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ing with anyone who presented himself, and now
and then becoming obliviously absorbed in the
conversation.

At the Standard office there was a constant
come and go of visitors. The late William Lloyd
Garrison occasionally dropped in, and Tom L.
Johnson was a frequent visitor. Associated in the
editorship of the paper was Louis F. Post, now
editor and proprietor of the Chicago Public. Post
and Croasdale became the warmest of friends.
They had in common much humor and great
seriousness of thought and purpose. Mr. George
himself enjoyed the humor of both Post and Croas-
dale. Another active man in the office was Wil-
liam McCabe, half Maori by blood, with the char-
acteristically huge chest of that race, and a marked
simplicity of character. Herbert Ward, who had
Sced much of Australia before he became a com-
pamon of Stanley in Africa, came to the Standard
oﬂict_e once, and saw McCabe for only an instant,
but immed 1ately recognized him as a man of Maori
blood. Still another of the Standard staff, con-
ected with the business office, was George St.
gphn Leavens, now dead to the incurable regret of
is fnends, a man of singular personal charm,
¥ith a deliciously sly humor expressed sometimes
lli'll audacious exaggeration, a voice that charmed
:' who hearqd it, and an infectious laugh. There

e;‘; few Aull qgays in that office.
wrftemOSt ™y last work for the Standard was to
oudd AN obituary sketch of Croasdale, after his

rke‘n ﬂeat]} at Merriewold, the Singletax summer
g:d ﬂl]n Sullivan county, had left his friends dazed,
this da‘iv Canuse for which he stood the poorer even to

+ 4+ +

FRST AMERICAN SINGLETAX
CONFERENCE.*

® ‘H['uhnl R-Eminiscencu of the Chairman, Together
His Explanation Regarding the Second

o Confexrence and the Amended Platform.
£
g’avgf_\z‘lat table across the room is a jet black

of age Paxliamentary gavel which has just come
much ie Ow old it is as a gavel, I don’t know;
be tracoq. - I know how far back its birth might
national S"as wood, mere wood. But as the first
recisel Ingletax gavel, it is twenty-one years old
?“1 m{;’ _Omx the day of the date of this issue of
¢ Q‘Y‘}t 1‘L"c"—'-Sep‘[el:ul.)er 1,1911. Around the cen-
a?l?lt 1k3 head there is wrapped a silver band, now
<o “1 almost as the gavel itself, and cherished
“R af(Non, that band there is this inscription:
't National Conference, Single Tax League

———

L]
in T{Zﬁ&rﬁxd‘ngs of the Conference are reported in full
which was T&e's “The Standard” (September 10, 1880),
inclusive, ang_ 115hed at New York from 1887 to 1892
the Unlversy is on file at the Crerar Library, Chicago,
¥ Library at Madison (Wis.), the Reform

Club libra; .
collections, at New York, and probably in some other
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of the United States, Cooper Union, New York
City, September 1st, 2nd and 3rd, 1890.” The
remainder of the inscription explains that the
gavel was presented to the chairman by unanimous
vote of the Conference; and this accounts for its
spending its twenty-first birthday on the table
yonder.
Conference Preliminaries.

The first intimation I had of the possibility of
my being chairman of that Conference, of the ori-
gin of which I intend here to tell as I remember
the circumstances, and also of its proceedings as
they appeared from the acrie of the chair, was
near midnight of the day before.

A preliminary meeting, very much of the nature
of a caucus I suppose, had been held at the Reform
Club that night, August 31st, upon the call of
William T. Croasdale, the official organizer of the
Conference. 1 had not been invited, and knew
nothing whatever of the meeting until it was over;
but Mr. Croasdale told me then that every other
well known Singletaxer he had been able to find
was notificd, and that the attendance, although
some important delegates from out of town had
not been found, was thoroughly representative,

It seems that reports of my service as temporary
chairman of the United Labor Party’s convention
for New York at Syracuse in 1887, had favor-
ably impressed this meeting, and the meeting un-
animously agreed upon me for chairman of the
Conference. A list of other officers was also
agreed upon, consisting of Henry F. Ring of
Texas (author of the most popular Singletax tract,
“The Case Plainly Stated”), William Lloyd Gar-
rison of Massachusetts (son of the great Aboli-
tionist), and Arthur H. Stephenson of Pennsyl-
vania (a Philadelphia business man), for vice-
chairmen; of Warren Edwin Brokaw, of South
Dakota, for recording sccretary; and of B. Gratz
Brown of Tennesee and John Z. White of Illinois
for assistant and reading secretaries.

Although this caucusing was severely rebuked
by the Conference, Mr. Croasdale, who believed
that those who go to deliberative meetings with a
plan are likely to be more successful and certainly
more useful than those who go aimlessly, got great
enjoyment out of the result. But of that in its
order.

Opening Session of the Conference.

The Conference organized in the middle of the
afternoon, September 1st, 1890, having been de-
layed by the late arrival of the Servia, on which
Bﬁr. and Mrs. George were returning from their
trip around the world.

The delegates had assembled informally at the
Servia’s dock to meet them; and one of the jokes
of that occasion was the detention by customs offi-
cers of Warren Worth Bailey, now editor of the
Johnstown Daily Democrat, but then a Chicago
newspaper man and president of the Chicago
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First National Single Tax Conference.

The photograph of which this is the middle sectlon was taken at New TYork, September 3, 1880, at the north
side of Cooper Union. Iienry George will be recognized as sitting at the table. To the left of Mr. George from the
point of view of the rcader Is Willlam T. Croasdale (organizer of the Conference); and opposite Mr. George at the
table is Louls F. Post (chalrman of the Conference). Sitting hetween Mr. George and the Chalrman, from left to
right, are Warren E. Brokaw (secretary of the Conference), Judge James G. Maguire, Henry F. Ring and H. Mar-
tin Willlams, Continulng from left to right are L. A. Russell, B. Gratz Brown and John Z White. Immediately
behind Mr. White is Tom L. Johnson, and to the right of Mr. White is Richard F. George, with Robert Baker next
him and then Willlam McCabe. The second person directly above Richard F. George is Thomas J, Hastings. The
two faces immediately below Mr. McCabe are, from right to left, E. Quiney Norton and Henry George, Jr. Next to
the latter comes E. J. Shriver, with James Malcolm Immediately In front of him, and E. J. Foord farther front and
slightly to the left. Continuing to the left consecutively from Mr. Foord, are H. L. Pleace, the Rev., W. P. George,
George White, J. J. Mahoney, Richard Passmore, the Rev. Dr. 8. W. Thackeray, and George St. John Leavens
(knecs crossed). The child at the left is Bertle Huelst (the first financial contributor to the League organized a!
the Conference); and the man on whose arm he leans is Dr. John W, Dick. In succession from Dr. Dick to the
right are Edward Osgood Brown, James Beggs, an unidentified man, Read Gordon, C. J. Buell, Charles Brinton
Fred Deverall, and Dan Cavanagh, the last sitting immediately behind the Rev. Mr. George and in front and
slightly to the right of the Chalrman. W. J. Gorsuch stands behind Tom L. Johnson slightly to the right; and Io
succession from Mr. Gorsuch, right to left, are George W. Kerr, George E. Bedell, James Semple, Cliff 8. Walker,
Billy Radcliffe, A. R. Wynn, Thomas Hunt, and C. B, Hemingway. In front of Mr. Hemingway &nd to left of
Mr. Croasdale, continuing from right to left, are R. L. Atkinson, Willard D. Warren, W. J. Atkinson, George
Adams, Dr. Henry 8. Chase, James Hill and Mrs, James Hill. Above Mrs. Hill is George Delisle Zimmerman
Charles Frederick Adams stands between but back of Mr. and Mrs. Hill, with W. A. Douglass, Charles S, Hopkin®
and Dr. J. J. Smythe next successively toward the right. Beginning above and slightly to right of Mr. Adams, from
left to right are Adolph Pettinkofer, J. J. Faulkner, Charles H. Govan, Morris Van Veen and James R. Camet
Highest above Mr. Carret, to the right, s Willlam Brittigan. Dr. W. N. Hill stands back of and between Mr.
Faulkner and Mr. Govan, and W. J. Ogden back of and between Mr. Govan and Mr. Van Veen. Martin Battle,
Charles 8. Prizer, A. H. Stephenson, J. H. Scully and S. C. Rogers are In the middle doorway—Mr. Battle (ful
beard, without hat and between two ladies) at the left, Mr. Stephenson (mustache) third to the right, Mr Priser
(full beard) slightly to the right of but above Mr. Stephenson, Mr, Scully (mustache) at the right of the doorwaf,
and Mr. Rogers (mustache) just below and looking left. In the middle and deepest shadow of the doorway is James
W. Bucklin. Second to right of Mr, Scully {8 8. H. Howes. High In left doorway, full-bearded and wearing hab
Is Mr. Parrish, the reporter of the New York Times. The bearded man at extreme right, third in line below “’;
left jamb of right doorway, is David Harrower. The complete group includes portraits also of W. E. Hicks, w.
Boreman, Lee Meriwether, J. T. Altemus, A. M. Molina, Rev. J. B. Parmelee, E. F. Fellows, J. T. Ripley, W. 0.
Eastlake, E. L. Ryder, John M. Campbell, G. W. Everett, Joseph Dana Miller, O. T. Erickson, José Gros, wm:;
Graham, 8. H. Howes, Benjamin Doblin, W. L. Crosman, T. B. Preston, Dr. H. J. Woodhouse, L. E. Wilmarth, "
several whom we are unable to Identify. In regard to coples of the complete picture see advertisement In th
Public.
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Second National Single Tax Conference,

This Conference was held in the Art Institute, Chlcago, August 29 to 31, 1893, The photograph of which the
above {s the middle sectlon was taken In front of the Institute. Some of the petsons may be distinguished with the
aid of the following description: Henry George, right of table; the Rev. Fdward MecGlynn, left of table; Richard
Spencer, Louis F, Post (chalrman), Edward J. Shriver (secretary), and Leonora Heck, seated at side of table in the
order named from Mr. George to Father McGlynn, Warren E. Brokaw stands between the chairman and Mr.
Shriver, and Estella Bachman stands belween Mr., Shriver and Miss Beck. The Rev, 8. W. Sample standas between
8lss Beck and Father McGlynn., At left of Father McGlynn, from right to left, in front row, are Robert Baker
and Mrs. John Z. White; and dlagonally to the left from Mrs. While are Sllas M. Burroughs and Edward Osgood
Brown. George R. Macey stands above Judge Brown but slightly to the right. At right of Henry George is John Z.
White, and just above Mr., White i Simon Mendelson (profile). Diagonally upward to the left of Mr, Mendelson is
Theodore J. Amberg. Dr. Walter Mendelson is to the left of Mr. Amberg. L. E. Wilmarth (full beard) {8 in the
next row but one above Simon Mendelson (profile) and slightly to the right. Between the Chairman and Mr, Brokaw
in the middle foreground is Herman V. Hetzel. Katharine Musson is above Mr. Brokaw, slightly to the left; to
the left of her is Mra, Florence A. Burleigh, and to the left of Mrs. Burleigh but above her is Dr. Edward D.
Burleigh (full long beard). The man of full broad beard to the right of Dr, Burleigh is H. C. Lippincott. In the
center of the upper row of the uppermost group directiy above the table stands John Filmer (hands crossed).
at the extreme left of the lower row of the same group is L. P. Custer, with L. 8. Dickey at the extreme right of
the same row. Standing In the extreme left of the right window I8 Arthur H. SBtephenson; the next person but one
farther right is Frank Stephens; and at the extreme right of the window is 8. L. Moser. The smooth shaven man
below the center of the window and above and slightly to the left of Mr. Spencer iz Dr. B. F. Longstreet. In the
complete photograph, outside of this section are H, W. Macfarlane, Chas, Edward Moore, Bolton Hall, Percy
Pepoon, George P. Hampton, J. B. Carroll, and several whom we are unable to identify. In regard to coples of the
complete picture see advertisement in this Public.

Singletax Club. Having gone upon the pier Late though the Conference was in assembling,

with a small satchel packed with imports from
Chicago, Mr. Bailey wasn’t allowed to leave it
until the customs officers had searched his “bag-
gage” in turn, and its turn didn’t come for more
than two hours after everybody but the Servia's
passengers had gone. To this incident there was
an appropriate satirical flavor, since the Con-
ference met in the midst of a Singletax campaign
for free trade.

it rushed its business through promptly enough
when it got together. Mr. Croasdale brought it to
order, with that same ebony gavel. He acted as
chairman of “the enrollment committee,” the ori-
gin and functions of which I will explain farther
on. George St. John Leavens, secretary of that
committee, read the formal call, and then Mr.
(‘roasdale delivered his address of welcome.
Three informal speeches in Tesponse were made
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while the Conference awaited the report of the
committee on credentials. One was by H. . Ring
of Texas, another hy “Pa’™ Chase as he was af-
fectionately called by his friends in St. Louis, and
the other by H. Martin Williams of Missouri, now
a reading clerk of the House in Congress—and a
good one he must be unless these twenty-one years
have narrowed the compass of his voice.

The committce on credentials having reported
the names of delegates present from 26 States,
Mr. Williame closed his speech with a motion
for the appointment of committees on organiza-
tion, rules, and order of business. His wmotion
was delayed by objections necessitating a formal
temporary organization, but this was speedily dis-
posed of hy clecting the officers of “the enroll-
ment committee,” Croasdale and Leavens, as tem-
porary chairman and secretary respectively of the
Conference.  Mr. Williams then renewed his mo-
tion.

So flavorable of caucus custom was this motion
that instantly there were vociferous democratic ob-
jections from all over that old cellar-hall of
Cooper Union (the same wherein Abraham Lin-
coln had made his maiden Eastern speech thirty
vears hefore), and among the objectors was Carl
J. Buell, of St. Paul, who was recognized by the
temporary chairman.  Mr. Buell had arrived in
New York too late for the caucus, and might have
gone to it only to move its dissolution had he ar-
rived in time. Ilis objection, like the others, was
to the un-democracy of caucus rule, and he spoke
s0 as fo be distinetly heard and unmistakably
understood.

In the midst of his vigorous speech Mr. Buell
was interrupted by Edward Osgood Brown (now
and for several years past a judge of the Cirenit
Court of Illinois, and, through assignment by the
Supreme Court, one of the Appellate Court judges
at Chicago), who had participated in the caucus
of the night before and was now sitting close
behind the earnest objector from St. Paul. Pull-
ing Buell's coat sleeve and speaking in a confiden-
tial whisper that carried easily a distance of
twenty-five or thirty feet in all directions, and
therefore caught my own ear, Mr. Brown said:
“I don’t care what is donme with this motion if
vo'll only elect Post chairman!”

“Oh! s that it?” Buell exclaimed. Turning
then again toward the temporary chairman he
resumed his oratory as vigorously as hefore; but
it was along a new line now, and ended with his
nominating me for chairman.  There was no
opposition. Neither was there any 1o Ring, Gar-
rison, Brokaw, R. Gratz Brown, nor John %. White.
Each was nominated and unanimously elected from
the floor. And this was what amused Croasdale.
Althongh the cancus slate was broken to flinders,
the caucus eandidates were all unanimously elected
by the Conference fo the very places the cauncus
had chosen them for.

The Public -
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Origin of the Conference.

This conference, the first national Singletax
conference of the United States, originated in
efforts, managed by Mr. Croasdale, to organize
Singletax sentiment for practical Singletax work.
It sprang out of a situation of course, and also
of course the situation had anteccdents. In order
therefore to understand the Conference, it is nec-
essary that some account of earlier Singletax his-
tory be given. I shall attempt to do this briefly.

From the time of the publication of his “Prog-
ress and PPoverty,” which occurred in 1879, the
agitation now best known as the Singletax move-
ment revolved about the personal activities of
Henry George. In New York it took on dramatic
form in his first contest for Mayor. He was th
candidate of trade unions which had collaterally
and temporarily organized for political action as
the United Labor party. This was in the fall of
1886. It immediately followed the outrageous
sentence  of imprisonment for three years at
Sing-Sing for extortion (a high grade of
robbery in  New York), of several labor-
strike  committeemen. They were perfectly
honest, men, and their offense was not dix
honest. Upon winning their strike they hal
exacted $1,000 of the defeated employers, who
had, as the result of open arbitration, agreed to
pay it. It was to reimburse the unions in part for
strike expenses, and was serupulously so used. The
conviction of the men on a trumped-up charge of
robbery by extortion at a trial before Judge George
(. Barrett, and the sentence he viciously imposel
upon them—a species of class viciousness—solidi-
fied local labor sentiment for the time, and this
caused the nomination of Henry George as Labor
candidate for Mayor. George was defeated. Hi:
vote, however, was phenomenal—68,000.

His campaign having been frankly for “the land
for the people” as the fundamental necessity for
freeing labor, steps were taken by his supporters
promptly after his defeat, to effect a national or-
ganization of the United Labor Party with “Land
and Labor” clubs for units. Coincidently, fle
Anti-Poverty Society was formed, representing
the same economic doctrine as the party, but with
a religious flavor. It was under the leadership of
Father McGlynn, who had been expelled from th*
pastorate of the largest Roman Catholic parish
in America and probably in the world, for disobe”
ing Archbishop Corrigan by participating &

a gpenker in the Henry George campaign. At [“}‘
first State convention of the United Labor Partt.
the Syracuse convention of 1887, where I was le?
porary chairman, George was nominated, agsinst

“his will and his carnest protest, as the candidate

for Sceretary of State—the head of the ballot It
that “off-vear™ of politics. )

Tt was in this campaign that the Socialist Lab"
party, which had until then acted within
Unifed Labor party, nominated candidates of I
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own. It polled about 6,000 votes in New York
City (now Manhattan borough). George polled
ahout 37,000. George’s vote was over 31,-
000 less in the eity, and barely more in
the whole State than in the city alone the
year before. All who were at all weather-wise in
polities knew that this was the virtual end of the
party as a party, but others kept it faintly alive
for nearly two years longer.

Within a month after this collapse of the United
Labor party President Cleveland sent his famous
fariff-reform message to Congress. George there-
upon advised, in harmony with his book of two
years before, “Protection or Free Trade,” that
Cleveland’s timid free trade step be encouraged
and strengthened by a rally of the “land and labor”
people to his support. But just as differences be-
tween Socialism and what is now called the
Singletax had separated Socialists from the United
Labor party in 1887, so differences between Pro-
tectionists and Freetraders alienated these cle-
ments in it in 1888, each from the other, with
Henry George at the head of the Freetrade element
and Father McGlynn as nominal head of the Pro-
fectionists. The alienation took outward form
and feeling was intensified, upon the discovery that
Gaybert Barnes, who went with the Protection
clements as their executive Secretary, and who
was political manager in the United Labor party
compaign of 1886 and 1887, had arranged with
Thomas C. Platt, the Republican boss, to conduct
United Labor party campaigns for the Presidency
n the doubtful States of Indiana, Connecticut,
New York and New Jersey, and only there. The
meaning of this was obvious, and upon discovering
it Mr. George and his Freetrade friends with-
drew peremptorily from the United Labor party.
The remnant of the party nominated Presidential
candidates, however, and, supported with Repub-
lican money as was discovered long afterward,
made an opera-bouffe campaign. If George's
name had been drawn into it, as was the intention
of Barnes and Platt, it would certainly have in-
volved him in a humiliating political scandal.

Meanwhile, William T. Croasdale, with Henry
George as leader and Thomas G. Shearman and
Tom L. Johnson for financial supporters and prin-
cipal advigers, organized the Freetrade elements
of the United Labor party and their sympathizers
for the support of Cleveland for re-election as
President ; but on the express ground that this was
because they were opposed to all taxes except taxes
on land values, and that Cleveland’s tariff reform
message faced in that direction. This action was
decided upon by a conference of Singletaxers of
New York and vicinity at Cooper Union, August
6, 1888.* The mixed sense of reluctance to sup-

*The meeting Is reported in full in The Standard of
August 11, 1888, at page 3. Henry George opened the
meeting, Louis F. Post was elected chalrman, and Henry

, Jr., now a Congressman from New York, was
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port Grover Cleveland but of duty to give vitality
and impulse to his timid Freetrade message, was
illustrated in an extraordinary way. Perhaps I
can tell it hest by quoting from my acceptance
speech as chairman of the Conference, as I find it
in the report of Henry George’s Standard of Sep-
tember 10, 1890. The part I quote followed a
wave of spontancous applause at my mention of
Mr. Cleveland’s name: “That spontancous ap-
plause which we heard a little while ago for the
name of Grover Cleveland reminds me of the very
first meeting that was ever held in this particular
Singletax movement, a meeting held upstairs in a
little room that would not seat two hundred and
fifty people. It must have been nearly half full
on that occasion. It was a meeting called to en-
dorse the plan of enrollment which has been car-
ried on ever since, thanks very largely to Mr.
Croasdale. It was called early in the campaign of
1888, and after we had performed the business
that lay before us we were all of us somewhat
doubtful as to the policy we were entering upon.
It occurred to one of the men there, and he in a
timid way moved, that we should give three cheers
for Grover Cleveland. His motion was seconded
in silence. I happened to be chairman of that
meeting, and feeling as I always do that it is the
business of the chairman to see to it that the sense
of the meeting has expression, I put the motion;
and by an almost unanimous vote, not quite—there
were three or four votes in the negative—we de-
cided to give three cheers for Grover Cleveland.
And then someone relieved the Chair of his em-
barrassment by getting up and saying, ‘Hurrah!
hurrah ! hmrrah ¥ and then somebody said, “Tiger !’
as they alwayvs do in New York. That was the
first round of applause that Grover Cleveland ever
got in a Singletax audience.”

There came a time, however, when a motion
would again have leen neccssary, and when the
motion would probably have been defeated by
as large a proportionate majority as that which
carried it in 1888.

The plan of organization decided upon for sup-
porting Mr. Cleveland’s tariff reform message con-
sisted merely in circularizing for signatures to a
voting pledge.* About 11,000 were secured. As
this was the first definite movement to adopt the
name “Singletax,” and the specific movement
which developed the Conference of 1890, I shall
take the space to quote that pledge:

I authorize the enrollment of my name on the
list of voters who propose to support Cleveland and

elected secretary. Wm. T. Croasdale proposed the reso-
lutlons. The followlng enrollment committee was ap-
pointed: Willlam T. Croasdale (chairman), Michael
Murray, August Lewis, William H. Faulhaber, Jerome
O'Nelll, Edward J. Shriver, Charles O'Connor Hennessy,
Benjamin Urner. and Thomas G. 8hearman.

*The pledge appears on page 8 ©Of The Standard of
August 18, 1888, and rezularly in subsequent issues until
November 3.
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Thurman in the toming election, on the ground that
any step toward tariff reduction tends toward the
abolition of all taxes on the products of labor, and.
the final transfer of such taxes to land values.

About a month after Cleveland’s defeat in 1883,
the Singletax “enrollment committee.” of which
Mr. Croasdale was chairman, met with sympathiz-
ers for consultation in a bhack-room of the same
huilding on  Union Square in which Henry
George’s “Standard” office was located. Their ob-
ject was to consider work for the future. At this
meeting* two plans were tentatively discussed,
one proposed by Mr. Shearman and the other by
Mr. Croasdale.

Mr. Shearman’s plan related to work in New
York State. Ttz main purpose was to secure local
option in taxation, similar to that with which we
are now familiar as the means wherehy a measure
of the Singletax has heen secured in western Can-
ada, and under which in Oregon (the only State
in the Union that has it) county campaigns are
now heing made for local adoption of the Cana-
dian land-value-tax policies. Out of Mr. Shear-
man’s suggestion there came the New York Tax
Reform Association, organized by Mr. Shearman,
Bolton Hall, Robert Baker (afterwards Congress-
man) and others, and of which Lawson Purdy
long was and A. C. Plevdell now is the managing
secretary,  Efforts to get the desired local option
from the New York legislature were begun.  They
are as vet unsuccessful. But the separation of
land values from other values in assessments for
taxation was sccured, as in use in Massachusetis
and some other States previously, and this lays an
excellent foundation for Singletax construction.

Mr. Croasdale’s plan, not in opposition to Mr.
Shearman’s but correlative, was national in scope.
Tt proposed a continuajion of the simple methnd
used in the Cleveland campaign, but with a differ-
ent formula for signatures in place of the voling
pledge.  As it was Mr. Croasdale’s plan that
took the Singletax name and led on to the first
Singletax conference in the TUnited States, of
which I am now recalling the circumstanees, T
shall confine myself to the fortunes of that plan.
Tt developed in the course of 1889 into an agita-
tion for signatures to the following petitiont to
Clongress :

To the Honorable the House of Representatives of
the United States: The undersigned respectfully
prays for the appointment by your Honorable Body
of a special committee for the purpose of making a
full inquiry into and report upon the expediency of
raising all public revenues by a single tax upon the
value of land, irrespective of improvements, to the
exclusion of all other taxes, whether in the form of

*One phase of it {s reported in The Standard of
December 8, 1888, at page 1.

1This petition first appears on page 2 of The Standard
of December 15, 1888, in connmection with a numerously
signed address which begins on page 1 and explains the
various objects hoped for from circulating the petition.

Fourteenth Year

tariffs upon imports, taxes upon intermal produc-
tions, or otherwise.

Favorable action by Congress was of course not
expected.  The object was Singletax organization
and gencral propaganda.  Soliciting signatures
afforded many kinds of opportunity for propa-
ganda—personal interviews, hall lectures, “coap-
box™ oratory, grocery store and railway diseussion,
distribution of literature, Singletax meetings, etc..
ete. Singletax clubs grew also out of this agita-
tion, and sympathetic clubs previously organized
were changed to Singletax clubs. I am not sure
whether the original Chieago Single Tax Club of
which Warren Worth Bailey was long the presi-
dent had already adopted this name, and I am in
like doubt about the Manhattan Single Tax Club
of New York and the Brooklyn Single Tax Club:
but all three came heartily into the movement for
that Singletax petition to Congress.

The propaganda incidental to the Congressional
petition had more or less of an organizing ten-
dency ; but for this purpose “the enrollment com-
mittee,” of which Mr. Croasdale was chairman.
depended chiefly upon records of the petition work
itself. A card index record of the sources of sig-
natures was kept. Persons sending a certain
number were indexed as “workers” ; those who sent
a larger number were “adjectived” as certain kinds
of workers, according to the number of signatures
they sent and the kind of letters they wrote; and
through those who thus rose above the surface, in-
formation regarding the character, special abilities,
local standing and’ influence, ete., ete., of other
Singletaxers was obtained. Out of this work many
men and women came to be noted for serviceable-
ness, not a few of whom have since achieved dis-
tinction hoth as Singletaxers and in public life.

Mr. Croasdale did not live to see the pelition:
presented to Congress. He died August 9, 1891
But they were sent to Congress by the Secretary,
George St. John Leavens, in 1892,% and were pre-
sented by Congressman Tom L. Johnson. They
were on cards indexed by States and placed in the
drawers of a large cabinet especially construeted for
the purpese. Unless some Congress has in ‘ﬂh'
course of these 19 vears made a burnt offering
of that cabinet and those petition cards, they ar¢
there vet; but no investigating committee has 1p
to this hour been appointed.

Though Mr. Croasdale did not live to see the
petitions presented to Congress, he did live to &
the realizalion of his prime purpose in w]ch'nnf
the petitions—the assembling in Cooper Union 0
the Singletax conference of 1890. And he left be-
hind him a definition of a Singletaxer which ioﬂi
attached to his own name. “A Singletazer,
said, “is a person who does something for

*See The Standard of August 12, 19, 26, and sepllmb'T
2, 9, 16, 1891. Also this lssue of The Public B¢ page
tBee The Standard of March 30, 1862,
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Singletax.”™  Thercfore a worker for the Singletax
came to be known in those days as “a Croasdaler.”

Contnuance of the Sessions of the Conference.

When I took that ebony gavel from William T.
(:{'ﬂﬂsdgle and looked out from the chair upon the
First National Singletax Conference, 1 recognized
only four persons who had ever held an elective
office of im portance. One was James (. Maguire.
ex-Judge of the Superior Court of San Francisco;
another was Teonard W. Hoch, then the Mayor of
Adrian, L-[lchigan; the third was James W. Buck-

lin, an  ex-member of the lower house in
the Colorado legislature; the fourth was
State Senator Hastings of  Massachusctts.
All the others save one were hardly known,
o far as gy memory serves me now, ex-

cept to persomnal and business acquaintances and in
Singletax o1 Labor circles. The exception was
Henry George. Besides those already named there
were Ha;"'llin Garland, by no means so distin-
gmsl_md_ Inx literature then as now, though coming
to distinction then; Alonzo J. Steers, who gave
to Father NcGlynn the copy of “Progress and
Poverty” that converted him; Wi, McCabe, the
foreman  pyrinter to whom I owe more directly
tlrmn to anyone clse my own conversion : Benjamin
[_mer, once @Greenback candidate for Governor of
ew Jersey and the first treasurer of the Anti-Poy-
““'f:" Somcnt‘\‘-; Read Gordon, an intimate friend of
(roasdale*s’, “who has hut recently followed him;
Aug}mt T.ewis, Tom L. Johnson's associate in
making G eorge’s “Science of Political Economy™
pnssﬂﬂe; "Thomas Hunt, afterward a State Sena-
tor in Ohio ; David Harrower. the veteran Single-
taxer of Rhode Tsland: A. J. Moxham. who after-
vard helped lay the foundations for the work of
Joceph Fels in western England: Richard T,
George, whose seulptured bust of his father Tinks
their names by another than the ties of blood:
Frank Stephens, H. D. Albright, Herman V. Het-
zel and  Arthur . Stephenson, Philadelphia pi-
tfmeers;_ Charles 8. Prizer, already well to the
‘E‘E‘Df_ - business: W. T. Boreman, of Wext
do:}lmd 3. John Z. White, who Tas since
nenfalcﬂff‘l.tlnontgl service and achieved  conti-
its  all; \ﬂnlc in the Singletax movement :m'fl
Pran ;‘1‘1 or Sll]l[]]‘(‘lllli'llt:ll'_\' canses;  Louis
Mer'ivgv;tl '€ famous artist in chromo making; Lee
of St. T 1€T, who afterwards won the mavoralty
Joser OUIs at an election and lost it in the count;
Sing{‘eta 131113. Miller, poct then, editor of the
per th;c €eview now and poet still: John J. TTop-
O,meo Indf‘pendence League’s candidate for
¥ho W : of New York a vear age; Rohert Baker,
the l‘tﬂr Bz_lhce been in Congress. _wlwrt' he gave
Billy i{aolal‘ Pass for Congressmen its death blow;
fo Ymm‘ ft(;ﬂec, 8. t., \}'hnsc fame was limited then
over theg‘it wn and Smsr]ctnxvrs, hut t-xtm]ds now
uralist State of Ohio; Dan Beard, the artisf. nat-
St and promoter of hoy scouls for peace, and
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Henry George, Jr., now a Congressman [rom New
York.* Manv well known Singletaxers of todav
were not in that conference because they were not
vet Singletaxers; but few personz were absent who
had *zeen the eat” and were well known in the
movement.

Work of the Conference.

After permanent organization, the Conference
directed the appointment, on motion of Judge Ma-
guire, of two committees, one on resolutions and
one on platform, to consist respectively of seven
and nine members. Upon the first 1 appointed
Tom L. Johnszon (chairman), and John Z. White,
L. W. Ioch, W. J. Ogden, George White, Her-
bert Boges and C. 8. Walker ; on the second, Henry
George (chairman), James G. Maguire, L. A, Rus-
sell, Warren Worth Bailev, 1. Martin Williams,
Bolton® Smith, €. J. Buell and Edward Osgood
Brown. These appointments comprised a large
proportion of the ablest and best known Singletax-
ers of that time in the United States. Thomas G.
Shearman would have heen upon the larger com-
mittee, but for his ahsence in Furope.

Another commitiee was ordered at the second
day’s session. Its function was to report upon
proposals for a national league. This committee,
consisting  of Maleolm MeDowell  (chairman),
Carl J. Buell, Wm. T. Croasdale, J. D. Ripley and
William J. Atkinson, reported a plan which was
adopted; hut it called out one of the two most
spirited debates of the Conference. The debate
was over the question of organization on State
lines or on elub lines, and with particular refer-
ence to the religions element as a distinctive part
of the movement,

More or less unconsciouzly, no doubt. the earlier
McGlynn and the subsequent Pentecost defeetions
gave color to the debate on both sides; but as a
parliamentary incident it sprang out of a motion
hv the Rev. Dr. S, W, Thackeray (author of “The
Land and the Communitv”) to amend the com-
mittee’s report by providing specifically for rep-
resentation on the national committee of delegates
from religious organizations of Singletaxers. Dr.
Thackeray. who represenied a delegation from the
Singletax Brotherhood of Religious Teachers, was
supported by all his clerical associates in attend-
ance except the Rev. Dr. John Gregson of Massa-
chusetts.  Dr. Gregson gpoke against the amend-
ment.

Among those T recall as participants in that de-
hate, hesides Dr. Thackeray and Dr. Gregson, were
the Rev. Johm Anketell, Carl .J. Buell, the Rev.
John W. Kramer. William J. Atkinson, John
Filmer and William T. Croasdale. John Tilmer,
gentle of manner and speech, but rigid in purpose,
stands out clearly in my memory as he rose to say
for the New Churchmen’s Singlelax  Teague,
which had heen expected to take opposite ground,

*The officinl roll of the Conference, arranged by States,
will be found in this number of The Public at page 913.
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that “no member of that League, be he man or
womnn, sccks recognition here on any other ground
than manhood or womanhood.” And (roasdale’s
gpeech in that debate, no one who heard it could
ever forget.  There was something in the manner,
even more than in the matter perhaps, that made
one of his points thrill the audience to applause
and cheers till those historic ecellar walls rang
again. “We represent in  this movement in
Awmerica,” he said, “what is understood by the
word ‘stafe’; they represent what is here under-
stood by the word ‘church’  The sound American
doctrine and good common sense is to let the
church stand on its own bottom and let the state
stand on its own bottom. each doing the work for
which it is appointed, withont any danger of com-
plication or other responsibility of one for the
other.” :

The amendinent being defeated, the national
committee was ordered to consist of ene member
from each Siate and Territory and the District
of Columbia. to be elected locally, and five mem-
bers at large o Le elected by the Conference. The
name reported hy the committee and adopted by
the Conference was “The Singletax League of the
Tnited Siates.”

When nominations were in progress for the five
members at large® Tom T. Johnszon spoke. It
was almost his only speech in the Conferenee, and
ane of the few he had at that Hime ever made in a
public meeting.  Iis subsequent career and re-
cent death give it added interest. Noticing that
the nominations were widely seattered geographi-
cally, he got the floor and said: “The ohject of
having five men from the United States at large
on this commiitee was that they act as an execu-
tive commiitea who eonld be got together quickly
near itz headquarters. New York is the only
place for that headquarters.  The men who have
been doing the envollment for the last two wears
are the best men we could possibly have. The
five gentlemen who have steered us thus far, who
bronght this movement up to the point of calling
this eonvention, these men can be trusted, and 1
gay the wisest thing to do is to elect these five
men as the members of the eommittee at large.”
1. Martin Williams secanded that motion and it
was unanimously adopted.*

OF one especially spirited debaie I have already
_'TI(- orlginal natlonal committee, was as follows: At
Iarge (chosen by the Conference), William T. Croasdale,
G. 8t. John Leavens. Read Gordon, Louis F. Post and
Angust Lewis, From States (chosen locally), Ala, E. Q.
Norton; Cal, IT. L. Pleace; Colo., James W. Bucklin;
Conn., Lawrence unbam; Del., George W. Kreer; D. of
C., Inbert J. Boyd; N, Warren Worlh Bailey; Ind.,
Henry Rawie: Iowa. Richard Spencer: Ky.. Samuel H.
¥algar; LA, James Middleton; Maine, F. D. Lyford; Md.,
Dr. W. N. Hill: Mass, James F. Carret; Mich, A. F.
Wettlaufer; Minn,, Oliver T. Erickson: Mo., H. Martin
Williams; N. J., John W, Jakeway; N. Y., Thomas G.
Shearman; Ohio, 1. I3, Slemon: Pa.,, A, H. Stephenson:
R. T, David Harrower; Tenn., Bolton Smith; Texas, .
F. Ring; Va., F. J. Conroy; and W. Va., W. F, Thaver,
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told ; the other came off at the third day’s session
and over the final clause of the platform—the
clause making a declaration on the subject of
public utilities. -This clause as adopted at the
first Conference was altered at the second, three
vears afterwards. I will tell about that farther
on. Here I recur to the debate it evoked at the
first Conference.

Henry George, as chairman of the platform
committee. had read the platform unanimously
recommended by his committee, in the form in
which it is subjoined to these reminiscences.®

There was an objection by Mr. Ogden, of Mary-
land, to attributing land values to any other cause
than the services of government. Mr. George Te-
plied on this point, not to the satisfaction of Mr.
Ogden, whose views on the subject had been care-
fully thought ont and were clearly presented, but
entirely to the satisfaction of most of the delegates
—reasonably so I think, as I read the speech after
an interval of twentv-one vears. It was J. Whid-
den Graham  of Massachusetts, however, who
Lrought on the publie utilities debate. Mr. Graham
moved to strike out the final paragraphs of the
platform.

“T move this,” he said, “as one who believes in
the Singletax and does not believe in the govern-
ment control of railroads and telegraphs.” Mr.
George cexplained that the committee were unani-
mous on the point, but that if there was much
objection he thought the clause had hetter be left
out. In reply, though, to Hamlin Garland, whe
asked if the Singletax does not cover the point.
AMr. George said: “In my opinion it does nof.
Ar. Shearman thinks it does, hut T am inclined to
think that over and above all that would e ac-
complished in that way there still remains a resi-
duum, still a tendeney in some directions to proper
extensions of the function of the state.” But as
to the details of such extenzions Mr. George urged
agreements to disagree.  “Agreeing about the
Singletax,” he proceeded, “we can agree to dis-
agree as to everything clse; and that last para-
graph is so drafted as to embody the eseential
idea, leaving matters of method and detail to per-
sonal opinions.”

Others who participated in this dehate were Tom
1.. Johnson, H. F. Ring, James G. Maguire, John
7. White, L. A. Russell and C. J. Buell, all of
whom spoke for adoption of the clause as reported.
Mr. Buell discussed the platform as a
whole in  order to show that the Iast
clause was an essential part, covering one of the
three great necessities of free society—the Single-
tax. Freetrade, and government control of monop-
olies. The amendment was defeated and the plflf‘
form adopted. An attempt to make its adoption
unanimous failed by a negative vote of perhaps
five or six.

*See page 912,
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There was no further business of importance,
and in a little while the Conference adjourned.*

“Between tha sessions of the Conference there were
two large mass meetings In Cooper Unfon and a ban-
quet at Coney Island.

At the mass meeting on the evening of September 1,
Jimes G. Maguire presided, and Henry George spoke in
response to Judge Maguire's welcome-home address.
Hamlin Garland read verses written for the occasion by
Mrs. Frances Nf. Milne. Mr. George's eloquent address,
In the nature of a report upon the progress of the cause
In Australasia, Great Britain, Canada and the United
States, was an appeal alan for that peace of the world
which only uniwversal freedom of trade can secure.—See
The Standard or September 10, 1890, page 14.

The second  rriass meeting, September 2, was presided
over by Edward Osgood Brown. The other speakers
were Willlarn I.loyd Garrizon, Henry F. Ring, Judge Ma-

Ruire, Lee N eriwether, H. Martin Willilams, Tom L.
Johnson, A.  FI. Stephenson, Bolton Smith, C. J. Buell,
and Henry George. The chairman having introduced

Mr. George Wit h the statement that It was his 5lst birth-
day, Mr. George said: “Yes, it is my birthday to-day,”—
and he Was interrupted with a voice of cheer from the
audience, “Lonﬂ may you live,” followed by tremendous
applause. VMW" her the applause subsided he went on, and
his restrained  ynanner appeared to tell even then of a
consclousness of what may have seemed to him near by,
but was in  faict nearly seven vears away. “But not
too long.” he said In acknowledgment of the greeting.
“Life, long 1ife, i3 not the best thing to wish for those
you love. NOt tao long. But that in my day, whether it
be long or short, I may do my duty and do my hest."'—
See The Standard, September 10, 1590, pages 20, 21.

At the Coney- Island banquet, given on the 3d by the
Manhattan Singletax Club of New York and the Brook-
I¥n Singletase  Club, A. H. Steplienson presided. Henry
George, Judme Maguire, H. Martin Williams, John Z
White, H. F_ Ring, Bulton Smith, Louis F. Post, Major
Calhoun, Thomas R. Fitch, W. A, Douglass, Dan Beard
and L. A. Russell, were the other speakers. The latter
(the lawyer W hom Tom L. Johnson had consulted about
the logie of *“Frrogress and Poverty”™ when he himself
first read ity =poke the last sentiment of the Confer-
ence occasion. <« Remember the words,” he said in clos-
Ing, “of the Ereat prophet when he said and truly said
that the lana belongs In usufruct to the living, and all
Rovernments  derive Lhelir just powers from Lhe con-
T::; of the moverned.'—See The Standard, September 10,

Another conference on the Singletax, but otherwise
Wholly unrelsited to the one at Cooper Union, was held
?t Saratoga on the day next but one after the ¢lose of the
:Ilctt:ler;( Called by the Amerlean Social Science Associa-
ing ;!ecr::vet ?“ the 5th day of September, 1830, The act-
Brockton ‘;; of the Association, John Graham Brooks, of
lowing p;.l.su"m‘-- armnged for the debate, and the fol-
Samuel B (l_‘.lH pParticipated, each with a special subject:
Senator fro arke (law partner of Elihu Root, now a
Henry Georn: Nﬂ:“r York), on “What the Singlctax of
on “The Siﬁel I="": Thomas Davidson (the philosopher),
Justice of u.g etax”; Willlam Lloyd Garrison, on “‘The
of Smith Co]? Singletax”; Professor J. B. Clarke (then
“The Morul é‘age but now of Columbia University), on
Andrews (then sis  of Property In La_nd": E. Benjamin
Single Lana Y President of Bl'n‘\\'n University), on "A
Finance: Prof #X from the Point of View of Public
on *"The 'Relutiossor Edwin R. A. Seligman (of Cnllm?hin}.
of Finance"- L:’)“ of the Singletux to the General Hc:;ezir-e
tx with ﬁ].‘l’l’t't- :‘“3 F. Post, in explanation of the Single-
Bdwarq Atk.in: reference to its incidence and fairness;
tion to the S’mn? (the statistician), In general opposi-
sition ang in a? etax; Henry George, in a general expo-
James R, {_‘-lr::;qﬂc answer to criticlsms and questions;

* (a distinguislied conveyancer of Buos-
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Meantime, however, with II. F. Ring in the chair,
and on motion of Charles IFrederick Adams (the
first full-fledged Henry George convert that I
had ever recognized as such after my own con-
version save Willinm McCabe and Alonzo J.
Steers), that little black gavel over there was given
me by vote of the Conference as a reminder, so
Mr. Adams put it, that I was chairman of the
first national Singletax conference of the United
States.
Afterwards.

The accomplishments of the Singletax T.cague
of the United States, organized at that first Single-
tax conference, were disappointing.  Financial
contributions were small and contributors few.
The aggregate was altogether inadequate. Local
organizations  tended toward segregating the
Singletax movement and Singletaxers from the
common interests of their communities. The lack
of influence of the League in these and other re-
spects soon went far to confirm the misgivings of
Mr. George, While disinclined to discourage,
he had not heen very hopeful. At the time I
attributed this to his distrust of Singletax organi-
zations of the authoritative kind, but T have long
gince come to account for it more by his sensitive-
ness to the magnetic currents of demoeratic
opinion.  On the broad field of higher politics he
was more “weather-wise” than some of his fol-
lowers, or than they thought him.

It was with much lack of enthusiasm, therelore,
that he contemplated the second Singletax confer-
ence, which met in the Art Tnstitute at Chicago in
1893, upon a referendum call through the national
committee. e was not far wrong, if wrong at all.
Although the time and place coincided with the
greatest Ixposition ever held in this country, the
Columbian, the attendance at the Conference was
much smaller and much less representative than at
that in New York three years before.

It is indeed to be credited with one great mass
meeting, at which Henry George and Father Me-
Glynn, though personally friends again for a year
or more, met for the first time since Anti-Poverty
days as speakers on the same platform; but this
meceting could easily have heen the same if there
had been no conference. At another of its mass
meetings John Turner White, of Springficld, Mo.,
made a most impressive address.

It is alsno to be credited with this resolution,
recommended by the committee on platform and
resolutions adopted hy the Conference: “We favor
ton), in advocacy of the Singletax from the point of
view of a conveyancer; W. T. Harris (U, 8. Commissioner
of Education), who made and elaborated some riather ex-
tranordinary ohjections to the Singletax. A report of this
meeling was promptly prepared by the Secretary, F. B.
Sinborn, of Concord, Mass., and published in a pamphlet
of 127 pagea for the American Socinl Science Associa-
tion, by Damrell & Upham of Boston and G. P. Putnam's
Sons of New York., The pamphlet Is probably out of
print,
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local self-government, with the Initiative and Ref-
erendum, Proportional Representation, and Fqual
Suffrage for men and woman.”

The most important action of the secoml Con-
ference was the alteration of the final paragraph
of the Singletax platform which Henry George had
drawn and the first Conference had adopted. This
marked one of the differences  between  two
elements of the Singletax movement. For con-
venience rather than precision thev may he called
the “socialistic” and the “individualistic.™*  The
conerete issue arose over the guestion of public
ownership of railroads, the same that had caused
e of the two most spirited discussions at the first
Conference.

Mr. George opnosed the drawing of anv definite
line hetween public and private functions.  Tt'was
his eontention that servieeable activities in hnman
society shift back and forth between private and
public functions, in response to invention and so-
cial evolution. For example, that the water sun-
plv. a private function on farms and in small ¥il-

*The following quotations from “‘Prolection or Free
Trade,” written in 1883, define Henry George's attitude
toward this difference: “In socialism as distinguished
from indlvidualism there is an unquestionable truth—and
that a truth to which (especially by those most identified
with free trade principles) too little attention has been
paid.  Man is primarily an individual—a separate entity,
differing from his fellows In desires and powers, and
quiring for the exereise of those powers and the gratifien-
tion of thnse desires individual plav and freedom. But
e is nlso a social heing, having desires that harmonize
with thosge of his fellows, and powers that can only he
brought out In concerted action. There s thus a domain
of individual action and a domain of social action—some
things which can best be done when each acts for himself,
and some things which can best be done when society
actg for all its members.  And the natural tendeney of
advancing civilization Is to make social conditions rela-
tively more Important, and more and more to enlarge the
domain of social action. This has nnt been sufficiently
regarded, and at the present time, evil unquestionahly
results from leaving to individual action funclions that
by reason of the growth of society and the development
of the arts have passed into the domain of social action:
just as on the other hand, evil unquestionahly results
from social Interference with what properly helongs to
the individual.”"—From the text of “Protection or Free
Trade.” chapter xxvili, at page 303,

“The term ‘soclalism' Is used so loosely that it Is hard
to attach to it a definite meaning. 1 myself am elassed
as a socialist by those who denounce sacialism, while
those who profess themselves socialists declare me not
to be one. For my own part, I neither claim nor re-
pudiate the name; and realizing as I do the correlative
truth of both principles, can no more call myself an
individualist or a soclalist than one who considers the
forces by which the planets are held to their orbits ecould
call himzelf a centrifugalist or a centripetalist. The Ger-
man socialism of the school of Mmix (of which the leading
representative in England is Mr. H. M. Hyndman, and
the best exposition in America has been given by Mr.
Laurence Gronlund), seems to me a high-purpnsed but
Incoherent mixture of truth and fallacy, the defects of
which may be summed up In its want of radicalism—
that Is to say. of going to the root.”"—From foot note in
“T'rotection or s Trade,” chapter xxvidl, ot pages 302
and 305,
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lages, becomes a public function as reservoirs and
distributing mains come in and highway as well as
sanitary questions arise; or, that the lighting of a
dwelling house, a private function when candles or
portable lamps are used, but a public function
when gas and electric power are supplied under
highway franchises by pipes and wires, may be-
come again a private function through the inven-
tion of portable lights of a kind as vet unknown.
He also believed that in great aggregations of
capital there may reside, and possibly over and
above the aid of land-monopoly, powers of ex-
ploitation analogous to those which come from
land monopoly.*

It was with a view to leaving these questions
open until the mother monopoly of all shall he
caught and caged, that he wrote the final para-
graph of the platform adopted at the first Con-
ference.  The alterations made at the second Con-
ference were against his protest and his vote.

L F. P.
+ +

The Singletax Platform.

Adopted by the National Conference of the Single
Tax League of the United States at Cooper
Union, New York, Sept. 3, 1890.

We assert as our fundamental principle the self-
evident truth enunciated in the Declaration of
American Independence, that all men are created
equal, and are endowed by their Creator with cer-
tain unalienable rights.

We hold that all men are equally entitled to the
use and enjoyment of what God has created and of
what is gained by the general growth and improve
ment of the community of which they are a part.
Therefore, no one should be permitted to hold nat-
ural opportunities without a fair return to all for
any special privilege thus accorded to him, and
that value which the growth and improvement of
the community attach to land should be taken for
the use of the community. .

We hold that each man is entitled to all that his
labor produces. Therefore no tax should be levied
on the products of labor.

To carry out these principles we are in favor of
raising all public revenues for national, State. coun-
ty and municipal purposes, by a single tax upon
land values, irrespective of improvements, and of
the abolition of all forms of direct and indirect
taxation.

Since in all our States we now levy some tax oo
the value of land, the Singletax can be instituted
by the simple and easy way of abolishing, one alter
another, all other taxes now levied, and commen-
surately increasing the tax on land values, until we
draw upon that one source for all expenses Of gov-
ernment, the revenue being divided between local
governments, State governments and the general
government, as the revenue from direct taxes is no¥
divided between the local and State governments; or

*see Progress and Poverty,” chapler v of book I
pages 192, 183 and 191

e ges

g g



