German Land Speculation
by HEINRICH RICHARD

ERMANY, like most other coun-
tries, is trying to find a cure for
the land problem. A “building land
tax” instituted as an attempt to deal
with high prices and land scarcity has
proved ineffectual just as Georgists
predicted it would. Land prices have
continued to rise, and the hoped-for
new building sites have not opened up.
The Senate of the German Federal Re-
public is therefore now considering
abolition of this law.
As long ago as 1958 land value tax-
ation experts in Germany and France

were pointing out that Adolf Wagner
and Adolf l%amasdtke had p:

that the profit realized selling a
piece of land, after reimbursing the

owner for labor and capital, must go
to the community, and that this com-
munity-earned rent could best be levied
by an annual tax on land values. This
was based on the writings of Quesnay
and Turgot (Physiocrats), also by
Ricardo and Thuenen, and by Henry
George.,

However, an  "Imperial Increase
Tax" was levied in 1911, and land
speculation continued to flourish as
before, while prices rose. High land
values and land rents are looked upon
as being dangerous to the community
— whereas actually the value of the
land reflects the good quality of the
land itself, as well as the activity and
density of the population. If the land
rent thus resulting from population
density went into the public treasury
it would be a great blessing, as the
Georgist experts haxe repeatedly
pointed out.

The tax as now charged is still a
tax on buildings, improvements, crops,
etc., and therefore it demonstrates the
old law that a tax is unable to lower
the price of a thing that owes its birth
to it. So the present “price increase
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tax"’ is a double tax, with exactly the
opposite effect that was expected of it
by the proponents. It greatly hampers
construction of new buildings and of
course every purchaser adds the in-
creased tax to his price, raising it to
cover the cost of building as well as
all the hidden taxes.

Everybody complains of the results
of the present taxation, but no one
knows how the situation could be im-
proved. A certain group “'in the know”
manage to avoid paying the tax — the
others are caught in its vise, and the
community suffers. The chief error is
that the soil is treated as a negligible
factor in building, since its share in
the rotal budget, after deduction of all
other costs (plantings, improvements,
etc.) is only one per cent.

Looking to tﬁg future, Georgist
writers in Germany urge only a direct
tax on the soil which can never be
passed on. All are children of the soil,
whether owners of land or not, and
every tax reform which neglects this
consideration, they point out, is
doomed to fail. Meanwhile the Min-
istry of Finance, although competent,
completely misses the connection be-
tween the general tax increase and the
monetary devaluation, and doggedly
overlooks proposals of tax reforms
based on the scientific studies of such
experts as Henry George and the
earlier exponents.

Although speculation is rife, not
everyone is out to get rich through
land manipulation. Many would prefer
to build or cultivate today, rather than
tomorrow, if the high “land” tax did
not make the price prohibitive. The
actual taxation falls secretly on labor,
capital, trade, industry and the con-
sumer. Nevertheless, everybody is
naive enough to express astonishment
without making any effort to show a
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responsible interest. Merely taxing all
land according to its gross value is a
clumsy system that must be overthrown
in favor of the annual land value tax
which would lower the selling price of
the land even if its gross value con-°
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now. en, I'm going to shut up!
Why? ’

1.got into an argument with Bill
I and got nowhere.

was the ar

Oh I was talking about Hutchins’
article. You know Robert Hutchins —
he was president of a university —
Chicago University. He said we should

taxing buildings and put the tax
on the land only.

Gee, Did he? I must read that. But
what about Bill Ingalls? How long
ago did you talk with him?

Oh, ten days — two weeks, maybe.

He didn’t agree, I suppose.

Didn't agree? Gosh, by the time he
got through, Hutchins was a commun-
ist, I was a fool falling for every crazy
notion, our tax system was perfect —
then he came up with “ability to pay”

~and “across the board” and mAL.
eve y tax conscious.” Boy, I got

nowhere. I give him up.

That's wﬁre you're wrong. Never
give anybody up. He'll battle with you.
He'll admit nothing — even when you
make a point that teaches him some-
thing he'll never let you know . ..

ell, I don't see any use in working
over somebody who's against you.

Let me finish. The reason I went on
about Bill Ingalls was that I saw him
and Sandy Burke. ..

Sandy Burke! There's a hard-shell
if ever there was one! Why. ..

Let me finish. Sandy was saying they
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ought to raise the sales tax and relieve
the p rty owner, when out comes
Bill Ingalls. Yeah, your friend Bill.
And he says, “wait a minute now,
Sandy. This feller Hutchins — he’s a
college president, mind you, says don't
tax buildings but put the tax on the
land. He claims that'll make busi-

Bill 1 said that? '

He did indeed.

And Sandy says, “Bill, that feller
Hutchins must be 2 communist and

S.uze,_md that’s wthI say to you,
never give anyone up. You never can
tell wlﬂt effect you?c having because
2 man rarely admits that he was wrong.

Don’t expect it.
You mean I to go right on
arguing? That's I live!

Well, yes, in a way. But don’t get
them in the habit of saying, “here
comes old Land Value Taxation
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