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Wanted : Opportunity
o CHRISTIAN SCENCE MoNITOR:

Ya'ir editorial in the January 16 issue is
the fimeliest piece of writing I have ever
seen in a paper. The problem you stated in it
could hardly be put in a better way: it is the
problem’ of relative poverty in the midst of
wealth.

‘In these times when the exaspefated and
uninformed cry out for security, sprung out
of the notion, arhﬁc1a1fy instilled in some of
us by the state, that the government (or
state or society) 'owes us a living, it is good
to see somebody say that what we actually
want is OPPORTUNITY. Unless we under-
stand the difference beiween these two, we
will end up in some kind of totalitarian state,
call it fascism or socialism or commumsm
they are all basically the same.

You speak of the Kingdom of God, but you
fnust be aware of how few fhe number of

people are who think of God when they dis-
cuss economic problems. Still. this world.
but for our stupidity in interpreting natural
laws, God’s laws, eould be a good Place for
all His children, Nature is tiot niggardly. and
God gave us encugh for all. But we don’t ail
have the OPPORTUNITY tfo use our share

of what God created for us. We.are denied
access.to land, the only source of all wealth.

Because whether we are farmers, or indus-
trial rworkers, or just somebody who moves
papers from one side of a desk to another—
it’s land we are standing on, the products of
land we eaf, the materials from land we
change, manufacture, move daround.

Of courge I'm a Georgist; that means I
subscribe. to that wonderful explanation 6f
the preblem and remedy for it proposed b)
Henry Geprge in_ his book, “Progress anc
Povgrty.”” : Ln1a ALKALAY

(February 11, 1950}

What Henry George Taught

' The Wide Horizon

By Aldbert G. Hinmian

[So many letters commenting on our com-'
prehensive editorial of Jenudry 16, “Poverty
and Opportunity,” have'revealed a continu-
ing interest in the theories Henry George
wds " propounding in the, K 1880's that we
asked Dr. Hinvan, @Tofessor of .ecomomics
at The Principia,College and enetime asso-
ciute of Prof. Richard T. Ely in his Insti-
tute of Land Résearch, to comment bneﬂy
on the sub]ect-] S

“Tf is-in- the. nlde‘r countries—that is to
say, the countries. whose material- progress
has reached later . stages——-that w-ldespread
destitution. is found in the midst of thé
greatest abundaneé. . . .. Thig association of
poverty. with progress is the great enigma

of our time.” In these words, Henry George’

stated the problem which prompted him' to
write his famous. book ; “Progress and
Poverty.”

" Obsérvation - convinced him that the

‘ eause - of the problem ‘was the privaie

ownership of land which finds satisfaction
not in the use of land but in the speculative
gain to be derived from withholding it from
use whilé ‘its value is enhanced by the
growth. of ‘population. This withiholding
prevents the productive application of labor
to land .and deprives sociely of the goods
which would have resulted from it. =~ .
F O S S

: 'To solve this problem, George urged the
ehmmatmn of private property in-land, and
proposed as the means for doing so the ap~
propriation of ali land rent by taxation. As
the value of Iand depends- upon 'its rent,
no longer epuld individuals derive gains
_from land values, and private ownership of
iand -would: thereby become meaningless.
Thus, says George, “it is not necessary to
confiscdte land: it is only necessary to con-
fiscate rent.” Further as-he believed this
tax on rent would furmsh‘ ample revenue
for, gnvernment George recommended that
other fiscal exactions beé abolished. Thus,
his prop051t1on gx_as become known as the
“single tax.”

George definéd Tand as “ngiural materials,

forces, and opportunities.” Any improve-
ments to Jand not freely supplied by nature
But for which man must labor are not land,_
but wéalth or capital. George, indeed, re~
ierred to capltal as “stored-up Iabor.” Only
the return .to land as defined, to which
George refers as “bare -land,” is to be
confiscated by the “single tax.” I is un-
eamed he reasoned, because nafure; not
man nrovided it.
" Upoh this. same assuniption, George con-
demned  private -properiy  in Iand; “The
exertion of labor-in producﬁdn is the only
title ‘to exclusive possession..This right of
ownership that springs from . labor excliides
the posmbz.hty of any. other right of owner-
ship; . . -« The ‘equal right of all men {o the
diseof la.nd is. a8 clear as their equal nght
to breathe the air””

1-}1-

While it iz impossible in a brief article
to ‘follow .the reasoning of Henry. George
through all of its. ramifications, the state~
ment ‘above is- intended -to 'set forth the
-basm ideas. from “which he-worked. out the
pregram ‘ which he hoped’ would desiroy
poverty and bring about & Social millen-
nium. These ideas have not been accepted

by -many thinkers, _however and we must

¢onsider at least some of their criticisms.
One guestioner, Prof. E. R. A. Seligman,
‘asks- whether any private “property -could
be considered justifiabJe if individual human
l&bor constltutes it§ - omiy’ Justification:
-“Nothmg is ‘wholly - the result of unaided
individual labor, no one has a right to
say: This belongs ‘absolutely and completely
to me; because,T alone have produced it.
Others. question the distinciion between
“bare land,” as the glft of . nature, M
capital, as man-made They maintain, AHat
it is not - practieally disfernible. Prof.
Richa?d T. Ely said, “no land is economically

-utilizable which does not represent human

toil of some kind.” “Bare land” seldom
exists in such form that man can use it

(Continusd on next page)

(February 27, 1950)
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Tt st BE put 4 ‘fori in: which” hé ‘ean
use if, where and when he needs Aify. th1=
reqmres human iabor,*

- Such preparatory work is essentlal for
1and to yield rent, Of coutrsé, the rent may
be more or less than an adequate refurn, on
the costs of preparing the land, bt ‘this may
be jast as true of any durable’ mstrument
of production. While proponetits ' of - the
“single’ tax*. declare that: they would ‘not
.apply the tax to such land. Jimprovements,
‘they may be asked how they would differs
entiate all of them fromt “bare land” once
they have become. embedded in it. If. this
*Suid hot-be dore, the lend- could; *net ‘be
;conszdered to be just “bare land,” and the
“single tax” WGuld hardly be apphcable

Some stu’dents' of the question believe
that 'if would bé unjust o single out for-
confiscation the réturn from investment in-
“lend anid- not fouch. other types of invest<
ment. They suggest, instead, that a tax be
applied to! ‘confiscate only-increases in rent.
: These mcreases, they say, result from. the
growth ‘of population and not from exerfiony
on the part of landowners. These individuals,
howaver, .own -particular” units of land, -
whoge renis -are affected more by  the
dynhamie movements of. population than they
are by its general growth, ‘Such movements
do not affect 'all units of land in the same
way; they may cause some to lose in earn='
ing power while others, gain. There is the
chance ‘of undeserved losses as well as
of unearned. gaing, How are these losses to‘
be compensated?

Although these and other cntu:isms ‘have
been directed at Henry George’s doctrine, no
nlestion has been raised as to the smcenty'
of his desire to help his fellow men. He
helieved that he had found the way ‘to lead
them out of poverty and into plenty.
Whether he be right or wrong, his great
work, “Progress and ‘Poverty,” has served
the constructive piurpose of stimulating
fndespread publtc 1nterest and discussion.

(February 27, 1950)

orge Taught’

-Land and Capital

"To-THE Cms'mm ScienNcE MONITOR? .

¥ was glad'. {0 see in your February 2B
fisue the.article by Prof, Albert G, Hinmah
on “What I-Iem'y ‘George Taught,”

I see from your introductory note to the

“article that you received many letiers irom

 gtudents of Henry George on your excellent

edztonal “Poverty ‘and Opportumty * Thig

_evidence of widespread interest in George

gart:cularly gratifying to us. .

fessor Hinman's statement of George's’

posmon was fair enough; and in presenting
clijctions, he left it to the reader.to judge
for himself. Some of these objections, how-

ver, deserve answ . Without going into
%he subject " thorough y,, I would like to
_touch on those objections raised in the ar-’
iicle. {
. Professor Hinran quotes Professor Selig-
man as objecting that “nothmg is wholly
" the result of unzided individual labor.” This
“4nothing” ‘might be disputed. Even so, ac-
ceptmg if, Professor ‘Seligman’s deductlon is
erroneous. Many hands have gone into mak=
".ing a product, But each person has received
: in return the equivalent of the valuie he has.
put into ity either through wages or price.
When I purchase the final product, I am
paying an equivalent of the value of that
product——a value that I have ¢reated. Ac-
Jquiring this product in' a manner where
exchanging labor for. labor can be traced
every step of .the way, I can say,- "Thls
belongs sbsolutely and completely t6 me.”

Professor Ely is quoted as arguing that,
for practical purposes, land is indistinguish-
able from capital, Yet land is recognized as
a factor In production. One might as well
say labor is indistinguishable from land be-
cause we cannot tell where the contribution
of one ends and the other begins. As a mat-
ter of fact, the distinetion can be made, and
is made- constantly. This can be seen in the
case where one man owns land-~the “bare
{and” and nothing else—and rents it to an-
other man. The differentiation between un-
l.mproved land value and improved capital
valite is made in New York where the two
are assessed separately. Columbia Univer~
sity owns the bare land on which Radio City

has been erected, and receives an annual ~

rent for if.

Professor Hinman mentions the proposal
- that only *“increases in rent” should be
taxed, At what point do increases in. rent
due to population begin? Talk about diffi-

(Continued)

“gulties ‘¢ Pifferentiativa? Witat value does

the landowner as such create? For by land-
owner we mean one who owns land, and
by mere virtne of ownership receives an
incorme. ’

Professor Hinman also speaks of unearned
losses ag well 'as unearned gains. Of course
there are such losses, since speculatidn is a
gamble. The single i2x, by eliminating land
speculation, wouI& eliminate both unearned
bosses and unearned gains.

As for the injustice of singling ouf land
rént for taxation and leaving other returns
untouched, no commernt can be made unless
it is known what type of other returns are
referred to ~ Rosert Crancy, Director,

Henry George Séhool of Social Science

New York

‘Objeéiions Answered’

'T6 Tae CHRISTIAN Serence MONITOR:

We have followed Wwith much interest the
developments in connection Wlth the ap-
pearance .on January 16 of your editorial
“Poverty and Opportunity,” and derive con-
siderable satisfaction from the response it

‘evoked from those who are familiar with

Henry George’s “Progress and Poverty.,” It
is gratifying that the number (and perhaps
the quality) of those letters caused you.to
‘ask-Dr. Hinman to wrile “What Henry
George Taught” for your February 28 issue.

~ Ag Dr. Hinman carefully pointed out, a
full staternent of George’s thesis couid not
be attempted in a brief article. With this
limitation in mind, Dr. Hinman -has' made
a fair presentation of George's position and
the principal objections thereto. '

It is implicit in the philosophy of George
that every man speaks for himeelf, and
since George has already answered these
objections in a remarkable chapter entitled
“Endorsements and Objections,” we refer
the interested reader to “Progress and Pov-
erty,” page 422,

Since we cannot presume to ask you for
the space to enter into exfended economic

discussions, We do cordially invite every one
interested to attend one of our free coursss.
(This applies to your readers the wovrld
over, for classes are conducted not only in
Greater Boston but in mefropolitan ceniers
throughout the Unifed States, Canada, Eag—-
land,” Denmark, Australia and New Zes-
land.) Joun 8. Copman, President,
Boston Henry George Schoo?

(Continued on next page)

(March 28, 1950)




Tax-Conscious

roponents of Henry

‘Cogent Rebuttal’

To THE CHRISTIAN ScIENCE MONITOR. .
“ The commeni on Henry George and his
taxation proposal prepared by Professor Al-
bert G. Hinman is disappointing. It seems
to meé most regrettable that The Christian
Science Monitor could not see its way clear
to give its readers a fairer presentation.
Superficially the comment seems fair
enough. Tt goes through the form of stating
arguments on bath sides and thus tends to
jnspire confidence in the uninformed reader.
Unfortunately, the discussion follows a

technigte I have cften noted in the writings .

of other economists on this same subject.
That is, it Brst states Henry George’s pro-
‘posal; then suggests various objections to ii;
finally remarks that Henry George was a
sincere and sympathetie. person.
Every single objection listed by Mr. Hin~
.man—and I feel very cerfain the casual
reader will get the impyession that the ob-
jections are regarded as pretty. conclusive—
bas been met with eogent rebuttal. I have
myself, in various books and numerous ar-
ticles, participated in presenting such re-
buttal but there is not.the slightest sign that
‘Professor Hinman has ever seen, still less
evaluated, a single oné of the strong objec-
tions to his objections. To mention a single
€xample, I myselt discussed in my hook on
“The Economic Basis of Tax Reform” the
specific passage from the late Richard T.
Ely which he so presents as fo give the
reader the idea that there is no effédtive an~
gwer which can be made fo il. - ¢ .

" Professor Ely was long—all of his pro~

fessional life, I think—definitely an oppo=
nent of Henry George's tax reform and of
Lis general economic philosophy.-Professor
Hinman was associated with him in his In-
stitute of Land FEcohomics. ¥our readers
would not know this about Professor Ely.
But to not a few who -do know about him,
# would appear that the mere fact of your
turning to an associate of Ely for your
“comment” could be evidence that you did
not want the comment to be favorable to
Henry (ieorge’s proposal in.regard fo tax.
reform. HarrY GUNNISON BROWN,
T Professor of Economics,
Colu.l)‘nbia, Mo. University of Missenri -

Thiz newspaper assumes no responsibility -Jor
Hutements of opiniong in letlera from itz recders.

(March 27, 1950)

Single Levy on Land

Wins Increasing Attentior

By W, CHff

ord Harvey

Real Esiate Editor of The Christiun Science Montlor .

_ *How would you like to abolish
all forms of taxation -and start
from scrajch with only one “#ax
to. pay every year—a tax on land

 valies?”

- Louder and - louder that ques-
tion ig being raised foday by 2
nation'wide  -organization o
“gingle-tax” theorists in ihe face
of mounting taxes of all types.
forms, and means of collection,

* both_hidden and open.

In the growing complexities of-
the natipnal tax structtire, the’
thousands of followers of Henry
Cieorge are getting more and more
attention from the tax-conscious,
publi¢, ‘if not from. their tax-
levying legislatures. :

Reform Called For

For more than 50 years the
“gingle-tax” theorists have been
expounding the philosophy of
their .. one-time .leader, = Henry
George, who gave -them a texi-
book called “Progress and Pov-
erty.” i

Today, there is hardly a com-
wiunity of any size without itg
organjzation of “single taxers”
who find that modern {ax emner-
-gencies are gradually adding to
the.import of their demands for
a -solid, .nationwide reform in the
tax system. :

_Practically everything you buy,

everything you do, and every-i:

where you go, there is a tax pay-

ment in it somewhere, either in

cash or in the works. Every time

the consumer furns around, there's

#°government agent there holding

out for a tax payment. .
. Fleodl of Material

On = $12,000 house, the buyes
pays between.$2,000 and $3,000 in
a multiplicity  of - taxes, many.of.
which ¥e doesn’t know exist.

Let's make the whole-business
simple, the followers of Henry
George say, in a new flood of ma-
terial they are dealing out to an
alerted publie. . L
_“What they propose is not a fax
on real estate, for. real estate in-
gludes improvements which should
be encouraged and not stified by
taxation. They -would, tax  land
valies only, Increasing these
values to the point where . they
would absork; all the Tequirerients
of the public-treasuryi* =~ . =

‘Wheh Henry George first ek-

pounded that theory back in the
late 1800°s, there were fewer taxes
by the thousands than there are
today, Yet he saw that'a “single
tax” would do away with an army
of tax gatherers and. other offiectals
_and thus simplify and purify gov-

f. ernment of the people.

End to Corrupiion?

From the Robert Schalkenbach
Foundation in New Yotk a new
ipamphlet has come outlining the
‘promise of the single tax, tinged
with a glow of reformation that
might heélp™ 1o . remove “fraund,
bribery, and corruption.from:the
tax systemn.” - : :

-“Since -land out-of-doors can-
not be removed or destroyed, it
constitutes a form of fixed values
readily and’ easily -asceriaied,”
the pamphléet continued. > “Atax
.on ‘land ‘value can be - collected
with a mifrimum of.cost. and the
least strain on public meralé®. - -

there are-other tremendous rami-:
fications o the single t4X proposal
which would enormously intrease
the production of wealth, make
expensive the withholding of
vacant land -from . productivity,
and remove the burdens that now
weigh upon industry and thriit.

~ Land Belongs te Community

“When e 4ax hollses, €rops,
maney, - furpiture, capital, and
wealth,”. the foundation ¢ontended,
“we take from individuals what:
rightfully belongs. to thém. But
when we tax ground values, we
take from individuals what does

‘tnot belong to them, but belongs to

[ the ‘community.” - N

© “By paying a tax on.the land i
the community, the tenant pays
for the right to use if.' But he
should not be prevented from us-
ing it to the fullest by also taxing
the use to which the land is put.”
| Those are the fundamentals
upon which the Henry George
'movement is gaining increasing
iground foday, It is a movement’
that- differentiates .between the
vahie of land and buildings in a
. way that does not fax-the initia-
itive and enterprise of ihe in-
dividual.” Tax revenues:are thus
derived from the rental ‘of: land
(tax if you will) which is’jointly
owned by the community at large,

(July 14, 1950)

But the foundation insisis- that .




Henry George: Stimulator of Thoughi

The Bookshelf

HENRY GEORGE, CITIZEN OF THE WORLD, by Anna
George de Mille, (Chepel Hill: The University of
Narihy Ugreling Press, $3.59.)

In the last quarier of the 19th century,
a period when great American fortunes
were thade amidst poverly and social un-
rest, when labor union§ were striving to
gain - an organized foothold, when hous-
ing conditions were probably at their
‘worst and that moderate reformer Jacob
A. Riis was yet to attack the slum, a man
arose in the Uniled States with a panacea,

" Hé was not an attacker of Rockefellers
or ‘Morgans with nothing constructive to
offer; he was net a symbol of anarchy such
as Eugene V. Debs became; he cared noth-
ing for money or great power; he did not
intend to be 'a radital. He simply pro-

pounded an economic reﬁorm that he hoped -

would erase poverty, raise the hvmg stand-
‘ards of men, eliminate slums, and by im-
proving. the lot of society, make the eco-
nomic base of the moderate capitalist more
stable, For this he was criticized as an “ut-
ferly cheap reformer” by Theodore Roosé-
welt from one side, and as a partisan of
“capitalism’s last ditch” by Karl Marx from
the other. ~

. The man was Henry George and his idea
was the single tax.

One. doesn’t hear much about George or
his program thege days, but his idea is not
lost nor is he entirely forgotten. What he

stood for still dnspires liberal thought; it~

was in the background of the New Deal; it
wil}, impel new ideas in arother time of
economic stress,

Henry George believed that if all rent,
which he defined =2s the unearned incre-
ment_from land, could be taken by govern-
ment for taxation, no other taxes, direct or’
indirect, would be necessary.- The land, he
proclaimed, belongs to all the people; its
value, he taught, was ralsed far more by, the
growth and needs of the. community thah
By man-made lmprovementS' and conse-"
gquently, -he advocated, the community
£hould reap the benefits aceriting from land
use rather than favored individuals whe
Were able either to-speculate for quick’ prnﬂts
m‘ to make careful investments for rent.”

George expounded his plan-in 'a remark-
ab]y lucid baok, “Progress -and Poverty.”
He developed his ideas and wrote while liv-
ing in San_Francisco, ‘Against ‘the back-

ground of- b “frontier economy  where land -

yalues were rising on every side to the
benefit of some: but. to the -detriment,
George was sure, of most mdlvxdua]s From
e ‘day of the bookls puhhcancn, Henry-
George s.1ife work was estabi:shed.

His chronological story is mow refold by ‘

Mrs. de Mille, George’s youngest daughter.
who ‘fervently. believes her:Yather- 1o have.

{March 18, 1950)

been the greatest man she has ever knowmn
and that his idea was the best hope ever
offered to solve the social incongruities of
this age. Written from such a perspective,
this is not a critical biography.:Mrs, de
Mille makes no atiempt to answer the chief
criticism of the Single Tax, that it was
solely concerndd with land reform and that
this was not enough to ¢ope with the
monopolistic problems raised by.big finance
and big industry. The book’s chief asset is
perhaps its brevity. Mrs, de Mille has com-
bined the factual story, told in an earlier

- two volume work by Henry George, Jr.,

with the essence of George’s beliefs dis-
cussed, at much greater length,by George’
R. Geiger in his book “The Phﬂomphy of
Henry George.”

Mrs., de Mille lived through greait emo-

tional years with her father; she remembers
the early struggles, which included poverty;
then the years of prolific writing and inces-
sant lecturing; numeroug {rips abroad, en
some of which she was included; the -
fluentizl part that Henry George played in
the reVolt against land ownership in Ire-
land; the impact of the Single Tax idea
upon the Fabian Socialists in Erpland;
George’s pronouncéd differences .with the
economic and social doctrines of both com-
munism and Roman Catholicism; the highly
spectacular stries of speeches in Australia,
latg in Georges life; - and his .fwo unsuc-
cessful campaigns for mayor ¢f New York
City—the closest he came to crossing the
bridge from advotacy to action. «

She recalls how deeply Henry George
beheved how 'he was sure that Divine
Power had given him his idea and had or=-
dained. his, life and work, There was notli-
ing charlatanesque -in George, any more
than in his totally different contemporary,
John D. Rockefeller, who also -believed
deeply and once said “God gave me my
money.” In these two opposites, who lived
#nd- worked .in, the same’ era was drama-
tized the issue that, by one definition or
another, has d.wzde& e American people
from the days of Hamilton and Jeffersosn,

If the rad_lcallsm of Henry George hag
not come to pass.in the Unifed States,
neither has the rampant individualism of
Morgan and Rockefeller remained. .If
Henry George accopiplished nothing else,
he made men think.-So, in another' way, did
Rockefeﬂer. But Mrs. de Mille’s bmgraphy
is not the story of an accumulator, it is an
intimate porirayal of.as original a social
thilosopher. as the North American contt-
1enit has contnbuted to the wortd.

ROLAND SAWYER

A1l articles reproduced by permission of
The Christian Science Monitor




