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they shrank from condemning
slavery. They, iherefore, concluded
that slavery was cinless provided the
master were “good to his slaves,” just
as the Spectator concludes that mon-
opoly is sinless except as it compels or
enables its beneficiaries to “grind the
face of the poor.” But such excep-
tions are not contemplated by the
eighth commandment.

It appears that the defeat of the
federal constitution for the Australian
colonies, was accomplished in the
colony of New South Wales. Two-
thirds of the popular vote in each
colony was required for the adoption
of the constitution, and though in the
other principal colonies that vote was
cast for it, the vote in New South
Wales fell short. A majority there
voted for adoption, but the requisite
porportion of voles waslacking. The
large minority of New South Wales
voters who opposed federation doubt-
less understood what they were about.
New South Wales is a free trade colo-
ny. Itisalmost absolutelyso. Under
this poliey it has made rapid advances,
and the people there have no notion
of surrendering their freedom to the
protectionists who rule the sister
colony of Victoria. Though a majori-
ty did not suspect that federation
would result in a general protection
policy, as it has done in the United
States, yet the large and effective mi-
nority evidently foresaw that under
the federal constitution as proposed,
the monopolists of Victoria, with a
deluded people behind them, might in
combination with the monoplists of
New South Wales and the other colo-
nies, close the ports of all Australia
to the commerce of the world. Very
sensibly, therefore, they preferred
their freedom without nationality or
expansion, to nationality and expan-
sion with protection.

Most of Henry George’s critics have
been acute in discovering in his books
much that is not there, and overlook-
ing much that iz there. The most
charitable inference is that they have
not read the bocks before reviewing

them. But the eritic of the New York
Independent is the first to confess
that this was his case. He does con-
fess it, however, almost in terms. Re-
ferring to George’s last book—*“The
Science of Political Economy”—
which he reviews at length without
once touching upon any of its im-
portant points, this critic says: “We
fail to find in it anything that is not
to be found in Mr. George’s earlier
works, except some biographical de-
tails.” Nomén could truthfully write
that sentence if he had read the books.
In the book under review, George dis-
cusses at length and with acuteness
and profound judgment numerous
subjects which are not to be found in
any of his other works, except as the
story of Robinsen Crusoe is to be
found in Webster’s dictionary, or
Webster’s dictionary in the alphabet.
Among these are the nature and
causes of civilization, the distinction
between political economy and “eco-
nomics,” the different schools of po-
litical economy, the history of politi-

cal economy, the subject of value, the

nature of money, the law of diminish-
ing returns, the two modes of coopera-
tion—by combination of effort and by
separation of effort, and the subject
of distribution. To imply that these
subjects are to be found in George’s
earlier books is to confess ignorance of
them; to assume that they are not to
be found in his last book is to confess
ignorance of that. '

The truth is, that since George
brought out so magnificently in
“Progress and Poverty,” one of those
great elementary truths the proclama-
tion of which makes an epoch in hu-
man history, his critics, like most in-
ferior contemperaries of most great
men, have been unable to measure
him. If they see any allusion to that
truth in earlier writers, they think
George a plagiarist; if they see any
allusion to it in his later works they
think he repeats himself. And be-
cause George’s last book makes still
more solid the foundations of the
truth he had proclaimed in all his
other books, the chirping eritics

“fail to find in it” anything thatisnot
to be found in them.

OBLIGATIONS TO WORK.

The stereotypers’ strike in Chi-
cago brings up for consideration, with
exceptional emphasis, a soeial ques-
tion of vital and general concern. It
is the question of the nature and ex-
tent of the obligatiion incurred by per-
sons offering to serve the public to
continue the service, if they can pos-
sibly do so, until after reasonable no- -
tice of their intention to withdraw.

For the better understanding of
this question, as illustrated by the
Chicago stereotypers’ strike, a brief
description of that strike is necessary.
The stereotypers of the Chicago daily
newspapers were under a contract
with their employers as to wages and
hours of labor, which they were at 1ib-
erty to open up for revision at any
time upon giving notice of their pur-
pose. This notice was duly given and
a new scalg of wages demanded. No
agreement was arrived at, however,
and the publishers, believing that
their stereotypers would strike unless
increased wages and shorter hours
were granted, anticipated that action
by suddenly suspending publication.
Every daily paper of importance in
the city of Chicago joined in this sus-
pension, so that for a period of four
full days Chicago was without a local
daily newspaper. And so perfect was
the combination of publishers, that
during the suspension every one of
them refused in any way to make pub-
lic the news in his possession. To ag-
gravate the situation, this plan for
exciting public hostility to the stereo-
typers was put in operation just at the
close of the first day’s battle before
Santiago, and as the suspension con~
tinued throughout the four following
days, the public of Chicago was de-
prived of extraordinarily important
news, except as it percolated through
chance channels. Was that conduct
on the part of the publishers a breach
of the obligation they had assumed,
to serve the public with news?

It is always a good plan when deal-
ing with a question like this, to get
one’s bearings by considering other
cases, the same in principle, but
simpler. Adopting that plan for pres-
ent purposes, no better example could



