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frer i i :
Afrer a while they came to the place where five roads bhranched
in different divections; Dorethy pointed o one, and spid:
“That's 1, Shaggy Man"
“I'm muoch obliged, miss,” he said, and starred Afunh another road,
“Hot that one!” she cried; “You'rs going wrong.
He stopped.
i it el e s P T 3 - tH H
b thought vou szid that other was the road 1o Butterfield,” said
he, runming his fingers threugh his shaggy whiskers in a puszled
AV

Y80 irds”

“But I don't want to go 1o Butierfield, miss”

“You don't?”

“Of conrse not. I wanted you to show me the road, so § shouldn’e
go there hy mistake”

“Oh; Where do you wane o go to, then?”

“U'm not parvcular, miss,™

—I. Frans Baium
{The Road 1o Oz
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COMMENTS ON SOME CURRE]
§1

The Single Tax as a Detervent to Thrift!

VT CRITICISMS!

Tt will be worth while, befors concluding our study, to
consider some of the recent criticisms levelled against
the increased taxation of land values, by a few of the
most widely known of the economists who oppose that
policy,  These criticisms are, in large part, directed,
ostensibly, against fhe “single tax”. But o 15 perfectly
obvigus that most of them are intended to apply against
any considerable dncrease of lond volue taxation, gven i
such taxation might have to be supplemented by other

bt

taxes in order io provide sufhcient revenue or sven if
certzin other taxes, such as inherifance faxes, were
ow for the effects helieved Hkely o result

wanted anvh

from them.
in his elementary fext for hgh schools,

#igls of Ecovoemics?® Professor TFeed Rogers Tairchild

entitled Mssen-

3aYE
“Ome of the clearest lessons of the world's economic his-
tory i that the most efficient use of ihe imnd comes when

Reprintsd, with some changes and couvsiderable additions, from
“The Simgle-Tax Comples of Sorne Conternporary Leonomists”
published in the Journal of Pelitical Ecomomy for April, roze. Ths
author iz uader obligation to the Chicage University Press for per-
misaion to Teprint.

Plew York (American Book Col), 1924, pp. 325 and ga6

(117}
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it is in the hands of private owners. Governments have
proved to be very poor landowners. To obtain
the fuliest product from the land there must be careful,
painstaking, intensive cultivation. The individual owner
will give his land this kind of cultivation. Tt belongs to
him. Al that he does to improve it by hard labor and
loving’ care, all that he spends for draining and fer-
tilizing, are for his own gain and for his family. He will
work and spend to improve his land, and the crops will
increase accordingly. ‘The marvelous results of the care
and labor of small landowners in increasing the fruitful-
ness of the land are to be seen all over the world. Exacily
the opposite has come from government-owned lands.

“Now the land is the final source of all the wealih that
satisfies our wants and makes life possible and enjoyable.
Anything that increases the product of the land is a bene-
fit to mankind. Anything that would reduce the produc-
tivity of the land would be a world calamity. Therefore,
in spite of some evils resulting from the private ownership
of the land, we conclude that a change to government
ownership would be a mistake.

“A change which is vigorously advocated by some
people is known as the single fax. The final goal of the
‘single-taxers’ is a tax of 100 per cent. ¢n the economic
rent of the land. They would like to see the government
take away from the landowners the entire economic rent.
Since, as we have learned, the value of land depends on
its ecomomic rent, this would be equivalent to taking
away the entire value of the land. The single tax is ul-
timately land nationalization ®”

In his second following paragraph, Professor Fairchild
goes on to say that in “its extreme form, the single tax

*lialics here are the present writer’s,
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is open to the objections already raised against land na-
tionalization.”™  This he says without any qualification
whatever., Bt would sesm clear, therefore, that Professor
Fairchild really believes that a tax of 100 per cent. on the
reatat valae of land, with no tax at all upon the products
of Inbor including what is spent for drajping and fer-
tilizing land, would “reduce the productivity of the land.™
Or else Professor Fairchild wnderstands the single tax to
be—what it certainly ts not ia the minds of its most in-
telligent advocates—a scheme to tax the value of dramn-
aze, fertility, etc, put in by, or dependent for main-
tenance on, the individual owner. Professor Fairchild’s
statement that (his? would “reduce the productivity of
the land” must mean, if it means anything, that people
will sworls harder and produce and save more when their
tuxes are proportional to their productiveress and thrift
than when their taxes arve so proportioned to the advan-
tages of the sites they occupy that improvements in drain-
age or in the fertibfy of thelr lands, more and better
buildings, improved machinery, greater productiveness,
ete., will not.at all increase their taxes.® This is certainly

the interpretation which the high-schooi student, if he
thought about the matter, would be obliged to put on the
And this is the impression which the high-
often untrained it economics and sup-

teacher

*Sex remarks guoied from Professor Fairchild on land nationaliza-
ton. ‘

"Land nationalizadon, but, as pointed out above, he tells us that
100 per cent single tax is open t0 the same objections,

“Professor J. B, LeRossignol in his recent Economics for Everyman,
Mew York {Holt}, 1923, p. 273, discussing the single tax, says that
“public ownership of land” which he apparently regards as the same
thing, “would interfere seriously with the improvement of land.”
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posing that the conclusions stated must be correct since
they are those of a widely-known professor of economics
in a great university——will get.  Is the conclusion a true
one’

But perhaps Professor Fairchuld is troubled by the fear
that no one would want to hold title to land if its eco-
nomic rent were taxed 100 per cent., whereas people do
watt o own it when the tand is taxed much less as now,
but every building or improvement pul upon or inio the
land is alse taxed. If a farmer should have to pay a site-
value or bare-land-value tax of, say, $100 a vear, rep-
resenting the full rental value of his farm not comnting

, growing crops, fruit trees, installed
drainage, maintained fertility, ete, he would, on his
theory, not care to hold title to the land upor which and
mto which all these mprovements were put.  Dur if,
paving a much smaller tax on the bare land, he had two
pay additional taxes for each of these Improvements, then
he would be very anwious to hold title, even if, as might
easily be the case with highly improved property, his
total taxes were larger.

Let vs (1it-='1‘e$% a moment to the case of urban iand
which, ior the purposes of the present argnment, is anai-
ogonus. ihn presen! writer’s house is bwlt on a lot the

buildings, machinery

net rental value of which probably does not exceed $40 o
850 a year. Professor Fairchild, if he holds ta the theory
under dizgeussion, would have to say that a tax of ihe
amount wou]d destroy the incentive to ownership,  (He
does say that “the single tax is ultimately land nationali-
zation.”) The swner’s actual tax on house and ot comes
to $70 or $80. The house is half stone and so is not
removable. Can it be that the owner’s interest in his home
and his desire o hold titie to the lot on which it is buile
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would be less if the lot were taxed at full rental value
than it is when all the property is taxed? Is it not a
reasonable conclusion that men would want title—even
with the 100 per cent. exireme of single tax
i which and on which they possessed valuable improve-

oy the land

ments, and that they would he as theifty and as eager
to make such improvements if iheir taxes were not in-
creased because of them T

But let us turn back to Professor Fairchild’s discnssion
of private ownership of land versus uatiopalization, in
seems (o be especially referved
to. "The individual owner,” he says, will give the land
“this kind of cultivation (careful, painstaldng, infensive ),
It hetongs to him. All that he does to improve it by hard
labor and ‘loving” carc, all that he spends for draining
and fertilizing, are for “sis own gain and for his farmmly”
As a matter of fact, under existing tax laws, “all that

which agricultural land

he does to improve 1t by hard labor and ‘loving’ care, all

that he spends for draining and fertilizing,” are not “for
his own gain and for his family.” The more the owner
anproves his land the more he has to centribute of his
meome to the state.  What Professor Fairchild says of
the present system in his desire {o defend it against fand
nationalization {in his view the same thing as 100 per
cent. single tax) is distinctly not true of the present sys-
tem but would be true under the single tax.

One wonders whether Professor C. €. Plehn, also a
spectalist in taxation, had the similar view which a pas-

"(f rourse it may be argued that the more people are taxed the
harder they will feel abliged 0 work., Relieving non-laundowners of
some of their taves might then ensble them 1o do less. Beut, on the
same principle, taxing somme landowners mwore snight make #hem do
more work,
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sage from his Tntroduction to FPublic Finance® seems
clearty to imply:

“Fvery tax tends to repress the development of the par-
ticular phenomenon on which it rests. A single tax of
ey Eind® will tend to defeat its own ends by repre
the existence of the phenomenon which gives -he signal

Tor its assessment. In Mexico land is not taxed, but if
the farmer kills a cow, or sells a crop, he is taxed. Nat-
urally this diseourages any extension of the uses of land
tirat involve this disagreeable consequence.  The ox-
perience of nations which has led them to diversify the
forms of their taxation is, therefore, supported by theo-
retical considerations.”

The reference to Mexice, considered in the light of its
context, appears to be an attempt at an fuductive proof
that every tax, including the single tax on land values, is
repressive. Dut, as Professor Viner has pointed out.™
“this may be a valid argument against a tax on the
slaughter of cows, but it is not a sufficient demonstration
that a tax on land values would repress the ase of land”

Whether a single tax on land rent could provide ali the
necessary revenue for our common needs' or whether

“sth ed. New York (Macmillan), roz1, p. 88, CI. comments on
the passage cited, by Professor Jacel Viner, in arvcle entitled “Text-
books in Government Finance,” Journal of Politzcal Econsmy, April,
1y22, PP. 250-51.

*ltalics are the present writer’s.

®Loc, cit.

“In his recent book on Public Finance (New York—Appletons—,
124, p. 379), Professor H, L. Lutz seemns to suggest that a tax on
land values can be a satisfaclory source of revenue only when a
community is growing and when its land values are imcreasing!
The truth is that what is essential is not that the vabue of land
shall be increasing but merely that the total ameunt of economic
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there may not be special reasons for levying certain other
taxes is not relevant to the present problem. The pomt is
that 1f a 100 per cent. tax on rent should be sufficient and if
it should be the only or “single’” tax levied (this being, ac-
cording to Professor Fairchild, the same thing as land
nationalization), then indesd, and only then, would ofl
that the owner of land might do “to improve it by hard
labor and ‘Toving’ care” and ol that he might spend “for
draining and fertilizing” be “for his own gain and for -
his family.”

[t should be noted that Professor Fairchild (and iike-
wise Professor Plehn} does not base his statement upon
any alleged impossibility of separately assessing land and
improvements.  'rofessor &, R, A, Seligman, in at-
tempting to make good the contention that the single tax
would rest more heavily on agricultural than on urban
districts, found himself compelied to note the arguruents
of those who insist that the owners of agricultural fand
should not and would not be taxed on the value of trees,
fertility, drainage, and other such elements put n or

maintained by their own efforts and investment and

that the single tax would, therefore, he relatively less
burdensome to the average farmer than the present tax
system. 1103 answer was that it is impossible tc separate
the value produced by the owner from the value socially
prodirced.  The oaly evidence the present writer could

vent shall be reasonably large. As long as such a tax leaves to
private cwaers any considerable fraction of economic reat it is non-
sense to cemplain that the tax “base” Is tos “narrow” 1o vield
adequate revenue, nor is it a well-taken objection to heavy land-
value taxation that under its operation many parcels of iand are
surrendered for taxes and can not then be marketed at a high price.
For one of the very purposes of such taxation is to lower the salable
vaiue of land. See § 7 of this essay (II1;.
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Tidd adduced for thizs statement

this 1z nof easy to do, that “it
tice, to distinguish impro:

quite fmpossible in prac-
1ws on the laod {rom -
provements 1n the land,”™® and the statement that “no
altermpt s ever made, i assessing land values, o dif-
ferentiate between the two.” ‘
Doubtless such differentiz

! ion would invelve difficuities,
In practice there might be considerable variations from
the ideal of accuracy, Tiut even with noticeable HNpeE-
fections of assessiment 1t i3 possible that, by seriously
attempting ¢ tax land values rather than im;.;r;}vcn’mnt;,
we might penalize thrift and the improvement of land
very much less than we now do.

An anbiased inguirer would not, perhaps, be primarily
concerned with listing diffienltics as arguments against
the single tax. One suspeets thet he would endeavor first
to ascertaln what ccononuic consequences would be likely
to ensue from the application of a bare-land-value tax,
and that then, i these consequences seemed desirable,
he would be anxious to know whether a system of assess-
wients approxinately imeeting the need could not pos-
sibiv be devised. Tt seems not beyond the bounds of rea-
somn that the exercise of intelligence in calaloging elements
of value not appreciably dependent upon owners’ efforts,
e. g, situation, slope, freedom from rocks, o, togother
with experience, would go far toward the eventual secur-
g of workable differentiaied ssse

nents evenn of agri-
cultural land. To settle the matter in the negative with
an obiter dictum or with a statement that differentiation

“Hssays in Taxgtivn, oth ed. Wew York (Msemiflan), 1921, p. 77
and footmote oo p. of.

"Professer Seligman’s phraseclogy is 2 bit confusing. For what
15 wanted is to differentinte between bare-land wvalues on the vne
hand and improvement values of any sort on the other hand,

1Z:

LS
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is “quite mmoossible” and that “no atiempt is ever madle
. 1o differentiate” mayv be no more reasonable than
it wosld have been in 1590 or in 1900 = to setile ihe
question whether travel by airplanes woukd ever he fea-
sibje.  1f, indeed, no better scheme should prove poasible
of application, we might follow a suggeston of Professor
Commons™ and reckon the value® of hona fide agricuitural
land which is kept up to par in ferfiliiy, as, say, one-hatf
bare-land value, after the value of ali buildings, planted
irees, eic, had been subtracted.  And the cost of installed
drainage and other permanant Mprovemenis might sim-
flarly be subtracied. If sueh permanent improvements

are likely to become, in time, indistinguishable from the
land. they could he regarded as being amortized into bare-
land vaue' so gradualiv—say over a period of thirty to
hfty years—as not sericusly to discourage the owner
from making then.  Then, in 2 succeeding generation,
when evidence of their cost was no longer available, the
problem of assessment would not be complicated by then.

Those who object to taxing land values rather than
capital on the supposition that the distinction frequently
could not be made by assessors with absolute accuracy,
perhaps do not fully realize what this argument implies,
If we must, sometimes, becanse of the madequacy of our
data and ihe imperfections of onr judgment, uninten-

vag Progressive Tax on BareLand Values? Poftical Scicnce
Quarteriy, March, 192z, especially pp. 33-36. Professor Cnmimons
makes other interssting saggestions aloag the same line Cf the
present book (The Taxation of Unrcarned Incomes), pp. 1023, foot-
Bote, _

“7y would be. well to reckon by renial rather than by salable
value since the latter, in the case of land, is so greatly affected by
apy considerable tax,

“*Cf, Commons, e cit, pp. 61-84.
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tionally penalize thrift and improvement, s it therefore
to be argued that e ougli deliberately to mamtain a
system of taxation by the application of which we afvays
mid everywhere penalize thrift and improvement?

§2
Does the Commaunity Gain from Land Sgeculation?

While some economists seem to argue that to levy on
land values rather thaa on othier things would disconrage
the improvement of land, other economists (or, at least,
one other) seem to fear that such taxation would uuduly
mterfere with the holding of land out of use by specala-
tors! Ia the words of a well-known gpponent of increased
land-value taxation, Professor Richard 1. Ely,* the owner
of vacant or unused land “renders distinet service because
he carries the burden while a lower use is ripening nto

- a higher one.” There is no intention to argne here that
all land owght to be used when it is not all reeded.’® Nei-
ther is it intended to deny that the holding of well-situated
jand out of use for a few years may sometimes leave the
way gpen to a better use,” that, for example, speculation
in city lots may yield a service by preventing land from

being built on too soon and so saving it for prospective

high buildings without necessitating the tearing down of

BGutlines of Land Econgomics, Ann Arbor, bMich. (Edwards Broth-

ers), 922, ¥ol. IEL, p. ros. Cf. alss, context, p. 104,

“Much of the remainder of this and the next paragraph is repeated
almost word for word from the footnote on page 106,

“See Fisher, T'he Nature of Capital and Inceme, New York (Mace
millan), 1906, pp. 253-254. The present writer has no reason to be-
lieve that Professer Fisher opposes increased tazation of land values,

H
i
i
i
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old and lower ones.®® But if any econoiiic waste is ever
so avoided it is probably more than equalied by the waste
involved in constructing, repairing and cleaning longer
streets, in the walking and riding longer distances, past
vacant land, of thousands of city dwellers, and in the
transporting of goods farther from store o store and
from stores to homes than would otherwise be necessary
Individual estimates of the balance of gains and losses do
not tend to result in the most economical arrangements
wherl the individual who exercises the power of cholce
experiences the gains but divides with the community
the losses. May it not be that wastes of a like sort, in-
cluding the building' of railroads past many miles of
largely unused land, help to account for those “high costy

_of distribution” of farm products, of whmh farmersz and

others frequently complain ?

‘Again, the notion that money can be made by specula-
tion in land probably operates as would 2 partial combina-
tion among holders of vacant land, thus forcing up rents
and land prices. Also, such unused land is raised
value not only by road and street construction, hut also
by other improvements and services paid for from com-
munity funds. Hence, tc tell the owners of land that
many of the improvements will be paid for chiefly by

“Everybody knows that, as a rule, skyscrapers are buile upon land
on which lower buildings previously rested and tha:, uvsually, these
lower buildings are torn down in erder that the higher ones may
be constructed. And there are persons who  would be inclined to
say that, even if the speculative holding of land out of use reaily
were an advantage to the community, the leaving of the major part
of econemic remt to private ]andowners Wﬂuld be toe heavy a price
to pay for it.

“In so far as space may be wanfed for parks and playvgrounds,
the taxation of land values makes it pcsslblc for such space to be
bought at a lower price,
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those owners who build upon and use their land may be
not merely to avoid discouraging speculative holding but
to offer a distinct encouragement to such holding.

It is interesting to note that different conservative pro-
fessional economists answer in seemingly opposite ways
the contention of land-value taxation advocates that spec-
wlation in land injures the community by holding good
land out of use, so forcing resort to poorer land, decreas-
ing the productivity of iadustry, lowering wages and
raising land reat.  For, while some economists make light
of this coatention, claiming that very little goed land
really is held out of ase, others (at least one other) argue
that land is held out of use during the “ripemng” process,
that this is to the advantege of society and that heavy
fand-value taxation is objectionable becanse it would pre-
vent such holding. DBoth of these arguments against in-
creased land-value taxation are apparently appealed to by
Professor Ely.?®

§3
The Unearned Increment as a Cause of Cheap Goods!

A wiew which sheould perhaps be distinguished from
any of the foregoing ones iz that of Professor T. 5.
Adams., Professor Adams seems to believe that the pri-
vate reccipt of the so-called unearned increment stimulates
production and thereby lowers prices. The implication
would appear to be that, were land values so taxed as

“Gutlines of Land Economies, Vel [1L, pp. 98, zog4, z05. The

¥ ol

chapter here cited is repeated, in large part, from Professer Ely’s
paper in the Proceedings of the National Tax Association for z9z1.

See, especially, pp. 245 and 2351,

i
i
1
!

i
1
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to prevent private realization of any unearned increments,
prices would be higher.  Professor Adams says®® that
“farmers and farms are more numerous, {arm products
more plentiful, and farm prices lower, because of the #n-
earned Increment. . It (the unearned increment)
s diffused to every one who eats.” To this one wonld
te inclined to reply that if we have more farmers,® farms
and farm products and lower prices of these products,
then we must have fewer people in some or all other
lines, fewer builders, fewer mannfacturers, fewer houses,
fewer manufactured goods amd higher rents and prices
for these houses and goods.®  Dut such does not appear
to be the view of Professor Adams! For he goes on to
say ¥

“Similarly our railroads have counted upor the un-
carned increment to justify extensions that would not
otherwise have been made: and if the land used in op-
eration is vielding a high economic rent, that rent enters
into the earnings upon which traffic rates are based. Thus
in two ways the uncarned increment operaies to reduce
railway rates. . . . The manufacturer in the same
way is forced to give back to the community the unearned
increment which he is supposed to receive. . . . ilere
the consumer of the product gets the benefit through a re-
duction in the cost of production. . . . Finally, ten-

®Tax Ixemption through Tax Capitalization,” American Feo-
momic Rewiews, Tune, 1916, page 279,

*We might, conceivably, merely have the same number of farm-

-ess, but settling new land instead of remaining on the old.

*See footnate on pp. r63-165 of this book., Cf. I1, § 6, where
gonsideration is given to the claim that the unearned imcrement is
diffused in higher acages.

“Pages 279-280 of his article,
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ants receive the transmuted unearned increment” (in the
form of reduced rents) 1#*

Unlike those who contend that, because of the hope of
an unearned increment, good land is held out of use and
production retarded by the forcing of industry to poorer
and more remote land, Professor Adams seemns to helieve
that there are more people in every line, more land used,
more buildings constructed and prices and house rents
fower than if the ubearned increment were not aliowed
to g9 into private hands! The number of persons in each
fine is increased thershy without the number in any other
ine being decreased 1 Dloes Professor Adams think that
the private enjorinent of the unearned increment increases

he Dirth rate or decreases the death rate, so causing more
persons to crowd into ail lines?  And, if s0, does he sup-
pose that the lﬂ,w.”‘ we of this larger population (pertiaps
forced to ths use of poorer land by speculative holding as
well as by ines of mumbers) will result in greaver
prosperity fo:: the masses, so “diffusing” the unsamead
increment? If he doss not suppose this, then what does
he suppose?

A S

re relariop--or nog-relation-—of the ua
vropgres wrticle on *“Theoredeal
Heviean, March, 1915,
tk, The Erenomics uf
924, ;.‘."3. 2T5-E27.

Frofeesor Adams seems o ademiv that
ratefy kwown in zdvance it would be
eapitalized 2nd thar then lower renss and prices would vot foliom.
The implication ia thoe the siia ag effect which he alleges, de-
pends upon the imcrsment not being erpected! A future gaim, not
now mntcmpia_a, L asserted to have @ present efect on aciion!

“See, for a dlcussisn of o
earned mncrement and builds
Tssues in the Sinple Tay™
op. t7-24, #nd the pie
Taxaiion, New Yok (Hol),

#n page 28y of his
if the incremoent swers

ok
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§4
The Single Tax in France!

An alleged “actual fact” makes a considerable impres-

'sion on persons as untrained in the methods of science as

are many students of economics in some of our hest-
known colleges and universities where the chief matenial
offered in economics, after the beginning coutse, is de-
scriptive and narrative, as is most of the material usually
presented in textbooks on taxation and public finance.
One who desires to convince sueh students that a given
policy is undesirable can find no more effective method of
doing so than to get an historical case where it was “ac-
tually tried” and where it was abandoned because it
“didn’t work.”

The competent student of human history koows that
many times when a policy has been abandoned hecause it
“didn’t work,” it has really been given up because, how-
ever desirable its effects may have been on the peopie-
in-general, it has been objected to by some class or classes
having power or influence. Indeed, policies which would
benefit them are often rejected by the very perqons who
would be the beneficiaries. Put these facts the super-
ficial observer does not see. IHence, the statement that
a1 abandoned policy was given up because it “failed”
may seem to such a one conclusive.

Innocently enough, doubtless, so far as intention is
concernted, but with a carelessness that he might not have -
permitted himself had the supposed facts in his posses-.
sion run counter to his own views, Professor Merlin
Harold Hunter has used this kind of argument in his
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Outlines of Public Finance™ Near the beginning of his
chapter on the single tax, Professor Hunter refers to
France, the physicerats, and the wnpdt wnigue of these
economists.® Then he makes the following amazing state-
ments ;

“Much was accomplished in putting the system into ef-
fect until glaring inequalities in the tax burdens became
apparent. Citizens with large incomes from stocks, with
unquestioned ability to meet fiscal burdens, were escaping
entirely, while the poor landowners were able to meet the
tax burden only with the greatest diffculty.®™ The in-
justice became so marked, and the dissatisfaction so evi-
dent, that the impét whique was abandoned.’™ 2

In the Century Magazine for July, 1390, Mr, Edward
Atkinson, debating the single tax with Henry George,
made a similar statement.®® He said: “y (the single tax)
was presented more thap a century sitice by the econo-
mists of France known as the physiocrats; it was applied
n France under Turgot, before the French Revolution,
with very disastrous results.” But in the November (1890)
number of the Century, replying to a communication from
a Mr. James Middleton, Mr. Atkinson adnitted that he

“New York {Harpers), 1921 See review by the present writer in
the National Municipal Review {November, 1922), p. 19%; of.
Viner “Textborks in Government Finance,” Journal of Political
Ecomomy, April, 1y22, PP, 253-55.

*P. 363.

PIn regard to probable effects of single tax on the welfare of the
cemmon man, the reader is asked to compare this decidedly mis-
leading clause with what is said in sections z and 7 of this essay,
The clause here cited is perhaps as misleading on the principles
and probable effects of land-vaiye taxation as it is historically.

“Pp. 363, 364.

FXL (New Series, Vol XVIII), 293.
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héd written incorrectly and that the single tax had not
been tried in France®

§5

Are All Goods Equally Froducts of Nature?

Professor Hunier’s book contains many of the current
arguments against the single ta:i;. And he apparently hlas
no sympathy even with the views of those who hold,
without being orthedox single-taxers, that land 5130111(1
bear a larger proportion of the total tax E)L:Erﬁli(_‘ii‘ The
often asserted difference between land and varions other
goods, yviz., that it is a gift of nature and they the products
;';f lzbor, he disallows in the following passage: ‘

“tere is a farm, a gift of nature, and on it & dwelling
house, a product of man's labor. But when a little clos.er
constleration is given to the house, nature appears to hatse
played a considerable part in making provision for it.
J’i'h;: clay in the brick was taken from the hiliside; i-l?c
cak m the floors was taken front the forest; the glass in
the windows was accumulated from various places. The
entire building was a gift of nature—man has no more
power to create houses than to create land. He simply
changed the materials of nature to make them more serv-
iceable, the diifference being that he exerted more effort
on some than on others.”™®® 7 '

A very similar view is presented by Profeshsor Seligman
in his Essays in Taxation,® by Professor Winthrop More

“XLI (New Series, Vol XIX), z3%.
“Pp. 367, 368, . .
*Pp. 70, TL.




134 Tig Taxarion or UNEARNED INCOMES

Daniels in his Public Finance” and by others. DBut have

these authors never heard of the theery of marginal pro-

ductivity, in which produced wealth is imputed in part to

each of the so-called “factors of production?’ Ii they
have, they should be able to realize that thera is a sense -

in which land, apart from all improvements in or on it, is
very much- more a gift of nature than a building. Can
the laixd be in any way “imputed” to labor i

What the single-taxers are really endeavoring to do is
to make a distinction between certain values that can. be
imputed o the labor and thrift of individuals as such and

certain other values that cannot be so imputed but are

either gifts of nature or the results of community growth,
Hi this distinction is not always clearly presented and if
there i3 sometinmes confusion about seemingfy border-
fine cases,™ the busivess of the irained student of eco-
nomics whose point of view is the objective one of the
scientist, s to dissipate the confusions and make the dis-
tiriction plain.  Yet here we find three economists—and
there are many more of like mind—attempting fo make
fess clear rather than maore so a really important distine-
tion that every student cught to he made to understand;
and this for apparently no other reason than to d:scrullt
the single-tax plulusophy

There are various other arrrumems plcsented in Pro-
fessor Hunter's book (as, also, in Professor ‘Seligman’s
Essoys m Tavation) to which no atiention will here be
paid, partly becatse of a disinclination so to extend the
discussion and partly because they have been discussed

TNew York (Holt) 1399, p. 32 -

®The present writer has recently discussed certain of such seem-
ingly border-line cases in The Economics of Taxation, New York
{(Holt), 1924, pp. 220-233.

“Vesten RicHts” Again i35

at length in the preceding essay in this book. Indeed,
the present writer considered them, or a number of them,
prior to the appearance of Frofessor Hunter's book, in
an article®® and in two,different books,'® cue of the books
being the first edition of this one. Considerwhbie attention
was given to.some of these argtiments in Professor L. J.
Davenport’s article on “Theoretical Issues {1 the Single

Tax,” 19174 with which Professor Hunter seems n-
" familiar.<®

§ 6
“Vested Rights” Again

But the real objection of conservative economists to the
single tax—or any considerable steps: toward the single
tax—flows from their respect for “vested rights.” Says
Professor Fairchild in his Essentials of Econcmics:

“The present owners of land have come into possession
in-good faith under the present rule. Many of them have
paid for their land its full present value. To proceed now
to take from them the whole or a part of the value of their
land or to impose upon them discriminatory taxes would

-be an injustice. If there is to be land naticnalization it

can be accomplished justly only by purchasing the land
at its fair value from its present owners. Any other pro-
cedure 45 like changing the rules of a gaine, while the

#4The Ethics of Land-Value Taxation,” Journal of Folitical Econ-
omy, May, 1917, pp. 464-92.

“The Theory of Earned and Unearned Incomes, 118, and The
Tazxation of Unearned Incomes, first edition, 192x. Both, Columbia,
Missouri {Missouri Book Co.).

* American Econemic Review, March, 1917, pp. r-30,

**There is in Professor Ely's Outlines ¢f Land Economics, also, no
evidence of acquaintance with Professor Davenport’s article.
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game 15 in progress, to the disadvantage of one contest-
ant”*® A similar view seems clearly to be held by Profes-
sor T. 5. Adams,** whose apparent contention that the un-
earned merement increases production in general and 18
“diffused” in lower prices, not of one sort of goods only,
but of geods in general, we have already noted® Tt is
apparently subscribed to by Professor R. T. Ely,* whose
opposition to special land-value taxation is well known
Tt is definitely dectared by Professor Winthrop More
Daniels.®  And it seems to lave the support of Professor
F. W. Taussig,®® of Professor . J. Dullock*® and of
various other writers, : '

Professor Daniels is thoroughly censistent in his ad-

herence to the view that an investment once made is sacred

as against discriminatory taxation whether it is in fand
or in a stock corporation having a monopoly. For he
asserts that™ “when the source of monopoly or unearned
profits has been once transferred from the original owner,

P, gz7, ltalics are the present writer’s.

“See his article op “Tax Exemption through Tax Capitalization”
in the American Economic Review for June, 1916,

“§ 3 of this essay {III).

“Qutlines of Ecomomics, 3d rev. ed. New York (Bacmillan),
1916, pp. 681, 682. The fourth and latest edition (September, 1923 ),
does mot appear fo confain the specific passages here referred to,
but the passage on page 672 (which is Jogically correct as against
the theory there criticised) would probably be interpreted by rmost
readers as implying the former view. Certainly there is no clear indi-
cation of any change in this view.

¥ Public Finance, p. §5. -
2Principles of Econpmics, 2d rev. ed.” New Yok {Macmillan},

=3

rgxs5, Vol. II, zoz. _
®The Elements of Econpmics, 2d ed. Boston {Silver, Burdert &

Co.}, 1933, pp. 326-28.

CRp, 85,

@
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special or exclusive taxation involves the expropriation
of property owners, who acquired their title by indefeas-
ible right.”

By the same logic it would appear to be unjust to reg-
ulate downward the high prices or rates of public service
or other monopoly companies after purchases have been
made of their stock, in the expectation of the continued
receipt of unregulated returns, by other parties than those
who established the monopolies.. If the originally re-
sponsible persons have died, or have scld oni and cannot
be found, or have sold cut and dissipated their gains, it
must then be the duty of the public to go on paying, in-

-dehnitely, rates that yield 20, 30, or 40 per cent, on the

value of the necessary plants for conducting the businesses
—or else to buy out the monopoly concerns at values ar-
nived at by capitalizing their large anticipated returns.
Extreme cases are sometimes enlightening. Let us
suppose, then, a community in which not ocly is all the
fand owned by a few, but in which every article is under
the control of, and the price fixed by, a monopoly. At
every turn the common man finds himself the victim of
exarbitant prices. Bat the monopolists, like the land-
owners, have bought the right to these large incomes and
cannot justly be dispossessed! The masses, even though
they get control of governnient, cannot fairly reduce rates
and charges because this will involve “the expropriation
of property owners who acquired their title by indefeas-
ible right.”** No, the masses must either continue to pay
indefinitely. the high prices and rates that have hecome
customary ‘or else they must buy out the monopolists at
the fair present value of the incomes that have becoms
customary! This view of the ethics of the case might

“Daniels, Isr. ciz,
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seetn a hard one to persens whose real incomes were thus
forced to a low level Iy abiquitous monepoly.  And they
might decide that to continue paying the monopoly charges
would be fully as easy as to buy out the monopolists at the
capitalized value of their “indefeasible” property. In any
case the victims of the system continue to be victims.
There seems reason to believe that, in the ¢ves of econ-
omists like Professor Daniels, no other alternative is
permissible.

But, in general, teachers and writers of economics do

not seem inclined to insist as sfrongly on respect for other
vested rights as on respect for vested rights m land. Thus,
there appears to be a willingness to have monopolies reg-
ulated even after innocent investors have bought stock in
the expectation of large dividends. There appears to be,
also, a willingness to sce tariff changes c\?&ﬂ although in1-
dustries have heen established at considerable cost on the
basts of existing tariffs, There is an apparent willingness
on the part of many that price levels should be stabilized
for the future, if government can be brought to adopt
the policy, even although some persons have made their
investments in the expectation that society would permit
them to profit from fluctuations they believe they can

foresee—and even although other persons have invested

largely in their own education on the peculiarities of the
cycle in order that they may gain from the changes that
occur rather than lose. The Eigliteenth Amendment must
have sericusly damaged the property interests of many
persons whom society had permitted to buy and to build
specialized property for the hrewing of spirituous liguors,
who had “come into possession in good faith” under the
then existing rule. But the writer can recall no protest
against this change in the economics textboolss of any

schools may prevent the receiving of the wage:
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of the current writers. Nevertheless, this alse, to use
the phrase adopted by Professor Fairchild, is “changing
the rules of the game, while the game is in progress, w .
the disadvantage of one contestant.”

There are various other ways in which society has been
guilty of “changing the rules of a game, while the game
is in progress.”  Thus, the establishment of trade schools
has tended to do this. Prior to the establishiment of trade
schools, the craftsman had to learn his trade by a long
period of apprenticeship. The time required tended to
limit competition. But the establishment of trade schools
operales to increase competition in the trades for which
they are provided, by bringing in new workers whe are
more quickly trained. Thus the establishment of trade

their sacrifices and their long apprenticeship would have
othefwise brought them, by workers already in the field.
Ought not economists to protest against the establishment
of trade schools by the public as an infringement on
vested rights? But perhaps the vested rights of wage-

_earners are not.as important as the vested rights of prop-

erty-owners! A change which lowers the wages of an
artisan does not lower the capitelized salubic value of
anything, since lis prospective income is not salable as a
whole! o

What shall we say, then, regarding the rent of land
Is that particular kind of income more sacred, more in-
viclable, than the other types of income we bhave been
discuzsing? In this connection it will perhaps be argued
that the private receipt of lmd rent has a longer and
less-questioned prescriplive sang thar the private re-

ceipt of monopoly gains, of mcome f: om the manufacture
of spiritnous liquors, etc. - Tt should be borne in mind that
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the claim which must be held inviolable as against the
single taxers or other advocates of increased land-value
taxation, is a claim to a future rent which shall never
be reduced by taxation in such a way as to lower the
salable value of land. Society is held to be under a moral
obligation not to reduce the salable value of land by one

I

iota. To do so is ke “changing the rules of 2 game,
while the game is in progress, 1o the disadvantage of one
contestant.” The owners of lanid are said to have bought
it in the famth that “the rules of the game” will not be
changed. And this appears to mean in the view of many,
if not, indeed, most writers of economics texts, that the
present taxation system should not be changed of ofl in the
direction of heavier relative taxation of land.® las so-
ciety, directly or by implication, pledged iiself that it will
not raise these taxes? Nobody seems to think that a
tax on automobiles cannot legitimately be increased after
people have bought automobiles not expecting such in-

®Perhaps, in this view, there should not even be a generally in-
creased rate of taxation on all property. TFor this might lower the
silable value of land on the constancy of which purchasers had re-
lied, For inereased taxation of all propersy might discourage sav-
ing. I it did se, the decrease of capital would tend, in the loag
run, to keep Hs value up to its cost of production. Anrd interest
rates would rise. Tt would still be worth while tn save some capital,
though perhaps less than before. But at interest rates which, includ-
ing the tax, are higher than they would have been and, with the tax
subtracted, almost as high as they would have been without thz tax,
the capitalized salable value of the heavily taxed land remt would
be reduced. And the anticipation of this result might cenceivably
cause the salable value of land to fall as compared with other values,
as seon as a genevally increased tax on all preperty was levied—aor
seriously proposed! Cf. Note by H. Gordon Hayes, entitled “The
Capitalization of the Land Tax,” Quarterly Journal of Economics,
February, 1920, pp. 373-80, especialiy p. 3476,

|

“Vestep Ricats” Again - 141

crease.  And nobody seems to think that other tax rates,
€. g., on tobacco, may not properly be changed if to change
them seems cxpedient. Is it only landowners against
whom any ncrease of taxation is a violation of faith?
Is it only landowners to whom society yuarantees no dis-
crimnating tax increase? Or would it be reasonable to
argue that landowners, like other persons, make their con-
tracts and buy their property with no guaranty that public
policy will mot change, but merely with the practical cer-
tainty that stch important changes in public policy as oc-
cur will not be precipitate or without the warning of years
of agitation preceding the changes?

The natural reaction of some economists will perhaps
be to say that society does have a right to increase taxes
on land, but that it has no right defiberately to set out
upon a policy which leads eventually to the single tax.
Yet such a position cannot be logically defended. For,
ongce it has been admitted that any definite increase what-
ever of land-value taxation is permissible, the mathema-
tician can point to a smalier present increase plus future
additional increases, the application of which would lower
the present salable value of the land no more.,

#Suppose that a group of persons, by long agitation, succeed im
making it appear likely that the single tax will be adopted. 1=
comsequence of this expectation, land valves decline and many own-
ers sell land at lower prices than they would otherwis: charge. De
the persons who start this agitation commit an immaral act, since it
is as a consequence of their agitation that the salable value of land
falls? Ought the government to suppress such an agitation in order
to protect “vested rights”? But what if the government aliows the
agitation to ge on until many owners have sold lapd at low prices
counting on the adoption of single tax and until many cther indi-
viduals, perhaps, have made valuable improvem:nts out of current
savings, covnting on a future exempiion of these improvements from

taxatien; but finally dees zof adopt the single tax! Are apy “vested

rights” then iniringed?
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Tt may now be said, however, that the objection to the
single tax or to beavy taxation of land is net meant 10
be an objection to gradual change. But if their objection
is only to sudden change, most economists have deftly
concealed the fact. Nearly always there is no intimation.
that even gradual change 1s permissible®  Indeed, one

T may be of interest to some readers o note that not sven by out-
right purchase of land—if it were really paid for by taxes rather
than by creating a perpetual debt-~could we entirely aveid inter-
ference with “vested rights” Even by such purchase we should be
“changing the rules of a game, while the game is iz progress, to the
disadvantage of one contestant.” For the persons who would have
te pay the taxes necessary for buying the land, would be the persons
who have taxable income or property #owe or in the wear future, i e,
while the tax is being collected. Such persons would, to be sure,
be free, thereafter, of taxes, so far as the fuiure collecting of sco-
nemic rent in liew of other taxes could free them. But 5o awould
pther persons whose abilily to pay taxes, prior to the peried of land
purchases, might be so small that only their usual tax contributions
towvard current expenses coutd be secured and wothing additicral
toward buying ouf the landlords. The freedom of these other per-
sons from futare taxes is not enjoyed at the expense of landowners,
as such, but is at the expense of all those wha are in a position to
pay extra taxes during the land-buying period and who have to
contribute, not only to buy themselves free of future taxation but
to buy these others free of future taxativn. Property owoers and
receivers of large incomes might, then, so buy frec of future taxes
persons who could not buy themselves free. The wvested rights of
these propertv-owpers are disregarded. And landowners themselves,
being taxed with others to provide means to pay for the land—in
which thereafter they would be but part owrners with the rest of
the commumity—would be helping 1o buy free of future taxation per-
sons who could not, at the time, buy themselves free.  S$o the vested
rights of landowners themselves might not be fully respected by
such a scheme. These considerations may not be important but they
are beiieved not to be mathematically fallacicus.

Lest this point seem not quite clear, we may illustrate it by an
extreme bui somewhat analogous case.  Let us suppose a community

~decided to free the slaves and, with the idea of
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recent writer, Professor J. E. LeRossignol, definitely
expresses his view of the “injustice and impracticability”

of which one-third of the members are slaves whose totd] value is a
million dollars, one-third are the owners of these sizves and awn 2
million dollars worth of other property besides, and the last one-
third are non-slave-owners whe are of cqual wealth with the slave-
owners, i e, worth, In the aggregate, rwo milon dollars. It is
rotding an infringe-
ment of the “vested rights” of slave-owners, this is done by purchase.
A capital tax of 23 per cent is levied an_all owsers of property, o
‘provide the million dellars necessary to buy the slaves free, The -
‘slave-owners receive this million dollars, bur have 1o pay out half a
miltisn as their share of the taxes. They are left then, without the
million doflars’ worth of slaves and with an exere hali-million dol-
lars’ worth of other property, or a1 soral of a million and a half
valae in place of their former two million. The other propertied
classes have to pay out half a million dellars in taxes as their
contribution toward freeing the slaves and have a million and a half
dollars worih of property remaining.  The slaves are thereafter

iree, vut the wealth of their former owners and alse of the other

propertied ¢lass is reduced to thres-fourths of its forwer amoust.

. Together they own, not a million dollars’ worth' of staves plus three

miliion dollars’ woith of other property but only three million dol-
lars’ wworth of other property. The slave-owners hawe lost as much,
motwithstanding they have been paid for the slaves cut of froperty
and so “cotapensated” ds if they wwere deprived of their property
more gradually awcithoul “compensation” The advantage of the
“compensation” method is that it frees the slaver instangdy without
imposing any burden for payment upon them (presumably they
have, ar the time, nothing to pay with), but this gam of the sfaves
is at the expense of an infringement of the “vest~d rights” of the
noa-slave-owning propertied classes. “T'o pay for the slaves by tax-
ing all other persons and moi faxing the slaves would be, surely,

“Tike changing the rules of 'a game, while the game s in progress,

to the disadvantage of one contestant.” ‘The snly way o free the

slaves without interference with the “vested right.” of apy property-

owners would be for the slave-owners to be paid by a bond issue, the
interest and principal of which (or the interest furever) should be
paid by the slaves themselves and their descendants! Similarly,
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of the adoption of the single tax “whether done at once
or gradually.”®

A comment on the foregoing argument, received by
the writer from a specialist in the field of taxation, ot
high reputation, seems to indicate the necessity for fur-
ther explanation. The comment was, in part, that “mao-
nopolistic rates and charges are regulated only for the
purpose of holding the menopolist to 2 reasonable raiurn”

the only way that the present system of private enjoyment of land
rent and support of government largely by taxation of ather in-
comes and property could be changed without any violation of
“vested rights” would be for the rights of the landowners to be
bought our with funds to the raising of which all victims of the
systemn, however poor they might be, should contribute.

It may advantagecusiy be pointed out, before we leave this topic,
that nationzlization of land and government management are aot
the thimgs to be sought for. Rather should we aim at individual
ownership and management and ease of acquiring such ownership.
And the way to attain cur end s not to adopt the utterly imprac-
ticable and burdensome scheme of land purchase, with possible fu-
ture interest payments on the national debt assumed, as great as
present economic rents, but rather to remove gradually or, at Jeast,
greatly reduce, other taxes and to put more and more of the tax
burden upon bzre-land values.

Among various suggestions for land purchase by the community
may be mentioped one for the purchase from landowners of the
right to take, in taxation, ali or most of the economic reat of land
beginning 1ome fifty years keuce. Bat if the public become ever
seriously aroused regarding the land problem, they will hardly want
to wait ffty years before securing any results at all; and unless
and until they are arcused they are unlikely to rake interest in levy-
ing higher taxes on themselves to pay for the privilege of having a
reform begin (even if their descemdants were sure to do it} after
the passing of two generations. Al such propzsals serwve werely to
divert attention from the ouly method by which there is any rea-
somable possibility of reform, viz., a step-by-step substitution of
fand-value taxation for most other taxes.

®Economics for Ewveryman, p. 272
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and that “the average landowner is geiting only a rea-
sonable return”, that “investors in land cealize o greater
refurn than investors in other forms of property” and
even “realize less™® if his “chservation and experience
are correct.”  So far as the monopolist is concerned, it is
doubtless true that we cegulate “only for the purpose of
helding the monapolist to a reasonable return”  Bui
upon what value do we desire that the return shall be
“reasonable”? If the present holders of the stock 3f a
monopoly have purchased it at a high price because it was
expecied that the monopaly would be able to continue to
charge high rates for the service reandered by it, then the
high rates must be allowed to continue or ¢lse these hold-
ers of stock will #of get a “reasenable” return on what
the stock cost them, on fhetr investment. Yet much low-
pr rates might suffice to yield a “reascnable” return on
what it would cost to construct ‘n duplicate, the entire
plant, If investors must be allowed to get, on the aver-
age, a “reasonable” return on what they have paid, then
little or nothing can be done Lo ferminate any cxploitation
of the gereral public when such exploitation has previous-
Iy heen thought of as something which wouly extend into
the indefinite future. If persoms owning property the
value of which depends upon exploiting power, have wade
their plans and purchases on the supposition of the in-
definite continuance of such power, then nothing can be
done to refieve any vicilms of an exploiting system, ex-
cept as the victims pay for their own relief.

“This seems very clearly to be the view, also, of Professor Ely.
See his Outlines of Land Ecovnomics, Ann Arbor, Mich, {Edwards
Brothers), 1922, pp. 94, 95. And Professor Ely, toe, considers this
conclusion as am imporiant argument against special land-value taxa-
Tidi.
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Consider now the case of the average yield to owners
of land. However largely economic rent may be due to
the natural advantages of particular pieces of jand and
to advantages due to community growil, the rate of ve
turn to owners who have bought the land in the general
expectation thai the economic remt would be considerable,
is only a “reasonable” rate. Bwven i the land purchased
rises in value, the purchaser who bought it in the light
of a widespread expectation of a rise, has had to pav
so much for it because of that cxpectation that the re-
turn recetved by him, including the rise in value, nets him
ounly a “reasonable” rate on the sum invested. 5o, i,
on the average, “reasonable” rates of return on mvest-
menis of any sort whatever are sacred decanse they are
only “‘reasonable’, then monopolists must be allowed
prices which yield o very high return on what it would
cost to dupiicate their plants; landowners must be al-
lowed to receive economic rent and, frequently, progres-
sively higher and higher future rent on land that had vo
cost of consiruction and the value of which is 2 function
of social growth; and even slavery, if once established,
annot be abolished upless the slaves buy themselves iree,
for otherwise the average returns of slave-owners on
their nvestments will be reduced below what is “reason-
able.” Indesd to abolish slavery while “compensating”
the slave-owners with funds raised by taxing the owners
of other property, tends to deprive the owners of this
ather property of a “reasonable” return and nfringes
on their vested rights.  In general, the only way that any
kind of exploitation, be it slavery, monopoly or the pri-
vate collection of the economic rent of land can he ter-
minated without infringing on the expectations and “vest-

ed rights” of some group of persons, is for the cost of the
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change to be contributed tc by all the victims of the sys-
tem of exploitation the termination of which is sought®

To say that abolition of slavery, or regulation of mo-
nopoly charges, ot increased taxation of land values op-
erates to lower the return on money invested in slaves,
monopoly or land by purchasers, below the average or
ordinary rate in other invesiments, below a “reasonable”
rate, amounts to the same thing as to say that such a
change in policy lowers the salable value of the properiy
of such purchasers. It is merely a different way of ex-
pressing the fact that “vested rights” are irfringed. But
sirice some economists of repufation, when the conclusion
has been pointed out to them in one way, have seemed

“to think that an important argument against land-valae

taxation was overlooked because the case was not stated
in the mathematically equivalent other way, both forms
of statement are now included in our discussion.
Economists sometimes refer, in this connection, to the
fact that land imay fall in value as well as rise, i. ¢, that
there may be a “decrement” instead of an increment, as
if such a fact were somehow relevant to the problem, In
truth, a fall in the value of land merely means thai land
owners are able to get less vent than before, albeit, usual-
ly, still something, for advantages due not to them but to
natitre, to population growth, or to civic improvement.
It is customary to attempt the annibilation of the “sin-
gle-tax” case partly by alleging that it is based on a doc-

trine of “natural rights.”*®* Yet this chief ohjection—

vested rights—commonly raised against it scems also to

TSee discussion in long footnote beginning on page rgz.
"See, for example, Ely, Outlines of Econsmics, 3d rev. ed., p. 633,

“The writer does not find this refevence in the fourth and fatest {Sep-

temuber, 1923) edition.
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be based upon “natural rights” or something fundamen-
tally similar. For just as in the view of the orthodox
single-taxer, everyone has a natural rizht to the use of
land, 50 in the view of many writers of textbooks on
economucs every landowner has a kind of “natural” right
n.ot to have the salable value of his land lowered by taxa-
tion. We ate dealing here, apparently, with an ixituiiive
ethics. Economists do not say that the proposed tax re-
forin is wrong because of injurious consequences antici-
pated to the general welfare, but merely that it i wrong
or immoral or unjust. In this matter they seem to ex-
perience a sense of shock at the mere proposal, which
prevents any really free objective investigation of canse-
and-effect relations. Hence the discussion of the subject
by many econcmists presents the appearance, not so much
of a search to discover whether the general effects of
single tax would probably be heneficial or the reverse, but
of an attempt to prove the policy wicked. Omne rather
gets the impression, then—is it a false one? —that in the
minds of most writers of economics texts igeas of sacred-
ness cluster about property in prospective land rent to a
more marked degiee than about various other kinds of
property.  Aud Professor Robinson has said®—could he,
by any chance, have been right '—that “if a thing is held
to be sacred it is the center of what may be called a
defense complex™ so that “a reasonable consideration oi
the merits of the case will nof be tolerated.” The sense
of proportion of many economists has been hopelessly
auiled by their making of the doctrine of vested rights a
veritable fetish. Otherwise, the iusistence “hat sécietv,
which makes frequent changes of policy it. other matters.

e o e Lo I .
L. James Hurvey Robiuson, The Mind i the Making, New Vork
{Harpers), 1921, p. ga.

“Vesten Ricors” Acain 1449

~is under a binding implied pledge and obligation never to

move, o matier how gradually, towards the eventual tak-
ing in taxation of the major part of economic rent would
be clearly seen to be, as in fact it is, atterly silly.

Oecasionally, however, the objection is made to heavy
increase of land-value taxation that this would destroy
the sense of security and weaken the incentive to accumu-
late! Do any economists seriousty believe that a gradual
substitution of land-value taxation for taxatien which
penalizes activity and thrift would have any such result?
Is there any evidence that such a consequence has been
experienced in Pittshurg and Scranton, Pa., in North-
western Canada and in other places where steps have been
taken in this direction? Has the development of the
policy of regulating the rates of public service monopolies
brought about any such undesirable effect? Or is the
presenting of the contention merely one more hit of cvi-
dence that conservative econotnists are deternuned to find
Some argument—any arglment—against the increased
taxation of land valucs?

Many professional economusts, it is suspected, have
neyer permitted themselves to think long and without
bias on the subject, examining carefully, and not merely
to discredit them in debate, the arguments of the single
taxers. With some exceptions, they seem to have ac-
cepted the views of their conscrvative teachers as ex-
pressed m current texts. That the single tax is unsound
because it is based on a doctrine of “natural rights,” that
it cannot be levied so as to distinguish at all fairly between

“bare-land values and labor-produced values, that there 1s

no sich difference anyway because everything is in large
part a gift of nature, that there are other unearmed in-
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comes and merements besides land rent and land values %
and that, anvhow, any change i3 unjust, are contentions
generally famihar and quite commonly aceepted.  And
where economizsts whose volumineus writing, or whose
apparent familiarity with all that has been previously
written on taxation, or whose high academic position in
tong-established institutions gives them reputation, are
called upon to render “expert” advice regarding taxatiosn,
they are not nalikely to advise something other than, or
to advise definitely against, higher taxes on land values.
And the graduate student or young teacher who has
memorized the arpuments summarized ahove feels no
special inducement further to investigate the views of a
school of writerg—the single-taxers—who are largely
cutside the academic fold, who are supposed to adhere
to an eighteenth-century ethical standard from which
academic economisis believe themselves emancipated, and
thie acceptance of whose conclusions even with qualifica-
tions would brand him as a heretic.

87

Increased Land-Value Tavation an? the Chonces of the
Common Man

Certain important effects which increased land-value

taxation when accompanied by decreased taxation of com-’

maodities, capital, and incomes, would tend to produce ars
consistently ignored by most writers of our economics

“This contention is discussed at length at an earlier point in the

book, See I, § 7. It is belisved that what Professor Seligman
says on pages 81 and 82 of his Essays iz Taxation, 9th edition, is
there adequately answered.
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texts. Being above all things scientists, they are more
interested in showing the non-conformity of the policy
to their intuitive ethics than.they are in exhibiting its
probable consequences!

Perhaps the most significant probable consequence is a
decrease of temancy or, at lcast, an increased ease of
becoming an owner of land, F or, as the opponents of
single tax are fond of pointing out in their references to

“vested rights,” increased land-value taxafion would re-
duce the salable value of land. Lower selitng values of
land make the purchase of land for farms, homes, or
business easier. And not only would a higher tax on tand
values make a lower selling price but also, by virtue of i,
other taxes could be correspondingly reduced. 1 labor
and interest incomes were less taxed, it would be easier to
accumulate, out of earnings, the money necessary to buy
a piece of land. Despite the conventional acceptance by
economists, almost as a fetish, of the “ability theory of
taxation,” it does not at all necessarily {ollow that taxa-
tion according to “ability,” in the sense commonly under-
stood, most ‘conduces to the general well-beirig.  Indeed,
it smay be that the advocates of it, who have plumed them-
selves upon their sympathy with the common man, have
so been in some degree auxiliaries of the forces of re-
action.

But there is another way of looking at this matter,
which, to many, may seem even moré significant. We all
kaow that success is frequently a precarious thing, Some-
times the business changes of a few months sweep away
the accumulations of a lifetime. So, too, sickness or
some- miscalculation for which we may or may not be
entirely to blame, will occasionally leave us, after years
of effort and thrift, financially where we started. Cur
children, then, or, if not our children, perhaps our grand-
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ties, capital, and incomes™ are always some hurden to the
hardworking and thrifty propertyless person, unless they
are so levied—-assuming this ©» be possible—that 1o part
of any of them falls directly upon, or is shifted to, him."
It is to be noted that the end sought can be fully
achieved only by a general tax on all cconomic rent or
land valwes. A progressive tax on land values (progres-
sively higher as the land ewned by the taxpaver is of .
greater value), since the highest tax could hardly take
more than the entire rent, would leave small holdings
comparatively untaxed. This would leave the price of
iand fairly high and keep it hard for persons of small
means to acquire land.  Large holders would, indeed. pre-
fer to sell.  But their financial position need not he

_sertously injured or that of their former tenants greatly

improved.  Faor they could dispose of their land to these
enants and others. on mortgage security, so ceasing (o
hold title and avoiding the progressive tax. Or they could
organize numerous corporations cach of which would own
a small amount of land and in all of which the ariginal
large halders of land could keep control, or they could
avoid the tax in other ways. It is also to be noted that
really to penalize large koldings as such might operate
to jorce small-scale business even where large-scale busi-

“The incidence and other economic consequence of taxes on com-

" modities, labor invomes, capital and its interesi, property in geseral,

ete., are discussed at length in the author’s recent book, The Eco-
nomics of Taxation, New Vork {Holt), 1924

"In view of the above facts and of others diseussed in this bock
the conclusion seems inesca;able that the passage from Voltaire
which Profesor Selipmai refers to ou pages 75 and 3o of his £s-
says in Taxation, oth edition, apparently ith apoproval aad as a
means of helping to discredit the “single tax” view is a most ' fair
statement of the case, ' :
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aess would be more economical. «Thus, it nﬁght, if eva~
sion were impossible, prevent the establishment of depart-
ment stores and cause the establishment, Instead, of small
specialty stores.®

Sat even when this advantage (viz., the protection of
the individual against the danger of falling so hopelessly
low in the economic scale) of levying taxes largely on
land values is carefuily pointed out, objections are made
which indicate cither an unwillingness (perhaps, some-
times, mere carelessness) or an inability thoroughly to
analyvze the problem. For example, it is sometimes said
that the greater cheapness of land is no advantage to
wotsdd-he owiers since, although the land is made cheaper
by land-value taxation, the greater tax offsets the lower
selling price. The new owner, it is said, merely pays the
tax instead of the higher purchase price or instead of
interest on a larger mortgage. Those who present the
above argument apparently overlook entirely the fact
that, if the greater annual tax on the land no more than
offsets the lower purchase price, then the reduction of
other taxes, including taxes on improvements, is all clear
gain.  And they also overlook the fact that the greater tax
on land values, by discouraging speculation in land, i. e,
by increasing the competition of landowners to get their
fand used, lowers land rent. The salable value of land

therefore falls, partly because the rental yield which is
capitalized into a salable value is reduced by this conpe-

tition, as well as partly because the remaining rent is
further reduced by the increase of iand-value taxation.

“Ng criticism is here intended, however, of those who favor pro-
gressive taxation of bare-land values because the; think it, for po-
Hitical reasons, a good entering wedge to bring about, eventually,
weon-discriminating taxation of bare-land values.
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Hence, the new buyer finds that the greater cheapness of
land more than offsets the imcreased tax which he has

‘to pay on.it, even if his other faxes are nol veduced—as

they thereafter can be.*®

But some may still insist that there is as much reason
for interfering by taxation, or otherwise, with the right
to receive income from capital as with the priviieg‘e"of
drawing rent from land, sceming, despite such argwments
as have been presentted in the foregoing pages, to se¢ no
distinction between land values and capital values of any
significance for public policy.®® In order to give every
reasonable consideration to those who hold such a view
let us inquire carefully what would happen if, instead of
removing taxes from capital and putting them on land
values, we should do just the opposite, i. e., remove taxes
from land values and put-them on capital. The net income
from capital would thus be reduced. Unless and uatil
this fact caused a decrease of saving and so lessened the
supply of capital and raised interest rates, the net rate
of interest realized on capital would be lower. But, cer-
tainly over any considerable period, the value of capital
goods could not be less than the cost of production of
such goods, else capital would not be constructed even
to take the place of old capital wearing out, and there '

% Although the competition to put gond idle Tand into vse lowers the
economic rent that an owner can gei on his land, i e his income a8
an owner, his lador income, as such, is increased. In the technical
terminology of economic theory, labor is more productive, having
more and better and available to work with and the product of
industry attributable to labor is greater, while the part attributable
(“ipaputable”} to land and collectible as rent is Jess, .

Thiz seems to be the attitude taken by Professo. Ely in his Jur-
tines of Land Economics, Ann Arhor, Mich. (Edwards Brothers),
193z, Vol. III, p. 103.
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would finally he no capilal at all. Tt seems obvious, there.
fore, that no considerable cheapening of the salzﬂ:ﬂe value
of capital could, in the long run, be expcatcfd. from the
heavier taxing of capital.  But the correlative hgll*_tcr tax-
ation of and ‘vcﬂum would encourage speculation in ];}11(1,
keep land out of use and make land rent higl‘mr. lAhe
fact that from this higher rent less was taken in taxation
would mean & greater increase of aet rent than o-f DTOSS
rent. The capitalized value of fand, even if the‘miercgt
rate at which the land was capitalized id not fall as a
consequence of the increased tax on capital, would tend
to rise in as great a proportion as its net rent. It wonld
be harder for an ambitious and thrifty but pbor man to
save enough to buy a piece of land.  And, after .he ‘hz{f'ﬁ
bouglit it, though the tax on bis land value would be less,
the gﬂtax on any improvements he might make would be
more. The increase of tenancy would be accentuated.

Jut to remove taxes from other things and impose them
on land values would cheapen land and make 1t easier to
acquire, while capital goods could no' become worth nw@
than the cost of duplicating them. Owners of land and
capital would pay heavier taxes on t_he;r Jand but 1nu'
or no taxes on their capital. If they inteaded to continue
using their land rather than to sell it, its lower sz.daific
ralue would be no injury to them. Cwners of land who
intended to sell it in order to buy other land w(mi(‘i lose
no more as sellers by the falt in the salable value of land
than they would gain as buyers. Owners of land who
intended to sell, not for the purpose of reinvesting but
in order to uge up the proceeds in current conswmption,
would, indeed, lose, since the reduced s:'ﬂ‘aiﬁ? value oi
their I"dﬂd would mean diminished posgsibilities in thc‘ way
of such consumption. Owners of unimproved and slight-

Tre CraNces oF Tae Common Max 157
ly improved land would lose, at least tenporarily, since the
increased taxation of their land would more than offset
any decreased taxation of their capital.  But even they, if

they were hardworking and thrifty, would gain from the
reduction or abolition of taxes on capital, since whatever
capital they might thenceforth accamulate wou Id be less
taxed or not taxed at all.  In cases where their fature
accumulations tn general or their fuiure improvenients
on their land were conslderabile, a net benefit might he
realized even by some persons who, at the time the change
went into effect, had little or uo prope. Ty except in unused
land. To tax land values vather thon improvements cer-

A2

tainly does not guarantee fortunes to the thriftless. Tt

35,
means heavier faxes on the aon-improving  owners of

land. It does nothing to encourage—discourages mtlier—

the holding of land by persons too thriftless te use it well,
It dees remove a penalty now generaliy placed on thrifs

“and iand improvement. Unfike part of our present taxa-

tion systeny, it is wol commaaistic, 1t does not try io re-
ditce the cfficient to the leved of the inefcient. It doces not
try to reduce the thrifty to the level of the unthrifty.
Finally, despite its non-commimnistic character, the taxa-
tion of land values rather than improvements, incomes,
commodities, etc., gives a better chanee to tie amlzst:uas
poot to get started economically and to acquire a oo
petence.

The net effects likely to be produced by a system of
raising revenues as largely as possible ficm faxes on
bar(hl'ind valdes can perhaps best be visualized i7 the

eader will Inquire as to the probable cotmeguences of the
adoptlon of such a system in every state of the Upnited
States but his own.  Where would Tenpie preder to invest
capital-—in his state or outside? Where wouid peopic

I

v
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anxious to accumulate capital and improve their land
prefer to Hve? Where would persons anxious to start
large enterprises prefer to start hem?  Where would
persons anxious to become home owners feel jnclined to
buy land and build? Where would laborers be more
likely to find desirable opporiuiities  for employment ?
Is that policy the more desirable which would atiract
capital and labor? Or is that policy to be preferred which
makes the community adopting it a less promisirg one
for both capital and labor? ) .

For the benefit of those economists who may stifl be
determined: to admit nothing, it is perhaps worth while
to put the matter in the form of a dilemma. Either the
substitution of land value taxation for other taxes lowers
the salable value of land or it does not. If if docs not,
then tiwe talle about “vested rights” is nonsense even from
the conservative point of view. If it does, then there can
be no denying that such a tax removes obstacles which now
stand in the way of the economic progress of the thriity
poor and the econcmic rehabilitation of those wham for-
tune has dealt heavy blows. Why try to blink the issue?
1 conservative economists really believe the “‘vested
rights” argument to be, of itself, a sufficient objection to
change, why not frankly say so instead of contending that
such change would not bring results which reason clearly
indicates it would bring or instead of ignoring the likeli-
hood of such results? Does the explanation lie in a fear
{hat an argumeni which to them is ‘conclusive might
ccem inadequate to some of their readers? Or do they
feel the proposal to tax land values more heavily tc be so
vicious that it suusf be attacked from many angles?

There are a considerable number of the more “liberal”
present-day  economists who, like the socialists, with
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whom, lowever, they would be otherwise at odds, class
enly labor incomes as “earned” and class all incomes
from property, whether interest on capital or rent of
land, as. “vneamed,” and who are favorably disposed
towards discriminatory taxes on what they call “un-
carned” incomes. The impropriety of such a classification
has been sufficiently shown in the first prrt of this book ™
But it is desired, at this point, to cail ihe attention of
these economists, and of readers in general, specifically
and most emphatically to ithe difference in the conse-
quences which are likely to ensue according as we levy
taxes on the income from capital or on the rental valve
of land. It sometimes looks az if a good many econ-
omists were willing to make every kind of distinction
which might seem to indicate sympathy with the common
man except the one distinction the application of which
would do the commion man most good.

§ 8

Do We Awvoid Trenching on Vested Rights by Taving
Only Future Increases tn Land Volues?

Despite the apparent condemnation by a large propor-
tion of text-writing economists, of the single tax, there
vet seems to lurk a feeling that something should be done
about land rent. But how can somethin> be Jone without
interfering with the sacred rights of ownership intuitively
determined? The answer of many economisis is, to tax
future tncreases in the value of land. To do thrs, it is
supposed, would not interfere with vested rights hecause

"See 1, §8 4 and 5; also II, § z.
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it supposedly would not lower the salahle 'valuuu fjf lanfﬂ.
In the simple phraseclogy of Professor Falrch_llcl‘s i‘).r,?om,
written for high-school pupils, “there is nothing unjust
about this™**

And vet, this also reserubles “changing the rules of a
game, *»‘:"hi’;c the game is in progress, to the disad‘fanta‘ge
:31‘ <v1£e contestant.””  For the adoption of such a policy
on anv extended scale would be likely, as the present
writer has several times pointed out,” to lower the cuirent
salable value of land in comparison with th?lj goods.
Indeed, considered as a mathematical proposition, the
argument is just as convincing for reduced presmt value
of land consequent upon a definitely promised tax on
future increment of value as for -redu‘ced present vg.luc
consequent upon a definitely promised 1:3c1:eesed taxation
rate upon the entire value of the land, The p_m.'cha,ser
of a piece of land, in buving it and in determining the
maximum price he can afford to pay—as, also, the seller
in determmining the minimum price he can affo?d to takcu_—-
considers as well the possibilities of future ncreases 1t
value as the present rental yield. A piece of land may
sell for about $1,000, not bhecause of any preseal }"IE]C.L
bt because of the estimzie that, aiter fourieen years, it
will vield a net annual income of $100 and be worth (cap-
italized on a 5 per cent. basis) approximately $2,000.
Suppose that, on the day after a purchasler has possesse;d_
himself of such a picce of land at a price of $1,000, it
suddenly and unexpectedly becomes evident that hal-f of
the increment in value, at the end of fourteen years, is to
be taken in taxation! Would not the prsent salable
value at once fall to $7507 And if the increment tax were

=P, 527. o .
®Gee article and books referred to earlier in this paper.
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o be 100 per cent, would not the present value at once
become $5007  Yet economists like Professor Fairchild—
who s here referred to not as an isolated errant writer
but as follfowing the beaten track
prage”

can say oir the same

that diseriminatory taxes on land “would he an
mjustice” and, of a tax on future increases in value, that
“there is nothing unjust about this™!

I truth, m a rapidly growing country, the present
value of a very large part of the land is probably affected
by the estimate of or the reasonable hope of future in-
creases.  Kven land which actually does not rise in value
may have high present value because of the expectation
of such a rise, and the partial destruction of this expee-
tation by a prospective Increment tax mizht lower its
present value.  Suggest, for such a country, any vuie
whatever of taxation of futwre dncrements and it becomes
at once possible for the mathematician, if he has the
requistte data, to work out a lower (at first), but gradual-
Iv increasing rate on the entire value of land, becoming
eventually high enough to absorb the entire rental yield,
which would lower the present szlable valie of land, on
the average, no more than the ncrement tax. This con-
clusion will be obvious to any mathematician, Indeed, it
requires only a very little knowledge of mathematics to
grasp . There is no occasion for anyone to he vain-
glorious over his comprehension of it.  But many, if not
most, ot the Amertcan cconomists wha have hecome prom-
inent as the authors of texthooks, not only do not mention
it but write as if it were untruc.

Professor Taussiy scems.clearly to understand that the
value of a piece of land is atTected by its expected futyre
rent.. Thus, he states™ that in a growing city “an ad-

B cay.
“Principles of Economics, 2d rev. ed., Vol. II, p. 98,
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vantageous site will command a price more than in pro-
portion to its present rent; because it is expected that the
rent will increase still further as the years go on” A
fittle further on ™ referring specifically to “the problem of
vested rights,” he says:

“To the present owners, the capitalized value represents
an investment or an inheritance, precisely as does the
present value of anything whicli is capital it the strict
cense. Here, again, unless the whole institution of private
property be remade or abolished, the existing rights to
land, as they have been allowed to develop through the .
centuries, must be respected.” ' '

And yet, after having thus pointed out that present val-
wes are affected by prospective future increases of rent.
and after having indicaied his respect for the doctrine of
vested rights, Professor Taussig proceeds o defend the
{axation of future increments!™ “The question is differ-
ent.” he savs, “as regards the rise n rent that is stil! to
come. There is no vested right in the indefinite fature.
In strict theory, thie whole of this increase might be taken
through taxation.” ' )

Professor Bullock argnes in a somewhat similar vein.
e points out that Henry George advocated seizing “grad-
uallv the present economic rent of land’ or enough of it
to defray all public expenditures.’™ He then proceeds
to insist upon the confiscatory and unjust nature of the
reform.®  Following after this he contends that “to ad-
just municipal taxation in such a manner as 1o intercept
a considerable part of the future unearned increment from

#ibid., p. 102,

©rbid.

The Elements of Economies, 2d ed., pp. 324, 325
“fbid, pp. 326-28.
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I;md would be a safe and probably a desirable policy.”?
l;?ut Professor Bullock has not left ui considered ihe pos-
szl).ility that purchasers of tand have paid, in the purchase
price, for anticipated future increases in value. [For he
goes on to say:
‘ “The purchase price paid for land in a progressive city
15 somewhat greater than iis capitalized present rental
valtie, since the purchaser can and st pay more in view
{,)f the prospective increase of the rent. S(gmc part ol the
future incr‘f{rasc, therefore, is reflected i present capital
va?ucs, and should be left to the present owners.”™

But what part of the future increase is nof refected in
present capital values?  Ave present capital values of land
a_;‘xj;\-'cd at in any other way than by discomnting all an-
ticipated futore rents?  Docs Professor 1311!1(}2?‘1; think
that these rents are in part discounted and in part oot
or does he think that the anticipated increases are, on the
average, less than the realized increases? And if he
tlunks the latter, for what reason? Or does Professor
Bullock suppose that a part of future land-value in;re-
ment_s 13 utanticipated in such a sense that to establish
definitely the policy of taxing heavily this part, would
leave every purchaser of Jand perfectly confident that
n{?t any of the tax would fall wpen him and perfectly
willing, therefore, tc pay as much for the land as i such
a tax were not promised P78

*1oid, p. 329,

Tibid. p. 329, footnote.

"Perhaps, however, Professor Bullock supposes that there are eases
where the rise of land value is so utterly unexpecied that ro auti-civ
patio‘n of it, no remotest hopa of the g)GﬁSibi]it‘y of i, has had any
previous effect on the value of the land. ‘Ts plan for the taxation of
such an -entirely unanticipated increase in land value would pre-
sumably have no effect uscn the saiable value of any land when the
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1 apparently overlooked by most currest Weless
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of economics iexis, was cles
s beok, ¥he Scigncy of Politice] Fepmomy, New York {Doubisday
and MeClure Coj, 1893, v 195,

s s both mors oon

toanmd more onpe

SpProfesser 1 o

servative, Fao seems very clearly o go the whole way amd to be

Vesren Ricuts anvp Furtuze INCREMENTS is7

EICE oW where the pliysical sciences were hefore the days
of Newton, Kepler, Galileo, of al.?

A heavy tax on future increase of value may infringe
apon “vested rights” as tauch as or more than a gradﬁai
increase of taxation on land values in general, Bub if we
are primarily interesied in building the best possible fu-
ture society, we shall prefer the latter. For however
greatly “vested righis” may be infringed upon by an in-
cremmt‘ tax, in the fong run the salable value of land
cannot Dﬁ made fo fail as much and the opportunities of
theﬁambm{ms poor 16 get started in life cannot he made
as iavorable by such a tax as by a gradually increasing
tax on the entire salable or rental vahie of land. }

Bi,!f scarcely any leagt glimmering of light on the reasl
:m@ tuportant advantages of increased land-value taxation
%S’hlﬂﬁs through the dark smoke-screen of confused reason-
ing with which, however unconscisusly and vnintentional-
ly, the majority of writers on public finance have sur-
rounded  this stubject.  And so what the historian,
Buckle," remarked as being frequently true of the so-
called educated, can perhaps be fairly asserted of many
present-day students of aconomics who, ambitious to un-
derstand the economic faws of taxation and the effects of
taxation on human welfare, have sought aid from the
standard text books on public finance, viz., that the pro-

roos f flhed . s
gress of their knowledge “has heen actually retarded by
definitely opposed te the taxing zven of future increases of fand
value as unfair to “the man who has purchased land at 2 price or
val‘ue de‘ae‘ermmed by capitalizing unearmed increment,” 5
a‘mdes “Tax Ezxemptien Through Tax Capimalization”
Hconemic Review, June, 1936, p. 281, w
gy . ) -
I‘Eenr‘} Thomas Buckle, The History of Civilization in Eugland,
reprivited from the second Tondon edition, New ¥
1354, Vol I, p. 10g,

Gee hiy
American

orl ({agp]mn) ,
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the activily of thewr education”, that they are “hirdened
by prejudices, which their r€a<t’1w instead of dissipating,
has rendered more inveterate”, that their ’ “erudition min-
isfers to their ignorance” and that “the more they read,
the less they know.”

§9
Suwnipnary

Tnn concluding our briel and somewhat limited review
of the opinions of ce srtain professional ece cnomists on the
taxation of land values, we may, perhaps With advantage,
clance back at some of our discoveries, We have found
the claim set up, by very clear i!;‘mlicailm"; that o tax
pare land rent rather than improvements w puld discour-
age thrift and improvements more than 1, fax land znd
improvements together at a lower rate on thelr combined
value. We have noted the assertion, by a widely kaown
that the unearncd m-
crement is “diffused,” in large part, through generolly

eronormist and taxation advis

reduced rents, prices and railway rates. We have met

with the claim. from the writings of a specialist on taxa-

tion, that bare-land values fmsl improvement values cannot

be distinguist ud hecause Cit s guite Impossible” fo do

it and hecause “no attemnpt iz cver made” to do it and
"

from the writings of both this specialist and two othiers,

that there iz not mwich distinction, anyway, between gifts

of nature and products of Iabor, We have mel with the
claim that the single tax (ibe fmpdl unigue) was “aban-
doned” in France, because of ifs “injustice,” although it
was never tried in France, We have examined the con-
tention that additional taxation of land wvalues would be

SUM M ARY i6s

wnjust, but have found other “vest ¢ righis” recelving,
asually, less sympathetic consideration from professional
sty Finally, we have found that eeonomists whe

BOOHIOINS
are well known among thelr fellows i1 the cratft are ca-

pabie of bolh opp wosing tereased general taxation of lan

as infringing on vested ss”his and, simultanecusiy,
favo 1
as not infringing ou soch rights. What arguments will

val

yalae fuoromentss

ring special taxation of fihere 1

he next concocted by those conservative profes ional econ-
s -

orists who are determined, at all costs, o oppe
ereased general land-value faxation !

From o Recent Roview by Henry Raymond dMus
n Fhe Nativa.

Ti was full time for some comperently squipped econy nisy 1o take
up the cudgels in behalf of the geonormically ‘{92‘4‘!&‘ parts of H
(ieorge's doctrine,  Mr. Srowa has dope & ow f{’di and of
whole with skill.  Of course this puts Bm ouiside the fold of
safe gnd sane sonom and the vigor of his onstaught has alrgady
gccasioned some ligtle fustering o the a -Js!;‘n dove-col Bt
say what we fand does differ signil for purposes of
seonomic analysis, from factories amd rails and other
tiaings that men make. The true ¢ i dst, then, 3 he i3
going to devise §aX Sysiems, count of those ditfeesnoes,
and not simply foam 2t the mooth every tirme the single 3% b
mentioned,




