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er than among those of cither of the o.d

parties; comparatively few Illiterates vote

the Socialist ticket, and if a reading-and-

wrltlng test were enforced in good faith

the Itepubllean and Democratic parties

would lose ten times as many votes propor

tionately to their present strength as we

would. But In the first place, we do not

wish to see even our opponents disfran

chised; and, what is still more to the point,

we know that such qualifications are never

honestly applied. It is notorious that in

those Southern States where the law re

quires that the voter shall be able to "read

and explain" the Constitution of the Unit

ed States, the most ignorant man can reg

ister and vote if he is known to be a safe

supporter of the dominant party, while the

poor man who is suspected of intending to

vote the opposition ticket is called upon to

"explain" some constitutional point that

the Supreme Court of the United States has

never teen able to agree on and is con

victed of ignorance, no matter how he ex

pounds It. All this talk about the dangers

of the ignorant vote is nothing more or

less thnn a screen to conceal the inten

tions of the dominant school of capitalist

politicians, gradually take the ballot

away from the working class lest the work

ers use their lawful power to abolish cap

italist exploitation.

THE NECESSARY BASIS OF CAPITAL

ISTIC EXPLOITATION.

(Glasgow) Land Values (s. t.). August-

Newspapers come and newspapers go:

business organizations flourish and busi

ness organizations decay; the latest means,

methods ar.d machinery of production and

distribution have to yield pride of place

to stili further improved means, methods,

and machinery— but the land endureth for

ever. It is. therefore, the ownership of

lard that alone can give a perpetual means

of exploiting, a perpetual ownership of the

men who have to live and work on It. a per

petual command of the fruits of their la

bor, individual and collective. Some such

thoughts must have been influencing

Messrs. Harmsworth's minds when nego

tiating their . . deal . . in . . the

forlunate or unfortunate Colony of New

foundland. . . . Let it once be enforced

upon the governments of all constitution

ally governed, countries that the land be

longs in usufruct to the living; that it is

the inalienable inheritance of this and all

future generations; that Its use only can be

granted to individuals, and this solely on

the condition that they contribute toward

the necessary public revenues in propor

tion to its annual unimproved rental value;

and the main cause and necessary basis of

what Is erroneously termed the capital

istic exploitation of the many by the few

will be swept away, and the path will be

cleared for the advance of the race to a

nobler and more eciuilable civilization, to a

higher plane of individual and social life.

Justice, or association in equality, is the

law of social progress, is the law of social

life. Such association is manifestly impos

sible so long as the land, the element which

gives control of all the natural bounties,

sources, forces and opportunities, is made

the property and heirloom of a privileged

few. This is the fundamental social wrong

of which "Capitalists" are ever eager to

avail themselves to Insure their own agran-

dizement. This is the fundamental so

cial wrong which In all countries to-day

fo: ms the basis of the exploitations and en

slavement of the many by the few. And

this is the fundamental social wrong, the

death-knell of which was sounded with the

pub!icatlon of "Progiess and Poverty."

To-day its power is at its height. To-mor

row it will have passed away, and be re

garded as we to-day regard the Institution

cf slavery. For "the mills of the gods

grind slowly, but they grind exceeding

small."

MISCELLANY

IN THE GARDEN.

I spied beside the garden bed

A tiny lass of ours,

Who stopped ar.d bent her sunny head

Above the red June flowers.

Pushing the leaves nnd thorns apart

She singled out a rose,

And In its inmost crimson heart,

Enraptured, plunged her nose.

"O dear, dear rose. come, tell me true-

Come, tell me true," said she,

"if I smell just as sweet to you

As you smell sweet to me!"

—Ernest Crosby.

TOLSTOY ON LAND OWNERSHIP.

Copyright, 1905, The Evening Bulletin, of

Philadelphia. Reprinted in The Public by

courteous permission from The Bulletin.

A number of suggestions have been

made as to how to divide, in the most

just manner, all land among the work

ers, but of all these only the one

made by the late Henry George ap

pears to me to be practicable.

The property right, Henry George

wrote in his book about the single

tax, is founded not on human laws,

but on the laws of God. It is unde

niable and absolute, and every one

who violates it, be it an individual or

a nation, commits a theft.

A man who catches a nsh, who plants

a tree, builds a uouse, constructs a

machine, sews a dress or paints a pic

ture, thereby becomes the owner of

the results of his own efforts—he has

the right to give them away, to sell

them or to leave them to his heirs.

As the land has not been created by us,

and only serves as tie temporary resi

dence of changing generations of hu

man beings, it is clear that nobody

can own the exclusive right to possess

land, and that the lights of all men

to it are equal and inalienable.

The right to own land is limited by

the equal rights of all others, and

this imposes upon the temporary pos

sessor of land the duty to remunerate

society for the valuable privilege given

him to use the land in his possession.

When we impose a tax upon houses,

crops, or money in any form, we

take from members of society some

thing which by right belongs to them,

we violate the property right and com

mit a theft in the name of the law-

while when we impose a tax upon land

we take from membci-3 of society some

thing which does not belong to them,

but to society, and which cannot be

given to tHem except at a detriment to

others. We thus violate the laws of

justice when we phice a tax on labor

or the results of labor, and we also vio

late them if we do not levy a tax on

land.

Let us, therefore, decide to stop

levying all taxes except the tax on the

value of land, regardless of the build

ings erected or the improvements made

on It, but only on the value which nat

ural or social conditions give to it.

If we place this single tax on land

the results will be these:

1. The tax will relieve us of the

whole army of officials necessary to

collect the present taxes, which will

diminish the cost of government, while

at the same time making it more hon

est. It will rid us of all the taxes

which lead to lying, to perjury, to

frauds of all kinds. All land Is vis

ible, and cannot be hidden, and its

value is fixed easier than that of any

other property, and the single tax can

be determined at less expense and less

danger to public morals.

2. It will to a gteat extent increase

the production of wealth, doing away

with the discouraging tax upon labor

and thrift, and it will make the land

more accessible to those who want

to work or improve, as the proprietors,

who do not work themselves, but spec

ulate in its increasing value, will find

it difficult to keep such expensive prop

erty. The tax on labor, on the other

hand, leads to the accumulation of im

mense fortunes in a few hands, and the

increasing poverty of the masses.

This unjust division of wealth on

one side leads to the creation of one

class of people who are idle and cor

rupt, because they are too rich, and

the creation of anoiher class of peo

ple who are too poor, and thus doubly

delays the production of wealth.

This unjust division of wealth cre

ates on one side terrible millionaires,

and on the other side vagrants, beg

gars, thieves, gamblers and social par

asites of various kinds, and necessi

tates an enormous expense for officials

to watch these—policemen, judges,

prisons and other means which society

uses in self-defense.

The single tax Is a remedy for all

these evils.

I do not mean to say that this tax

will transform human nature, for that

is not within the power of man. but

it will create conditions under which

human nature will grow better instead

of worse, as under the present condi

tions. It will make possible an in

crease of wealth, of which it is hardly

possible to form an idea. It will make

undeserved poverty impossible. It

will do away with the demoralizing

struggle for a living. It will make it

possible for men 13 be honest, just,
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reasonable and noble, if they desire to

be so. It will prepare the soil for

the coming of tha epoch of justice,

abundance, peace and happiness, which

Christ told His disciples of.

Let us suppose that in a certain place

all land belongs to two owners—one

very rich, who lives far away, and an

other, not rich, liviug and working at

home—and to a hundred Of sjmall peas

ants owning a few acres each. Be

sides these there live in that place

some scores of people who own no

land—mechanics, merchants, and offi

cials.

Now let us suppose that the people

of that community, having arrived at

the conclusion that the land is com

mon property, decide to dispose of

the land according to their new con-

Tictlon.

What would they do? Take all the

land away from those who own it.

and give everybody the right to take

the land he desires? That could not

be done, because there would be sev

eral people who would want the same

ground, and this would lead to end

less quarrels. To form one society and

work all things in common would be

difficult, because some have carts,

wagons, horses and cattle, while oth

ers have none, and. besides, some peo

ple do not know how to till the soil,

or are not strong enough.

To divide all the land in equal parts,

according to its value, and allow one

part to each is very difficult, and this

would, besides, be impracticable, be

cause the lazy and poor would lease

their property to the rich for money,

and these would soon again be in pos

session of it all.

The inhabitants of the community,

therefore, decide to leave the land in

the possession of ihose who owned it,

and to order each owner to pay into

the common treasury money represent

ing the revenue which had been de

cided on after appraising the value of

the land, not according to the work or

the improvements made on it, but to

its quality and situation, and this

money was to be divided equally

among all.

But as it was difficult first to take

this money from till those who held

tha land, and then divide it equally

among all the members of the commu

nity, and as these members, besides,

Paid money toward the public needs—

schools, fire departments, roads, etc.—

and as this money was always need

ed, they decided to use all the money

derived from those who had the use

of land, for public needs.

Having made thfs arrangement, the

members of the coammnity levied the

tax for the use of land on the two

large owners, and ulso from the small

peasants, but no tax at all was imposed

on those wrho held no land.

This caused the one landowner who

lived far away, and who derived little

income from his property, to realize

that it did not pay Co hold on to land

thus taxed, and he gave it up. The

other large owner gave up part of his

land, and kept only that part which

produced more than the amount of the

tax.

Those of the peasants who held small

properties, and who had plenty of

men, and not enough land, as well as

some of those who held no land at all,

but who desired to make a living by

working the land, took up the land sur

rendered by its former owners.

After that all the members of the

community could live on the land and

make a living from it, and all land

passed into the hands of or remained

with those who loved to work it, and

who made it produce the most. The

public institutions flourished and the

wealth of the community increased, for

there was more money than before

for public needs; and the most impor

tant fact was that this change in the

ownership of land took place without

any discussions, quarrels or discord,

by the voluntary surrender of the

land by those who did not derive any

profit from it.

This is the project of Henry George,

which, if tried hole, would make

Russia wealthy and happy, and which

is practicable all over the world.

PUBLIC OWNERSHIP OF PUBLIC

UTILITIES.

Substance of alecture delivered by John Z.

White, of Chicago, before the Los Angeles

(Cal.) Real Estate Board, June 15, 1905, and

the Puyallup (Wash.) Board of Trade, Au

gust 12, 1905. ' '

Controversy over the question of

public ownership of public utilities is

becoming more and more heated.

Those who oppose public ownership

insist that it is nothing more nor less

than a decided step toward socialism

—In fact, that public ownership is

socialism. Those who favor public

ownership argue that this is the only

measure whereby individualism can

be maintained; that private ownership

of these utilities is steadily crushing

independent industries. Where opin

ion is so widely separated it is prob

ably needless to say that there is

plenty of room for argument. Argu

ment, however, is not common in deal

ing with public questions. Declama

tion is easier.

It is claimed by advocates of pub

lic ownership that the railroad is a

public function. This claim is scouted

by others as only the expression of a

theory and a demand is made for

something practical. Barely stopping

to note that a theory is but an explana

tion, the other side retorts that, out

side of the United States, about two-

thirds of all the railroads in the world

are publicly owned. But this fact has

little effect on the average practical

American. He is confident that our

way is the best way. He is as sure

of this as a voodooist is of the efficacy

of charms.

Besides all the railway experts so

declare, and they know. Of course

they know. When we wish to learn

about groceries, we ask grocers; when

we wish to learn about stocks, we ask

brokers. And so, if we want to know

about railroads, we should of course

ask railroaders. Looks reasonable,

doesn't it? What is wrong with this

idea?

Simply this: The question is not of

railroads, but of government. Work it

out. As I have suggested, the railroad

is a public function. Now, apply the

rule to that idea. When we would

learn about government, we seek gov

ernors; and who may these be? There

is an old-fashioned, maybe obsolete,

notion to the effect that the people

rule—that they are in very truth gov

ernors. And what say the people?

Why, the people are not of one mind-

are divided. Hence the arguments.

And these are made to the people.

For the people, not any particular set

of experts, nor all sets, but the whole

people, are to deal with and settle this

question.

One thing is beyond dispute. If

private ownership is the better plan,

we aro now getting its full benefit—

the best possible. Strange as it may

seem, however, not only Populists and

Democrats, but prominent Republicans

—even the President—are insisting

that something must be done. Imag

ine! Something must be done to re

lieve the best possible condition!

Curious, isn't it?

Yes, something must be done. The

question of public ownership of public

utilities is up, and full and fair dis

cussion will sooner or later compel an

equitable settlement.

What fundamental principle sup

ports the claim that railroads are pub

lic utilities? Simply this, that each in

dividual has a natural right of high

way. That is to say, in order to live

we must produce food, clothing and

shelter. We desire, and have a right


