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Seventh Year.

his creation, until he sells hisshave
in it. That he is generally forced
to sell his share in advance and
for less than it is worth is true.
That is because he is under some
subtle coercion which puts him aft
a disadvantage relatively to the
buyer. But private ownership of
tools is not what coerces. Itispri-
vate ownership of legal power
over natural opportunities to pro-
duce tools. The ownership of ma-
chinery is in truth not essentially
monopolistie. Tt is made so only by
some arbitrary exegcise of legal
power, such as patents which
forbid its duplication, or taxation
and land monopoly which interfere
with its production and use.

To demand, as the platform
does, that “the making of goods
for profit shall come to an end,” is
to deny one of the most natural of
rights—the right to trade one’s
products without obstruction,
upon terms mutually agreeable
to buyer and seller. “Profit” is
another vague term covering a
multitude of loose thoughts. It
includes both earned and un-
earned incomes. Many a worker
gets liig earnings in the name and
form of “profits.”

And how shall we interpret
the demand that *“all oppor-
tunities shall be open and equal to
all men?” It does not mean this lit-
erally. That would be absurd be-
voud characterization. What it
doubtless does mean is that not
only natural opportunities for
production but also certain arti-
ficial opportunities for production
—Dbusiness establishments with
their machineryv—shall be dpen
and equal to all. But what justi-
fication is there for drawing the
line of opportunity to use at a par-
tienlar class of artificial imple-
ments? To draw it between the
natural and the artificial is to dis-
tinguish a logical and natural
difference; but the line that this
platform draws distinguishes no
sneh difference, It draws the line
arbitrarily; and if it may do tha
&0 as to treat produced machinery
as collective property, it may us
welldoit so as to treat all products
as collective property. If society
may rightfully appropriate some
kinds of produnets it may right-
fully appropriate every kind. and
o put an end to all individual
owncrship of individual earnings.

Nor would the platform be re-
deemed from these weaknesses by
its miscellaneous minor de-
mands, even if minor demands
could redeem fundamental faults.
Although it ealls for public
ownership of “the means of trans-
portation, communication and ex-
change,” it does not distinguish
between such of these as are de-
pendent upon grants of legal
power and such as are not; and
while it demands taxes on “land
values,” it does g0 in a manner
that shows that the builders of the
platform hadn't the faintest con-
ception of the economic influence
of such taxes nor of the vital im-
portance of associating them with
exemptions to production and
trade. For the purpose of
strengthening the Socialist vote
all these demands may be advan-
tageous. Some of them are good
in themselves, and if the party
could possibly succeed in the elee-
tion—or come within telegraph-
ic distance of succeeding.—they
might make its pledge regard-
ing them of value to voters.
But none of them modify the
faults of the essential parts of the
platform. They only tend to con-
firm the conclusion that it pro-

poses a policy thoughtlessly at va-’

riance with economic laws of pro-
duction and distribution, and in
equally thoughtless disresard of
the moral law of mine, thine and
ours.

EDITORIAL CORRESPONDENCE.

INDIA,

Anchor Line, S. S. Circassia, Red
Sea, March 10, 1904. — What is the
secret of a few office-holders con-
trolling the destinies of 300,000,000
Indians? is a question that will never
down. While some attribute it to the
centralization of government, some to
Internal native revolution directed by
the English, some to the peculiar intro-
spective, retrogressive Hindu mind,
some to the conflictlng fanatical opin-
ions as to the nature of God fomented
and continually fanned into vigorous
action by & people whose, dominant re-
ligious tenet is “love''—while all these
views undoubtedly represent some of
the causes, I feel that far too little sig-
nificance is attached to the land tenure
systems of the country. )

This failure of outsiders to find in
the land tenure systems the cause
of tolerance of an alien master may be
due to the facts, first, that no general
system prevailg; secondly, that the sys-
tems are exceedingly complicated and

involved, and, thirdly, that attention js
rarely bestowed thereon by tourists or
even by British residents. The latter
fact may again be explained by the tem-
porary residence of all Englishmen in
India, but perhaps more particularly by
the fact that, generally speaking, India
has not been thrown open to the rapacity
and greed of land speculators. The
dealing in land is not exalted to the high
business standard it has attained in Eu-
rope and America; and the comparative
absence of this species of power of
levying tribute on the Indian people by
exacting a yearly payment for the useof
God's gifts, compels the enlistment of
the brain and energies of the white man
in real and competitive fields of indus-
try.

I do not mean to say that the English-
lman does not look for and get special
privileges, opportunities or franchises:
but I do mean to say that he does not
secure such extensive rights in land in
India as are encouraged at home. I
speak, of course, generally. India is
really a continent, as much so as Eu-
rope. There is a greater variety of
dress, of language, of customs and of
religion in the former than the latter.
However, before the advent of the Eng-
lish the landlord system was hardly
known. In the year 1765 the ruler of
every state in India was the superior
landlord of every acre of land.  There
was but one landlord, and he the ruler
under whatever name. There was but
one rent, ang -that went to him; but one
occupant, and that the tenant; but one
tenure, and that so long as he paid his
rent to the government. The ruler re-
ceived about 50 per cent. of the net
product, or eight per cent. of the gross
product, at first in kind, but later io
money. And thisis generally speaking
the ruling rate to-day. Even under the
laws of Manu, at the commencement of
the Christian era the share of the ruler
was one-sixth of the gross product. No
other tax was necessary, and none other
is known to have existed.

But in the year 1793 Lord Cornwallis,
reared and educated in England, where
the right of private property in land
had for over 150 years been mosli_enlted.
for various reasons established the
same species of “property” in the prov-
ince of Bengal. The assigned reason
for this departure was to save the gov-
ernment much trouble in the collection
of its rents, and also more particularly
to create & class of people, who, by re-
ceiving governmental grants whereby
they might live without working (and
othersmight work without living). would
be more loyal to the government. and
render it more stable,

In that year, 1793, he recognized the
right and title of certain claimants
called zemindars, who were mere off-
cial rent collectors theretofore. The
land rental was fixed in perpetuity.
never to be increased or diminished. The
cultivator still_gets the same produce,
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but pays a higher rent; the government
gets the same old rate,and the idle zem-
indar gets the difference. So extortion-
ate have the zemindars become, and so
reduced the cultivators, that the govern-
ment has passed a law, as in Ireland,
fixing the conditions for enhancement
of rent or ejectment of the tenant. Rall-
roads. telegraphs, Irrigation wells and
canals, sanitary provisions, public po-
lice, ire and military protection, have
all intervened; but the rent remains the
same—I. e, to the zemindars, but not to
the occupant.

The rental received by these Ben-
gal landiords, over and above the
state rental, is sald to amount annually
to the sum of $40,000,000, which, capital-
‘ized at four per cent., would repreegent a
wealth of the valuation of §1,000,000,000.
This right, then, of collecting rent in
Bengal is equivalent in its productive
capacity to $1,000,000,000 worth of prop-
erty; and the statistics of Bengal show
it to possess, either in its total sum or

.its average, & much greater wealth than
many other provinces with temporary
settlement tenures.

Ye¢t Bengal 18 no more prosperous or
better to do. The land is no more pro-
ductive, though Its value represents
great wealth, while the land value in
the other provinces represents none,
Or, to state it otherwise, In the former
case the landlords possess great wealth,
while in the latter the government
retains thiz wealth. In a republic this
would mean the people retain this land-
lord wealth. And, now, Instead of
these landlords being a source of
strength to the government, they are
a thorn in its side. They claim exemp-
tion from all kinds of taxation, irre-'
spective of the nature of local or general
improvements, Even an income tax,
paid willingly by others, I8 resisted by
them as a violation cf their permanent
settlement rights, so called, wherehy
their annual rental to the state was fixed
in perpetuity,

Not only did the English make a se-
rious mistake in granting valuable per-
manent rights in land at ineignificant
temporary prices, for the bemefit of a
few, and at the expense of the many, in
Bengal and certaln other provinces, but
they have failed to appreciate the
glorious inherited opportunity to adopt
the Henry George ldea of the single
tax. The English tendency seems to
be to extend the tenures, which are
partly from year to year, partly for ten
years and partly for 30 years, renewable
forever, so long as the rent as fixed by
the government at the explration of each
agreed period is pald,

England’s policy also tends towards a
diminishing of returns from the land,
and an Increased indirect taxation in the
form of import and internal revenue
dutles, During the time of Akbar, the
great Mogul, in the year 1582, the fol-
lowing maxim I8 believed to have ex-

‘of

pressed the ruling idea of the revenue
system maintained under him:

There shall be left for every man who
cultivates his iand as much as he requires
for his own support till the next crop be
reaped, and that of his famliiy and for seed.
This much shall be left to him. What re-
mains is land tax, and shall go to the treas-
ury,

Accordingly, a land tax was collected
which far exceeded the land tax now
generally collected, sometimes even
double the present tax. How easy it
would have been upon the advent of the
English to declare a tax of so much
as I8 necessary for economical adminis-
tration of the government, the balance
to belong to the cultivator.

Instead of this direct and equitable
method, the British government, like
all governments, seeks popularity from
its ignorapt subjects by reducing the
known direct tax and imposing contin-
ually iocreasing, uncertain, unfeeling,
less known, ahd, therefore, less irrita-
tive indirect taxes. Instead of her pol-
icy tending towards equal opportunity,
and, therefore, progress and “love,” it
tends toward unequal opportunity, spe-
clal privilege, aristocracy, and un-
bridled authority and power.

Credible authority places the land
revenue at one time far in excess of
all present sources of income, including
gross income of railroads, irrigation,
telegraphs, post, opium, salt, etc. That
is, If the same tax were pald to-day. all
might ride on trains, rend telegrams and
letters, and transpori {reight, free of
charge. In the boast of a diminishing
land tax or rental {8 concealed the con-
fession of fgnorance that property and
speculation in land arise in an in-
creasingly menacing proportion as the
state rental is diminished and the land
relieved and exempted. Compared with
other industries or avenues of trade or
profit, the greatest speculation and prop-
erty i created in land where it is least
taxed.

But I started to show thie importance
of the land tenure systems as an explan-
ation of continued British supremacy.
Briefly stated, I believe that the com-
munal system of holding property isone
of the main secrets of English retention
power. Not only did the Britlst
find that the intermediate landlord was
the exception to the rule, but also that
by far the greater part of the land of
India was held and occupled by com-
munlities organized as villages. These
villages have their own government,
make thelr own regulations, work
the land conjointly, and constitute, in
short, communal entities with which the
rulers have at all times dealt as units.
The larger part of the land of India is
still held by villages which pay their
rent to the government In a lump sum,
The details are left to the village, which
Is the unit of assessment, rather than
each particular lot or fleld.

The English found these local govern-
ing bodies large helps In administering

general affairs, and have, consequently,
not disturbed them in their local affairs.
And, as these represent the larger part
of the affairs with which an ignorant
population are conversant, we may say
that in great part England preserves the
local self-governments as she found
them.

Many Englishmen maintain that they
have been successful with their de-
pendencies in proportion as they have
permitted them to continue without in-
terference; in other words, as England
keeps her hands off, her colony prospers,
and English rule is successful. It cer-
tainly seems to be the fact in the case
of Australia and Canada. It wascertain-
1y so in the case of the lost flower of her
colonies, the United States. Itiasoina
lesser degree on the continent of India.
I am firm in the belief that her tak-
ing of these local villages as units in
occupation, taxation, tepure and govern-
ment, and her maintenance of Moham-
medan and Hindoo laws and customs as *
gshe found them, is the very condition
of England’s continuing in India. But
thereby she minimizes her influence as
a civilizing, Christlanizing power, and
again proves that the “white man's bur-
den” is to “stay on the black man’s
back.”

JOHN A. ZANGERLE.

NEWS

‘Week ending Thursday, May 19.

Reports of the week fromn the
seat of the Russo-Jupanese war (p.
87) indicate no change in the course
of the conflict. The Russians are
still retreating before the Japan-
ese advance,

1

On the 12th it was reported that
the Russians had blown up the
docks and piers of their city of
Dalny, a few miles northeast of
Port Arthur, and these reports
have since been confirmed, with
the additional information that
the whole city has been destroyed.
Dalny is the old Manchurian city of
Talienwan. It was rebuilt ar well
as renamed, 1809-1001, by express
orders of the Czar, at a cost of

20,000,000, with a view to making
it the commercial center of the
Russians on the Asiatic coast. Its
bay, one of the tinest deep water
harbors on the Pacific, is free from
ice in winter, and ships drawing
thirty feet of water can enter at
low tide without difficulty, and
without the aid of pilots could gail
or steam alongside the docks,
where their cargoes could be load-
ed intorailroad cars and run direct



