am talking
merely of the ground landlords. The moment you go
beyond that you enter upon the expropriation of the capi-
talist, and, even as it is, the capitalist class takesa large per-
centage of the gronnd rents and agricultural rents as interest
on mortgage. The effect of the reduction of taxation would
be precisely the same as the division of the income from
rent among the population—the working-classes would be
able to accept to that degree lower wages in a period of
fierce competition, and the total benefit in the long run
would go to the capitalist class. My answer to your last
statement will come better later on.

G.—Agricultural rents are falling in England, but I think
this fall is over-estimated, and cannot long continue, for
they are rising elsewhere, noticeably in the United States,
where in new sections of the country half the crop is now
Leing paid in rent. But urban rent and mineral rents,
which in this country are more important than agricultural
rents, are steadily rising. In the cities the rise of house
rent is entirely the rise of ground rent. Buildings do not
become more valuable, but land does. Where the capitalist
gets interest on a mortgage on land, he is simply getting a
portion of the rent.

P
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H.—Of course, as his class gets a much greater portion of ‘
all products of labour (being more powerful under present
conditions) than the landlord class.

G.—Capitalists, as capitalists, are not, and never can be,
more powerul than landlords. ~ Men can live in a rude
fashion without capital, but cannot live without land. But
the point I wish to make is, that where the capitalist receives |
rent he is to that extent a landlord. The effect of a mort- |
gage is simply to divide proprietary rights.

H.—If you come to that, the effect of the whole system
is to confiscate labour. The question is which of the ex-
propriating classes is dependent on the other. 1say, under ‘

the present economic conditions which result from an
historical growth extending over centuries, the landlord
class is dependent on the capitalist class. You say the
contrary. It is at any rate impossible to argue as if con-
ditions ‘of society which have long since passed away still |
existed.

G.—14 is only necesgary to argue from the facts of nature ‘
which are the same to-day as they have always been. Give
men land, and they can produce capital. Deprive them of
land, and they cease to exist. Were all the capital of this
nation destroyed to-morrow, some remnant would continue
to live, and would in time reproduce capital ; but destroy
the land, and what would become of the nation ? You are
talking of a capitalist class and of a landlord class ; as a
matter of fact these classes blend into each other. There
are probably no landlords who are not to some extent
capitalists, and few capitalists that are not. to some extent
Jandlords. 1f we talk of the capitalists and the landlords,
it must be by considering them in the abstract. :

H.—The facts of nature are perpetually modified by man,
and in an increasing degree as social forms develop. Ihave
already said that in England the landlord is merely a
hanger-on of the capitalist, and that the two classes there-
fore do blend. Capital, to my mind, expresses a whole
series of social relations ; class monopoly of the means of
production on the one hand, and competition of wage-
earners on the other, Again, what is the good of giving men
access to land if they have to compete with otber men who
own much larger capital, and therefore can undersell them by
sheer force of cheaper production, owing to superior mach-
inery and greater command over the forces of nature—who
can produce with less labour, that is ? Man cannot live
by bread alone. He must exchange his agricultural products
if he is to attain a decent standard of life in other respects.
Yet here the big capitalist steps in and reduces the value
of his raw commodities as estimated in the universal measure
of value—gold. Big capitalists must in the long run crush
small ; you admit that I know. Agricultural land in short,
whether * nationalised  or not, is just as much capital
to-day as any factory and is used as a factory, the wear
and tear being made good in precisely the same way as the
wear and tear of machinery or buildings. Louisiana is a
great raw cotton and sugar factory : Minnesota and Wis- |
consin are great grain factories; Lancashire is a great
manufactured cotton and iron factory; and so on; all
carried on under the control of the capitalist class who |
}n‘uduue for profit on the world-market. Nationalise the
and as much as you please therefore, without giving the
producers the collective control of the social machinery, the
means of production and distribution as well as of the
exchange, and no good will have been done. The land is
only one of the means of production, and under existing
conditions is useless without the others. Production for
profit and competition for wages under the control of capital
will, in my opinion, go on equally when the land is nation-
alised ; wages will equally tend to a minimum ; and there
will be, as now, the same phenomena, the causes of which
we Socialists alone explain—over-production, crisis, and
glut, followed by periods of boom and prosperity.

G.—1It seems to me that you Socialists confuse yourselves |
by using terms in varying senses, Here we are discussing

| when they

" but this cannot be permanent, whether

" a less relative proportion.

lords, labourers, and capitalists.

the relations of capital and land, the inference necessarily
being that they are separate things, whereas you include
land as capital, and also include as capital such things as
monopoly and competition. Land is not merely one of the
means of production, but the natural factor in all production,
the field and material upon which alone human labour
can be exerted. No matter how much nature may be
modified by man, man ean never get beyond his dependence

‘upon land until he can discover some way of producing

things out of nothing. Capital is simply wealth (that is to
say, the material productsiof human labour exerted upon
land) applied to assist in further production. It is the
monopolisation of land that always drives men into such
competition with each other that they must take any
wages they can get, and thus force wages down, as may be
seen by the fact that in new countries, where land is more
easily obtained, the wages of labourers are always higher
than where the monopoly of land has further progressed.
Land being free, capital cannot force wages down, for capi-
tal must compete with capital; a competition which
where monopoly does not exist is quicker and more intense
than any other competition. Break up the land monopol

and not only would capital become more equally dlﬁusecf:
but capitalists must compete against capitalists for the

| employment of labour ; or, to put it in more absolute form,

labour would have the use and assistance of capital on the
lowest terms which the competition between capitalists
would bring about. 2

H.—Whether Socialists explain the phenomena of in-
dustrial crises or not is a point we have not yet discussed,
and may come later. Nobody has ever disputed that land
is necessary to the production of wealth ; but land has been
used very differently, and has been the basis of very varying
social relations in the history of mankind, as you are per-
fectly well aware. You say that capital is wealth applied to
further production. A spinning-jenny is a machine for
spinning cotton ; only'in certain conditions is it transformed
into capital. When torn away from those conditions it is
just as little capital as gold is money in the abstract, or

| sugar the price of sugar. In the work of production men

do not stand in relation to nature alone ; they only produce
work together in a certain way, and mutually
exchange their different kinds of energy. In order to pro-
duce they mutually enter upon certain relations and con-
ditions, and it is only by means of those relations and con-
ditions that their relation to nature takes place, and pro-
duction becomes possible. The fact that in new countries
wages are high arises from the fact that there a man is, in
many cases, able to take himself out of the wage-earning
class altogether, to dissociate himself from his period in
fact, as the Mormons did in Utah, and as other people have
done in the west of America and other ]i:rta of the world ;

nd were common
property or not. We Socialists, as 1 have said before,
are as much in favour of making land common property as
you are ; our only difference arises as to the means whereby
such nationalisation and communisation should be brought
about. There are two other points I must touch upon
briefly. The capitalist system of production involves
class monopoly of the means of production and competition
among propertyless wage-earners. As to the competition
between capitalists and capitalists, that is going on most

| fiercely to-day, the result always is, that in the long run the

capitalist clazs, as a whole, gets a greater relative pro-
portion of the products of labour, and the working-c
The same would be the case if
the land were nationalised, the other conditions remaining
unchanged.

G.—The point at issue between us is as to what would be
the effects of nationalisation of the land unaccompanied by
nationalisation of capital. We are talking of land, of labour,
and of capital, and of three corresponding classes—land-
e can never reach any
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clear conclusion unless we attach to these words a definite
meaning and exclude from what we embrace in one that
which is embraced in others. A spinning-jenny is an article
of ?realth, a product of labour and land, and, like all other
articles of wealth, may or may not be capital according as
it is used. But land or labour never can be classed as
capital as long as the three terms are used in contra-dis-
tinction. Whatever varying social relations may exist
among men land always remains the prime necessity—the
only indispensable requisite for existence. The develop-
ment of exchange and the division of labour do not change
the essential facts that each labourer is endeavouring
to produce for himself the things which he desires, and
that land is the raw material from which the
Make labour free to land and it will be impossible for capital
to take any undue advantage of it. Just as men in new
countries can take themselves out of the -wage-receiving
class by going to work for themselves, so would it be in such
a country as this, The competition of capital with capital
1s intense to-day, and its effects may be seen in the lower-
ing rate of interest. But, labour being shut out from land,
wages tend to a minimum, and the advantages of the im-
proved processes of production and exchange go either to
the landowner who possesses the natural element indispen-
sable to production, or to capitalists who in other ways
secure a monopoly which shelters them from competition
and who thus take what, if these monopolies were abolished,
would go not to the labourers but to the landowners. In
short, our social difficulties arise not from capital or from
capitalistic production but from monopoly.

H.—As to monopoly, capitalism and a wage-earning
class involve class monopoly, or we should not be arguing
now. It is almost unnecessary for me to repeat that,
in England at any rate, I consider the landlord to be a mere
appendage to the capitalist, and that you cannot get at the
land with any advantage to the people except through capi-
tal. You seem to forget that the mass of mankind w
labour would be helpless on the land if they had
perfect freedom to go there. Each man produces
not what he himself desires to keep and to use for himself,
but things which other people desire to have i exchange
under the control of the capitalist class, all production now
being practically conducted with a view to exchange. As
to the competition of capital lowering the rate of interest,
3 per cent. on £100,000 is the same as 30 per cent. on £10,000,
and the capitalist class may be taking a very much higher
amount out of the total product of labour, although the
rate of interest may be very low. We are both agreed of
course that labour applied to natural objects is the sole
source of wealth, and that the quantity of labour socially
necessary to produce commodities is on the average the
measure of their relative value in exchange.

(.—The mass of mankind, even the men of the cities,
would not be wholly helpless on the land. Man had in
the beginning nothing but land, and it is from land that all
the instruments that he uses to assist production are derived.
But even admitting that man in the present state of society
can make no use of land without some capital, the effect
of throwing open land to labour would be that those who
had some capital would go upon the land; thus at once
relieving the competition of wage-earners and increasing
the demand for their labour. Not to prolong the discussion
on these lines, it seems to me the difference between us is
simply. this. - We both agree that labour does not find its
proper opportunities or get its fair reward. Your con-
tention is that, to remedy this state of things, not merely
land but also capital must be made common property ;
while I contend tgat it is only necessary to make common
property of that to which natural rights are clearly equal
and without which men cannot exist or produce—land.

" H.--With regard to your last sentence, I agree that it
formulates our difference (omitting the phrase *natural
rights ), and using capital in the sense of means and

| instruments of production, and all improvements upon

them.

G.—What do you mean by “* capital ” in that sense ?

H.—I mean railways, shipping, machinery, mines, fac-
tories, and so forth. I contend, in short, that all production

ay is necessarily social, and that exchange is conducted

for the benefit of individuals or a class, the products belong-
ing to the capitalists, not to the producers. 1 wish to
socialise both the means of production and the forms of
exchange as well as the land.

G.—This seems to me indefinite. I am quite with you
as to the desirability of carrying on for public benefit all

| businesses which are in their nature monopolies, such as
must come. |

telegraphs and railways; but it does not seem to me
necessary to go any further than this, as, where free com-
petition is possible, the same end will be much better served
by leaving such things to individual enterprise. Kven as
to railways, telegraphs, and such agencies, the assump-
tion of them by the community is quite a minor matter.
Give the people land, and they can live without either the
railway or the telegraph, and, though a railway or telegraph
may be a monapoly, its owners must in their own interest
fix their charges at such a rate as would induce people to
use them. As a matter of fact, we see everywhere the ad-
vantages that accrue from such improved instruments as
railways and telegraphs do not go to the capitalists who
construct them, but very largely to landowners in the
increased value of the land. I can understand how a
society must at some time become possible in which all
production and exchange should be carried on under publie
supervision and for the public bénefit, but I do not think
it. possible to attain that state at one leap, or to attain
it now. In the meantime people are suffering and are
starving because the element which is indispensable to
existence, and to which all have naturally equal rights,
has been monopolised by some. Destroy this monopoly, and
the present state of things would at the very least be enor-
mously improved. If it were then found expedient to go
further on the lines of Socialism, we could do so, but why
postpone the most necessary and the most important
thing until all that you may think desitable could be
accomplished ?

H.—The capitalists as a elass would meantime be streng,
thened. But we wish to postpone nothing. In our opinion-
given the necessary political predominance of the producers,
the economical forms are all ready for the nationalisation
of the means and instruments of production of which I
have spoken. From the company to State or communal
control is an easy, and, as you would say, a natural transi-
tion—the salaried officials and wage-earners of the compan-
ies becoming the salaried officials and wage-earners of the
State or the municipalities. They themselves would then
in reality constitute this State or these municipalities, and
would certainly have nothing to gain by making profits
out of their own overwork or underpay. The economical
forms for the nationalisation and communisation of agri-
cultural land for productive purposes are, in my opinion,
not ready, except in the way I state. The suffering and
starvation which we see around us now are due to the
capitalist system of production, which throws pepple out of
employment the moment production at a profit to the
capitalist class ceases to be possible. This brings us, I
think, to practical proposals. I, at any rate, have said all
I wish to say at present on the main issue between us.

G.~—Taxation supplies the form for the virtual national-
isation of land, ans I cannot see your reason for thinking
that of itself it would not relieve labour. Take, for instance,
the overcrowding of cities. That does not arise from any
n{;tem of capitalistic production, but merely from the fact
that people are not permitted to build houses without first

aying an enormous price, and that when the houses are
uilt a further tax is placed upon them which must necessar-
ily fall upon the user. The immediate effect of appopriat-
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ing rent would be to increase the number of houses, by
reducing the price that must be paid for their sites, and
abolishing the tax now imposed upon them. So, all through
the agricultural districts men would be able to go upon and
cultivate land from which we are now debarred, thus re-
lieving the labour markets and producing a greater demand
for the commodities which the working-classes of the towns
and cities produce. It would make it impossible for men
to shut up mineral resources as a certain Scotchman
recently shut up an iron mine employing a great number
of hands, saying he could afford to keep it idle, as it would
“not eat anything.” In short, the effect would be to
stimulate production in every direction.

H.—Taxation leaves competition among wage-earners
untouched.  The people are driven into the towns by
improvements in machinery which enable the farmers to do
the same amount of work with fewer hands, and there-
fore ought to benefit the whole community ; partly also,
in England at any rate, by the substitution of pasturage for
arable culture. Thus driven into the towns, they compete
with their fellows. =~ Moreover, overcrowding in cottages in
the country, where the ground rent and the taxation is'a
. mere trifle, is just as bad as it is in towns. As to shutting
up the iron mine, the men could not work that mine unless
they appropriated the mineowner’s capital. The causes
of the present universal crisis, the seventh of this century,
lie, I think, much deeper than you suppose, and would not
be affected by any one single roposar.

(t.—I think on analysis, a.liJ these evils are traceable to
the fact that land, which is necessary to all, is made the
property of some.

H.—That is your contention, I know ; but do you not
think we have argued sufficiently now to be able to speak
on points of agreement rather than of indifference ? For
instance, we are quite at one in wishing to bring about
greater freedom, comfort, and happiness for the mass of
mankind, who at the present moment are driven into
degradation and misery by class monopoly of one sort or
another. Whichever way we look we see the adulteration
of goods ; overwork of women and children ; science and
art at the command of a privileged few ; education in any
high sense shut away from the mass of the people ; hours
of labour unduly prolonged ; men forced into idleness who
wish nothing better than to work for the good of them-
selves and their fellow-creatures. Anything, therefore,
which tends to bring the workers of the world together
upon a common basis, whether of nationalisation of land or
collective ownership of capital, must necessarily tend to the
overthrow of these abuses. You know that to-day peasant
proprietorship is being put forward as a remedy for the ills
of this country. On this point, at any rate, looking across
the Channel and seeing the condition of the French and other
peasant proprietors all over Europe, we are thoroughl
of one mind, that no benefit whatever can acerue by aucﬂ
an extension of the rights of private property. Here, in
Fngland, a Bill is before Parliament which, I believe, will
be carried, for the enfranchisement of leaseholds. This,
again, will but interest a larger class in that very monopoly
of land to which you and I equally object. With regard
to the thausands of the unemployed whom you spoke for
yesterday in front of the Royal Exchange, and in whose
interests we Socialists have been working for many months
past, you, I presume, would be as glad as we should be to
gee the Government recognise its responsibility and organise
their labour alike in town and country for the benefit of
the community at large. The present depression which
has extended through every civilised country is independent
of Despotism or Republic, Protection or Free Trade.
These social questions evidently lie below all forms of
government and all fiscal arrangements. 'We hold, as you
know, that these decennial crises are due to the revolt
of the socialised form of production against the individual
form of exchange all over the civilised world. The in-

capacity of the bourgeoise or middle-class to handle its
own system is, at any rate, proclaimed in every industrial
and commercial centre. - Whether we are right, or whether
we are wrong, no doubt makes a difference to the tactics of
the immediate future, but it can make no difference in the
desire which we all must have to work in common for the
great end of the emancipation of our fellow-men. The
mere fact that you and T are meeting here to discuss in a
friendly manner the deepest social and economical prob-
lems, however cursorily, is a proof that men are learning to
sink differences of opinion in the sincere desire to find a
base of agreement in view of the silent anarchy of to-day,
and the furious anarchy which, unless some serious
important measures are immediately taken, threatens to
overwhelm the civilised world to-morrow.  The equality
of men and the enfranchisement of women, which to-day
are spoken of by so many as a dream, are becoming really a
necessity for the advance of civilisation. Only by and
through an international Socialist feeling, and a brotherhood
amongst the workers of the world, can we hope for the
happy future which thousands of the noblest of our race
have longed to see.

G.—With all your sentiments 1 heartily agree. We who
seek to substitute for the present social order one in which
poverty should be unknown are not the men who threaten
society. They are really the dangerous men who insist that
injustice must continue because it exists. Nothing but good
can come from a free interchange of opinion. Every man
who looks at civilised society to-day must feel that the
order that exists, and which you have so graphically des-
cribed, is not that order which the Creator has intended.
The only question between us is as to the best way of substi-
tuting for it that order of things which will give free play to
the powers and full scope to the aspirations of mankind, and
questions of method are as yet but secondary. The great
work is to break up the pitiable contentment of the poor,
and arouse the conscience of the rich, to spread everywhere
the feeling of brotherbood. And this you Socialists are
doing. These are indeed world-wide questions. We on
the other side of the Atlantic have the same social problems
to solve that are forcing themselves upon you here. The
great change in public feeling that I bave observed since
my visit here a year ago proves to me that you in England are
indeed taking hold of these questions with a determination
to solve them. In my opinion, the greatest of KEnglish
revolutions has already commenced, and it means not
merely revolution in England, but one which will extend
over the whole ecivilised world.

Hexry GEORGE.
H. M. HYNDMAN.

SMALL HOLDINGS AND ALLOTMENTS

According to the ForrxicETLY Notgs of the Allot-
ments and Small Holdings Association :

A railway pensioner at Kingston (Surrey) was declared
not eligible for an allotment as he did not belong to the
labouring class, This seems an unfair decision, but
attention is called to the matter to point out the necessity
for such an amendment in the law as will allow for every
town dweller, wanting an allotment and being unable to
get one by private arrangement, to seek the assistance
of the local authority.

We venture to suggest that the amendment required
in the law is (1) that land should be brought freely into
use for anyone who desires to use it by being taxed and
rated on its true value, and (2) that these who use if,
whether they are railway pensioners or not, should not be
discouraged from using it well by being taxed and rated
on the results of their industry.




