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Perhape it is a natural feeling for human beings to *“let George do it”
or to think because they know the thing desired is a good thing and
therefore needs no advertising. If that is the reason that so few
Single Taxers are ever found doing anything for Single Tax let me ask
them to get such an idea out of their heads. Single Tax can only be
brought into human use in two ways, by the peaceful democratic
method of education and the use of the ballot, or as a friend of mine
lately wrote me, will “come as the outcome of the most terrible and
bloody revolution the world has ever experienced.”

Which of these two ways is preferable? It seems to me, that I am
not too bold in asking Single Taxers who have not been doing anything
for Single Tax to come out and do something for it. I would also ask
those who “believe in the principles of Henry George'’ to cease voting
against Single Tax by voting the old party tickets.

Why I write thus at this time, is because of the peculiar situation in
England where a general election is taking place. If the Common-
wealth Land Party over there puts candidates in the field, many
“believers in the principles of Henry George'' are going to work against
these candidates.

If this kind of voting insanity keepe up, I will not quit working for
the government-taking-the-entire-economic-rent-of-land Single* Tax.
That would be performing an impossibility—barring accidents to my
bodily and mental facilities, but we might as well “turn out the lights
and go home,"’ get into our beds of ease and slumber on, until the ‘‘most
terrible and bloody revolution awakens us to action.”

I am disgusted. In this State of Maryland, I am informed by one
who ought to know, that there is not to his knowledge a single other
person in the State that is in favor of Single Tax and willing to vote
for it—at least while the other parties have tickets in the field. Were
the Single Tax Party the only party with candidates on the ballot, 1
suppose they would even then refuse to vote for them because of the
trouble involved. Let me repeat I am disgusted.

Centerville, Md. OLiver MCKNIGHT.

NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE LAW OF RENT.

EpiTor SINGLE TAX REVIEW:

However strenuously one may differ with Mr. Cecil St. John in his
conclusions, your readers should feel indebted to him for having raised
the question indicated by the heading, as the effort to grapple with
such aspects of the problem makes for clarity of thought and vision.
The division of the term “Rent” into the two categories “plain’ and
‘‘economic,’’ as representing on the one hand the payments for the use
of portions of the earth’s surface on which to live and work and in
which the time-element is the measure of value; and on the other,
the prices paid for portions of Nature’s wealth-accumulations in the
appropriation of which time may be of little importance, appeals, it
must be confessed, to the imagination as exceedingly plausible and as
likely to work out to startling consequences. Nevertheless, a lurking
sense of instability in the argument prevents me from accepting it or
admitting that “it goes to the very foundation of economic science."

In the first place, it runs counter to an instinctive tendency towards
simplification or the reduction of catagories, which has been felt and
amply justified in recent developments in philosophy, science, religion,
and also economics; and it is not without significance that it is becoming
more and more easy as human relationships become better understood,
to group all natural values whether of immediate realizable utilities,
or potential fertility, or mere standing-room, under the one term of
site-value or value of location. The pragmatic value of such a sim-
plification is so obvious that I must stand by it until further argument
is forthcoming.

It appears to me as though Mr. St. John has reached his conclusions
through what I may be pardoned for callingan unwarrantable use of
the time element as a factor in his argument. Bergson and Einstein
have familiarized us with the conception of Time as a measure of in-
tensity rather than as an evenly-flowing stream composed of successive
moments of equal measurement. It is with quantities or volumes of

human effort we have to do in relation to the “‘using” or utilizing of
natural resources; and clock-time must only be taken as a rough and
ready method, varying as human ingenuity varies, for calculating
those qualities. To adopt Mr. St. John's own simile, there is a vast
difference between emptying a granary with a teaspoon and in using
a steam-shovel, but that difference is measurable in terms of effort,
and time, and it seems to me, need not enter into the calculus. The
problem of economics as a humane science surely is to conceive of the
world as a concatenation of opportuniteis on which man may labor to
satisfy his wants; to ear-mark clearly those opportunities that are
more advantageous than that enjoyed by the last man to arrive; and
by taxing the ‘‘differential,” to average the total advantages among
all men. Now, what in the last analysis constitutes the advantage
of one position over another? Surely it is just this, that with less
labor (measured either in time or intensity) he can get the same or better
results? For this advantage, whether it be in the keeping of a store,
the manufacturing of shoes or the digging of minerals, he who is to en-
joy it will willingly pay, and his payment will always be called rent.
For purpose of residence or for convenience in trading he may engage
to pay a yearly rental sum for a specified time, or he may compro-
mise by paying a lump sum. But if for any reason, say that he
wants to dig minerals and with modern appliances sees his way to a
quick exhaustion of the natural wealth-accumulation, he wants oc-
cupancy for only a year, or six months or three months, the payment
will be fixed in view of that consideration but will still rightly be called
rent as coming under the same general principles, i.e., a payment for
the use of a specially advantageous situation.

Now why should the term “Rent"” be inapplicable in such a case
where payment is made for the use of a piece of land for a year, a month
or a day, simply because no second tenancy need be expected, the
‘“‘substance’” having been removed?, and which circumstances was
foreseen by the lessor and taken account of in fixing the amount to be
paid. Rent is what land is worth for use; what some one will give
for permission to produce; and does not hinge upon the question of
whether it will continue to command a reatal in the immediate future.
But why do we speak of economic rent at all while we think of land
problems always in terms of selling values? It is surely because of
the exigencies of collective or civic life which is lived “in time,'” and
must be supported by daily, monthly or yearly payments. We in-
stinctively translate selling values into time values by way of estimat-
ing the day-to-day advantage accruing to their owners, and which as
we think, ought to accrue to society. It may be then, that Mr. St.
John is right in suggesting that the term “Economic Rent” might be
wisely discontinued, and ‘“land value’’ alone used as the subject term
for taxation reform., I submit, however, that he has not adequately
supported his four propositions (a), (b), (c) and (d), nor shown reason
why site values in cities and mineral and timber values in the remotest
corners of the industrial world are not equally amenable to the prin-
ciple of ascertaining their selling or market va.lues and imposing a tax
thereon, the proper limit of which would be determined by their relation
to the margin of cultivation. I indulge the hope of reading something
more from Mr. St. John's pen on this interesting subject.

Glasgow, Scotland ALEX MACKENDRICK.

DIFFERS WITH MR. ST. JOHN.

Eprror SINGLE Tax REVIEW:

I note Mr. St. John’s article in which he claims that Henry George
has caused much confusion by a loose interpretation of the term "rent,”
and he concludes that the Ricardian Law of Rent must be repealed as
a necessary first step in the restoration of order.

After a careful examination of Mr. St. John's argument I believe
that such repeal is wholly unnecessary, and that we may therefore
look forward to the retention of this law and all that it implies for yet
some time to come.

As Mr, St. John points out, it is true that a site on the surface con-
tinues permanent, practically at least, and that a coal deposit below



