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PREFACE 

The substance of this lecture was first delivered in Glasgow about 
a dozen years ago. Since then it has been revised and delivered in 
several of the provincial towns, and in London to various 

political societies. On most occasions open debate was allowed at the 
close of the lecture; on these occasions I often heard many cases of 
landlord injustice and oppression, and very seldom anything in favour 
of our present system. 

The views herein advocated are making great progress amongst 
the working classes ; they are beginning to see that the Land Question 
affects them as much as it does the farmer. The Westtni?ister 
Review is now advocating Land Nationalisation, and a keen observer, 
Mr. J. H. Froude, the historian, stated in the Nineteenth Century 
not long ago that " To treat land with the present privileges attached 
to the possession of it as an article of sale in the market like other 
commodities is an arrangement not likely to be permanent." 

A discussion is going on in the Times at present in reference to 
this matter between Mr. Alfred R. Wallace, the eminent naturalist, 
and Members of both Houses of Parliament. A Land Nationalisa¬ 
tion Society has been formed, of which Mr. Wallace is Chairman, 
and, I understand, he has a volume in the press, pointing out the 
evils of private property in land, and the pressing need for the land 

becoming the property of the people. The subject has now entered 
into the stage of agita'.ion, and I hope the stage of legislation will 
soon follow. 

West Dclwich, S.E., 

31ft" December, 1881. 
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A PLEA FOR THE 

NATIONALISATION OF THE LAND. 

The most important subject before the country at the 

present time is the Land Question. Two or three bad 
seasons have reduced the rack-rented cottier farmers 
of Ireland to a condition of semi-starvation, and caused 
an agrarian revolution in that country. In Great Britain, 
a large number of farmers have become bankrupt, thou¬ 
sands of acres of land have gone out of cultivation, and 
we have an unparalleled state of agricultural depression. 
Under Free Trade in corn our present land system has 
broken down. Every year we are importing more food, 
and we now import about one-half of our annual food 

supply. The scientific discoveries by which beef and 
mutton can be preserved during transit from distant parts, 
and the low freights resulting from the keen competition 
of the different railway and steamship companies, have 
made it impossible, under the present conditions of agri¬ 
culture, for our farmers to compete with the foreign 
producers and pay the rent to the landlord, the tithe to 
the parson, the local rates, a fair wage to the labourer, and 
to make a decent living for themselves. An eminent 
agricultural authority tells us that the farmers have lost 
one-third of their entire capital during the last three years. 
The late Census has shown a considerable decrease in all 
our agricultural districts. The agricultural population is 
either emigrating to our Colonies or America, or flocking 
into our large towns; hence, our home trade is decreasing. 
Our foreign trade is suffering from hostile tariffs and 
bounties, and I doubt if we can find remunerative employ¬ 
ment in our manufacturing industries for those who have 



been driven off the land, unless we abolish our Customs and 
Excise and establish real Free Trade, and so try to bring 
about universal Free Trade, as this crowding into the cities 
lessens our rural consumers and increases our producers. 
Our present land system having broken down, and injuri¬ 
ously affected both the agricultural and the manufacturing 
interests, a movement has begun to reform our Land Laws ; 
the farmers are agitating for fixity of tenure and reduced 
rents ; some are demanding that Primogeniture, Entail 
and the Law of Settlement should be abolished, and land 
made as easily transferable as consols or any other kind 
of property; Mr. Jesse' Collings has given notice of a 
Bill to create a system of peasant proprietorship, and 
various proposals are before the country as to a new settle¬ 
ment of the land. I do not think that any of the schemes 
proposed will cure the intolerable evils of our present 
system of land tenure. The only remedy that will 
effectually do so will be the abolition of private property 
in land, and its adoption as national property, to be let by 
the State to cultivators on condition that they use it to raise 
food for the people. 

Historians like Macaulay have told us how our old 
yeomen freeholders were bought out by the great land¬ 
holders. Land differs from every other kind of property, 
and in the past it has been bought, not for its commercial 
value, but for the social and political power the holder 
obtains. Lord Derby very frankly admits this in his 
article in the October number of the Nineteenth Century. 
On the Irish Land Act. He says : " The objects which men 
aim at when they become possessors of land in the British 
Islands may be enumerated as follows :—i. Political 
influence. 2. Social importance founded on territorial 

possession, the most visible and unmistakable form of 
wealth. 3. Power exercised over tenantry. 4. Resi¬ 
dential enjoyment, including what is called sport. 5. The 

money return—-the rent." In order to obtain the four 

objects first mentioned they have been content to receive a 

very small money return. It has been estimated that all the 



land bought during the present generation has been bought 
at a price that will only return on an average about 2T/± per 
cent. Consols till now have been returning about 3^ per cent, 
and plenty of good sound investments are paying 5 per cent. 

Why should farmers hold land at 2 j£ per cent, as freeholders 
when they can sell and occupy as tenants, and invest their 

money to pay 5 or 10 per cent. So our yeomen have been 

bought out by the large holders, and by rich merchants, manu¬ 
facturers, and lawyers. If by Act of Parliament we were to 
establish a new set of yeomen or peasant proprietors, and free 
trade in land were to obtain, in a short time, the small hold¬ 

ings would again be purchased, large estates again formed, and 
the soil monopolised by a few persons, as we have it at present- 
Macaulay saw this, he said : " Place upon the soil of England 
to-morrow a million of yeomen freeholders, and in a century 
not one will exist," if our present system is allowed to operate. 
The land hunger of the rich will make them pay fancy prices 
for that which will add to their power or increase their social 

importance. 

EVILS OF OUR PRESENT SYSTEM. 

The evils of our present system of private property in land 
are many and widespread, and grievously affect all classes of 
the community. It has created conflicting interests between 
the so-called owners and the cultivators, by which the 

productiveness of the land has been gteatly diminished. It is 
starved for want of labour and of capital. The farmer at 

present has no security for his capital, so high cultivation and 

permanent improvements are prevented. Lord Derby, Mr. 

Mechi, and other authorities tell us that under proper cultiva¬ 
tion our land could produce from 100 to 500 per cent, more 
than it does at present. The value of our agricultural produce 
is estimated at £300,000,000 per annum. Now if we take the 
lowest estimate that improved cultivation would give us, if 
ue could raise £300,000,000 more yearly, what an amount of 
increased trade and commercial prosperity would ensue. It 
would be better for us than doubling our export trade, as our 



actual export trade has never been more than £240,000,000 in 
our most prosperous year, and last year it was only 
£220,000,000. 

At least 12,000,000 acres that are now used for sport, or 
lying in waste, could be brought under cultivation. 

In Scotland there are about 6 million acres in a more or 
less primitive state that might be cultivated, rendering that 
country self-supporting instead of being dependent on a 
foreign food supply; but in Scotland, instead of the land being 
reclaimed and utilised for the production of food, cultivated 
farms are being turned into game preserves and deer forests, 
estates are being cleared of their inhabitants, and the produc¬ 
tion of food is constantly decreasing. At the present time an 
American, Mr. Winans, who already has, as a deer forest, a 
strip of country sixty miles wide, stretching from the Atlantic 
Ocean to the Moray Firth, and who pays over £10,000 a year 
for his shooting, is not content with this deer forest, and several 
thousand more acres that are at present being used for sheep 
farming and food-producing are to be turned into another 
deer forest for him. It pays the landlords better to raise 
game for sport than to grow food for the people, so smiling 
villages and cultivated fields are destroyed to add to the 
pleasure, or pander to the vanity of a class. On looking at 
the Highlands of Scotland, one may truly say with the poet: 

" Have we not seen round Britain's peopled shore. 
Her useful sons exchanged for useless ore, 
Seen all her triumphs but destruction haste, 
Like flaring tapers brightening as they waste ; 
Seen opulence her grandeur to maintain, 
Lead stern depopulation in her train, 
And over fields where scattered hamlets rose, 
In barren solitary pomp repose ?" 

Our land is sometimes used to grow food for the people, but 
always abused to raise game for the amusement of the land¬ 
lord and his friends, and, with a refined dishonesty, they 
sometimes charge one rent to the farmer for the farm, allow 
him or practically compel him to feed their game, and then 
take another rent for the shooting. 



LANDLORDISM IN SCOTLAND. 

The way the landlords of Scotland and Ireland have abused 
and are still abusing the powers that our present system gives 
them is a strong leason for abolishing it, even if private 
property in land could be based on a legitimate foundation > 
but, as I shall shortly point out, it is a condition of things that 
is immoral and unjust in itself, and cannot be supported by 
any rational system of ethics or political economy. When 
any one reads the history of the Highland evictions during the 
present century, it must rouse feelings of great indignation 
within them, as atrocities took place during these clearances 
equal to any perpetrated by the Russians in Poland, the 
Austrians in Italy, or the Turks in Bulgaria ; they were also 
less defensible than either I have named, as the Russians, the 
Austrians, and the Turks might attempt to extenuate their 
crimes by pleading that they were committed during a war of 
laces, when men's passions were heated and excited by war 
and bloodshed ; but this plea cannot be used by those who 
evicted the poor Highland peasantry. The evictions in 
Sutherlandshire were acts of cold blooded cruelty, and in¬ 

humanity, unequalled in modern history. The only occur¬ 
rences in any way approaching them in barbarity were the 
evictions in Ireland during the first famine, when the Irish 
landlords imitated them, and expelled the people on the 
miserable excuse that they could not get their rent. The 

Highlanders were not evicted for non-payment of rent; they 
were turned out of their homes, and many of them legally 
murdered, because the landlords were desirous of turning their 
fai ms into deer forests and game preserves, or to let them to a 
few graziers as a cattle run, and this process is still going on. 
In the nineteenth century in a country, that boasts of its 
civilisation and its Christianity, the people are being driven 
out of the land, turned out of the homes that are endeared to 
them by many tender associations and hallowed memories, in 
order that a few rich people may for a couple of months in the 

year have the pleasure of killing some birds, a few deer, or 



10 

some hares. If this is allowed to continue, I am afraid our 
civilisation has yet to begin, and that our Christianity is a mere 
cloak for cant and hypocrisy. 

Sir Walter Scott, bigoted Tory as he was, raised his voice 

against this system of eviction. He denounced ]it, and pointed out 
that it was a danger to the State ; yet we still allow it to go on. 
He says :—" In too many instances the Highlands have been 

drained, not of their superfluity of population, but of the whole 
mass of the inhabitants, dispossessed by an unrelenting avarice, 
which will one day be found to have been as shortsighted as 
it is unjust and selfish." Hugh Miller, the geologist, says : 

"The clearing of Sutherland was a process of ruin so thoroughly 
disastrous that it might be deemed scarcely possible to render 
it more complete Between the years 1811 and 1820 

15,000 inhabitants of this northern district were ejected from 
their snug inland farms by means for which we would in vain 
seek a precedent, except, perhaps, in the history of the Irish 
massacre Asingularlywell-conditionedand wholesome district 
of country has been converted into one wide ulcer of wretched¬ 
ness and woe." Alexander Mackensie, the editor of the 
" Celtic Magazine," in his history of the Highland clearances, 
tells us how the Sutherland evictions were carried out. 
" South countrymen were introduced and the land given to 
them for sheep farms over the heads of the native tenantry. 
These strangers were made justices of the peace and armed 
with all sorts of authority in the county and thus enabled to 
act in the most harsh and tyrannical fashion, none making 
them afraid; while the oppi essed natives were placed com¬ 

pletely at their mercy. They dare not even complain, for 
were not their oppressors also the administrators of the law. 
The seventeen parish ministers, with the single exception of 
the Rev. M. Sage, took the side of the powers that were, ex¬ 

horting the people to submit and to stifle their cries of 

distress, telling them that all their sufferings came from the 
hand of their Heavenly Father as a punishment for their past 
trangressions As the lands were now in the 
hands of the factor himself and were to be occupied 
as sheep farms, and as the people made no resistance 
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they expected, at least, some indulgence in the way of 

permission to occupy their houses till they could giadually 
remove, and in the meantime look after the growing 
crops. The consternation was therefore great when, at 
the May term day, a commencement was made to pull 
down and set fire to the houses over their heads.... 
Timber, furniture and every article that could not be instantly 
removed was consumed by fire or destroyed. The proceed¬ 
ings were carried on with the greatest rapidity and the most 
reckless cruelty. The cries of the victims, the confusion, the 

despair and horror painted on the countenances of the one, 
and the exulting ferocity of the other, beggar all description. 
Many deaths ensued from alarm, from fatigue and cold, the 

people having been instantly deprived of shelter and left to 
the mercies of the elements. Pregnant women were taken in 

premature labour and several children did not long survive 
their sufferings." Again, in another parish, he says : " The 
whole of the inhabitants of Kildonan, numbering nearly 2,000 
souls except three families, were utterly rooted and burnt out, 
and the whole parish converted into a solitary wilderness. 
The suffering was intense, some lost their reason 
several died in consequence and others became invalids for 
the rest of their days." But the Sutherland atrocities were 
not the only instances of cruelty and tyranny. Cases as bad 
occurred at Strathglass in 1831, at Glenelg in 1S49, South 
Hebrides from 1842 to 1851, at Glengarry in 1853. Cruel evic¬ 
tions are going on at the present time in Skye and at Leck- 
melm, in Ross-shire, where an Aberdeen paper-maker, named 
Pirie, has bought an estate and is clearing it of the popula¬ 
tion. This unjust and barbarous persecution of an unoffending 
people is still going on. Acts of injustice and oppression 
are still taking place, and, worst of all, it is sanctioned and 
supported by law. 

The following case of gross injustice and legal robbery 
came under my observation during the month of August. I 
was spending a week with my brother-in-law, who had taken 
a farm-house in Arran for a couple of months. The tenant's 

name is Lewis Hamilton, the name of the farm is Ardliui; 
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it is situated at King's Cross, near Lamlash, the chief village 
in the island. While I was there Mr. Hamilton's lease ex¬ 

pired, and the Duke of Hamilton and his factor called to look 
at the farm ; it was a farm of about 15 acres of very poor land 

(bleak moorland); the rent was 25s. an acre, or £18 a year; 
the tenant had had a lease from Mr. Padwick, the Duke's 

trustee, for 15 years, and with the trustee's permission had 

pulled down the miserable cot and built a decent farm house 
He hoped to get a reduction in his rent, as the Duke's hares 
and rabbits had eaten up nearly all his green crops in the 

spring, and he would scarcely get as much out of the land as 
he had put in it. Instead of getting a reduction in his rent, 
he had it raised to £80 a year, and any further lease was refused. 
He must remain as a tenant at will. So poor Mr. Lewis 
Hamilton must either pay an impossible rent, or have the 
substantial house he built 15 years ago legally stolen from 
him by the Duke of Hamilton and Brandon, the premier peer 
of Scotland. This poor man is known to be guilty of one crime 
—he is a Dissenter ; and he is suspected to be guilty of another 
-—he is supposed to have voted for the Liberal candidate at 
the last election. One of the Dissenting Churches of Scotland, 
the United Presbyterian Church, has petitioned the Duke of 
Hamilton for a site for a church, but this highly moral and 

religious landlord will not allow them to have one on the 
island. 

LANDLORDISM IN IRELAND. 
The history of Ireland during the present century is also a 

record of landlord misrule, of terrible cruelty and inhumanity, 
of grinding tyranny and oppression. In the name of law 
and under its sacred sanction, they have inflicted the grossest 
injustice and the most intolerable wrong upon their unfortu¬ 
nate tenantry, so that now the very name of Irish landlord is 
a byeword and a reproach. The people have been exorbi¬ 

tantly rack-rented and kept in a state of absolute misery and 

degradation ; they have been half starved, badly housed, and 
lived in rags and wretchedness, in order that the landlords 

may squander the wealth they have created in luxury and, 
too often, in debauchery and vice. This condition of things 
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has not been limited to this century ; one finds the same tale 
told by all who have visited the unhappy country since land¬ 
lordism has been an institution. 

Edmund Spenser, the author of the " Faerie Queen," in his 
" View of the State of Ireland," written in 1596, says : " The 
lords of land do not there use to set out their land to farme 
for tearme of years to their tenants, but only from year to 

year or during pleasure The landlords there use most 

shamefully to racke their tenants, laying upon them coin and 

livery at pleasure, and exacting of them besides his covenants 
what he pleaseth." Sir John Davis, Attorney-General to 

James the First, writing in 1612, uses still stronger language- 
He said : " The lord is an absolute Tyrant and the Tennant 
a very Slave and Villain, and, in one respect more miserable 
than Bond Slaves. For commonly the Bond Slave is fed 

by the Lord, but here the Lord is fed by his Bond Slave." 
About 1725, Dean Swift wrote : " Rents are squeezed out of 
the blood and vitals and clothes and dwellings of the tenants 
who live worse than English beggars." Lord Clare, when 

Attorney-General in 1787, said : " The peasantry are ground 
down to powder by enormous rents." And, since then, Com¬ 
mission after Commission have repeated the same sad tale 
One of the Commissions thus reports on the results of the 
evictions that occurred from 1820 to 1830, when so many land¬ 
lords began to clear their estates and turn them into large 
grazing farms. It is a Report of a Committee of the House 
of Commons, dated 16th July, 1830 : "The situation of the 

ejected tenantry, or of those who are obliged to give up their 
small holdings in order to promote the consolidation of farms 
is necessarily, most deplorable. It would be impossible for 

language to convey an idea of the state of distress to which 
the ejected tenantry have been reduced, or of the disease 

misery, and even vice, which they have propagated in the 
towns wherein they have settled, so that not only they who 
have been ejected have been rendered miserable, but they 
have propagated that misery. They have increased the stock 
of labour, they have rendered the habitations of those who 
received them more crowded, they have given occasion to the 
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dissemination of disease, they have been obliged to resort to 
all manner of vice and iniquity to procure subsistence, and, 
most painful of all, a vast number of them have perished of 
want." The landlords also took advantage of-the famine in 
1846 to ruthlessly evict the people, and send them adrift to 
die of cold, starvation and famine-fever. Even The Times 
raised its voice against this iniquity. In a leading article on 
25th February, 1847, it said: "The people of England have 
most culpably connived at a national inequity Property 
ruled with savage and tyrannical sway. It exercised its rights 
with a hand of iron, and renounced its duties with a front of 
brass. The 'fat of the land, the flower of its wheat,' its 'milk and 
its honey,' flowed from its shores, in tribute to the ruthless 
absentee, or his less guilty cousin, the usurious lender. It was 
all drain and no return. In an integral part of the British 
empire, on the soil trodden by a British sovereign, the land¬ 
owner was allowed to sweep away the produce of the earth 
without leaving even a gleaning for them that were ready to 
perish. And they did perish year by year continually from 
sheer destitution. The whole Irish people were debased by 
the spectacle and contact of licensed mendicancy and recog¬ 
nised starvation." 

Dr. Nulty, the present Bishop of Meath, thus describes the 
evictions in Westmeath: "In the very first year of our 
ministry, as a Missionary Priest in this diocese, we were an 

eye-witness of a cruel and inhuman eviction, which even still 
makes our heart bleed as often as we allow ourselves to think 
of it. Seven hundred human beings were driven from their 
homes in one day, and set adrift on the world, to gratify the 
caprice of one who, before God and man, probably deserved 
less consideiation than the last and least of them. The 
horrid scenes I then witnessed I must remember all my life 
long. The wailing of women—the screams, the terror, the 
consternation of children—the speechless agony of honest, 
industrious men—wrung tears of grief from all who saw them- 
I saw the officers and men of a large police force, who were 
obliged to attend on the occasion, cry like children on be¬ 
holding the cruel sufferings of the very people whom they 
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would be obliged to butcher had they offered the least resis¬ 
tance. The heavy rains that usually attend the autumnal 

equinoxes descended in cold, copious torrents throughout the 

night, and at once revealed to these houseless sufferers the 
awful realities of their condition. The appearance of men, 
women, and children, as they emerged from the ruins of their 
former homes—saturated with rain, blackened and besmeared 
with soot, shivering in every member from cold and misery— 
presented positively the most appalling spectacle I ever looked 
at. The landed proprietors in a circle all around—and for 

many miles in every direction—warned their tenantry, with 
threats of their direst vengeance, against the humanity of 

extending to any of them the hospitality of a single night's 
shelter. Many of these poor people were unable to emigrate 
with their families ; while at home the hand of every man was 
thus raised against them. They were driven from the land 
on which Providence had placed them ; and, in the state of 

society surrounding them, every other walk of life was rigidly 
closed against them. What was the result After battling in 
vain with privation and pestilence, they at last graduated from 
the workhouse to the tomb; and, in little more than three 

years, nearly a fourth of them lay quietly in their graves. The 
eviction which I have thus described, and of which I was an 

eye-witness, must not be considered an isolated, exceptional 
event, which could occur only in a remote locality, where 

public opinion could not reach and expose it. The fact is 

quite the reverse. Every county, barony, poor-law union, and 
indeed every parish in the diocese, is perfectly familiar with 
evictions that are oftentimes surrounded by circumstances, and 

distinguished by traits of darker and more disgusting 
atrocity." 

I haveseen evictions insomerespectssimilartothosedescribed 
by Bishop Nulty during the present year in Ireland, and corres¬ 
pondents" of the Standard and Daily News are sending reports 
at present of evictions attended with considerable cruelty, legal 
outrages are being perpetrated, and we are astonished because 
Ireland is disturbed and illegal outrages occur; our rule has 
been so just and humane that we wonder why the Irish are 
demanding Home Rule and self government! 
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LANDLORDISM IN ENGLAND. 

Although the English farmers have not suffered so much 
from landlordism as the Scotch and Irish, they also - have felt 
its power; they have often been evicted and ruined or coerced 
and persecuted on account of their politics or their religion, 
they are fettered with stupid rules and covenants, their im¬ 

provements have been confiscated by their landlords, and 
increased rent charged for them. 

Froude tells the following story, in his article in the Nine¬ 
teenth Century last year, of an eviction after the Scotch and 
Irish system. He says :—" Not a mile from the place where I 
am now writing, an estate on the coast of Devonshire came 
into the hands of an English Duke. There was a primitive 
village upon it occupied by sailors, pilots, and fishermen, which 
is described in ' 

Domesday Book,' and was inhabited at the 

Conquest by the actual forefathers of the late tenants, whose 
names may be read there. The houses were out of repair. The 
Duke's predecessors had laid out nothing upon them for a cen¬ 

tury, and had been contented with exacting the rents. When 
the present owner entered into possession, it was represented to 
him that if the village was to continue it must be rebuilt, but 
that to rebuild it would be a needless expense ; for the people, 
living as they did on their wages as fishermen and seamen, 
would not cultivate his land, and were useless to him. The 
houses were, therefore, simply torn down, and nearly half the 

population was driven out into the world to find new homes." 
In England the evils of our present land system have been felt 
most by the agricultural labourers ; they have suffered the full 
force of the evil effects of landlordism—the landlords have 
screwed down the farmers, and the farmers have ground down 
the labourers, till their condition is a disgrace to our civilisa¬ 
tion. They are badly paid, and miserably fed and housed, 
their common lands have been stolen from them, their sole 

luxury—beer—has been heavily taxed, their wages are so low 
that they can't possibly save anything or make provision for old 

age; all they can hope for is a life of semi-starvation and misery 
while they are able to work, and afterwards to spend their last 
years in the workhouse. The landlords have, in many cases, 
cleared their estates of the cottages in order to diminish the poor 
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rates, so they have often long journeys to walk to their work ; 
in short, their helpless, hopeless condition has not one redeem¬ 

ing feature. This picture is not overdrawn. James Caird, 
C.B., F.R.S., in his work on " The Landed Interest," says: 
" In many parishes the average rate of wages was below the 
means of maintaining a man's bodily strength adequate to 

good work, and the result was that two men at low wages were 

kept to do the work of one well-paid labourer." A Parlia¬ 

mentary Blue Book was published in 1869, on the condition of 
the agricultural labourers; in it we are told some of the 

cottages 
" are disgraceful, necessarily unhealthy, and a disgrace 

to civilisation ;" the labourer has to " 
pay exorbitant rent for a 

house in which the ordinary decencies of life become a dead 

letter; 
" in some districts they are " 

entirely out of the pale of 

civilisation, type after type of social life degraded almost to 
the level of barbarism," and one of the Assistant Commis¬ 

sioners, Dr. Fraser, the present Bishop of Manchester, after 

describing some of the scenes that came before him during his 

inquiry, says : "Modesty must be an unknown virtue, decency 
an unimaginable thing, where, in one small chamber, with 
the beds lying as thickly as they can be packed, father 

mother, young men, lads, grown and growing-up girls—two 
and sometimes three generations—are herded promiscuously; 
where every operation of the toilette and of nature, dressing 
undressing, births and deaths is performed by each within the 

sight or hearing of all, where children of both sexes, to as high 
an age as twelve and fourteen, or even more, occupy the same 

bed; where the whole atmosphere is sensual, and human 
nature is degraded into something below the level of the swine. 
It is a hideous picture, and the picture is drawn from life." And 
he shows how drunkenness, pauperism, vice, and crime are the 

necessary results of the condition of the poor people. One 

may well say— 
" When shalt thou help the people, Lord— 

O God of Mercy, when 
Not kings, not thrones, but nations ; 

Not chiefs, not lords, but men. 
God save the people. Thine they are, 
Thy children as the angels fair, 
Save them from misrule and despair." 



The artisans of our cities also suffer directly and indirectly 
from our present system ; landlordism keeps their wages low 
and makes their food dear, as Mr. Henry George has so well 
shown in his " 

Progress and Poverty." In London the land¬ 
lords who hold such a monopoly of all the available building 
ground will only let it on a short building lease, at an exor¬ 

bitantly high ground rent. I have just taken a house in the 
suburbs. Last year the ground was worth only about 30s. an 
acre for agricultural purposes, now we are paying as many 
pounds an acre, on an eighty-four year lease; and when the 
lease expires, the landlord will take possession of the house 
without compensation. As builders can only get short leases 
at a high ground rent, they are compelled to charge high rents 
in order to recoup themselves in the short time for the capital 
they have sunk ; hence we have our " 

cheap Jerry buildings 
" 

and our insanitary conditions. Rents are so dear that our poor 
are compelled to huddle together, to live in fever dens, base¬ 
ments and gairets, and as a necessary result we have disease 
and premature death, drunkenness and vice, pauperism and 
crime. 

HISTORY OF OUR LAND TENURE. 

Let us now examine the title the landlords have to the land' 
let us trace the source of this power that so many of them 
have so often abused. The earliest tenure of land in this as 
in almost every other country was the system of village com¬ 
munities, where the soil was jointly held and cultivated by all 
the villagers. It was a system of what would now be called 

co-operative farming. This was succeeded by the system of 
each family cultivating special portions for themselves, the 

pasture and waste lands only being held in common. By-and- 
bye, as the communities quarrelled and fought, a few men 
became leaders in the battles, and these chiefs received special 
grants of the new lands taken from the conquered party; they 
also got those who were captured in the wars to be thei, 
slaves, and to cultivate their fields for them ; the leaders thus 
became lords of the land and lords of the men. They had 
their lands, and they had their serfs. During the Saxon 

period the greatest part of the soil was held by the people, and 
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called the folk's land or people's land; a small portion, the 

bookland, was held by the nobles, who performed certain 
services to the State, such as making bridges and forts, and 

keeping them in repair, and a land tax of from one shilling to 
four shillings a hide, as the emergency required. 

Professor Stubbs, in his Constitutional History of England, 
thus describes the folkland : " The folkland was the standing 
treasury of the country. No alienation of any part of it could 
be made without the consent of the National Council, but it 

might be allowed to individuals to hold portions of it subject 
to rents and other services to the State The king 
himself could not appropriate a portion of the folkland with¬ 
out the consent of the Witenagemot." 

When William had conquered the country, he modified this 

tenure, and introduced the feudal system ; the land of the 
Saxon nobles was confiscated, as they were rebels, and their 
estates were given to his followers. The king claimed all the 
land of the country as the trustee for the nation. There was 
no private property in land. The nobles got their holdings on 
condition that they performed certain duties, and all the land¬ 
holders were either vassals of the king or some tenant under 
him. Under the feudal system the old folkland became the 

royal demesne, and a land tax or rent was paid directly to the 

king by all the tenants; this rent was called Sockage, from its 

being paid by the sockmen or ploughmen. The king also 
claimed to be the landlord of all the towns in the country 
and all the occupiers of the houses in the towns paid him 

Tallage or house rent. The nobles had to perform their 

special duties, and also to pay certain taxes for their holdings • 

they were the military tenants of the Crown, and had to do 

knight service for forty days in the year; they had also to pay 
certain money subventions, or 'Aids," as they were called, when 
the king had a daughter to marry, when his son was knighted 
or to ransom him if he were taken captive in war ; there were 
also many other payments that were made at the death of 
each holder—Primer Seisin, Wardship, Fines on alienation and 

transfer, &c, &c. Under the feudal system the nobles were 

merely tenants of the Crown, not owners of the land; they had 
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certain privileges conferred upon them on condition that they 
performed certain duties. The Church lands were also public 
property, and the Bishops equally with the Barons had to 

supply and maintain soldiers for the King. Sometimes the 

Bishops and Abbots fought themselves, or they were allowed 
to send substitutes, but personal service or service by substi¬ 
tute was obligatory on all who held land. By-and-bye it was 
found that the holders were sick when required, or made 
excuses for non-attendance; they were fined a certain sum for 

being absent, or for substitutes. When wars were carried on 
in France and outside the kingdom, the king sometimes hired 
mercenaries to aid him, and was not so particular about 

personal service, hence the system of making money payments 
instead of personal service began. This system of taxing the 

military tenants of the Crown was termed Scutage. It was 
first legalised by Henry the Second in 1159. The first 

scutage was for the Welsh army, and it was imposed at the 
rate of 20s. for each knight's fee. By this method the power 
of the King was increased ; he could make war whenever he 
felt inclined, and then impose a scutage to carry it out. These 

arbitrary wars and scutages finally caused the crisis under 
John, when the Nobles compelled him to sign the Great 
Charter, by which his right of scutage was limited. By the 
terms of the Charter, no scutage was to be henceforth im¬ 

posed by the King, except with the consent of Parliament; 
other taxes, called tenths or fifteenths and carucage, were 
afterwards imposed for different purposes. As the Nobles 
had to perform services and pay taxes to the Crown, so the 
under tenants had to perform services and pay rents to their 
superiors. 

As the power of the King decreased, that of the Lords in¬ 
creased, and they have constantly endeavoured to increase their 
power over the tenants and the land. During the Wars of 
the Roses the old nobility was nearly extinguished, and new 
landlords arose who began to take a mercantile view of land. 
They found it was more profitable to turn the tillage land 
into pasturage and rear sheep ; then began the system of 

clearing the land of human beings in order to rear cattle. 
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The new holders began rack-renting and evicting. On 

the tenants appealing to the King, Henry VII, he 

ordered the tenants to be restored, and threatened to 

send the landlord to the Tower, telling him that it 

was for the purpose of keeping men on the land he was 

entrusted with his estate. Bacon, in his history of Henry 
VII, tells how the new nobles, the old ones having been nearly 
all swept away by the Civil War, turned the arable land into 
" 

pasture, being thereby easily managed by a few herdsmen, 
and tenancies whereon much of the yeomanry lived were 
turned into demesnes," and enormous sheep farms created. To 

prevent this the Statutes of Tillage were passed, limiting the 
number of sheep to be kept by any farmer, and preventing 
any one holding more than two farms ; if two are held the 
holder " must reside in the parishes where they be, upon 
penalty of 3s. 4d. for every week of absence." The preamble 
of this Act states that greedy and covetous people 

" 
gather 

together into few hands as well great multitude of farms as 

great plenty of cattle, whereby they enhanced the old rates of 
the rents or else brought it to such excessive fines that no 

poor man is able to meddle with it, and have so enhanced the 

prices of all manner of corn and cattle, almost double above 
the prices which have been accustomed. By reason whereof 
a marvellous multitude and number of the people of this realm 
be not able to provide meat, drink and clothes necessary for 
themselves, their wives and their children, but be so dis¬ 

couraged with misery and poverty that they fall daily to theft, 
robbery and other inconveniences, or pitifully die for hunger 
and cold, which things be principally to the high displeasure 
of Almighty God, to the diminishing the King's people, and 

may turn to the utter destruction and desolation of this realm, 
which God defend." Bacon also tells us that then began the 
attempt to claim for the Lords of the Manor the commons of 
the people, and they began to enclose them and prevent the 
commoners using them. A law was also passed preventing 
a landlord from pulling down any farmhouse that had 20 
acres of land attached to it. 

In the reign of Henry VIII Acts were passed preventing 



enclosures of commons and the consolidation of farms; the 
24th Henry VIII, c. 24, ordained that all farm-houses demo 
lished since the fourth year of Henry VII should be rebuilt, and 
that a dwelling-house in which a man could live respectably 
should be maintained on every plot of from 30 to 50 acres. 
Bishop Lattimer in one of his sermons denounced the nobles 
as " enclosers, graziers and rent raisers." Sir Thomas More 
states that tenants were " 

got rid of by force or fraud, or tired 
out by repeated injuries into parting with their property.' 
Lord Keeper Coventry in a speech said " the people are eaten 

up like bread to satisfy the greedy desires of a few who do 
waste profusely, as they do gather together unconsionably and 

bring to their posterity that woe which is pronounced to those 
that lay house to house and field to field ;" and all the patriotic 
statesmen tried to stop these evils, but the nobles were too 
powerful for the patriots. Henry VIII, in order to change his 
wife, changed his faith, and in order to get the assistance of 
the nobles against the Church, he confiscated all the lands of 
the religious orders and divided them amongst the nobles, 
retaining, of course, the lion's share for himself. This inten¬ 
sified the evils, as one-third of the Church revenues were 
devoted to the support of the poor, the old law being 

" that 

thryd parte of the goodes of Holy Chirchc shuld be spendyd 
within the parache opon the pore and nedy of the parache." 
The poor, having nothing to fall back on when the Reforma¬ 
tion began, took to stealing, and very severe laws were passed 
to put down the vagabondage and pauperism that then 
ensued in consequence of so many of the lay brethren being 
thrown upon the world. During Henry's reign the Law of 
Wills was passed, giving the nobles greater power over the 
land. At first by law they were not allowed to sell, but by 
the aid of the lawyers they evaded the laws and made secret 
sales, and so began the legal legerdemain by which, from 

being tenants and prevented by law from selling, our present 
system of making land a merchantable commodity, a thing to 
be freely bought and sold in the market, has gradually been 

developed. The commercial classes assisted in bringing about 
this change ; as they desired to buy land and found new 
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families, having wealth, they also desired social position, and 

possession of land was the best means of obtaining it. 
The old folkland, the Crown lands, had been illegally 

alienated by the different monarchs, sometimes by sale, but 
oftener by gift. Parliament had from time to time protested 
against that abuse, and on several occasions had been able to 
effect a resumption of what had been illegally alienated. 
Richard the First, after selling some of his manors and 

spending the money he had received in payment, took them 
back again, as the sale had been beyond his power. But the 
Monarchs were as bad as the Barons, and the methods by 
which the Crown lands have been alienated is one of the most 
scandalous chapters in English history. 

LANDLORD LEGISLATION. 

As the landlords have by fraud and usurpation made them¬ 
selves practically the owners of the land, so by like means 

they have endeavoured to get rid of all their obligations 
and services to the State. During the reign of James the 
First they tried to get the feudal burdens changed into a fixed 

rent, but they were unsuccessful. When his son, Charles the 
First, was beheaded, this change took place, as there was no 

king to claim feudal service. The Parliament of the Com¬ 
monwealth agreed to abolish the feudal conditions and to 
substitute a land tax instead, and several assessments, as they 
were called, were made to defray the expenses of the State 

during the Commonwealth. 
At the Restoration a reactionary landlord Parliament and 

a corrupt King conspired together to defraud the Nation, and 

passed an Act, the 12 Car. II., c. 24, by which the landlords 
were to hold their lands without service or tax of any kind. 

They secured by bribery the aid of the King in perpetrating 
this fraud ; they agreed to give him the power to tax the 

people's beer and to raise money by excises. This Act was a 
no-rent manifesto, by which the tenants of the Crown deter¬ 
mined to keep their lands and to pay no rent to the Crown ; 
the King consented, as he received in lieu of rent a power that 
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his father desired and lost his head in attempting to obtain. 
He was now more independent of Parliament than his father 
or grandfather had been, as far as revenue was concerned, so 
he raised money and squandered it in the most unblushing 
profligacy. In order to have some control, Parliament in 
the Bill for a Poll-tax introduced a clause appointing 
a commission to inspect all the accounts. This proposal, 
as Pepys tells us in his Diary, 

" makes the King and 
the Court mad ; the King having given orders to my 
Lord Chamberlain to send to the play-houses and brothels 
to bid all the Parliament men that were there to go to the 
Parliament presently," and vote against the proposal. The 

King and the Parliament were frequenters of brothels and 

gambling hells, and their legislation was only what might have 
been expected from such very wise and highly moral indi¬ 
viduals. To provide for a few of his mistresses and bastards, 
Charles sold or gave away a considerable portion of what was 
left of the Crown lands; so notwithstanding the " No-rent" 
Act of Charles, it was found absolutely necessary to impose a 
land tax, as at that time the wealth and income of the 

country principally depended on the produce of the land. 
Several land taxes were imposed in order to meet the expenses 
of the wars and standing armies ; the last one, the one still in 

force, was made in 1692 by the Act 4 William and Mary, 
c. 1, which directed "an assessment of four shillings in the 

pound on the bona fide rack rent" of all real estate and 
realised wealth. This Act brought in nearly two millions 

annually. In 1798 Pitt made this Act of four shillings in the 

pound perpetual, in order that he might raise money by 
redeeming or selling it at twenty years' purchase. In the 

passage of the Bill through the House a clause was inserted 

by which Parliament retained the right, notwithstanding this 

redemption, to impose any further land tax. Pitt accepted this 

clause, and comforted the House of Commons by telling them 

they were not likely to impose any further land-tax. Pitt 
was right; no further land tax has been imposed ; and the 

present one is a sham—when it was imposed those who had to 

pay it made their own valuation, and it was well known to be 
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a dishonest one. When the Act for redemption was passed, 
the land had increased greatly in value; the rental had 
risen to £22,500,000, but the redemption was made at the 
valuation of 1692, and our present landlords are paying their 
tax on the valuation of 1692 at the present time. 

The land tax brings in at present about £1,100,000 ; if it 
were a real tax instead of being a swindle, and made on the 

present valuation, it would give the Chancellor of the Ex¬ 

chequer £40,000,000 a year. We have often wanted money. 
All kinds of taxes had to be raised for temporary purposes, but 
no Chancellor of the Exchequer ever proposed to increase the 
land tax, or to assess it at the present valuation. No one had 
the honesty to propose this course, as, until lately, only land¬ 
holders were eligible to a seat in the House of Commons. 

The Act of Redemption was a financial fraud perpetrated 
by a trades union of landlords, a breach of public trust for the 
benefit of private interests, an embezzlement of the public 
funds by the members of the Legislature to increase the value 
of their own property. In the year that it was passed the first 
income tax was imposed,and the landlords shifted their burdens 
upon the shoulders of the public. In consequence of this kind 
of legislation, the people have been paying, for the last 80 

years, all kinds of taxes, direct and indirect. Pitt began taxing 
everything that was used or consumed ; even windows were 
taxed. 

" God made the light, and saw that it was good ; 
Pitt made us pay for it." 

By the iniquitous system of indirect taxation the people have 
been robbed and pauperised, as by this method of taxation 
you generally take about 3s. out of the pocket of the con¬ 
sumers, to put one into the exchequer of the State, as Mr. 
Briggs shows very clearly in his " Peace-Maker." Our land¬ 
holders, who monopolised the legislature, first passed a law 
to exempt themselves from feudal service, and agreed to pay 
a tax instead. With an unparalleled dishonesty they relieve 
themselves from the tax. When a land-tax is again imposed 
they evade it by paying on a fictitious valuation, and 
then they pass another law giving themselves the power to 
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buy this tax for a mere trifle, and tax the rest of the commu¬ 

nity to pay the expenses of the State—the very condition on 
which they got the land. So they, at present, hold it for next 
to nothing. They retain all the privileges and repudiate all 
the duties ; and speak of the sacred rights of landed property. 
They got their holdings on the condition that they performed 
their duties ; now that the tenants of the State have relieved 
themselves of their duties, the State has clearly a right to 
relieve them of the land, to evict them from their holdings, as 

they have repudiated their contract and forfeited all their 

rights. In strict justice the State can resume possession of 
the soil, can take from them the trust they have so terribly 
misused, and resettle the land for the common good. 

ARE THE LANDLORDS OWNERS OF THE LAND. 

In the eyes of the law they are not owners of the land, they 
only received conditional powers to administer it. No statute 
was ever passed making them owners, they only have the use of 
it or hold an estate in it. All the great legal authorities are 

agreed upon the matter. Blackstonc states (Book ii, c. j)'- 
"The word allodium the writers on this subject define to mean 

every man's own land which he possesseth merely in his own 

right, without owing any rent or service to any superior. This 
is property in its highest degree, and the owner thereof hath 
absolutum et directum dominium, and, therefore, is said to' be 
seized thereof absolutely in dominio suo, or in his own 
demesne. But feodum, or fee, is that which is held of some 

superior on condition of rendering him service, in which 

superior the ultimate property of the land resides. And, 
therefore, Sir Plenry Spelman defines a feud or fee to be the 

right which the vassal or tenant hath in lands to use the same 
and take the profits thereof to him and his heirs, rendering to 
the lord his due services; the mere allodial propriety in the 
soil always remaining in the lord. This allodial property no 

subject in England has, it being a received, and now undeni¬ 
able principle in the law, that all the lands in England are 
holden mediately or immediately of the king. The king, 



therefore, only hath absolutum et directum dominium, but all 

subjects' land are in the nature of feodum or fee, whether 
derived to them by descent from their ancestors, or purchased 
for a valuable consideration ; for they cannot come to any 
man by either of those ways unless accompanied with those 
feudal clogs which were laid upon the first feudatory when it 
was originally granted. A subject, therefore, hath only the 

usufruct, not the absolute property, of the soil, or, as Sir Edward 
Coke expresses it, he hath dominium utile, but not dominium 
directum. And hence it is that in the most solemn acts of 
law we express the strongest and highest estate that any 
subject can have by these words, 'He is seized thereof in his 
demesne as of fee! It is a man's demesne, dominium, or 

property, since it belongs to him and his heirs for ever ; yet 
this dominium, property, or demesne is strictly not absolute or 
allodial, but qualified or feodal; it is his demesne, as of fee, that 
is, it is not purely and simply his own, since it is held of a 
superior lord, in whom the ultimate property resides." 

Williams also teaches this very clearly in his standard work 
on " The Law of Real Property." He says : " All land¬ 
lords are merely tenants in the eyes of the law." Again, he 
says, in reference to students studying the laws of real 
property : 

" The first thing the student has to do is to get rid 
of the idea of absolute ownership, such an idea is quite un¬ 
known to the English law ; no man is in law the absolute 
owner of lands, he can only hold an estate in them." 

Although the land may belong to the State by a system of 
legal chicanery and fraud, the present holders have usurped 
the power they hold over it. Their title deeds were drawn up 
for the purpose of evading the law, and in strict equity are 
not worth the paper they are written on ; they monopolise the 
land and claim the right to sell it as if it were the product of 
their own labour and industry. This abuse ought to cease, 
no class ought to have the fearful power that the present 
holders have usurped, and which so 'perniciously affects all 
classes of society. 



THE RIGHT OF PRIVATE PROPERTY. 

It is often urged as an objection to the Nationalisation of 
the Land that it would be Socialism or Communism, and 
overturn the principal of private property altogether. If this 
argument were tenable, I would not urge the resumption by 
the State, as I am as strong a supporter of the rights of 
private property as any one can be. I believe it tends to 

develop economy, thrift, forethought, prudence, and all the 
virtues, but there must be some legitimate basis for private 
property, and some limitations to it. I have lived in countries 
where slavery exists, and human beings are held as private 
property. But the conscience of the civilised world has re¬ 
volted against this iniquity, and Spain and Brazil are the only 
Christian powers that now tolerate it, and even in those 
States its death-knell has sounded, and a few more years will 

extinguish it. What, then, is the true basis for private 
property The right of creation ; whatever a human being 
can create, as the result of his labour, that he has a right 
to call his own, to do with as he thinks proper, except 
in so far as his action may interfere with the due rights of 
others. He may keep it for his own use or enjoyment, sell it 

give it away, or bequeath it to anyone he pleases. But the 
land, the air, and the water no man has created; hence no 
man can show any legitimate claim to them. They are the 
raw material of which we are made, and are absolutely neces¬ 

sary for our continued existence. They are the source of all 
our wealth, and ought rightfully to be the common property 
of all, held by the State as trustee for the people, and used 
for the good of the community. Law and equity alike 
demand this, although they are held and claimed arrogantly 
by a privileged class as a family inheritance. What the 
Creator intended to be a free gift to all, our oligarchy keep for 

themselves, and so perpetuate wanton injustice and grievous 
wrong on the rest of the community. 

This is no new doctrine, nearly all the great masters of 

political economy teach it. Herbert Spencer in his " Social 
Statics" says: 

" 
Equity does not permit property in land. 
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For if one portion of the earth's surface may justly become 
the possession of an individual, held for his sole use and 

benefit, as a thing to which he has an exclusive right, then 
other portions of its surface may be so held, and our planet 
may thus lapse into private hands. It follows that if the 
landowners have a valid right to its surface, all who are not 
landowners have no right at all to its surface. Hence such 
can exist on the earth by sufferance only. They are all 

trespassers. Save by permission of the landlords they can 
have no room for the soles of their feet—nay, these landless 
men may be equitably expelled from the earth altogether.' 
In rsply to the argument that it would lead to Socialism 
he says : 

" Such a doctrine is consistent with the highest 
state of civilisation, may be carried out without involving a 

community of goods, and need cause no very serious revo¬ 
lution in existing arrangements. The change required would 

simply be a change of landlords ; separate ownership would 

merge into the joint stock ownership- of the public, instead of 

being in the possession of individuals ; the country would be 
held by the great corporate body—society. Instead of leasing 
his acres from an isolated proprietor, the farmer would lease 
them from the nation. Instead of paying his rent to the 

agent of Sir John or His Grace, he would pay it to an agent 
or deputy agent of the community. Stewards would be public 
officials instead of private ones, and tenancy the only land 
tenure. A state of things so ordered would be in perfect 
harmony with the Moral Law. Under it all men would be 

equally landlords; all men would be alike free to become 
tenants." John Stuart Mill says, in his great work on Political 

Economy, 
" the essential principle of property being to assure 

to all persons what they have produced by their labour, and 
accumulated by their abstinence, this principle cannot apply 
to what is not the produce of labour, the raw material of the 
earth." " No man made the land ; it is the original inherit¬ 
ance of the whole species." "The land of every country 
belongs to the people of that country." I might multiply 
extracts from writers of eminence, if it were necessary, to show 
that the principle of private property in land cannot be 
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defended on ethical or economical grounds. All who examine 
the present system must admit its injustice ; like slavery, it 
only exists because of the usurpation and robbery of the past, 
and like slavery it will be doomed so soon as the attention of 
the people is directed to its intrinsic evils. It must fall, as 
there are no arguments, based on reason or justice, in favour 
of it; and its mischievous and injurious results are patent to 
all. When the people once begin to consider the subject, it 
will inevitably be condemned. The worthlessness of the 
arguments in favour of private property in land is well shown 
in the chapter referring to it in the essay by the Right 
Hon. Justice Longfield, of the Landed Estates Court of Ire¬ 
land, just published by the Cobden Club, at Mr. Gladstone's 
request. The learned judge has to admit that " the right of 
private property in land is a political, not a natural institution ;" 
also that "property in land differs in its origin from property in 
any commodity produced by human labour; the product of 
labour naturally belongs to the labourer who produced it, but 
the same argument does not apply to land, which is not 

produced by labour, but is the gift of the Creator of the world 
to mankind; every argument used to give an ethical founda¬ 
tion for the exclusive right of private property has a latent 

fallacy," and he points out several of the fallacies. The 

following is his plea for private property in land: "The 
foundation of the right to proper'y in land is not ethical but 
political, its origin is expediency. In order that it may be 
cultivated to the most advantage, it is necessary that the 
cultivator should be secured in the enjoyment of the fruits of 
his intended industry. For this purpose it is necessary that 
the person who is permitted to use the land should be per¬ 
mitted to enjoy it for a certain length of time, to make it his 
interest to cultivate it in the most productive manner; but the 
inconvenience of a frequent repartition of land is quickly 
perceived, and is best avoided by permitting land to be held 
in absolute ownership, subject to such taxes and regulations 
as the State shall from time to time think it reasonable to 

impose. It seems just that land should be charged with the 

duty of maintaining the poor, so that no man shall be destitute 
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on account of the existence of private property in land 

Those who are able to support themselves owe that power to 

that general wealth and civilisation which could not have 

existed without the establishment of private property in land 

and those who are not able to support themselves receive from 

the poor rates a better subsistence than they could extract 
from their share of the land of the country, if undivided and 
unreclaimed." 

These arguments of Justice Longfield's might be 
of use if our land were held by peasant proprietors or 

occupying owners, but the landlords don't cultivate the land, 
they only draw rack-rents from those who do ; the cultivators 
are fettered by iniquitous conditions that have prevented it 
from being cultivated in the most productive manner. Instead 
of securing to the cultivators the enjoyment of the fruits of 
their own labour, the present system actually allows the so- 
called owner to legally rob him of it, and keep him in misery 
and starvation. Judge Longfield will not require to go far in 
his own country to find plenty of facts of this kind. Professor 

John Stuart Blackie says :—-"Among the many acts of baseness 

branding the English character in their blundering pretence of 

governing Ireland, not the least was the practice of confiscat¬ 

ing the land, which by real law belonged to the people, and 

giving it, not to honest resident cultivators, which might have 
been a polite sort of theft, but to cliques of greedy and 

grasping oligarchs, who did nothing for the country they had 

appropriated but suck its blood in the name of land rent, and 
squander its wealth under the name of fashion and pleasure in 
London." I need scarcely point out that the support of the poor is 
not borne by the landholders, all who are householders know it 
to their cost; and as to our wealth and civilisation being the 
result of private property in land, the very opposite of this is 
the case. It is a condition of things that is not only immoral 
and unjust in itself, but its results are seriously affecting the 

prosperity of the country, causing pauperism and crime, in¬ 

creasing our sick and death rates, lowering the physical stamina 
and vitality of the people as a whole, and causing an amount 
of misery and wretchedness that is dreadful to contemplate 
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Surely reason and common sense alike demand that a system 
fraught with such terrible evils should be abolished as soon as 
possible. If we don't abolish it peaceably, it may bring 
about a bloody revolution, in which the principle of property 
may be attacked, and society overturned from its very founda- 
tion. At present about one-half of our food supply is 

imported, three out of every four loaves eaten in this country 
are grown abroad ; if we should drift into war and even one 
of our thousand food ships were captured by the enemy, the 
advance in price would be great. Our forestallers and 
cornerers would rig the markets, our artizans and the labouring 
population would be out of employment, we would have 
starvation and a condition of things that would probably 
bring about revolution and anarchy. It is time our 

present system was abolished, and the country again 
became self-supporting. It is no use for the holders to 
talk about their title deeds or their charters or past laws 
The land of the country belongs to the people of the country 
and no generation had any right to alienate it, or to make 
laws by which they might bargain away the rights of all 
future generations. No one can rightfullv give away what is 
not his own. A generation may make laws for itself; but 
future generations don't require to be bound by them. The 
Law of Entail carries out a true principle, as far as the right of 
each generation to the soil is concerned. The land is, by 
nature, strictly entailed on each generation. They have a 

right to use it while, they live, but no right to sell it or barter 
it away. Every generation and every child have an inalien¬ 
able and indefeasible natural right to the land of their birth, 
and no musty parchment can debar them from it. Laws 
should be made to promote the general prosperity and not 
the selfish interests of a class. Any law or any institution 
that is opposed to natural rights ought not to exist in a State 
that claims to be civilised. It is time, then, that the land 
should be resumed by the State, and used in producing, the 

largest possible amount of food and comforts that capital and 
skilled labour can get from it, used in the manner most 
remunerative and profitable for the benefit of all its citizens. 
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A PLAN FOR LAND NATIONALISATION. 

How can this desirable object be best accomplished 
Should we expropriate the present holders as Henry the 

Eighth expropriated the monks and the clerical holders, with¬ 
out compensation Justice might sanction such a course, as 
far as the old feudal holders are concerned, but there are some 
who bought their holdings. It might be said, as far as this 
class of holdei s is concerned, that, as they bought directly or 

indirectly from the feudal holders, there is a flaw in their 

titles, and the rightful owners are resuming possession of it; 
but such a course would scarcely be equitable. Ought wc to 

buy it, then, at the market price—say forty years' purchase 
at the present rental If we were to do so, I am afraid we 
should soon discover that we had committed a terrible blunder, 
and saddled ourselves with a burden compared to which our 

present National Debt would seem a mere trifle. The present 
rents are rack-rents. This has been demonstrated, as far as 
Ireland is concerned, by the decisions of the Land Courts. In 

England rents have fallen about 25 per cent, and must fall 
still further, as we have not yet felt the full force of foreign 
competition. The present rents are not a fair or natural 

price, they are the result of the monopoly and the unjustifi¬ 
able laws that the landlord oligarchy have passed. But apart 
from this, to raise such a sum would revolutionise finance; it 
would condone and still further legalise all the frauds of the 
past and would perpetuate in a different form a condition that 
is hurtful to the community. 

We have great faith in precedents in this country, and the 
method I would recommend is based on the precedent of 
Mr. Gladstone's Irish Church Act of 1870. The Irish 
Church had as much right to its land and to its charges on 
the land as the present holders have to their interests in it. 
By an Act of Parliament the Irish Church was deprived of 
these rights or privileges, due regard being given to the life 
interests of those who then held the livings, and those of the 
curates and students who would have been their successors. 
Let us follow this example, and do the same with the present 
holders. 
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Let us pass a law by which the State will resume possession 
of the soil of the country for the use and enjoyment of all its 
citizens, say five years from the date of passing the Act; that 
during this period the entire land of the country be valued by a 

general valuation and survey of every separate plot or farm 
based on its inherent value as regards geological formation 
nearness to markets, &c; the rental value thus determined to be 

paid to the present holder, less the land tax, during his life by 
the State, in the form of a Government annuity. If he should 
have any heirs living at the time of passing the Act, the same 

annuity, less the legacy and succession duties, shall be paid to 
all the living heirs ; that is to say, to his sons or grandsons, if 

any such be living at the time when the Act comes into oper- 
tion ; by this means the present holders and their living heirs 
will secure an annuity equal to a fair rent of the lands they 
held. At their death the annuity will cease, and the rents of 
the land will be used to defray the expenses of the State. By 
this plan no injustice will be done to any living being. I may 
be told that it is confiscating the rights of the unborn. But the 
unborn have no rights of this kind ; they are a contingency; 
until they are born they have neither rights nor duties. It is 
inconsistent with justice that the State should make special 
provision for any one unborn baby in preference to another. 
Those who are living may have rights or privileges that the 
State should recognise when making legitimate changes for 
the good of the community, even when redressing such an in¬ 
tolerable injustice and wrong as our present land system ; but 
we must stop somewhere, and only those who are actually 
being injured by the action of the State can by any pretence 
have a claim for consideration. 

That the State has a right to make the change I advocatej 
even Justice Longfield admits. He says : " I have made 
these observations on the origin of property in land to show 
that the State retains the power of modifying it from time to 
time in accordance with the' general interests of the commu¬ 

nity. This right of property in land is a political, not a 

natural institution. Nam proprice telluris Jierum. Natura 

nequc ilium. Nee me, nee qitenquam statuit. What justic c 
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requires is that changes in the law should not be directed 
against any particular persons, but that all who are in similar, 
circumstances should be treated in the same manner." 

Mr. Gladstone also admits that compulsory expropriation 
is sound in principle. In a speech at West Calder on 
November 27th, 1879, he said : " There are some persons, for 
whom I have a great respect, who think that the difficulties 
of our agriculture may be got over by a fundamental change 
in the land-holding system of our country. I mean those 
who think that if you can cut up the land of the country into 
a multitude of small properties, that of itself will solve the 

difficulty. To a proposal of that kind, I, for one, am not 

going to object that it would be inconsistent with the privi¬ 
leges of landed proprietors, if it is going to be for the 
welfare of the community at large. The Legislature are 

perfectly entitled to buy up the landed proprietors for the 

purpose of dividing the countiy into small lots. In principle no 
objection can be taken to it. Those persons who possess 
large portions of the earth's space are not altogether in the same 
position as the possessors of mere personality. Personality does 
not impose limitations on the action and industry of man 
and the well-being of the community as possession of land 
does, and therefore / freely oivn that compulsory expropria¬ 
tion is a thing which is admissible, and even sound in principle" 

All must admit that the State can make such changes as 
it may think fit, in accordance with the moral and political 
principles on which all law ought to be based. 

FUTURE SETTLEMENT. 
When the State has resumed possession of the land, on 

what principle should it be re-settled We can't all be agri¬ 
culturists, and it will be necessaiy to determine on what 
conditions it will be let to those who will cultivate it. We 
must consider how we can make the most of the land, and 
prevent the usual evils that generally arise from State 
management or supervision—the jobbery and corruption—the 
patronage and favouritism—the waste, delay, and red tapeism 
which are proverbially associated with governmental adminis¬ 
tration. 
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This can be avoided by letting it to cultivators on a durable 

tenure, on one that is practically perpetual, so long as the 
conditions of proper use and cultivation are carried out; the 
rent to be re-valued every thirty years or every generation, so 
that the unearned increment of value may go to the rightful 
owner—the people—and not to the lessee, as this increase in 
value is not due to circumstances that he can control, but to 
the general increase of value caused by the genius and indus¬ 

try of all the citizens. The tenure I advocate is something 
similar to the Bombay settlement in India. I spent a couple 
of years in that Presidency, and I consider the settlement 
carried out there to be the nearest to perfection that I have 
seen. 

How can this kind of tenure be established and carried out 

By recognising as tenants those who hold the right to the 

property that labour has added to the land. This is now being 
described as tenant-right. The late legislation on the subject, 
the Irish Land Act of 1881, has recognised two rights, the 
landlord right and the tenant right; the first is the value of 
or right to the raw material, or, as Ricardo puts it, the price to 
be paid 

" for the use of the original and indestructible powers 
of the soil;" or, as M'Culloch defines it, "the value of the 
natural and inherent properties of the land ;" the second is 
the value of the buildings, drains, fences, roads, manures, and 
other improvements that have been added to it by labour- 
Under the new state of things the landlord right will become 
the property of the State; the tenant right will remain the 

property of the tenants, and they will have continuity of 
tenure as long as they fulfil the conditions of the State. The 
tenant right may be sold or transferred in any way that the 
holder may desire, as it represents his own industry, or is the 
result of labour that he has legitimately acquired, and the new 
holder will become the tenant under the State, by virtue of 
the sale or transfer, subject to the payment of the land rent, 
and such rules and regulations as the State may from time to 
time consider advisable. 

As the tenant right is still the property of the landlords and 
not of the tenants in this country, a compulsory clause would 
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be inserted in the Bill by which the present tenants and 
others may purchase from the present landholders the 

buildings, drains, &c, that constitute tenant right, and give the 
owner of it the right to occupy the land under the State. 

No man ought to hold more than one farm ; the land 
should never be sublet, as if this were allowed land might 
again be held and re-let at a profit, and many of our present 
evils would recur ; every holder ought to personally cultivate 

it, in order that the most that can be made should be made 
of it, and the national estate be most profitably used and 

improved. 
I do not think it would be wise to fix the size of a farm, as 

both large and small farming have each special advantages ; 
personally, I am in favour of small farming, but the system 
that pays best will ultimately be adopted, as no man will care 
to hold more, or be able to hold more, than he can properly 
cultivate. 

The agricultural labourers and the artisans of our cities 
have rights in the land as well as the farmers. As far as the 
labourers are concerned, we ought to revive some of the old 
laws of Henry and Elizabeth, and compel the holders of 
farms, in proportion to the size of their farms, to build 

cottages with a garden of two or three acres attached, so that 
the labourers and their families may be able to cultivate the 
gardens during their spare time and grow their own food. 
The artisan and the dwellers in the towns ought to have, once 
in their lives, the right of free selection of land in the vicinity 
of towns, at its agricultural value, to build a dwelling-house 
with a suitable garden, where they also might utilise their 
spare time. It would be a counter attraction to the public- 
house, and this right of pre-emption could be carried out 
under such conditions as would minimise the inconvenience 
to the farmers and pay them a fair price for any tenant-right 
that might unavoidably be taken. 

The changes here advocated may seem too sweeping and 
impracticable outside of the realm of practical politics—but, I 
consider, anything short of making the land public property 
will not cure the evils we are suffering from. Abolishing 
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primogeniture and entail, and allowing free trade in land, may 
even intensify these evils ; the only change would be that it 
would pass into the hands of a few rich merchants, or success¬ 
ful lawyers, and the great mass of the people would not benefit 
by it. While we have private property on land, it will always 
be a luxury that the wealthy will indulge in for the social 

prestige the holder acquires. Men buy land as women buy 
jewellery and ornaments—not for the commercial advantage, 
or the interest they may get, but because it panders to their 

vanity, or adds to their power. It is a monopoly, and must 

always remain one, as we cannot increase it or diminish it ; 
every other kind of property may be increased, but the land 
will always remain the same. Our present system allows a few 
to become immensely rich, but it causes many to be paupers 
and criminals. It is disastrous to the community as a whole 
and must be so while we allow it to continue. It is universally 
admitted that this is the richest country in the world, yet we 
have an amount of chronic pauperism and crime unequalled 
anywhere. That this is due principally to our land monopoly 
is very ably shown by Mr. Henry George, in his valuable work 
on " Progress and Poverty," in which he points out the direct 
and indirect effects of our land tenure, in producing our crime 
and our pauperism. That there are other factors I admit, such 
as drunkenness, improvidence, &c, but these are to a very 
great extent the indirect effects of our land tenure. The more 
their relationship is studied, the greater the magnitude of 
the evil is perceived, and one is compelled to admit with. 
Herbert Spencer, that " to deprive others of their rights 
to the use of the earth is to commit a crime inferior only in 
wickedness to the crime of taking away their lives or personal 
liberties." 

This being the case, we can afford to be denounced by so- 
called Liberals as extreme and revolutionary, as unsound and 

impracticable. To the ordinary hand-to-mouth politicians who 
have a horror of anything based on a principle—who believe in 

compromise and expediency, not in natural right or justice, 
the course we recommend may seem impracticable, but they 
have urged the same objection to every reform that has been 
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advocated. Forty years ago Lord Melbourne, the Liberal Prime 

Minister, declared in the House of Commons that " 
during his 

long life it had been his lot to hear many mad things pro¬ 
posed, but the maddest of all the mad things to which he had 
ever had to listen was a proposal to abolish the Corn Laws.'' 
Yet that mad proposal was carried by a Conservative Prime 
Minister six years afterwards, in 1846. When a deputation from 
Manchester waited on Sir James Graham in 1840 to urge the 

repeal of the Corn Laws, he told them " If the Corn Laws 
were repealed great disaster would fall upon the country, the 
land would go out of cultivation, Church and State could not be 

upheld, all our institutions would be reduced to their primi¬ 
tive elements, the people would pull down our houses about 
our ears." I might point out that Mr. Gladstone in 1870 
denounced the principles of die three F's as unsound and 

impracticable. Yet in 1881 he had to admit their soundness, 
and bring in a measure making them the law of the land- 

Every Radical measure for the redress of wrongs has always 
been denounced as impracticable. What we have to consider 
is not the question of practicability or impracticability, but 
whether we can show the people that the course proposed is just 
and right. When the people are convinced of the righteousness 
and thenecessity of any reform, the politicians will soon discover 
how easily it can be carried out. 

The resumption of the land by the State, in the manner 
here indicated, would be fraught with the greatest possible 
blessings to all, and the least .possible injury to any. The 
soil would be cultivated to the highest pitch of perfection, 
and our country again become the garden of Europe, 
wages would be higher, as there would be more work 
for all, the supply of food would be increased and its cost 
lessened. It would cause a gradual diminution of the heavy 
weight of taxation that cripples industry and heavily handi¬ 

caps our productions in the markets of the world, as the 
annuities would gradually terminate and the land rent pass 
into the exchequer of the State ; the increased increments of 
value would also go the State, and we would ultimately be 
able to pay off our National Debt, and defray all our local 
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and national expenses from the income derived from the land. 
Commerce would then be free from the indirect taxation that 
now fetters it, having real free trade, it would expand by leaps 
and bounds, and its beneficent influence in promoting peace 
on earth, and good will among nations be greatly increased 
and extended. A large proportion of our crime and pauperism 
would soon disappear. The moral and physical degeneration 
caused by over-crowding would cease. Our fever dens would 

give place to comfortable homes, and the mass of the people 
would be elevated to a higher and better position—physically, 
intellectually and morally. Our agricultural population free 
from capricious eviction and all the evils of landlord domina¬ 
tion and tyranny would throw off their servility and obse- 

quenccs, and regain the old spirit of frank independence 
which characterised our ancient yeomanry. We could at once 

begin a system of home colonisation by cutting up the vast 
deer forests and game preserves into twenty or thirty acre 

farms, and thus relieve the over-populated districts of the 

agriculturists that have been driven off the land, and so prevent 
the total destruction of the brave peasantry that built up our 

country's renown on so many of the battlefields of the past. 

"Illfares the land, to hastening ills a prey, 
Where wealth accumulates, and men decay ; 
Princes or Lords may flourish or may fade ; 
A breath can make them, as a breath has made. 
But a bold peasantry—the country's pride, 
"When once destroyed, can never be supplied. 
A time there was, ere England's giief began, 
When every rood of ground maintained its man." 


	Article Contents
	p. image 1
	p. image 2
	p. image 3
	p. image 4
	p. image 5
	p. image 6
	p. image 7
	p. image 8
	p. image 9
	p. image 10
	p. image 11
	p. image 12
	p. image 13
	p. image 14
	p. image 15
	p. image 16
	p. image 17
	p. image 18
	p. image 19
	p. image 20
	p. image 21
	p. image 22
	p. image 23
	p. image 24
	p. image 25
	p. image 26
	p. image 27
	p. image 28
	p. image 29
	p. image 30
	p. image 31
	p. image 32
	p. image 33
	p. image 34
	p. image 35
	p. image 36
	p. image 37
	p. image 38
	p. image 39
	p. image 40

	Issue Table of Contents
	Bristol Selected Pamphlets,  (1881)
	A plea for the nationalisation of the land



