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NEGATIVE,
REBUTTAL.

SUBJECT OF DEBATE.

Resolved that the Single Tax---the appro-
priation of ‘the rentable value of land by the
community—is the only means of aobtaining
social justice with equality of opportunity,
conforming as it does to the highest ideals of
justice and equity; that it would abolish in-
voluntary poverty and fear of poverty (mot
caused by physical or mental disabilities) and
the crime due to poverty; that it is perfectly
feasible: under present conditions; that it
would simplify, instead of complicate, our
systems of assessment and collection of taxes,
and that it is expedient that it should be in-
troducéd everywhere as soon as possible in
the interest of civilizatibn.

. AFFIRMATIVE.

The Single Tax is ome which proposes to
take - for the use of the community and the
benefit-of its component individuals, the rent-
able’ value of land and to abolish all other
taxes, whether through the tariff or internal

-revenue, licenses, stamp dues or any other

form of impost whatever, Progress and Pov-

erty, Baolk VI, Chapter z.

NEGATIVE.

Before proceeding to discuss the merits of
the question, it is permissible to ask whether
the raising of revenué from one source alome
like -the tariff—would not also be a Single
Tax, and whether the taking of all thé rent-
able-value of land would not exceed the uses
of -the community and destroy the sellirig
price of land. Progress and Poverly, Book .,
IX, Chapter 1. o

y

REBUTTAL.

Yes; the raising of revenue [rom one source
—like the tariff—would be a Single Tax, but
it would not be what has come to be kncwn
the world over as the Single Tax. Whether
stch a tax would exceed the uses of the com-
muily, and the disposal of the surplus, if
any, may be considered later. The taking of
the annual rentable valie of land would de--
stroy the selling price of land so that land in
Wall Street would sell for no more than land

. at the North Pole—that is, nathing.

JUSTICE. _

It is just to take for the use of the Com-
munity the rentable value of land because this
value 1s created by the community. “To the
producer belongs the product.” Properly
speaking, this would not be a tax at all, if
would simply be the taking of a community-
created value which has hitherto inadvisedly

" been almost entirely left to individuals. It

would merely take from individuals. what they
have no right to own. On the other hand,
any other form of taxation 1s unjust, because
it takes from the individual somethng he has
earned by his labor or restricts the full exer-
cise of his fnnctions, or of the functions of
others who have an equal right to their full
exercise. It robs the individual of what is



really his own., The question reduces itself
to one of ownership, What, then, is Fhe basis
of awnership? First of all it is the right of a
* man to himself, then to the fruit of his labors,

to what he produces.and to whatever he may

obtain by exchanging what he produces for
the fruit of the labor-of others—for what
others produce. Now, as the rentable vilue
of land is produced not by individuals, but by
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- the cdmmumity as a whole, it properly belongs
to the community, while what individuals pro-
duce. properly. belongs to them. Thus, a tax

which would take the rentable value of land .

and abolish all other forms of taxation, would
be in accordance with the highest ideals of
-justice—rendering to society what belongs to
* society, and to individuals what belongs to
individuals. Progress and Paverty, Book VL.
Chapter 1. '

- EQUITY.
" Every one would be treated equally by the
Single Tax from the point of view of the

fiscal obligations of individvals to the com- -

munity and of the community to individuals.
For from individuals nothing would be taken
that they have earned, yet they would not be
allowed to retain a value that belonged to the
community, Confined to the Single Tax,
society could not interfere in the private biisi-
ness of individuals as it does today, and could
not leave in the hands of individuals. business
that is in its nature a public function. '

THE SINGLE TAX WOULD ABOLIISH
INVOLUNTARY POVERTY.

What, then, is poverty? It is the lack of-

things necessary to life and conducive to
liberty and happiness. . Such things- include

food, clothing, lodging and, in a greater'or .

less degree, the comforts. and conveniences

which modern civilization offers. How 1§ it, -
then, that in a world of good things theré .

should be so many persons lacking even

enough food and clothing -ta lve decently?-
Those who work hardest frequently - obtain °

only a bare subsistence.
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Without considering the exceptional cases
if those who are afificted with physical or
nental disabilities, such as those whe are in-
ane and those born blind or crippled or who
terwards become so, the question is evi-
lently ‘one of distribution. No one will dis-
wfe that there is plenty in this world and
hat the greater the population the more they
an produce of the things needed for life,
iberty and happiness, given the opportusity
o produce. Now the factors in production
re laad, lzbor and capital. . In the last
nalysis, capital is only a form of stored up
abor, so that the question resolves itself into
he query why labor does not get the full re-
vard of its exertions. Qbviously it is because
and, the other factor, through private owner-
hip monopolizes the greater part of the earn- -
ngs of labor. Tt is estimated that the State
f Texas alone could support in ‘plerity the
ntire population of the earth. With land
wrership abelished, the few who now own .
he earth would not he able to take, from
hose who produce, part of the fruits of their
oil;-in the shape of ground rent, without
iving anything in return except the permis-
on to work. .

True, - the “worker - wouid still pay-the full
eal rentable -wvalue  of the land -he used,
‘hether he was its “owner” or not. And if
e did not “own” the land--that is, have.the
tle to it—he would still pay this rentahle
alug to~a ‘so-called “Tandlord.” But the
landlord” ‘would have to turn it over to the
tate and the worker, under the Single Tax,
iaiild” net_have to pay a fine for producing.
[ig taxes. would ot be increased the more he
roduced, but he would get the full return
31 his exertions., Those who would not work

- s

would get nothing; our idle fich -and -our
tramps would disappear. Above all, the. -
laborer would not be restricted to competing
with his fellows for work. Although he-
would pay io the community directly, or -
through the landlord, the real rentable value
of the land he used, he would not pay the -
enormous speculative rentable value now’
placed on land in addition to its real .rentable
value, through the praspect of an inerease in
value as population grows. It is thus that
millions of acres are held out of use hy specu-



lators ‘who have bought the land expecting to
make a large profit by selling it again. They
arﬁ holding for a higher price and refuse to
sell.
into our cities and compelled to pay not only
the real value of the land they use, but an
inflated, fctitious, speculative value, caused
by holding large tracts out of use, for the
permission to live and work. -

Now, under the Single Tax, these spécu-
lators would find their occupation gone.” The
land being taxed to its-full rentable value, it
would have no capitalized value and, the tax

Thus the workers are crowded back .

being raised as its rentable value increased,.

or lowered as it decreased, its selliig: price

would always remain the same--that is, nil,

The speculator. would have to use it ‘or let

1t go. PR

Thus, there would be an-outlet for all who
desired to work, and wages could nevér be
reduced helow what.a man conld earn by ‘the
application of labor to land.  If a man had
a $1,000 bond renewable in.perpetuity and
drawing $60 a year interest and it were taxed
$60.in perpetuity, the bond would not be good
for more than waste paper.. But if a man had
‘a piece of fand worth $60 4 year rent and-it

5 o

were taxed $60 the land would still be good
. to grow crops on and buiid houses on. And
if there were no taxes on crop or home, there
could be no poverty in the world. For there
would be enough persons glad of the oppor-
tunity to grow crops and build homes to re-

lieve the pressure on zll other forms of labor, -

so that throsgh mutual interchange of the

fruits of labor, there would be no one with-

out crops or food and clothing and homes
‘with, at least, the ordinary comforts and con-
veniences which modern civilization offers.
Thus would poverty be abolished. And-crime
due to poverty would also disappear. © To
state the proposition is to state an axiom.
For .if poverty . were abolished, necessarily
whatever is due to poverty would disappear.
Many, however, will dispute that crime is-due
to poverty. I am not maintaining that all
erime is due now immediaiely to poverty, but
that merely whatever is due to poverty would
disappear.
to poverty or the fear of poverty is admitted
by the vast majority of economists.and pen-
ologists:- For instance, all crimes connected
with the possession of money or goods of
another—sqch as thefts, burglaries, embezzle-
ments, defalcations and ali forms of swind-

That a large part of crime is due’

o

ling are due to this cause. If an honorable
career and the.certainty of obtaining full re-
ward for one’s labor were open tb all; how

-many would choose the much harder labor of
the skilled thief, the burglar, the embezzler

of the defaulter with the almosi absolute cer-

tainty of detection .and punishment i the
et ? . . . -

" Almost all crime is the desire.to get some-
thing that one has not, by means that are
either immoral or illegal or both. Those that
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are purely illegal under the Single Tax would
disappear; like smuggling, for instance, for
were there no tariff there could be no crime
against the tariff. OF those that are immoral
nearly all would also be eliminated, except
those due to mental disturbance like klepto-
mania, to undue indulgence of the passions
or to heredity.  Even these would tend to
disappear with the successive generations of
a world of healthy workers.

NEGATIVE.
JusTicE.

1§ the rentable value of land were taken in
taxation, it would destroy any profit in the
investment of savings in the purchase of land
and thus discourage those who wished to own.
their own homes. The mere prospect of such
a tax would discourage the buying of homes,
for no one would care to invest in a property
the value of which he knew would decrease in
a few years. o -

There are many other sources of unearned
income besides land; for instance, stocks and
bonds in raifroad and industrial companies.’
To take such sums would not be robbing the’
individual of what is his own. :

If ownership were restricted fo what one

produced  he  would always remain poor.

Moreover, if one could not invest in land he
would have no security that he could reap
what he had sown. The farmer, for instance,
would not have assurance of his earnings in
his prospective crops unless he owned the
land, and of course if he owned it he would
have a right to its rentable value, and this
ownership would give him a right to any in-
crease in the value of his land.
7



. EQUITY.

The Single Tax, while taking unearned in-

comes as far as the rentable value of land is

concerned, would leave in private hands other

unearned profits, such as the increase in the
value of collections of paintings, sculpture,

works of art, coins, boaoks and the like, More- . .

yver, the community, by allowing individuals
0 own land as comrmonly understood, hLas

oractically given them’a guarantee that they.-
shall not be disturbed in such investments,

ind that any profits or increments accruing
oy the subsequent sale shall belong to them.
[hus, even admitting the abstract justice of
1 single tax on present land values, it would
e inequitable to increase such a tax to the
wxtent of depreciating "present values or to
:onfiscate the capitalized ‘increase up to “the
resent time on the occasion of sales of land

‘ormerly purchased. Such profits rightfully -

selong to those who have made investments in
‘eal estate.  Otherwise a-small part of the.
:ommunity would have to-pay all the revenue
f government and the vast mass of people,
ncluding the owners of other unearned profits, -
vould go scot free. AR .

>OVERTY AND CRIME CANNOT RE
ABOLISHED. :

To sdy that poverty can be abolished is a’
lirect denial of one of the axioms of christi-
nity—"The poor we have .always with us.”
And the fact that poverty does exist is an
pportunity for one -of the sweetest pre-
ogattves of the soul—the exercise of chris-.
ian charity. ' How happy are the recepients—
hose who lack food and clothing and other
onveniences when these are supplied out of

8

-

 the fullness of the more fortumate! And
how happy are the givers as well, in being able
to distribute their goods to those who need
them !

only the lazy or vicious need be without worls,
Moreover, wages never were so high in the
history of the world, and the workers never
were so well off. Capital is really the main
factor in production today, for a man with-
out capital cannot produce enough to satisfy
his bare wants. Moreover, capital by the
use of machinery can multiply the efficiency
of labor a hundred fold, and the workers

today are vasily better off than in the old

days of hand labor alone.

There is plenty of work for everybody and

The “idle rich,” against whom you inveigh,

are a great benefit to society. For they give
employment to millions—not only personal
servants, but whole branches of trade, milli-
ners, dressmalers; florists, landscape garden-
ers, arlists; and are also patrons of the arts
and literature, besides being dispensers -of
charity ; therefore, a wealthy class is a bene-
fit rather than a hindrance .to civilization.
Compelition is the best thing that could hap-
pen to labor, for it malees every man put
forth his best work., If affluence were to be
had with little labor nobody would work very
hard—witness the prevalent laziness and in-
dolence in tropical countries.
- The profits of the land speculator are very
much exaggerated. It is only in the big cities
that there 1s much increase in value, and even
there a purchaser of real esiate often stands
a good chance of losing by his ventures,

if farm lands were absolutely free and
thefe were no taxes at all upon them, there

wotlld not be enough laborers willing to work .
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on them to relieve the congestion in the cities
to any appreciable extent. o
Poverty is due to idleness, laziz_less and
drink, and these are responsible, vy;th here-
dity, for the greater part of all crimes. To
lay crime to poverty is illogical. Some may
be due to poverty, but most crime is due to
disinclination to worle or due to drinlk.

REBUTTAL,
Jusrice.

The Single Tax would destroy any profit
in the investment of savings in the purchase
of land, as land; but would not discourage
those who wished to own their own homes.
It would discourage land speculators, destroy-
ing their chances of profit, but would not dis-
courage home owners, In fact, it would help
those who desire to own homes by decreasing
the price of land on which to build their
homes, and if the full rental value of the land
were taken in taxation, they could obtain the
fand for nothing, paying merely a nominal fee
for transfer of title, maldng their homes only
cost the price of construction.. _ ‘

Stacks and bonds in railroad companies are
very largely shares in the ownership of the
land on which the railroads run, and to the
extent that they are land-owners instead of-
traffic carriers their income is unearned and
rightfully belongs to the community. Simi-
larly, most large industrial companies depend
more or less on the ownership of land and

" where and to the extent that they do, their

income is wnearned.. Where, and to the ex-

tent that they do not depend on land, the

income is not unearned. ' ' :
. 10



The guestion of whether one would always
remain poor or uot, if the Sipgle Tax were
" in operation, has nothing to do with the ques-
tion of its justice. There would certainly be
as miich produced in the world as there is
today, and the fact that incomes unearned
were abolished and taxation. remitted from
those earned wonld tend to a:just distribution
of the world's wealth. There is no necessity
for lind ownership to assure the reaping of
what has been sown; all tliat is needed is un-
" disturbed possession of the land, which has
nothing whatever necessarily to do with
ownership of its rentable value or wvith its
increase in value, . :

EQUITY.

There are no other unearued profits thawm
* those that are derived from or associated with
ownership of land, as understood in econo-
mics; that is, site value. Such things as the
_increase in the value of works of art, coins,
books or the lile, are not the measure of an
unearned value, but are rather the capitalized
wages for the labor of looking after and mak-
ing such collections and caring for them after
they are made. Such increase also includes
risk of insurance against loss, for not every
such collection invariably increases in value.
There are frequent losses.

As to the community having recognized
ownership of land and, therefore, entitling
owners at least to present values, the com-
munity once recognized owmnership of slaves,
but by abolishing slavery without compensa-
tion destroyed their money value to their
~ owners. Moreover, the community has never

-recognized absolute ownership in the rentable

value of land. It has always taken part of it
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in taxation, sometimes more and sometimes
less. While allowing individuals title and un-
disturbed possession of Iand, it bas never
guaranteed that the money value of land shal
not be impaired by taxation. There 1s no 1n-
iquity in the community taking what it has
created by its mere presence. All would be
treated alike, for all men are users of land
and all, under the Single Tax, would pay the
rentable value of the land they use. The only
differences would e that those who do not

hold the title to the land they used would

pay its rentable value to the landlord, who
would turn it over to the State instead of put-
ting it in his own pocket as at present; that
those who do not hold the title would pay

s &4

less than at present because the prospect of
future increase adds a speculative value to’
the rent they pay now, and finally, that being -
relieved of all other taxes, there would be a
fair field and no favor for everybody to exert
his full productive powers to.the utmost with
the assurance that he would not be robbed
through unjust taxation of any part of the

fraits of his labors. No one would go scot

free under such a system .aad all would be
treated equally. )

POVERTY AND CRIME.

It is not true that “the poor we have always
with us” in the sense that poverty is a neces-
sary accompaniment of civilization. That it
has generally been so is not a proof that it is
necessary. - In fact, in new communities.
where there is plenty of free land or land- of
very littie value, there is no involuntary pav- -
erty. Witness our early New England or
Dutch colonies. Those who are poor from
physical disabilities as already alluded to, we
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may have always with us, but that is the only
kind of poverty that cannot be eliminated—
the poverty that comes from heredity or acci-
dent. The environment is all right; we are
surrounded by enough good things for all

- To encourage the existence of poverty for
the purpose of alleviating it by charity would
be like setting a house on fire for the pleas-.
ure of extinguishing the flames, or giving a
person a disease to prove the efficacy of a
cure. The less of that kind of christian
charity the beiter, hoth for its recipients and
for christianity. :

There would be plenty of work for every-
body were opportunities now unused set free
for the use of all, but with all the land mon-
opolized in the hands of a few owners .the
landless have to compete with one another
in a restricted market and beg for permission
to live on the earth and to work for its
owners. The fact that wages are high is a
fact chiefly in this country, and is partly due
to there being vast areas of land here still
unmonopolized or held very cheaply, and
partly to the strength and solhdarity of trades
unions and labor associations which maintain
wages hy brute strength, limiting apprentice-
ships and threatening strikes. Relatively
speaking it is a question whether the worlkers



“never were so well off,” and if they are
better off it is due partly to the fact that a
larger share of the rentable value of fand is
taken in taxation than ever before, and partly
to the gradual evolution of the human race,
which malees for the improvement of sanita-
tion and general conveniences made obligatory
ort unwilling landlerds by force of law,

Capital is a very large factor in production -
and is a benefit to humanity by cheapening .
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goods or increasing the .quantity so that more

can be purchased for the same price. DBut a -

large share of these benefits is absorbed by
landlords, for the value of the land rises in
favored -localities where capital is invested
and most of the profits of manufacturers and

‘machinery thus go to the. landlord, the inter-

est of capital and the wages of labor both
declining as population-grows and land values
rise. - The idle rich do not “give’” employment.
They merely happen to have wants which can
be supplied by a large number of persons who
would be much better employed in more use-
ful pursuits. The best patron of the arts and
literature is an educated public. Charity is

not. needed. - A large part of the so-called

charity is simply restitution in another form.
Through the alchemy of land ownership a
man can appropriate millions wrested from
workers on starvation wages and be looked
up to in admiration as though he had earned
it. - I, in addition, he doles.out a small share

of his plunder in establishing public libraries

and other benefactions, no words of praise
are too high for him from a sycophant press.

The wealthy persons who most benefit rather

than hinder civilization are those who employ
their wealth in trying to bring about a better
understaiding of the great evil that, at pres-
ent, threaténs civilization from an unjust dis-

tribution of the world’s products, instead of
trying to cover up the cancer by fufile ex-
pedients or, worse still, living a life of luxury"
with “The Devi] take the hindmost” for their

motto, .

Why should one work very hard if it were
not necessary? Work. in itself is not an ad-
mirable thing-—it is the efficiency of the work,
And if the alfluence of nature in tropical coun-
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tries renders abundant return for little labor,
so much the better.

The profits of the land speculator may be
exaggerated, so might be the profits of the
rickpockets; the evil is that there shoutd be
any profit at all. ,

How many city laborers would work on
farm lands, if absolutely free and untaxed,
is a hypothetical proposition that has never
been put in practice. Certainly, confronted -
with starvation in the city and assured. of
living in the country, with no fines in the
shape of taxes on their improvements and
easy access to the land, there would be as .
maty flow to the country as in former years |
when land was given free and untaxed to
settlers. Workingmen-are not lazy as a class,
and are not idle if thev have the opportunity
to work. As to drink being the cause of pov-
erly, rather the reverse is true, for poverty
and the resultant lack of leisure and enjoy-
ment, and depression at the prospect of not
being able to better one's self, is a frequent
cause of driving men te spend what little they
can earn in a few hours of exhilaration or the
oblivion of intoxication.  And, as a matter of
fact, drunkenness is quite ag prevalent among
the idle rich, although it is not so much dweit
uport in the learned essays of our philan-
thropists.

FEASIBILITY.

The Single Tax can be most easily and
cheaply coilected, for the ownership of land
cannot be hidden,  and the land cannot he
transported to another country; thus, the tax
carinot he evaded or sworn off. Moreover,
there already exists in most countriés some
form of taxation on land or land values. The.

15
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systemn need only be concentrated on land .
values. ~As has been said, we already take
some rent in taxation, we only need to extend
the principle to take it all.

FEASIBILITY.
. NEGATIVE, .
- The ownership of land can easily be hidden
through deeds in fictitious names, stock com- -
panies with dummy directors and similar
means. Of course, the land cannot be trans-
ported {o another country, but the tax can he



sworn off like taxes on other property, by
borrowitig on its value just before pay day

and. returning the loan just afterwards, And -

if the land be rented the owner can evade the
tax by charging it to the tenant. To concen~

trate the present system of tax assessment
and collection would prove an almost impos-

sible tax, owing to the necessity of making a
valuation of every separate parcel and sep-
arating the imptfovement value from the value
of the bare land. .
FEASIBILITY.

. REBUTTAL. _
All such subterfuges as fictitious names in

deeds or dummy -directors will be of no avail =
where the tax is a direct prior lign on the "~

land. It would make no- difference to the

State who paid the tax as long as the tax & -~
paid, and if the title happened to be tem- -

porarily in the name of some one not the real
owner, he would be obliged to pay and collect

from the owner. There would be no possi-

bility of hiding the land.

As to the owner charging the tax to the
tenant, -it is true that the tenant already pays
the tax. The tenant pays to the owner reni—
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which includes. interest on the value of the -

improvements, the real rentable value of the
- land and the speculative rental value, where
such exists, in view of a prospective increase,
~ As has already heen shown, the latter would
disappear entirely, for when it was certain
that any future increase in value would be
completely absorbed in taxation, there could
* be no speculation based on the prospective
increase. The speculative rentable value
would, therefore, not exist, but the tenant

would still pay to-the owner the interest on-

the value of the improvements made hy the
owner and the reai rentable value of the
land.. The owner would be obliged to turn
‘gver to the- State this rentable value. His
real legitimate profit would come from the
interest on the improvements he made—ithe
value of the houses, fences, trees, drains and
the like. At present the tenant pays the rent-
able valte of the land to the owner, and the
oowner appropriates all but the small propor-
tion which the State at present takes in taxa-

tion. In addition, the tenant is taxed in-"

directly ‘on everything he produces and on
everything he buys and, if his incomie be large
enough,. has to pay an income tax as well as
the landlord, though his income may be en-
tirely earned, and that of the landlord only

partly earned. Now, under the Single Tax,
the landlord could not charge the temant any
more  because the State takes from .him the
rentable value of the land. He already gets
that in the rent the temant pays. The State
takes a fittle from the landlord now. If it
took' it all, he could not get a penny more
from the tenant, for he gets all that he can
flow. He already tharges the full amount in
the rent he gets from the tenant and he could -
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not get any more, whether the State took all
the rentable value of the land from him or
took none of it. 1f the land became more
valuable the tenant would pay an increased
tax through the increased rent he paid to the
landlord, but it would not benefit the land-
lord, because he would have to pay it over to
the State:; all economists agree that land
values cannot be shifted. '

Thomas (5. Shearman, “Natural Taxation,”
pp. 120-132. Ricarde’s “Principles of Polit-
ical Economy and Taxation,” McCulloch's
Edition, p. 107. Ricardo’s “Principles of
Political Economy and Taxation,” Chapter X,
Section 2. Walker, “Political FEconomy,”
Edition of 1887, p. 413, quoting Ricardo ap-.
provingly. E. R. A, Seligman, “Incidence of
Taxation,” pp.- 244, 245. . -

SIMPLIFICATION.
. " ATFFIRMATIVE,

The Single Tax. would siniplify, instead of
complicating our systems of assessment and
collection of taxes. For, there being only one
class of taxation, all others would be abaol-
ished. There would he no inquisitorial in-
spection of a man’s personal property. The
present complex and cumbersome machinery
of asséssment and collection of taxes on a
great variety of objects would be done away
with, and replaced by one simple process:

_ ' NEGATIVE. . R
Tt would be impossible to determine land:
values exclusive of improvements, especially
when the land became more valuable by irri-
gation or fertilization. .. It would require com-
plex and cumbersome machinery to assess and
collect the taxes. If the selling value of land

18



were destroyed by taxation—that is, reduced
to nothing—there would be nothing on which
to base assessments. No matter how high a
rate were charged on nothing, the tax would
be nothing; for nothing multiplied with any
number of hgures, gives nothing ag the result.
Even, if possible, there would come an in-
crease of want from the large number of
taxation officials, state, “federal and county,
who would lose their positions.

REBUTTAL.

Land values are determined today separate
from improvements in many countries, states
and cities, The value of ifrigation or fertili-
zation 15 always known from the cost of such
processes, and a fair valuation of the interest
on their cost could be deducted from the rent-
fib'le value. Under the Single Tax, assessors,
it 15 true, could not figure the tax rate an the
selling value of the land, for there would be
no selling value; but they could just as easily
assess the rentable value as private owners

today assess their tenants for the use of - -

vacant unimproved land, especially on farms
in the West, or on city lots leased for tennis
-courts, skdting ponds, moving picture shows

and similar tax-paying devices. Instead of

making a rate per cent. of the. capitalized
value, they would assess directly at so much
per year. - :

CIVILIZATION.
AFFIRMATIVE, - )
It is expedient that the Single Tax should
be introduced everywhere as soon as possible
in the interest of civilization,” For civiliza-
tion -cannot last when the wealth of the world,
through unjust usages, is being certainly
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-transferred -from the many who produce it to
‘the few who appropriate it without doing any-
thing in return. Such a process breeds an in-
equality under which the few live in luxury
“on unearaed profits, while the makers of that
luxury live in a penurious condition of semi-
starvation, both bodily and mentally, in goad
-times; and in hard times thousands are actnal-
1y squeezed out of life, perish in the struggle,
dying by the roadside from disease or aciual

want or suicide, Thousands of others, vague-
ly feeling the injustice, to escape such evil ef-

fects, regard social laws as their enemy, and
prey upon society through every possible

crime and _jmmorality, THence, there is a
cleavage in society dividing every nation into
the- few very wealthy and the millions con-
demmed to_life-long poverty. Such conditions
inevitably breed disaster and lead to revolu-
tion. - It is like damming up am ever-iacreas-
ing body of .water, which in time is sure to
burst its bounds.. . . _ _
" Palliatives only build the wall higher; pri-
vate or public’ charities do not set matters
right, for charity -can never take the place of
justice. When justice is dome through the
abolition of private property in land. (by

‘which. I mean the present system through

which the so-called owner acquires the value:
accruing to the land by the taking in taxation
of the rentable value of land) the crime due
to poverty will.disappear, and the huge mass
of lawyers, prison keepérs and others, whose
business depends: on the continuance of a
‘eriminal dassgowill be forced to seek more
groductive occupations. The State, with this

. yast'fond-at its-disposal; will be able to ad-.

minister: many ithings  for- the. common good
that [it-nowsipoorly performs or neglects al-
- 20:

together. But if justice is not done our civil-
ization will decline as has every previous one
through the unequal distribution of wealth
and power. Democracy cannot live with in-
equality, It will revert either to despotism

.or. anarchy, and in the cataclysm the accumu-.
. lated treasures of learning, literature and art

will be swept away.

NEGATIVE. _

It is impossible to foretell the future; there-
fore; no one can say that the Single Tax will
prevent the decline of civilization, ot that
civilization ever will' decline again. If by
civilization is meant the general education and
enlightenment of a whole people, it 1s doubt-
ful if civilization - reafly has ever declined."
Iistory, taken broadly, seems to record a con- -
stant progress, a- continued evolution from a
lower to a higher civilization, in spite of the
fact that the Single Tax has only been heard
of for less than forty years. ' Besides that,
the wealth amassed by individuals through
the appropriation of rent is quickly dissipated
in the secorl or third generation, and there
is little danger of the establishment of an
aristocracy of wealth. '



REBUTTAL: _

We have an aristocracy of wealth already—
an aristocracy directly based on land like that
of the Astors already in their fourth genera-
tion ; on raiiroads, largely the outcome of fand
monopoly, like that of the ¥V anderhilts ‘or the
Goulds, already in the fourth and third gen-
‘erations, or the combined -mass of industrial
capital, also in- great part ‘based on land
through . the ownership of natural oppor-
{ynities advantageous to the business, tike the
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Stéel Trust, which employs one out of évery
wndred working persons in the United. States,
or through mortgages, like our large banks
ind banking houses., As invention and the
sfficiency of machinery increase, the needs of
‘he world can be supplied by the labor of a
sonstantly decreasing number of men... As
sopulation is constantly increasing, the com-
setition to share in this labor increases, lower-
ing wages and raising ‘rent. The owners of
the earth are benefited, but not the workers.
Thése owners need a less and less number of
workers to supply them with every luxuary.
The rest can starve for all the owners care
ar, not realizing, for all they know. But the
workers will not -willingly starve amidst
plenty ;. they will seize upon it—law or no law,
First will come strikes, then civil war and
revolution. It is easy thus to foretell the

future, for like -causes produce like effects

and; in spite of assertions to the contrary,
there have been long lapses in the history of
mankind when civilization has certainly de-
clisted—witness the foss of Egypt’s art and
learning in the days before the rise of Greece,
the latter destroyed by Rome, and Roman
civilization itself giving place to the darkness
of the middle ages. Moreover, though the
Single Tax has only been heard of for less
than forty years, other events have operated
in history to reduce the rentable value of-land,
such as the crusades,” which. decreased the
population. of many couniries; or the emigra-
tion of vast proportions of whole natitins”or
the French revelution, which by -confiscation
of the estates of emigrés, gave greater eppor-
tunities. to labor and during which, according
to Carlyle, the French.people were never so
well .off and néver so happy. Trace every
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“decutnulation of great wealth back to its

cause, and it will be found to arise from the
ownership of land.- The appropriation by the
few of the earth on which and from which
all must live is the underlying cause of the
difference between wealth and competency on
one side and poverty and crime on the other.

“Destroy this monopoly by taxing out its full

value and it would make no difference even
if one man owned the whole earth, for the
wealth then created would be enjoyed by all
exactly .according to his deserts, and there
would ‘he no crime -due to- poverty, and na
poverty il a world of willing, happy workers.
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