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Seer, 215¢, 1894,

l‘:d': to some strange conclusions. If, for
Wple, sixty-five millions of people in the
ar:ltEd States may say in effect: ‘¢ There
thig I;°W as many of us here as can occupy
of o 8nd with the greatest possible degree
i is°mf‘orb, hence we will admit no more,”
“meevldent that they might have taken the
o twground when they were only thirty
al eaty, or even ten millions. The logi-
" hrtemlt is that this whole hemisphere
eé _hﬁ}ve been seized and occupied by a
. e:l!]nll.lons of istakenly selfish people,and
i yr.lads of the Old World left to suffer
Elfl:,tlnah from the over-population of one
agt ¢ eglobe, while denied access to the
] ertile lands lying unused in the other
e} Would not the locked-out peoples
ang ad a _m.itural, God-given right to de-
toulg tﬂdmlsswn and to force it, if they
» 10 a share of the goodly land provid-
Pre.zr an as man, and not for a few greedy
eﬁr::ptors who had the good fortune to
i the (Im f:he ground ? If this be so,where
a1 Imit to such natural right to be
. How many first-comers would have

8 ri
. ght to pre-empt the earth and exclude all
¥ comerg ?

orI:t ug -come.down for a moment to a
ther, Practical view of the question, Is
t Mono way in which the admitted evils
or mlfg?ht_zn immigration can be prevent-
of comlmmlzed, sa,xie by the radical method
towg » Ple.te exclusion ! Is the ¢ Chinese
v with all its abominations, a neces-

o y"eﬂl‘llb of Chinese immigration? It is
N 1ng to say t:hat a Christian nation
felent right to forbid .the people with a dif-
set, rfand as .they .thmk, lower civilization

. Sl‘enot(’t on its soil, and another and quite
equins thing to say that it has no right to
thory 1 those who come to dwell among
gulagy conform to such sanitary and other
YSicalonB as are deemed necessary for the
om g and moral health of those among
o Poss'bey seek new homes. Would it not
tiop tble and practicable for such legisia-
» Bational or civie, or both, to be made
c:::w%d’ as would compel the Chinese
m“ters?;rm to our ideas in regard to such
preﬁcrib Why should we not, for instance,
bep Shoe that not more than a certain num-
N uld occupy a given space in room,
.Ml‘lrouse, and territory, and that other
wen-b:i’ Decessary to the health and moral
Striey) hg of the com.munities should be
prob]eﬁIObsorved 1 Might not the labour
ch | .be zfett]ed in a large measure by
Stylq meglslatlon? Compelled to live in a
our ore nearly resembling that of white
1 el‘bifis, they could no longer afford to
N, them, as they are now able to do

0 of their cheaper habits of life.
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thag, b§00d woman is the lovelicst flower

With 10301118 under heaven; and we look

i Pllree fand Wonder upon 'its gilent grace,

aty ragrance, its delicate bloom of
“~Thackeray.

THE WEEK.

PROGRESS AND POVERTY.

In the discussion of the economic prob-
lems which occupy so large a place among
the burning questions of the day, no state-
ment is more common, or, we venture to
gay, more generally believed, especially by
the masses who regard themselves asin
some senge the victims of unjust industrial
conditions, than that the tendency of those
conditions is to widen the gulf between the
rich and the poor. Few, perhaps, would
go so far as to say with Henry George :
¢ All the increased wealth which modern
progress brings goes but to build up great
fortunes, to increase luxury, and make
sharper the contrast between the house of
Have and tke house of Want,” but the
general impression certainly is, unless we
greatly mistake the prevailing sentiment,
that the tendency of our industrial system
is towards the concentration of great riches
in the hands of a few and the decrease of
the numbers and comparative influence of
the moderately wealthy. Certainly there
is much in what passes under the eye of the
ordinary observer, at least in this country
and in the United States, to favor thisview.
On every hand we see the smaller industrial
establishments swallowed up by the larger.
Many of us can remember a time when
every town and village had its small manu-
factories of various kinds, content to supply
the wants of the surrounding country, with-
in a moderate radius. At that time, too,
the business of distribution was shared by
many comparatively small establishments,
each with its own circle of patrons, and
each a8 a rule doing a business too small to
foster expectations of great wealth, but
large enough to insure a moderate compet-
ence for the frugal and skilful merchant.
Now, and for some time past, on the other
hand, we have been accustomed to see and
hear of the absorption of several small
establishments into one larger one, the re-
moval of this to some large town or city,
and the ultimate consolidation of the kulk
of almost all the manufacturing in a particu-
lar line into one or more great combines,
whose proprietors, by means of the superior
facilities afforded by command of large
capital, were enabled to crush out all com-
petition on a small scale. 8o, too, one now
finds in every large city great commercial
emporivms, supplying to their crowds of
customers goods of almost every conceivable
description to meet the wants of the indi-
vidual and the household, and but a little
enquiry is needed to find that these vast
depots of supply are built upon the ruin of
many smaller businesses, whose former
proprietors have been forced to give up the
unequal contest and in many cases are glad
to enter the service of the victors,

We are not now expressing an opinion
upon the social or moral bearing of these
great movements for the concentration of
industries and of capital in fewer hands. It
cannot be denied that the advantages re-
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sulting from minute subdivision of labour,
and saving of expense, are very great. We
merely mention these facts of observation
as samples of many indications which have
given rise to the impression of which we
speak. And many of us have been accus-
tomed to believe that the dark dens and
tenement houses in great cities, the abomi-
nation of the “sweating system,”” and what
we have believed to be the increasing multi-
tudes of the unemployed owing to the
growing fierceness of competition for situa-
tions, by which the older and feebler are
crowded to the wall, with all the untold
privations and miseries which are the result
in many once comfortable homes, were
undoubted facts pointing in the same direc-
tion.

Those who have thus been accustomed to
accept the impression that the rich are be-
coming richer and the poor poorer,
as admitted and incontrovertible
fact, will be prepared to read with a good
deal of surprise and perhaps with some in-
credulity, an article which Mr. W. H. Mal-
lock, the well-known English thinker and
essayist, contributes to the current number
of the North American Review, under the
title, ¢ The Significance of Modern Poverty.”
Mr. Mallock sets out with a direct denial
that the facts are in accord with the general
belief as above stated. With regard to
America he does not claim to be qualified
to speak with sufliciently precise knowledge,
but as to the chief countries of Europe, and
England in particular, he maintaing that it
may be said with the utmost confidence, ‘‘a
confidence derived from the most authorita-
tive and various information,” that  the be-
lief to which we have referred and which
he justly describes as holding a foremost
place in the teachings of all socialists, * is
altogether wrong ; that it is not only not
the truth, but an absolute inversion of the
truth.”

“In England,” he says, “the average
fortunes of the rich are distinctly, even if
not greatly decreasing ; persons with moder-
ate fortunes of from £150 to £1,000 a year,
are increasing faster than any other class ;
whilst, so far as concerns the increase of the
individual income, the average increase has
been among the labouring and wage-earning
masses. Mr. Giflen, for instance, the
Statistical Secretary to the Board of Trade,
to whom English socialists, whenever it
may suit their purpose, are accustomed to
appeal as the greatest living authority,
has declared that so far as ‘the individual
income’ is concerned, ¢ it would not be far
short of the mark tosay that the whole of
the great material improvement of the past
fifty years has gone to the masses.” And
whatever test we apply, the same conclusion
is forced on us. The masses not only re-
ceive ag a whole larger incomes, but their
incomes procure them wmore comforts and
luxuries ; they inhabit better houses, wear
better clothes ; they consume per head an
increasing quantity of bread, meat, butter,
tea, sugar, and tobacco; and, as the last
census shows, the number of persons, such
ag clowns, jugglers,singers, and the humbler
clags of actors, who minister exclusively to
the amusement of the poorer classes, has

an



