CHAPTER IV

BACKGROUND AND ORIGINALITY

Aw idea that has reached any degree of maturity has, in
the course of its historical development, both borrowed freely
and given generously, often borrowing without presuming to
acknowledge and giving without a demand for recognition.
Quite indifferently the stream of thought seems to flow past,
drawing upon many nameless rivulets and supplying a host
of unknown fountains; it becomes self-conscious and perhaps
o bit vain—that is, if a stream can become 80 without irrep-
arably disturbing its metaphorical balance—only when sub-
jected to eritical interpretation. In other words, the evolu-
tion of thought is essentially a cumulative process, and the
precise contributions of individual originality are of more
importance to biography than to history; they are incidental
if the viewpoint is that of a social, cultural process. When
psychologists as well as historians intimate that strietly origi-
nal ideas may well be grouped under the class of fables, they
undoubtedly have in mind the dominance of this stream
of cultural experience. Certainly there can be no attempt
to divoree creative effort from its connection with the general
movement of thought or from its ideational background—
from that aceumulated mass of data preserved and trans-
mitted, often uneonsciously, by social agencies; but just as
certainly, originality, if the word is to have any meaning,
cannot be divested of its peculiar function of reacting, and
in a formative manner, upon that intellectual background.
Tf it is not creative in any nicely diseriminating use of the

: 162



BACKGROUND AND ORIGINALITY 163

term, it is at least reconstruetive, and in the history of ideas
it is this reworking of given concepts, this reconstructive
synthesizing, amending, often distorting, of borrowed
thoughts that have taken upon themselves the mantle of
originality., -
Only in such a sense, then, were the ideas of Henry George
original. For him as an individual they were, for the most
. part, new—startlingly new; they were a vision and a revela-
tion. Yet in the stream of thought they had been flowing for
ages. For George they were a synthesis of his own creation,
a gathering together of all the intimations that had been
suggested by laissez-faire economics, but that synthesis, with
different backgrounds and all unknown to George, had been
anticipated with disconcerting similarity some half dozen
times. The lands that George found had been trod before, yet
it was with a feeling of companionship and not of chagrin
that he came across an oceasional footprint which showed
him that he was not the first visitor to a virgin soil. The few
intimations he had that his work was not ecompletely original

" did not disappoint him; instead he was grateful that others
also had been granted the privilege of seeing a truth.

If this were to be a study in the history of an idea rather
than an inquiry into the precise contributions of one man
to that idea, its focus would be upon the onward sweep of
thought and not upon any question of originality or indebted-
ness. It would concern itself with tracing the progress of a
concept that has long been in the mind of man. It is the idea
that this earth of ours is something entirely distinet from
the general classification of private property and wealth, that
land and natural resourees are a common fund to be adminis-
tered for the common welfare, that this planet on which man
finds himself is a heritage to all generations of men, and that
considerations both of utility and equity demand that it be
not parceled out among the few for the exploitation of the
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many. It is the idea that man, since if he is to live at all he
must live upon the earth, be allowed the use of the earth—
an idea that has, at least, this characteristic of profundity,
its simplicity. But though the scope of this study is not am-
bitious enough to include such a survey, it must at least give
some brief attention to George’s anticipators. This thought
of his has been traveling the course of all thought, making
its appearance against the strangest of backgrounds and
flowing along with the queerest of companions. Some day
there will be the complete story of its meanderings, and per-
haps it may suggest something in the way of utilizing this
particular eurrent in the stream of thought for the irrigating
of lands that are intellectually arid. '

A discussion of the forerunners of Henry George obviously
cannot include the complete group of thinkers who have been
in some degree. concerned with the land problem. The ques-
tions that are proffered by the relation of man to the earth
are so ubiquitous that they could hardly have failed to have
found their way into the thoughts of all men. They are a part
of that general storehouse of ideas to which primitive man
as well as Isaiah * and the Graecchi have been contributors.
A sketeh of the specifie anticipators of George must rather be
confined to those who in the course of their speculations have
definitely proposed that the expenses of government be de-
frayed by a tax upon the socially created value of the land,®
or those whose fundamental approach to political economy
and political theory would logically point to such a deduc-
tion.® The appearance of these heralds of the ideas of Henry
George has been so sporadic and culturally discontinuous that

1 For an interesting aecount of the Biblical discussions omn the land
question, see My Neighbour's Landmark, by Frederick Verinder (London,
Andrew Melrose,1911), .

2 Strangely enough, it was those precursors of @ single tax scheme whose
work most specifically resembled that of George with whom he was least
acq;lg;l;t;%.c brief accounts of the predecessors of George may be found in

Samuel Miliken’s Forerunners of Henry Gearge, pp. 306-343 of The Single
Tax Year Book (New York, Single Tax Review Publishing Co., 1917), and
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a chronologieal arrangement of their work is scarcely re-
quired, especially since the most striking of them, and the
only one from whom George was specifically accused of
plagiarizing, wrote only thirty years before the publishing
of Progress and Poverty. : _

Dove

In 1850, the same year that Herbert Spencer, himself a
remarkable although later a reluctant anticipator of George,
wrote in his Social Statics that “equity . . . does not permit
property in land.” Patrick Edward Dove published in
London and Edinburgh a limited and anonymous edition
of The Theory of Human Progression and Natural Prob-
ability of a Reign of Justice. Dove was a Scotch landed
gentleman, a seholar and a traveler; his book he dedicated
to Vietor Cousin. The Theory of Human Progression * is an
attempt to trace the elements that have been present in the
development of civilization and to discover whether there is
hope for the coming of the seriptural millennium. It islargely
an ingenious attempt, and one that shows definite traces of
post-Kantianism, to reconcile Christianity and the sciences
by means of a divigion of the sciences so fine that they
gradually pass from their own realm fo that of theology.

Chapter I of The Single Taz Movement in the United States, Arthur Nichols
Young (Princeton University Press, 1816}. Other reference to particular an-
ticipators will be mentioned later in the text. For a general discussion of the
land question in political economy see the classic of Gide and Rist in economic
history, passim; also (more particularly concerning a single tax): Escarra,
Nationalisation du sol ef Socialisme (Paris, 1904), and Dollfus, Uber die
Idee der einzigen Steuer (Basel, 1897).

4 The edition used here was printed in New York by the Humboldt
Publishing Co., 1895. In 1854 Dove wrote The Elements of Political Economy,
in which he disclosed that he was the author of the earlier book. Ancther
work of his, The Logic of the Christian Faith, appeared in 1856. This was
dedicated to. Senator Charles Sumner of Massachusetts, an enthusiastic
admirer of The Theory, which he had had republished in Boston.

5 Science, for Dove, is the “knowledge of Being,” and the sciences may be
divided into Politic, Metaphysic, Mathematie, Dynamic, Physie, and
Eeonomic. Philosophy, for him, ean be separated into Critie, Dikaistic, and
Elpistic. (Theory, pp. 382 and 40513
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However, in a section entitled “Application of the Theory
of Progression in Man’s Political Condition,” Dove advanced
the identiecal solution that was later proposed by George,
and while he did not reach his conclusions through a compre-
hensive discussion of political economy, yet the line of reason-
ing that he followed was precisely similar to that used later
by George. _

First, there is the thought, a basic one with George, that
human poverty is not the result of divine neglect, but rather
of man’s ignorance and his failure to follow natural law:

A large portion of the population is reduced to pauperism, to
that fearful state of dependence in which man finds himself a blot
on the universe of God—a wretch thrown up by the waves of time,
without a use, and without an end, homeless in the presence of
the firmament, and helpless in the face of the creation . . . neither
do we believe that pauperism comes from God. If is man’s doing
and man’s-doing alone. God has abundantly supplied man with
all the requisite means of support; and where he cannot find sup-
port, we must look, not to the arrangements of the Almighty, but
to the arrangements of men, and to the mode in which they have
portioned out the earth. To charge the poverty of man on God
is to blaspheme the Creator instead of bowing in reverent thank-
fulness for the profusion of his goodness. He has given enough,
abundance, more than sufficient; and if man has not enough, we
must look to the mode in which God’s gifts have beéen dis-
tributed. . . . :

Every department of nature, and of man’s phenomenology, has
its laws; and if those laws are infringed, evil is.the immediate,
invariable, and necessary result. And if man’s social condition
is evil; if we find at one end of scciety a few thousands of indi-
viduals with enormous wealth, for which they work not, and never
have worked, and at the other end of society millions belonging to
the same country, and born on the same soil, with barely the neces-
saties of life and too often in abject destitution—there is no other
conclusion possible than that this poverty arises from man's social
arrangements, and that poor the mass of the population must re-
main until those arrangements are rectified by knowledge.’

" 8The Theory, pp. 262-2564.
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Then, there is the statement of the cause of involuntary
poverty, and the prediction of a class struggle, not between
capital and labor, but between the landed and the Iandless,
passages which are almost word for word anticipations of
many of the pages of Progress and Poverty, and which contain
the same lofty vigor and the same theological note of
prophetic warning:

The evil ia expressed in a few words; and, sooner or lafer, the
nation will appreciate it and rectify it. It is “the alienation of the
soil from the State, and the consequent taxation of the industry
of the eountry.”. . . Graduslly and surely has the separation been
taking place between the privileged land owner and the unprivi-
leged laborer. And the time will come at last when there shall
be but two parties looking each other in the face, and knowing
that the destruction of one is an event of neecessary occurrence.
That event must come, Nor ig it in man to stay it or produce it.
It will come as the result of the laws that govern nature and that
govern man. . . . The population must be destroyed or the land
must be gpened to their cultivation, and not accorded to the land-
lord. Of the two parties, one must give way. One must sink, to -
rise no more; one must disappear from the earth. Their con-
tinued existence is incompatible. Nature cannot support both.
. . . It iz a mere fallacy to suppose that serfdom has been abol-
ished in England. It has not been abolished, it has only been
generalized.”

There 1s the same attack upon the rule of outworn institu-
tions that is found in George:

The great theoretic change that must take place in Britain is
the abolition of the belief that one genmeration of men can be
bound by the arrangements of past generations; and, instead of
that belief, the substitution of a belief that men in every age
must be governed by reason; that, whatever the -arrangement or
laws of past generations may have been, these arrangements or
laws are binding now only in so far as they are now right, quite
independently of any sanction they may have received from
legislation. The acts of past men are no more binding on present

* Ibid., pp. 259-260, and 284,
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men in matters of politics than they are in matters of astronomy
or theology; and when we find the soil of Britain disposed of, not
according to any scheme that pretends to be now right, but accord-
ing to the arrangements of men long since dead, who enacted the
perpetuity of their arrangements, we may rest satisfied that the
nation must ere long turn its attention to the revision of those
arrangements, and inquire, “What ought to be the present disposi-
tion of the soil, supposing no arrangements whatever had been
inherited from past generations?” ®

The general solution of the problem is then put forward
with the same difficulties that George later found:

Let it alzo be observed that the land is not essentially private
property, and that naturally one man has as much right to the
land as another. . . . The great social problem, then, that cannot
fail ere long to appear in the arena of European discussion is, “io
discover such a system as shall secure to every man his exact
share of the natural advantages which the Creator has provided
for the race; while, at the same time, he has full opportunity,
~ without let or hindranee, to exereise his skill, industry, and perse-
- verance for his own advantage.’. . . As no individual and no
generation is the creator of the substantive, earth, it belongs equally
to all the existing inhabitants. . . . But though the permanent
earth never ean be private property . . . it must be possessed by
individuals for the purpose of cultivation, and for the purpose of
extracting from it all those natural objects which man requires.’

Diyvision of the land, however, Dove shows to be “absurd,”
“a5 useless as it is improbable,” and “unjust.” Then follows
the precise suggestion of a single tax:

The actual division of the soil need never be anticipated . . .
How can the division of the advantages of the natural earth be
effected? By the division of its annual value or rent; that is, by
making the rent of the soil the common property of the nation.
That is (as the taxation is the ecommon property of the State), by
taking the whole of the taxes out of the rent of the soil, and thereby
abolishing all other kinds of taxation whatever. And thus all
industry would be absolutely emancipated irom every burden,

& The Theory, pp. 300-301, ® Ibid., pp. 44, 305, and 308.
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and every man would reap such natural reward as his skill, indus-
try, or enterprise rendered legitimately his, according to the
natural law of {ree competition. This we maintain to be the only
theory that will satisfy the requirements of the problem of natural
property. '

Let it be observed that when the land is taxed, no man is taxed;
for the land produces, aceording to the law of the Creator, more
than the value of the labor expended on it and on this account
men are willing to pay a rent for land. But when the privileged
classes had monopolized the land, they ealled it theirs in the same.
gense in which labor is supposed to belong to the laborer.

Dove’s realization of the fundamental significance of the
land problem amounted to a elear and fervent convietion that
without its eorrect solution the way could not be cleared for
the “reign of justice” and human progression would be halted.
Yet his book was essentially a theological rather than an eco-
nomic treatise, and while the concern with the land question
never appears as something incidental, still it does not have
the vital, all-important function that it had for George. It
may not have been a collateral issue for Dove and certainly
it never seems incongruous, but there is always the im-
pression that, as compared with the purely dialectieal proe-
esses of dividing the sciences and specifying the precise con-
tent of each, this factual matter of land administration must
be of secondary importance. It was rather with the work of
Kant and of Cousin, and not of the Physiocrats and the
Mills, that Dove was concerned.

The book remained practically unnoticed ** until 1889,

1 Note the Physiocratic influence of the ;m-adﬁit net. Dove’s work
shows the indirect influence of the Physiocrats and the earlier English
economisgts; his thorough education must have acquainted him with their
doctrines, yet nowhere in the book is there any specific mention of them—
indeed, there is no authority quoted later than Moses.

A The Theory, pp. 311 and 44,

12 Dove's work was forgotten despite the fact that the book was praised
by Carlyle, Blackie, and Sir Williarn Hamilton in England, and by Charles

‘Sumner in this country. See Alexander Harvey's Introduction to the
Humboldt edition, p. 11.
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when J. W. Sullivai, & journalist who had been dismissed
from the staff of George’s Standard, wrote an article for the
Twentieth Century on “A Collapse of Henry George’s Pre-
tensions,” in which he made the accusation that all of
" Progress and Poverty had been plagiarized from Dove’s book.
George reprinted the article in the Standard of October 19,
1889, and answered the charges by stating in the same issue
that: o

1 first heard of it [Dove’s book] three years after Progress and
Poverty had been published, when, in Dublin, in September, 1882,
Charles Eason, head of the Irish branch of 8mith and Son’s news-
dealing company, presented me with a copy. ‘

The two books agreed, George continued,

in the recognition of certain fundamental truths, but there are, as
I have always contended, self-evident truths, which any one who
will look may see, and which, even when covered up by foree and
obscured by sophistry, have in every age and among every people
had their witnesses . . . for they are a part of the natural order
as much ag the attraction of gravitation, or ag that revelation by
which two and two make four, . . . So far from even claiming
that there was anything new in the idea that all men have equal
and inalienable right to land, I have always contended that this
was a primary conception of the human mind, and that private
property in land has nowhere grown up but as the result of foree
and fraud. . . . Not my system or anybody else’s system, bub
the old and natural system, the only one conforming to the natural
laws and therefore the one intended by the Intelligence which is
behind natural law . . .

When I first came to see what is the root of our social difficul-
ties and how this fundamental wrong might be cured in the easiest
way by concentrating taxes on land values, I had worked out the
whole thing for myself without conscious aid that I can remember,
unless it might have been the light I got from Bisset’s Strength of
Nations as to the economie character of the feudal system. When
I published Our Land and Land Policy, I had not even heard of
the Physiocrats and the impdt unique. But I knew ‘that if it was
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really a star I had seen, others must have seen it, too.” And so
with Progress and Poverty. 1 said in that book that it would come
to many to whom it would seem like the echo of their own thoughts.
And beyond what I then knew I was certain that there must have
been others before me who saw the same essential truths. And as
I have heard of such men one after the other, I have felt that they
have been but additional evidences that we were indeed on the
true track and still more clearly showed that though against us were
ignorance and power, yet behind us were hope and faith and the
wisdom of the ages——the deepest and eclearest conceptions of man.

In The Science of Political Economy, George devotes some at-
tention to the work of Dove,” and again declares that his own
book was entirely uninfluenced by The Theory of Human
Progression. Dove’s coneeptions, then, are signifieant in the
historical development of opinion on the land question, and
not because of any bearing upon the particular work of
George. They are rather an illuminating piece of independ-
ent investigation, and constituted one of those individual
convietions which, for George, demonstrated that the recog-

nition of revealed truth was something “which any one who
will look may see.”

18 Pp. 189-194, In 1884, two years afier he had first heard of Dove, George,
while speaking in Glasgow, paid a glowing tribute to the work of this Scoteh
predecesgor.

The absurd extent to which avid seekers after traces of plagiarism will
carry their suspicious efforts is strikingly illustrated in the case of George
by an obituary notice in the Neweastle (England) Journal of Oectober 30,
1897. The notice read: “His (George’s) chief book, Progress and Poverty, is
very largely a repetition of what is to be found elsewhere, fallacies included.
He draws largely from former writers on economie subjects, and is especizlly
indebted to the all-but-forgotien author of the Philosophy of Necessity, Mr.
Charles Bray.” Bray’s book was published in London in 1863 by Longmans,
Green. It resembled somewhat the work of Dove, but was largely a psycho-
logical and metaphysical discussion of “Mind” and “Matter” It contains
several chapters which give a graphie pieture of soéial eonditions in England,
and Bray's remedy is free trade, the abolishing of taxes and the private
ownership of land, and the vague suggestion of a “single tax” upon land. It
ig quite true that he was one of the many anticipators of George, byt George
was hardly enough of a research student or an antiquary to have made hus
acquaintence. : .
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Tar PHYSIOCRATS

More important than this coincidental similarity between
the ideas of George and Dove is the association that the single
tax has had with the doectrines of the eighteenth century
French Physioerats, although the conneetion between the
two has been quite generally overemphasized. In faet, due
to a loose verbal interpretation of the impdt unique of the
Economistes, and also to the overzealous wish of some of
George's commentators, many obvious and fundamental
differences between the two thoughts have been disregarded.
George himself, while he believed that his conceptions were
a logical continuation of the thoughts of the French econo-
mists, yet realized, in his earlier work at least, that his knowl-
edge of their ideas was quite limited and he was cautious
enough not to attribute too much to their influence. In
Progress and Poverty he wrote:

But there has been a school of economists who plainly perceived
—what is clear to the natural perceptions of men when uninflu-
enced by habit—that the revenues of the common property, land,
ought to be appropriated to the common service. The French
Economists of the last century, headed by Quesnay and Turgot,
proposed just what I have proposed, that all taxation should be
abolished save a tax upon the value of land. As I am acquainted

14 The Physiocrats, “followers of the matural order,” or Economistes, as
they later called themselves, and who are credited with being the founders
of the science of political economy (they cerfainly formed the first “school”
of eeonomics) and the inspirers of Adam Smith, flourished in France during
the third quarter of the eighteenth century, espseially from 1760 to 1780.
Their ranks included, among others, Dr, Quesnay, physician to Louis XV
and Madame de Pompadour, Mirabeau, father of the Revolutionary orator,
Mercier de la Rividre, Baudeau, Dupont de Nemours, Le Trosne, and
Turgot, the financial minister of Louis XVI. Gournay is sometimes included
in their list, but, as Professor Seligman points out, he still was somewhat of a
Mercantilist. The opposition to their teachings in France was led by Voliaire
and Condillac, also Mably and Galiani. In Ttaly the Physiocratic influence
was centered in men like Sarchiana and Bandini, Filangieri, Verri, and Orfes;
and in Centani in Spain. (See Palgrave's Dictionary of Political Economy,
Vol. I, p. 80, Vol. III, p. 352, and Vol. Tf, p. 372. In Palgrave there iz mention
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with the doctrines of Quesnay and his disciples only at second
hand through the medium of the English writers, I am unable to
.say how far his peculiar ideas as to agriculture being the only
productive avoceation, ete., are erroneous apprehensions, or mere
peculiarities of terminology. . . . ‘

Without knowing anything of Quesnay or his doetrines, I have
reached the same practical conclusion by a route which cannot be
disputed, and have based it on grounds which cannot be ques-
tioned by the accepted political economy . . .

The elder Mirabeau, we are told, ranked the proposition of
Quesnay to substitute one single tax or rent (the impdt unique)
for all other taxes, as a discovery equal in utility to the invention
of writing or the substitution of the use of money for barter®

Gebrge dedicated his Protection or Free Trade to

the memory of those illustrious Frenchmen of a century ago,
Quesnay, Turgot, Mirabeau, Condorcet, Dupont, and their fellows,
who in the night of despotism foresaw the glories of the coming
day, o

although, as Professor Gide writes, “his tribute loses its
point somewhat when we remember that he admits that he
had never read them.” In The Science of Political Economy,
George devotes some attention to the Physiocrats™ and
endeavors -to draw a fairly close connection between his

of many “single taxes,” not necessarily on land values, and also several vague
early intimations of George’s precise ideas, but these, for the most part, are
too fragmentary to be of much service.) There was also Charles Frederick
and Mauvillon in Cermany, and Asgill, Cantillon, and Spence in England
whao may be classed under the general school of Physioeracy.

For an account of their work see: Gide and Rist, Chap. I; Weulersse,
Le Mouvement Phystocratique en Franee (Paris, Alean, 1910) ; Henry Higgs,
The Phystocrats {(New York, Macmillan, 1897) ; Hector Denis, Histoire des
Systemes Economiques et Socialistes (Brussels, Rozez, 1897) ; w.W. Stephen,
Iafe and Writings of Turgot (London, Longmans, Green, !895). The best
edition of their writings is that of Eugene Daire (Paris, Librairie de
Guillaumin, 1846) ; see also Turgot’s works (Paris, Belin, 1811). .

15 Py, 421422, and 481,

18 (Gide and Rist, p. 45, n. 2. George did not read French and there were
no English translations of their complete writings available for him—and
there is still no complete Tnglish translation. He stated that the best English
account of their work was contsined in Macleod’s Elements of Feonomics.

17 Book II, Chap. IV. : :
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proposals and those of the French economists, an attempt
that shows his knowledge of Physiocracy was incomplete.
It is true that the basic assumptions of the Physiocrats re-
sembled those of George, and the language of the two pro-
posals is identical, but the similarity ceases as soon as the
question of conclusions and purposes is reached. The con-
cern with the land, for example, was fundamental with both -
George and the Physiocrats, but the French economists’ in-
terest in land, as George correetly understood in The Science
of Political Economy, was primarily a peculiar and mistaken
convietion that agriculture was the one industry in which a
surplus of wealth remained over and above the amount of
wealth consumed in production, the one industry in which a
produit net was realized. This net product of agriculture
(some of the Economistes also included fishing and mining
as enterprises which produced such a surplus) George identi-
fied with economie rent,” although further on he dis-
tinguishes between the two, especially with reference to the
fact that rent was not only a produet of agricultural effort,
but, as Rieardo and Mill later showed, a socially created
value.*” '
- It was upon this produit net that the impdt unigue of the
Physiocrats was to be levied, a tax that would be eollected in
lieu of all other governmental revenue. At first glance, this
seems identical with the single tax of George, and, as a purely
fiseal instrument, the two plans are the same, but the “single-
taxes” differ very widely in the ends they were to achieve ag
well as in their quantitative determination, The impét
unique was not to be a remedy for social evils but rather a

28 The Science of Political Economy, pp. 150-151.

19 Thid., pp. 151-152.

For a general discussion of the difference between George and the
Physioerats, see Emile Rivaud’s Henry George ef La Physiocratie (Thése
pour le Doctorat—Faculté de Droit; Paris, 1907). Chapter I containg a
specific account of the distinctions between the produit net and economic
‘rent,



BACKGROUND AND ORIGINALITY 175

simplification of the burdensome tax system of eighteenth
century France. If the only real wealth-producing activity
of gociety were expressed in the produit netf of agriculture,
then obviously all taxes must ultimately come from it, and
the Physiocrats merely wanted to abolish the indirect taxes,
- which ultimately were paid out of the net product. For
George, the single tax was a means, and the only one, through
which there could be an equitable distribution of wealth.
It was, to be sure, a fiscal measure and, like the impdt unique,
was to simplify governmental finance by doing away with
indireet taxes, but it was to be much more than that. It was
to be the instrument that would return the value of land to
its creators, a restoration that was to prepare the way for the
unimpeded flow of wealth into its proper channels. Further,
it was to encourage the production of wealth, first by forcing
land into use and second by removing the weight of the taxes
on creative effort which George, unlike the Physiocrats,
recognized to be a burden upon industry and labor, ulti-
mately being paid not cut of any net produet but rather by
the makers and users of wealth. Moreover, the impdt unique
was to eollect approximately one-third of the net produet,”
whereas all the economie rent of land was to be secured by
George’s single tax.

But aside from these gpecific differences belween the two
proposals for a single tax upon land, there remained the great
gap between George and the Physiocrats in their conception
of the equity of property in land. The Physiocrats were
staunch supporters of the propriétaire foncier*; they be-
lieved that a class of respectable landlords was a necessary
part of the social order, and their impdt unigue, they ex-
plained quite acutely, would not be a burden upon the land-
owners, for the land would be bought at seventy per cent of

2 See Gide and Rist, p. 39.

2 Rivaud, Chap. II, especially p. 39; Gide and Rist, pp. 7, and 21-26;
Young {op. cit.}, pp. 17=18.
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its value—that is, the tax would not be bought and sold along
with the land. As Dupont wrote: “And so the public revenue
is not burdensome to any one, costs nothing and is paid by
no one.” * The Physiocratic respect for private property in
land was, of course, not shared by George. He felt that the
institution of landlordism with its privileged right to the
“unearned inerement” of land value was the blight that lay -
at the root of all social injustice. It was the eause of poverty
and all the ills born of poverty, and the single tax for him was
the method whereby this privileged power of the landlord
was to be broken. Thug, there was a complete antithesis
between the views of George and the Physiocrats on this
fundamental question of private ownership of land,® a dif-

22 Dupont’s works, Vol, I, pp. 857-358; quoted in Gide and Rist, p. 40, n. 1,

28 In the December, 1890, issue of the Pelitical Seience Quarterly, Pro-
fessor Gide declared that “the famous system of Henry George, which has
caused such commotion, was taught word for word by the Physiccrats,” and
he went on to quote extensively, especially from Mercier de*la Riviére's
L'Ordre Natural et Essentiel des Sociéiés Politiques. Later, he wag criticized
and defended for his opinion by two writers in the January and April, 1891,
issues of the Quarterly Jowrnal of Economics, and in a letter which appeared
in Notes and Memoranda of the July, 1891, issue of the Quarterly Journal of
Economics, he attempted to explain his position:

“T am obliged to decide in favor of my critic . . . No; it did not enter
into my mind o undertake any assimilation of the doctrines of Henry George
to those of the Physiocrats on the question of landed property ... I
recognized fully that the two doctrines are not identical, nor even reconcil-
ahle, since the Physiocrats see in the institution of private property the basis
of social order while Mr. George sees in It the cause of all the evils which
desolate society. What, then, was my mesning? Nothing more than to
establish in favor of the French economists a claim of priority upon a
particular point . . . that the Physioerats long before him had the idea of
an #mpbt unique on the land; that, for them, as for him, this impdt unique
{single tax) was founded on a right of the State as coproprietor, and was
infended fo constitute a sort of common patrimony of the nation; that for
them, as for him, this #mpdt unigue was to have for its result the suppression

" of all other taxes, and was thus to give a vigorous impulse to industry and

commerce and to simplify prodigiously the budget of the State. It is true
that while the Physiocrats used this weapon of the single tax to consolidate
property, Henry (eorge wishes to use it to destroy property. But what
difference does this make? It is still the same weapon used for different
ends. To avoid all misunderstanding I should have said simply this: “The
Physioerats were “single taxists,” but they were not Nationalista.’”

George, of course, also was not a “Nalionalist,” & fact which so many
economists refuse to sce. And the difference between the two “single taxes”
does seem quite & fundamental one.
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ii‘;fs:;;;freover, with which George seemed entirely un-

Th.e closest resemblan_ce, however, between George and the
Ph_ysmcrats does not occur in the technical proposals which,
chleﬂy because of language similarities, have been used to
a,ssoclat:,e the two thoughts, but rather in the broad, perhaps
. vague, 1ssues upon which they based their economic thinking
—free trade and laissez-faire, and the existence of a natural
%} order to which each appealed. Between the Physiocrats, the
first of academic free traders, and George, perhaps the most
complete of free traders, there was no division of opinion;
George accepted the laissez-faire of the Joeonomistes, but
Battempted to reinterpret it. The interpretation that George
,@ught to formulate was the idea that free competition had no
saning unless there were first provided equal opporfunity,
#ich, for him, meant the, abolishing of the privilege and
Hnopoly arising from the private ownership of Jand. The
s¥mical and high-handed policy of “hands off” that charac-
orized later economic thinking, especially during the early
years of the Tndustrial Revolution in England, and which has
so libeled the meaning of laissez-faire, was much to0 naive,
or perhaps too predatory, to have satisfied George; * its
stupid passivity would have amazed even the Physioerats
themselves.” .

Coupled with the Physiocratic conception of laissez-faire
was the belief in the “patural order,” Physiocracy, of course,
mesaning—as Dupont specifically defined it—"‘the science of

24 (Jeorge wrote in The Science of Political Economy: “They [the
Physiocrats] were the suthors of the motto that in the English use of the
phrase ] aissez-faire, Let Things Alone,’ has heen s0 emasoulated and
perverted, but which on their l,ips was ‘Lajssez-faire, laissez-aller, ‘Clear

the Way and Let Things Alone” . . . The English motto which I take to
come closest to the spirit of the French phrase is, ‘A fair field and no favor.!”
(P. 153.)

]gissen-faire” has been aseribed to Vincent de Gournay
although Professor Seligman,
o have been d’Argenson.

The'authdrship of * i
and to Le Gendre (Gide and Rist, p. 11, L. 2,
in his economis lectures, sugzests the guthor t

25 (tide and Rist, p. 1L
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the natural order.” ** Just what was meant by this natural
order was not quite clear; it seemed elastic enoug:h to fit
almost any rational interprefation, although it certainly was
not intended to support any Rousseauesque ¥ state of nature.

Rather it was a system of rational truths that was held to ':3e
almost axiomatic—at least to the Physiocrats. Yet such is
the nature of “natural orders” that George could interpret

the eternal scheme as demanding the social eollection of =~ =~
economic rent, for reasons not at gil pleasing to the Physio- _
crats. A conception of a natural order, even more than beljef e

in laissez-faire, is hecessarily a general outline, with the
details remaining to be filled in N

It isnot of the greatest significance, however, to trace with o
any completeness the similarities and the distinetions be-
tween George and the Physiocrats.? George, it is true, wag - -
aequainted with their work to some degree, more so0 at least
than with the writing of Dove, but that acquaintance was
casual and quite indirect, and, what is of most concern in any
question of indebtedness, it was formed after George’s early
thought had already been shaped. George’s own words give
the best answer concerning his relation to the Physioerats,
and also indicate his viewpoint ag to the place of originality

2 @ide and Rist, p. 5.

"It may be well here to recall Roussean’s well-known opinion on the
effect of private property in land as found in the opening lines of Part 1T
of his Discours: “Le Premier qui, ayant enclos un terrain, g'avisa de dire,
ceci est & moi, et trouva des gens assez simples pour I croire, fut le vraj
fondatenr de s société civile, Que de crimes, de guerres, de meurtres, de
miséres et d’horreurs n'eiit point épargnés au genre humain cehii qui,
arrachant les picux ou comblant Ia fosse, elit erié aux semblables: Gardesz-
vous d’éecouter cet imposteur; vous &tes perdus si vous oublies que les
fruits sont 3 tous, et que la terre nest 3 personne!” :

¥ Dr. Rivaud, in concluding his dissertation (op. cit,) states: “Thus,
" whatever may be our admiration for the illustrious American writer, we are
obliged to conclude that he was profoundly mistaken when, from the ap-
parent similarity of a fiscal neasure, the single tax, and from the identity of
one of its corollaries, complete free trade, he deduced the integral correspond-
ence of the two doctrines; and then paid homage, in one of those pages where
he expressed his enthusiasm with such an eloquent power, to these great
economists whose dream, he believed, was the restoration to all men of their
equal rights to the earth.” (P, 94; translation, the present writer's.}
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in thought. In The Science of Political Economy, atter a dis-
cussion of the effect of the Physiocrats upon the work of
Adam Smith,” he writes:

It is & mistake to which the critics who are themselves mere
compilers are liable, to think that men must draw from one another
to see the same truths or to fall into the same errors. Truth is, in
fact, a relation of things, which is to be seen independently because
it exists independently. Error is perhaps more likely to indiecate
transmission from mind to mind; yet even that usually gains its
strength and permanence from misapprehensions that in them-
selves have independent plausibility. Such relations of the stars
as that appearance in the north which we call the Dipper or Great
Bear, or as that in the south which we eall the Southern Cross, are
seen by all who scan the starry heavens, though the names by
which men know them are various. And to think that the sun
revolves around the earth is an error into which the testimony of
their senges must eause all men independently to fall, until the first
testimony of the senses is eorrected by reason applied to wider
observations.

In what is most important, I have come closer to the views of
Quesnsay and his followers ihan did Adam Smith, who knew the
men personally. But in my case there was certainly no derivation
from them. I well recall the day when, checking my horse on a
rise that overlooks San Francisco Bay, the commonplace reply
of a passing teamster to a commonplace question, erystallized, as
by lightning-flash, my brooding thoughts into coherency, and I
there and then recognized the natural order—one of those experi-
ences that make those who have had them feel thereafter that
they can vaguely appreciate what mystics and poets have called

29Tn thig connection, it is interesting to nofe that even Smith, whose
work has been go largely accredited to Physiocratic influences, had already
formed his early thought before he left for France or knew anything of the
writings of the Economistes. IHis early work was modified and enlarged,
obviously, by the inspiration and teschings of the French philosophers, but
the germ of his interpretation of political economy was already present in
his mind, For thig early, pre-Physiocratie stage of Smith’s economie opinion,
gee particularly an account of some of his lectures at the University of
Glasgow in 1763, edited by Cannen in 1896 under the fitle of Smith's
Lectures on Justice, Police, Revenue and Arms (Oxford, the Clarendon
Press). The lectures are compiled not from Smith’s manuseripts but from a
collection of students’ notes. -
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the “ecstatic vision.” Yet at that time I had never heard of the
Physiocrats, or even read a line of Adam Smith.

Afterwards, with the great idea of the natural order in my head,
I printed a little book, Owur Land and Land Policy, in which I
urged that all taxes should be laid on the value of land, irrespec-
tive of improvements. Casually meeting on a San Franeciseo street
a scholarly lawyer, A. B. Douthitt, we stopped to chat, and he
told me that what I had in my little book proposed was what the
French “Economists” a hundred years before had proposed.

I forget many things, but the place where I heard thig, and the
tones and attitude of the man who told me of it, are photographed
on my memory. For, when you have seen a truth that those around
you do not see, it is one of the deepest of pleasures to hear of
others who have seen it. This is true even though these others
were dead years before you were born. For the stars that we of
to-day see when we look were here to be seen hundreds and thou-
sands of years ago. They shine on. Men come and go, in their
generations, like the generations of the ants.®

SPENCE, OGILVIE, FILANGIERI

On the 8th of November, 1775, an Englishman, Thomas

. Spence of Newcastle-on-Tyne, read a paper before the New-

castle Philosophical Society on the “Rights of Man,” for
which “the Society did the Authour the honour to expel him.”
The lecture was later printed as a pamphlet entitled “The
Meridian Sun of Liberty, or the Whole Rights of Man Dis-
played and most Accurately Defined.” * It was the first of a

80 Pp_ 162-164. See also the Standard article of Qctober 19, 1880.

81 A 1708 edition of this pamphlet is in the New York Publie Library and
the quotations used have been taken from it. Spence represents the
Physiocratic influence upon early English economic thought; he was par-
tisularly eoncerned, furthermore, with demonstrating that Locke’s doeirine
of labor in private property does not apply to landed property. The best
review of Spence’s land taxation proposals is given in J. Morrison Davidson’s
Four Precursors of Henry George and the Single Tax (London, Henderson,
1899), The other precursors are Dove, Ogilvie, and Paine, Spence’s “Rights of
Man” also appears in The Pioneers of Land Reform, Spence, Ogilvte, and
Paine, edited with an introduction by M. Beer (New York, Knopf, 1920},
For & picture of the conditions in which Spence’s thought was formed and
a discussion of his later work, see Menger, The Right Lo the Whole Produce
of Labour (London. 1809), Toxwell’s Introduction, and pp. 147 f. :



BACKGROUND AND ORIGINALITY 181

long series of pamphlets which were bound together in 1797
as “Pige’ Meat **—The Honey or Hssence of Polities—now
published in Seventy-two penny numbers, making three
Volumes. This is the Only Book that in a Direct Manner
teaches the real honest, pure Rights of Man, and that shews
an easy and practicable way to enjoy Them.” One of these
pamphlets, written in 1796, but published the year later
with a Preface and Appendix attacking Tom Paine’s Agrarian
Justice, was the “Rights of Infants, or the Imprescriptible
Right of Mothers to such a share of the Elements as is suf-
ficient to enable them to suckle and bring up their Young.” *
This was a companion to the “Meridian Sun,” setting forth
" the same proposals but from the feminine standpoint (some-
what of a Shavian economic presentation) ; Spence felt that
gince men were tardy in demanding their rights, their wives
must take the initiative from their “lock-jawed spouses.”

Spence’s conception of the rights of man was grounded
upon what for him was the most basic of all rights, that of
the use of the earth. This was the foundation of natural
rights and, as with George, he believed that it could be secured
only by breaking the monopoly of the landlords through a
communal collection of the ground rents. In his “Meridian
Sun” he wrote:

It is plain that the land or earth, in any country or neighbor-
hood, with everything in or on the same, or pertaining thereto,
belongs at all times to the living inhabitants of the said country
or neighborhood in an equal manner. . . . The first landowners
were usurpers and tyrants; and all who have sinee possessed thelr
lands have done so by right of inheritance, purchase, etc., from
them. . . . Were all the landlords to be of one mind and deter-
mined to fake their properties into their own hands, all the rest
of mankind might go to heaven if they would, for there would be

82 Thig peculiar title originated from one of Pitt’s statements concerning
the “swinish multitude.”

# This pamphlet, which is also in the New York Publie Library, is in
dialogue form between “Woman” and “Aristoeracy.”
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no place found for them here. Thus men may not live in any
part of this world, not even where they are born, but as strangers

and by the permission of the pretenders to the property there-
of .. *

And here is the method whereby man can again come into his
heritage of the earth and so bring about the ‘real, honest,
pure Rights of Man

Therefore a day is appointed on which the inhabitants of each
parish meet in their respective parishes, to take their long-lost
rights into possession, and to form themselves into corporations.®

These corporations were to administer the Janded estate of
the nation as a joint-stock company, in parochial partner-
‘ Shlp, by dividing the rent:

. You may behold the rent which the people have paid into
the parigh treasuries, employed by each parish in paying the gov-
ernment. its share of the sum which the Parliament or National
Congress at any time grants. . . . There are no tolls or taxes of
any kind paid among them by native or foreigner but the afore-
said rent which every person paye to the parish according to the
quantity, quality, and conveniences of the land, housing, ete.,
which he occupies in it. The government, the poor, roads, ete., ete.,
a3 said before, are ‘all maintained by the parishes with rent; on
which account all wares, manufactures, allowable trade employ-
ments or actions are entirely duty free. . . . For the government

. having neither excisemen, custom-house men, collectors,
army, pensioners, bribery, nor such like ruination vermin to main-
tain, is soon satisfied and moreover there are not more persons
employed in offices either about the government or parishes than
are absolutely necessary. ... All nations have a devouring -
landed interest to support besides those necessary expenses of the
public; and they might be raised very high indeed before their
burden would be as heavy as that of their ne1ghbors who pay rent
and taxes, too. . . R

The results of such a plan are glowmgly depicted by
Spence:

84 “Meridian Sun,” pp. 34. P, 8. 3 Pp.-10-11.
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Oh hearken! ye besotted sons of men. By this one bold resolve
your chains are eternally broken and your enemies annihilated.
By this one resolve, the power, the pride and the arrogance of
the landed interest, those universal and never-ceasing scourges
and plunderers of your race, are instantaneously and for ever
broken and cut off. For being thus deprived and shorn of their
revenues, they become like shorn Samson, weak as other men;
weal as the poor dejected wretches whom they have so long been
grinding and treading under foot. . But what makes this
prospect yet more glowing is that after this empire of right and
Teason is thus established, it will stand for ever. Force and cor-
ruption attempting its downfall shall equally be bafied and all
other nations, struck with wonder and admiration at its happiness
and stability, shall follow the example; and thus the whole earth
shall at last be happy and live like brothers

In his “Rights of Infants,” which containg the same sugges-
tion for a joint colleetion and administration of rent, Spence
recognized the peculiar economic phenomenon that all social
wealth and all social progress are expressed in the value of
land, that creative economic energy manifests itself in rent,
and that therefore the accrued benefits go to the owner of the
land rather than to the commmunity; although in that recogni-
tion there might have been present some of the Physiocratic
conceptions regarding the unique status of land as a produc-
 tive ageney:

The more I contemplate human aflairs the more I am convinced
that a landed interest is incompatible with the happiness and
independence of the world. For as all the rivers run into the sea
and vet the sea is not full, so let there be ever so many sources of
wealth, let trade, foreign and domestic, open all their cluices, yet
will no other but the landed interest be ultimately the better In
whatever Line of business or in whatever situation the public ob-
serve men thrive, thither every one presses, and in competition bid
over each other’s heads for the houses and shops on the lucky
spot, thereby raising the rents till the landlord gets the whole part
of their labours. . . . Nay, even abolish the tythes and the rents

37 Pp. B and 12.
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of the farms will immediately so advance that the whole advantage

. ghall center in the landlords.®

George first heard of Spence in 1882 while lecturing in
England. H. M. Hyndman, the socialist, had found a copy
of Spence’s pamphlet in the British Museum and had told
George of his earlier suggestion for a tax on land values,
George “urged Hyndman to publish the lecture in tract form,
believing that it would do much good. Mrs. George suggested
that this might prove disadvantageous to Mr. George, for
people might say that if the idea of taxing land values had
been proposed a hundred years before and had since been
ignored by the world, there was little use of George in his
Progress and Poverty trying to popularize the principle now.
Her husband answered that most people hesitate to accept an
idea thought to be new; that if the proposal in Progress and

" Poverty could be shown to be really an old one, it might make
much more rapid way. And so he urged Hyndman to publish
the lecture, which the latter did; while George himself sent
a copy to Patrick Ford for publication in the Irish World.” *
That was ever George’s ingenuous policy, not any demand
for the honor of discovery, but only a desire to “propagate
the faith”; if the proposal “could be shown to be really an
old one, it might make mueh more rapid way.” *

William Ogilvie, Professor of Humanities in King’s Col-
lege, Aberdeen, from 1761 to 1819,* published anonymously
in 1782 “An Essay on the Right of Property in Land with
respect to its Foundations in the Law of Nature.”* Al-

35 Preface, p. 3.

% Iife, pp. 368-369. : ‘

# George discusses Spence in his Seience of Political Economy (p. 185)
and in the Stendord article mentioned above.

4 Ogjlvie’s professorial chair ineluded Latin languages and literature,
political and natural history, antiquities, criticism, and rhetoric. In 1793
Columbia College conferred on him the honorary 8. T. D.

42 The essay was later printed in London in 1838 by Dugdale, an edition
which aceording to Davidson (op. ¢it.) was suppressed, although Milliken
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though he does not specifically mention the Physiocrats,
there is evidence that he was influenced to some extent by
their work, especially in the matter of the “net produce.”
Ogilvie starts from the assumption that was fundamental
with Spence, namely, that men have an inherent right to land,
and through his rather vague “progressive agrarian law” he
hoped to restore much of the unoccupied land to the landless,
and to shift taxation gradually from industry to land. He
opens his essay with a discussion of the equity of property in
land:

All right of property is founded either in occupancy or labour.
The earth having been given to mankind in eommon occupancy,
each individual seems to have by nature a right to possess and cul-
tivate an equal share. This right is little different from that
which he has to the free use of the open air and running water;
though not so indispensably requisite at short intervals for his ac-
tual exiatence it is not less essential to the welfare and right state
of his life through all its progressive stages. No individual ean
derive from this general right of occupancy a title to any more
than an equal share of the soil of his country. His actual posses-
sion of more cannot of right preclude the claims of any other per-
son whao is not already in possession of such equal share®

Then there is the precise suggestion of a tax on land:

A tax imposed on barren Iands and so regulated as to encourage
the proprietor in his immediate cultivation, or oblige him to resign
them to the community for general distribution, could mot be
esteemed in the smallest degree unjust. His right to these barren

(op. cit.) suggests that the book was well known. Later, I, C. Macdonald,
an English single taxer, found copies of the 1782 edition in the British
Museum and the Advoeates’ Library of Edinburgh, and he printed the essay,
together with some biographieal material, as Birthright in Land (London,
Kegan Paul, 1891). Quotations from Ogilvie will be taken from this edition.
The essay is also printed in Beer’s book (op. cit.) and seleetions of it in
Davidson. George later became acquainted with the work of Magdonald,
and he diseusses Ogilvie at some length in the Stendard article and in The
Science of Political Economy, pp. 185-186.

#Pp 7-9. The effect of Locke’s “doctrine of Iabour,” to be discussed
further on, is clearly evident in much of the work of Ogilvie.
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lands is founded solely on occupation; there is no improved value
superadded, no right accruing from labour bestowed, and as he
oceupies besides, more than his equal share of the soil, the whole
unimproved tracts of his estate belong strietly and entirely to the
public, and no small indulgence is shown in giving him an option to
improve or to resign them. A tax on all augmentation of rents,
even to the extent of one-half the increase, would be at once the
most suitable, the most productive, the most easily collected, and
the least liable to evasion of all possible taxes, and might with
inconceivable advantage disencumber a great nation from all
those injudicious imposts by which its commercial exchanges are
. retarded and restrained, and its domestic manufactures embar-
" rassed. . . .

It the original value of the soil be the joint property of the
community, no scheme of taxstion can be so equitable as a land
tax, by which alone the expenses of the State ought to be supported,
until the whole amount of that original value be exhausted; for
the persons who have retained no portion of the public’s stock but
have suffered their shares to be deposited in the hands of the land-
holders, may be allowed to complain if before that fund is en-
tirely applied to the public use they are subjected to taxes imposed
on any other kind of property or any articles of eonsumption.

- How preposterous is the system of that country which maintains
a civil and military establishment by taxes of large amount with-
out the assistance of any land-tax at alll* ' '

While Ogilvie did not possess the vigor of Spence’s polemi-
cal zeal, his clear distinction between land and improvements
and his argument for the taxation of the former and the ex-
emption of the latter, on the grounds that the collection of
taxes out of any fund other than that furnished by the social
value of land was a burden and an imposition upon all forms
of industrial enterprise, makes him a remarkable anticipator
of the precise economic reasoning of George. Ogilvie also
enters into quite an elaborate discussion of land and land
values, endeavoring to point out that there are three different
types of value given to land, that of occupancy as shown

#Pp, 58-59, and 16, n.
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above being the least justifiable, but that discussion is not so
pertinent to the later work of George.

In 1782, Gaetano Filangieri, son of the Italian Prince of
Arinelli, published the first two of eight proposed volumes on
the Science of Legislation.® The second volume dealt with
economic problems and showed the unmistakable influence of
the Physiocratic teachings, and in chapters thirty and thirty-
one he suggested as one of the fundamental tenets of political
economy the levying of a unico dazio, or the impdt unigue of
the Feonomistes. Filangieri identified his land tax with di-.
rect taxation in general and maintained that it was the only
feasible and equitable system of governmental revenue.

A direct tax is no other than a tax on land, which is the true and
lasting source of publie riches and national revenue, and should
bear the whole burden of the publie contributions. On first appear-
ance the landowner might be supposed to pay the whole, but
every class of the community would in reality bear a part of it,
in proportion to its fortunes and abilities.*® '

He went on to show quite eorrectly that such a land tax was
to be introduced only gradually, slowly removing taxes on in-
dustry and production and proportionately increasing taxes
on land values, the only feasible program for the attempted
introduction of any single tax scheme. Filangieri was a very
close follower of the Physiocrats and so need not be discussed
separately in any detail. Benjamin Franklin, who also
sympathized with much of the work of the Economistes,* be-

4 The work was transiated into English by Thomas Ostello and pub-
lished in London in 1808. The quotations are from this edition.

46 Vq), TI, Chap. XXX, p. 197. :

47 Franklin wrote to Du Pont de Nemours, July 28, 1768, from London:
# . There is such a freedom from local and national prejudices and
partialities, so much benevolence to mankind in general, so much goodness
mixed with the wisdom in the principles of your new philosophy that T am
perfectly charmed with it. . . . It is from your philosophy only that the
maxims of a.. . . more happy conduct are to be drawn, which I therefore
gineerely wish may prow and increase till it becomes the governing philosophy
of the human species, as it must be of superior beings in better worlds.”
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came acquainted with Filangieri’s work and distributed some
of the volumes of the Science of Legislation in this country.

" EARLY AMERICAN PREDECESSORS

The American forerunners of George may be considered
to start with the days of Revolutionary thought, and es-
pecially with the work of Paine and Jefferson, whose eon-
ceptions in many instances were accurate anticipations of
George’s proposals.® Tom Paine, the much maligned and
defended, proved to have been a remarkable herald of
George’s fundamental thought when in his pamphlet,

{Bigelow's Franklin, Vol. IV, p. 185.) Again he wrote to Alexander Small in
1787: “ ... Our legislators are all landholders; and they are not-yet
persuaded that all taxes are finally paid by the land . . . therefore we have
been forced into the modes of indirect taxes, i. e., duties on importation of
goods.” (Ibid, Vol. IX, p. 414) Bee also his letters to the Abbé Morellet
in Sparks’s Franklin, Vol. X, pp. 300 and 345.

8 American anticipators of land taxation ideas may be profitably carried
back into Colonial days, and certainly the name of William Penn, who
perhaps received some of his ideas on the land question from his friend
Locke, should not be omitted. In his Fruits of Solitude, written in 1693, Penn
stated that “if all men were so far tenants to the public that the superfluitics
of gain and expense were applied fo the exigencies therecf, it would put an
end to taxes, leave not a beggar, and make the greatest bank for national trade
in Europe.” (From edition of 1718, printed in London, Freemantle and Co.,
1901—this is the seventh edition; Part II of Reflections and Maxims, No.
292, pp. 152-163.) Milliken (op. cit., pp. 813-314) quotes other reference of
Penn to land ; this is from “Certain Conditions and Concessions agreed upon
by William Penn and Adventurers and Purchasers,” July 11, 1681: “That
every man shall be bound to plant, or man, so much of his share of land as
shall be set out and surveyed, within three years after it is so set out and
surveyed, or else it shall be lawful for neweomers to be settled thereupon.
paying to them their survey money, and they go higher for their shares.”
The following first tax law in Philadelphia, January 30, 1683, was reported
as “Put to the vote, 28 many as are of opinion that a Publick Tax upon the
land ought to be raised to defray the Publick Charge, say yea carried in
the affirmative, none dissenting.” Of course, it is recoghized thaf these
opinions of Penn are quite definitely bound up with his duties as colonizer,
and that land taxes naturally put themselves forward in a young settlement,
chiefly hecause there is very little else to tax. 8till Penn had the thought
that men were to be “tenants to the publie.”

Other early Ameticans who are mentioned by Milliken as having opinions
which might be classed as anticipations of George included Cadwallader
Colden, Surveyor-General of New York in 1752, and later Governor {pp.
316-317) and Governor Peter Stuyvesant (p. 315).
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Agrarian Justice,” he definitely suggested that as land values
are created by society they should be collected by society,
although his purpose in such a collection was simply to
provide a fund for paying out his proposed doles of ten and
fifteen pounds.” Paine first drew a pieture of civilization
which in hig opinion, ag in that of Rousseau, originated when
land ceased to be common property and began to be owned
by individuals.

On one side, the spectator is dazzled by splendid appearances;
on the other he is shocked by extremes of wretchedness; both of
which it [eivilization] has erected. The most affluent and the
most miserable of the human race are to be found in the coun-
tries that are called civilized. . . . Poverty, therefore, is a thing
created by that which is called civilized life.™

After this exposition of progress with poverty, Paine enters
into the discussion of property in land:

It is a position not to be controverted that the earth, in its
natural uncultivated state, was and ever would have eontinued

49The complete title of Paine’s pamphlet, which was addressed as a
proposal to the Legislature and Hxecutive Directory of the French Re-
public, in 1797, was “Agrarian Justice opposed to Agrarian Law and Agrarian
Monopoly, Being a plan for Meliorating the condition of Men by ecreating
in Every Nation a National Fund, To pay every person when arriving at the
age of twenty-one years the Sum of fifteen pounds stg. to enable Him or
Her to begin the world, and also Ten pounds per annum during Life fo
Every person now Living of the age of fifty years, and to all others when
they shall arrive at that Age, to enable them to live in old age without
wretchedness, and to go decently out of the World.” {The quotations used
here will be taken from Conway’s edition of Paine’s writings, New York,
Putnam’s, 1895; Vol. IT1.) ‘ )

50 Tt was this suggestion of a dole that drew down upon Paine the
opposition of 8pence, who in the same year added a Preface and Appendix
to hiz “Rights of Infants.” The Appendix was a comparison of the specifie
proposals of Spence and Paine taken section by section. In the Preface,
Spenece wrote: “At last Mr, Paine has thought fit to own with the Psalmist
and with Mr. Locke that ‘God has given the earth to the children of men,
given it to mankind in common. The poor beggarly stipends which he
would have us accept in leu of our lordly and just pretensions to the soil
of our birth, are so contemptible and insulting that I shall leave them to the
scorn of every person comseious of the dignity of his nature.” (P. 3.)

%1 Conway’s Paine, Vol, I11, p. 328. : ’
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to be the common property of the human race. . . . It is never-
theless true that it is the value of the improvement only, and not
the earth itself, that is individual property. Every proprietor,
therefore, of cultivated land owes to the community a ground-
rent {for I know of no better term to express the idea) for the
land which he holds; and it is from this ground-rent that the fund
proposed in this plan is to issue. . . .

Man did not make the earth, and though he had a natural right
to occupy it he had no right to locate as his property in per-
petuity any part of it; neither did the Creator of the earth open
a land-office, from which the first title-deeds should issue.”

Paine constantly distinguished betweeh the land as prop-
erty and the improvements as property and held that the only
justification for considering land as property was that of the
act of eultivation—which was Locke’s position.

Cultivation is at least one of the greatest natural improvements
ever made by human invention. It has given to the earth a ten-
fold value. But the land monopoly that began with it has pro-
duced the greatest evil. . . .

There are two kinds of property. Firstly, natural property, or
that which comes to us from the Creator of the universe—such as
earth, air, water. Secondly, artificial or acquired property—the
invention of man.™

Despite George’s familarity and sympathy with the doc-
trines of the Revolutionary thinkers, he does not appear to
have been acquainted with this specific proposal of Paine,”

52 Conway’s Paine, pp. 320-330. :

53 Ihid., pp. 331 and 334. One of the most recent works on Peine, Thomas
Puine, Prophet and Martyr of Democracy, by Mary Agnes Best (New York,
Harcourt Brace, 1927), does not neglect to_couple his name with that of
George. “The plan he [Paine] worked out [in Agrarian Justicel contained
the germ of Henry George's Progress and Poverty” (P. 360.}

64 Tn, The Setence of Political Economy, George does not mention Paine
in his brief sketch of the specific anticipators of the single tox; and yet he
does include along with the rest Dr. Thomas Chalmers, the Scoteh elergy-
man and divinity professor at the University of Edinburgh, whose Polifzcal
Economy, published in 1832, adveeated collecting ground rents for purposes
of revenue. Chalmers, however, while he was influenced by the Physiceratic
implt unique, was a strict conservative, and advoeated such a tax, as did the
Physiaerats themselves, beeause of its benefits to the landed class.
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and likewise he does not seem entirely familiar with the land
doctrines of Jefferson, who was his recognized idol. How-
ever, Jefferson’s opinions on the agrarian question were rather
vague and fragmentary, and appeared scattered quite hap-
hazardly throughout his letters. Perhaps the most quoted
paragraph of his regarding the right to land was from a letter
written in Paris to James Madison: ©

T set out on this ground, which T suppose to be seli-evident, that
the earth belongs in usufruct to the living; that the dead have
neither power nor right over it. . . . This principle that the earth
belongs to the living and not to the dead is of very extensive appli-
cation and consequences in every country . . . and it renders the
question of reimbursement a question of generosity and not of
right. .

And in another letter * Jefferson stated that:

Whenever there are in any country uncultivated lands and un-
employed poor, it is clear that the laws of property have been so
far extended as to violate natural right. The earth is given as a
common stock for men to labour and live on. If, for the encourage-
ment of industry, we allow it to be appropriated, we must take
care that other employment be provided for those excluded from
the appropriation. If we do not, the fundamental right to labour
the earth returns to the unemployed.

The suggestion that a land tax supply the means by which the
individual States were to contribute their quotas of revenue
to the Federal Government was made by Jefferson in 1797,
and in another place ® he held that our people would continue
“ndependent and moral” and “our Giovernment would re-

5 September 6, 1789, in Ford’s edition of Jefferson’s Writings (Federal
Edition, New York, Putnam's, 1904), Vol. VI, pp. 3-4; see also pp. 4 fi.

o To Madison’s father; written at Fontainebleau, October 28, 1785; Ford,
Vol, VIII, p. 196.

57 T g letter to Fitzhugh, Ford, Vol, VIII, pp. 208 ff. . .

3¢ Tn g letter to J. Lithgow, Ford, Vol. IV, pp. 86-87, n. This contains the -
characteristic Jeffersonian conception that American culture must remain

rural,
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main virtuous” only if “there were vacant lands in any part
of America.”

More striking, however, than these somewhat indistinct
and casual suggestions of Paine and Jefferson on the land
question, was the almost unknown work of a Wisconsin tailor,
Edwin Burgess, who, in a series of letters written to the
Racine Advocate in 1859-60," proposed the identical scheme
of George. In Letter IX of the series, Burgess wrote:

. I say put all the taxes on the land, and repeal your
stamp duties, your duties on imports, your inquisitorial exelse
laws, your robbing legacy duties, which tax nothing for the inheri-
tance of land, because the land monopolists made the laws. Put
all the taxes on the land, and then the landlord’s rent will pay the
cost of government, and keep the land at the lowest price forever;
then cultivation, production and plenty will prevail, and much of
the manufactures which you are now exporting will be needed at
home; your home market will be vastly increased, you will be
prosperous and permanent eustomers to each other, your poor laws
will be diminished, your eredit will not be needed; then poverty,
beggary and a land-robbing aristocracy and a tithe-eating Chureh
and State priesthood will soon be among the things that were.

Then free trade, by removing the necessity for standing armies
and navies, would open the reign of peace on earth and good will
to all mankind; then arts, industry, commerce and morals would
be devoted to the promotion of human good, the supplying perma-
nently and bountifully our wants, and elevating our conditions
physically, mentally, morally and socially; all nations would be-
come as one family, in which & wrong done to one would be re-
sented by all. The universal brotherhood of man would be realized,
and the earth in its fruitfulness, bloom and beauty would become
the Eden home of the free, the noble and the good.

Here, from single tax to free trade, from attacks on land
monopolists to Utopia, we have another Henry George. Bur-
gess says in another place:

5% These letters were later printed by W. 8. Buffham of Racine as The
Edwin Burgess Letters on Tagation; there is no date to this edition.
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Were all the taxes on the Iand, and the people’s land free, then
the hitherto landless could soon build their own homes on their
own land, and raise all they needed to consume or exchange, and
no longer need the land, house, or capital of others; and then rent,
interest, and even usury would cease for want of poverty to sus-
tain them, for the eurse of land monopoly being removed, the effect
would cease with the cause. Thus would the happiness of man-
kind be immeasurably increased, and misery be proportionately
diminished; then would the earth be redeemed from the giant sin
of land robbery, and the Paradise of the present or future be far
above that of the past.®

George later became acquainted with the work of Burgess
and in the Standard of August 5, 1891, he quoted a letter ®
of the Wiscongin man which contained & brief statement of
his suggestions:

I want to say a few words on the best means of raising revenue
or taxes so as to prevent land monopoly. I know not what are
your views on the subject, but should like to have you inquire
‘whether raising all the taxes off the land in proportion to its market
value would not produce the greatest good to mankind with the
least evil, of any means of raising revenue. Taxing personal prop-
erty has a tendency to limit its use by increasing its price, and the
consequent difficulty of obtaining it.

At the same time that Burgess was writing on land mo-
nopoly and land taxation, another rural American, Gerrit
Smith, an anti-slavery Congressman ® from Peterboro, New

% The Edwin Burgess Letters on Tazation, p. 14.

% This was an earlier letter of Burgess, written in 1848, to an Eastern
newepaper with the nautical tifle of the Portland (Maine) Pleasure Boat,
“J. Hacker, Owner, Master and Crew”; the issue in which the letter appeared
was “Excursion No. 45, Clearance No. 3.7

%28mith had been elected as an independent on =2 platform which in-
cluded “the right of the soil is as natural and equal as the right to light snd
afr” and ‘“the doctrine of free trade is the necessary outzrowth of the
doctrine of human hrotherhood; and that to impose restrictions on com-
meree ig to build up unnatural and sinful barriers across that brotherhood.”
He was a large landholder, hiz father having been associated with John
Jacob Astor, but during his life Smith distributed thousands of acres of his

property to landless persons throughout the Btate, For a discussion of
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York, introduced into the House of Representatives, Febru-
ary 21, 1854, a set of resolutions on the Homestead Bill
which read:

Whereas all the members of the human family, notwithstand-
ing all contrary enactments and arrangements, have, at-all times,
and in all circumstances, as equal a right to the soil as to the
light and air, because as equal a natural need of the one as of the
other; o

And whereas this invariably equal right to the soil leaves no
room to buy or sell or give it away; Therefore,

1. Resolved, That no bill or proposition should find any favor
with Congress which implies the right of Congress to dispose
of the public lands, or any part of them, either by sale or giit. ‘

2. Resolved, That the duty of civil government in regard to
public lands, and, indeed, to all lands, is but to regulate the occu-
pation of them; and that this regulation should ever proceed upon
the prineiple that the right of all persons to the soil—to the great
source of human subsistence—is as equal, as inherent, and as
sacred, ag the right to life itself.

3. Resolved, That government will have done but little toward
securing the equal right to land, until it shall have made essential
to the validity of every elaim to land both the faet that it is actu-
ally possessed, and the fact that it does not exceed in quantity the
maximum, which it is the duty of government to preseribe.

4. Resolved, That it is not because land monopoly is the most
efficient cause of inordinate and tyrannical riches on the one hand,
and of dependent and abject poverty on the other; and that it is
not because it is, therefore, the most efficient cause of that in-
equality of conditions, so well-nigh fatal to the spread of Democe-
racy and Christianity, that government is called upon to abolish
it; but it is because the right which this mighty agent of evil vio-
lates and tramples under foot, is among those clear, certain, essen-
tial, natural rights which it is the province of government to pro-
tect at all hazards and irrespective of all consequences. .

In his speech on the resolutions, Smith declared:

Smith’s life and work see a pamphlet by. William _Ydoyd Garrison, the
younger, Gerrit Smith on Land Monopoly (Chicago, Publie Publishing Co.,
19086).
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I admit that there are things in which & man ean have absolute
property, and which without qualification or restriction he can
buy, or sell, or bequeath, at his pleasure. But I deny that the soil
is among these things. What a man produces from the soil he has
an absgolute ripht to., He may abuse the right. It nevertheless re-
mains. But no such right can he have in the soil itself. If he could,
he might monopolize it. If very rich, he might purchase a township
or county; and in eonnection with half a dozen other monopolists,
he might come to obtain all the lands of a State or a nation. Their
oceupants might be compelled to leave them and to starve, and the
lands might be converted into parks and hunting grounds for the
enjoyment of the aristoeracy. Moreover, if this could be done in

- the case of a State or nation, why eould it not be done in the case
of the whole earth? . . .
It is a very glaring assumption on the part of one generation
“to comtrol the distribution and enjoyment of natural rights for
another generation. . . . A much happier world will this be when
land monopoly shall cease; when his needed portion of the soil shall
be accorded to every person; when it shall no more be bought and
sold; when, like salvation, it shall be “without money and without
price”; when, in a word, it shall be free, even as God made it
free. . . . So long, then, as the masses are robbed by land monop-
oly, the world will be cursed with riches and poverty.”

Smith, it is true, did not conceive of any single tax plan to
break this land monopoly, but confined his attention chiefly
to the public domain. His attack upon the abuses and social
evils resulting from the private ownership of land, however,
certainly connects his thought with that of George.

SpiNoza AND Lockm

1t is & very, very far cry from these frontier minds to the
genius of a Spinoza, but merely for the purpose of illustrating
the strangeness of the backgrounds against which this con-
ception of land taxation has displayed itself, there is this sen-
tence from the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus:

@8 (Giarrison’s pamphlet, pp. 15, 18, 20-21.
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The fields, and the whole soil, and, if it can be managed, the
houses, should be public property, that is, the property of him
who holds the right of the commonwealth; and let him let them
at a yearly rent to the citizens, whether townsmen or countrymen,
and with this exception let them all be free, or exempt from every
kind of tax in time of peace.® '

This is obviously but a casual and isolated expression,
taken from a more elaborate politieal program, and, of eourse,
there is no intention here of placing upon Spinoza the burden
of having been an anticipator of a nineteenth century Ameri-
can economist (although there is secarcely any concept of
philogsophy that has not been connected in some way with
Spinoza’s eatholic doctrines), yet it does show that the germ
of this thought has flourished in many cultures.”

Locke, perhaps, is more easily coupled with the political
and economic interest in landed property, a concern that

manifested itself in his proposed charters for American

colonies. IHis ideas on the question of land ownership, how-

84 Chap, VI, Sec. 12.

65 A reading of Milliken's essay (op. cif.) will give a fairly complete
ides of the scattered fragments of thought that have appeared on this
question of a land tax. We find, for example, that an interest in the land
problem was shown by Savenarola (see Villari's Life, Vol. 1, pp. 275-277)
and by Dio Chrysostom (see The Hunter of Bubcea, Winans's trans. in
Greel and Roman Classics, Dr. Marion Mills Miller, ed., Vol. VII, p. 302).
In medizval China there are records of the same thought. In The Economie
Principles of Confucius, by Dr. Chen Huan-Chang (New York, 10il,
Columbia Studies in History, Economics and Public Law, Vols, 44-45), are
these accounts of land taxes: “Yang Yen was a great reformer. He abolished
21l other direct taxes, and reduced them to the land tax only. . . . This was
the first time that the system of ‘single whip’ was originated. . . . The only
basis of direet taxation was the land, not the person. It was simple and
uniform. The officials could not practice corruption, nor could the people
evade their dues” (Vol. II of the separately published ed., p. 652) ; and “In
1581 A. D). the system of ‘single whip’ was universally established. The total
ammount of land tax and poll tax of each disirict was fixed, and the poll tax
was equally distributed to the land. ... All the different kinds of con-
tributions, tribute, ete., were simplified into a single item, and they were
supplied by the officials with the money of the land tax. Land was the only
object of direct taxation and was taxed according to acreage.” (Vol. II, p.
856 A list of other isolated quotations from many diverse, if partial, antiel-
pators of George, may be found in a series of articles by E. H. Crosby, “The
Harth-for-All Calendar” in the publication, The National Single Tazer (New
York, each month of 1900).
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ever, appear chiefly in the treatise on Civil Government and
in Some Considerations of the Consequences of the Lowering
of Interest.”® In the latter essay Locke anticipates the doe-
trine of the Physioerats, namely, that all taxes come ulti-
mately out of the land, and he disparages the idea that com-
modities can be made to bear the burden of revenue:

If, therefore, the laying of taxes upon commodities does, as it is
evident, affect the land that is out at a rack-rent, it is plain it does
equally affect all the other land in England, too, and the gentry
will, but the worst say, increase their own charges, that is, by les-
sening the vearly value of their estates, if they hope to ease their
land, by charging commodities. It is in vain, in a country whose
great fund is land, to hope to lay the public charge of the govern-
ment on anything else; there at last it will terminate. The mer-
chant (do what you can) will not bear if, the labourer cannot,
and therefore the landholder must; and whether he were best do it,
by laying it directly where it will at last settle, or by letting it
come to him by the sinkings of his rents, which, when they are once
fallen, every one knows are not easily raised again, let him con-
sider.®

The problem of property in land is treated most exten-
sively by Locke in Chapter V, “On Property,” of his Civil
Government. He carefully distinguishes, as have all thinkers
on the question, between the land itself as property and the
fruits of labor upon land as property, declaring that the first
is a common heritage to all men, and that the second con-

_stitutes the only legitimate basis of property rights—the
well-known Iabor theory of property. Regarding the land as
property in common, Locke states:

% The edition used here is the ten volume collection of Locke's Warks,
printed in London in 1823. Both Civil Government and the interest letter
are in Vol. V. The Civil Government is the second of two treatises on gov-
ernment, the first being directed against the monarchic proposals of Filmer.
The essay on interest first appeared as a letter to a member of Parliament in
1691. In one section, Locke discusses the distinction between interest and
rent, showing that one does not depend upon the other, but both upon the

law of supply and demand. (Pp. 3240.)
%7 Vol. V, p. 60.
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Whether we consider natural reason, which tells us that men,
being once born, have a right to their preservation, and conse-
guently to meat and drink, and such other things as nature affords
for their subsistence; or revelation, which gives us an aceount of
those grants Gtod made of the world to Adam, and to Noah, and
his sons; it is very clear, that God, as King David says, Psal. exv,
16, “has given the earth to the children of men"; given it to man-
kind in common. . . . I shall endeavour to show how men might
come to have a property in several parts of that which God gave to
mankind in common, and that without any express compact of all
the commoners.”

The foundation of private property he then shows to be that
of human labor:

Though the earth, and all infertor creatures, be common to all
men, vet every man has g property in his own perzon; this nobedy
has any right to but himself. The labour of his body, and the
works of his hands, we may say, are properly his. Whatsoever then
he removes out of the state that nature has provided, and left in it,
he hath mixed his labour with, and joined to it something that is -
his own, and thereby makes it his property. . . . For this labour
being the unquestionable property of the labourer, no man but he
can have a right to what that is once joined to, at least where
there is enough, and as good, left in common for others.®®

The extent of private property in land, however, he holds
must be limited: ‘ . :

But the chiel matter of property being now not the fruits of the
earth, and the beasts that subsist on it, but the earth itself; as
that whlch takes in, and carries with it all the rest; I think it is
plain, that property in that, too, i acquired as the former. As
much land as a man tills, plants, improves, cultivates, and can
use the product of, so much is his property. . . . God, when he
gave the world in common to all mankind, comma,nded man also
to labour, and the penury of his condition requlred it of him. God
and his reason commanded him to subdue.the earth, i. e. , improve it
for the benefit of life, and therein lay out somethmg upon it that
was his own, his labour. . . . The measure of property nature has

% Works, Vol. V, Scc. 25, pp. 352-353. 0 Ibid., Sec. 27, pp. 353-354.
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well set by the extent of men’s labour and the conveniences of
life,™

Making land property by means of labor can injure no one,
aceording to Locke, for land in use is always of benefit; in
this section he appears to suggest that there is no injustice
80 long as there is land left which is “as good”—an intimation
of Ricardo’s “marginal land.”

Nor was this appropriation of any parcel of land, by improving
it, any prejudice to any other man, since there was still enough,
and as good left; and more than the yet unprovided could use.
So that, in effect, there was never the less left for others because
of his enclosure for himself; for he that leaves as much as another
can make use of, does as good as take nothing at all. Neobody
could think himself injured by the drinking of another man,
though he took a good draught, who had a whole river of the same
water left to quench his own thirst; and the case of land and
water, where there is enough of both, is perfectly the same. . . .
To which let me add, that he who appropriates land to himself by
his labour, does not lessen, but increases the common stock of
mankind; for the provisions serving to the support of human life,
produced by one acre of enclosed and cultivated land are (to speak
much within eompass) ten times more than those which are yielded
by an acre of land of an equal richness laying waste in common,
And therefore he that eneloses land, and has a greater plenty of
the conveniences of life from ten acres, than he could have from
an hundred left to nature, may truly be said to give ninety acres
to mankind. . . ™ '

JT.ocke undoubtedly had no intention of definitely attack-
ing the existing land system of England, although his in-
~ sistenee upon land being improved and his belief that “nature
has well set” the extent of private estates, show little sym-
pathy with the traditions of the larnded gentry.” His

0 I'bid., Secs. 32 and 36, pp. 356, 357.

L Ibid., Becs. 33 and 37, pp. 356-357, 359. ‘

"2In reference to the communistic Iand agitation in England during the
time of Cromwell, led by the mystic Gerrard Winstanley, see the interesting
aceount given in The Dugger Movement in the Days of the Commonwealth,
by Lewis H. Berens (London, Simpkin Marshall, 1906).
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thoughts lay rather in tracing the development and equity
of property in land. The recognition, however, of man’s
right to the use of the earth, based upon, what for Locke was
a matter of “natural reason,” man’s right * to his person and
to his labor, hag made him an anticipator of George’s most
fundamental doctrine. '

Trr Crassical EconNonisTs

George’s relation to the great economists of England is an
mmteresting example of what might be designated as a varia-
tion of the hypothetical method. He turned his attention to
the doetrines of traditional political economy only when he
had already formed a theory, and it was to verify and to ex-
pand his hypothegis that he consulted the writings of the
classical economiste. With the solution that had thrust itself
forward as a revealed expression of truth still fresh before
him, he appealed for confirmation to the English writers, and
in their work found much that supported his contentions and
also many thoughts which he could not accept. Indeed, this
recourse to academic political economy was the only path
open for George, for at this early stage of his thought, ex-
perimentation hardly offered itself as a means of proof, and
he felt that he had already eonsidered the available factual
material, Moreover, he realized that, whereas his own
thoughts on the land question had been formed hefore he had
“heard of the Physioerats or even read a line of Adam Smith,”
the development and elaboration of his conceptions de-
manded a thorough review of the prevailing economic doe-
trines, and accordingly he devoted himself to a study of
British political economy.™

73 It is not necessary here to go into the part played by the whole doetrine
of “natural rights” which was so integrally and fundamentally connected with

all of Lockian economic and political philosophy.
74 See preface to the fourth edition of Progress and Poverty.
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In Our Land aend Land Policy, which first presented
George’s views on property in land, it is evident that the
economigts whom he briefly mentions, Mill and Ricardo and
Malthusg, were little more to him than names,” but Progress
and Poverty shows a detailed and critieal knowledge of the
work of all the English economists with the possible exception
of James Mill, John Stuart Mill, to whom as an authority
George had turned when he first became interested in politi-
cal economy,™ is recognized in Progress and Poverty as an

7 The only mention of the British economists in the book, which was
written in 1871, iz in these passages: “According to the doetrine of rent
advanced by Ricardo and Malthus and generally accepted by the best
authorities on political economy, the value of land should be determined by
the advantages which it possesses over the least advantageous land in use.”
{Works, Vol. YIII, p. 82.) Speaking of the justice of taking land values in
taxetion, George wrote: “It is this consideration which makes men like
John Stuart Mill shrink from the practical application of deduetions from
their own doctrines, and propose that in resuming their ownership of the
land of England, the people of England shall pay its present proprietors not
only its actual value, but also the present value of its prospective increase
in velue” (Pp. 110-111.) On pages 105-106, George also shows that he had
heard of Smith's “canons of tazation,” and again in speaking of land values
he declates, “I mean what I believe 1s sometimes ealled in England the un-
earned value of land.” (P. 106.) There is no further mention of eclassical
political economy in the work,

% Tn The Science of Political Economy George wrote concerning the
drafting of his article {on Chinese immigration): “Wishing to know what
politieal economy had to say about the cause of wages, I went to the
Philadelphia Library, looked over John Stuart Mill's Political Economy,
and accepting his view without question, bazed my article on it.” (Pp.
200-201.) This iz the letter that Mill wrote to George acknowledging the
latter’s article on Chinese immigration (from Avignon, France, October 23,
1869; see supra, pp. 40-41): “The subject on which you have asked my
opinion involves two of the most diffieult and embarrassing questions of
political morality-—the extent and limits of the right of those who have first
talten possession of the unoceupied portion of the earth’s surface to exelude
the remainder of mankind from inhabiting it, and the means which can be
legitimately used by the more improved branches of the human species to
protect themselves from heing burtfully encroached upon by those of a
lower grade in civilisation. The Chinese immigration Into Amnerics raises
hoth of these questions. To furnish a general answer to either of them
would be a most arduous undertaking.

] “Concerning the purely economic view of the subject, I entirely agree

with you; and it could be hardly better stated and argued than it is in your
article in the New York Tribune. That the Chinese immigration, if it attains
great dimensions, must be economieally injurious to the mass of the present
population; that it must diminish their wages, and reduce them to a lower
stage of physical comfort and well-being, I have no manner of doubt. Noth-
ing can be more fellacious than the attempts to make out that thus to Jower
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anticipator of some of the most important thoughts in the
book, but George appears to deal a little harshly with what
he regards as some of Mill’s errors, especially his acceptance
of Malthusianism and his beliefs that land econstituted a part
of national wealth and that wages were paid out of capital.
Perhaps George felt that Mill’s suggestion that only the
future “unearned inerement” of land values be collected by
the government was a half-hearted acceptance of a great
truth, and George’s wrath was always great against those
who seemed unwilling to grasp the complete gignificance of
an idea.” But if Mill appeared a bit too timid for George,
certainly the Knglish landlords did not share that opinion,

wages is the way to raise them, or that there is any compensation, in an
economieal point of view, to those whose labour is displaced, or who are
obliged to work for a greatly reduced remuneration. On general principles
this gtate of things, were it sure to continue, would justify the exclusion of
the immigrants on the ground that, with their habits in respect to popu-
lation, only & temporary good is done to the Chinese people by admitting part
of their surplus numbers, while a permanent harm is done to a more eivilised
and improved portion of mankind. ‘

“But there is much also to be szid on the other side. Is it justifiable to
assume that the character and habits of the Chinese are insuseeptible of
improvement? The institutions of the United States are the most potent
means that have yet existed for spreading the most important elements of
civilisation down to the poorest and most ignorant of the labouring masses,
If your Chinese child were compulsorily brought under your school system,
or under a still more effective one if possible, and kept under it for a suffi-
cient number of years, would not the Chinese population be in time raised to
the level of the American?” (Then follow some passages in which Mill
points out that Chinese immigration has been sgo small that there seems
little danger of a serious challenge of the American standard of living, and
in which he attacks also the practice of contract Chinese labor,) The letter
coneludes with this statement: “The opportunity given to numerous Chinese
of becoming familier with better and more civilized habits of life is one of
the best chances that ean be opened up for the improvement of the Chinese
in their own country, and one which it does not seem to me that it would
be right to withhold from them.”

The letter is typieal of Mill’s never-failing gracious attitude, snd it illus-
trates some of his most pronounced idees on education. Also, it seems a bit
strange to view Mill questioning and George defending, at least in this one
case, “the right of those who have first faken possession of the unoccupied
portion of the earth’s surface to exclude the remainder of mankind from
inhabiting it.” The present writer does not know of any of the more mature
expressions of George on the Chinese problem. L

77 George, however, never placed Mill in the same class with Spencer,
whom he regarded as an apostate; Mill, he wrote, “seems to me a very type
of intellectual honesty.” (The Science of Political Bconomy, p. 187.)
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for Mill’s constant attacks upon the “unearned increment,”
together with his work in helping to found the Land Tenure
Reform Association, made him always an object of polite
suspicion.

Regarding the increase in land values which he termed the
“unearned increment,” Mill wrote: -

Suppose that there is & kind of income which constantly tends
to increase, without any exertion or sacrifice on the part of the
owners . . . Tt would be no violation of the principles on which
private property is grounded, if the State should appropriate this
increase of wealth, or part of it, as it atises. This would not properly
be taking anything from anybody; it would merely be applying an

‘accession of wealth, created by circumstances, to the benefit of
gociety, instead of allowing it to become an unearned appendage
to the riches of a particular class. Now this is actually the case
with rent. The ordinary progress of a society which increases in
wealth is at all times tending to augment the incomes of land-
lords; to give them both a greater amount and a greater propor-
tion of the wealth of the community independently of any trouble
or outlay incurred by themselves. They grow richer, as it were,
in their sleep, without working, risking, or economizing. What
elaims have they on the general prineiple of social justice to this
aecession of riches? In what would they have been wronged ‘if
society had from the beginning reserved the right of taxing the
spontaneous inerease of rent, to the highest amount required by
financial exigencies? ™

Mill, of eourse, goes on to say that only the future increase
of rent should be collected by the State, and he also ques-
tions whether this right of land value taxation hag not
been waived by the government because it has not been exer-
cised. Since land values have not been collected as revenue,
he believes that a tacit justification has been given to the
private retention of the unearned increment and any change
might prove an injustice to the landed class. But despite
Mill’s respect for private property and the intense sincerity

18 Principles of Political Bconomy, Book V, Chap. II, Sec. 5.
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with which he eschewed any proposal that might result in
an unjust treatment of a single class, he carefully dis-
tinguishes property in land from other property, and declares,
as did Locke, that the only justification for landed property
is that of usage.

It is seen that they [the reasons for private pmperty in land]
are only valid in so far as the proprietor of land is its improver.
Whenever, in any country, the proprietor, generally speakmg,
ceases to be the improver, political economy has nothing to say in
defense of landed property as there established. Inno sound theory
of private property was it ever contemplated that the proprietor
of land should be merely a sinecurist quartered on it. . . . Landed
- property in England is thus very far from completely fulfilling
the eonditions which render its existence economically justifiable.
But if insufficiently realized even in England, in Ireland those
conditions are not complied with at all. With individual excep-
tions . . . the owners of Irish estates do nothing for the land
but drain it of its produce. . . . When the “sacredness of prop-
erty” is talked of, it should always be remembered that any such
sactedness does not helong in the same degree to landed property.
No man made the land. It is the original inheritance of the whole
species. Its appropriation is wholly a question of general expedi-
ency. When private property in land is not expedient, it is unjust.

. It is some hardship to be born into the world and to find all
nature’s gifts previously engrossed and no place left for the new-
comer. . . . Landed property is felt even by those most tenacious
of its rights to be a different, thing from other property. . . . The
claim of the landowners to the land iz altogether subordinate to
the general poliey of the State. The principle of property gives
men no right to the land but only a right to compensafion for
whatever portion of their interest in the land it may be the policy
of the State to deprive them of. . . . To me it seems almost an
axiom that property in land should be interpreted strietly and that
the balance in all cases of doubt should incline against the pro-
prletor The ireverse is the case with property in movable goods
and in all things the product of labour; over them, the owner’s
power both of use and of exclusion should be absolute except where
positive evil to others would result from it. . . . To be allowed
any exclusive right at, all over a portion of the common inheritance,



BACKGROUND AND ORIGINALITY 205

while there are others who have no portion, is already a privilege.
No quantity of movable goods which a person can acquire by
labour prevents others from acquiring the like by the same means;
but from the very nature of the case, whoever owns land keeps
others out of the enjoyment of it. . . . When land is not intended
to be cultivated, no good reason can in general be given for ite
being private property at all.™

Mill’s ideas in political economy perhaps may be traced
to the days when, as a precocious youngster, he helped his
father write the Elements of Political Economy. Certainly
on this question of a tax upon land values the conceptions
of James Mill, with whose work George seemed unfamiliar,
were a quite aceurate anticipation of the suggestions that are
more commonly attributed to his son. In the work of both the
Mills there is not only the same specific proposal for the ab-
sorbing of inereased land values through the process of taxa-
tion, but also the same ingistence upon the necessity for using
the land, and the same distinction made between the land-
owner as cultivator and the landowner as speculator. There
is also the same caution against the suggesting of any pos-
sible injustice; James Mill, for example, holding that whereas
in a new country before the land has become institutionalized
as private property, “there is a peculiar advantage in pre-
serving the rent of land asa fund for supplying the exigencies
of the State,” ® in an older country, where landed property
has been established, only the increased value of land should -
be so collected in taxation. The same caution is present also
with both the Mills in the matter of compensating the land-

™ Prineiples of Political Economy, Book II, Chap. II, Sec. 6. See also
esseys on landed property in Dissertations and Discussions.

80 Flements of Political Bconomy (3rd ed., London, 1826; Sec. 5 on Taxes
on Rent, p. 249). He continues by showing that if the whole rent of land
were collected in a couniry in which private property in land had already
heen aceepted, “it would be partial and unequal taxation, laying the burden
of the State upon one set of individuals, and exempting the rest. It iz a

measure, therefore, never to be thought of by any government which would
regulate its praceedings by the prineiples of justice.” (Pp. 256-251.)
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owner for any losses. (George was very critical of the com-
pensation suggestions of John Stuart Mill.)

Regarding the phenomenon of economic rent and the ab-
sorbing of its increase by taxation, James Mill states:

It is certain that as population inecreases, and as capital is
applied with less and less productive power to the land, a greater
and a greater share of the whole of the net produce of the coun-
try accrues as rent, while the profits of stock proportionately de-
crease, This continual increase, arising from the circumstances
of the community, and from nothing in which the landholders
themselves have any peculiar share, does seem a fund no less
peculiarly fitted for appropriation to the purposes of the State,
than the whole of the rent in & country where land had never heen
appropriated. While the original rent of the landholder, that upon
which alone all his arrangements . . . must be framed 18 se-
cured from any peculiar burden, he can have no reason to com-
plain should a new source of inecome which costs him nothing
be appropriated to the service of the State®

In another passage he mentions the signifieant distinction
between taxes on rent and taxes on production:

It is sufficiently obrvious that the share of the rent of Iand, which
may be taken to defray the expenses of government, does not affect
the industry of the country. The cultivation of the land depends
upon the capitalists to whom the appropriate motive is furnished
when he receives the ordinary profits of stock, To him it is a matter
of perfeet indifference whether he pays the surplus in the shape of
rent to an individual proprietor or in that of revenue to a govern-
ment collector.®

Although George was not acquainted with the work of
James Mill, and wag far from completely sympathetic to the

B BElements of Political Economy, pp. 252-258. This passage is interesting
not only in showing the; phraseology of Smith and the Physiocrats, but also
in stating, in a degree, the “law of rent” of Ricardo, Mill wrote in 1821. In
Chap. 11, Sec. 1, he diseusses the problem of the “extra doses of capital” that
must be used upon inferior land.

&2 Ibid., opening lines of Sec. 5 on “Taxzes on Rent.”
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suggestions of John Stuart Mill, yet he realized the signifi-
cance that the proposal to collect the future unearned inere-
ment of land had for his own conceptions, and in Progress and
Poverty he quotes Mill, the son, as a partial indorser of the
idea of land value taxation,™ although he felt that Mill
“never saw the true harmony of economic laws, nor realized
how from the one great fundamental wrong flow want and
misery, and vice and shame.” * George believed that Mill
was too entangled in the web of Malthusianism to realize
that want was not due to the “niggardliness of nature” and
“thus to him the nationalization of land seemed compara-
tively a Little thing, that could accomplish nothing toward
the eradication of pauperism and the abolition of want.” *

Much of the work of Adam Smith on rent and the relation
of rent to wages appeared to George to have this same tend-
eney to fall short of fundamentals.® There are, of course, in
Smith many passages in which he all but states the very pro-
posal of George, and there is expressed likewise the definite
belief that rent is an unearned income that arises and in-
creases without any effort on the part of the landowner, and
that therefore it should be used as a source for taxation. In
the opening words of his chapter on the wages of labor, Smith
states:

The produce of labour constitutes the natural reecompense or
wages of labour. In that original state of things, which precedes
both the appropriation of land and the accumulation of stock, the
whole produce of labour belongs to the labourer. He has neither
landlord nor master to share with. . . . As soon as the land be-
comes private property, the landlord demands a share of almost

8 Progress and Poverty, pp. 420-421.

3 I'bid., p. 361.

8 Thid. But Mill, if any man, was certainly concerned with the “eradica-
tion of pauperism and the abolition of want.”

8 (eorge, however, was not entirely familiar with the work of Bmith
at the time of writing Progress and Poverty, for in August, 1883, he wrote
to a friend that he had just completed his first thorough reading. of the
Wealth of Naitons.
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all the produce which the labourer can either raise or collect
from it. Ilis rent makes the first deduction from the produce of
the labour which is employed upon land.*

Inreference to the nature of rent, there is this:

Every improvement in the circumstances of the society ténds
either directly or indirectly to raise the real rent of land, to increase
the real wealth of the landlord, his power of purchasing the labour,
or the produce of the labour of other people. . . . The real value
of the landlord’s share, his real command of the labour of other
people, not only rises with the real value of the produce, but the
proportion of his share to the whole produce rises with it.*®

In the section devoted to taxes upon rent, Smith, as did the
Mills later, holds that:

Both ground-rents and the ordinary rent of land are s species
of revenue which the owner, in many cases, enjoys without any
care or attention of his own. Though a part of this revenue should
be taken from him in order-to defray the expenses of the State,
no diseouragement will thereby be given to any sort of industry.
... Ground-rents, and the ordinary rent of land, are therefore, per-
haps, the species of revenue which can best bear to have a peculiar
tax imposed upon them. Ground-rents seem in this respeet a
more proper subject of peculiar taxation than even the ordinary
rent of land. . . . Ground-rents (economiec rent), so far ag they
exceed the ordinary rent of land, are altogether owing to the good
government of the sovereign. . . . Nothing ean be more reason-
able than that a fund which owes its existence to the good govern-
ment of the State should be taxed peculiarly, or should contribute
something more than the greater part of other funds towards the
gupport of that government.®

While the Mills and Smith anticipated George in many of
_his basie assumptions, it is with David Ricardo that his work

81 Wealth of Nations (MeCulloch ed. of 1850), Book I, Chap. VIIT, p. 29.
88 I'd., Book I, Chap. II, p, 115,
# I'bid., Book V, Chap. II, Art. 1, pp. 380-381.
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is more closely and more functionally connected; the Ricar-
dian “law of rent” ® may be taken as perhaps the most im-
portant foundation stone of George’s political economy.
Indeed, Professor Young states that “George’s doctrine that
‘rent or land value does not arise from the productiveness or
utility of the land,’ that ‘it in no wise represents any help or
advantage given to production,’ looks remarkably like a
corollary of the ordinary statements of the famous Tlaw of
rent’ ”; ™ and that was precisely what George believed—
that his work was a necessary and inevitable corollary of the
law of rent, and that it carried one step further the reasoning
of Rieardo apd demonstrated that a correct statement of the
law of rent meant the removal of all justification for the
_ private appropriation of rent.” Moreover, George felt that
he had correlated the law of rent with the laws of wages and
of interest, believing, as did Adam Smith, that rent is directly
paid out of the produce of labor, that “wages and interest
do not depend upon the produce of labor and capital, but

80 Ricardo formulated but did not “discover” the law of rent. The credit
for such discovery is usually assigned to James Anderson in his 1777 tract,
“An Inquiry into the Nature of the Corn Laws, with a View to the Corn Bill
proposed for Scotland” (see especially McCulloch’s ed. of the Wealth of
Naiions, p. 453). There was a group of economic writers in England who
definitely anticipated the statement of the Ricardian theory of ren$, men
like Rooke, Torrens, West, Malthus himself, and several others who, par-
ticularly in the years 1814-1815, were interested in this phase of economie
speculation. (For these anticipators of Ricardo see Professor Seligman’s
important essay, “Some Neglected British Economists,” which appeared in
The Bconomic Journal, Vol XII1, Nos. 51 and 52, September and December,
1903.) The first statement by Rieardo of the law of rent was in his essay
“On the Influence of & Low Price of Corn on the Profits of Btock,” of 1817,
For his ecomplete formulation of the law see his Principles of Political
Economy and Tazation, Chap. II, on Rent. :

o1 The Single Tax Movement in the Uniled States, p. 21.

92 «Mr. George hag performed upon the ecopomical system of Ricardo
sn operation similar to that which Hume performed on the philosophical
system of Berkeley, when, following the method by which Berkeley had
eliminated matter, he likewise eliminated mind.” Hobert Seott Moffat in
Henry George the Orthodox (London, Remington, 1885, p. 213); a very
interesting account of the reaction to Progress and Poverly by an economist
who clearly saw George’s direct relation” to the classical school of Englizh
economy. (For a discussion of the modern qualifications of Rieardo, partic-
ularly those of J. B, Clarke, see supra, p. 111, n. 39.)
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upon what is left after rent is taken out; or, upon the produce
which they could obtain without paying rent—that is, from
the poorest land in use. And hence, no matter what be the
inerease in productive power, if the increase in rent keeps
pace with it, neither wages nor interest can increase.” ™
Compare this with Ricardo’s statement that “in a progressive
country . . . thelandlord not only obtains a greater produce
but a larger share. . .. The interest of the landlord is
always opposed to the interest of every other class in the
community. His situation is never so prosperous as when
food is scarce and dear.” * ‘

George’s statement of the law of rent was that “the rent.
of land is determined by the excess of its produce over that
which the same application ecan secure from the least produe-
tive land in use,” which is expanded into:

The ownership of a natural agent of production will give the
power of appropriating so much of the wealth produced by the
exertion of labor and capital upon it as exceeds the return which
the same application of labor and capital could secure in the
least productive occupation in which they freely engage.” *

“Ever since the time of Ricardo,” George states, “‘the law
itgelf has been clearly apprehended and fully recognized.
But not so its corollaries. Plain as they are, the accepted
doctrine of wages (i. e., that wages are drawn from the stock
of capital) . . . has hitherto prevented their recognition.” *
And therefore George sought to reinterpret the Ricardian
law of rent and to add those corollaries which had not been
recognized.”

While George realized the intimate relation that his work

88 Progress and Poverty, p. 171 : .

%4 Tp the essay on the price of corn (MeCulloch’s ed. of Rieardo’s works,
1871; pp. 375, 378). -

% Progress and Poverty, p. 169.

8 Ibid., p. 170.

%7 See supra, pp. 1114,
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had with the formulations of Ricardo, he was also aware that
his knowledge of the English economist’s ideas had followed
the fashioning of his own proposals, and that there was not, as
some writers believe,” any conscious dependence of one upon
the other, Certainly the suggestions of the English econo-
mists, and especially the rent concepts of Ricardo, prepared
the way for the discussion and often the acceptance of
George’s system, but that was solely beeause his work fitted
in with much of the thought of the classical economists,
rather than that it was any direct outgrowth from it. Per-
haps George was the legitimate developer of Rieardo,” but
that must be understood in an cohjective historical sense and
not in one of personal dependence. The fact that George
did not bring any new ideas into political economy and that
nearly all of his conceptions had been anticipated by the
clagsical economists,” does not lessen the importance that
his discoveries had in the development of his own thought,
and it does not explain away the real significance of his

?8 Cannan, for example, holds that “the movement for ‘nationalizing’
land without eompensation to present owners, on which Mr, Henry George
and others have wasted immense energy, would probably never have been
heard of, if the Ricardian economists had not represented remt as a sort
of vampire which continually enprosses a larger and larger share of the
produce.” (Theories of Production and Distribution, London, 1903, p. 393.)
While it is true that for Ricardians “the interest of the landlord is always
opposed to the interest of every other class in the community,” yet Ricardo
himself was not hosfile to the landed class.

20 4T hope to show,” wrote Moffat, “that Mr. George in his process of
ressoning and construction of dogma, is a legitimate follower of the English
master of economical method (Ricarde).” (Henrry George the Orthodor,

. 4.)

i As to the work of some of the other classical economists: Cairmes was
mentioned by George in Progress and Poverty only in connectionr with his
discussion of the interdependence of wages and interest (pp. 20-22). George
was apparently unaware of Cairnes’s views on the land guestion, especially
as they were expressed in the essay on “Political Economy and Land,”
writien in 1870. Cairnes wrote: “Sustained by some of the greatest nemes—
I will say by every name of the first rank in Political Economy, from Turgot
and Adam Smith to Mill-—I hold that the land of a country presents econ-
ditions which separate it economically from the great mass of the other
objects of wealth.,” (Essays in Political Economy, Theoretical and Applied,
London, 1873, p. 189.) In reference to George’s connection with Malthus,
gee supra, pp. 86-87. . -
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work, which was much more than his rediscovery and re-
vitalizing of already promulgated doctrines with the force of
sincerity and eloquence.” George's contribution to the his-
tory of political economy lay rather in his attempt to fuse all
the facts of eeconomic science into a “true harmony of eco-
nomie laws.” He felt that the English economists had failed
to do this. Their seeming inability to reach the systematized
and complete statement of their own suggestions, or to cor-
relate their isolated intimations, was, for him, an indication

19Tt was the power of this sincerity, and the obvious success George had
in popularizing economic doctrine, that impressed J. A. Hobson, who wrote:
“But we must recognize at the outset that the substance of George’s land
theory and policy was nothing new; he is not to be looked upon as a fanatie,
who eonjured out of his imagination, or hig private experience, some brand-
new doctrine which he sought to impose upon the popular mind. Those
who would thus conceive him are forgetful or ignorant of the tenor of the
peculiarly English scienee of Political Economy, which, from John Locke to
J. 8. Mill, may be regarded as continually engaged in undermining the ideas
of justice and social utility attaching to private properiy in lend. ...
George. did not even originate the policy of the “single tax’ on land, most
distinetively associated with his name. The small step from the Physiocratic
doetrine that all taxation was, in fact, borne by rent to the position that all
taxation ought to be so borne, was faken by more than one would-be re-
former of this century. The real importance of Henry George is derived from
the faet that he was able to drive an abstract notion, that of economic rent,
into the minds of a large number of ‘practical’ men, and so generate there-
irom a social movement. Tt must be understood that the minds into which
George dropped his seed were, for the most part, ‘virgin soil’; the teachings
of economists to whom allusion has been made had never reached the ear
of most of them, or had passed unheeded. . . . His nature contained that
flavor of obstinaey which borders on fanaticism and which is rightly attached
to the missionary. ... Henry George had all the popular gifts of the
American orator and journalist, with something more. Sincerity rang cut
of every utterance. . . . In my lectures upon Political Economy about the
country, I have found in almost every centre a certain little knot of men
of lower-middle or upper-working clagses, men of grit and character, largely
self-educated, keen ciiizens, mostly nonconformists in religion, to whom
Land Nationalization, taxation of unearned increment, or other radical
reforms of land tenure, are doetrines resting upon & plain moral sanction . . .”
(“Influence of Henry George in England,” Fortnightly Eeview of December
1,1897) As so many other critical articles on George, especially in England,
this fails to realize, even while commending George as not being a fanatic
and a conjurer out of his imagination, that he did actually construet the
zreatest part of his system out of “his private experience.” The same small
interpretation of George is present in Ernest Barker, who writes that “The
American, Henry George, though adding no new ideas, had added new vigour
and ‘hustle’ to an old doctrine.” (Political Thought in England, from Her-
bert Spencer to the Present Day, Henry Holt, Home Library ed., p. 215.)
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of short-sightedness. George’s system was “his own by right
of synthesis and emphasis,” *** and it is as a system—maker
that George must be understood.*®

George is thus placed in a peculiar relationship to the
classical economists, for he appears not only as an original
thinker, who quite independently arrived at some of the
fundamental tenets of inglish political economy, but also
as a correlator of what he regarded as disconnected fragments
in the work of the economists. His conceptions, while not a
product of other systems of economic science, were under-
stood by George himself, and by those of his followers who
were conscious of the historical background of the land
moverment, ag a further development of principles that had
already been established by the recognized leaders in eco-
nomics. In using the ideas of his predecessors (when he had
diseovered them) as a buttregs, where they 30 permitted, for
his own hypotheses, and in attempting to develop the im-
plications that he found in the writings of the British econo-
mists, GGeorge definitely, although perhaps not intentionally,
coupled his reasoning with some of the most widely discussed
traditions of economie theory. This connection was of great
gignificance in his own work, for his later conceptions, while
still unchanged, were broadened and strengthened through

102 Voung (op. cit.), p. 25.

93 One of the most thorough recognitions of this systom-faghioning work
of George is that by Moffat in the book previously mentioned: “Mr. Gearge,
as g gystem-maker, in which capacity I wish to invite attention to him, is the
legitimate continuator and developer of Ricardo, the great system-maker
of politieal cconomy. . . . As a combination, Mr. George’s book is, perhaps,
as original a contribution as has ever been offered to science. Yet his method, |
with a difference that will be duly noted, is Ricardo’s, and there is hardly a
particular doctrine in his book that has not been previously propounded by
gome one. ... Throughout his system of doctrines, there is hardly ome
which haz not its counterpart in some previous system. ... Has Mr.
George diligently collected all these things, or has he rediscovered them for
himself? I believe the latier io be in the main the true explanaticn. . . .
The sublimity his transformations impart to-the commonest doetrines re-
mind one that the dccusation of plagiarism was brought against Handel”

{pp. 3-5). That is probably the best statement of th1s whole matter of the
precige degree of George’s originality.
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his contact with the opinions of the English thinkers. Cer-
tainly their ideas, which entered info his own thought after
he had been convinced of the truth of his land proposal but
before he had worked it out in complete detail, were of more
moment to George than were the concepts of his other an-
ticipators; and their general approach to a consideration of
the land problem, as well as their specific suggestions, make
the classical economists a real factor in the complete state-
ment of George’s proffered solution. o

The list of George's anticipators has not, of course, been
exhausted in this brief survey. There have been other men,
many perhaps still unknown, who have seen the peculiar sig-
nifieanee of a tax upon the value of the land,** and there have

|10 A diseussion of the forerunners of George should not be concluded
without some mention at least of the German Bodenreformers, whose work
came into recognition just a few years before the appearande of Progress and
Poverty. These land reformers, led by men like August Theodor Stamm
in partieular, Samter, and Gossen (the latter of the German mathematical
school of economy who, along with Walras in Switzerland and France, was
of such importance in the independent discovery of the concept of marginal
utility), anticipated not only George’s specific proposal for a land tax, but
alao his synthesis of economic laws. Stamm’s book, with the significant
title of Die Bridsung der dorbenden Menschheit, appeared in 1871, and, as
with Progress and Poverly, it held that poverty and all the misery born of
poverty could be abolished only by destroying private ownership of land
through the means of land value taxation. Sueh a tax would unravel the
tangle of political economy and prepare the way for a natural order. Unlike
George, Stamm favored compensating the present owners of land. He later
organized the Society for Humanity, which was devoted to propagating his
principles of land reform. Adolph Samter’s work, Das Eigentum in seiner
sociglen Bedeutung, was published -in 1879, the same year as Progress and
Poverty appeared. Hermann Heinrich Gossen was the most influential
figure among these early Bodenreformers because of his general work in
economic theory, but he was preceded by Karl Arnd, who wrote a work on
.  Natural Taxation in 1852, Gossen’s book, Entwicklung der Geseize des
menschlichen Verkehrs und der durausfliessenden Regeln fiir menschiliches
Handeln, which appeared two years later, advocated that the State should
purchase the land and then, acting as landlord, should lease it to private
¢itizens, Tn 1860 Friedrich Held petitioned the Prussian legislature to
arrange for a tax upon land values only. . .

For an account of these early Bodenreformers, see Dollfus, Uber die Idee
der einzigen Steuer (op. cit.); Joseph Dansziger's account of the single tax
movement in Cermany, pp. 145-154 in the Single Taz Year Book (op. cit.),
Young {op. cit.), pp. 1012, ) . . :

‘When George’s work became known.in Germany it was quickly correlated
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been others also to whom has come, what George would have
liked to think, a vision, an individual revelation of a certain
relationship and harmony between the forces that govern the
workings of political economy and the forces that control life
itself. George knew of only a few of his host of predecessors,
but his faith in the universal appeal of this truth that he had
seen is found in what are almost the concluding words of
Progress and Poverty: “And they who fight with Ormuzd,
though they may not know each other—somewhere, some-
time, will the muster roll be called.”

(GrorGE's BACEGROUND

The origin of George’s approach to social problems through
an attempted solution of the land problem cannot, then, be
traced to the work of other writers, although the same
" thoughts were present among many of his predecessors in
economie theory; but that origin can be quite definitely re-
lated to the setting in which his thought was formed. His
own account of the manner in which he first became aware of
the doctrine that was to dominate his life is largely in terms
of ingpiration and revelation,"” but inspiration and revelation
are not of much assistance in explaining precisely how a
theory originated. In the case of George, however, there is
little difficulty in tracing back to their sources the factors that
really inspired him; indeed, he himself recognized the im-
portance that his background had for the development of his

with the proposals of these early thinkers, and a new group of Bodenreformers
came into existence, with leaders such as Michael Fliirscheim, Adolph
Damaachke, Theodor Hertuzka, and Professors Adolph Wagner of Berlin and
Imhoff of Preiburz. An instance of the popular relation of the work of
George o that of his German predecessors appeared in a quotation from the
Kolnische Zeitung (Cologne) at the time of George’s death (quoted in the
Literary Digest of Dee. 4, 1897, Vol, XV, No. 32, article on “Henry George
Through Hiropean Eyes™: “This theory [the single tax] which criginated
with the English schoolmaster Thomas Spence, was further spun out by
Richard Hale, and was further advoeated in Glermany by Gossen, Samter,
and Starom.”
105 See supra, pp. 4243 and 179-180.
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concepts. While, on the one hand, he could write that “Once,
in daylight, and in a city street, there came to me a thought,
a vision, a call—give it what name you please. But every .
nerve quivered. And there and then Imade a vow,” and that,
“Tike a flash it came upon me that there was the reason of
advancing poverty and advancing wealth,” yet he also real-
ized that, “I certainly neither picked it up [his theory]
second-hand nor got it by inspiration. I eame to it by a long,
laborious, and most conscientious nvestigation . . . and
if T have been enabled to emancipate myself from ideas which
have fettered far abler men, it is, doubtless, due to that fact
that my study of social problems was In a country like this
[California], where they have been presented with peculiar
directness, and perhaps also-to the fact that I wasled to think
a good deal before T had a chance to do much reading.” ™
A revealed vision, of course, is very rarely something entirely
cut off from all environing econditions, a phenomenon so com-
pletely sui generis that it is beyond the realm of the expli-
cable: and George's “long, laborious, and most conscientious
investigation,” together with the fact that his study of soeial
problems was in a country like California, are quite sufficient
to indicate the sources from which hig ideas had sprung.
Inspiration is perhaps nothing but the result of some form of
concentrated thought, a result, however, that may be mani-
fested suddenly in a striking mystical experience. And it is
not of little consequence that the records show that revela-
tions, even scientific “hunches”—the whole hypothetical
technique, if you will—are likely to oceur in those precise
lines of endeavor in which the individual has been vitally
interested; certainly had George’s call been one announcing
some new law of chemical combination, instead of one con-

108 Prom gn article in the Sacramento Record-Union of March 27, 1880,
replying to a review of Progress and Poverty. {Quoted by Young, p. 28, and
also in the Life, p. 825.)
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cerned with a land problem, then indeed and only then would
it have been a ‘“vision from heaven.”

As it was, those years of formative thought, from 1858 to
1879, which found George in pioneer California, where a new
order of society was unmistakably in the process of growth,
added to the intimate acquaintanceship that he had made
with the debasing effects of poverty, are perhaps sufficient
to explain why his ideas were directed to a consideration of
social questions.™ In this new West, George found not only
the stimulating tonic of a ploneer community, where ideas,
when there were any, were impertinently independent of
older and mustier traditions, but also, and more significantly,
he saw a growing restlessness and growing uneasiness; amid
all the buoyant freedom of a new society there were appear-
ing traces of the symptoms that characterized older and more
respectable communities, want and misery and charity. And
as the West became maturer and more civilized, those es-
sentially pathological symptoms became aggravated. George
himself relates how, shortly after he arrived in the West, he
became impressed by the lamentable phenomenon that as
5 country became wealthier and more populous, conditions
grew steadily worse: :

Let me, since I am in San Francisco, speak of the genesis of my
own thought. I came out here at an early age, and knew nothing
whatever of political economy. I had never intently thought upon
any social problem. One of the first times I recollect talking on
such a subject was one day, when [ was about eighteen, after I
had come to this country, while sitting on the deck of a topsail
schooner with a lot of miners on the way to the Frazer River. We.
got talking about the Chinese, and I ventured to ask what harm
they were doing here, if, as these miners said, they were only
working the cheap diggings? :

197 Of course, (leorge’s thinking eannot be completely understood unless
snother controlling element is grasped, that vague force of the political
philosophy of a Zeitgeist, the doctrine of natural rights made manifest in
Jeffersonian democracy.
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“No harm.now,” said an old miner, “but wages will not always -
be as high as they are to-day in California. As the country grows,
as people come in, wages will go down, and some day or other
white men will be glad to get those diggings that the Chinamen
are now working.” And I well remember how it impressed me,
the ides that as the country grew in all that we are hoping that it
might grow, the ‘conditions of those who had to work for their
living must become, not better, but worse. . . . I remember, after
coming down from the Frazer River country, sitting one New Year’s
night in the gallery of the old American Theatre—among the gods
—when a new drop curtain fell, and we all sprang to our feet, for
on that curtain was painted what was then a dream of the far
future, the overland train coming into San Francisco; and after
we had shouted ourselves hoarse, I began to think what good is
it going to be to men like me—to those who have nothing but
their labor? I saw that thought grow and grow. We were all—
all of us, rich and poor—hoping for the development of California,
proud of her future greatness, looking forward to the time when
San Francisco would be one of the great capitals of the world;
looking forward to the time when this great empire of the West
would count her population by millions. And underneath it all
came to me what that miner on the topsail schooner going up the

" Frazer River had said: “As the country grows, as people come in,

wages will go down.”** -

Tt was this same thought that George elaborated in his first
economie writing, an article on “What the Railroad Will
Bring Us” for the Overland Monthly in 1868 And, of
course, it was this paradox of increasing wealth and want
that not only gave the title to his chief work, but was really
the underlying problem of all his economic thinking. It was
expressed perhaps most clearly in the introduction to Prog-
ress and Poverty:

Tt iz to the newer countries—that is, to,the countries where ma-

terial progress is yet in its earlier stages—that Iaborers emigrate
in search of higher wages, and capital flows in search of higher

198 Prom a speech in San Franciseo (February 4, 1890, in the Metropolitan
Hall) during George’s teip around the world. Quoted in Life, pp. 80, 100.
108 Qe sypra, pp. 39-40.



BACKGROUND AND ORIGINALITY 219

interest. It is in the older countries—that is to say, the countries
where material progress has reached later stages—that widespread
destitution is found in the midst of the greatest abundance. Go
into one of the new communities where Anglo-Saxon vigor is just
beginning the race of progress; where the machinery of production
and exchange is yet rude and inefficient; where the inerement of
wealth is not yet great enough to enable any class to live in ease
and luxury ; where the best house is but a cabin of logs or a cloth
and paper shanty, and the richest man is forced to daily work—
and though you will find an absence of wealth and all its con-
comitants, vou will find no beggars. There is no luxury, but there
is no destitution. No one makes an easy living, nor a very good
living; but every one can make a living, and no one able and
willing to work is oppressed by the fear of want.

But just as such a community realizes the conditions which all
civilized communities are striving for, and advances in the scale
of material progress—just as closer settlement and a more intimate
connection with the rest of the world, and greater utilization of
labor-saving machinery, make possible greater economies in pro-
duction and exchange, and wealth in consequence increases, not
merely in the aggregate, but in proportion to population—so does
poverty take a darker aspect. Some get an infinitely better and
easier living, but others find it hard to get a living at all. The
“tramp” comes with the locomotive, and almshouses and prisons
are as surely the marks of “material progress” as are costly dwell-
ings, rich warchouses, and magnificent churches. Upon streets
lighted with gas and patrolled by uniformed policemen, beggars
wait for the passer-by, and in the shadow of college, and library,
and museum, are gathering the more hideous Huns and fiercer
Vandals of whom Macaulay prophesied.**®

George had seen this vivid contrast himself, not only in the
comparison of early San Francisco with the Philadelphia of
his boyhood and with the New York that had shocked him
with its display of poverty, but also in the changing con-
ditions in California itzelf. Where once wages had been
spectacularly high and working men independently confident
and self-assured, there now came the ominous cry of “hard

e Pp. 6-7.
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times,” and the unemployment and stagnation of a period of
depression. California was growing older and consequently
sadder if not wiser.

But a more suggestive phenomenon in the early develop-
ment of California, and one that was more specifically re-
sponsible for the direction in which George’s economie theory
developed, was the prodigal disposal of the public domain and
the resulting wild flourish of land speculation.™ This aliena-
tion of the lands of California and their coneentration in the

‘hands of a comparatively few owners, was not something ac-

cidental nor was it peculiarly characteristic of the State of
California. It was the direct result of the general State and
Federal land policy which was soon to become traditional in
its lavish and thoughtless disposal of Western lands. The
status of California lands had been complicated by the
Spanish and Mexican grants operative before the State en-
tered the Union, but instead of clearing away the confusion
that had resulted from conflicting land titles, the early
American policy still further unsettled the situation,™ and
paved the way for the unserupulous activities of land specu-
lators.*® Coupled with this attitude of neglect was the more
positive Federal policy of reckless land grants to private

11 For a brief historieal sccount of the land policy followed in early
California see Young (op. cit.), Chap. II. The authorities he quotes are:
Royee’s California; J. 8. Hittell, The Resources of California (1863) and
History of Californie; H. . Baneroft’s History of California, and F. C.
Donaldson’s The Public Domain. The statistical reports of various Federal
and State land equalization and census boards are also made use of. See also
The Great American Land Bubble, by A. M. Bakolski (New York, Harpers,
1932), Chap. XII. : ‘

L2 Young; pp. 28-34. The Federa! Government waited from 1848 to 1851
before taking any aetion regarding the status of the Spanish and Mexican
grants, and the act of March 3, 1851, was “nominally to ‘settle’ private land
claims in California, but.really to unsettle them and the whole couniry, and
keep them unsettled.” (Hittel, Besources of California, pp. 455456, in 'Y oung,

.3L)
i3 Young traces the beginning of the concentration of land ownership in
Celifornia to government negligence, and quotes Baperoft’s opinion that
the policy of the United States resulted in “confiseation, and that not in the
real interests of the United States, or of American setilers, but of speculating
land sharpers.” (Bancroft, Histary of Californig, p. 577, in Young, p. 34.)
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idividuals and particularly to the railroads. The lands of
the State were admitted to pregémption by the act of March
3, 1863, and later the railways were granted holdings com-
prising 16,387,000 acres, more than sixteen per cent of the
entire area of California. The State policy was no improve-
ment upon the prodigality of the Federal Government, and
“in eighteen years the State had disposed of her vast landed
possessions, making no attempt to increase their value by
improvements, nor leaving any to rise in value along with the
development of the country about them. The money realized
was . . . dissipated by the extravagance of the early Legis-
latures, or fraudulently disposed of by political tricksters in
collusion with dishonest officials.” **°

Of even more direct influence upon George than the dis-
posal of the lands of the State and the resulting tendency
toward land monopoly and concentration ™ was the spec-
tacular soaring of land values. The natural increase in the
value of land, due to the growing population that followed
the discovery of gold, was enormously accelerated by specu-
lative ventures, and the fabulous prices that land acquired
still remain, as does the gold rush, part of early California
tradition. “The San Francisco Directory for 1852 (p. 9)
deseribes in a striking manner the arrival of the brig Belfast
from New York, laden with a valuable cargo of goods. ‘She
hauled up to the Broadway wharf, the only wharf accessible
to such a vessel, and there discharged. No sooner was she
known to be landing her cargo than goods of all kinds fell
twenty-five per cent, and real estate rose fifty per cent.
A vacant lot on the corner of Washington and Montgomery

114 The fraud and land-grabbing that resulted from the policy of pre-
emption are described in R. T, Hill, The Public Domain and Democracy
(Columbia University Studies, 1910, p. 46), in Young, p. 34, n, 22,

U5 Bancroft (op. cit.), pp. 640641, Young, p. 35.

118 For figures bearing on this tendency for California lands to coneentrate
in the hands of a few at this period, see tables in Young, pp. 36-37; see also
George's Our Land and Land Policy, Works, Vol. VIII,



292 THE PHILOSOPHY OF HENRY GEORGE

streets ab that time bordering on the water, which had been
offered for $5,000 and refused, sold readily the very next
day for $10,000. "™ In the Annals of San Francisco,™
there is this statement: :

Butt chiefly it was the holders of real estate that made the greatest
fortunes. The possession of a small piece of building ground in or
about the center of business was a fortune in itself. Those lucky
people who held lots from the times before the discovery of gold,
or who shortly afterwards managed to secure them, were suddenly
enriched, beyond their first most sanguine hopes. The enormous
rents paid for the use of ground and temporary buildings in 1849
made all mon covetous of real estate. . . . The temptation to
perpetrate any trick, crime, or violence, to acquire real estate,
seemed to be irresistible. . . . The richest men in 8an Francisco
have made the best portion of their wealth in the possession of
real estate.

It was against such a background that George formed his
thought. “He witnessed intimately perhaps the most discred-
itable episodes in all our checkered public land history,” ™
and he felt that he had before him the very manifestation of
why progress meant poverty. He saw that already the early
prosperity of California was giving way to discontent and
hardship,*® and he believed that here was & miniature of
civilization iteelf. For George it was no mere coincidence that
as a community thrived and grew so did it open the door to
the grim spectre of want. There was a common cause, he de-
" clared in Progress and Poverty, for this companion advance
of prosperity and misery, a common ground from which

U7 Young, p. 39. .

u8 By Soule, Gibon, and Nisbet (1855), pp. 498-500. In Young, p. 40.

118 Young, pp. 40-41.

104 Ag the exceptional opportunities for stumbling upon fortunes or
for taking up rich lands were seized by those first on the ground, as multitudes-
of men eame in, eager to compete for what they regarded as the opportunities
of o century, the inevitable leveling down process commenced, and rates
of wages began slowly to recede toward the levels obtaining elsewhere. . . .
The evile of poverty and vice, always most conspicuous in cities, manifested

themselves in San Francisco.” (Ibid., p. 41.)
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sprang both the fruits and the weeds of civilized society. This
common cause George thought that he had found in the
peculiar action of land values. They came into existence only
with the presence of man and his productive labor; they rose
as population increased and as a erude way of living gave way
to a more cultivated social order. They were, he was sure,
wholly a social produet; yet they were exploited by in-
dividual landowners, and their constant increase absorbed
whatever increase in wealth might be produced by labor.
It is evident, then, that George’s California environment
wag largely responsible for his approach to the problems of
political economy, and if it was indeed a truth that he had
discovered, then his frontier experience must be considered
as a moulding influence. To his own brilliant originality was
added this invaluable privilege of having been present at
the very birth of a new social order.™ And (George was not

121 The influence of his pioneer surroundings in directing George’s thought
hee been recognized by nearly every writer who has eonsidered his work.
For example, Professor Perlman writes: “His [George’s] dogmatism was
largely a result of environment, ... He ... began his philosophical ex-
perience on what was then the economie frontier, where as yet there was little
manufacturing, but mainly mining and agricultural pursuits having a direet
dependence upon natural resources. Wages were high, owing to the
abundanee of these resources offering riech alternative opportunities to the
wage-carner, When the first transcontinental railroad was eompleted in
1889 and a rapid growth of population began, the free land was quickly
preémpted by speculators, the price of land soared up, and wages simultane-
ously fell. George drew the conclusion that wages had declined because the
landowner was now exacting a high rent for the use of land. He also ascribed
to high rent similar effects on profits, whose similarity to wages he could
see in a community where the independent miners commonly spoke of
washing their ‘“wages’ out of the soil.” (History of Lebour in the United
States, Commons and Associates, New York, Maemillan, 1818; Vol. iI, p.
447) He continues, . . . Furthermore, George keenly observed the severe
industria! depression which struck Celifornia in 1877 and which served to
confirm the idea already ripened in his mind that the monopolization of the
land by withholding it from use both reduced wages snd decreased the
opportimities for employment. Thus, the observation of conditions in
Cglifornia Ied George to explain the exploitation of labour and the lack of
employment by & single cause, the monopolization of land.”

. Professor Gide’s first review of Progress and Poverty, in the Journal des
Economistes (Paris) of May 15, 1883, was entitled “De quelques nouvelles
doctrines sur la propriété foneiére,” and he showed that these new doctrines
(which, however, he later stated were not new at all—see supra, p. 176, n. 23)
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the only Westerner to be impressed by the evils of the pre-
vailing land policy; in the early '70s there was widespread
agitation in California against “land monopoly,” an agita-
tion that had lasted ever since the trouble over the Spanish
and Mexican grants.*® Yet while George may not have been
the first to advoeate land reform, even in California,”™ his
work proved to be the most significant and the most per- '
manent; whereas others had recognized only a condition of
loeal concern, he attempted to widen the importance of the
land question, and from its partially revealed effects gought
to work out a complete system of social organization.
Conditions in California at the time when George began

were a direet product of such a state of society as existed in California where,
under the eyes of all, free land was being exhausted.

Judge James (. Maguire, who was an early friend of George and who
later became a prominent single taxer, has stated that George “could not
have discovered the great trut .of political economy but for the social and
industrial phenomena which transpired within his experience” and that had
it not been for “the marvellously rapid evolution manifested in California, in
which was shown every stage of land monopolization that was developed in
Europe and America in many centuries, we would now have no single tax
agita';i%ns.’; (In the single tax weekly, Justice, Jan. 5, 1895; quated in Young,
pp. 2728,

122 The most influential agitator for land reform was perhaps James
McClatchy of the Sacramento Bee. George had formed his friendship during
his early days in Sacramento, and it was largely through the efforts of
McClatehy, who later became editor of the Ban Francisco Times, that George
won his early advancement in California journalism. (For an account of this
land reform agitation in California, see Young, pb. 46-52) Regarding the
work of McClatchy, J. H. Barry wrote in the San Francisco Star of November
6, 1807: “Tt was James MecClatehy who instilled into George these ideas
antagonistic to land monopoly which wers afterwards so brilliantly woven -
in Progress and Powverty. In fact, George insisted that James McClatehy
should be the man to write that work.” (Young, p. 50, n. 25.) .

128 (George, however, did consider that he was the first. “So far as we
know, we were the first upon the Ameriean continent or anywhere else o
enunciate the principle which will some day be an acee ted axiom, that land
is the only thing which should be taxed for purposes 0? revenue, And when
we did, it was some time before we could find anyone else who thought the
same way.” (In the San Francisco Evening Post, April 16, 1874.) Certainly
his What the Railroad Will Bring Us of 1868, and Our Lond and Land Policy,
written in 1871, were the earliest comprehensive treatments of land reform
in California. George’s editorial policy in the Euvening Post from 1871 to
1875 was also the first consistent jowrnalistie attack upon land monopoly, and
the hostile eriticism with which it was greeted showed that, even in Californiz,
land reform was far from popular.
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his more intensive work, the actual writing of Progress and
Poverty, had grown increasingly worse, and when the de-
pression of 1877 made its appearance the Western State
found that it was in the grip of the same evils that had over-
taken the more developed East. Not only had the State’s
early prosperity disappeared, but at the time of the panic a
drought and a serious falling-off in the silver output of the
Comstock Lode still further aggravated local discontent, and
while California did not experience the violence that streaked
blood and fire through the great Eastern railway centers, the
policy of intimidation adopted by the Central Pacific Rail-
road helped to bring on the Dennis Kearney upheaval in
which the Chinese as well as the railroad were made the oh-
jects of attack. The effect of this depression, following so soon
upon the earlier spectacular display of wealth in California,
strengthened George in his conviction that he was watching
the pathological development of a social system, and helped
to make Progress and Poverty a direct and timely protest
against what was an evident social maladjustment.

George's vision, then, was not conjured out of a feverish
imagination. Tt was not a mystic experience that had no re-
Iation to anything empirical, but a significant revelation that
had come to him as an inference from the changing conditions
that he was able to observe. His originality was not in the
form of some divine apocalypse, but was rather a carefully
planned attempt to reconstruct out of the faets of his mm-
mediate experience and out of the anticipations of the
classical economists a system that would eorrelate all the
implications of political economy, that would indeed trans-
form political economy into an instrument for solving ulti-
mately all ethical problems. It is true that George’s eon-
* ceptions did not bring any new ideas into the stream of
thought, and it may be that his originality was more gyn-
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thetic than ereative, but it was this fresh approach to old
problems, an approach that was as much a product of his
background as the poverty that harassed him, that has
stamped his work as unique. It was this concept of his, the
idea that a broadening and developing of the province of
economic problems would have a direct and significant effect
upon problems in other fields of intellectual endeavor, that,
more than any specific treatment of the land question, has
ranked George as an independent thinker., The fervent
eloquence with which he expounded his doetrine, the mis-
sionary obstinacy which “bordered on fanaticism,” the
complete absence of any spirit of diffidence, made George a
compelling figure. His ¢omprehensive and original grasp of
a new significance in the meaning and scope of politieal
economy made him a profound one.



