Copyright, 1916, by
PRINCETON UNIVERSITY PRESS

230847

Published May, 1916



PREFACE

More than a generation has now elapsed since Henry
George published Progress and Poverty, but hardly any ef-
fort has been made to describe the single tax movement o
to appraise its significance. Substantially all of the litera-
ture devoted to the single tax question has been purely con-
troversial. In the present volume the writer has undertaken
to give a complete historical account of the single tax move-
ment in the United States, together with a discussion of the
tactics of the single taxers, their program, the present status
of the movement, and its influence upon economic thought
and upon fiscal and social reform.

A brief introductory survey of the chief anticipations of
Henry George’s doctrines is presented in order to show the
place of the movement in the history of economic thought.
Then is traced the formulation of George’s economic ideas
in the light of the economic environment amid which he
spent the formative years of his life, the California of the
two decades following the gold discovery of 1848. Next
follows a description of the reception of Progress amd
Poverty in the eighties and of Henry George’s activities in
the spreading of his gospel. Succeeding chapters describe
the development of the single tax movement through the
recent political campaigns undertaken with the aid of the
Joseph Fels endowment. Finally there is a consideration
of some general aspects of the movement, and an appraisal
of its significance.

Collection of the material upon which this study is based
has involved research in several parts of the country. The
writer spent several weeks in and around San Francisco
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Taxr Review, Mr. C. B. Fillebrown of Boston, Mr. Daniel
Kiefer, chairman of the Joseph Fels Fund Commission, Mr.
Louis F. Post of Washington, D. C., Mr. Harold Sudell
of Philadelphia, Mr. John Z. White of Chicago, Mr. O. T.
Erickson of Seattle, and Mr. C. E. Todd and Mr. F. W.
Lynch of San Francisco; also to Mr. Benjamin C. Marsh
of New York City, secretary of the Society to Lower Rents
and Reduce Taxes on Homes. The writer also is under
obligation to Mrs. Richmond Plant of Los Angeles for the
gift of material collected by the late Richmond Plant; to
Mr. H. 1. Priestley, Assistant Curator of the Academy of
Pacific Coast History, Berkeley; and to Professor C. C.
Plehn of the University of California.

For valued criticism the writer is grateful to his col- .
leagues, Professors F. A. Fetter, E. W. Kemmerer, and
W. M. Adriance, to Mr. W. W. Cumberland, and to Pro-
fessor R. G. Cleland of Occidental College, Los Angeles.
Professor Fetter has painstakingly read the entire manu-
script, and the writer is especially grateful for the oppor-
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CHAPTER I
ANTICIPATIONS OF HENRY GEORGE'’S IDEAS

Introduction

Few movements of any sort bear such a striking relation
to the life and work of a single individual as the single
tax movement bears to the life and work of Henry George.
Scarcely anything in the history of social reform move-
ments is more remarkable than the spectacle of this un-
known California printer setting foot in New York City
in 1880, poor in pocket, equipped solely with a book and
the consciousness of a message, to become the founder of
a new world-wide crusade against world-old evils. Like
the founder of a new religion, Henry George believed
that he had been called to be a prophet to his age. The
task to which he set himself was to be the bearer of an
economic revelation, to point the way to social salvation,
to show the “great primary wrong” which causes a shadow
to accompany our advancing civilization. He sent forth
his gospel with unwavering faith that his message would
find friends who would take “the cross of a new crusade”.
That faith has been realized and to-day thousands of his
disciples in all parts of the world are devoted to his mem-
ory and turn for the final solution of economic problems
to Progress and Poverty.

In order to reach a clearer understanding of the place
which Henry George’s single tax doctrines occupy in the
history of economic thought, we shall consider in the pres-
ent chapter the extent to which they were anticipated. A
discussion of the anticipations, however, must be confined

1
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withm limits. An attempt to consider the numerous mani-
"% estations of the idea to which land reformers of all times

have appealed—that all men have a “God-given” or
“natural” or “equal” right to the earth—would take us too
far afield. Hardly any agrarian movement fails to exhibit
some manifestation of this idea, which dates back at least
to the time when the author of Ecclesiastes wrote that “the
profit of the earth is for all’. We must confine ourselves
to considering (1) some of the more specific anticipations
of George’s characteristic doctrines, and (2) the relations
between these doctrines and the doctrines of the leading
economists, from the Physiocrats to Cairnes.! We shall
then examine the question of George’s originality, his
knowledge of and dependence upon former writers while
formulating the ideas which, first presented in 1871 in
Our Land and Land Policy, were worked out more fully
eight years later in Progress and Poverty. In the second
chapter we shall consider the influence which the environ-
mental conditions of early California exerted upon Henry
George.

*A detailed consideration of these points would take us too far
afield. The precursors here discussed are representative; the lst is by
no means exhaustive.

For further discussion of precursors of Henry George see: Dollfus,
Uber die Idee der einzigen Steuer, Basel, 1897; Gide and Rist, Histoire
des Doctrines Rconomiques, Paris, 1913, pp. 654-76; Escarra, Nation-
alisation du sol et Socialisme, Paris, 1904; Henry George, Political
Economy, New York, 1898, bk. 2, ch. 7; E. H. Crosby, The Earth-
for-All Calendar, in the National Single Taxer, New York, each month
of 1000 (a list of quotations from many anticipators of George); and
J. M. Davidson, Concerning Four Precursors of Henry George and
the Single Tax, London, 1899.

The first two accounts mentioned are the most valuable. David-
son’s partisanship for the single tax has led him at times to strain a
point in discovering similarities between George’s doctrines and those
of Spence, Ogilvie, Paine, and Dove, the precursors whom he discusses.
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Anticipations by ssolated writers, non-economists

Spinoza, the Dutch philosopher (1632-1677), in his
Tractatus Politicus proposed that the rents of the soil, sup-
plemented perhaps by the rents of houses, should defray
the expenditures of the state.

“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. And of this
rent a part is to be applied to the defences of the state, a part
to the king’s private use.”?

Marshall Vauban published in 1707 his Projet d'ume
Dixme Royale. His travels through France had given him
an opportunity to see the poverty of the peasants, which
he believed was due largely to heavy and unequal taxation.?
He proposed a reform of France’s tax system which some
have regarded as entitling him to rank as “a pioneer of the
single tax”.*

The title of Vauban’s book, however, is misleading as
regards his reform project. The dixrme royale, or royal
tithe, was not, as its name might indicate, a single income
tax. It was a comprehensive proposal for simplifying the
existing tax system, but yet far from a single tax proposal.
It called for proportional taxes on the produce of land and
on the revenue of wealth in general, but definitely proposed
to continue (not without improvements in method, how-
ever) the raising of revenue from salt duties, and to retain
certain other imposts.®

It is better, therefore, to regard Vauban as a reformer

? Spinoza, Tractatus Politicus, ch. 6, sec. 12.

* Vauban, Projet d’'une Dixme Royale, 1708 ed,, p. 3.

*E. g. Haney, History of Economic Thought, New York, 1911, p. 135.
¥ Vauban, op. cit., 'premiere partie.
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" ually to be deprived of their surplus of land, retaining,
however, the title to any improvements which they might
have made.!*

Ogilvie’s ideas on taxation were somewhat vague, but
he wrote in a footnote that he believed a land tax to be the
most equitable form of tax.!® The landowner, he believed,
enjoyed a revenue without performing a corresponding
social service.'®* He suggested a tax on barren lands to
force the owner either to cultivate or dispose of them.!?
~ Ogilvie was probably the first to suggest definitely a tax on
. the increment of land values. He wrote:

“A tax on all augmentation of rents, even to the extent of
one half the increase, would be at once the most equitable, 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 injudi-
cious imposts by which its commercial exchanges are retarded
and restrained, and its domestic manufactures embarrassed.”*

. Thomas Paine’s pamphlet, Agrarian Justice opposed to

Agrarian Law, and to Agrarian Monopoly, appeared in
1797.'° Paine distinguished, as did Henry George, be-
tween natural property and artificial property.

“There are two kinds of property. Firstly, natural pro-
perty, or that which comes to us from the Creator of the
universe,—such as the earth, air, water. Secondly, artificial
or acquired property,—the invention of men.”*®

“Equality of natural property”, wrote Paine, “is the sub-

“1bid., p. 93 et seq.

®«If the original value of the soil be the joint property of the
commonwealth, no scheme of taxation can be so equitable as a land
tax.” Ibid, p. 16, note. See also p. 95, note.

#«Tt [the rent of land] increases also without any effort of his,
and in proportion to the industry of those who cultivate the soil.”
Ibid,, p. 35.

T Ibid., p. 58

*Ibid, pp. 58-59.

® Thomas Paine’s Works, New York, 1898, vol. 3.

»Ibid., p. 324.
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ject of this little essay.”®' Since the private appropriation
of land “has dispossessed more than half the inhabitants of
every nation of their natural inheritance,” justice demands
an indemnification.?? This was best to be managed, Paine
believed, by a tithe upon all inheritances to create a “Na-
tional Fund”, which should give to each the sum of fifteen
pounds sterling at the age of twenty-one and an annuity
of ten pounds at the age of fifty.?®

Patrick Edward Dove, a Scotchman, was the most re-
markable anticipator of Henry George. In 1850 he pub-
lished anonomously The Theory of Human Progression,
and Natural Probability of a Reign of Justice.?* This is
a diffuse work largely taken up with philosophical and
theological speculation; economic problems hardly seem to
be the main issue. However, Dove referred to the land
question as ‘“‘the main question of England’s welfare.”’?

Dove stated the problem with all the vigorous fervor of
Progress and Poverty.

\
“How comes it that, notwithstanding man’s vast achieve-
ments, his wonderful efforts of mechanical ingenuity, and the

amazing productions of his skill, . . . a large portion of the
population is reduced to pauperism? . . . To charge the pov-
erty of man on God, is to blaspheme the Creator. ... He
% Idem.
®Ibid., p. 331.

®Idem. Paine’s plan was criticized by Spence in his Rights of In-
fants (p. 3) as being “an execrable fabric of compromissory ex-
pediency, as if in good earnest intended for a Swinish Multitude”.

®= The original of Dove’s work is rare. There is a copy in the Li-
brary of Princeton University. It has been reprinted, edited and
abridged by Julia A. Kellogg, New York, 1910. The essence of Dove’s
argument in his Theory of Human Progression is in the third section
of ch. 3, On the Theory of Man’s Practical Progression. Dove also
wrote The Elements of Political Science, Edinburgh, 1854, in which
he made known his authorship of the earlier work.

George was later charged with plagiarizing from Dove. See infra,
P 24.

® The Theory of Human Progression, p. 323.
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be alike unfeasible. But the change could be effected with
no serious disturbance of the existing order.

“The change required would be simply a change of land-
lords. Separate ownerships would merge into the joint-stock
ownership of the public. Instead of being in the possession
of individuals, the country would be held by the great corpo--
rate body—Society. Instead of leasing his acres from a
isolated proprietor, the farmer would lease them from th
nation. Instead of paying his rent to the agent of Sir John
or his Grace, he would pay it to an agent or deputy-agent of '
the community. Stewards would be public officials instead of }
private ones; and tenancy the only land tenure.”*?

Spencer admitted that the question of compensation to
present proprietors of land was complicated and difficult.?®
But he declared that “the theory of the co-heirship of all
men to the soil is consistent with the highest civilization,
and . . . however difficult it may be to embody that theory
in fact, Equity sternly commands it to be done.”34

In the eighties, when discussion of Progress and Poverty

. was at its height, Spencer’s name was frequently coupled
with George’s as an advocate of land nationalization. But
Spencer had modified the views set forth in 1850 in Social
Statics, and in 1892 he withdrew the original volume,
issuing in its place Social Statics, abridged and revised,
a book from which his radical utterances on the land ques-
tion were omitted.?® For his retraction he was sharply
criticized by George in A Perplexed Philosopher, published
in 1892.

Anticipations by the socialists

Socialist writers before the time of Henry George had
regarded private property in land, together with private
property in other forms of wealth, as exploitative. Some

® Ibid., p. 141.

®Ibid., pp. 142-43.

% Ibid., pp. 143-44-
™ See George, A Perplexed Philosopher, New York, 1892, pp. 132-35.
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had held that land ownership was peculiarly exploitative,
because it infringed the natural right of all men to the
earth, the heritage of the race. Proudhon gave forcible
expression to this thought in his Qw'est-ce la Propriété?
published in 1840, when he wrote: “Qui a fait la terre?
Dieu. En ce cas, propriétaire, retire-toil”’3®

Likewise the socialists, desiring collective ownership of
most forms of wealth, had regarded collective ownership
of land as a fundamental plank in their program. The
famous Communist Manmifesto of 1848, written by Karl
Marx and Frederick Engels, has the following as first in
the list of measures “pretty generally applicable” in “the
most advanced countries’:

“Abolition of property in land and application of all rents
of land to public purposes.”®”

Some socialist writers had placed particular emphasis
upon the abolition of private ownership of land. Among
these were the Belgian socialist, Baron de Colins, a volumi-
nous writer of the middle of the nineteenth century,®® and
Frangois Huet, a Christian socialist.?®

Anticipations by the German “Bodenreformers”

The first of the German Bodenreformers was Hermann
Heinrich Gossen.*® In 1854 he proposed that the state
should purchase all land and lease it to the highest bidders.*!

* Proudhon, Qu'est-ce 1a Propriété? p. 74.
¥ Marx and Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party, Chicago,
nd., p. 45.
¥ See Laveleye, Socialism of Today, pp. 245-53.
® Ibid., pp. 253-56, also Laveleye, Primitive Property, pp. 333-36.
. *Regarding Gossen see Jevons, Preface to the 2d (1879) and subse-
: quent editions of The Theory of Political Economy; Walras, Un
" économiste inconnu, Jour. des Rconomistes, 1885; Handworterbuch der
Staatswissenschaften, article on Gossen; Dollfus, Uber die Idee der
einzigen Steuer, p. 103, note; and Gide and Rist, Histoire des Doc-
trines Economiques, Paris, 1913, pp. 669-71.
€ Gossen, Entwicklung der Gesetze der menschlichen Verkehrs und
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The state could acquire land advantageously, he believed,
because it would be able to borrow the purchase money at
low rates of interest. If collective ownership of land
were introduced, society instead of private individuals
would get the advantage of any future increase in la.n.d\l.
values.*?

In 1871 August Theodor Stamm, in his Die Erlosung |
der darbenden Menschheit, presented views similar to those l
of Henry George.*®* Stamm believed that private property |
in land was the cause of nearly all human ills. In its:
abolition was to be found the complete solution of the social |
problem. Collective ownership might be effected in several ' b
ways, but the best means, Stamm believed, was gradually |
to absorb the rent of land by increasing the land tax. /
Stamm differed from George, however, in holding that, :
since the original wrong of private appropriation of land ’
was not that of the present but of previous generations, the
rights of present owners should receive some consideration.*

In 1879 Adolph Samter, in his Das Eigentum in seiner
socialen Bedeutung, advocated land nationalization.*® .

When, in 1879, Progress and Poverty was published, it
was early translated into German and attracted consider-
able attention in Germany.*® The result of the discussion
it aroused was the development of a group of Bodenre-
formers, who have worked assiduously for proposals similar
to George’s. The leaders among the Bodenreformers have
d;r darausfliessenden Regeln fiir menschliches Handeln, Brunswick,
¢

?‘ Dolifus, op. cit.,, p. 103, nofe.

“ For an account of Stamm's views see Dollfus, op. cit., p. 101 et seq.

“ Dollfus, op. cit., p. 102

© See Menger, The Right to the Whole Produce of Labour, Lon-
don, 1899, p. 151, note.

©See Henry George, Jr, The Life of Henry George, pp. 330, 343

(referred to hereafter as The Life of Henry George), and Dollfus,
op. cit., p. 101.
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been Michael Fliirscheim, Theodor Hertzka, and Adolph

~ Damaschke.4”
Proposals similar to George’s single tax have not found
{ much favor in Germany. But the Germans have taken the
lead in taxing the “unearned increment” of land values.*®

Anticipations in movements for special taxation of land

Movements for special taxation of land together with
exemption of improvements from taxation are met inde-
pendently in several newly settled countries. It is not
strange that settlers who improve their farms should resent
the fact that the result of their labor is to add to the value
of land held by non-improving or absentee speculators.

In Iowa in the thirties and forties there was a consider-
able movement for the exemption of improvements from
taxation.*® The actual settlers felt that non-resident specu-
lators and big land-holders were bearing too little of the
burdens of taxation. The outcome of the agitation against
“land monopoly” was the passage of the act of January
14th, 1840, which made it the duty of the county assessor
to assess real estate at “the actual value which such real
estate would bear without the improvements thereupon.”s?

“ For accounts of the German Bodenreform movement, see Dollfus,
op. cit, pp. 101-08; Gutzeit, Die Bodenreform, Leipzig, 1907; articles
in the special German number of the Single Tax Rev. (New York),
Mar.-Apr., 1012, especially an article by W. Schrameier, Land Re-
form in Germany, Single Tax Rev., May-June and Jul.-Aug., 1912;
and the files of Bodenreform, the organ of the Bodenreformers, pub-
lished at Berlin,

See also Fliirscheim, Auf friedlichem Wege, 1884; Hertzka, Frei-
land, ein soziales Zukunftsbild, Leipzig, 1890; and Damaschke, Die

+ Bodenreform, Berlin, 1902.
‘ “For an account of the German land increment taxes see Seligman,
Essays in Taxation, New York, 1013, pp. S05-I5. ’

® See Brindley, History of Taxation in Iowa, vol 1, pp. 8, 24-29,
and 370-73 for an account of this movement.

*® See Brindley, op. cit., pp. 8 and 361, note 16.
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The movement for the exemption of improvements in
western Canada dates from 1874, in which year the town
of Nanaimo, on Vancouver Island, British Columbia, re--
ceived a special charter permitting the total exemption of
improvements from taxation.®” Nanaimo has never taxed
improvements.

Anticipations in the writings of the leading economists from
the Physiocrats to Cairnes

Thus far we have considered anticipations of Henry
George’s ideas apart from the theories of the economists.
But since it was from the doctrines of the classical econo-
mists, particularly from their theory of rent, that George
drew many of the materials to frame his theory of distri-
bution, it will be worth our while to examine briefly their
ideas of the social significance of the rent of land, its taxa-
tion, and private property in land. We shall consider first
the French Physiocrats, who formed the first real “school”
of economists.

A cardinal doctrine of the Physiocrats®® was that of the

* Haig, The exemption of improvements from taxation in Canada and
the United States, a report prepared for the Committee on Taxation
of the City of New York, New York, 1915, pp. 170-71. This report
gives a full account of Canada’s experiments in special taxation of
land. For accounts of Australasian experience with land taxes see the
British Blue Book of 1909, Taxation of Land, etc. Papers bearing on
land taxes and on income taxes, etc., in certain foreign countries, and
on the working of taxation of site values in certain cities of the
United States and in British colonies, together with extracts relative
to land taxation and land valuation from reports of Royal Commis-
sions and Parliamentary Committees. Cd. 4750. See also an account
by Knibbs in The Financial Yearbook of the Commonwealth of Aus-
tralia, 1901-10, Melbourne, 1911; and Seligman, Essays in Taxation,
New York, 1913, pp. 516-31.

® For accounts of the Physiocrats and their doctrines see Gide and
Rist, Histoire des Doctrines Economiques, Paris, 1913, bk. 1, ch. 1, and
Higgs, The Physiocrats, London, 1897. Regarding the relations be-
tween George’s ideas and those of the Physiocrats see Rivaud, Henry
George et 1a physiocratie, Paris, 1907.
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impit umigque, a single tax upon land, which was proposed
to supplant the complex and burdensome taxes of the ancien
régime. The impot umique occupies a much more promi-
nent place in the history of economic thought than do other
anticipations of George’s doctrine. The term “single tax”,
the commonly used designation of George’s doctrine, is a
literal translation of impot unique. So striking are the re-
semblances between these two single tax proposals that in
1886 Henry George, believing the Physiocrats to be his
precursors, 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”, and in Progress and Poverty (1879)
he wrote: “Without knowing anything of Quesnay or his
doctrines, I have reached the same practical conclusion.”?®
But he candidly stated that, since he was only acquainted
with the works of the Physiocrats at second hand, he was
unable to say how far their peculiar doctrines resembled
his.

Some of his followers and critics, however, have been
less cautious, and, misled by a superficial similarity, have
assumed an unwarranted degree of correspondence between
the two doctrines. It is true that the concrete proposals
were the same—to do away with all taxes except upon land.
But even here there was an important difference. George
proposed that the state should absorb by taxation the entire
rental value of land, while the Physiocrats believed that the
impot unique should not take more than a third of the
prodwit net of agriculture %

® Progress and Poverty, bk. 8 ch. 4, p. 422. Page references to
Progress and Poverty refer to the 25th anniversary edition, New

York, 190s.
®4La loi de la justice et celle de la sagesse se réunissent donc pour
attribuer au moins les deux grand tiers du produit net, on revenu
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jinstitution the fundamental cause of social injustice, the
Physiocrats believed in it thoroughly. DuPont went so
far as to say: “La proportion de I'impot avec le produit
net doit étre telle que le sort du propriétaire foncier soit le
meilleur possible et que leur état soit préférable a tout autre
dans la société.””®®

One of the points of closest resemblance between George’s
beliefs and those of these eighteenth century thinkers—a
point which has often escaped attention—is to be found in
the fact that each plan was proposed as the plan to usher
in the “natural order”.

In Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations we find the germs
of the idea that land rent is peculiarly an unearned and
exploitative income.

“As soon as land becomes private property, the landlord
demands a share of almost all the produce which the labourer
can either raise, or collect from it. His rent makes the first
deduction from the produce of the labour which is employed
upon the land.”®

The idea 6f land rent as an income which, altogether
apart from any special activity of the land owner, tends to
increase spontaneously with the progress of society, yield-
ing to its recipients a relatively increasing share in the
distribution of wealth, is also found in the Wealth of Na-
tions. We read there:

“Every improvement in the circumstances of the society
tends either directly or indirectly to raise the real rent of land,
to increase the real wealth of the landlord, his power of pur-
chasilng the labour, or the produce of the labour of other
people.

* Dupont, Physiocratie ou Constitution essentielle du gouvernement
le plus avantageous au genre humain (Daire’s ed.), p. 356.

* Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations (McCulloch ed., 1850), bk. 1,
ch. 8 p. 29. Smith goes on to say, however, that a second deduction
from the produce of labor is the profits of stock, which the master
receives from the laborer in return for advancing his maintenance or
supplying him with tools, etc.
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rent as a sort of vampire which continually engrosses a larger
and larger share of the produce, and if they had not failed
to classify rent and interest together as two species of one

genus.”"® -
George’s doctrine that “rent or land value does not arise ‘

from the productiveness or utility of land,” that “it in no
wise represents any help or advantage given to production,

\
\

i
\

but simply the power of securing a part of the results of

production,”” looks remarkably like a corollary of the or-
dinary statements of the famous “law of rent”.

James Mill discussed land taxation much more fully than
did Adam Smith or Ricardo. In his Political Economy,
1821, he suggested that in a new country the rent of land
would be a source peculiarly adapted to defray the ex-
penditures of the state without burdening anyone.”® But in
old countries

“where land has . . . been converted into private property,
without making rent in a peculiar manner answerable for the
public expenses; where it has been bought and sold upon such
terms, and the expectations of individuals have been adjusted
to that order of things, rent of land could not be taken to
supply exclusively the wants of the government without
injustice.””®

James Mill’s Political Economy is noteworthy in that it
contains the earliest thorough consideration of the merits
of a tax upon the “unearned increment” of land values.
Much of the credit for the idea of taxing the increment of

land values should be given to James Mill rather than, as is

usual, to his more distinguished son. James Mill wrote in

his Political Economy:

“This continual increase, arising from the circumstances of
the community, and from nothing in which the land-holders

® Cannan, Theories of Production and Distribution, London, 1903,
p. 393.

B George, Progress and Poverty, bk. 3, ch. 3, P 166.

® James Mill, Political Economy, p. 243.

®1Ibid., p. 244.
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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 a country where land had never
been appropriated.”’*

John Stuart Mill, in his Political Economy, 1848, defi-
nitely proposed a tax on the future increment of land values.
He urged that “the future increment of rent should be
!liable to special taxation; in doing which all injustice to
/the landlords would be obviated, if the present market price
of their land were secured to them; since that includes the
present value of all future expectations.”™ Mill was
largely instrumental in founding the “Land Tenure Re-
form Association”, which, in 1870, commenced a definite
program of propaganda for “the interception by taxation
of the future unearned increase of the rent of land.”"®

Mill, in his Political Economy, definitely took the position
that land ownership is less justifiable than the ownership

f other wealth. “Landed property”, he said, “is felt, even
by those most tenacious of its rights, to be a different thing
ifrom other property.”?”

“When the ‘sacredness of property’ is talked of, it should
always be remembered, that any such sacredness does not be-
long 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 expediency.
When private property in land is not expedient, it is unjust.
It is no hardship to anyone to be excluded from what others

*Ibid., p. 247.

™ John Stuart Mill, Political Economy, bk. §, ch. 2, sec. s.

®Mill, Dissertations and Discussions, vol. §, p. 225, et seq. The -
Programme of the Association is on pp. 225-26.

T Mill, Political Economy, bk. 2, ch. 2, sec. 6. It has been the theory
of English law that land is not property in the same sense as is other
wealth. Sir Frederick Pollock wrote that land does not belong to
its owner “in the same sense as money or a watch”; that the law
does not recognize its absolute private ownership, but regards it as
‘“held, immediately or mediately, of the Crown”. (The Land Laws,
London, 1883, p. 12.) .
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have produced: they were not bound to produce it for his use,
and he loses nothing by not sharing in what otherwise would
not have existed at all. But it is some hardship to be born
into the world and to find all nature’s gifts previously en-
grossed, and no place left for the new-comer.””®

J. E. Cairnes followed Mill in his views, taking the posi--
tion that property in land was fundamentally different from
other forms of property, since “no man made the land”.
In his essay, Political Economy and Lomd, published in
1870 with reference to the Irish land question, he wrote:

“Sustained by some of the greatest names—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 conditions which separate it economically
from the great mass of the other objects of wealth,—condi-
tions which, if they do not absolutely and under all circum-
stances impose upon the State the obligation of controlling
private enterprise in dealing with land, at least explain why

this control is in certain stages of social progress indis-
pensable.”™

Conclusion

Summing up the results of our survey, we see that Henry
George was anticipated in all the essential ideas of his .
economic and. political philosophy: that the land, to which .
all men have equal natural rights, should not be engrossed
by the few; that private property in land is peculiarly ex-
ploitative, and that private receipt of its income is a chief
cause of poverty and misery; that, with the progress of
society, this income tends to become larger both absolutely
and relatively; and that land incomes should be liable to
‘special treatment in taxation, even to being made the sole
source of government support. Even in the relating of

™ Mill, op. cit., bk. 2, ch. 2, sec. 6.

® Cairnes, Essays in Political Economy, Theoretical and Applied,
London, 1873, p. 189. The essay here quoted was first published in
1870, in the Edinburgh Rev.
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these ideas in a comprehensive system, Spence, Burgess,
and, more completely, Dove anticipated him.

But to say that Henry George was anticipated on these
points is far from saying that he was not original in his
statements of them. Fortunately, we have his own full
testimony regarding the extent of his indebtedness to others
ifor the ideas which he first expressed in 1871 in his little
- book, Our Land and Land Policy, National and State. In
' 1874, while editing the San Francisco Post, he wrote edi-
» torially :

“So far as we know, we were the first upon the American
continent or anywhere else, to enunciate the principle which
will some day be an accepted axiom, that land is the only
thing which should be taxed for purposes of revenue. And
when we did, it was some time before we could find anyone
else who thought the same way.”®®
" The references to Malthus, Ricardo, and Mill in Our
Land and Land Policy show that at this time George had
- some knowledge of their writings.®* But, according to
Henry George, Jr., he undertook no very thorough study of
the economists until engaged in writing Progress and
Poverty.®?

Fifteen years later, when Progress and Poverty had be-
come famous, Henry George was accused of having plagiar-
ized from Patrick Edward Dove, and the charge was given
some currency.®® In replying, George wrote:

“I had worked out the whole thing for myself without con-
scious aid that I can remember unless it might have been for

the light I got from Bisset’s ‘Strength of Nations’ as to the
economic character of the feudal system. When I published

*® San Francisco Post, April 16, 1874.

* George, Our Land and Land Policy, pp. 82, 110.

* See Henry George, Jr.'s comment in a footnote in Henry George’s
Our Land and Land Policy, p. .

*J. W. Sullivan made this charge in a magazine called The Twen-
tieth Century. See the Life of Henry George, p. 520.
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‘Our Land and Land Policy’, I had not even heard of the
Physiocrats and the imp6t unique.”s¢

And in his Political Economy, published posthumously,
he stated that Herbert Spencer’s Social Statics was the
only work of the kind that had come to his notice before
the writing of Progress and Poverty.®

Henry George unquestionably is to be ranked as one of
the boldest and freshest thinkers on economic problems.
He worked out a compact and unified theory of the distri-
bution of wealth, making it his own by right of synthesis
and emphasis. The fact that the skeleton of ideas con-
tained in Progress and Poverty is to be discovered in
Spence’s pamphlets and Dove’s wordy system has little
more than historical significance. Dr. E. R. Taylor, Henry
George’s friend, writing in the Single Taxr Review, point-
edly compared the precursors of Henry George to those
Norse wanderers whose ships touched the American shores
in the centuries before Columbus.%®

Henry George’s own words, written in reply to the
charge of plagiarism, may be final in this connection:

“It is not necessary for me to defend ‘Progress and Poverty’

from a charge of plagiarism. What that book has done is a
sufficient answer,

“If it had been such a book as those it has rescued from
forgetfulness, it would have shared their fate.”*’

It was not Progress and Poverty alone, however, but
Progress and Poverty coupled with the energy and person-
ality of its author, that gave rise to the single tax move-
ment. No book sent forth unaided could have motivated
such an intense movement for social reform. From the

* The Standard, New York, Oct. 19, 1880.

® George, Political Economy, p. 189. In the seventh chapter of bk. 2
George discusses anticipations of his ideas and disclaims knowledge of
them.

® Single Tax Rev., July-Aug., 1912, p. 8.

® The Standard, Oct. 19, 1880.

¢ e e ey
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publication of Progress and Poverty in 1879 until the very
hour of his death Henry George gave himself unsparingly
to the spreading of the faith. Speaking and writing, he
carried his message from one end of the United States to
the other and even around the world.®8

®For a full discussion of Henry George’s personal activities in
founding and spreading the single tax movement, see Henry George,
Jr., The Life of Henry George, New York, 1900.



CHAPTER II

THE ECONOMIC BACKGROUND OF HENRY
GEORGE’S DOCTRINE

On the 27th of May, 1858, Henry George first set foot
in San Francisco after a stormy voyage of one hundred and
fifty-five days around the Horn. A lad of eighteen, he
had left his Philadelphia home to come to the Pacific Coast
in search of his fortune. But California with all its famed
wealth offered no easy road to success, and through years of
poverty and hard knocks Henry George was compelled to
struggle for a livelihood.!

It was during the years 1858 to 1870 that he formulated
his views upon economic and social questions. Possessed
though he undoubtedly was of remarkable originality as an
economic thinker, it can not be questioned that California’s
peculiar economic conditions exercised a profound influence
upon the course of his thought. Judge James G. Maguire,
George’s friend before Progress and Poverty was written
and later prominent in the single tax movement, has said
that George “could not have discovered the great truths of
political economy but for the social.and industrial phe-
nomena which transpired within his experience”, and that
had it not been for “the marvelously rapid evolution mani-
fested in California, in which was shown every stage of
land monopolization that was developed in Europe  and

! See The Life of Henry George, by Henry George, Jr. Referred to
hereafter as The Life of Henry George.

27
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America in many centuries, we would now have no single-
tax agitation.”?

Regarding the formulation of his economic philosophy
Henry George himself wrote in 1880:

“I certainly neither picked it up second-hand nor got it by
inspiration.® I came to it by a long, laborious, and most con-
scientious investigation. I came to it by the very same road
over which I have essayed in this book [Progress and Pov-
erty] to lead my readers.

If 1 have been enabled to emancipate myself from
ideas which have fettered far abler men, it is, doubtless, due
to the 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 was
led to think a good deal before I had a chance to do much
reading.”*

A consideration of some of these social problems which
presented themselves with such “peculiar directness” in the
California of the quarter century following the gold dis-
coveries serves to shed considerable light upon the con-

ception and development of Henry George’s ideas.

Spanish and Mexican land gramts

The land question, always at the fore in new communities,
was peculiarly prominent in California for forty years after
the American occupation. This prominence resulted in

§ large part from two causes. The first was the liberal land
| grant policy of Spain and (after 1822) of Mexico. The
second was the policy—or perhaps lack of policy—in re-
gard to the settlement of claims to these grants which the
United States adopted after the acquisition of California
in 1848.

*See Justice, a Philadelphia (and Wilmington, Del.) single tax
weekly, Jan. s, 1895, p. 3.

*But see infra, p. 45.

¢In the Sacramento Record-Union, Mar. 27, 1880, replying to a
review of Progress and Poverty.
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The original Spanish settlement of California in 1769 .
was a scheme of colonization. The Franciscan mlssmns,i
extendmg from San Diego to the Golden Gate, were |

““stepping-stones, over which to pass to the true cmhzatxon;
of the new land”.® Likewise the pueblos and presidios had!
their part in the plan of settlement. During the penod
from 1769 to 1846 the problem had been to get the country
peopled, and accordingly the authorities usually stood
ready to grant unoccupied lands to any native or naturalized
citizen who might apply and meet simple requirements.® ’
Under the Spanish régime the number of grants was prob-!'
ably not more than thirty. But the Mexican authorities,
were more liberal, particularly after 1833, and when the
United States took possession of California in 1846 more
than eight million acres of the choicest lands of the state ;
were in the hands of some eight hundred Mexican grantees.”

During the interregnum American military officials prom-
ised the preservation of existing property rights.® The
treaty of Guadaloupe Hidalgo reaffirmed this guarantee.
But what these rights actually amounted to in the case of
the land grants was almost past finding out. Grants had
been made loosely and in general terms—often for a given
number of leagues at a place indicated by name only.
Titles, descriptions, and boundaries adequate for the
Mexican régime could hardly meet the standards of Ameri-
can law.

* Royce, California, p. 22.

¢See pages 2 to 5 of the Report on the subject of land titles in
California, by William Carey Jones, in the Senate Documents, 31st
Congress, 2nd session, vol. 3, no. 18. The limit of area which might
be granted to a single individual was eleven square leagues, the square
league being 4,428.4 acres. Ibid, p. 3.

! Bancroft, History of California, vol. 6, pp. 520-30. Donaldson A
states in The Public Domain (p. 381) that the area of these grants
confirmed to 1880 was more than eight million acres.

/'Bancroft. op. cit., p. 533.
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When California “broke out” in 1848, the situation be-
came far more acute. From every quarter of the earth
came thousands of eager immigrants, drawn to the magic
land by the rumors of its golden treasure. California, in
the active imaginations of the gold seekers and of the bulk
of the American populace as well, existed as a land where,
interspersed with valuable farming lands, fabulous gold
deposits abounded.® Such an earthly paradise should not
be allowed to remain unchallenged in the hands of a few
hundred despised Mexican grantees.

The years following 1848 were years of bitter conflict—

(‘ on the one side the land-grant holders with their vague
and extensive claims, and on the other the newcomers,
eager to locate on desirable land. The impatience of these
would-be settlers is well set forth in the following letter
of L. W. Hastings to the California Star, March 13, 1847:

“[Let the settlers] apply wherever they may, and to whom-
soever they may, and the result is invariably the same: they
are repulsed with an indignant ‘This is all mine’. This all-
embracing occupant, after the very expressive and exclusive
declamation here alluded to, goes on to describe his unbounded
premises. ‘That mountain’, says he, ‘on the east is the south-
east corner of my farm, and that timbered country which you
see in the distance is my northwest corner; the other corners
of my farm are rather indefinitely marked at present, but I
shall endeavor to have the rope applied to them also, as soon as
the alcalde is at leisure.’ 1°

* “It was not of 500 or 1,000 rancheros, living on stock farms owned
by themselves and their fathers, and of little value by American stand-
ards, that the Senate was thinking, but of a marvelous land of gold-
mines, great towns, and limitless prospects; not of a quiet pastoral
people, but of a horde of speculators, hungry for gold and power and’
land; not so much of the valid claims as of the fraudulent ones; of
the unknown more than the known.” Bancroft, op. cit., pp. 539-540,

*Cited in Royce, California, p. 209. We should perhaps discount
Hasting’s opinion. He was active in anti-Mexican propaganda before
the American occupation, and naturally hostile to all things Mexican,
including the grants.



THE ECONOMIC BACKGROUND 3t

The American policy regarding the land grants

The matter of quieting California land titles came up in
Congress in 1848 and again in 1849, but nothing was done.
At length, the discussion of the session of 1850-51 resulted
in the Land Act of March 3, 1851.}' This act prov1ded that,
the grantees should appear before a board of commissioners!
with their titles, claims, and witnesses. But the decision ofl
this board was not final, since either party might take appeal
to the district court, and to the United States Supremel
Court. .

International obligation and common sense alike should
have shown that the plain duty of Congress was to devise
a means for the prompt settlement of titles in the interests
of the orderly progress and development of California’s
resources. But, after delaying action from 1848 to 1851,
Congress passed an act as a contemporary Californian
characterized it, “nominally to ‘settle’ private land claims
in California, but really to unsettle them and the whole
country, and keep them unsettled.”*2

It is not worth while to review at length the dreary :
history of the prolonged litigation which resulted from this .

™ Preparatory to the execution of the guarantee of titles promised by
the treaty with Mexico, two investigations were made. Capt. H. W.
Halleck submitted a report March 1, 1849, detailing the laws and
regulations under which the Spanish and Mexican governments had
granted lands. (31st Cong., 1st sess., H. Ex. Doc. no. 17) On April
10th, 1850, Wm. Carey Jones submitted to the Secretary of the In-
terior an able report on the subject of land titles in California. (31st -
Cong. 2nd sess., Sen. Doc. no. 18) The burden of his report was that
“the grants in California . . . are mostly perfect titles”; that although
some are not technically perfect, they “have the same equity as those
which are perfect, and' were and would have been equally respected
under the government which has passed away.” (p. 34) Jones recom-
mended an authoritative survey of the grants, the United States re-

serving the right to proceed against those which seemed questionable.
™ Hittell, The Resources of California, San Francisco, 1863, pp.

455-56.
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act.!® Suffice it to say that the real working-out of the law
' was that, instead of the United States complying with its
treaty obligation to confirm equitable titles, the grantees
were compelled to defend their claims against a stubborn
opposition by the legal agents of the United States.!* The
reason for this was that the “squatter” interests, which de-
sired to oust the grantees, were “masquerading in the name
of the United States” and brought about numerous appeals
even where the titles were the clearest.!® These interests,
says Bancroft, “in a majority of cases continued the con-
test when all proper motives had ceased to exist.”’!® The
plan of settlement needs no further condemnation than the
; fact that the litigation dragged along for more than thirty
\ years.
Meanwhile, the effects of unsettled land titles and un-
marked boundaries appeared—doubt, fraud, bloodshed, and
. general insecurity. As Bancroft has well said: “In a
sense there was no government land to be purchased; every
occupant felt that his possession was threatened by squat-
ters on the one hand, or by grant owners on the other;
neither squatters nor grant owners could sell, or dared to

—— —— L

» An excellent contemporary account is that of Hittell, op. cit., pp.
45361, also the same writer’s History of California, vol. 2, bk. 7,
ch. 10; see too, Bancroft, History of California, vol. 6, ch. Mexican
Land Grants, and Royce, California, ch. 6.

* Hittell says sarcastically (op. cit., p. 457): “All the law agents
were competent men, and no one can justly complain that the inter-
ests of the United States were neglected by any one of them.”

¥ Bancroft, op. cit., p. 571.

*Ibid, p. 577. The following figures tell the story: 813 claims
were presented, 591 of which were confirmed, 203 rejected, and 19
dropped. 264 were finally settled by the board, 450 by the district
court, and 99 by the U. S. Supreme Court. (Ibid., p. 542.)

Patents were issued as follows:

1856 to 1860— 96 1871 to 1875—135
1861 to 1865— 91 1876 to 1880— 64
1866 to 1870—141 (Ibid,, p. 571, note)
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invest in extensive improvements.”'” Such conditions
drove away, or prevented from coming, the best class oi
farmers, thereby greatly retardmg the development of agri

~ culture, which, rather than mining, was bound to be the\
permanent main industry of the state.

Under conditions such as these began California’s “land
monopoly”. The Californians were unable to retain their
huge estates. They were persecuted and plundered by
squatters, who seized on part of their lands and resisted
expulsion, refusing to leave except for blackmail.'®* Forced
to pay in land the costs of the seemingly endless litigation,

the owners handed over large tracts to their lawyers. A -

contemporary considered that in this manner the original !

owners lost at least two-fifths of their holdings.!?

The concentration of land ownership in California is not
chargeable directly to the fact that in 1846 a few hundred
unambitious native Californians held several million acres
of the best lands of the state. Had their titles been
promptly confirmed, they would likely have sold much of
this to settlers at less than government prices.?° It was duef
rather to the land policy of the United States, which, far!

¥ Ibid., p. 577.

®4The squatters took the land, occupied it, drove away the owner's
cattle, cut down his trees, fenced in his springs, paid him no rent, paid
no taxes, by their influence forced him to pay the taxes on the land
they were occupying, and assessed the taxes at most exorbitant rates.
This system was not rare, but frequent—it was practised on not one,
but a hundred ranches. And then, with the money derived from the
land thus obtained, they paid lawyers to appear in the name of the
United States, contest the owner’s title, and delay a decision; and,
after decision, to get up a contest about the survey and delay a settle-
ment of the boundaries.” Hittell, Resources of California, 1863, p. 459.
See too Royce, California, p. 488, et seq.

» Hittell, op. cit., p. 400. See also Bancroft, op. cit., p. 571.

® Bancroft tells of men who would have willingly sold land for
25 or 50 cents per acre (op. cit, p. 635). The best recorded price of
land to 1846 was $1,000 per league (op. cit., p. 533, note).

p—
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from executing the sacred promises of the treaty, really, as
Bancroft has said, resulted in “confiscation, and that not in
the real interests of the United States, or of American set-
tlers, but of speculating land sharpers”.2

The public land policy of the United States

.~ At the same time the federal public land policy tended
to encourage ‘“land monopoly”. The Act of March 3, 1853,
admitted California lands to preémption, with all of its
opportunities for fraud and land-grabbing, from which
California suffered along with the other parts of the
West.2? Other lands were located with the Agricultural
College scrip of eastern states and with “Half Breed
scrip” (issued to Indians in lieu of their lands), located
by speculators as “attorneys” for the Indians.?3

A further factor in the situation was the granting of
large tracts within the borders of California to railways.
The total area of these grants is estimated by Donaldson
at 16,387,000 acres, or more than sixteen per cent of the
entire area of the state.?* The chief railways favored were
the Western Pacific, Central Pacific, Southern Pacific, At-
lantic and Pacific, Texas and Pacific, and California and
Oregon. These grants included some of the richest lands
of the state.

The public land policy of California
The policy of the state of California in the disposal of
its lands was no better than the policy of the United States.

" Op cit,, p. 577. See too Royce, California, p. 491.

®See Hill, The Public Domain and Democracy, Columbia Univ.
Studies, 1910, p. 46.

® Henry George describes this in Our Land and Land Policy, 1871
(1900 reprint, pp. 51-52).

*The Public Domain, p. 287. “The above estimate is for the quan-
tity of land which will be given by the United States to the various
roads sf they are constructed.” Italics the present writer’s.
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Acquiring a rich endowment of land under the several Land
Acts, California squandered it through the extravagance of
the legislatures of the first twenty years.?® The Act of Sep-
tember 28, 1850, gave to each state the swamp and over-
flowed lands within its bounds.?® The Legislature of 1854
promptly provided for their sale at the uniform price of one
dollar per acre.?” Under the Act of March 3, 1853, Cali-
fornia received the 16th and 36th sections for school pur-
poses, a grant under which, 6,719,324 acres had been
patented to June 30, 1880.228 The same act granted two
townships for a state university.

The following is Bancroft’s account of California’s use
of these grants:

“In relation to these several grants of land, in 1869 . . . all
of the seventy-two sections . . . had been sold. Very little
swamp land remained, and only the least desirable of the sur-
veyed common-school lands. . . . By an act of the legistature
of 1868, . . . provision was made for the sale of all the lands
of every kind owned by the state, or in which she had any
interest, the maximum price being fixed at $1.25 an acre.

“Thus 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
legislatures, or fraudulently disposed of by political tricksters
in collusion with dishonest officials.”?®

® See Bancroft, op. cit.,, vol. 6, ch. 22, Finances.

® See Donaldson, op. cit., p. 219 et seq. He says (p. 220): “The
swamp land acts have been the subject of much complaint of fraud,
actual fraud, and deceit.” :

Henry George charges in Our Land and Land Policy (p. 60), that
half of the land sold as swamp is good dry land. “Lands thousands
of feet above the level of the sea have been purchased as swamp;
lands over which a heavily loaded wagon can be driven in the month
of May; and even lands which cannot be cultivated without irrigation.”

¥ Bancroft, op. cit., p. 615.

* Donaldson, op. cit., p. 228.

® Bancroft, op. cit., pp. 640-41.
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The concentration of land ownership

Testimony abounds as to the effect of the above-
mentioned factors in bringing about in California during
the first fifteen years of statehood an unusual concentration
of land ownership in the hands of a comparatively few
holders. But concrete statistics as to the process of de-
velopment of these conditions are almost entirely wanting.
The United States Census reports of 1860 and 1870 are
incomplete and manifestly unreliable as regards the listing
and classification of California farms.3® The most ade-

_-quate statistics are those compiled in 1872 by the first Cali-
v fornia State Board of Equalization. The figures are com-
piled from the Assessors’ reports of 1872 “for the purpose
of showing the number of farms in the state containing
100 acres and upwards.” This report, says the Board, “ex-
hibits the size and locality of the farms with sufficient cer-
tainty to enable a correct idea to be formed respecting the
extent of the alleged evils of land monopoly in this state.’”’3!

Classification of holdings of farms.3?

Class Size(acres) No. of farms
I 100 to 500 23,315
2 500 to 1,000 2,383
3 1,000 to 2,000 1,126
4 2,000 to 3,000 363
5 3,000 to 4,000 189
6 4,000 to 5,000 104
7 5,000 to 10,000 236
8 10,000 to 20,000 158
9 over 20,000 122

®The California State Board of Equalization wrote of the census
figures: “They do not come near representing all the farms either
in the aggregate or in the classes in which they are subdivided” (1872-
73 Report, p. 24).

Compare the figures cited in the 1870 Census volume Industry and
Wealth, pp. 340-41, with those here cited from the Report of the
California State Board of Equalization. '

% Report of the State Board of Equalization, 1872-73, in Appendix
to the Journals of Senate and Assembly, 20th session, vol. II, p. 22.

®Ibid., pp. 22-23.

\
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The total acreage of the farms in each class is not given.
But if we take the average size of the farms in each class to
be one third of the way between the maximum and mini-
mum (e.g. in class four, 2333 acres, etc.), with the average
in class nine as 30,000 acres,?® we should obtain an approxi-
mate estimate. This method, applied to the farms classed
as larger than 5,000 acres, would give the total area of such
holdings as 7,340,000 acres. Applied to holdings larger
than 2,000 acres, their total area would appear as 9,267,000
acres. The total area assessed is stated as 20,029,890
acres.3* According to the above estimate, the 516 holdings
larger than 5,000 acres would form 36.6 per cent of the
total, while the 1,172 holdings larger than 2,000 acres would
form 46.3 per cent of it.

The census of 1870 gave California’s population as 560,-
000. If the above rough estimate is correct, and one five-
hundredth of the population held nearly one half of the
available agricultural land, there was surely a real basis for
the popular charge of “land monopoly”.

Land speculation

As regards the speculative withholding of land from the
market a singular stupidity was often shown. The charge
made by Henry George in 1873 that the large landowners
of the state were “dogs in the manger, who will not use
the land themselves or let anybody else use it”, was more
than mere rhetoric.® The desire to wait for the unearned
increment led to the withholding of so much land from the
market that the development of California was held back.

®In Our Land and Land Policy, 1871, (1900 reprint, pp. 71-72),
Henry George mentions a dozen holdings of from 100,000 to 450,000
acres. An average of 30,000 does not appear excessively high.

% Report of the California State Board of Equalization, 1872-73,
p. 27.

® San Francisco Post, Apr. 7, 1873.
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J. M. Days, in a speech delivered in the Legislature in 1875,
charged that immense tracts were held by those who would
neither sell nor pay taxes: “It is the land monopolist who
gathers toll everywhere and puts a blight on everything.
He holds millions of acres of uncultivated land, refusing to
sell except at an enormous price. He pays comparatively
no taxes, shifting the burden on industry. He drives the
poor into cities to compete with one another for bread.”%®
[The railroads too, it appears, for a time failed to see the
| great possibilities of building up traffic by disposing of their
ilands at liberal prices.3” So it was difficult in many sec-
itions for California’s growing population to purchase land
at prices which they regarded as reasonable.
- It is evident that the holding of large tracts of unused
land would be difficult were these holdings assessed at the
same value as that at which they were held for sale, and
likewise difficult were they assessed at a value approaching
that of improved land of similar character and situation.
But the difference in appearance between unimproved land
and land on which a man has done a year or so of work was
eater than the difference in value, and assessors were
more likely to consider the difference in appearance, assess-
ing the unimproved holding at a merely nominal sum, and
making the assessment of the improved farm inordinately
igh. It was a system whose workings offered a ‘“premium
for monopolization” of land, and which seemed to penalize
‘the maker of improvements.2® It was the belief of the 1872
State Board of Equalization that the most marked inequal-
ity in assessment was “in the failure, in many counties, to
assess lands at their full value, and in assessing large tracts
i at a much less rate per acre than small ones, and also in

Co

% See California Speeches, vol. 5, in State Library, Sacramento.

¥ Statement of Mr. J. A. Filcher, Sept. 1913.

® See the San Diego Union, quoted in the San Francisco Post, Dec.
16, 1871.
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permitting considerable amounts of land to escape assess-
ment altogether.”?

Growth of population and land values

Another distinctive feature of the early years of Cali-
fornia was the unusual rapidity of the growth of popula-
tion. Lured by the golden treasure, thousands found their
way around the Horn, across the Isthmus, or over the
prairies, mountains, and deserts to the land of promise,
peopling it as rapidly as any portion of the United States
has been peopled. The following figures tell the story:

Population Population

of California of San Francisco
1848.......... 20,500%° 8oo*!
1850.......... 112,097%° 16,5004
1860.......... 379,994 56,802
1870.......... 560,247 149,473
1880.......... 864,604 233,959

With the coming of these immigrants real estate values
mounted by leaps and bounds. The San Francisco Direc-
tory for 1852 (p. 9) describes in a striking manner the ar-
rival 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 streets at that time bor-
dering on the water, which had been offered for $5,000 and
refused, sold readily the very next day for $10,000.”

This period exhibited increases in the value of land
which were beyond all precedent.*? With the discovery of

* Report, p. 7.

® Bancroft’s estimate, History of California, vol. 6, pp. 158-59.

“ Royce, California, p. 220.
® However, increase in the value of California land was by no means

’
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gold, the time when the highest recorded price of land was
$1,000 per league passed forever.*®* The authors of the
Annals of Sam Francisco, after recounting the big gains
which men got in gold-mining, merchandising, and loaning
capital at thirty or sixty per cent, say:

“But 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 centre 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 men covetous
of real estate. . . .

“The temptation to perpetrate any trick, crime, or violence,
to acquire real estate, seemed to be irresistible, when the great
returns drawn from it were considered. . . . The rents of the
larger hotels, of the restaurants, coffee saloons, gambling and

- billiard rooms, and of the finer stores and warehouses, would
appear almost incredible to the distant reader. Ordinary
stores, offices, and dwelling-houses were rented at equally ex-
travagant sums. . . . In a couple of years, the building specu-
lator in real estate had all his outlay (which, since labor and
materials were so very high, was exceedingly great) returned
to him in the shape of rents. Henceforward his property was
a very mine of wealth. As rents rose, so did the prices of such
property. The richest men in San Francisco have made the
best portion of their wealth by the possession of real estate.”s¢

Henry George and these conditions

Such was the background of Henry George’s experience,
such were the peculiar economic circumstances amid which
from early manhood he struggled for livelihood for a score
of years. He witnessed intimately perhaps the most dis-

steady, there being many and rapid fluctuations in population and
prosperity. See Bancroft, History of California, vol. 6, pp. 781-82,
and Royce, California, p. 422 et seq.

“ Bancroft, op. cit., p. 533, note.

“ Soule, Gihon, and Nisbet, The Annals of San Francisco, 185s.
The citations here are from pages 498 to 500.
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conditions. He was himself a working-man, who had
thought the thoughts of wage workers and looked upon life
from their point of view. He had worked before the mast
and at the printer’s bench. In California he had lived the
life of a poor man and had walked the streets of San Fran-
cisco in search of employment. He had himself grappled
with untoward conditions and had been distressed by the
problem he attempted to solve. The opposite of the closet
philosopher, he got his ideas from immediate experience
and observation.



CHAPTER III

THE FORMULATION OF GEORGE'S ECONOMIC
IDEAS

In a pamphlet published in San Francisco in 1871 with
the title Our Land and Land Policy, National and State,
Henry George first presented his idea that “the pursuance.
of a wrong policy in regard to land’! is the fundamental
cause of poverty and social injustice. But it is evident that '
from boyhood he had been thinking on economic problems. .
In a speech of February 4, 1890, in San Francisco, he re-
called two interesting incident§ which reveal the trend of
his early thoughts.? The first was of a conversation, when
he was a boy of nineteen, with a group of miners on a
schooner bound for the Frazer gold fields. He had asked
what harm the much-maligned Chinese were doing in the
mines if they were only working the cheap diggings.

“And one old miner turned to me, and he said [sic], ‘no
harm now ; but it will not be always that wages are as high as
they are today 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 these diggings that the Chinamen are
now working.’” And I well remember how it impressed me,
the idea that as the country grew in all that we are hoping that

it may grow, the condition of those who had to work for their
living must grow, not better, but worse.”

! George, Our Land and Land Policy, National and State, p. 12I.
The original edition of this is very rare. The citations here are from
Henry George, Jr.’s reprint of 1900.

*This address is printed in J. H. Barry’s single tax weekly, the San
Francisco Star, Feb. 8, 18go. See also The Life of Henry George,
pp. 8o, 100.
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to the Central Pacific Railway’s campaign for state and
county subsidies, to be secured by means of “taxation for
railroad companies”.’® The editorial columns of the Re-
porter, primarily engaged in attacks on the railway power,
took up the question of railway land grants, opposing land
subsidies, both national and state, and pointing out the
abuses to which they gave rise.

So vigorous was George’s fight that within a few months
the railway interests bought control of the paper, forcing
his retirement. But his retirement did not mean his silence.
A pamphlet soon appeared from his pen, The Subsidy Ques-
tion and the Democratic Party, an able and effective ar-
raignment of the policy and principle of subsidization.!!
Land grants squandered “the public domain, the patrimony
of the people, the birthright of millions yet to come”. Hot-
house methods of railway extension would, it is true, create
an increase in the value of land, but this “can only in small
degree be considered any actual increase in wealth”.?® And
George did not lose the opportunity during this fight to
sdy a word against “individual monopolization of public
lands”. “It is cheap land that has given us our rapid
growth, that has made us an intélligent, active, free, in-
dependent people. . . . When the day comes that land in
the United States is monopolized . . . as in England or
Ireland . . . we may bid good-bye to those traits of char-
acter and those institutions which have been our peculiar

glory.”13

* This is the title of an editorial in the Reporter, May 7, 1870.

“ There is a copy of this pamphlet in the Library of the University
of California.

® George, The Subsidy Question and the Democratic Party, pp. 13, 6.

* Editorial, “The public lands”, Sacramento Reporter, May 4, 1870.
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“Our Land and Land Policy”

It was in the latter part of 1871 that Qur Land and Land
Policy, National and State appeared in San Francisco. In
this booklet of forty-eight closely typed pages, Henry
George for the first time gave to the world his solution for
the problem he had set himself to solve. His attitude as a
reformer is well set forth in the following quotation from
this little book:

“There is a problem which must present itself to every mind
which dwells upon the industrial history of the present century;
a problem into which all our great social, industrial, and even
political questions run—which already perplexes us in the
United States; which presses with still greater force in the
older countries of Europe; which, in fact, menaces the whole
civilized world, and seems like a very riddle of the Sphinx,
which fate demands of modern civilization, and which not to
answer is to be destroyed—the problem bf the proper distri-
bution of wealth.”2¢ .

This little book comprised five parts: I The Lands of
the United States, II The Lands of California, III Land
and Labour, IV The Tendency of Our Present Land Policy,
V What our Land Policy Should Be. Parts I, IT and IV .
call attention to the reckless prodigality of the land policy :

of nation and state, and its tendency to concentrate owner-

ship in the hands of the few. Parts III and V contain the
argument later developed and clarified in Progress and
Poverty, that land-owners receive the lion’s share of the.

benefits of economic advance, and that the placing of the

chief weight of taxation upon land would solve most of
our social problems.®

We need not review this familiar argument, but some
differences between Henry George’s ideas as here set forth
and as eight years later embodied in his more famous work

“Our Land and Land Policy, p. 118.
® See especially pp. 117-24.

]
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deserve attention. Although Henry George considered
property in land to be different from property in other
wealth, he stated here that “the recognition of private
ownership in land is necessary to its proper use—is, in fact,
a condition of civilization.”?® He would only have his re-
form assure that “there should be no monopolisation—no
standing between the man who is willing to work and the
field which nature offers for his labour.”!” He also pro-
posed that unoccupied lands should be given to actual set-
tlers in lots of forty or perhaps eighty acres, thereby insuring
regular and normal settlement.!8

It is of interest, too, to note that the land tax as here
proposed was not to absorb all the rent of land;'® it was
only to supplant most of the existing taxes. Nor was the
land tax to be a uniform, proportional tax—the sole fiscal
dependence of the state. Each land-holder was to enjoy a

limited exemption “for the purpose of still further counter-

acting the tendency to the concentration of wealth, and for
the purpose of securing as far as possible to every citizen

-an interest in the soil.”’?® Furthermore, two additional

sorts of taxation were suggested, namely, an inheritance
tax, which “should be a very heavy duty, amounting to a
considerable part of the whole [estate]”, and license taxes
for purposes of restriction.?! It is plain to see that in 1871

“Ibid, p. 88. It is difficult to reconcile this passage with others
here on property in land, e.g. this on p. 121: “The ownership of the
land gives the power of taking all that labour upon it will produce,
except enough to keep the labourer in condition to work.”

* Ibid., pp. 87-88.

*Ibid., pp. 98-101.

™ “The same amount of rent will be paid, but a portion of it will
now go to the State instead of to the landlord” (p. 105). “Were our
whole revenue raised by a direct land tax.” (p. 115). “The proposition
to put the bulk of taxation on land exclusively.” (p. 131).

= Ibid,, p. 111.

® Ibid,, pp. 111-12.
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Henry George was less radical than when writing Progress
aond Poverty.

“I sold of this book probably a thousand copies at a good
price”, Henry George said later, “but feeling that I should
go to greater length and more thoroughly into the question,
I refrained from sending it east.”?? It was hardly heard
of outside of San Francisco, and even there it made little
impression. “It was generally approved by those interested
in land reform”, Hon. James G. Maguire has said.?® But
the California of the seventies was not the place where new
theories of distribution were most likely to receive a critical
hearing. Land speculation, railway speculation, and
gambling in mining stocks were all-pervasive. Men were
kept poor or driven mad by the hope of being one among
ten thousand. At the first stroke of the clock at twelve and
five, men would rush to investigate the bulletins of mining
stocks. In their feverish desire to “get rich quick”, they
were simply not interested in questions of fundamental so-
cial philosophy. What Josiah Royce has characterized as
“a general sense of social irresponsibility’”’ was the spirit of
the times.

The beginnings of the single tax movement date from
the publication of this unpretentious little book by this
then obscure California printer. From that time to the
last day of his life, Henry George devoted himself to for-
warding his economic gospel through the medium of his edi-
torial columns, his books, and his speeches.

The California land agitation
California had had a land agitation from the days when .
the squatters, fresh from their trip around the Horn or
across the plains and Rockies, rioted in their protest against
® Statement to Arthur McEwen, in San Francisco Examiner, Oct.

30, 1897.

*In conversation with the writer, August, 1913.
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the immense Mexican grants. Although the bitter strife
over uncertain titles had in the main relaxed by 1870, there
had developed a widespread dissatisfaction over the pecul-
iarly aggravated land situation which was the result of the
unfortunate land policy of nation and state—the passing of
a large share of the fairest lands of the state into the hands
of a few individuals and corporations.?* For years there
had been an agitation against “land monopoly”’, James
McClatchy of the Sacramento Bee being perhaps the most
conspicuous worker for land reform.?® It has been through
newspaper agitation, said the Bee, that there “has arisen
and been carried into popularity that great question relative
to the taxation and the holding of lands, now [1873] so
prominent in California.”?® Land reform was in the air,
and many had become interested in breaking up the big
ranches and the railroad holdings.?”

To this end divers proposals were made. Since the
. underassessment of big tracts was all too common, many
urged as a sufficient remedy the taxing of land at its “true
value”. The San Diego Union states that forty “ranchos”,
comprising 600,000 acres in San Diego County, are taxed
on “$450,000, or seventy-five cents per acre, and the total
tax upon it, at the present rate amounts to $12,892.25, of
which about one half only has been paid.”?® Some urged
that assessors should not be allowed to value land at less
than the Government’s price, $1.25 or $1.50 per acre.*®

™ Supra, ch. 2.

®“It was James McClatchy who instilled into George those ideas
antagonistic to land monopoly, which were afterwards so brilliantly
woven in Progress and Poverty. In fact, George insisted that James
McClatchy should be the man to write that work.,” J. H. Barry in the
San Francisco Star, Nov. 6, 1897.

* Sacramento Bee, Nov. 18, 1873.

¥ Statements of Judge James G. Maguire, J. A. Filcher, Joseph Leg-
gett, and P. J. Healy, August, 1913.

* Quoted in the San Francisco Post, Dec. 16, 1871.

® Ibid., Feb. 24, 1874.



ECONOMIC IDEAS 51

~ Others suggested that a sure way to break up the ranchos |
was to have a law which would provide for self assessment/ /'

and allow a man to buy what land he desired by paying ten(
per cent more than its assessed valuation.® A proposal } /
frequently heard was the enactment of an absolute limit to l
the amount of land which any individual might hold. “Has
any man a natural right to more than 1,000 acres of land ?”
inquired the Sacramento Union.?!

But most prominent of all suggested remedies was the
special treatment of land in the matter of taxation.3? Gov- (\
ernor Newton Booth, in his inaugural in December, 1871,
urged a special land tax, “so adjusted as to discourage the
holding of land in large bodies for purposes of specula-
tion.”2® “The only remedy we can suggest,” said the San
Francisco Chromicle, “‘is to tax these lands for the full
value of what they would be worth in the possession of
farmers. . . . The Board of Supervisors and the local
Assessor should run roads, build stone culverts and bridges,
erect school-houses and tax—tax heavily; tax to their full
value. If one man or a half dozen men are ambitious to
own a county let them pay for it.”’?% Said the Sacramento
Union:

“If 600 men out of 600,000 own half the land in this State,
refusing to partition it out and sell it at reasonable rates, and
conspiring from year to year to prevent its being taxed so as

to yield its share of the burdens of government, nothing is
clearer to our minds than that the 599,400 of landless citizens

2
1

® Statement of Mr. J. A. Filcher, Sept., 1013.

® Sacramento Union, Nov. 4, 1873. See also Sacramento Bee, Nov.
4 and 10, 1873; Sacramento Union, Nov. 1, 1873; San Francisco Post,
March 6, 1874.

®Under the title of “Stupid instructors” an editorial in the con-
servative San Francisco Call (Nov. 12, 1873) said thag “the most
absurd propositions ever put forth in relation to taxation, perhaps,
have appeared from time to time in several California journals.”

® Quoted in the San Francisco Post, Dec. 8, 1871.

% San Francisco Chronicle, May s, 1873.
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fornia in 1871.23% Later there have been manifestations of
the same idea in Australasia and western Canada.3® .

There were peculiar conditions in the California of this
period which made the taxation of improvements appear ex-
cessive relative to the taxation of lands. Because of the
uncertain nature of the land titles*® much land escaped tax-
ation, and, besides, there were many “possessory claims” -
to national or state land for which no patent had issued.*!
The taxing of these claims, while speculative holdings were
generally underassessed, easily suggested the thought that
men were penalized for their improvements. Said Assem-
blyman J. M. Days, in 1872: “In California nothing but in-
dustry is taxed, the large land-owner paying a mere nominal
sum. . . . If an individual was to buy one hundred acres,
and build a house and barn and fence upon it, . . , he would
be taxed on an amount of three or four thousand dollars.
Now, what is taxed? Any person with common sense can
see that nothing but the labor expended upon the place is
taxed.”42

® Edwin Burgess, Letters on Taxation, reprinted by W. S. Buffham,
Racine, Wis. These letters first appeared in the Racine Advocate,
1859-60. Burgess first made his proposal as early as 1848. See ch. 1,
pp. 13-14. )

®In the Post of Apr. 16, 1874, George quoted the platform of the
“Land Tenure Reform League of Victoria”, as set forth in a tract by
Robert Savage. The seventh plank said: “The allocation of the
rents of the soil to the nation is the only possible means by which a
just distribution of the created wealth can be effected.”

In commenting on this, George claimed originality for his own
idea. Supra, ch. 1.

For references to works describing the experience of Australasia
and Canada with special taxation of land cf. ch. 1, supra, note 57.

“ Supra, ch. 2.

“ For the bearing of the assessment of these “possessory claims” on
the origin of the practice of separately assessing land and improve-
ments, see infra, p. 63.

© Speech on his bill for a graduated land tax, quoted in the San
Francisco Post, Mar. 18, 1872,
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property, his goods in bonded warehouse, his ships at sea, are
not to be taxed! . . . The whole burden of our state and gen-
eral government, of our city and municipal expenditure, is to
devolve upon the owners of land and lots.”

Some believed that George’s plan would check investment
in land, causing it to become “a drug on the market”’. To
this the Post replied that to increase the taxes on land
would in no way prejudice its functioning as an instrument
of production, as would be the effect of tax increases upon
other wealth. “Would we have any the less land?’°2 In
reply to the charge of the San Jose Argus that the price
of land would be injuriously affected and the number of
land-holders lessened, Henry George admitted that his
scheme would make land “less desirable to hold”, but
claimed that it would be “therefore much easier to get”,
saying, ‘“Will not a larger number of the people be enabled
to become land-holders ?’’54

The most frequent argument brought against the land
tax proposal was that it would be hard on the farmer, whose
wealth consists chiefly of land, and on the owner of a
small city home. “What an idea it is”, exclaimed the San
Francisco Call, “that the farmer, who is already too heavily
taxed, is to be rid of his burdens only by having lands pay
all of his tax!"®® The San Francisco Examiner remarked
that the prevalent ideas upon the subject were that the
adoption of George’s proposal “would enhance the cost of
agricultural productions, put our farmers at a disadvantage,
and cause a greater pro rata taxation of the owners of small
city homesteads than at present.’®®

The Post replied to this objection with the usual single
tax rebuttal that land speculators and the owners of valu-

# San Francisco Monitor, quoted in the Post, Feb. 26, 1873.
% The Post, April 6, 1874.

® Quoted by the Post, Apr. 17, 1874.

® Ibid., Mar. 28, 1873.
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great fortunes, the Post stated its belief that ‘“the owner-
ship of land makes ten, yes, twenty millionaires, where
labor, personal talents, invention, manufacturing or trade
makes one.”%!

Ephemeral nature of the land agitation

The agitation of the land question to which Henry
George was contributing his part was, as has been pointed
out, the outgrowth of the peculiar land situation existing
in California in the period following the gold discovery.
Its immediate aim was little more than the breaking up of
the immense holdings of land. In so far as Henry George’s
purpose was the attacking of this extreme concentration of
land ownership, many were with him.®2 But his purpose
was more than this. “The reasons for taxing land, and ex-
empting improvements and personal property”, he said, “do
not arise from any peculiarity in the present distribution
of land in California, and they are not temporary, but
permanent,’’%?

In the seventies there were relatively few who were will-
ing to follow Henry George for the single land tax which
he urged. In April, 1873, he wrote in the Post that “there
is only one paper that we know of—the Sacramento Bee—
which has adopted our view.”®* However, he was hopeful,
writing in April, 1874, that his doctrine was “rapidly mak-
ing converts”, and prophesying that it would some day be
“an accepted axiom”.® But there is no reason to think
that the propaganda gained a very extensive acceptance for

® Ibid., Apr. 13, 1874

® Statements of Joseph Leggett, P. J. Healy, and Judge J. G
Maguire.

® San Francisco Post, Mar. 24, 1873.

* San Francisco Post, April 17, 1873. See editorial in the Bee, Oct.
29, 1873, also supra, ch. 3.

® San Francisco Post, Apr. 16, 1874. -
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Land and taxation clauses in the California constitution
of 1879

The California constitution of 1879 exhibits results of
thirty years of land agitation in several of its clauses.™
Article XVII, Section 2, reads like a plank from a political
platform:

“The holding of large tracts of land, uncultivated and un-

improved, by individuals or corporations, is against the public
interest, and should be discouraged by all means not inconsist-
ent with the rights of private property.”
A member of the convention has told the writer that when
the Convention voted on this, it was “passed with a laugh,
for political ends.””® The third section of this same article
declared that state lands ‘“‘shall be granted only to actual
settlers, and in quantities not exceeding three hundred
twenty acres.” This was a case of locking the stable door
when the horse was stolen. Article XIII, Section 3, was
designed to secure better assessment of large tracts by pro-
viding for their assessment “by sections or fractions of
sections”.

The second Section of this last mentioned Article pro-
vided for separately assessing land and improvements on
land, and for assessing at the same value “cultivated and
uncultivated land, of the same quality, and similarly situ-
ated”. Since this is similar to propositions since urged by
single taxers as an entering wedge for their measures,
some have supposed that George and his followers were
responsible for it.

The evidence, however, is to the contrary. The Cali-

" The Debates of the Convention show that much attention was
given to the land question. More than twenty proposals for more or
less radical land reforms were brought in, and memorials on the
subject of land monopoly appear in the records. See, e.g., p. 602.

®J. A. Filcher, Sept., 1913.
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litical Code. But the clause which provided for assessing
at the same value cultivated and uncultivated lands, of like
quality and similarly located, elicited a great deal of dis-
cussion.”®* The aim of this provision was evidently to place
an increased weight of taxation upon the man who did not
improve his land. The official copy of the completed con-
stitution, issued by the Convention with an explanatory
supplement addressed “To the people of the State of Cali-
formia”, said that “the effect of this provision will be that
extensive landed proprietors, unless they choose to pay the
increased tax, will have to cultivate their lands or dispose
of them to sameone who will™.™

These constitutional provisions, then, were the result of
the above-discussed feeling of the homesteaders and others
against the land speculators and the holders of big ranches.
They were not embodied in the constitution as the result of
Henry Gearye's land agitation alone, but were the out-
yrowth of 3 generation of land agitation, of which his agi-
tathwn was but a single phase.  No direct results from
Genrye's propayanda appeared either in political action or
in kyislataon at that time in California, except in so far as
his propaganda was merged with the general agrarian
movement.

“Th¢ Land Keform League of California”, 1878

Eardy in 187X the first society to further Henry George’s
views was ananirad v a number of his San Francisco
frieends ™ 1t Nore the titke “The Land Reform League of

Sl oreadn ¢ sprate asessment clause was but a corollary of
B pecvwae  levescgmihe of the Debates and the statements of
WMesser. Nodee, Nohwmg and MoCoomell make it clear that in the
Wil ot e trawees of the <omstitution the term “improvements”
TeteTed pramary N sgrieiteral improvements, and not to buildings
war 0 e .

* Comezineton &f the Neate of California, adopted in Convention at
Neveavrevan yrreed by andee of the Comstitutional Convention”, p. 46.

* e the Lite of Hemry George, 3 293 €t 229,
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California”. Joseph Leggett became the first president.
Mr. Leggett has said that the society had twenty or twenty-
five adherents, with perhaps ten active members.8! The
society held weekly meetings. It was under the auspices of
this organization that Henry George delivered his first
formal propaganda lecture, in the Metropolitan Temple of
San Francisco, March 26, 1878. His subject was: “Why
work is scarce, wages low, and labour restless.” Although
the audience was not large, the lecture was well received.®?

In September, 1877, Henry George began the writing of
Progress and Poverty.8® For a year and a half he was oc-
cupied with the writing of this remarkable book, which was
completed about the middle of March, 1879. Its reception
we shall consider in the next chapter.

" Statement to the writer, Aug., I913.
®Idem. See also The Life of Henry George, p. 204 et seq.
® Ibid., p. 289.



CHAPTER IV

THE RECEPTION OF PROGRESS AND POVERTY

Henry George described Progress and Poverty in its sub-
title as “an Inquiry into the Cause of Industrial Depres-
sions and of Increase of Want with Increase of Wealth”.
In 1880 the times were propitious for such an inquiry. An
era of apparently great general prosperity had been rudely
disturbed by the crash of 1873, whose sequel was a period
of prolonged depression—“hard times”. Falling prices
brought uneasiness and tended toward the stagnation of
enterprise. Labor outbreaks in 1877 directed attention to
unconsidered problems of the new industrialism. The ma-
terial progress growing out of industrial advances and the
rapid exploitation of new resources had indeed brought
wealth and prosperity to many. But great individual riches
only set forth in higher relief the contrast between wealth
and want; the new-built cities each contained its slum; “old
world poverty” was manifesting its unwelcome presence
in free America. With such conditions, a fearless and
attractively presented re-examination of the fundamentals
of economic life, challenging accepted ideas, was sure to
gain a hearing, while a militant optimism such as that of
Henry George could not fail to find disciples.

Progress and Poverty like many other now famous books
had difficulty in finding a publisher. George’s manuscript,
completed in March, 1879, was rejected by the eastern
publishers to whom he submitted it. They laughed at the
idea of there being a sale for a work on political economy

66
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which had been written in San Francisco. “I could get
no one to print the work”, he wrote in his Political Econ-
omy, “‘except my old partner in San Francisco, William"
M. Hinton, who had gone into the printing business, and
who had sufficient faith in me to make the plates.”! On
the 17th of May, George set the first sticks of type himself,
and in the fall of 1879 Progress and Poverty appeared in
San Francisco as an author’s edition of five hundred copies.

The reception of “Progress and Poverty” in California

Opinion of the reviewers in contemporary California
newspapers was divided as to the future of Progress and
Poverty. One sort of opinion was that represented by the
Alta California, that the book would be “dropped out of
view in a short time as a blunder of a mind more active
than wise”.? The contrary view was that Henry George
had written “a very remarkable book”, which was “destined
to have a very great success”. ‘“We recognize in it one
of those invaluable attempts to throw more light upon the
scheme of civilization, which are always so prolific of in-
tellectual progress. . . . It is from friction that fire
springs, and it is from the sharpest and most sweeping
challenges of received hypotheses that the greatest enlight-
enment is to be expected.”® The reviewer for the San
Francisco Chronicle believed that “notwithstanding the
comparative obscurity of this writer as compared with
Ricardo, Adam Smith, Mill, Spencer and others on the
same subject, his volume will attract much attention among
advanced minds”.* Commendation of George’s brilliant
style and of his book’s ‘““sincere sympathy with humanity, its

* George, Political Economy, p. 203. See also The Life of Henry
George, p. 315 et seq.

* San Francisco Alta California, Jan, 26, 1880.

* Sacramento Record-Union, Feb. 21, 1880.

¢ San Francisco Chronicle, Feb. 1, 1880.
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“Progress and Poverty” in the Popular Science Monthly
of April, 1880, characterized the book as “a remarkable
answer” to the problem of poverty, and “one of the most
important contributions yet made to economic literature” 2°
" The concensus of views was that here was “a book des-
tined to create a great deal of discussion”,?! that it was
“not a work to be brushed aside with lofty indifference or
cool disdain”,?? and that it would “neither be ignored, nor
“sneered down, nor laughed down.”22 M. W. Hazeltine
wrote in the New York Sum’s review, March 14, 1880:
“However rudely this resolute investigator may disturb and
irritate the partisans of current theories, and however
sharp and vehement the opposition he may kindle, they
cannot afford to neglect his plea or ignore his argument.
. . . His conclusions, however strange and revolutionary
they may seem in their bearing upon society, will not be re-
jected by sober and impartial men without mature
deliberation.”

Those first disposed to smile at the idea that any book
worth while on political economy should emanate from the
western frontier were in turn surprised that a California
economist should write such a book as Progress and Pov-
erty. Said the reviewer in the New York Times: “From
the El Dorado of modern times, from a new country . . .
which is described to us by its people in the most extrava-
gant language as regards its natural resources, climate,
productions, etc., there comes now a book on the alleged
connection between progress and poverty, wealth and
want.”?* To this writer it seemed a “paradox” that the

® Pages 722, 737.

= Boston Transcript, cited, see note 19, supra.

® New York Sun, Mar. 14, 1880.

® New York Evening Mail, cited, see note 19, supra.
* New York Times, June 6, 1880.
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evils of old communities should present themselves in such
a land of limitless promise.

Recognition of the power and appeal of Henry George’s
literary style was general. Here was a book hard to lay
down when once begun, a book which treated social ques-
tions in a vital and interesting manner, which attracted by’
its earnestness and sympathy. Here too was a book with
an appeal to men whom the dryness or technical character
of so many works on economic questions would repel. The
very title, “Progress and Poverty”, was a big asset.

If praise of its style was general, so was recognition of
the urgency of the issues discussed. As one reviewer put
it, “Why poverty persists is the fundamental social question
of our time”.?

Securing attention

Meanwhile, Henry George was becoming well-known
through the magazines. In March, 1880, he contributed to
the Popular Science Monthly an article on ‘“The study of po-
litical economy” which he had presented in the form of a
lecture at the University of California in 1877.%¢ This
same magazine reviewed Progress and Poverty at length in
the March and April numbers. The Nation had a notice
from the pen of Horace White which appeared in two
parts, July 22 and August 12, 1880. The December A¢-
lantic had two articles discussing the book, written by W. B.
Weeden and Willard Brown. In June, 1881, Henry George
contributed “The taxation of land values”, an able summary
of his views, to Appleton’s, and in July he wrote for the
North American Review an article on “Common sense in
taxation”.

That Progress and Poverty was already attracting a

* Popular Science Monthly, Apr. 1880, p. 722.
®See The Life of Henry George, p. 274 et seq.
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fail to be reinforced by this treatise, for it speaks to all
Europe, as well as to Great Britain and Ireland”.%® In
April, 1881, The Critic, reviewing the two books, spoke of
Progress and Poverty as George’s “deeply interesting, his
exceedingly able and glowing book”, which was “now in its
fourth American edition with translations into German and
French, and encomiums from the most thoughtful journals
of England, France, Germany, and the United States”.3¢
Popular Science in May, 1881, referred to George’s “now
well-known work” ;37 Appleton’s said in the same month
that it “has recently attracted considerable attention among
economists and all persons interested in questions of social
science”,®® Of the probable reception of The Irish Land
Question, the reviewer in the New York Herald® inferred
from the success of Progress and Poverty that “Mr. Henry
George . . . has something to say which many will hasten
to read, and multitudes will presently discuss”.

In the summer of 1881, Henry Georgé made a visit to
California. On the 11th of August he lectured for the sec-
ond time in Metropolitan Temple, San Francisco. At his
lecture three years before he had spoken to a “beggarly
array of empty benches”, but on this occasion he was
greeted by a crowded house.*® The Alta Calsfornia, which
a year and a half before had prophesied that his book would
be “dropped out of view in a short time as a blunder of a
mind more active than wise”,*! referred to him now as the
“author of ‘Progress and Poverty’, a book that has made
him a great name as a political economist”.42

* New York Times, Mar. 23, 1881.

% The Critic, vol. 1, p. 9o (1881).

* Popular Science, May, 1881, p. 110.

® Appleton’s, May, 1881, p. 472.

® New York Herald, Mar. 21, 1881.

® The Life of Henry George, p. 352.

€ Supra, p. 67.
“San Francisco Alta California, July 21, 1881, p. 2.
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George's first visit to Great Britain

In the fall of 1881, Henry George sailed for the British—-
Isles as special correspondent for the New York Irish
World.*®* Radical ideas regarding land tenure were in the
air. Not merely a reduction of rents or “fixity of tenure at
fair rents” was being demanded. Many were urging the
abolition of the existing landlord class.#* Progress and
Poverty was even more opportune in Great Britain than in
the United States. The land question was the question of
the hour, and Henry George was eager to make propaganda
for his own proposed solution as well as to study Irish
conditions.

Progress and Poverty had met with a reception in Eng-
land similar to that in the United States. Introduced there
in the latter part of 1880, it had rapidly attracted atten-
tion.*®* George wrote to Francis G. Shaw in February,
1882: ‘“Paul, of Kegan Paul, Trench & Co., says it is the
most astonishing success he ever knew. When they first
got it out no one would touch it. They laughed at the idea
of selling an American book on political economy. It was
a long while before they got rid of twenty copies. Then, as
he says, purely on its own strength, the book to their aston-
ishment began to make its way. Their first edition was
out early in December (1881). They have got another;
that is going faster and they anticipate a big sale.”¢ Early
in 1882, six-penny and three-penny editions of the two
books were printed and widely circulated.*” Such was the
impression made by George’s writings and addresses during
this and subsequent visits to England that in 1897 J. A.

®The Life of Henry George, p. 354

“ San Francisco Bulletin, Sept. 29, 1879, p. 4.
® See The Life of Henry George, pp. 341, 343.
“ Ibid., p. 390.

® Ibid., pp. 390, 391
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In February, 1883, Henry George gave Progress amd
Poverty to John W. Lovell & Co. for a twenty cent, paper-
covered, edition.®® The New York Times, January 28,
1883, in announcing this, referred to it as “a still cheaper
popular edition of a book which has made and justly made
its mark in the United States, in Germany, in France, and
in Great Britain”. The first edition numbered fifteen thou-
sand copies and was exhausted in less than a week.®¢ In
April, 1883, George wrote: “The 20-cent edition of ‘Prog-
ress and Poverty’ got out in February and is working
powerfully. We are gaining rapidly in every direction.
It will not be long now before the movement will show in
politics.”® George’s desire to make converts and organize
them is seen from the statement in the front of this cheap
edition which gives his address and says that he will “be
glad to hear from those who share the views expressed in
this book, and who desire to advance them”.

At about this time also, the first distinctive organization -
outside of California® to further George’s ideas was :
formed in New York, the “Free Soil Society”, Mr. Louis :
F. Post being the president.8” Mr. Post has said of this -
society that although it was “national in its scheme, it never -
advanced much beyond the ‘paper’ stage”.®®

® See The Life of Henry George, p. 404.

* This is the statement of Tit-Bits, which was published by Lovell.
The clipping from which it is taken is found in the clipping files of
the New York World. It is undated, but evidently belongs in 1883
or 1884.

“ The Life of Henry George, p. 406.

® See supra, ch. 3.

* The Life of Henry George, p. 406, et seq.

® Post, Origin and History of the Single Tax Movement, in The
Public, Nov. 26, 1904.
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Hadley, reviewing Social Problems for the New York I'n-
dependent, said: “Henry George exercises a strong in-
fluence over a vast number of people. We must face the
fact squarely, whether we like it or not. His books are
sold and read in America and England as no other books
are sold and read; the sales are numbered by the hundred
thousand, the readers by the million.”#!

% New York Independent, May 1, 1884, p. I1I.
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hour “whether the people shall pay rent to private parties
and taxes to the state, or rent to the state and no taxes”.™

Although we cannot disregard that crystallization of ideas
and closing of minds which follows the making of any mat-
ter a political issue, the evidence indicates that there was a
net gain in this mayoralty campaign in focusing public at-
tention upon Henry George. The sort of abuse hurled at
him is subject to general discount. Moreover the fact that
his opponents made him the object of so much mud-slinging
merely testifies to the prominence of his candidacy. Had
his place before the public eye been less conspicuous, he
might have escaped this unpleasant attention, but, however,
at the price of being ignored. The campaign could not
but have furthered the sale of his books and caused in-
creased activity on the part of his disciples. Many of those
since most prominent in the single tax movement date their
conversion from 1886.

"™ F. P. Powers, in Lippincott’s Magazine, Mar., 1887, p. 491.



CHAPTER VI

THE EVENTS OF 1887

The year 1887 is an important year in the history of the
single tax movement. The significant happenings of that
year with which we are here concerned are: the founding
of The Standard, Henry George’s weekly organ; the origin
of the distinctive use of the term ‘“single tax”; the contro-
versy arising out of Father McGlynn's break with the
authorities of the Roman Church on account of his adher-
ence to the doctrines of Progress and Poverty; the estab-
lishment of the Anti-Poverty Society; Henry George’s
candidacy for Secretary of State of New York on the Labor
ticket; his quarrel with the socialists, resulting in their
secession from the United Labor party; and the defeat and
break-up of the United Labor party.

As a result of these events, single taxers proper achieved
a greater degree of solidarity. In the mayoralty campaign
of 1886, a heterogeneous group of trades-unionists, social-
ists, anarchists, and liberals of various stripes in addition
to single taxers, had worked together under Henry George’s
Jeadership. But the outcome of the occurrences of this
crowded year was the separation of George’s disciples from
the incongruous elements which had followed his leader-
ship in 1886, and their becoming, in their distinctive ideas
and propaganda, a well-defined group, not very numerous
indeed, but active and energetic. The roots of the single
tax movement as we know it today are found in these
events of 1887.
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stumped the entire state; for a month each speaker spoke
nearly every night to audiences eager to learn about the
doctrines of Progress and Poverty. More than a million
tracts on the land question were distributed.® Henry
George’s disciples in all parts of the state arranged meet-
ings and organized Land and Labor or Henry George Clubs.

The hopes of the Labor Party were high. At the close of
the campaign George said that he had found everywhere a
surprising readiness to hear his doctrines. He believed that
the movement had taken a good hold in the interior of the
state, and was confident that the vote of New York City
would at least reach the figure attained in the mayoralty
election. He believed too that the cause had been strength-
ened rather than weakened by the conflicts resulting from
his support of Father McGlynn, and from the Labor Party’s
break with the socialists. While not expecting to win, be-
lieving that the corrupt methods of his opponents made
victory impossible, he was confident that “the vote to be
received by our party will again astonish the politicians”.®

But the Labor Party leaders were doomed to disappoint-
ment. In this case those politicians who predicted at the
time of the Syracuse convention that the Labor Party would
not get “in all the State a vote so large as Mr. George re-
ceived in this city alone when he ran for Mayor last Fall’’®”
was more nearly correct. The count of votes for Secretary
of State showed :38

Cook (Democrat) ............cc.... 480,355
Grant (Republican) ................ 459,503
George (United Labor)............. 72,781
Huntington (Prohibitionist) .......... 41,897

® The Life of Henry George, p. 499.

* Interview, New York Tribune, Nov. 9, 1887, p. 9.

® New York Times, Aug. 20, 1887, p. 4. See also in this connection
an editorial, “Prospects of the Labor Party”, Times, Sept. 20, 1887,
p. 4; New York Nation, Sept. 8 (p. 186) and Sept. 22 (p. 222), 1887;
and especially the New York Sun, Sept. 18, 1887, p. 6.

® New York Herald, Nov. 10, 1887.
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The significance of the result of the election of 1887

There were several reasons why George’s vote in New
York State at this time was but 5,000 larger than his New
York City vote in the previous election. The loss of the

v aid of the socialists, together with the open hostility of
some of their leaders, alienated many who had supported
the Labor Party in 1886. But a much more potent factor
was the opposition of the great political power of Roman-
ism, whose antagonism was aroused by George’s spirited
defense of McGlynn and his fearless attacks upon.those
who were disciplining the resolute priest.®* The influential
. Irish World, which has supported George in 1886, now
sided with the Catholic authorities against him, in spite of
the fact that Patrick Ford, its editor, had been intimately
associated with him. Likewise the Leader, now in the
hands of the socialists, and the Volkszeitung turned against
him, leaving the United Labor Party entirely without news-
paper support except from The Stamdard. Still another
factor of some importance was the return to the Democratic
fold of the Irving Hall faction, which had supported Henry
George for mayor.

There were also important differences in the circum-
stances of the two campaigns. As candidate for the office
of Secretary of State Henry George was less spectacular
and much more prosaic than as reform candidate for the
mayoralty at a time when his candidacy embodied the fer-
vent protest of laborers aroused against corrupt municipal
government and inequality before the law. Moreover the

v

@ “Many of the George-McGlynn adherents . . . were driven from
the United Labor colors by fear of the wrath of the Catholic Church.
This was an important element in the campaign just closed. Catholic
ecclesiastics and fervent Catholics generally were determined to show
that the George party would no longer be formidable after Dr. Mc-
Glynn had been put out of the church doors.” New York Tribune,
Nov. 10, 1887, p. 1.
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we have seer. mmpossiile 10 say.® In the man 1t repre-
sexreC 2 protest aganst corrupt mumcipal government and
the Sscomere of the aroused workingmen of New York
Car. Lixew:se. indeed, in 1887 we have no way to de-
ter—oe how mcs of the Labor Party's vote of 73,000 was
a ~Zador” vote. and how much was polled by those properly
classe as sngle taxers. But it is certain that during the
ere==izl vear Detween the two elections manv of the in-
congroxas elements—socialists, anarchists, and non-single
tax mrades-unionists—deserted George's standard, as the
Labor Party became under his leadership a single tax work-
ingmen’s party.

The deieat oi 1837 was, however, more than a sign of
the loss of the incongruous elements. It was an event which
had the effect of shaking from adherence to George the re-
ma:nder of those who were neither interested in nor com-
prehended his teachings. Only those who accepted the
views of Progress and Poverty remained. The transition
was indeed not completed for some months after the elec-
ton. The final fate of the United Labor Party and the
hreak-up of the Anti-Poverty Society, causing the loss of
that element in it which was purely the personal following
of McGhvnn, is a part of the subject of the next chapter.
Rut with the Labor Party on the rocks, single taxers faced
the nevessity of developing a line of advance to take the
place of activity in labor politics.

With the close of the political activity of 1886 and 1887
comes the close of a phase later characterized by single
taxers as “the howling dervish stage of emotional insanity”.
Since that time, though ideas stressed by single taxers have
undenwune important changes, their methods and activities

have heen similar to those of today.

* Supra, ch. &



CHAPTER VII

WORKING OUT A SINGLE TAX PROGRAM,
1888-18g0

Henry George’s big vote in the New York mayoralty
campaign of 1886 had led single taxers to believe that they
were on the high road to immediate success. But the de-
feat of 1887 had shattered their optimistic hopes of success
through independent political action, and had brought that
discouragement which follows the failure of a program
which had promised much. It placed squarely before single
tax leaders the problem of a method of advance.

The split on the question of political action

There were two alternatives before the single taxers:
continuance of independent political action, or working with
one of the older parties. The former policy appealed to
many who had a sincere desire to keep the movement
“pure”, believing that any association with the corruption
of the older political parties would be morally wrong.? It
appealed also to some who wanted to “stand up and be
counted”, believing that the formation of a national single
tax party would unify the movement, and that the party
would become a greater power by “going straight ahead”.
The advocates of the policy of working with one of the
“older parties believed, however, that any independent single
tax party would be too weak to be influential. Numerous

1“] would sooner be dead than voluntarily vote to indorse the crime

and corruption represented by both of the old parties”, wrote a cor-
respondent in The Standard, Dec. 3, 1887, p. 8.
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state whose vote went to Harrison by only 13,000. It was
generally believed that this result, and consequently Grover
Cleveland’s defeat, were due to the famous “Harrison and
Hill” deal for vote-trading.

The problem of a program again

“Now, without any practical politics to hamper us, what
we have to do is to press on the work of education and
propaganda”, wrote Henry George in The Standard shortly
(after the election.!® The question of a program again
\faced the single taxers, and two rival plans were proposed.

The first was to concentrate all efforts upon a single state
in order to secure the single tax there if possible. It was
believed that the adoption of the single tax in any com-
munity would provide such an evident demonstration of
its benefits that its rapid spread would follow. Many be-
lieved that the best line of advance lay in making an “in-
vasion” of New Jersey.!® Henry George was at first some-
what favorably inclined towards such a proposal, although
he believed that “it would hardly be wise to ‘invade’ New
Jersey or any other state. The best way would be to answer
the Macedonian cry, ‘come over and help us’ .2 This no-
tion of making a special effort to capture a state and furnish
the opportunity for a trial of the single tax, although not
accepted at that time, persisted among single taxers until
it bore fruit in the notable Delaware campaign of 1895-96.%!

*Ibid., Nov. 17, 1888, p. 2.

® On this matter of an attempt to capture a single state for the
single tax, see The Standard, Dec. 1, 1888, p. 2; Dec. 8, p. 2; Dec. 22,
p. 2; Jan. 5, 1889, p. 1; Jan. 12, p. 4. States mentioned other than
New Jersey were Massachusetts and Rhode Island.

* The Standard, Jan. 5, 1889, p. 1. The dangers of “invasion” have
been exemplified recently in the attempts made by single taxers to
capture the states of Oregon and Missouri with the financial aid of
the Joseph Fels Fund. See infra, ch’s 9 and 10.

® Infra, ch. 8.
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whether in the form of tariffs upon imports, taxes upon
internal productions, or otherwise”.?® The Single Tax En-
rolment Committee, organized about December first, 1888,
had charge of the petition.?¢ William T. Croasdale was the
Committee’s chairman, and the success in securing signa-
tures to the petition was due largely to his efforts. The
wording of the petition was purposely made broad enough
to secure the signatures of any who were willing to have
the single tax investigated by Congress. The method of
filing signed petitions was devised with a view to keeping
a record of the signers; each petition was on a separate
slip of paper, and the Enrolment Committee classified these
slips geographically.

Single taxers in every section of the United States at
once took up the forwarding of the petition with the great-
est enthusiasm. Signatures poured into the Enrolment
Committee’s office for several weeks at a rate of more than
five hundred a day. At the end of a few weeks The Stand-
ard was able to report that the Enrolment Committee “has
practically organized machinery in every state and territory
save one (Mississippi), through which, during the coming .
year, popular interest in our doctrines may be steadily ex-
tended”.?” Two months of work saw the total number of
signatures reach 24,000; the 50,000 mark, which had been
originally set for the first year’s work, was attained in the
first five months; and at the end of the first year, 70,000
names were on file. Signatures continued to come in,
though more slowly, during 1890 and 1891, and by March,
1892, the petition, now having 115,503 signatures, was
adjudged ready for presentation to Congress.2®

*1bid.,, Mar. 30, 1892, p. 2.

¥ See the statement of this committee in The Standard, Jan. 19,
1889, p. 3.

¥ The Standard, Feb. 9, 1889, p. 3.

® Ibid.,, Feb. 9, 1889, p. 3; Apr. 27, 1889, p. 7; Nov. 23, 1889, p. 2;
Mar. 30, 1892, p. 5.
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conversion of many and the interesting of still others in
the single tax.3® The securing of names put the Enrolment
Committee in touch with single tax workers and sympa-
thizers throughout the entire United States, and gave at
headquarters a list of those who could be “followed up”
with single tax literature. Altogether the petition was an
effective means of propaganda.

The orgamization of the single tax movement

To understand the significance of the national petition as
a means of organizing the movement throughout the United
States, we must consider what had been done in that line
prior to 1889. A beginning was made in George’s mayor-
alty campaign of 1886. The ‘“‘congratulation meeting” of
November 6, 1886, had called upon the followers of
George’s standard to form organizations which, it was
believed, would “provide in each locality a nucleus around
which earnest men who believe in the general principles of
the Clarendon Hall platform may gather in preparation for
future political activity”.3? To help with the work of or-
ganization this meeting had appointed a temporary central
committee.

The work of organization proceeded both rapidly and
extensively at that time. These organizations were known
generally as Land and Labor or Henry George Clubs.
The Stamdard in January, 1887, reported that Land and
Labor Clubs were organizing at the rate of about thirty a
week, and that the correspondence of the committee in-
cluded every state in the Union.?2 Besides the Land and

* The Standard, Mar. 30, 1892, p. 2, comments that the petition “has
furnished many an opportunity for explaining the single tax to men
who did not understand it, and whose interest was first excited by a
request to sign; and thousands of conversions can be traced to the
work it has in this way already done.”

® The Standard, Jan. 8, 1887, p. 7.

®The Standard, Jan. 8, 1887, p. 7, and Jan. 15, p. 3. Particularly
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signed to provide the means for prosecuting “a campaign
that will go on and on, that will not wait until election times
when the brass bands begin to play and the bonfires are
burning”.%8

The circulation of the petition proved a most successful
means for bringing single taxers together and inducing the
formation of single tax societies. ‘At the time this work
began there were not twenty living single tax organizations
in the whole country. Our people were scattered and un-
known one to another, and many of them were filled with
despair”.3® By means of the listing at headquarters of the
names of single tax workers in each section, and the bring-
ing of them into closer touch with one another through the
columns of The Standard, single taxers were helped to find
one another out, and the result was a considerable organiz-
ing movement during 1889. The Standard at the close of
1889 listed 131 single tax organizations in the United
States.3” These were widely distributed; New York had
22, Ohio 14, Pennsylvania 13, Massachusetts 12, New
Jersey 9, Indiana 6, California, Colorado, Illinois, and
Iowa 5 each, there were 12 in the South, and the remaining
23 were scattering. A further index of the wide distribu-
tion of single tax work is the fact that in March, 18go,
when the petition had 77,000 signatures, only 5,000 were
from New York City, which had been the headquarters of
the movement from the beginning.®® Through the influ-
ence of Progress and Poverty, the speaking tours of Henry
George and others, George’s political activity, and the work
of The Standard, converts had been won for the cause in
every section of the Union.

® Ibid., Nov. 17, 1888, p. 2.

*1bid., Sept. 3, 18090, p. I.

¥ Ibid., Dec. 28, 1889, pp. 14, IS.
* Ibid., Mar. 12, 1890, p. 13.
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controversy with the Catholic Church authorities, and had
been associated with the spectacular history of the Anti-
Poverty Society. From these entanglements it emerged with
enemies prejudiced and bitter, but at the same time with
firmer and more numerous friends. The two years follow-
ing the break-up of the Anti-Poverty Society had seen an
increasing respect for Henry George’s ideas. Henry
George’s policy of opportunism, of following the line of
least resistance, and of working in the company of the less
radical, who strove for reforms not inconsistent with the
single tax principle, had been successful in securing a more
courteous and favorable hearing, as well as placing the
movement on a more lasting basis of influence and dignity.

The “Henry George movement”, of 1886-87, with its
incongruous elements—socialists, trades-unionists who were
not single taxers, the personal followers of McGlynn, and
others—had now completed its evolution into the single
tax movement. It had become unified and had achieved
a high degree of solidarity. It was indeed less noisy and
less sensational, but it had a stronger support in the group
of enthusiastic disciples having a reasonable comprehension
of Henry George’s economic and political philosophy. By
1890, the end of the first decade after the publication of
Progress and Poverty, the movement had taken a form and
adopted a method of activity which, in the main, it retains
_ today.
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have given practically no consideration to land taxation;
they have turned rather on the questions of the income tax
and the tariff.

For the reduction of the tariff single taxers have worked
earnestly and persistently. But they have been generally
hostile to the income tax. They oppose it because it is
based upon the ability rather than the benefit theory of
taxation—as “taking from the individual in proportion to
what he has, irrespective of how he gets it, not in propor-
tion to what service he receives from government or what
privilege he may enjoy”.®! They regard the income tax as
only slightly better than indirect taxes, and accept it only
in so far as it taxes incomes derived from land. They
oppose it on the ground that it taxes “earned” and “un-
earned” incomes alike, distinguishing the two sorts of in-
come on the basis of their assumption that land incomes are
coincident with “unearned” incomes, while other incomes
of whatever nature are “labor” incomes and therefore
‘“earned”. They oppose it too because, according to their
extreme individualistic political philosophy, the state has
not a “natural right” to deprive a man of any part of the
produce of (his?) labor, i.e., of income gained in any way
other than from ownership of land.

Single tax principles, then, have not played an important
part in discussions of American national finance, and there
seems little likelihood that they will do so. In the past
single taxers have worked mainly in the fields of local and
state finance, and this is undoubtedly their most promising
field for future activity.

*E. J. Shriver, The Income Tax, in Single Tax Rev. Jan.-Feb.,
1914, p. 40. See also J. D. Miller, The Income Tax, ibid., Mar.~Apr.,
1908, pp. 816; J. Harrington, The Demand for an Income Tax, ibid.,
May-June, 1908, p. 5; Bolton Hall, The Federal Income Tax, ibid., Jan.-
Feb., 1910, pp. 15-17.
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land values, raising the rate from fifteen to twenty-five
cents per hundred dollars.

Immediately the opponents of this innovation bestirred
themselves. The little town became a single tax debating
forum, each side holding meetings, and considerable bit-
terness of feeling developed. The complainants appealed
to the Circuit Court of Prince George’s county for a writ
of mandamus, directing the Commissioners to include per-
sonal property and improvements in their assessment and
restraining the collection of taxes already levied.!* But
the Court denied the writ and upheld as lawful the action
of the single taxers. The case then was taken before the
Maryland Court of Appeals. That Court denied the appeal
on the ground that the action of the petitioners was wrong-
fully brought, that they should have proceeded by way of
injunction and not by mandamus, but declared obiter that
the action of the single taxers was in violation of the
Maryland Constitution and would be so held by the Court.*
Thereupon the single taxers, seeing that to continue would
invite their defeat, gave up their experiment.

Single taxers have claimed that even this brief ex-
perience of Hyattsville with the single tax, from July, 1892,
to March, 1893, greatly increased the town’s prosperity,
that coincident with the adverse decision of the Maryland
Court of Appeals building came to a standstill and the
erection of projected improvements was abandoned, and
that twice as much building took place during these months
as in the two and a half years succeeding.!® On the other
hand it was declared by their opponents that the “cranks

3 Ralston, op. cit., p. 6.

* 27 Maryland 125. Cited in National Single Taxer, Jan., 1900, p. 23.

¥ See Why? (a single tax paper published at Cedar Rapids, Ia.),
Jan,, 1902, p. 13, also a letter from J. H. Ralston to Justice (Phila-
delphia, and Wilmington, Del.), Aug. 31, 1895, p. 4
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as an additional “independent” on a reform platform. But
within the Democratic organization all was not harmonious.
Many of the rank and file desired the endorsement of Bryan
and the Chicago platform of 1896, and when Boss Croker
and his henchmen decided not to take such action and an-
nounced municipal issues, they alienated thereby a con-
siderable number of Democrats. Before the Tammany
convention met on September 3oth, the United Democracy
and the Democratic Alliance had offered the mayoralty
nomination to George, and, on the eve of October s5th, at
an enthusiastic mass meeting in Cooper Union, he accepted
the nomination of several political organizations which
represented the radical and anti-Tammany Democrats and
the Labor elements.4* These banded themselves together
under the name of “The Democracy of Thomas Jefferson”,
and endorsed Bryan and the Chicago platform, denounced
Tammany, protested against government by injunction,
and demanded cheaper gas, municipal ownership, municipal
home rule, and tax reform.

The four-cornered campaign was full of excitement.
Henry George entered into it enthusiastically, notwithstand-
ing his weakened physical condition. Forgetting a resolve
made at the outset that he would make but a few speeches,
he spoke at three, four, and five meetings daily.4> He
threatened that, if elected mayor, he would bring Bosses
Croker and Platt before the grand jury.*®* He justified his
presence in the campaign as a reformer in addition to Low,
who was so well qualified for executive work, by his Jef-
fersonian political theories. “He is a Republican and is
fighting the machine, which is all very good as far as it
goes. But he is an aristocratic reformer; I am a demo-

“1bid., p. 218.
“The Life of Henry George, p. 6o1.
“ Wilcox, op. cit,, p. 219.
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broken the strength of the forces he led, and the twenty
thousand votes which the younger George received were no
indication of the vote his father might have had.

The result of the election was decisive. “To Hell with
Reform!” triumphed over “Down with the Bosses!”,*" and
the Tammany candidate received 228,000 votes; Low re-
ceived 148,000; and Tracy, 101,000.48

The single tax agitation in Colorado, 1899-1902

The Senate of Colorado, March 27, 1899, adopted a
resolution appointing a commission to investigate Colo-
rado’s state and local revenue laws and “so far as possible,
discover their defects and a just, wise, and complete remedy
therefor”.4* The commission was furthermore “particu-
larly instructed to investigate the tax laws of New Zealand
and the Australian colonies and the effect of such laws”,
and to report the results of their investigation together
with recommendations for systematizing, revising or
amending the revenue provisions of the law of Colorado.*’
In pursuance of this resolution the chairman of the commis-
sion, James W. Bucklin, visited Australasia in the winter
and spring of 1899 and 19oo. Bucklin, a single taxer, had
been agitating the single tax question for some time in
Colorado. He had been particularly active in endeavoring
to secure the passage of a constitutional amendment permit-
ting home rule in taxation.

The report, most of which Bucklin wrote, is substantially
a single tax document, and has been widely circulated by
single taxers for propagandist purposes. It condemns the
general property tax, inheritance tax, income tax, and oc-

“ Wilcox, op. cit.,, p. 220.

“New York Herald, Nov. 4, 1897, p. S.

® Report of the Commission, p. 1. This report was reprinted as
Senate Doc. 209, 56th Cong., 2d Sess., vol. 15.

®Idem.
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fication of property for state taxation so as to permit heav-
ier taxation of the value of land and franchises. Section
11 of the proposed amendment read as follows:

“The rate of taxation on property for State purposes shall
never exceed four mills on each dollar of valuation; but the
provisions of this section shall not apply to rights of way,
franchises in public ways, or land, the full cash value of which
may be taxed at such additional rate, not exceeding two mills
on each dollar of assessed valuation, as shall be provided by
law, after exempting all personal property and improvements
thereon from such additional rate of taxation.”

The single taxers prosecuted an active campaign for this
amendment “to establish in Colorado a ‘city of refuge’, to
which the tax-burdened labor and capital of the world can
flee”.%® Public interest was considerably augmented by an
unsuccessful attempt to prevent a vote on the measure, the
governor convening a special session of the legislature
whose chief end was the recall of the amendment.’® The
usual features of a single tax campaign appeared: debates,
speeches, literature distribution, and press hostility. The
“Anti-Bucklin Amendment League”, with the motto “The
Bucklin Amendment means the single tax, confiscation, con-
fusion, panic,” fought the measure, and the commercial
organizations of Denver adopted hostile resolutions, assert-
ing that the amendment meant the confiscation of real
estate, the confusion of the tax system, the disturbing of
business, and the driving away of capital®” Professor Le
Rossignol’s Taxation ¢n Colorado, published in Denver dur-
ing the campaign, had a chapter devoted to an argument
against the measure. One of his objections, drawn from
peculiar local conditions, was that in Colorado, where so
much of the value of land was due to the building of costly

® James W. Bucklin, in the Single Tax Rev., Oct. 15, 1901, p. 14

*Single Tax Rev., Apr. 15, 1902, pp. 51-52.

" E. O. Bailey, The Movement in Colorado, ibid, Oct. 15, 1902, pp.
14-17.
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recognize his valuable services to the cause. In the first
year of the banquet campaign, when the disappointments of
the Delaware failure were still fresh, a writer to the
National Single Taxer remarked that “the Massachusetts
plan of capturing generals has already demonstrated its
superiority over the Delaware method of trying to enlist
privates—voters—first”’.%¢  Fillebrown’s fellow single
taxers give him credit for accomplishing what so many of
them have been unable to accomplish—inducing the hostile
mind to listen without antagonizing it.%"

* National Single Taxer, June 23, 1897, p. 6.

® Joseph Dana Miller, editor of the Single Tax Rev., said at the
1907 National Single Tax Conference: “The progress we have made
under the marvelously tactful leadership of Mr. C. B. Fillebrown,
president of the Massachusetts League, is evidenced in the friendly
attitude of the Boston press. . . . Numbers of eminent converts have
been made in that State—converts at least to the first step we would
take, who are perhaps more efficient influences than they would be
were they to be designated as single taxers, or as accepting our
doctrines in their fulness”. Single Tax Rev. Jan.-Feb., 1908, p. 8.
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tax exemption.’® Indeed, an Oregon single taxer stated
to the writer that manufacturers had been induced to con-
tribute several hundred dollars to the single tax war fund
before it was generally known that the measure was a
single tax proposal.

The single taxers, working under ‘the name of “The
Oregon Tax Reform Association”, waged a straight single
tax campaign. In the voters’ textbook containing copies
of the measures voted upon, the single tax argument states:

“The proposed amendment is a step in the direction of the
single tax. If adopted it would exempt most personal prop-
erty and improvements from taxation, and the argument sub-
mitted has in view that all such property will ultimately be
exempted. It does not exempt business buildings, merchan-
dise, cash, improvements of public service corporations, and
a few other articles of personalty and improvements”.!"

No argument opposing the measure appeared in the
voters’ textbook. But during the four months prior to the
election, June 1st, 1908, the press gave considerable space
to discussion of the single tax.!® The result of the ballot
was the defeat of the measure, 32,066 to 60,871.1° But in
Multnomah County the single tax was defeated by only
483 votes, the ballot being, 10,828 for, and 11,311 against.2°

The Oregon election of 1910

The single taxers, by initiative petition, submitted to the
voters of Oregon at the election of 1910 the following
amendment :

“No poll or head tax shall be levied or collected in Oregon;
no bill regulating taxation or exemption throughout the State
shall become a law until approved by the people of the State

* Young, op. cit., p. 645.

T Quoted by Galloway, op. cit., p. 246.

* Young, op. cit., p. 645.

® Oregon Blue Book, 1013-14, p. 124.

® Secretary of State of Oregon, Abstract of Votes cast at the 1908
election.
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Considering the close vote on the amendment—44,171
for it, and 42,127 against’®*—and the fact that about a
thousand votes would have turned the scale, there is war-
rant for the conclusion that the prominence given to the
abolition of the poll tax in the opening sentence of the
measure and in the argument in the voter’s textbook
turned enough votes in its favor to insure its adoption
when an amendment providing for local option alone would
have failed.

The Oregon election of 1912

The campaign of 1912 on the single tax issue began in
reality when it was known that the anti-poll-tax-local-option
amendment had carried. Its passage evoked a storm of
protest from its opponents, who declared that the voters
had been fooled into adopting it. On the other hand the
jubilant followers of Henry George claimed that “this vic-
tory is clearly the greatest that has been won in the history
of the movement for the taxation of land values”,?” and
announced the single tax as the leading state issue for 1912.
During the two years 1910-1912 the tax fight was fast and
furious, and Oregon became “the critical battle field of
the single tax propaganda in America”.%®

The single taxers, taking advantage of the local option
amendment of 1910, submitted measures exempting per-
sonal property and improvements from taxation in three
counties—Clackamas, Coos, and Multnomah, the latter con-
taining the city of Portland. They also submitted a state-
wide measure, commonly known as the “Graduated Single
Tax and Exemption Amendment”, which bore the follow-
ing description on the ballot:

* Oregon Blue Book, 1913-14, p. 124

® Report of 1910 Fels Fund Conference, p. 8.

* Haynes, People’s Rule on Trial, Political Science Quart., vol. 28,
p- 20, (1913).
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The election returns®? showed that the “Graduated Single
Tax and Exemption Amendment” was lost: 31,534 to 82,-
orgs, the latter being with two exceptions the largest nega-
tive vote on any measure. The fate of the county amend-
ments was:

For Against
Multnomah County ....... 11,146 23,901
Clackamas County ........ 1,827 3,787
Coos County ............ 1,113 1,009
The vote on the other taxation amendments was:
For Against
Repeal of county tax option................. 63,881 47,150
Permitting different tax rates on classes of
L Property ...l 52,045 54,483
Divorce of local and state taxation.......... 51,852 56,671
Income tax amendment..................... 52,702 52,048
Tax exemption on household effects.......... 60,357 51,826
Tax exemption on moneys and credit......... 42,491 66,
Revising inheritance tax laws............... 38,600 63,839

Thus the only measures to carry were the repeal of
county tax option, by a majority of 16,731, and the exemp-
tion of household effects, by 8,531. The total vote on the
state-wide single tax proposal was greater than that on any
one of the thirty-seven measures on the ballot excepting the
woman’s suffrage amendment, which carried at this election
after three successive defeats.

The Oregon election of 1914

In 1914 the single taxers submitted two amendments.®?
One proposed “to exempt up to $1,500 all kinds of personal
property and land improvements of all kinds”, but not land.
This amendment contained a clause directing the Secretary
of State to re-submit the measure, if adopted in 1914, at

®The figures are from the Oregon Blue Book, 1913-14, p. 125.

® The text of these measures and the arguments pro and con are

in the official pamphlet, . . . Measures . . . to be submitted to the
electors of the state of Oregon at the general election, Tuesday, No-

vember 3, 1914, pp. 37-41, 60-64.
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Conclusion

The Oregon single tax agitation has thus far brought
no indication of results commensurate with the efforts ex-
pended. Analysis of the votes shows that the adoption of
any part of the single tax program was no nearer in 1914
than in 1908. The measure of 1908 received 34.5 per cent
of the votes; that of 1910, for local option, received 51.2
per cent (but was repealed in 1912) ; that of 1912 received
27.8 per cent; those of 1914 received 32.5 and 32.1 per
cent respectively.

The managers of the Oregon campaigns were unfor-
tunate in their tactics. The measures proposed do not
compare favorably with the straight-forward proposals,
providing for a gradual transition, which the single tax
leaders in Washington, Missouri, Pennsylvania, and New
York have urged.®® The amendment of 1908 was not
wholly consistent with single tax principles in that it did
not exempt personal property, or improvements and fixtures
used for other than ‘“manufacturing purposes”. The
amendment which carried in 1910, besides being put
through by equivocal methods, presented “the possibility of
serious injury to the fiscal system of the State” by depriv-
ing the legislature of the right to enact laws regulating tax-
ation or exemption.® The unjust features involved in the
state-wide single tax proposal of 1912 we have already
commented upon.

In many states single taxers and other tax reformers
have found it possible to codperate in pushing measures
upon the desirability of which most students of taxation
agree, such as loosening the constitutional restrictions sur-
rounding the general property tax. But not so in Oregon.
The single taxers have fought every proposal for tax re-

® Infra, ch.’s 10 and 1I1.
®Report of Oregon Board of State Tax Commissioners, 1911, p. 23.
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being marked “Single Tax; For, Against”—there was but
little substantial opposition. Indeed, the single tax cam-
paign expenses were reported as amounting to only $27.65,
excluding postage.® The propaganda work consisted chiefly
of the distribution of a few thousand pamphlets. An im-
portant factor in this election was the cooperation with the
single taxers of the socialists, who had considerable voting
strength.

In this campaign, like the other recent single tax fights,
western Canada’s prosperity while enjoying home rule in
taxation and the partial exemption of improvements was
extensively invoked. The proximity of Everett to the
Canadian border made this argument more effective here
than elsewhere. The reasons for Everett's adoption of the
amendment seem to have been similar to those which have
induced cities of the Canadian West to exempt improve-
ments from taxation, the fact that corporations or absentee
owners held a considerable area of unimproved land within
the city.1?

The amendment, however, has never been permitted to
take effect. Shortly after the 1912 election the State Tax
Commission ruled that it was unconstitutional, and in-
structed the local assessor to ignore it and proceed to assess
property as usual. Since the single taxers raised no contest,
the matter has been dropped, and the amendment has be-
come a dead letter.!?

The two campaigns in Seattle

At two successive elections, March, 1912, and March,
1913, the voters of Seattle passed upon proposals to exempt

*Idem. ‘

* Statement to the writer of R. J. Faussett of Everett.

% For this information the writer is indebted to R. J. Faussett and
to T. D. Davies, Assessor of Snohomish Co., Wash., who is also
(1915) the City Assessor of Everett.
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land, improvements, and personalty, at one hundred per
cent valuation, and that he would make an effort to secure
the completest possible list of all property in Houston by
means of a careful inquisition regarding securities, money,
and credits, and an inventory of household goods and mer-
chandise.*®* The threat of such a strict enforcement of the
general property tax undoubtedly postponed the taking of
the matter to the courts. When the decision adverse to
him was handed down he undertook to comply with it.
In April, 1915, he said:

“In complying literally with this order of the court, the city
has increased its assessment upon all the lands, buildings and
other improvements upon land at a price which represents its
true and full value in money. Some people call it 100 cents on
the dollar of its value. We are also assessing forms of prop-
erty which we never assessed under the Houston Plan, and
are assessing them at their full and true value in money.”*

But later developments indicate that Pastoriza may risk
contempt of court by persisting in his ways. In a letter to
the San Francisco Fels Fund Conference, August, 1915, he
wrote:

“I have about decided, as chairman of the board of appraise-
ment, to listen to the voice of the people rather than to the
order of court, and when the assessments for 1915 are com-
pleted, I rather suspect that land will be assessed at its full
value and buildings at from forty to fifty per cent of their
value, and while we have made a great effort to assess all
forms of personal property this year, I firmly believe that next
year there will be no personal property assessed that was ex-
empted under the Houston plan of taxation. This is the will
of the people, and certainly coincides with my desire”.4'

Pastoriza’s hope is that the constitutional application of

®See The Public, Mar. 19, 1915, pp. 285-86; May 28, 1915, p. §25;
and June 11, 1915, p. S71.

#Cited from a leaflet, Address of J. J. Pastoriza before the Sixth
Annual Convention of the Southern Commercial Congress, held at
Muskogee, Okla., Apr. 26-30, 1915.

“ Single Tax Rev., Sept.-Oct., 1915, pp. 273-74.
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not characterized private property in land as “a bold, bare,
enormous wrong, like that of chattel slavery”.%¢

Exemption of smprovements in the irrigation
districts of California®

In March, 1909, the California legislature passed a law
which required new irrigation districts to pay for the in-
stallation and maintenance of their irrigation systems by
means of a levy upon land alone. The land-owners of any
of the five already existing districts could vote to adopt
the same system.®®

In six irrigation districts the system has been intro-
duced.®” Two of the five districts in existence when the law
was passed have adopted it, Modesto (1911) and Turlock
(1915), both of these being located in the San Joaquin
Valley. Since 1909 four districts have been organized,
Oakdale and South San Joaquin in the San Joaquin Valley,
Anderson-Cottonwood in the northern part of the state, and
Imperial near the Mexican line. The total area of these is
about a million acres. Single taxers have claimed that the
system “has brought about wonderful prosperity in these
irrigation districts”.%8

Of course the exemption of improvements applies only to
the financing of irrigation systems. All of the property in
the districts is subject under state constitutional require-
ments to taxation for county and municipal purposes. The
system is thus little more than an application of the princi-

ple of special assessments.

® Progress and Poverty, bk. 7, ch. 3, p. 356.

® The single tax agitation for local option in taxation in California
is considered in ch. 13, infra.

® Statutes of California and amendments to the codes passed at
the 38th session of the legislature, 1909, ch. 303, p. 462.
- ®Cf, letter of E. P. E. Troy in The Public, Aug. 20, 1915, pp. 808-9.

®Ibid, p. 809. 'Cf. also statements relating to this point in Trans-
actions of Commonwealth Club of California, San Francisco, May,
1914, vol. 9, no. 4, pp. 299-303.



CHAPTER XI

THE SINGLE TAX MOVEMENT IN PENNSYL-
VANIA AND NEW YORK

The proposals which the single taxers of Pennsylvania
and New York have put forward have been less radical and
not so far-reaching as those made by western single taxers.
Partly because of this fact and partly because of the dis-
similarity of economic conditions the issues under discus-
sion have been somewhat different.

In the western agitations single taxers have directed
sentiment against individual or corporate holding of large
tracts of unimproved or only slightly improved land. But
in the big cities of the East, where the value of land has
risen to unprecedented heights, they have made much of
the magnitude of the “unearned increment” and of the huge
incomes enjoyed by a few by reason of their ownership of
valuable sites.

The single tax argument that the exemption of labor
products from taxation stimulates production also has had
a different emphasis in the eastern campaigns. In the new
cities of the West, with their often unhealthy eagerness for
quick prosperity, single tax propagandists have promised
that a boom such as the city of Vancouver enjoyed would
follow the exemption of improvements from taxation. On
the other hand they have argued in the eastern cities, where
population is dense and rents high, that a lower tax rate
upon buildings would stimulate their construction and, by
reducing rents, solve the housing problem. Particularly in
the New York City agitation has discussion centered about
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in some districts of Pittsburgh which were best adapted to
manufacturing, exorbitant land prices prevented normal
expansion and deterred prospective newcomers, who could
find in other cities land equally suitable and at the same
time much cheaper.® The task of those who held that the
relatively higher taxation of land would secure its most
economic utilization was easier by reason of Pittsburgh’s
aggravated land problem.

The passage of the law of May, 1913, was not brought
about by single tax propaganda of the usual sort. But,
though there was no single tax organization to work for
the law, single taxers were actively interested in securing it.
The Survey, July sth, 1913, states that it was Ben C.
Marsh, Secretary of the New York Congestion Committee,
who first placed before the Pittsburgh people the possibility
of such a rate-change, at the civic exhibit at the Carnegie
Institute in the fall of 1908.° Between that time and the
passage of the law, single taxers of Pittsburgh secured a
hearing for several of their best known speakers before
civic and business organizations qf the city.1°

In a special report, December, 1911, the Committee on
Housing of the Pittsburgh Civic Commission strongly rec-
ommended that the tax rate for improvements be reduced
gradually to one-half that for land.!' In the fall of 1911,
this plan received the indorsement of the Keystone Party

*Ibid.,, ch. 11, Uneconomical use of land. Professor Holdsworth,
however, believed that Pittsburgh should “make haste slowly” in the
matter of exempting improvements from taxation, and suggested that
probably “the objects sought to be obtained by this radical change
could be reached much more simply by imposing an extra tax on un-
occupied or underimproved land, thus making it unprofitable to hold
land out of use” (p. 212).

*The Survey, July s, 1913, p. 452.

* Single Tax Rev., Mar.-Apr.,, 1912, pp. 46-47, and especially May-
June, 1912, pp. 44-46. See also The Public, May 23, 1913, pp. 489-90.

B Civic Bulletin, published by the Pittsburgh Civic Commission,
Jan, 1912, p. 1.
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and was attended by more than seventy thousand people.®
In 1909 the Congestion Committee presented an exhibit on
City Planning and Municipal Art which directed attention
to the “unearned increment” of land values and methods
of taxing it in Europe.3*

As a result of these exhibits and the discussion which
they excited, the Board of Aldermen of New York City
directed Mayor Gaynor to appoint a City Commission on
Congestion of Population to “prepare a comprehensive
plan for the present relief and future prevention of con-
gestion of population in the City of New York”.2® The
Commission, appointed May 17, 1910, was composed of ten
members of the Board of Aldermen and nine private citi-
zens. Its chairman was Jacob A. Cantor and its secretary
Benjamin C. Marsh. The latter more than any other man
is responsible for the recent discussion of the city land
question in relation to congestion and housing. Allan
Robinson, president of the Allied Real Estate Interests of
New York, who has so actively opposed halving the tax rate
on buildings, was also a member. Dr. Frank J. Goodnow,
then of Columbia University, who had served as chairman
of the Congestion Committee, was chairman of the sub-
committee on taxation. This committee held hearings at
which a number of well-known tax experts testified, includ-
ing F. C. Howe, A. C. Pleydell, and E. R. A. Seligman.®¢

The Commission, when it gave its report in February,
1911, followed the recommendation of its sub-committee
on taxation, and recommended that the rate of tax upon
buildings be half the rate of tax upon land, this reduction
to be secured by an equal change in each of five consecutive

* Idem.

% Ibid., p. 18.

®Cf. the Report of the New York City Commission on Congestion

of Population, Feb. 28, 1911, p. 3.
® Marsh, op. cit., p. 18.
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mittee’s report, a bill known as the Sullivan-Short Bill, pro-
viding for halving the tax rate on buildings and allowing
five years for the change, was introduced into the legisla-
ture, but was not allowed to come to a vote. The bill was
introduced again in 1912 as the Sullivan-Brooks Bill, only
to meet a similar fate. The Progressive Party took up the
measure in 1913, and Senator Salant and Assemblyman
Schaap introduced a bill providing that the change should
take effect if approved at a referendum of the voters of
New York City. But this bill fared no better than its
predecessors, it, too, being killed in committee.4?

As the bill to halve the tax rate on buildings was re-
introduced after each successive defeat, discussion grew in
volume. Interest culminated in the early part of 1914,
when the Herrick-Schaap Bill was introduced in the New
York legislature.! This bill proposed an amendment to
the Charter of Greater New York providing that “the Al-
dermanic Board shall for 1915, in fixing the tax rate for
real estate, so apportion such rate that the rate on the dif-
ference between the value of the real estate with improve-
ments and its value wholly unimproved shall -be ninety per
cent of the rate on the value of the wholly unimproved
real estate. Every year thereafter the rate on the differ-
ence shall be still further reduced ten per cent until the rate
shall be fifty per cent of the rate on the value of the unim-
proved real estate. The act is to take effect immediately,
provided that the powers conferred thereunder shall not be
exercised . . . until the proposed change is approved by
the electors of New York City in November, 1914”42
8‘.'Sce Marsh’s article in the Single Tax Rev.,, Jan.-Feb., 1914, pp.
15-20.

“Ci. Literary Digest, vol. 48, p. 478 (Mar. 7, 1914), Single Tax
Talk in New York.

®For the text of the bill, see Real Estate Mag., Mar., 1914, p. 4I.
This issue of the Real [Estate Magazine contains the strongest argu-
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the exhibit daily meetings were held. Thousands visited
the exhibit each day, nearly 100,000 in all.4®

The real estate interests of New York City, ably led by
Allan Robinson, president of the Allied Real Estate Inter-
ests, were from the beginning strenuously hostile. They
took the leading part in fighting this proposal to add to
the tax burdens of land-owners. The Real Estate Magazine
of New York carried on in its pages an active discussion
both of the single tax and of the proposed measure. Its
managers, besides presenting their own arguments, gave
place to statements of their opponents’ views from the pens
of well known single taxers such as Joseph Fels and F. C.
Leubuscher, president of the Society to Lower Rents and
Reduce Taxes on Homes.

Very much of the opposition was based on the ground
that halving the tax rate on buildings was merely an enter-
ing wedge for the single tax. The New York Times in
an ‘editorial, “Unfit to be voted upon”,*® cited Henry
George’s declaration that “there is and can be no just title
to an exclusive possession of the soil, and that private
property in land is a bold, bare, enormous wrong, like that
of chattel slavery”. This, said the Ttmes, indicated the
end aimed at by the Society for the Reduction of Taxes on
Homes.

Regarding the referendum, the Times voiced the feelings
of many opponents of the measure when it stated in the
editorial cited that, since “nobody loves a landlord, . . .
tenants would be unanimous for lower rents, or for making
any experiment with lower rents as an objective”. It was
also argued that the matter, involving as it did complicated

“ For descriptions of the Exhibit, see The Public, Feb, 28, 1913,
pp. 198-200; Mar. 7, 1913, pp. 221-22; Single Tax Rev., Jan.-Feb,

1914, . 19.
“ Feb. 12, 1914.
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cent of that upon land, this reduction to be followed by
eight further reductions of ten per cent and a final reduc-
tion of nine per cent, so that at the end of ten years the
rate of tax upon buildings would be one per cent of that
upon land. The bill provided that the plan should not take
effect unless adopted by a referendum of the voters of New
York City at the general election of November, 1915. But
this measure was not permitted to emerge from committee.

In April, 1914, Mayor Mitchel, pursuant to the resolution
of the Board of Estimate and Apportionment, appointed a
committee of twenty-five, known as the Committee on Tax-
ation of the City of New York. Mr. Alfred E. Marling
was chairman, Professor Seligman chairman of the Ex-
ecutive Committee, Mr. Frederic C. Howe secretary, and
Mr. Laurence Arnold Tanzer executive secretary.’! The
mayor instructed the Committee to make an investigation
considerably broader than that contemplated in the above
resolution, i.e. “taxation upon lands and buildings”, since
he requested them “to make a comprehensive and exhaus-
tive study of the several methods of taxation in use here
and in other cities of this country and abroad, and of such
methods and devices as have been, or may be, during the
continuance of your investigation, suggested as calculated
to effect an improvement in the ways and means of creating
revenue for payment of the cost of the city government.”’%2

Shortly after organization the Committee entrusted Dr.
Robert Murray Haig of Columbia University with the task

* The other members of the Committee were R. S. Binkerd, George
Cromwell (resigned), F. H. [Field, J. N. Francolini, J. J. Halleran,
Hamilton Holt, J. W. Jenks, A. L. Kline, F. C. Leubuscher, Walter
Lindner, C. C. Miller, G. V. Mullan, L. H. Pink, Lawson Purdy, David
Rumsey, O. R. Seitz, F. B. Shipley, R. E. Simon, F. S. Tomlin, C, T.
White, D. F. Wilcox, and C. H. Woodward.

* Final Report of the Committee on Taxation of the City of New

York, 1916, p. II.
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of making a field investigation of the so-called single tax
experiments in western Canada and in Houston, Pueblo,
Pittsburgh and Scranton. Advocates of the exemption of
improvements had urged that the policy had brought highly
desirable results where it was being applied. Dr. Haig
made his investigation in the summer of 1914 and presented
his results in a report on The Exemption of Improvements
from Taxation in Canada and the United States. This re-
port, which the Committee published in the fall of 1915,
presented a full statement of the facts in the case together
with cautious generalizations and conclusions.®®

After completing this work Dr. Haig prepared for the
Committee a second report entitled, Some Probable Effects
of the Exemption of Improvements from Taxation in the
City of New York. He undertook to determine, from an
analysis of the New York City assessment rolls for 1914,
“which sections of the city, which types of property and
which economic classes would pay greater taxes and which
smaller,’”®* were land to be taxed at a higher rate than
buildings. Two proposals for exemption were considered:
the taxing of buildings (1) at a rate half that upon land,
and (2) at a rate one per cent of that upon land. Whether
a tax-payer’s bill would increase or decrease in the case of
a given piece of property was dependent upon the relation
of land value to building value, this ratio being 65.94 :
34.06 for Manhattan and 61.47 : 38.53 for the entire city.
In 1914 the levies upon land and improvements, respectively,
were 84 and 52.8 millions; had the first plan been in effect

®In the New York controversy each side claimed to be supported
in its position by Haig’s findings. For a summary of his conclusions
by the present writer cf. a review in the American Economic Rev,
Mar,, 1916, pp. 158-61, also the Annals of the American Acad. of Polit.
and Social Science, Mar., 1916, pp. 239.

% Haig, Some Probable Results of the Exemption of Improvements
from Taxation in the City of New York, p. 11.
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‘they would have been 104.1 and 32.8 millions, and under
the second plan they would have been 135.9 and .8 mil-
lions.°® Under the first plan in Manhattan the tax burden
would have been increased from 92.4 to 94.7 millions; the
tax rate upon land from 1.78 to 2.20; and the tax burden
upon land from §7 to 70.5 millions. Under the second plan
the tax burden would have totaled 98.3 millions, 91.9 mil-
lions of this from land, and the rate upon land would have
been 2.86.°¢ Under either plan Brooklyn would gain a
large reduction, and only the presence of much vacant land
would prevent substantial decreases in the relative burdens
of the other boroughs. All the calculations were subject
to the assumption that land values would remain constant,
neither diminished by heavier taxes nor increased by the
growth of the city or forces which the change itself would
set in motion. The total tax bills of the following types of
property would be reduced: sky-scrapers, up-town tene-
ments and apartment houses in Manhattan, and homes and
apartments generally in the out-lying sections. The follow-
ing types would receive increases: down-town tenements
and most single-family houses in Manhattan, and, of course,
vacant and poorly improved land in all sections. In Man-
hattan every assessment section south of g6th street would
receive a substantial increase. Dr. Haig concluded, first,
that “the change promises ultimate benefits of considerable
importance to all tenants and to many of the home-owners
in the out-lying boroughs,” which benefits, however, “may
be very slow of realization”; and, second, that “the owners
of land would be charged with the cost of these benefits,”
which cost would be ‘““considerable.”??

In November, 1915, the Committee held a series of public

®Ibid., p. 24.
*Ibid,, pp. 22, 26, 27.
" Ibid., p. 135.












CHAPTER XII
THE TACTICS OF THE SINGLE TAX MOVEMENT

Single taxers and local option in taxation

The present movement for local option in taxation, or
“home rule”, as it has been attractively named, originated
in New York City about 18go. It was the outgrowth of a
suggestion of Thomas G. Shearman, who believed that the
granting of local option in taxation would increase the pos-
sibility of securing somewhere the adoption of the single
tax. Shearman believed that single taxers would stand a
better chance to secure local option legislation if they could
have the coGperation of some who were not of their num-
ber, and, with this in view, he became the chief mover in
the organization of the New York Tax Reform Associa-
tion, formed in 1891 to enlist the opponents of personal
property taxation in a movement to secure local option legis-
lation which would permit the abolition of this form of
taxation in New York City.!

The first League for Home Rule in Taxation was formed
under the leadership of single taxers in New York City in
1891.2 The Standard commented upon this organization
as follows: :

“This organization offers the best plan for practical single
tax work yet devised. It does not agitate for the single tax,

but for a law that will allow every county to decide for itself
whether to tax land values alone, or improvements alone, or

31See L. F. Post, The New York Tax Reform Association, The
Public, Nov. 22, 1912, pp. 1109-14.
* The Standard, Nov. 4, 1891, p. 5. See also Single Tax Rev., Nov.-
Dec., 1913, pp. 60-62.
230
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action under this law it was repealed, 64,000 to 47,000, in
the anti-single tax land-slide of 1912.1°

In California at the elections of 1912 and 1914 home
rule amendments were before the people. The Joseph Fels
Fund Commission contributed liberally to the financing of
these campaigns through the California League for Home
Rule in Taxation, a single tax organization. The advo-
cates of the measures, in their speeches and literature, have,
as in other Pacific Coast single tax campaigns, made much
of the progress of Vancouver and Victoria, British Colum-
bia, under the policy of exempting improvements from
taxation, a policy made possible through their enjoyment
of the privilege of local option. The voters of California
rejected the measure each time; in 1912—243,959 to
169,321; and in 1914—375,634 to 267,618.1

In 1912 Colorado, by a vote of 49,596 to 44,778,'2
adopted an amendment to Section 6 of Article XX under
which cities and towns of over 2,000 population receive ex-
tensive home rule powers, and “may, without regard to the
general laws of the state, enact such laws and ordinances
on the subject of municipal taxation as they may desire”.!?
This law, however, was not proposed by single taxers. It

» Supra, p. 180.

2 Single taxers have sometimes relied upon the belief that the vote
of cities would support them in their movements for local option in
taxation. The evidence from these California elections regarding this
point is not decisive. In 1912 local option won in San Francisco but
was beaten decisively in Los Angeles. In 1914 it carried in the latter
city but was badly beaten in the former. See the California Blue
Book, 1913-15, pp. 310, 409.

®The figures for the vote are from The American Year Book,
1912, p. 182.

®Cited from the summary of legislation in the Special Report on
Taxation of the Bureau of Corporations “covering the tax movement
throughout the United States during 1912”, Washington, 1914, p. 413.
See also a citation of a part of the amendment in the Proceedings of
the National Tax Conference, 1914, p. 454.
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Considering the sort of local option measures which have
been proposed and the manner in which they have been ad-
vocated, there is much to bear out the view of Professor
Bullock that with the single taxers local option is “a mere
question of tactics rather than . . . a question of prin-
ciple”, and that “if political control of any state ever passes
into the hands of the single taxers, it is probable that the
principle of home rule in taxation will lose much of its pres-
ent popularity”.2® One of the sponsors of the proposed
Ohio amendment said in reply to single taxers who had
objected to its narrowness:

“Our decision to support the former type of measure was
dictated by frankness. Wherever home rule in taxation has
been promoted by single taxers, they are immediately accused
of trying to bring about the single tax by stealth. We do not
propose to risk any doubts or suspicions as to the nature of
our purposes nor the personnel of our backing.

“Home rule in taxation, as an abstract proposal, has never
greatly enthused any voting population.’”

It 'should be remembered, however, that single taxers,
with their extreme individualism and Jeffersonian view of
decentralization,® do have a real leaning, apart from tac-
tical considerations, toward the granting of extensive home
rule powers to localities.

With single taxers, then, home rule in taxation is gen-
erally favored as the best method for making possible the
securing of the single tax. The hope of the single taxers
is that, local option gained, the single tax will be applied
somewhere as the result of concentrated attack upon the
most favorable opening, a city or county. Thereupon,

®1bid, p. 274. Cf. in this connection the statement of a writer in
the Single Tax Rev., Jan.-Feb., 1915 (p. 4), that “they consider it
[local option] only as the ‘shortest road to single tax’”. (Arnold, The
\ Present Program and Status of the Single Tax Reform.)
* The Public, Aug. 13, 1915, p. 784
® Cf. The Life of Henry George, p. 604.
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Single taxers favor the initiative in particular because
the getting up of a petition effectually opens the way for
their campaigns in spite of hostile legislatures, and because
it affords a means of popular education regarding the
single tax. Jackson H. Ralston, a member of the Joseph
Fels Fund Commission, said at the 1910 Fels Fund Con-
ference: “As for direct legislation, it bears to single tax
as close a relation as a lock does to the door” .24

Some single taxers have criticized the Commission for
devoting too much attention to work in behalf of direct
legislation, believing that the system now obtains in enough
states to give a field for single tax experiment with ini-
tiative measures. One critic urged that “labors for further
extension of the system may well be left to other hands,
while single taxers devote themselves to the more import-
ant work of teaching men their economic rights”.%

Single taxers and the separate assessment of land and
smprovements

The practice of separately assessing land and improve-
ments, which most students of taxation hold conduces to
greater accuracy and fairness than the practice of making
a single lump-sum valuation, has claimed the active support
of single taxers.

We have already discussed the origin of this practice in
California, where separate assessments were made as early
as 1852.3¢ (California probably became the first state to
adopt the system when the Code of 1872 prescribed it for
the entire state. The city of Buffalo, New York, adopted
it in 1876.3" The New York State Board of Assessors, in

* Report of the Single Tax Conference held in New York City No-
vember 19-20, 1910, under the auspices of the Joseph Fels Fund Com-
mission, Cincinnati, 1911, p. 17.

® Single Tax Rev., Sept.-Oct., 1910, p. 35.

* Supra, p. 62 et seq.

¥ Lawson Purdy, in Single Tax Rev., Apr. 15, 1903, p. 26.
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used in the later single tax campaigns has made extensive
use of such statistics.

The relations of single taxers to political parties

When in 1887 the defeat of the United Labor Party had
destroyed its power, single taxers faced the problem of a
method of advance. Henry George believed that the best
work could be done at that time through the Democratic
Party, which President Cleveland’s noteworthy tariff mes-
sage of 1887 had practically committed to tariff reform.
There were some, indeed, who wished to keep the move-
ment “pure” by steering clear of alliances with political par-
ties not committed to the single tax. But Henry George
believed that independent political action would be futile
and confusing, and to this belief he won over the more sub-
stantial single taxers.® From that time until the present
most single taxers have affiliated themselves with this party,
being particularly attracted by its advocacy of tariff re-
form and states’ rights. Few have been Republicans, be-
cause single taxers generally oppose the stand of that party
on the tariff question and imperialism, and regard it as a
defender of “Wall Street” and “privilege”.

A great many single taxers were in the Populist move-
ment because of their approval of free silver, government
ownership, popular election of senators, abolition of national
banks, and other measures which that party demanded.
The Populist platform of 1892 contained a radical decla-
ration against land monopoly.

On the silver issue single taxers generally went with
Bryan, both because of his money views and because of
a declaration on the land question which was much quoted

Century of Tribute, Single Tax Rev., Nov.-Dec., 1913, pp. 63-75; and
the Tenants’ Monthly (New York), Sept. and Oct., 1915.
“ Supra, ch. 7.
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offices in Philadelphia; in 1901 in Cincinnati; and in 1902
in Chicago.*® As an outgrowth of the recent activity of
single taxers in New York City, the Land Value Tax Party
was organized.®® This party ran candidates at the city
election of 1913.

Single taxers as candidates and public officials

Henry George, in his three New York campaigns, set an
example to his followers in seeking public office as a means
to further the progress of his theories. Besides Henry
George there have been a considerable number of single
taxers in connection with whose candidacy the single tax
issue has been raised.

A number of single taxers, mainly Democrats, have
been members of Congress and several have been gover-
nors of states. Tom L. Johnson did good service for the
cause as a congressman and later as mayor of Cleveland.5!
Henry George’s son, Henry George, Jr., was a member of
the Sixty-third Congress representing New York. Many
single taxers have held offices of lesser prominence, as
members of state legislatures and in city governments,
especially in connection with the tax departments.

Political activity and educational propagamda

The revival of single tax political activity which has been
brought about under the direction of the Joseph Fels Fund
Commission has led to considerable discussion as to whether
political activity is the best means of advancing the cause.
Some single taxers have questioned the wisdom of these
political campaigns, believing that educational propaganda
has been neglected. Chief among the critics of single tax

® National Single Taxer, Feb., 1899, p. 19; Feb.-Mar., 1901, p. 13;
Single Tax Rev., Jan. 15, 1903, p. 48.

® Single Tax Rev. Sept.-Oct., 1913, pp. 42-5I.

% See Johnson’s autobiography, My Story, New York, 1911.
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portunity for carrying on a campaign of education. At the
Joseph Fels Fund Conference held in Washington in 1914,
the issue was raised in connection with the reading of a
letter in which Fillebrown presented his views. On vote as
to whether political action or educational propaganda should
be the main work of the organized single tax movement,
the members of the convention, enthusiastic over single
tax successes in Pueblo, Pittsburgh, and Scranton, voted for -
the former with only a murmur of negative votes.

It is an important practical question for single taxers as
to whether any given political campaign is timely. What-
ever advance the single taxers can make when their pro-
gram is understood, they can manifestly expect little when
it is not understood.

Single tax orgamizations and their activities®®

The several single tax political campaigns have evoked a
variety of methods of propaganda, in the way of literature
distribution, newspapers, speaking campaigns, personal
work, and campaign organizations. We have already
treated them as they have developed in connection with
particular campaigns. Also ardent individual propagan-
dists have employed various methods, such as vacant lot
signs, single tax “stickers,” single tax letter-heads and
blotters, the circulation of literature with their letters, and
the production of “Single Tax Cigars.” It remains to
consider some of the more permanent agencies of the
movement.

Since the organizing movement of 1888-g0 there has
been an ebb and flow in the number and influence of the
single tax organizations of the country. We have seen that
in 1889 there were one hundred and thirty-one organiza-

* A description of the Joseph Fels Fund of America is given in ch. g,
supra.
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Another sort of propaganda organization is the “Single
Tax Information Bureau”, best developed by E. B. Swinney
of Brooklyn. The report of this Bureau shows that from
1903 to 1910 there were more than 12,000 requests for
literature, and that more than 350,000 pieces of literature
were sent out.®!

There has never been an active, continuing national single
tax organization in the United States. The “Single Tax
League of the United States”, formed at the National Con-
ference of 1890,% proved to be an organization mainly on
paper. At a national conference held in New York in 1907,
the “American Single Tax League” was formed,®® but it
likewise has not played a very prominent part in the sub-
sequent history of the movement. The “Women’s National
Single Tax League”, organized in 1898, has held annual
conventions.®® The Joseph Fels Fund Commission has
effected an informal national organization, cemented by
means of its annual conferences.®

Single tax periodicals.

Almost continuously since Henry George established his
weekly, The Standard,®® in New York in 1887 there have
been authoritative organs of the single tax movement, some
of which have exerted wide influence. When in August,

“ Single Tax Rev., Jan.-Feb., 1911, pp. 52-53.

® Supra, p. 139.

®The Single Tax Rev. Jan.-Feb., 1908, pp. 12, 18. For its first
annual report, see ibid., Mar.-Apr,, 1909, pp. 50-52.

“Ibid, July-Aug. 1012, pp. 55-59. Women have played an im-
portant part in single tax work, and there is scarcely a single taxer
who is not an ardent advocate of woman suffrage.

* Supra, ch. 9.

* Supra, p. 109. Complete files of The Standard are in the New
York City Public Library, the Library of Columbia University, and
the John Crerar Library, Chicago.
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The San Francisco Star, published by J. H. Barry since
1884, and the St. Louis Mirror, edited by W. M. Reedy,
have advocated the single tax as a main part of their edi-
torial policy.

There also have been many local periodicals devoted to
the interests of the single tax cause in various parts of the
country. The names of those that are now defunct are
too numerous to mention. The more important of the
local single tax periodicals published at the present writing
(1916) are: the Fairhope, Alabama, Courter; the Tenants’
Monthly, New York City; the Single Taxer, Denver; Tax
Talk and Everyman, Los Angeles; and The Ground Hog,
Cleveland.”™ Besides, there are newspapers and periodicals
throughout the United States which favor the single tax.

In the nineties the papers of the Middle West using
“patent insides” were supplied with single tax copy through
various newspaper syndicates, a work which must have had
considerable influence. The “American Economic League”,
which is the press bureau department of the Fels Fund
Commission organization, supplies single tax matter regu-
larly to several hundred newspapers.

The single tax colony at Fairhope, Alabama.™

“The Fairhope Industrial Association”—whose name was
changed in 1904 to the “The Fairhope Single Tax Cor-
poration”—was organized in February, 1894, at Des

®Cf. a list of periodicals in the Single Tax Rev., Sept.-Oct., 1915,
p. 315, and in other issues.

"The writer is indebted to E. B. Gaston, Secretary of the Fair-
hope Corporation during almost the entire period of its history, for
material upon which to base this account, and to F. F. Anderson for
a copy of the latter’s pamphlet criticizing the Fairhope experiment.

For general accounts of the Fairhope experiment, see Gaston, Fair-
hope, the Home of the Single Tax and the Referendum, New York
Independent, vol. 55, p. 1670 (1903); G. L. Tucker, A Single Tax
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which the corporation holds all land ‘“as trustee for its
entire membership.”” Persons over the age of eighteen
years whose applications are approved by the Executive
Committee may become members of the corporation upon
payment of one hundred dollars; but upon petition of ten
per cent of the membership the application is submitted to
a vote of the membership. The husband or wife of a mem-
ber may become a member by signing the constitution.”
The constitution provides that the lands “shall be equitably
divided and leased to members at an annually appraised
rental which shall equalize the varying advantages of loca-
tion and natural qualities of different tracts”.®® Rentals
are determined once a year by the Executive Council, sub-
ject to a referendum of the members. Leases convey full
right to the use and control of the land and the ownership
and disposition of improvements on it so long as the lessee
pays the annually appraised rentals.8! These leases are
assignable to members of the corporation. Transfers of
leases, accompanied by sales of improvements, are said to
be quite common. Indeed, it is claimed that transfers are
more readily made, since purchasers need consider im-
provements alone—investing none of their capital directly
in land.82 The secretary of the corporation stated that in
years but one tenant has been dispossessed for non-payment
of rent.%®

The rentals provide a fund from which are paid “all
taxes levied by the state, county or township, on the prop-
erty of the corporation or any of its members held within
. ™ Constitution of Fairhope Single Tax Corporation, 1911, Art. II.

*Ibid., Art. VIII, Sec. 2.

® Ibid.,, Art. VIII, Sec. 3.

® Gaston, op. cit.,, p. 1676.
# Fairhope Courier, May 22, 1914, p. 4.
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rental value”; that the tenants were burdened to pay taxes
on the unleased and unproductive land of the corporation;
that overhead expenses were too high, since the town and
the Fairhope corporation maintained duplicate administra-
tive organizations ; that the management was inefficient and
that Fairhope’s show of prosperity had been kept up only
by the gifts of Fels and other outside single taxers; and that
the administration was “‘obstinately undemocratic” in that
the constitution denied to non-members a voice in deciding
upon policies.®®

In June, 1915, the Supreme Court of Alabama overruled
the decision of the Mobile Chancery Court, which had de-
cided against Fairhope, and dismissed the suit.®* The Fair-
hope corporation met the charges brought against it to the
satisfaction of the Court. As to the charge that rentals
were excessive E. B. Gaston, secretary of the Fairhope cor-
poration, stated that “the rents are now, as they have all
along been, such as to make it very much more to the
interest of the land user to locate on the corporation’s land
than to purchase of other land owners”.? He said that the
proceeds from timber on unleased lands were more than
sufficient to meet the taxes on them. Regarding the criti-
cisms of management and administration, it was replied that
Fairhope was not a government but a voluntary association

® Anderson, op. cit., pp. 6-7. The most persistent criticism of Fair-
hope has been that its management is a self-perpetuating oligarchy.
Critics have pointed out that the constitution is practically unamend-
able. It requires a three-fourths vote of the total membership of the
corporation to amend (Art. VII, Sec. 7), and a considerable number
of the members reside away from Fairhope.

" See The Public, July 23, 1915, pp. 716-17, for a citation of the
opinion of the Court.

" Fairhope Courier, May 22, 1914, p. 2. This issue of the Courier
contains Gaston’s answer in behalf of Fairhope to the charges made
in the complaint. '
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Single taxers are not unanimous in their attitude toward
Fairhope. Some believe that it is “one of the most practi-
cal and valuable efforts being made today [1909] for the
cause”.!°2 Others agree with Henry George’s opinion of
“a single tax city”, expressed in The Standard in 1889, that
“the single tax cannot be fairly tried on a small scale in a
community not subject to the single tax”,!'°® and that the
success or failure of such an experiment proves nothing at
all regarding the larger aspects of the program.

= Statement of Joseph Fels, Daniel Kiefer, H. F. Ring, and J. J.
Pastoriza, in Fairhope Courier, Jan. 8, 1909, pp. 3, 7.
¥ The Standard, Nov. 2, 1889, pp. 2-3.



CHAPTER XIII

THE SINGLE TAX AND THE TAXATION OF
LAND VALUES

W hat is the single tax !

In the case of the term simgle tax the general meaning
has given place to a special meaning. In the general sense
the term refers to a plan of raising public revenue under
which there would be but a single tax. There have been
several such proposals other than Henry George’s single
land tax, notably the impdt umique of the French Physio-
crats and the single income taxes which some of the social-
ists have urged.? But to-day the term single tax—or, as
some of its advocates are preferring to write it, singletax®—
distinctively suggests George’s proposal or some variation
of it.

Henry George’s own words in Progress and Poverty offer
perhaps the most workable definition of the single tax—the

*The aim of this section is to consider the connotation of the term
single tax rather than to present the single tax argument. For that
cf. the works of Henry George, Thomas G. Shearman, C. B. Fillebrown,
and Louis F. Post, also the propagandist writings of other single
taxers. There is a considerable literature of pamphlets giving good
presentations of the single tax argument. One of the best brief ex-
positions, which the Fels Fund Commission has given a wide circula-
tion, is The Taxation of Land Values, by Frederic C. Howe.

*For a discussion of the anticipations of Henry George’s single tax
cf. ch. 1, supra. '

*Cf. Post, The Taxation of Land Values, preface to fifth edition,
Indianapolis, 1915.
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proposal “to abolish all taxation save that upon land
values”.* There are good reasons for restricting to
this meaning the employment of the term. Since 1887, when
Henry George and Thomas G. Shearman devised the term
single tax,® it has been used in this sense both widely and
discriminatingly. Furthermore the pretty well defined
group of followers of Henry George who call themselves-
single taxers accept it with this meaning. Nevertheless
there is no uniformity of usage. The term single tax has
suffered so from careless use that it has become almost as
difficult to define as socialism.

Popularly a miscellaneous lot of schemes, varying all
the way from Henry George’s plan for state appropriation
of land incomes to proposals for taxation of the future
“unearned increment” of land values, have been dubbed
single tax. We often hear it stated that western Canada,
or New Zealand, or England under the Lloyd-George budget
of 1909, or Houston, Texas, or some other place enjoys the
single tax. Had there been an adjective, “single-taxic”, it
might have been possible to have obviated in part such un-
precise usage. It is difficult to justify applying the title
single taxer to one not sharing George’s view of the general
exploitative nature of private receipt of income from land.
Clearly the term single tax is strained until it is meaningless
when applied to plans of taxation which contemplate merely
special taxation of land, without doing away with com-
modity, income, inheritance, or business taxes.

It should first of all be kept in mind that the single tax,
as Henry George proposed it in Progress and Poverty
(1879), was primarily a project for social rather than fiscal
reform. The fiscal aspect, however, has received dispro-

¢ Progress and Poverty, bk. 8, ch. 2, p. 404.
* Supra, p. 109 et seq.
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“I do not propose either to purchase or to confiscate private
property in land. The first would be unjust; the second, need-
less. Let the individuals who now hold it still retain, if they
want to, possession of what they are pleased to call their land.
Let them continue to call it their land. Let them buy and sell,
and bequeath and devise it. We may safely leave them the
shell, if we take the kernel. [t is not necessary to confiscate
land; it is only necessary to confiscate rent.”’®

Henry George's single tax was thus to be made high
enough to absorb the entire use or rental value of all
lands,® thereby taking all of the value of land for the com-
mon use. Since the selling value of a piece of land
is but the present value of the expected future incomes which
the owner hopes to gain by reason of his ownership, the
selling value of land would fall to zero were the tax to take
annually the entire use value. Henry George intended that
land ownership should be utterly profitless under the single
tax.

Since in his opinion a land tax of such dimensions would
provide an ample revenue for the state,'® all other taxes
could readily be abolished. The effect of this, Henry George
believed, would be “to lift the whole enormous weight of
taxation from productive industry.”!!

George confidently believed that the carrying out of the
single tax program would usher in the economic millenium.
It would “solve the labor problem, do away with involun-
tary poverty, raise wages in all occupations to the full
earnings of labor, make overproduction impossible until all
human wants are satisfied, render labor-saving inventions a
blessing to all, and cause such an enormous production and
such an equitable distribution of wealth as would give to

*Ibid., p. 403.

* Infra. pp. 262-63.

* Some critics of the single tax have disputed this proposition.
" Progress and Poverty, bk. 9, ch. 1, pp. 432-33.
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The “single tax limited”

The central thought of the single tax limited is that, if the
revenue derived from land taxation should prove more
than enough for the ordinary needs of the state, the
surplus should remain in the hands of land-owners
instead of being used for an extension of govern-
menta] expenditure. The basis for a distinction between
the single tax limited and the Henry George single tax is of
course the assumption that something less than the whole
of income from land would adequately supply government
needs on the present scale. On this point opponents of the
single tax have adduced contradictory arguments. Some
have urged that George's plan would provide revenues so
enormous as to lead to wholesale waste and corruption;
others have figured that it would be inadequate to meet the
needs of the state. The term single tax limited was coined
by Henry George himself in 1888 when, in the course of an
address, he took occasion to contrast the position of “single
tax men limited” with that of “single tax men unlimited”,
which latter position he endorsed.!*

George believed that the state should take by taxation
the whole of the “economic rent” of land, “as near as might
be”.1® How nearly this might be done in practice he was
not sure. Discussing in The Standard (1889) the question,

¥ These terms were first used by Henry George in an address which
is printed in The Standard, Dec. 29, 1888, p. 3: “There are some wiho
see the injustice of present taxation. There are some who would go so
far as to substitute for our present modes of raising revenue this
equal, simple, cheap method that does not hamper production, and then
stop. Them we may call single tax men, limited. We who want to go
the whole way—we are single tax men unlimited. But there is no
reason why we should not, and every reason why we should, go
together until we get to the point where our limited friends want to
stop. They can then stop, if they choose, while we keep on.”

® The Standard, Aug. 17, 1889, p. 2.
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Some single taxers have designated as advocates of the
single tax limited those who support single tax measures at
the polls but who are not full-fledged single taxers. The
number of these, however, is considerably larger than the
number of the advocates of exclusive land taxation, since the
measures proposed in the United States have nearly always
involved but a very partial application of single tax princi-
ples.?* Many who have had but little comprehension of
Henry George’s program have voted for such proppsals,
and there is small justification for calling them single taxers
at all.

Attitude of presemt-day single taxers to the doctrines of
Henry George

It sometimes is said that single taxers to-day have become
unorthodox, that they are considerably less radical in their
doctrines than was Henry George. We shall now consider
whether this proposition is correct.

Some have assumed that the relative moderation of the
immediate steps which single taxers urge involves the giving
up of the Henry George idea that private property in land
should be abolished by taxing its annual use value into the
public treasury. But there is no reason to think that this
opportunism represents more than a precept of political
wisdom. A further consideration which has conduced to the
idea that single taxers no longer hold as radical views as
Shortly before his death (1900) Shearman wrote to a friend: “In all
times it has been the misfortune of reforms that some of their
advocates have made it impossible for others to do any effective work
for them for considerable periods. . . . There i3 no one left, except
Mr. Fillebrown, with whom I can co-operate” (Cf. Fillebrown’s pam-
phlet, Thomas G. Shearman and his Natural Taxation, Boston, 1915, p. 9,
note). About a dozen years later Mr. Fillebrown was constrained to

withdraw from the Massachusetts Single Tax League. Infra. p. 271.
*Cf. supra, ch.’s 9-12, also infra, pp. 288-90.
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“general” features of the general property tax and have
urged the exemption of personal property and improve-
ments. To inheritance taxes they have given little consid-
eration, though opposed in theory to them as to all taxes
other than those upon land.?®

The position of single taxers regarding taxes levied for
the purpose of restriction, such as liquor taxes, has not
been uniform. Henry George, in his Our Land and Land
Policy (1871), had favored restrictive taxes,?” but he later
came to disbelieve in them, partly because of his laisses
fasre political theories and partly because he felt that liquor
taxes and licenses were mainly responsible for the participa-
tion of the liquor interests in politics.2® Most single taxers
have opposed these taxes and licenses for similar reasons,
although it is worthy of note that several recently proposed
single tax measures have provided that taxes and licenses
pursuant to the police power should not be disturbed.?®

Single taxers have been actively hostile to the principle of
the income tax, since it exemplifies the ability to pay basis as
contrasted with the benefit principle.®® As Louis F. Post
wrote:

“The value of the service which the public gives to each
individual is fairly measured by land value taxation. We
should then no more think of taxing citizens in proportion to
their ability to pay regardless of the benefits they receive from
the public, than an honest merchant would think of charging
his customers in proportion to their ability to pay regardless of
the value of the goods they buy of him.”*

They oppose it because it taxes “earned” incomes alike with
“unearned” incomes (i.e., those gained from land owner-

»Cf. Fillebrown, The A-B-C of Taxation, ch. 11, Inheritance and
Income Taxes.

" George, Our Land and Land Policy, pp. 111-12,

® George’s address, How to Destroy the Rum Power (pamphlet).

* Cf. supra, pp. 187, 189, 192, 203, 204.

®.Cf. supra, p. 144

® Post, The Taxation of Land Values, p. 9.
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pretations” on the part of socialists have qualified the Marx-
ian doctrines, but George's work has suffered comparatively
little from onslaughts of “higher criticism” within the ranks
of the faithful. For single taxers Progress and Poverty
remains in the strictest sense the law and the gospel.

Indeed, the social, economic, and political philosophy of
Henry George has tended to become a sort of creed which
his followers accept with but few qualifications. This has
resulted primarily from the fact that single taxers look to a
single book of a single leader. Single taxers have an apt
phrase, “Do you see the cat?”, which means, “Do you see
things from the single tax viewpoint?” The expression was
contributed to single tax phraseology by Judge Maguire,
Henry George’s San Francisco friend.** Judge Maguire
told the story of a landscape picture which bore the sign,
“Do you see the cat?”’ A first glance at the picture failed to
reveal the hidden feline, but after closer study the figure of
the whole animal burst suddenly into view. Thereafter one
might see in the picture nothing but cat.

It remains, however, in considering the attitude of present-
day single taxers to the doctrines of Henry George to con-
sider the re-interpretation which Mr. Fillebrown has given.
Although Mr. Fillebrown has not a large following among
single taxers proper, he ranks as the most influential of
present propagandists.®®

Fillebrown’s re-interpretation of Henry George

Mr. Fillebrown’s differences from his fellow single taxers
are both tactical and doctrinal. The former, which center
about the relative merits of educative propaganda (which
Mr. Fillebrown champions) and political action, we have

% Cf. Post, The Taxation of Land Values, pp. 177-78.
® Cf. Supra, pp. 159-62.
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“A. No! Not only did he concede a margin of rent to the
landlord, but as a matter of fact, as Thomas G. Shearman
said, ‘not all the power of all governments’ could collect in
taxation all of ground rent.”

This is perhaps literally correct since George was not sure
that it would be administratively possible to collect every
penny of ground rent for the state.3® But the emphatic
“No!” errs plainly in emphasis, since George unquestionably
desired to render land ownership utterly profitless and urged
that all the “economic rent” of land be taken, “as near as
might be”.4® This fact, and not the possibility that the
single tax might leave to land-owners a bare fraction of land
value, is the significant fact regarding George's view of
property in land. .

Mr. Fillebrown believes that George is misinterpreted
when it is said that he proposed to abolish private property
in land. To quote Q. 12 from A 1915 Single Tax Cate-
chism:

“Q. Did not Henry George believe in the abolition of private
property in land?

“A. Assuredly not. If he did, why was it that he suggested
no modification whatever of present land tenure or ‘estate in
land’? If he did, how could he have said that the sole ‘sover-

eign’ and sufficient remedy for the wrongs of private property
in land was ‘to appropriate rent by taxation’?”’

In all of his writings Mr. Fillebrown has urged that
Henry George did not propose to do away with private
property in land. This idea he regards as particularly
“false and harmful” to the progress of the single tax cause.

“If you say that private property in land is unjust, or that
private ownership of land is unjust, the tendency is to close
many minds to further consideration of a statement which to

them savours too strongly of confiscation. One may attack
with vigour the private appropriation of ground rent (what

® Supra, pp. 262-63.
* Idem.
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land is worth for use), and be easily understood, while an
attack upon private ownership in land is very apt to be mis-
understood.”4!

Mr. Fillebrown believes that George’s meaning is more
clearly expressed by interpolating into his writings as fol-
lows :42

“If private property in [the economic rent of] land be just,
then is the remedy I propose a false one; if, on the contrary,

private property in [the economic rent of] land be unjust, then
is this remedy the true one.”

And also:

“Whatever may be said for the institution of private proper-
ty in land [as s exists to-day], it is therefore plain that it can-
not be defended on the score of justice.”

And again:

“It may be confidently asserted that when Henry George
said, ‘Private property in land is unjust’, he meant—as the
whole principle and spirit of his teaching require us to believe,
and as the context of controverted passages shows—that priv-
ate property in land values is wrong.”**

It is difficult to follow Mr. Fillebrown in seeing an essen-
tial economic difference between private property in land
and private property in the rent or the value of land. Pri-
vate property in the rent of land means simply private
property in the use-value of land, and it is upon the value of
the uses of land that the value of the land itself depends.
Property in land or in anything else is worth while in pro-
portion to its value. When Henry George proposed to tax
the rent of land or land values into the public treasury he pro-
posed to deprive land-owners of property in the rent of land
or in land values, hence of their private property in land, to
the extent of the capitalized value of the tax. Mr. Fille-

¢ Fillebrown, The A-B-C of Taxation, New York, 1916, p. 96.

* Fillebrown, Land : the Rent Concept, the Property Concept, p. 11.
"F@llebrown, The A-B-C of Taxation, p. 99.
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brown apparently maintains that private property in land
would persist even under a land tax taking one hundred per
cent of the annual use-value of land. But it is plain that
this is a sort of private property that no one wouild care to
own. '

Hardly anyone but Mr. Fillebrown, either single taxer
or critic, has ever questioned that the author of the state-
ment that “private property in land is a bold, bare, enor-
mous wrong, like that of chattel slavery”¢* did intend to
abolish private property in land. This surely is the plain
meaning, both in letter and in spirit, of George’s writings
and speeches. But as Professor Haney has well said: “It
is idle to discuss the question whether the single tax would
confiscate land or not. Who wants the orange after the
juice is squeezed out ?"’4%

In characterizing Mr. Fillebrown’s position as a single
taxer it is difficult to avoid erring by way of emphasis,
since it is necessary to dwell upon what are merely his
doctrinal pecularities. Important as he regards these ideas
—and he includes them in each of his writings—we cannot
but regard them as incidental and not essential. The im-
portant point about Mr. Fillebrown’s work is that his The
A-B-C of Taxation (first published in 1909) is a restate-
ment of the single tax argument which is probably the strong-
est and most influential single tax book since the appearance
of Progress and Poverty.

The central thesis of The A-B-C of Taxation is that the
single tax is justified because “land value is a social product,
i.e.,, it is created principally by the community through its
activities, industries, and expenditures”.*®¢ ‘“The people

“ Progress and Poverty, bk. 7, ch. 3, p. 356.

* Haney, The Single Tax, in Studies in the Land Problem in Texas,
Bulletin of the University of Texas, 1915, no. 39, p. 167.

“ Fillebrown, The A-B-C of Taxation, p. 155. This idea is found in
Progress and Poverty. “There is a value created and maintained by
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tion as they appear, with no important changes, in a 1916
edition.

The single tax and proposals for special taxation of land:
(1) unearned increment taxes

The present movement for the special taxation of land
has a dual root: (1) in John Stuart Mill's propaganda for
taxing unearned increment, and (2) in Henry George’s
propaganda for the single tax. Corresponding with this
dual root are two types of tax proposals.’!

The first of these types of special land taxes proposes a
levy against future increases in land values. Probably the
first to suggest such a tax was the Scotchman, William
Ogilvie, who published in 1782 An Essay on the Right of
Property in Land with respect to its Foundation in the Law
of Nature. Ogilvie believed that “a tax on all augmentation
of rents, even to the extent of one half the increase, would
be at once the most equitable, the most productive, the most
easily collected, and the least liable to evasion of all possible
taxes”.52 James Mill advocated such a tax in his Political
Economy (1821),%® as did his son, John Stuart Mill, in his
Political Ecomomy (1848).5¢ The latter was active in form-
ing in 1870 the “Land Tenure Reform Association”, whose
program called for “the interception by taxation of the
future unearned increase of the rent of land.”*®

® A third type of special land tax—a tax on vacant lands—has been
suggested but not very actively discussed. The main purpose of
those who have suggested such taxes for the United States has been
generally to meet the single tax argument regarding speculation in
vacant land. Such taxes have been levied in Canada (cf. Haig, The
Exemption of Improvements from Taxation in Canada and the United
States, p. 261).

® Cf. supra, pp. 56.

® Cf. supra, pp. 21-23.

" Cf. supra, pp. 22-23.

® Cf. supra, p. 22,
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ferred, or periodically when there is no transfer. The Com-
mission estimated that in ten years the annual yield of this
tax would approximate $15,000,000.2% The Committee on
Taxation of the City of New York, which reported in
January, 1916, recommended a similar tax.%¢

The principle of the unearned increment tax is different
from that of the single tax, since to tax future increases in
land values is not the same as to levy more heavily upon
present land values. The principles of a tax upon future
increments in land values admits definitely the validity of
the vested rights of present owners of land, whereas the
single tax as definitely denies the validity of these rights.
Two considerations should be borne in mind regarding the
theory of taxing future unearned increment in land values.
The first is that the unearned increment includes only that
increase in the capital value of land in excess of the price at
which it was bought. “So far as increases in land value can
be foreseen they are included in the present worth of the
land, and the new purchaser does not thereafter, viewed as an
investor, get any ‘unearned’ increment except from usfore-
seen or miscalculated changes.”®® The second consideration
is that whatever increase in land value may be due to the
labor or investment in the property on the part of the owner
is not unearned increment. The problem of distinguishing
these elements, particularly in the case of agricultural land,
offers both theoretical and administrative difficulties.

Some have described the single tax as a measure to collect
unearned increment for the state. In defense of this usage
about all that can be said is that one may maintain that his-
torically the present value of lands represents an unearned

® Ibid., p. 7. Cf. also pp. 39-60.

% Cf. Final Report of the Committee on Taxation of the City of
New York, 1916, pp. 101, 392-393, also supra, p. 227, and note 63, p. 227.

% Fetter, Economic Principles, New York, 1915, p. 363.
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earned increment tax. The ground for urging such a tax is
the remarkably rapid rate at which land values have in-
creased in American cities. In New York City during the
nine years 1906-15 land values increased from $3,367,233,-
746 to $4,643,414,776, an increase of more than a billion and
a quarter dollars, or 38 per cent.®® In more rapidly growing
western cities increases have been more remarkable in their
rapidity. During the eight years 1906-14 the land values of
Los Angeles increased from 203 to 481 millions.®® Mr.
Fillebrown has called attention to the fact that the land
values of Boston increased during the period 1887-1907
from 322 to 653 millions, remarking that “those who agree
with John Stuart Mill that it would be sound public policy
and no injustice to land-owners to take for public purposes
the future increase in ground rent will be interested to
note what an opportunity for putting such a plan in opera-
tion in Boston” is shown to have been lost in 1887.7

(2) The exemption of improvements from taxation

The second sort of proposals for special land taxation
involves a heavier direct levy upon present land values, to-
gether with the partial or total exemption from taxation of
improvements and personal property. Unearned increment
taxes have been the more widely discussed of special land
taxes in England and more especially in Germany, but in the
United States and Canada interest has centered upon pro-
posals of this second sort.

In the three western provinces of Canada—Saskatchewan,
Alberta, and British Columbia—partial or total exemption is

* Report of Department of Taxes and Assessments, New York City,
1915, p. 20. Cf. also Scott Nearing, Land Value Increase in American
Cities, in The Public, Nov. 26, 1915, p. 1ISI.

® Nearing, op. cit., p. 1152

™ Fillebrown, The A-B-C of Taxation, pp. 23-24.
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tax into effect somewhere in the United States within five
years”.T4

The present status of the movement to exempt improve-
ments from taxation in the United States appears from the
accounts in previous chapters of the several single tax cam-
paigns. In the following chapter it is further considered in
its relation to the present status of the single tax movement.

™ Supra, pp. 163-68.
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some enthusiasts predicted the triumph of the full single tax
within a comparatively short period, believing that it would
be carried to success by a great national workingmen'’s
party.? But the development of the movement since 1886
has not been what was then anticipated. The early rate of
growth has not been matched, and it is doubtful whether the
number of believers in the full single tax has increased much
since Henry George’s death in 1897. Land-owners today
may in some localities be worried over the prospect of heav-
ier land taxes, but they manifest little uneasiness over the
firmness with which private property in land is established.
Judging by the extent to which essential single tax principles
have been enacted into law, or by the extent to which full-
fledged converts have been won, single tax progress has not
been great.

Results have not come, indeed, as many single taxers have
expected them to come. But it does not follow that the
movement has been uninfluential. Shortly before his death
Henry George remarked in the course of an address that
he had given his lifetime to the dissemination of his single
tax doctrines. A voice from the audience inquired, “And
what have you accomplished ?”” George replied facetiously,
“I have taxed New York’s halls to their utmost capacity.”
Opponents of the single tax would not now deny that the
appearance of Progress and Poverty was an important
event in the history of thought on economic and social
problems, or that the single tax movement has been a force
of very great importance in stimulating public interest in
economic problems and in molding opinion regarding ques-
tions of fiscal and social reform.

The aim of this final chapter is to present a concluding
survey of the present status of the movement, its place in
the history of thought on economic and social questions, and

*Supra, p. 104
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Pueblo, Colorado, an initiative measure adopted in 1913 was
repealed in 1915 before taking full effect.®

Single taxers believe that in a time not much more than
a generation the movement has made striking progress in
several important countries. But the United States, the
birthplace of the single tax movement, does not stand first
in achievements. A single taxer recounting the accomplish-
ments of the movement would point to western Canada,
where nearly all the municipalities tax improvements at a
lower rate than land and where there are also special pro-
vincial land taxes; to Australasia, with its forty years of
experimentation along similar lines; to England, where the
Lloyd-George budget of 1909 levied four new taxes upon
the theretofore favored landholders; to Germany, with its
pioneer adoption of unearned increment taxes; and to move-
ments of varying strength in the Scandinavian countries,
Spain, and parts of South America.® It should be remem-
bered, however, that not all these movements for heavier
taxation of land are based upon single tax principles. The
movement for taxing future unearned increments of land
values is rooted in the work of John Stuart Mill and the
experience of the German colony of Kiauchau rather than
in the single tax propaganda.®

Why has land taxation made less headway, comparatively,
in the United States? Professor Carver thus compares the
progress of land taxes and inheritance taxes.

“The inheritance tax has made more headway than the land
tax. The arguments for one seem to be about as strong as for

* Supra, p. 202 et seq.

*For a brief account of these achievements cf. Fillebrown, Thirty
Years of Henry George, with a Record of Achievements, 3rd edition,
Boston, 1915; Garrison, The Case for the Single Tax, Atlantic Mo,
Dec., 1913, pp. 745-46; Post, Taxation of Land Values, Indianapolis,
1915, pp. 174-70; also supra, p. 15, note.

* Supra, pp. 276-80.
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such centralization. The single tax societies, of which the
Single Tax Review, January-February, 1916, listed fifty,
are mainly local organizations, and vary much in strength.
There are no figures as to their total membership.!®

The size of the popular vote cast for the measures which
single taxers have urged is often cited as indicating the
strength of the movement. The following table summarizes
the votes for the measures proposed during the years
1912-15.1°

Place Date Vote for Vote against
Missouri 1912 87,000 508,000
Everett, Washington 1912 4,858 2,637
Seattle 1913 10,578 21,260
Oregon 1914 65,495 136,193
California 1914 267,618 375,634
Colorado Springs, Colo. 1915 944 7,241
Denver 1915 7,988 27,125
Pueblo 1915 3,042 3,255
Houston, Texas 1915 5,659 1,963

Total 453,182 1,083,308

Nore—The Oregon figures give the vote on the measure getting the
larger vote of the two submitted. The California vote is on local option
in taxation, the measure being opposed to a certain extent as a step to-
ward the single tax. The Pueblo vote is on the repeal of the single
tax measure adopted in 1913, 2,711 to 2,171. The Houston figures are
for the re-election of Tax-Commissioner Pastoriza over his opponent,
the issue being exemption of improvements.

The figures represent the vote the last time single tax measures were
up, when they have been up more than once in any of these places.

The vote in favor of the above measures proposed by
single taxers is 29.5 per cent of the total vote on them. If

»The dest published index of single taxers is a directory of the
Henry George Lecture Association. Cf. supra, p. 247.

¥ Full accounts of the campaigns in which these measures were in-
volved are given supra, ch.s 9, 10, 11, and 12. A tabular summary of
the measures, with brief descriptions of them together with the votes
and percentages, is given in Appendix B.
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ing of the tax rate on buildings are single taxers, probably
not over five per cent.”’2°

The supporters of exemption of improvements include
several elements besides the single taxers. Some have
voted for them, not because they regarded them as wholly
desirable, but because they considered them to be preferable
to the general property tax as administered. In almost
every election labor organizations have supported the single
taxers.  The socialists generally have voted gladly for
measures where the issue has been joined on a question of
vested property rights. In some cases, as in Everett and to
a certain extent in California, the co-operation of socialists
has been close. Finally, there is a considerable number who,
without accepting the whole single tax doctrine, have become
convinced of the desirability of partial or total exemption
of improvements from taxation together with an extension
of land taxes.

Single taxers have been somewhat chary about commit-
ting themselves to numerical estimates of strength. Exami-
nation of the literature of the movement reveals hardly any
such estimates, if we except the calculations of voting
strength based upon the votes in favor of the comparatively
moderate measures which single taxers have urged since
1908. In 1909, when the Joseph Fels Fund Commission
was beginning its work, Mr. Daniel Kiefer, chairman of
the Commission, wrote in the Single Tar Rewew that
“with no definite statistics at hand, the belief is that there
are at least fifteen to twenty thousand avowed single taxers
in the United States”.?' In March, 1916, the Fels Fund
Commission had 35,000 names on its list, including both
single taxers and those favorable to the single tax.2?

» Single Tax Rev., Jan.-Feb., 1914, p. 20.

® Ibid., Sept.-Oct., 1909, p. 53.

® Letter to the present writer, March 24, 1916. But it was stated that
this list is not regarded as a complete list of single taxers, since new
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The single toxers and their adversaries

Scarcely any book published on an economic subject has
given rise to more controversy than Progress and Poverty.
Discussion of the single tax question has called forth a great
volume of controversial literature, which has ranged in form
from books to newspaper letters and editorials, and in spirit
from sympathetic criticism to violent vituperation.

There has been no lack of efforts to “refute” Progress
and Poverty. Following its publication in 1879 came num-
erous reviews, each contributing an argument or a judg-
ment, and, as it became more and more prominent with
successive editions, as Henry George came to oocupy a
larger place before the public eye by virtue of his further
writings, his lectures, and his political activity, more elab-
orate refutations began to appear. We meet in succession
General Walker and Professor Sumner, with their harsh
and rather arrogant attacks;?¢ the Duke of Argyll, de-
nouncing “the prophet of San Francisco” ;®* W. H. Mallock,
W. T. Harris, G. B. Stebbins, Edward Atkinson, and John
Rae, with their statistics, their general criticism, and their
defense of the existing social order;?® T. H. Huxley, with
his assault upon the resurrected doctrine of “natural
rights” ;3" Professor Seligman, with his criticism of the:
single tax as a fiscal measure;?® and a host of others.

» Supra, p. 82 et seq.

® Nineteenth Century, vol. 15 (1884), pp. 537-59.

® Mallock, Property and Progress, New York, 1884; Harris, Right of
Property and the Ownershjp of Land, American Jour. of Social Science,
No. 22, 1887, pp. 116-55; Stebbins, Progress From Poverty, Chicago,
1887; Atkinson, remarks in the single tax debate, Saratoga, 1890,
American Jour. of Social Science vol. 27, 1890, pp. 5§5-72, 122-24; Rae,
Contemporary Socialism, 1891.

*” Huxley, Collected Essays, On the Natural Inequality of Men;

Natural Rights and Political Rights; and Capital—the Mother of
Labour. These essays first appeared in the Nineteenth Century, vol.

27 (1890).
® Seligman, Essays in Taxation, 1913, ch. on the Single Tax
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Most single taxers have been somewhat impatient of op-
position. Convinced that they had the simple and practical
means to open the door of equal opportunity to all, they
have generally regarded opposition either as prima facie
evidence of stupidity, or as springing from a desire to main-
tain existing social injustice. Single taxers employ the term
“privilege” to signify the entrenched hostile forces which
have a strong personal interest in opposing their propa-
ganda.®! These forces, single taxers urge, can make an
unfairly strong resistance because of their insidious control
of politics, the press, and even the universities.

Henry George had believed that, “should Progress and
Poverty succeed in commanding anything like wide atten-
tion there would be at least some of the professed teachers
of political economy who, recognizing the ignored truths
which I had endeavored to make clear, would fit them in
with what of truth was already understood and taught”.??
But he was disappointed in his expectation. Economists
generally have rejected the essential ideas for which he so
earnestly contended.

How his disappointment in this respect embittered him
appears from the tone of his The Science of Political
Economy, published posthumously in 1898.32

“What were their training and laborious study worth if it
could be thus ignored, and if one who had never seen the in-
side of a college, except when he had attempted to teach

¥ Since George'’s time single taxers have made increasing use of the
term privilege. Cf. Henry George, Jr., The Menance of Privilege, New
York, 1905, and F. C. Howe, Privilege and Democracy in America,
New York, 1910. The idea of privilege means more than mere land
ownership. It includes ownership of such natural resources as mines,
oil and gas wells, timber and water-power; ownership of franchises,
whose value is socially created; and gain due to favoring laws, eg.,
the tariff. Cf. Howe, op. cit., p. 68.

® George, The Science of Political Economy, preface.

® The citations here given are from pp. 204-08.
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. . . to the ponderous works of Eugen V. Bohm-Bawerk;
.. .or to a lot of German works written by men he never
heard of and whose names he cannot even pronounce.”

Most single taxers accept substantially George’s estimate
of professional economists and current economic thought.
They suggest two possible reasons why economists do not
accept the single tax. The first is that they are ignorant of
“the true science of political economy”, as taught by Henry
George.3* The second is that they are hypocrites who, in
accepting positions in plutocratic institutions, are either ex-
plicitly venal or implicitly accept the collar of the million-
aire.3 Single taxers have cited cases of alleged infringe-
ment upon freedom of teaching as examples of how econo-
mists of leading institutions are muzzled. They have been
fond of quoting Macauley’s sarcastic comment that the law
of gravitation might not be generally accepted to this day
were important financial interests concerned in disputing its
truth. They declare that economists, in order to evade con-
sideration of fundamental matters of right and wrong in
social adjustments, indulge in evasions and hair-splitting
like mediaeval schoolmen. They charge that economists
take pride in “stilted involution” by means of “statistics,
percentages, algebraic demonstrations” and other “mental
paraphernalia”, to which “our camp is illy adapted”.?®

% Referring to such statements Mr. Fillebrown criticizes his fellow
single taxers for “a supercilious, patronizing style of writing that
violates good taste.” (Fillebrown’s pamphlet, Henry George and the
Economists, Boston, 1914, pp. 6-7.)

® Henry George, Jr., wrote in his The Menace of Privilege: “Of
course a university must teach political economy. . . . But with Princes
of Privilege among its regents or trustees and its heaviest contributors,
how can the real science of political economy which condemns privilege
as robbery be taught? If it were so taught, the nobles of government
favor would not for a moment lend their countenances and open their
purses to the institution” (p. 288).

» Demuth, Professional Economists vs. Single Taxers, Single Tax
Rev., Jan.-Feb,, 1914, p. 33. Cf. also Love’s assaults upon the profes-






298 SINGLE TAX MOVEMENT

plained that in Ingram’s History of Political Ecomomy
“writers of France, Spain, Germany, Italy and northern
nations are referred to in the utmost profusion, but there is
no reference whatever to the man or the book that was then
exerting more influence upon thought and finding more
purchasers than all the rest of them combined”.3®

But single taxers would find difficulty in showing that the
teachers of political economy in most leading institutions
are subject to pressure which has the effect of preventing a
perfectly frank discussion of economic problems. Econo-
mists in these institutions subscribe to no creed and give
no pledge other than to seek and to teach the truth. None
recognize more clearly than professional economists that
in dealing with problems of social justice it is easy to touch
“the sensitive pocket-book nerve”; none appreciate more
fully the menace to progress which is involved in suppres-
sion of freedom of teaching. When occasional attempts are
made to quell inconvenient criticism, none are keener to
make public the facts than professional economists. For-
tunately public opinion is being educated to the point where
any efforts to withdraw from students of social problems
the privilege of disagreeing with the upholders of the total
beneficence of existing social arrangements find small
support. .

In condemning professional economists ens masse single
taxers should not overlook the fact that economists probably
suffer much more criticism for espousing than for rejecting
so-called radical ideas. To the minds of many conservatives
the universities today are hotbeds of “socialism”. It is
possible to mention many ideas formerly or still spoken of
as radical which have gained much of their strongest sup-

® George, The Science of Political Economy, p. 206. Ingram’s His-

tory of Political Economy first appeared in the 1885 edition of the
Encyclopedia Brittanica.
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Some persistent objections to the single tax®®

Henry George painted a most attractive picture of the
beneficent results to be expected from the application of the
single tax. But his essential doctrines have commended
themselves only to a comparatively small minority of those
who give thought to social problems. The persistent objec-
tions which have stood in the way of a broader acceptance
of single tax principles appear to single taxers, of course,
to be utterly inadequate. They have replied to them time
after time.*® But the way in which these objections persist
in reappearing indicates that critics of the single tax are un-
convinced by the single tax rebuttal.

The main proposition in the single tax argument is that
property in land differs so from property in other goods
that society and not private owners should receive the fruits
of its ownership. Hence it is proposed that the single tax
should collect ground rents in lieu of taxes. Single taxers
have employed two lines of argument in undertaking to
prove this proposition. The first of these lines of argument

® This section deals with some of the objections that have stood in the
way of a more general acceptance of the full single tax argument. The
question as to how far the state should depend upon land taxes is a
further question and is too much controverted to be considered here.
Single taxers have converted many to a belief in heavy taxation of
land, but the arguments for this view are not on the same basis as
the arguments for the Henry George single tax. There are many
favoring heavier land taxes or exemption of improvements who do not
believe that there is something peculiarly exploitative about private
ownership of land. For excellent statements of the arguments for and
against heavier land taxation, presented from the points of view both
of advocates and opponents, c¢f. Final Report of the Committee on
Taxation of the City of New York, 1016.

“ Cf. for example the following from a Fels Fund leaflet entitled, An
Economist Who Needs Economic Instruction: “Professor Haney’s
unfamiliarity with Henry George’s works is evident on his presenta-
tion of objections which Heary George had answered long ago.”
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Nearly all the critics of the single tax have felt that this
natural rights line of argument is entirely without weight.
What are natural rights? it is asked. They are merely
rights which Henry George or some other thinker believes
would be established in society as it ought to be. To quote
Professor Ritchie:

“When traditional custom or constituted authority comes to
be unsatisfactory to certain more reflective minds, there arises
a discrepancy between it and what seem to be the natural in-
stincts or feelings of the individual, a discrepancy between law
and conscience; and so, as we have seen, reformers try to go
back to an authority more venerable than parliaments and
kings ; more venerable even than immemorial usage: thetym;?p—
peal from tyranny to God’, from the mere custom of the multi-
tude to the feelings that Nature has emplanted in the breast
of each of us.”’¢ '

But Professor Ritchie goes on to say, “The unfortunate
thing is that these instinctive feelings differ so much in
different persons’”’. Many men have contended earnestly for
the recognition of certain natural rights. But the difficulty
is that they have not all contended for the same natural
rights. Conceptions of what constitute natural rights do
not agree.*® An indefinite number of different ideas of
natural rights is evidently possible. In the absence of a
special revelation from heaven on the subject, who shall
decide?

Political scientists urge that to appeal to the sanction of

“ Ritchie, Natural Rights, London, 1894, p. 85.

“ It has often been argued that the right of property in general is a
natural right, and it has even been held that property in slaves is a
natural right. The Kentucky Constitution of 18s0, art. 13, Bill of
Rights, sec. 3, declared: “The right of property is before and higher
than any constitutional sanctions; and the right of the owner of a slave
to such slave, and its increase, is the same, and as inviolable as the
right of the owner of any property whatever.” Cited in Ely, Property
and Contract in their Relation to the Distribution of Weaith, New
York, 1914, p. 532.
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ments shall be, what limitations shall apply either to prop-
erty or to individual actions, what property shall be public
and what private, are matters to he decided, not on abstract
grounds or by a priori ideas, but on. grounds of social
welfare.

The single tax proposal, besides calling for the taxing of
ground rents into the public treasury, involves the abolition
of all other taxes.*® But single taxers have not succeeded in
gaining a very wide acceptance for the idea of doing away
with all taxes save upon land. They have not had much
difficulty in finding objections to present methods of raising
revenue, and they have done an important service in urging
these objections. But against two sorts of taxes the single
tax argument has carried little weight, namely, income and
inheritance taxes. Single taxers have tacitly recognized this
fact, since their arguments have but rarely been directed
against these taxes.

It will be recalled that Henry George advocated the taxa-
tion of inheritances in his earliest writings,*® although he
abandoned this idea in Progress and Poverty. Of late a
number of single taxers have publicly advocated the income
tax.®! In 1915 some of them were active in the Association
for an Equitable Federal Income Tax, organized in New
York City. Early in 1916 the Joseph Fels Fund, which
stands for single tax orthodoxy, circulated widely an ad-
dress by Herbert S. Bigelow entitled, What Shall We Do
With Our Millionaires?, the letter accompanying this
pamphlet declaring that it was “the best brief piece of single
tax propaganda literature yet produced”. But this pamphlet
advocated both income and inheritance taxes. Now that the

® Professor Ely has pointed out that George really denies the right
of taxation. (Op. cit.,, pp. 255-56, 260-61.)

* Supra, pp. 48-49.

® Supra, p. 269.
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lers for not compensating present landholders, urging that
to do so would be to recompense robbers for the abolition
of their privilege of plunder. It is said that if any compen-
sation should take place the land owners should compensate
the landless who for generations have been robbed of their
natural inheritance.

Very frequently single taxers have drawn an analogy
between abolition of private property in land and abolition
of private property in slaves, placing ownership of human
beings and ownership of land alike under the same moral
condemnation. Henry George wrote:

“Qur boasted freedom necessarily involves slavery, so long
as we recognize private property in land. Until that is abol-
ished, Declarations of Independence and Acts of Emancipation
are in vain. So long as one man can claim the exclusive
ownership of the land from which other men must live, slavery
will exist, and as material progress goes on, must grow and
deepen! . . .

“The truth is, and from this truth there can be no escape,
that there is and can be no just title to an exclusive possession
of the soil, and that private property in land is a bold, bare,
enormous wrong, like that of chattel slavery.”s
Accepting such a view of the moral basis of the institution
of private property in land, single taxers have held that
compensation to present owners in the event of its abolition
would be iniquitous.’® But opponents have protested that it
is a gratuitous affront to intelligence to compare ownership
of human beings, whose welfare should be the end of eco-
nomic activity, with ownership of land, an inert thing.

Single taxers have not been able to convince many that
private ownership of land is ethically on a different basis

® Progress and Poverty, bk. 7, ch’s 2 and 3, pp. 355-56. Cf. also
Post, The Taxation of Land Values, 1915, pp. 126-28.

® Single taxers have been impatient with the view that slave owners
should have been compensated under any circumstances. They have
said that if there was to be any compensation, slaves were entitled to it.
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unearned, the others, earned. Socialists on the other hand
recognize but two sorts of income, “of which one is given to
labor in the form of wages, and the other to capitalists,
landlords, employers and other ‘gentlemen at large’ under
the form of interest, rent, and profits”.®¢ Socialists urge
that George’s theory, by failing to distinguish between
property in the produce of a man’s own toil and property in
the produce of other men’s toil, classes many unearned in-
comes as labor incomes.®”

Single taxers and socialists have frequently criticized one
another’s position.?® They have met in debates and have
engaged in literary combats. The followers of George de-
clare that, “instead of competition being the demon which
has its hand upon the throat of labor, as the socialists would
have us believe, it is rent, which follows in the wake of
advancing production and swallows up all the increase in
wealth which springs from the increased skill and efficiency
of labor, and the invention of labor saving machinery”.%®
There is indeed “merciless competition among the disin-
herited [of land], but it has no basis in nature”. With land
values socialized and freed from the grasp of the monopolist,
and with wealth production freed of tax burdens, single
taxers believe that competition would be equal and stimulat-
ing in its results and wages would rise.

®Gronlund, Socialism vs. Tax Reform; an Answer to Henry
George, New York, 1887, pp. 23-24.

¥ Cf. Edmond Kelly, Twentieth Century Socialism, New York, 1910,
p. 124, ' o

" The earliest controversy took place in 1887. Supra, p. 118 et seq.
Gronlund presented the socialist case in a pamphlet, The Insufficiency
of Henry George’s Theory, July, 1887. George replied in the columns
of The Standard, July 30 and Aug. 6. Gronlund then made a rejoinder
in August under the title Socialism vs. Tax Reform; an Answer to
Henry George. George also publicly debated the issues with S. E.
Schevitch in October in New York City.

*®J. B. Sharpe, in The Standard, Dec. 24, 1890, p. 7.
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Single taxers and socialists, however, have not co-oper-
ated very much. Both have been too busy making propa-
ganda for their respective doctrines. Also the advocates of
each have been very insistgnt upon the wrongness of the
theories of the other. Single taxers have found fault with
the socialists for a wrong diagnosis of the cause of social
ills, while socialists have criticised the single tax on the
ground that it is an inadequate remedy. The chief case
where single taxers and socialists have worked together was
in Everett, Washington, one of the few places where single
taxers have been successful with their proposals. In Ever-
ett the socialist vote was an important factor contributing
to the adoption of the single tax measure. There has been
some co-operation also in California.

The two movements have developed quite differently in
the United States. At the beginning socialism was exotic, a
German movement beginning to make its way in this coun-
try, while the single tax movement was American. In
1886-87 they did not differ so greatly as regards the class
to which each appealed, although the single tax movement
had a much greater number of “intellectuals”. But since
1887 the single tax movement has developed a much greater
part of its strength, comparatively, among the middle class,
while socialism is more typically a class movement with its
greater strength among the workers.

The present socialist movement in the United States cen-
ters around the organized Socialist Party with its 115,000
members.®* The voting strength of the movement in the

% For an excellent discussion of the present form and program of the
socialist movement, cf. Mr, Hillquit's testimony before the Federal
Commission on Industrial Relations, 1915. Socialists have circulated
this testimony in pamphlet form under the title, The Double Edge of
Labor’s Sword; Discussion and Testimony on Socialism and Trade-

Unionism before the Commission on Industrial Relations, by Morris
Hillquit, Samuel Gompers, and Max J. Hayes, New York, 1914
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stated that “socialists today have the alternative of becoming
plain social reformers or of being out-and-out utopians”, and
that “whether they call themselves revisionists, reformists,
laborites or plain socialists, whether they go on respecting
the old melodramatic phrases or not, the overwhelming
majority of the socialists of today are tending to be re-
formers”.®¢ Much the same might be said of single taxers.
They continue assiduously to discuss the abolition of all
taxes save those upon land, but to the observer the realization
of Henry George’s dream does not seem near at hand.
Single taxers like socialists have the option of being either
utopians or plain social reformers, working to justify their
proposals as steps toward the ideal shared alike by single
taxers, socialists, and the great mass of others desirous of
the attainment of social justice.

Influence of the single tax movement

It has appeared from the foregoing discussions that the
American single tax movement has not had large accom-
plishments either in the way of legislation secured or num-
ber of adherents gained for its essential principles. Never-
theless the movement has exerted a most important influ-
ence upon opinion. How widely this influence has been
diffused is evident from the tremendous circulation of
Henry George’s writings and from the extent of the single
tax propaganda. We may consider the influence of the
movement under three heads: influence upon tax reform,
upon economic thought, and upon the attitude taken by
Americans toward social questions.

Henry George urged the single tax as a measure of
social reform and not primarily of fiscal reform. But the

* Simkhovitch, Marxism vs. Socialism, New York, 1913, pp. xi and

292. For a socialist view cf. Spargo and Arner, Elements of Socialism,
New York, 1913, ch. 23, on Socialism and Social Reform.
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The list of single taxers who have taken an active per-
sonal interest in tax abuses of their respective localities
would be a long one. Hardly an issue in the file of any
single tax paper fails to recount the efforts of some of the
faithful in different parts of the United States in direct-
ing attention to specific evils. This activity has consisted in
showing up corruption or inefficiency in the work of assess-
ment, such as the undervaluation or omission from the rolls’
of vacant land or the relative underassessment of large
holdings or valuable plots of land as compared with homes.
In this connection single taxers have published lists of
“favored tax-payers”. They have compiled statistics to
show how the general property tax tends to bear heavily
upon the farmer. They have pointed out many times how
taxation of personal property sets a premium upon dis-
honesty, and how attempts to enforce it defeat their end.
The total effect of such specific interest in tax matters has
been of much importance.

Single taxers also have urged the extension of the prin-
ciples of excess condemnation and special assessments—
these on the ground of their benefit theory of taxation.
They hold that these principles afford “an object lesson
which can be used with great effect in pushing the single
tax”.%® Recently they have advocated defraying the cost of
subways in New York and Chicago by means of special as-
sessments upon the property benefited.

As a result of the single tax propaganda many students
of taxation have become converts to the belief that an ex-
tension of land taxes is desirable for both fiscal and social
reasons.” Not counting those who favor unearmed in-

® Hathaway, Special Assessments and the Single Tax, in The Stand-
ard, Jan. 27, 1892, p. 3.

" Mr. Fillebrown’s A-B-C of Taxation in particular has exerted wide
influence in behalf of this idea. Canada’s experience with special land
taxes has also furthered its acceptance.
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been “as distinctly separated from the mass of the people
as have been the astronomers”."

But by 1890, Walker declared, indifference to the impor-
tance of economic problems no longer obtained. Men were
beginning to see and feel the vital importance of industrial
relations, and economic questions were taking precedence
over all others in the public thought. The change in opinion
was having its effect, too, upon the professional economists.

“We may have to put off some of the airs which we have
thought rather becoming to us; we may have to get out of our
chairs, and teach as we walk among our fellow men, like the
philosophers of the old Academy ; we may have to translate our
lectures into more popular form and modern phrase. But . . .
we ought to rejoice, with all our hearts, that the people, the
whole people, are coming, for the first time, to take a deep,
earnest, passionate interest in the subjects to which we have
devoted our lives.”™

One of the chief factors responsible for the increasing
interest to which Walker referred, an interest which since
1890 has greatly enlarged and quickened, has been the single
tax movement.”™ It has been said that Progress and Pov-
erty “exploded the fiction that economic works must neces-
sarily be dry reading”.”™ The circulation of George’s writ-
ings has been truly remarkable. They have had their in-
fluence directly, being read by all elements of the people,

" Ibid,, p. 19.

“Ibid., p. 20.

™ Professor Ely wrote in The Labor Movement in America, New
York, 1886 (p. 126) : “Now, one may object to Henry George's teach-
ings—as I do most decidedly—and yet rejoice at the good which his
works are doing in stimulating the thoughts and promotipg the gener-
ous aspirations of the people. It would, indeed, not be an easy matter
to over-estimate the educational value of that one work Progress and
Poverty. A not inconsiderable part of the wholesome growth of inter-
est in economics is due to its publication.”

" Scanlon, The Quarter-Centennial of the Single Tax Movement,
Westminster Rev., vol. 164 (1905), p. 644.
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The single tax movement has had a most important effect
in molding opinion on social problems. In 1890 Professor
Ely wrote:

“Perhaps the greatest service of all which Mr. George has
rendered is to be found in the discussions of right and wrong
in economic affairs and institutions which he has provoked.
There have always been plenty to advocate the economic rights
of the individual, and it is very fortunate that now, at least, a
few leaders of thought are urging us to look at rights from the
standpoint of the public as well as the individual. . .. The
question is frequently asked: ‘Are property rights safe? I
have no fear about the property rights of the individual but I
have much fear that the property of the public will be stolen
in the future as it has too frequently in the past. Henry
George and others like him are helping to protect the property
of the public, and for this the millions whose rights ate too
often overlooked ought to be grateful.”®®

One outstanding illustration of this is in the changed
public” attitude today toward the granting of franchise
privileges. Too often in the past municipal government has
been regarded as “an eleemosynary foundation for the gift
of franchises”.8? These privileges, sometimes of almost
priceless worth, have been given in the past for the asking
or bartered for a private consideration. The arousing o
public opinion so that municipalities shall place the rights
of the community above the greed of monopolists and re-
quire an equivalent for the grant of these franchises has
been due in no small measure to the single tax agitation and
to the work of single tax reformers. Single taxers have
insistently urged that private individuals shall not use the
machinery of the law for personal gain, whether it be in

“Progress and Poverty has not been published ten years, yet it is now
possible to affirm without hesitation that the appearance of that one
book formed a noteworthy epoch in the history of economic thought
both in England and America.”

® Christian Advocate, New York, Dec. 25, 1890, p. 856.

® Zueblin, American Municipal Progress, New York, 1916, p. 359.
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poses, by a single tax upon land values, irrespective of im-
provements, and of the abolition of all forms of direct and
indirect taxation.

Since in all our states we now levy some tax on the value of
land, the single tax can be instituted by the simple and easy
way of abolishing, one after another, all other taxes now
levied, and commensurately increasing the tax on land values,
until we draw upon that one source for all expenses of govern-
ment, the revenue being divided between local governments,
state governments and the general government, as the revenue
from direct taxes is now divided between the local and state
governments ; or, a direct assessment being made by the general
government upon the state and paid by them from revenues
collected in this manner.

The single tax we propose is not a tax on land, and therefore
would not fall on the use of land and become a tax on labor.

It is a tax, not on land, but on the value of land. Thus it
would not fall on all land, but only on valuable land, and on
that not in proportion to the use made of it, but in proportion
to its value—the premium which the user of land must pay to
the owner, either in purchase money or rent, for permission to
use valuable land. It would thus be a tax not on the use or
improvement of land, but on the ownership of land, taking what
would otherwise go to the owner as owner, and not as user.

In assessments under the single tax all values created by indi-
vidual use or improvement would be excluded, and the only
value taken into consideration would be the value attaching
to the bare land by reason of neighborhood, etc., to be deter-
mined by impartial periodical assessments. Thus the farmer
would have no more taxes to pay than the speculator who held
a similar piece of land idle, and the man who on a city lot
erected a valuable building would be taxed no more than the
man who held a similar lot vacant.

The single tax, in short, would call upon men to contribute
to the public revenues, not in proportion to what they produce
or accumulate, but in proportion to the value of the natural
opportunities they hold. It would compel them to pay just as
much for holding land idle as for putting it to its fullest use.

The single tax therefore would—

1. Take the weight of taxation off of the agricultural dis-
tricts where land has little or no value irrespective of improve-
ments, and put it on towns and cities where bare land rises to a
value of millions of dollars per acre.






APPENDIX B

SUMMARY OF VOTES ON SINGLE TAx MEASURES Or ISSUES

Date Place
1806 Delaware

1898 Washington
1902 Colorado

1908 Oregon

1910

1912 “

o«

Missouri

California

Everett, Wash.

Seattle, Wash.
'9!3 [ “

Pueblo, Colo.

1914 Oregon

California
1915 Pueblo, Colo.

Measure or issue
Campaign of Single Tax Party

Local option in taxation

Local option in taxation
(defeated by a close margin)

State-wide exemption of most
improvements and personal
property

Abolition of poll tax;
option in taxation

local

Repeal of local option (pro-
posed by legislature)
“Graduated Single Tax and Ex-
emption Amendment”
“Single tax,” Multnomah Co.
“Single tax,” Clackamas Co.
“Single tax,” Coos Co.
Gradual exemption of improve-
ments and personal property
Local option in taxation
Gradual exemption of improve-
ments and personal property
Exemption of improvements
and personal property

Gradual exemption of improve-
ments and personal property

50% exemption (1914), 99%
(1915) of value of improve-
ments

$1,500 exemption of improve-
ments and personal property

Graduated sur-tax on owners
of “land and natural resour-
ces” .

Local option in taxation

Repeal of law of 1913

Colorado Springs,

Colo.

Denver, Colo.

Exemption of improvements
and personal property

Exemption of improvements
and personal property

Houston, Texas Re-election of tax-commissioner

Pastoriza over opponent on
“single tax” issue

Vote
for

L173
15,969

32,066

44,171

63,881
31,534
11,146
1827
1,113

87,000
169,321

4,858

12,191
10,578
2,711
65,495
59,186
267,618

3,255

044
7,088

5,659

Vote
agoinst
37,000
33,866

60,871
42,127

47,150
8,015
23,901
3,787
1,909

508,000
243,959

2,637
28,180

21,260
2,171
136,193
124,943
375,634

3:042

7,241
27,125

1,963

Per
cont
for

3.1
32.1

345
51.2

57.6
278
318
325
364

14.5
409

332
55.5
325
321
416

SL.7,

ILS

22.7

743
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