
Current Topics
AT HOME AND ABROAD.

Itt theMonth for April, Mr. W. H. Lucas has an
articleon Henry George's theory,andin which the
writer examines [into the question of the ethical
basis of property in land. The right to occupy
unclaimed land,he says,is oneof the rights which

every manhas tousehispowersand improvehis condition, so long
ashe doesnot interfere with the rights of other menor of society in
general. Mr. George has fairly expressed the foundation of the
right of occupancyas appliedto other material objects, butexceptslandon theplea thatmandoesnot makeit,and that the supply ofit is limited. "

Butitis obvious (1) that man does not make any-thing,but only changes itscondition,andso also of land;(2) thatthe supply of material objects,other than land,is only in a relativesenseunlimited;(3) thatat the time ofthe earliest occupations thesupply ofland was in the same relative sense unlimited;and (4)that affcer-comersare demonstrably the gainers, not the losers, bythese originaloccupations." Certain Catholic writers, nevertheless,
proceedto confirm thesegrounds of the right of occupancy by theargument tha<; permanent individual property in land is essential
to the continuouscultivation of the soil, whereas over the greaterpartofEuropeand ofSouthernAsia there has long existed a system
that hasformed a seriesof stages through which ourmodernsystemsof individual land.holdinghavebeen reachad. A confirmatory argu-ment, then,assuming, as theonly alternativefor modern systems, animpract.cable formof"rank communism"

is not justified by history.The individual'soriginal right to occupyunclaimedland willnot bequestioned;evenMr. Georgeseeming to allow a communal or totaloccupancy, whicbcanonly b3b3 maintained as against a rival com-nmnity on the sameprincipleonwhich the occupancy of an indivi-dualmay bemaintained a2ainst a rival individual. Bat how canthe individualor the community maintain possession in face of agrowingpopulation ? « The occupier is entitled tomaintain posses-
sion,as against any individualnewly arrived,of as much land as hecan, with the means athis disposal,effectually overseeanduse. How.much this is, various as the answer must be, according to circum-stances,it would be impossible to determine on a, priori grounds.But thefact thatrough estimates have bsen made ... of thecarryingpoweroEpastorallandinthe Australian coloniesgoes,alongwithmany similar facts, to show that the principle is of concreteapplication. For if,e.g., it be possible to estimate that a square
mile of virgin laud will carryone hundredsheep, itmay be at leastequally possible to determineroughly the number of sheep andcattlewhich asingle mancan tend." When the civilGovernmentis.taken into account the case is modified. It is the duty of theGovernmentto determinethe limitsand conditions of occupancy—that is, when the land has not as yet been occupied \< nor is theGovernment obliged toalienate the lands. "The case is a degreeless clear when the formation of acivilsociety is subsequent to and
consequent uponthe occupancy of the first settlers. But even inthis case there seems to be no doubt that the new Governmentwhen it comes into being has the same right, to determinesub-sequently, the limitsandconditionsunder which possession foundedon mere occupancy may be maintainedpsst faetwn.. A right tooccupancy whichis perfectly valjd against an individual intruder,canhardly be Maintainedagainstthemanifest interestofcivilsocietyto which Ihe occupier belongs, as interpi-trd by the competentauthority, that is the lawful Governing. In the case of societythere isan actual right as against its individualmembers;in thatofthe individual intruder there is none." Nor, in the case of thecurtailmentof anestateuuder suchcircumstances,is theGovernmentbound tomakeanycompensationexcept for the labour bestowed—sofar as its fruitshavenot beenreaped."'Inthecaseofacommunity,however,possessing a long,pasthistory,full compensation must bemade. The principles of iCatholic moralists on this subject aretolerably,pfcjin, -Eorjexaraple,'Dr. Croly writes:—" The State cannot only impose-taxes andother necessary burdens on the subject,

|but can takeaway thepossessionsofprivate persona when the com-mongoodrequires this.... In this case under ordinary ctr-cumstances, theStateis boundtomakecompensationto the ownersof the property taken.... Bat in the case of a greatpublic necessity, the State can seiza private possessions with*
out making any, or any adequate compensation." The mereexistenceof inequalitiesinwealth,however,involvingnothing more
than the wide prevalence of toilsome poverty, is nota[sufficient
cause for interferencewith existing rights. "But, if a given stateof society, agiven '

economic constitution,' is found to teud to the
production of actual misery, or to the demoralisationof a Jarge
section of the people, or toa notable and harmful decreaseinthe
production of the prime necessitiej of life, or to a prematureorotherwise undesirable emigration, ortoadrainingof the resourcesof acountryby persons living outside it, then the Question of com-
pulsory purchasecomes withinthe field of legitimate consideration,
and may safely ba determinedby a balancing of grounds of ex-pediency." Far more than this is required to justify uncompensatod
expropriation,itbeingbetter to taxall forms of wealthalike,unless
itcanbe shown that the emergencyis due toone class rather than
toothers— as it was, in fact, recently shown with regard to the
money-lendersof theDeccan, who

"
are justly expropriatedwithoutcompensation,and therais.no thought of mulcting other classes ofmeu inorder tolighten theirlosses." «0r again, inthe case of land

originally wonby spoliation,andmanaged withcontinual oppression
of the occupiers, and a neglect of their just claims, iheright of
prescription becomes at least doubtful;especially if the originalowners,or others deprivedof their sharein the land by the unjust
oppressors, havemaintained, sofar as lay,in their power, a constant
protestagainst theusurpation." Shortofexpropriation,nevertheless,
there are many ways in which the Statemay limit the freedom of
land-owners. Nor has theNineteenth Centuryheard thefirstprotests
against theunqualified proposition that a man may do whathe likes
withhisown." "If » says RobertCrowley in1550, speaking of the
clearances which, at that time,-were turning the tillage landsof
England intosheep-walks, "thepossessionera would consider them,
selves to be but stuardes, not lordes over their possessions, this
oppression would soonbe redressed. Batsolong as thispersuasion
takethin theirminds, "Itis mineowne;who shall warneme todo
with mineownasme lysteth?

'
itshall not be possibletohaveany

redressatall. ... If there werenoGod, then wouldIthink it
lawful for men to use their possessions as they lyste;or if God
would not require an accompt of us for thebestowingof them,I
wouldnot greatly gainsay if they took their pleasure of them whilethey lived here. But, forasmuch as we haveaGod, and Hehath
declareduntous ... that He hath made the possessioners but
stuardes of His ryches, and that,fle .holdastreight accompt
wyth themfor the occupying and bestowingof them,'Ithink that
no Christianears canabide.to hear thatmore thanTurkish opinion.'"
The accusations, ihen,brought against the Irish Land Acts of 1870
aud1881of having introducedanew principle into the politicsand
practicalethics of landownership,are groundless. "Noprinciple is
involvedin the legislationreferred to,which wasnot familiarto the
ancientlaws of England, tothe canon law of the Church, and to
the civil law of the Roman Empire, or which has not the high
sanction—it may seema bold thing to say so

—
of the great .body of

Catholicmoral theologiansandcanonists." The principles involved
iv the Acts inquestionareexplicitly recognisedby the civil law, the
canon law, the rescripts of Popes, and the treatises of moral
theologians,they are as follows :«-" That the rights of landowners
aresubordinatetoconsiderationsof thecommon welfare. That thecommon welfareis greatly concernedia the encouragement of agri-
culture. That evictions and clearancesare,priviafacie,at least, a
-verygraveevil. Thatextensiveaccumulation in thehands of a few
men is subversive of the common weal. That custom is abasis of
right.. That the Statemayrightly interfere toprotect the weak;andthis, amongother means,by fixing a " fair price,' or a

'fair rent,' in
order that the necessities of the vendor or the tenant maynot be
tradedupon. That itmayrightly annuloppressive contracts."

—
So

much, then, may.be granted to Mr. George. But, although there
havebeenand-aredefectsin theEnglish landsystem," whatcannot
be showniB that the landlord, inexacting (wherehe has exactedit)
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