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processes of domestic industry, all of which
taxes now constitute a part of the so-called
surplus revenue.

If the agitation of the single-tax question
results in turning the attention of the mass of
the people to the present abuses of taxation,
to the repeal of obstructive taxes, and to the
sorting of the taxes which are necessary, with
due attention to their effect upon productive
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industry, a long step will have been made
towards bringing our whole method of raising
the necessary revenues for the support of the
Government into such form as will enable the
work to be done and the taxes to be paid with
the least burden upon industry and with the
least interference with the freely chosen pur-
suits of the people,
Edward Atkinson.

A SINGLE TAX ON LAND VALUES.

MKR. GEORGE'S REPLY TO MK. ATKINSON,

R. ATKINSON'S aobjec-
tions to the single tax arise
from the fact that he does
not understand what the
single taxis. He constantly
speaks of it as a tax on
land. And that he really
thinks of it as a tax on

land is shown by such utterances as that it

would be a tax on a factor of production;
would keep poor people from getting land;
would fall most heavily on farmers because
they use most land, cte.

But the single tax is #oz a tax on land. Itis

a tax on land value— on that value which at-

taches to land irrespective of improvements

in or on it; that value which remained in the
land of Johnstown after every improvement
had been hurled into awful heaps of debns;
that value left in the business part of Lynn
lately swept by fire; that value which remains
in a centrally located city lot after the build-
ing on it has become of so little value that it
is bought only to be torn down. '
It may be said : <What is the use of making
this distinction ? You would not speak of tax-
ing house values or ship values ; but of taxing
houses or ships. In the United States when
we speak of taxing land we mean taxing it ac-
cording to value. We do tax some things spe-
cifically, but land we uvsually tax by value.”

This is true. And it 15 worth noting., For it

shows that instead of being a new tax, which

would require, as Mr. Atkinson supposes, a

tremendous new taxing machine and a funda-

mental change in our government, the single
tax is really a tax we now collect in the tax
on real estate. All that is new in it is the sin-
ple. The tax itself we already have, To make
it the sing/e tax we have only to abolish other
taxes.

But as to the necessity for the distinction.

There is a difference between taxing land and
taxing land values that does not exist between
taxing such things as ships and houses and
taxing their values— adillerence that, although
of no importance in ordinary thought or speech,
becomes all-important when we come to reason
on the effects of taxation. A tax on house or
ship values would fall on all houses or ships —
or at least on all that have not been abandoned
and are vet in use, But a tax on land values
would not fall on all land, nor yet on all land
in use, for value does not attach to all land,
nor to all land in use. Mr. Atkinson is an ex-
ample of the great cause of cconomic confu-
sions — the failure to define terms carefully.
He certainly knows that in the United States
taxes on land are assessed by value. Yet, de-
ceived by the phrase he uses, he goes on think-
ing and talking of the single tax as though
it were a specific tax that would fall on all
land.

Though he seems to sce it only by glimpses,
since by saying that all taxes have the same
final incidence Mr. Atkinson negatives them
all, he is quite right as to many of the things
he says of the tax he has in mind, A tax on
land — that is to say, a specific tax on all land
— wonid become a condition to, and a restric-
tion on, the use of land; wew/d hamper the
use of the natural factor of production ; wonld
fall on farmers; wewld become a tax on labor;
and wewld increase prices by increasing the
cost of production. These are valid objections
to a tax on land, But the single tax is 2o/ a
tax on land. It is a tax on what in the termi-
nology of political economy is styled rent —
that value, namely, which, irrespective of the
value of improvements, attaches to seme land
with the growth of population and social de-
velopment ; that premium which the user as
user must pay to the owner as owner, either
in on¢ payment (purchase money) or in an-
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nrual payments {rent), for permission to use land
. of superior excillence.

The single tax, therefore, could mes fall on
all land. 1t could fall only on valuable land,
ar land of superior excellence. Henceit could
not restrict production, or lessen the use of
land, or diminish the carnings of labor or cap-
ital. It could enly take the premium which
the user as wser must pay w0 the owner as
owner; and since this would discourage spec-
ulation and make it easier to get land Jor use,
i would rend to increase production and to
mmcrease the earnings of labor and capital.

in point of exchangeable power, or 1s itetmns
in the wealth of individuals, there is no differ-
ence between a given value of land and a like
valuge of grain, metals, cattle, clothing, ma-
chinery, tools, or ships: but observation will
show wide differences in their nature, their
genesis, their laws, and their relations. As an
example of the valuable things whose com-
mon character is that they are produced by
labor, and which in political ¢conomy are
alone properly classed as wealth, let us take 3
thing of the kind that in common thought and
legal termpinology comes closest to land—a
building.

Here is 4 building which, irrespective of the
lund it stands om, i worth * souo; and here is
4 piece of Jand which, without any improve-
ment in or on i, Is also worth $zooe. These
values are equivalent, representing to the
grwner ogual powers of obtaining other things
in exchange. Buot-—

The valwe of the building acached to it
originally, from the moment it came into exist-
ence. The land had no onpinal valae, There
is no building in the United States that did
not have & value when fArst erected. Hut,
though the land has existed for geologic ages,
there is no land in the United States that has
had any value for more than a few hun,
years ; while there is maueh lod now valuable
that has oniy had a value for a few years, or
even for a few months.

The valug of o bu'ﬂdix? lessens with time,
siyce with time buildings decay. And in grow-
ing and improving communities improvements
that cheapen the cost of building, and changes
in the kinds of buildings demanded, also tend
to lessen the value of existing buildings. Bt
tand is not subject to decay or change of fash.
ion. Nor can decrease in the cowt of produc-
tion lessen its value, for land is not produced
by ran, but was here before he came. So far
from diminishing with time, the value of land
in growing and smproving communities tends
steadily to increase, In all our growing cities
there is no building that is worth as much as it
was 3 year ago, but land as a rule is worth more,

In the case of the building, what determines
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value is the cost of producing such a build-
ing. In the case of land, it 5 its relative ad-
vantage for use over other land—the final
element in which is its location in respect to
populaton. The value of the building has
thes individoal exertion as its basis. It repre-
sents the present value of the labor embodied
in the buillding. The value of land, on the
other hand, has social growth as its hasis. It
does not represent the value of any individeal
exertion, but the present value of an appro-
pristeon— {or the ownership of land cannot be
obtained by producing, but only by appro-
priating what already exists. The lahor of the
mdividual exerted on land may produce vajue,
but it will be 2 valee mhering in the produce
or improvement the labor makes, not in the
land irself. ‘That value comes only by gruwth
of population and social advance. A man
may work or spend on land 10 any amount ;
bt no matter how valuable his improvements,
the Jand itself acquires no value except as the
community around it grows and improves, or
access to larger populations is opened. He
may do nothing at all, and, as social growth
and improvement go on, the value of his land
will increase,  He may be an absentee, an in-
fant, an imbocile = social growth will st add
yalue to hisland.

Thus in taxing buildings or other products
of labor we take from the individual what
individual exertion produced, thus impairing
the natuzal reward of exertion, and checking
the springs of general wealth, But in taxing
land values we take from the individual what
is brought by social growth ; we simply apply
to the use of the community what no-pro-
dueers would otherwise appropriate. In no
wize do we jessen the rewards of exertion or
check the springs of general wealth. On the
confrary, in applving to public use the power
of drawing on the general wealth which per-
tamns to the ownership of land we discourage
ownership without use, and thus prevent nat-
ural opportunitics for production from being
withheld from use.

Here it may be asked, as the anarchists
ask, ® Why should not the whole results of
production be left to thase who ke part in
production ? ”

The sufficient answer is, that there is no
possible way of leaving to Iabor and capital
that part of the product thar constitutes eco-
nomic rent.  This setting aside, as it were, of
a certain portion of the results of production
which mav be taken by the community, but
otherwise n#/l be takey by non-producers, is
a yesult of advance i, civilization. 1t arises
from the necessity, which cogmes with the higher
uses of land, of giving individual possession,
and from differences in the capabilities of land.
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Even where the owner and the uscr of land are
the same person, economic rent exists. Where
the demand for wheat causes the culiivation of
land tharwith a certain application of labor and
capital will yield fourteen bushels an acre, the
owning farmer whost kand, otherwise exqual,
will yield 10 the same application twenty
Lushels will have an advantage—not asa cul-
tivator, but as 2 land-owner, The power of get-
ting six bushels more with the same exertion
will inhere not in his labur nos in his capital,
but in his land. He may ccase to take any
part in production and still get the equivalent
of the six bushets by renting the land ; or if he
does not choose to rent, o is prohibited from
doing so, he can get from the user who takes
his place an eguivalent capitalized sum or
obligation. 8o, if a site in the center of a ity
will enable & storckeeper to get a larger net
profit than will one on the outskirts, a separa-
e advantage will attach to this site, which he

who has the dght of use can rent or sl
These advantages attach to land; ‘they can-
not go to labor or capital, Where they ga o
a Jaborer or a capizalist, they go to him not 45
laborer orcapitalist, but astand-owner or posses-
sor, and give him an advantage above what his
labor and capital can give. The whole product
can go o laborweor to labor and capital, if
they both engage in production — enly where
social development is 50 rude that no special
advantage attaches to one lozation over an.
other, amd the land is treated as a common.
In civilized societivs, where there are greatand
increasing differences in the advantages of lo-
cation, it 15 only on the poorest land is use that
labor and capital can retain the full results of
production, Any location where land has su-
perior capability must command a premium
which Jabor and capital must pay. This pre-
mium sy be taken in taxation on land values
for the use of the community, a5 we single-tax
men propase; orit may be lefi to land-owners,
as for the most partit 15 now left. Butit can-
not ga to labor and capital, There is no way
of leaving it to them, :
Let me illustrate: In newspaper offices
where union rules prevail the price of com-
position is based on the avernge work, and
steps are taken Lo serure 10 every workman his
fair chanoe of *“fat™ and #lean.” But it is
sometimes desirable to permit special men to
set particular kinds of “fat matter.”  In such
cases those who set this matter pay 2 premium
to the others by way of equalization. To abol-
ish these premivms, and to aliow the men whoe
1 A tax onrent f&lls whotly on the Jandlord, There
are 1o means hy wlich be can shilt the burden upon
any onc clse. It does not affect the value or price of
a?rricuknml produce, for this is determined by the cost
zﬂgmduuiuu_ in the most enfavorable drcumstances,
n thase sircumstaness, as we have s often dempn.
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set the “ fat ™ to retain the fell amount of their
bills, would not be to give them the wages of
their labor, but to give them the advantages
of monopely. To put the theory of the single
tax in terms every printer will understand, it is
te take # department prenmvums” for the use
of the * chapel.”

In speaking on this point I have had in view
not only the anarchists, who oxg)ase the single
tax, but also Mr. Atlunsen. He bases some
of his ohjections on a confused recogpition of
the fact that taxes must e paid in the reswls
of production, declaring that we single-tax men
overlook the fact that taxation and work are
synenymous terms.” This indeed we do, and
for the reason thak there is no such fact. Tax-
atson and work are no more synonymous than
addition and subtraction,  But it & true that
taxation can be paid only in the preducts of
work. My, Atkinson would be righe were he
to say that all taxes, 10 matter on what Ievied,
can be paid only in the products of labor and
capital.  DBut,as any standard political econo-
mist will ¢ell him, he is utterly wrong in think-
ing that alf taxes fall on the eamings of labor
and capital, and by increasing the costof pro-
duction bacome taxes on consumption In
this he ignores the fact that the rise of land
values with social growth tends to deprive
labor and capital of & Jarger part of the prod.
uct, and ta give it to those wheo do nothing
in production.  Yet he does see facts that in-
volve this. He righitly says that Jand itself can
yield noincome. He declares that any revenue
drawn front fand must come from the exertion
of labor and capital on the 1and. Now, since
there is much fand in the United States that
vields large income to its owners, where does
this income come from ? It is manifestly a
part of the production by labor and capital
which they do not now get, and which goesto
those who take no part in produoction.

Here, then, as Mr. Atkinson must see, is a
portion of the product of labor and espital
that can be taken in taxation withon: lessen-
ing their rewards. It is this that we single-tax
meh propose to take for public purposes in

Pplace of the taxes now levied on the rewards

of labor and capital. It s, as it were, a nat-
ural tax levied on labor and capital when
using land better than the ordinary, and which
they must pay aryhow, Ef we Jeave this
individuals, we must tax lahor and capital 1o
supply its loss. If we take it for public needs,
we can aholish all taxes on kabor and capital,
leaving them their natural and just rewards.
steatend, po rent s paid. A tax on reat, therefore, has
et effect other than its obyvisas one, 11 merely takes
s much from the landiord and transfers it to the
state. (Jobr Stwark Mill, # Prindg of FPolstical
Exonomy,” Book V., Chap IIL., Sect. 3.)
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M. Atkinson sees that land, labor, and cap-
ital are the factors of all production, and he
appears {0 see the impolicy of taxing these
factors, since he objects to @ tax on land as a
tax on a factor of production, Very well, On
this correct principle, a tax on land (alf land}
would be condemped. So, all taxes on labor
and all taxes on capital must be condemned
and ought to be nbolished, for they, too, are
taxes on factors of production. And so, alfl
taxcs on the processes or products of produc.
tion ought to be abolished, for they are taxes
on production iself What, then, remains s
the only proper tax? A tax on land values—
the tax we would make the only tx!

Labor, capital, and land are the three fac-
tars of production, the first two being different
forms of the human factor, the last being the
nataral factor, Labor and capital must have
& reward for thir excertion or they cannot con-
tinue to exert themselves, or, indeed, 10 exist,
But Nature claims no reward, Land §s her
free gift to man, her gratvitons service. The
primary division of the product is therefore be-
tween these iwo, or into wages and interest.
And thiz {monapely eliminated) continues to
be the division on what in political economy
is styled the margin of production, or the poor-
et in use — land on which labor and cap-
ital can produce only their ordinary reterns,
But where labor and capital are willing to
work on land of a certain quality weor, what is
the same thing, can from thelr product on #t
obtain the ordinary rate of wages and faterest
—~-then that law of competition that tends to
bring wages and interest o a common level
will enable the awner of land of superior qual-
ity to claim the excess which the exertion of
labor and capital will yield on that, over what
they could obtain on the poorer land. And
as the eartings of labor and capital must al-
ways bo fixed by what they can obtain on the
poorest. land worked, while the growth and
development of society tends to bring out
higher and higher capabilities in particular
lands, the portion of the results of production
that land-owners can claim tends constantly
t increase with the advance of civilization,

It is this part of the increment of weallh
the part called by John Stuart Mill the = un.
varmed increment,” because it now goes to non-
producers — that we propose by the single
tax to take for public needs in place of the
i!;zx_ers now levied on industry, enterprise, and

wrift,

Is not this clearly the wise and just way of
raising public revenues #

Mr. Atkinson is concerned lest the poor man
with a small house should be taxed as much
as the rich man with a large house on a lot
of the same site value, and lest roen who fuer

X

nisle “mental capital” should net be taxe
enough if taxed only on the value of the lan
they occupy. Let me put the case the otl
way. Should a rich man pay any more tha
a poer man for o thing of 4 like kind ? or

it just to tax men of brains for using their brair
m production? Mr. Atkinson and I probabl
differ as to riches, and may differ as to brain
but if we went to a hotel and took like rocuy
should we not expect to pay like prices?

Suppose Mz szinson to have charge ¢
one of those large huildings now rising n a
Gur great cities, To provide for its care, mair
tenance, insurance, and for a return on th
capital invested, a revenue would be needc
which could only come from those who use
the buitding, Would Mr, Atkinson tey to co
fect this revenue from the tenants in propol
tion 1o what they were worth ? or in proportic
to their business 7 or their brains ? Would b
sation men with clubs at the entrances wit
fastructions to seize forty-seven per cemt. o
everything brought into the building ¥ or sen
them around periodically to demand “ volun
taiy contzibubions ” from the tenants # He i
0 good a business man for that. What h
would do would be to mise this revenue br
2 zingle tax assessed on the tenants in pro
portion o the desirability of the rooms the
oceupied.

To make the illustration closer, let u
yuppose that & man of great weaith and he
nevolence, wishing to help a number of poo
people, erccts a building of many apartments
Hestores thecellars with coal ; hesecuresasop
ply of water; and he so adapts the building
that elevators may be put in, and heat, light
water, and power be conducted through it. Hi
does not wish. 1o become a special providenc
to these men, for that woald be to make and «
keep themw, babies. He wishes them, by doing
for themseives, to develup manly gualities anc
te learn to live twgether. So admiting a cer
tain number 16 the building, and providing for
the future coming of others, he leaves them a
hiberty to manage a8 they please.

The donor of the building asks no revenue
he has made # free gilt.  But the tepants wil
need a revenue, since some of them must be oo
cupied in taking care of the house, in making
improvenwents from dme to time, and in do
ing other things for the common benefit,

Now, the proper way of taising this revenue
will be clear —so clear that it will be cenain
to whoever considers it that the donor could
have intended no other, And this way will
&ppear as $00n as the tenants come to settle
the sooupancy among themselves. Though
for a day or (wo after they enter into posses-
sion they may treat the howse as commeon, yet
they will soon discover the necessity for defi-
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nite lacation. The question of how the apart-
ments shall be assighed among them will thus
come up. Ifail the apartments were alike, and
if the matter of locagion with respect to other
tenants made no differunce, equality might be
assurecd by letong each take am apartment
leaving the unoccupied ones for new-comers.
But the aparements are net all alike, and lo-
cation in respect to other occupanis is & mat-
ter of imporiance, especially since the erection
of elevators, the disteibution of heat, powes,
lectricity, ete., could not be made afl at once,
but would come first in the best-tenanted pans
of the house. The most desirable apartments
would therefore eommand premivms, To cal-
lect these premivms for the cotamon expenses
would be the obvicus way both to %mr all the
tenants on a level with regard to the bounty
of their benefactor and to provide for common
needs and improvements, Under this system
there would be no levy on any individual
There would be only a single tax, collected
from the occupants of the more desirable
rooms. No one woald be taxed for living in
the huilding or for having an apartment, {o¢
every ong would be feee, without the payment
of any prémivm, to take any apartment that no
one else wanted, 1t woukl be onfy to the use
of yooms of more than ordinary desirability
that the payment of a premium would be &
condition.

In this way, zsthe new tenants came in, in ac-
cordance with the benefactor'swill, they would,
until the house was really full, ind ample room
on equal terms with those already there; and in
this way all the common expenses and the
costs of making improvements could be met.
Az the tenants increased in number and im-
provements were made, the relatve, desira-
bility of the apartments might change, Some
that at first were most desirable and paid the
highest premiums might hecome of only or-
dinary desirability and cease to bring any pre-
mium, while the upper stories, that at first
ne one cared to lve in, might, when the ele-
vators got {0 running, seem most desirable and
pay the highest premivms. Butthe aggregate
premivms would increase with increase of nusn-
bers and the making of improvements, and a
larger and larger common fund be available for
COMMON PUIPOSEs,

T am sure that My, Atkinson would say that
this woull be the just and wize way for such
tenants 10 provide far thelr COMMON EXpenRses.
Now this is the way of the single tax—the
method which we single-tax men would apply
to that house of which we are all tenants,

But another way mighs be adopted. If such
tenants wers to do as we of the United States
have done, they would let a few of their num-
ber claim the apariments as their private
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property, coflect the premiums, and keep the
greater part of them. They would let them
claim whele blocks of a5 yet wnoccupied
spartments, and in the effort to get monopoly
and speculative premiums hold them vacant
long after those who cught to use them had
armived, compelling the new-comers to go far-
ther upstairs, or into the wings, or to sleep in
passage-ways, and to wander around unable to
find a place to work, They would let other
grabhers go into the cellars and claim the store
of coal as their private propery. They would
let others claim the water supply, and others
take the privilege of putting up the elevators,
etc., and charging tolls. And then to supply
the place of the piroper revenue thus given
zway they would siation guards at each en.
trance to the building to seize part of every-
thing brought in, and send men nosing about
the apartments demanding of each tenant to
exhibit all he had, that they might Jevy toll on
it. 'What liars and perjurers and evaders this
systemn would make; how it would prevent
proper improvement, and discourage honest
work, and stimulate everything mean and
wicked ; kow it would frustrate the benevolent
intention of the builder of the house; how of
the tenants many would be miserably poor,
while o few could be lavish and Inzy, Mr. At
kinsom may readily see. Yet this is the system
ke defends,

Mr. Atkinson's astonishing statement that
the single tax was applied in France under
Turgot with disastrous results ; his sntimation
that he does not know whether in any part of
the country unoccupied Jand is less heavily
taxed than occapied land ; his talk of an “un-
requited decrement® in a thing which has
originally no value; his notion that land is
worih nothing unless the Improvements on it
will sell jor thore than they ever cost! and
many other confusions, indicate such lack of
the exactitude and diserimination required for
the analysis Of statistics that [ would mot be
disposed to accept his figures did anything
dependd on them.  But since nothing docs,—
sitce a better system of taxation would be a
better systern, whether our present production
and revenues, or their averapes, be morc or
Yess,—itisnot worth while to examine or dispute
these figures. One thing, however, Mr. Atkin-
sott admits in them, that more than our pres.
ent revenues conld be raised by 2 single tax on
land values, He puts the land values of 188
at $ 3,000,000,000. On his estimate of five per
cent., that would make the ground rent $650-
age,eon, Bet as this represents omly the net

I Thig notion, a favorite ane of . . Carey's, M,
Atkinson may scc thomugh% riddled by o bitier oppos
aent of the single lax, m President F. A, Walker's
# Land and ils Rent.”
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rent exclusive of faxation, and as Mr, Atkinson
estimates that $140,000,000 of our taxes now
fall on land values, the gross rent on this cal-
culation would be $790,000,000, while the
gross revenue he puts at pyoo,oon,000, and
the necessary revenues at $s8o,000,000. In
other words, without consideration of the in-
crease in land values which the increased pros-
perity consequent on the abolition of these
taxes would cause, he shows that we might
aholish all other taxes, and by a single tax
on land values raise $220,000,000 more than
needed. Thomas (5. Shearman, whose esti-
mates are much closer, showg that sixty-five
per cent. of ecomomic remt would yield all
BUY Present revenuaes.

One error, however, runs through Mr, At-
kinson’s statistics —w the assumption that what
our governments receive is what our people
pav, To say nothing of the enormous wastes
and losses entatled Ly the taxes we single-tax
men woukd abolish, they directly cost the
people far more than they put into the treasury.
Is there a tax levied by our Federal Govern-
ment which 5 not supported by a powerfu)
interest ready fo spend money to prevent its
repenl P Peopose to abolish or even to reduce
one of these taxes, and Washington, as at this
moment, will be filled with Jobbyists begging
and working for its retention. What docs this
mean? Jt means that these taxes yield rev-
criue to private parties as well as to the Gov.
crnment. I speak not merely of “ profective
taxes.” This of course 5 what protective taxes
are for, This is what ¢ protection " means. A
tax that will not enabde private parties o levy
a tax for their own benehit, in addition 1o the
tax collected by the Government, is not & pro-
tective tax. But though in leser degree, this
feature of yielding private profit s also char-
aeteristic of Federal taxes that aze not “ pro-
tective,” and of many State taxes. Take, for
instance, the liquor tax, The whisky ring
*spent money hke water” to oppose its re-
durtion, and would spend money to prevent
its abolition, Tauke the tax on cigars. The
cigar manufacturers have been working like
Lzavers to prevent its repeal. Take the stamp
tax on matches. ‘The match combination spent
$250.000 a year for some years in the efforr o
hiave it retamed. Take steaw braid. This is
not made tn the United States, and could not
be made here on account of our climate. The
daty on it therefore is not protective. For this
reason the Senate bill of the kst session pro-
posed to abolish it, the better to keep up taxes
which gave greater private profirs, while the
Mills bill retained it, Yet the importers of
straw braid are to-day circulating petitions
against its repeal. The fact is that all taxes on
products, even where not directly protective,
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increase prices, aod thus tend (o concentrate
business and give larger profits at the expense
of consumers.

Taking into consideration wastes, losses, and
private profits, the cost of the taxes we would
abolish cannot be faidy put at less than three
times the public revenues they yield. But if
we put it only at twice, here laking Mz, At
kinson's figures for 1880, and his estimate of
neaded income $58-a,am,am, the direcy say-
ing by the single tax would be $680,000,000.
Considering that indirect taxes fall with great-
est weight on the poorest of our people, this
direct saving cught to be quite an alleviation
of poverty.

Mr. Atkinson says, “Taxes will not stay
where they are put ; if they would, the tax ques-
tion could be solved with very little difficulty.”
A little study of economic principles would
show him the absurdity of saying either that
taxes will, or will not, stay where they are put,
since some taxes will and some will not, The
rule is that taxes that fzll on the factors, the
processes, or the results of production before
they reach the hands of the final consumer
witl not stay where they are put, but enn be
shifted upen the final consumer with costs amd
wxtra profits by thost whe first pay them. But
taxes that fall on special profits or advantages,
or on things of which the supply is strictly
Timited, or on wealth in the hands of the final
consuimet, or in the course of transmissian by
gift or devise, will stay where they are put.

Most of our present taxes belong to the first
class. Such are all our import excise and
license taxes, and all taxes on capital in its
vatious forims. The most important of the
{axes that «wiff sty where they are put are faxes
onincomes, {axes on bequests and inheritances,
and wmxes on lamd values.

Taxes on incomes are unjust in nature and
cannot e collected Girty ; taxes on hequests
and inheritances are also unjust in nature, and
would soon be evaded where large amounts
were involved, But the tax on land values bas

reéminently the element of justice, It takes
the individual not in proportion to his
needs, or to his energy, indastry, or thrit, bt
in proportion to the value of the special privi-
lege he enjoys. It can be collected with the
mximum of easc and certainty and the min-
imum of cost. Land lies out-of-doors. It
cannot be hid or carried off Its value is al-
ways more definitely known than any other
value, and a little sign on every Jot stating size,
owner, and assessed vatue would enable public
opinion to check the assessment. This tax can-
not Iessen production or increase prices. Tax
anything ol human production, and in & little
while there will be less of it in existence, But
land vatues may be taxed to the highest pos-

R



40 A SINGLE
sible point and there will be no less land, Nor
will Jand be less profitable to usens or more
difficult for them to get, On the contrary, it
will be more profitabic und ensier to get,

The moment My, Atkinson vealizes that the
single tax would fall not on land, but on land
vahues, be will laugh at his fears of its effcct
on farmers. He bimself says that the value of
land in cities iz higher relative to the value of
improvements than in (arming distocts, Hence
it 1s clear that to abolish all taxes, save o tax
on land values, would be to the gain of the
farming disericts. He himself telis us that a
large proportion of our farm lands vield no
revenue above the ordinary return to lalor and
capital. Insuch case thereis no real land valve,
and under the single tax such farmers would
pay no tax at all. Bat under the present sys-
tem they are taxed most heavily, They are
taxed on their buildings, their improvements,
their stock, their furniture, their crops, and in
many of our States on their very mortgages ——

.for the tax levied on the mortgagee the mont-

_gagor must pay. Taxes compel them to wear
shoddy when they might wear wool, to sleep
under quilts and comfortables when they might
have blankets, to pay for three bushels of salt
or two lumps of sugar in order to get one.
From the plow that temns the ground to the
machine with which he harvests the crop and
the steel rails that carties it to markes, from
the lumber and nails of his house to the hag on
his head, almost everything the farmer uses i
increased in cost by taxes thatfatten rings, com-
binations,and favored individuals. The Ameri-
can farmer, ke Tssachar, is a strong ass; but
t-day he is crouching, with almost broken
back, between two burdens « the burden of
land specnlation, which makes him pay forland
he ought 1o get for nothing, and the burden
of taxation, which wherever clse it may not
stay put, does stay put when it reaches him.
Between the two he is heing crushed out. All
through the United States the typical Ameri-
can farmer is disappearing, and the tenant, or
¢ blanket rean,” is taking gjﬁ place, or the land
15 velapsing to wilderness,

Though heafterwards calls them “voluntary
contributions "— the name that in jovial mood
Dick Turpin used to give to his collections,
since, as he said, no one was compelled to
carry waiches or moncy across Hounslow
Heath — Mr. Atkinson scems to have sotne
consciousness of the evils of indirect taxes,
and speaks vaguely of amending them. But
these ¢vils are of the nature of indirect taxation.

These methods of plucking the goose with-
out making it cry have always proved curses.
Without them the wars, the standing armies,
the cnormous public debts of our modern
world would have been impossible. Out of
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them has come that doctrine of protection that
negatives the benefits of invention by raising
in hostile tarifls greater obstacles 10 human
iMercourse than eeas and mountains; that
legalizes robbery and makes piracy pass for
patriolism ; that teaches so-called Christian
people that *they did a't know everythin'
down in Judee,” and that the interests of men
are nol mutual but antagoenistie.  Itisthis tax-
ation that maintains the standing armies that
prop European thrones with bayonets, and that
has made our republic rotten with corruption.

Look at the wiliful extravagance this system
has caused inthe United States, Our Federal
taxation is kept up for the sake of taxation,
Every proposition of waste hag the powerful
support of interests that want taxes imposed
or maintained to enahle 1hem to rob their fel-
low.countrymen; interests whose impudence
and pertinacity have actoally made many
Americans believe that they can pet rich by
taxing themselves — that the way to help the
iaborer is to pile burdens on bis back. But for
this system of indirect taxation we might since
the war have paid off every penny of the na-
tional debt, and had to-day nothing but a
nominal Federal revenue to raise.

The single tax wounld destroy this vicivus
system. It would end the pressure mo impose
an¢l maintain taxes, and would enable us to
dismiss a horde of ofticials and bring the Fed-
eral Government toits proper sitnplicity, What
we mainly need a Federal Government for is
the performance of gencral cofiperative func-
tions, such as the issuing of money, the carny-
ing of mails, vte, These functicns tend to
increase, but they bring their own revenues.
We have no more need for amy and navy
and coast defenses than Mr. Ationson and {
have for suits of armor 2ned blunderbusses ; no
more need for diplomatic and consular services
than he and [ have for court dresses. The col-
lection of the comparatively smalt amount
really needed for Federal revenue presents no
difficuliv. We could gither change the Con-
stitution amd collect it as the State’s proportion
of local taxes is now collected, or without
change in the Censtitution could assess it on
the States fn proportion 1o population — a far
fairer mode of collecting Federal revenues than
the present,

Mr, Atkinson'sidea of the necessity for ieas-
ing land for long terms is chimerical, The tax
on Iand values would be collected just as it is
now,and where improved land was sold for
taxes, which would be seldom or never the
case, an adjustment could readily be made
which would secure the value (not cost} of the
fmprovements to the owner.  Land would be
more readity improved than now, since it could
be had for improvementon easier terms, and the
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whole value of the wmprovement would be ledt
to the improver. As the tax was increased
speculative or anticipatory values would rapidly
disappear, while TRy values would dimmish,
and if the tax were pushed to theoretical per-
fection it would also disappear. But rentl or
use value would remain. It does not lessen
the value of land to the user if what he must
pay 10 the owner is taken from that owner in
taxation. If we ever reach the pomnt of* the-
oretical perfection so nearly that selling values
disappear, then we shall only have to abandon
the American plan of assessing seiling values
and adept the English plan of assessing rental
or use valugs, With speculative vilues gone,
and with public attention concentrated on one
source of revenue, there could be no difficulty
in this.

‘I'a reach this point of theoretical perfection,
at which land would have no selling value,—
i e, would vield to the mere owner ne in-
come,— would be to reach what Mr. Atkinson
himsell confusses to be the ideal. Then labor
and capital could be applicd to land without
any artificial obstroction whatever.  They
would be free frum all taxes on themsebwes or
their prodlicts, while they would not have to
buy land, but would only pay for its use where

uliar advaniages gave them 2 larger retum,
Even before this point was reached mere own-
ership would cease, Men weuld not care (o
awn land they did net want to vse, and
users of land, where their use was more than
transiens, would become the legal owners,
having the assured privilege of peaceable pos-
session and dransfer as long as the tax was
paid.

How close it might be possible finally to
come to the point of theoretical perfection, or
whether it would be best 1o leave sich a mar-
gin as would give a small selling value, are
matters which, like other questions of detail,
it i5 not now pecessary to discuss, Haog it
thinking of details it showld be remembered
that we cannot get to the single tax at one
leap, but only by gradual steps, which will
bring experience to the settfiement of details;
and that from the abolition of present lases,
and the resulting ease in social conditions, we
may espect moral itprovements, which will
make easier than might now scem possible the
{air and full coflection of » tax thay ook for the
use of the community only values dug to the
progress of the communwity. Taxes on the pred-
ucts of tabor, taxes which take the earnings
of industry and the savings of thnft, always
have begotten, and always must beget, fraud,
cormuption, and evasion. Al the penalties of
the law—imprisonments, fines, torture, and
death - have failed to seeure their honest wnd
erual collection. They arc unjust and unequal
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in their very nature, always falling on the poor
with greater severity than on the rich.  Their
collection always ertails preat waste and cost,
increases the number of office holders and the
complexity of government, and compels inter-
ference with individual aflairs; always checks
production, jessens general wealth, and takes
from labor and capiial their due reward—the
stimulus to productive exertion. Men naturally
evade and resist them, and with the sanction
of the moral sense even where their duller
inteflectual faculties are convinced that such
taxes are night and beneficial 0 themselves,
There may be protectionists who will not
smuggle or undervalue when they get a chance,
but I have never met them, There may be
rich men who make a tree returm of their
wealth for taxation, but they are very few.
Rent, however, is usually a willing payment,
It 15 the sirength of landlordism, se out-
rageowsly and preposterously unjust, that it
appropriates a natusal contribution or tax
that in iself men recognize as just. For the
privilege of occupying & supetioe location
to that of ethers a man feels that he ouglyt to
pay. A while ago it was discovered that a
man had been for years collecting rents on
some blecks of land belonging to the city in
the upper part of New York. Those who paid
the rent had not inquired into his ownership.
‘They knew, though perhaps they did not rea-
son it out, that #4ep were not eatitled to use
this superior land any mere than other people,
and were willing o pay for the advantage
they got.

For Mr. Atkinson 10 umierstand what the
gingte tax is will be for him to see how it will
abolish poverty ; will be to make him a sharer
in our firra and joy(ul faith that He who built
this house we tenant has not brought into i
more than He has provided for, or doomed
any one to poverty.

What is poverty 2 Tt is not want on the part
of those oo lazy to work — for this is a world
in which work is the ordained supplier of want.

The helpiessness of the infant is not pov-
erty, This helplessness finds its natural com-
plement and supply in the fove which greets
it; by natursl law its very food awaits it in
the breast of {ts mother,

Ror is the inability of those erippled in the
accidents of life poverty. This teo Hnds its
complement in the natural affections and the
human sympathy, which when not (oe much
put vpon and strained is ever ready te help
thase who nead.  ‘Those who cennot work will
never want where work can find #s natural
rewards,

Poverty is the want of the things that work
produces on the part of those willing 1o do
reasonable work, Why is there such want?
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I need not point out to Mr. Atkinson that
while a few of our people have mom: wealth
than is wholesome for men o have,— for great
fortunes have been growing here faster than
ever before in the world's history,«. the masses
of our people do not have wealth enough to
give them the comforts, the leisure, and the
opportunities of development that in thisstage
of civihzation cught to be possible to the hum-
hlest; that most of us by working hard merely
manage to Hve, and must stint and straim and
worry ; that many are becoming criminals,
tramps, and paupers, and many are eking out
an e¢xistence by charity in one form or an-
other ; that children die when they ought to
five; that women are okl and wom when they
pught to be in the prime of womanly heauty
and charm; that men are aged physically and
stunted mentally and morally when they ought
to be in the highest development of their fac-
ulties; that many who ought to have wives
feel too poor to take them; that many who
ought to have husbands are cheated out of
the fullness of the life for which nature intended
them. 1 need rot point these things out, for,
according to Mr. Atkinson, our average pro-
duction 15 only fifty-five cents a day. What a
pitiful possibiliey does this represent for the
average Amerivan citizen at the close of the
wonderful nineteenth century.

We want more wealth, Why, then, do we
not produce more? What factor is short?
Where i3 the limitation ?

Is there any scarcity of capital ? Why, so
great is the supply of capieal that it is lent on
good security for two and a half per cent.
There 1 1o want of capital. 1t needs but the
opportunity for profitable use to call capital
forth in practically limitless abundance.

Is there any scarcity of labor 2 Why, every-
where there is a sceming surplus of labor,
Even in what we have become accustomed to
think normally good Umes there are men ready
and anxioss to labor who cannot get the
opportunity w masses of men wholly ar partly
unemployed who would gladly be at work.
So much is labor in seeming excess of the op-
pottunities to labor that from all parts of the
country come tequésts for Jaborers 10 keep
away ; that we talk and think of work as a
thing i itself to be desirad and to be ¥ made ' ;
are beginning to keep convicts in idleness or
at unproductive labar that bonest men may
have work ; and to take the first steps in shut-
ting out laborers who come from abroad.

With an abundance of wopital, with o sur-
plus of labor--the thing that makes capi-
talm withy a people anxious for more weaith,
why i¢ not more wealth produced 7 Isthere any
searcity of land ? To ask the question is 0
answer jt. In this country there arc as yet
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but sixty-five millions of us scattered over a
territory that even in the present stage of the
arts could support a thousand millions ! Any
suarcity of land ? (Go where you will, even in
our cities, and yoo may see unused land and
halfused Jand ~ natural opportunities lying
idle while Iabor prosses for employment and
capital wasées. '

What is the canse 2 Simply that instead of
applying ecenomicrent to the purpose for which
in the natural order it was imended, we leave
it 10 be a premium and incentive to forestall-
ing and monopoly, while we tax industry,
There is no real scarcity of land, but there
is an artificial scarcity that has the same of-
fect. Owur kand is not ali in wse— we have
hardly more than begun to scratch it but it
is practically ali fenced in. Wherever labor
and capital go to find cmployment on land
they find the speculator ahead of them, de.
manding 2 rent or price based not on present
development, but on the prospects of future
development.

To end all this, to open to labor and capi-
tal opportunities of employment bounded only
by the desires of men, we have but to conform
to the manifest intent of the Builder of the
house, to abolish unnataral taxes, and o re-
sort to their natoral sowrce for puldic revenyes,
On the one hand we would do away with all
taxes that now fine tndustry and thrift, and
would pive free play 1o the human factor of
production. On the other hand we would
break up the monopolization of the natural (ac-
tor, When economic rent was taken for pub-
lic use the mere ownership of land would
become as profitless as i iy sterile. No one
would want to own kand unless be wanted to
use it; andd for sl who wanted to use land
there would be land enough and to spare.
With the forces of production thus set free,
with the natural and limitless means of produc-
tion thus opened, who could sct bounds to the
production of weaith? Were invention and
discovery to stop to-day the productive forces
are stromg enough to give to the humblest not
merely all the necessities, but all the comforts
and reasonabic luxuries of [ife with but s mod.
erate amount of labar — to destroy utterly the
pightmare of want. But instead of invesntion
and discovery stopping, they would asly have
begun. What checks invention and discovery
to-day is poverty ; what tumns the very bless-
ings they aught to bring to ali into curses to
great masses 1 that fundamental wrong which
produces that most ynnatural and helpless of
all alijects, the mere laborer — the human le-
ing feeling afl the wanis of a man, having all
the powers of 2 man, yet denied by human
laws all aceess 1o or right in that element with-
out which it is impossible for human powers
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to sutisfy human wants, To what as yer un-
dreamed-of powers over natural things man
may rise, in a state of society where, the forces
of production being unhampered and the nat
ural gpportenities for Froduct‘ic:éa being un-
monapalized, there shall be work tor ali, leisure
for all, opporunities of full development {ov
alh, the inventions and discoveries of the cen.
tury just closing afford but hints

The cause of poverty is not inhuman natuse ;
it 15 not in the constitution of the physical
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world ; it is not in the natural laws of social
growth. It iz in the injustice which denies to
men their natural nights ; in the stupidity which
diverts [rom its proper use the value which at-
faches to land with social growth, and then
mmposes on Mmdustry and thriit taxes which e
strain production and put premisvms on greed
and dishonesty ; injustioe and stpidity which
ignore the true rights of property and turn gov-
ernmients into machines hy which the unscrue
pulous may rob their neighbors.

Henry Lecorge.




