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11I. THE SINGLE TAX AS A SOCIAL
REFORM.

But the single tax is more than a revenue system.
Great as are its merits in this respect, they are but in-
cidental to its character as a social reform.” And that
some social reform, which shall be simple in method
but fundamental in character, is most urgently needed
we have only to look about us to see.

Poverty is widespread and pitiable. This we know.
Its general manifestations are so common that even
good men look upon it as a providential provision for
enabling the rich to drive camels through needles’
eyes by exercising the modern virtue of organized
giving.” Its occasional manifestations in recurring

31. There are two classes of single tax advocates, Those who advocate itas a
reform in taxation alone, regardless of its effects upon social adjustments, are called
*single tax men limited " ; those who advocate it both as a reform in taxation and as
the mode of securing equal rights to land, are called * single tax men unlimited.”

32, Not all charity is contemptible. Those charitable peaple, who, knowing that
individuals suffer, hasten to their relicf, deserve the respect and affection they receive.
That kind of charity is neighborliness ; it is love. And perhaps in modern circum-
stances organization is necessary to make it effective. But organized charity as a
cherished social institution is a different thing. It is not love, nor is it inspired by love ;
it is simply sanctified selfishness, at the bottom of which will be found the blas-
phemous notion that in the economy of God the poor are to be forever with us that
the rich may gain heaven by alms-giving.

Suppose a hole in the sidewalk into which passers-by continually fall, breaking
their arms, their legs, and sometimes their necks. We should respect charitable
people who, without thought of themselves, went to the relief of the sufferers, binding
the broken limbs of the living, and decently burying the dead, But what should
we say of those who, when some one proposed to fill up the hole to prevent further
siiffering, should say, ** Oh, you mustn't fill up that hole! Whatever in the world
should we charitable people do to be saved if we had no broken legs and arms to bind,
and no broken-necked people to bury ?

Of some kinds of charity it has been well said that they aré * that form of self-
righteousness which makes us give to others the things that already belong to them.”
They suggest the old nursery rhyme :

** There was once a considerate crocodile,
Which lay on a bank of the river Nile.
And he swallowed a fish, with a face of woe,
While his tears flowed fast to the stream below.
* I am mourning,’ said he, * the untimely fate
Of the dear little fish which I just now ate.””

Read Chapter viii of ** Social Problems,” by Henry George, entitled, ©* That We

All Might be Rich.”
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periods of *““hard times ™™ arc like epidemics of a viru-
lent disease, which excite even the most contented to
ask if they may not be the next victims. Tts spasms
of violence threaten society with anarchy on the one
hand, and, through panic-stricken efforts at restraint,
with loss of liberty on the other. And it persists and
deepens despite the continuous increase of wealth-
producing power.*

33. Differences between “ hard times™ and ** good times " are but differences in
d :zrees of poverty and in the people who suffer from it. Times are always hard with
the multitude. Dut the voice of the multitude is too weak to be heard at ordinary
times through the ordinary trumpets of public opinion. They are not regarded nor do
they regard themselves as people of any importance in the industrial world, so long as
the general wheels of business revolve. Tt is only when poverty has eaten its way
up through the various strata of struggling and pinching and squeezing and squirming
humanity, and with its cancerous tentacles touched the superincumbent layers of
manufacturing nabobs, merchant princes, railroad kings, great bankers and great land-
owners that we hear any general complaint of ** hard times."

34. **Could a man of the last century—a Franklin or a Priestley—have seen,
in a vision of the future, the steamship taking the place of the sailing vessel, the rail-
road train of the wagon, the reaping machine of the scythe, the threshing machine
of the flail § could he have heard the throb of the engines that in obedience to human
will, and for the satisfaction of human desire, exert a power greater than that of all the
men and all the beasts of burden of the carth combined ; could he have scen the forest
tree transformed into finished lumber—into doors, sashes, blinds, boxes or barrels,
with hardly the touch of a human hand ; the great workshops where boots and shoes
are turned out by the case with less labor than the old-fashioned cobbler could have
pt on a sale ; the factories where, under the eye of a girl, cotton becomes cloth faster
than hundreds of stalwart weavers could have turned it out with their hand-looms ;
could he have scen steam hammers shaping mammoth shafts and mighty anchors, and
delicate machinery making tiny watches ; the diamond drill cutting through the heart
of the rocks, and coal oil sparing the whale ; conld he have realized the enormous
saving of labor resulting from improved facilities of exchange and communication—
sheep killed in Australia eaten fresh in England, and the order given by the London
banker in the afternoon executed in San Francizco in the morning of the same day ;
could he have conceived of the hundred thousand improvements which these only
suggest, what would he have inferred as to the social condition of mankind 2

“It would not have seemed like an inference ; further than the vision went,
it would have seemed as though he saw ; and his heart would have leaped and his
nerves would have thrilled, as one who from a height beholds just ahead of the thirst-
stricken caravan the living gleam of rustling woods and the glint of laughing waters,
Plainly, in the sight of the imagination, he would have beheld these new forces
elevating society from its very foundations, lifting the very poorest above the possi-
bility of want, exempting the very lowest from anxiety for the material needs of
life. . . And out of these bounteous material conditions he would have seen arising,
as necessary sequences, moral conditions realizing the golden age of which mankind
have always dreamed, . . More or less vague or clear, these have been the hopes,
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That much of our poverty is involuntary may be
proved, if proof be necessary, by the magnitude of
charitable work that aims to help only the “deserving
poor”; and as to undeserving cases—the cases of
voluntary poverty—who can say but that they, if not
due to birth and training in the environs of degraded
poverty,” are the despairing culminations of long-con-

these the dreams born of the improvements which give this wonderful century
its pre-eminence. . , [t is true that disappointment has followed disappointment,
and that discovery upon discovery, and invention after invention, have neither
lessencd the toil of those who most need respite, nor brought plenty to the poor. But
there have beenso many things to which it seemed this failure could be laid, that up
ta gur time the new faith has hardly weakened. . . Now, however, we are coming
into collision with facts which there can be no mistaking. . . And, unpleasant as it may
be to admit it, it is at last becoming evident that the enormous increase in praductive
power which has marked the present century and s still going on with accelerating
ratio, has no tendency to extitpate poverty or to lighten the burdens of those compelled
to toil, It simply widens the gulf hetween Diives and Lazarus, and makes the struggle
for existence more intense. The march of invention has clothed mankind with
powers of which a century ago the boldest imagination could not have dreamed., But
in factories where labor saving machinery has reached its most wonderful development
little children are at work ; wherever the new forces are anything like fully utilized
large classes are maintained by charity or live on the verge of recourse to it ; amid
the greatest accumulations of wealth, men die of starvation, and puny infants suckle
dry breasts ; while everywhere the greed of gain, the worship of wealth, shows the
force of the fear of want.""—FProgress and Poverty, Introduction.

35. The leader of one of the labor strikes of the early eighties, a hard-working,
respectable, and self-respecting man, told me that the deprivations which he himself
suffered as a workingman were as nothing compared with the fear for the future
af his children that he felt whenever he thought of the repulsive snrroundings,
physical and moral, in which, owing to his poverty, he was compelled to bring
them up.

Professor Francis Wayland, Dean of the Yale law school, wrote in the Charities’
Reviese for March, 18g3: " Under our eyes and within our reach children are
being reared from infancy amid surroundings containing every conceivable element
of degradation, depravity and vice. Why, then, should we be surprised that we are
surrounded by a horde of juvenile delinquents, that the police reports in our cities
teem with the exploits of precocious little villains, that reform schools are crowded
with hopelessly abandoned young offenders? How could it be otherwise? What
else couid be expected from such antecedents, from such ever-present examples
of Hagrant vice 2 Short of a miracle, how could any child escape the maoral contagion
of such an environment ? How could he retain a single vestige of virtue, a single
honest impulse, a single shred of respect for the rights of others, after passing through
such an ordeal of iniquity ? What is there left on which to build up a better
character? "

Inthe Arenaof July, 1893, Helen Campbell says: ** It would seem at times as
if the workshop meant only a form of preparation for the hospital, the workhouse and
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tinued struggles for respectable independence?** How
can we know that they are not essentially like the rest
—involuntary and deserving? It is a profound dis-

the prison, since the workers therein become inoculated with trade diseases, mutilated
by trade appliances, and corrupted by trade associates till no healthy fiber, mental,
moral, or physical, remains.”

Such testimony is abundant. But no further citation is necessary to arouse the
conscience of the merciful and the just, and any amount of proof would not affect
those self-satisfied mortals whom Kipling describes when he says that ** there are men
who, when their own front doors are closed, will swear that the whole world's
warm.”

36, Some years ago a gentleman, now well and favorably known in New York
public life, told me of a ragged tramp whom he had brought, more to gratify a whim
perhaps than in any spirit of philanthropy, irom a neighboring camp of tramps to his
house for breakfast, After breakfast the host asked his guest, in the course of con-
versation, why he lived the life of a tramp. This in substance was the tramp's
reply :

**1 am a mechanic and used to be a good one, though not so exceptionally good as
to be safe from the competition of the great classof average workers, 1 had a family—a
wife and two children. In the hard times of the seventies I lost my job. For a while
we lived upon our little savings ; but sickness came and our savings were used up,
My wife and children died. Everything was gone but self-respect,  Then 1 traveled,
looking for work which could not be had at home. 1 traveled afoot ; 1 could afford
no other way. For days I hunted for work, begging food and sleeping in barns or
under trees ; but no work could T get. Once or twice I was arrested as a vagrant.
Then 1 fell in with a party of tramps and with them drifted into the city, Winter
came on. [ still had a desire to regain my old place as a self-respecting man, but
work was scarce and nothing that T could do could I find to do, except some little
job now and then which was given to me as pennies are given to beggars. 1 slept
mostly in station houses. Part of the time I was undergoing sentence for vagrancy.
In the spring T tramped again, But now I did not hunt for work. My self-respect
was gone so completely that I had no ambition to regain it. 1 was a loafer and a jail-
bird. 1 had no family to support, and I had found that, barring the question of self-
respect, 1 was about as well off as were average workmen, After years of tramping this
opinion is unchanged. I am alwavs sure of enough to eat and a place to sleep in—
not very good often, but good enough. [ should not be sure of that if T were a
workingman. 1 might lese my job and go hungry rather than beg. 1 might be
unable to pay my rent and so be turned upon the street. T might marry again and
have a family which would be condemned to the hard life of the average workingman's
family. And as for society, why, I have society. Tramps are good fellows—sociable
fellows, bright fellows many of them. Life as a tramp is not half bad when you com-
pare it with the workingman's life, leaving out the question of self-respect, of course,
You must leave that out. No man can be a tramp for good until he loses that. But a
period of hard times makes many a chap lose it. And as [ have lost it I wonld rather
be a tramp than a workingman, 1 have tried both, By the way, Mr. , this is a
very good cigar—this brand of yours. I seldom smoke much better cigars.”

The facts in detail of this man's story may have been false ; they probably were.
But so were the facts in detail of Bunyan's ** Pilgrim's Progress.' There is, however,
a distinction between fuct and frwfk, and no matter how false the man's facts may
have been, his story, like Bunyan's, was essentially true. Much of the poverty that
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tinction that a clever writer of fiction™ makes when he
speaks of *“ the hopeful and the hopeless poor.” There
is, indeed, little difference between voluntary and in-
voluntary poverty, between the ““ deserving " and the
“undeserving " poor, except that the “ deserving " still
have hope, while from the “ undeserving ” all hope, if
they ever knew any, has gone.

But it is not alone to objects of charity that the
question of poverty calls our attention. There is a
keener poverty, which pinches and goes hungry, but
is beyond the reach of charity because it never com-
plains. And back of all and over all is fear of poverty,
which chills the best instincts of men of every social
grade, from recipients of out-door relief who dread
the poorhouse, to millionaires who dread the possi-
bility of poverty for their children if not for them.
selves.™

It is poverty and fear of poverty that prompt men
of honest instincts to steal, to bribe, to take bribes, to
oppress, cither under color of law or against law, and-—
what is worse than all, because it is not merely a de-
praved act, but a course of conduct that implies a state
of depravity—to enlist their talents in crusades against
upon the surface seems to be voluntary and undeserving comes from a growing feeling
among those who work hardest that, as Cowper describes it, they are

*“ Letting down buckets into empty wells,
And growing old with drawing nothing up.”

At Victoria, B. C., in the spring of 1854, I witnessed a canoe race in which there
were two contestants and but one prize. Long before the winner had reached the
goal his adversary, who found himself far behind, turned his canoe toward the shore
and dropped out of the race. Was it because he was too lazy to paddle? Not at all.
It was because he realized the hopelessness of the effort,

37. H. C. Bunner, editor of Puck.

33. A well known millionaire is quoted as saying; **1 would rather leave my
children penniless in a world in which they could at all times obtain employment for
wages equal to the value of their work as measured by the work of others, than to
leave them millions of dellars in a world like this, where if they lose their inheritance
they may have no chance of earning a decent living.”
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their convictions.” Our civilization cannot long resist
such enemies as poverty and fear of poverty breed; to
intelligent observers it already seems to yield.*

39. " From whence springs this lust for gain, to gratify which men tread everything
pure and noble under their feet ; to which they sacrifice all the higher possibilities of
life ; which converts civility into a hollow pretense, patriotism into a sham, and religion
into hypocrisy ; which makes so much of civilized existence an Ishmaelitish warfare,
of which the weapons are cunning and fraud? Does it not spring from the existence
of want? Carlyle somewhere says that poverty is the hell of which the modern
Englishman is most afraid. And he is right. Poverty is the open-mouthed, relentless
hell which yawns heneath civilized society. And it is hell enough, The Vedas
declare no truer thing than when the wise crow Bushanda tells the cagle bearer of
Vishnu that the keenest pain is in poverty. For poverty is not merely deprivation ; it
means shame, degradation ; the searing of the most sensitive parts of our moral and
mental nature as with hot irons ; the denial of the strongest impulses and the sweetest
affections ; the wrenching of the most vital nerves. You love your wife, you love your
children ; but would it not be easier to see them die than to see them reduced to the
pinch of want in which large classes in every civilized community live? . . . From
this hell of poverty it is but natural that men should make every effort to escape.  With
the impulse to self-preservation and self-gratification combine nobler feelings, and
love as well as fear urges in the struggle, Many a man does a mean thing, a dishonest
thing, a greedy and grasping and unjust thing, in the effort to place above want, or
the fear of want, mother or wife or children.' —Progress and Poverty, book ix, ¢k, iv-

40. ** There is just now a disposition to scoff at any implication that we are not in
all respects progressing. . . VYet it is evident that there have been times of decline,
just as there have been times of advance ; and it is further evident that these epochs
of decline could not at first have heen generally recognized.

“'He would have been a rash man who, when Augustus was changing the Rome
of brick to the Rome of marble, when wealth was augmenting and magnificence
increasiag, when victorious legions were extending the frontier, when manners were
becoming more refined, language more polished, and literature rising to higher splen-
dors—he would have been a rash man who then would have said that Rome was
entering her decline. Yet such was the case,

“ And whoever will look may see that though our civilization is apparently advanc-
ing with greater rapidity than ever, the same cause which turned Roman progress into
retrogression is operating now.

“What has destroyed every previous civilization has been the tendency to the
unequal distribution of wealth and power. This same tendency, operating with
increasing force, is observable in our civilization to-day, showing itself in every pro-
gressive community, and with greater intensity the more progressive the community.
« . » The conditions of social progress, as we have traced the law, are association and
equality. The general tendency of modern development, since the time when we can
first discern the gleams of civilization in the darkness which followed the fall of the
Western Empire, has been toward political and legal equality. . . This tendency has
reached its full expression in the American Republic, where political and legal rights
are absolutely equal. . . It is the prevailing tendency, and how soon Europe will be
completely republican is only a matter of time, or rather of accident. T'he United States
are, therefore, in this respect, the most advanced of all the great nations in a direction
in which all are advancing, and in the United States we see just how much this tend-
ency to personal and political freedom can of itself accomplish. . . It isnow ., . .
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But how is the development of these social enemies
to be arrested ? Only by tracing poverty to its cause,
and, having found the cause, deliberately removing it.
Poverty cannot be traced to its cause, however, with-
out serious thought; not mere reading and school

evident that political equality, co-existing with an increasing tendency to the unequal
distribution of wealth, must ultimately beget either the despotism of organized tyranny
or the worse despotism of anarchy.

" To turn a republican government into a despotism the basest and most brutal, it
is not necessary to formally change its constitution or abandon popular elections. It
was centuries after Casar before the absolute master of the Roman world pretended to
rule other than by authority of a Senate that trembled before him.

“But forms are nothing when substance has gone, and the forms of popular
government are those from which the substance of freedom may most easily go.
Extremes meet, and a government of universal suffrage and theoretical equality may,
under conditions which impel the change, mast readily become a despotismi.  For there,
despotism advances in the name and with the might of the people. . . And when the
disparity of condition increases, so does universal suffrage make it easy to seize the
source of power, for the greater is the proportion of power in the hands of those who
feel no direct interest in the conduct of government ; who, tortured by want and
embruted by poverty, are ready to sell their votes to the highest bidder or follow the
lead of the most blatant demagogue ; or who, made bitter by hardships, may even
look upan profligate and tyrannous government with the satisfaction we may imagine
the proletarians and slaves of Rome to have felt, as they saw a Caligula or Nero raging
among the rich patricians, . . Now, this transformation of popular government into
despotism of the vilest and most degrading kind, which must inevitably result from the
unequal distribution of wealth, is not a thing of the far future. It has already begun
in the United States, and is rapidly going on under our eyes. . . The type of modern
growth is the great city. Here are to be found the greatest wealth and the deepest
poverty. And it is here that popular government has most clearly broken down. . .
In theory we are intense democrats. . . But is there not growing up among us a class
who have all the power without any of the virtues of aristocracy? . . . Industry
everywhere tends to assume a form in which one is master and many serve, And
when one is master and the others serve, the one will contral the others, even in such
matters as votes. . . There is no mm&q:;‘ it—the very foundations of society are
being sapped before our eyes, . . Ttis shnun % atest faﬂ:e where the inequalities
in the distribution of wealth are greatest, and it shows - -|t;):'|.f as they increase, . .
Though we may not speak of it openly, the general faith in republican institutions is,
where they have reached their fullest development, narrowing and weakening. Ttis
no longer that confident belief in republicanism as the source of national blessings that
it once was, Thoughtful men are beginning to see its dangers, without seeing how to
escape them ; are beginning to accept the view of Macaulay and distrust that of Jeffer-
son. And the people at large are becoming used to the growing corruption. The
maost ominous political sign in the United States to-day is the growth of a sentiment
which either doubts the existence of an honest man in public office or looks on him asa
fool for not seizing his opportunities. . . Thus in the United States to-day is republi-
can government running the course it must inevitably follow under conditions which
cause the unequal distribution of wealth.""—Pragress and Poverty, ook x, ch. iv,
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study and other tutoring, but zkoug/t.” To jump at a
conclusion is very likely to jump over the cause, at
which no class is more apt than the tutored class.”® We
must proceed step by step from familiar and indisput-
able premfses.

1. THE SOURCE OF WEALTH.

The first demand upon us is to make sure that we
know the source of the things that satisfy want.” But
it is quite unnecessary to tediously specify these and

41. * The power to reason correctly on general subjects is not to be learnad in
schools, nor does it come with special knowledge, It resnlts from care in separating,
from cantion in combining, from the habit of asking ourselves the meaning of the
words we use, and making sure of one step before building another upon it—and above
all, from loyalty to truth," —Henry George's Perplexed Philosopher, p. g.

42. ** Harold Frederic, the London correspondent of the New York ¥iwer,
reports Mr. Gladstone as having said in substance, in one of his campaign speeches,
that the older he grew the more he began to conclude that the highly educated classes
were in public affairs rather more conspicuously foolish than anybody else. Mr.
Frederic thinks that the Tories have since done much to* breed a suspicion that therein
Gladstone touched the outskirts of a great and solemn truth.” But it needed not the
action of the Tories to breed that suspicion. In this country as well as in England it
is patent to any close observer that the highly educated classes, or to speak with more
exactness, the highly fwfored classes, when compared with the common people, are in
public affairs but little better than fools. The explanation is simple. The common
people are philosophers unencumbered with useless knowledge, who look upon public
affairs broadly, and moralists who pry beneath the surface of custom and precedent
into the heart of public questions. The minds of the tutored classes, on the contrary,
are dwarfed by close attention to particulars to the exclusion of generals, and distorted
by such false morality as is invelved in tutorial notions regardi g vested rights."—
The Standard, July =27, 18gz.

The tendency of tutoring to clevate mere authority above observation and thought
iz well illustrated by the story of two classes in a famous school. The primary class,
being asked if fishes have eyelids, went to the aquarium and observed ; the senior class.
being asked the same question, went to the library and consulted authorities.

“ One may stand on a box and look over the heads of his fellows, but he no better
sees the stars, The telescope and the microscope reveal depths which to the unassisted
vision are closed. Yet not merely do they bring us no nearer to the cause of suns and
animalcula, but in looking through them the observer must shut his eyes to what lies
about him. . . A man of special learning may be a fool as to common relations.”'—
Perplexed Philosopher, Introduction.

43. For it is ability or inability to satisfy his wants that determines whether or not
amanis poor. He who has the power to procure what he wants, as he wants it, and
in satisfactory quality and quantity, is not poor. No matter how he gets the power,,
provided he keeps out of the penitentiary, he is accounted rich,
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trace them to their origin in detail. In searching for
the source of one we shall discover the source of all.

As a common object of this kind, the production of
which is a familiar process, bread is probably the best
example for our purpose. Let us, then, carc-fully trace
bread to its source. To make the results of our work
clear to the eye as well as to the ear we will construct
a chart as we proceed. The chart should begin with a
classification of Bread with reference to Man, for it is
as an object for satisfying the wants of man that we
consider bread at all.  Ts Bread a part of the personality
of Man ? or is it an object external to him? That is
our first question. The answer is so obvious that a
child could make no mistake. DBread is external to
Man. It should, therefore, be classified with what
for brevity we will call ““ External Objects.” It is also
a product having certain constituents.

Let us so arrange the chart as to indicate these facts
and also to provide a place for particularizing the con-
stituents of bread aswe ascertain them. Thus:

gituents
oduc? st

Vf

Laterndl Olyjects
‘ BRREAD

\

Now let the nccessary constituents of bread be in-
serted.  Any housewife, any kitchen girl, knows what
they are as well as does the most expert baker or
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learned chemist. They are named in the pluace re-
served for them in the chart:

pyents
prod” condti®

A BAKER
) FOR THE OVEN AND THE
A LOT “LAND 4,0 10 s7anp on

AN OVEN
Lixteynal Oljects| A FIRE
BREAD  1riour

YEAST
SALT
WATER

\

In respect of Man the constituents of Bread all fall
into two general classes: Man, and objects that are
external to him—or, briefly, External Objects. Thus:

yenls calion

constt crssil’

(A BAKER ==~~~ Sfan
A LOT* LAND |

AN OVEN
Lxlernal Olecls

BREAD (A TRE 1 s
FLOUR

YEAST
SALT
WATER
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While all these External Objects are alike in the one
particular that they are external to Man, some of them
may differ from others in respects which, for clear
thinking, must be distinguished. Compare the first
two External Objects—the lot of land and the oven—
and a radical difference at once appears. The lot of
land is a natural object. The oven is an artificial
object. The lot exists independently of man's art;
the oven can have no existence whatever as an oven
but for man’s art.*  And when the remaining External
Objects are considered the same difference appears.
All of them, Bread included, differ from the lot of land
precisely as the oven does; they are artificial.  Let
us note this difference upon our chart:

nst"‘“"'" ]icﬂ”m
o

c Clessl

prod” _
(A BAKER -====== NMar
A LOT#LAND - -~  Aelural
ANOVEN )
EAEE S oty ?LOFJEE
§ YEAST &%;,m
SALT
(WATER :

44~ This difference is freqnently ignored, even by political economists ; but it is
plain to any intelligent mind that no reasoning can be trusted which does not dis-
tinguish a difference so radical.

45. As to the flour and the yeast, there is no doubt of this. And though not so
obvious, it is equally true of the fire, which but for the art of man would not exist in
the oven: of the water, which but for that would not be at hand ; and of the salt,
which without man’s art would be neither in proper form nor place. It follows that,
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It is no longer necessary to name the specific con-
stituents of Bread, and we may simplify the chart by
erasing them, together with the word “bread ” itself,
retaining only the class names. It will be more appro-
priate, too, if we substitute the term * factors ” for the
term “classification.” Thus:

RE

!
Fru dllf’ . fﬁ

( NNaa

rtificial o ST Py
Lxlernal 03'7',/,;-,{1 y ir.

Qrtificial Lxternal 0%/?':1?

Grave danger of confusion here arises. Artificial
Objects, it will be seen, are classified both as the * prod-
uct” and as a “factor.” Yet it cannot be that any
factor of a product is exactly the same as the product;
there is surely some difference which we should try to
discover.

Turn to the chart on page 30, which specifies the
artificial constituents of Bread, namely: oven, fire,
flour, yeast, salt, water. How do these artificial factors
differ from the artificial product, bread? Simply in
this, that the artificial factors are unfinished bread,
while the product is finisked bread.® The difference,

zither as to form or place or both, all the external objects, except the lot of land, are
artificial, The bread itself is of course artificial.

46, It is because man desires bread that he constructs ovens, builds fires in them,
grinds flour, digs or evaporates salt, prepares yeast, or carries water to the dough-
trough. And going farther back, it is because he desires bread that he raises grain,
erects mills, and produces machinery for bread-making. This is plain enough in a
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then, between artificial objects as a factor, and artificial
objects as a final product, is that the former are un-
finished and the latter are finished. Let us note the
distinction :

Froduzt' f'afwrs

NMan

[q&zlré‘f/f (Zﬂ'f}’??f‘ﬁ/

Lrlernal 0./}/8{!1 Naloral Lxlernal ye

L 4{:':7/._:,5((7’
Crtificial Lorlerpal 0/5/3:1‘ s

The language of the chart may now be supple-
mented with the technical terms that political econ-
omists adopt, which, when comprehended and used
vith discrimination, distinguish the differences we

community of one like that of Robinson Crusoe. But it is just as true in a community
of millions. In the community of one the solitary individual performs all the steps
necessary to produce bread because fe wants bread. [n the great society individuals
divide their work, some doing one part and others other parts; hut the motive, still
the same, is the desire of the community for bread. All the processes of industry to
the extent that they are directed to the production of bread, whether they be in the
departments of mining, of lumbering, of railroading, of navigation, of engineering, of
farming, of storekeeping, of baking, or what not, are steps or stages in bread-making ;
and every artificial object produced for the purpose of facilitating bread-making is to
that extent unfinished bread. But bread itself, from the time it comes into the
possession of the consumer (for it is not complete until the final deliverer has accom-
plished his work regarding it), is a finished nhject, The essential diffzrence, then,
between the artificial objects that are classified as * product " and those that are
classified as " factors "' is that the former are finished and the latter are unfinished.
Professor Marshall (Marshall's Prin., bosk iF, ck. i7i.) divides artificial objects
into ** goods of the first order, which satisfy wants directly, such as food, clothing, ete.;
goods of the second order, such as flour mills, which satisfy wants, not directly but
indirectly, by contributing toward the production of goods of the first order ; and
“ goods of the third order,” under which he arranges ‘*all things that are used for
making goods of the second order, such as the machinery for making milling
machinery." Hs= says we might carry the analysis further if necessary. And so we
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have discovered with equal precision and greater
brevity than the more cumbrous terms upon w h1ch we
have so far relied.” Thus: .

f‘Uc[ ’Iofj

pro ) Fat

ﬁm
- " (LABOR)
Srnished Criificial

Lxternal Objects | Noters! Lilepnval (lyecls
(WEALTH) omres (LAND)
Artificial Erxlernal Oljecls

: (CAPITAL)

At this point we find all essential differences distin-
guished. Every factor of industry and every material
object of desire that can be imagined falls into one or

might, We might drag it out into an interminable catalogue; but every item
would be an unfinished artificial cbject, and for all purposes of economic reasoning
nothing else. His own classification into ** consumers’ goods™ (finished artificial
objects), and ** producers’ goods ' (unfinished artificial objects) is complete.

47. It makes no difference what terms are adopted, for they serve only assymbols ;
but it is of vital importance that the same terms shall never symbolize things tha
essentially differ. As the technical terms thuat usage forces upon us in connection
with our subject are also loose colloquial words, they are especially liable to abuse in
this respect. The term ““wealth" is a bewildering example. It has been used to
symbolize as of one class such diverse things as building lots, houses, farm sites, farm
improvements, deeds, mortgages, promissory notes, warehouse receipts and the goods
they call for, bovk accounts, and slaves, thus confusing three or four different kinds
of things, instead of distinguishing one kind from all others, Made to include
building lots and farm sites, the term is a symbol for natural objects ; made to include
houses, farm improvements, and goods, it is a symbol for artificial objects: by
including slaves it symbolizes man ; and by including deeds. promissory notes, ware-
house receipts, and hook accounts, it symbolizes nothing but evidences of legal title
as between individual men. When the same term is used to include things so essen~
tially different as natural objects external to man, artificial objects external to man,
man himself, and 7wdiciaz of title, it is hopeless to attempt to reason about the murual
relations of those things.
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another of the four classes of the chart.” And from
mere inspection of the chart we may see, what was
promised when we began its construction, that in
searching for the source of one of the objects that
satisfy human wants we have discovered the source of
all. For it is sclf-evident that the material wants of
men are satisfied in no other way than by the con-
sumption of finished artificial objects, technically
termed \Wealth; and the chart shows that such
objects have their source in a combination of the three
“factors,” namely: (1) the activities of man, technically
termed Labor; (2) natural objects external to man,
technically termed Land; and (3) unfinished artificial
objects, technically termed Capital.

But while these threc factors combined produce all
the material objects that tend to satisfy human wants,
they do not constitute the wltimate source of those
objects. Our analysis is not yet ended; our chart is
still incomplete.

Refiection assures us that all artificial objects,
finished and unfinished, resolve upon final analysis into
the two factors, the activities of man and natural ex-
ternal objects; or, in technical language, all Wealth,

48. For example : Flour, which is unfinished bread, and therefore unfinished
wealth—Capital, appears upon analysis to be a compound of grain, a mill site, and a
miller. The mill site and the miller are respectively land and labor; but the grain
and the mill are unfinished wealth—Capital, and map be further analyzed. Passing
the mill for the moment to analyze the grain, we find it composed of a farmer, a farm
site, and farming improvements and implements, The farin site, like the mill site, is
land + and the farmer, like the miller, is labor ; but the improvements and implements,
like the mill and the grain, are unfinished wealth—Capital, and may be still further
analyzed. And so on.

If analyzed to the last, every constituent of bread, and every constituent of that
constituent, would resolve into labor and land. To follow them step by step would
be tedious work and require much special knowledze, It would involve consideration
of factories and factory sites, stores and store sites, railroads and railroad sites,
mining and mines, lumbering and forests, rivers, docks, oceans, and ships. DBut
analysis in full detail is not necessary., The conclusion is self-evident the moment it
is understood.
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finished and unfinished, resolves upon final analysis
into Labor and Land. Therefore, Capital is in final
analysis eliminated as a factor of production. It ex-
presses nothing which the two remaining factors do
not imply; for it is by the conjunction of those two
factors that Capital itself is produced.” Unfinished
artificial objects and their technical term, Capital,
should, therefore, be erased from the chart, Follow-
ing is the result:

?roducf r‘actars

Sarshed Citificrad SMar
Lrlernal /0».‘/'(?/; ( LABO R)

(WEALTH) | . .

'/r’/,__.,l‘f_‘
(LAND)

Thus all artificial objects external to man—\Wealth,
are found to have their ultimate source in the con-
junction of man's activities—Labor, with natural
objects external to man—Land.

45. The primary error in all forms of socialism consists in ignoring the fact that
Capital is but a product of labor and land: or what in effect is the same thing, in dis-
regarding the necessary inference that land is the only implement of labor. Intel-
ligent socialists insist that they do not ignore it; but that, while acknowledging
land to be the primary implement of labor, they see in this only an abstract formula,
‘having at the present stage of civilization no practical importance. Society, they urge,
‘is impossible without Capital ; and he who would live in society must have Capital, or
ba the slave of those who do have it, Therefore, they argue, Capital is in the sacial
'state as indispensable as land. Their reasoning hinges upon the mistaken assumption
that Capital is an accumulation of the past instead of being a product of the present.
As one socialistic author puts it, ** Though labor may originally have preceded Capital,
yet it is now as ahsurd to place one before the other as it is to attempt to say whether
the hen originates the egg or the egg the hen.” The explanation of division of labor
and trade, the effect of which is overlooked by socialistic philosophies, affords a
better opportunity than the present for considering this elementary error of socialism,
and a brief discussion of the subject will be given in that connection. See post, note81.
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Finally, by dropping the cumbrous language alto-
gether, and using only the technical terms, we com-
plete our chart. Thus:

ctors

F,-od“a fo

LABOR
WEALTH

LAND

The chart may be read as follows:
Wealth s produced solely by the application of Labor
to Land.”

so. It may at first seem like a great waste of time and space to have gone through
this long analysis fur no other purpose at last than to demonstrate the self-evident
fact that land and labor are the sole original factors in the production of Wealth. But
it will have been no waste if it enables the reader to firmly grasp the fact. Nothing is
more obvious, to be sure. Nothing is inore readily assented to. Yet by layman and
college professor and econamic author alike, this simple truth is cast adrift at the very
threshold of argument or investigation, with results akin to what might be expected in
physics if after recognizing the law of gravitation its effects should be completely
ignored.

st. There is ample authority among economic writers for this conclusion.

Professor Ely enumerates Nature, Labor, and Capital as the factors of production,
but he describes Capital as a combination of Nature and Labor.—E84"s Infroduction,
part i, ch, 7id.

Say describes industry as * nothing more or less than human employment of natural
agents.”"—Say's Trea., dook i, ch. ii.

And though John Stuart Mill and numerous others speak of Land, Lahor, and
Capital as the three factors of production, as does Professor Jevons, most of them, like
Jevens, recognize the fact, though in their reasoning they often fail to profit by ir,
that Capital is not a primary but a secondary requisite. See Jevons's Pol. Ec., secs.
16, 19.

Henry George says : * Land, labor, and capital are the factors of production. The
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This is the final analysis. In the union of Labor,
which includes all human effort,” with Land, which
includes the whole material universe outside of man,™
we discover the ultimate source of Wealth, which
includes all the material things that satisfy want.™
And that is the first great truth upon which the
single tax philosophy is built.

2. Tue PropuctioN OF WEALTII.

When considered in connection with primitive modes.
of production, the vital importance of this truth is
self-evident.”® If those modes prevailed, involuntary

term land includes all natural opportunities or forces ; the term labor, all human
exertion ; andthe term capital, all wealth used to produce more wealth. . . Capital
is not a necessary factor in production. Labor exerted upon land can produce wealth
without the aid of capital, and in the necessary genesis of things must so produce:
wealth before capital can exist."—Progress and Poverty, book iii, ch. 1.

Also : “The complexities of production in the civilized state, in which so great
a part is borue by exchange, and so much labor is bestowed npon materials after they
have been separated from the land, though they may to the unthinking disguise, do
not alter the fact that all production is still the union of the two factors, land and
labor. =7, ch. pidi.

By intelligent observers no anthority is needed. In all the phenomena of human
life, whether primitive or civilized, the lesson of the chart stands ont in bold relief.
Nothing can be produced without Labor and Land, and nothing can be named which
under any circumstances enters into productive processes that is not resolvable into
either the one or the other. ‘Lo satisfy all human wants mankind requires nothing but
human labor and natural material, and each of them is indispensable.

52. “* The term labor includes all human exertion in the production of wealth."—
Frogress and Foverty, book i, ¢k. if.

53. ** The term land necessarily includes, not merely the surface of the earth as
distinguished from the water and the air, but the whole material universe outside of
man himself, for it is only by having access to land, from which his very body is
drawn, that man can come in contact with or use nature.” —Frogress and Foverdy,
bock i, ch. i,

54. ““As commonly used the word *wealth' is applied to anything having
exchange value. But . .. wealth, as alone the term can be used in political economy,
consists of natural products that have heen secured, moved, combined, separated, or in
other ways modified by human exertion, so as to fit them for the gratification of human
desires.” —Progress and Poverty, book i, ch. ii.

55. If we imagine upon a lonely island a solitary man, without capital, without
clothing, withcut adequate shelter, what would be our explanation of his poverty ?
We certainly should not say that it was caused by a superabundance of goods—by
over-production ; nor should we bz any more likely to attribute it to scarcity of
money. We should first ask if the land of the island were barren. Upon being
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poverty would be readily traced cither to direct enslave-
ment through ownership of Labor, or to indirect enslave-
ment through ownership of Land.”® There could be
no other cause. If both causes were absent, every indi-

assured that it would yield far more than the solitary inhabitant could consume, we
should ask if he were physically or mentally incapable of producing the things
he required. 1f told that not only was he quite capable, but that in the years he had
been upon the island he had continually improved in industrial knowledge, in inven-
tive acuteness, in manual dexterity, and in muoscular power, and yet that he was
scarcely if any better able to satisfy his wants than when first cast ashore, we might
ask if he were lazy. If informed that he was not lazy, that he worked almost as many
honrs as ever and quite as hard and far more productively, we should ask if he were
the chattel slave of an exacting master. Satisfied that this was not the case, we should
then say :

** The only explanation left is that in some way that man's opportunities to use
the island are restricted—the Labor of the island and the Land of the island do not
freely meet.”

And if we were thereupon advised that a neighboring cannibal chief, who claimed
the island as his private property, had granted the lone inhabitant permission to live,
upon the sole condition that he yield tribute for the land, and that the tribute had
a way of advancing as the worker's productive power increased, we should understand
the cause of his poverty.  And we should advise him to find a way at once of throw-
ing off the land-owner’s yoke, and to postpone all such secondary questions as the money
supply until their proper settlement could operate for his own benefit instead of for the
benefit of the proprietor of the island.

56. The ownership of the land is essentially the ownership of the men who must
use it.

“Let the circumstances be what they may—the ownership of land will
always give the ownership of men to a degree measured by the necessity (real or
artificial) for the use of land. . . D'lace one hundred men on an island from which
there is no escape, and whether you make one of these men the absolute owner of the
other ninety-nine, or the absolute owner of the soil of the island, will make no
difference either to him or to them."—/Progress and Poverty, book vii, ch. i1,

Let us imagine a shipwrecked sailor who, after battling with the waves, touches
{and upen an uninhabited but fertile island. Though hungry and naked and shelter-
{ess, he soon has food and clothing and a house—all of them rude, to be sure, but com-
fortable. How does he get them ? By applying his Labor to the Land of the island.
In a little while he lives as comfortahly as an isolated man can,

Now let another shipwrecked sailor be washed ashare. As he is about to step out
of the water the first man accosts him:

* Hello, there! If you want to come ashore you must agree to be my slave.”

The second replies:

“lcan't. Icome from the United States, where they don’'t believe in slavery.”

* Oh, 1 beg your pardon. 1 didn't know you came from the United States. I had
no intention of hurting your feelings, you know. But say, they believe in owning land
in the United States, don't they? ™

“ Yes,"

“Very well ; you just agree that this island is mine, and you may come ashore
a free man.”
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vidual might, if he wished, enjoy all the Wealth that
his own powers were capable of producing in the prim-
itive modes of production and under the limitations of
common knowledge that belonged to his environment.”

** But how does the island happen to be yours ?  Did you make it #

* No, I didn’t make it.”

' Have you a title from its maker ? "

* No, I haven't any title from its maker.”

*“Well, what is your title, anyhow ? "

* Oh, my title is good enough. I got here first.”

Of course he got there first.  But he didu’t mean to, and he wouldn’t have done it
if he could have helped it. But the newcomer is satisfied, and says :

“Well, that's a good United States title, so 1 guess I'll recognize it and come
ashore. Dut remember, [ am to be a free man.™

** Certainly you are. Come right along up to my cabin.”

For a time the two get along well enough together. But on some fine morning the
proprietor concludes that he would rather lie abed than scurry around for his breakfast ;
and not being in a good humor, perhaps, he somewhat roughly commands his ** brother
man " to cock him a bird.

*What ? " exclaims the brother.

“1 tell you to go and kill a hird and cock it for my breakfast.”

*That sounds big,"" sneers the second free and equal member of the little com-
munity 5 * but what am T to get for doing this? ™

*“Oh,” the first replies languidly, *if you kill me a fat bird and cook it nicely,
then after I have had my breakfast off the bird you may cook the gizzard for your own
breakfast. That's pay enough, The work is easy,"”

* But I want you to understand that I am not your slave, and 1 won't do that
work for that pay. I'll do as much work for you as yon do for me, and no more.”

" Then, sir,” the first comer shouts in virtuous wrath, I want you to understand
that my charity is at an end, 1 have treated you better than you deserved in the past,
and this is your gratitude. Now I don't propose to have any loafers on my property.
You will work for the wages I offer or get off my land! You arc perfectly free. Take
the wages or leave them. Do the work or let it alone. There is no slavery here.
But if you are not satisfied with my terms, leave my island !

The second man, if accustomed to the usages of the labor unions, would probably
goout and, to the music of his own violent language about the **greed of capital,”
destroy as many bows and arrows as he could. so as to paralyze the bird-shooting
industry ; and this proceeding he would call a strike for honest wages and the dignity
of labor. If he were accustomed to social reform notions of the namhy-pamby variety,
he would propose an arbitration, and be mildly indignant when told that there was
nothing to arbitrate—that he had only to accept the other’s offer or get off his property.
But if a sensible man, he would notify his comrade that the privilege of owning islands.
in that latitude had expired.

57. While in the Pennsylvania coal regions a few years ago 1 was told of an incident
that illustrates the power of perpetuating poverty which resides in the absolute
ownership of land.

The miners were in poverty. Despite the lavish protection bestowed upon them
by tariff laws at the solicitation of monopolies which dictate our tariff policy, the men
were afflicted with poverty in many forms. They were poor as to clothing, poor as to.
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But in the civilized state this principle is so entangled
in the complexities of division of labor and trade as to
be almost lost in the maze. DMany, even of those who
recognize it, fail to grasp it as a fundamental truth.
Yet it is no less vital in civilized than in primitive
modes of production.

a. Division of Labor.

The essential difference between primitive and civil-
ized modes of production is not in the accumulation of
capital which characterizes the latter, but in the greater
scope aud minuteness of its division of labor.**  Capital
is an cffect of division of labor rather than a cause.
Division of labor, by enhancing labor power and re-
lieving man from the perpetual pursuit of mere subsist-
ence, utilizes capital and makes civilization possible.”

shelter, poor as to food, and to be more specific, they were in extreme poverty as to ice.
When the summer months came they lacked this thing becanse they could not afford
t - buy, and they suffered.

Cwing to the undermining of the ground and the caving in of the sur{ace here and
there, there were great holes into which the snow and the rain fell in winter and froze,
forming a passable quality of ice. Now it ia frequently said that intelligence, industry,
and thrift will abolish poverty, PBut these virtnes were not successful among the
men of whom 1 speak. They were intelligent enough to see that this ice if they saved
it would abolish their poverty as to ice, and they were industrions enongh and thrifty
enough not only to be willing to save it, but actually to begin the work. Preparing
little caves to preserve the ice in, they went into the holes after a long day's work in
the mines, and gathered what so far as the need of ice was concerned was to abolish
thzir poverty in the ensning summer. Dut the owner of this part of the earth—a man
who had neither made the earth, nor the rain, nor the snow, nor the ice. ror even the
hole—telegraphed his agent forbidding the removal of ice except upon payment of a
certain sum per to.

The miners couldn’t afford the condition, They controlled the necessary Labor,
and were willing to give it to abelish their poverty ; but the Land was placed heyond
their reach by an owner, and in consequence of that, and not from any lack of intelli-
gence, industry, or thrift on their own part, their poverty as to ice was perpetuated,

58. It is his failure to realize this that accounts for the theory of the socialist that
laborers in the civiiized state are dependent npon accumulated capital as well as upon
land for opportunities to produce, Sez anfe, note 49, and pos#, note 81.

59. Here are two men at a given point. Each has an errand to do a mile to the
east, and each has one to do a mile to the west. If each goes upon his own errand
each will travel a mile out and a mile back in one direction and the same in the other,
making four miles' travel apiece, or eight miles in all. But if one does both errands to
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The productive power of division of labor may be
illustrated by considering it as a means for utilizing
differences of soil and climate. If, for example, the
soil and the climate of two sections of a country, or of
two different countries (for the effects of division of
labor are not dependent upon political geography™),
differ inversely, one being better adapted to the pro-
duction of corn than of sugar, and the other, on the
contrary, being better adapted to the production of
sugar than of corn, they will yield more wealth in corn
and sugar with division of labor than without it.

I.et us imagine a Mainland and an Island, which, as
to the adaptability of their soil and climate to the pro-
duction of corn and sugar, so differ that if the people
of each should raise their own corn and their own
sugar they would produce, with a given unit of labor
force, but 22 of Wealth--11 in corn and 11 in sugar.
Thus:

.
CORN SUCAR TOTAL

MAINLAND /0 / //

ISLAND / /0 //

TOTAL // // 22

the cast and the other does both to the west, they will travel but two miles apiece, or
four in all. By division of labor they free half their energy and half their time for
-devotion to other work, or to study, or to play, as their inclinations dictate.

6o, No more than are the effects of a healthfu! climate. Protectionists who argue
that there should be free trade between villages, cities, counties and states in the same
nation, but protection for nations, thus making the effect of trade to depend upen the
invisible political boundary line that separates communities, are like the colored
woman who, when her house, without being physically removed, had been politically
shifted from North Carolina to Virginia by a change of the boundary line, expressed
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Production in that manner would ignore the oppor-
tunities afforded by nature to man for utilizing differ-
ences of soil and climate ; but by such a wise division as.
Labor would adopt in similar circumstances, if unre-
strained, the same unit of labor force almost doubles
the product. Thus:

CORN SUGAR TOTAL
MAINLAND 20 2NY
ISLAND 0o A0 20
TOTAL 20 20 40

Nor is it alone because it utilizes differences of soil
and climate that division of labor is so effective. Its
effectiveness is enhanced in still higher degree by its
lessening of the labor force necessary to accomplish any
industrial result, whether in mining, manufacturing,
transporting, store-keeping, professional employments,
agriculture, or the incidental occupations. Minute
division of labor, instead of accounting for poverty in
the civilized state, makes it all the more unaccountable.

b. Trade.

But division of labor is dependent upon trade. If
trade were wholly stopped there would be no division
of labor;® if it be interfered with, division of labor is

her satisfaction in the remark that she was very glad of it, because she ‘‘allus yearz
tail dot dat vah Nof Kline was an a’'mighty sickly State,” and she was glad that she
didn't ** live dyeah nomo"!"

61. Men who devoted themselves to specialties. unable to exchange their products
for the objects of their desire, which alone would be the motive for their special laber,
would abandon specialties and resort to less civilized methods of supplying their
wants.
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obstructed.” In the last preceding chart, which illus-
trates the effect of division of labor without trade, the
Mainland gets 20 of corn, but no sugar, and the Island
gets 20 of sugar, but no corn. Yet each wants both
sugar and corn; and if they freely trade, their wants
in these respects will be better satisfied than if each
raises its own corn and sugar.

Compare the first chart of this series with the
following :

CORN SUCAR TOTAL
MAINLAND /0 Y 20
ISLAND /0 20

TOTAL 20 Y 40

The comparison™ illustrates the advantage to each
individual, community and country, of division of labor
and trade over more primitive modes of production.

6z. Division of labor, whether adopted to take advantage of the different varieties
of land, or to secure the benefits of special skill in labor, cannot continue without
trade ; and to the degree that trade is impeded, to that degree division of labor will
languish. It is anly under absolute free trade between all people and in respect of all
vroducts that division of labor can flourish.  Any interference with it is economically
an enslavement of labor in a degree proportioned to the degree of interference,

63. It will be seen from this chart that the people of the two places, by dividing
their given expenditure of labor in such a manner as to utilize the natural advantage
peculiar to each place, secure a clear profit of 8. And this is a substantial profit,
consisting not merely of figures upon paper, but of real wealth—artificial external
objects which serve to satisfy human desires.

64. The people of the Mainland have now sent 10 of their corn to the Island, and
the people of the Island have paid for it by sending 1o of their sugar to the Mainland.

For simplicity, the cost of effecting the trade is omitted. It does not affect the
principle. 1f the cost were so high that more sugar and corn could be got without
division of labor than with, division of labor would be abandoned as unprofitable ; if
low enough to admit of any profit at all, the trading would go on, unless restrained,
precisely as if it involved no cost. [t may be well to state, however, that the nearer
we get to no cost in trading, the better are we off. Hence, any tariff on trading,
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It is like the difference between raising weights by
direct application of power, and by means of block and
tackle.”

And what this series of charts illustrates regarding
two places and two forms of wealth, is true in principle
of all places and all forms of wealth. That every one
is better served when each does for others what rela-
tively he does best, in exchange for what relatively
they do best, is as true of communities and nations
as it is of individuals. Indeed, it is true of communi-
ties and nations decause it is true of individuals; for it
is individuals that trade, and not communitics or na-
tions as such.”

whether domestic or foreign, like railroad and shipping rates for freight, is prejudicial ;
for tariffs add to the cost of trading just as freight rates do. [Protection has that for
its object. When it does not add enough to the price of a foreign product to prevent
importation it fails of its purpose. And though revenue tariffs have no such object
they produce the same effect, only in minor degree.

65, If cvery man were obliged, unassisted by the co-operation of others, to supply
his own needsdirectly by his own labor, few could more than meagerly satisfy even the
simplest of those desires which we have in common with lower animals. Though
each labored diligently the aggregate of wealth would be exceedingly small compared
with the necessities of those who wished 1o consume it, while in variety it would be
very limited and in quality of the poorest kind. But by division of labor, which has
been carricd to marvelous lengths and is still developing, productive power is so
enormously increased that the annual wealth products of the present time, in quantity
and guality, in variety, usefulness and beauty, almost appear 1o be the work of giants
and fairies.

66. Mankind as a whole may be likened to a great man, with eyes to see, brain to
invent and direct, nerves for intercommunication, and various muscles for various
actions. As different parts of the bodies of men do different things, each part con-
tributing co-operatively to a general result, so it is with the body politic, whose different
parts—individual men—contribute in different ways to the common good. Trade is to
the body politic what digestion is to the physical body. To prohibit it is to deprive
the great man of his stomach ; to restrict it is to give him dyspepsia.

Says Emerson in the * American Scholar,”” an oration delivered at Cambridge in
18371 ** It is one of those fables which out of an unknown antiquity convey an unlooked-
for wisdom, that the gods, in the beginning, divided man into men, that he might be
more helpful 1o himself ; just as the hand was divided into fingers, the better to answer
its ends.”

Reflection upon the labor-saving power of trade makes it clear that the notion of
protectionists that free trade is prejudicial to home industry has no foundation. It
would interfere with * home industries” that could be better conducted elsewhere
but by that very fact it would strengthen the industries that belonged at home.
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¢. The Law of Division of Labor and Trade.

Now, what is it that leads men to conform their con-
duct to the principle illustrated by the last chart? Why
do they divide their labor, and trade its products? A
simple, universal and familiar law of human nature
moves them. Whether men be isolated, or be living
in primitive communities, or in advanced states of civi-
lization, their demand for consumption deterniines the
direction of Labor in production”” That is the law,

When we decide to buy foreign goods we do not thereby decide to employ foreign
labor instead of American labor ; we decide that the American labor shall be employed
in making things to trade for what we buy, instead of making the things that we buy.
And we get a better net result or we wouldn’t do it.

Free trade and labor-saving machinery, which belong in the same industrial cate-
gory, increase the aggregate wealth of the country where they flourish. Whether or
not they tend to impoverish individuals or classes, depends upon the manner in which
the increased wealth is distributed. If they do so tend, the remedy surely does not lie
in the direction of obstructing trade and smashing machines so that less wealth may
be produced with given labor, but in altering the conditions that promote unjust
distribution,

67. The term ** production’ means not creation but adaptation. Man cannot add
an atom to the universe of matter ; but he can so modify the condition of matter, both
in respect of form and of place, as to adapt it to the satisfaction of human desires. To
do this is to produce wealth,

“ Consumption " is the ultimate object of all producticn.  We produce because we
desire to consume, But consumption does not mean destruction. Man has no more
power to destroy than to create. Iis power in consumption, like his power in produc-
tion, is limited to changing the condition of things. As by production man changes
things from natural to artificial conditions to satisfy his desires, so by consumption he
changes things from artificial to natural conditions in the process of satisfying his
desires.

Production is the drawing forth of desired things, of Wealth, from the Land ; con-
sumption is the returning back of those things to the Land.

* Alllabor is but the movement of particles of matter from one place to another.”"—
Dick's Outlines, p. 25.

Production consists merely in changing things.—ZEfy's futro., pard ii, ch. i;
Mill's Prin., book i, ck. 1, sec. 2.

** As man creates no new matter but only utilities, so he destroys no matter, but
only utilities, Consumption means the destruction of a utility."—El's Tutre., part
o, ch. &, p. 268,

Production means ** drawing forth.""—/ewvons's Primer, sec. 17.

“ Man cannot create material things. . . His efforts and sacrifices result in chang-
ing the form or arrangement of matter to adapt it better for the satisfaction of
wants.'—Warshall's Prin., book i1, ch. fif, sec. 1.

“1t is sometimes said that traders do not produce ; that while the cabinet maker
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Considered in connection with a solitary individual,
like Robinson Crusce upon his island, it is obvious.
What he demanded for consumption he was obliged
to produce. Even as to the goods he collected from
stranded ships—desiring to consume them, he was
obliged to labor to produce them to places of safety.
His demand for consumption always determined the
direction of his labor in production.” And when we
remember that what Robinson Crusoe was to his
island in the sea, civilized man as a whole is to this
island in space, we may readily understand the appli-
cation of the same simple law to the great body of
labor in the civilized world.” Nevertheless, the com-

produces furniture, the furniture dealer merely sells what is already produced. But
there Is no scientific foundation for this distinction."-=/d.

“ As his [man’s] production of material products is really nothing more than a re-
arrangement of matter which gives it new urilities, so his consumption of them is
nothing more than a disarrangement of matter which diminishes or destroys its
utilities.”"— 7.

*1n like manner as by production is meant the creation not of substance but of
utility, so by consumption is meant the destruction of utility and not of substance or
matter."—Say's Trea., book i, ch. i.

* All that man can do is to reproduce existing materials under another form, which
may give them a utility they did not hefore possess, or merely enlarge one they may
have before presented. 3o that in fact there is a creation not of matter but of utility ;
and this [ call production of wealth. . . There is no actual production of wealth with=-
out a creation or augmentation of utility.”— Say's Trea., book i, ch. 1.

63. Tt is highly significant that while Robinson Crusce had unsatisfied wants he
was never out of a job,

69. Demand for consumption is satisfied not from hoards of accumulated wealth,
but from the stream of current production. Broadly speaking there can be no accumu-
lation of wealth in the sense of saving up wealth from generation to generation.
Imagine a man’s satisfying his demand for eggs from the accumulated stores of his
ancestors! Yet eggs do not differ in this respect from other forms of wealth, except
that some other forms will keep a little longer, and some not so long.

The notion that a saving instinct must be aroused before the great and more lasting
forms of wealth can be brought forth is a mistake. Houses and locomatives, for
example, are built not because of any desire to accumulate wealth, but because we need
houses to live in and locomotives to transport us and our goods. [t is not the saviag,
but the serping, instinct that induces the production of these things; the same
instinct that induces the preduction of a loaf of bread.

Artificial things do not save. No sooner are the processes of production from land
complete than the products are on their way back to the land. If man does not return
them by means of consumption, then through decay they return themselves. Man-
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plexities of civilized life are so likely to obscure its
operation and disguise its relations to social questions
like that of the persistence of poverty as to make
illustration desirable.

The following chart classifies about every kind of
wealth that man requires, and also ‘ personal ser-
vices,” which, though as useful as wealth, do not crys-
tallize in material products-—such services as those of
lawyers, barbers, doctors, teachers, actors, and so on:

The circle of variegated colors represents the com-

kind as a whole lives literally from hand to mouth, What is demanded for consump-
tion in the present must be produced by the labor of the present. From current
production, and from that alone, can current consumption be satisfied.

“ Accumulated wealth ™ is, in fact, not wealth at all in any great degree. Tt is
merely titles to wealth yet to be produced. A share in a mining company, for example,
is but a certificate that the owner is legally entitled to a proportion of the wealth to be
produced in the future from a certain mine.

Titles to future wealth may be both morally and legally valid. This is so when
they represent past labor or its products loaned in free contract for future labor or its
products ; for example, a contract for the delivery of goods of any kind to-day to be
paid for next week, or next month, or next year, or in ten years, or later,

They may be legally but not morally valid., This is so when they represent the
product of a franchise (whether paid for in labor or not) to exact tribute from future
labor ; for example, a franchise to confiscate a man's labor through ownership of his
body, as in slavery, or a franchise to confiscate the products of labor in general
through ownership of land.

Or they may be both legally and morally invalid, as when they are obtamed by
illegal force or fraud from the rightful owner. —
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mercial reservoir into which Wealth is poured by pro-
duction, and from which it is drawn for consumption,
each color typifying the kind of wealth or service
named in it. Now, let us suppose that Personal Ser-
vants tap the commercial reservoir for food. They do
it by applying at retail stores for what will relieve their
poverty as to food, and food flows out to them™ as indi-
cated by the blue arrow, which we now insert in the
chart:

How would the outflow of food affect managers of
retail stores? LEvery merchant's office-boy knows. Tt
would admonish them to order further supplies from
wholesalers. Wholesalers would fill these orders, and
replenish their stock by ordering from manufacturers.
Manufacturers would thercupon send all over the world

70. Tf it be asked how Personal Servants can draw this food out of the retail stores
unless they have money, let the questioner inform himself as to the ways in which
business is done. No man, unless he be a notorious cheat, needs money in order to
obtain goods at retail stores, provided he has or can presently get profitable employ-
ment. All he needs is employment, or an early prospect of employment, and a repu-
tation for honesty, There is therefore no unwarranted assumption in the example,
even if we exclude the use of money from consideration. See posé, note 7z.
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for materials; would call for new machinery and better
machinery ; would order new buildings and repair old
ones, and would scour the country for workingmen to
come into their factories and renew their lowered stock
of goods. Thusall kinds and grades of labor that could
assist in producing food, from farm hands to inventors,
from bookkeepers to sailors, would feel the influence
of the demand for food in a demand for their labor.
What Personal Servants really do in demanding food
is to direct the expenditure of labor to the production
of food and food-producing implements and materials.
Let us indicate this point upon the chart by running
a blue arrow from Food-makers to the food reservoir :

L7

N

No complaint may now arise of lack of work in food-
producing lines.” But work is only a means to an end.

71. Farmers, millers, bakers, ranchers, butchers, fishermen, hunters, makers of
food-producing implements, food merchants, railroad men, sailors, draymen, coal
miners, metal miners, builders, bankers who by exchanging commercial paper facilitate
trade, together with clerks, bookkeepers, foremen, journeymen, common laborers,
and other hired workmen in all these various branches of food production, find work
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It is done for the compensation it yields. And how
are Food-makers to be compensated? In services
from Personal Servants? Suppose they are not in
want of services. But they must be in want of some-
thing; if they need nothing they have no poverty to
relieve. Let it be clothing that they lack. Then they
are compensated for making food by taking clothing
from retail stores in exchange for their unpaid claim
against Personal Servants. Clothing thereupon flows
out of the commercial reservoir to them as food flowed
out to Personal Servants: and with similar effect,
namely,- the setting to work of all clothing-making

seeking for them instead of their seeking for work. To specify the labor that would
be profitably affected by this demand would involve the cataloguing of all workmen,
all business men, and all professional men who either directly or indirectly are con-
nected with food industries, and the naming of every grade of such labor, from the
newest apprentice to the largest supervising employer,

Would not this be putting an end to **hard times"? For what is the most
striking manifestation of **hard times™? Ts it not “*scarcity of work " ? Isit not
that there are more men seeking work than there are jobs todo? Certainly it is. And
to say that, is not to limit * hard times " to hired men. The real trouble with the
husiness man when he complains of ** hard times " is that people do not employ him
as much as he expects to be employed. Work is scarce with him, just as with those
he employs, or as he would phrase it, * business is slack.”

Let there be ten men and but nine jobs, and you have * hard times.” The tenth
man will be out of work. He may be a good union man who abhors a **scab' and
will not take work away from his brother workman. So he hunts for a job which does
not exist, until all his savings are gone.  Still he will not be a * seab,” and he suffers
deprivation. But after a while hunger gets the better of him, and he takes one of the
nine jobs away from another man by underbidding. He becomes a **scab.”” And
who can blame him? any one would rather be a “scab than a corpse. Then the
man who has lost his place becomes a ** scab™ too, and turns out some one else hy
underbidding. And so it goes again and again until wages fall so low that they but
just support life. "Then the poorhouse or a charitable institution takes care of the
tenth man, who thereafter serves the purpose of preventing arise in wages. Meanwhile,
diminished purchasing power, due to low wages, bears down upnn business generally.

But let there be ten jobs and but nine men. Conditions would instantly reverse,
Instead of a man all the time seeking for a job, a job would be all the time seeking for
a man ; and wages would rise until they equaled the value of the work for which they
were paid. And as wages rose purchasing power would rise, and business in general
would flourish.

If demand freely directed production, there would always be ten jobs for nine
men, ard no longer only nine jobs for ten men. It could not he otherwise while any
wants were unsatisfied.
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labor, from sheep-raisers and cotton-growers to sewing-
women and salesmen.
The yellow arrows denote this:

The poverty of Food-makers as to clothing is thus
removed. They are working all they care to at food-
making, their own chosen employment, and they are
paid in clothing, their own chosen compensation. So
long as Personal Servants withdraw food and Clothing-
makers supply clothing, Food-makers cannot be poor.
With them business will be brisk, labor will be in
demand, and wages will be high.

That all the other workers may enjoy the same pros-
perity we shall see in a moment. Clothing-makers
pour clothing into the commercial reservoir because
they wish to take something out, and know that in this
way they can get a larger quantity and better quality
of what they require than if they undertake to make
it themselves. They are skilled in making clothing;
they are not skilled in other ways. Accordingly they
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utilize the claim against Personal Servants, which has
passed to their credit in exchange for clothing, by
drawing from the commercial reservoir the particular
commodity they desire. Suppose it to be shelter.
They proceed as Personal Servants and Food-makers
have already done, and so set Shelter-makers at work.
Shelter-makers in turn utilize the claim against Per-
sonal Servants which has now been credited to them,
by taking luxuries out of the reservoir. This sets
Luxury-makers at work. Luxury-makers then pass the
claim over in exchange for services, and Personal Ser-
vants redeem it by rendering such services as Luxury-
makers demand.” Everybody is now paid for his own

72. The mechanism of these exchanges should be explained :

Personal Servants upon demanding food may pay money for it. The retailers
might thereupon pass the money along, and it would ultimately return to Personal Ser-
vants., Or the Personal Servants may give notes payable at a future time, which
being endorsed over would at last be redeemed by them in services. Or they may
give checks on banks, which assumes previous work done by them or the discounting
of their notes by the banks. As the world's exchanges are almost wholly adjusted by
means of checks, and other commercial paper which is in economic effect the same as
checks, let us illustrate that mode by a series of charts adapted from Jevons.

We will begin with two traders, A and B. They have no money, but every time
that one demands anything of the other he must offer in exchange something that the
other wants. There must be what is called *‘a double coincidence ™ of demand and

supply : each must want what the other has. This is primitive barter, It may be
represented by the following chart :

A B

In the civilized state, even in its beginnings, primitive barter must be obstructive
to trade, and it gives way to the use of currency—some common lium which is taken
for goods not because the taker wants it but because he knows that he can readily
exchange it for the goods that he does want. With currency in use, when A wants
anything of B he is not obliged to find something that B wants. All he needs is cur-
rency. Thus currency reduces the friction of trading.

But as the volume of trade augments, demand for currency increases ; and becanse
it is scarce, or troublesome or dangerons to transmit, or all together, easier méans of
exchange are resorted to, and bookkeeping takes the place of currency as eurrency took
the place of primitive barter. At this stage, when A wants anything of B, B charges
him ; and when B wants anything of A, A charges him. Their mutual accounts being
adjusted, the small balance is paid with currency, Thus the demand for currency is
greatly lowered by bookkeeping, and the friction of trading is correspondingly reduced.
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products with the products of others; and by demand-
Now let us bring in two more traders, C and D ;

A B

R

D

Though all four of these traders keep mutual accounts, the settlement of balances
requires more currency than before, and scarcity of currency, together with the danger
and expense of transmission, evolves an extension of bookkeeping. A common book-
keeper, called a ** Bank,” is employed, and all need for currency disappears -

A

BANK
¢ - D

Balances are now settled by checks, and all accounts are adjusted in the central
ledger at the hank.

But the introduction of another group of traders, another community, renews the
demand for currency, and another bank appears. ‘Lhus:

A B £ F
/ \
G/BAN<H

\/
/\

ANK
B gy

c D
And now the two banks are in the same position that A and B were in hefore any
bank came. They keep mutual accounts, but they must have currency to settle their
balances. And if we bring in more communities the demand for currency further in-
creases. Thus:

‘ BﬁN< WANV<

\/

=
™M
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ing more food, Personal Servants may perpetuate the

Now the four banks are in the same situation that A, B, C and D were in before
there were any banks. This evolves a bank of banks —a clearing-house :

All necessity for currency once mare disappears.

These charts illustrate the principle by which mutual trading is effected. In
practice, the need of currency is never wholly done away with, but the tendency is
constantly in the direction of doing away with it. And it is said that over ninety per
cent. of the trading transactions of the world are adjusted in this manner, and less than

ten per cent. by means of currency.
The clearing-house principle extends over the civilized world. In illustration
of this, observe the following chart:

NEW YORK BERLIN

PARIS” K10

These five cities are like the five banks. The bookkeeping of cach city is con-
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interchange indefinitely.”® And Personal Servants will
continue to demand more food until their wants as to
food are wholly and finally satisfied.™

ducted by local banks and clearing-houses, and the central bookkeeping by those
of the market town of the world, which at present is London.

In this way the mobility of labor is in effect enormously increased. Labor in every
corner of the world is brought into clese trading relations with labor everywhere else,
so that only war, pestilence, protection, and land moenopely interfere with the full
freedom of its movement.

73 Personal Servants, on the basis of their employment by Luxury-makers,
demand mare food, which keeps Food-makers at work ; Food-makers demand more
clothing, which keeps Clothing-makers at work; Clothing-makers demand more
shelter, which keeps Shelter-makers at wark ; Shelter-makers demand more luxuries,
which keeps Luxury-makers at work ; Luxury-makers demand more services, which
keeps Personal Servants at work.  And so on indefinitely.

If now we add progressive invention, so that every one produces more and more
wealth with less and less labor, instead of finding poverty upon the increase, instead
of heing harried by periodical ** hard times,” we shall find business brisk and every
one becoming richer and richer. That is to say, thonugh all labor less than befare,
each obtains better results from others while giving better results in exchange.

And should we improve the verisimilitude of the illustration by bringing in the
fact that all workers in civilized society are specialists in a much more minute degree
than the division into Clothing-makers, Food-makers, ete., would imply—that every one
who works does over and over some one thing in one of these branches, as the making
of shoes or the baking of bread. or even only part of a thing, as the cutting of shoe
soles, and that while giving out a great deal of his own product he demands in pay
a little of every other kind of product—the same efiect would naturally result.

Every man who demands anything for consumption thereby determines the direc-
tion of labor toward the production not only of that thing, but alss of all the artificial
materials and implements, from the simplest ool to the most expensive and complex
machine, that are used in its production. The actual process is much more intricate
than that of the charts, but the charts illustrate the principle so that any intelligent
person who understands them can apply it to the most complex affairs of industrial life,

** This principle is so simple and obvious that it needs no further illustration, yet in
its light all the complexities of our subject disappear, and we thus reach the same view
of the real objects and rewards of labor in the intricacies of modern production that we
gained by observing in the first beginnings of society the simpler forms of production
and exchange. We see that now, as then, each laborer is endeavoring to obtain by his
exertions the satisfaction of his own desires ; we see that although the minute division
of labor assigns to each producer the production of but a small part, or perhaps nothing
at all, of the particular things he labors to get, yet, in aiding in the production of what
other producers want, he is directing other labor to the production of the things
he wants—in effect, producing them himself. And thus, if he makes jackknives and
cats wheat, the wheat is really as much the produce of his labor as if he had grown it
for himself and left wheat-growers to make their own jackknives."—Progress and
Poverty, book i, ek. iv.

74. There is no end to man's wants.

** The demand for quantity once satisfied, he seeks quality. The very desires that
he has in common with the beast become extended, refined, exalted. It is not merely
hunger, but taste, that seeks gratification in food ; in clothes, he seeks not merely
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Let the chart be now advanced to show, in accor-
dance with the text, the perpetual flow of trade which
this action and reaction of demand and supply
maintain :

SOAWIIAE

Thus each class of workers by its demands for con-
sumption determines the direction of the labor of
some other class. And in final analysis every person
by his own demands for consumption determines the
direction of his own labor in production as truly as
Crusoe determined his; for the demands of Personal

comfort, but adcrnment ; the rude shelter becomes a house ; the undiscriminating
sexual attraction begins to transmute itself into subtle influences, and the hard and
common stock of animal life to blossom and to bloom into shapes of delicate beanty."—
Progress and Foverty, book €1, ch. {1i.

A labor agitator was arguing the labor question with a rich man, the judge of his
county, when the judge as a clincher asked :

“ What do workingmen want, anyway, that they haven't got?

Promptly the agitator replied with the counter-question :

** Judge, what have you got that you don’t want? "
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Servants for food, of IFood-makers for clothing, of
Clothing-makers for shelter, of Shelter-makers for lux-
uries, and of Luxury-makers for services, by enabling
all to procure what they require in exchange for what
is demanded of them, determine each as to the kind of
employment to adopt.™

75. Regarding society as a unit, the operation of the law is no less indisputable in
social than in solitary conditions., The demands of socicty as a whole determine the
degree of activity for each department of production, much as Robinson Crusoe's
demand for baskets imposed greater activity upen his arms than upon his legs, or as
his demand for goats imposed greater activity upon his legs than upon his arms.

But it is not necessary to regard society as a unit in order to see that in the social
as in the solitary state, labor in production is expended in the direction of demand for
consumption. Each individual, in the social as in the sclitary state, produces the
identical wealth that he demands for consumption. The man, for example, who wants
a coat, and to get it makes shoes that he does not want, but with which he hires some
one to make him a coat, really produces the coat ; while he who wants shoes, and to
get them makes coats which he does not want but which he trades for shoes, reaily
produces shoes. Similarly, throuzh the whole range of industry, each individual hires
other individuals to do what he wants done, and pays for it by doing for others what
they want done. The condition is one of reciprocal hiring, and under the common-
sense legal maxim, gui _facit per alium facit per se (what one does by another he does
himself}, as sound in economics asin jurisprudence, each laborer, by inducing others ta
make the things that he demands, in order to exchange them for what he makes, really
produces what he demands. But for his demands, supplemented by his labor, these
things would not be produced.

True it is that in general trade goods are usually made in advance of specific
demand for them. But it would be superficial reasoning to infer from this thar produc-
tion determines consumption instead of being determined by it, The collection of
commodities in the market iz analogous to the collection of water in reservoirs for the
accommaodation of the inhabitants of cities. Water is so collected in advance of specific
demand, not to induce the people to consume water, but because, being accustomed to
consuming water, they make a steady demand for it. And this demand determines the
supply. There are large reservoirs for large cities and small ones for small cities. So
with the commercial reservoir. Stores are filled with goods in advance of specific
demand, not to induce demand but in obedience to it. There is an approximate con-
stancy to the demand for wealth, upon which labor relies, and in consequence of which
wealth is continually in process of completion. Though orders be supplied from exist-
ing stock, the stock is at once replenished in accordance with the demand upon ir.
And this is equivalent to the proposition that demand for consumption determines the
direction in which labor will be expended in production. For it makes no difference in
economic principle whether a shoe d:aler takes his customer's measure and makes him
a pair of shoes, or keeps shoes in stock, and when he sells a pair buys another like them.
In either case the shoe dealer is providing shoes pursuant to order. In the one, he
anticipates the order and has the goods ready when they are called for; in the other,
he obliges his customer to wait until the goods can be made.

Though production may often sesm to precede demand, as when goods are
stored months in advance ( f any possible demand for consumption, and may some=
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Let us now complete this chart. When we began
it a distinction was noted between Personal Servants,
who render mere intangible services, and the other
classes, who produce tangible wealth. But essentially
there is no difference. By referring to the chart and
observing the course of the arrows, Food-makers are
seen working for Personal Servants precisely as Per-
sonal Servants work for Luxury-makers. We may
therefore abandon the distinction. This makes it no
longer necessary to mention particular classes of prod-
ucts in the chart; it is enough to distinguish the dif-
ferent kinds of labor.”™ Thus:

"”E LTER .
MAKERS

times actually precede it, as when a new nostrum is placed upon the market, the fact
remains that production in any direction rises and falls with the rise and fall of
demand for consumption ; in other words, is determined by that demand.

And this law regulates the supply of wealth not cnly as to quantity, but also as to
quality and variety.

76. ** This, then, we may say is the great law which binds society—'service for
service.! "—Dick's Outlines, p. q.
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For simplicity the workers have been divided into
great classes, and each class has been supposed to
serve only one other class. But the actual currents of
trade are much more complex. It would be practically
impossible to follow them in detail, or to illustrate
their particular movements in any simple way. And
it is unnecessary. The principle illustrated in the
chart is the principle of all division of labor and trade,
however minute the details and intricate the move-
ment; and any person of ordinary intelligence who
wishes to understand will need only to grasp the prin-
ciple as illustrated by the chart to be able to apply it
to the experiences of every-day industrial life. All
legitimate trade is the interchange of Labor for
Labor.™

d. Dependence of Labor upon Land.

We have now seen that division of labor and trade,
the distinguishing characteristics of civilization, not
only increase labor power, but grow out of a law of
human nature which tends, by maintaining a perpetual

77 In the light of this principle how absurd are some of the explanations of hard
times,

Owverproduction ! when an infinite variety of wants are unsatisfied which those
who are in want are anxious and able to satisfy for one another. Hatters want bread,
and bakers want hats, and farmers want both, and they all want machines, and ma-
chinists want bread and hats and machines, and so on without end. Yet while men
are against their will in partial or complete idleness, their wants go unsatisfied ! Since
producers are also consumers, and production is governed by demand for consumption,
there can be no real overprodnction until demand ceases. The apparent overprodue-
tion which we see—overproduction relatively to ** effective demand "—is in fact a con-
gestion of some things due to an abnormal underpraduction of other things, the under-
production being caused by obstructions in the way of labor.

Scarcity of capital ! when makers of capital in all its forms are involuntarily idle.
Scarcity of capital, like scarcity of money, is only an expression for lack of employ-
ment. But why should there be any lack of employment while men have unsatisfied
wants which they can reciprocally satisfy ?

Too much competition ! when competition and freedom are the same. It is not
freedom but restraint, not competition but protection, that obstructs the action and re-
action of dzmand and supply which we have illustrated in the chart.
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revolution of the circle of trade, to cause opportunitics
for mutual employment to correspond to desire for
wealth. Surely there could be no lack of employment
if the circle flowed freely in accordance with the prin-
ciple here illustrated ; work would abound until want
was satisfied. There must therefore be some obstruc-
tion. That indirect taxes hamper trade, we have
already seen;® but there is a more fundamental ob-
struction. As we learned at the outset, all the material
wants of men are satisfied by Labor from Land. Even
personal services cannot be rendered without the use
of appropriate land.™ Let us then introduce into the
preceding chart, in addition to the different classes of
Labor, the corresponding classes of Land-owning inter-
ests, indicating them by black balls:

78. See awnie. £p. 5, 6 and 16,
79. Demand for food is not only demand for all kinds and grades of Food-makers,
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Every class of Labor has now its own parasite.

The arrows which run from one kind of Labor to an-
other, indicating an out-flow of service, are respectively
offset by arrows that indicate a corresponding in-flow
of service; but the arrows that flow from the various
classes of Labor to the various Land-owning interests
are offset by nothing to indicate a corresponding re-
turn. What possible return could those interests
make? They do not produce the land which they
charge laborers for using; nature provides that. They
do not give value to it; Labor as a whole does that.
They do not protect the community through the police,
the courts, or the army, nor assist it through schools
and post offices; organized society does that to the
extent to which it is done, and the Land-owning inter-
ests contribute nothing toward it other than a part of
what they exact from Labor.* As between Labor
interests and Land-owning interests the arrows can be
made to run only in the one direction.

Now, suppose that as productive methods improve,
the exactions of the Land-owning interests so expand
—so enlarge the drain from Labor—as to make it
increasingly difficult for any of the workers to obtain
the Land they need in order to satisfy the demands
made upon them for the kind of Wealth they produce.
Would it then be much of a problem to determine
the cause of poverty or to explain hard times? As-
suredly not. It would be plain that poverty and hard
but also for as many different kinds of land as there are different kinds of labor set at
work. So a demand for clothing is not only a demand for Clothing-makers, a demand
for shelter is not only one for Shelter-makers, a demand for luxuries is not only one
for Luxury-makers, a demand for services is not only one for Personal Servants, but
these demands are also demands for appropriate land—pasture land for wool, cotton
land for cotton, factory land, water fronts and rights of way, store sites, residence sites,

office sites, theater sites, and so on to the end of an almost endless catalogue.
8o0. See ante, pp. 12, 13, and 14.
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tion of the divorce in the civilized state of Labor from
Land:

LABOR WAGLS

VEALTHJ

LAND RENT

This chart reminds us that Labor (human exertion),
by application to Land (natural materials and forces
external to man), produces Wealth (the generic term
for all those things that tend to satisfy the material
wants of man), and so tends to abolish poverty. No
man's poverty can be abolished in any other way, un-
less it be by gifts, or vulgar robbery, or legalized
spoils.

The chart shows also that Wealth distributes ulti-
mately in Wages™ (a fund made up of the aggregate of

82. “ What is paid for labor of any kind is called wages. We are apt to speak of
the payment given to the common day laborer only as wages ; and we give finer names
to the payments which are made for some other kinds of services. Thus we speak of
the doctor's or the lawyer's fee; of the judge's salary; of the teacher’s income; of
the merchant's profit; of the banker's interest, and of the professor’s emoluments.
They are all in reality only payments for labor of different kinds, or for different
results of labor, —that is, they are all wages,""— Dick's Ouélines, p. 23.

“Wages is what goes to pay for the trouble of labor."—/fevons's Primer, sec. 30.
“ His [the manager's] share is called the wages of superintendence, and although
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the earnings of individual laborers), which corresponds
to Labor; and Rent™ (a fund made up of the aggregate
premiums for specially desirable locations), which cor-
responds to Land.™

usually much larger than the share of a common laborer, it is really wages of the samne
nature,"'—/d., see, 41.

“ The common meaning of the word wages is the compensation paid to a hired
person for manual labor.  But in political economy the word wages has a much wider
meaning, and includes all returns for exertion. For, as political economists explain,
the three agents or factors in production are land, labor, and capital, and that part of
the produce which goes to the second of these factors is styled by them wages, . . It
is important to keep this in mind. For in the standard economic works this sense of
the term wages is recognized with greater or less clearness only to be subsequently
ignored."—Progress and Poverty, book i, ck. ii. :

83. Rent ““is what is paid for the nse of a natural agent, whether land, or beds of
minerals, or rivers, or lakes.  The rent of a house or factory is, therefore, not all rent
in our meaning of the word.""—/Jepons's Primer, sec. 40.

“ The term rent in its cconomic sense . . . differs in meaning from the word rent
as commonly used. In some respects this economic meaning is narrower than the
common meaning ; in other respects it is wider,

* It is narrower in this : In common speech, we apply the word rent to payments for
the use of buildings, machinery, fixtures, ctc., as well as to payments for the nse of
land or other natural capabilities ; and in speaking of the rent of a house or the rent of
a farm, we do not separate the price for the use of the improvements from the price
for the use of the bare land. DBut in the economic meaning of rent, payments for the
use of any of the products of human exertion are excluded, and of the lumped pay-
ments for the use of houses, farms, ete., only that part is rent which constitutes the
consideration for the use of the land—that part paid for the use of buildings or other
improvements being properly interest, as it is a consideration for the use of capital.

**Tt is wider in this: In common speech we only speak of rent when owner and user
are distinct persons. But in the cconomic sense there is also rent where the same
person is both owner and user. Where owner and user are thus the same person,
whatever part of his income he might obtain by letting the land to another is rent,
while the return for his labor and capital are that part of his income which they would
yield him did he hire instead of owning the land. Rent is also expressed in a selling
price.  When land is purchased, the payment which is made for the ownership, or
right to perpetual use, is rent commuted or capitalized. 1f I buy land for a small
price and hold it until I can sell it for a large price, T have become rich, not by wages
for my labor or by interest upon my capital, but by the increase of rent.

* Rent, in short, is the share in the wealth produced which the exclusive right to
the use of natural capabilities gives to the owner. Wherever land has an exchange
value there is rent in the economic meaning of the term. Wherever land having a
value is used, either by owner or hirer, there is rent acfwal; wherever it is not used,
but still has a value, there is rent pofensial. [t is this capacity of yielding rent which
gives value to land. Until its ownership will confer some advantage, land has no
value.""—Progress and FPoverty, book iii, chap. ii.

84. ** The primary division of wealth in distribution is dual, not tripartite. Capi-
tal is but a form of labor, and its distinction from labor is in reality but a subdivision,
just as the division of labor into skilled and unskilled would be, In our examination
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a. Explanation of Wages and Rent,

Differences in the desirableness of land divide Wealth
into the two funds, Wages and Rent. Labor natur-
ally applies its forces to that land from which, consider-
ing all the existing and known circumstances, most
Wealth can be produced with least expenditure of
labor force. Such land is the best. So long as the
best land exceeds demand for it, laborers are upon
an equality of opportunity, and the entire product
goes to them as Wages in proportion to the labor force
they respectively expend. But when the supply of
the best land falls below demand for it, some laborers
must resort to land where with an equal expenditure
of labor force they produce less wealth than those
who use the best land. The laborers thus excluded
from the best land naturally offer a premium for it, or
what is the same thing, offer to work for its owners for
what they might obtain by working for themselves
upon the poorer land. This condition differentiates
Rent from Wages. Rent goes to land-owners as such,
irrespective of whether they labor or not; Wages go to
laborers as such, irrespective of whether they own land
or not.”

we have reached the same point as would have been attained had we simply treated
capital as a form of labor, and sought the law which divides the produce between rent
and wages ; that is to say, between the possessors of the two factors, natural sub-
stances and powers, and human exertion—which two factors by their union produce all
wealth.," — Progress and Poverty, dook iii, ch. v.

Care must be taken not to confuse the hire of a house, commonly and legally
termed ** rent,” with cconomic Rent.  House rent is really Wages ; it is compensation
for the labor of house building, But economic Rent is not compensation for any-
thing ; it is simply the premiums for advantages of location.

85. Land of every kind may vary in desirableness from other land of the same
kind. Certain farming land, for example, is so fertile that it will yield to a given
application of labor two bushels of wheat to every bushel that certain other farming
land will yield ; and it is obvious that, other things being equal, farmers would prefer
the more fertile land, Dut some fertile land lies so far away from market that less
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To illustrate : On the following page are four closed
spaces representing land which varies in productiveness
to a given expenditure of labor force,” from 4 down to
1. There is also an open space at the right, represent-

fertile land lying nearer is more productive, because it costs less to exchange its
products for what their producer demands ; in such cases farmers would prefer the
less fertile land. The same principle applies to all kinds of land.  Building lots at or
uear a center of residence or business are preferable for most purposes of residence or
business to Jots cqually good in other respects which are far away.

Now, the land that is preferable is of course most in demand ; and if it be all in
use, with demand for it unsatisfied, competition for the preference sets in, and gives
value to it.

All land cannot be equally desirable.  Some excels in fertility, Some is rich with
mineral deposits, a species of fertility. On some, towns and cities settle, therchy
adding to the productiveness of the labor that uses it, becanse these sites are thus made
centers of co-operation or trade. And yet production in the civilized state requires that
the producer shall have exclusive possession of the land he needs. This necessity in-
evitably gives to some people more desirable land than others have, even though all
should have an abundance. Consequently the returns to egual labor are unequal. “The
man who has land that is more fertile or better located than that of another gets more
wealth than the other in return for a given expenditure of labor.  If, for example, one
with given labor produces 1o bushels of corn from fertile land, equal, say, to $z
worth of any kind of wealth in the market, and the other with the same labor produces
8 bushels of corn, or 3y worth of any kind of wealth in the market, the first receives
2 bushels {or $1) more for his labor than the sther receives for his, though cach labors
with equal effort, skill, and intelligence. Or, if the fertility of the land be the same,
but its situation in reference to the market be such that the cost of transportation still
preserves the relation of $5 to $4, the same inequality of wages results. It is this
phenomenon that gives rize to Rent, Rent is the market value of just such differences
in opportunity as are here illustrated. 1t is a premium for choice land, for preferential
locations, for site, for space.

. This premium is a very different thing from compensation for labor. Nor is the
difference modified when premium owners first obtain Wages for work and with them
buy the preminm-commanding land. Rent can no more be turned into compensation
for labor by exchanging labor products for the power to exact it, than a man can be
turned into Wealth by exchanging Wealth for him, Whether the fruits of purchase
or of conquest, or of fraud, Rent always constitutes that part of Wealth which is
deducted from current production as premiums for superior opportunities for production.

Wages and Rent are both drawn from Wealth, and both go often to the same indi-
vidual and in the same form of payment, as when a freehold farmer enjoys the nse of
the grain he raises from more fertile land than his neighbors have, or a city frecholder
occupies or receives hire from his house and lot ; but Wages flow from Wealth to labor
as compensation for production, while Rent flows from Wealth to land-owners in premi-
ums for allowing labor to produce Wealth from superior locations. Wages are appur-
tenant to Labor; Rentis appurtenant to Land. It isas laborer that the individual
takes Wages, but as land-owner that he takes Rent.

86. A unit of labor cannot be definitely measured save by the value of some labor
product, The day's labor of one man may produce less than an hour's labor of another.
But for purposes of illustration it is competent to refer to a unit of labor force as an
abstraction, intending thereby to denote all the labor of muscle and brain requisite to
acquire the necessary knowledge and skill and to produce wealth to a given value from
given natural sources.



68 OUTLINES OF POST'S LECTURES.

ing land that is yet so poor as to yield nothing to the
given expenditure of labor force. Thus:

¥ 1312/ |7

For simplicity let the market be equally convenient
to each space. Let it be assumed also that one space
is as accessible to labor as another, and that the differ-
ences in their productiveness are known. Now, to
which space would labor first resort ? Obviously to that
which would yield most Wealth to the given expendi-
ture of labor force—the space to the extreme left.

Suppose, then, that labor appropriates only as much
of the best space as is required for use—say half of it.
We may note the fact with red color upon the chart:

WAGES  #

RINT 0
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Here we see that Wages are 4 and Rent o. The
laborers, as such, take the entire product, dividing it
among themselves in proportion to their services.
There is no Rent because other laborers find equally
good opportunities to produce in the uncolored part of
the space; the supply of the best land excceds the
demand for it, and of course it commands no premium.”

But if demand for land should continue until the
best space,was monopolized,” and some laborers were
forced to resort to the next, the best space would com-
mand a premium ;* Rent would rise and Wages would

87. '* No land ever pays rent unless in point of fertility or situation it belongs to
those superior kinds which exist in less quantity than the demand."—M{ls Prin.,
dook 71, ch. xvi, sec. 2

** The produce of labor constitutes the natural recompense or wages of labor. In
that original state of things, which precedes both the appropriation of land and the
accumulation of stock, the whole produce of labor belongs to the laborer."—Smith's
Wealth af Nations, book i, ckh. viii.

* Rent or land value does not arise from the productiveness or utility of land. It
in no wise represents any help or advantage given to production, but simply the power
of securing a part of the results of production. No matter what are its capabilities,
land can yield no rent and have no value until some one is willing to give labor or the
results of labor for the privilege of using it ; and what any one will thus give, depends
not upon the capacity of the land, but upon its capacity as compared with that of land
that can be had for nothing, I may have very rich land, but it will yield no rent and
have no value so long as there is other land as good to be had without cost.  But when
this other land is appropriated, and the best land to be had for nothing is inferior;
either in fertility, situation, or other quality, my land will begin to have a value and
yield rent. And though the productiveness of my land may decrease, yet if the pro-
ductiveness of the land to be had without charge decreases in greater proportion, the
rent I can get, and consequently the value of my land, will steadily increase. Rent, in
short, is the price of monopoly, arising from the reduction to individual ownership of
natural elements which human exertion can neither produce nor increase.”" —FProgress
and Poverty, book {ii, ck. #i.

88. * Rent is the effect of a monopoly ; though the monopoly is a natural one,
which may be regulated, which may even be held as a trust for the community gener-
ally, but which cannot be prevented from existing. . . If all the land of the country
belonged to one person he could fix the rent at his pleasure. . . The effect would be
much the same if the land belonged to so few people that they could and did act
together as one man and fix the rent by agreement among themselves. . . The only
remaining supposition is that of free competition.”"—M7i/'s Prin., ook Ii, ch. xvi,
sec. 1.

Rent * considered as the price paid for the use of the land is naturally a monap-
oly price.""—Smith's Wealth of Nations, book i, ck. xi.

8g. The line of separation between the poorest land thus commanding a premium,
and the best land for which labor will not pay a premium, was formerly called * the
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fail. Even though but few laborers were forced to the
poorer space, they would be perpetual bidders for the
advantages of the other space. The effect may be
illustrated by indicating with red in our chart the over-
flow of labor from the first into the second space :

WAGES 3 3

RENT /

This illustrates the elementary principle of Distribu-
tion, that Wages fall and Rent rises as demand for

margin of cultivation,” probably becanse the law of rent was not understood with
reference to any but agricultural land ; but it is now more generally called ** the mar-
zin of production,” since it 15 understood that the law of rent applies to all kinds of
land, including, of course, the building lots of cities.

The premium for land falls not into the fund termed Wages, but into the fund
termed Rent. Henceforth Wages consist not of the entire product of labor, but of so
much of that product as might with the same expenditure of labor force be produced
from the best land that commands no premium. The remainder goes to the owners of
the land from which it is in fact produced, in proportion to the advantages which their
land respectively contributes to its production. This excess is the premium. It is
what constitutes Rent as distinguished from Wages. And hoth the amount of the
general fund Rent, and the amount of rent which each land-owner obtains, are deter-
mined by the competition of labor for superior opportunities.

Thus, in the beginnings all Wealth would be Wages ; but as labor was forced from
better to poorer lands, or, what is the same thing in its principle of operation, as
greater capabilities attached to particular lands in consequence of social development,
good government, industrial improvement, etc., Rent wounld arise, and as a proportion of
the gross Wealth-preduct, would increase as labor was forced to poorer land or new
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land forces labor to land of lower productiveness.”
The principle may be more graphically illustrated by
supposing that demand for spaces in the chart advances
so far as to include all the closed spaces, except part of
the poorest one. Thus:

WAGES + /  /

RENT o R

We now find that all Wages have fallen to the level
of Wages on the poorest land that yields anything to
the given unit of labor force; while the Rent of all but
that has, at the expense of Wages, risen in proportion
to its superior productiveness.”

Reflection will convince us that this must be so.

capabilities were added to land by society. The law derived from these phenomena is
known as Ricardo's law of rent. Henry George formulates it as follows :

**The rent of land is determined by the excess of its produce over that which the
same application can secure from the least productive land in use."—Progress and
Poverty, book Iif, ch. 77,

As will be noticed, the law is the law of Wages as well as the law of Rent. For
whatever determines the proportion of Wealth to be taken as Rent necessarily deter-
mines the proportion to be left as Wages.

go. Though figures are used, these charts are to be understood not as mathemati-
cal demronsérations, but simply as iffustrations.

gt. The labor that was forced to the poorest lands would continually bid for the
opportunities that the better lands offered, until an equilibrium was reached at the
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Wages for a given expenditure of labor force are no
more anywhere, for any length of time, all things con-
sidered, than the same expenditure of labor force will
produce from the best land to be had for nothing.
Rent absorbs the difference.”

b. Normal Effect of Social Progress upon Wages and
Rent.

In the foregoing charts the effect of social growth
is ignored, it being assumed that the given expendi-
ture of labor force does not become more produc-
tive.” Let us now try to illustrate that effect, upon

point shown in the preceding chart, where the given expenditure of labor is as well
compensated in one place as in another,

If laborer and land-owner be different persons, the laborer receives what is distin-
guished as Wages, and the land-owner what is distinguished as Rent. If the sams=
person, he receives Wages as laborer and Rent as land-owner.

gz. But we must not jump to the conclusion that there is any essential wrong in
Rent. Rent is nature’s method of measuring the value of the differences in natural
opportunity which different laborers, owing to variations in land, are obliged to accept.
And, what in practice is more important, it is nature’s method of measuring the value
to each individual of those advantages which consist in accumulations of common
knowledge, in co-operative effort, in good government, in a word, in the benefits that
society as a whole confers as distinguished from those which each individual earns.
The question is not one of the rightfulness or the wrongfulness of Rent. IPersonal
frecdom necessitates Rent, for it necessitates the private possession of land, and private
possession of land makes Rent inevitable. Nothing short of communism could abolish
it. The real question is, What shall society do with Rent? Shall it give it to indi-
viduals, or use it for common purposes ? '

“ Were there only one man on earth, he would have a right to the use of the
whole earth.

“When there is more than one man on earth, the right to the use of land that
any one of them would have, were he alone, is not abrogated ; it is only limited. . .
It has become by reason of this limitation, not an absolute right to use any part of the
earth, but (1) an absolute right to use any part of the carth as to which his use dogs
not conflict with the equal rights of others (7. e., which no one else wants to use at the
same time), and (2) a co-equal right to the use of any part of the earth which he and
others may want to use at the same time." —FPerplexed Philosopher, p. 45,

It is in adjustment of this co-equal right that rent occurs.

93. *“ The effect of increasing population upon the distribution of wealth is to
increase rent . . . in two ways: First, By lowering the margin of cultivation. Second,
By bringing out in land special capabilities otherwise latent, and &y atlacking s,‘iecmf
capabilities to particwlar lands.

[ am disposed to think that the laiter mode, to which little attention has bccn
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the supposition that social growth increases the pro-
ductive power of the given expenditure of labor force
as applied to the first closed space, to 100; as applied
to the second, to 50; as applied to the third, to 10; as
applied to the fourth, to 3, and as applied to the open
space, to 1." If there were no increased demand for
land the chart would then be like this:

WACES 3 35 3 3

RENT V72 ¢ AV A

given by political economists, is really the more important,”—Frogress and Foverty,
Gook i, ch. TiE.

“ When we have inguired what it is that marks off land from those material things
which we regard as products of the land, we shall find that the fundamental attribute
of land is its extension. The right to nse a picce of land gives command over a certain
space--a certain part of the earth’s surface. The area of the earth is fixed ; the geo-
metric relations in which any particular part of it stands to other parts are fixed. Man
has no control over them ¢ they are wholly unaffected by demand ; they have no cost
of production ; there is no supply price at which they can be produced.

* The use of a certain area of the earth's surface is a primary condition of anything
that man can do; it gives him room for his own actions, with the enjoyment of the
heat and the light, the air and the rain which nature assigns to that area ; and ¢ defer-
anines his distance from, and tn great measuve kis velations fo, other things and
ather persons. We shall find that it is this property of land, which, though as yet
insufficient prominence has been given to it, is the ultimate cause of the distinction
which all writers are compelled to make between land and other things."—Marshall's

Prin., book v, ch. if, sec. i,

o4. Of course social growth does not go on in this regular way ; the charts are
merely illustrative. They are intended to illustrate the universal fact that as any
land becomes a center of trade or other social relationship its value rises.
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Though Rentis now increased, so are Wages. Both
benefit by social growth. DBut if we consider the fact
that increase in the productive power of labor in-
creases demand for land we shall see that the tendency
of Wages (as a proportion of product if not as an abso-
lute quantity) is downward, while that of Rent is up-

ward.” And this conclusion is confirmed by obser-

vation.™

c. Significance of the Upward Tendency of Rent.

Now, what is the meaning of this tendency of Rent
to rise with social progress, while Wages tend to fall?
Is it not a plain promise that if Rent be treated as coms-
mon property, advances in productive power shall be
steps in the direction of realizing through orderly and
natural growth those grand conceptions of both the
socialist and the individualist, which in the present
condition of society are justly ranked as Utopian?
Is it not likewise a plain warning that if Rent be
treated as private property, advances in productive
power will be steps in the direction of making slaves

95. '*Perhaps it may be well to remind the reader, before closing this chapter, of
what has been before stated—rthat I am using the word wages not in the sense of
a quantity, but in the sense of a proportion. When I say that wages fall as rent
rises, I do not mean that the quantity of wealth obtained by laborers as wages is
necessarily less, but that the proportion which it bears to the whole produce is neces-
sarily less. The proportion may diminish while the quantity remains the same or
increases."' —Progress and Poverty, book iii, cle. wi.

g6. The condition illustrated in the last chart would be the result of social growth
if all land but that which was in full use were common land, The discovery of mines,
the development of cities and towns, and the construction of railroads, the irrigation
of arid places, improvements in government, all the infinite convenicnces and labor-
saving devices that civilization generates, wonld tend to abolish poverty by increasing
the compensation of labor, and making it impossible for any man to be in involuntary
idleness, or underpaid, so long as mankind was in want. If demand for land increased,
Wages would tend to fall as the demand brought lower grades of land into use ; but
they would at the same time tend to risc as social growth added new capabilities to
the lower grades. And it is altogether probable that, while progress would lower
Wages as a proportion of total product, it would increase them as an absclute
quantity.
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of the many laborers, and masters of a few land-owners?
Does it not mean that common ownership of Rent is
in harmony with natural law, and that its private ap-
propriation is disorderly and degrading? When the
cause of Rent and the tendency illustrated in the pre-
ceding chart are considered in connection with the
self-evident truth that God made the earth for com-
mon use and not for private monopoly, how can a con-
trary inference hold? Caused and increased by social
growth,’” the benefits of which should be common, and
attaching to land, the just right to which is equal, Rent
must be the natural fund for public expenses.™

If there be at all such a thing as design in the uni-
verse—and who can doubt it ?—then has it been de-
signed that Rent, the earnings of the community, shall
be retained for the support of the community, and that
Wages, the earnings of the individual, shall be left to
the individual in proportion to the value of his service.
This is the divine law, whether we trace it through
complex moral and economic relations, or find it in the
eighth commandment.

97. Here, far away from civilization, is a solitary settler, Getting no benefits
from government, he needs no public revenues, and none of the land about him has
any value. Another settler comes, and another, until a village appears. Some public
revenue is then required. Not much, but some. And the land has a little value,
only a little; perhaps just enough to equal the need for public revenue. The
village becomes a town. More revenues are needed, and land values are higher, It
becomes a city., The public revenues required are enormous, and so are the land
values,

93. Society, and society alone, causes Rent. Rising with the rise, advancing with
the growth, and receding with the decline of society, it measures the carning power
of society as a whole as distinguished from that of the individuals. Wages, on the other
hand, measure the earning power of the individuals as distinguished from that of
society as a whole. We have distinguished the parts into,which Wealth is distributed
as Wages and Rent ; but it would be correct, indeed it is the same thing, to regard all
wealth as earnings, and to distinguish the two kinds as Cosmmnnal Earnings and Tndi-
widual Earnings. How, then, can there be any question as to the fund from which
society should be supported? How can it be justly supported in any other way than
out of its own earnings?
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d. Effect of Confiscating Rent to Private Use,

By giving Rent to individuals society ignores this
most just law,” thereby creating social disorder and
inviting social discase. Upon society alone, therefore,
and not upon divine Providence which has provided
bountifully, nor upon the disinherited poor, rests the
responsibility for poverty and fear of poverty.

Let us try to trace the connection by means of a
chart, beginning with the white spaces on page 68.
As before, the first-comers take possession of the best
land. But instead of leaving for others what they do
not themselves neced for use, as in the previous illustra-
tions, they appropriate the whole space, using only
part, but claiming ownership of the rest. We may dis-
tinguish the used part with red color, and that which is
appropriated without use with blue. Thus:

WACES  #

RENT %

00. * Whatever dispute arouses the passions of men, the conflict is sure to rage,
not 50 much a= to the question * Is it wise ? ' as to the question * Is it right 2’

“This tendency of popular discussions to take an ethical form has a cause. It
springs from a law of the human mind ; it rests upon a vague and instinctive recogni=-
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But what motive is there for appropriating more of
the space than is used? Simply that the appropriators
may secure the pecuniary benefit of future social
growth. What will enable them to secure that? Our
system of confiscating Rent from the community that
earns it, and giving it to land-owners who, as such, earn
nothing.'”

Observe the effect now upon Rent and Wages.
When other men come, instead of finding half of the
best land still common and free, as in the correspond-
ing chart on page 68, they find all of it owned, and are
obliged either to go upon poorer land or to buy or rent
from owners of the best. How much will they pay for
the best? Not more than 1, if they want it for use
and not to hold for a higher price in the future, for
that represents the full difference between its produc-
tiveness and the productiveness of the next best. But
if the firstcomers, reasoning that the next best land
will soon be scarce and theirs will then rise in value,
refuse to sell or to rent at that valuation, the new-
comers must resort to land of the second grade, though
the best be as yet only partly used. Consequently
land of the first grade commands Rent before it other-
wise would.

tion of what is probably the deepest truth we can grasp. ‘That alone is wise which is
just ; that alone is enduring which is right. In the narrow scale of individual actions
and individual life this truth may be often obscured, but in the wider field of national
life it everywhere stands out.

“ 1 bow to this arbitrament, and accept this test.”—Progress and Foverty, book
ity e 1.

The reader who has been deceived into believing that Mr, George's proposition is
in any respect unjust, will find profit in a perusal of the entire chapter from which
the foregoing extract is taken.

" 100, It is reported from Towa that a few years ago a workman in that State saw a
mieteorite fall, and, securing possession of it after much digging, he was offered $103
by a college for his * find.," But the owner of the land on which the meteorite fell
claimed the money, and the two went to law about it. After an appeal to the highest
court of the State, it was finally decided that neither by right of discovery, nor by
right of labor, could the workman have the money, because the title to the meteorite
was in the man who owned the land upon which it fell.
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As the sellers’ price, under these circumstances, is
arbitrary it cannot be stated in the chart; but the
buyers’ price is limited by the superiority of the best
land over that which can be had for nothing, and the
chart may be made to show it:

MWACES 3 3

RENT / 7

And now, owing to the success of the appropriators
of the best land in securing more than their fellows for
the same expenditure of labor force, a rush is made
for unappropriated land. It is not to use it that it is
wanted, but to enable its appropriators to put Rent
into their own pockets as soon as growing demand for
land makes it valuable.” We may, for illustration,

1o1. The text speaks of Rent only as a periodical or continuous payment—what
would be called *‘ground rent.” But actnal or potential Rent may always be, and
frequently is, capitalized for the purpose of selling the right to enjoy it, and it is to
selling value that we usually refer when dealing in land.

Land which has the power of yiclding Rent to its owner will have a selling value,
whether it be used or not, and whether Rent is actually derived from it or not. This
selling value will be the capitalization of its present or prospective power of producing
Rent. In fact, much the larger proportion of land that has a selling value is wholly or
partly unused, producing no Rent at all, or less than it would if fully used. This
condition is expressed in the chart by the blue eclor.

* The capitalized value of land is the actuarial *discounted ' valuc of all the net
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suppose that all the remainder of the second space
and the whole of the third are thus appropriated, and
note the effect:

WAGES 3 .

(WYY

RENT y v

At this point Rent does not increase nor Wages fall,
because there is no increased demand for land for use.
The holding of inferior land for higher prices, when
demand for use is at a standstill, is like owning lots in
the moon—entertaining, perhaps, but not profitable.
But let more land be needed for use, and matters
promptly assume a different appearance. The new
labor must cither go to the space that yields but 1, or

incomes which it is likely to afford, allowance being made on the one hand for all
incidental expenses, including those of collecting the rents, and on the other for its
mineral wealth, its capabilities of development for any kind of business, and its ad—
vantages, material, social, and msthetic, for the purposes of residence,”—War-
shall's Prin., book vi, el ix, see. o.

“*The value of land is commonly expressed as a certain number of times the
current money rental, or in other words, a certain *number of years' purchase’ of
that rental ; and other things being equal, it will be the higher the more important
these direct gratifications are, as well as the greater the chance that they and the-
money income afforded by the land will rise.”"—/d., nofe.

“Value . . . means not utility, not any quality inhering in the thing itself, but
a quality which gives to the possession of a thing the pawer of obtaining other things.
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buy or rent from owners of better grades, or hire out.
The effect would be the same in any case. Nobody
for the given expenditure of labor force would get
more than I ; the surplus of products would go to land.
owners as Rent, either directly in rent payments, or
indirectly through lower Wages. Thus

WAGIS: % oF BN S

'RENT

The figure 1 in parenthesis, as an item of Rent, indi-
cates potential Rent. Labor would give that much for
the privilege of using the space, but the owners hold
out for better terms; therefore neither Rent nor

in return for it or for its use. . . Value in this sense—the usual sense—is purely
relative. It exists from and is measured by the power of obtaining things for things by
exchanging them. . . Utility is necessary to value. for nothing can be valuable unless
it has the quality of gratifying some physical or mental desire of man. though it be but
a fancy or whim. But utility of itsell d-es not give value. . , If we ask ourselves
the reasonef . . . varations in . . . value . . . we see that things having some
form of utility or desirability, are valuable or not valuable, as they are hard or easy
to get. And if we ask further. we may see that with most of the things that
have value this difficulty or ease of getting them, which determines value,
depends on the amount of labor which must be expended in producing them ; 7. e,
bringing them into the place, form and condition in which they are desired. . . Value
i< simply an expression of the labor required for the production of such a thing. But
there are some things as to which this is not so clear.  Land is not produced by labor
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Wages is actually produced, though but for this both
might be.

In this chart, notwithstanding that but little space
is used, indicated with red, Wages are reduced to the
same low point by the mere appropriation of space,
indicated with blue, that they would reach if all the
space above the poorest were fully used. It thereby
appears that under a system which confiscates Rent to
private uses, the demand for land for speculative pur-
poses becomes so great that Wages fall to a minimum
long before they would if land were appropriated only
for use.

In illustrating the effect of confiscating Rent to pri-
vate use we have as yet ignored the element of social
growth. Let us now assume as before (page 73), that
social growth increases the productive power of the
_given expenditure of labor force to 100 when applied to
the best land, 50 when applied to the next best, 10 to
the next, 3 to the next, and 1 to the poorest. Labor
would not be benefited now, as it appeared to be
when on page 73 we illustrated the appropriation of
land for use only, although much less land is actually
used. The prizes which expectation of future social
growth dangles before men as the rewards of owning
land, would raise demand so as to make it more than
ever difficult to get land. All of the fourth grade
would be taken up in expectation of future demand;

yet land, irrespective of any improvements that labor has made on it, often has
value. . . Yet a little examination will show that such facts are Qut exemplifications
of the general principle, just as the rise of a balloon and the fall of a stone both
exemplify the universal law of gravitation. . . The value of everything produced by
labor, from a pound of chalk or a paper of pins to the elaborate structure and appur-
tenances of a first-class ocean steamer, is resolvable on analysis into an equivalent of
the labor required to produce such a thing in form and place ; while the value of things
not produced by labor, but nevertheless susceptible of ownership, is in the same way
resolvable into an equivalent of the labor which the ownership of such a thing enables
the owner to obtain or save.""—Perplexed Philosopler, ch. v.
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¥

and “surplus labor” would be crowded out to the
open space that originally yielded nothing, but which
in consequence of increased labor power now yields as
much as the poorest closed space originally yielded,
namely, 1 to the given expenditure of labor force."™
Wages would then be reduced to the present produc-
tiveness of the open space. Thus:

WACES /4 () 4/

RINT 77 77 () 2 ¥

If we assume that 1 for the given expenditure of
labor force is the least that labor can take while exert-
ing the same force, the downward movement of Wages
will be here held in equilibrium. They cannot fail
below 1; but neither can they rise above it, no matter
how much productive power may increase, so long as
it pays to hold land for higher values. Some laborers

102. The paradise to which the youth of our eountry have so long been directed in
the advice, ** Go West, young man, go West,” is truthfully described in ** Progress
and Poverty,” book iv, ch. iv, as follows :

* The man who sets out from the eastern seaboard in search of the margin of cul-
tivation, where he may obtain land without paying remt, must, like the man who
swam the river to get a drink, pass for long distances throngh half-tilled farms, and
traverse vast areas of virgin soil, before he reaches the point where land can be had
free of rent—7. e., by homestead entry or preémption.”
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would continually be pushed back to land which in-
creased productive power would have brought up in
productiveness from o to 1, and by perpetual competi-
tion for work would so regulate the labor market that
the given expenditure of labor force, however much
it produced, could nowhere secure more than 1 in
Wages." And this tendency would persist until some
labor was forced upon land which, despite incrcase in
productive power, would not yield the accustomed liv-
ing without increase of labor force. Competition for
work would then compel all laborers to increase their
expenditure of labor force, and to do it over and over
again as progress went on and lower and lower grades
of land were monopolized, until human endurance
could go no further.” Either that, or they would be
obliged to adapt themselves to a lower scale of living."”

They in fact do both, and the incidental disturb-

103. Henry Fawcett, in his work on ** Political Economy,” book ii, ch. iii,
observes with reference to improvements in agricultural impl which diminish
the expense of cultivation, that they do not increase the profits of the farmer or the
wages of his laborers, but that * the landlord will receive in addition to the rent
already paid to him, all that is saved in the expense of cultivation.” This is true not
alone of improvements in agriculture, but also of improvements in all other branches
of industry.

104, **The cause which limits speculation in commodities, the tendency of
increasing price to draw forth additional supplies, cannot limit the speculative advance
in land values, as land is a fixed quantity, which human agency can neither increase
qor diminish ; but there is nevertheless a limit to the price of land, in the minimum
required by labor and capital as the condition of engaging in production. Tf it were pos-
sible to continuously reduce wages until zero were reached, it would be possible to
continuously increase rent until it swallowed up the whole produce. But as wages
cannot be permanently reduced below the point at which laborers will consent Lo work
and reproduce, nor interest below the point at which eapital will be devoted to pro-
duction, there is a limit which restrains the speculative advance of rent. Hence,
speculation cannot have the same scope to advance rent in countries where wages and
interest are already near the minimum, as in countries where they are considerably
above it. Yet that there is in all progressive countries a constant tendency in the
speculative advance of rent to overpass the limit where production would cease, is, I
think, shown by recurring seasons of industrial paralysis.”"—Progress and Poverty,
book v, ch. i,

105. As Puck once put it, *“ the man who makes two blades of grass to grow where
Yt one grew before, must not be surprised when ordered to * keep off the grass.’”
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ances of general readjustment are what we call “hard
times.” ' These culminate in forcing unused land into
the market, thereby reducing Rent and reviving in-
dustry. Thus increase of labor force, a lowering of
the scale of living, and depression of Rent, co-operate
to bring on what we call “good times.” But no sooner
do “good times” return than renewed demands for
land set in, Rent rises again, Wages fall again, and
“hard times"” duly reappear. The end of every period
of “hard times” finds Rent higher and Wages lower
than at the end of the previous period.””

The' dishonest and disorderly system under which
society confiscates Rent from common to individual
uses, produces this result. That maladjustment is the
fundamental cause of poverty. And progress, so long
as the maladjustment continues, instead of tending
to remove poverty as naturally it should, actually
generates and intensifies it. Poverty persists with in-
crease of productive power because land values, when
Rent is privately appropriated, tend to even greater
increase. There can be but one outcome if this con-
tinues: for individuals suffering and degradation, and
for society destruction.

tofi. * That a speculative advance in rent or land values invariably precedes
each of these seasons of industrial depression is everywhere clear. That they bear
to each other the relation of cause and effect, is obvious to whoever considers the
necessary relation between land and labor,” —Progress and Poverty, book v, ch. i.

107. What are called * good times " reach a point at which an upward land market
sets in, From that point there is a downward tendency of wages (or a rise in the cost of
living, which is the same thing) in all departments of labor and with all grades of
laborers. This tendency continues until the fictitious values of land give way. So
long as the tendency is felt only by that class which is hired for wages, it is poverty
merely ; when the same tendency is felt by the class of labor that is distinguished as ** the
business interests of the country,” it is **hard times.” And “hard times” are
periodical because land values, by falling, allow ' good times " to set it, and by rising
with * good times " bring ** hard times™ on again, The effect of " hard times ™ may

be overcome, without much, if any, fall in land values, by sufficient increase in pro-
ductive power to overtake the fictitious value of land.
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e. Effect of Retaining Rent for Comimon Use.

If society retained Rent for common purposes, all
incentive to hold land for any other object than imme-
diate use would disappear. The effect may be illus-
trated by a comparison of the last preceding chart with
the following :

WAGES 0 0

J0 10 |3 |/

RENT 57

There is but one difference between this chart and
the chart immediately preceding. In that Rent is con-
fiscated to private use, whereas in this Rent is re-
tained for common use. All the labor force indicated
with red in the first of the two charts would not more
than utilize the space to the left and part of the ad-
joining one, which would elevate Wages to what, with
the given labor force, could be produced from the
poorer of the two spaces. After that, increase of Rent
would not enrich land-owners at the expense of other
classes; it would enrich the whole community.'”

108. The laborer would receive in Distribution all that he earned and no more
than he earned in Production ; and that is the natural law.
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J- The Single Tax Retains Rent for Common Use.

To retain Rent for common use it is not necessary
to abolish land-titles, nor to let land out to the highest
bidder, nor to invent some new mechanism of taxa-
tion, nor in any other way to directly change existing
modes of holding land for use, or existing machinery
for collecting public revenues. “Great changes can be
best brought about under old forms.”™* Let land be

In social conditions, where industry is sub-divided and trade is intricate, it is
impossible to say arbitrarily what is the equivalent of given labor. Hence no statute
fixing the compensation for labor can really be operative.  All that we can say is that
labor is worth what men freely contract to give aud take for it, DBut it must be what
they freely contract to take as well as what they freely contract to give; and men are
not free to contract for the sale of their labor when labor generally is so divorced from
land as to abnormally glut the labor market and make men’s sale of their labor for
almost anything the buyer offers, the alternative of starvation. Laborers may be as
truly enslaved by divorcing labor from land as by driving them with a whip.

109. **Snch dupes are men to custom, and so prone
To rev'rence what is ancient and can plead
A course of long observance for its use,
That even servitude, the worst of ills,
Because delivered down from sire to son

I+ kept and guarded as a sacred thing.”
— Cowper.

Tt is only custom that makes the ownership of land seem reasonable. 1 have fre-
quently had occasion to tell of the necessity under which the city of Cleveland, Ohio,
found itself, of paying a land-owner several thousand dollars for the right to swing
a bridge-draw over his land. When T described the matter in that way, the story
attracted no attention ; it seemed perfectly reasonable to the ordinary lecture audience.

3ut when T described the transaction as a payment by the city to a land-owner of
thousands of dallars for the privilege of swinging the draw ** through that man’s air,™
the audience invariably manifested its appreciation of the absurdity of such an
ownership. The idea of owning air was ridiculous ; the idea of owning land was not.
Yet who can explain the difference, except as a matter of custom ?

To the same effect was the question of the Rev, F, L. Higgins toa friend. While
stationed at Galveston, Tex., Mr. Higgins fell into a discussion with his friend as to
the right of government to make land private property. The friend argued that no-
matter what the abstract right might be, the government had made private property of
land, and people had bought and sold upon the strength of the government t.itlc, and
therefore land titles were morally absolute.

* Suppose,” said Mr, Higgins, ** that the government should vest in a corporation
title to the Gulf of Mexico, so that no one could fish there, or sail there, or do anything
in or upon the waters of the Gulf without permission from the corporation.  Would
that be right 2"
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held nominally as it is now. Let taxes be collected
by the same kind of machinery as now. But abolish
all taxes except those that fall upon actual and poten-
“tial Rent, that is to say, upon land values.

If that were done it is doubtful if land-owners
could any longer confiscate enough Rent to be worth
the trouble. Even though some surplus were still
kept by them, it would be so much more easy to
secure Wealth by working for it than by confiscating
Rent to private use, to say nothing of its being so
much more respectable, that speculation in land values
would practically be abandoned. At any rate, the
question of a surplus—Rent in excessof the require-
ments of the community-——may be readily determined
when the principle that Rent justly belongs to the
community and Wages to the individual shall have
been recognized by society in the adoption of the
Single Tax.""

“* No,"” answered the friend.

** Well, suppose the corporation should than parcel out the Gulf to different parties
until some of the people came to own the whole Gulf to the cxclusion of everybody else,
born and unborn. Could any such title be acguired by these purchasers, or their
descendants or assignees, as that the rest of the people if they got the power would
not have a moral right to abrogate it 2"

** Certainly not," said the friend.

** Could private titles to the Gulf possibly become absolute in morals ?"

3 NU‘,’

** Then tell me,"” asked Mr. Higgins, ** what difference it would make if all the
water were taken off the Gulf and only the bare land left.”

t1a. Thomas G. Shearman, Esq., of New York, author of the famous magazine
article on ** Who Owns the United States,” estimates that sixty-five per cent. of the

present annual value of the land in the United States would pay all the present
expenses of American government—federal, state, county, and municipal.



