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Who Payé All Taxes?

By O. VILLALOBOS DOI\IINGUEZ

Aﬂ—-.Georgists should find material

. for  deep- reflection’ in the general
- failure of ‘limited taxes on-land val-

ues to bring about ‘an improvement
in the economic condition of the
people. - ‘This faflure is courageously
admitted by Peath in his article on
“The Slums of Sydney” which ap-
peared - in- The Freeman (issue of
January, 1941). The United Siates

- is fortimate in possessing & Georgist

journal in which .can appear such

. ‘searching eelf-criticism.

It- iz highly important that we
trace to its cause this disappointing
effect. It has  occupied my own
thoughts for.a long time, and X have
already .suggested -in -my published

works ' ifiat these failures might -

have been - expected. My interest
has been recently revived in the
course-of z study. of the finzl inei-

- dence of iaxation—a study prompt-

ed by the current.increased expendi-
ture for armaments.

It is a fact that the increase of
taxes for armament does not result
in a burden upon either labor or
capital. The burden can be only
upon landowners. Jt is perfecily ob-

vious that the present emormouy mil-
"itary expenses and.tlazaiion in Great

Britain and thé U: 8. A. do not de-

. press wages Or the standard of liv--
ing; nor do-they. treate unemploy-

meff. Buiithe same can be said of
all taxes at all times.

- The -statément -is, it seems to me,
indisputable. Henry George pointed

out clearly that no improvement of
production or ‘the means of produé-
tion -ever benefits the workers. He
gaid correctly that “whatsoever be

"the ‘inérease of productive powers,
rent steadily :ten(;s to swallow up -
. the gain”#* Again, “If labor saving
inventions and improvements could
be carried to the very abolition of °

the necessity for labor, what would
Would it not he

+-J] -supuestamente ruinosc armamen-
tismo™ .in Nesotres, Buenos Aires, Oc-
tober, 1937.

“s2:'Progress anmd - Poverty,” Book VII,

‘v chapter 2

e Phe - Condition; of “Labor” III, page

:§8 -(Doubledsay . Doran, 1930). .

that landowners could them get all
the wealth that the land was ca-
pable of producing, and would have

.no -need at ail for laborers, who

must then either starve or live as

. pénsioners on the ‘bounty of the

landowmers 2%

The converse is true also, Any
force which inhibits permanently (or
for a congiderable time) the produe-
tion of wealth must cause rent to
diminish.

If, for instance, we imagine a
country without taxes, (where the
expenges’ of government were met,
for example, by selling mineral wa~
ter from a publicly owned spring)
wages and interest in that country
would not be higher than elsewhere.
(See “Progress and Poverty,” Book
V1, chapter 1, section 1.) Only rent
would be greater. But if, due to
the eveniual exhaustion of the

. spring, the government imposes

customs - duties,’ income taxes or
whatever else, the total rent of land
must eventually fall by an amount
equal to the taxes. Wages and in-
terest cannot e depressed; they are

.already & minimim. The final incj-

dence of the taxation must there-
fore be upon laidowners.

. It would seem, then, that the anx-
iety of workers, merchants, ete., to
oppose increases in taxation is mis-

“placed; at long last, the landowner

hag to.pay the bill anyway. Con-
versely, landowners (provided they
admit theé necessify of increased
public expenditures) - ought ‘not to
oppose land value taxzation; they
will have to pay eventually, if not
in higher taxes, then in dépressed

- rents. Indeed, they should be the

most vigorous advocates of land
value taxation because of the prac-
tical economies whickh the system
would make possible. The whole
question of “single ‘taxation” or
“multiple taxation” 15‘ of secondary
impertance to workers, employers,
and the peneral public—apart from
the annoying drudgery invelved in
paying & multiplicity; of taxes. Tt
ig of primary importance to the
landowner. Many workers favor
high taxes; while land is private
property, they may well expect some
advantage from them, possibly in
the form of government relief or
benefit payments.

These considerations make it
abundantly clear that the state of
popular well-being cannot be dif-
ferent in such a city as Sydney
(which meets its local expenses with
a 2 per cent tax on land values} ag
compared with Melbourne, which
collects the usual muliiple taxes.

The aim of the Georgist move-
ment is to make the remt of land
public property. But for this it is
indispensable that the land itself .
become public property, as 1 have
demonstrated in my- essay “Que la
tierra debe ser confiscada y otros
conceptos genuinos Yy actuales del
georgismo,'} and alsp that the pub-
lic lands must be rented to private
tenants at public auction. The rent -
of land ought to pa;y, directly, the
public expenses and if there is a
surplus, it ought to be distributed .
periodically to the true owners, the

- people.

Georgists should be partisans, not
of a *“single tax” but of the com-
plete abolition of taxation. The rent
of land is not a tax.  And if we will
pear in mind that the burden of all
tazation falls eventually upon the
landlord, we shall escape the error

of expecting economic miracles from. .

a change in the tax laws, avoid fal--
lacies, and find our further study
enormously simplified. -
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cas, Buenos Aires, 1920,




