
conîpany mani as long as hie is p)ossteà,td
of liumnan nature. One, greater than iMr.
G;eorýge, bias said: "Tepoor you have
alwvays witbi you " and history shows thiat
poverty has ever and always folloiwed
inan. 'Eu abolishi it, it %vill be necessary
tio destroy the freewill of nian and replace
it by an instinct so perfect tliat the laborer
will nîo longer squander bis earnings for tic
gratification of his passions, nor the capi-
talist risk bis fortune on dangerous specu-
latuons. To say the ieast, it is scarcely
credibie tlîat after centuries of unsuccess-
fui effort on the part of creeds anîd civiliza-
tions to abolish poverty, the truc solution
bias at last been found by the sociaiist of
our day. But let us pass o Uhc ininor
proposition of the argument. 'lThe cause
of lioverty is private property ln ]and. To
lîrove this statement, Mr. George says:
1If private propcrrty ln land be just, tli(en

is the renmedy I propose a false one ; but
if. on the contrary, ç.rivate property in land
bu unjust, then is tic renmcdy tic truc
one P Tlie sophistry of this argument
iniust be apparent. Even should the
miain proposition be grantcd, we could
not ionically conclude thar the abolition
of jirivate l)roperty in land 'vould do :away
with ail propcrty, silice there cxist niany
other social injustices which iniit cquaiiy
ivcll lead to the saine consequence. But
.Nr. George goes furthcr; not oniy docs lie
--iv thant privatc I)ropcrty in land is uinjust,
that it is the cause of a)) poverty, but cven
thant it is the cause of uliany crimes. tliat it
is robbiery, that it is the creator of tlle ýsluni
and the gaoi. Proudhon, the F3rcnchî econo-
mist, expressed a sinîilar idea when lie
siid : "I>ropcrty is theft' NIT. Gcorge,
biowevcr, docs flot say that ail property is
ilheft, but confer as tlie crime to puivatc
property in land To prove tic injustice
(if ibis kind of propcrwy, lie quotes frciy
froîin the Bible and applics thereto bis oni
intcrprctation. î-le tquoles such texts as
thue folluoving: " Gcd biath g-iveni ili cartb
zo the .ons of incs." 4" w lei.rd's is the
çarth and the ftulncss thcercof.' Strange
it is that 'Nr. George, ln tliese latcr days,
slîould find an intcrîiretation for tliesc
îe-îlS whîcli uIl grentest îîîci of tic îa
lcd t0 cliscover; thouzli niany oif thiin

suie)nt their livcs ln dt cluicidation of Code%
wvritten la,.%. God, oif course, lias igiven
flic carth to the sons of mna, but lie lis
not spccilied the îîîannicr in wvhicli tliey
should own it.

Concerning thc .interlpretation of these
ordinances, history icaves us iii doubt, for

Chritias ad *ews, throughout the last
6oo ycars, have strongly uphcld the justice
of the private ownershiilî of land. Butt Ur.
George, liaving vainly attenipted to distort
ini bis fhvor ilie tcachings of HioIy W~rit,
apiplies to nature, to natural law for tic
est:iblishuiient of bis pcculiir theory. 'hi*e
only taIlc to exclusive possession, says hie, is
Ilhat whichi nature gives. But nature vives
such title oniy to labor. Therefore, labor
in production is the on)>' titie to exclusive
possession. This %vas Fichte's argumient,
before it was Mr. George's. %V'lîen he
says that tîtie of possession is acquired
only by labor, lie denies validity of title
derived froin priority of occupation, and,
furthermiore, hie asserts that this titie is
înost absurd. The probleni thus pre-
sented resolves itself into the folloiving
alternative :If an>' other titie than that
of lahor can be proven, then Mr.
G;eorge is Nvrong ; if none other can
bc proven, thien lie is riglit. Blut it
is a fact that, there dues cxist an-
other source of rifflt of possession,
acknowledged by' cvery humnan race that
bas cinîergcd fronm the state (if savigery,
and which fornis the corner*stonc in thie
founldation of every Civilized couînîullnity,
nanîcly, tic riglit derived froîuî prior or-
cupation. To prove ihat ibis rigbit ba:s
no dlaimi to our consideratioti, lie uses
the following, exaniffe: lias thc first
catiler at a banquet a riglit to turn býack
alil the chairs aind dlaim tlîat none: of il
other gucsîs shouid partakec of the fond
provided, cxccpt as ilicy inake ternis witil
huaii; arnd -.gain, Has the fir.st pa-sscn,,Cr
who enters a rilroad car the riglît'to
scatter lus b.aggagc over ail the other
Seats and coînipc those 10ho conu in after
hlmi to stand ?

These arc for NIr. Geretwo 111ost
unhappy illutstratioins, for Ilhey prove thec
coiltrary of what lie intendcd. U.ndoubt.
edly, the xîin wlîo takes a seaC.t at a ban-
qîuet or in a railway car lias no righit ot
ecinde others froni the otlvr seats. but
lie niay ccrtainly çxcidc ilîciii froin the
scat wvhiclî lie ocriiiies ;and, in likc man-
uerT, the fr-st settler4 on a picce of landi
mnay exclude 011hers fron) tha.-t particular
porltionl on wvbirl lie is -ilrcdy ustli:shed.
.And 1 hiave Iiitle doubt mizt Oint even Uhe
philanthroplic MIr. George %vould rescrit it
as an injustice, if another guest at zi ban.
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