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added, and it was this that caused the
sensation, that in consequence the
grand jury had declared that the
lynching in question had occurred by
"the will of God." How like an an-<
archistic American grand jury, when
its members approve the crime under
consideration, to piously indict God!
How like an Italian statesman to ex
perience a sensation over so reverent
a proceeding!
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A group of enthusiasts met in
New York 15 years ago to consult
about bringing into practical politics
what is now known, as Henry George's
single tax reform. One was the late
Father McGlynn, the "soggarth
aroon," or beloved priest, of St. Ste
phen's Eoman Catholic parish, a not
able man in New York even then.
The most notable person present,
however, was Henry George. He not
only represented especially the cause
which had brought about the meet
ing, but he had already achieved an
international reputation.
Three
months later, as candidate for mayor
upon a platform indorsing his cause,
and after a campaign in which this
cause was the sole issue, he polled
68,000 votes, being second in a tri
angular contest between himself,
Abram S. Hewitt, who was elected,
and Theodore Koosevelt, now pres
ident. Whether or not this campaign
was in any wise due to the meeting
mentioned above, that meeting served,
at all events, to introduce to the sin
gle tax movement, and thereby to the
political world, an obscure western
millionaire, who, no longer obscure,
but known throughout the country as
Tom L. Johnson, has ever since been
an unwavering supporter, as he is now
the most conspicuous promoter, of
the cause he then first publicly
espoused.
Brought actively into politics by
fidelity to this cause, Johnson has de
veloped into a political leader of orig
inality, skill, popularity and expand
ing influence, who interests himself
in broad political principles instead
•By Louis F. Post. in~The Mirror, of St.
Louis. Christmas number. Reprinted by
permission 01' William Marion Reedy, edi
tor and proprietor of The Mirror.

of wire pulling, and supports or op
poses men with reference only to their
attitude toward public measures.
Yet, until 1886, he had acquired no
experience in general politics, nor
taken more than a bare business in
terest in political affairs.
His abilities had been devoted,
from his youth up, to making
a fortune.
In this he had
so far succeeded as to have
advanced from a penniless boy, son of
an impoverished Confederate officer,
at the close of the civil war, to the
financial grade of a millionaire while
still under 35 years of age. His busi
ness success had not been achieved
by laboriously and penuriously piling
dollar upon dollar. The palaver
about the magic of industry and
thrift, so much in vogue in his boy
hood, had never deceived him. He
did, indeed, work hard; but not at
what he could hire cheaper men to
do as well. He did cultivate habits
of thrift; but not of the penurious
kind. He did use judgment, fore
sight, skill, and all the other indus
trial virtues; but these were not the
foundation of his fortune. His for
tune, like all other stable fortunes,
rests upon monopoly. From thehour
when as a newsboy he worked a rail
way paper route for which he had
shrewdly secured the exclusive priv
ilege, until a generation later, when
he withdrew from business to devote
himself to the cause Henry George
bequeathed him, every business en
terprise into which he embarked was
bottomed upon and buttressed bylegal privilege.
Johnson had early realized that
this is imperative. He knew that the
three requisites 'of business success
are, first, monopoly, second, monop
oly, and third, monopoly.
He
saw that in so far as the industrial
virtues play a part in fortune-making
at all, it is much more in monopoliz
ing what people need than in produc
ing what they want. These intimate
relations of monopoly to business suc
cess were with him as with all success
ful business men, mere commonplaces
of business theory and practice. He
had given no consideration, however,
to the subject in its ethical and broad
ly political aspects. Getting a for
tune without getting into jail had
seemed to him, as it seems to most en
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ergetic men of this commercial era,
the one great object of life.
But Johnson's better mind awak
ened. His nightmare visions of piledup dollars, pyramid after pyramid in
vanishing perspective, were dispelled,
and great realities burst upon his
stances
moral consciousness.
of his awakening,
The how
circuniin a
railroad car he was misled by the title
of Henry George's "Social Problems"
into supposing it a trashy essay on
marriage and divorce, and refused
therefore to look into it; how the
train conductor enlightened him on
that point and advised his reading
the book; how he did read it, and how
his interest grew; how upon finding
in this book a reference to "Progress
and Poverty," he bought and read
that; how completely he fell under
the sway of this greatest of George's
books, yet, fearing that his mind,
then untrained in abstract reasoning,
might have been tricked by fallacies,
how he solicited the opinion of his
lawyer and his lawyer pronounced the
reasoning flawless but the premises
false; how this clinched his conver
sion, because, though from lack of
academic culture he was timid
as to the logic of the book, he had, as
an experienced business man, already
acknowledged the truth of its prem
ises; and how at the end he converted
his lawyer, when the latterundertook
to argue him out of his waywardness
—this has all been told before in in
teresting detail. What concerns the
present subject is the fact that John
son was startled by seeing in George's
book the commonplace principles of
business translated into terms of
political economy and civic morality.
He now realized that whatever of
wealth any man wins as a monopolist,
other men must lose as productive
workers.
The great economic truth that had
been disclosed was the elemental eco
nomic power of the monopoly of land.
Other monopolies there are, but with
out this the others could not flourish,
and if they were abolished it would
absorb their strength. Railroad mo
nopoly, for instance, Johnson nowrecognized as land monopoly, its power
consisting in exclusive rights of way
and in terminal points. Street car
monopoly, city service monopolies of
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all kinds, are also at bottom land mo
nopolies, for it is by their exclusive
rights of way over land that they con
trol conditions of traffic. And in or
dinary so-called competitive indus
try, whatever monopoly exists, the
monopoly of patents alone excepted,
has its roots in land monopoly. More
over, if every monopoly except that
oi land were abolished, the financial
benefits would go ultimately to mo
nopolists of land. So, as Johnson
saw the matter after his conversion
from money-getting ambitions to
humanitarian ideals, the monopoly of
monopolies is the monopoly of land.
He saw also the great moral truth
that land monopoly is robbery. To
see this truth he did not need to have
been a college fledgling. All heneeded
was common sense. Granted that God
is no respecter of persons, and it fol
lows that all men are intended by
Him to enjoy equal rights of usufruct
in the earth. This enjoyment the
monopoly of land prohibits. Or, if
the idea of a bountiful Creatorbe con
sidered "unscientific," then, granted
that Nature yields her stores only to
productive labor (an hypothesis
which defies dispute), and it follows,
unless righteous principles be reject
ed altogether and moral adjustments
are to be referred to the pirates' code
cf simple might, that there can be no
moral title to products from the
earth—which include every consum
able thing—except it be derived from
productive laborers with their free
consent. Inasmuch, then, as monop
oly of the earth enables monopolists
to extort from productive laborers
part of their earnings, it stands moral
ly condemned.
Keenly alive to this manifest in
iquity of land monopoly, a man of
Johnson's moral energy could not say
to himself: "Let be! Let be!" and
go on complacently in his old life.
He could not consent even by silence
to the social maladjustments whereby
he and his class prosper at terrible
cost to their disinherited brethren.
But, a rich land monopolist himself,
one of the beneficiaries of this wrong,
what ought he to do to right it? That
was the problem uppermost in
his mind, and it was no easy problem.
His first thoughts ran naturally to
personal considerations. He might

The Public
wash his hands of the evil by giving
away his fortune and ceasing to be a
monopolist. That would have been a
beautiful act of martyrdom for the de
lectation of sentimentalists of a fu
ture age. But martyrdom is oftener
sublimated selfishness than disinter
ested altruism; and, despite the saw
about the seed of the church, is gener
ally easier of adoption than beneficent
in results. In this case it certainly
could have accomplished nothing.
The monopolies Johnson might have
abandoned would have fallen into
other hands unshorn of power and
been as extortionate as ever, while he,
as a fighter of monopoly, would have
been to that extent disarmed.
Even if he had been sufficiently
self-centered to make the question of
how he should use his own fortune the
primary consideration, the thing
would have been quite impracticable.
Monopoly, which blights, and busi
ness, which serves, are so intimately
though unnaturally blended by exist
ing law and custom, that individuals
cannot separate them. No oppor
tunities for profitable business are
free from legalized monopoly. To
live at all, therefore, one must either
exploit or be exploited. Even the
hermit cannot elude the vigilant eye
of land monopoly.
Opportunities for philanthropy
might have been considered, though
in Johnson's case this is not likely.
He was too honest with himself to
concede for one moment that for
tunes extorted from the poor through
predatory laws are given in trust by
God for distribution to some of the
poor under the stewardship of their
owners. His problem was not a ques
tion of spending; it was the question
of getting. And his mind could not
be fogged with the notion that giving
away such fortunes in charity is
morally better than keeping them.
He knew that what we have no moral
right to keep, we have no better moral
right to give. Ownership must pre
cede generosity.
The moral impulse Johnson had
received from George's writings, as
well as the advice of George himself,
had other than selfish bearings, even
the sublime selfishness of spectacular
philanthropy or martyrdom.
Sell
had been thrust absolutely aside. It
was completely out of the problem.

The question with Johnson was not
whether he himself should remain
rich or become poor. It was not
whether his personal fortune should
be tainted with monopoly or no. It
was in no sort a question of whether
he should or should not save or purify
his own fortune, his own life, or his
own soul, for his own sake. It was
not whether he should seem to be con
sistent. The question was infinitely
broader and deeper. It was a ques
tion of what he ought to do, regard
less of the effect either way upon his
private interests, to induce his fellow
citizens to put away the terribly with
ering social sin which, under George's
guidance, he had discovered to be land
monopoly.

The truth is that Johnson's awak
ened conscience looked out upon an
iniquitous social institution. It was
not from the machinations of bad
men, but from the development of a
bad institution, that industry was
plundered and that society suffered.
The immorality to which he awoke,
and out of which he had secured a for
tune partly unearned but in which
millions had found only poverty and
distress wholly undeserved—this im
morality was not individual and cap
able of correction by individual re
form. It was an institutional immor
ality, which could be corrected only
by institutional reform.
The notion that institutional evils
can be put away, like personal evils.
by individual abstention, is an eccen
tricity of narrow minds. Though
every individual but one were to ab
stain from monopolizing land, land
monopoly would not die out if the
institution were still acknowledged,
but would be worse. For the one unregenerate individual would then
monopolize the whole earth, and all
the regenerate would become his sub
missive serfs. Individuals can no
more alter unjust institutions by de
clining to profit by them than they
could alter the direction of a stream
by not swimming in it.
Institutional wrongs can be rem
edied only by institutional reforms.
Individual action there must be, of
course, for society is composed of in
dividuals. But it must be cooperative
and not segregated individual action;
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not the action of the recluse, but that
of the citizen.
So Johnson solved his problem in
the only way in which it could be
morally and sensibly solved. He de
cided to devote himself to the destruc
tion of the institution of land monop
oly, by the method advocated by Hen
ry George and now known as the sin
gle tax; and to do this without re
gard to its ultimate effect upon his
personal fortune, and without any
affectations meanwhile of an impos
sible consistency between his private
business, in which monopoly was a
factor, and his public work of abolish
ing monopoly.
He raised his lance not against mil
lionaires nor monopolists, not against
the rich because they are rich nor for
the poor because they are poor; but
against the institution of monopoly
and for institutions of justice.
The.distinction he drew between util
izing monopolies in business and
maintaining the monopoly institu
tion, was sharply illustrated by him
upon the floor of congress while he
was a member. Congressmen repre
senting the steel trust were struggling
for the protective tariff on steel.
Johnson himself was then in the steel
business and his company was a mem
ber of the steel trust. He, therefore,
like the others, was getting a tariff
"rake-off." Yet he vigorously op
posed the tariff measure.
One
of the steel trust congressmen, twit
ting him in the debate with his con
nection with the steel trust, implied
that as he was getting part of the
plunder he ought to support the law
that secured it. "Gentlemen," re
torted Johnson, "as a monopolist in
the steel business I will take advan
tage of the bad laws you pass; but as
a member of this house, I will not
help you pass them, and I will try to
get them repealed."
More in detail, and as a private cit
izen instead of a congressman, he
made the same distinction at a public
meeting in New York in 1891. A
questioner in the audience asked him:
You have just advocated the aboli
tion of land monopoly, of the tariff
monopolies, of the patent monopolies,
and of the street railroad monopolies.
I® it not a fact that you have been,
and are now, a shining beneficiary of
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all these iniquities? And if you are,
how do you reconcile your actions
with your professions?
To that searching question John
son replied:
I advocate now and have advocated
the abolition o-f all these forms of
monopoly, and yet I am and have been
a beneficiary of them all. If there is
any inconsistency in that it is not my
fault. I preach what I sincerely be
lieve to be the true and just social
condition—the condition of equal
rights, of real freedom. Yet I must
live under such laws and usages as the
majority of the people decree. They
say that these monopolies shall exist;
that bread-winning shall be a scram
ble; that there shall be many poor
among us and comparatively few rich.
I do not believe that this is" right, and
I am raising my voice wherever pos
sible against it. But- the people will
not yet listen. They have different
views from mine, and they hold to
them. Now being compelled to live
in this state of things: where life is a
scramble which the people will not
stop, I am bound to do the best I can
for myself. And so I rush in and grab
all the monopolies I can get my hands
on, firm in the purpose, however, to
u.»e the wealth so obtained to teach
the people how misguided they are to
permit themselves to be robbed in this
way.
That purpose of using his fortune
acquired by monopoly to break up
monopoly has been faithfully adhered
to. Not as an atonement, not as a
means of satisfying his conscience for
having got the fortune through mo
nopoly. In no sense for personal rea
sons, but with the same motive
that he gives to this work of his life
what is incontestably all his own.

monopoly are not the monopolists as
such, but citizens who, whether them
selves monopolists or not, contribute
voice, pen, vote, even cowardly si
lence, to the maintenance of civic in
stitutions that make for monopoly.

There is, indeed, a profound differ
ence between getting rich through
legalized monopoly, and supporting,
either as private citizen or public leg
islator, the laws that legalize it. In
the one case, we but adapt ourselves
to an evil social environment which is
forced upon us; in the other, we make
ourselves personally responsible for
the evils of that environment.
The men who were responsible for
the perpetuation of slavery in the
United States, and therefore the real
sinners in that respect, were not the
slaveholders as such.
Slavery was
perpetuated by men as citizens,
by non-slave owners as well as slave
owners, who used influence and vote
to maintain the institution.
Sim
ilarly the men who now perpetuate
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One such man as Tom L. Johnson,
who profits by monopoly and excuses
monopolists, yet denounces the insti
tution of monopoly and makes relent
less war upon it, is worth more to the
cause of civic justice than a host of
men who rail at monopolists as wrong
doers merefy because they are monop
olists, yet allow the institution of mo
nopoly to go unchallenged, or chal
lenge it without intelligence. "The
true principle of civic ethics is that
which Johnson exemplifies. It does
not consist in rejecting profits which
unjust institutions yield to the fa
vored or fortunate. So long as social
adjustments are such that those prof
its cannot be relinquished to the per
sons who earn them, justice is served
neither by giving them to others nor
by rejecting them altogether. It is
not affirmatively ethical to get rid of
them; consequently it is not uneth
ical to keep them. What ethics does
demand is that the beneficiary of such
profits shall awaken to the enormity
of the social institution that diverts
them from their unidentified pro
ducers, and in his capacity of citizen
aid his fellow citizens of like enlight
enment and moral impulse to bring
that vicious institution to an end.

Once more the war in South Africa
becomes the chief subject of gen
eral interest, in consequenceof a nota
ble Boer victory. Such rev.ivabat the
holiday season seem to characterize
this most remarkable war. In 1899
the British commander had an
nounced his intention of eating his
Christmas dinner in the Boer capital;
but instead, the British were badly
repulsed at the holiday season in the
battle of Tugela river (vol. ii., No. 90,
p. 8). and all theiradvancingcolumns
were held in check. A year later, 1900.
after what was supposed to be the
final victory over the Boers had been
celebrated throughout England, and
public interest in the war had sub
sided, the holiday season brought news

