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PREFACE

More than a generation has now elapsed since Henry
George published Progress and Poverty, but hardly any
effort has been made to describe the single tax movement
or to appraise its significance. Substantially all of the lit-
erature devoted to the single tax question has been purely
controversial. In the present volume the writer has under-
taken to give a complete historical account of the single tax
movement 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 and
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

iii



iv- PREFACE

securing data regarding the economic background of Henry
George’s life there, and had the opportunity of conferring
with a number who had been intimately acquainted with
him in the seventies. Important material was found in the
Bancroft Library at the University of California and in the
California State Library at Sacramento, particularly in the
files of George’s San Francisco Evening Post (1871-75)
and contemporary newspapers. The writer also in the years
1913-15 has personally visited several of the localities where
the single tax movement has been most prominent, includ-
ing Portland, Ore., Seattle and Everett, Wash., Chicago,
I11., Cincinnati, Ohio, and New York City; also in Canada,
Victoria and Vancouver, B. C., and Edmonton, Alberta.
Information regarding the movement in places not visited
has been secured mainly through conferences and corre-
spondence with single taxers and others, from the propa-
ganda literature used, and from periodicals. Searches for
material relating to the single tax movement have been
carried on in the following university libraries: California,
Leland Stanford, Jr., Minnesota, Wisconsin, Chicago, Co-
lumbia, and Princeton; in the public libraries of San Fran-
cisco, Los Angeles, Minneapolis, Chicago, and New York;
and in the John Crerar Library of Chicago and the Library
of Congress, Washington, D. C. The writer has worked
through the files of the chief single tax periodicals: The
Standard, Justice, The National Single Taxer, The Single
Tax Review, and The Public. He has had the opportunity
of discussing various aspects of the movement and its pro-
gram with a considerable number of those most active in
the movement today.

For aid the writer is under obligation to many. Where
possible, acknowledgment has been given in the footnotes.
Special acknowledgment, however, is due to the following
single taxers: Mr. Joseph Dana Miller, editor of the Single
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Tax 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. I 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-
tunity of discussing with him most of the points considered.
Finally, the writer is indebted to his wife for invaluable aid
rendered in many ways.

ARTHUR NicHoLS YOUNG.
Princeton

New Jersey
April, 1916
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CHAPTER 1

ANTICIPATIONS OF HENRY GEORGE’S IDEAS

I nt}oduction

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 {mwavering 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
I



2 SINGLE TAX MOVEMENT

within limits. An attempt to consider the numerous mani-
festations 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 is prevented by the limita-
tions of space. The precursors here discussed are representative; the
list 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 Economiques, 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 1900 (a list of quotations from many anticipators of George); and
J. M, Davidson, Concerning Four Precarsors 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 isolated 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’une
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 dixme 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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who made an earnest and worthy plea for greater sim-
plicity, justice, and uprightness in taxation, rather than as
a pioneer advocate of the single tax.®

Thomas Spence, of Newcastle-on-Tyne, advocated ideas
strikingly like those of Henry George in a lecture before
the Philosophical Society of Newcastle on the 8th of No-
vember, 1775, for the printing of which, wrote Spence,
“the Society did the Author the honour to expel him”.”

Spence believed in the natural right of all men to land,
and his views on the effects of its private appropriation are
suggestive of Progress and Poverty.

“For as all the rivers run into the sea, and yet the sea is
not full, so let there be ever so many sources of wealth, let
trade, foreign and domestic, open all their sluices, yet will no
other but the landed interest be ultimately the better.”®

Spence’s remedy was “to administer the landed estate of
the nation as a joint-stock property, in parochial partner-
ships, by dividing the rent.”

“There are no tolls or taxes of any kind paid among them,
by native or foreigner, but the aforesaid rent. The govern-
ment, poor, roads, &c. &c. ... are all maintained by the
parishes with the rent: on which account all wares, manufac-
tures, allowable trade, employments, or actions, are entirely
duty-free.””®

*For a thorough discussion of this point see Dollfus, Uber die Idee
der einzigen Steuer, Basel, 1807, pp. 15-25.

"Spence’s two chief pamphlets are, The Meridian Sun of Liberty,
or, the Whole Rights of Man Displayed and most Accurately Defined,
a twelve page -pamphlet which, Spence stated (1796 ed., p. 4), he had
been “publishing in various editions for more than twenty years”;
and The Rights of Infants, or the Imprescriptable Right of Mothers
to such a Share of the Elements as is sufficient to enable them to
suckle and bring up their Young. The latter, which was written in
1796, has been reprinted in the Single Tax Rev., Oct. 15, 1907, pp. I1I-16.
Copies of these pamphlets are in the New York City Public Library.

* Spence, The Rights of Infants, p. 3.

* Spence, The Whole Rights of Man, p. 11.
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When all necessary expenditures of government have
been met comes “the most pleasant part of the business to
everyone”, the equal division of the surplus.

A contest between the Corporation of Newcastle and the
freemen of the borough probably suggested to Spence his
proposal. The Corporation had enclosed and leased a part
of the common land, but were defeated in the law courts
and obliged to allow the rent to the freemen as dividends.!?

The result of Spence’s advocacy of this proposal was
that he was forced to remove to London. There he con-
tinued his propaganda and at one time gained a consider-
able following. But the government laid a heavy hand
upon his agitation and the societies of his followers were
suppressed.!?

William Ogilvie, Professor of Humanities in King’s Col-
lege, Aberdeen, was another eighteenth century thinker who
anticipated certain of Henry George’s ideas. In 1782 he
published anonomously An Essay on the Right of Property
in Land with respect to its Foundation in the Law of Na-
ture.'> He believed that the equal right of all men to the
earth was “a birthright which every citizen still retains”,!3
and as a means for securing that right he proposed a “pro-
gressive agrarian law”, under which men were to be per-
mitted to claim their birthright share from unoccupied
lands, and those holding more than this share were grad-

® Foxwell, Introduction to Menger, The Right to the Whole Pro-
duce of Labour, London, 1809, p. xcv.

" See Menger, op. cit, p. 147 et seq. It is of interest to note that
Spence’s pamphlet came to New York in 1829 and that some of his
ideas were incorporated in the platform of the first workingmen’s
political party. See Commons, Documentary History of American
Industrial Society, vol. 7, p. 30.

*Ogilvie’s book was reprinted by W. Dugdale, London, 1838, with
a notice that “the book attracted considerable attention” at the time
of publication, but was suppressed. It also has been reprinted by

D. C. MacDonald under the title, Birthright in Land, London, 1801.
®1bid. (MacDonald reprint), p. o.
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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-

*Tbid., p. 03 et seq.

®“1f 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.” 1Ibid., p. 16, note. See also p. 95, note.

*“It [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. 3s.

*Ibid., p. 58.

*Ibid., pp. 58-50.

® Thomas Paine’s Works, New York, 18gs, vol. 3.

*1bid., 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. 33I.

#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,
D. 24.

*The Theory of Human Progression, p. 322.
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has given enough, abundance, more than sufficient; and if man
has not enough, we must look to the mode in which God’s
gifts have been distributed.”?®

Dove diagnosed the cause of poverty as the denial of
the natural right of all to the land of their birth, ‘“the
alienation of the soil from the state, and the consequent
taxation of the industry of the country.”’??

Dove believed that the actual division of the land, even
if possible, would be futile as a remedy. The solution was
to be found in “the division of its annual value or rent,”
which could best be done “by taking the whole of the taxes
out of the rents of the soil, and thereby abolishing all other
kinds of taxation whatever.””2?® If this were done “all
industry would be absolutely emancipated from every bur-
den, and every man would reap such natural reward as his
skill, industry, or enterprise rendered legitimately his, ac-
cording to the natural law of free competition.”’??

Herbert Spencer, in his Social Statics, published in 1850,
the same year as Dove’s work, gave the fullest exposition
of the natural rights theory applied to land prior to Henry
George’s writings. In chapter IX, The Right to the Use
of the Earth, he declared that “equity . . . does not permit
property in land”.3°

“The right of each man to the use of the earth, limited
only by the like rights of his fellow-men, is immediately de-
ducible from the law of equal freedom. We see that the
maintenance of this right necessarily forbids private property

in land. On examination, all existing titles to such property
turn out to be invalid.”®!

Spencer believed that equal apportionment of the earth
among its inhabitants and common property in land would

*Ibid., p. 311 et seq.

# Ibid., p. 320.

*1Ibid., p. 387.

> Idem.

® Spencer, Social Statics, New York, 1865, p. 132.
® Ibid., p. 143.
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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 an
isolated proprietor, the farmer would lease them from the
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.33
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.””%*

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.3® For his retraction he was sharply
criticized by George in 4 Perplexed Philosopher, published
in 18g2.

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

21bid., p. 141.

B1bid, 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 Qu'est-ce la Propriété?
published in 1840, when he wrote: “Qui a fait la terre?
Dieu. En ce cas, propriétaire, retire-toi!”’%¢

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 Manifesto 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
Francois Huet, a Christian socialist.3®

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.4!

* Proudhon, Qu’est-ce la 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 Economistes, 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 land
values.*2

In 1871 August Theodor Stamm, in his Die Erlosung
der darbenden Menschheit, presented views similar to those
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
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.*4

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

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
der darausfliessenden Regeln fiir menschliches Handeln, Brunswick,
18

‘5’4Dollfus, op. cit., p. 103, note.

“For an account of Stamm’s views see Dollfus, op. cit., p. 101 ct 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. 10I.
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been Michael Flirscheim, Theodor Hertzka, and Adolph
Damaschke.*?

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.*8

Anticipations 1 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 Towa 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., 1912, 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, 1800; and Damaschke, Die
Bodenreform, Berlin, 1902,

“For an account of the German land increment taxes see Seligman,
Essays in Taxation, New York, 1013, pp. 505-15.

“ 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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This law, however, was soon repealed as a majority of the
legislature held it to be contrary to the Orgamc Law of the
Territory.®!

But the repeal did not put a stop to the agitation. It
continued after Iowa had been.admitted to the Union in
1846. The advocates of exempting improvements urged
that the existing system encouraged ‘“land monopoly” and
speculation, and discouraged improvements.

“These lands of the capitalists [held for speculation] are
now being more valuable by the labor of the settler, whose im-
provements are increasing the same, and the fruits of whose
industry under the present law, are taxed to support that very
government, which protects these lands, and without which
they would be measurably valueless.

“Assessments on land for taxes should be levied and grad-
uated according to the relative value and quality of the same,
whether selected in the country or towns, and . . . the value
of improvements on such lands or town lots should not be
included in the assessments unless it should be for corporation
purposes in towns.”®?

The agitation, however, did not result in further
legislation.

Similar ideas were advocated by a Wisconsin tailor, Ed-
win Burgess, of Racine.5® In 1848 he wrote a letter from
Racine which appeared in “Excursion No. 45, Clearance
No. 3, of the Portland [Maine] Pleasure boat, J. Hacker,
Owner, Master, and Crew,”’®* in which he said:

“I want now to say a few words on the best means of
raising revenue or taxes so as to prevent land monopoly. I
know not what are your views on the subject, but should like
to have you inquire whether raising all the taxes off the land

® Ibid., pp. 24-25.
*1Ibid., pp. 372, 373.

% See The Edwin Burgess Letters on Taxation, first pubhshed in
the Racine (Wis.) Advocate, 1859-60, reprinted by W. S. Buffham,
Racine, Wis,, n.d. The introductory note gives a brief account of the
life of Burgess.

* This letter was quoted in The Standard, Aug. 5, 1801, pp. 6-7.
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in proportion to its market value would not produce the great-
est good to mankind with the least evil, of any means of rais-
ing revenue. Taxing personal property has a tendency to limit
its use by increasing its price, and the consequent difficulty of
obtaining it.”

In 1859-60 Burgess gave a more extensive presentation
of these ideas in a series of eleven letters to the Racine
Advocate, in which he urged that land should be taxed and
improvements exempted.®® These letters aroused consider-
able discussion and some opposition. Burgess believed that
his policy would force idle land into use, would encourage
the production of wealth and increase opportunities for em-
ployment, and would do away with the evasion and fraud
which accompany other taxes.

“Were all the taxes on the land, and the people’s land free,
then the hitherto landless could soon build their own homes on
their own land, and raise all they needed to consume or ex-
change, and no longer need the land, house, or capital of
others; then rent, interest, and even usury would cease for
want of poverty to sustain them, for the curse, land monopoly,
being removed, the effect would cease with the cause. Thus
would the happiness of mankind be immeasurably increased,
and misery be proportionately diminished; then would earth
be redeemed from the giant sin of land robbery, and the
Paradise of the present or future be far above that of the
past.”®®

In the seventies similar ideas were expressed in Australia.
When Henry George was editing the San Francisco Post,
a copy of a tract written by Robert Savage, of the “Land
Tenure Reform League of Victoria,” came to his attention.
He published an extract from it in an editorial in the Post,
April 16th, 1874. The author of the tract declared that
“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.”

® Cf. note 53, supra. The arguments of “S.S.” against Burgess’s

proposal are included in the reprint.
*“The Edwin Burgess Letters on Taxation, p. 14.
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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 ecoro-
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 la physiocratie, Paris, 1007.
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impot umique, a single tax upon land, which was proposed
to supplant the complex and burdensome taxes of the ancien
régime. The impdt unique 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 impdt 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.””s®
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:
produit met of agriculture.®® '

® Progress and Poverty, bk. 8, ch. 4, p. 422. Page references to
Progress and Poverty refer to the 2s5th anniversary edition, New
York, 1905.

®“La loi de la justice et celle de la sagesse se réunissent donc pour
attribuer au moins les deux grand tiers du seroduit net, om revenu



b G- ?\‘Y AR John Montelth Branck

e- .\ '~ ANTICIPATIONS 17

This quantitative difference, however, was not the main
one, for the Physiocratic conception of the significance of
the impét unique was fundamentally different from George’s
conception of his single tax. The Physiocrats urged their
tax proposal, not because they saw a wrong in the private
appropriation of the income from land, but because they
believed that the produit met of agriculture was the sole
source of increase in national wealth, the source from which
all taxes, no matter how levied, must in the last analysis
be paid.®*t The Physiocrats, it is true, regarded all taxes
excepting upon land as indirect, as do the single taxers.
But from widely different reasons. The Physiocrats re-
garded other taxes as indirect because they believed that
they were ultimately shifted to the produit net of agricul-
ture, regardless of the manner in which they may have been
levied. The single taxers, on the other hand, believe that
all taxes other than those upon land are indirect because
they are shifted so as to become burdens on industry, taxes
on labor, and a hindrance to the production of ‘wealth ; taxes
upon land, they believe, are not shifted, and do not restrict
the production of wealth.%2

Furthermore the Physiocratic conception of the social
effects of private property in land was directly opposite to
that of present day single taxers. Far from seeing in this
clair et liquide, & chaque propriétaire foncier.” Baudeau, Introduction
a la Philosophie Economique, p. 760. Baudeau suggests a rate of six
twentieths, i.e., thirty per cent (p. 760).

® “Ainsi, de quelque fagon qu’on s’arrange, la classe productive, les
propriétaires des terres, et I'impot méme, comme premiers distributuers
des dépenses, payent inévitablement la totalité de 'imposition indirecte.”
Quesnay, Second Probléme Economique (Daire’s ed.), p. 135.

“Tous les impots, sous quelque forme qu’ils soient pergus, retombent
nécessairement a4 la charge des propriétaires des biens fonds, et sont
toujours en derniére analyse payés par eux seuls, ou directement, ou

indirectement.” Turgot, Ouvres (Daire’s ed.), vol. 1, p. 416.
# Cf. Shearman, Natural Taxation, New York, 189s.
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institution the fundamental cause of social injustice, the
Physiocrats believed in it thoroughly. DuPont went so
far as to say: “La proportion de l'impdt 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 of 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-

chasing 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., 18s0), bk. 1,
ch. 8, p. 20. 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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“ . . . The real value of the landlord’s share, his real com-
mand of the labour of other people, not only rises with the
real value of the produce, but the proportion of his share to
the whole produce rises with it.”®®

Adam Smith referred to the propriety of taxing the rent

of land in a peculiar way.

“Both ground-rents and the ordinary rent of land are a
species of revenue which the owner, in many cases, enjoys
without any care or attention of his own. Though a part of
this revenue should be taken from him in order to defray the
expenses of the state, no discouragement will thereby be given
to any sort of industry. . . . Ground-rents, and the ordinary
rent of land, are therefore, perhaps, the species of revenue
which can best bear to have a peculiar tax imposed upon them.

“Ground-rents seem in this respect a more proper subject
of peculiar taxation than even the ordinary rent of land. . . .
Ground-rents, so far as they exceed the ordinary rent of land,
are altogether owing to the good government of the sovereign.
. . . . Nothing can be more reasonable than that a fund which
owes its existence to the good government of the state should
be taxed peculiarly, or should contribute something more than
the greater part of other funds towards the support of that
government,”’%®

David Ricardo, whose theories of value and wages fur-
nished the economic groundwork for Lasalle and Karl
Marx, developed also the doctrine of rent which became
the cardinal principle in the system of Henry George. It
is one of the ironies of history that the theories of Ricardo,
who was such a staunch exponent of the interests of the
moneyed classes, should have been employed to justify
radical attacks upon the economic interests of these classes.
Professor H. S. Foxwell has well said that, whatever quali-
fications Ricardo may have made in his own mind upon
his use of the term “labour”, “ninety-nine readers out of a
hundred took him literally, and the main impression left by
his book was that while wealth was almost exclusively due

® Adam Smith, op. cit,, bk. 1, ch. 11, p. 115.
*1bid., bk. 5, ch. 2, pp. 380-81.



‘20 SINGLE TAX MOVEMENT

to labour, it was mainly absorbed by rent and other pay-
ments to the unproductive classes.”’®?

“In a progressive country”, argued Ricardo, . . . “the
landlord not only obtains a greater produce, but a larger
share.” Hence, “the interest of the landlord is always op-
posed to the interest of every other class in the community.
His situation is never so prosperous as when food is scarce
and dear.”®® The difficulty of providing food for a grow-
ing population and the extension of the margin of culti-
vation to poorer lands assures to the landlord an indefinitely
increasing income. His gains are anti-social, secured at
the expense of the rest of the community.

Ricardo’s followers have persistently held up the rent
of land as an anomalous income, an economic phenomenon
of an exceptional and somewhat mysterious nature. They
have represented it as an income pre-eminently not earned,
a charge whose payment is in no way essential to continued
production.®® Since the step is so short from this idea to
the proposition that land rent should be intercepted from
land owners for the benefit of the rest of society, who do
contribute to production, the Ricardian economists must
shoulder a considerable part of the responsibility for the
single tax arguments. Cannan in his Theories of Produc-
tion and Distribution wrote:

“The movement for ‘nationalizing’ land without compensa-
tion to present owners, on which Mr. Henry George and others

have wasted immense energy, would probably never have
been heard of, if the Ricardian economists had not represented

“ Foxwell, Introduction to Menger, The Right to the Full Produce
of Labour, London, 1899, p. xlii. .

® Ricardo, On the Influence of a Low Price of Corn on the Profits
of Stock, Works (McCulloch ed. 1871), pp. 375, 378.

®E. g. Carver writes in his Distribution of Wealth: “It is not
necessary that anyone should receive rent in order that there may
be land, and rent is not therefore necessary in order that there may
be production” (p. 208).
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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,
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.

™ George, Progress and Poverty, bk. 3, ch. 2, p. 166.

™ James Mill, Political Economy, p. 243.

™ 1bid., 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
of other wealth. “Landed property”, he said, “is felt, even
by those most tenacious of its rights, to be a different thing
from 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. 5, ch. 2, sec. s.
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