4 LAND AND FREEDOM

“BUY A LOT IN NORTH HOLLYWOOD NOW.
DO YOU WANT PEOPLE TO WORK FOR YQU?
THEN INVEST IN OUR LOTS AND GET THE RE-
FLECTED VALUE OF ALL THE COMMUNITY
DOES FOR US. DO YOU WANT TO SHARE IN THE
WAGES OF ALL NORTH HOLLYWO0OOD WORKMEN?
WRRNIRROFITS OF ITS STORE KEEPERS?:t EVEN
THE CAR FARES PAID BY THE SHOP GIRLS ON
THEIR WAY TO AND FROM WORK? YOU WON'T
HAVE TO DO A THING. BY AND BY YOU WILL
BE ABLE TO LIVE ON WHAT OTHER PEOPLE DO.
NOW 1S THE OPPORTUNITY TO LIVE A LIFE OF
EASE AND PERHAPS EVEN OF LUXURY, AND,
WITHOUT CONTRIBUTING TO THE PROSPERITY
OF THE COMMUNITY, GET MOST OR ALL QF
THIS PROSPERITY.”

UCH an advertiisement is only a little more frank and

candid than the one that lies before us. We have
merely reduced its terms, and it is capable of further re-
ductio ad absurdum. Conccaled in its insidious appeal
to avarice and ignorance is the element of indifference to
a great social wrong that takes from those who labor the
wealth they create for the benefit of the idlers. Can civiliz-
ation be anything but what it is when, rooted in laws and
custom, this great wrong persists?

ROF. LEE BIDGOOD, of the Department of Political

Economy in the University of Alabama, is the author
of a book used in his classes, and in it (page 152) he says:
“Again Single Taxers are incorrect in supposing that in-
crease in value without the effort of the owner—the un-
earned increment—is peculiar to land. We see such
increase going on everywhere in respect to all sorts of
property. The ethical basis of the Single Tax is there-
fore fallacious.”

O that ends it. If there is any species of property

that increases in value outside of old books, old violins,
old wines, and old paintings, the Professor fails to indicate
them. ‘‘All sorts of property,'’ says the Professor. That
is pretty inclusive. Yet ‘‘all sorts of property” tend
to disintegration and decay. Houses built thirty years
if not constantly renovated have arrived at their hour of
dissolution. Machinery is shorter lived. Clothes shorter
yet. Foods shorter still, unless we except plum pudding.
Ah, plum pudding! The unearned increment in plum
pudding has eluded the Professor. Yet it supplies an-
other fine excuse for not taking for public purposes the
socially created land values of the community!

UT even plum pudding is a product of labor. It can,
unlike land, be produced ad [bitum. That is the
reason why labor products do not increase in value. To
urge the increase in value that comes to a few things which

are not commodities and owe their value—always fluct-
uating and uncertain—to the vanity and wealth of col-
lectors—looks like a joke or an evasion. And it is a joke.
It is a joke on the Professor. Delivered with the air of
an oracle it may have an effect on some of the youthful
minds Prof. Bidgood teaches. But we call on his students
to challenge this contenticn. He is teaching economics
—the values he no doubt has in mind, values only to the
virtuoso, are not the values which enter into the science
of economics.

Concerning Land Ownership

LTHOUGH Henry George is a master of the art of

lucid exposition of economic subjects, it would be
idle to deny that therc has been some misunderstanding
of the meaning to be attached to certain phrases
which he uses in describing the evil which he finds to lic at
the root of social injustice and which paralyses all attempts
to ameliorate social conditions as long as the fundamental
error lies unremedied. This evil he finds to be ‘‘private
property in land,"” or “private ownership of land,” be-
cause such property or ownership, if carried to its logical
conclusion, permits the exclusion of all persons not owning
land from their natural right to live by the application of
their labor to land. Many people jump to the conclusion
that the only alternatives to private ownership of land
are public ownership of land or common ownership of land,
and are disposed to believe that so far as land is concerned
Henry George was a communist. Others interpret his
language to imply that he approved a limited socialism,
making land the property of the State. That he meant
neither of these things has always been clear to Single
Taxers, who have combatted these economic errors for
half a century.

Perhaps the question will be asked, if ownership does
not vest in the individual, in the State or in Society (here
understood as the community in its non-political aspect)
to whom then does it belong? If one answers that ques-
tion in the strict sensc, it can not belong at all, in the same
sense that personal property belongs to its producer, one
is suspected of being visionary or metaphysical.

Perhaps the best comprehension of Henry George's
meaning may be attained by a parable, A certain man,
having land which he wished to use for the benefit of his
children, decides during his life-time, to create a trust for
its management in their interest, they themselves having
the power to choose the trustees. Clearly the heirs do
not own the property, for the father still lives and may
revoke the trust. The heirs have a clear right to bargain
among themselves for possession of such parts of the estate
as each may think he can manage to the best advantage,
subject to the approval of the trustees, who in the common
interests exact from the possessor as much annual rent as
any other heir will give for the exclusive possession of the



