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PAPERS EOR THE PEOPLE. 

OUE LAND. 

Land is the source whence man derives all that is requisite 
for his existence. He needs land as a dwelling place, and as 
the scene of his industry; from land, directly or indirectly, 
he draws his food, his clothing, and the materials of all else 
that he requires. As every man has a right by nature to the 
means of existence, land is his birthright, and, although the 

exigences of modern society may render an exchange or 

modification of this right expedient, no dealing with the land 
which does not recognise and is not based upon this natural 

right can be just or equitable. 
It will be evident to every reflecting mind that the laws 

affecting land tenure lie at the very root of our social system, 
and that any partiality or injustice here must be felt more 

or less keenly throughout the entire community, and must 

aggravate and intensify the evils arising from those other 

and, to a large extent, inevitable inequalities depending 

upon individual differences. 

Though much has been written on the subject of land 

tenure, the question has almost invariably been treated as 

one affecting simply the relation between owner and occupier, 

regardless of the great social problem involved therein. 

a. 2 
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In the present paper we purpose approaching the subject 
from a new standpoint, with a view to determine the principle 

upon which land tenure should be based consistent with the 

natural and social rights of man. In other words, our pro¬ 
blem isGiven land and man to dwell upon it, what is the 

relation that the latter should bear to the former, so that the 

rights and interest of every man therein should be equally 

respected and secured 

In that primitive state of nature in which man lives upon 

the spontaneous productions of the earth, no property in land 

exists. Its woods and its plains are alike free to all, and its 

fruit is the rightful property of whoever puts forth his hand 

to pluck it. The cave in which he shelters himself is his 

only so long as he continues to occupy it. But as soon as 

man applies labour to the land, he acquires a right until he 

has reaped the fruit of his labour. If he build a hut, he may 
retain possession or dispose of it as he pleases; if he tills the 

soil and sows seed he has a right to reap the harvest, and 

cannot be fairly dispossessed as long as he continues thus to 

apply his labour. If however he removes his hut, or 'ceases 

to cultivate the land, his right thereto ceases. He has no 

longer any right to retain possession or to exact from another 

man a tribute for that which cost him nothing. We see then 

that the natural right to land is a right of user only, not of 

ownership, and is at most a life interest. We see further 

that it does not include any unexhausted results of labour 

which belong to, and may rightfully be disposed of by, those 

whose industry originated them. Throughout our inquiry it 

will be most essential to distinguish between these two kinds 

of propertyviz., that which is inherent in the land itself, 

and that which, though frequently inseparable from it, is the 
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result of industry. It is with the former we have more 

especially to deal, but the latter, from the fact of its often 

being inseparable from it, must not be lost sight of. 

In the wild state, as families grow into tribes, their hunt¬ 

ing excursions frequently extend over a large area. Over this 

they claim a common right, and will resist another tribe who 

may venture to trespass upon their grounds. In the contests 

which ensue on such occasions, though necessarily decided by 
the restive strength and prowess of the combatants, our 

sympathies would favour the tribe in possession, and our 

natural sense of right would lead us to recognise the justice 
of their cause, whether they were successful or not in main¬ 

taining it. Here we get the first glimpse of a common or 

national right. There is no personal property in the land; 
it is open to all to hunt individually, or to organise combined 

excursions on a larger or smaller scale as they please, and to 

share the booty acquired as they may determine. This tribal 

or national right, however, like the individual right described 

above, is one of occupation only. If the tribe removes to 

another spot, or discontinues to hunt the grounds, we could 

not recognise any right in them to exclude another tribe or 

to exact from that tribe any share of the game they had had 

no hand in taking. The same kind of common right prevails 
also among pastoral nomadic tribes. The shepherd pitches 
his tent on any unoccupied land he pleases, but claims no 

right to or interest in it after he has removed. 

As men begin to apply their industry to the cultivation 

of the soil, their attachment to a particular spot assumes a 

closer and more permanent character. If a man erects a 

hut or applies his labour to bring a piece of land under culti¬ 

vation, no other man has a right to step in and deprive him 
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of the fruit of his labour or of any part of it. He may transfer 

his interest to another, but his interest is confined to the 

results of his labour and does not include any right to the 

land itself. If he forsakes his hut, and allows it to fall to 

ruin and thus become valueless, or if he discontinues to cul¬ 

tivate the land, his interest therein ceases and any other man 

has as much right to possession as he. 

In the progress of society some individuals acquire a skill 

in handicraft, and instead of each one doing everything for 

himself, it is found mutually advantageous to exchange the 

products of their labour. Thus in course of time some men 

cease to be either ' tillers of the ground' or ' keepers of sheep,' 
and their interest in the land appears greatly to diminish. In 

reality we shall find it does not do so. As long as these 

parties are pretty evenly balanced, so that a man can obtain 

as good a return in land produce for his labour applied to 

handicraft as when applied to land, no difficulty is felt and 

no land question arises. But as population increases, while 

land remains limited in quantity, a continually increasing 
number are compelled to obtain their livelihood by handicraft, 
and the natural consequence is that labour applied to handi¬ 

craft diminishes while that applied to land increases in value. 

In other words, a man must apply much more labour to 

handicraft than to land to obtain an equivalent in produce. 
Hence a competition for land arises, and land acquires a value 

which it did not originally possess. What does this value 

represent It originates in the increase of labour brought 

upon the land in excess of what can be applied to its cultiva¬ 

tion. It represents the difference in value between labour 

applied directly to land and that devoted to other branches 

of industry. It is what a man will pay for preferential 

possession and is proportionate to the amount and value of 
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the industry carried on upon its surface. For grazing and 

agricultural purposes, it is comparatively small; for manu¬ 

facturing purposes, representing a much larger amount of 

industrial labour, it is much greater; for the extensive mer- 

cantile transactions of our great cities, representing the 

industrial energy of vast tracts and populations in all parts 
of the world, it is immensely greater. To whom should this 

value belong Does it rightfully belong to the individuals 

who happen to be in possession at a certain time Certainly 

not; they have not given it the value. It belongs to the 

community at large whose united energies and increasing- 

industry have conferred this value upon it, and it should be 

applied in such a manner as to equalise the value of industry: 
to compensate those whose labour has become relatively 

depreciated by being applied to handicraft. 

However various may be the laws and customs relating to 

landed property in different countries, they may all be grouped 
as based upon one of two principlesviz., individual owner¬ 

ship, or common or national ownership. It is our business 

to inquire which of these two principles the more effectually 
secures to man his natural right and protects him from 

unjust influence and oppression; which also affords the 

greater facility for the full development of the industrial 

resources of the people. 

Unfortunately, wherever land has acquired value, indivi¬ 

dual ownership in some shape or other is the rule, and we 

have consequently no experience of the working of the oppo¬ 
site principle. This individual ownership, moreover, has its 

origin, not in the free development of social relations, but 

in conquest or force of some kind, and its evils are also 

so mixed up with those arising from other sources that it is 
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difficult, if not impossible, clearly to distinguish them. The 

only course which appears open to us is to take a hypothetical 
case from which all disturbing influences may be eliminated, 

and work out each principle to its inevitable consequences. 
If we find that the one results in unjust social inequalities, 

giving to one man an undue power and influence over 

another, requiring, from time to time, special legislation to 

readjust; while the other, possessing within itself the power 
of adapting itself to all circumstances, is free from these 

evils, and especially if it afford greater facilities for de¬ 

veloping the industrial energies of the people, we can have 

no hesitation in affirming the latter to be the true principle 

upon which land tenure should rest. 

Our hypothetical case then is this. Let us suppose that 

a hundred men with their wives settle upon a tract of 

country, say an island like our own. Actuated by upright 
and honourable motives, they desire to be just towards each 

other and towards their descendants. They accordingly 
survey and parcel out their newly acquired territory into one 

hundred lots of equal value, and each takes possession of that 

which falls to him. We need not isolate them. Recognising 
the value of co-operation, they may lend friendly aid to each 
other in carrying out such operations as they cannot perform 

single handed, and may act in concert in the execution of 
works for their common benefit, but each would be lord of 
his own freehold, to dispose of it as he pleased. We will 
further suppose that their love of justice and equality leads 
them to set their faces against any law of primogeniture, 
and to determine that on the demise of each proprietor his 
estate should be equally divided amongst his children. Here 
then is a state of the most perfect equality anyone can desire. 
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Such a community might exist and flourish, and have all 

that heart can wish, for many years, nay for many generations. 
But a day of reckoning would come. 

While population as a whole increases with considerable 

regularity, this increase is very irregularly distributed among 
families. Some increase with great rapidity, others remain 

nearly stationary, while some become extinct. After a suffi¬ 

cient time, therefore, we should find some of the original 

plots so subdivided as not to afford an adequate subsistence 

for their proprietors, while others would remain entire. 

Here then is the first element of inequality. We should 

have large proprietors and small proprietors, and the fate of 

small proprietors under such circumstances is not difficult to 

determine. Besides, there must be a limit to the subdivision 

of land, or the plots would ultimately become so small as to 

be quite useless, and therefore worthless. What is to become 

of the superfluous labour in the more densely populated 
districts? In the first instance, it would doubtless find 

employment on the lands of the larger proprietors, but at 

wages diminishing and rents increasing in proportion as 

labour and competition for employment increased ; and thus 

the difference would become wider: the rich would grow 

richer, the poor would grow poorer and have to work harder. 

Mining, manufactures, and commerce would find employ¬ 
ment for large numbers of the people, but mining can be 

carried on only where useful minerals exist; and manu¬ 

factures and commerce naturally concentrate themselves on 

spots favourable to their development. In the competition 
for these plots the fortunate owners would be able to exact a 

large and ever-increasing rent, which means nothing more 

nor less than a large and ever-increasing share in the indus- 

A 3 



10 

trial products of the nation, for the simple permission to 

exercise that industry upon its surface. The natural result 

of this is to lower the wages of labour on the one hand, and 

to raise the price of all the necessaries of life on the other, 
thus inflicting a double injury on the industrial population 

by increasing the burdens they have to bear, while, at the 

same time, it diminishes their ability to bear them. We 

see then, without the introduction of any of those inequali¬ 
ties which arise from the natural difference in energy between 

one man and another, individual property in land must 

ultimately produce those social inequalities from which arise 

most of the evils that afflict modern society. Superior 

energy may enable a few to overcome these disadvantages, 
but the bulk of the people must succumb to their fate, and 

become more and more dependent upon others for the means 

of dragging on a wretched existence, receiving as doles from 

the more favoured sections of society a portion of what they 

ought to receive as the honest reward of their industry. 
The demoralising influence of this it is not necessary here to 

point out. In the course of eight or nine centuries, our 

colony of two hundred souls would, under ordinary circum¬ 

stances, have increased to a population equal to that of our 

own country at the present time, and would probably be in a 

very similar condition. Supposing the same circumstances 

to continue, what will be the condition of this country two 

or three centuries hence, when the population will be six or 

sevenfold what it is now What will be the value of land, 

especially in such centres as London, Liverpool, Manchester 

What the rate of wages What the price of provisions 

Emigration is advocated by some as the natural relief 

for excess of population. But whatever may be said in 
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favour of emigration as opening new resources for industrial 

enterprise, in the advantages from which the mother country 
would participate, whether it affords any relief to its redun¬ 

dant labour is at best doubtful. The persons who emigrate 

are, for the most part, the energetic and enterprising, the 

withdrawal of whose services is a loss, not a gain, to the 

community. The burden of society, the weak and helpless, 
remains undiminishedis indeed proportionally increased. 

Now let us apply another principle, and, working out our 

problem anew, see if it affords any correction or mitigation 
of these evils. Let us suppose that our colonists forsee the 

consequences of individual property in land, and desire to 

avoid them. They are led to consider that whatever value 

the land may acquire will be the result of the united 

industry carried on upon its surface, whether directly in the 

cultivation of the soil, or indirectly in manufactures and 

commerce, and should therefore belong, not to the few, who 

happen to stand in the relation of owners, but to the whole 

people. They may also have in view the great difference in 
value which land acquires from the concentration of industry 
in certain localitiesimpossible to foresee in the first settle¬ 
ment of a country. For these reasons, we will suppose our 
colonists to determine that the land shall not be allotted, or 

alienated, but remain the common property of the com¬ 

munity. Each man may take whatever land he desires, for 
such term of years, at such rent, and subject to such 

conditions, as the community, or their representatives 

appointed for the purpose, may determine. In case of two 
or more individuals desiring the same plot, it should be 

allotted to him who, in open competition, offered the 

highest rent for it. Besides avoiding the evils resulting from 
A i 
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personal property in the land, this mode of settlement would 

have other collateral advantages; it would enable the settlers 

to locate themselves in closer proximity, and it would 

facilitate, from the first, a subdivision and distribution of 

labour. Some could devote themselves to agriculture, others 

to handicraft, to their mutual advantage. In the first instance, 

the rents would be little more than nominal; but as the 

leases expired, and the resources and requirements of the 

colonists increased, there would be a competition for the plots 
nearer the centre of civilisation, and rents would there rise, 
while the confines of the settlement would afford ample scope 
for extending industry. Like an exogenous plant, the colony 
would grow compactly by the periodical addition of a new 

belt of civilisation, until the whole of the land was brought 
under cultivation. 

Let eight or nine centuries pass over our colony under 

these circumstances, when its population and industrial 

enterprise will have attained a development equal to that of 

our country at the present time. What will be its con¬ 

dition? In what will it differ from that which we have 

shown above must necessarily result where individual 

property in land prevails It would differ in these respects: 

Land, being let only for terms of years, and by open com¬ 

petition or tender, would be equally accessible to all persons 
and for all purposes at its market value. Rents might be as 

high, in some cases perhaps higher, but as they would go 
into the public exchequer and be applied for the public 

benefit, instead of into private pockets for individual aggran¬ 

disement, they would be available for national expenses, for 

public works and institutions, for developing the resources of 

the country, and thus equalise and diminish, perhaps 



13 

annihilate altogether, the burdens of imperial and local 

taxation. The benefit would thus be distributed equally 
over the whole population. Although the land itself could 

not be divided amongst the inhabitants and no man could 

call a certain piece of land absolutely his own, every man, 
the humblest as well as the highest, would participate in the 

advantages accruing from its increased value, resulting from 

increased national industry and prosperity. The industrial 

classes would pay no rent in which they did not enjoy their 

full share of advantage. Every man would in fact be, not 

individually, but jointly, owner of the soil, and therefore his 

own landlord. If wealth accumulated, as it undoubtedly 
would and should do, since it could not, by investment in 

land, exact a tribute from the industrial classes for which it 

confers no benefit in return, it would have to ally itself with 

industry, on terms mutually advantageous. Full scope and 

encouragement would thus be afforded to all kinds of indus¬ 
trial enterprise. Nothing could stand in the way of any 
man's progress but his own want of skill or want of energy. 
Every man, rich or poor, the member of the most prolific 

equally with the sole descendant of the oldest ancestral 

family, would have the same natural opportunity. Industry 

being thus free from every burden except such as its own 

ignorance and shortsightedness might impose, and having 
no source outside of itself to which it could trace any evils 

it might labour under, would learn from experience to find 

a remedy for any which might exist in a proper adjustment 
of its elements to each other. The relation of capital to 

labour, natural allies and equally necessary elements in 

the development of industrial enterprise, must be adjusted 
on such a basis as to destroy the rivalry and antagonism 
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which at present exist between them, so that the interest of 

the one may carry with it the interest of the other. 

Under this system however, as under any other, there 

must of course be a limit to the population which a 

given extent of land will sustain, but this limit will be 

the more extended as its industrial products are the more 

¦equally distributed; and this is effected under a system of 

national land tenure, by relieving the industrial classes from 

the heavy burdens imposed upon them under the system of 

individual ownership. But as long as there are other nations 

able and willing to exchange land produce for manufactures, 

population need not be restricted to that which the land 

itself can sustain. Manufactures and commerce may increase 

to any extent as long as such products of industry can be 

exchanged for a fair equivalent of the necessaries of life. If 

circumstances should favour such a development, there is no 

reason why England should not become one vast workshop, 
and purchase the whole, as it now does a large portion, of 

the land produce it consumes. In proportion, however, as 

the increased value which land acquires when occupied for 

mining, manufacturing, or mercantile purposes passes, under 

the name of rent, into the pockets of individuals as landowners, 
to that extent is the population at large deprived of a fair 

equivalent for their industry, for the rent must ultimately 
come out of the pocket of the consumer in the shape of higher 

prices. This places them at a disadvantage relatively to other 

nations where land is cheaper. Rents cannot, should not be 

abolished or restricted, for that would again favour the few 

as occupiers at the expense of the community at large, but if 

they went into the public exchequer instead of into private 

pockets the entire people would share in the benefit of the 
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increase instead of a few individuals only. It would then be 

a matter of indifference to what extent rents increased. If 

they should ultimately exceed all the national requirements, 
as perhaps they might, the surplus would be distributed 

among the people, the common landowner, as the result of 

their common and united industry, or be appropriated to 

such purposes for their common benefit as they, through 
their representatives, might determine. 

That individual property in land is a natural wrong will 

be further evident if we consider that land is of no value 

without labour. There is abundance of the finest land on 

the surface of the earth not worth five shillings an acre, 

simply because there is no labour in its proximity. Other 

things being equal, the value of land is in proportion to the 

amount of industrial enterprise carried on upon it, whether 

directly in its cultivation or indirectly in manufacturing or 

mercantile pursuits. The almost fabulous and still increasing 

price of freehold in the City of London, for instance, is owing 

entirely to the magnitude of the commercial transactions 

carried on upon its surface. Let the three millions of people 

inhabiting the metropolis remove at once to another port, 

carrying their business connections with them; what would 

be the value of the freehold This value then is inherent, 
not in the land, but in the industry concentrated upon it. 

Why should it pass into the pockets of a few who, as landlords 

simply, contribute nothing towards its realisation? Again, 
individual property in land gives to one man a power over 

his fellow man, which no one ought to possess. It is only 
for the landowners to combine and they could drive the 

whole population of this country across the sea. It is no 

answer to say that their own interest is a sufficient safeguard 
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against this. The power to do wrong should not exist even 

in theory. Though there is no probability of this power 

being exercised on a large scale, it is exercised in certain 

cases to the injury of individuals. Tenants are frequently 

dispossessed or rejected in favour of others, not for any demerit 

of their own, but to suit the social or political views, some¬ 

times merely the caprices, of landlords or their agents. Land¬ 

lordism, moreover, is hardly consistent with that manly 
freedom and independence which is especially a Briton's 

pride. Why should I, a free-born man, be compelled to pay 
another man tribute for permission to stand upon God's 

earth and earn my living As a member of a community it 

would be my duty as well as my privilege to share my lot 

with them. If I required land, whether for agricultural, 

building, or mining operations, or simply for pleasure, as for 

a park, I should expect to pay a rent equivalent to its value, 
which value would be determined, as in all other cases, by 
the ratio of supply and demand. Whatever rent I had to 

pay, I should know that my neighbours paid in the same 

proportion, and, the rents going into a common fund applied 
to national purposes, I should also know that I had my full 

share in its benefit. Thus the antagonism between landlord 

and tenant would cease. I should in fact be my own land¬ 

lord, not solely, but jointly with my countrymen. 

Supposing that the principle of nationalisation of land is 

acknowledged, the question arisesHow can a nation like 

Britain, in which individual ownership has prevailed so long, 
resume its right There must be nothing in the shape of 

spoliation. That which the nation has sanctioned down to 

the present time must not be repudiated. Those who, relying 

upon the national honour and stability, have invested their 



honest savings in land must not find their confidence mis¬ 

placed. The nation must honestly repurchase at a fair price 
the right which it has recognised. How is this to be effected 

Professor Fawcett raises a mountain of financial difficulty*; it 

is, however, but a cloud in the horizon, which will disappear 
as we approach. No doubt if the State had first to borrow 

the large amount necessary to purchase the land, and pay it 

over to the landowners, who would then have to seek rein¬ 

vestments of it, considerable financial derangement would 

ensue, and great loss would be incurred both by the State in 

borrowing and by property holders in reinvesting. This may 
be saved on both sides by a simple exchange of securities 

Consols for land. The only social change this would involve 

would be that tenants would pay their rents to the State 

instead of to landlords, the latter would receive dividends 

from the Bank instead of rents from tenants. The nation 

would save all the expense of borrowing, also the heavy 

expenses of conveyance, investigation being necessary only in 

cases of disputed title, but, on the other hand, would lose the 

revenue arising therefrom. The landowners would be saved 

the expenses attending the sale of land and receive in ex¬ 

change an investment on which they could realise at any 
time at a nominal cost of one-eighth per cent. The change 

has, in fact, been effected as regards our crown lands. These 

were formerly the estates of the Sovereign; the nation took 

possession of them and allowed the Sovereign a certain sum 

annually in lieu thereof, and they are now bringing a 

profit to the nation. The same process should be applied to 

the whole of the land. 

The great difficulty would lie in determining the value of 

the land and the equivalent to be given for it. For this 
* See Fortnightly Review, Dec. 1872. 
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purpose, a competent commission, commanding the full 

confidence of the nation, would have to be appointed. The 

object of this commission should be to secure to every land¬ 

owner the full value of his property realised to the present 

time, but on no account to discount the future. The details 

necessary for this valuation are not before us, and could not 

be discussed in the present paper if they were. A few 

general remarks indicating principles must suffice. All fixed 

rent charges, perpetual and limited, would become charges 
on the consolidated fund without change. In land let for 

agricultural purposes at a fair rent, the rent would indicate 

its value, and its amount be secured to the owner. Land in 

the occupation of owners would have to be specially valued, 
and the annual value secured to the owners, who should pay 
a corresponding rent for such term of years as may be deter¬ 

mined on. Manorial rights must be valued and purchased, 
and the waste lands utilised to the best advantage. As we 

do not advocate the purchase of private buildings by the 

State, to % which we think there are serious objections, the 

land only, where built upon, would be taken and paid for by 
the State; interests in the buildings, whether in possession 
or in reversion, being left as they are. Perhaps the greatest 

difficulty would arise in the case of land in the neighbour¬ 
hood of towns, which acquires a value beyond its income, in 

proportion to the probability of its being, sooner or later, 
available for building purposes. It would be unjust, on the 

one hand, to deprive owners, some of whom may have 

recently purchased with this view, of this prospective increase 

of value ; while, on the other hand, it would be a great loss 

to the State to recognise it at once. The solution we would 

suggest is, that the present income of the land be at once 
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secured to the owners, and such further amount as may 

appear just be reserved to be paid to each as his land becomes 

built upon. In this way, the owners would receive this 

additional value at the same time, and in the same rotation 

as if the land had remained in their own possession, while 

the State would not have to pay the additional annuities till 

the land actually brought it in. Of course this amount 

should be fixed at the time of transfer, so that any additional 

value which the land may acquire in the meanwhile may 

belong to the nation. This outline sketch is sufficient, we 

hope, to show that this great transaction is practicable 
without any serious social disturbance. All existing tenancies 

would remain as they are, and the gross annual payment 
should not exceed the gross annual income of the land. 

But it may be asked, what advantage can arise from this 

-. measure, if the nation simply receives the rents of the land, 
and pays the same amount, in the shape of dividends, to its 

former owners? The advantage would be that all future 

improvement in the value of land would belong to the 

nation, and would be available for the remission of taxation 

or payment of debt, and thus gradually diminish the 

burdens which press so heavily upon industry. Other col¬ 

lateral advantages would result from the increased circulation 

of the people which it would encourage, all land being- 
offered in open competition. Men of enterprise would 

always be on the look-out for that which would afford them 

the best opportunities for the employment of their capital 
and the exercise of their skill, and the circulation thus 

induced would be more favourable to social and intellectual 

progress than the stagnation which prevails under patri¬ 
monial descent. 



20 

The land having become national property, the next 

question to be discussed is the principle upon which it should 

be managed. The objection put forth by some persons, that 

State departments are liable to corruption, cannot be ad¬ 

mitted as a valid one. Granted that State departments have 

been liable to corruption, that is no reason why they should 

continue so. This evil has its appropriate remedy, but not 

in continuing a national wrong or foregoing a national right. 
The departments most open to the charge are those which 

come least in contact with popular interests, such as those 

connected with the Army and Navy, less so the Civil Service, 
least of all the Post Office. Like the latter, which, without 

affirming that it is perfect, may be pointed to with some 

degree of pride as a national institution, the Land Depart¬ 
ment would so closely affect popular and individual interests 

that mismanagement to any great extent would be practically 

impossible. 
The object some parties have in view in advocating the 

nationalisation of land is to enable persons to acquire small 

plots at a low rent. This is a chimera which scarcely 

requires refutation. No individual could acquire land for 

less than its market value without a wrong to the nation; 
and whether it should be let in large or small plots would 

depend upon how it could be utilised to most advantage, and 

would be indicated by popular demand. 

Agriculture must be regulated by the same law, free and 

unfettered, which governs other branches of industry. If, 
like them, it can be carried on more economically, and there¬ 

fore more profitably, on a large than on a small scale, 
it is to the interest of the nation that it should be so. The 

management of the land on behalf of the nation must, of 
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course, be entrusted to persons of experience. Agricultural 
land should be offered for such terms and on such conditions 
as circumstances may dictatein open competition to who¬ 

ever will give the highest rent for it. It would thus 

naturally and necessarily fall into those hands which could 

make it the most productive. Where land is capable of 

improvement by the execution of such works as drainage, 

&c, the term should be sufficiently long to secure to the 

tenant an adequate return for his outlay, and a profitable 

employment would thus be provided for capital as well as for 

labour. Instead of farming being carried on on a smaller 

scale, the probability is that, as in other branches of industry, 

manufacturing and mercantile, men would find it to their 

advantage to combine their capital and their labour. But 

labour has nothing to fear from this. With the proper 

adjustment of capital and labour which must follow, whatever 

would be advantageous to the one would be advantageous to 

the other. The impetus thus given to agriculture would not 

only enhance the value of land to the benefit of the entire 

nation and the diminution of the burdens pressing especially 
on the working classes, but infuse new vigour into every 
branch of industrial enterprise. Building land, in like 

manner, should be let, subject to the necessary conditions 

as to building, to the highest bidder, but with this dif¬ 

ference from the present practicethat instead of the 

buildings reverting to the landlord at the expiration of the 

lease, they should remain the property of the builder or his 

representative. A higher rent would thus at once be obtained 

for the land, and the leases might be shorter ; builders also 

would be induced to built more substantially than at present. 
At the expiration of a lease, the building would be valued 
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and the land relet, subject to the payment of this value, or 

an equivalent rent, to the owner of the house. In this way, 

any increase in the value of the land would be early secured 

to the nation, while the building and management of house 

property as an industrial occupation would be left, as it 

ought to be, to individual enterprise. Mining property 
would be let competitively, subject to royalties as now; 

minerals, like the land, belong to the nation, and should 

therefore be paid for, a sufficient margin being left to 

remunerate the cost and labour of working them. 

It only remains to notice the proposals put forth as 

remedies for existing evils in place of the nationalisation of 

land. First, the establishment of an encumbered estates 

court has been suggested. This might release certain land¬ 

lords from difficulties and increase the value of the lands 

dealt with, but would it benefit the nation By no means. 

The increased value would pass into the pockets of the 

fortunate owners. 

Another and much advocated proposal is to simplify the 

method and diminish the expenses of the transfer of land. 

For whose benefit Certainly not the nation's. The idea is 

that land would more frequently change hands. This is at 

best extremely doubtful. Plenty of land is at this moment 

offered for sale, and men buy it when they want it at the 

market price. They would not buy it under any circumstances 

if they did not want it. But what would a landowner say to 

a purchaser if the costs of transfer were reduced to a minimum? 
' You will now have no cost of conveyance, the land is there¬ 

fore worth so much more, and you must pay me a higher 

price for it.' Thus the whole benefit would pass into the 

pockets of the landowners and form a capitalised addition to 
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their property. In the case of an article of production, com¬ 

petition would probably secure the benefit of such a remission 

to the purchaser, but land being limited in quantity and 

therefore virtually and necessarily a monopoly, would be able 

to secure to itself the entire advantage. We sincerely hope 
that the nation will have resumed its right to the land before 

such a reform takes place, in order that it may reap the 

benefit arising therefrom in return for the revenue it will 

necessarily have to surrender. 

As an illustration of the working of the landlord system, 
let us trace the history of an estate near London. As agri¬ 
cultural land it is worth at most two or three pounds per acre. 

As the town grows outward to it this may increase to five or 

six. It is next available as garden ground, when its value 

may rise to £10 or £15, sometimes even to £20 per acre. 

After the lapse of a few years, the increasing demand for 

house accommodation brings it under the operation of the 

builder. It is then let on long lease at the rate of £100 per 
acre and upwards, with the stipulation that houses of a certain 

class and value be erected upon it. At the expiration of the 

lease of 99 years, now frequently reduced to 80, the land re¬ 

verts to the owner covered with buildings bringing in probably 
not less than £1,000 a year per acre. Thus what would have 

appeared originally a poor investment of £100, comes in the 

course of a century or two to be worth £20,000. Now if a 

man, by the application of his skill and industry, supplies the 

wants of, or in any way confers a benefit upon, the community, 
and by that means accumulates wealth, we have no reason to 

envy or find fault with him. But what benefit does a land¬ 

owner confer upon the public in return for this increase of pro¬ 

perty None whatever. He knows his land must be wanted 
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some time or other. He has only to sit still, enjoy his present 
income, and in due time he will be able to exact whatever terms 

he pleases. Take another case of almost daily occurrence in town. 

A man takes a lease of business premises with a view to establish 

himself and earn a living. By dint of hard and persevering in¬ 

dustry, he succeeds in forming a business and providing so far 

for a wife and family. After the lapse of twenty-one years, when 

he might reasonably hope to be able to relax his efforts and 

enjoy the fruits of his past exertions, his lease expires, and 

what takes place then In the first place he is called upon 
to pay a considerable sum for dilapidations, for he must leave 

the premises in as good a state as he found them, perhaps 

better, and this is exacted even if they are so old that they 
must be pulled down and rebuilt. In the next place, if he 

desires a renewal of the lease, he must pay an increased rent, 

probably 20 or 25 per cent, more, on the ground that the 

business he himself has made renders the premises more 

valuable. Lastly, he will be required to expend a considerable 

sum in modernising and improving the premises by putting 
in new plate-glass windows and so forth, perhaps in rebuilding 
them altogether. Thus he finds that, after so many years of 

toil, he must either surrender a considerable portion of the 

income he has created to his landlord, or forsake his position 
and begin the world anew. Increased rent and improved 

premises moreover involve increased rating and heavier rates 

and taxes. Higher rents necessitate larger profits and higher 

prices; higher prices necessitate higher wages or, where 

these cannot be obtained, greater suffering and distress. 

Thus landlords, as owners of the soil, not only enjoy a hand¬ 

some and certain income, but can from time to time add 

largely to their property at the expense of the industrial 
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classes. The management of these estates is usually in the 

hands of an agent, whose interest it is to improve the pro¬ 

perty to the fullest extent. One agent of a well-known ducal 

estate in London boasted, on succeeding to the office, that he 

would double the rent-roll before he left it, and he is in a 

fair way of accomplishing his purpose. The landlords them¬ 

selves, content with their rapidly increasing income, do not 

trouble themselves as to the means by which it is effected, 
and are ignorant of the hardships inflicted. We must not 

however be understood to imply that a man is not to pay an 

increased rent if his premises are worth it, but if this increase, 

arising from the increase of population and industry around, 
in all cases went into the public exchequer, the national 

income would be increased and he would be relieved from a 

corresponding amount of taxation. Improvements in the 

building would be a matter to be settled between owner and 

occupier. 
The principle advocated in this paper was also recognised 

by the late John Stuart Mill, and a society was, we believe, 
formed by him for the purpose of carrying it out, but the 

plan proposed was so impracticable, that its failure was no 

matter of surprise. He maintained, as we do, that whatever 

value land acquires from the increase of population and 

growth of industiy should belong to the nation and not to a 

few individuals. To effect this, he proposed that the land 

should be periodically valued, and that all increase of value 

not directly traceable as resulting from the application of 

labour or capital should be paid into the public exchequer. 
A more practicable man would have seen at once the impossi¬ 

bility of distinguishing the source of increment, and that the 

attempt to do so would lead to endless contention and 
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litigation, costing, with the valuation, probably more than it 

was worth. The only practicable method is to make the 

land national property, and the simplest way of doing this 

is to give landlords in exchange an annuity of equivalent 
value. 

The only plausible objection to this course that can be 

urged on behalf of the nation is, that in the event of land 

diminishing in value it would prove a loss and a burden to 

the State instead of a gain. There are evil prophets who 

affirm that the progress of England has culminated, and 

that, following the course of other great nations, its decadence 

is imminent, or already begun. We can see no reason why 
our progress should be arrested just where it is except by 
our blind persistence in a policy inconsistent with its further 

extension. If, notwithstanding the many warnings we have 

had, we continue to impose burdens on industry, and to 

force up wages and the cost of production, certainly manu¬ 

factures and commerce will take to themselves wings and 

seek a more genial clime elsewhere, and then probably land 

may diminish in value. But, forsaking this suicidal policy, 
we can see no reason why England's progress should be 

arrested, or her industrial position among the nations lowered, 
at least till her natural resources, her coal and her iron, 
which have given her her pre-eminence, are exhausted. The 

nationalisation of our land is, we believe, the first essential 

step to this end. So far from this diminishing its value, we 

believe that, from the greater freedom it will afford in deal¬ 

ing with land, and the greater certainty of tenure, it will 

lead to an immediate increase of value. This change must 

be followed by an improved organisation of industry, and a 

better understanding between capital and labour, which will 
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form the subject of our next paper. The latter, however, 
without the former can be of little use. As long as a con¬ 

siderable portion of the products of industry is drawn into the 

private pockets of landlords, British industry will be less 

and less able to compete with foreign where burdens are 

lighter, and both British industry and British capital 
will be driven to seek employment on a freer soil. But 

supposing it were deemed expedient to provide for the 

possible contingency of a future diminution in the value of 

land, the deficit might be met, without injustice, by a charge 

upon the annuities given in exchange for it, and the loss 

woidd thus fall upon the same shoulders as it would have 

done if the land had remained in their possession. We do 

not think it would be necessary or prudent to insist upon 
such a proviso. The nation will at any time be able to 

provide for its necessities. 

Thus we have endeavoured to show that individual 

property in land is inconsistent with the natural rights of 

man, and inevitably leads to unjust inequality and oppression; 
that the nationalisation of land is the only remedy for these 

evils, while it has also other advantages in allowing a freer 

distribution and utilisation of land; that it is perfectly 

practicable without any serious social disturbance and 

urgently called for. 

If important for our own country, how much more so for 

our colonies and other rising nations, where the land has not 

yet been wholly alienated, and has not attained the enormous 

value it has in England. It behoves colonists to consider 

earnestly the future consequences of present alienation. 

That by it the descendants of the squatters of to-day will 

eventually become the lords of the soil, while the teeming 
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industrial population, whose united energies will have 

developed the resources of the country and given value to 

the land, will become comparatively their slaves. Man, 

having only a life interest in land, cannot alienate it for a 

longer period without infringing the rights of his descendants. 

Future generations may repudiate bargains made, without 

their consent, to the prejudice of their interests. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 

Since the above was written, not with any view to publication, 
a book* of considerable interest has appeared, in which the 

author shows historically that individual ownership of land is 

comparatively of recent date and of pnedal origin, and that 

tribal or communal property still prevails in Russia, Switzer¬ 

land, Java, and other countries. From the glowing descrip¬ 
tion given of the fair side of some of these communities, Mr. 

Laveleye appears to favour a return to this system generally. 
A writer on the subject in the Edinburgh Review,,f painting 
the darker side of the picture, shows the low and unprogres- 
sive condition of these communities, and infers that indi¬ 

vidual property in land is the natural and higher development 
from the communal. Both, in our opinion, are wrong and 

miss the mark. It requires but little consideration to see 

that, however well adapted the village commune may be to a 

certain stage of society, viz. a purely agricultural one, it is 

not suitable to a more advanced stage, where a large propor¬ 
tion of the people are engaged in handicraft and commerce. 

On the other hand the solution of the difficulty is not to be 

found in a departure from the principle of communal pro¬ 

perty, which is a sound one, but in a more extended applica- 

* Primitive Property. Translated from the French of "Emile de Laveleye 
by G. R. L. Marriott. With an Introduction by T. E. Cliffe Leslie, 

f Edinburgh Review, No. 303, July 1878. 
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tion of it, not in making land the property of individuals, 
but in making it national. The Edinburgh Review dilates 

upon the improvement in the land from the application of 

the owner's capital. We think it will be found more generally 
that the improvement has resulted from the application of 

the tenant's capital and industry, the landlord ultimately 

stepping in and enjoying the fruit in the shape of an in¬ 

creased rent. In too many cases landlords are either unable 

or unwilling to expend capital for land improvement, while 

the tenure is too short and uncertain to enable tenants to do 

so with safety, and so the land remains unimproved. If 

made national property and thrown open to public competi¬ 
tion with a sufficient and reliable tenure, capital for improve¬ 
ment would not be wanting wherever a satisfactory return 

might be expected. In a purely agricultural country the 

population is widely scattered, the villages are isolated and 

have little or no communication one with another. With 

this condition of society communal land tenure is consistent; 

but it is a condition unfavourable to progress. As manu¬ 

factures and commerce increase, and with them the means of 

transit, intercommunication increases, and the people from 

many isolated communities become consolidated into one. 

The land system must follow the same course, and from 

communal become national; for only so can those who are 

engaged in manufacturing, mercantile, and other pursuits 
not agricultural, retain their interest therein and participate 
in its improvement, which is the result mainly of their 

industrial efforts. This is the natural course of development, 
consistent with and pre-eminently favourable to social and 

national progress. 
The Edinburgh Reviewer mixes up the Land Question 
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with the levelling theories of the Social Democrats, and, like 

them, and indeed like most writers on the subject, fails to 

perceive the fundamental difference between land and all 

other kinds of property. All other property is the produce 
of man's labour, and therefore belongs to and is rightfully at 

the disposal of those whose industry has created it. Land is 

not the product of labour ; it is the gift of Nature, and every 
man has a right to his share, as much so as to the air he 

breathes, or to the ocean's highway. With equal right might 
a man enclose, if it were possible, a certain portion of sea, 
and levy a toll upon all who may desire to pass his barriers 

or to fish within his boundaries, as to enclose land and 

demand a rent from those who desire to cultivate it. In the 

complicated condition of modern society it is not expedient 
or practicable for every man to occupy his plot of land, but 

he does not forfeit his right or his interest therein, and the 

only way by which this can be preserved is by making it 

common or national property, letting it to those who desire 

to occupy it for the benefit of the whole. 

LONDON : PRINTED BY 
SPOTTISWOODK AND CO., NE1V-STUKET SQUAEK 
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PAPERS FOR THE PEOPLE. 

BY ONE OF THEM. 

In the series of Papers here commenced we propose to discuss, in a plain 
and popular manner, some of the more prominent social questions which 
are evidently pressing themselves forward for an early solution. We have 
imposed this task upon ourselves in order to treat them from a point 
of view not generally adopted, but which we conceive to be the only 
sound one, and that from which alone a satisfactory and final issue 
can be hoped for. In the treatment of disease, the superficial physician, 
or quack, will apply a local remedy which will speedily remove an 
eruption from one spot, only to appear, perhaps in an aggravated 
form, in another; while the true physiologist, tracing the disease 
to its source in constitutional derangement, will apply his remedies 
to restore the constitution to its normal condition, and rely upon the 
disappearance of the local affection as the consequence. The latter 
process may be apparently much slower in its operation than the former, 
but it is the only one sure and satisfactory in its result. Just so, in the 
treatment of social questions, a remedy is not unfrequently applied to 
remove a grievance sustained by some section of the community, but 
which only removes the burden to another section, whose interests are 
for the moment lost sight of. Hence our legislation is apt to consist of a 
series of oscillations between extremes, not, however, without some real 
progress ; reform is protracted and rendered difficult by the violence 
of partisanship, issuing too often in compromises satisfactory to none, 
and as ineffective in their results as a medicinal remedy would be to a 
patient who at the same time indulged in a diet which aggravated his 
disease. Having ourselves no preference for any class or interest, but 
desirous that all should enjoy equal rights and opportunities, our stand¬ 
point will be altogether outside of society, so that we may take a bird's 
eye view of the whole. Believing that human society, like the individual 
organism, is governed by natural laws, the free and unfettered action of 
which will conduce to and secure the equal wellbeing of the whole, our 
endeavour will be to discover by fair deduction the fundamental principle 
which regulates the matter in hand, to compare this with existing 
arrangements, and, where these are at variance with the principle, to 
suggest the means by which, with the least possible social disturbance, 
they may be brought into accordance with it. Apostles of progress 
wherever progress is possible, we are not revolutionists for revolution's 
sake. "While recognising the true dignity and importance of the humblest 
honest labour and its right to social consideration, we are not levellers 
who would reduce all men to the standard of the weakest. If our efforts 
shall contribute in the smallest degree towards the rational settlement of 
the great questions we shall take in hand, our labour will be amply 
rewarded. 
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