Are You Alive
to the fact hat vou are o potential asset to the
Singletax movement

Or Arve You Dead

o the consideration of how you might be nom-
Lered of those whose presence in the world
has helped to make 1 better?  In either case

T Walle Up

and realize that by swelling the list of contribe-
tors to the Fels Fund rouwill encourage others
to assist the wovement.  This list will be done
in a permanent hooklet for wide cireulation,
No matter what vour contribution vour nanw
will he incloaded and there will be ne war to
distinguish large contributions from small ones,

Learn Something

ahout the need we have of your help, We
pesd it badly and we need it new.  We ought
to liear from sou at onee. We owaunt vou

tor realize that a long st of contributors whe
have viven 100 eqch, will do more to stimulate
interest in the Simgletax movement thane a doz-
e names, giving thousands, 5o i vou have
not vet contributed

De it Now
Yearr uoral support is as valuable zs vour -
financial support, and though we welconie con- 4
tributions in large snwounts, don’t inlagine for
an instawt that the smaller, ves the smallest
contributions, are uet wanted and will not be
of immense Liedp. We want the names of
2500 at 10¢ each, Sach a lst would sorely
make supporters of moenopoly

%1t i'p and Tale Notice

Such a fst reguires yvour amone. No objection
to vour sending or pledging o larger amount
but let ns bave voor nawmie,  This will be a
valnable contribution in itself,  We can use
postage stanps for the smaller amounts of one
dollar and uader.

Tig: Joszph Fels Fund of America, Cinclanati, 0

“THE PUBLIC”

The Weekly Newspaper tat MaBes its
EBeaders Think

“1 do not understand how anyone interested
in social, economic and poliical problems can be
without it.”"--Judge Ben B. Lindsey.

Send one dollar to-day for 52 numbers and a.{%’
FREE copy of 30CIAL SERVICE, Mr. Post's

best bock. Address: THE PUBLIC, 537 Dear-
born St., Chicago, Il
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Unearned Increments—

what 1t creates, takes for its puablic purposes a
part of the annual product of labor—meaning all
productive labor, whether performed by carpeuter,
banker, manufacturer, farmer or merchant; and
thug the burden of taxation is threwn npon pro-
duction, while the whole expense of maintaining
government, and of doing all the things thai
shonld be done “in common” should be met by
taking for public purpeses the annual value given
o 1and by the industrial compunity,  As if seems
to me, the questioner must have reascned fo him-
self in this way: “Boap and sther producis of
iabor have an ‘unearned increment’ that is created
Ly the people who use those products, as much so
as the rental vaiwe of land ; therefore, if we shouid
tax the “unearned lucrement’ of land, which is
created by society, we should tax soap and all other
good things. becanse they would have no value
without population.” 1 am assuming, however,
that the Los Angeles business man was sincere in
asking his question, but that he was confused ag
te the distinetion between “increment,” *
inerement” and “value”

0 courze, there would he no vaiue witheut pop-
ulation, as there would be no sound if every crea-
ture were stone deaf, and no color Hf every creature
were stone blind.

But we need not take an excursion info msta-
physics. I will give some simple illustrations to
show the difference between the “unearned inere-
ment” of land and the alleged “unearned incre-
ment” of labor produets.

&3

Last winier, while in Portland, Oregon, I saw
2 block of land, 200x200 feet, or 40,000 square
feet, the property of one of ihe owners of the
Oregonian. T use this Hlustration because the
COregonian, bitlerly opposing the single tax, asgerts
that there is an “unearned increment” in a fown
cow, and argues that i land is tazed on ifs “un-
carned increment” the cow should be taxed in the
same way.

That block of land, less than one acve in arvea,
was bought fifty vears ago for $240 and had wpon
it an improvement valued at $350, as T wae told.
Tt &s intevesting to follow the rzise and progress
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of the unearned increment in this case, in regard
to which I obiained some official figures.

Tifty voars ago the biock was bought for 6
mills a squars foot, which is equal to $261.56 an
aere. The improvement was on one of the eight
lots constituting the bleck, Now, for simplicity,
lot ws agsume that the $240 valus of the block, and
also the 8350 value of the Lmprovement, were pro-
duced by the former owner, and that the subse-
quent assessed values of land and improvement
were tzne values, They probably were not, but I
male no peint of that.

Getwesn 1860 and 18382 the owner evected a
new building, doubtless employing labor to do the
work., In 1882 the building was worth $3.150
and the value of the block of land was $7.500.
Thus in 22 years the value of the land increased
from 6 mills & square foot to 1834 cents a square
foot, or more than thirty fold. Was that imerease
Mue to the direct action of laber, which inereased
the value of the building less than tea fold? Does
it seem reasonable? We all know that a piece

" of vacant land in a city often increases morve than

thirty times in value in fiffy years; hut where are
there any instances of buildings, untouched by
labor, increaging in value as population and in-
dustry increase about them? :

In 1909, or 49 vears after the block was sold
for $240, the valne of that litile piece of land was
329,750, which iz $9.99 2 aquare foot, or at the
rate of $435,164.40 an scre, and the valune of the
improvement was only $2,250. Thus in 27 years
tha valve of the land increased $392,%50, or al

the Tate of $426,996.90 an acre; the value of the

improvement decreased $900 in that fime. Why
ihe increase of onc and the decrease of the other,
it the industrial community creates the value of
tahor product: in the same way that it creates
iand values? If the corroding tooth of time ate

G
L

an $900 of the value of the improvement in
vears, why did it not at the same time gnaw the

e

value of the bleck down fo $5,357.25, or as much

in proportion as it damaged the improvernent?
Did the weather damage the “unearned incre-

ment”? of the building? The land was equally ex-

i@ osed to the weather

Coming to 1910, T found the improvement still
PAGE THREE




Unearned [ncrements—

ralued at $2,250, but the value of the block of
Iand had inereased {o $502.000. Thus in one vear
the  value of the land  increased 310375

or §2.06 & square fool, which iz equal to
an dnervense of $111,513.60 in the wvalue of
e aere inoone vear. Nome foree o canse

inf-‘vs'%mf the
5.57 per cent In a year.

value of that jiece of land
The same force or cause,
<11,ti11;j in egual (iegme upon the dmprovement,
would have inereased its value from J2500 te
$2,825.82 in the same time; vet the value of the
improvement veranined stationayy from 1809 o
1910 :

If ihe same force or canse that Increased the
value of the block of land from $7,500 to $502,000
in 28 years, had acted in cqoal degree upou the
wovement, the value of the building would have
inereased from $3,150 to $207,650.21 in that time,
even if the hsmd cf labor had not touched id
Tsn’t it obvions that the force or cause by which
the value of the land was increased did not act
upon the building? Yet ithe same industrial
artivity sorrounded both land and boilding,

Tt industrial activity creates the “ynearncd in-
crement”™ of fhe bmiﬂimz ag well as of the land,
how shall we account for a decrease in the value
of the former at the same time that the latter
increases in value? Here we find a sinall plot of
ground worth $240 fifty years ago when the pop-
wlation of Portland was 2,000, and on one corner
of it af that time was a Dttle house worth $350.
Twenty-two years later, the population having
inereased from 2,000 to 18,000, and labor havin
been emploved directly to oveet a pew buwilding
upon a corner of the block, we find the land worth
$7,500 and the building worth $3,150. Then.
after a lapse of 28 years, during which the pop-
mlation of Portland grew from 18,000 to 216,000,
the value of the land incressed 5289 per (?.u,-t
while the valus of the Jmpmwmmt decreased
more than 28 per cont,

How can the advocates of the theory of
earned increment” of abor products explain that?
Why did not society apply the “upemmed incre-
ment” yeast to the valwe of the luilding in those
28 wears? I)id sociely neglect its dutv?  That

annot be, for the commminnity-made vaine of Lmﬂ
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increases withoud conscicus offort on the part of
the community, by a zort of economic cat h’m
From 1969 to 1910 the industrial mmuhaimn of
Portland added $102,250 1o the value of that
block, giving it a valus of $502.600 for the land
alone. The 1910 tax on the land was $11,004;
ou the building, $48.50. Thuw, afier having ad-
ded $102,250 to the value of the land, the people
took $11,094; so there was o net gift of 91,156
to the land-owner in one year, after deducting the
tax on the building. The people tazed the land-
owner $49.50 on the building and $11,054 on the
value of the land: and then permitied the Jand-

owaer to tax them $91,156 net. Iz that good
business?
’ &
The ior(womu is m,t an excephonal case. We

know that (ﬂ;} lots and Dlocks do increase in value
B popuhtmn and industry increase; we know that
this increase takes pluce regardless of any 1* iaf_..ﬂ'
norfo nwd upon the particular lote or block
know that a building does not merease in nih.li
unless m]d_mm.m ]abm is performed apon it; and,

therefore, we know that any increased value of o

huilding 18 a laher value, nol a social or com-
munity-made value. T is not 2 social inerement.
bot a labor increment; it is not what John Stuart
M meant by the term “unearned increment” a
confusing and inezact term that has come into
COIION 11se.

&

But perhaps there is an “unearned increment”
altaching to other producis of laber; to s town
cow, for example, as the Oregonian insists is the
case.

Now it happens that the Oregonian is speculai-
ing in city lots. T learmed while in Portland that
in addition to the two “inside” lois on which s
splendid building siands, it owns six outside Iots
on which thers are no unprmam mts. Four of
its six outsids lots were bought in 1903 at $£25
apiece; at least, they wore ass ea-sed at that figure.
and the Orocron law requirves that all property be
agspssed at its market value, so we may assume

’ {._'E“hat the assessed value was the {rwe value. In

1910 the lots were worth $700, or $175 apiece,
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Unearned Increments—

which ig an increase of 800 per cent in the seven
vears, or an average of ¥3 per cent a year

Now suppose Lhc Oregonian, in 1903, when its
four lots were worth ‘Elt)l}, had b@ught a $100
caw, or two $50 cows, placing it or them upon the
four lots, the abject being to reap the benefit of the
unearned cow increment %t the end of seven or ten
years; would the one or even the two cows have
Leen worth $700 in 19107 Remember, the Oregon-
ian did not feed itz lots during those seven years.

But to make conditions exceptionally favorable for’

the bovine vnearned increment we may suppose
that the Ovegonian fed its one or two cows. The
ﬁn&ustrial population of Poriland wag feeding

the Oregomian’s four vacant lots durving those
goven years, and fatiening their value to the extent
of 75 per cent & year, Would the industrial pop-
nlation have fattened the value of the cows fo
the same extent—or sven 25 per cent or 10 per
cent a vear?

I so, why do not cattle fecders buy feeding
vards in the Thearts of great cities? Or why don’t
the owners of valaable inside city Dblocks, held
vacant for specnlation, use {hem for feeding cattle,
and thus reap two “unearsied increments” where

they now reap one? '

%

But perhaps the advecates of the town-cow In-
crement theory don’t mean that cows increase in
value Int ;]ropmtmzl to the increasing value of the
fand. Then what do they mean? In what degree
should the value of a cow increase with growih of
population and industry? How much mere rap-
idly will a $30 cow increase in value on 4 vacant
city Iot that is increasing at the rate of V5 por
cent a year, than on a unmh) acre that is grow-
ing in value at the rate of 7.5 per cent a year, all
other conditions being equal? :

However,
for soap, would not that article gain an “unesrned
increment” if placed wnder favorable eonditions.

Tet us go back to 1903, and on each of the four
$25 lots of the Oregonian place $25 worth of soap
in an airiight casket, making the value of the
soap upon the lots {,(‘]’11:.11 to the value of the lots.
Tet the lots be fenced in, so that mo man shal

sot foot upon any of them until the year 1910, Tn~
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, 1509 each lot was worth $140; would sach pareel

of goap have heen worth $1407  In 1910 the four
lots were worth $175 apiece, or a total of $700;
would the soap have been worth §7007 Would any

grocer in Portland have offered $125 for it?

Try something else.

Buppese at the fime that Portland bleck was
hought for %240 in 1860, a §240 diamond had
heen buried in the center of the block; would its
market price have incressed fo $7,500 by 1858%, or
to $502,000 by 18107 Of course not; nor would
it have mcmw:gd to $508.

But take & painting worth ¥240 in 1860, the
work of a young apd comparatively unknown
artist who becomes famous about 1880 and dies
in 1900. The picture, enclosed in a water-proot
cage, 1s placed in the center of the block, and

watchmen are hired to grard # day and night
The cost of guarding it will not add to ils vaj ue
#0Y DoTe thdn such cost would incresse the value
of the Block or of a 15-ceni chromo. If is not
unreagonable to suppose that in 1882, two years
after the artist }:}8{011}(,:3 famous, the painting hag
8 market value of 7,500 ; that that sum i3 actual-
Iy offered for it, but is mfusad 3 and that in 1910,
ten vears after the death of the artist, the pieture
is sold for $502.000, a sum equal fo the vaine of
the block. Is the increass in the value of the
painting due fo the same cause that increased the
vahue of the block of land from $240 1o $502,0007
Obviously nof.  Pressure of popnlation and in-
crease of industrr have nothing whatever {e do
with the increased value of the painting. The
value would have been the same if the picture
had heen kept during all the fifty vears in a steel
vault on g New 10;] ot worth 300 a square foot,
or in a cache on top of Mt Hood, where land has
ao gelling value-—and no rental value.

Try another point of view,

Suppose this is the year 1910, and T buy that
Portland hlock for $502,600; then I make this
proposition to the Los Angeles gentleman who
asked fhe guestion about the “unearned increment”
of goap: “You buy $502,000 worth of soap, and
listribute it evenly, In weather-proof cases, over
my vacant block, where H must remain twe or
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FEmMEing ol 115 iu(k i
eavned increment’ of Lhe: I
me the ‘upearned inerement
Would

wowe o payv
land”
: er bonding  com-
s oomtract? Wenld
ling eompany refuse

1ofd
. ¢ 01 bon
fes im«!{ awrife my end of it?

Perhaps the Oregonian would like to try thal
experiment with ids theory of the “anearned in<
eroment” of a cow.  If s0, Lot i buy a geod cow,
and ¥ ‘Jh” buy =& Ps);flaml lot of the same valus
for the experiment; and Tl agree to pay for the
{eed of the cow.

.

i veturn to thie original contention.

What the imdividual producs: belongs to him
absolutely; sociely has mo right to - take any
cavi of it for public purpeses.  Certainly mot
'*mil it has  exhavsted the  land-value fond
The Iaborer’s right to himself earries with it the
wte right to his product. The land-value

abgol
fund cre ’fui by stwiety belongs

individual has any moral vight to claim or fake
any part.of it.
Parposes
it appr

the mw]

That fund is ample for all public
and shonld be msed for public purposes ;
ition by individuals is confiscation, as
sprintion of avy pari of the individoal
public purposes s eonfiscation.

‘he products of individuals are private prop-
s Lhe vaines created by sociely are public proy
erty. The right of the individual to his privais
a»sopui) 41111-1-0{" h, SeCuTe ‘Whil«@ aof‘i‘i;y mr. its

1

& lw~ the plﬂﬂac Mipo"iy f)i thz (mumumt} TU(
Amaarl( 1 15 ke

properiv. How s id o ]j nauine in the graly game
the ecabbers will become when we &bohkh all

: s'};on ladior and lahor pmducts, and take for
prblic purpeses  the corntounity-made vaiune of

Jund.
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