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position where they will either have to submit to
“the thin end of the wedge” of land value sociali-
" zation, or make themselves sordidly ridiculous by
exposure to public opinion as selfishly seeking to
perpetuate complete exemption from taxation
upon their socially produced property. By provid-
ing for national valuations of the lands of the
whole kingdom, with a heavy tax upon future in-
creases in value caused by social growth, this bud-
get has firmly laid the foundation for a social
superstructure in Great Britain that may make
that country truly free—the world’s model of

democracy.
+

Exemption from taxes on industry, land values
socialized for public uses, free trade with all the
world both within and without the Empire, and
the exploitation of labor abolished—these are
among the reasonable possibilities to come from
the adoption of the Lloyd-George budget.

+

It is because they are reasonable possibilities
that the privileged interests will consolidate to
break the budget down. For the same reason the
British democracy ought to unite to secure its
adoption. The London Nation, a rationally so-
cialistic paper, struck the true note for all schools
and shades and parties and factions of progres-
gives in Great Britain when in its issue of May 1
it said of the budget scheme that—

the Chancellor of the Exchequer may fairly call on
every democratic force in the nation for sustained
and undivided support. He will have united the “in-
terests” against him by a comprehensive and fear-
less attack. He must unite the enthusiasms and prin-

ciples behind him. Whatever there is of demo-.

cratic ardor among our people, whatever feeling
there be for national improvement, if there be any
compunction for the lot of the poor, and any joy in
the building up of a strong, vigorous, and united
nation—all such forces, laying aside mutual contro-
versy and nice preferences of detail, must rally in
their supreme effort to enforce the will of democ-
racy or write themselves down forever barren of

good.
+ +

Producer and Consumer.

From the tariff debates in the Senate, it would
appear that the only human interests are those of
the producer. We hear of foreign producers “in-
vading” the market of American producers, as if
this market were a pasture field without a fence.
But the American market consists of American
consumers, and its “invasion” means that foreign
producers stipply them with some things in ex-
change for other things, on better terms than
American producers do. This is an “invasion”
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that looks good to the American consumer. If it
didn’t, the foreigner couldn’t “invade.” But the
interests of the American consumer are not recog-
nized in the American Senate. He is regarded
there as the natural prey of American producers.
Consequently a tax is to be put upon his purchases
from, foreign producers so that he will be glad
enough to purchase from American producers at
exorbitant prices. And who are these American
consumers? Why, except as they steal (either
vulgarly or according to law), or beg (either in
rags from want or in velvet with greed), they
are also producers. In the very nalure of the
case, then, you cannot protect them as producers
without robbing them as consumers.

+ <+

Workingmen and Employers.

It is unfortunate that the existing employers’
organizations are so deeply impregnated with the
spirit of monopoly and so completely given over
to class bitterness, as to make friendly intercourse
between,them and labor organizations impossible.

+
The interests of unprivileged employers and the

- interests of hired workingmen are really identical.

They are identical not only with reference to the
narrow relation of employer and employe, but with
reference also to the wider and more general
relation of buyer and seller. It is only the bene-
ficiaries of special privileges that are essentially
inimical to either. Yet beneficiaries of special
privileges, masquerading as legitimate business
men, and often in some degree really legitimate
business men, dominate the existing employers’
organizations, and while playing their own preda-
tory game with their innocent associates, fan the
flame of class hatreds by constantly emphasizing
instances of exasperating methods of labor or-
ganizations.
+

Labor organizations do resort to bad methods—
“damnable methods,” as the National Association
of Manufacturers, assembled on the 17th in New
York, expressed it in the words of ome of their
members and with cheers from the rest. But so
do employers’ organizations resort to “damnable
methods.” The National Association of Manu-
facturers itself is no exception. Human nature ex-
plains it all. And those “damnable methods” are
not to be improved by the irreconcilables and im-
possibilists of either set of organizations. It is
indeed to be said for labor organizations that they
are on the whole better disposed than the employ-
ers’ organizations under present control.
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What the best interest of both employer and
hired man requires—those of both classes who
earn their own living—is that they get together
on the basis of a genuine purpose to do the fair
thing all round, There would be no difficulty, so
far as the labor organizations are concerned, for
they for the most part want to be fair. As a mass
they are composed of fair minded men and
women ; more so in deiling with employers’ or-
ganizations, candor compels us to say, than em-
ployers’ organizations are in dealing with them.
Neither would there be any difficulty so far as
the employers organizations are concerned, if the
membership in general would put aside such influ-
ence as their own little special privileges may
exert, and close their ears to the unfair sugges-
tions of overbearing monopolists among them
Employers’ organizations that wanted only a
square deal with workingmen would find no other
difficulty in co-operating with labor organizations
upon a basis of justice, than the difficulty which
they themselves have fostered—the difliculty that
would naturally arise from distrust by labor or-

ganizations of the good faith of employers’ or-

nizations.

& +

Isn’t the time nearly at hand for employers’
organizations to take a more considerate view of
labor organizations? Hasn’t the day for vitupera-
tion gone by? Are there not enough fair minded
men in the employers’ organizations to turn them
back from their monopolistic tendencies and to-
ward friendly intercourse with workingmen?
What if it should prove for a time that the labor
organizations won’t respond in the same spirit?
Isn’t the responsibility upon the employers, con-
sidering their greater opportunities for cultivat-
ing the amenities of life? Let them set an ex-
ample before they condemn workingmen for spurn-
ing it. And first let them oust their own monop-
olists.

+ +
Butcher and Hunter.

Minnie Maddern Fiske is to be credited with an
exceptionally keen. criticism of those strenuous
men who enjoy killing things. One finds it diffi-
cult to think of a brutal-minded and bloody-
handed pig sticker as noble; but Mrs. Fiske thinks
him nobler than the hunter. For ‘“the hunter
owns to a thrill of rapture as his bullet pierces
the plumage of the bird or tears through the heart
of the doe;” whereas “we may at least say
of the butcher that he is indifferent.” Mrs. Fiske
evidently lacks the strenuous element. She seems
to appreciate none of that joy of living which
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springs from demonstrations of skill in killing.
Her ideals are commonplace, or she would not
thus contrast the exuberant joy of the hunter with
the stolid indifference of the butcher. She should
rather inspire the butcher with the joy of the
hunter, and thereby elevate the bloody monotony
of his daily grind to the higher levels of san-
guinary passion. Think of the ordinary butcher,
what he might be if his indifference to killing were
but turned to enthusiasm! He might find ebul-
lient joy, as hunters have done, not only in killing
hogs, but possibly in killing men. Many of us lit-
tle realize how much of life is lost to those who
view it in sentimental ways. Yet there does seem to
be sense in Mrs. Fiske’s notion. May it not in-
deed be true that he who slaughters stolidly for
food is less ignoble than he who slaughters enthu-
siastically for fun? Nay, nay; let us put her evil
notion aside. Such teachings threaten the man-
hood of our nation. They are calculated to make
mollycoddles of us all. One skillful in epithet
might almost venture to characterize them as

immoral.
L I

IMPERIALISM FOR PORTO RICO.

If any one principle of popular self government
is more securely imbedded in American tradition
than any other, it is the principle that the people’s
representatives shall hold the public purse strings.

This is of the very essence of popular govern-
ment. For if public expenditures may be made
without the consent of the representatives of the
people to be taxed, then those people can be taxed
without their consent and be consequently gov-
erned by arbitrary power.

+

Precisely this is what the Stuarts tried to do at
a critical period in English history.

Asserting the divine right of kings to govern
“their people,” they undertook to levy taxes di-
rectly and without the consent of the people’s
representatives in Parliament. It was his resist-
ance to this usurpation that opened an historical
career to John Hampden. It was Charles I’s in-
sistence upon it that lost him his head.

Since those days, the British Constitution has
necessitated appropriations by the Commons as
the unalterable condition of levying taxes.

+

And we of this country have inherited that
Constitutional principle.

Our war for independence was waged upon it.
The founders of this Republic identified their
cause with the tradition of British freedom



