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PREFACE

One of the purposes of this work has been to provide a handy
source of information as to the progress of the Single Tax move-
ment in all countries where its teachings have found a lodgment
—and these include nearly every country on the habitable
globe. We have not dwelt as fully as we might on the history
of the movement in this country. Prof. Arthur N. Young, in
his admirable History of the Single Tax Movement in the United
States, has told the story in extenso, with sympathy and discrim-
ination, yet with judicial impartiality. But we have included
accounts of material episodes in the history of the movement,
and of such limited applications of the principle as mark its
progress during the last two decades.

So far as practicable controversial matter has been excluded.
While of necessity much has been said of matters still in dispute,
the aim has been rather to include as many of the agreements
as could be found, for, after all, while controversy is essential
in order to arrive at correct conclusions, it is along the line of
our agreements that we advance.

We have refrained from quoting extensively from the writings
of Henry George—these may more profitably be consulted in
the original sources. We have considered the Year Book
rather as a supplement to the writings and the work of Henry
George than as in any sense a compendium thereof. If-to any
inquiring reader we have suggested the desirability of a closer
acquaintance with the great liberalizing philosophy of the fore-
most economic thinker of all time, it is as much as we could hope
to achieve in a work of the present limits and character.

Nor did we design to furnish an exhaustive discussion of those
fiscal problems intimately related to the movement so inade-
quately designated as the Single Tax, a name inadequate because
it defines only the method of attaining the ideal and not a great

iil



iv PREFACE

economic and social philosophy. We have indicated, however,
objections to fiscal methods now in operation, and others sug-
gested as substitutes, which are difficult, inefficient or inequitable
in operation and objectionable in morals. In this connection,
and for further instruction along these lines, Natural Taxation
by Thomas G. Shearman, and Principles of Natural Taxation
by C. B. Fillebrown, are to be recommended.

The *““Answers to Questions” in this volume embrace a few of the
chief objections that occur to the inquirer, and are dealt with
in a distinctive manner by a writer noted for his individuality
of style. There is no claim that these are inclusive of all the
difficulties that present themselves. They may be fittingly
supplemented by those contained in the Outlines of the Single
Tax, by Louis F. Post.

The article on “Socialism’ is designed to contrast the easy and
plausible philosophy of socialism with the more difficult doctrine
of the Single Tax that reconciles the theory of individualism
with the true conception of social well being—the ultima thule
of the economic explorer. The reader who would pursue the
subject further is referred to that truly admirable work, Demo-
cracy versus Socialism, by Max Hirsch.

'The article on ““The Trust” cannot, in the space at our disposal,
do more than give a glimpse of that natural law in the economic
world which we must trust more fully if sound conclusions are
to be reached, and popularly misunderstood terms, like Com-
petition, Combination, Monopoly and Privilege are to be clearly
defined and apprehended.

The article on the ‘“Forerunners of Henry George'’ contains a
summary of those who anticipated the teachings of the author
of Progress and Poverty. It is wonderfully inclusive of those
who saw glimpses, often more than glimpses, of the truth which
Henry George proclaimed.” It will be a revelation to many of
the great age of the principle which it was Mr. George's lasting
credit to seize and focalize.

In the preparation of this book we have to acknowledge our
indebtedness to W. I. Swanton, of Washington, D. C., for the
original suggestion -of the need of such a work; to George White,
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of Hackensack; to P. J. Markham, of Australia; to Mrs. Daniel
Kiefer and Charles Frederick Adams, for labors of translation;
to W. A. Douglas, of Toronto; to A. C. Pleydell, for continuous
aid and suggestion; and to Prof. Arthur N. Young, of Princeton,
for his valuable bibliography; to all the contributors represented
in these pages, and to those whose work was omitted for
considerations that seemed to us warranted by the nature of the
work. There must remain great uncertainty as to what should be
included and what omitted from a book of this character, and
we can only rest in anticipation of suggestions from the many
. friends of the movement as to future issues of thiswork.—EDITOR.
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INTRODUCTION

THE PHILOSOPHY OF FREEDOM

The movement whose modern impulse dates from the publica-
tion of Progress and Poverty in 1879 has now grown to formidable
proportions. This does not mean that there are not many
thousands to whom the name of Henry George or the Single
Tax is wholly untamiliar. It does not even mean that to a
majority of the people of the United States the philosophy
which has become the breath of intellectual life to so many,
is anything more than a name. But it does mean that what
Matthew Arnold called ‘‘the saving remnant’” of the people
have embraced in whole or in part the truth which Single Taxers
contend for, and that it is to be regarded with respect and con-
sideration in determining their attitude toward political and
economic problems as they arise. By that mysterious influence
which determines the circulation of great ideas among men whose
minds undergo what for want of a better term we may call
‘“saturation,” the Single Tax is today a very real and growing
power in the world. -

This is shown in many ways: in the changed attitude of public
officials toward the movement itself; in the recommendations
of State tax commissions and the luminous revelations of many
of the reports of independent tax commissions; in the hospitable
reception accorded to our doctrines by farmers’ organizations,
State and national granges, and, perhaps more significant than
all, by the organized socialists, notably those of Western states,
as Texas and California.

What this testifies to is not that all the world is coming to our
belief, but that public opinion is being ‘' mobilized ;" that instead
of having to deal with unorganized and incoherent forces priv-
ilege will soon have to contend with a thoroughly equipped army

xi



xii : INTRODUCTION

whose plan of campaign has long been mapped out, and whose
massed forces have finally agreed for an advance on the enemy’s
point d’' appus.

That much still remains to be done along educational lines
is apparent. The realm of argument is yet full of discordance.
The professorial class have numbered a great many hostile
critics, but a distinct change is noticable, and the Single Tax
philosophy has secured in recent years many notable adherents
among the professors of political economy.

The nineteenth century closed in a series of dazzling intel-
lectual triumphs. Steam and electricity had reached develop-
ments which opened vistas before which the imagination was
able to contemplate a civilization rounded and complete. There
seemed indeed no limit to the heights to wh:ch material
development might not attain.

And more: as the twentieth century opened the sphere of human
sympathy was widened. The sense of brotherhood assumed
new meaning. At no time in the world’s history, it seemed, were
men and womer so busy in devising ways and means of service.
Unprecedented sums were expended in charity and schemes of
philanthropy, in the investigation of diseases, in the amelioration
of human suffering. Humanitarian ideals seemed for a time
destined to complete triumph. Socialism, with its gospel of
brotherhood, claimed its disciples even among those of the high-
est station. Men embraced it who were frankly distrustful of
its practical aims. Pulpits became rostrums for men and women
with dreams for social betterment. An enormous mass of books
treating of social questions came from the press in a steady
stream. Novels dealing with social problems and frankly
critical of long existing institutions, like Bellamy's Looking
Backward, and No. 5 John Street, and the novels ot John Gals-
worthy, as well as innumerable plays based upon the conflict of
capital and labor, held the public attention almost to the
exclusion of topics with which drama and fiction had been
hitherto chiefly concerned.

Surely a century out of which a vision of promise might have
been prefigured! But with 1914 the era closed in blood and
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flame. Europe and America were finally engulfed in the most
hideous calamity that has ever appalled the centuries. And the
end is not yet.

In the variety of theories that have been ascribed as the origin
of the present war, one great fact stands out. The mass of men
are disinherited from the earth. To live at all they must ask the
permission of kings and princes of privilege. In such a state of
society the mere forms of democracy must remain shadowy and
unsubstantial. They do not enter the life of the laws by which
men are governed, but are ignored or set aside at the will or
whim of those who control the government. Peoples become
the easy prey of political kings and princes, to be commanded
to their own destruction, or deluded by the grossest superstitions
of prejudice or carefully nurtured national hatreds. ~ Until men
are really free, economically as well as politically, wars and the
fears of war must continue. International conflicts are only a
little more bloody and spectacular than the suppression of free
life and the resultant killing of the spirit that social injustice
entails.

The importance of events that attend the present war is no
greater than those that impend as consequences. Just as other
great wars in history have been followed by results not foreseen,
so the results of this one are certain to be in proportion to the
magnitude of the conflict. To say that the world will never be
the same for millions of human beings is to utter what now sounds
like a commonplace.

If it is a war to make the world safe for democracy, the mest
vital thing that can be done is to alter the economic relations
of men. We may differ as we will on the results of war, yet the
effects of wars hitherto have been rather for the amalgamation
than the separation of peoples. Had these amalgamations
resulted in permanent economic changes for the better we might
indeed have regarded more philosophically the outpourings of
blood and treasure. But the retention of the same economic
disorders following conclusions of peace has left in the ground
the same seeds of dissolution, so that resultant political unity
has actually strengthened the influences that make for national
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decay. So if out of the present world war emerges the new in-
ternationalism of which so many eager spirits speak longingly
and hopefully, we shall welcome it only if accompanied by the
recognition of the Rights of Man—which mean the rights of
the individual, not so much the rights of men or nations. And
these rights—what are they? Are they not summed up in the
little understood term democracy—the right of a man to him-
self, the right to a place on the planet, the right to person and
product, the right to live, produce and trade without tribute to
any man in all the earth?

There is much to hope for, but the path stretching before us
is a long and tortuous one, and beset with dangers. Much is
happening and much is being said and taught not a little dis-
quieting. Here for instance is a work recently issued by the
Harpers and written by Charles P. Steinmetz, America and the
New Epoch. It calls for industrial organization after the war.
The example held up to us for emulation is Germany. We must
imitate the industrial organization of that country, or resign
ourselves after the war to become like China a ‘‘field of influence,”’
1o be parcelled out as the Yellow Kingdom is today. Yet Mr.
Steinmetz seems to have some little doubt of the existence among
us ot the collectivist temperament that has made of Germany a
machine without.a soul. The New York Globe asks editorially if
Edward Bellamy, ‘writing more than a score of years ago was
a true prophet and will we have conscription for peace as well
as war.”” And the Globe seems to incline to the acceptance of
some vague collectivist programme.

In the North American Review for April the editor, George
Harvey, says: ‘‘It is time for America to awake to the importance
of fulfilling more perfectly the provision of the Constitution
(namely, to provide for the general welfare). The principle of
laisser faire will no longer serve our purpose in the increasingly
intense competition among nations. .. .. We ought to realize
the necessity of universal co-ordination between the govern-
ment and private industry as the only rational and effective
method of securing the industrial and commercial efficiency which
will enable us successfully to defend ourselves and improve our
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opportunities in the era of restored peace which will presently
come to the world.”

It would be a curious outcome of the present conflict if Ger-
many defeated in the war should win in the economic field of
America. And this testimony from eminent sources shows the
dangers of just that kind of economic victory. For with the
termination of hostilities we shall be confronted with a large
standing army, always a menace to liberty. To keep this army
alive the people must be fed on rumors of war and the war spirit.
We shall be told of ‘‘the Japanese menace;”’ Mexico may serve
again as “‘a good enough Morgan.” A large navy may tempt us
to a Chinese policy in the interests of American concessions
which will bring us face to face with Japan. Liberties that we
have yielded readily enough through patriotic devotion for a
successful prosecution of the war may not be so easily recovered
in the days when the war ends. - We may be face to face with
the gravest situation that ever confronted the Republic.

What is the most powerful influence opposed to these tendencies
that will gather strength with the war’s aftermath? We cannot,
unfortunately, depend on the socialistic movement. There is
a certain consanguinity, both philosophically and practically,
between Socialism and the type of thought which lends itself,
consciously or unconsciously, to those forms of governmental
supervision of industry which its friends call *collectivism'’ and
its enemies ‘‘Prussianism.” .

Bismarck understood the intimate kinship between fraternal
collectivism and alien governmentalism. The ablest and
perhaps the last imperialistic statesman of our times used social-
ism to build up a paternalistic government and the most monstrous
military machine of all time. The dream of a more equitable
distribution of wealth, not by throwing open natural opportuni-
ties to employment and trusting the natural laws of distribution,
but by artificial means and devices of State regulation, was stolen
by Bismarck while the friends of liberty slept—and lo, Germany
became an industrial autocracy over-night. A curious metemp-
sychosis accompanied the transformation. Democracy dis-
appeared from the minds of all but a few—Socijalism became as
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autocratic as Junkerdom. Bismarck had triumphed over his
enemies by swallowing his enemies whole and announcing their
programme as his own. It was the most notable triumph of that
rapacious combination of blood and iron that ever determined
the destines of States. The hope of democracy died in Germany
the day Bismarckism was married to Marxian socialism. :

In view of the fact that socialism, despite its high aims and
dreams of human brotherhood, is powerless to combat this
tendency, because of a curious affinity with those forces which
would destroy liberty by the regulation of industry, to what
influences shall we appeal? Surely we can only invoke in this
extremity the philosophy which is its antithesis, the philosophy
which would trust the natural law of economic freedom, which
has certain well-defined notions of individual rights, of the
beneficent laws of free competition under conditions where long
existing institutions that make for the unequal distribution of
wealth shall cease to exist. This is the philosophy which consid-
ers human values rather than the avoirdupois weight of the
nation’s total product, and measures efficiency in the value of
the human soul to the community rather than in the material
output of the human machine.

And this philosophy is that of the Single Tax. It goes deeper
than methods of taxation, of land reform, or even a free earth;
for it includes a complete social philosophy of the restoration
of the natural order. Other problems that will arise are those
of adjustments to conditions in the spirit of that philosophy.

It is a philosophy denied often enough in our American social
life, and set at defiance in an infinite variety of laws which burden
the statute books. But nevertheless it is not inimical to Amer-
ican spirit and tradition. It spoke in the teachings of Jefferson
when he said: ‘‘The earth belongs in usufruct to the living and
the dead have no right nor claim over it.” It was the uncon-
scious dream of those who blazed a pathway across a continent;
it spoke in the rough-hewn democracy of men to whom the great
West sent its call in the first half of the last century; it was
written into our charter at the very birth of the Republic; it
helped to mould many of our early institutions.
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America is the soil where the Single Tax finds its most complete
beginnings, and may yet find its great fulfillment. Henry
George was born in Pennsylvania and wrote in California. A
score of years after his death California cast a quarter of a million
votes for the principle he died for and Pennsylvania passed laws
for two of its cities, Pittsburg and Scranton, that bring his great
ideal measurably nearer. ,

And the movement must gain strength with the years. Civil-
ization can be saved only through freedom—political and econ-
omic—and the first without the second cannot long endure. It
is this that makes the truth for which we contend, once sneered
at and despised, so fascinating to earnest minded men who are
now being attracted by its steady, imponderable march. Well
informed men no longer doubt its ultimate triumph. It cannot
perish from the earth save by a mighty cataclysm that would
bury all the garnered knowledge of the years and all the aspir-
ation of the ages. In the full fruition of time it will come—a
free earth, free men, and free trade, and a race unshackled
to grasp those mightier problems that concern themselves not
with earth and time, but with eternity and the spiritual nature
of man. This is the goal of freedom set for mankind when the
aboriginal prototype swung his stone axe in the primeval forest.
For man is more than a working, producing animal; he is an
immortal soul.—EDITOR.
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HENRY GEORGE
HIS WORKS; HIS LIFE; CAMPAIGNS OF 1886 AND 1897;
HIS DEATH

Henry George is today recognized as one of the greatest
Americans. His books, especially Progress and Poverty, which is
conceded to be his masterpiece, are written in a fascinating style.
So fascinating is the style, indeed, that it has been held by hostile
critics as the explanation of the ease with which the convictions
of the reader are overpowered, he thus being made blind to Mr.
George’s sophistries. But whether this contention be true or not,
no man ever treated political economy in the same delightful
way. He made it a live science. But he also opened up its
flowery paths; he made its prospects delightful; and he painted
radiant pictures to arrest the beholder’s attention. No writer,
perhaps, so much of a logician was ever so much of a poet.

' Works oF HENRY GEORGE

Of all the books that came from his pen, Progress and Poverty,
an Inquiry into the Cause of the Increase of Want with the Increase
of Wealth; the Remedy, is the most complete, and in some sense
the work shows the most highly perfected literary craftsman-
ship. Social Problems is ‘‘light literature’ in comparison, but the
most interesting to the man who has given scant attention to
those problems. Originally contributed to Leslie's Weekly, they
are really ‘“inspired editorials,”” dealing with problems which
have changed in countenance but not in essence, but their style
is so clear and limpid and at times so eloquent that few of these
are in matter or manner ephemeral.

Protection or Free Trade is an examjnation of the tariff question
from the standpoint of an enemy of all customs houses. No such
treatment as this had the problem ever before received. There
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< t0. 7 “reason. Mr. George examines every contention of the pro-

Lot tectionists; no claim made for a protective tariff escapes him;
and he mercilessly exposes the contradictions of many of these
claims. He laughs to utter scorn the plea that labor, creator of
all wealth, stands in need of any protection, and is especially
vigorous in his demand that the workers cease to rely upon gov-
ernment for aid and search more deeply into the causes of low
wages and industrial depressions. He has as little patience with
the low tariff or tariff reform advocates; the high protectionist is
at least more consistent, for if it be admitted that the theory of
protection is a good one, that labor needs protective duties, then
the application of the remedy is ridiculously inadequate, and
those who would lower the tariff or maintain a merely revenue
tariff are not the friends of the workingman. For *British free
trade” he can find no words of praise, calling it spurious free trade,
as we speak of ' German silver,” which is not silver at all. Free
trade meant to Mr. George the abolition of all obstructions to
trade and production, the doing away with all taxes now levied
upon commerce and industry in all its forms, and the prevention
of all speculation in the natural element, land. Governments
should derive all their revenues from land values, with no other
taxes and no tariffs.

The fourth book of Henry George’s which should be mentioned
along with these three is the one he left unfinished—7The Science
of Political Economy. This work was designed to appeal to the
scholar and the philosophical thinker, and is in some respects the
greatest of Mr. George’s works even in its incomplete form, for
in it he takes political economy to a higher plane, connecting its
laws with the larger problems of society and individual life and

. disclosing its relations to the mightier mysteries that hedge us
about. Mr. George had hoped in this work to present the subject
in such a way as to compel attention from the great universities
and the leaders of thought throughout the world, who would then
be compelled to recast much of their philosophy. Though death
interrupted him in his task, and though one feels a sense of in-
completeness that is to be charged to this interruption, the work

X3
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is yet more than a promise. Others of Mr. George’s works are
The Perplexed Philosopher, which is a reply to Herbert Spencer,
who announced his disbelief in private property in land in Social
Statics and afterward recanted, and The Condition of Labor, which
is a reply to the Pope’s Encyclical.

His EvENTFUL LIFE

The philosopher of the Single Tax was born in Philadelphia,
September 2nd, 1839. His father and mother were born in this
country, and were of British extraction. His father was engaged
in the book publishing business in a small way, but afterwards
entered the custom house, where he remained for a number of
years. Henry George was educated in the public schools of
Philadelphia; at fourteen he was an errand boy, and in his six-
teenth year he went to sea as a cabin boy. On his return to
Philadelphia he was placed by his father in a printing office to
learn the trade. In 1857 he went to California, attracted there
by the gold discoveries. Finding no gold he worked his way as a
common seaman to British Columbia, again in search of gold and
again without success.

He returned to San Francisco and to type setting. In 1871 he
wrote Qur Land and Land Policy, which contains the germ of his
thoughts on social reform, and in 1879 Progress and Poverty
appeared. In a short time there followed a most phenomenal
sale of this work.

In the early eighties Mr. George came to New York; in 1886 he
ran for mayor, and polled a vote so surprisingly large that it
" attracted the attention of the whole country, after one of the
most extraordinary compaigns the metropolis had ever witnessed.

THE MAvYORALTY CAMPAIGN OF 1886

Of the 68,000 men who voted for Henry George in '86, probably
not one thousand had more than a vague conception, at the be-
ginning of the campaign, what was meant by the land question.
Not only was it years later that the term ‘‘Single Tax’ was
applied to the free land movement, but there was no organized
movement at all until Henry George was nominated in 1886.
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When the labor organizations of New York called upon him to
lead the labor forces in a campaign for the mayoralty, Henry
George hesitated. His inclinations were for the literary life and
the lecture platform. He was not sure whether a convention
would be representative of the working masses. A brilliant
thought came to him: Why not be nominated by the masses
themselves? He therefore wrote Mr. Archibald that the only
condition on which he would accept the nomination ‘‘would be
that at least 30,000 citizens should, over their signatures, express
the wish that I should become a candidate, and pledge themselves
in such case to go to the polls and vote for me.” Never before
had a candidate insisted on such a nomination. This was indeed
the beginning of the movement for direct nominations.

In the letter to Mr. Archibald, which was dated August 26,
1886, is the first mention of the land question, for it contains the

following passage:

“With unsurpassed natural advantages—the gateway of a con-
tinental commerce—New York is behind in all else that the citizen
might justly be proud of. In spite of the immense sums constantly
expended, her highways, her docks, her sanitary arrangements
are far inferior to those of first-class European cities; the great
mass of her people must live in tenement houses, and human
beings are here packed together more closely than anywhere else
in the world; and though the immense values created by the
growth of population might, without imposing any burden upon
production, be drawn upon to make New York the most beautiful
and healthful of cities,she is dependent upon individual benevo-
lence for such institutions as the Astor Library and the Cooper
Institute, and private charity must be called upon for ‘fresh air
funds’ to somewhat lessen the horrible infant mortality of the
tenement districts. Such parks as we have are beyond the reach
of the great mass of the population, who, living in contracted
rooms, have no other place than the drinking-saloon for the
gratification of social instincts, while hundreds of thousands of
children find their only playground in crowded streets.”

The Labor Day parade on September 6th was an ovation to
Henry George. So much enthusiasm was evoked by his letter
that the proposed nomination lost all local significance. Mr.
George spoke in Newark, N.J.,on Labor Day, and he was gravely
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nominated “by the workingmen of Newark for Mayor of New
York."”

On September 23rd the convention met at Clarendon Hall, 13th
Street between Third and Fourth Avenues. One hundred and
seventy-five labor organizations were represented by 409 dele-
gates. A negro named Frank Farrel, who represented the
Eccentric Engineers, was the chairman of the platform committee.
He read the platform, which had evidently been written by Mr.
George himself. It was a new declaration of independence, and
would be useful as a Single Tax tract today. Although the boy-

. cotting cases were the causes of the uprising, the only allusions to
workingmen’s inequality before the law were the following:
‘“‘that the practice of drawing grand jurors from one class should
cease, and the requirements of a property qualification for trial
jurors should be abolished; that the procedure of our courts.
should be so simplified and reformed that the rich should have no
advantage over the poor; that the officious intermeddling of the
police with peaceful assemblages should be stopped.” Equal pay
for equal work in public employment, without distinction of sex,
was for the first time demanded in a political platform. Twenty-
five years later fifteen thousand women teachers in the New York
City public schools won their fight for equal pay.

Of course not a single newspaper supported Henry George.
Most of them became almost hysterical in their denunciations of
a ‘‘class’’ movement,and some demanded that all political parties
combine on one candidate to avert the threatened election of
a new Danton. The local democratic party had, ever since the
exposure of the Tweed Ring, been divided into three factions,
Tammany Hall, the County Democracy and Irving Hall. The
County Democracy was in the saddle, having captured the-
mayoralty at the previous election. Irving Hall was almost a
negligible quantity and endorsed Henry George, though without
receiving any pledges from him. Many of the rank and file of
Tammany favored the nomination of Mr. George; but the rank
and file then, as now, had no say in the naming of candidates.
When the convention met on October 11th not a dozen men knew -
who was to be chosen. Then Abram S. Hewitt was suggested
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and perfunctorially nominated, though the delegates stared at
each other in amazement as they did so; for Mr. Hewitt was
one of the leaders of their arch-enemy, the County Democracy.
The latter organization had not intended nominating Mr. Hewitt,
but Tammany’s action and the danger of Mr. George's election
forced it to say ‘‘me too.”

Mr. Hewitt was a man of culture, ability and wealth, and had
made a creditable record as a member of Congress for several
terms. The fact that he was a son-in-law of the venerated
philanthropist, Peter Cooper, the founder of Cooper Union,
helped to make his nomination a shrewd one. The keynote of
his letter ot acceptance was denunciation of the “class’’ move-
ment that had nominated his opponent. He claimed that that
movement was an attempt ‘' to substitute the ideas of Anarchists,
Nihilists, Socialists and mere theorists for the democratic principle
of individual liberty which involves the right to private property,"’
and that ‘‘ the horrors of the French Revolution and the atroci-
ties of the Commune offer conclusive proof of the dreadful con-
sequence of doctrines which can only be enforced by revolution
and bloodshed even when reduced to practice by men of good
intentions and men of blameless private lives.”

About a year ago the writer of this article met a man who was
one of Mr. Hewitt’s supporters in 1886. He told me that while
he was listening to the reading of his letter of acceptance he could
hardly forbear laughing outright, for he had read the platform on
which Henry George was running, and had also heard his speech
of acceptance. Besides that, he said Mr. Hewitt, only a few
years before, had spoken in praise of Mr. George’s theory of
taxing ‘‘the unearned increment’ as Mr. Hewitt had called it;
but that he was taking advantage of the hysterical fears of Fifth
Avenue and of Wall Street.

By such appeals Abram S. Hewitt made a strong bid for Re-
publican support. That party, at that time in a great minority
in New York City, thought that at least half the Democratic
vote would go to George, and that it could slip in between. Had
the election taken place within a week of the nominations, it is
probable that at least a quarter of the Republican vote would
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have been cast for Hewitt. As the campaign progressed, the
bulk of the Republican voters returned to their allegiance and
cast their ballots for their nominee, Theodore Roosevelt. Their
vote for him fell only about 25,000 below the normal Republican
vote, and many of these voted for George. Mr. Roosevelt, who
at that time was barely 28 years of age, did not make an active
campaign and carefully refrained from attacking Mr. George for
fear of alienating the Republican workingmen.

Mr. George promptly picked up the gauge thrown down in
Mr. Hewitt’s letter of acceptance and there ensued an interesting
correspondence. The verdict on this clash of wits has been
summed up in the following words: “It is difficult to see how any
other popular verdict can be given than that Mr. Hewitt mis-
judged his own powers when he ventured to initiate a discussion
of social, moral and political questions with Henry George."

In the first of the famous George-Hewitt correspondence, Mr.
* George challenged Mr. Hewitt to a joint debate on the issues of
the campaign. Mr. George was especially anxious that Mr.
Hewitt should publicly defend his assertion that the movement
which Mr. George represented sprang from a “ desire to substitute
the ideas of Anarchists, Nihilists, Communists, Socialists and
mere theorists for the democratic principle which involves the
right to private property.” Mr. Hewitt declined to ‘‘accom-
modate in debate a gentleman for whose remarkable acuteness,
fertility and literary power I have the highest respect.”

Although Mr. Hewitt had declined to meet his opponent on the
same platform and had ‘“‘decided to make no personal canvass,”
he changed his mind so far as to make several speeches. To have
done otherwise would have been fatal, in view of the extraor-
dinarily active canvass being conducted by his opponent, and by
the latter’s supporters. The burden of his speeches consisted of
a comparison of his long public record with Mr. George’s short
one, denunciation of his opponent’s land theory, and an explana-
tion of his relations with corrupt politicians for which Mr. George
had criticized him. Garbled newspaper accounts of Mr. George's
speeches furnished Mr. Hewitt with many texts; and when their
obvious falsity was pointed out, Mr. Hewitt did not retract.
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The newspapers were unanimously against Henry,George, and at
that time they seemed to think it paid to deliberately misquote
and misrepresent an opponent. Even the Evening Post, which
prided itself on its journalistic fairness, made it appear that Mr.
George had told a large audience that the horrors of the French
Revolution would be repeated in New York if he was not elected.
The writer of this article had taken a verbatim shorthand report
of the speech referred to, which showed that the Evening Post's
statement was made out of whole cloth. To make up for the lack
of journalistic support, Louis F. Post and others started a daily
newspaper called The Leader. This continued to support the
Henry George movement until 1888, when it was captured by the
Socialists, and soon thereafter discontinued publication.

The Single Tax philosophy has now so thoroughly permeated
the consciousness of the people that even its opponents state its
incidence fairly well. In 1886, however, there were compara-
tively few who had ever read Progress and Pover!y, and still fewer
who had become intellectually and spiritually convinced of the
truths it taught. It seems almost inconceivable that at a mass
meeting of business men at Steinway Hall addressed by Mr.
Hewitt, and presided over by the president of a national bank,
the following resolution was adopted:

““That to exempt personal property and buildings, and cast the
burden of taxation on unimproved land, according to Mr. George’s
theory, would enable the owners of the land and buildings upon
it to reassess the whole amount of the taxes upon the tenants
in the form of excessive rents, and so work oppression upon the
laboring classes by absorbing their wages to meet their rents.”

Of course Mr. Hewitt knew better, for only a few years before
hehad written highly laudatory words of Mr. George's elucidation
of his land theory in Progress and Poverty, and had stated that it
was unjust that the unearned increment of land should go to the
individuals who happened to hold possession of it. Still, at this
same meeting, he ‘out-Heroded Herod” by stating:

““And yet there comes one apostle who, preaching to one class

of the community the doctrine of hate, tells them that his gospel
will override the laws of Divine Providence. Is there no danger
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in such doctrine as this? . Remember that here in New York is a
large population of people who necessarily live from day to day.
By that labor of each day must their bread be got. Now when
a man of extraordinary ability comes to these people and points
to the houses of the wealthy and says, ‘All this is yours; you pro-
duced it. Follow me and I will make an equitable distribution of
property by which you shall have your share of these good things,’
this is a most attractive doctrine, and I don't wonder that thous-
ands of men have followed the lead of this new apostle. But on
the other hand we have the experience of mankind from the
beginning, showing that by the establishment of the right of pri-
vate property the world has grown in wealth, in comfort, in civili-
zation, and in all the blessings that go with progress under the
broad shield of law.”

At another meeting, he said that he regarded * the election of
Henry George as Mayor of New York as the greatest possible
calamity that could menace its prosperity and its future hopes;
but I have no fear that the doctrine of confiscation which he
preaches will ever be put in practice in this city where a large
majority of the people are living under their own vine and fig tree
and where men own their own homes.” The number of the own-
ers of New York today is unknown, but it is estimated not to
exceed 150,000, or 3 per cent. of the population. The number in
1886 could not have been more than one person in twenty-five.
If Mr. Hewitt's statement were even measurably true, Mr.
George has been vindicated; for in 27 years * the large majority
who owned their own homes’’ has been reduced to three in about
one hundred of the population.

Dr. McGlynn, then the pastor of St. Stephens, was one of the
principal factors in the large vote cast for Mr. George in 1886;
but his support in 1887, after he had been excommunicated, also
partly accounted for the decreased vote in that year. Dr.
McGlynn was the most beloved priest and also the most intel-
lectual in the New York diocese. He refused to obey the Arch-
bishop’s command to withdraw from the campaign. This fact
was not made public until after the election of 1886; but on the
Sunday preceding election day hundreds of thousands of copies of
a pamphlet were distributed at the doors of all Catholic churches.
This pamphlet consisted of the correspondence between Joseph
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J. O'Donohue, the chairman of Tammany Hall's committee on
resolutions,and Monsignor Preston, to the effect that the Catholic
clergy were opposed to Mr. George's candidacy. This came too
late to do much damage to Mr. George's cause; for whatever
effect it had was probably offset by the resentment aroused by
the hierarchy’s interference in a political contest.

Political parades have been customary in exciting campaigns in
New York; but in this campaign there was only one. It is
doubtful if either the Republicans or the ‘““united” Democrats
could have mustered a procession respectable in point of numbers.
At any rate, neither dared to take the risk of failure. The labor
organizations, however, had no such fears.

About a week before election, William McCabe, the well-known
‘journeyman printer, who organized the labor day parades of 1882
and 1883, was appointed marshal and invested with the necessary
authority to call out the labor associations that were pledged to
the support of Henry George.

The parade took place on October 30th—the Saturday pre-
ceding election day—November 2nd. About 30,000 men
marched for hours, drenched by a cold rain, shouting: ‘‘Hi! Ho!
the leeches—must—go.” ‘‘George—George—Henry George.”

The parade was probably the first tangible proof to the poli-
ticians that they were in danger. They did not fear the effect of
George’s crowded meetings, nor worry over the slim attendance
at their own. Their confidence in the power of the ‘‘machine”
was unbounded. But when 30,000 men—most of them me-
chanics—marched in a cold and drenching storm through two
miles of streets, behind their union banners, on the eve of election,
and at their own expense, the politicians awoke to the fact that
the “machine” was in danger of being smashed.

It is possible that this parade defeated Henry George. The
alarm it created in the breasts of ‘‘the interests’ caused their
pocket-books to open and provided an enormous corruption fund
for use on election day. Mr. George was the first in the United
States to suggest the use of the Australian secret ballot, since
adopted in every State. But in 1886 each party printed and
furnished its own ballots, which were distributed on the streets
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in front of the polling places. When a poor devil received a $2
bill for voting for Hewitt, he knew he was being watched until he
had deposited the “right’’ ballot in the box. It was common, in
some districts of New York City, to see men lining up before the
ballot box, each holding aloft in his right hand the ballot that had
been given him, so as to make it convenient for the heeler to see
that he. stayed bought. All this machinery required many
“workers” under pay. The Henry George supporters were
necessarily handicapped by their inability to pay men to act as
distributors of ballots, etc., and in some districts ballots for
Henry George were not obtainable. These obstacles combined
with the bribery of the very poor (George’s natural supporters)
made his vote astonishing; for, out of a total of 218,000 he polled
about one third, or 68,000, Mr. Hewitt receiving 90,000, and Mr.
Roosevelt 60,000. This was before Greater New York came into
being, the city then including only what are now known as the
boroughs of Manhattan and the Bronx. Of the 24 Assembly
Districts Hewitt carried 15, George 5 and Roosevelt 4.

Many years later a prominent Tammany politician told the
writer of this article that Richard Croker, the boss of Tammany
Hall, had informed him that if the vote actually cast had been
correctly counted George would have been declared elected.
The well-known confidential relations of the Democratic and
Republican machines give an air of probability to this story.

THE HENRY GEORGE CAMPAIGN OF 1887

The New York State Convention of the United Labor Party
met in Syracuse on August 17, 1887. It was this convention that
nominated Henry George for Secretary of State. It was here
that the final break with the Socialists took place.

In the campaign that ensued there were enthusiastic meetings
all over the State addressed by Judge Maguire, of California,
Louis F. Post and the great leader himself. The result was a
reverse in city and State. The total vote in the State was 72,000,
only a little more than that in the city a year before. Brooklyn
added 15,000 votes to the new party, which was not bad, for there
was hardly the semblance of organization in Kings County.
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Perhaps even this vote, as certainly the vote of '86, was a dis-
tinct triumph for the new principles, for it was not easy in those
days for a new party to make any kind of a showing. In the 800
districts which then were included in the city, election * workers,"”
varying in number according to the size of the boodle at the dis-
posal of the two dominant parties, ‘‘ worked "’ the voters in various
ways. This army of mercenaries, whose duty it was to beset the
voters whom they could approach and conduct them to the near-
est saloon, were usually well supplied with money, and perhaps at
no time more than then and in the election of '86. The ‘‘respect-
able” elements of society were fearful of the Henry George
spectre, and freely distributed of the contents of the ‘' dough bag”’
for his defeat. With money and rum and threats the voter was
induced or coerced to vote with the abhorrent forces that were
his oppressors. In this election there was open buying of votes,
so that even the vote that was cast—and the smaller vote that
was counted—was indicative of the strength of the appeal that
Henry George was able to make for himself and the great doctrine
vaguely understood which the name of Henry George typified.

The great leader of the Single Tax movement was an intensely
religious man—religious in that rare sense of nearness to what
Matthew Arnold called ‘‘the spirit not ourselves that makes for
righteousness.”” An incident related by Louis F. Post illustrates
this quality of his mind, a quality which it seems to us has been
peculiar only to the great ones of the earth, its prophetsand itsseers:

‘““He and I went to the Astor House to watch the returns on the
Herald bulletins across the way. They were frightfully disap-
pointing. It was soon evident to both of us that the United
Labor Party movement had that day collapsed. In that frame
of mind we went up town, and just as our car was about to start,
we standing on the front platform I said: ‘Well, George, do you
see the hand of the Lord in this?’ He looked at me with an ex-
pression_of simple confidence which I shall never forget, and
answered: ‘No, I don’t; but it is there.’” Then he went on to
say that he thought a way of bringing back the people to the land
had opened in the labor campaign of the preceding year, but now
that way had closed; yet another way would open, and when
:lhat' closed still another, until the Lord’s will on earth would be

one.”

3 T
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That way seemed to George, as it did to most of us, to open in
the tariff message which a short time after emanated from the
pen of President Cleveland, and enlisted the earnest support of
Single Taxers everywhere, who now appeared as free trade
Democrats, urging tariff abolition as a first step toward the full
industrial emancipation which is our goal.

There were many followers of Henry George who clung to the
idea of an independent political party national in its scope.
This policy Mr. George opposed, and it was the cause of the split
between himself and Dr. McGlynn.. The nomination by the
United Labor Party in 1888 of candidates for president and vice-
president resulted in so insignificant a vote—2,668 votes in N. Y.
State—that the party ceased to exist.

" THE MAYORALTY CAMPAIGN OF 1897

In 1897 Henry George, now in his fifty-eighth year and weak-
ened by illness, was again induced to face the rigors of a campaign
for Mayor, this time of Greater New York. He was at the time
busily engaged on the Science of Political Economy, from which
he hoped so much. This work had taxed his every energy, and a

_premonition of approaching dissolution seems to have haunted
him and impelled him to a feverish energy in its composition,
which embodied so much of the riper fruit of his profound philo-
sophic thought. But he did not contemplate death with fear or
misgiving, but with faith and calm serenity, and eyes fronting the
future with placid confidence that death held nothing to fear.

So when the call of the people came to lead them again in a
fight for the mayoralty of Greater New York—the first campaign
for chief magistrate under the consolidation—though he shrank
from the contest it was not with any thought of fatal conse-
quences to himself. Warned by his physician that it meant
death he cheerfully accepted the commission, with as high a cour-
age as ever soldier essayed a hopeless assault. Dr. M. R. Lever-
son, a neighbor of Mr. George and a life-long friend and disciple,
has recorded the following notes of a conversation that occurred
just before the acceptance by Mr. George of the nomination :!

1Life of Henry George, by Henry George, Jr. Vol. 2, page 595.



14 - SINGLE TAX YEAR BOOK

““One afternoon, after talking over the mayoralty subject, we
went for a walk on Shore Road, just in front of his house. Mr.
George was convalescent merely, indications showing to the
physician the still existent condition. Continuing the conversa-
tion commenced in the house, Mr. George said to me: ‘Tell me
if I accept, what is the worst thing that can happen to me?'"”

“I answered: ‘Since you ask me, you have a right to be told.
It will most probably prove fatal.'"”

“He said: ‘You mean it will kill me?’”

‘‘*Most probably, yes.""”

“Dr. Kelly says the same thing, only more positively. But
I have got to die. How can I die better than serving humanity?
Besides, so dying will do more for the cause of humanity than
anything I am likely to be able to do in the rest of my life.””

Many of the friends of Mr. George were averse to his facing the
dangers of the campaign, and even Mrs. George was appealed to
to use her influence to dissuade him. This she refused to do.
Her devotion to high ideals was as great as his own, and her reply
to these friends, fearful of the consequences to the leader of the
campaign that he must face, evinced the innate nobility of her
nature which had sustained him through so many trials and
dangers:

“When I was a much younger woman I made up my mind to do
all in my power to help my husband in his work, and now after
many years I may say that I have never once crossed him in what
he has seen clearly to be his duty. Should he decide to enter this
campaign I shall do nothing to prevent him; but shall, on the
contrary, do all I can to strengthen and encourage him. He
must live his life in his own way and at whatever sacrifice his
sense of duty requires; and I shall give him all I can—devotion.”

A conference followed shortly after at the New York office of
the Johnson Company, at which about thirty of the friends of
Mr. George decided to make the fight. He entered upon the
campaign with much of the fire and spirit that had characterized
him in 1886.

There were three candidates in this mayoralty contest. Rob-
ert Van Wyck was the Tammany nominee and Benjamin F.
Tracy stood for the regular Republicans. Seth Low ran as an
independent Republican, and around him flocked the opponents
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of boss rule as represented by the two regular organizations.
Most of the active Single Taxers were for Low before the advent
of Mr. George as a candidate. James R. Brown had charge of
the Low speakers and Dr. Marion Mills Miller was engaged at
the Low headquarters. With the nomination of Henry George,
Messrs. Brown and Miller and other Single Taxers who were at
the time speakers nightly for Low, showed their loyalty to their
old chieftain by immediately resigning their posts and enlisting,
most of them without pay, under the standard of their great
leader.

The campaign waxed fast and furious; it even showed what
seemed to many evidences of coming victory. There was a great
ratification meeting at Cooper Union characterized by the old
enthusiasm that swept men off their feet; there was waving of
handkerchiefs and throwing of hats in the air. The writer of
these lines stood at the back of the hall with Father Ducey, both
of us perhaps a little curious to ascertain just how the people
would welcome this herald of industrial emancipation after years
of absence from the political arena. Maybe there lingered in our
minds some doubt of the wisdom of the advent of the champion
in view of the fact that Seth Low, who had been a clean mayor of
Brooklyn, who had an enviable reputation as a student of politics,
and who had already thrown the gage of battle to the two spoils-
seeking organizations, was already the candidate of the Independ-
ents. But to the Single Taxer none of these campaigns represented
simply contests for office, or even immediate results. They
were regarded as merely instrumental in forcing to the front the
great principle of industrial emancipation for which Mr. George
stood. So as Father Ducey watched the extraordinary demon-
stration a flush of pleasure overspread his face, and turning to the
writer he said, ‘‘It's just like old times, isn’t it?”” And indeed it
was. Physically but a shadow of his former self, the candidate
nevertheless surprised his friends by the fire of his winged words.
More than once bodily exhaustion compelled him to desist, but
he went on, appearing before audiences with the pallor of ap-
proaching dissolution on his face, but instinct with the old in-
spiration that made him the most powerfully appealing figure
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that has ever appeared on any political platform in Greater New
York.

Willis J. Abbott, a well known newspaper man, was the George
campaign manager, and August Lewis was treasurer of the cam-
paign committee. Another, since deceased, who did splendid
work as a speaker, was Arthur McEwan, also a veteran news-
paper writer, with a trenchant style. H. Martin Williams, now
reading clerk of the House of Representatives at Washington,
Lawson Purdy, Edward McHugh, and many others raised power-
ful voices in this campaign. Numbers of meetings at which the
candidate appeared told how little he had lost his hold upon the
affections of the people of Greater New York. And then came
the tragic culmination.

DEATH oF HENRY GEORGE

-Henry George, in as dramatic a political battle as New York
has ever witnessed, died Friday October 29, 1897, at 4:30 A. M.,
in the Union Square Hotel. He had addressed several large
meetings before retiring. Mrs. George was with him and was
awakened by his convulsive movements and faint moanings.
He was found dead with a smile on his lips. Around his bedside
were grouped Mrs. George, Henry George Jr., Dr. Kelly, Edward
McHugh and August Lewis.

He lived for the people and had chosen to die for them The
choice was deliberate. He had entered the campaign against
tremendous odds, for opposed to him were the power of Tammany
and the ‘“‘reform” forces behind Seth Low, the independent can-
didate for the mayoralty. On his own side were growing physical
weakness but the power of a great idea; and as the campaign
advanced it began to be felt that he stood a nearly even chance
with the two other candidates.

It is doubtful if the city had ever been so stirred to its depths
by the death of any citizen. The event had all the elements of a
tragedy, with the election but three days away and the result in
doubt. It was felt for the first time that this man of great genius,
of strong personality, to whose standard men flocked as if drawn
by some hidden magnet, was a real leader of men. Some per=
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ception, too, that the truth for which he stood made him great,
seemed to dawn upon the minds of the befuddled editors who
were now called upon to comment upon his life and death.

The many eulogies that followed were often tempered with re-
jection of the Single Tax and the regret that a man so great should
entertain an idea of this kind. It seems not to have occurred to
them that if the idea for which Mr. George stood were a delusion
the subject of these eulogies was not a great man, but a very
much misled one, as well as a false and dangerous prophet. Even
William J. Bryan, who sent a telegram saying ‘‘he was one of the
foremost thinkers of the world,” has since maintained a discreet
silence as to whether the chief thought of all hisphilosophy was
true or false. If false he was not a ‘‘foremost thinker,” but a
very sorry example of self-delusion.—F. C. L. AND EDITOR.



THE GENERAL MOVEMENT FROM 1897

The general movement from the death of Henry George in
1897, which was followed by the candidacy of Henry George, Jr.,
for the nomination left vacant by the death of his father, and the
casting of about 20,000 votes for the son, continued to make pro-
gress, though without attracting the universal attention that had
been aroused by the two dramatic campaigns of Henry George,
the McGlynn episode' and the Anti-Poverty Society. But with
the advent of Joseph Fels? on the scene the movement assumed
greater activity. His offer to finance the movement and his own
abounding enthusiasm for the cause found immediate response
both here and abroad.

We shdll find it convenient in pursuing the historyof the move-
ment from 1897, to treat under separate heads of its progress in
States where State-wide campaigns have been waged for some
measure of Single Tax, and in cities where partial exemption of
improvements has been obtained, or has been fought out in
campaigns.3 The story of Houston, where the Single Tax found
practical application through the extra-constitutional acts of
Tax Commissioner Pastoriza, belongs to another category,
though marking time quite as significantly in the progress of the
movement. '

The advance of our doctrines shown in their acceptance by an
increasing number of men and women, where no direct vote has
taken place, but where organized education has been systematic-
ally pursued, places Massachusetts, under the leadership of Mr.
C. B. Fillebrown, in the front rank of the States, though Mr.
Fillebrown, it should be said, is what is termed a ‘‘Single Taxer
limited” and belongs to the group of whom Thomas G. Shearman-
was the first great protagonist.4

'See Index for The Catholic Church and the Single Tax; also Edward
McGlynn.

?See Index for Joseph Fels.

3See Index for Houston, Pittsburgh, Everett.

4See Appendix for Thomas G. Shearman.
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In New York City, the splendid agitation carried on by Benja-
min C. Marsh, of the Lower Rents Society, has familiarized
many thousands with the principles of improvement exemption
and the taxation of land values. Mr. Marsh disavows a belief in
the Single Tax, but the distinction is not important in these days
of the initial stages of our progress. The bills introduced into
the Albany legislature embodying the demands of the Lower
Rents Society for the exemption of improvements to be submitted
to a referendum of the votersof New York City havenever emerged
from committee. Mayor Mitchell on the eve of his election held
out the promise to the ear that he would favor such a referendum,
but broke it to the hope. Nevertheless, the Lower Rents Society
has kept up the fight, and has enlisted in the support of its de-
mands many who, like Mr. Marsh, disavow the name of Single
Taxer. Besides the work of Mr. Marsh’s society there has been
carried on for many years a constant agitation by the Manhattan
Single Tax Club, and its work will be found briefly described
elsewhere.! :

Henry George, Jr.'s two successful campaigns for Congress in
Manhattan (1910-1912) are incidents in the history of the move-
ment. Mr. George was the candidate of the regular democracy
(Tammany Hall) and the Independence League. His campaign
was made for straight-out free trade. His work in Congress in-
cluded a notable address on the Single Tax and a report on taxa-
tion in the district of Columbia which attracted much attention.

In Cleveland during Tom L. Johnson's incumbency the Single
Tax, though over-shadowed by the comparatively less important
issue of street railroads, was kept alive through the nation-wide
popularity achieved by the imposing figure of its chief executive.2

In New Jersey the movement has shown many signs of life, and
these have been manifested through the Progressive Party more
lately merged into the Republican, and led by E. B. Osborne,
Everett Colby, and George L. Record, and through the Demo-
cratic partyinlegislative struggles in Trenton under the leadership
of Senator Charles O'Connor Hennessy to secure the passage of

1See Appendix.

*See Appendix.



20 SINGLE TAX YEAR BOOK

local option and other measures favorable to our doctrines. The
Single Tax has been extensively popularized by the political agi-
tation of these men and others under their leadership.

Under separate heads incidents of historical importance to the
movement, such as the Delaware Campaign, the Hyattsville
Experiment, etc., are treated in the pages that follow. The aim
has been to cover with sufficient amplitude such facts of moment
as may be deemed matters of reference, and to provide a world-
wide survey of the movement. Those who would gather a more
detailed view of Single Tax progress in this country are referred
to Arthur N. Young's admirable History of the Movement in the
United States, to which the editor of this work in the preparation
of much of his material acknowledges his indebtedness.—EDITOR.



NATIONAL SINGLE TAX CONFERENCES

In September, 1890, was convened in New York City, in historic
Cooper Union, the first National Conference of Single Taxers.t
Five hundred delegates from more than thirty States met and
formed a national organization known as “The Single Tax
League of the United States,” with anationalcommittee composed
of one member from each State, and an executive committee of
which William T. Croasdale was the first chairman. Mr. Croas-
dale was the real organizer of this Conference.

A most pleasant duty devolved upon the members of this con-
ference, which was the welcoming home of Henry George, now
returned from a trip abroad. William T. Croasdale acted as
temporary chairman and Louis F. Post, now Assistant Secretary
of Labor, as permanent chairman of this Conference. Between
the sessionsof the Conference there were mass meetings at which
inspiring addresses were made by Henry George and others.
At one of these meetings characterized by great enthusiasm Mr.
Hamlin Garland, then as now a novelist of note, read a poem by
the late Frances M. Milne, of California, welcoming Henry
George to his native land, and Mr. George spoke eloquently of the
progress of the cause in Australasia, Great Britain, Canada and
the United States.

Among the members of this Conference were Tom L. Johnson,
later mayor of Cleveland, Judge James G. Maguire, of California,
‘Edward Osgood Brown, later Appellate Judge in Chicago, Wm,
Lloyd Garrison, of Massachusetts, son of the Liberator; Mayor
Hoch, of Adrian, Michigan, Robert Baker, later Congressman
from Brooklyn, and many others whose names have since become
famous in Single Tax history.

The Conference adopted a platform and a number of resolutions.

'An admirable and very full account of this Conference appeared in the
Public of Chicago, from the pen of Louis F. Post. See issue for September 1,
1911, *
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This platform, printed elsewhere in this volume,! remains
the authoritative declaration of the principles and purposes of
Single Taxers in the United States. Though the work of the
Conference failed to perpetuate itself, and the organization soon
gave place, officially and in effectiveness, to groups of Single
Taxers organized locally and in States to effect changes in legisla-
tion and administrative laws,2 the gathering was no doubt of
great influence at the time in giving impetus to the educational
movement which, inaugurated in the mayoralty campaign of
1886, has continued down to the present day with increasing
force and almost without interruption.

Single Taxers hitherto have not taken kindly to organization.
The very nature of the movement, calling in its practical applica-
tion for local or State action, and depending for its political suc-
cess on situations that arise from time to time without warning,
seems to militate against any but the very loosest kind of co-or-
dination. And such organizations as may be effective for the
accomplishment of some one step in the progress of the movement
must be changed in form to meet the next exigency that may
arise. Were Single Taxers a political party the case would be
different in fact and would call with greater urgency for closer
organization. Whether their effectiveness for propaganda would
be increased in that way is a disputed question. Advocates of
independent party action lay great stress upon the value of the
party method considered from the view-point of popular educa-
tion. Into this question, which has been one of not unfriendly
controversy, it is no part of this work to enter.

The Second National Single Tax Conference was held in Chicago
in 1893. The attendance was much smaller than at the first
Conference, thus confirming Henry George in his impressions of
the doubtful value of the League, whose influence had failed to
fulfill the expectations of its usefulness. The Conference was
enthusiastic, but the small attendance ended for a number of years
all attempts to weld Single Taxers into a national organization,
as well as all attempts to call Single Taxers together nationally.

1See Appendix for “Platform.”
?See Index for California, Colorado, Oregon, Rhode Island, etc.
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This Conference wasimportant as marking thedivision between
the “socialistic’’ and ‘‘individualistic” Single Taxers, and in the
modification of the final plank of the platform relating to public

utilities adopted at the first Conference.! '

On November 18, 1907, there was a National Single Tax Con-
ference which met in New York City. Here for the first time in
14 years Single Taxers of the nation gathered. Though there
were delegates from California, Florida, Ohio, Illinois, Alabama,
Maryland, Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Washing-
ton, D. C. and Canada, it cannot be said that in numbers the
Conference was representative of the cause, which by this time had
struggled to a point if not of popular support to a far wider recog-
nition of the importance of its aims than at any previous time in
its history.

The American Single Tax League was organized at this con-
ference with Mr. Bolton Hall as president and Hon. John J.
Murphy as general secretary, and for a year or two the League
with headquarters in New York did effective work, but soon
ceased from its activities.?

Under the auspices of the Joseph Fels Fund of America founded
in 19093 a number of National Single Tax conferences have been
held. The first of these was convened in New York City, with
Hon. Robert Baker, former Congressman from Brooklyn, as chair-
man. Both Joseph Fels and Hon. Tom L. Johnson+ (deceased)
were present.

While the Conference was in session the news of the death of
Count Leo Tolstoi arrived, and the following resolutions were
offered by Joseph Dana Miller and adopted by a rising vote:

““Whereas, The news has arrived this morning of the death of
Count Leo Tolstoi, we, the Single Taxers of America, send our
sympathetic greeting to Countess Tolstoi; and

““Whereas, This foremost man of the world, whose teachings
have made him famous in all lands, has repeatedly announced his

1See Appendix for Platform.

*For report of the Conference of 1907 see Single Tax Review of January-
February 1908.

*See Index for “Organizations.”

‘See Appendix for biographical sketch of Tom L. Johnson.
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belief in_the doctrines of Henry George, for which we stand, and
which we are engaged in popularizing in the United States;
therefore, be it

“Resolved, That we deeply deplore the death of the Russian
prophet and express our hope that the endorsement by this man,
on whose soul rested so much of

‘The burden and the mystery
Of all this unintelligible world,’

of those doctrines to which we are pledged, and his statement that
" he regarded Henry George as the greatest of Americans, may be
the means of drawing attention to the plan of industrial emanci-
pation to which he lent the weight of his splendid name.”

Mr. Henry George, Jr., seconding the resolutions, spoke in part
as follows:

“Within the last few hours the greatest spirit in the world has
passed—the spirit of a man who looked into the eyes of death
calmly, fearlessly, with the confidence of a child. Old in the
experiences of the world, born into great riches and station, and
given to all the luxuries and dissipations of his class, of which he
reserved nothing in his confessions, he was born again into the
simpler physical and a new spiritual life. A great man; great in
every sense of greatness; a man who left the court of princes to
follow the man born in the manger.

‘“To me it was one of the great events of my life to have spent a
few hours under his roof, and now his death is a new inspiration.
For nqw all the contradictory things, the things not understand-
able, will fall away and the majesty of this prophet of brotherhood
and justice will shine out. Great is Tolstoi, greater the truth he
taught, and greater still will both become as the centuries roll
on.”

The Second Annual Conference of Single Taxers under the
Joseph Fels Fund Commission auspices was held in Chicago on
November 24, 25 and 26, 1911. Mr. W. H. Holly, of Chicago,
was elected chairman and Messrs. Stanley Bowmar and Luther S.
Dickey, both of Chicago, were elected secretaries. This Con-
ference was memorable in many ways, but chiefly for the presence
and speech at the banquet of Mrs. Susan Look Avery, then in her
94th year, and since deceased. Mr. Marion Reedy, of St. Louis,
was toastmaster.
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The Third Annual Fels Commission and Single Tax Conference
was held in Boston on Nov. 28, 29, 30, 1912. Mr. Louis F. Post
was elected chairman. Mr. Hull, of Cambridge, Mass., was
elected secretary. At the banquet on the evening of the 30th,
Hon. John J. Murphy was toastmaster.

TheFourth Annual Conference under the same auspices was held
at Washington, D. C., on January 15, 16, and 17, 1914. Mrs.
Post was elected chairman of the Conference, and Stanley
Bowmar secretary. This was thelast Conference at which Joseph
Fels appeared, his death occurring soon after. It was at this
Conference that Hon. Newton D. Baker, of Cleveland, now Sec-
retary of War, avowed himself a firm Single Taxer, hoping that
" he might some day see with the vision of his master, Tom L.
Johnson. He spoke of Johnson as the man who had moulded his
ideas and guided his work.

TheFifth Annual Conference to beheld under thesameauspices
took place at San Francisco on August 23, 24, and 25, 1915.
Mrs. Alice Thacher Post was elected chairman and Clarence E.
Todd and Stanley Bowmar secretaries.

The Sixth and last Conference to be held under the auspices of
the Fels Fund Commission took place at Niagara, N. Y. on Au-
gust 19, 20, and 21, 1916. Mrs. Alice Thacher Post was elected
chairman and Stanley Bowmar secretary. At this Conference the
Fels Commission ceased to exist and in its stead arose the Ameri-
can Section of the Joseph Fels Fund International Commission,
to be selected by Mrs. Fels, to act in cooperation with a national
organization formed in accordance with the wishes of a conference
to be called at an early date.

Single Tax women of the United States have held separate
conventions at various times in different cities. Many of these
have been fairly representative in attendance. The Women’s
National Single Tax League has included among its official heads
such well known women in the movement as Mrs. John S. Crosby,
Mrs. Jane Dearborn Mills, Dr. Mary D. Hussey, Mrs. Minnie
Rogers Ryan and many others.—EDITOR.



THE MOVEMENT BY STATES
COLORADO

Colorado has the unique distinction of having had three Single
Tax campaigns in 1915. In two contests at Denver and Colo-
rado Springs the Single Tax advocates! did not expect to succeed.
Charter amendments were submitted for the purpose of educat-
ing the voters and to help create public sentiment that would
eventually secure the blessings of untaxed industry to the charter
cities of the State.

CoLOoRADO’s SUPERIORITY OVER OTHER STATES

Colorado has home rule for cities, an advantage enjoyed by no
other State. On questions purely municipal, cities that have
availed themselves of the constitutional right to frame their own
charters, may act independently of the State legislature. For
this liberty which is so essential to a city’s well being and pros-
perity, and holds out so much of promise as an example to other
States we are largely indebted to the zeal and ability of John A.
Rush, a former State Senator, who introduced the bill for the
Home Rule Amendment in the Thirteenth General Assembly.
This was in 1901. This amendment was so carefully drawn that
privileged interests and their corrupt retainers strove vainly to
misconstrue its provisions. For many years they kept Colorado
in a turmoil trying to find some way to nullify it.

HoMmE RuLE For CITIES

Their final effort was the attempt to deprive charter cities of
the right to control their election machinery. This resulted in
another ‘‘Home Rule for Cities” amendment, triumphantly
carried in 1912. This amendment not only made the rights con-
ferred by Rush’s home rule amendment more secure, but it also
added to the power of municipalities, notably in regard to the
important matter of taxation.
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To understand the Colorado situation we must consider the
legislative acts leading up to the local campaigns in 1915.

FirsT SINGLE TAX BATTLE

It was in Colorado in 1902 that the first systematic effort to
secure local option in taxation was made anywhere in the United
States. In 1899 James W. Bucklin, of Grand Junction, then a
State Senator, secured legislative authority to investigate this
fiscal method in New Zealand and the Australian Colonies.
Senator Bucklin made the investigation at his own expense. He
produced a report on the tax system of Australasia that is still
recognized as one of the best, and allowing for the lapse of time,
one of the most authoritative on the subject of taxation. Nearly
100,000 copies of this report were circulated throughout the
State.

In 1897 when Mr. Bucklin was a member of the Lower House
he introduced the bill for a constitutional amendment that was in
all essential respects similar to the one finally submitted to the
voters by the General Assembly in 1901. In 1897 the measure
carried in the House of Representatives by an almost unanimous
vote. This result was, of course, due to the strenuous exertions
of Mr. Bucklin and not to the superior mental attainments of the
legislators, although some of them were far above the average.
Many of them were Populists who had learned to do their own
thinking, and there were a few that had acquired a good working
knowledge of the Single Tax. The bill never came to a vote in
the Senate. It was smothered in the closing hours of the session,
although it had been very ably championed by Senator James
Crosby, who shares with Senator Bucklin the honors of a pioneer
in the Colorado Single Tax movement and who distinguished him-
self on this occasion by the longest filibuster that up to this time
had ever been recorded in the Colorado legislature.

The bill was again introduced by Mr. Bucklin in the Twelfth
General Assembly, to which body he had recently been elected as
Senator. He made no great effort to have the measure passed,
Senator Crosby and he wisely agreeing to support another con-
stitutional amendment permitting the submission of amend-
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ments to six articles of the Constitution at one time. This
gateway amendment paved the way for destroying one of the
constitutional ramparts behind which special privilege had been
comfortably ensconced ever since Colorado became a State.
Hitherto the advocates of popular or unpopular reforms in the
various legislative sessions never could agree on what was the
most important amendment—and it was permissible to amend
but one article at a time.

THE GATEWAY AMENDMENT

The bill providing for the submission of this initial amendment
was presented by Senator Edward T. Taylor, now a Congressman
from this State. At this same session Senator Bucklin presented
his resolution to the Senate providing for a committee of hold-over
Senators to investigate the taxsystem and report to the Thirteenth
General Assembly.. Hon. James W. Bucklin, Hon. William A.
Hill, now a Supreme Court judge, and Hon. Thomas J. Ehrhart,
now serving as chairman of the State Highway Commission, were
appointed. As chairman of this tax commission Senator Bucklin
prepared the report and proposed the bill for a constitutional
amendment. After a long and bitterly fought contest, with
little financial aid from Colorado or elswhere, and in the interest
of which Senator Bucklin sacrificed health, business, time and
money, the amendment was defeated in November, 1902. At
that time the State had not emerged from barbarous election
methods, and yet despite false election returns under defective
electoral laws the vote was recorded 32,710 for the amendment
and 72,370 against. In some of the counties since disgraced by
the lawlessness of gunmen and imported thugs the election
officers were instructed to count no votes in favor of the amend-
ment, and in Denver much of the fraud was condoned by a local
official, who was a party to it, on the ground that two of the
county commissioners had wagered on the result and the fraud
was necessary to save the commissioners from the consequence of
a bad guess on the size of the vote really cast in favor of the
amendment! A contest would not have shown enough votes to
save the measure, yet it was prevented only by the inability of
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the little Single Tax group to meet the expense required for
such a proceeding.

Although the Bucklin bill had been before the legislature three
times, and the third time in March, 1901—when it was submitted
to the people—had received a favorable vote of 26 to 6 in the
Senate and 50 to 11 in the House, yet it was destined to go
through a fourth ordeal when a special session of the legislature
was called in the early part of 1902 to devise some plan to supply
the State with needed funds, the old revenue law, as usual,
having broken down. Although the repeal of a bill for consti-
tutional amendment was out of place in a special session called
for another purpose, yet the Governor weakly yielded to the
clamor of the bankers and real estate sharks, and included the
repeal of the Bucklin bill in his call. Then began such a fight
as had never been witnessed in Colorado before. The trivial
little revenue law which had inspired the Governor's call was
soon forgotten.

TaE FicET To REPEAL

It was the attempt to repeal the Bucklin bill at this time that
brought the measure into such prominence. Petitions from
every county in the State flooded the legislative halls,some favor-
ing repeal but most of them demanding that the amendment be
left to the decision of the people. Influential citizens addressed
strong personal letters to the wavering members. The news-
papers were filled with misrepresentation. Senator Bucklin and
his friends were denounced as anarchistic brigands. The Rocky
Mountain News, at that time a great and influential newspaper,
was alone among the leading daily papers of the State in permit-
ting the Bucklin side of the controversy to be heard. Despite
the preponderance of opinion in favor of allowing the people to
decide the issue, so strong was the influence brought to bear, and
so all-persuasive and coercive the means employed to secure re-
peal, that the measure was saved in the Lower House by a ma-
jority of only two votes. Without making invidious distinc-
tions or depriving other members of credit that is justly due them
it may be said that the honor of saving the bill in this branch of
the legislature was in large part due to the parliamentary skill and



30 SINGLE TAX YEAR BOOK

the tireless energy of Hon. Peter Gorman, one of the representa-
tives from Denver.

THE AUSTRALASIAN TAX AMENDMENT

The Bucklin measure appeared on the ballot under the fore-
going title. ‘“‘The Home Rule for Cities”” amendment, popu-
larly known as the ‘Rush Bill,” was voted upon at the same
election,and the privileged interests were so busy fighting Bucklin
that they did not have time to concentrate their fire on the other
amendment. Senator Bucklin predicts that the charter cities of
Colorado will some time build monuments to John A. Rush.
While he is worthy of such honor, Senator Rush has forestalled
the future and built a monument to himself in Article Twenty of
the regenerated Constitution of this State.

THE RULE OF PRIVILEGE

After the defeat of the Bucklin Bill, privilege maintained a
strangle-hold on the State. Then vanished the dark night of op-
pression with its lettres de cachet, Governor Peabody’s deporta-
tions, corrupt Supreme Courts’ kingly prerogative writs, martial
law, suspension of habeas corpus and denial of trial by jury.
The people of the State re-asserted their sovereignty in Novem-
ber, 1908. John F. Shafroth was elected Governor and then
began the two-years’ struggle for the Initiative and Referendum.
The people won this battle by a majority of 60,443 on November
8, 1910. Privilege was desperate. It had fought fiercely trying
to prevent the people from getting a chance to vote power to
themselves. Among those who deserve especial mention and
who had much to do with achieving the great victory for popular
government we must record the names of State Senators Scott,
Tobin, Ehrhart, Crowley, Burris, Kennedy, Skinner and Camp-
bell, the last three pronounced Single Taxers. These were the
platform Democrats who, aided by the counsel and advice of
Wm. H. Malone, dubbed by the Tories ‘‘ The Assistant Govern-
or,” fought the reactionaries in both parties and forced them to
capitulate in the special session of the legislature that had been
called by Governor Shafroth to consider the seven demands of the
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people which had been refused at the regular session. Former
U. S. Senator Patterson owned The Rocky Mountatn News at the
time and the victory could not have been won without that news-
paper’s powerful aid in arousing public sentiment.

ANoTHER FicHT ForR HoME RULE

The first effect of the Initiative and Referendum constitutional
change was felt in 1912 when it was invoked to adopt the second
‘“Home Rule for Cities” amendment and other emancipatory
laws. This Home Rule Amendment was the joint product of the
city atttorneys representing Colorado Springs, Pueblo and Grand
Junction, Messrs. Hall, Adams and Tupper, the last named a
nephew of Senator Bucklin. Senators Bucklin and Rush partici-
pated in some of the conferences and aided with suggestions and
advice. Henry C. Hall, now a member of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, drafted the amendment. The first city to
avail itself of the liberty which it allowed of municipal taxation
was Pueblo. In November, 1913, that city, the second largest
in Colorado, adopted what was known as a ‘‘Single Tax Amend-
ment” to the charter. The vote stood 2,711 to 2,171—a ma-
jority of 540 for the measure. The father of the amendment,
George J. Knapp, was a young Single Taxer converted to the
faith as late as 1907. He was determined that Pueblo should be
the first free city in the only State of the Union that had given
cities the right of self government. He proved himself more than
a match for the older and more experienced politicians, who as
usual resorted to their old trick of trying to prevent the people
from having a chance to vote on the proposition. Judge Essex

-sustained the people and ordered the amendment on the ballot.
The privileged interests, however, did not offer very strong
opposition. The newspapers were not subsidized, as in the later
Pueblo campaign, and were content to warn the people against
the measure without misrepresenting it. The enemy did not ex-
pect it to win, and attribute the result to the Fels Fund and to
the statements that had been sent out to those taxpayers that
would be benefited by the change. J. J. Pastoriza told Pueblo
citizens what a limited Single Tax had done for Houston, thus
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contributing very materially to the successful result. The only
campaign speaker from outside the State was J. W. McCleery,
sent by the Single Taxers of Kansas City. As there was very
little public speaking, Mr. McCleery's most effective work was
done through the newspapers and by personal interviews with a
great number of citizens. The amendment had the support of
the labor unions. Those sections of the city where the working-
men resided gave it emphatic endorsement, and they again
showed their favorable opinion of the measure by a heavy vote
against its repeal in November, 1915.

THE DEFECT IN THE AMENDMENT

A fatal error in the amendment was that it did not provide for
immediate application of the Single Tax. It did not affect the
taxes in the following year—1914—but the assessment made in
that year was the basis of the tax for 1915. Even then it allowed
but a fifty per cent. exemption of improvements the first year
(1915), to be followed by a ninety-nine per cent. exemption in
1916. The privileged interests saw an opportunity to create
dissatisfaction with the law before it went into effect.

The assessor nullified the exemption by raising the valuation
of improvements, which would have been impossible if the
ninety-nine per cent.exemption had not been postponed to the fol-
lowing year. Thus we find the assessment on lots reduced from
$14,691,885.00 in 1913 to $13,890,840.00 in 1914, and improve-
ments raised from $14,565,585.00 in 1913 to $15,194,293.00 in
1914. This was an increased burden on improvements, as com-
pared with lots, of $628,708.00, plus $801,045.00, or $1,429,753.00.

Previously in 1913 as compared with 1912 the burden on im-
provements was raised in the amount of $802,027.00 as compared
with lots. Adding this to the $1,429,753.00 discrimination made
in the assessment of the following year we find $2,231,780.00
added to the value of improvements as compared with lots.

John Z. White with patient toil and infinite care had discovered
and published these and other facts and figures that astounded
the good citizens of Pueblo. The enemy did not dare to dispute
them. The newspapers were silent in regard to them. The best
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they could do was to publish the old lies and reproduce the old
cartoons that had been used a few months before in the Colorado
Springs and Denver campaigns. A most peculiar fact as evi-
denced by these later campaigns is that the opponents of Single
Tax seem to have nothing new to offer. The identical cartoons
and the old hackneyed falsehoods and hysterical appeals to the
uninformed, even to the exact phraseology of their denunciations,
are the same as those that were used in the Bucklin campaign
thirteen years before. The Single Tax amendment was repealed
in November by 187 majority, but the anti-Single Tax crowd was
so completely whipped that they resorted to the old trick of
striking the names of voters from the registered list. In one pre-
cinct there were over 40 such cases. In another, 17 cases of the
same kind were reported. In others, 12, 22, and so on, but there
was no precinct that did not have some complaint of such
rascality. Mr. White says: ‘ The assessor cheated the people in
the assessment, and the clerk’s office cheated the people in the
registration list,” with the result that we won with the people and
lost with the officials.

FourTH BATTLE OF 1915

John I. Tierney, State Senator from Denver, introduced in the
Nineteenth General Assembly a bill for a constitutional amend-
ment that would grant home rule to counties as well as cities.
Senator Tierney had little hope of its passage,and made the fight
mostly as propaganda. While it was not a straight out Single
Tax bill, he made the argument on Single Tax grounds. It re-
quired two-thirds, or 24 votes, to carry. On the test vote, after
a plain statement that the measure was meant and intended for
Single Tax purposes, a vote of 17 was registered in its favor and
18 against.

At the same session the bill to raise the exemption on personalty
and improvements to $2,000 failed by an adverse majority of
two. In the Twentieth General Assembly of 1915, Senator
Tierney introduced a bill to require the State tax commissioners
to classify corporate property in certifying the schedules to the
several counties. This measure was intended to remedy a diffi-
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culty encountered in making assessments for Single Tax purposes
in the charter cities. The chief trouble in Pueblo, aside
from the assessor, was the blundering method adopted by the
State tax commission, who either will not or stupidly cannot, dis-
tinguish between corporation property and corporation privilege.
Consequently they fail to inform the local assessor of the value
of personalty and improvements as distinguished from franchise
and site values. The present statutes give the State tax commis-
sion the authority to itemize the schedules, but unfortunately it
is not mandatory that they shall prepare their certifications after
that method. The intent of Senator Tierney’s bill was tocompel
them to do what the earlier legislature intended they should do.

There was a bitter fight on this measure, which was also char-
acterized as a Single Tax bill. The Colorado Springs millionaires
and the State tax commission worked like pirates to kill it and
they did. Only twelve Senators out of thirty-five voted for it.
—J. B. M, , .



DELAWARE

In the Spring of 1895 Mr. Jackson H. Ralston, of Hyattsville,
Md., proposed to concentrate the forces of the Single Tax upon a
single State and named Delaware as the best place, his main
reason being that the State was small, was evenly balanced politi-
cally, and offered no constitutional barrier to the adoption of the
reform.

While the matter was being argued as to the best State on
which to concentrate the Philadelphia Single Tax Society decided
to inaugurate a Delaware campaign, and on Saturday, June 15, it
sent a number of speakers into the State, and on that evening a
number of open-air meetings were held in Wilmington and adja-
cent towns.

As soon as it became known that the campaign had begun the
National Committee appointed a committee of three, the late A.
H. Stephenson, of Philadelphia, Jackson H. Ralston, of Hyatts-
ville, Md., and Harold Sudell, of New Castle, Delaware, to super-
vise the campaign. The first named was elected chairman, the
last treasurer of the committee. They appointed Mr. Frank
Stephens to take charge of the meetings, and under his direction
a wonderfully active campaign was soon in progress. As far as
money would allow the whole State was covered every Saturday.
Later in the Summer, Dr. Longstreet (now deceased) with a large
tent was brought from Texas to tour the State.

When the weather grew too cold for out-door work, in-door
meetings were held in the Wilmington Opera House on Sunday
evenings. The opening meeting was addressed by Henry George,
drawing an immense house, hundreds being turned away. The
City Solicitor made a threat to have Mr. George arrested for
talking politics on Sunday, but, though police officers were in
attendance, no attempt at arrest was made.

In the Spring of 1896 the out-door meetings were resumed with
redoubled vigor. The results appeared to be very gratifying.
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From all points came the cheering news of numerous conversions
to the Single Tax.

But troubles appeared. The Campaign Committee was strongly
persuaded that it was not wise to form an independent political
party, but that political action should be confined to endorsing
those candidates of either political party who should pledge
themselves to support Single Tax measures. Yet a large
number of the local men, deluded by our rapidly increasing
numbers into thinking that they could beat both the Democratic
and Republican parties, were insistent that a State ticket should
be nominated. Accordingly it was decided to form a Single Tax
Party, putting on the legislative and Constitutional Convention
tickets those candidates of either party who would give the re-
quired pledges.

Alarmed by the growth of the movement the Democratic
politicians decided to have the speakers arrested on the charge of
disorderly conduct. The first attempt was made in Middletown,
but the justice of the peace before whom the prisoner was brought
declared that he had done nothing wrong, and discharged him
from custody. But in Dover, the capital of the State, a more
bigoted justice was found, and Single Tax speakers began to be
arrested until. thirty prisoners were in jail. Meanwhile legal
proceedings looking to the release of the prisoners were under-
taken which finally terminated in their favor, not however until
some of the prisoners had served out their time.

As the election drew near it began to be seen that the more
sanguine view of the outcome was doomed to keen disappoint-
ment. The injection of the money question into the campaign
by the nomination of Mr. Bryan drew many of the lukewarm
Single Tax supporters to a new allegiance. Had it been possible
to hold the election earlier the vote for the Single Tax in the
opinion of some of the best postéd politicians in the State would
have amazed the vested interests. But the result was disappoint-
ing. When the election returns were in the Single Tax ticket had
polled a little short of 1,500 votes in a total of 38,000.

The Legislature when it met rejected all Single Tax proposals,
and to make matters worse the Constitutional Convention in-

T _—— . -
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serted in the new Constitution a clause which was specifically
meant to prevent the adoption of the Single Tax by directing that
in all assessments of real estate both land and improvements
should be included.—. s.



MISSOURI

In Missouri, as in Oregon, the Single Tax movement was made
an issue in the general election in 1912, and was voted on and de-
feated at a State-wide referendum. The leaders of the Single
Tax movement here, like the Oregon leaders, had foreseen that
the Referendum and Initiative might be used to secure the Single
Tax, and they began their fight for direct legislation as early as
© 1895.

No active headway was made until Dr. William Preston Hill
and S. L. Moser of St. Louis got behind it. They made repeated
efforts at each session of the legislature to get a constitutional
amendment for the Initiative and Referendum submitted to the
people. The first referendum amendment was submitted by the
legislature in 1903 to be voted on at the general election in 1904,
but this measure was very objectionable because of the high per-
centages of petitioners required to invoke its operation, 10, 15 and
209, of the voters in each congressional district being respectively
required to call for a referendum on a statute, for the initiative
of a statute, and for the initiative of a constitutional amendment.
Because of this objection, only a moderate propaganda campaign
was made for its adoption, and it was defeated by a majority
of 43,540 in a total vote of 285,022,

The leaders were not disheartened, however, and continued
their efforts for the submission of a reasonable amendment. Be-
fore the session of 1907 convened, a majority of the members of
each branch of the legislature was pledged to the submission of
an amendment with minimum requirements as to the percentages
of voters necessary to invoke its operation, and such amendment
was submitted to the voters at the general election in 1908, when
it was adopted by a majority of 30,325 in a total vote of 324,905.

The legislature of 1907 also submitted a constitutional amend-
ment providing for the separation of the sources of State and local
revenues, and for local option and home rule in the selection of
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the subjects of taxation. This amendment was prepared by the
members of the State Tax Commissions of 1901 and 1906, and
provided for the total or partial exemption of any class of property
in the local taxing districts, but only after a majority vote in
favor of such exemptions. The Committee on Constitutional
Amendments, to which this measure was referred, eliminated the
provision for voting on exemptions in local districts and dele-
gated the power of making exemptions to county courts and mu-
nicipal assemblies, contrary to enlightened public opinion, hence
it was defeated in 1908 by a majority of 38,826 in a total vote
of 306,190.

Members of the two State Tax Commissions of 1901 and 1906
renewed their efforts to have the Legislature of 1909 submit an-
other amendment on local option lines, but the Legislature
declined to submit it because a similar measure was defeated in
1908.

Early in 1910 representatives of the League of Missouri
municipalities and of many civic and commercial organizations
and leading Single Taxers met in a State convention in Sedalia in
March to draft a Constitutional Amendment in favor of local op-
tion and Home Rule in taxation to be submitted by petition .at
the following November election. The Sedalia Conference ad-
journed to meet in Kansas City about two months later, when an
amendment was agreed to, but it was not submitted at the
November election because of lack of time to complete the
petition.

A State-wide organization under the name of the Equitable
Taxation League was formed in 1911 with Dr. Hill as President
and S. L. Moser as Secretary. This organization included among
its members prominent men in all walks of life, and was supported
by many civic, economic, labor and business organizations
throughout the State.

About $20,000 was raised for the campaign of 1911-12, some-
thing more than half of which was furnished by the Fels Fund.t

The measure submitted in 1912 proposed a gradual approach to
the Single Tax, provided for the exemption of Missouri's city and

! See Index for Fels Fund.
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State bonds, the exemptions of personal property from local and
State taxation, and the exemption of homesteads to the extent of
$3,000 and the abolition of poll taxes. It provided that land,
including franchises and public service utilities, should never be
exempt from taxation.

The Single Taxers of Missouri tried to keep in the background
the discussion of the full Single Tax, contenting themselves with
the advocacy of the measure as submitted. But the opponents
of the measure at once organized an Anti-Single Tax League and
a Landowner’s Protective Association, with the result that the
debate over the measure resolved itself into a campaign of Single
Tax and anti-Single Tax without much regard to the amendment
itself.

Prof. Allyn A. Young, then of the Washington University, St.
Louis, writing in the American Economic Review, for March, 1913,
said:

“It is unfortunate that much of the active work against the
proposed change was done by men who were willing to defend

the worst features of Missouri's present system, and who were will-
ing to appeal to thelcrudest prejudices in order to gain votes."

The farmers of Missouri were the chief opponents of the mea-
sure and raised about $50,000 to defeatit. They had been taught
to believe that the effect of the measure would be to lighten the
taxes of the rich men of the cities, and to add to the farmers’ bur-
den. They accepted the wildest claims of the opponents of the
measure as to the ruin that impended should the amendment
become law. In many places they were wrought up to a pitch
of fury, and threats of personal violence to be visited upon the
Single Tax speakers, and the necessity of resisting by force, were
not uncommon. That the measure was after all a rather moder-
ate one, that whole Canadian provinces and maay Canadian
cities had adopted more sweeping measures in the same direction,
that such measures had the support of the most influential farm-
ers’ organizations in Canada, counted for nothing. Reason for
a time had deserted the farmers of Missouri. It was a discredit-
able exhibition and one not likely to be repeated. It is safe to
say that great numbers of Missouri farmers are today heartily
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ashamed of the part they played in the Single Tax campaign of
1912. It is certain that they can never again be persuaded to
re-enact the hysterical and panicky opposition of that year.

The defeat of the Single Tax measure was decisive, being 87,000
in favor to 508,000 opposed. It is a curious example of the state
of unreason that prevailed that the measure coupled with it,
which provided for a permanent State Tax Commission such as
nearly every other State possesses, shared the fate of the Single
Tax amendment, ‘the embattled farmers evidently suspecting
an insidious attempt to smuggle in the Single Tax.”"t

In 1914 the enemies of the Single Tax sought to amend the
Constitution with a view of preventing the use of the Initiative
and Referendum for the S. T. This was known as ‘‘the Anti-
Single Tax amendment,” and it was creditable to the awakened
good sense of the voters of Missouri that it was decisively beaten
by a vote of 138,000 in favor to 334,000 opposed.—EDITOR.

'History of the Single Tax Movement, by Arthur N. Young, page 196.



.OREGON

In this article I shall deal with the Single Tax movement in
Oregon only from the time it was introduced into practical poli-
tics, which was in 1908, when H. D. Wagnon, A. D. Cridge and
others prepared and proposed a constitutional amendment, ex-
empting from taxes all manufacturing machinery and household
furniture, and some other personal property in actual use.
Joseph Fels contributed largely to the money expended in this
campaign. This measure was advocated and opposed as a step
toward the Henry George Single Tax. The vote was about two
to one against it after a fairly active campaign in which there was
. very little bitterness. The total vote on the measure was nearly
90,000.

In 1910 the Single Taxers in and out of organized labor pre-
sented, by initiative petition, a ‘‘county home rule’ constitu-
tional amendment allowing each county to exempt any class or
classes of property from taxes, and abolishing the poll and head
taxes for the State. It was adopted by about 2,000 majority with
a vote of about 90,000. Its success was probably due to the
belief of the people generally that it increased their power, and
also to the abolition of the odious poll tax. At that time there
was no very great or general fear that the Single Tax would follow
in counties as the result of the people having the power to vote
upon the question.

This campaign was financed wholly by the Joseph Fels Fund
Commission. But the Commission did much more than support
the County Home Rule Tax Amendment. The campaign was
complicated by a bitter attack on the Oregon system of popular
government. All the powers that prey were united to destroy the
system by indirect attack. Withoutthe literature supplied toevery
voter in the State, at the expense of the Joseph Fels Fund Commis-
sion, there is no doubt the reactionaries and standpatters would
have won control of the State government. They would then have
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placed such restrictions on theuseof theinitiativeand referendum,
and so amended the direct primary law, as to have practically re-
stored the old system before the general election of 1912. In-
stead of that, with the help of the Fels Fund, the progressives not
only defeated this attack, but also secured the adoption of the
first Presidential Primary Law, which was quickly imitated by so
many other States that Wilson’s nomination and election over
Taft was made possible. No one man contributed more to the
success of the 1910 campaign than Dr. W. G. Eggleston. His
writings were a very large factor in saving the system of popular
government in Oregon.

For the campaign of 1912, the Single Taxers proposed by in-
itiative petition the Graduated Single Tax Constitutional Amend-
ment. . The adoption of this measure would have broken up all
the great landed estates and exempted all personal property and
land improvements from taxes in Oregon. This campaign was
one of the most violent and bitter in the history of Oregon politics.
No other campaign in Oregon, not excepting the campaigns for
Prohibition and Woman Suffrage, has ever aroused so much bit-
terness, misrepresentation and falsehood. This amendment was
lost by a vote of practically 8 to 3 in a total of about 112,000 votes
on the question.

At the same election County Single Tax Exemption measures
were submitted in the counties of Multnomah, Clackamas and
Coos. They were all lost, though in Coos County by a very
small majority. In the general stampede against anything that
looked like the Single Tax, the County Home Rule Tax Amend-
ment that had been adopted in 1910 was repealed in 1912, though
not by a large majority.

In the campaigns of 1910 and 1912, the Fels Fund Commission
spent more than $60,000 in Oregon. .

In 1914 the Single Taxers proposed the Fifteen Hundred Dollar
Homes Tax Exemption Amendment, supported on the ballot by
A. D. Cridge, G. M. Orton, Will Daly, H. D. Wagnon and W.S.
U'Ren. This measure proposed to exempt for each taxpayer
$1500 of the assessed value of his live stock, implements, machin-
ery, merchandise, dwelling house and other buildings, fences,
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orchards, vines and other land improvements. It was intended
especially as an exemption measure for the benefit of the small
home owners and the small farmers. This was rejected by a
majority of substantially 2 to 1 in a vote of more than 200,000 on
the measure. The women voted for the first time at a regular
general election. The campaign for this measure was paid for
wholly by the Single Taxers of Oregon.

For whatever of blundering there may have been in the cam-
paigns of 1910, 1912 and 1914, the writer accepts full responsi-
bility. He was given practical control of the funds and of the
conduct and management of all three campaigns. Joseph Fels,
Daniel Kiefer, and Bolton Hall, of the Fels Fund Commission;
and C. E. S. Wood and H. W. Stone of Oregon, were consistently
of the opinion from the beginning and through to the end that
the exemption method was a mistake. They held that we should
do better and make more rapid progress towards our goal, present-
ing the full Single Tax philosophy as proposed by Henry George in
. Progress and Poverty, than by any effort for exemptions of any
kind, or for the limited Single Tax as proposed by Thomas G.
Shearman, no matter in what form the idea might be presented.
There were others in Oregon who agreed with them part of the
time, and many contributors to the Fels Fund who agreed with
them all the time, but the overwhelming majority of the more or
less active Single Taxers seemed tobelieve in and advocated the
step by step method.

Apparently the majority in other States still believe in the step
by step plan of partial exemption, either for the State at large or
for local home rule. But here in Oregon it may be safely said we
have learned our lesson. Looking back over the past eight years
it seems that many of us have been very stupid and slow to ac-
quire what the Methodists call ““a saving conviction” that the
Single Tax is essentially and fundamentally a great moral issue.
It is not a mere fiscal question of whether taxes shall be paid on
one or another kind of property, or whether any class of property
owners will pay more or less under one plan than the other.

After our four campaigns here for step by step measures, ex-
periénce is all we are sure we have. We think we have quite a
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stock of favorable sentiment accumulated among the voters that
will bring them over later with a rush, but the wish may be
father to the thought. The young men do not flock to the
exemption standard. The hope of saving a few dollars never in-
spired the search for the Holy Grail. The Sir Galahads do not
willingly and knowingly spend their lives saving mere dollars for
other men; and the Sir Galahad kind of people are the kind of
people who must make the Single Tax a part of the economic
system of the world. At no time during our campaign has there
been anything like the enthusiasm of the Anti-Poverty Society
before the invention of the limited Single Tax.

Judging from the results obtained in British Columbia and
other places north of the line, most of us do not believe a mere
exemption measure is worth a fight, even if we could be sure of its
adoption. The chief result in the British Provinces now seems
to have been a boom in land speculation and necessarily higher
prices for land. A promise of the same result as to prices was
made in the Pueblo campaign, and yet that is not what Single
Taxers want or are working for. ) '

We have learned from costly experience in Oregon that Single
Taxers must offer a measure which puts our enemies on the de-
fensive. As to mere exemption laws, our foes take the offensive
and we are on the defensive. Advocates of a reform worth living
for must not occupy the position of explainers and defenders.
The explainer and defender in politics is ever a loser. The Single
Taxers in and out of organized labor in Oregon are now going
after public ownership of all the land rent, both actual or poten-
tial. Their measure will break land speculation as soon as it is
adopted and will hinder speculation as soon as it receives a fair
vote.

We are going out for an economic system in which every man
can always make and own his job. With that opportunity ever
open, would-be bosses and employers would be ever soliciting the
laborer’s services, and the laborer himself would pick and choose,
instead of being the cheapest of living creatures.

We know from costly experience that the full strength of the
moral reason and argument for the Single Tax on land rent can-
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not be offered for anything less than a demand for its full applica-
tion. The land rent lords and speculators can present the full
strength of their defence, and with all its prejudices, against any
mere exemption or site value tax measure for revenue only.

With us, as Single Taxers, revenue is a wholly secondary con-
sideration. Revenue, and more revenue, can be had from a
hundred different sources. We want the use of the earth to be
free for the sons of men. .

We shall never begin to get anything worth while until we tell
the people what we want, and all we want, by presenting a full
Single Tax measure so far as it is possible to apply the principle
under State laws and constitutions. In that day, and in that way,
only, we shall prove we have the courage of our convictions.—
W.s. U'R.



RHODE ISLAND

After the extension of the suffrage in 1888 a communication
appeared in a Rhode Island newspaper, entitled ‘“What Next?"
The question thus put was answered by the writer, “Single Tax."”
As a result of the agitation then begun, a law was passed in 1890
requiring assessors of taxes in towns and cities to subdivide ‘Real
Estate’’ into its component parts, “Land” and ‘‘ Improvements.’’
But an effective opposition arose after one year’s trial and in 1891
the law was repealed.

Among the speakers in that campaign were Henry George and
Thos. G. Shearman. In 1891 nearly five hundred citizens in the
town of Cumberland petitioned the legislature for the local
application of the Single Tax, but their efforts failed.

In 1892 a law was enacted enabling any town so voting to exempt
new manufacturing industries for a period of ten years. Many
towns and cities of the State availed themselvesof this permission.

Although the members of our Henry George club and others in
the State continued the educational campaign, it was not until
late in 1907 that pecuniary assistance was received from without
the State. At that time Mr. Frank Stephens was sent by the
National Single Tax Organization to give us the help we asked
for. He interviewed quite a number of our influential men,
addressed labor and other organizations, enabled us to establish
headquarters, assisted in forming the Rhode Island Tax Reform
Association, and edited the first numbers of our little bulletin.
Among those whom he interviewed and whose endorsement of
““Home Rule in Taxation’ he secured, were W. H. P. Faunce,
President of Brown University, and William McVicar, Episcopal
Bishop of Rhode Island. Other Single Taxers came to our help
during this period, including Messrs. Bolton Hall, John Z. White,
Herbert S. Bigelow, James R. Brown, John Sherwin Crosby,
John J. Murphy, William Ryan, Chas. Frederick Adams, J. W.
Bengough, Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Fels, and others.
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Mr. Joseph Fink, of New York, secured most of the signatures
of corporations to our petition, and he said the men who signed
understood fully the end at which we aimed. Mr. John Z. White
spent nearly a year with us at this time. With the assistance of
George D. Liddell, then secretary of the Rhode Island Tax Re-
form Association and Henry J. Chase, then as now its correspond-
ing secretary, Mr. White prepared a very thorough pamphlet on
Woonsocket. The figures it gave, with land separated from
improvements, had an influence in securing such separation in the
law of the State known as “The Tax Act of 1912.”

For the past five years the R. I. Tax Reform Association has
conducted the “People’s Forum.” The idea of an open forum
was suggested to us by the Ford Hall meetings in the city of
Boston. Our Forum has held a meeting every Sunday in the
year. An invited speaker occupies about three-quarters of an
hour, is questioned by the audience about fifteen minutes, and is
followed by five minute speakers from the floor. It is our aim
to have an address on the Single Tax about once a month.
These meetings have been well attended. .

The daily press of the State has been generous in reporting
these meetings and in publishing communications from Single
Taxers. Both of our Sunday papers have a page devoted to
letters from the people, and we have utilized these to the fullest
extent.

Every year since the formation of the R. I. Tax Reform Asso-
ciation a local option measure has been introduced into the
legislature. Public hearings have been given repeatedly upon
the bill, but a majority of the committee to which it was
referred have never seen fit to recommend its passage.

In 1912 a very important taxation act was enacted. It pro-
vided for a permanent State Tax Commission composed of three
members. The law included two features looking in our direc-
tion. The one which we had especially advocated before the
committee was the more accurate classification of ratable estate.
Up to that time the law had required but two classes of property
to be assessed, namely “real estate’’ and ‘‘personal property.”
Now four classes must be valued and taxed separately, namely,
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“Land,” “Buildings and other Improvements,” ‘‘Tangible Per-
sonal Property,” and ‘Intangible Personal Property.” This
classification is on file and open to the public in the offices of the
assessors of the several cities and towns, and in the office of the
Tax Commission in the State House. Most of the tax books
printed by the towns and cities likewise give the four columns
separately. The other feature of the Tax Act of 1912 in the direc-
tion of the Single Tax is the low flat rate fixed by the State for
all its municipalities of $4 per thousand upon intangible person-
ality. This provision, although thus far it has lessened the rev-
enue from intangible personal property, seems to serve the good
purpose of proving, as does also the exemption of new industries,
the power of our legislature under the constitution to apply the
Single Tax.

Rhode Island, containing relatively more manufacturing in-
dustries than any other State, presents an unrivaled field for the
application of the Single Tax. Our efforts for its adoption here
have been addressed chiefly to manufacturers. It is upon them
we have depended for securing the passage of an act allowing any
town or city by vote to exempt from taxation, for a period of ten
years and until otherwise voted, ‘“buildings and other improve-
ments, tangible personal property or both.”” While hundreds of
business men representing corporations have in writing endorsed
local option in taxation, their support in the past has been passive
rather than active. When a public hearing upon the pending
act was given by the legislature only a few of the influential
petitioners put in an appearance, but in May, 1915, a movement
toward concerted action by the manufacturers was begun. Steps
were then taken toward the formation of a permanent organi-
zation for the purpose of securing the needed legislation. More-
over, as an illustration of the growing hospitality of the State to
our doctrines, the Providence Chamber of Commerce, the prin-
cipal organization of business men of this city, telegraphed to the
Single Tax Conference when in session at San Francisco inviting
it to hold its next annual convention in Providence.—L. F. C. G.



CALIFORNIA

Mention might be made of other States where the advocates of
the Single Tax have not been idle. But the movement in Cali-
fornia where Henry George lived for so long and where Progress
and Poverty was written has been such as to attract nation-wide
attention. It was here the first organization to spread the
teachings of Henry George was organized, with the late Joseph
Leggett as its first president; and it was under the auspices of this
organization that Henry George delivered his first formal prop-
aganda lecture in the Metropolitan Temple in San Francisco,
March 26, 1878.1

The campaigns of James G. Maguire for governor were not
Single Tax campaigns. Judge Maguire was a friend and adher-
ent of Henry George, but he was the regular Democratic nominee,
and though the Judge's opponents sought to inject the Single
Tax into the campaign the candidate declared it was not an issue.
He was defeated, but whether his well known reputation as a
Single Taxer tended to militate against his success cannot be
determined.

The actual operation of measures approximating to Single Tax,
namely, the exemption of improvements in the irrigation districts
of California, is treated elsewhere in this work.2 The two cam-
paigns for local option in taxation, advocated by the Single Tax-
ers avowedly for the purpose of having the Single Tax tried out
in some locality, secured in 1912 a vote of 169,321 to 243,959 and
in 1914 a vote of 267,618 to 375,634. In the second election the
vote in favor was increased nearly one hundred thousand, as will
be seen, but the adverse vote was increased in even greater pro-
portion.

In 1916 a straight-out Single Tax measure was submitted as an
amendment to the Constitution. Its provisions were as follows:

Young's History of the Single Tax Movement in the United States.

#See article succeeding.



HISTORICAL—UNITED STATES 51

Public revenues, State, county, municipal, and district, shall
be raised by taxation of land values exclusive of improvements,
and no tax charge for revenue shall be imposed on any labor pro-
duct, occupation, business, or person; but this shall not prevent
the assessment of incomes and inheritances to provide funds for
old age pensions, mothers’ endowments, and workingmen’s dis-
employment and disability insurance.

Land holdings shall be equally assessed according to their value
for use or occupance, without regard to any work of man thereon;
this value shall be determined in municipalities, and wherever
else practicable, by the ‘‘Somers system " or other means of exact
computation from central locations.

The intent of this provision is to take for public use the rental
and site values of land, and to reduce land holding to those only
who live on or make productive use of it.

This amendment received 260,332 affirmative votes against
576,533 negative, the affirmative vote being 31.1 per cent. of the
total—EDITOR.



PARTIAL APPLICATIONS OF THE SINGLE TAX

CALIFORNIA’S IRRIGATION DISTRICTS

The Single Tax is used by the Irrigation Districts of California
for the maintenance and operation of the irrigation system, pay-
ment of interest and sinking funds of the bonded debt and other
purposes. The irrigation law of California, as originally adopted,
provided for the taxation of improvements as well as the land for
district purposes. Personal property has never been taxed by
irrigation districts. In 1909 the statute (General Laws Act 1,726,
Sec. 35) was amended by limiting the assessment in all new dis-
tricts organized after April 1st, 1909, to the land value only.
The five districts then existing, organized under the old law, were
permitted to adopt the new system by ‘‘a majority vote of the
resident holders of title to lands situated within the district.”

It was through the efforts of owners in the Modesto Irrigation
District that this change in the law was brought about. Im-
mediately a campaign was entered upon to adopt the new system
of taxation. Mr. George Perley, President of the Stanislaus
County Abstract Company, has given me the following illustra-
tion which was used to show the farmers the injustice of the
existing system of taxation:

Assume that two taxpayers represent an entire community.

The first table shows each of them owning an equal area of land
unimproved.

ACRES | ASSESSED | TAX RATE [TAX or EACH|pOR COMMUNIEY

A 10 | 1,000 | 6.00 $60
B 10 | 1000 | 6.00 $60 }3120.00

A builds a home for his family, with the following results:

ACRES | ASSESSED | TAX RATE |TAX or EACH|pOR COMMUNTY

L T T { $10.00 ]mo N
1 1,000 . :
“« | Home | 1,000 } $80.00
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Because B built a home he has to pay $20 of A's taxes, 7. e.,
A’s tax is reduced $20 and B’s is increased $20.

These tables also show that for unimproved land each paid
equal taxes—$6 per acre. When B built his home his tax was
increased to $8.00 per acre, and A’s at the same time reduced to
$4.00 per acre. Yet the productivity of the land was not in-
creased by the building of the home.

At the election held in 1911 the new system of taxation was
adopted, and since that time the tax has been levied upon the
value of the land only. During February of 1914 a statement
was issued, at my request, by the Directors of the Modesto
Chamber of Commerce about the effect of the new system of taxa-
tion. This statement was also signed by all of the Directors of
the Modesto Irrigation District, Stanislaus County Building
Council, each of the four banks, and the two newspapers in Mo-
desto City, and the Modesto Gas Company. It says in part:

““The Modesto Irrigation District was organized in 1887. It
was soon found that the small farmer who had built his house and
barn and set out trees on his land was paying an excess proportion
of the taxes of the district. On the other hand, the large owners,
who made little or no improvements and refused to sell their land,
had their taxes reduced because of the increase in the total as-
sessed value of the property resulting from the new improvement.
An attempt was made to relieve these industrious small holders,
but the large owners objected so strongly that the assessment
was put back to the old figures, and relief finally gained through
an amendment of the irrigation law.

‘“As a result of the change (to the taxing of land value only)
many of the large ranches have been cut up and sold in small
tracts. The new owners are cultivating these farms intensively.
The population of both the country and the city has greatly in-
creased. The new system of taxation in collecting all of the tax
from the value of the land has brought great prosperity to our
district. Farmers are now encouraged to improve their property.
Industry and thrift are not punished by an increase in taxes.

“Inthe Modesto Irrigation District the man whobuildsa houseor
barn will not have his irrigation tax increased. He will pay no more
than his neighbor next door, who allows weeds to grow on hisland.”

The total area of this district comprises about 80,000 acres.
The tax rate averages $3.50 on the $100 of land value.
The Turlock Irrigation District, of 176,000 acres, adjoins
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Modesto on the south. It is one of the old districts and did not
adopt the Single Tax until February 1915. The vote was on the
tax question only, and resulted in 993 votes in favor, to 260
against. The campaign was conducted on pure Single Tax
lines. Editor E. H. Robinson, of the Ceres Courier, had numer-
ous classic Single Tax editorials in his paper favoring the change,
frequently quoting from Progress and Poverty, Tom Johnson's
My Story, Louis F. Post, and other Single Tax writers. The
Turlock Tribune also had many editorials of the same character.
In one of them it said: ‘‘The benefits of the Single Tax will accrue
to those who have brought their holdings to the highest stage of
improvement,” and then shows that the Single Tax will make the
tax rate on the land value alone $3.90 on the $100.

The first districts to be organized under the new law were the
Oakdale Irrigation District, in Stanislaus County, and the South
San Joaquin Irrigation District in San Joaquin County, each of
about 80,000 acres, during the year 1909. A statement was issued
early in 1914 by the City Trustees of Oakdale, at my request, as to
the effect of the new system of taxation. This statement was also
signed by all of the Directors of the Oakdale Irrigation District,
Board of Trade, Woman's Improvement Club, two banks and two
newspapers, and the city officials of Oakdale City. It reads
in part: .

“The Oakdale Irrigation District was organized as a Single
Tax Irrigation District under the law of the State of California
in 1909. The chief argument in favor of organizing under the
Single Tax system of raising revenue for the operation of the dis-
trict was that the farmers would not be penalized for their in-
dustry; that when our farmers improve their lands by planting
alfalfa, setting out trees and vines, building dwellings, barns and
other improvements, that their taxes would not be increased,
and that they would pay the same tax as their neighbors with
the same area and quality of land who made no improvements.

“Even in the short space of less than a year many of the
promises made for the Single Tax have been fulfilled. The large
ranch so common under the old system of taxation is fast dis-
appearing from our district. Speculators do not buy land here, each
sale is made to an actual settler, who brings his family among us,
builds a decent home, seeks to better the social conditions of his
neighborhood, and adds greatly to the prosperity of ourcommunity.
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Our experience has taught us that the more you relieve improve-
ments from taxation, the quicker will the country improve.

“The Single Tax is the best system of taxation we could have
for our farms. We know that it is making our district grow.
All of our farmers favor it, because of the exemption of improve-
ments. No one in the district would want to go back to the old
system. The Single Tax is right because it improves the country.
Our farmers put the land to its highest use, the use that is most
beneficial to the whole community. Our system of taxation compels
them to do this, and they thus reap a greater profit for themselves.
Many say that they can now afford to borrow money to make
improvements, which they could not do under the old system.

“We invite farmers to come and settle among us. Their
industry will not be taxed by the Oakdale Irrigation District.
Our Single Tax system of taxation encourages industry. We
make the man who keeps his land idle pay the same as the man
who improves. Those who build up our community and create
its wealth will not be penalized.”

The tax rate in the Oakdale District is $6.20 on the $100 of
land value. The vote for the organization of the district under
the Single Tax was 349 yes and 27 no. The vote on the first bond
issue was 339 yes and 9 no. The irrigation districts are discover-
ing the real value of the Single Tax. The Stockton Record press
dispatches from Oakdale recently said: )

*“The Directors of the Irrigation District are trying to force the
sub-division of some of the larger bodies of land being held}for
advance in values, by an increase $5.00 per acre in the valuation
for taxation purposes. Last year all the $30.-an-acre land was
increased in value $40.00 an acre, and this year another $5.00
was added to the valuation. These lands are all held in large
tracts, and the district is anxious to see their development by
small land owners, and the shifting of the tax from the smaller land
owner to the big ranch man will, it is thought, bring that about.”

The Imperial Irrigation District of 530,000 acres was organized
in 1912, to take over the irrigating system owned by the Cali-
fornia Development Company, which had proved a failure under
private ownership. It is located at the extreme southern end of
the State, on the border line of Mexico. The election for the
issuance of $3,500,000 of bonds was held October 29th, 1915.
The vote was 3,278 yes and 330 no. The bonds have just been
sold, and the district will now take charge of the irrigating system.
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The Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District was organized
in July, 1914; vote: 400 yes, 17 no. This district comprises
32,000 acres, and is located in Shasta county in the extreme
northern section of the State. The Paradise Irrigation District,
in Butte county, has just been organized, with a total of 14,000
acres. Altogether the irrigation districts in California, operating
under the Single Tax system of taxation, comprise a total of
1,000,000 acres. New districts are being proposed, or in process
of organization, that will add 500,000 acres to the Single Tax
system. These lands are all located in fertile valleys, and are
among the richest sections of California.—E. P. E. T.

THE EXPERIMENT AT HYATTSVILLE, MARYLAND, 1892

Hyattsville is a suburb of Washington, D. C., located in Mary-
land, a short distance beyond the District of Columbia line. In
the Summer of 1892 a majority of the Boardof Commissioners of
the town, consisting of Jackson H. Ralston, Charles H. Long and
George H. Britt, all Single Taxers, determined to adopt for the
town purposes the principles of the Single Tax, and accordingly
struck from the assessment rolls all taxes upon improvements.
Prior to that time, taxation on personal property had been aban-
doned by common consent, and the taxes had been levied upon
land and improvements, assessed separately. The then rate of
taxation was very low, being fifteen cents per hundred dollars,
but, with the omission of taxes on improvements, the rate was
raised to twenty-five cents per one hundred dollars, in order to
realize the same or a little larger revenue.!

'Hyattsville was not the only nor the first township toattempt the Single Tax
experiment. Away back in the early days of Alton, Ill., improvements were
stricken from the assessment list. As in Hyattsville those dissatisfied brought
action to have the mode of assessment set aside, and appearing for those whose
pur was to restore the old methods of assessment were John J. Hardin, a
well known name in the annals of the State, and *“ A. Lincoln.” The case may be
found in the Illinois Reports, page 69 (Filch et al vs. Pickard et al, 4 Scammon).

The contention was that ‘“the ordinance regarding the lots to be valued
without regard to improvements was a violation of the Constitution.”” This
was denied, and in groof that Single Tax arguments were not wholly unfamiliar
even in that day, the lawyers defending the ordinance say:

“Nor did the act of incorporation require that improvements should be
included in the assessment of the lots. It had reference to the naked soil, and
did not “intend to interfere with that liberal policy which protects and
encourages improvements.” The ordinance lost by the vote of a divided
court. Unfortunately no dissenting opinion was filed.
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The inauguration of the Single Tax system was not allowed to
go unchallenged. Immediately the larger landowners of the
town started a lively agitation. They represented to each other,
and to their fellow citizens, that the measure adopted by the
Board of Commissioners was anarchistic in the extreme and meant
the confiscation of their property. Complainants appealed to
the Circuit Court of the county for the issuance of a writ of man-
damus, directing the Commissioners to reform their levy and to
include in their assessments personal property and improve-
ments. Upon the cause being heard in the Circuit Court, the
Judge decided, contrary to the contention of the petitioners, that
the Commissioners were authorized by law to make exactly the
levy thay did make, and that their action was constitutional.
This opinion was fortified by numerous citations from Maryland
authorities, and from it an appeal was taken. Without for the
moment discussing the future course of litigation, it may be said
that, pending it, all those who were interested.in opposing the
enforcement of the Single Tax system, determined to pay no
taxes under it, but the Commissioners proceeded in the orderly
methods provided by law,and when the day arrived for the charg-
ing of interest upon the taxes they had levied they notified all
delinquents that such interest would be enforced, and many who
had been in arrears then paid their taxes. Later, when the mo-
ment therefor was reached, this was followed up by a further noti-
fication that the Commissioners would proceed to enforce the
collection of taxes by levy, and, upon this announcement, prac-
tically all taxes in arrears were paid.

Later the case was brought before the Court of Appeals of the
State, and that body decided that the action of the petitioners
was wrongfully brought, and that they should have proceeded by
way of injunction instead of mandamus, and therefor dismissed
their application. Not content with this, however, which was
all it would appear the Court was authorized to do, it proceeded
to declare that the Commissioners were not authorized by the
town charter to exempt personal property and improvements
from taxation and, furthermore, that such action on their part
was unconstitutional. Notwithstanding this decision, the Court
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of Appeals in another case involving a different question, and
coming before it three years later, held that no provision of the
Constitution, except some in certain particulars referring to the
city of Baltimore, had any relation whatsoever to municipalities,
which were, it declared, entirely subject to legislative disposition,
thereby sustaining the principal contention of the Commissioners,
and in effect, though not in words, reversing the decision in the
Hyattsville Single Tax case.

The net result of the local contest, however, was in fact to re-
verse the action of the Board of Commissioners and to render im-
possible any further attempt to enforce the Single Tax system.

The interesting pointof the whole experiment must beits opera-
tion and effect, rather than the details already given. When it
was inaugurated one of its leading opponents said, ‘‘ We must get
rid of this Single Tax. If we do not kill it now we will never be
free from it,” as strong a tribute as possibly could bemade, for if
it were right and just in its operation, they could never hope to
escape from it, while, if it had been unjust, its speedy repeal was
to be anticipated. Furthermore, the more far-sighted ones
feared if it worked to the satisfaction of the majority in town
affairs, it would most likely be applied to county and perhaps ulti-
mately to State taxation. The town rate of taxation was so
small that any of them could have well afforded to submit to it,
but its extension would have been burdensome to those who ob-
tained unjust advantages from the present system of taxation.

Before the Single Tax was adopted some of the large landown-
ers maintained that if it were enforced, poor men could not hope
to retain land, because of inability to pay these high taxes.
This contention was ridiculous, and it received no support
after the adoption of the system, for immediately thereafter
the large owners said that they could not afford to hold their
lands under it and would be compelled to dispose of them at
any price, a result which would have materially increased thenum-
ber of small owners whose only object would have been to put
their land to its best use.

Many striking illustrations could be given of the manner in
which the operations of the Single Tax changed the system of
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taxation. The largest individual speculative landowner paid in
taxes the year preceding the adoption of the system about one
hundred dollars. Under the Single Tax he contributed to the
land revenues in round numbers one hundred and sixty dollars.
At the same time, practically every holder of improved land found
his taxes lessened, notwithstanding the increase in the rate of
taxation and, as these smaller owners, together with others who
hoped at some time to possess homes of their own, constituted
" the large majority of the voters of the town, it seemed fair to
expect that the Single Tax, once adopted, would never be aban-
doned.

The whole contest was marked on the part of the advocates of
the old system of taxation with a degree of bitterness hard to be
realized by one who took no part in the struggle, and which illus-
trated how thoroughly the opponents of the measure realized its
far reaching consequences. It afforded new proof of the fact that
those who hold unjust advantages will not willingly yield them.
—J.H. R.



RECENT STEPS IN AMERICAN CITIES

HousTtoN, TEXAS

Following are brief accounts of partial Single Tax experiments in cities.
For Vancouver, B. C, where full exemption of improvements has been longest
in operation, see article in this work on * Western Canada.” For explanation
as to the distinction between Single Tax and even total exemption of improve-
ments, and that the reader may be guarded against erroneous inference, see
Index for ““Jancouver;” also Answers to Questions. For Pueblo’s interesting
but disastrously terminated attempt to rid itself of taxes on improvements,
see article on Colorado.

In April, 1911, Mr. J. J. Pastoriza was elected Houston's
Finance and Tax Commissioner under the Commission form of
government adopted for that city a short time before. He im-
mediately proceeded to apply Single Tax principles, in so far as
these could be applied. His acts were extra-legal, and the entire
move of more than doubtful constitutionality.

He introduced the separate assessment of land and improve-
ments and the Somers’ system of assessment. He assessed the
franchise corporations of Houston, which had previously been
untaxed, at $2,000,000. In July, 1912, he announced that the
city of Houston had decided to exempt from taxation all personal
property, stocks, bonds, mortgages and cash in banks, and that
land would thereafter be assessed at 70 per cent. of its full value
and improvements on land at only 25 per cent. of their value.
This policy was administered up to 1915,and it became known as
the “Houston Plan of Taxation.” It found great popular favor.
Mr. Pastoriza was twice re-elected. In 1915 he received 5,659
votes as against 1,963 for his opponent.

Under this system the city prospered as never before. During
1912-1913 building increased 55 per cent., bank deposits increased
$7,000,000, and the population increased 25,000. The president
of the Clearing House at Hauston said: ‘‘The Houston Plan of
Taxation has brought about substantial increase in the deposits
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of her banks and trust companies, and the majority of the busi-
ness and mercantile interests of the city think well of the plan.”

It is true the conclusions drawn from these figures have not
remained unassailed, notably by Allan Robinson, of the Allied
Realty Interests, and by R. M. Haig.! But as if to reinforce these
deductions, however, we have certain further facts following the
repeal of the Houston Plan of Taxation by the decision of the
courts compelling the assessment of all property in accordance
with the terms of the archaic constitution of the State. This re-
peal was the result of a suit brought by a few dissatisfied land
speculators to compel the abandonment of the system. It is
interesting to note what followed. Building permits dropped
from $5,526,200 in 1914 to $2,425,553 in 1915 underequal assess-
ment. The building boom had ceased. There was an immediate
move to withdraw deposits from the banks to escape taxation.

Mr. Pastoriza finally took a postal card referendum, asking if
the old system should be restored. The answer was overwhelm-
ingly in the affirmative, in fact 99 per cent. voted to return to the
old system. For the year 1916, therefore, exemptions were al-
lowed, improvements were assessed at 50 per cent. of their value
and land at 100 per cent.

Again it is necessary to caution the reader that exemptions
such as prevail in Houston and the Canadian cities do not make
these places Single Tax centers. The Single Tax aims to take
the entire rental value of land. Movements which fall far short
of this may result in increased prosperity in cities, increase in the
volume of bank accounts, and a boom in building. But where
enough of the rental value remains to serve as a basis for specula-
tion in land these results may be in great part neutralized. There
seems no reason to doubt, however, that such approaches as have
been made toward the Single Tax in Houston and the Canadian
cities in a measure at least explain the greater business prosperity
and industrial activity of these cities. That all of it is to be so
explained, need not be contended. Enough remains removed
from the field of mere conjecture to further fortify the case for
the Single Tax, even in its initial stages.—EDITOR.

1See latter’s Report for the Committee on Taxation of the City of New York,
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PITTSBURGH AND SCRANTON

In 1910 Pittsburgh had one of the most inequitable systems of
taxation in the country. There were three classifications of real
estate, urban, rural and agricultural. Urban embraced the
closely built-up district and paid the full tax rate. Rural em-
braced these suburban districts and paid two-thirds of the full
rate. Agricultural embraced large tracts of vacant land and
paid one-half the full taxrate. Also ‘‘agricultural” land was fre-
quently assessed at much less than its value as vacant land for
building purposes. Valuable tracts were used for pasture,
although surrounded by built-up districts, and enjoyed both
under-assessment and one-half the general rate.

"To make matters worse, each ward of the city was a separate
schoool district, and the expenses of its schools were paid by
taxes on the property in the ward. As a consequence, the wards
with a preponderance of small homes and a large number of
children, had a very high school tax rate, whereas in the down
town business districts, with enormous land values and scarcely
any school population, the school tax was negligible.

The tax rates paid on different properties varied from 7.85

" to 25 mills on the dollar. The low rates were paid almost entirely
by large ‘‘agricultural” holdings, while the high rates fell on
small residences and congested tenement neighborhoods.1

The awakening came in 1909 when the Pittsburgh Board of
Trade launched a movement to abolish the three classifications.
Other civic organizations joined in the demand for tax reform so
that in 1911 the Pittsburgh Civic Commission, the Allied Boards
of Trade, the Chamber of Commerce, the Pittsburgh Teachers
Association and the Federation of Women’s Clubs massed their
forces before the State Legislature and secured from it abolition
of the classifications and a new school code which provided a
uniform school tax rate throughout the city. A bill was also put
through exempting machinery from taxation in second class cities.
Thislatter enactment was the beginning of the policy of exempting

I1Citation from article by Shelby M. Harrison in the Survey for July 1st,
1911.
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industry from taxation, which was closely followed up in 1913
by what is known as the Graded Tax Law for second class cities.

Shortly after the Legislature of 1911 adjourned, the Pittsburgh
Civic Commission began a thorough analysis of the taxation sys-
tem of the city with the end in view of lifting the burden of taxa-
tion from industry and placing more of it upon the great land
holders of the city, who were impeding the city’s progress by
holding the land at prices prohibitive to industries and residents.
To bring about this result the committee which made the investi-
gation, recommended that all buildings in the city be taxed at a
rate 109, less than land values the first year,209%, the second year,
309, the third year and so on until the tax rate on buildings would
be one-half that on land values, at which time it was expected that
the plan would have so far justified itself, that at one more step
buildings would be entirely exempted from taxation. The report
of the committee, together with its recommendation, was printed
and widely circulated. The attention of Mayor Magee was en-
listed and his support to a bill embodying the recommendation of
the committee was secured, so that in 1913 the bill was introduced
into the Legislature as an administration measure. However,
before passage it was found necessary to modify it so that instead
of reducing therate on buildings 109, each year it was reduced 109},
each triennial assessment or every three years. In this shape the
bill was passed, and became a law. Effects of the law were al-
most immediately apparent, many properties which would not
~ have paid a sufficient return under the old system were built upon
and improved profitably under the new, so that in 1913 and 1914,
while other industries of the city lagged, the building business
flourished. However, the effect was also felt by the large land
owners, who set about to secure the repeal of thelaw. The support
of our unenlightened Mayor, Mr. Armstrong, and his majority in
the City Council was secured for the repealer and as a city admin-
istration measureit was passed by the Legislature of 1915, against
the determined and stubborn opposition of the Pittsburgh Civic
Commission, the Allied Boards of Trade, the Pittsburgh Realty
Owners Association, the North Side Chamber of Commerce,
the Pittsburgh Single Tax Club and other organizations who



64 " SINGLE TAX YEAR BOOK

appealed successfully to the Governor who vetoed the repealer.
In vetoing the bill Governor Brumbaugh said:

““This bill is a repealer. It applies only to cities of the second
class. It repeals the Graded Tax Law in these cities. The
present tax law, passed in 1913, makes a separation of land and
of buildings for taxable purposes, and reduces triennially ten per
cent. the tax on buildings until the minimum of 509, is reached.

*“The Act of 1913 was urged by all parties in interest. This
repealer is opposed by the largest group of protestants that have
been heard on any bill. It is advocated by those now in charge
of the fiscal policy of one of the two cities concerned.

“Inasmuch as there is such a conflict of opinion, and inasmuch
as the law has scarcely yet been tried, it is well to allow it to
operate until a commanding judgment decrees its fate. Let the
people concerned study freely and fairly the operations of the
present law and, if found after two years to be inadequate to the
needs of the cities or unfair in its provisions, it can then be
repealed. To disturb it now when a preponderance of opinion
favors it is unwise. For these reasons the bill is not approved.”

In 1916 the City Council of Pittsburgh authorized the Mayor,
Comptroller, and President of Council, to appoint fifteen citizens
as ‘““The Committee on Taxation Study.” This Committee
submitted a report November 13, 1916. In discussing the
‘‘graded” tax the Committee said:

“No little discussion has been indulged in regarding ths merits
and demerits of this law. Economic results have been prophesied
by its advocates and its enemies out of all proportion to anything
which such a gradual change in the tax rate could occasion.
This we believe is in part due to certain other changes in laws
affecting taxation in Pittsburgh, passed by the Legislature in
1911 and 1913. * * * *

“The effects of the repeal of the classification act and the
enactment of the school code have in the public mind become
-associated with the graded tax law and to this confusion may be
traced much of the exaggerated results attributed to this law.
These legislative enactments brought about long-needed improve-
ments in our local taxation system. Though great benefits
resulted to the community as a whole hardship to some was
inevitable.

‘“After the most deliberate consideration your Committee is
of the opinion that the Graded Tax Law should be given full
and fair trial.”
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The Committee presented tables showing the effect of the
change on the tax rates of 1916, (the rate on buildings being
909, of that on land) as follows:

Taxrateon land. ... eiannn. 21.85
o buildings e 19.33
" " land and buildings if law had not been passed. . 20.887

Per cent. increase of taxon land.............. P 4.6
" " decreaseonbuildings................... e 7.5

The constitution of Pennsylvania forbids special legislation
for a particular city, but cities are divided into classes, accord-
ing to their popualation. While the agitation for the reduced
tax on buildings came from Pittsburgh, the law also affects the
other “second class’ city—Scranton with a population of 130,-
000. Scranton seems to be quite satisfied with the law and took
no part in the agitation two years ago for its repeal.—w. P. AND
EDITOR.

EVERETT

On November 7, 1911, Everett, with a population of twenty-
five thousand, by a majority of 98 amended its charter to provide
for the exemption of improvements from local taxation. The
amendment, which did not exempt personal property, exempted
only twenty-five per cent. of the value of improvements, taking
four years to reach a full exemption. Even after this popular
demand had been made, the City Commission omitted the Single
Tax from the new charter to be voted on, but agreed to submit it
as a separate proposition. At this referendum election the
charter was adopted by fifty-eight votes, but the Single Tax lost
by fifty-three.

In November 1912 the measure was voted upon for the third
time. The amendment was adopted by a vote of 4,858 to 2,637,
carrying every precinct. It was, however, adversely passed upon
by the State Tax Commission which declared it unconstitutional.
Owing to its doubtful legality Single Taxers raised no contest in
the courts and no further Single Tax campaign has been waged in
Everett.—EDITOR.



SINGLE TAX ENCLAVES

We use the word enclave to mean an area of land where the
economic rent is collected under the terms of leaseholds and used
to pay certain of the taxes levied by the town, county, State or
nation.

An enclave may, or may not, be a colony, depending upon
whether its characteristic note is attracting settlers or extension
of territory, the bringing of the people to the land or of the land
to the people. The first class, which can properly be spoken of
as colonies, is represented by Fairhope in Alabama, Arden in
Delaware, and Free Acres in New Jersey; the second class by
Tahanto in Massachusetts, while Halidon in Maine represents a
compromise between the two, for, while in theory it is like Ta-
hanto, its growth has consisted more largely in accessions of colon-
ists than in accessions of land.

All the enclaves are indentical in the principle of taking the
economic rent and using it for the payment of taxes; in all of
them, therefore, improvements are exempt; thus, in essence, the
Single Tax prevails; but, on the other hand, in no one of them
has there been any attempt to pay either the customs or the
excise or the national income tax, or to atone to enclavians for the
artificial increment in the prices of domestic goods due to the
“protective” policy. Thus, to a substantial degree, the plan, as
so far exemplified, fails to realize the splendid conception of
Henry George, of a Single Tax on the value of land, involving
freedom of trade with foreign countries and freedom from inter-
ferences at home. But it is much to untax improvements, and,
thereby, to untax local industry.

The vitality of the enclavesis to be noted. All of the numerous
socialistic communities of America, with the exception of Amana,
are either dead or dying, while each of the Single Taxing com-
munities has grown in vigor with the successive years. It is
natural, at the beginning, that many Single Taxers should have



HISTORICAL—UNITED STATES 67

been doubtful about the prospects. The judgment even of
Henry George himself, when consulted about Fairhope, was un-
favorable. He held it was not advisable to risk the reputation of
the Single Tax on the success of a pioneering experiment in land,
which might fail for practical reasons entirely unconnected with
the principle, and the project also seemed to him more akin to
the nationalization of land than to the Single Tax, which he
advocated. :

Time has invalidated at least the first of his objections. The -
following figures for recent years, showing a growth of 1009, in
the last four years, will be deemed satisfactory, when it is
remembered that the speculative fever, which often makes
Western towns grow so rapidly, is absent. The figures for net rent
are obtained by subtracting from the gross rent the amounts paid
out for taxes, interest and amortization of debt incurred in the
purchase of land.

FIVE ENCLAVES—FAIRHOPE, ARDEN, TAHANTO, FREE ACRES, HALIDON

YEAR GROSS RENT ofe{nge';ge NET RENT* crl:;ecggtbg;“
1911 $5,109 $2,831 .

1912 6,447 26 3,251 15

1913 8,275 28 3,544 9.

1914 8,933 9 3,959 12

1915 10,393 14 3,032 —24

1916 12,881 24 5,136 69

Average Increase 209, 169,

* Gross rent minus taxes and payments on purchase of land.

Various opinions are held as to the value of enclaves for the
purpose of propaganda, some holding that they are too limited
to be effective, but this point needs no discussion here. It is
enough for the justification of enclaves that they demonstrate
the practicality of the Single Tax, that they give oportunities not
to be found elsewhere, for their inhabitants, and that they furnish
much-needed laboratories where minor, but still very important
points, upon which all Single Taxers are not yet agreed, can be
determined by experience. Some of these points are: Shall
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railroads be publicly owned or operated? Shall the distribution
of water, gas, and electricity be communal or private? How
nearly is it practicable to take the whole economic rent? Shall
a forest be called a site-value or an improvement? Can the
increment in rent due to private water-works be collected as a
proper part of the economic rent? After collecting the economic
rent and paying the ordinary expenses, can the remainder, if any,
be devoted to any purpose whatever, or how shall expenses that
are properly governmental be defined?

FAIRHOPE

Fairhope is the name both of a municipality, in Baldwin
county, Alabama, and of a corporation. The town, founded in
1907, covers about 1,100 acres, 409, of which belongs to the
corporation. It has a population of 590, of which about 709,
lives on the corporate land. The land of the Fairhope Single
Tax Corporation comprises 3,900 acres (of which 2,200 was the
gift of Mr. Joseph Fels) with a population of about 650. It was
incorporated on August 9, 1904, under the laws of Alabama,
taking over the obligations and the land—about 140 acres—of
the Fairhope Industrial Association. The Industrial Association
was incorporated in Des Moines, Iowa, in the Spring of 1894.
The seven charter members of the Association were James Bel-
~ langee, Ernest B. Gaston, S. S. Mann, I. R. Clements, J. P.

Hunnell, L. B. Land, and Alfred Wooster, Clements being elected
president and Gaston secretary. Mr. Gaston, under the associa-
tion and later under the corporation (with the exception of two
years) has served continuously ever since. The following state-
ment of principles was announced:

Yl The only plan of co-operative colonization ever pro-

posed, which secures the benefits of co-operation and yet pre-
serves the perfect freedom of the individuals.

‘‘Its purpose is to establish and maintain a model community
or colony free from all forms of private monopoly and to secure
for its members therein equality of opportunity and thefull reward
of individual effort and the benefits of co-operation in matters of
general concern.

“The law of equal freedom is the cornerstone of its plan; that
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‘everyone has freedom to do as he wills, provided he infringes not
the equal freedom of any other.’

‘“In government, the law is applied by personal instead of stock
Xote, with no distinction of sex; and the initiative and referen-

um

“In land-holding and use, by the principles of the Single-Tax,
the association holding the title to all lands and leasing to in-
dividuals in quantities to suit at a rental ‘which shall equalize the
varying advantages of location and natural qualities of all tracts.’

“In medium of exchange by the issuance of its non-interest
bearing notes for services and products, redeemable in services,
products and land rents.

“In commerce by association stores, selling goods to members
and non-members alike, and dividing the profits quarterly among
members in proportion to their purchases and by acting as agent
for its members in the sale of their products, charging only cost
of service rendered.

“In natural monopolies, supplying water, light, power, tele-
phones, transportation, etc., by association control and operation
at cost.

“Participation in all co-operative features is purely voluntary,
all being at perfect liberty to buy or sell where they please, to use
the association’s medium of exchange or let it alone as they please.
In short, to be the absolute directors of their own actions—
limited only by the law of equal freedom, before enunciated....”

It is significant how, in the lapse of years, the socialistic features
have either sunk into insignificance or disappeared altogether.
The Fairhope Exchange, organized to facilitate the exchange of
products and services, both locally and with similar associations
elswhere, to acquire machinery and to operate industries, died
after a brief struggle. The so-called co-operative store also
suffered the fate of the unfit. The steamer, which plied to Mo-.
bile, 16 miles, was burned at the wharf. The wharf itself was
demolished in a great storm in 1906, which at the same time blew
down a large public hall, and, for the sake of getting the wharf
reconstructed, it was turned over to a private association.

There remain the water-works, which it is expected will soon
be turned over to the municipality, and the telephone system,
which is also owned and operated by the corporation, except that
the instruments themselves are owned by the users.

The wharf was originally built by funds obtained by issuing
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scrip, and the short-lived exchange had scrip as a part of its re-
sources, but all that remains today is an unimportant element,
scrip issued to anticipate the receipt of rents.

The Constitution of the Fairhope Single Tax Corporation
provides: ‘The purpose of said corporation is to demonstrate
the beneficence, utility and practicability of the Single Tax theory
with the hope of its general adoption by the governments in the
future, in the meantime securing for ourselves and our children
and associates the benefits to be enjoyed from its application as
fully as existing laws will permit, and to that end to conduct a
model community free from all forms of special privilege, securing
to its members therein equality of opportunity, and the full
reward of individual efforts and the benefits of co-operation in
matters of general concern, holding all land in the name of the
corporation and paying all taxes on the same and improvements
and other personal property of lessees thereon (moneys and credit
excepted), charging the lessees the fair rental value.”

It is to be observed that, in the leases, the corporation agrees
to pay only the taxes levied by the county and the State, whereas it
has, since the foundation of the municipality paid, in addition,
the taxes levied by the municipal authorities.

There has been much contention, as is natural, on the fixing of
rents, which has been greatly reduced by the introduction of the
Somers System of valuation, beginning with 1914. But the
Somers System concerns itself with relative values, and there

“appears good reason to believe that the standard adopted, which
turns mainly on a comparison with values outside the enclave,
is considerably below the economic rent. Nevertheless, although
this means that a lease can often be sold for a bonus, yet
speculation is fairly extinguished.

The form of government is somewhat oligarchical, and has been
much complained of by dissatisfied lessees, for only those can be
members of the corporation who own stock and have paid $100
for membership, and only members can vote. Few being willing
to pay so high a price for a vote, the result is that the great ma-
‘jority have no vote, there being 266 lessees and only 84 members.
Moreover, even if a man owns a share of stock and is willing to
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pay $100, he can still be debarred from membership, for his ad-
mission depends on favorable action by the authorities, who
maintain and act upon their right to exclude anyone who in their
opinion is not in sympathy with the plan and purposes of the
organization.

In 1915 was begun a suit for the dissolution of the corporation,
in which the double claim was made that the law under which
the corporation was formed was void under the Constitution of
Alabama and of the United States, and also that Fairhope did not
fulfil the law and did not exemplify the Single Tax. The Su.
preme Court, on appeal by the corporation, unanimously rejected
these claims, and declared Fairhope to be ‘“a corporation de-
jure”” It said: “There is, as we understand it, a marked kin-
ship between the Single Tax system as proposed by Henry George
and what this corporation may do and appears to be doing under
the warrant of its incorporation.” (November Term, 1914-15,
I Div. 870 Fairhope Single Tax Corporation vs. A. J. Melville).
Thus a cloud that for years had hung over Fairhope, and, indeed,
had markedly affected the receipt of rents in 1914, was lifted.

The activities of Fairhope as a resort are varied. Since the
thermometer never ranges above 97° and practically never under
20°,and the bathing, fishing,and yachting are good, it is frequented
both in winter and in summer, and has inns both numerous
and good. Among other things it raises corn, oats, upland rice,
sugar cane, velvet beans, peanuts, Satsuma oranges, kumquats,
grape-fruit, sand-pears, pecans, and figs. Mrs. Anne B. Call,
daughter of the late Prof. Bellangee, one of the founders, sells
delicious confections of figs and kumquats. There are several
stores, a creamery, and an ice plant. Finally, the Courier serves
to inform the community and those outside of its progress.

Fairhope, while prettily situated on the Bay of Mobile, is flat
and uninteresting as one goes inland. It also offers a soil so poor
that it has been a surprise how the colony could prosper and ob-
tain a population which is numerically second only to Bay Min-
ette, the county seat, while in the quality of its citizenship, of its
library (given originally by Mrs. Marie Howland), and of its
private school (founded and conducted by Mrs. Marietta Johnson,
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and widely and favorably known as the Organic School), it stands
first in the county. Add to this the unique feature that no case
of felony in the courts has ever originated in Fairhope, that,
though no law or regulation prohibits a saloon, none exists, and
a catalogue of excellences is completed, which it is difficult even for
cold spectators not to refer, in substantial degree, to the main-
spring of the Single Tax.

The officers of the Colony: Mrs. S. H. Cummings, President of
Council; E. B. Gaston, Secy., and J. S. Paton, Treas.

The following table shows the recent growth of the rent of the
land of Fairhope, but it is to be regretted that complete figures
are not available for the full real estate to show the growth from
the humble beginnings, when the first 150 acres were purchased
for $771, to the present day, when the value is estimated by the
corporation at a million dollars:

ARDEN

Of the five enclaves the second in importance and age is Arden,
in Delaware, six miles north of Wilmington and twenty miles
south of Philadelphia. It was formed in 1900, when William
Price and Frank Stephens bought 162 acres of land, half encir-
cled by a beautiful, rocky creek, a mile from the station of the
Baltimore and Ohio R. R. now called Harvey (Arden), for $9,000,
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of which $6,500 was paid by a mortgage which subsequently was
taken up by Joseph Fels. The $2,500 was considered by Price
and Stephens as representing the value of the buildings, which
they retained privately, leaving the value of the land under the
trust as $6,500. The mortgage was made to apply to only 70
acres—the woodland—out of the 162, leaving all the part now
built upon free from incumbrance. The trustees appointed were
Frank Martin, William Price and Frank Stephens.

“For the first five years,” to quote from the booklet of Arden,
‘“‘the reward won by the pioneers was very meagre. The com-
munity did little more than vegetate and hold its own. But in
1905 the boom began and in 1906 the Inn was established on a
firm basis, and homes sprang up in all directions. To this activity
the panic of 1907 produced only a temporary set-back. In 1908
the growth of Arden went on apace, and on August 1, 1909, every
foot of open ground had a leaseholder, and many applications
could not be filled.” )

In October, 1915, there were about 130 lease-holders averaging
about a half acre apiece, and about 100 dwelling-houses on 120
plots. About 20 acres were under lease, not yet improved, but
held for building in the future. The Somers System is applied
and rents run from $20 to $48 an acre. But it seems evident that
rents average too little, for bonuses actually paid for assignment
of leases in seven cases range from $80 to $450 per acre, and the
bonuses asked for on seven other leases range from $40 to $150.
Mr. Stephens reckons the average bonus at $150. Needless to
say, these bonuses and the twenty acres of land held for future
use go to show that the deed of trust, which requires the col-
lection of the “full rental value,” is not being observed. When
rents have been going up at the rate of some 109, per annum, it
may have been natural to think that this was fast enough, and it
is always easier, and hence a temptation, to assess and collect
less than the full amount. But the public interest is thereby
defrauded, and where, as recently in Arden, a Leaseholders’
Protective Association is formed, which promotes the idea of no
further increment of rents, it becomes a case of selfishness versus
public spirit, unless indeed there is a sincere misunderstanding.
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The issue has now been squarely joined, and interesting develop-
ments may be expected.

The trustees of Arden hold the title to the land and represent
the community before the law. They pay all the State and local
taxes and the expenses of the trust, and then turn the balance
over tothe community, which elects three townsmen and seven
assessors by the Hare-Spence system, a clerk and an accountant.
The money so turned over is to be applied “to such common uses,
desired by a majority of the residents, as, in the judgment of the
trustees, are properly public, in that they cannot be left to in-
dividuals without giving one an advantage over others.” The
townsmen have authority, subject to the control by the general
meetings, and serve until their successors are chosen, the election
being always for the full board, the same being true of the asses-
sors. Thus in the part administered by the townsmen, Arden
exemplifies a thoroughly representative yet democratic system.

The following claims made in the prospectus seem not
excessive:

‘“Arden Village has a land system recognizing the common
right of all to the use of the earth.

‘“Has a tax system which does not fine labor and thrift or en-
courage land speculation and monopoly.

‘‘Has a scientific plan of assessment based upon the Somers
System, with publication of assessments.

“Has had equal suffrage since its foundation—not only woman
suffrage but minor suffrage.

“Is the first community in the United States to elect officers by
Proportional Representation.

“Is the first community in the United States to establish the
Raiffeisen banking system, based on character, not ‘collateral.’

“Has never issued bonds, granted an exclusive privilege, or had
a public debt, except for a part of the original purchase price of
the land.

“Acts on a definitely stated principle as to the _functions of
government and the rights of individuals, that the government
should do nothing which an individual can do without the power
of government.”

The village has an organic school, conducted by Mrs. Cora
Potter on the model of the school at Fairhope; and a club, divided

-
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into ten guilds, representing the activities of the village, in
which Esperanto, music, camp-fires, lectures, Shakespearean
plays in the open-air theatre, pageants, and athletics are promi-
nent, while for occupations, growing mushrooms, making leaded
glass, furniture, articles of gold and silver and iron are specialties.
In artistic quality everywhere visible Arden, under the inspira-
tion of Price and the two Stephens, father and son, has attained
a special charm to which few are insensible.

Arden has been supplied for about two years with private
water-works, barely the expenses have been paid and there is no
exclusive franchise.

Arden is preponderantly residential, and an enclave where
four-fifths of the people make their living outside bears too strong
an impress of the outer world to be thoroughly characteristic
of the Single Tax.

The officers of Arden are: Trustees: William L. Price,
Katherine F. Ross, and Frank Stephens. Townsmen: Frank B.
Downs, Harry Hoefler and Robert P. Woolery. Clerk, Cora
L. Potter. Accountant, Earl Broadbent.

The following figures show the recent growth of Arden; the
earlier figures are unobtainable. The lowering of the net rent
in the last three years is due to the payment each year of $650 on
the mortgage held by Mrs. Féls.

*YEAR | GROsS RENT | Fer Cent. | npp gpnr | Per Centof In-
1911 $908 $703

1912 1,632 80 1,331 83

1913 1,834 12 852 —50

1914 1,933 5 862 1

1915 2,213 15 1,061 23
1916 2,561 16 1,509 42

Average Increase 269, . 209%,

*Fiscal year ends March 31.

TAHANTO

The Single Tax principle was introduced into Massachusetts
on June 9,1909,by the lease of two lots of land in Harvard by the
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owner to Ellen Mongovin for the economic rent. To the two
lots were added others until on April 15, 1912, the land in Har-
vard under the Single Tax stood at 166 acres, with rent of $575
from eight tenants. The land was then made over to Lewis
Jerome Johnson, William L. Price and Fiske Warren, as trustees
of the enclave of Tahanto.

In system Tahanto much resembles Arden, but hitherto the
trustees have had the whole responsibility, the deed of trust
providing that the community cannot be organized until there
are ten lessees signing the constitution. In October, 1915,
there were still only nine. In the following points, among others,
Tahanto differs from Arden: The trustees have power to acquire
additional land and to pay for it by an obligation constituting
a charge upon the rent of the piece acquired or upon the general
rent of the enclave. This provision has been liberally made use
of, hence the rapid growth in area, but hence also the small net
rent. The usual agreement is to pay in instalments during
100 years. Arden pays the taxes on improvements direct.
Tahanto, like Fairhope, pays in the form of a refund to the les-
sees. Tahanto has a provision, not yet put to use, under which,
upon approval of the community, the payment of rent of land
under forests can be suspended until the wood is cut, intending
thus to make forestry practicable by the man of ordinary
means. -

Tahanto is on the shore of a lake of some 500 acres, and has
an altitude varying from 320 to 600 feet. About one-half of
the lessees use it only for residence, usually in the summer,
while the other half make their livelihood on the premises.

“The land of Tahanto is all under lease, but no increment of
rent has yet been made, the trustees preferring to leave this
matter to the representative board to be elected as soon as the
enclave shall be organized. At present rents range from $2.00
to $30 per acre.

Tahanto’s chief crop is apples, but the experiment is too young
for much to be said of its achievements. The prospects are
fair, and it has the advantage of a strong contingent from Har-
vard University among its residents.
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Officers: Trustees, Phillips Mason, William L. Price and

Fiske Warren.
The following table shows the growth of Tahanto:

SYEAR TOTAL | TOTAL GROSS Per Cent. NET Per Cent. of In-
ACRES |HOUSES| RENT [of Increase] RENT |crease or Decrease

1909 1 1 1% 10 $ 4

1910 5 3 66 560 33 725
1911 15 5 152 130 106 221
1912 15 6 180 18 180 70
1913 166 9 633 252 633 252
1914 490 12 753 36 385 -39
1915 514 13 1,737 130 321 -16
1916 14 2,553 47 741 57
Average Increase 1689, 1819,

*Fiscal year ends March 31.
HALIDON

The land of Halidon comprises 165 acres, of which 120 served
as the foundation for the Trust of Halidon, which was formed
July 18, 1911, while 45 were added Oct. 24, 1913. The western
boundary lies within a mile of the paper factory, post office,
railway, and trolley of the village called Cumberland Mills, in
the City of Westbrook, while the eastern lies within about the
same distance from the trolley at Riverton, in the district of
Portland called Deering, five miles from the heart of the city.

Halidon consists of a low plateau, sixty feet above the Presump-
scot River. A

The original trustees were William Price, Frank Stephens and
Fiske Warren. The system resembles Tahanto and, numerous
persons being interested at the beginning, through the efforts of
Miss Lillian Quinby, plots were freely taken even by those not
intending to build, and Halidon was enabled to organize itself
as a community in the autumn of 1912, The three members of
the governing council, called representers, were elected by the
Hare-Spence system of proportional representation, which has
been in use ever since, each election being for the whole board.
Both sexes, down to 15 years of age, have the ballot, Halidon
differing in this respect from Arden, where there is no limit of



78 SINGLE TAX YEAR BOOK

age. The council has the right to appoint the village clerk, the
treasurer (subject to confirmation by the meeting), and any
other officers. All its acts are reviewable by the village-meeting,
which can also elect a new council whenever it desires.

The community, which consists chiefly of persons in the paper
mill of S. D. Warren & Co., is still small, only ten acres being
under lease, but the growth is satisfactory and the prospects
are good. Hitherto it has raised little or nothing for the market,
agriculture being pursued as subsidiary to each household. The
rents range from $6.00 to $13.00 an acre.

In two respects Arden is less democratic than Tahanto and
Halidon. To amend the deed of trust Arden needs the consent
of every lessee; in the others, a majority of members. To
confirm the appointment of a new trustee, nominated by the re-
maining board, there is needed in Arden the consent of a majority
of the residents; in the others, a majority of those members pres-
ent at a meeting.

A feature much more marked in Halidon than in the other
enclaves is the number of persons showing their good will by
taking lots which they do not intend to develop; by attending the
monthly meetings; and even by systematic and helpful work.
Undeveloped lots number fifteen against twelve developed, and
there is no reason to suppose that any one of them is held for
speculation.

Officers—Trustees: William L. Price, Lois Warren Shaw and
Fiske Warren. Council: William Banks, Marion Weston Cottle
and Edward E. Keedy. Clerk, George H. Chapman. Treasurer,
Edward E. Keedy.

The following table shows the growth of Halidon:

+vear | TR | IS0 | SARY | Moo | AR | T
1912 117 4 | $43 $ 42

1913 117 7 36 -19 36 -19
1914 172 9 203 464 128 255
1915 172 10 285 41 115 -10
_ 1916 | 172 | 11 | 333 14 74 -36
Average Increase 1259, 489,

*Fiscal year ends March 31.
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. FREE ACREs

Free acres is a Single Tax association of forty families, five
miles west of Summit, N. J. Seven years ago it acquired seventy
acres of fine, rolling woodland, as well as good agricultural soil,
and an old farmhouse now adapted for an inn. This purchase
was for a colony of persons, whose aim as set forth in the consti-
tution is ‘“to demonstrate the practicability of the Single Tax
system, and give the resident greater personal and economic
freedom than is possible under the more conventional forms of
government.”” Mr. Bolton Hall gave these seventy acres to the
Free Acres Association, and lots were rented to tenants on the
perpetual lease plan; that is, no purchase price is paid by the
colonists, only the annual rent of the bare land, fixed by their own
elected assessor.

The rent of any plot of land—small or large, as desired by
each family—is literally paid to one's self, since all monies, after
State and local taxes are paid, are used in making surveys,
roads, procuring water and lighting systems and so on, thereby
benefiting the whole community, and permitting each person to
see just what is done with the money he turns in as land rent.
No land is sold, and the present rental is about $18 an acre
annually. Most of the colonists take an acre or less. The
rental value of the land, which has increased from year to year as
improvements were made, was originally fixed at about $3.50 for
a plot of 10,000 square feet, or four full city lots.

A few of the houses that occupy the lots are built for perma-
nent use, but most of them are summer bungalows. The old
farmhouse has been renovated and is used as a clubhouse and
for a place in which to give dances and hold recreative and public
meetings. Sunday afternoons, in its big living room, a ‘‘gemote"’
is held, attended by the members, when various persons—some
of them visitors, others members of the association—give talks
on such themes as patriotism, prohibition, temperance, education
and the women’s movement, which are usually followed by a
general discussion. There is a public meeting every month
where finances, good roads and the public good are talked over,
and reports of the various committees on ‘these questions heard.
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For social enjoyment there is a Free Acres Folk’s Guild social
meeting every week, which brings people together and helps
them to understand one another’s point of view.

Fifteen acres have been laid out in ball grounds and tennis
courts, and a delightfully old-fashioned *village green.” There
are campfires, and an open air theatre where plays are given by
both the children’s and the grown-ups’ dramatic societies.

The colony elects its own officers, a town clerk, a position filled
at present by a woman, an assessor and a treasurer. The busi-
ness is carried on by these officers, who are membersof the associa-
tion, but upon the petition of 10 per cent. of the other members,
any act of any officers or any measure proposed, may be submitted
to a vote of all the members. The rights of the people are thus
safeguarded by the initiative, referendum and recall. When the
work of adjusting the rents, which is performed by an assessor,
is finished, every lessee is furnished with a list showing the ground
rents, and a time is appointed within which complaints are re-
ceived from any who feel so inclined.

If any complaint remains unadjusted, the valuation of the
land is subject to a referendum of the members. Under this
system no one takes and holds more land than he can use, since
it does not pay him to do so, and would be undermining the
ethical foundation of the Single Tax philosophy that ‘‘all men
have equal right to the use of the earth.”—F. w.
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CANADA—ONTARIO

The Single Tax movement in Ontario dates from the formation
of an Anti-Poverty Society in Toronto in 1887. The member-
ship of this early society deserves more than passing notice,
for many arose to distinction in later years. They were Lieuten-
ant Robert Cartwright, son of Sir Richard Cartwright, formerly
Finance Minister of the Dominion of Canada, Mr. McNab,
former police magistrate of Toronto, assistant manager in a
financial institution, R. W. Doan, the head master of one of
the public schools, Stewart Lyon, subsequently editor-in-chief
of the Toronto Globe, Samuel T. Wood, who for years has con-
tributed, as one of the editors, the special articles on natural
history in the Toronto Globe, Alfred Jury, who for some years
has been Emigration Agent for Canada at Liverpool, England.
There were others who have since become known for inde-
fatigable work in the movement, among whom was W. A,
Douglass.

A declaration of principles was issued and distributed announc- -
ing to the world what they believed. It stated that the land was
not a product of labor, but furnished by the Creator for the use
of mankind; that the value of the land which becomes so
manifest in the large cities is due, not to anything the land
owner does, but to the presence of population, and that land is
an indispensable condition of existence. After pointing out the
defects of the present method of land holding, it winds up with
recommending such a change in the terms of all further sales of
public lands, that any value that accrues to such land, over and
above the value of the improvements, shall be reserved for
public purposes.

The latter clause was less than what was aimed at, but it was
framed in that tentative manner, so as to appear to the public
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very fair so far as it went, and not likely to arouse prejudice in
the beginning.

The Single Taxers of Ontario continued their propaganda for
many years, but it was not until January, 1905, that an oppor-
tunity was offered to test the effect of these long years of preach-
ing and teaching. Inthe Toronto election that year this question
was submitted: ‘“Are you in favor of an amendment to the
Assessment Act, so as to remove $700 from the assessment of
every dwelling?”’ The vote in that case was 15,897 yea, 8,219
nay, a majority of 7,687, nearly two to one. Now, it was thought
the Council will place a bill before the Legislature to give effect
to this vote.

But when the necessary resolution was brought before the
Council, one of the members, Alderman Frank S. Spence, the
foremost temperance advocate in the country, and a very able
public speaker, made it his special business to fight this resolu-
tion and it was defeated.

When the next election came on, Controller Spence was one
of the candidates for the mayoralty. The Tax Reformers,
principally through the efforts of Mr. Alan C. Thompson,
arranged for a special edition of the Single Taxer, of which they
distributed 40,000 copies each week for three weeks preceding
the election. The result was that Mr. Spence was invited to
. stay at home. He subsequently stated in public that his defeat
was largely owing to the aggressive activity of a comparatively
small organization.

Other campaigns for individual members of the local parlia-
ment have been fought by Single Taxers. Arthur H. Roebuck
came dangerously near being elected in one of these contests.
In July,1914,Mr.A. B. Farmer was a nominee for the provincial
parliament, and while failing of election, received a much larger
vote than the former Liberal candidate, though Mr. Farmer’s
campaign was made on a straight-out Single Tax issue.

Numerous deputations from Single Tax bodies have waited
upon the late Sir James Whitney, the late Premier of Ontario
Province. Sir James stood as a stone wall against any suggestions
of tax reform, and his administration continued hostile.
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Ontario and Toronto have active Single Tax organizations and
a monthly organ, the Square Deal. The Toronto Globe is friendly
to the movement as is the Ottawa Citizen, whose proprietors,
W. M. Southam and brother, are strong supporters of the
Single Tax.



THE SINGLE TAX LIMITED IN WESTERN CANADA

MaNITOBA

The Province of Manitoba was carved out of an enormous
area belonging to the Hudson’s Bay Company. That area con-
sisted of the territory now known as the Prairie Provinces and
much besides. The ownership, being a direct grant from
Charles II to a favorite cousin, Prince Rupert, and seventeen
others, was as valid as it is possible to make any land title by
means of a grant or, deed. To nullify a title so patent would
appear to many men like confiscation of a most arbitrary char-
acter. Yet that was the fate of the Hudson's Bay Company’s
title to most of its land in the year 1870. After being in legal
possession of this land for two centuries the Company was forced
by an act of government to relinquish its hold on all but one-
twentieth part of its formerly private domain, and thus yield to
the highest law of eminent (public) domain.

So small was the land allotted .to the new Province that, until
its recent enlargement, it was nicknamed the Postage Stamp
Province. Although adjoining the western boundary of Ontario
it was more than a thousand miles distant from the inhabited
portion of that Province, and so became an isolated portion of
the newly formed Canadian Dominion. A railway intended to
unite these two widely separated portions resulted in an enormous
grant of land to the Canadian Pacific Railway Company, which
again robbed the people of much of the recently emancipated
land; and in addition took the right of taxing that land away
from the new Province—a right, by the way, which it had not
been denied in the case of the Hudson’s Bay Company.

The former owned every alternate section, checker board
fashion, for twenty miles on each side of its right-of-way; the
latter owned two sections in every township. Absentee com-
panies and individuals, the Selkirk Highlanders, the French Half-
Breeds, and so forth, owned other portions.
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In these and other ways the necessity of curbing land specula-
tion and monopoly was forcibly brought to the attention of the
legislators of the newly organized Province of Manitoba,and they
seem to have lost no time in endeavoring, as far as lay within
their powers, and as far as their knowledge of proper methods
extended, to check this invidious invasion of the rights of the
settlers to the land of the Province.

On the eighteenth day of February, 1873, the Hon. H. J. Clarke
proposed in the Legislative Assembly that a tax should be im-
posed on wild land belonging to absentee landholders, and the
Governor recommended such a measure for approval to the
Secretary of State for the Provinces. It was further announced
that a general tax should be levied upon all land speculators
holding large areas of vacant land. These being special taxes
they could not be made to apply to the Hudson’s Bay Company,
according to their agreement when their land was taken by the
Dominion.

The injustice of land monoply seems to have been keenly felt,
and the remedy of land taxation clearly seen at that early date in
Manitoba. With the increase in local autonomy the inevitable
consequence was, therefore,to continue the application of that
remedy in larger measure as the years passed. When the teach-
ings of Henry George began to be heard their echo was a welcome
sound in the ears of the pioneers of Manitoba.

A young journalist! had been reading some of Mr. George's
articles on the land question in a paper? which came to his desk
from far away San Francisco. He suggested to a newly formed
government (the Greenway) the feasibility of making the land
tax general instead of special for the purposes of the rural munici-
palities in lieu of taxes on the farmers’ stock and improvements.
This suggestion was adopted, and an act was passed exempting
improvements on farms up to the value of one thousand dollars.
It was later increased to fifteen hundred dollars, and has recently
been extended to all improvements. In fact, since the first

'The late W. W. Buchanan.
*Most likely The Evening Post. This is recorded from recollection of the
verbal statements of the late Mr, Buchanan.
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adoption of this principle farm improvements have hardly been
assessed at all for municipal purposes.

As the law now stands it ordains that, ‘“‘lands improved for
farming, stock raising or gardening purposes shall be assessed at
the same value as such lands would be assessed if unimproved. . .
the ordinary farm residences and buildings upon any piece of
land shall be considered improvements for farming purposes
within the meaning of this section.’’ '

A further step in the exemption of improvements has been
taken by permitting the municipalities to reduce the assessments
on industries other than farming and gardening.

Although these land value taxes have been very low—not
nearly high enough to have an appreciable effect on vacant land
holding—yet it can be safely said that few Manitoba farmers
would care to exchange their lots with those of the farmers south
of the boundary line in North Dakota where all improvements
are taxed; and it is a fact that many of the latter have been
induced to move across the border in order to escape from that
burden.

The towns and villages of this Province have the regular real
estate tax on land and improvements with a permission to assess
at less than actual value.

In the cities the tendency is to assess buildings lower than the
land. In Winnipeg, the largest city of the Province and Western
Canada, the assessment on buildings has been reduced one-third
since 1909. '

The years following the reduced assessment on buildings in
Winnipeg saw an enormous increase in the building industry.
In 1908 building permits had been issued for $5,516,700 worth
of buildings. They were increased to $9,226,825 in 1910,
$17,716,750 in 1911, and to $20,563,750 in 1912; when Winnipeg
along with the whole of Canada began to experience the depres-
sion which has lasted up to the present. All that increase in
Winnipeg's growth, it is fair to say, cannot be attributed to the
local exemption. The free land of the new Provinces to the west

ICitation from Prof. Haig's report prepared for the Committee on Taxation
of the City of New York. From George V, c32 s. I. (28). See appendix in
this work for reference to the Haig Report,
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of Manitoba had been attracting a constantly increasing stream
of immigration, and Winnipeg as the chief distributing center of
the prairie Provinces was bound to keep pace with that move-
ment. Much of the present depression is of course attributable
to the European War.

SASKATCHEWAN

A great trek to Western Canada commenced shortly after the
beginning of this century. Manitoba had no longer the best
homesteads to offer, and the immigrant population was obliged to
go further afield. The adjoining land to the west and northwest
was therefore next in order. This territory had become so
populated that in 1905 it was organized into two Provinces. On
September first of that year the Saskatchewan and Alberta Act
was passed into law by the Dominion government.

Saskatchewan being nearest to Manitoba had received the
first influx of immigration from the east as well as some from the
south. The City of Regina, which had been the capital of the
North-West Territories, now became the capital of Saskatchewan.

The North-West Territories had already passed an Act granting
local option in taxation which permitted two-thirds of the
councillors, or one-half of the taxpayers to exempt improvements
from taxation.

Since the Province of Saskatchewan has been organized the
following steps have been taken:

(1) In 1907 the legislature of Saskatchewan passed an Act
which levied a tax of one per cent. upon all land not included
within the limit of a town or village school district; the funds so
collected to be used for school purposes.

(2) In the rural municipalities the revenue was at first derived
from an acreage tax on land alone. The rate was five and one-
sevenths of a cent per acre. In 1914 this was changed to a land
value tax in the following terms: .

“Land shall be assessed at its actual cost value exclusive of
any increase in such value caused by the erection of any building
thereon or by any other expenditure of labor or capital.”!

1S, 252. Rural Municipalities Act.
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(3) An Act passed in 1914 levies a surtax on all land belonging
to people not residing upon the land. This is said to have the
desired effect of bringing much land under cultivation.

(4) A Village Act was passed at the 1908-9 session permitting
local option in taxation, which directs that:

“If two-thirds of the total number of resident electors in any
village petition the Council therefor, the Council may by law
provide that assessment in the village shall after a date to be
fixed therein be limited to an assessment based upon actual cash
value of all lands in the village exclusive of improvements thereon.”

Although the proportion of petitioners is absurdly high this
Act is said to have produced theeffectof placing one-fourth of the
villages under the exclusive system of land value taxation, while
sixty per cent. is the highest rate at which improvements are
assessed in the remaining three-fourths of the villages.

(5) An unearned increment tax is levied for provincial
purposes.

(6) The towns have been granted the right of gradually reduc-
ing the tax on buildings provided the reduction is not greater
than fifteen per cent. in each year over the previous year. One-
fourth of the towns have taken advantage of this right.

(7) The cities are not permitted to assess improvements at a
greater rate than sixty per cent. of their value, according to an
Act passed at the 1908-9 session of the legislature.

(8) At the 1910-11 session an Act was passed permitting the
cities to reduce the assessment of improvements at the rate of
fifteen per cent. per annum, with the resulting effect that they
have been reducing those assessments as fast as may be expected
under a grant so palpably conservative of vested interests, and
under civic administrations said to be no less so.

That these various taxation checks upon the business of holding
land idle and the accompanying emancipation of wealth and
labor have had their effect is seen by their constantly increasing
application, as well as by the phenomenal rush of population to
the province during its brief existence. Where only two decades
ago there was nothing_but the wild prairie today there are
prosperous farms and populous cities.
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But great though the progress of Saskatchewan has been that
of Alberta has been much greater still, thanks to the latter’s
adoption of more nearly correct systems of land value taxation.

ALBERTA

Edmonton is the capital of Alberta. It is located on the site
of an old trading post of the two monopolies, the Hudson’s Bay
and the North-West Companies. The former owned a tract of
three thousand acres around which Edmonton had developed,
but which the company had obstinately refused to open for
development, to the great chagrin and mortification of the
citizens. ,

Another grievance, the wrong perpetrated by the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company against Edmonton by ignoring that
town in the laying of its line and by establishing a rival to it on
the other side of the river, had further served to drive the lesson
of the arbitrariness of monopolistic powers home to the people of
Edmonton.

In the first charter, which they prepared upon the occasion of
its incorporation in 1904—a year before Alberta became a Prov-
ince—care was taken to provide means for curbing monopolies
of all kinds. '

The new charter provided for a general tax on land values to
the exclusion of improvements, but modified by business and
income taxes. These last two have since been abandoned,
leaving the land value tax to alone provide the necessary revenue.

The well nigh immediate effect of this was that the Hudson’s
Bay Company got to work breaking up its age-old Reserve and
the new city commenced a career of what may almost be called
unprecedented prosperity. This was attested to by the rapidly
increasing population, which was at first forced to live in tents,
as houses could not be built quickly enough. The buildimg
industry therefore became highly profitable. Its increase from
year to year was rapid as may be judged from the following
record during the first two years after the incorporation of the city:

1905—$750,000; 1906—$1,868,069; 1907 to August 28th—
$2,027,375.
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In 1908 when the rest of Canada was in the throes of an
industrial depression Edmonton's prosperity continued to increase.

What more is needed to prove the wisdom of Edmonton’s
remedies against industrial stagnation—small though its applica-
tion is from the view-point of the Single Taxer who rightly
wishes to have the entire value of land taken for public purposes.

Edmonton’s success was quickly observed by the neighboring
cities and towns, and they soon began to take steps in the same
direction. Strathcona, Edmonton’s old rival across the river
(which the C. P. R. had now bridged in self-defense against the
Canadian Northern Railway), was now in self-defense obliged
to copy Edmonton’s system of taxation. Calgary, the largest
city in the Province, began to exempt improvements from
taxation in a gradual way; and has been reducing them year by
year until they are at the present time assessed at 25 per cent.
of their value; land forming ninety per cent. of the tax base.

The remaining two cities of Alberta, Medicine Hat and Leth-
bridge have followed Edmonton’s example in entirely exempting
improvements and business and in levying their taxes almost
entirely upon land values.

The effect of these taxes was generally considered to be excel-
lent during the most prosperous period, and while it may be
regarded bad by speculators at the present time it may be
confidently expected that these same land value taxes will cause
an earlier return of prosperity by compelling them to place their
land at the disposal of labor and capital.

So much for the cities. But the towns, villages, and munici-
palities have also been brought under the single land value tax
system, thanks largely to the broad statesmanship of a construc-
tively democratic government.

On the 12th day of December, 1911, Premier Sifton introduced
a bill for the progressive adoption of a municipal Single Tax in all
existing municipalities and an immediate adoption of it in those
thereafter organized.

(1) A Town Act which compelled all towns to exempt all build-
ings and personal property and levy municipal and school taxes
upon land “exclusive of the value of any buildings thereon or any
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other increase in the value thereof caused by any other expendi-
ture of labor or capital thereon.”

The act limits the rate of taxation to ‘‘twenty mills on the
dollar, exclusive of the debenture rates and local improvement
rates.” .

But owing to a large amount of untaxable lands due to railway
and other exemptions in some of the towns and municipalities
the twenty mill rate proved too low to provide the necessary
revenue. An Act has therefore been passed permitting such
towns to levy a tax on business and incomes; but up to the
present no news has come to hand as to its application, neither
is it likely, as it will hardly be tolerated during the present
depression. -

(2) A Village Act which ordains that “‘all village taxes shall be
levied equally upon all rateable land in the village according to
the assessed value of such land.”

(3) A Rural Municipalities Act which made the single land-
value tax mandatory in the rural municipalities.

Mr. John Perrie, deputy minister of municipal affairs, is quoted
as saying that * there would be a storm’’ of protest “if any change
were made’’ in the tax system of the rural municipalities.

Britisa COLUMBIA

British Columbia became a Province during the rush of gold
seekers from California to the Fraser River fields. Gold had
been discovered on the Fraser in 1857 and to preserve order a
government had been established in 1858. Vancouver Island,
which had been granted to the Hudson’s Bay Company in 1849
and was still under the company’s domination in 1858, did not
join the mainland colony until at the end of the gold rush when
a depression had commenced and forced the two colonies to unite.
In 1871 British Columbia joined the Canadian federation.
Since then the following tax reforms have been enacted.

(1) In 1874 the first step was taken in this Province to exempt
improvements entirely from taxation. It was in Nanaimo, the
chief coaling station on the Pacific, which is located on the eastern
coast of Vancouver Island. This provision was made in a
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special charter granted to the town, and it has been continuously
in operation up to the present.

(2) A general law of the Province forbids municipalities to tax
more than half the value of improvements for local purposes, and
permits that they be entirely exempted.!

(3) A wild land tax permitting municipalities to tax land “on
which there shall be no improvements to the value when assessed
of ten dollars per acre.”2 Such land may be taxed not to exceed
five per cent. of its assessed value.

(In explanation of the term municipality in British Columbia
it may be said that there are two kinds, city and district. More
than one-half are city municipalities. It is also well to bear in
mind that owing to its size, its comparatively recent settlement,
its distance from eastern Canada, and its mountainous character,
a large portion of the Province is still unorganized).

Nearly one-half of the city municipalities—fifteen out of thirty-
three—have availed themselves of those laws by exempting all
improvements from taxation, while the remaining eighteen tax
improvements in degrees varying from twenty-five to fifty per
cent., and all but four of the district municipalities entirely
exempt improvements.

Victoria, the capital of the Province, is beautifully located on
the southern part of Vancouver Island, while Vancouver, the
largest city in the Province, is almost as charmingly situated on
the mainland.

Vancouver, owing to its size,has become most widely known
for its Single Tax system. It operates under a charter granted
in 1886—the year after the completion of the C. P. R. to the city.
This charter is amended each year by the city council on applica-
tion to the legislative assembly. The tax system of the city is
passed upon every year by the council.

The following progressive measures have been taken by
Vancouver, viz:

(1) In 1891 an amendment was granted to the city charter
which provides for a separate assessment of land and improve-

ICitation from Préf Haig's report, p.-169.
*Ibid, p. 170.
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ments and permits the council to *‘exempt from taxation, wholly
or in part, any improvements, erections and other buildings
erected on any land within the city, notwithstanding that they
may be part of the real estate.’'t

(2) This was taken advantage of by the council in 1895
reducing the assessment on buildings to fifty per cent. of their
value. .

(3) In 1906 the assessment was reduced to twenty-five- per
cent.

(4) In 1910 improvements were entirely exempt. (The mayor
of the city at that time, Mr. L. D. Taylor, is an ardent advocate,
not merely of the‘‘Vancouver System,” as it has since been called,
but of the full Single Tax as advocated by Henry George).

(5) Successive steps have been taken each year by the city
council since 1910 re-enacting the exemption. And this year
(1916) the council will ask the legislature to make it permanent.
This request passed without a single dissenting voice. (It should,
as Mayor Taylor aptly remarks, be sufficient evidence to counter-
act any reports that Vancouver has suffered because of its Single
Tax methods).

Although land values furnish the largest portion of the city
revenue, it is well to add, some is drawn from other sources, such
as ‘' police court fines, percentages of street car earnings, liquor
licenses, rental of street ends on water front, and sundry licenses
such as theaters, second-hand stores and such businesses as require
police provision.” This yields a total revenue of approximately
$300,000. The balance of its revenue, amounting to $3,200,000,
is raised from the land value tax.

Since the adoption of these measures Vancouver has enjoyed
a constantly increasing material prosperity up to the present
depression. The depression of 1908 left it unscathed. But no
Single Taxer will expect such a small application of that principle
to prevent a depression at some period or other.2

The building industry is generally used as a gauge in estimating
the comparative growth and prosperity of cities. It shows in

"Professor Haig's report page 187.

*In his report for the Taxation Commission of New York, Professor Haig
exaggerates this depression.
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the case of Vancouver a development most phenomenal. From
a total cost of buildings erected in the year 1902 amounting to
$833,607 they continued to increase annually until in 1912
buildings were erected to the amount of $19,374,542. So great
was the rush of population to the city that the builders found
difficulty in filling the demand for houses, and as a result, rents
became exorbitant.

The interesting fact is recorded in the Western Canada Con-
tractor, 1912, that a reward of $100 was offered by advertisement
in the Vancouver World, September 27, 1911: ‘' For information
that would place the advertiser in possession of a dwelling which
he was willing to lease if necessary for a term of years.” This
surely is ‘‘a unique distinction,” as the writer states. Houses
were occupied before the plaster had dried in them; suites and
tenements were tenanted before the buildings were completed.
Buildings only a few years old were scrapped to make room for
larger and better ones.

Such was the excess of the demand over the supply in 1911,
while the people were flocking to the city from all directions—
‘eastern Canada, the Prairies, Puget Sound Points and Cali-
fornia. That condition could not be expected to continue for
long, ere the supply overtook the demand, with a resulting fall
in rents. Yet even at the present time rents are still half as
high as they were in the abnormal season of 1912. This is high
when compared with cities in the East.

Victoria has followed Vancouver's example and abolished all
taxation on improvements. It has been done by a gradual
process of lowering the assessment or the tax rate alternately, or
both at once. The process commenced in 1891, when the rate
on land was 15 mills on the dollar while the improvements were
only taxed half that rate, or 714 mills. In 1911, taxes on
improvements were entirely abolished.

The industrial effect of this exemption may be judged from a
statement which appeared in the Daily Colonist, of Victoria, on
February 26, 1913, to the effect that ‘‘ the workingmen of Victoria
are all strong advocates of the exemption of improvements from
taxation.”
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The Provincial Government, too, has subscribed to and practi-
cally adopted the principles of natural taxation. _

CONCLUSION

From the preceding sketch of the growth of the movement of
land and land value taxation in western Canada the following
conclusions seem to be warranted.

(1) It commenced with the control of the early colonists over
their governments (which had formerly been monopolized by an
official class).

(2) It was based on the principle of the right of the govern-
ments to determine the source or sources from which they secured
their revenue, and which is one of the basic principles of British
freedom.

(3) It was introduced through the economic necessity of
releasing the land for new settlers and the demand for improve-
ments by the earlier ones (as evidenced by the ‘‘wild land” or
“surtaxes’’ which commenced in the East and have been copied
in most of the western Provinces).

(4) It has been developed partly through the satisfaction with
which it has worked, partly through its own momentum, partly
through the growth of democratic thought and the spread of
public ownership—and of theoretical Single Tax doctrines.

(5) As an essential factor, along with the free homestead lands,
in bringing about the settlement of Western Canada it must be
placed in the front rank.

(6) It has emancipated the building industry in the cities to
the extent that it has been applied.

(7) It has made land speculation and idle-land holding more
difficult.

(8) It tided the cities of Vancouver and Edmonton over the
industrial depression of 1908.

(9) It is regarded with favor by the majority of all producers
of wealth whether employers or employees and particularly by
tax officials.

(10) It has simplified the assessment and the collection of
taxes.—P. M. C.



GREAT BRITAIN

We talk of the movement for the taxation of land values and
essay to gauge its status and progress in this or that country,
but we set out realizing that what constitutes a movement is not
merely a collection of the men and women actively engaged as
its propagandists, but rather the general and widely-distributed
sympathy with or belief in the principles it stands for. Its
growth and its success must be judged by its practical achieve-
ments in public affalrs and by the evidence of popular support,
though of course these are gained by the efforts of its leagues and
adherents. We desire not so much a history of what the teachers
have taught as of what the listeners have learned. We propose
therefore to deal more particularly with the results of the propa-
ganda in Britain and with its influence upon parliamentary and
municipal politics, and to follow that with a brief review of the
way in which the propaganda itself has been extended.

It is not necessary to explain to the readers of the Single Tax
Year Book what objects British Single Taxers have in view.
They are the common objects of Single Taxers the world over,
but the movement in different countries starts from very different
economic and social conditions. In Britain taxation reform goes
" forward from the basis of free trade in exchange, an advantage
(gravely menaced, no doubt, by the present reaction) which
most other countries do not possess. On the other hand, the
United States and most British colonies can go forward to the
taxation of land values alone from a system of property taxation
which already places land value on the assessment for both local
and State purposes. They have greater resistance to overcome
in the removal of tariffs but are much better situated in forcing
the pace for transferring taxes from improvements to land values.
In Britain, certain land since 1910 is subject to the ‘‘ undeveloped
land duty” of 14d in the £ of selling value, but that tax is made
almost a dead letter by numerous restrictions and exemptions.
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Apart from that particular and exceptional levy, the universal
practice is to value land and the improvements upon it according
to the annual rent a tenant would give for them in their existing
condition. Vacant land and empty properties escape all contri-
bution and the ‘“‘speculator’ is free of all public burdens. A
condition of things exists in Britain which gives land monopoly
greater power for evil than it can exert in probably any other
part of the world, and the land reformer has a correspondingly
harder uphill fight.

Two other points should be mentioned by way of introduction.
In Britain we use the word “‘rate’’ in respect of local taxation and
the word ‘“tax’ in respect of national taxation. The munici-
pality imposes ‘‘rates,” and the government imposes * taxes;"”
the distinction is made between the “rating of land values’’ and
the ‘‘ taxation of land values’’ according as the reform is discussed
from the local or from the national point of view. Secondly, the
term “Single Tax" has, it seems, a more specific meaning among
British reformers than on the American continent. In the
United States and Canada the term is not only applied to the
ultimate objects of Single Taxers but is often used in the political
sense to describe the partial or even purely local adoption of the
principle, cities such as Vancouver and Edmonton, for instance,
having been referred to as ‘“‘Single Tax communities.” This

-difference in the use of terms may explain why Single Taxers in

America are sometimes surprised at the expressed hostility to
the ““Single Tax’’ of some British politicians who are known to
favor a much more thorough application of the principle than
has yet been adopted in any part of the American continent.
In their own words, these politicians (many of them quite radical
reformers) are opposed to the ‘twenty shillings in the pound”
policy, but would readily support a large instalment of the
taxation and rating of land values.

PARLIAMENTARY AND MUNICIPAL PROGRESS

COMMISSION ON THE HOUSING OF THE WORKING CLASSES

The principle of the taxation of land values first found expres-
sion in a parliamentary document in the report of the ‘‘Royal
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Commission on the Housing of the Working Classes'’ published
in 1885. The famous passage, which was written by Lord
Sheffield, has since been repeatedly quoted, and it is worth
noticing that the late King Edward VII., when Prince of Wales,
was a member of the Commission and subscribed to its recom-
mendations. The Report said in regard to rating:

‘““At present, land available for building in the neighborhood of
our populous centers, though its capital value is very great, is
probably producing a small yearly return until it is let for build-
ing The owners of this land are rated, not in relation to the real
value, but to the actual income. They can thus afford to keep
their land out of the market, and to part with only small quanti-
ties, so as to raise the price beyond the natural monopoly price
which the land would command by its advantages of position.
Meantime, the general expenditure of the town on improvements
is increasing the value of their property. If this land were rated
at, say, 4 per cent. on its selling value, the owners would have a
more direct incentive to part with it to those who are desirous of
building, and a two-fold advantage would result to the com- -
munity. First, all the valuable property would contribute to the
rates, and thus the burden on'the occupiers would be diminished
by the increase in the rateable property. Secondly, the owners
of the building land would be forced to offer their land for sale,
and thus their competition with one another would bring down
the price of building land, and so diminish the tax in the shape of
ground rent, or price paid for land which is now levied on urban
enterprise by the adjacent landowners—a tax, be it remembered,
which is no recompense for any industry or expenditure on their
part, but is the natural result of the industry and activity of the
townspeople themselves. Your Majesty’s Commissioners would
recommend that these matters should be included in legislation
when the law of rating comes to be dealt with by Parliament.”

EARLY RESOLUTIONS MOVED IN PARLIAMENT

From 1885 till 1902 little was said or done in Parliament in
connection with the taxation of land values. The subject was
discussed only occasionally when, for instance, Mr. A. D. Provand
moved his resolution on 8th March, 1895 (toward the close of the
short Liberal Administration of 1892-5), to the effect that:

“No system of taxation can be equitable unless it includes the
direct assessment of the enhanced value of land due to the
increase of population and wealth, and the growth of towns.”
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The resolution was agreed to without a division.

On 10th February, 1899, Mr. E. Morton moved his amendment
to the Queen’s Speech expressing the regret of the House of
Commons that:

“There is no indication in your Majesty’s gracious speech that
measures will be submitted to this House dealing with the owner-
ship, tenure, or taxation of land.”

The amendment was defeated by 157 to 123. .
On 2nd May, 1900, Mr. T. W. Nussey moved a resolution,
which was defeated by 140 to 98, to the effect that:

“Having regard to the heavy and increasing burden of local
taxation in urban and certain other districts, the House urges
upon the Government the necessity of forthwith redressing the
undoubted grievances from which many ratepayers suffer.”

On 14th May, 1900, Mr. Alfred Billson introduced a Bill which
did not proceed beyond the first Reading, providing for the
separate assessment of land on 4 per cent. of its capital selling
value, and to amend the law relating to parochial assessments in
England and Wales.

THE RovaL ComMissiON ON LocAL TAXATION

The formal reply from the Conservative ministerial benches to
every attempt in those days to raise the question of the taxation
of land values was that a Royal Commission had the whole
subject under consideration, and members should be content to
await its recommendation. This was the Royal Commission
appointed on 15th August, 1896, ‘‘to inquire into the present
system under which taxation is raised for local purposes, and to
report whether all kinds of real and personal property contribute
equitably to such taxation, and if not, what alterations in the
law are desirable in order to secure the result.” The First Report
of the Commission was published on 18th December, 1898, the
Second on 10th January, 1899, and the Final Report on 28th
May, 1901. In addition to these reports, numerous separate
papers and memoranda were issued independently by members
of the Commission, and of these papers the most noteworthy was
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the so-called ‘“Minority’ or ‘‘Separate Report on Urban Rating
and Site Values,” signed by Lord Balfour of Burleigh, Lord Blair
Balfour, Sir Edward Hamilton, Sir George Murray, and Mr.
James Stuart.

The chief contribution in the Final Report of the Commis-
sioners to the problem was their recommendation to treat as
national the four services of Poor Relief (including the upkeep of
Asylums), Police, Education, and Main Roads. All the other
various reports were in agreement as to the distinction thus laid
down. But the Final Report did not indicate any satisfactory
means for providing the necessary revenue for national expendi-
ture on these services nor propose any reform of local taxation.
It considered and rejected the idea of a local income tax, and of
a local rate on inhabited houses. It had nothing to suggest
except that the existing system of subventions from the
Exchequer in aid of local rates should be continued and that
certain further revenues (increased liquor licenses and inhabited
house duty) should be assigned to local authorities. The Final
Report of the Majority of the Commission was against both the
separate valuation of land and the placing of special rates upon
land values. But the separate Minority Report recommended
in favor of a special site value rate, small in amount, to fall in
part upon the owners of sites and to apply to uncovered land and
to unoccupied premises in town areas where there was a desire to
adopt the principle.

ENGLISH AND ScoTTIisHE RATING BILLS

The growth of the sentiment in favor of the local rating of land
values received a great impetus from the municipal agitation,
which, commencing in Glasgow in 1895, had spread over the
whole country and had been joined by as many as 518 local
Councils, including Glasgow, London, Manchester, Liverpool, .
Halifax, Bolton, Aberdeen, Dundee, Sunderland, Bradford,
Sheffield, etc., etc. Powers were repeatedly demanded from
Parliament which would enable local authorities to impose rates
upon land values, and these demands found expression in a
number of Bills which were introduced between 1902 and 1905,



HISTORICAL—FOREIGN ~  *- i1 115

some applying only to England and Wales, and others only to
Scotland. The English Bills, introduced in 1902 and 1903 by
Mr. Chas. P. Trevelyan and Dr. Macnamara respectively, were
defeated on the Second Reading by 71 and 13 votes respectively.
In 1904 a Bill introduced by Mr. Trevelyan passed the Second
Reading by 67 votes, and in 1905 the same Bill passed the Second
Reading by 90 votes. None of these Bills was proceeded with.
They were simply treated as subjects for Second Reading Debates
on the broad principle. It is noteworthy that they were sub-
mitted in a Conservative House of Commons with an increasing
vote in their favor, and many Conservatives supported the
principles at issue. In regard to Scotland, a Bill was introduced
in 1903 and another in 1904, neither of which proceeded beyond
the First Reading. They dealt only with unoccupied land in
Burghs. In 1904 Mr. Caldwell introduced the Land Values
Taxation (Scotland) Bill, promoted by the Glasgow Corporation.
It did not proceed beyond the First Reading. In 1905 it was
reintroduced by Mr. Ainsworth and passed the Second Reading
by a majority of 20 votes. In 1905 another Bill for Scotland
called the Land Values Assessment Bill was introduced by Mr.
Munro Ferguson (now Governor-General of Australia) but it
was not proceeded with beyond a First Reading.

THE LIBERAL PARTY PLEDGED TO THE REFORM

The General Election in the beginning of 1906 returned to
power a Government which was pledged to the taxation and
rating of land values by the repeated declarations not only of the
leaders of all shades of opinion, but also by the whole rank and
file of the Liberal Party. As far back as 1889 the annual meeting
of the National Liberal Federation at Manchester had adopted a
resolution which declared among other things that in any reform
of the land laws a just and equitable taxation of land values and
ground rents was an essential condition. It further affirmed its
belief that the abolition of the present duties upon necessary
foods such as tea, coffee, and cocoa was demanded in the interests
of the people and that the remission of those duties could be
effected with due regard to economy by the juster methods of
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taxation demanded by the Federation. These reforms were still
more emphatically demanded at the annual meeting of the
National Liberal Federation in 1891 in the famous Newcastle
programme. Since then the numerous speeches and declarations
of Liberal politicians, and the leaflets and pamphlets issued by
the Liberal Publication Department, bear witness to the place
held by the taxation and rating of land values in the counsels of
the party.

MUuNICIPAL DEPUTATION TO THE NEW GOVERNMENT

Although the proposal for the imposition of a national tax on
land values had been as vigorously urged in public as the proposal
to base local rates on land values, the question entered the new
Parliament in the latter form. The rating of land values was ripe
for treatment, for Bills dealing both with England and Scotland
had already béen discussed in the previous administration. The
municipal agitation, moreover, at this time dominated the
situation. At the National Conference of Rating Authorities
held in Manchester on 22nd November, 1905, at which the Lord
Mayor of Manchester presided, it was decided to present a
petition to the House of Commons praying for the passing of a
Bill dealing with the provision of the separate assessment and
rating of land values. A deputation of 150 gentlemen represent-
ing 118 municipal bodies, which was received by Mr. Asquith (in
the unavoidable absence of Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman),
Mr. James Bryce, and Mr. John Burns, on 26th February, 1906,
presented the Petition. The objects of the deputation were
stated by Mr. J. H. Whitley, who introduced it, by Lord Provost
Bilsland and Ex-Bailie Ferguson of Glasgow, and by the Lord
Mayor of Manchester. Mr. Asquith said in reply:

“I have always regarded this movement properly understood as
being not a derogation from, but an assertion of the rights of
property. It is right and just that the community should reap
the benefit of the increased values which are due to its own
expenditure and its own growth. I suppose we are all agreed
that as a preliminary step there should be a separate assessment
(valuation) of site (land) values. We (the Government) desire
to have time to carefully consider the best way of giving effect
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to the principles I have enunciated. 1 believe we shall arrive at
a more satisfactory and more permanent result if we allow our-
selves a little time and patience for the consideration of this
problem, than if we were to introduce a comparatively small and
piecemeal instalment of the reform which we all desire.”

- FORMATION OF THE LAND VALUES GROUP

~ Soon after the Parliament of 1906 assembled a ‘“‘Land Values
Parliamentary Campaign Committee,” under the chairmanship
of Mr. J. H. Whitley, M. P., was established in order to initiate
and promote land values legislation in Parliament and also to
make headway with the agitation in the country. Mr. John
Paul was appointed Secretary of this Committee, leaving Glasgow
in March, 1906, for this post. The Committee quickly grew in
numbers, and before Easter in 1906, the ‘‘Land Values Group,”
as it came to be called, counted as many as 280 Members of
Parliament. Steps were taken at once to prepare and recom-
mend legislation.

The Group influenced the publication of the Blue-books
containing information on the working of taxation on unimproved
land, both for municipal and State purposes, in New Zealand,
New South Wales, South Australia and Queensland. These
Blue-books (Cd. 3191 and Cd. 3890) have since been republished,
with papers on Land Taxes and Land Valuation in other countries
in Blue-book Cd. 4750, which was issued at the time of the Budget
controversy in 1909.

The personnel of the Group includes many worthy and familiar
names. J. H. Whitley was its first Chairman, the post which
since January, 1910, has been occupied by Charles E. Price. Its
guiding spirit in forcing the pace for the 1909 Budget was Josiah
C. Wedgwood, and since then his name has figured prominently
in the debates and discussions whenever it was possible to state
the case for the reform. But it is difficult to distribute the
honors among land values men, who are all equally determined
to make the fullest use of their position as Members of Parlia-
ment. P. Wilson Raffan, who for the last six years has acted as
Hon. Secretary and Whip to the Group has also taken a leading
part in argument and speech-making on the floor of the House,
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as have Chas. P. Trevelyan, James Dundas White, Sir Wm. P.
Byles, J. S. Higham, Francis Neilson, E. G. Hemmerde, H. G.
Chancellor and R. L. OQuthwaite. These names, with Charles
E. Price, Josiah C. Wedgwood and P. Wilson Raffan are house-
hold words wherever there is knowledge and understanding of
what land values taxation means as a social reform.

PROPOSED SCOTTISH LEGISLATION

During the first four months of 1906 the Group centered their
attention upon the debate and discussions on the Land Values
- Taxation (Scotland) Bill, sometimes referred to as the ‘‘ Glasgow
Bill,” introduced by Mr. Sutherland as a private measure, and
making the same provisions as the Bill which in 1905 had received
a Second Reading in the House. It would have given power to
the town council of every Burgh to levy a rate not exceeding 2s.
in the £ upon the annual value of all land in the Burgh. That
annual value was to be calculated at 4 percent. upon the price
as between a willing seller and a willing buyer, exclusive of all
buildings, etc., on or connected with the ground. The Bill
passed its Second Reading on 23rd March, by a majority of 258,
and on 24th April, was remitted to a Select Committee of which
the following were the members: Mr. Alexander Ure (Chair-
man), Mr. Hugh Barry, Mr. A. Dewar, Mr. Findlay, Mr. J.
Henderson, Mr. M 'Killop, Mr. Mitchell Thompson, Mr. O'Hare,
Mr. Remnant, Mr. T. F. Richards, Mr. Sutherland, Mr. Tre-
velyan, Mr. Dundas White, Mr. McKinnon Wood, and Mr.
Younger.

In December, 1906, the Report of the Select Committee on the
Land Values Taxation (Scotland) Bill was issued. It recom-
mended that the Bill should not be proceeded with, but that “a
measure be introduced making provision for a valuation being
made of the land in the Burghs and Counties of Scotland apart
from the buildings and improvements upon it, and that no
assessment be determined upon until the amount of that valua-
tion is known and considered.”” The opportunity was taken in
the Report to review most fully the whole question of the rating
of land values and it contained an uncompromising declaration
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in favor of the placing of alllocal rates on land values, the rates
to be paid by all owners (including the ‘“superiors’ in receipt of
feu duties) of rights in land in proportion to the value of these
rights. The Select Committee Report proved a campaign docu-
ment of the utmost value for the promotorsof the reform. By
Single Taxers it was hailed as a “classic.’”” It was the keynote
of a long series of successful public demonstrations organized by
the United Committee and the Leagues for the Taxation of
Land Values, in which the then Solicitor General for Scotland,
Mr. Alexander Ure (Chairman of the Select Committee), after-
ward Lord Advocate, and now Lord President of the Court of
Session in Scotland, took the leading part.

On 13th May, 1907, the Land Values (Scotland) Bill, providing
for a valuation of the land, was introduced into the House of
Commons as a Government measure by the then Lord Advocate,
the Right Hon. Thomas Shaw (now Lord Shaw), and it followed
the recommendations of Mr. Ure's Select Committee. The Bill
passed the Second Reading by a majority of 194 votes and the
Third by a majority of 139. It was rejected by the House of
Lords. It was reintroduced into the House of Commons on 19th
February, 1908, and passed the Second Reading by a majority of
273 votes. In the House of Lords it was so mutilated as to be nulli-
fied in effect. The Government therefore decided to abandon it.

THE BUDGET OF 1909

Definite promises had been given in 1906 that a Valuation
Bill for England and Wales would be introduced, but despite
agitation on the part of the Group and renewed promises and
. pledges the Bill, for some reason or other not fully understood,
was never tabled. '

The 1907 session went by without any sign of the proposed
legislation; 1908 brought more promises and a final abandon-
ment, it being announced in October that the Bill would not be
introduced.

The supporters of the taxation and rating of land values being
thus thwarted in their efforts to secure Valuation, on the one
hand for Scotland by the House of Lords, and on the other hand
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for England by forces outside the House of Lords, turned to the

Finance Bill as a means of placing their principles on the Statute
Book. In 1908 a vigorous agitation was prosecuted all over the
country for a tax on land values to be embodied in the Budget
of 1909, and with it as a matter of course a universal valuation
separating the value of land from all the value of improvements
on or attached to the land. In Parliament the Land Values
Group organized a petition on these lines to the Government,
which was signed by 250 Liberal and Labor members and
presented to the Government on 24th November, 1908.

On 29th April, 1909, Mr. Lloyd George, then Chancellor of the
Exchequer, introduced his historic Budget, upon the provisions
of which it is not necessary here to dwell at any length. They
are familiar even to those who take but a superficial interest in
British politics. The clauses in the Bill most welcomed by land
reformers and especially by the advocates of the taxation of land
values were those which at last provided the * preliminary step,’’
in the form of a universal valuation throughout the United King-
dom, separating the value of the land from the value of improve-
ments. The “Land Value Duties” (an increment duty of 20
per cent. on increase of land values, a duty of 10 per cent. on the
value of reversions, a duty of 34d.in the £ on the value of urban
undeveloped land, and a mineral rights duty of 14d. in the £) were
warmly accepted by many sections of land reformers, but they
were never considered by the advocates of the taxation of land
values as either an instalment of or equivalent for the straight
tax on land values, which had been demanded in their agitation
both inside and outside Parliament.

A very able analysis and criticism of the Government proposals
and of the unsatisfactory and in many respects objectionable
Land Value Duties (which friends of the movement abroad
should understand have done the British Single Tax cause
anything but a good service) will be found in Land Values! of
July and December, 1909, contributed by Mr. Frederick Verinder,
Secretary of the English League for the Taxation of Land Values.

1Land Values is the organ of the British Single Taxers and is published at
20 Tothill Street, London, England.
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The landed interests were bitterly opposed to the whole scheme
and contested it clause by clause. Their prolonged agitation
wrung from the Government a number of concessions, the most
important of which was the change in the method of valuation.
The original proposals would have compelled owners to declare
what they thought was the value of their land, and it is contended
with sound argument that if this ‘ owners’ valuation’ had been
retained, the valuers could have carried through their work with
much more expedition. Unfortunately the Government gave
way on this vital principle and the result has been five years of
trouble, expense and delay. Even now the work is incomplete
and in a state of much confusion, further obstacles having been
placed in the way by decisions in the courts upsetting the valuers’
assessments. ‘ ‘

During the passage of the Finance Act through the Commons
considerable alterations were also made in the Land Value
Duties. These are too numerous to mention, but the general
effect was a reduction in the taxation the duties aimed to collect.
The mineral rights duty was entirely remodelled; it ceased to be
a tax on the capital value of minerals, likely to have a stimulating
effect in the development of mines, and became merely an extra
income tax of 1s. in the £ on mining royalties.

The Budget emerged in its final state from the House of Com-
mons on 2nd November, 1909, after a Third Reading majority of
230 votes. The House of Lords set at nought the long-established
financial control of the House of Commons. They rejected the
Bill, precipitated not one but two General Elections, brought to
an issue the long standing quarrel between the two Houses, and
suffered defeat in a drastic curtailment of their own powers.

THE LAND AND TAXATION REFORM MEMORIAL

After the General Election in January, 1910, the Bill was
forced through the House of Lords and became Law on 29th
April, 1910, exactly one year after its introduction. The Valua-
tion commeniced forthwith and the necessary machinery for the
_reform of local and national taxation being set in motion, the
Land Values Group immediately considered the next progressive
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step to be taken, by which the Valuation should be used to carry
out much-desired and long-delayed reforms. A comprehensive
policy was proclaimed which, based upon the land valuation and
urging both its early completion and its results being made known
to the public, proposed legislation for the local rating of land
values, a national tax on land values, the remission of the
breakfast-table duties, and the redistribution of local and
Imperial taxation so as to dojustice as between one district and
another and prevent the benefit of the relief to the poorer districts
going where it was not intended to go, which had been the net
result of the policy of ‘“doles.” This programme was formulated
in the now well-known Land and Taxation Reform Memorial of
the Land Values Group in Parliament.

THE DEPARTMENT COMMITTEE ON LocAL TAXATION

In April, 1911, a “Departmental Committee on Local Taxa-
tion’’ was appointed, composed of Government officials, and
officials of local rating and other authorities, and its terms of
reference were ‘‘to enquire into the changes which have taken
place in the relations between Imperial and Local Taxation since
the Report of the Royal Commission on Local Taxation in 1901,
to examine the several proposals made in the Reports of that
Commission, and to make recommendations on the subject for
the consideration of His Majesty's Government with a view to
the introduction of legislation at an early date.” '

“The appointment of this Committee was obviously an oppor-
tunity to postpone action and to enable more time to be consumed
in unnecessary inquiries and reports. But it had its compensa-
tions in keeping up discussion and possibly delaying proposals
for Exchequer grants in aid of local rates until the land valuation
was completed. With the Valuation an accomplished fact it
would be easier for land reformers to insist upon land value
taxation and land value rating as an essential part of any scheme
for readjusting the complicated problem of national and local
taxation: in its absence, or before land valuation was completed,
the reactionary interests might get all they had been striving for—
subventions out of general taxes in aid of local rates, which would
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have the same results as the Agricultural Rates Act (1896)! in
raising rents and prices of land and ultimately enriching the
landowners. There were therefore important issues at stake and
the Government would have been obliged to take the one road
or the other.

By invitation, the Land Values Group submitted written and
oral evidence to the Departmental Committee, and the witnesses
examined were able to make a complete and convincing statement
of the policy embodied in the Land and Taxation Reform Memo-
rial. Other associations and public bodies interested in the
question of the relations between local and national taxation
appeared before the Committee, and prominent among them
were several recognized defenders of the landowning. interests
(e. g., The Farmers’ Club, the Central Land Association, the
Surveyors’ Institute and the Central Chamber of Agriculture)
who were driven to pay attention to the powerful arguments put
forward by the Land Values Group, and had to submit a hostile
case, which only gave the greater prominence to the proposals of
the Group. The memoranda of evidence and oral examination
of all the witnesses were issued in June, 1912, in the two official
publications (Cd. 6303 I and Cd. 6303 II) and provide much
instructive reading to students of the tax laws, their administra- -
tion, and proposed reforms in the United Kingdom.

The Departmental Committee issued its Final Report on
England and Wales (Cd. 7315) in April, 1914. The report dealt
with a number of administrative matters, such as the machinery
of valuation and the general arrangements affecting Exchequer
grants in aid of local rates. Like the Royal Commission of 1901,
the Committee was divided on the question of taxing land values.
The majority was opposed to the policy, but the expression of
more hostile than friendly views was not surprising, since the
Committee was composed purely of permanent officials, a body
who in the United Kingdom are notorious for their sympathy
with conservative ideas. In the circumstances it was a distinct
triumph to get from such a Committee a separate report, signed

'Which provides that agricultural land shall be assessed to poor rates at
only half its value.



110 SINGLE TAX YEAR BOOK

by six of the thirteen members, disagreeing with the declarations
in the main report against the taxation of land values. The
separate report recommended that one-tenth of the amount
required out of rates should be obtained by a rate on land values.
They declared further that the valuation should be published—
a very important point for which the Land Values Group have
- been working ever since the days of the 1909 Budget.

Although the separate report approached the rating of land
values in a timorous and characteristically “official’’ fashion, it
made handsome concessions to the general principle of the reform,
using arguments which were equally applicable to the complete
public appropriation of the rent of land. The case they stated
is criticized fully in the May (1914) issue of Land Values.

THE LIBERAL LAND CAMPAIGN -

The land question by this time was once again in a fair way of
engrossing public discussion to the exclusion of all other political
topics. With Home Rule, Welsh Disestablishment and other
long-fought party issues on the point of settlement, Liberals
urged by Mr. Lloyd George were preparing for their next great
task—a thorough reform of the land laws. A national campaign
was announced and a Land Enquiry Committee representing the
Liberal Party was entrusted in July, 1912, with an investigation
into the conditions of land-holding, housing and overcrowding,
wages, unemployment, rural emigration, etc. The Committee
went about their work in a painstaking way and between October,
1913, and April, 1914, issued four lengthy reports full of extra-
ordinary revelations. These reports deal with England (Rural),
England (Urban), Scotland, and Wales and may be procured for
25c. each from the publishers, Messrs. Hodder & Stoughton,
London.

The Land Enquiry Committee advocated a number of remedies
such as rent courts, State purchase and reclamation of “waste”
land, statutory minimum wages, State cottage building, national
inventory of slums, each of which was thought to be a specific for
the particular evil examined. But it is not necessary to deal
with these proposals here; the important fact is that in their
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second Report (England, Urban) the Committee devoted 200
pages to a description and condemnation of the existing rating
system. They recommended that all local authorities should be
compelled to impose a penny rate on capital site value, and to
derive any new revenues from site values only; they should also
be empowered to raise, by a rate on site values, any further part
of their revenues they thought fit. Although the proposals were
partial and halting, the Report vindicated all the contentions in
favor of the taxation and rating of land values and is a notable
contribution to the literature of the movement. It is fully dis-
cussed, along with the Report of the Departmental Committee, in
the May (1914) issue of Land Values. The Scottish Report of
the Land Enquiry Committee was equally emphatic on the
urgency of land values taxation as an essential reform.

THE BUDGET oF 1914

In connection with the Budget introduced in May, 1914, the
Government announced two important measures—a Revenue
Bill to rectify the Valuation and bring it up to date, and a rating
Bill designed to establish some instalment of the rating
of land values. The legislation contemplated by the Bills was
not regarded by the Government as a matter for separate treat-
ment deserving to be pushed through for its own sake; it was
intimately associated with and dependent upon the acceptance
of a large and involved scheme for readjusting the relations
between national and local taxation and giving grants out of the
Exchequer in relief of local rates. The Government, however,
soon found itself in difficulties with the super-income taxpayers
upon whom the main burden of the grants would have fallen,
discussion exposed the absurdity of the plan for distributing the
grants, and the scheme was deferred for future consideration.
The result was that both the Revenue and the Rating Bills were
postponed, the one to be taken up the following Session and the
other during the ‘‘next year.”

The preceding brief sketch of the parliamentary and political
growth of the movement for the taxation of land values brings
us to the fateful 4th day of August, and to the tragedy that has
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engulfed Europe. At that moment all political discussion of
land and social reforms ceased; such questions were put aside as
party issues under a declared ‘“party truce’’ and it is impossible
to say when or. in what manner they will be resumed. The
taxation of land values, as the most controversial of all domestic
questions, is not likely to be advanced as long as the international
conflict continues. The Government may be driven by force of
circumstances to take some part of its enormous revenue require-
ments by a direct levy on the value of land, but at present there
is little sign of that. The task of reformers is to see that there
shall at least be no sacrifice of the objects already attained in so
far as the Valuation and the Valuation Department are concerned,
and fortunately the Land Values Group in Parliament have
meantime fought successfully all the insidious attempts to destroy
the machinery so laboriously built up and so essential for future
legislation.

THE GROWTH OF SINGLE Tax CaMPAIGN WORK

THE ENGLISH AND SCOTTISH LEAGUES

The early history of the educative forces that helped to make
the public sentiment for the taxation of land values centres in
the main round the activities of the Leagues in Glasgow and
London. Henry George had paid his first visit to Ireland and
Great Britain in 1881-2, but the country was not roused to his
ideas until he undertook his great speaking campaign in 1884.
At his second Glasgow meeting in that year the ‘‘Scottish Land
Restoration League’” was formed. This organization with
Henry George as adviser and chief speaker, opened up the ground
throughout the length and breadth of Scotland, and in this
pioneer work the late Edward McHugh, Richard McGhee
(now M. P.), the late John Ferguson, Peter Burt, and David
McLardy took a prominent part, as they have since. Edward
McHugh gave his life for a period of thirty-two years to the cause,
and his death in April, 1915, was a grievous loss to its fighting
strength. John Ferguson and Peter Burt are two names most
closely associated with the agitation that has made the Glasgow
Town Council, as a public authority, a protagonist for the reform
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among British municipalities. James Alston, now deceased,
Wm. D. Hamilton and John Muir carried on the work at the
Council for a time; Mr. Hamilton has since resigned.

In England, Henry George’s lecture tours were assisted among
others by the late William Saunders, Rev. Stuart D. Headlam,
Miss Helen Taylor, Thomas F. Walker, J. C. Durant, and
Frederick Verinder. They were some of the founders of the
English Land Restoration League—now called the English
League for the Taxation of Land Values of which Frederick
Verinder was elected general secretary at its first annual meeting
in 1884, and at that post he still exercises his gifts as a speaker and
writer with undiminished alertness and enthusiasm. In 1887,
the English League concentrated its efforts on the agitation in
London for the rating of land values, and with the co-operation
of the Municipal Reform League a * United Committee for the
Taxation of Ground Values” was formed. This committee
(which isnot to be confused with the existing United Committee
for the Taxation of Land Values, founded later and under quite
different auspices) had a brief existence, but it did great service
in the publication and wide distribution of Mr. (now Lord
Justice) Fletcher Moulton’s pamphlet on the ‘‘Taxation of
Ground Values.” The result of these activities was that the
great majority of the members elected to the first London County
Council (1889) were pledged to the reform, and the Council
thereafter did much to advance the question by deputing repre-
sentatives to submit, to Parliamentary committees and to the
Royal Commission on Local Taxation, most valuable evidence
in favor of the rating of land values.

The real lead, however, in the municipal movement came from
Glasgow. There the propagandist forces had been reorganized.
The “Land Restoration League’’ had become defunct although
much missionary work had been going on under the auspices of
the Henry George Institute and sundry minor bodies. In 1890,
after a great meeting in the City Hall, addressed by Henry
George on his return from Australia, a new organization was
established and has been in constant and continuous activity ever
since. At first called the Scottish Land Restoration Federation,
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its name was changed in 1899 to the Scottish Single Tax
League and since 1904, it has been known as the Scottish League
for the Taxation of Land Values.

In 1894 the Scottish League founded as the Single Tax (the
* name which it bore until 1902) the monthly journal of the
movement, now known as Land Values. It was first started in
the struggle and determination to spread the knowledge of
taxation of land values among Glasgow people and to gain a
hearing for the case at the Glasgow City Council; but its circula-
tion has long since extended much beyond these bounds. Its
twenty-first birthday was celebrated in the special number of
June, 1915. The messages printed therein from all parts of the
world are an eloquent testimony to the influence it has gained, to
the valuable work it has done as an educator of public opinion,
and to its indispensable services as a binding link, giving instruc-
tion, help and encouragement to its readers everywhere whether -
working in union or in some isolated quarter. Land Values has
in fact become recognized as a chief, if not the chief, standard
bearer and news-giver in the world-wide crusade for the Single
Tax.

The formation of the Scottish League and the establishment of
the monthly journal are associated with the names of John Paul,
William and Norman McLennan, J. O’'Donnell Derrick, David
- Cassels and his sons John, William, Robert and David, Thomas
Cameron, Harry Llewelyn Davies, Wm. McKeown, John
McTaggart, F. S. Mein, William Harrison, William Reid, and
"~ James Busby. These early promoters of organized effort, of
whom John Cassels, William Harrison, and F. S. Mein have since
passed away, were joined almost immediately by the two leading
members of the previous organization started in 1884, Peter Burt
and David McLardy. Later came Harry S. Murray, W. D.
Hamilton, W. R. Lester, James Fairlie, Alex. Mackendrick, John
Cameron, John Gordon, Graham Cassels, fifth and youngest son
of David Cassels, and of course many others who after many
years of activity equally deserve the title of veterans. Want of
space forbids a personal tribute to all who have labored cease-
lessly but there is one name above others to which a special
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measure of respect and affection is due—that of John Paul,
editor of Land Values since its inception as the Simgle Tax,
secretary of the Scottish League from 1894 till 1907, and since
then secretary of the United Committee. He had joined the
Glasgow Henry George Institute in 1889, and had been its
secretary after 1890, but soon the Scottish League absorbed all
his energies. ’

The story of the municipal campaign has already been told in
part in the first section of this article The Scottish League
corducted its popular appeal so energetically that within a few
years it captured the Glasgow Corporation and secured its
powerful aid as a propagandist body, stirring English and Scottish
rating authorities to action. In 1896 the Council was able to
report that ‘“sixty-two Scottish assessing authorities consisting
of seven Town Councils, eight Police Burghs, one County Council,
and forty-six Parish Councils had intimated their approval of
making land values the basis of local taxation and their willing-
ness to join with Glasgow in seeking the necessary powers from
Parliament to give effect to it.”” In October, 1899, the Scottish
League convened in co-operation with the Council, a national
Conference at which 216 of the 557 delegates represented 116
rating authorities from all parts of the country. This Conference
marked a turning point in the history of the land values move-
ment in Great Britain; it proved beyond a doubt that there was
a great body of opinion in the leading municipalities in favor of
the reform; and it brought the question at a bound from the
propagandist stage into the political arena. It led, moreover, to
a series of important municipal conferences in London and Man-
chester, which prepared and promoted the Parliamentary Bills
already referred to, and they gave an enormous impetus to
the popular campaign in the constituencies, resulting in the
enthusiastic reception of the Budget valuation proposals in
1909.

The Scottish League had not confined itself to the municipal
aspect of the question. It had exerted its influence with equal
success in national politics, and its speakers and supporters had
always been in the forefront making clear to the public what true
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radicalism meant. The result is seen in the determined stand
repeatedly taken by the Scottish Liberal Association in favor of
land values taxation—proof positive that among the rank and
file the principle is now a matter of conviction that will brook no
compromise.

OTHER LEAGUES

The English and the Scottish Leagues were the forerunners of
similar organizations that from time to time were formed in other
centers. Yorkshire was led in this way by such men as Charles
H. Smithson, whose name and work have been and are an inspira-
tion far beyond his home in Halifax; Ignatius Singer, William
Thomson, Fred Skirrow, and the late Lewis H. Berens, who
subsequently moved to London and whose death in November,
1913, after thirty years of rare devotion, was another of the
severe losses the movement has sustained. The Yorkshire
League, which now has its offices at Keighley, grew quickly in
membership and already in 1898 had called a national Confer-
ence in Bradford, the first meeting of its kind to bring Single
Taxers from all parts of the country to a joint session.

In 1898 a vigorous band of men, led by James McGuigan and
A. W. Withy, established a ‘Single Tax Union" in Portsmouth,
and in few towns in England has more determined and more
effective work been done for the taxation of land values. The
Edinburgh League and the Northern League (in Newcastle) also
belong to the older organizations. The younger Leagues (formed
between 1906 and 1910) include those in Manchester, Birming-
ham, Cardiff, Inverness, Birkenhead and Liverpool.

THE UNITED COMMITTEE

The great Liberal victory known as the “landslide,” in 1906,
was a signal for greater organized efforts than had as yet
been made, perhaps even contemplated. It was a case of new
occasions teaching new duties and it can be, and is, frankly
and freely acknowledged by those competent to judge that the
leaders of the movement rose to the occasion. The Parliamentary
Campaign Committee referred to above, composed of members
of Parliament only, was found to be unworkable as an agency
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to cope with the many sided propaganda. The driving power
for the policy had to be created in the country and directed to the
~Commons. The other way—to take a lead from the seat of
legislation—was found to be impossible, if not fatal. It is a
wise reflection that the people make a Parliament and not the
. Parliament a people; and the inferences are obvious to all who
who would begin by seeking light and leading on one special
subject from men who are publicly pledged to advance many
causes. This is a tempting diversion, but space forbids a
continuation of it. With the approval of the few friends then
members of Parliament, and with the extra financial support
of old steadfast friends the United Committee was instituted
at 14 Barton Street, London, on 23rd March, 1907. It was and
is now compnsed of representatives of the various Leagues for
the Taxation of Land Values. The constitution of the Com-
mittee is the Taxation of Land Values and the corresponding
untaxing of industry. It organizes meetings and demonstra-
tions to explain the policy; it publishes and circulates most of
the literature of the movement, including the monthly journal
Land Values; it helps the existing leagues in their local efforts
and promotes the formation of new leagues; it institutes classes
in political economy and reading circles and provides the teachers;
and it co-ordinates and directs the activities and strengthens the
hands of the many isolated honorary workers through the
country. ,

The history of the movement since 1907 is fully recorded in
the annual reports of the Committee. After the publication
of the Report of the Select Committee of the House of Commons
on the Land Values (Scotland) Taxation Bill mass meetings
were held in most of the big towns in England, Scotland, Ire-
land and Wales with Alexander Ure (late Lord Advocate),
the Chairman of the Select Committee, as chief speaker. Many
special campaigns were carried through in town and rural dis-
tricts not hitherto cultivated by local leagues. A press bureau
was established, and by its means upwards of 300 papers through-
out the country were regularly publishing, in many cases twice
a week, informing articles on the relation of land values taxation
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to unemployment, low wages, overcrowding and social condi-
tions generally. A literature department attended to the
sales of books and pamphlets and a well-organized house-to-
house visitation placed leaflets in the hands of all the voters
in 234 Parliamentary constituencies.

This special effort must have a place to itself. It yielded
splendid results. The “enemy’ became alarmed and indignant
and a mob of howling wild dervishes were let loose in the Tory
press to make out the United Committee to be the lineal descen-
dents of Ananias. The Liberal official pro-landlord press hung
its head in shame or at least affected the part. But the liter-
ature went forth up and down mean streets and across hill and
dale to our entire satisfaction. The press could howl, or slink
round the corner afraid to acknowledge or recognize the men who
took their leaders, the Asquiths, the Greys, the Haldanes, the
Lloyd Georges and all the rest, to be in earnest when they
pledged the Liberal party so engagingly to the Taxation of
Land Values. We certainly could and did rejoice exceedingly
for the people heard the news gladly. It was propaganda on a
big scale and it cost something. There were other two-thirds
of the constituencies in need of this message of hope and encour-
agement, but lack of funds compelled the Committee to stop.
Some day and soon we trust it may be resumed. Even the
great and bloody struggle now going on to the better end has
not wiped out the memory, nor the effects for good of this
lively and accurate aim at the ramparts of monopoly. Those
responsible for this special literature campaign did a service
for the movement which constitutes in itself a glorious page in
its history.

The inspiring and sustained effort in the years succeeding
1907, and especially during the period of the Budget and Gen-
eral Election fights of 1909 and 1910, carried everything before
it. Two historic events were the Hyde Park and Glasgow Land
Demonstrations, called to protest against any surrender to the
House of Lords on the question of the Budget and its land
clauses; but the success of the Committee and the Leagues may
be said to have reached its climax in the notable victories in
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North West Norfolk (May, 1912) and Hanley (July, 1912) when
E. G. Hemmerde and R. L. Outhwaite were returned to Parli-
ament not merely as candidates ‘‘pledged’ to the reform, but
as out-and-out land values men, preaching the unadulterated
Single Tax doctrine. Hanley was certainly a surprise if not
a shock to the ordinary plodding Liberal who, with the official
cast of mind, had not guaged the progress of the demand for
the reform nor realized how far public opinion had trav-
eled in advance of Parliament.

JOSEPH FELS

Among the men attached to the United Committee, the
name of one who has lately passed away deserves most grateful
recognition. On the 22nd February, 1914, the movement was
bereft of Joseph Fels, who in his work as a member of the Com-
mittee and as a generous supporter gave such service as will
never be forgotten while Single Taxers are banded together to
promote their ideal. He came to the Committee in 1908 and
during six short years—those fruitful years of rapidly ripening
thought for land values taxation—he was to be found always
feverishly active in voicing his convictions as an unfettered
disciple of Henry George. His efforts, as is well known, were
by no means confined to Great Britain; he had a voluminous
correspondence with all parts of the globe and he divided his
time between Great Britain (or Europe) and his own country,
the United States. But we write of his devotion to the move-
ment in Britain, and all that it meant in strengthening the
forces and advancing the cause. In all this endeavor his wife
Mary Fels was by his side. She continues his and her work
with the same spirit of determination and of certain faith in
its ultimate triumph.

SIDE LIGHT ON THE LIBERAL LAND CAMPAIGN

The account already given of the Liberal land reform cam-
paign in 1913-14 would be incomplete without a reference to
the pressure which Radicals had to bring to bear upon the
Whigs in the party. It was another sign that the leaven of
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Single Tax propaganda was at work. Mr. Lloyd George's
series of speeches between October and Christmas, 1913, had been
frankly disappointing—a catalogue of mere patch-work schemes
for controlling and supervising land monopoly, with only passing
observations on an out-of-date rating system and nothing
tangible in the way of promised reform by means of a tax or a
rate on land values. The Land Enquiry Committee, in spite
of its admissions that the land must be taxed or rated on its
value, sought (when it formed into a *Central Land Council”)
to put that question on one side and instructed its speakers to
popularize the patch-work proposals. But the speakers speedily
returned from the constituencies thoroughly discouraged with
a hopeless task, reporting that the sentiment for land values
taxation at their meetings was too strong for them. Mr. Lloyd
George himself should have proceeded to Glasgow at the end
of the year, but he repeatedly deferred his visit, an intimation
from the Scottish Liberal Association to the Cabinet expecting
a land values declaration probably having dissuaded him from
appearing on the platform until he was prepared to talk the
kind of land reform a Glasgow audience would demand. Just
about this time the patience of the Single Taxers became ex-
hausted and the United Committee promoted a vigorous counter-
agitation. A campaign was specially organized by the United
Committee in Aberdeen on 9th December, Glasgow on 11th
December and Dundee on 15th Dec., and at great mass meetings
an effective demonstration was made which had a powerful
influence on the further development of Mr. Lloyd George’s
policy. He ultimately went to Glasgow on 4th February, 1914,
and there, in an historic pronouncement, definitely pledged the
Government to the taxation of land values. What that pledge
meant and how far it would have carried the Government can
. only be surmised from the subsequent proposals made in the
1914 Budget, but which, owing to the war, were not proceeded
with. The essential fact to be recorded, however, was the
signal victory won by the movement under the test of popular
support. All the years of its strenuous campaigning had
been ignored, counted out, or were perhaps unknown to the
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wrong-headed organizers of the 1913 Liberal Land Campaign.
These all-round Liberals, safe men—safe to take the party back
into the wilderness—most of them of mushroom growth, appeared
at the green-room door of the Liberal theatre in 1906 when the
complete rout of the Tories put it beyond peradventure that
Liberalism was once again in fashion. But these innocents
must be held blameless for the new venture on land reform which
was to keep the Whigs (the moderates) within the building by
the simple method of putting radical land and rating reform
outside. The blame must be charged to those who were in
power and in authority and to no one else. The Liberal party
has always been afflicted with the threat of the well-to-do
supporters to leave camp whenever it seeks to do some measure
of justice to the people. This generates much heat, a fever
setting in when the democratic side finds a popular leader like,
say, Lloyd George, in his Budget campaign days. The rich
man generally wins. He retains the substance, and the rank
and file the shadow, or some framework upon which they. are
told something can be built some other day. It is about here
that the Labor party should come in to back up the Radicals;
but alas for one’s expectations in that direction. In the case
of land values taxation they were up against their own economic
creed, and the most prominent of them were up against their
own public record as opponents of the Single Tax principle.

Such in brief is the story we British Single Taxers have to
tell at this stage of our movement. We can bring no gifts to
the altar in the form of any legislative achievement; but we
have, we believe, accomplished something by way of creating
and strengthening the now quickly-growing public opinion
for our ideas and our practical policy.—A. W. M.



NEW ZEALAND

It is a curious fact that the first step towards the realization
of the Single Tax ideal in New Zealand was taken before the
actual publication of Progress and Poverty. The Government
of which Sir George Grey was Premier came into office in 1877,
and in the following year submitted its proposals for the taxa-
tion of land values, which proposals Parliament adopted under
the name of the Land Tax Act. The measure provided for a
tax of one half-penny in the pound “on the capital value of land
-after deducting the value of all improvements thereon,” and
‘“‘improvements’” were defined as meaning ‘‘houses and build-
ings, and includes fencing, planting and draining of land, laying
down in grass and pasture, and any other improvements the
benefit of which is unexhausted at the time of valuation.” . The
Act did not provide for any graduations in taxation, that is to
say, the tax of one half-penny in the pound was levied on the
value of land, minus improvements, all round; but there was
provision for an exemption to the value of £500. Save for this
exception the measure was in complete accord with the prin-
ciples of taxation since associated with the name of Henry George.

Those were the days of plural voting and large estates, and
the measure aroused fierce and unscrupulous opposition. The
press poured out a tirade of misrepresentation and abuse on the
Government, and as the principles of land value taxation were
not then as popularly understood as they are now, it is not
surprising that the position of the Government was seriously
weakened. Finally a motion of Want-of-Confidence in the
Government was carried by a small majority, and the usual
constitutional result followed: The Government resigned, and
were succeeded by a Conservative Ministry, of which Mr.
(afterwards Sir John) Hall was the Premier. Almost the first
work of the new ministry was to repeal the Land Tax Act;
indeed it was repealed before there was time to collect a penny
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of taxation thereunder. In this the enemy showed his usual
astuteness, for had the tax been collected, its benefits would have
been immediately apparent, and its repeal would have been a
very difficult matter. The finances of the country were in a
bad way, and as it was imperative to provide revenue, the new
Government had recourse to two expedients—they increased
the Customs duties and induced Parliament to pass a measure
providing for a direct tax on all property. This last was known
as the Property Tax Act. Inasmuch as it was a tax on the value
of land and improvements aswell as upon all personal property
of every kind, subject to an exemption of £500, the property
tax proved in practice a very unpopular impost indeed. In
principle, of course, it was not really worse than the indirect
" taxes, but everyone felt that he paid it and nobody felt that he
ought to pay. Although the property tax remained .in force
until 1891, it excited continual unrest and dissatisfaction, and
its unpopularity had much to do with the return of the Liberals
to power at the general election of 1890.

In the interval between 1879 and 1891 no legislative advance
whatever was made in the direction of taxation reform, but an
important victory was gained in 1889. In that year the Atkin-
son (Conservative) Ministry, submitted to Parliament an
Electoral Bill. No very important change in the electoral
law was contemplated by the bill, but when it was being con-
sidered in the Committee of the Whole, the veteran Sir George
Grey moved an amendment abolishing plural voting, and to
the surprise and chagrin of Ministers, the amendment was
carried by 55 votes to 18. The general election that followed in
1890 marks an epoch in the history of taxation reform in New
Zealand. The property tax was unpopular, plural voting had
gone, and the country had just emerged from a strike of which
the effect was to quicken organized labor into unprecedented
political activity. The result was that the Atkinson Ministry
was swept from power, and the Liberal Party, of which the Hon.
John Ballance was leader, came into office with the active co-
operation of organized labor. The new Ministry was definitely
pledged to abolish the property tax and to substitute therefor
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a land and income tax. Mr. Ballance had always been more or
less a protectionist, and there is little doubt that neither he nor
his colleagues ever fully realized the potentialities of land value
taxation. To his Government, nevertheless, must be given the
credit of accomplishing something really fundamental and en-
during. Tried by the test of our principles there was much to
criticise in the new law. The exemption of £500 was retained,
improvements were exempted only to the value of £3000, and
provision was made for the imposition of a graduated tax on land
values over and above the ordinary land tax which was fixed
at one penny in the pound.

Once the measure reached the statute book, friend and foe
combined in attacking the taxation of improvements above
the value of £3000, and in 1893 the Sedden Ministry (for Mr.
Ballance had in the meantime died) swept the limitation away
altogether. Thereafter there remained two defects, and these
still persist. First, the mortgagee of land is deemed the owner,
and he pays the tax. In the vast majority of cases mortgaged
land is improved land, and thus the taxation of the mortgage,
since the mortgage necessarily covers improvements, is in reality
the taxation of improvements. In -my opinion, however, the
exemption is a much more serious defect. In every instance
where the unimproved value does not exceed £1500 this exemption
is allowed, and the exemption diminishes above that limit at the
rate of £1 for every £2 of unimproved value. Thus a person
owning land of the unimproved value of £1500 is taxed only on
£1000. An owner of £2000, unimproved value, is allowed to
deduct £250; and the exemption does not disappear absolutely
until we reach an unimproved value of £2500. As a result
of this exemption fully two-thirds of the freeholders of this
country pay absolutely no land value taxation at all for national
purposes.

The graduated tax, which is imposed in addition to the ordi-
nary tax of one penny in the £, begins when the unimproved
value reaches £5000. The Act of 1891 provided for an additional
tax of 175 of a penny in the pound from £5000 to £10,000;
145 from £10,000 to £20,000, and so until the tax reached
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" two pence and 3gths from £190,000 to £210,000, and two pence
and 34ths above that figure. These scales of graduation have
been altered from time to time in the direction of increasing the
tax. In 1907, for.instance, the scales of taxation were shortened.
Thus from £5000 to £7000 the tax was increased 1-16th of a-
penny in the £, until the tax reached 13-16ths of a penny from
£30,000 to £40,000. Above the limit of £40,000 the tax was
increased by one-fifth of a shilling in the £, and an increase of 25
per centum was added to these increases, except in the case of urban
land on which are erected “‘ business premises.” Under pressure of
vested interests these increases did not take effect until March
31st, 1910. On account of the extraordinary expenditure re-
quired by the present war, the graduated tax was this year (1915)
increased by 50 per centum, but the increase is limited to country
- lands. (By way of parenthesis I may add that in connection
with the war we have adopted other- taxes greatly at variance
with the principles of land value taxation. Reformers cannot
disregard the fact that war makes always for unsound taxation).
Concluding my reference to the graduated tax, I may add that,
notwithstanding its economic unsoundness it is decidedly popular
for the reason that it professedly aims at the largest class of
proprietor. The ostensible object is to accelerate the sub-
division of land, but it cannot be maintained that in that respect
it has proved an unqualified success. The revenue from the land
tax in 1892 was £280,000 in round figures. It is now increased
to £800,000, but of course some of the increase is due to the
increased values.

Neither the Act of 1878 nor that of 1891 contemplated a sys-
tematic valuation of land. When the principle of land value
taxation had been adopted, however, the need of a regular system
of valuation was felt immediately, and in 1896 the Government
Valuation of Land Act became law. By this Act a Valuation
Department was set up under the control of an officer called the
Valuer General. Provision was made for the separate valuation
of land and improvements, and re-valuation was provided for from
time to time in the discretion of the Valuer General. The
measure aroused strong opposition, and has given rise to much
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criticism, but, though amended from time to time, its essential
provisions stand, and the Act may now be regarded as a funda-
mental law; indeed its existence is bound up inextricably with
our system of land value taxation.

The year 1896 is remarkable for another great advance to-
wards the realization of the Henry George ideal, for in that year
was passed the Rating on Unimproved Values Act. Here I may
explain that all local taxation is with us called ‘‘rating,” the
word tax and taxation being reserved for the imposts levied by
" Parliament. Prior to 1896 our local governing bodies—called
counties in the country and boroughs in the towns—had perforce
to raise their revenues by rates on the value of land as improved.
Hence the owner of vacant land paid less in taxation than. the
improving proprietor; in other words, the improver was penalized
for his industry, while the mere speculator was encouraged to
allow his land to lie unused. Parliament did not proceed to
abolish this evil directly, and indeed it is not abolished yet. By
means of the Act, however, power was confered on the ratepayers
within any given district to cause all rates to be cast upon the
unimproved value, all improvements being exempted. Like all
legislation hitting monopoly in the heart, this measure encoun-
tered the most truculent opposition. It was passed by the House
of Representatives in 1894 and 1895, but was rejected by the
Upper House or Legislative Council. The popular Chamber
passed the Bill again in 1896, however, and the Council then
withdrew its opposition, and the measure became law. As it
stood at first the Act had several serious defects. For example,
no rating poll was valid unless a third of the ratepayers actually
voted. In 1899, however, this blemish was removed, and since
that year every poll has been decided by those ratepayers who
record their votes. Again, certain rates such as charitable aid
rates, gas rates, etc., were not within the Act, but in 1911 this
anomaly was also swept away, and now, if and when the pro-
visions of the Act are adopted, all rates are struck on the un-
improved values only. A rating poll is obtained on a requisition
signed by a number of ratepayers. The number of signatures
is twenty five per centum where the number on the ratepayers’
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roll does not exceed one hundred; twenty per cent. where the
number exceeds one hundred, but does not exceed three hundred;
and in all other cases fifteen per cent. Readers will readily
understand that this Act has given Single Taxers in this country
a chance of which they are not slow to take full advantage. In
the great majority of cases where rating polls have been' won,
the moving s