

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































THE ROBBER THAT TAKES ALL THAT IS LEFT. 269

individual only while it is confined to the individual, and
thus gives him an advantage over the body of ordinary
laborers whose wages form the regulative basis of all
other wages. 1f such personal improvements become
general the efféct can only be to enable competition to
force wages to a lower level. Where few can read and
write, the ability to do so confers a special advantage
and raises the individual who possesses it above the level
of ordinary labor, enabling him to command the wages
of special skill. But where all can read and write, the
mere possession of this ability cannot save ordinary
laborers from being forced to as low a position as though
they could not read and write.

And so, where thriftlessness or intemperance prevails,
the thrifty or temperate have a special advantage which
may raise them above the conditions of ordinary labor;
but should these virtues become general that advantage
would cease. Let the great body of working-men so
reform or so degrade their habits that it would become
possible to live on one-half the lowest wages now paid,
and that competition for employment which drives men
to work for a bare living must proportionately reduce
the level of wages.

I do not say that reforms that increase the intelligence
or improve the habits of the masses are even in this view
useless. The diffusion of intelligence tends to make men
discontented with a life of poverty in the midst of wealth,
and the diminution of intemperance better fits them to
revolt against such alot. Public schools and temperance
societies are thus prerevolutionary agencies. But they
can never abolish poverty so long as land continues to
be treated as private property. The worthy people who
imagine that compulsory education or the prohibition of
the drink traffic can abolish poverty are making the
same mistake that the Anti-Corn-Law reformers made
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when they imagined that the abolition of protection
would make hunger impossible. Such reforms are in
their own nature good and beneficial, but in a world like
this, tenanted by beings like ourselves, and treated by
them as the exclusive property of a part of their number,
there must, under any conceivable conditions, be a class
on the verge of starvation.

This necessity inheres in the nature of things; it arises
from the relation between man and the external uni-
verse. Land is the superficies of the globe—that bottom
of the ocean of air to which our physical structure con.-
fines us. It is our only possible standing-place, our only
possible workshop, the only reservoir from which we can
draw material for the supply of our needs. Considering
land in its narrow sense, as distinguished from water
and air, it is still the element necessary to our use of the
other elements. Without land man could not even avail
himself of the light and heat of the sun or utilize the
forces that pulse through matter. And whatever be his
essence, man, in his physical constitution, is but a chang-
ing form of matter, a passing mode of motion, con-
stantly drawn from nature’s reservoirs and as constantly
returning to them again. In physical structure and
powers he is related to land as the fountain-jet is related
to the stream, or the flame of a gas-burner to the gas
that feeds it.

Hence, let other conditions be what they may, the man
who, if he lives and works at all, must live and work on
land belonging to another, is necessarily a slave or a
pauper.

There are two forms of slavery—that which Friday
accepted when he placed Crusoe’s foot upon his head,
and that which Will Atkins and his comrades attempted
to establish when they set up a claim to the ownership of
the island and called on its other inhabitants to do all
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the work. The one, which consists in making property .
of man, is resorted to only when population is too sparse
to make practicable the other, which consists in making
property of land.

For while population is sparse and unoccupied land is
plenty, laborers are able to escape the necessity of buying
the use of land, or can obtain it on mnominal terms.
Hence to obtain slaves—people who will work for you
without your working for them in return—it is necessary
to make property of their bodies or to resort to predial
glavery or serfdom, which is an artificial anticipation of
the power that comes to the landowner with denser
population, and which consists in confining laborers to
land on which it is desired to utilize their labor. But
as population becomes denser and land more fully
occupied, the competition of non-landowners for the use
of land obviates the necessity of making property of
their bodies or of confining them to an estate in order to
obtain their labor without return. They themselves will
beg the privilege of giving their labor in return for
being permitted what must be yielded to the slave—a
spot to live on and enough of the produce of their own
labor to maintain life.

This, for the owner, is much the more convenient form
of slavery. He does not have to worry about his slaves
—is not at the trouble of whipping them to make them
work, or chaining them to prevent their escape, or chas.
ing them with bloodhounds when they run away. He is
not concerned with seeing that they are properly fed in
infancy, cared for in sickness or supported in old age.
He can let them live in hovels, let them work harder and
fare worse, than could any half-humane owner of the
bodies of men, and this without a qualm of conscience
or any reprobation from public opinion. In short, when
society reaches the point of development where a brisk
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competition for the use of land springs up, the owner.
ship of land gives more profit with less risk and trouble
than does the ownership of men. If the two young Eng-
lishmen I have spoken of had come over here and bought
80 many American citizens, they could not have got from
them so much of the produce of labor as they now get by
having bought land which American citizens are glad to
be allowed to till for half the crop. And so, even if our
laws permitted, it would be foolish for an English duke
or marquis to come over here and contract for ten thou-
sand American babies, born or to be born, in the expec-
tation that when able to work he could get out of them
a large return. For by purchasing or fencing in a
million acres of land that cannot run away and do not
need to be fed, clothed or educated, he can, in twenty or
thirty years, have ten thousand full-grown Americans,
ready to give him half of all that their labor can produce
on his land for the privilege of supporting themselves and
their families out of the other half. This gives him
more of the produce of labor than he could exact from
so many chattel slaves. And as time goes on and Ameri-
can citizens become more plentiful, the ownership of this
land will enable him to get more of them to work for
him, and on lower terms. His speculation in land is as
much a speculation in the growth of men as though he
had bought children and contracted for infants yet to be
born. For if infants ceased to be born and men to grow
up in America, his land would be valueless. The profits
on such investment do not arise from the growth of
land or increase of its capabilities, but from growth of
population.

Land in itself has no value. Value arises only from
human labor. It is not until the ownership of land
becomes equivalent to the ownership of laborers that
any value attaches to it. And where land has a specula-
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tive value it is because of the expectation that the growth
of society will in the future make its ownership equiva-
lent to the ownership of laborers.

It is true that all valuable things have the quality of
enabling their owner to obtain labor or the produce of
labor in return for them or for their use. But with
things that are themselves the produce of labor such
transactions involve an exchange—the giving of an
equivalent of labor-produce in return for labor or its
produce. Land, however, is not the produce of labor;
it existed before man was, and, therefore, when the
ownership of land can command labor or the produets
of labor, the transaction, though in form it may be an
exchange, is in reality an appropriation. The power
which the ownership of valuable land gives, is that of
getting human service without giving human service, a
power essentially the same as that power of appropria-
tion which resides in the ownership of slaves. It is not
a power of exchange, but a power of blackmail, such as
would be asserted were some men compelled to pay
other men for the use of the ocean, the air or the sun-
light.

The value of such things as grain, cattle, ships, houses,
goods or metals is a value of exchange, based upon the
cost of production, and therefore tends to diminish as
the progress of society lessens the amount of labor neces-
sary to produce such things. But the value of land is a
value of appropriation, based upon the amount that can
be appropriated, and therefore tends to increase as the
progress of society increases production. Thus it is, as
we see, that while all sorts of products steadily fall in
value, the value of land steadily rises. Inventions and
discoveries that increase the productive power of labor
lessen the value of the things that require labor for their
production, but increase the value of land, since they
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increase the amount that labor can be compelled to give
for its use. And 50, where land is fully appropriated as
private property no increase in the production of wealth,
no economy in its use, can give the mere laborer more
than the wages of the slave. If wealth rained down
from heaven or welled up from the depths of the earth
it could not enrich the laborer. It could merely increase
the value of land.

Nor do we have to appeal to the imagination to see
this. In Western Pennsylvania it has recently been
discovered that if borings are made into the earth com-
bustible gas will force itself up—a sheer donation, as it
were, by Nature, of a thing that heretofore could be pro-
duced only by labor. The direct and natural tendency of
this new power of obtaining by boring and piping what
has heretofore required the mining and retorting of coal
is to make labor more valuable and to increase the earn-
ings of the laborer. But land in Pennsylvania being
treated as private property, it can have no such effect.
Its effect, in the first place, is to enrich the owners of the
land through which the borings must be made, who, as
legal owners of the whole material universe above and
below their land, can levy a toll on the use of Natures'
gift. In the next place, the capitalists who have gone
into the business of bringing the gas in pipes to Pitts-
burgh and other cities have formed a combination similar
to that of the Standard Oil Company, by which they con-
trol the sale of the natural gas, and thus over and above
the usual returns of capital make a large profit. Still,
however, a residue of advantage is left, for the new fuel
is so much more easily handled, and produces so much
more uniform a heat, that the glass- and iron-workers of
Pittsburgh find it more economical than the old fuel,
even at the same cost. But they cannot long retain this
advantage. If it prove permanent, other glass- and iron.
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workers will soon be crowding to Pittsburgh to share in
it, and the result will be that the value of city lots in
Pittsburgh will so increase as finally to transfer this
residual advantage to the owners of Pittsburgh land.*
And if the monopoly of the piping company is abolished,
or if by legislative regulation its profits are reduced to
the ordinary earnings of capital, the ultimate result will,
in the same way, be not an advantage to workers, but an
advantage to landowners.

Thus it is that railways cheapen transportation only to
increase the value of land, not the value of labor, and
that when their rates are reduced it is landowners not
laborers who get the benefit. So it is with all improve-
ments of whatever nature. The Federal Government has
acted the part of a munificent patron to Washington
City. The consequence is that the value of lots has
advanced. If the Federal Government were to supply
every Washington householder with free light, free fuel
and free food, the value of lots would still further
increase, and the owners of Washington “real estate”
would ultimately pocket the donation.

The primary factors of production are land and labor.
Capital is their product, and the capitalist is but an inter-
mediary between the landlord and the laborer. Hence
working-men who imagine that capital is the oppressor
of labor are “barking up the wrong tree” In the first
place, much that seems on the surface like oppression by
capital is in reality the result of the helplessness to which
labor is reduced by being denied all right to the use of
land. “The destruction of the poor is their poverty.”

* The largest owners of Pittsburgh land are an English family
named Schenley, who draw in ground-rents a great revenue, thus (to
the gratification of Pennsylvania protectionists) increasing our
exports over our imports, just as though they owned so many Penn-
sylvanians.
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It is not in the power of capital to compel men who can
obtain free access to nature to sell their labor for starva-
tion wages. In the second place, whatever of the earn-
ings of labor ecapitalistic monopolies may succeed in
appropriating, they are merely lesser robbers, who take
what, if they were abolished, landownership would take.

No matter whether the social organization be simple or
complex, no matter whether the intermediaries between
the owners of land and the owners of the mere power to
labor be few or many, wherever the available land has
been fully appropriated as the property of some of the
people, there must exist a class, the laborers of ordinary
ability and skill, who can never hope to get more than a
bare living for the hardest toil, and who are constantly
in danger of failure to get even that.

We see that class existing in the simple industrial
organization of western Ireland or the Scottish High-
lands, and we see it, still lower and more degraded, in
the complex industrial organization of the great British
cities. In spite of the enormous increase of productive
power, we have seen it developing in the United States,
just as the appropriation of our land has gone on. This
is as it must be, for the most fundamental of all human
relations is that between man and the planet he inhabits.

How the recognition of the consequences involved in
the division of men into a class of world-owners and a
class who have no legal right to the use of the world
explains many things otherwise inexplicable I cannot
here point out, since I am dealing only with the tariff
question. We have seen why what is miscalled ‘free
trade”—the mere abolition of protection—can only tem-
porarily benefit the working-classes, and we have now
reached a position which will enable us to proceed with
our inquiry and ascertain what the effects of true free
trade would be.



CHAPTER XXVL
TRUE FREE TRADE.

* £YOME with me,” said Richard Cobden, as John

Bright turned heart-stricken from a new-made
grave. “There are in England women and children
dying with hunger—with hunger made by the laws.
Come with me, and we will not rest until we repeal those
laws.”

In this spirit the free-trade movement waxed and
grew, arousing an enthusiasm that no mere fiseal reform
could have aroused. And intrenched though it was by
restricted suffrage and rotten boroughs and aristocratic
privilege, protection was overthrown in Great Britain.

And—there is hunger in Great Britain still, and
women and children yet die of it.

But this is not the failure of free trade. When protec-
tion had been abolished and a revenue tariff substituted
for a protective tariff, free trade had won only an out.
post. That women and children still die of hunger in
Great Britain arises from the failure of the reformers
to go on. Free trade has not yet been tried in Great
Britain. Free trade in its fullness and entirety would
indeed abolish hunger.

This we may now see.

Our inquiry has shown that the reason why the aboli-
tion of protection, greatly as it would increase the pro-
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duction of wealth, can accomplish no permanent benefit
for the laboring class, 1s, that so long as the land on
which all must live is made the property of some,
increase of productive power can only increase the
tribute which those who own the land can demand for its
use. So long as land is held to be the individual
property of but a portion of its inhabitants no possible
increase of productive power, even if it went to the
length of abolishing the necessity of labor, and no
imaginable increase of wealth, even though it poured
down from heaven or gushed up from the bowels of the
earth, could improve the condition of those who possess
only the power to labor. The greatest imaginable
increase of wealth could only intensify in the greatest
imaginable degree the phenomena which we are familiar
with as “over-production ”—could only reduce the labor-
ing-class to universal pauperism.

Thus it is, that to make either the abolition of proteec-
tion or any other reform beneficial to the working-class
we must abolish the inequality of legal rights to land,
and restore to all their natural and equal rights in the
common heritage.

How can this be done?

Consider for a moment precisely what it is that needs
to be done, for it is here that confusion sometimes arises.
To secure to each of the people of a country his equal
right to the land of that country does not mean to
secure to each an equal piece of land. Save in an
extremely primitive society, where population was sparse,
the division of labor had made little progress, and family
groups lived and worked in common, a division of land
into anything like equal pieces would indeed be imprac-
ticable. In a state of society such as exists in civilized
countries to-dayv, it would be extremely difficult, if not
altogether impossible, to make an equal division of land.
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Nor would one such division suffice. With the first
division the difficulty would only begin. Where popula-
tion is increasing and its centers are constantly chang-
ing; where different vocations make different uses of
land and requite different qualities and amounts of it;
where improvements and discoveries and inventions are
constantly bringing out new uses and changing relative
values, a division that should be equal to-day would soon
become very unequal, and to maintain equality a redivi-
sion every year would be necessary.

But to make a redivision every year, or to treat land
as a common, where no one could claim the exclusive use
of any particular piece, would be practicable only where
men lived in movable tents and made no permanent
improvements, and would effectually prevent any ad-
vance beyond such a state. No one would sow a crop,
or build a house, or open a mine, or plant an orchard, or
cut a drain, so long as any one else could come in and
turn him out of the land in which or on which such
improvements must be fixed. Thus it is absolutely
necessary to the proper use and improvement of land
that society should secure to the user and improver safe
possession.

This point is constantly raised by those who resent
any questioning of our present treatment of land. They
seek to befog the issue by persistently treating every
proposition to secure equal rights to land as though it
were a proposition to secure an equal division of land,
and attempt to defend private property in land by set-
ting forth the necessity of securing safe possession to
the improver.

But the two things are essentially different.

In the first place equal rights to land could nof be
secured by the equal division of land, and in the second
Place it is not necessary to make land the private prop-
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erty of individuals in order to secure to improvers that
safe possession of their improvements that is needed to
induce men to make improvements. On the contrary,
private property in land, as we may see in any country
where it exists, enables mere dogs in the manger to levy
blackmail upon improvers. It enables the mere owner
of land to compel the improver to pay him for the privi.
lege of making improvements, and in many cases it
enables him to confiscate the improvements.

Here are two simple principles, both of which are self-
evident :

I.—That all men have equal rights to the use and
enjoyment of the elements provided by Nature.

II.—That each man has an exclusive right to the use
and enjoyment of what is produced by his own labor.

There is no conflict between these principles. On the
contrary they are correlative. To secure fully the
individual right of property in the produce of labor we
must treat the elements of nature as common property.
If any one could claim the sunlight as his property and
could compel me to pay him for the agency of the sun in
the growth of crops I had planted, it would necessarily
lessen my right of property in the produce of my labor.
And conversely, where every one is secured the full right of
property in the produce of his labor, no one can have any
right of property in what is not the produce of labor.

No matter how complex the industrial organization,
nor how highly developed the civilization, there is no
real difficulty in carrying out these principles. All we
have to do is to treat the land as the joint property of
the whole people, just as a railway is treated as the joint
property of many shareholders, or as a ship is treated as
the joint property of several owners.

In other words, we can leave land now being used in
the secure possession of those using it, and leave land
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now unused to be taken possession of by those who wish
to make use of it, on condition that those who thus hold
land shall pay to the community a fair rent for the
exclusive privilege they enjoy—that is to say, a rent
based on the *value of the privilege the individual
receives from the community in being accorded the
exclusive use of this much of the common property, and
which should have no reference to any improvement he
had made in or on it, or to any profit due to the use of
his labor and capital. In this way all would be placed
upon an equality in regard to the use and enjoyment of
those natural elements which are clearly the common
heritage, and that value which attaches to land, not
because of what the individual user does, but because of
the growth of the community, would accrue to the com-
munity, and could be used for purposes of common
benefit. As Herbert Spencer has said of it:

Such a doctrine is consistent with the highest state of civilization ;
may be carried out without involving a community of goods, and
need cause no very serious revolution in existing arrangements.
The change required would be simply a change of landlords. Sepa-
rate ownership would merge into the joint-stock ownership of the
public. Instead of being in the possession of individuals, the coun-
try would be held by the great corporate body—society. . . . A
state of things so ordered would be in perfeet harmony with the
moral law. TUnder it all men would be equally landlords, all men
would be alike free to become tenants. Clearly, therefore, on such
& system the earth might be inclcsed, ocecupied and cultivated, in
entire subordination to the law of equal freedom.

That this simple change would, as Mr. Spencer says,
involve no serious revolution in existing arrangements is
in many cases not perceived by those who think of it for
the first time. It is sometimes said that while this prin-
ciple is manifestly just, and while it would be easy to
apply it to a new country just being settled, it would be
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exceedingly difficult to apply it to an already scttled
country where land had already been divided as private
property, since, in such a country, to take possession of
the land as common property and let it out to individuals
would involve a sudden revolution of the greatest mag-
nitude.

This objection, however, is founded upon the mistaken
idea that it is necessary to do everything at once. But
it often happens that a precipice we could not hope to
climb, and that we might well despair of making a
ladder long enough and strong enough to scale, may be
surmounted by a gentle road. And there is in this case
a gentle road open to us, which will lead us so far that
the rest will be but an easy step. To make land virtually
the common property of the whole people, and to appro-
priate ground-rent for public use, there is a much
simpler and easier way than that of formally assuming
the ownership of land and proceeding to rent it out in
lots—a way that involves no shock, that will conform to
present customs, and that, instead of requiring a great
increase of governmental machinery, will permit of a
great simplification of governmental machinery.

In every well-developed community large sums are
needed for common purposes, and the sums thus needed
increase with social growth, not merely in amount, but
proportionately, since social progress tends steadily to
devolve on the community as a whole functions which in
a ruder stage are discharged by individuals. Now, while
people are not used to paying rent to government, they
are used to paying taxes to government. Some of these
taxes are levied upon personal or movable property;
some upon occupations or businesses or persons (as in
the case of income taxes, which are in reality taxes on
persons according to income) ; some upon the transporta-
tion or exchange of commodities, in which last category
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fall the taxes imposed by tariffs; and some, in the
United States at least, on real estate—that is to say, on
the value of land and of the improvements upon it,
taken together.

That part of the tax on real estate which is assessed
on the value of land irrespective of improvements is, in
its nature, not a tax, but a rent—a taking for the com-
mon use of the community of a part of the income that
properly belongs to the community by reason of the
equal right of all to the use of land.

Now it is evident that, in order to take for the use of
the community the whole income arising from land, just
as effectually as it could be taken by formally appro-
priating and letting out the land, it is only necessary to
abolish, one after another, all other taxes now levied,
and to increase the tax on land values till it reaches, as
near as may be, the full annual value of the land.

Whenever this point of theoretical perfection is
reached, the selling value of land will entirely disappear,
and the charge made to the individual by the commu.
nity for the use of the common property will become in
form what it is in fact—a rent. But until that point is
reached, this rent may be collected by the simple increase
of a tax already levied in all our States, assessed (as
direct taxes are now assessed) upon the selling value of
land irrespective of improvements—a value that can be
ascertained more easily and more accurately than any
other value.

For a full exposition of the effects of this change in
the method of raising public revenues, I must refer the
reader to the works in which I have treated this branch
of the subject at greater length than is here possible.
Briefly, they would be threefold :

In the first place, all taxes that now fall upon the exer-
tion of labor or use of capital would be abolished. No
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one would be taxed for building a house or improving a
farm or opening a mine, for bringing things in from
foreign countries, or for adding in any way to the stock
of things that satisfy human wants and constitute
national wealth. Every one would be free to make and
save wealth; to buy, sell, give or exchange, without let
or hindrance, any article of human production the use
of which did not involve any public injury. All those
taxes which increase prices as things pass from hand to
hand, falling finally upon the consumer, would disappear,
Buildings or other fixed improvements would be as
secure as now, and could be bought and sold, as now,
subject to the tax or ground-rent due to the community
for the ground on which they stood. Houses and the
ground they stand on, or other improvements and the
land they are made on, would also be rented as now.
But the amount the tenant would have to pay would be
less than now, since the taxes now levied on buildings or
improvements fall ultimately (save in decaying commu-
nities) on the user, and the tenant would therefore get
the benefit of their abolition. And in this reduced rent
the tenant would pay all those taxes that he now has to
pay in addition to his rent—any remainder of what he
paid on account of the ground going not to increase the
wealth of a landlord, but to add to a fund in which the
tenant himself would be an equal sharer.

In the second place, a large and constantly increasing
fund would be provided for common uses, without any
tax on the earnings of labor or on the returns of capital
—a fund which in well-settled countries would not only
guffice for all of what are now considered necessary
expenses of government, but would leave a large surplus
to be devoted to purposes of general benefit.

In the third place, and most important of all, the
monopoly of land would be abolished, and land would be
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thrown open and kept open to the use of labor, since it
would be unprofitable for any one to hold land without
putting it to its full use, and both the temptation and
the power to speculate in natural opportunities would be
gone. The spéeulative value of land would be destroyed
as soon as it was known that, no matter whether land
was used or not, the tax would increase as fast as the
value increased; and no one would want to hold land
that he did not use. With the disappearance of the capi-
talized or selling value of land, the preminm which must
now be paid as purchase money by those who wish to
use land wonld disappear, differences in the value of
land being measured by what would have to be paid for
it to the community, nomiunally in taxes but really in
rent. So long as any unused land remained, those who
wished to use it could obtain it, not only without the
payment of any purchase price, but without the payment
of any tax or rent. Nothing would be required for the
use of land till less advantageous land came into use,
and possession thus gave an advantage over and above
the return to the labor and capital expended upon it.
And no matter how much the growth of population and
the progress of society increased the value of land, this
increase would go to the whole commnunity, swelling that
general fund in which the poorest would be an equal
sharer with the richest.

Thus the great cause of the present unequal distribu-
tion of wealth would be destroyed, and that one-sided
competition would cease which now deprives men who
possess nothing but power to labor of the benefits of
advancing civilization, and forces wages to a minimum
no matter what the increase of wealth. Labor, free to
the natural elements of production, would no longer be
incapable of employing itself, and competition, acting as
fully and freely between employers as between employed,
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would carry wages up to what is truly their natural rate—
the full value of the produce of labor—and keep them there.

Let us turn again to the tariff question.

The mere abolition of protection—the mere substitu-
tion of a revenue tariff for a protective tariff—is such a
lame and timorous application of the free-trade principle
that it is a misnomer to speak of it as free trade. A
revenue tariff is only a somewhat milder restriction on
trade than a protective tariff.

Free trade, in its true meaning, requires not merely
the abolition of protection but the sweeping away of all
tariffs—the abolition of all restrictions (save those
imposed in the interests of public health or morals) on
the bringing of things into a country or the carrying of
things out of & country.

But free trade cannot logically stop with the abolition
of custom-houses. It applies as well to domestic as to
foreign trade, and in its true sense requires the abolition
of all internal taxes that fall on buying, selling, trans-
porting or exchanging, on the making of any transaction
or the carrying on of any business, save of course where
the motive of the tax is public safety, health or morals.

Thus the adoption of true free trade involves the
abolition of all indirect taxation of whatever kind, and
the resort to direct taxation for all public revenues.

But this is not all. Trade, as we have seen, is a mode
of production, and the freeing of trade is beneficial be-
cause it is a freeing of production. For the same reason,
therefore, that we ought not to tax any one for adding to
the wealth of a country by bringing valuable things into
it, we ought not to tax any one for adding to the wealth
of a country by producing within that country valuable
things. Thus the principle of free trade requires that we
should not merely abolish all indirect taxes, but that
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we should abolish as well all direct taxes on things that
are the produce of labor; that we should, in short, give
full play to the npatural stimulus to production—the
possession and enjoyment of the things produced—by
imposing no tax whatever upon the production, accumu-
lation or possession of wealth (i, things produced by
labor), leaving every one free to make, exchange, give,
spend or bequeath.

There are thus left, as the only taxes by which in
accordance with the free-trade principle revenue can be
raised, these two classes:

1. Taxes on ostentation.

Sinee the motive of ostentation in the use of wealth is
simply to show the ability to expend wealth, and since
this can be shown as well in the ability to pay a tax,
taxes on ostentation pure and simple, while not checking
the production of wealth, do not even restrain the enjoy-
ment of wealth. But such taxes, while they have a place
in the theory of taxation, are of no practical importance.
Some trivial amount is raised in England from taxes on
footmen wearing powdered wigs, taxes on armorial bear-
ings, etc., but such taxes are not resorted to in this
country, and are incapable anywhere of yielding any
considerable revenue.

2. Taxes on the value of land.

Taxes on the value of land must not be confounded
with taxes on land, from which they differ essentially.
Taxes on land—that is to say, taxes levied on land by
quantity or area—apply equally to all land, and hence
fall ultimately on production, since they constitute a
check to the use of land, a tax that must be paid as the
condition of engaging in production. Taxes on land
values, however, do not fall upon all land, but only upon
valuable land, and on that in proportion to its value
Hence they do mnot in any degree check the ability of
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labor to avail itself of land, and are merely an appro-
priation, by the taxing power, of a portion of the pre.
mium which the owner of valuable land can charge labor
for its use. In other words, a tax on land, according to
quantity, conld ultimately be transferred by owners of
land to users of land and become a tax upon production.
But a tax on land values must, as is recognized by all
economists, fall on the owner of land and cannot be by
him in any way transferred to the user. The landowner
can no more compel those to whom he may sell or let his
land to pay a tax levied on its value, than he could
compel them to pay a mortgage.

A tax on land values is of all taxes that which best
fulfils every requirement of a perfect tax. As land
cannot be hidden or carried off, a tax on land values can
be assessed with more certainty and can be collected
with greater ease and less expense than any other tax,
while it does not in the slightest degree check production
or lessen its incentive. It is, in fact, a tax only in form,
being in nature a rent—a taking for the use of the com-
munity of a value that arises not from individual exer-
tion but from the growth of the community. For it is
not anything that the individual owner or user does that
gives value to land. The value that he creates is a value
that attaches to improvements. This, being the result
of individual exertion, properly belongs to the individual,
and cannot be taxed without lessening the incentive to
production. But the value that attaches to land itself is
a value arising from the growth of the community and
increasing with social growth. It, therefore, properly
belongs to the community, and can be taken to the last
penny without in the slightest degree lessening the incen-
tive to production.

Taxes on land values are thus the only taxes from
which, in accordance with the principle of free trade,
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any considerable amount of rever.ae can be raised, and
it is evident that to carry out the free-trade principle to
the point of abolishing all taxes that hamper or lessen
production would of itself involve very nearly the same
measures which, we have seen are required to assert the
common right to land and place all citizens upon an
equal footing.

To make these measures identically the same, it is only
necessary that the taxation of land values, to which true
free trade compels us to resort for public revenues,
should be carried far enough to take, as near as might
practically be, the whole of the income arising from the
value given to land by the growth of the community.

But we have only to go one step further to see that
free trade does, indeed, require this, and that the two
reforms are thus absolutely identical.

Free trade means free production. Now fully to free
production it is necessary not only to remove all taxes
on production, but also to remove all other restrictions
on production. True free trade, in short, requires that
the active factor of production, Labor, shall have free
access to the passive factor of production, Land. To
secure this all monopoly of land must be broken up, and
the equal right of all to the use of the natural elements
must be secured by the treatment of the land as the
common property in usufruet of the whole people.

Thus it is that free trade brings us to the same simple
measure as that which we have seen is necessary to
emancipate labor from its thraldom and to secure that
justice in the distribution of wealth which will make
every improvement or reform beneficial to all classes.

The partial reform miscalled free trade, which consists
in the mere abolition of protection—the mere substitu-
tion of a revenue tariff for a protective tariff—cannot
help the laboring-classes, because it does not touch the
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fundamental cause of that unjust and unequal distribu.
tion which, as we see to-day, makes “labor a drug and
population a nuisance” in the midst of such a plethora
of wealth that we talk of over-production. True free
trade, on the contrary, leads not only to.the largest pro-
duction of wealth, but to the fairest distribution. It is
the easy and obvious way of bringing about that change
by which alone justice in distribution can be secured, and
the great inventions and discoveries which the human
mind is now grasping can be converted into agencies for
the elevation of society from its very foundations.

This was seen with the utmost clearness by that kmot
of great Frenchmen who, in the last century, first raised
the standard of free trade. What they proposed was
not the mere substitution of a revenue tariff for a protec-
tive tariff, but the total abolition of all taxes, direct and
indirect, save a single tax upon the value of land—the
tmpét unique. They realized that this unification of taxa-
tion meant not merely the removal from commerce and
industry of the burdens placed upon them, but that it
also meant the complete reconstruction of society—the
restoration to all men of their natural and equal rights
to the use of the earth. It was because they realized
this, that they spoke of it in terms that applied to any
mere fiscal change, however beneficial, would seem wildly
extravagant, likening it, in its importance to mankind,
to those primary inventions which made the first
advances in civilization possible—the use of money and
the adoption of written characters.

And whoever will consider how far-reaching are the
benefits that would result to mankind from a measure
which, removing all restrictions from the production of
wealth, would also secure equitable distribution, will see
that these great Frenchmen were not extravagant.

True free trade would emancipate labor.



CHAPTER XXVIIL
THE LION IN THE WAY.

E may now see why the advocacy of free trade has
been so halting and half-hearted.

It is because the free-trade principle carried to its
logical conclusion would destroy that monopoly of
nature’s bounty which enables those who do no work to
live in luxury at the expense of “the poor people who
have to work,” that so-called free traders have not ven-
tured to ask even the abolition of tariffs, but have
endeavored to confine the free-trade principle to the
mere abolition of protective duties. To go further
would be to meet the lion of “vested interests.”

In Great Britain the ideas of Quesnay and Turgot
found a soil in which, at the time, they could grow only
in stunted form. The power of the landed aristocracy
was only beginning to find something of a counterpoise
in the growth of the power of capital, and in politics,
as in literature, Labor had no voicee. Adam Smith
belonged to that class of men of letters always disposed
by strong motives to view things which the dominant
class deem essential in the same light as they do, and
who before the diffusion of education and the cheapening
of books could have had no chance of being heard on
any other terms. TUnder the shadow of an absolute
despotism more liberty of thought and expression may

21
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sometimes be enjoyed than where power is more diffused,
and forty years ago it would doubtless have been safer
to express in Russia opinions adverse to serfdom than in
South Carolina to have questioned slavery. And so,
while Quesnay, the favorite physician of the master of
France, could in the palace of Versailles carry his free-
trade propositions to the legitimate conclusion of the
impot unigue, Adam Smith, had he been so radical, could
hardly have got the leisure to write “The Wealth of
Nations” or the means to print it.

I am not ecriticizing Adam Smith, but pointing out
conditions which have affected the development of an
idea. The task which Adam Smith undertook—that of
showing the absurdity and impolicy of protective tariffs
—was in his time and place a sufficiently difficult one,
and even if he saw how much further than this the prin.
ciples he enunciated really led, the prudence of the man
who wishes to do what may be done in his day and
generation, confident that where he lays the foundation
others will in due time rear the edifice, might have
prompted him to avoid carrying them further.

However this may be, it is evidently because free
trade really goes so far, that British free traders, so
called, have been satisfied with the abolition of protec-
tion, and, abbreviating the motto of Quesnay, “ Clear the
ways and let things alone,” into “Let things alone,” have
shorn off its more important half. For one step further
—the advocacy of the abolition of revenue tariffs, as well
as of protective tariffs—would have brought them upon
dangerous ground. It is not ouly, as English writers
intimate to excuse the retaining of a revenue tariff, that
direct taxation could not be resorted to without arousing
the British people to ask themselves why they should
continue to support the descendants of royal favorites,
and to pay interest on the vast sums spent during former
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generations in worse than useless wars; but it is that
direct taxation could not be advocated without danger
to even more important “vested interests.” One step
beyond the abolition of protective duties, and the British
free-trade movement must have come full against that
fetish which for some generations the British people
have been taught to reverence as the very Ark of the
Covenant—private property in land.

For in the British kingdoms (save in Ireland and the
Scottish Highlands) private property in land was not
instituted in the short and easy way in which Will
Atkins endeavored to institute it on Crusoe’s island. It
has been the gradual result of a long series of usurpa-
tions and spoliations. In the view of British law there
is to-day but one owner of British soil, the Crown—that
is to say, the British people. The individual landholders
are still in constitutional theory what they once were in
actual fact—mere tenants. The process by which they
have become virtual owners has been that of throwing
upon indirect taxation the rents and taxes they were
once held to pay in return for their lands, while they
have added to their domains by fencing in the commons,
in much the same manner as some of the same clas#
have recently fenced in large tracts of our own publia
domain.

The entire abolition of the British tariff would involve
as a necessary consequence the abolition of the greater
part of the internal indireet taxation, and would thus
compel heavy direet taxation, which would fall not upon
consumption but upon possession. The moment this
became necessary, the question of what share should be
borne by the holders of land must inevitably arise in
such a way as to open the whole question of the rightful
ownership of British soil. For not only do all economie
considerations point to a tax on land values as the
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proper source of public revenues; but so do all British
traditions. A land tax of four shillings in the pound of
rental value is still nominally enforced in England, but
being levied on a valuation made in the reign of William
111, it amounts in reality to not much ¢ver a penny in
the pound. With the abolition of indirect taxation this
is the tax to which men would naturally tarn. The
resistance of landholders would bring up the question of
title, and thus any movement which went so far as to
propose the substitution of direct for indirect taxation
must inevitably end in a demand for the restoration to
the British people of their birthright.

This is the reason why in Great Britain the free-trade
principle was aborted into that spurious thing ¢ British
free trade,” which calls a sudden halt to its own prin-
ciples, and after demonstrating the injustice and impoliey
of all tariffs, proceeds to treat tariffs for revenue as
something that must of neecessity exist.

In assigning these reasons for the failure to carry the
free-trade movement further than the abolition of pro-
tection, I do not, of course, mean to say that such
reasons have consciously swayed free traders. I am
definitely pointing out what by them has been in many
cases doubtless only vaguely felt. We imbibe the sym-
pathies, prejudices and antipathies of the cirele in which
we move, rather than acquire them by any process of
reasoning. And the prominent advocates of free trade,
the men who have been in a position to lead and educate
public opinion, have belonged to the class in which the
feelings I speak of hold sway—for that is the class of
education and leisure.

In a society where unjust division of wealth gives the
fruits of labor to those who do not labor, the classes who
control the organs of public education and opinion—the
classes to whom the many are accustomed to look for
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light and leading, must be loath to challenge the primary
wrong, whatever it may be. This is inevitable, from the
fact that the class of wealth and leisure, and conse-
quently of culture and influence, must be, not the class
which loses by ‘the unjust dlatnbutlon of wealth but the
class which (at least relatively) gains by it.

Wealth means power and ‘respectability,” while
poverty means weakness and disrepute. So in such a
society the class that leads and is looked up to, while
it may be willing to tolerate vague generalities and
impracticable proposals, must frown on any attempt to
trace social evils to their real cause, since that is the
cause that gives their class superiority. On the other
hand, the class that suffers by these evils is, on that
account, the ignorant and uninfluential class, the class
that, from its own consciousness of inferiority, is prone
to accept the teachings and imbibe the prejudices of the
one above it; while the men of superior ability that arise
within it and elbow their way to the front are constantly
received into the ranks of the superior class and inter-
ested in its service, for this is the class that has rewards
to give. Thus it is that social injustice so long endures
and is so difficult to make head against.

Thus it was that in our Southern States while slavery
prevailed, the influence, not only of the slaveholders
themsclves, but of churches and colleges, the professions
and the press, condemned so effectually any questioning
of slavery, that men who never owned and never
expected to own a slave were ready to persecute and
ostracize any one who breathed a word against property
in flesh and blood—ready, even, when the time came, to
go themselves and be shot in defense of the “peculiar
institution.”

Thus it was that even slaves believed abolitionists the
worst of humankind, and were ready to join in the sport
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of tarring and feathering one. And so, an institution
in which only & comparatively small class were inter-
ested, and which was in reality so unprofitable, even to
them, that now that slavery has been abolished, it would
be hard to find an ex-slaveholder who would restore it if
he could, not only dominated public opinion where it
existed, but exerted such influence at the North, where
it did not exist, that abolitionist” was for a long time
suggestive of “atheist,” “ communist” and “incendiary.”

The effect of the introduction of steam and labor-sav-
ing machinery upon the industries of Great Britain was
such a development of manufactures as to do away with
all semblance of benefit to the manufacturing classes
from import duties, to raise up a capitalistic power
capable of challenging the dominance of the “landed
interest,” and by concentrating workmen in towns to
make of them a more important political factor. The
abolition of protection in Great Britain was carried,
against the opposition of the agricultural landholders, by
a combination of two elements, capital and labor, neither
of which would, of itself, have been capable of winning
the victory. But, of the two, that which was represented
by the Manchester manufacturers possessed much more
effective and independent strength than that whose spirit
breathed in the Anti-Corn.-Law rhymes. Capital fur-
nished the leadership, the organizing ability and the
financial means for agitation, and when it was satisfied,
the further progress of the free-trade movement had to
wait for the growth of a power which, as an independent
factor, is only now beginning to make its entrance into
British politics. Any advance toward the abolition of
revenue duties would not only have added the strength
of the holders of municipal and mining land to that of
the holders of agricultural land, but would also have
arrayed in opposition the very class most efficient in the
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free-trade movement. For, save where their apparent
interests come into clear and strong opposition, as they
did in Great Britain upon the question of protective
duties, capitalists as a eclass share the feelings that ani.
mate landholdérs as a class. Even in England, where the
division between the three economic orders—landholders,
capitalists and laborers—is clearer than anywhere else,
the distinction between landholders and ecapitalists is
more theoretical than real. That is to say, the land-
holder is generally a capitalist as well, and the capitalist
is generally in actuality or expectation to some extent a
landholder, or by the agency of leases and mortgages is
interested in the profits of landholding. Public debts
and the investments based thereon constitute, moreover,
a further powerful agency in disseminating through
the whole “ House of Have” a bitter antipathy to any-
thing that might bring the origin of property into dis-
cussion.

In the United States the same principles have operated,
though owing to differences in industrial development
the combinations have been different. Here the interest
that could not be “protected” has been the agricultural,
and the active and powerful manufacturing interest has
been on the side of protective duties. And though the
“landed interest” here has not been so well intrenched
politically as in Great Britain, yet not only has land-
ownership been more widely diffused, but our rapid
growth has interested a larger proportion of the present
population in anticipating, by speculation based on
increasing land values, the power of levying tribute on
those yet to come. Thus private property in land has
been in reality even stronger here than in Great Britain,
while it has been to those interested in it that the oppo-
nents of protection have principally appealed. Under
such circumstances there has been here even less disposi-
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tion than in Great Britain to carry the free-trade prin.
ciple to its legitimate conclusions, and free trade has
been presented to the American people in the emascu-
lated shape of a “revenue reform” too t1m1d to ask for
even “British free trade.”



CHAPTER XXVIIL
FREE TRADE AND SOCIALISM.

HROUGHOUT the civilized world, and preéminently

in Great Britain and the United States, a power is

pow arising which is capable of carrying the principles

of free trade to their logical conclusion. But there are

difficulties in the way of concentrating this power on
such a purpose.

It requires reflection to see that manifold effects result
from a single cause, and that the remedy for a multitude
of evils may lie in one simple reform. As in the infancy
of medicine, men were disposed to think each distinet
symptom called for a distinet remedy, so when thought
begins to turn to social subjects there is a disposition to
seek a special cure for every il}, or else (another form of
the same short-sightedness) to imagine the only adequate
remedy to be something which presupposes the absence
of those ills; as, for instance, that all men should be
good, as the cure for vice and crime; or that all men
should be provided for by the state, as the cure for
poverty.

There is now sufficient social discontent and a suffi-
cient desire for social reform to accomplish great things
if concentrated on one line. But attention is distracted
and effort divided by schemes of reform which though

they may be good in themselves are, with reference to
200
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the great end to be attained, either inadequate or super.
adequate.

Here is a traveler who, beset by robbers, has been left
bound, blindfolded and gagged. Shall we stand in a
knot about him and discuss whether té put a piece of
court-plaster on his cheek or a new patch on his coat, or
shall we dispute with each other as to what road he
ought to take and whether a bicycle, a tricycle, a horse
and wagon, or & railway, would best help him ont?
Should we not rather postpone such discussion until we
have cut the man’s bonds? Then he can see for himself,
speak for himself, and help himself. Though with a
scratched cheek and a torn coat, he may get on his feet,
and if he cannot find a conveyance to suit him, he will at
least be free to walk.

Very much like such a discussion is a good deal of
that now going on over “the social problem”—a discus-
sion in which all sorts of inadequate and impossible
schemes are advocated to the neglect of the simple plan
of removing restrictions and giving Labor the use of its
OWnD pOwers.

This is the first thing to do. And, if not of itself suffi-
cient to cure all social ills and bring about the highest
social state, it will at least remove the primary cause of
wide-spread poverty, give to all the opportunity to use
their labor and secure the earnings that are its due, stimu-
late all improvement, and make all other reforms easier.

It must be remembered that reforms and improve-
ments in themselves good may be utterly inefficient to work
any general improvement until some more fundamental
reform is carried out. It must be remembered that there
is in every work a certain order which must be observed
to accomplish anything. To a habitable house a roof is
as important as walls; and we express in & word the end
to which a house is built when we speak of putting a
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roof over our heads. But we cannot build a house from
roof down; we must build from foundation up.

To recur to our simile of the laborer habitually preyed
upon by a series of robbers. It is surely wiser in him to
fight them one by one, than all together. And the
robber that takes all he has left is the one against whom
his efforts should first be directed. For no matter how
he may drive off the other robbers, that will not avail
him except as it may make it easier to get rid of the
robber that takes all that is left. But by withstanding
this robber he will secure immediate relief, and being
able to get home more of his earnings than before, will
be able so to nourish and strengthen himself that he ean
better contend with robbers—can, perhaps, buy a gun or
hire a lawyer, according to the method of fighting in
fashion in his country.

It is in just such & way as this that Labor must seek
torid itself of the robbers that now levy upon its earnings.
Brute strength will avail little unless guided by intelligence.

The first attempts of working-men to improve their
condition are by combining to demand higher wages of
their direct employers. Something can be done in this
way for those within such organizations; but it is after
all very little. For a trades-union can only artificially
lessen competition within the trade; it cannot affect the
general conditions which force men into bitter competi.
tion with each other for the opportunity to gain a living.
And such organizations as the Knights of Labor, which
are to trades-unions what the trades-union is to its indi-
vidual members, while they give greater power, must
encounter the same difficulties in their efforts to raise
wages directly. All such efforts have the inherent disad-
vantage of struggling against general tendencies. They
are like the attempts of a man in a crowd to gain room
by forcing back those who press upon him—like attempts
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to stop a great engine by the sheer force of human mus
cle, without cutting off steam.

This, those who are at first inclined to put faith in the
power of trades-unionism are beginning, to see, and the
logic of events must more and more lead them to see.
But the perception that to accomplish large results gen-
eral tendencies must be controlled, inclines those who do
not analyze these tendencies into their causes to transfer
faith from some form of the voluntary organization of
labor to some form of governmental organization and
direction.

All varieties of what is vaguely called socialism recog-
nize with more or less clearness the solidarity of the
interests of the masses of all countries. Whatever may
be objected to socialism in its extremest forms, it has at
least the merit of lessening national prejudices and aim-
ing at the disbandment of armies and the suppression of
war. It is thus opposed to the cardinal tenet of protec-
tionism that the interests of the people of different
“nations” are diverse and antagonistic. But, on the
other hand, those who call themselves socialists, so far
from being disposed to look with disfavor upon govern-
mental interference and regulation, are disposed to sym-
pathize with protection as in this respect in harmony
with socialism, and to regard free trade, at least as it has
been popularly presented, as involving a reliance on that
principle of free competition which to their thinking
means the crushing of the weak.

Let us endeavor, as well as can in brief be done, to
trace the relations between the conclusions to which we
have come and what, with various shades of meaning, is
termed “socialism.” *

* The term “socialism” is used 8o loosely that it is hard to attach
to it a definite meaning. I myself am classed as a socialist by those
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In socialism as distinguished from individualism there
is an unquestionable truth—and that a truth to which
(especially by those most identified with free-trade princi-
ples) too little attention has been paid. Man is primarily
an individual—*a separate entity, differing from his fel-
lows in desires and powers, and requiring for the exercise
of those powers and the gratification of those desires
individual play and freedom. But he is also a social
being, having desires that harmonize with those of his
fellows, and powers that can be brought out only in con-
certed action. There is thus a domain of individual
action and a domain of social action—some things which
can best be done when each acts for himself, and some
things which can best be done when society acts for all
its members. And the natural tendency of advancing
civilization is to make social conditions relatively more
important, and more and more to enlarge the domain of
social action. This has not been sufficiently regarded,
and at the present time, evil unquestionably results from
leaving to individual action functions that by reason of
the growth of society and the development of the arts
have passed into the domain of social action; just as, on
the other hand, evil unquestionably results from social
interference with what properly belongs to the individual

who denounee soeialism, while those who profess themselves social-
ists declare me not to be one. For my own part I neither claim nor
repudiate the name, and realizing as I do the correlative truth of
both principles can no more eall myself an individualist or a socialist
than one who cousiders the forces by which the planets are held to
their orbits could call himself a centrifugalist or a centripetalist.
The German socialism of the school of Marx (of which the leading
representative in England is Mr. H. M. Hyndman, and the best
exposition in Ameriea has been given by Mr. Laurence Gronlund)
seems to me a high-purposed but incoherent mixture of truth and
fallacy, the defects of which may be summed up in its want of radi-
walism—that is to say, of going to the root.
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Society ought not to leave the telegraph and the railway
to the management and control of individuals; nor yet
ought society to step in and collect individual debts or
attempt to direct individual industry.

But while there is a truth in socialism ‘which individu.
alists forget, there is a school of socialists who in like
manner ignore the truth there is in individualism, and
whose propositions for the improvement of social condi-
tions belong to the class I have called *super-adequate.”
Socialism in its narrow sense—the socialism that would
have the state absorb capital and abolish competition—is
the scheme of men who, looking upon society in its most
complex organization, have failed to see that principles
obvious in a simpler stage still hold true in the more in-
timate relations that result from the division of labor
and the use of complex tools and methods, and have thus
fallen into fallacies elaborated by the economists of a
totally different school, who have taught that capital is
the employer and sustainer of labor, and have striven to
confuse the distinction between property in land and
property in labor-products. Their scheme is that of men
who, while revolting from the heartlessness and hopeless-
ness of the “orthodox political economy,” are yet entan-
gled in its fallacies and blinded by its confusions. Con-
founding “capital” with ‘“means of production,” and
accepting the dictum that “natural wages” are the least
on which competition can force the laborer to live, they
essay to cut a knot they do not see how to unravel, by
making the state the sole capitalist and employer, and
abolishing competition.

The carrying on by government of all production and
exchange, as a remedy for the difficnlty of finding
employment on the one side, and for overgrown fortunes
on the other, belongs to the same category as the pre-
scription that all men should be good. That if all men
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were assigned proper employment and all wealth fairly
distributed, then none woula need employment and there
would be no injustice in distmbution, is as indisputable a
proposition as that if all were good none would be bad.
But it will not Help a man perplexed as to his path to tell
him that the way to get to his journey’s end is to get
there.

That all men should be good is the greatest desidera-
tum, but it can be secured only by the abolition of con-
ditions which tempt some and drive others into evil-doing.
That each should render according to his abilities and
receive acecording to his needs, is indeed the very highest
social state of which we can conceive, but how shall we
hope to attain such perfection until we can first find
some way of securing to every man the opportunity to
labor and the fair earnings of his labor? Shall we try to
be generous before we have learned how to be just?

All schemes for securing equality in the eonditions of
men by placing the distribution of wealth in the hands of
government have the fatal defect of beginning at the
wrong end. They presuppose pure government; but it
is not government that makes society; it is society that
makes government; and until there is something like sub-
stantial equality in the distribution of wealth, we cannot
expect pure government.

But to put all men on a footing of substantial equality,
so that there could be no dearth of employment, no “over-
production,” no tendency of wages to the minimum of
subsistence, no monstrous fortunes on the one side and
no army of proletarians on the other, it is not necessary
that the state should assume the ownership of all the
means of production and become the general employer
and universal exchanger; it is necessary only that the
equal rights of all to that primary means of production
which is the source all other means of production are
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derived from, should be asserted. And this, so far from
involving an extension of governmental functions and
machinery, involves, as we have seen, their great redue-
tion. It would thus tend to purify government in two
ways—first, by the betterment of the social conditions on
which purity in government depends, and second, by the
simplification of administration. This step taken, and
we could safely begin to add to the functions of the state
in its proper or codperative sphere.

There is in reality no conflict between labor and capi-
tal;* the true conflict is between labor and monopoly.,
That a rich employer “squeezes” needy workinen may be
true. But does this squeezing power result from his
riches or from their need? No matter how rich an em-
ployer might be, how would it be possible for him to
squeeze workmen who could make a good living for
themselves without going into his employment? The
competition of workmen with workmen for employment,
which is the real cause that enables, and even in most
cases forces, the employer to squeeze his workmen, arises
from the fact that men, debarred of the natural opportu-
nities to employ themselves, are compelled to bid against
one another for the wages of an employer. Abolish the
monopoly that forbids men to employ themselves, and
capital could not possibly oppress labor. In no case could
the capitalist obtain labor for less than the laborer could

* The great source of confusion in regard to such matters ariset
from the failure to attach any definite meaning to terms. It must
always be remembered that nothing that can be classed either as
labor or as land can be accounted capital in any definite use of the
term, and that much that we commonly speak of as capital—such as
solvent debts, government bonds, etc. —is in reality not even wealth
—which all true capital must be. For a fuller elucidation of this,
as of similar points, I must refer the reader to my “ Progress and
Poverty.”



FREE TRADE AND SOCIALISM. 307

get by employing himself. Once remove the cause of
that injustice which deprives the laborer of the capital his
toil creates, and the sharp distinction between capitalist
and laborer would, in fact, cease to exist.

They who, seeing how men are forced by competition
to the extreme of human wretchedness, jump to the con-
clusion that competition should be abolished, are like
those who, seeing a house burn down, would prohibit the
use of fire.

The air we breathe exerts upon every square inch of
our bodies a pressure of fifteen pounds. Were this pres-
sure exerted only on omne side, it would pin us to the
ground and crush us to a jelly. But being exerted on
all sides, we move under it with perfect freedom. It not
only does not inconvenience us, but it serves such
indispensable purposes that, relieved of its pressure, we
should die.

So it is with competition. Where there exists a class
denied all right to the element necessary to life and
labor, competition is one-sided, and as population in-
creases must press the lowest class into virtual slavery,
and even starvation. But where the natural rights of
all are secured, then competition, acting on every hand
—between employers as between employed; between
buyers as between sellers—ecan injure no one. On the
contrary it becomes the most simple, most extensive,
most elastic, and most refined system of cobperation,
that, in the present stage of social development, and in
the domain where it will freely act, we can rely on for
the codrdination of industry and the economizing of
social forces,

In short, competition plays just such a part in the
social organism as those vital impulses which are beneath
consciousness do in the bodily organism. With it, as
with them, it is only necessary that it should be free.
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The line at which the state should come in is that where
free competition becomes impossible—a line analogous
to that which in the individual organism separates the
conscious from the unconscious functions. There is
such aline, though extreme socialists and ¢xtreme individ-
ualists both ignore it. The extreme individualist is like
the man who would have his hunger provide him food;
the extreme socialist is like the man who would have his
conscious will direct his stomach how to digest it.

Individualism and socialism are in truth not antago-
nistic but correlative. Where the domain of the one
principle ends that of the other begins. And although
the motto Laissez faire has been taken as the watchword
of an individualism that tends to anarchism, and so-called
free traders have made “the law of supply and demand ”
a stench in the nostrils of men alive to social injustice,
there is in free trade nothing that conflicts with a
rational socialism. On the contrary, we have but to
carry out the free-trade principle to its logical conclu-
sions to see that it brings us to such socialism.

The free-trade principle is, as we have seen, the prin-
ciple of free production—it requires not merely the
abolition of protective tariffs, but the removal of all
restrictions upon production.

Within recent years a class of restrictions on produe-
tion, imposed by concentrations and combinations which
have for their purpose the limiting of production and
the increase of prices, have begun to make themselves
felt and to assume greater and greater importance.

This power of combinations to restrict production
arises in some cases from temporary monopolies granted
by our patent laws, which (being the premium that
society holds out to invention) have a compensatory
principle, however faulty they may be in method.

Such cases aside, this power of restricting production
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18 derived, in part, from tariff restrictions. Thus the
American steel-makers who have recently limited their
production, and put up the price of rails 40 per cent. at
one stroke, are enabled to do this only by the heavy duty
on imported rails. They are able, by combination, to
put up the price of steel rails to the point at which they
could be imported plus the duty, but no further. Hence,
with the abolition of the duty this power would be gone.
To prevent the play of competition, a combination of the
steel-workers of the whole world would then be neces-
sary, and this is practically impossible.

In other part, this restrictive power arises from ability
to monopolize natural advantages. This would be
destroyed if the taxation of land values made it unprofi-
table to hold land without using it. In still other part,
it arises from the control of businesses which in their
nature do not admit of competition, such as those of
railway, telegraph, gas and other similar companies.

I read in the daily papers that half a dozen representa-
tives of the “anthracite coal interest” met last evening
(March 24, 1886), in an office in New York. Their con-
ference, interrupted only by a collation, lasted till three
o’clock in the morning. When they separated they had
come to ‘“an understanding among gentlemen?” to
restrict the praduction of anthracite coal and advance its
price.

Now how eomes it that half a dozen men, sitting
around some bottles of champagne and a box of cigars in
a8 New York office, can by an “understanding among
gentlemen” compel Pennsylvania miners to stand idle,
and advance the price of coal along the whole eastern
seaboard? The power thus exercised is derived in
various parts from three sources.

1. From the protective duty on coal. Free trade
would abolish that.
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2. From the power to monopolize land, which enables
them to prevent others from using coal deposits which
they will not use themselves. True free trade, as we
have seen, would abolish that.

3. From the control of railways, and the consequent
power of fixing rates and making discriminations in
transportation.

The power of fixing rates of transportation, and in this
way of discriminating against persons and places, is a
power essentially of the same nature as that exercised by
governments in levying import duties. And the prin.
ciple of free trade as clearly requires the removal of such
restrictions as it requires the removal of import duties.
But here we reach a point where positive action on the
part of government is needed. Except as between ter-
minal or “competitive” points where two or more roads
meet (and as to these the tendency is, by combination or
“pooling,” to do away with competition), the carrying of
goods and passengers by rail, like the business of tele-
graph, telephone, gas, water or similar companies, is in
its nature a monopoly. To prevent restrictions and dis-
eriminations, governmental control is therefore required.
Such control is not only not inconsistent with the free-
trade principle; it follows from it, just as the interfer-
ence of government to prevent and punish assaults upon
persons and property follows from the prineiple of indi-
vidual liberty. Thus, if we carry free trade to its logical
conclusions we are inevitably led to what monopolists, who
wish to be “let alone ” to plunder the publie, denounce as
“gocialism,” and which is, indeed, socialism, in the sense
that it recognizes the true domain of social functions.

Whether businesses in their nature monopolies should
be regulated by law or should be carried on by the com-
munity, is & question of method. It seems to me, how-
ever, that experience goes to show that better results can
be secured, with less risk of governmental corruption, by
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state management than by state regulation. But the
great simplification of government which would result
from the abolition of the present complex and demora-
lizing modes of taxation would vastly increase the ease
and safety witlh which either of these methods could be
applied. The assumption by the state of all those social
functions in which competition will not operate would
involve wnothing like the strain upon governmental
powers, and would be nothing like as provocative of
corruption and dishonesty, as our present method of col-
lecting taxes. The more equal distribution of wealth
that would ensue from the reform which thus simplified
government, would, moreover, increase public intelli-
gence and purify public morals, and enable us to bring a
higher standard of honesty and ability to the manage-
ment of public affairs. We have no right to assume that
men would be as grasping and dishonest in a social state
where the poorest could get an abundant living as they
are in the present social state, where the fear of poverty
begets insane greed.

There is another way, moreover, in which true free
trade tends strongly to socialism, in the highest and best
sense of the term. The taking for the use of the com-
munity of that value of privilege which attaches to the
possession of land, would, wherever social development
has advanced beyond a certain stage, vield revenues even
larger than those now raised by taxation, while there
would be an enormous reduction in public expenses con-
sequent, directly and indirectly, upon the abolition of
present modes of taxation. Thus would be provided a
fund, increasing steadily with social growth, that could
be applied to social purposes now neglected. And
among the purposes which will suggest themselves to the
reader by which the surplus income of the community
could be used to increase the sum of human knowledge,
the diffusion of elevating tastes, and the gratification of
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healthy desires, there is none more worthy than that of
making honorable provision for those deprived of themr
natural protectors, or through no fault of their own
incapacitated for the struggle of life.

We should think it sin and shame if 4 great steamer,
dashing across the ocean, were not brought to a stop by
& signal of distress from the meanest smack; at the sight
of an infant lashed to a spar, the mighty ship would
round to, and men would spring to launch a boat in
angry seas. Thus strongly does the bond of our com-
mon humanity appeal to us when we get beyond the hum
of civilized life. And yet—a miner is entombed alive, &
painter falls from a scaffold, a brakeman is crushed in
coupling cars, a merchant fails, falls ill and dies, and
organized society leaves widow and children to bitter
want or degrading alms. This ought not to be. Citizen-
ship in a civilized community ought of itself to be insur-
ance against such a fate. And having in mind that the
income which the community ought to obtain from the
land to which the growth of the community gives value
is in reality not a tax but the proceeds of a just rent, an
English Democrat (William Saunders, M.P.) puts in this
phrase the aim of true free trade: “ No taxes at all, and
a pension to everybody.”

This is denounced as “the rankest socialism” by those
whose notion of the fitness of things is, that the descen-
dants of royal favorites and blue-blooded thieves should be
kept in luxurious idleness all their lives long, by pensions
wrung from struggling industry, while the laborer and his
wife, worn out by hard work, for which they have received
scarce living wages, are degraded by a parish dole, or
separated from each other in a “work-house.”

If this is socialism, then, indeed, is it true that free
trade leads to socialism.



CHAPTER XXIX.
PRACTICAL POLITICS.

N a railway train I once fell in with a Pittsburgh
brass band that was returning from a celebration.
The leader and I shared the same seat, and between the
tunes with which they beguiled the night, we got into &
talk which, from politics, touched the tariff. I neither
expressed my own opinions nor disputed his, but asked
him some questions as to how protection benefited labor.
His answers seemed hardly to satisfy himself, and sud-
denly he said :

“Look here, stranger, may I ask you a question? I
mean no offense, but I'd like to ask you a straightfor-
ward question. Are you a free trader?”

113 I am.]’

“A real free trader—one that wants to abolish the
tariff 17

“Yes, a real free trader. I would have trade between
the United States and the rest of the world as free as it
is between Pennsylvania and Ohio.”

“Give me your hand, stranger,” said the band-leader,
jumping up. “I like a man who's out and out.”

“Boys,” he exclaimed, turning to some of his bands-
men, “here’s a sort of man you never saw; here’s a real
free trader, and he ain’t ashamed to own it.” And when

the “boys” had shaken hands with me, very much as
313
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they might have shaken hands with the “Living Skele-
ton” or the ‘“Chinese Giant,” “Do you know, stranger,”
the band-master continued, “I've been hearing of free
traders all my life, but you're the first I ever met. I've
seen men that other people called free traders, but when
it came their turn they always denied it. The most they
would admit was that they wanted to trim the tariff
down a little, or fix it up better. But they always
insisted we must have a tariff, and I'd got to believe that
there were no real free traders; that they were only a
sort of bugaboo.”

My Pittsburgh {riend was in this respeet, I think, no
unfair sample of the great body of the American people
of this generation. The only free traders most of them
have seen and heard have been anxious to deny the
appellation—or at least to insist that we always must
have & tariff, and to deprecate sudden reductions.

Is it any wonder that the fallacies of protection run
rampant when such is the only opposition they meet?
Dwarfed into mere revenue reform the harmony and
beauty of free trade are hidden; its moral force is lost;
its power to remedy social evils eannot be shown, and
the injustice and meanness of protection cannot be
arraigned. The “international law of God” becomes a
mere fiscal question which appeals only to the intellect
and not to the heart, to the pocket and not to the con-
science, and on which it is impossible to arouse the
enthusiasm that is alone capable of contending with
powerful interests. When it is conceded that custom-
houses must be maintained and import duties levied, the
average man will conclude that these duties might as
well be protective, or at least will trouble himself little
abont them. When told that they must beware of
moving too quickly, people are not likely to move at all.

Such advocacy is not of the sort that can compel dis-
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cussion, awaken thought, and press forward a great
cause against powerful opposition. Half a truth is not
half so strong as a whole truth, and to minimize such a
principle as that of free trade in the hope of disarming
opposition, is fo lessen its power of securing support in
far greater degree than to lessen the antagonism it must
encounter. A principle that in its purity will be grasped
by the popular mind loses its power when befogged by
concessions and enervated by compromises.

But the mistake which such advocates of free trade
make has a deeper root than any misapprehension as to
policy. They are, for the most part, men who derive
their ideas from the emasculated and incoherent political
economy taught in our colleges, or from political tradi-
tions of “ States’ rights” and “strict construction” now
broken and weak. They do not present free trade in its
beauty and strength because they do not so see it. They
have not the courage of conviction, because they have
not the conviction. They have opinions, but these
opinions lack that burning, that compelling force that
springs from a vital conviction. They see the absurdity
and waste of protection, and the illogical character of
the pleas made for it, and these things offend their sense
of fitness and truth; but they do not see that free trade
really means the emancipation of labor, the abolition of
poverty, the restoring to the disinherited of their birth-
right. Such free traders are well represented by jour-
nals which mildly oppose protection when no election is
on, but which at election-times are as quiet as mice.
They are in favor of what they call free trade, as a cer-
tain class of good people are in favor of the conversion
of the Jews. When entirely convenient they will speak,
write, attend a meeting, eat a dinner or give a little money
for the cause, but they will hardly break with their party
or “throw away ” a vote.
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Even the most energetic and public-spirited of these
men are at a fatal disadvantage when it comes to a
popular propaganda. They can well enough point out
the abuses of protection and expose its more transparent
sophistries, but they cannot explain the social phenomena
in which protection finds its real strength. All they can
promise the laborer is that production shall be increased
and many commodities cheapened. But how can this
appeal to men who are accustomed to look upon “over-
production ” as the cause of wide-spread distress, and who
are constantly told that the cheapness of commodities is
the reason why thousands have to suffer for the want of
them? And when coufronted by the failure of revenue
reform to eradicate pauperism and abolish starvation—
when asked why in spite of the adoption in Great Britain
of the measures he proposes, wages there are so low and
poverty so dire, the free trader of this type can make no
snswer that will satisfy the questioner, even if he can
give one satisfactory to himself. The only answer his
philosophy can give—the only answer he can obtain
from the political economy taught by the “free-trade”
text-books—is that the Dbitter struggle for existence
which crushes men into pauperism and starvation is of
the nature of things. And whether he attributes this
nature of things to the conscious volition of an intelli-
gent Creator or to the working of blind forces, the man
who either definitely or vaguely accepts this answer is
incapable of feeling himself or of calling forth in others
the spirit of Cobden’s appeal to Bright.

Thus it is that free trade, narrowed to a mere fiscal
reform, can appeal only to the lower and weaker motives
—to motives that are inadequate to move men in masses.
Take the current free-trade literature. Its aim is to
show the impolicy of protection, rather than its injus-
tice; its appeal is to the pocket, not to the sympathies.
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Yet to begin and maintain great popular movements it is
the moral sense rather than the intellect that must be
appealed to, sympathy rather than self-interest. For
however it may be with any individual, the sense of
justice is witlr the masses of men keener and truer than
intellectual perception, and unless a question can assume
the form of right and wrong it cannot provoke general
discussion and excite the many to action. And while
material gain or loss impresses us less vividly the
greater the number of those we share it with, the power
of sympathy increases as it spreads from man to man—
becomes cumulative and contagious.

But he who follows the principle of free trade to its
logical conclusion can strike at the very root of protec-
tion; can answer every question and meet every objec-
tion, and appeal to the surest of instinets and the strong-
est of motives. He will see in free trade not a mere
fiscal reform, but a movement which has for its aim and
end nothing less than the abolition of poverty, and of
the vice and crime and degradation that flow from it, by
the restoration to the disinherited of their natural rights
and the establishment of society upon the basis of
justice. He will catch the inspiration of a cause great
enough to live for and to die for, and be moved by an
enthusiasm that he can evoke in others.

It is true that to advocate free trade in its fullness
would excite the opposition of interests far stronger than
those concerned in maintaining protective tariffs. But
on the other hand it would bring to the standard of free
trade, forces without which it cannot succeed. And
what those who would arouse thought have to fear is
not s0 much opposition as indifference. Without opposi-
tion that attention cannot be excited, that energy evoked,
that are necessary to overcome the inertia that is the
strongest bulwark of existing abuses. A party can ne
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more be rallied on a question that no one disputes than
steam can be raised to working pressure in an open vessel.

The working-class of the United States, who have con.
stituted the voting strength of protection, are now ready
for a movement that will appeal to them: on behalf o
real free trade. For some years past educative agencier
have been at work among them that have sapped theit
faith in protection. If they have not learned that pro-
tection cannot help them, they have at least become
widely conscious that protection does not help them,
They have been awakening to the fact that there is some
deep wrong in the constitution of society, although they
may not see clearly what that wrong is; they have been
gradually coming to feel that to emancipate labor radical
measures are needed, although they may not know what
those measures are.

And scattered through the great body thus beginning
to stir and grope are a rapidly increasing number of men
who do know what this primary wrong is—men who sév
that in the recognition of the equal right of all to the
element necessary to life and labor is the hope, and tho
only hope, of curing social injustice.

It is to men of this kind that I would particularly
speak. They are the leaven which has in it power to
leaven the whole lump.

To abolish private property in land is an undertaking
so great that it may at first seem impracticable.

But this seeming impracticability consists merely in
the fact that the public mind is not yet sufficiently awak-
ened to the justice and necessity of this great change.
To bring it about is simply a work of arousing thought.
How men vote is something we need not much concern
ourselves with. The important thing is how they think.

Now the chief agency in promoting thought is discus-
sion. And to secure the most general and most effective
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discussion of a principle it must be embodied in concrete
form and presented in practical politics, so that men,
being called to vote on it, shall be forced to think and
talk about it.

The advocates of a great principle should know no
thought of compramise. They should proclaim it in its
fullness, and point to its complete attainment as their
goal.  But the zeal of the propagandist needs to be sup-
plemented by the skill of the politician. While the one
need not fear to arouse opposition, the other should seek
to minimize resistance. The political art, like the mili-
tary art, consists in massing the greatest force against
the point of least resistance; and, to bring a principle
most quickly and effectively into practical politics, the
measure which presents it should be so moderate as
(while involving the principle) to secure the largest sup-
port and excite the least resistance. For whether the
first step be long or short is of little consequence. When
a start is once made in a right direction, progress is a
mere matter of keeping on.

It is in this way that great questions always enter the
phase of political action. Important political battles
begin with affairs of outposts, in themselves of little
moment, and are generally decided upon issue joined not
on the main question, but on some minor or collateral
question. Thus the slavery question in the United
States came into practical politics upon the issue of the
extension of slavery to new territory, and was decisively
settled nupon the issne of secession. Regarded as an end,
the abolitionist might well have looked with contempt on
the proposals of the Republicans, but these proposals
were the means of bringing to realization what the aboli-
tionists would in vain have sought to accomplish directly.

So with the tariff question. 'Whether we bave a pro-
tective tariff or a revenue tariff is in itself of small
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importance, for, though the abolition of protection
would increase production, the tendency to unequal dis-
tribution would be unaffected and would soon neutralize
the gain. Yet, what is thus unimportant as an end, is
all-important as a means. Protection is & little robber,
it is true; but it is the sentinel and outpost of the great
robber—the little robber who cannot be ronted without
carrying the struggle into the very stronghold of the
great robber. The great robber is so well intrenched,
and people have so long been used to his exactions, that
it is hard to arouse them to assail him directly. But to
help those engaged in a conflict with this little robber
will be to open the easiest way to attack his master, and
to arouse a spirit that must push on.

To secure to all the free use of the power to labor and
the full enjoyment of its products, equal rights to land
must be secured.

To secure equal rights to land there is in this stage of
civilization but one way. Such measures as peasant
proprietary, or “land limitation,” or the reservation to
actual settlers of what is left of the public domain, do
not tend toward it; they lead away from it. They can
affect only a comparatively unimportant class, and that
temporarily, while their outcome is not to weaken land-
ownership but rather to strengthen it, by interesting a
larger number in its maintenance. The only way to
abolish private property in land is by the way of taxa-
tion. That way is clear and straightforward. It con-
sists simply in abolishing, one after another, all imposts
that are in their nature really taxes, and resorting for
public revenues to economie rent, or ground value. To
the full freeing of land, and the complete emancipation
of labor, it is, of course, necessary that the whole of this
value should be taken for the common benefit; but that
will inevitably follow the decision to collect from this
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source the revenues now needed, or even any consider-
able part of them, just as the entrance of a victorious
army into a city follows the rout of the army that
defended it.

In the United States the most direct way of moving
on property in land is through local taxation, since that
is already to some extent levied upon land values. And
that is doubtless the way in which the final and decisive
advance will be made. But national politics dominate
State politics, and a question can be brought into discus-
gion much more quickly and thoroughly as a national
than as a local question.

Now to bring an issue into polities it is not necessary
to form & party. Parties are not to be manufactured;
they grow out of existing parties by the bringing for-
ward of issues upon which men will divide. We have,
ready to our hand, in the tariff question, a means of
bringing the whole subject of taxation, and, through it,
the whole social question, into the fullest discussion.

As we have seen in the inquiry through which we have
passed, the tariff question necessarily opens the whole
social question. Any discussion of it to-day must go
further and deeper than the Anti-Corn-Law agitation in
Great Britain, or than the tariff controversies of Whigs
and Democrats, for the progress of thought and the
march of invention have made the dis‘ribution of wesalth
the burning question of our times. The making of the
tariff question a national political issue must now mean
the discussion in every newspaper, on every stump, and
at every cross-roads where two men meet, of questions of
work and wages, of capital and labor, of the incidence of
taxation, of the nature and rights of property, and of the
question to which all these questions lead—the question
of the relation of men to the planet on which they live.
In this way more can be accomplished for popular eco-
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nomic education in a year than could otherwise be
accomplished in decades.

Therefore it is that I would urge earnest men who aim
at the emancipation of labor and the establishment of
social justice, to throw themselves into the free-trade
movement with might and main, and to force the tariff
question to the front. It is not merely that the free-
trade side of the tariff controversy best consorts with the
interests of labor; it is not merely that until working-men
get over thinking of labor as a poor thing that needs to be
“protected,” and of work as a dole from gracious capi-
talists or paternal governments, they cannot rise to a
sense of their rights; but it is that the movement for
free trade is in reality the van of the struggle for the
emancipation of labor. This is the way the bull must go to
untwist his rope. It makes no difference how timorously
the issue against protection is now presented; it is still
the thin end of the wedge. It makes no difference how
little we can hope at once to do; social progress is by
steps, and the step to which we should address ourselves
is always the next step.*

* There is no reason why at least the bulk of the revenues needed
for the national government under our system should not be collected
from a percentage on land values, leaving the rest for the local
governments, just as State, county and municipal taxes are collected
on one assessment and by one set of officials. On the contrary there
is, over and above the economy that wounld thus be secured, a strong
reason for the collection of national revenues from land values in
the fact that the ground values of great cities and mineral deposits
are due to the general growth of population.

But the total abolition of the tariff need not await any such adjust-
ment. The issuance of paper money, s function belonging properly
to the General Government, would, properly used, yield a consider-
able income ; while independent sources of any needed amount of
revenue could be found in various taxes, which though not eco-
nomically perfect, as is the tax on land values, are yet much less
objectionable than taxes on imports. The excise tax on spirituous
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Nor does it matter that those now active in the free-
trade movement have no sympathy with our aims; nor
that they denounce and misrepresent us. It is our
policy to support them, and strengthen them, and urge
them on. No jnatter how soon they may propose to
stop, the direction they wish to take is the direction in
which we must go if we would reach our goal. In
joining our forces to theirs, we shall not be putting our-
selves to their use, we shall be making use of them.

But these men themselves, when fairly started and
borne on by the impulse of controversy, will go further
than they now dream. It is the law of all such move-
ments that they must become more and more radical.
And while we are especially fortunate in the United
States in a class of protectionist leaders who will not
yield an inch until forced to, our political conditions differ

liquors ought to be abolished, as it fosters corruption, injuriously
affects many branches of manufacture and puts a premium on adul-
teration ; but either by a government monopoly, or by license taxes
onretail sales, & large revenue might be derived from the liquor traffie
with much greater advantage to public health and morals than by
the present system. There are also some stamp taxes which are
comparatively uninjurious and can be collected easily and cheaply.

But of all methods of raising an independent Federal revenue,
that which would yield the largest return with the greatest ease and
least injury is a tax upon legacies and successions. In a large popu-
lation the proportion of deaths is as regular as that of births, and
with proper exemptions in favor of widows, minor children and
dependent relatives, such a tax would bear harshly on no one, and
from the publicity which must attach to the transfer of property by
death or in view of death it is easily collected and little liable to
evasion. The appropriation of land values would of itself strike at
the heart of overgrown fortunes, but until that is accomplished, &
tax of this kind would have the incidental advantage of interfering
with their transmission.

Of all excuses for the continuance of any tariff at all, the most
groundless is that it is necessary to secure Federal revenues. Even
the income tax, bad as it is, is in all respects better than s tariff.
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from those of Great Britain in 1846, when, the laboring-
class being debarred from political power, a timely sur-
render on the part of the defenders of protection checked
for a while the natural course of the movement, and thus
prevented the demand for the abolition of, protection from
becoming at once a demand for the abolition of landlord-
ism, The class that in Great Britain is only coming into
political power has, with us, political power already.

Yet even in Great Britain the inevitable tendencies of
the free-trade movement may clearly be seen. Not only
has the abolition of protection cleared the ground for the
far greater questions now beginning to enter British
politics; not only has the impulse of the free-trade agita-
tion led to reforms which are placing political power in
the hands of the many; but the work done by men who,
having begun by opposing protection, were not content
to stop with its abolition, has been one of the most
telling factors in hastening the revolution now in its
incipient stages—a revolution that cannot stop short of
the restoration to the British people of their natural
rights to their native land.

Richard Cobden saw that the agitation of the tariff
question must ultimately pass into the agitation of the
land question, and from what I have heard of him I am
inclined to think that were he in life and vigor to-day, he
would be leading in the movement for the restoration to
the British people of their natural rights in their native
land. But, however this may be, the British free-trade
movement left a “remnant” who, like Thomas Briggs,*

* Author of “Property and Taxation,” etc., and a warm supporter
of the movement for the restoration of their land to the Pritish
people. Mr. Briggs was one of the Manchester manufacturers active
in the Anti-Corn-Law movement, and, regarding that victory as a
mere beginning, has always insisted that Great Britain was yet under
the blight of protectioniam, and that the struggle for true free trade
was yet to come.
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have constantly advocated the carrying of free trade to
its final conclusions. And one of the most effective of
the revolutionary agencies now at work in Great Britain
is the Liverpool Financial Reform Association, whose
Financial Reform Almanac and other publications are
doing so much to make the British people acquainted
with the process of usurpation and spoliation by which
the land of Great Britain has been made the private
property of a class, and British labor saddled with the
support of a horde of aristocratic paupers. Yet the
Liverpool Financial Reform Association is composed of
men who, for the most part, would shrink from any
deliberate attack upon property in land. They are
simply free traders of the Manchester school, logical
enough to see that free trade means the abolition of
revenue tariffs as well as of protective tariffs. But in
striking at indirect taxation they are of necessity dealing
tremendous blows at private property in land, and sap-
ping the very foundations of aristocracy, since, in show-
ing the history of indirect taxation, they are showing
how the tenants of the nation’s land made themselves
virtual owners; and in proposing the restoration of the
direct tax upon land values they are making an issue
which will involve the complete restoration of British
land to the British people.

Thus it is that when men take up the principle of
freedom they are led on and on, and that the hearty
advocacy of freedom to trade becomes at length the
advocacy of freedom to labor. And so must it be in the
United States. Once the tariff question becomes a
national issue, and in the struggle against protection,
free traders will be forced to attack indirect taxation.
Protection is so well intrenched that before a revenue
tariff can be secured the active spirits of the free-trade
party will have far passed the point when that would
satisfy them; while before the abolition of indirect taxa-
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tion is reached, the incidence of taxation and the nature
and effect of private property in land will have been so
well discussed that the rest will be but a matter of time.

Property in land is as indefensible as property in man.
It is so absurdly impolitic, so outrageously unjust, so
flagrantly subversive of the true right of property, that
it can only be instituted by force and maintained by con-
founding in the popular mind the distinction between
property in land and property in things that are the
result of labor. Once that distinction is made clear—
and a thorough discussion of the tariff question must
now make it clear—and private property in laund is
doomed.



CHAPTER XXX,
CONCLUSION.

WEALTHY citizen whom I once supported, and

called on others to support, for the Presidential
chair, under the impression that he was a Democrat of
the school of Jefferson, has recently published a letter
advising us to steel-plate our coasts, lest foreign navies
come over and bombard us. This eounsel of timidity has
for its hardly disguised object the inducing of such an
enormous expenditure of public money as will prevent
any demand for the reduction of taxation, and thus
secure to the tariff rings a longer lease of plunder. It
well illustrates the essential meanness of the protection-
ist spirit—a spirit that no more comprehends the true
dignity of the American Republic and the grandeur of
her possibilities than it cares for the material interests of
the great masses of her citizens—‘“the poor people who
have to work.”

That which is good harmonizes with all things good;
and that which is evil tends to other evil things.
Properly does Buckle, in his “History of Civilization,”
apply the term “protective” not merely to the system of
robbery by tariffs, but to the spirit that teaches that the
many are born to serve and the few to rule; that props
thrones with bayonets, substitutes small vanities and
petty jealousies for high-minded patriotism, and converts

327
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the flower of European youth into uniformed slaves,
trained to kill each other at the word of command. It
is not accidental that Mr. Tilden, anxious to get rid of
the surplus revenue in order to prevent a demand for
the repeal of protective duties, should propose wasting it
on steel-clad forts, rather than applying it to any pur-
pose of general utility. Fortifications and navies and
standing armies not merely suit the protectionist purpose
in requiring a constant expenditure, and developing a
class who look on warlike expenditures as conducive to
their own profit and importance, but they are of a piece
with & theory that teaches us that our interests are
antagonistic to those of other nations.

Unembarrassed by hostile neighbors; unentangled in
European quarrels; already, in her sixty millions of
people, the most powerful nation on earth, and rapidly
rising to a position that will dwarf the greatest empires,
the American Republic ean afford to laugh to scorn any
suggestion that she should ape the armaments of Old-
World monarchies, as she should laugh to scorn the
parallel suggestion that her industries could be ruined by
throwing open her ports to the commerce of the world.

The giant of the nations does not depend for her
safety upon steel-clad fortresses and armor-plated ships
which the march of invention must within a few years
make, even in war-time, mere useless rubbish; but in her
population, in her wealth, in the intelligence and inven-
tiveness and spirit of her people, she has all that would
be really useful in time of need. No nation on earth
would venture wantonly to attack her, and none could do
so with impunity. If we ever again have a foreign war
it will be of our own making. And too strong to fear
aggression, we ought to be too just to commit it.

In throwing open our ports to the commerce of the
world we shall far better secure their safety than by
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fortitying them with all the “protected ” plates that our
steel ring could make. For not merely would free trade
give us again that mastery of the ocean which protection
has deprived us of, and stimulate the productive power
in which real fighting strength lies; but while steel-clad
forts could afford no defense against the dynamite-drop-
ping balloons and death-dealing air-ships which will be
the next product of destructive invention, free trade
would prevent their ever being sent against us. The
spirit of protectionism, which is the real thing that it is
sought to defend by steel-plating, is that of national
enmity and strife. The spirit of free trade is that of
fraternity and peace.

A nobler career is open to the American Republic
than the servile imitation of European follies and vices.
Instead of following in what is mean and low, she may
lead toward what is grand and high. This league of
sovereign States, settling their differences by a common
tribunal and opposing no impediments to trade and
travel, has in it possibilities of giving to the world a
more than Roman peace.

What are the real, substantial advantages of this
Union of ours? Are they not summed up in the abso-
lute freedom of trade which it secures, and the commu.
nity of interests that grows out of this freedom? If our
States were fighting each other with hostile tariffs, and a
citizen could not cross a State boundary-line without
having his baggage searched, or a book printed in New
York could not be sent across the river to Jersey City
without being held in the post-office until duty was paid,
how long would our Union last, or what would it be
worth? The true benefits of our Union, the true basis
of the interstate peace it secures, is that it has pre.
vented the establishment of State tariffs and given us
tree trade over the better part of a continent.
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We may “extend the area of freedom” whenever we
choose to—whenever we apply to our intercourse with
other nations the same principle that we apply to inter-
course between our States. We may annex Canada to all
intents and purposes whenever we throw down the tariff
wall we have built around ourselves. We need not ask
for any reciprocity; if we abolish our custom-houses and
call off our baggage searchers and Bible confiscators,
Canada would not and could not maintain hers. This
would make the two countries practically one. Whether
the Canadians chose to maintain a separate Parliament
and pay a British lordling for keeping up a mock court
at Rideau Hall, need not in the slightest concern us.
The intimate relations that would come of unrestricted
commerce would soon obliterate the boundary-line; and
mutual interest and mutual eonvenience would speedily
induce the extension over both countries of the same
general laws and institutions.

And so would it be with our kindred over the sea.
With the abolition of our custom-houses and the opening
of our ports to the free entry of all good things, the
trade between the British Islands and the United States
would become so immense, the intercourse so intimate,
that we should become one people, and would inevitably
8o conform currency and postal system and general laws
that Englishman and American would feel themselves as
much citizens of a common country as do New Yorker
and Californian. Three thousand miles of water are no .
more of an impediment to this than are three thousand
miles of land. And with relations so close, ties of blood
and language would assert their power, and mutual
interest, general convenience and fraternal feeling might
soon lead to a pact, which, in the words of our own,
would unite all the English-speaking peoples in a league
“to establish justice, insure domestic tranquillity, provide
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for the common defense, promote the general welfare,
and secure the blessings of liberty.”

Thus would free trade unite what a century ago pro-
tectionism severed, and in a federation of the nations of
English speeth—the world-tongue of the future—take
the first step to a federation of mankind.

And upon our relations with all other nations our
repudiation of protection would have a similar tendency.
The sending of delegations to ask the trade of our sister
republics of Spanish America avails nothing so long as
we maintain a tariff which repels their trade. We have
but to open our ports to draw their trade to us and avail
ourselves of all their natural advantages. And more
potent than anything else would be the moral influence
of our action. The spectacle of a continental republic
such as ours really putting her faith in the principle of
freedom, would revolutionize the civilized world.

For, as I have shown, that violation of natural rights
which imposes tariff duties is inseparably linked with
that violation of natural rights which compels the masses
to pay tribute for the privilege of living. The one can-
not be abolished without the other. And a republic
wherein the free-trade principle was thus carried to its
conclusion, wherein the equal and unalienable rights of
men were thus acknowledged, would indeed be as & city
set on a hill.

The dangers to the Republic come not from without
but from within. What menaces her safety is no
armada launched from European shores, but the gather-
ing cloud of tramps in her own highways. That Krupp
is casting monstrous cannon, and that in Cherbourg and
Woolwich projectiles of unheard-of destructiveness are
being stored, need not alarm her, but there is black omen
in the fact that Pennsylvania miners are working for 65
cents a day. No triumphant invader can tread our soil
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till the blight of “great estates” has brought * failure of
the crop of men;” if there be danger that our cities
blaze, it is from torches lit in faction fight, not from
foreign shells.

Against such dangers forts will not guard us, ironm-
clads protect us, or standing armies prove of any avail.
They are not to be avoided by any aping of European
protectionism ; they come from our failure to be true to
that spirit of liberty which was invoked at the formation
of the Republic. They are only to be avoided by con-
forming our institutions to the principle of freedom.

For it is true, as was declared by the first National
Assembly of France, that ““ignorance, neglect, or contempt
of human rights are the sole causes of public misfortunes
and corruptions of government.”

Here is the conclusion of the whole matter: That we
should do unto others as we would have them do to us—
that we should respect the rights of others as serupu-
lously as we would have our own rights respected, is not
a mere counsel of perfection to individuals, but it is the
law to which we must conform social institutions and
national policy if we would secure the blessings of abun-
dance and peace.
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