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Ae the titlo of this address may suggest too extensive a ra,nge of subject,
I will begin by stating more concisely t'he pointa I wish to make. Theso a,ro
thrco in number and sta,rt with a goneral remark on capitalism, its relation
to Liberal* and Marxiet polioy, and the respects in which the Communiet atti.
tudo difiers from oure. The eecond is a etudy of the mentality of Henr5r Goorge
and Karl Marx on the background'of economic environment and the posei-
bility, arising out of this, of explaining Marxism in a new way. The third is
tho Marxist dialectic and its relation to eocial hietory, in particular its rol&tion
to our own point of viow and future development. These three points are
bound up closely together and form a dofinite wholo, explaining the roal
cha,racter, not always realized, of world conditions at the present day. If
tho conclusions drawn seem Bomewhat pessimistic, I will allege the evente of
recent times and point out that if au element of truth is ascertained, then
something positive is achieved. More than this we cannot claim to do.

Modorn capitalism, as we interpret it, feiled to develop along sound and
nomal lines owing to a very simple re&son. Thie was the failure, in post-
feudal times, to eollect land values for revenue and the consequent creation
of a population permanently unable to buy the wealth it produced. The
manufaoturer, bent simultaneously on dopressing wages and on selling goods,f
rr&s never ablo to solve the contradiction and in consequ€nc€ was forced into
a consta,nt and chronic search for markete. A solution wag found in t'he
ninetoenth century in overseas oxpaneion, export of goods, capital and men,
sulmina,t'ing at the presoirt day in the " imperi&lism " of modern capitdintic
Powere which has boen go fruitful & cause of war. To-day the spectacle of
the Japaneso in Manchuria and of the Italians in Abyseinia may belp to remind
us, eomewhat starkly, of our own past development and suggest, perhaps too
late, what the world is really like.. There are now no new markete, and, short
of opening up the moon, a limit has come to expansion. So the crisis comeg
home to etay and under various rubrics, Nationalism, Fascism, Hitlerism, etc.,
is with us everywhere.

With this simplified analysie of the tendencies of capitalism the Marxiet
would in the main agree, and it is only in the diagnosig of its character that o
radical disagreement arises. For where we make a fundamental distinction

' Tho word Liberal is not used in any political party sonse but ag doscribing the point
of view of thoso rvho hold that the economic problem can bo golved without tho
dictatorship of the gtato.

t A con0radiction "digcovered" recently by Major Dougles. His "sociol credit"
romedy ie liko mending the roof of a houso when the ground is giving.
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between " npalth " and its source, between perishable " goods " (food, clothes,
houses, machines, etc.) and imperishable " I&nd," the Marxists fail to make
any distinction and approach the problem from the angle of value pure and
simple. Again, where we attributo tho defect-and the only defect-of
capitalism to the private appropriation of land values, they attack capitalism
root and branch and regard it as fundamentally unethical. Analysing it
briefly ae-

(l) private enterpriee ;
(2) investment (use of savings for further investment) ;

wo maintain that it is perfectly ethical and that its apparent defects are really
due to an external c&use, c.e., a foolish system of land tenure. All values in
the long run &ccruo as rent and although the superstructure of modern capital-
ism conceals the fact, vagt accumulations of finance capital depend finally on
land values. Granted therefore the public appropriation of land values,
capitalism in its essenee would still remain, but so changed in range and manner
of operation that the first to derive benefit from it would be the worker and
tho worker, moreove!, as an individual. What the Marxists call " surplus
yalue " and vhat is really an eftect of land values accruing privately worlld
return to tbe worker by the ordinary forms of competition and by means of a
constantly rising level of wages. All this, however, the Marxists are prevented
from seeing for historical reasons and they go on to condemn all forms of
private enterprise and all intereet on private capital, so coming to the orroneous
conclusion that the social urge has primacy over that of the individual. Henco
to a large oxtent their ethice, which are primarily
individualiet'ic, and their subetitution of relativistic codes, var5ring from social
lovel to sociol lovol.* They arr right, of course, in pointing out that tho
laiaeez-Jaire of the nineteenth centur5l led to enormous evils, but the reason
is not the ono thoy allege. Far from being too la'iasez-faire tho nineteenth
contur5r was not laiew-faire enough and it ie possible that in pointing this
fact out we m&y perfom a servico of the greatest importanoo.

The history of t'he nineteenth centur5r was distinguishetl by the presonce,
almost contemporaneously, of two famous economic philosophers, Henr5r
Gleorgo and Ka,rl Marx, each of whom diagnosed in hig ovrn way the economic
situation of hir age. Both were original in thought and both were influenced
by tho ago thoy lived in, most of all by a certain differenco of environment.
But before following this point up, let us notice that the free market in goods
and ideas, which we regard as the fundamental baeis of the Liberal outlook,
waa the background for both Marx and George and without its wide horizon
aad immeneo-factual knowledgo Marx hims€lf and his work would be incon-
ceivablo. For thie !o&son, if for no other, the contempt of the Marxiets for
Liberal thought is, to say the least, ungrateful. The point is small, yet
suggestive. It may undermine tho absolutism of Marxist theorizing.

To roturn to the economic argument. The Liberale claim and even llarx
himeeU agrted, that the fundamental basis of exploitation was historically
land enclosure and that if the land had been really free no monopoly of
" su4rlus v&lue " could have $rorvn up. Now the environment which Marx
s"']rylg-L*"!ryW3gll"t .'ryt' fto'ry

+ Chrietian ethics tend, unforlunately, to " aggumo " eccnomic froedom ag att axiorn
often when it ie conspicuously abaent.
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was brought up in (America) differed procisely in this point of the land.question,
and we shall see on examjnetion how significant thie is. For Henry Georgo,
living in an America stil half empty, saw tho obvious and only heansof
preventing monopoly and saw it, hietorically epeaking, only just in time.
What had escaped Adam Smith, what tho Physiocrots in semi-foudal trbanco
saw only va,guely, what nineteenth century England could never have so€n
of itself, that was seen and could only be seen in half-empty, yet industrialized
America. For America is uniquein modern timee in one single respect, namely
that there alone for a time competition between labour and cipital .ias weightel
on the side of labour and conditions were to some extent'froe. Land= wae
cheap and labour w&B dear, and in consoquonce labour poured million.fold into
thig land florring with milk and honey. The outcome of this we now lr"ow,
having lived long enough to eee. For almost a century America was the la,nd
of the free, the land of unlimited possibilities, the inspiration of a lValt Whitman
and of a Mark Twain, and temained so, roughly, till the frontier reachod tho
Pacific. These'days &re over now and over for good. Tho literature of
America is no longer optimistic end no one knowg what the future holde.

It was otherwise with Marx. Born into a land-locked Europe, where
industry was founded on a basis ofunfree land from the start, where Sargaining
possibilities had never really existed for the worker, it was natural tLat he
should draw conclusions very difrerent and of an anti-individualistic naturo.
Capitalism, with its privale enterprise and interest on investment (bohind
which the land value problcm u'as completely concealed) u'ith its ruthlessly
unethical attitude towards the labour it exploited and which no economic
law seemed to protect, appeared to Marx like a monstrous caricaturo of a
" Bystem " _and without examining fgly the aesumptions behind this judg-
ment he rejected the Liberal hope. Nothing short of a workers' revolution,
in the conditions prevailing, seemed to him to ofier any prospect for the futuro
and on this basis he worked out his economic theory. Yet even Marx, thinking
the matter out moro fully in the third book of Das Kapital, seems to realizo
the implication of the early land enblosures and eitber did not livo to drivo
this point home to his followers, or found the historical position too hopeless
to mako it practicable. Helce the present situation and tho development
of the Marxiit dialectic, which ie the ihird point I wish to make.

This is, of course, no place to discuss the infinite ramifications of tho
Marxist dialectic as developed from Hegol and Marx down to Lenin and Stalin
and I shall confine m-yself to a few salient examples. According to tho
philosophy of d,ialpctical mnterialism the movement of history (like tlie move-
ment of everything else) proceeds on & definite pattern of thesis, antithesis
and synthesis, the thesis being the beginning of a movement (such asfeudalism),
the antithesis its breakdown and transformation (at the time of the Ronaissance
and Reformation), and the s;rnthesis the new movement evolving out of it
(in this case the economic society of tlro seventeenth and eighteenth conturies
in England). As regards the cause of this movement the"Marxists find its
m,obi,le n the nraterial means of production, any change in which of a radical
kind leads finally to a revolution, peaceful or otherrvise, in the political and
social structure. As an elample of the way this interpretation of history
works out, I can point to the English rebellion of 1640 and the revolution of
1688 where the change in production, since feudal times, first expressed iteelf
in political forms. Fundamentally the new a,gricultural entrepreneurs and their
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allies the merchant bourgeoisie who mado their wealth by means of largo ebeep
runs and export of wool, etc., were wreeting political power from the now effete
feudal landowners. The following diagram will illustrate this:-

feudal landovrners
thesis

agricultural entrepreneur, etc.,
antithesie

1640 )
1688 i

English bourgeoisie
synthesis.

Similarly, tbe French bourgeoisie, uneasy and resentful under the weakening
yoke of a France which was still feudal in form, forced tbeir way to power iu
1789 even more violently than the English and established a ru)w equilibrium.
In our ovm time the Russians havo efrected in quick succession two major
revolutions (Il{arch-November, l9l7),6rst a bourgeois, then a workerg' revolu-
tion, thus catching up and also outstripping, in their own estimation, tho
nations of the West. For notice, tho eame inevitabilitv or destinv which
change in the means of productio.n brought about for thL bourgeoisie in the
past, ie now working for the proletariat and cannot be evaded. Capitalism,
in ordor to be moro efficient, must continually concentrate. Conoentration in
its turn implies biggor plant, vaster congeries of workers, and massed workers,
in the €nd, mean revolutio.n. Finally the day comes whon tho workers,
properly organized, 6nd themselvos so numerous that the revolution occurE
almoet of iteef. This ie what happened in Ruesia in l9l7 where in proportion
to their numbers, tho workere wero massod in fewer factories than an5rwhene
elee on earth, not excluding Ameriea. So Russia, having stolen a ma,rch on
the rest of tho world, now waits for our revolution to follow hers. Evolution
is for it, destiay is for it, we a,re doomed.

Obviously, for us who still believe in human freedom thoro is no oertainty
in this prophecy, whatever other elemonts of truth it may contain. Yet it
behovos ue to examino carefully tho implications of the dialectic and to uso
for our own purposos tho perts whieh affect us. In tho first plaae we must
noto that Marxist Communism, in tho light of lnst experience, doet Fppear to
be the culmination of the evolution of o century, even if, in our opinion, it is
au undesirable cubnination. The growth of land monopoly (increase of privato
rent values), of tariffs, of quotas, of currency rostriction, of taxation, etc.,.
widening and hardoning hindrances to production, leading to great rolativo
poverty and unomploymont-all point in the sa,mo diroction. The worker,
unable to find work, a,nd tho employer, unable to eoll hir goods, both appoal
to the State and find in it their only salvation. What is surprieing then in
the point of view of the Communists, which sees no hope opart from the State
and in its namo seizes everSrthing, romoving completely the whole Liberal
foundation ? Ilaving failed to break monopoly in its inception and to make
the individual self-suppor0ing the only alternativo ie to " go the whole hog "
with tho power of the State. It is truo that Marxism is ultimately " &n&rchic,"
claiming that the State will wither away, but this implies a corresponding
oconomio basis, which the Marxists as yet have not supplied. What is certain
is that in Russia Liberalism, as we know it, is dead, end once dead it cannot
easily be resurectod. Stranger still, in England iteeU, once its greatest
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stronghold, it is dying, too, and here is where the dialectic can really teach
us something.

- Tttg question has often-begn put to me and no doubt to many of you also,
yha-t-is it that_has prevented Georgeist princ;ples from find.ing rapidac6ephtion
in all parts of the world, when to most of us-and we are nof, olever& than
other people. tlrey seem so obvious and self-evident ? Or again, we might
ask, what is it that has prevented Liberal statesmen after manv opportunitlies
from effecting more than a minute proportion of what they fiopeh to effect
and which has even brought the worid, in this year of graco-lg36^, to the pass
it is now in, steadily moving towards a renewal of conflict ? tr'or notice, not
only.are we making_practically no advance but also we are definitely retro-
flr93g, the.loss of Free Trade beigg, when all is considered, the blac[est day
in Liberal history ever known. Already to pany observers, the epoch lg32--
1932 from the Reform Bill and the Repeal of the corn Laws down tb the crisis
of four yearg ago when Free Trade and the Gold standard wero abendoned, is
an -epg_ch which is over and done, tho epoch of Liberal politics, of toleration
andof humanity-the one great age in hislory when the world lived in immense
6op-e. What is it then which has caused England, the one hope of an inter-
nationally-minded world, to deflect from its position as lea,aer in Liberal
thought and economics-what is it, r ask, but this same il,ialcctic of the Marxists
which-slowly but eurely^reveal! a history moving against us, cutting the very
ground from- under our feet ? Internal monopoly, lack of buyrng po-wer, Statl
quotas, marketing boards, subsidies, etc., hav-o created in- Silfiin and aro
cr_eatryg not only vested interests which will bring us to ruin in the end., but
also what is perhap-s even worse, a mental bluntneis or warped thinking which
makes-unprejudiced dlscussion -alTost impoesible. Most of irs, in endeaiouring
to Bxplain the general point of view of Liberal economics, must have noticed
an increasing difficulty since the crisis and even & growing opposition, so that
even the Free Trade position, so obvious and conincing in itseU, ie'norp no
longer accepted.

.,, I venture to prophesy here and now that the opposition and the difficurty
will increase st€adilv in the future.

We have seen r-ecently the fall of what was, if not Liberal government, at
least civilized govornment with democratic tendencies in the w"hole of Cenlral
Europe and we are in no doubt as to the cause. r remember oneo in Buda-
P-"rt-q- very old mar-r makjlg to me in a comment on the post-war situation,
the following-remark: " when a country is still young, 

-as 
America was a

gentury ago, then the Georgeist solution is not wanteil, thd hnd is still free and
labour is in demand. on the other hand, when a countrv is old. rike this
Europe of ours, then it is too late and no radical chanee- e&n occur. The
vested interests are too strong and all that can happen is"decay." This is a
comment which I think exaggerated, but it contaiiri an elemeni of truth and.
may remind _us at least where rve stand and the historical r6le we play. on
the one hand we have -monopoly growing in the West, leading g"iaolly to
fanaticism, povgrty and spiriiuai decay, ind finally Fascism. "o"n the oiher
we have soviet Russia, where private mbnopoly, it is- true, is broken, but whero
another more powerful has arisen in its pblce,-that of the State. No one will
deny the sineerity of communist princifles and the honesty of their belief in
future freedom, but we cannot help seeiirg, in the whole eoolution of present-
day life in Ruesia, the dovelopmeni, of preiisely the opposite tendency, 

' 
For in
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Russia to-day conditions T" Fi"g oreatgd, and et torrifie speed, which by their
own neturo and future development demand centralized control and must
always do so, and from which it'is inconceivable that froedom should^ arise.
Huge towns, -rivalling and out-digtancing London and New york aro not, in
our, opl]lo-n, the:ight way to solve the _ago.long problem of tgwn versus country,
and a "plauned " 

".4 
" conc,entiated t' induslry, after all, is the culmination

lather than the nogation of capitalism. x'inall!, in betwoon the tr'aeoist and
Russia_n oppoaites yo havg the deepieed Liberal policy which alone offers not
on]y tle o-b@4-t hope of freodom, but elso a conciote, if difrcult, way of
achieving it. There a,re, in our terminolog5r, two eoruceg of wealth and no
other, land and human beings, and in the free interplay between the two, wealth
a,risoe. -For many centuriee chattol elavery wae a legal and- moral institution,
declared and pronorrn.qd by economic gxperts to-be abiolutely necessary.
r,otor, slavery was found rurnecossary and bno of tho Bo'rces of wearth wie
made freo. The other source of wealth-the more passive one-is etiu held
in bondage b-y a foolioh- economio sy-stom and it may remain so for years to
come, but only when it is freo will a froo society arise. In conclusion,i would
like to {or tha!-the _Liberal tradition now suftering eclipee is tho oldest and
best in the world and if it collapses tlore ie nothing, positively nothing, which
c-an be pu! in its plage. Fleedom of tho intellect-comes from the Gieeks, of
the spirit froqq th9 Christians, and both.are rooted in the freedom of matier,
the incarnati<in of the inmatorial in tho material world. Free the bodv and
the-soul m-ay flouriah. frgp the body and the soul may wither. The aicient
world,_with all its cultural splendour, died of the slavb monopoly of Rome:
let us boware legt our own dio from a gimilar cause.

This paper uas pretented at tbe International
Conference, London, September, 1936.
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