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“PROGRESS AND POVERTY.”

L

IN “Progress and Poverty ” Mr. Henry George has given to
the world a brilliant work, admirably written, full of eloquence,
radiant with the noble aspiration of diminishing human suffer-
ing, and absolutcly devoid of that too common cowardice which
gtopa at each senfence to consider whether the words about to
be written will ba in harmony with opinions avowed upon the
other side of the Atlantic.

PBut the ability and carncstness of the anthor and the tre-
mendous importance of his subject make it all the more neces-
sary to examine with care every doubtful premise and every
guestionable deduction, and to collect what evidenee we can as
to the exactness or carelessness of his methods of reasoning. Of
these we have some specimens in an artiele published by Mr
George in the Populur Stience Monthly for Mareh, 1880, co-
titled “ The Study of Political Economy.” In this be says: —

' The effect of a tariff is to increase the cost of bringing goods from
sbroad. Now if this benefits 4 conntry, then =1l diffieulties, dengers,
and impediments which increase the oost of bringing goods from
sbroad are likewiss beneficial If this theory be corrcet, then the
city which is tho hardest to got st has the most sdvantageons sit-
uation ; pirstes and shipwrecks contribnte to national prosperty by
raising the price of freight and insurance ; and improvements in navi-
getion, in railroads snd steamships, sre injurivus. Manifestly, this
ie ahsurd.”

It is certainly absurd, but the absurdity must be looked for in
Mr. George's reasoning. The true statement should be this:
One of the effects of a tarill is to increase the cost of bringing
certatn kinds of goods from abrond. Nevertheless a tariff is said
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to be beneficial. If so, then everything which increases the cost
of bringing from abroad not only those certain goods, but all
goods, must likewise be beneficial. The obstacles he mentions
not only raise the price of a particular kind or kinds of goods,
but of all goods, and that of passage also, and they diminish the
value of all exports. The railtoad and the steamship facilitate
every aort of exchange, but this does not prove that every sort
of exchange is beneficisl. Rum, opium, small-pox, and leprosy
do not become desirable because distributed by rail and steamer!
A tariff does not stop all exchanges, but only some.  That would
be a droll eyllogism which ran: “If to stop some exchanges
be beneficial, then to stop all exchanges would be beneficial.”
Mr. George continnes thus :—

¢ And then I looked farther. The speaker had dwelt on the folly
of & great country like the United States cxporting raw material and
importing mannfactured goods which mmight as well be made at home,
and I asked myself, What iz the motive which causes & pevple to ex-
port raw materials snd import mannfactured poods? I found that it
eould be atiributed $o nothing else then tho fact that they eonld in
this way get the gomis cheaper, —that i, with less labur. I looked
to transactions hetween individuals for parallels to this trade betwesn
nations, and found them in plenty : the farmer gelling hiz wheat and
baying flour ; the grazier sonding his wool to & merket and hringing
back cloth snd blankets ; the tsnner buying back Isather in shoss,
instead of making them kimself I saw, whan 1 cams to analyze them,
that these exchanges hetween natioms wers precizely the same thing
as exchanges between individuals ; that they wers in fact nothing but
exchanges betwesn individusls of different nations; that they were
all prompted by the desire and led to the result of getting the greatest
retarn for the least expenditure of labor ; that the social condition in
which such exchanges did not take place was the naked borbarism of
the Terra del Fuegiana ; that just in propertion to the division of
labor and the incresse of trade were the incresse of weslth and the
progress of civilization. And so, following up, turning, analyzing, and
testing all the protectionist arguments, I came to eonclugions which I
have ever since retainaed.”

The reader who is familiar with the Free-Trade and Protec-
tionist controversy will need no one to point out the weakmess
of the above paragraph.
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To pet goods cheaper is not the equivalent of getting them for
less labor,

To get the greatest return for the least expenditure of a small
portion of its labor is not the proper aim of a nation, but to get
the greatest Gross Annual Product obtainable by the whole of
its available labor. This is & very different matter.

That exchanges and division of employments find place in all
but savage societies, does not prove that there must be division
of employments between nations. It is not necessary that Eng-
land should make up all our raw materials while we confine
owselves to agricultural puresaits. We are numerous encugh
to derive from the division of employments cvery possible
advantage among oursclves. No man can be certain that the
increase of wealth and the progress of civilization ars *just in
proportion” to the division of labor and the increass of trade,
because these two last are not the only nor even the chief ele-
ments in civilization ; but even if they were, we are not promot-
ing the division of labor ner the increase of trade in the [nifed
States by confining ourselves to ralsing raw material

THE CBJECT OF INTERNATIONAL TEADE.

The object aimed at in trading with a foreign pation is to
get what is wanted chesper in the sense of for less labor, cer-
tainly; but this objeet iz attained ouly when the reciprocal
desires balauce. When they do not balance, the party whose
needs are the greatest in amount must give up more and more
of any advantages arising from the exchauge, and may Lave to
give up the whole, — yes, and a good deal morc than the whole ;
for if he does not possess the skill and the fixed capital he cannot
begin to manufacture (which iz his only defence) until the other
party has extorted from him twenty or thirty or mors per cent
over the rate at which he might manufacture for himself if he
had the skill and fixed capital And this is not the worst: B
needs more of A's goods than A will take of his. He must pay
in treasure while this lasts. He may produce, if you please, a
hundred millions of treasure & year; but if he pay cut two hun-
dred, he will soon find the basis of his machinery of exchange
gone, only to be recovered after years of loss and misery, and
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he will find that he must go without a large part of what he
might bave enjoyed through his own industry. He can per-
manently obfain from abroad only so many goods as will pay for
that quantity of his commedities which is needed in the cuter
world at the lowest price at which he can afford them These
are the conditions which the World offers to fifiy millions of
people, soon to be a hundred millions.  If it were bargaining with
five millions of people it might have to offer better torms. This
1s not merely protectionist doctrine, but is a necessary deduetion
from the propositions regarding international trade laid down by
Mr. John Stuart Mill. But Mr, George reasons as il the matter
of proportivnal demands or requirements had no place in political
soonomy.

The reader may at first think that all thizs has nothing to do
with * I'rogress and Poverty ;” but it has much to do with Mr.
Georpe's habits of thought, and these have shaped his book. TIf
we find him making about free-trade deduetions which involve
& gyllogism with four terms, —or & nniversal conclusion drawn
from & particular premise, or the like,—we shall be prepared
and on the watch for similar inaceuracies in the book we are
about to examine; and before going to the main subject it
ig well to quote from page 270 of *Progress and Poverty”
the following :—

“To these must be added, in the United States, the robbery in-
volved in the protestive tariff, which for every twentyfive cents it
puta in tha treasury takes a dollar and it may be four or five out of
the pocket. of the conanmwer.”

Now the duties collected have some years been over two bhun-
dred millions ; there must then, aecording to Mr. George, have
been at least eight hundred millions, and perhaps four thousand
millions, taken by the tariff from the pockets of the consumers,
These Munchausen figures would have set any honest man like
Mr. George upon a re-examination of the statements which the
ullies of the Cobden Clubs have the audacity to repeat year after
year in the face of repeated refutations; but he did net stop to
see where his allegations would carry him, — and tbis is a Jamen-
table fact, as it throws his evident uprightness and earnestness



" PROGRESS AND POVERTY.” 7

into the scales which are beavily weighted with falsehood and
frivolity. The fact is noted in no hostile spirit. The internal
evidence which “ Progress and Poverty” contains of the pure,
single-hearted, and noble motives of its author are overwhelming:
and his object, “ the alleviation of human misery,” is one with
which every true man must sympathize; but the higher the
object the more important it becomes not to fall into error as to
the canse of the evil or as to the remedies which may be advan-
tageously applied to it

THE AMERICAN PROBLEM.

Mr. George describes eloguently this century’s increase in
wealth-producing power, and thinks that if a Franklin or a
Priestley had scen it in a vision he would have expested the
very poorest to be lifted above the possibility of want,— he
would bave expected to see

“Youth no looger stunted and siarved; sge no longer harmed by
avariee; the child at play with the tiger; the man with the muck-
rake drinking in the glovy of the stwes! Foul things fled; fierce
things tamed ; discord turned to harmony ! For how could thers hs
gread when all had enough? How could the vies, the crime, the
ignorance, the brotality, that spring from poverty and the foar of
poverty, exist when poverty had vanished} Who should erouch
whers all were fresmen; who oppress where all wers peersi”

Bot Franklin and Priestley were fer from rhapsodists ; they
were cool and wary thinkers and observers. They saw about
them much vice, crime, ignorance, and brutality that were the
cansg of poverty, instead of being caused by poverty, as Mr.
George assumes. They saw much poverty which need not then
exist, had the sufferers been as free from vice, erime, ignorance,
and brutality as they might have been under the then condi-
tions of society; they saw, indeed, much vice, crime, ignorance,
and brutality which even then had not the apology of poverty:
moreover, they would have foressen a vast increase in cities,
where temptations are more numerous and restraints less power-
ful; where there is much wealth to be preyed upon, and compara-
tively great opportunity of escaping detection; where Charity
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rushes about eager to relieve the deserving, and often carelessly
giving to the undeserving the funds which should have been
better bestowed ; where men may live for months or years with-
out knowing who lives in the next house; where there are a
thousandfold more opportunities for seli-indulgence than in the
village in which every one knows every one, and each man and
womnan is a wholesome restraint upon the rest. Franklin and
Priestley, then, would hardly have expected as much as ocur
author believes they would have expected: possibly they would
not have expected even as much as has been secomplished. If
they could have foreseen the condition of society to-day, and
compared it, class for class, with what existed in their fimes,
they probably would have gone down to their graves with
bright hopes of the future. They would have seen greatb cities
become as healthy as tho village was in their days, and they
would have seen a great and & gemeral advance in the real
wages of all classes of those who are able and willing to work.
The change in this respect is most striking, and is within the
scope of the personal observetion of all who can look back thirty
or forty years with a clear and distinet memory. To auch no
statistical proof is needed; but such proof is at hand, for we
have careful estimates of the gross annual product of the United
States each ten years, and by theso we find that there was
carned enough Lo give each individual 861 in 1840, $69 in 1850,
$93 in 1860, at least $110 in 1870, and at least %140 in 1880,
Let us add 15 per coent fo 1840 on account of possibly shorter
enumorations then than now. Still we have only $70 in 1840
againat $140 now. Dut for 1880 we have not only estimates
of the gross annual product: we have also those of the total
value of the nation's acenmulations, and made by the same hand
(Mulballl. These make the property of the United States to have
been forty thousand millions; and this valuation was made at &
time when Government could borrow at 4 per cent, and when few
investments could be made to safely yield 5 per cent, and when
farmers in the far west could horrow at 6 per cent. 1If, then, we
take into consideration the fact that much property in real estate
gave no return, but was merely held for a market, it will be seen
that to assumne the whole forty thousand millions of property to



