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NATIONALISATION OF LAND.

MR. GEORGE has, in his book called “Progress and Poverty,”
discovered that poverty and all its concomitants are in some way
or another engendered by progress itself. And he proves it
thus :—* Gro,” he says, ¢ into one of the new communities where
Anglo-Saxon vigour is first beginning the race of progress, &c., *
and, though you will find an absence of wealth, you will find no
beggars. The tramp comes with the locomotive, and almshouses
and prisons are as surely the marks of material progress as are
costly dwellings, rich warehouses, and magnificent chambers.”
Apparently, therefore, wealth, the result of progress, is the
“cause of poverty. Now Mr. George might just as well say that
the sugar hogshead at the grocer’s door has brought forth the
flies and. ragged children that are about it. Did it never occur
to Mr. George that the large cities and places where the loco-
motive has been and where wealth is to be found, attract the
idle, the weak, the dishonest, and the thriftless? Does he not
know that the reason they are not found where Angle-Saxon
vigour is just beginning a race of progress, is because the exercise
of Anglo-Saxon vigour is unpalatable to them? Mr. George
makes the common mistake of those who boast the virtues of
rural districts, Why is there not a professional pick-pocket in
‘the small village? Because there is no scope for his talents;

# When I use this *“ &c.” I mean that I cmit some of Mr. George’s eloguence.
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there are not pockets enough for hig indystry. Why is there no
tramp, no beggar ? Because there are not enough persons of
whom to beg. _
But Mr, George is wrong when he says that “ the tendency
of what we call material progress is in nowise to improve the
condition of the lowest class in the essentials ‘of healthy, happy,
human life.” That is untrue. The great bulk of the people of
this country are better off than ever they were. They have
more wages, more food, better homes (though far from good
enough in towns), and better clothing than ever they had.
Everything proves this. Statistics of every sort. The quan-
tities consumed. The quantities of luxuries—drink, tobacco—
the diminished number of paupers, the lessened poor rates;
savings banks, benefit societies. What Mr. George means
by the lowesi class is uncertain, If he means the tramp
and beggar, what he covs is true, and would be if wealth was
multiplied a hundred-fold. I3ut it is untrue that increased power
of production, and -increased wealth have not benefited the
whole people. What has become of the increased food and
clothing? Have thosc wicked rich people eaten ten times what
they ate before, and worn ten yards of clothing when they
formerly used one? The complaint is untrue and silly. No
doubt there are many laborers with large families who could
eat, and eat advantageously, more than they do, and so they
could if all produce was divided in equal rations. One may
wish that every man had his poulet au pét. One may have a
misgiving as to whether it is not wrong that one man should ride
in his carriage, at a cost which would keep two or three families,
‘while, at the same time, as many families are underfed. But till
we are good enough to work as fairly for the benefit of all as we
do each for himself, we are not fit to be Socialists, and the best
thing for all, is that each should work for himself, though the
.result may be poverty and wealth, want and have.
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Mr. George, having made this discovery, proceeds to seek-
the cause—Why wealth produces poverty? One would think that
an obvious remedy would be to get rid of the wealth, to destroy
the locomotive and the great houses, and revert to the log hut,
in whose neighbourhood, Mr. George tells us, no beggars are to
be found. But Mr. George does not suggest this. He first deals
with some economic opinions that have been entertained and
promulgated by some of the best and ablest men the world has
seen, but which Mr. George denounces as blunders, the result
of a perversion of intellect scarcely honest.

Mr. George proceeds to put his enquiry which, he says, is
“ Why, in spite of increase in productive power, do wages tend
to a minimum, which will give but a bare living ?2” He assumes
the truth of that proposition, which, however, is untrue. For, if
land inereases in productive power there is not, necessarily, the
tendency he mentions. e then proceeds to attack the proposi-
tion stated by Mill, and agreed to by all economists but
Mzr. George, if he calls himself one, viz., ¢ Industry is limited
by capital. There can be no more indusiry than is supplied by
materials and food to eat. Self-evident as it is, it is often for-
gotten that the people of a country are maintained, and have
their wants supplied, not by the produce of present labor, but
by past.” Not so, says Mr. George, with an enviable self-
confidence, to feel half which one would be content to be half as
wrong. “How,” says he, “can that be, if capital is stored
labor? How can it be that it existed before labor? And
consider the case of the naked savage who lives on shell-fish and
fruit, &c.” Of course, nobody ever denied that there must have
been a time when labor preceded capital. What Mill affirms is
not in relation to naked savages living on shell-fish, but in
relation to modern highly complex civilisation. Iet us examine
some of Mr. George’s arguments to prove, as he says, that
“ wages, instead of being drawn from capital are, in reality,
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drawn from the product of the labor for which they are paid.”
“See,” says he, “the case of a ship which grows in value from
day to day while being built. Has the builder lost any of his
capital? No; there it is on the increased value of the ship.”
But the ship is not built of sovereigns or dollars; nor have
the workmen fed on the latter. It is built of materials which

have been saved or stored, and the workmen are fed and
" clothed on and with materials saved and stored. Mr. George
would reason less ill if he could -climinate money from men’s
transactions and suppose them dome by barter. Let us
take one of his new communities where Anglo-Saxon vigour
is at work. An Anglo-Saxon goes to a settler for work., Ycs,
there are threc trees to be cut down, but I shall have
nothing to give you for six months, when the timber mer-
chant buys of me. Well, says the workman, but I want food
and clothing ; meanwhile, let us go to the timber merchant. He
is willing to take the timber, but can’t give the price or valuc
till the house-builder buys, which will be in six months. Then
they go to the builder, who has store of meat and wheat and
clothing. He agrees to advance it to the timber merchant, who
advances it to the farmer, who advances it to the laborer, who
labors. Does Mr. George say that in this case capital has had
nothing to do with setting labor to work? But this is the case
with all work in civilised socicties. It is the case where the
capitalist finds the ship, the weapons, and the food of the whale-
fisher. Try it thus. Suppose all the machinery in the world
suddenly destroyed, or all the stored food, what would become
of labor? “Oh, but,” says Mr. George, “the grain thus
held in reserve through the machinery of exchange, and advances
passed to the usc of the cultivators is set free, in effect, produced
by the work done for the next crop!” So the work for the next
crop produces the former crop. If so the laborer ought to he
Paidfor the production of two crops. Mr. George might say this
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is a question of words. But it is not; it is a question of
substance and of things; Mr. George, like thany others, woild
reason better if lie used right words. Mr. George asks (chap. 5),
“ What, then, are the fuiictions of capital 2” He dnswers,  Capital
consists of wealth used for the procuitement of more wealth ; or,
as, I think, it may be defined—wealth in the couise of exchange.
Capital, thercfore, increases the power of wealth to produce
wealth.,” Why, ¢ therefore ”—but ever if so, as a spade and a
barrow are as much capital as a locomotive, the admission goes
o long way to show that capital sets labor to work—but, in
truth, Mr. George (Book 3, chap. 8) answers himself. For he says:
“There ave three modes of production, in one of which capital
may, and in the othei two must aid labor.” Mr. George, having
attacked the economists about capital, next has a furious tilt at
Malthus, and the doctrine coniected with bis name. And it may
well be that the geometrical and arithmetical ratios cannot be
justified. But the main proposition is, undoubtedly, true, viz.,
That, left undisturbed, population increases, and by increasing
presses on the means of subsistence. It is self-evident. It stares
one in the face. Why has North America its 70 or 80 millions
of European descent, but for this pressare? Why do the
Eastern Americans go West? Why do hundreds of thousands
of emigrants land on American shoves yearly? Why does the
Chinaman eat the filth and garbage be does? Not from pres-
sure on the means of subsistence, says Mr. George, for 100
men will produce more than 100 times what one man can. Very
likely, in certain cases. Ah, but, says Mr. George, and 100 times
100 men can produce more than 100 times what 100 men
can. Well, this brings us to 10,000, and 100 tinies that is a
million, aind theri we have 100 millions, and then 10,000
millions, all prodiicing more per head than-their prédecessors.
It does not prové this to show that the earth 3§ not full,
nor the beést tse made of it. Besides, sappose it ebald miain-
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tain the ten thousand millions, it could not waintain one
hundred times that number. What does Mr. George mean.
Why there would not be standing room. It is idle to say that
increase of population doeé not press, will not eventually press on
the means of subsistence. It does; we all know it, and, oddly
enough, it is in part the foundation of Mr. Gteorge’s argument.
And the pressure is comparative, as most things are in this
world. Not a pressure that could miot be borne, but that could be
lessened, and that has been lessened by a diminution of the
population through emigration. It is certain that in England, at
least, the average well-being of the population is greater than
ever it was. But suppose there had not been that emigration,
and suppose America had not been peopled, and sent us food!
What would have been the condition of things? Would there
have been no pressure on subsistence? Could we have produced
that half of the wheat we consume which we now import?
Some day America will be full. Mr. George admits that there
may be ¢small islands, such as Piteairn’s, eut off from
communication with the rest of the world, and from the
exchanges which are necessary to the improved modes of
production resorted to as population becomes dense, which may
seem t0o offer examples in point. A moment’s reflection, however,
will show that these exceptional cases are not in point.” Will
it? I have veflected all the time it took to read the paragraph
and to copy it, and that reflection has not shown me that the
case is not in point. It is. The world is Piteairn's island
cnlarged. It would have been better if Mr. George had shown
why the case is not in point.

Proceed to consider some of Mr. Greorge’s opinions, observing
in passing that he has got right notions on the theory of
rent. He agrees with Ricardo and Malthug, and owns and
shows that thé increase of rent is not caused by the landowner,
but by the increasing wants of man, in short, by the pressure
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of population on subsistence, so admitting the pressure of
population on subsistence.

Mr. George, in Book 3, chap. 3, discusses whethel interest
is “natural or equitable.” And he deals with the case of James
and William and the plane. . James has a plane which it takes
ten days to make, and which will last the 290 working days of a
year. William wants the plane, and agrees to give James for it
an equally good plane at the end of the year and a plank. Now,
asks Mr. George, is that “ natural or equitable?” ¢ See, * says
he, “the case at the end of the year. James having parted with his
plane, occupies ten days in making a new one, and then works
for 290 days, at the end of which he will get a new plane from
William. James, thercfore, at the end of the year, will have
done 290 days’ work and possesses a new plane. But that would
have been the case if he had kept his own plane, worn it out in
290 days, and then made a new plane in the remaining ten.
Why, then, should William give him anything, and so make
his own condition worse and James’s better?” Wonderful !
Mr. George thinks the promise of a plane as good as a plane.
But, why put a year? Why not ten years? Why should not
the promise to return the plane in ten years or a hundred be as
good as the plane itself? Mr. George, however, seems to think
as well as can be guessed from some hazy writing, that as a plane
might be exchanged for seed, and seed might, it put in the ground,
yield an increase not due wholly to labor; therefore, a plane

- may, perhaps, be reasonably parted with on the terms of geiting
back a plane and something more. The truth-—the common,
plain sense is, that the plane in hand at the beginning of the year
is worth to William, in his opinion, and in truth, more than a
plane at the end of the year, or more than a plane made in the
first ten days of the year. Like a sensible man he agrees to give
more for it; and, for corresponding.reasons, James will not let
him have it unless he does. Does Mr. George think that savings
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banks, building societies, and others should pay no interest ?

Mr. George, in Book 3, chap. 3, intituled “The Statics
of the Problem thus explained ”—whatever that may mean—
says: “The increase of rent explains why wages and interest do
not increase. The cause which gives the land to the landowner
is the cause which denies it to the Jaborer and capitalist. That
wages and interest are higher in new than in old countries is not,
as the standard economists say, because nature makes a greater
return to the application of labor and capital, but because land
is cheaper.” Cheaper than what? I suppose than land elsewhere
—in an old country. But what is the meaning of cheaper.” It is
not a question of pounds or dollars. Land is cheaper when it
does make “a greater return to the application of labor and
capital.” And whether it shall or not does not depend on the
landlord, as, indeed, Mx. George shows. If one man, or ten, or,
perhaps, a thousand men owned all the land in an isolated terri-
tory they might fix its price; but, as it is, the price is fixed by
nature. A deal of mischievous and dishonest nonsense has been
talked about landlordism. Rent exists in the nature of things,
and would exist in substance if we had an agrarian law to-morvow.
If one acre of land will produce four quarters of wheat, with the
same expenditure of labor and capital as will only produce two
quarters on another acre, and it is worth while to cultivate the
poorer acre (rentless, perhaps), the first acre will bear and pay a
rent of two quarters; and if, on the agrarian division, it fell to
the lot of A. B., he would receive from it two quarters as a return
for his labor and capital, and two quarters in the naturc of
rent. It is true, in a sense (not always, as Mr. George says, but
sometimes), that the increase of land values is at the expensc
of the value of labor, but it is for a reason that no legisla-
tion can prevent, viz., the pressure of population on subsistence.
Mr. George finishes this Book 3 by saying: ¢ To see human
beings in the most abject, &c., condition, you must go not to
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unfenced prairies, in the backwoods, &c., but o the great cities,
where the ownership of a little patch of ground is‘a fortune.”
I have dealt with this before. Mr. George might as well have
added, but where wages are higher, and the people better fed,
clothed, and even housed, than elsewhere.

Book 4, chap. 8, Mr. George says: ¢ The effect of labor-
saving instruments will be to extend the demand.” Yes, if there
are mouths to be fed, not otherwise, ¢.e., if population presses on
subsistence. Because, but for that pressure; but for an increase
in the population, where productive powers were doubled, and
only half the land was wanted to feed the population, the com-
petition among the landowners would reduce rent to nothing.

In Book 6, Mr. George gives the remedy for these evils.
He discusses other possible remedies than his own and rejects
them. T notice one instance, for the sake of Mr. George’s style
and language. He speaks ot the “ robbery involved in the pro-
tective tariff of the United States.” That is a word Mr. George
is very fond of. Whatever is not right in his judgment, is not
only wrong; but dishonestly wrong—* robbery.” Nobody thinks
worse of a protective tariff than I do ; but I attribute its existence
to an honest want of knowing better, at least, in many cases. .
Thiers was, and Bismark is, a Protectionist—are they “robbers?”
—are Mr. George’s countrymen ¢ robbers?” Might not some
people think:the term might be more reasonably applied to those
who say “ We must make the land common property’ ”—without
compensation to present owners, and who advocate its being done
covertly, not openly. “To do that would be a needless shock to
present customs and habits of thought, which is to be avoided.
Let the individuals who now hold it (land) still retain, if they
want to; what they are pleased to call their land; let them
cofitihué to call it their land; let them buy and sell, and
bequeath and devise it. We may safely leave them the shell
if we take thé kernel. It is not necessury to confiscate land, it
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is only mecessary to confiscate rent.”” And this Mr. George
proposes, and without compensation. He enquires into the
«justice of the remedy.” He says: “If we are all here by
permission of the Oreator, we are all here with an equal title
" to the enjoyment of His bounty, with an equal right to the use
of all that nature so impartially offers. The Almighty, who
created the earth for man, and man for the earth, has entailed
it upon all the generations of the children of men, &c.” It is
singular what an acquaintance with the Creator’s designs is
shown by writers of the stamp of Mr. George. One may be
allowed a respectful doubt whether what has so long existed
and been permitted was not intended, not that things have gone
wrong till Mr, George came to the rescue. At all.events, it will be
admitted that Benevolence would approve that condition of things
~which was most for the good of mankind. And if the private
ownership of land is so, we may well have it without Mr. George’s
Land Act, to get rid of the entail he speaks of. He says: “The
poorest child born in London has as much right to the estates
of the Duke of Westminster as his eldest son, and the puniest
infant that comes wailing, &c., has as much right to the Astor
property as the Astors. And he is robbed (Mr. George’s favorite
word) if the right is denied.” I am afraid Mr. George’s notions
of “right” are hazy. I will not say that the man who catches
fish or game, or gathers fruit has not a natural right to do it.
Though Mr. George would find it difficult to persuade his Pata-
gonian, if he met the man with the fish or the game, that he (the
Patagonian) might not in all right and reason take it. His
conscience would not be troubled any more than would be that
of the Bedouin, if he eased Mr. George of a watch made by him
iwith much labor. However be it that there are natural rights,
that is in a state of nature, where there is nothing artificial.
Buit where meén have formed themselves into a social state, all is
artificial, and nothing mérely natural. In suéh & state no rights
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ought to exist but what are for the general good—all that are,
should. And what we have to consider is not any. vapouring
about “the land being entailed by Providence, the decrees of
the Creator, puny infants coming wailing into the world in the
squalidest room of the most miserable tenement house,” &c. ; but
whether private or separate property in land is for the good of
the community. Certainly, there is rather a strong primd facie
case that it is, since it exists throughout the world. «Oh!” says
Mr. George, “ tyranny, violence, and usurpation.” He quotes
M. de Laveleye—* In all primitive societies the soil was the joint
property of the tribes, and was subject to periodical distribution
among all the families, so that each might live by their labor,
as nature has ordained.” And why is it not so now? Because
we are not in a primitive state ; because we are older and wiser,
and know better, as M. de Laveleye ought to do. Periodical
distribution! Is'is not absolutely certain that a man will do
better with a piece of land ; will get more out of it each year, if
he has it for two years instead of one; for ten years instead
of two ; and for all time instead of ten? If the profit of his care
and labor will be his at some time, will he not bestow them
when otherwise he would not? It cannot be doubted. Tax him
if you like, tax his rent, tax him ad valorem ; but leave him
enough to tempt him to improve. It is too plain; separate
property in land, as in sheep and oxen, is for the good of the com-
munity. And, if so, the quantity that one man way own can no
more be limited than can the quantity of sheep or oxen he may
own, nor the use he shall make of it. Have an agrarian law,
give each man his share; in ten years the careful, skilful, and
provident allottees would be the owners of the share of the care-
less, unskilful, and improvident. And it is for the general good
it should be so.

But even if labor alone gave property, the landowner’s
case is much better on Mr, George’s principles than he admits.
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Suppose by labor a piece of land was banked and enclosed from
the sea—made, in short. Not a part of the land “ originally en-
tailed on the puniest,” &e., Mr. George must admit a right to it in
the man whose labor made it. But what is the difference between
the case put and land in general, except that in land in general
there was before labor was put on it what has been called the
“prairie value.” That is what, if anything, was “entailed on the
puniest,” &c. Tax that—confiscate that, if confiseation is right,
but not the stored labor which is on the land. = Mr. George seems
to admit this, What would the tax be? Something worth
stealing, though not as much as Mr. Greorge thinks. But confis-
cation is not right. Separate or private property in land is for
the good of the community, and should be respected like any
other property, and for the same reason. There is one passage in
the book that may be noticed. As far as it is intelligible it is,
that as 2 man belongs to himself, so his labor, when put in a con-
crete form, belongs to him; and that there can be no other
natural rights, as other rights arve destructive of this. Perhaps!
as I do not know what is meant. But then it would seem that
the man who has cut down and stored a hundred trees, has inter-
fered with my right, as great as his, to cut them down. IHowever,
whatever is meant, I repeat we are concerned with social, not
natural rights.

Mr. George speaks of the “justice” of the remedy.
Justice! A man labors and saves, acquires-a piece of land, per-
haps taken in payment of a bad debt, dies with the comforting
belief he has provided for his widow and orphans. Mzr. Greorge calls
it ¢ justice” to confiscate it. Another man has been member of a
building society, and built his house, and believes it was his own.
But My, George would charge him a heavy- rent for the land on
which it stands, because *every patch of land bas become of
great value.” This is Mr, George’s fiotion of * justice.” They are
robbers, receivers of stolen goods, knowing they are stolen, and




1k Neationalisation of Land.

can have no right themselves, nor give any to the widow and
orphan. No doubt, to confiscate land and raise the public
revenue out of it would be a fine thing for all the community,
save the landowners. But so would- confiscating chattels be a
fine thing for all but chattel-owners, and the confiscation of
labor would be a splendid fhi,ng for all but the laborer. It may
be there is much to be said for the taxation of land, and that a
community would do well, if it resolved at the outset, to raise
its taxation exclusively from land. There is much to be said for
it, especially if the taxation.is not so excessive as to deprive the
landowner of all interest in improvement ; but when the law for
ages has allowed private property in land, to take that property
from one man and leave property in oxen and horses in another,
because the land is stolen goods, and its owner ought to know
that—that, T say, is “robbery,” and repugnant to all notions
of fairness. M. George does not, indeed, propose to take all
the rent. He would leave enough to make it worth the while
of landowners to become tax collectors. Mr. George says: “In
every civilised country the value of the land, taken as a whole,
1s sufficient to bear the cntire expense of Government.” We
flatter ourselves England is a civilised country. If it is, this
statement is untrue. The whole agricultural vent, without abate-
ment for collecting it, would not defray those expenses. It the
expense were so borne, personal property would be untaxed, and
Mzr. George, this friend of the poor and the wailing infant, would
let the Rothschilds and Astors go untaxed, while he filched the
patch of land got by the savings of hard work, which gave a
bare subsistence to the widow and orphan.

I have now gone through the more prominent matters in
Mr. George’s book. There are other errors in it, but warned
by him, I will try not to be tedious. It is a mischievous book,
for it holds out expectations that cannot be realised, and pro-
poses their realisation by measures most injurious. It is a foolish
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book, for though Mr. George is anything but a foolish man, his
ingennity is so perverse that his hook is filled with foolishness.
Tt is the most arrogant, self-sufficient performance ever seen. No
one was right before Mr. George, and some of the best, greatest,
and noblest men who cver lived are spoken of with contempt as
blunderers and evil disposéd. It is also a book which one would
think was the work of an ill-conditioned man. According to Mr.
George nobody is mistaken and honest. Robbers and robbery
are his favorite words, and he seems to think he can set the world
right and teach it, if he bawls “robbery ” loud enough, to
practice it.

Mr. George says that landowners evaded the land tax; he
does not mention that personalty has been allowed to escape
liability to the poor-rate. He finds fearful fault with the
British Government of India. Now if ever there was an honest
government, if ever one nation had cause to be proud of the way
it governed another, it is England and its government of India.
There is but one thing considered in that government, viz., what
is for the good of India. Mr. George seems to have a sort of
gympathy for Nihilists and Communists, and shows some con-
tempt for the Irish that they only “occasionally ”? murder «
landlord. Does Mr. George doubt that those landlords honestly
believe in their right to the land, and are murdered for that
belief and for acting on it? What would he think of an occa-
sional murder of an author for preaching robbery, of preaching
which offence Mr. George, in the landlord’s judgment, is as much
yuilty, as they, in his judgment, are guilty of the practice. But
Mr. George is safe. He entertains homestly, I believe, the
opinions he expresses, and ought to be allowed to give utterance
to them ; but let him show the same liberality to the opinions
of those who differ with him.
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