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intellect of Russia, perhaps of Europe and
the world, it ought perhaps to be indicated
that there are certain imperfect apprehen-
sions of our philosophy and perhaps a too
narrow outlook upon social phenomena, It
may be ne to educate the Russian
liberals, but they ought not to be told that
the political liberty they are striving for is
not worth while; political liberty will seem
to many a necessary step to economic lib-
erty, and certainly historic examples are a

cient justification. The tree of politi-
cal despotism bears no economic fruit that
is worth the gathering. Then it does not
seem to us that a conviction of sin is re-
quired on the part of those whom Tolstoy
seems to regard as chiefly responsible for
the continuance of the evils of private
property in land. What is required is an
awakened intellect and conscience in all
classes, for all are equally responsible, aris-
tocrat and moyjik alike. In no country
any more than in Russia can it be said of
one class that it alone is responsible for the
perpetuation of social injustice. It would
probably be found that among the upper
classes in Russia there is quite as much
well-meaning ignorance of social phenom-
ena as in our own country among the same
class.

When we see this great social wrong of
private property in land we are surprised
that others do not also see it. But we our-
selves did not see it until it was pointed out
to us. Let us believe that others are quite
as honest. It is not a sin the conviction of
which can be brought home to the indi-
vidual with the same clearness as chattel
slavery.

Something of the same limitation of view
is shown in Tolstoy's proneness to consider
the land question from the agriculturis¥s

int of view alone. From this source his
illustrations are drawn and to the ;lnaunt
he looks when he considers the results that
would follow the adoption of the Single
Tax. This view is curious in its narrow-
ness. The well informed believer in the
Single Tax, not unmindful of its effects
upon the farmer, looks rather to the cities;
for here indeed would it effect its most
startling transformation, for where popula-
tion is greatest there, under normal condi-
tions, is the vaster wealth, and in this
wealth all the workers in the era of un-
hindered distribution will share,

But let us pass what appears to be these
shortoomings, which elsewhere in this issue
Tolstoy’s chiefest American disciple, Ernest
Croeby,—himself one of the leading spirits
in the Single Tax movement—points out.
It is sufficent to indicate them—these, and
Tolstoy’s notion that Mr. George’steachings
have made no progress, Surely, the great
Russian has not kept his ear to the ground.
If the REVIEW has had occasion to lament
what seemed to us a dearth of activity at
this time, we have not been unmindful of the
progress of the cause. But its progress has
seemed to us to be not due to our efforts at

all but has moved independently of us. It
is “in the air.” Over 500 local rating bodies
in Great Britain have moved in the direction
of taxing land values, Is not this an evi-
denoe of pro , to cite none other? That
we hear little of the Single Tax by name to-
day is because we have more of the sub-
stance and less of the name. As the world
makes ﬂrogreu in this direction it is not at
all unlikely that we shall cease altogether
to hear the name; in Great Britain it has
very nearly been abandoned even now. But
tax reform which has now begun must
move nlon;agkonr lines, for there is none other
for it to e; and industrial reform, if it
would avoid socialism, must avail itself of
the taxing power to open up natural oppor-
tunities. And this will be done in places
and among those where the full teachings
of Henry George are but imperfectly or
only vaguely apprehended. ’

FURTHER RUSSIAN TESTIMONY.

Tolstoy is not the only eminent Russian
who recognizes the economic needs of his
coantry. Itis doubtful,too, even if Tolstoy
perceives its immediate needs with the eame
clearness as Count Hayden of Pskof, chair-
man of the delegation that presented the
Zemstvo demands to the Czar, whom the
Moscow correspondent of the New York
World reports as saying:

“‘For one thing, I cannot drink a hundred
pounds of tea to the ant’s one.”

**Which means?” I inquired.

¢“Which means that the whole financial
condition of the countryis on the wrong
basis, I am probably one hundred times
as rich as a peasant on my estates. Do I
pay to the State one hundred times as
much a8 & peasant on my estates?
No. The t starves and is stunted
physically, intellectually, morally in main-
taining an army, a navy, police and Cgzar,
and bureaucracy. Why? use we have
only indirect taxation. I pay taxes, dues,
only on what I consume. The peasant pays
on what he consumes. The difference be-
tween what he pays and I pay bears no pro-
portion to the difference between what I
receive from society and what he receives.

“In a constitutional country this would
not be a ground for revolution. Here it is.
Or, rather, it is a symbol of the crying
need of Russia. Because of just such things
as this the country is perishing. We have
no means of securing as a nation the adapt-
ing of the social system to the changing
needs or the changing times,”

Thie shows a saner view of the need of
constitutional reform than that entertained
by Tolstoy, who is unfortunately inclined
to belittle the Zemstvo agitation, and it
evidences an awakened sense of importance
of the taxation problem. Count Hayden (?)
should be a good target for some of our
Russian Single Tax letter writers,



