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FREE LAND AND FREE TRADE.

It does nct seem to me that any one can fully realisze the hare

meay and beauty of the simple scheme for mestoring to men their nat-

ural rights in land by appropriating for public use the values which

attach to land by soccial growth and improvemends,. without also seeing¥;

. the falsity of the protective theory. But I alse know that men gen~

erally see’the truth by degrees and nd at a flash, and I am yerfecﬁlgk

conselious that there are many who are now in faver of Q?lylna the
single tax principle within the domain of state legislstion who are
opposed to applying it in the domain of national legislation, or who

at least would postpone it until state legislation can be secured.

In state politics there is mno reasson for provoking any difference be~

tween such men and those who would move foward the single tax<thrcﬁg&f4

national as well a8 state‘legislation gs epportunity may cffer. But

when 1% comes %o the field of national pdlitics; the only wsay in,whidhf

the two could kesp tegétherrwould be fer them to égree together %o

virtually keep cut of the fight. 4nd to run g cendidate for nrealdsn‘ﬁ

on the line of btate measures while a natlonal contest over the ques
tlpn of federel taxation was going on weuld virtually be to keep out
of the fight. We might take that occasion o hold meetizngs and maké
syaacnes in faver of tbe application of cur prineiples to state legis<
lation; but for this a OIEnldentlal slection would be not an opmortun

but a most incpportune, occasion. Under cur D*stem of goyernment,

national polities very largely dominste state polities, and it is'cam;f

paratively easy to bring national issues into state campaigns, but




~B

tion un@isturbed until we have succeeded in taking land values_for
pubiic béﬂefit, and those who express k¥ the same underlying tﬁoughf
by asking why fres land will not lesd o free trade wmitéh more natur- ;
ally then free trade . will lead to free land, it seems to me that theﬁl?
can hardlj-fully réalize the great object which is to beuaﬁtained ﬁy;i?
‘the gingle tax; nor yet-the'praetical meéné by which the sdcoption |
of this sihgle tax is to be secured. Tike these who oppose us, erj_;
at least fail to go with us from sheer inability to see how thé;tsxék?:
tion of land.values ean abolish poverty, their mental gaze seems to
be comeentrated oﬂ whéf we propose t0 do, ignoring what @e'propoge ta.w
do aWay with; - The great benefit of-tna-apporpriaticn of land'vaiuesfg4
to pu%lic use Weuld-ﬁot be iﬁ the revénde that it would givé, 50 mudﬁz
8s in the abolition of restrictions upon the‘free play of groductivéﬁ“
forces that it would involve ox permit. It is not by the mere levying;
of a tax that we propose %o abolish poverty; 1t is by "securing the_ ‘“
blesaings of'liberty;"| |
The abolition of all taxes that restrain production or hampeff

exchange, the doing .awey with all mcnopolies andIS§ecial privilegag,{i

that enable one citizen to lesvy toll uponqﬁha industries ¢f other

¢itizens, is an integral part of our programme. To merely take 1andﬂj?

values in taxation for public purposes woﬁld not of itself suffice.

If the procaeds were spenﬁ;in maintaining useless paresites or stén&
ing armies, lsbor might’stili be oppressed and herried by taxes aﬁih?:
special privileges. We might 5111 have poverty, and pecple might |
still beg for alms of die of starvation. Whaﬁrwe ere really alming
at is, to use the language of the Syracuse platform, "the freedom; PN

of the ipdividuel to use his lsbor. and capital in any way that=méy”';f



seem proper -to him and will not interfers with ths equal rights of
others," and "to leave to the producer: the full fruits of hisrexertieﬁ;
To do this 1% is necessary to abolish lend monopoly. 4md it is also ,ﬁ

ﬁeceSSarBfto‘aBolish tariffs,

Signed: Henzy Gééfge,
‘ Jan. 21,1888




