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THE MAJOR TREATMENT OF AGRICULTURAL RENTS.

Out of a curiosity to ascertain the. actual preponderance accorded o

agricultural over whan reni in siandard economie treatises com-
parisens bave been made of the space devoted by the authorities 1o aoricul-
taral land. and o urban land in treating questions bearing on land vals it

iand rent.  The result shows that in thirty-nine leading works of thirtv-faur
authors, forty-two thowsand and niety-four lLines were given to agricultural

tents, and three thousand and thirty-nine lines to urban rent, or in the ratic
of fourteen to one, )
EFollowing is the list complete:

AGRICULTURAL., URB&N.

Text N 5 Total Text Notes Total
lines lines lines lines lines lines
stence of Finance, 1887......... Soz ¢ 8 30 ... 36
of Feonomics, 1889, ... .. 30 26 56 15 24 30
witon to Study of Economics,

- 570 3 573 81 7 88

AUTHOR 45D WORK,

J. E., Some Leading Principles of Political
OnomY, 874 v.iaiii e R £33 26 161 ... ... ...
CAREY, H. C, Principles of Political Economy, 1840.. 542 64 606 118
CHALMERS, Thos., Political Economy, 1882, ... .. v+ 3312 205 3517 ... ... ...
CLARK, J. B., The Distribution of Wealth, Bog..... 1148 60 r2ry 1z ... 12
LY, K. T, Socialism, 1894. . .................. Ceens 84 ... 84
ELY, K. T, Introducticn to Pnlitical Economy, 1830.. 110 ... 110 48 .

Land, Labor & Taxation, 1882, ........ e oo 28R L 288 192 .., 102
FAWCETT, H., Munnal of Political Feonomy, 1874... 1835 5 1840 274 ... 274
GIDE. Chas., Principles of Political Economy, 1806.... gor 16. 923 II7 ... Iy

HADLEY, A, T, Economics, 1896. .. creaanas . 10} 5 245 50 ... 7o
JEVONS, W. 5., The Thewy of Political Fconomy,
L2 S O BT 1o S 10 N

JEVORS, W. 8., Money and Mechanism o
Exchange, 1882 ... ......... -
LAUGEHLIN, J. L., Elements of Political
Economy; IB00 tuiiiitiietnuasarrenessnoncnsnen

579 ... 579 19 ... 1g
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THE MINOR IMPORTANWCE OF AGRICULTURAL RENT.
In contrast with the foregoing theoretical treatment, Massachusetts valua-
tions for 1ot offer a marked illustration of the inverse proportions which
obtain in actual conditions. : '

ASSESSED VALUATIONS, BUILDINGS. LAND, TOTAL.
33 Cities ...... e e eo.. SByL3af02z $032470.305 $1.803828,317
37 Large Towns ..ooeenvennnnns AP $142,803,258 115,520,728 258,332,086
7o Cities and Towns.......... e e $1,014,152,180 $1,048,000,123 $2,002,107,303
283 Small Towns ..o.nvnvvrs R eveeeenoe. 185782809 115,605,504 301,388,493
353 Cities and TOWRS . .oovvereraireneraeess $1,100,035,070 $1,163,614717  $2,363,540,796: V

The land valuations of 283 small towns, $115,605,504, and of the 7o citics
and large towns, $1,048,000,123, are about in the ratio of one to ten, and the
state census, which gives farm land values by themselves, corroborates the
estimate that the Massachuseits farm land value left for the agricultural
iilustration of Ricardo’s law of rent does not exceed one-tenth of the land
value of the whole staie.

Putting the foregoing statements together, that is; considering at once
the relative weight of the authorities and the relative importance of the sub-
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4 ADDEESS OF PROF. RULLOOK.

jects, we are confronted with the spectacle of fourieen times foo much at-
tention given for a hundred years fo ten fimes too small a matter. Pro-
ceeding now to the multiplication of fourteen by ten, we are brought face
0 face with the mathematical conclusion that in erder to restore g lost
egilibrism, the schools mught rezsonably from now om give one hundred and
forly times more study to the subject of urban or city rent than they have
been in the habit of doing in the past.

This extravagant conclusion is set forth in the hope that it may prove
# magnet which shall draw present attention away from agrienltural ground
rent which may almosi be ignored, and fix it upon the forty-five million ground
rent of Bosion, which the people pay yearly for the nse of its land; wpon
the one hundred and fifty or two hundred million ground rent of Greater

“MNew York; upon the two or three thousand million ground rent of the United
States, and wpon so much of ground rent as exists in the coal mines of Penn-
sylvanta, and in the billions of franchise values that ore springing up ail
around us like gourds it the night.

Condromted, as we are to-day, by such acute conditions, we ask you
to pardon whatever may seem like impatience with a theory which has dealt
gc laboriously with the cuticle, the margin of production, instead of witk
the heart of production.

We seele a proper understanding and economic trestment of thic vast
river of rent, which, like a great Mississippi, drains every field of industry,
fabor and capital, wages and interest, in the whole country arcund.  Char ear-
nest contention is that to such wise treatment we are to look for the correction
of most that it now wrong in the distribution of wealth. Out of this vast
current of ground rent, we would provide for all public need.

1 By way of help 1o a better every-day understanding, not of any theory,
%, but of this great fundamental fact of ground reni, college professors from
% Maine to California have rovally lent themselves to a voluminous corres-

‘pondence, and a select number, representatives of leading institutions, have
generously consented to participate in a public consideration of the fopic,

%

LT

GR%@UND RENT: WIHAT IS ITS NATURE, OPERATION AND OF-
\%&_FICE? WHAT CAUSES IT? WHAT MAINTAINS IT? _
Ay HOW MUCH IS THERE OF IT? . i

it g;{rm us pleastire to present to you these gentlemen, beginning with
¥rofessor Charles J. Bullock, of Williams College, who has kindiy consented

to open ihe discussion.

PROFESSOR BULLOCK'S ADDRESS.

THE NATURE OF GROUND RENT,

nd rent, or the income received by the owner of land, is a concept
that irzlllxﬂiciently broad to include all income that is derived irom the con-
trol of natural agents of production, ITe who would utilize a water pov;er
or draw from beneath the surface of the carth the mineral treasures . e-
posited there in bygone ages, must, no less than the farmer, the mgnu I.:ilc-
turer, or the merchant, enjoy access to some particular tract qf lanh. oF
this reason, I suppose, the deﬁn}tz{m formulated as thf; outcome of t”e cgr-r
respondence conducted by the Single Tax League during the past y;:ar, e(i
clares that land value is “The value qf.s1tuat10n, with its natural fg}’ ts,“?ph
with all the rights and privileges pertaining to the occupancy thereof. it
‘this brief staternent of the connotation of t'he term, I venture to present my




ADDRERS OF PROF. |BULLGUE. B

views concerming the nature of the income that fows from the ownership
of land : and af the ontset will expressly warn you that I shall pay no atten-
tion to any theories of taxation and social reform that may or may not fol-
tow from the conclusions that I shall reach,

Tn the tangle of conflicting theories that enmesh the student of this prob-
o, two opposing tendencies of thought are clearly discernible.  Accord-
g iew of the matter, land 1z a simple agent of production that
resembles, at least, in those respects which are of most importance o the
eceonomist, all other Instroments of production. Land, like tocls and ma-
- chines and buildings, is supposed to eontribute its share to the production

of wealth: and it s held that the income derived {rem land differs 0 no

important particnlar from the income that acerues to the owner of any other
ipstrument of production. In the opposing view of the probiem, a vital dis-
tinction exists between land and the other agents of production ; and it is
Geclared that remt is a form of mcome that differs very widely from the
interest received by the owner of the improvements which man places wpon
the land. According to the first theory, land is merely one form of product-
ive capital; and there is no vital difference beiween rent and inferest; ac-
cording to the second, capital is something distinct from tand, and inter-
est is something of a different genus from rent. The first view iz often
Leld by that economic Philistine known as “the practical man” but is not
without its advocates among professional cconomists; the sccond has be-
comme o classical theory in economic sclence.

in the time at my disposal it will be impossible to consider many of
the questions at issue between the parties to this mteresting confroversy.
i shall, therefore, content myself with presenting what 1 believe o be a
satisfactory method of approaching the problem, and stating the chief con-
siderations that have led me to accept the classical theory of remt.

The income which a land-owner receives in aay year may he called the
apntal valge of his property, and he may begin by inguiring what the gir-
cumstances are upon which that value depends. The solutior of our prob-
lem would seem to involve merely a particular application of a peneral the-
ory of value, upon the essential of which it would seem that an agrecment
can be secured. Into the metaphysics of the question of value we shall find
5t unnecessary to enter, and it will suffice for present purposes to appeal fo
familiar principles that are well established, both by reason and common
experience.  If the supply of any commiodity, such as a Cremona violin is a
fixed quantity, then its value will depend sunply upon the conditicns of de-
mand. 1f, however, articles can be multiplied by the expenditure of human
shor their value will be influenced by the fact that the supply can be in-
creased just as long as the price remains high enough to induce people to
furnish additional amounts. If a commodity is controlled by a single hody
of producers, the supply will be limited at the point that will secure the
largest net return upon the investment of lubor and capital; but if 1t is pro-
duced under competitive conditions, the ouiput will generally increase until
a progressive fall in the market price makes further production unprofit-
able. In the actual world of business, mistakes constantly cccur, and eco-
nomic friction at various points frequentiy produces results that are not con-
templated by this imperfect statement of the theory; but in the long run, thinge
are subjected to a process of valuation that rouglly corresporids to that
which has been described. :

Now 1 shall endeavor to explain the nature of ground rent by refer-
ence to the conditions that govern the demand for land and the supply of
that agent of production. And we may first examine the conditions that de-
termine the demand. The demard for land comes from persons who desire
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o lse It in production, and the annual rental offered for any tract wifl de-
petd upon the advantages which that particular situation offe
poses to which it is to be deveted If a focation on Sums
a merchant to do g very large retail trade, and t5 realize laree
returns from this enterprise, a large demand price will he offered | 1
focation. If & farm of stiperior fertility enables a producer to raise wheat
small cost per bushel, the demand price for that farm will be th
aving in the cost of raising the number of bushels produced. g
1 micreaze of population
from the land, will tend to 1
~bers will have the confrary effect,
Turning now to the conditions governing the supply of land, we find
that here we have to deal with atr object that is not the product of human
Iab@m‘and of which the value is not influenced by the cost of production,
£t this point Comtroversy sometimes arices, and it is asked whether & por-
i ston stands is not “made land,” and whether
as not reclaimed from the sea. And the further
that the discovery of new continents has incre
- ages; that the developutent of TEgions now prac
voadditional land as fast as there is =z demand
] are Con ly bringir
: ) soand purposes; it is g
pply of In i I by the appropriate sort of human e
so that it may be said that land doce ot differ from tools and rmachines
and buildings in the respect that has just been mentioned. ,
however, 1 may be sa iy contended that the additions which
rface of the globe, are so small, a5 to he g -
nipate land with the this ze that humwan iabor
sor Cairnes has reminded us, cutside of the math-
fone and distinctions can - be formunlated  that
gree; so that the fact that
stio be discovered, is not mec ;
12 of classification.  Would any ong 1slv,
nilarity between the annual rate of iperease
atal and the annuai additions that hurian labor
> of North Americar
o oshall be sadd of the contention that the occupation of vnin-
habited regions, and the unprovement of means of transportiation enable
us io iner the supply of available land as fast as occasion may demand?
I believe that the essential facts which are emphasized in this contention, can
be conceded without removing the basis for our distinction between land
and capital.  When we say that capital is the product of human effort, and
that land is not, we we do not mean that the supply of land mnow available.
for man's use is an absolutely fixed quantity; or that it is impossible, by
developing means of transportation, to bring more land into the market.
Cbviously, the quantity of land in the market is not fixed; but it is true that
when an addition is made to the supply of available land, that addition is
it: the warket to stay as long ‘as there is a demand for it, Decause it does
not need te he renewed by the continious expenditure of human labor as is
the case with a country’s supply of capital.  The cost of supplying capitai
exerts an iofluence upon the interest which capital can command, not merely
cr chiefly because the capital now in the market represents some sacrifice on
the part of the capitalist, but because the existing supply of tools, or ma-
chines, or buildings, will not be kept up unless the sacrifices incurred in produc-
tion are suitably rewarded. In this fact we And sufficient justification for
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{i

riminating between land and capital, and for differentiating rent from

inierast,

¢ The dema
tanel offers for production, and will :
e of popualation.  The supply of fand is not produced
; ¢ (0 to be renewsd by g nt expenditure of his
Cruan lahor 1w quaniicy ol land in the mar t bowever, zh
freed quanii sce, 11 ihe prospective demand seranfy 1L, 3
upied can, for some time to come, be made avaitable for hun
i onee brought into the market will command such prices
resutiters oF situation will induce producers to pay.  Unl
e will not be inflizenced by the cost of keeping up the o
son I contend that rent is widely different from interest,
that the ground of difference is to be found in the peculiar coaditions that
srovern the supply of Land.

s
For this re

JTARY BY PROFESSOR G. S. CALLENDER, BOWDOIN
COLLEGE.

THE NATURE OF GROUKD RENT.

Thetre are two questions involved in the subject we are considermg fo-
night. The first is whether or ne an income derived from the ownershnp of
the natural agents of production is the same kind of income as that derived
irom the owsnership of capital. In other words, is ground rent the same
thing as interest? The second question is whether an income derived from
the ownership of the natural ageats of production is an earmed of an un-
earncd income? That is to say, does the person who derives an income from
such a source perform any service in production, such as is performed, for
insiance, bv those who supply by means of saving the capital of the com-
wunity? (¢ is this second question which alone gives practical interest and
importance to our subject. The first i important cnly so far as it helps o
snswer the second. To show that rent and interest are the samie is to prove’
{bat the income derived from the one is no more unearned than that de-
rived from the other. ,

To my mind,; Professor Bullock has answered the first question satis-
factorily. Barring the inevitable exceptions, it seems to me impossible to
deny these propositions: first, that the supply of the natural agents is lim-
ited, and cannot be increased by man’s efforts; second, that the demand
for the natural agents increases along with the increase of populationn. It
follows from this that the value of the natural agents of production is de-
termined in a different way from that of capital ,and the income derived from
their ownership is a different kind of income from that derived from the
possession of capital.  Accepting this conclusion, however, does not help
us very much in answering the second, and more important question, of
whether the landlord’s income is an earned or unearned one. It proves that
ihe rent receivers as a class do not perform the same kind of service n
production on that is performed by the savers of capital; but it does not prove
that they perform no service whatever. To those of us, therefore, who be-
lieve with Professor Bullock that land is not capital, and that rent and interest
are distinct and different kinds of income, -the important thing te find out
about ground rent is not so much its origin or the forces which give rise
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to ot as the natore of the services to production, if there are any, whi
are rendered by those whe receive it as mcome.

CLooking at ke matier from this point of view, th i one romar]
vf“i”dl i wish to make contermy rent in relation to i cation.  IF g
tically impossible to make any geaeral statemenis ing the jusiic
expedienicy of public appropriation of ground rent, which shall he appli
o the rent of all Linds of natursl agents i all sitcations. Whether or
26 an ncome based upon ground rent he an carned or anexrned income,
that is, whether the person receiving it perferms any service in produciion
i oreturn for it depends entirely wpon.the nature of the nattral resolrse
Tor agent from which the rent iz drawn, b separate case has to he con-
sidered on itz own rmierits, and the conclusisn reached regarding one cace
is not necessarily applicable to any other. Thus it may not be difficnl to
show that certain kinds of natural agents in certain situations can be made
to yield the largest retarn to the community, when private individuals are.
aliowed to possess them and to appropriate their valne. Tt s easy to soe,
that in case of the mines of the precious metals which a cottotty may 3
sess, the best way of securing their discovery and exploitation iz to ailow
private individuals to appropriate their value. Only by allowing the great
prizes, when discovered, to be appropriated can men be induced to meur the
i ¥ o discover and develop them. There is good ground also
for thinking that the agriculitral fands of a country will be made to yield
their largest returns ic the cominunity if individuals are allowed to ag-
.. Propriate the rent of them. President Hadley pointed out that the private
ownership of the oyster heds of Chesapeake Bay cansed them o e meh
more productive to the commumity than they were before private ownershin
was introduced.  In all these cases and in mapy more it may doubtl
shown that private appropriation of ground rent is not an woearned inc
When, howcver, we turn to such cases as the water froat of a great city
Iike WNew York, or Chicago, or Boston, or to the building sites along the priu-
cipal business streets of those cities, or to the right of running strect cars
through their principal streets, it is not obvious, to say the st, that the
utility of patrt © matural resources to the comnmumity is renidersd
greater by allowing private individuals to appropriate the value which eon-
tmually increases wilh the growth of population; and the fact that such »
policy has proven beneficial in the case of mines and agricultural jands and
certain kinds of fisheries, furnishes no ground for comcluding ihat it is
beneficial in these cases. The payments made for the wuge of a mine or 2
iarm or of a piece of water fronf or a building lot on Tremont St. are all
rent; they may all arise in the same way, and be determined by the same law :
but the guestion of whether or not they are earned by those who received
them must be determined from the conditions existing in each industry and
these toay vary in every case. What we need, therefore, as a guide in tax-
ing incomes derived from ground rent is, not so much a study of the na-
ture of rent in general, as a study of particular kinds of rent with a view
of showing the effect of its private appropriation upon production in each
industry. It is not in my opinion the fact that the value of land and other
natural agents is deterrmined in a somewhat different way from most other
commaodities, that is to justify the public appropriation, though taxation, of
ground rent.  If such appropriation is to be made its expediency will have
to be determined separately for each different kind of natural agent in the
way I have indicated. Already the public has come to recognize that cer-
tain rights, such as those granted to street-car, gas and electric l.zghtv com-
panies, acquire additional value simply by the increase of population in the
cities where they are situated, and it is beginning to be a wise policy to

P S
these partict
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ase of value

%]

re dor the public a part at least of this iner

o have no bad effects upon the inde concerned, it may he exs
ed to others and the same fest applied. Tt iz not i see why the
ght o ocetipy the space along the sireets of a city, which must ineviiably
become more valuable as the population of the city increases, may not wisely
be dealt with in the same way as the right to 1un cars through the atreets
v to lay. gas mains along them.-— At apy 1ate; the mature of the rent of agri-—
cultural lands, or of mines of the prec"ious metals, affords us no aid what-
ever m determining whether it should be so dealt with or not.

-Ef ﬂ"n’c: f—"{ﬁg‘:}'f

COMMENTARY BY PROFESS0OR WILLARD C. FISHER OF WES-
LEYAN UNIVERSITY.

Tor the most part, T should accept -‘Mr. Bullock’s statements zs to the
neture of ground rent. Tndeed, it is probably true that we differ i no im-
portant particular, Only at some few points should [ be inclined to modify

or develop what he has said. .
i€, porhaps, even be worth while to make formal snole of the

Tt o t tia
tristh that rent comes mot alone from “natural agents of production,” but
from any utproduced or nature-given good, whether it be used produciively
or in wnproductive consumption. But with this much once expressly under-
stood, it may be more convenient to discuss the rents as if they arose only
from agenig of production.

- If there is one part of the topic in which Me. Bullock’s exposition really
neads a closer statement than he has had time to give, I should say that
it 1s, after all, in the direct, formal definition of rent. Eent iz not exactly
the mcome from nature-given agents of production, or payment for the
uvee of such agents, for it does not arise from all such agents. Rent i,
rather, income {rom natural agents supertor to the poorest which are ace
teally forced into use in order to meet the demand of the market: or, more
briefly, it is income from superiority of indestructible natural agents.

And in this alternative form of staternent it appears more clearly why
the adverse criticisms of the classical theory of rent arve, after 2il, of only
nancr importance. It is, po doubt, true that “land” can be produced”™ It
is true that by filling and blasting building sites may be prepared; as it is
true that by clearing and draining farm lands may be made ready for titlage.
But it is alse true, as Mr. Bullock has pointed out, that such additions to
the supply of land are, comparatively, very small indeed. And, in my view,
far more pertinent for the defense of the Ricardian theory is the obvious
truth that superior land is not so produced; indeed, I think we may say that,
in the nature of the case, it cannot be produced thus, at least in amounts
large enough to affect the classical theory. When land is thus “produced,”
we must start either with or without an original, unproduced value in the
area under treatment. If we assume an original, nature-given wvalue, to
which the capital tsed in the “production” of the land merely adds more
value, the case of the Ricardians is won, or rather it is conceded at the start.
And, on the other hand, if there be no original value in the area, capital will,
under competition at once ree and intelligent, work itself into the area just
as rapidly and just as far as the yield from the new land can be made to
equal the yield from the poorest of the lands already in use. In the technical
phraseology of our discussion, produced lands regularly appear first upon
the margin of cultivation, and only as the margin moves out, do they yield
a true rent. They may, to be sure, after they are once suceessfully pro-
duced, yield a return greater than the amount of normal interest upon the
capital used in producing them, but not, as I think, a return greater than is
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properly o be accounted for by
hardships, and risl i the producti
] >, there to the phenom:
the truth that th e differences in th
ricug sorts upon which socicty depends. iz upon thi
ple truth—obvious erough, too, in the facts of every-day fife
Ricardizur theory depends, '
The narrow limits which have been SOTproperly et i
Single Tax League, and whick: I have already transgr
necessary for me to take for granted- a great deal in my :
sume, what we aliays assufie in economic discussion, the possibiiitv of mis-
calcudations, the oecasional, perhaps the frequent operation of oiher *han
the rarrowest economic motives, the possibility of temporary reactions from
the normal tendency of forces, and the possibility of a’ great many other
thinge, Moreover, T have ¢ cpressed. myself very briefly, even elliptically.
Lot all that will be understood here; and here 2 speaker is as certaiin as
anywihere tu be iaterpreted reasonably, even charitably, -

:t]
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COMMENTARY BY DR, C. W. MIXTER, HARVARD UNIVERSITY.
GROUND RENT-—HOW MUCH IS THERE OF IT?

Men form instruments from materials with which they control the forces
of nature to the end of supplying their wants. For cxample, agricultural
land is one of the materials necessary for the formation of a farm, and,
throngh that, the attainment of food. In otfer words, all production is
tnstrumentz), and land being a material doesn’t produce anything. Man
and the instrament (capital) produce all wealth, Under the exisiing high
development of successive division of employments, mor ch individual
producer is commonly under the necessity of marketit uci. Thase
whe produce and market in any industry, (the marketing being a centin-
wvation of the process of prodiction), are again divided into economic classes
receiving profits proper, interest, and wages, according to the nature of the
part they play.  But thiz does not exhaust the list of classes of participants
ard soris ot meome.  There are those who own the mean: of access to mate-
rials for the purpose of forming instruments, and those who OWIl menis
of access to society—to the general concourse of people—for the purpose
of marketing products: and hoth these sorts of owners receive, according
to the classic theory, when their “means of access” is superior to the ron—
ginal means in competition, an income called the rent of land (or ground
rent) for simply allowing others to enter into possession and use of their
property. ‘The typical bonus paid to landlords for access to materials is acri-
cultural rent; and the typical bonus paid for access to soctety, is situation t
in the trade centre of a city. In short, according to the received concept, the-
rent of land is a matter of distribution on the basis of legal institutions,
not a matter of production on the basis of the economic nature of things.
The landlord, as such, whether simply owner, or owner and occupier, it is
held, participates in the sharing of wealth, but not in the creation of it
Therefore, though expressing myself. differently, T am at one with Pro-
fessor Bullock inm his statement of the nature of rent.

Now let us pass to the discussion of its quantity.

If we had what may be called a “static” world, that is, a state of so-
ciety in which population increased and capital increased, buf there was -
no advance of the arts, no new ways of doing business, and consequently, the
economic corpus grew simply, as a pile of brick grows through the addi-

~
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of private properiy; they demand that their efforts shall he cinbod i
guaranteed by property, “real” as well as “persona 1’ with its full specul
rights, for at least a long term of years. To o very censiderable ex
therefore, ownership of land is an economic category, not & mere le ral cal
gory, and landlords are merged with capitalists. So. far forth the detached
form of income we have been in the habit of dlSCHSSH‘lg}: under the name of
“ground rent does not exist; it is coalesced with profits; it is one and the
same thing as the price we must pay for getting things dcne—especraily for
‘getting lmportant specuiative things done.

Now a few words on that special aspect of the rent theory which is, that
the surplus earnings of a public service corporation, conceived of .as attach-
ing to the land (or rights in land) used under its franchise, is, therefore,
in the nature of ground rent. An economist, well acquainted “with Eng-
land, recently said to me that he doubted if they would ever have first-class
rap1d transit in London the masses of the people, imbued with modern so-
cialistic notions, were “so desperately afraid of scmebody’s making some-
thing.” How much in fact, would it be worth to the people of London and
vicinity to save from half an hour to an hour going and coming from work
each day? I am tempted to reply afl that anvbody who would bring the
thing to pass could possibly make out of it. At present, the only persons who
can brmg it to pass are not offered terms which they are willing to accept,
and so it is not brought to pass. Neither is-efficient rapid transit nor elec-

And
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trie !izgh‘tmg_i generally speaking, anywhere in Eugland brought to p The
whole electrical industry in England is in consequence far behind that of the

United States, Germany, and even Italy. How does one know that there
are any “surplus earnings” of a public service corporation ——that is, earn-
inge above whai iz payment for work done and visks run payment zbove
the mecessary cost-price of Progress?

] But supposing that it is defermined, in the case of a sireet raillway com-
pany, lor example, that there is a surplus gain above any necessary profif,
even then I do not admit that it is ground rent or an analogue of ground
rent, as that term has Deen commonly understood. 1t is nc differential
gain fixed competitively and ndependently by the conditions of marginal pro-
duction, on the one side, and free offerings of buyers on the other side,
as the pure economic rent of wheat lands, used as the basis of the confraci-
ural rent of a tenant. is fixed by supply and demand for marginal wheat,
The supply in the case of the street railway iz a monopolized supply, the
demand 15 largely created by the company itself through the ways and means
it employs to serve the public, and the price is a maitter of custom or leg-
islative control. There is no surplus gain of any sort in comnection with a
public service franchise irrespective of the service rendered for the price
charged. By extending its service into the subtiths, and by increasing the
sumber of transfers, our own Flevated Company s virtzally reducing s
fares materially vear by vear. Its object is to increase ifs business; bat
the increase of its business means a larger and a better Boston, Wiatever
this company makes (if anything) above bank interest, reward for busimess
management, and compensation for the risks it has taken, is not grotind
rent, but a pure monopoly gain. -

In conclusion, T desire to state that I do not wish to be understood as
agreeing in the least with those who are opposed to Professor Bullock's
staternent of the nature of pure rent. Land iz not & thing whose supply costs
efforts and sacrifices, and, therefore, the income derived from iis ownership,
socially considered, is not of the same sort as the inierest of capital. My
position 18 that in many instances, those who own land and apparently ob-
tzin a pure cconomic rent, are in fact, merely taking with one hand what they
have made with the other; they are getting in connection with a piece of land
the profits of their business management. Fspecially does this idea hold
true, when we take into account that often when one enterpreneur—Ian«l-
lord, obtains what is undoubtedly rent, to him—a windfall coming out of
the wealth created by another entrepreneur—landlord—the same happens
to that other, and so, for the class as a whole, it is a set-off. In short, 1n the
case of any specific income obtained in connection with land (the land it-
self makes nothing), it is desirable that we examine closely, to see if any
part of it corresponds, in view of the whole industrial situation, with Pro-
fessor Bullock’s concept of rent, which is the true one.  And this is of special
importance to Single Taxers. Before catching your hare—to say nothing of
the cooking-—first see that it is a hare.

COMMENTARY BY PROFESSOR WM. M. BURKE, ALBION COL-
LEGE, ALBION, MICH. :

In the few comments I shall make on the very able paper presented by
Professor Bullack, I want first to insist on the great importance of urban land
values as compared with that of rural lands and to lay more stress on the part
played by society in the production of this value. I agree with Professor
Bullock as he agrees with the classical economists in making the income from
land different in nature from the income from capital.
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i believe, however, that he, together with the classical econonusts, em-
phasizes the rent of agricultural 1 lard until the more important facts of wrban
tand rents are well nigh lost sight of.

Rent of land is a price ;}41{1 for something, and like every other price, is
controtled by the demand for, and the qupply of the commomty or service.

This something which commands a price called rent is really “access to op poT-

Ctunity, Any piece of land which commands no rent has ihis aiiribate in such

sl measure that it does nol compete with land already in wse, and the lands
which command the highest rents have this atiribuie in i'ﬂOCat meastire.

The supply of thm zocess to opportonity is coextensive with the supply
of land, and this supply can be increased in such small quantity as to cut
fittle figure in the discussion. T the supply cannot be ncreased indefinitely
any increase in demand will make the present stock more valuable, that is, a
higher rent will acerue to the owners.

Ali lands collectively cannoi be considered monopolized, for in a sense
all tracis compete with each sther, but each tract of land is monopolized mag-
nmch as no other piece of land iz equally fited for just the nses that malke
this particnlar plece valu

The value of agricuitural land is governed in very much the same way
as value of urban lands. Improved facilities for transportation allow poore er
fands to compete more easily with better grades and thus lower the rent alt
slong the line. There is moreover to a ceriain exient, in these days of rapid
transit, some competition between so-called rural land and city fand.

Cert ainly almost all land is increasing in value, the exceptions are come-
paratively trifling as worked out mines and changes as to desirable parts of
a city. When a commodity rises in value we can almost always trace the
cause to the labor of an individual or group of individuals who have ’i(ldfj(i o
its utilicy. Can we do in the case of land? In some cases, yes, hut the value
of most commodities is created by a conscicus effort on the part of him who
hopes to profit by it. The vali
except in a comparatively few cases. The man who takes up new ag
tural land and counts as part of his profit its rise in value, or the manufac
who establishes a plant where he can control the siirroumhnﬂ‘ pioperty, 13 the
plait would not be established without the prospect of the added fand value
are udmplea of conscious effort to increase Lm(i values and to cbtain an
economic rent.

Semething also is due to the foresight of the 1nd1v1dual who buys land in~
a city and simply holds it for a rise, without improving it because of the slight
risk he runs that land values will decrease instead of increasing. A moderate
percentage of the investment would be allowed for his ability in this direction.
Bevond this we must look to outside influences for the immense differeace in
proaluctlwty of different tracts of land. It is due to the intense demand for
favored situations which is caused by the growth of a civilized population.
For a large population of this kind makes a city a desirable place to live in
botl: for pleasure and profit. A lot on lower Broadway is very valuable, not
because any owner has de a sacrifice nor indeed that soctety has sacr ificed
anything, but that lower New York is a favored spot in which many desire to
de business, and it was made so partly by nature and in large measure bv the
great number of intelligent people who desire to live in New York Clty and
vicinity. In other words a very large part of the ground rent is a product of
society and nothing else. So far as this is true, then, no individual should be
allowed to claim such product, but it should go to the community whlc
created it P :
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THE NATURE OF GROUND RENT.
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s andd customs In 1‘*"1 T* 3% f’C *sl(mmlv in land were i i those
irdd 1o prope rty in other things and for these times oo i : a distine-
«sm properly be drawn hetween ground rent and house rent or any
form of waterest.  But, in the United States, to-day, an ownet's ti
and is as good, and s in every respect of the same character
tca anythiug else. Hle is as free to sell or lend his land as ke is to se
anything clse.  He does so in the same manner. Hence the classical distine-
tion between ground rent and other forms of interest. which rested on the
old laws and customs Is antiquated and should be ailowed to beeome obsolete

De. Bullecl: correctly states that the best method of approach
regard the problem as one in value, We take no exception to his stmunf*m
of the demand side of the problem. There is, of course, nothing in the nature
of the demand for land that differs ia kind from the demand for any other
sort of wealth.

We find, however, serious difficultics in his statement of the e
the supply. io the ﬁrst vlace h' presentation of our pobition is i
When we say that the supply of land is not limited in the economic sens . any
more than *h{’ supply of other forms of capital may be, and of some forms is,
Imited, we do not refer merely to such things as “made land,” not i acre.
age reclaimed from the sea or from SWamps ; nor to artificial terraces on the
recks as in Japan; nor to the multiplication of s"ﬂ‘amc one above the other:

A~
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the market, is slight as compared with that of keeping up some other forms
ital, but the difference is one of degree, not of kind. P sl the
to which the origi

mal qualities of the materials enter into the ufili
picce of appropriated, improved and used land is great, and the nt to
which labor adds to those utilities is small by comparison, and possibly the
reverse is irue of other capital in certain forms. This, too, is all & question of
degree and not of kind, and certainly does not permit us to say that “land is
poi a product of human labor,” while capital is.

“Cost of production” rules here as elsewhere. Some pieccs of land have
qualities which can Dbe duplicated in other pieces out of the present stock as
readily as any'tool; others, again, like some tools, have qualities that cannot
be duplicated. Lucky is the owner of such a piece of land, and sc iz the
owner of such a tool; hoth are the recipieats of economic rent as well as
of interest, and they should, perhaps, be willing to pay taxes in proportion
to their exceptional good fortune.

COMMENTARY BY PROFESROR F. 5. BALDWIN, BOSTON
UNIVERSITY. :

The main purpose of this discussion, I take it, is to secure from the par-

ticipants expressions of agreement or disagreement with the statement of the

vaiue of economic rent formulated in Professor Bullock’s introductory paper.
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Indeed, the time the disposal of sach eritic is hardly stufficient to permit
ch more than a mere word of assent or dissent,  Personally I find that Pro-
568 Bullock has made my task an easy one. [ am prepared 1o file g samiple
00”1 might woice wy approval of bis position in the words of the
unent made by the late Henry Dunning Meleod in his © History of Econoe
mics,” upon the work of 4 certain American economist: “Professor — s i
apreement with me on all points with the exc ption of a few trifiing dissi-
dences. - flis work is an ¢ Y Alhough 1 should

=

: wwellent cutlive of coonomics,
~wish to amend and qualify Professor Bullock’s exposition 1n some poinis of
mnor detail, T agree with his main proposition that there is a vital distinction
between land and capital, and a wide difference between tent and imtcrest,

So far as the function of lzad aad of capital in production is concerned,
the two instruments seem to me to play essentinlly the same role. -They are
both passive elements emploved by man in creating utititics,  They con-
tribute to the total product in identical fashion. There iz nothing meagricai
antt tnusual ahout the share of land in the productive process, as compared
th that of capital, But in the distribuiive process the return acerulng (o the
dholder is governed by a law raclically different from that which deter
mines the carnings of the capitalist.  The fact that land i ted in supply
confers wpon its owner the power to command a differential return in the
form of ground rent. There is nothing analogous to this in the case of cap-
wal. The law of rent holds not only of {and emploved in agricalture, but also
of land used for manufacturing and mercantile plrposes; it applies upiver-
sally throughont the industrial world.

The attempt of certain writers to refine away this traditional distinction
between land and capital, rent and wierest, impresses me as a suhile obseuration
of plain facts. Professor Plehn's defense of the new theory is ingenious, but
ot convincing,  He admits that for times and places where the laws and cus-
toms in relation to property in land were different from those in regard
te property in other things, a distinction might properly be drawn befween
ground rent and other forms of interest, but beholds that in a couniry fike the
tnited Siates, where property in land is on the same legal footing as property
in other forms of wealih, this distinction no longer holds. But the distinetion
iy guestion does not rest, as Professor Plehn represents, upon laws and ecus-
toms in relation to property. Land and other forms of wealih held the same
position n respect to property laws and custorns in England when Ricardo
first formulated the economic faw of rent which they hold to-day in this
country.  ‘The distinction rests in fact upon the manifest difference in condi-
tions of supply between land and capital; and that difference is as real to-dav
as it has ever been. Again, Professor Plehn argues that the fact that land
strface is geographically limited has nothing to do with the economic supply
of land in the market. The economic stupply of land, he contends, is not on
this account limited, any more than the supply of other forms of capital Iy
be; land capital ic produced or fashioned by human labor cut of land surface,
and other things which nature affords, just in the same manner as other forms
of capital are produced out of other materials nature affords, In this specious
argument Professor Plehn jumps lightly over the inconvenient fact that the
economic supply of “land capital”’—to use his terminology—is at all times and
in all places inseparably bound up with the geographical supply of land sus-
face, which is unalterably fixed in quantity, It 1s this concrete condition and
rot any speculative theory resting, on temporal and local circumstances of
law and custom which confronts Professor Plehn and his fellow critics of the
classical doctrine of rent. And until the plain fact of the limited supply of
land can be conjured away, that doctrine, as set forth to-night in Professor
Bullock’s paper, will still hold possession of the field.

o Rt




SUMMARY BY PROF. CARVAE. : 17

SUMMARY BY FROFESSOR T. N. CARVER, HARVARD
HNTVERSITY.

The discussion seetns to have centred about three guestions:

1. How does ground rent differ, if at all, from the income derived from

othes agents of production? (Ballock, Pleti,-Callender, Fisher, Mixter),

e v-does-wrban-rent-compare-in-importance with agricultural rent? .
{ Burke). '

2. How does ground rent differ, if at all, from the annual value of fran-
chises? ( Mixter).

in the limited space allotted to me I cannot make as full an analysis of
each man's paper as I should like to, but must proceed directly to a statement
of the general results of the discussion as they appear to me. However, I
should Tike to pay general tribute to the ability and fairness thus far shown
in the discussion, )

Upon the first question I find substantial agreement, among =21l but one
of the participants, that ground rent differs materiaily from the income from
other agents!of production, Mr, Plehn alone maintaining the contrary. My
own opinion is that there are many strong points of resemblance, but that
these points are of minor importance when leoked at from the standpoint of
axation, while the pointslof difference are of major importance from the
sarne siandpoint.  Following Mills rule of classification, therefore, we should
be compelled to place ground rent in a class apart from other forms of
inceme. _

As to the resemblances: Accepting the definition of ground rent 2s “what
land is worth for use,” T should claim that an exact paraphrase would define
equally well the income from the use of any other agent of production. It
ic what the agent is worth for use, and it amounts practically fo what the
community would lose if the particular agent in question were withheld from
use, or what the community would gain if it were put back ianto use.

TRent, according to the classical doctrine, is a differential gain. What a
particular piece of land is worth for use is equal to the difference between
what can be produced upon it and what an equal amount of labor and capital
couid produce upon land which may be had free, but this will apply equally
well to other agents of production, ‘What any instrument is worth for use is the
difference hetween what can be produced with it and what could be produced
with other instruments so poor that they could be had for nothing. For, let it
be remembered, there are no-rent houses, no-rent machines, no-rent horses,
ete. The most that the owner of any instrument, whether land or not, can col-
lect is that difference. It is the superiority of a good instrument over a no-rent
instrument which determines its value as truly as it is the superiority of a
good piece of land over no-rent land which determines its valve. TIf this value
is enough to induce men to try to reproduce the good instrument, they will
do so, otherwise not. That ig the way that cost of production figures in the
price of things. : :

To the oft repeated assertion that land is a free gift of nature while other
agenis are the products of industry, I must, in agreement with Mr. Plehn,
reply that other agents, in their original form, are as much free gifts of na-
ture as land is. The only basis of a man’s claim to them is that he appro-
priated a free gift of nature and changed its form to suit his own purpose.
The same is true of land, and it is this aspect of the case which would natur-
ally appeal, and did appeal, to the first settlers in a new community. If om
settler saw a tree which seemed to contain possibilities and chopped it down
and worked it up into a wagon, it would be universally agreed that the ‘wagon
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any Lmit {6 this excess of value, becavse, however great this excess right
be, and however much it might excite other men's cupidity, it cannot lead to
a material increase in the amount of Tand. On the other hand, I must agree
with Mr. Mixter in the position that the value of jand sometimes fgures as
profits.  For example, I know of more than ane factory which was located
away from a business center because land could be had af a low figure and

would inevitably rise in value when a laboring population gathered about

the factory. The profits on the sale of lots were a part of the profits of the
widertaking, and one of the ‘inducements which led to its establishment.
Again the expected rise in the value of the land was one of the chief induce-
ments to the seitlement of new lands. The settlers tsually worked for several

years for less than they could have made by remaining in settied communities,
the expected rise in the value of the land balancing this loss, (While land is°

not created, its value sotmetimes is.)

What then is the bearing of these facts on the problem of taxation? One
of the two evils of taxation is the repressive cffect of a tax, A license is a
good dlustration of what this means. The ptrpose of 2 license tax is to con-
trol or to repress an industry. A tariff duty iz supposed to repress the busi-
ness of importation.  In some such manner, every kind of a property tax is
fikely, in one way or another, to repress some industry, or some line of basi-
ness activity. When the payment or the non-payment of a fax depends upon
whether a certain thing i done or not, the tendency of the tax is to dis-
conrage the doing of that thing; but when the payment or non-payment of the
tax is not conditioned upon the doing of anything, the tax does not repress
any kind of business activity, A tax on the products of industry will tend fo
discourage the production. A fax on land will have comparatively little re-
pressive effect. In a few cases where the rise in the value of the land is one
of the inducements fo the starting of a new enterprise, any tax on that valae
would have the effect of discouraging that enterprise more or less. But if any
one thinks that the repressive effect of a tax on land is at all to be conpared
with the repressive effect of a tax on the products of industry, 1 can only say
that I think he is mistaken. The cases where the expected Tise in the value
of one’s land is the chief inducernent to a Dusiness undertaking, are the ex-
ceptional cases. These exceptional cases may attract one’s attention and keep
him {rom secing the general facts, in which czse he is in the position of a
ceriain senator of whom it was said that he could see a fly on a barn door
withont being able te see the barn or the door either.

Though it may be true, as Mr. Plehn contends, that the difference between

land and other agents of production is only a difference of degree, I should
be inclined to accept Mr. Bullock’s suggestion that a difference of degree may
amount to a difference in kind. In one sense, all scientific distinctions are
differences of degree. The difference between 2 man and a monkey is only
a difference of degree, but it is considered sufficient to warrant a different kind
of treatment. In this case it is the degree that counts. Certain taxes must be
raised, and (granting that) wherever raised they will have something of a
repressive tendency ; but if the repressive tendency of a tax on ground rent is
much less than that of a tax on other kinds of property, that alone will make
ground rent a better subject of taxation, i :
How does urban rent compare in importance with agricultural rent?
What was said a moment ago about the gradual development of a distinction
between land and other forms of property will, in part, answer this guestion.
The distinction shows itself first, and always most acutely, in cities where
the scarcity value of land is greatest. Int many of the newer and less advanced
agricultural districts the distinction has scarcely yet amounted to a difference.
The land is of so little value above the cost of improving it that it would

§
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scarcely occur to any one to make a difference.  But in some of the more
valuable urban property the monopolistic element is so pronounced as to put
its owner in the same class with the medieval baron who took possession of
a ford or a memmtain pass and cellected toll of all who went that way. Both
are in control of access to certain utilitics ; both charge for access to them, and
their charges are what the traffic or the business will stand. The baron could
charge uo inore than the difference between the advantage of his route and’

some other route where travelers and merchants might go free. So far as their 777

strictly economic functicns are concerned there is not a particle of difference.
The only difference is in the method of getting possession, the baron taking
possession by force, the owner of a modern building site geiting possession
by legal methods. ' ‘

How does ground rent differ from the annual value of franchises? Upon
* this question I am inclined to agree in the main with Mr. Mixter’s position,
but I should like to dissent frofn a position which seems to be implied in his
sratement of the case, though I do niot believe that he meant to imply it. It
seems to be implied that the pablic has no business trying to drive a good
hargain with a private corporation which is offering to furnish a public
weility, like transportation, street Hghting, etc, 1 should be inclined to say
explicitly that if the public can get these ufilities on good terms for itself
rather than on poor terms, it is perfecily proper for it to do so. I may be
trize that there are many people, both in England and America, who are
awfully afraid somebody will make something; but it s equally true that
there are some people who are awfully afraid that the public will drive a good
bargain and make something for itself out of its franchises,

Again, I doubt if the prevalence of socialism in England can alone account -

for their backwardness in the matter of street transporiation. That certainly
could not account for England’s being behind Germany, where there is more
socialism (o the gquare inch than anywhere else. In the first place, London
is not far behind New York, where socialistic tendencies are not strong, and
New Yorlk is decidedly behind Berlin, where socialisi is rampant, and where
they have municipal ownership. Again, the English steam railways are quite
at far behind the German and Amevican, at least so far as the accommodation
of the public is concerned, as their street transportation systems are, though
there has been very little interference with the steam railways. One among
the several things which must account for this backward state is the natural
conservatism of the English people. It is not what you or I think that rapid
transit would be worth 0 the Londoners, but what they think it would be
worth, that counts. So long as the average T.ondoner would rather ride o a
bus or in a cab, the demand for the trolley is not great. If they really
wanted rapid transit as much as we would want it, their socialistic sentiments
would not long stand in the way. )

Whether there is any surplus value analogous to rent in franchises may
possibly be open to question—but it could only be disputed by quibbling
over definitions. I should say that the most that any company would be will-
ing to pay for a franchise would not be in excess of that surplus value. It
would be a good thing for the public to charge that amount, for then it would
get the money and the service besides. This is a perfectly cold-blooded busi-
ness proposition. No business man makes a practice of offering better terms
jor lahor or raw materials than is necessary to get the kind of labor and raw
materials which he wants. If any one can think of a reason why the public
shonld offer better terms for transportation or lighting than enough to secure
the kind of transportation and lighting it wants, I should be glad to hear it
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trol and not infrequenily when aotoeratic or cligarchie, is indis-
/e questions of trade, currency and {axation o the judgment of
ssuional experts Inoeconomics.

b geems (o be taken for granted that problems of thiz kind, which, as a
matter of fact, are some of the most difficuit and intricate that can be pre-
sented, are questions upon which every man is fully qualifed in having a
elear-cut opiniot, and that the opinions on such a subject of a majority of
-

e

: sent them, constitute the last word that needs to be said on these sub-
Jects. It may be conceded that professional econontic opinion has not beer
as clearly settled in the past as it might have been, and, what is more, is not
at the present time cntirely a unit in the conclusions reached. Thus at the
recent meeting of the Massachusetts Single Tax League, at which the quies-
tion of reat was discussed, while the majority of the economists were of the
opinion that rent was a form of income which departed widely from interest
received by the use of improvements which man places upan the land, there
was a minority who held to what is probably the older ides, that land capital
is produced or fashioned by hwman labor ent of land surface, fust as in the
sane manner other forms of capital are produced by human labor out of ether
materials which mature affords. On the whole, however, ithe tendency of the
tues is toward considering land as something apart from that which may be
produced by iis use, and hence i the question of taxation, which is the sub-
ject toward which the league turns its aitention, land might be fairly expected
to pay somnething that would be in the nature of a franchise tax as it is 3
monopoly, from the fact that while all must make use of it to a greater or less
exient, it is limited in its guantity.

But while the Single Tax Leagtie may succeed in thus enlisting in a gen-
eral way the support of professional opinion, it does not follow that it can
thereby induce the Legislature of this or any other state to enact statutes in
harmony with the economic opiniops that it entertains and advances. Any
number of objections of an exceedingly practical character could be raised
by those who would be likely to find their taxes increased, or their possible
source of income curtailed, If, on the other hand, it was urged that a reform
in otr system of taxation along the lines advocated by Mr. Henry George
would be productive of great public advantage; that certain mnearned incre-
ments that now go to swell the weaith of favored individuals wouid then be
enjoyed by the community, the reply would be that such gains were alto-
- gether too problematical to be seriously taken. into account. The fact that
Smith, Jones and Robinson would lose more or less would be a circumstance
which would loom so large in' the imagination of the legislators as to entirely
cbscure the sight of any possible gain that the community as a whole might
achieve, : '

We admit it is only by persistent agitation that great changes are brought
about, and we foresee a long path, involving much hard work, which must be

passed over before the tax changes which Henry George advocated can be..

given an application on a broad scale. It has always seemed to us, and we
have found no recent reason for changing our opinion, that if by any possi-
bility the state of Massachuseits could be persuaded o grant to its various
municipalities local optiorr in the -matter of local taxation, the opportunity
would then be afforded. of experimenting on this subject in a practical man-
ner, and we are decidedly of the opinion that under such circumstances it
weuld be found that those municipalities which introduced a system of taxa-
tion limited to real estate would discover that they had adopted a plan which
would greatly inure to both public and private advantage.

: expressed by their votes, or by the votes of those whom they elect o™ ™

Y

|
.
b
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ECONOMISTS AGREEMENT,

(Loston Morning Adveriiser.)

The most notable thin i the ;
giv‘?‘“ te prominent politic economists at the opley =quare Hotel Jast eve
mg, by the Massachusetts Single Tax League, was their nearly unanimous
agreement m answering affirmatively the first of the three principal questions
cubmitted to them as the basis of discussion, - That question wae whether there

i t]“ WO pOUOWED LN Saligud

w}-“:-,g wechiinb foilmred dha b nouet

rept and incomes derived from other sources, such as the interest on invested
capital and the products of human labor.

Cf the seven other professors of political economy in well-koown insti-
tutions of learning, who delivered carefully prepared addresses, six expressed
themselves in' substantial accord with Prof. C. J. Bullock of Williams College,
the first speaker foliowing the president of the league. Prof. Dullock declared
himself a believer in what is called *the classic theory of rent” +viz., that
capital is something distinet from land, and interest is thing of a differ-
ent genus from rent. “The ground of this difference,” said Frof. Bullock, “is
found in the peculiar conditions that govern the supply of Tand”

Prof. (5. Callender of Bowdoin College, Frof. W. €. Ficher of Wes-
leyan University, Dr, C. W. Mister of Harvard University, Prof, W. M.
Burke of Alhion College, Prof, F. 8. Baldwin of Bosion {Tniversity, and Prof.
1. N. Carver of Harvard University, speaking in the order named, all agreed
with Prof. Builock, on that question, substantialty although some of thens
natably Profs, Fisher, Mixter, and Carver, thought there mught well be some
modifications i forms of statement, or with reference to exceptional circum-
stances.

‘I'he only radical dissent was expressed by Prof. C. C. Plshn, of the {ni-
versity of California. Prof. Plehn’s contention was that to-day, in the United
States, land, when appropriated and in use, is simply one form of capital;
and groond rent is in every essential particnlar a form of interest.

The vahte to students of economic science of last night’s discussions is
all the greater because the addre or papers, hard been not only carefully
prepared, but copics had been furnished some time in advance o the different
speakers, so that each one knew substantially what the others intended to say,
Thus the points of agreement, of disagreement, and of suggested modification,
were staled last evening with all the accuracy that could come from mature
reflection.

Some of the statements of this fundamental difference between ground
rent and other forms of income, though there was little or no direct mention
of the single tax by the speakers, have a bearing on that question which is
instantly obvious to those who are familiar with Henry George's writings,
and with the more recent of authoritative utterances by leading single taxers.

Thus, Prof. Bullock pointed out that the demand for land comes from
persons who desire to use it in production, and the annwual rental offered for
any tract will depend upon the advantages which that particular situation
offers for the purposes to which it is to be devoted. “If a location on Summer
strect enables a merchant to do a very large retail trade,” said Prof. Dullock,
“and to realize large aggressivé returns from his enterprise, 2 large demend
price will be offered for that location.” This fact is so familiar that it seems
like a truism, yet it will perhaps be remembered that Prof. Bullock’s states
ment is identical, to all intents and purposes, with the essence of those facts
and figures, which were presented at a previcus single fax bancuet, relating to
the land, improvements, rental, and increase of value of the land regardless of
improvements, at the corner of Washington and Winter streects.

- or is nof, a fundamental. difference-between. incomes- derived from grovod -
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nearer w1 foym, of aot in f:i(‘L, to the Tirect

streets, it 1% nui ohwions ; 3
il ahE sulull rescurees to the conlnmmty is r(ufk.su[ “rmt(r b‘f
d ””‘EC[)lh?t( the vahie which continmzlly incre:

cong .mﬂ wlons are certainly due to the league for this latest example, of the
many which it has furnished. sbowing how a radical movement, conceived in
an m\t‘ asm for humanity, bt opposed to widespread, and deep rooted cus-

i ideas, may be catried on in a epirit of perfect 0'ood fellowship be-
t\ ‘‘‘‘‘‘ ot the friends and foes of the movement.

THE SINGLE TAX.

{{Boston Post.)

The mﬂlpa"”
entered geveral v ag
Iast evening at which a namber of professional (connmmrx e
Gews of t}w nature, m_wnmozz mul office of ground rent.  The
:md tE‘ ks whlm io!
* 50 agi ne of taxation which this asso-
ation presenis atd \nhh ﬁ is emmng mose Qtroﬂei; to command the appuwﬂ
oir pmw(ul men.

We do not agree with the Ion. Charles Francis Adams, in the opinion
expressed in hta letter which was read at this meeting, that it is III][)O%%E]!L to

reneraion understand the funda nental principles of taxa-
- meihod of tax reform. Mr. Adams de ; .1 it w
i ys we “have got to look to the next eration.”  So far
from this, the need of tax reform is already widely recognized, the protest 13
loud pgainst the continuance of & system which is manilestly oppressive and
unequal, and the search for a better method is earnest.

What is needed, we believe, 18 simply the authority to try the experiment
here in Massachusetts of the method which the Single Tax League advises.
This ean be done by separate communities on their own account, and the Com-
monwealth can profit by their experience. '

WHAT IS GROUND RENT?
{Boston Globe.)

What is ground rent? Is it rent ground out of an unwilling tenant, or is
it not? It looks easy to answer, and yet it required the combined wisdom of
eight college professors N’onday night at the Copley square hotel dinner of
the Massachusetts single tax league to dynamite that naughty problem. -

When is rent rent and when is it not rent? Not only was this questlon
raised by Prof, Bullock of Williams College, but even the harder one, what is
the difference between rent and interest?

Prof. Callender of Bowdoin then put up the zoo-pound economic weight,
Iabeled, What is the unearned increment? Before the discussion was closed
there had been asked and answered enough intricate questions to tax all the
gray matter that one might suppose to exist even in eight college professors.

e twc of the mfrlts or tl: “mer 1ts c)f th¢ inr'fle td'\" doc*rine




BEDI{TORIAL COMMENTS. 27

Some men will sav that it is ¢ enough fo tell what ground reni
mnmlm g their ledgers. As to whe T tent 18 an earsed or an un
increment it matfers little to those who pay none. though it may be intere
to coonomists.

As for the question raised by Proi. Carver. How dees urban reat « :
from agricalioral 7 it would seem (0 be 2 matter to be settled hetwes “n (;ty atidd
country landlords.

Isi fact. the whole range of pr(ablemq growing out of the single tax ques

_tion is too intricaie for the lay mind. T ey will.uliimatelv. have. to-be-getl
by the college cconomists.  Meanwhile all success to their endeavors.

MASSACHUSETTS SINGLE TAX LEAGUE.
(Springfield Eepublican.)

The New England Smgle Tax League, under the direction of C. B. Fille-
brown, is still hammering away at the problem of bringing its alms within
reach of the popular understands Pé Its: f[ﬂ ner (zt E--T‘ : :
worthy for the number of
change of views on the d
ground rent
it iz now being develo
given in other cohwmmns.  They merit :Jtontloa 5*0;;\ the
would inform £ on :v}mf is {0 beeome in the lengil of ve
practical question than i has 50 far come o be considered,

al reader
a tar

- (New Bedford Mercury.)

In the course of a d1scu&,slon of the difference between ground re "1’( a;;d
the ‘mnu'd Vafue of frcmchm\s at the dinner of the M 4 :schuwtsc: ‘~>m

ha i
lack of progress Wlth mpld tra.ns1t b1 g
the peopl hich, he said, made the n i London i
somd'ody"a making something, Proi Carver, kew of Harvard,
loth to permit ¢ mS Su{;?e‘»tlon to pass unchalienged, and doubied if soctalism
in Ungland can accours for the lack of progress in matters of sireet transpor-
tation. He pointed out the situation in Berlin, where transportation is farther
advanced than in our own large cities, and where socialisin is especially
rampant, as a refutation of the theory quoted by Dr. Midter. Dr. Mixter
farther defended the practice of public utility corporations in taking big divi--
dends out of the people.

It seems strange to hear a university professor emphasizing material
gains as essential to progress, since it is a fact that no college or university
conducted as a private institution aiming at pecuniary returns amounts to much.
We can doubtless get along very well without the inducement of pecuniary
gain, substituting that emulation which leads Hobson to do brave deeds,
which inspires ]ohn Jacoh Astor to devote time and effort to an invention
which he gives to the world—the ambition which inspires the soldier to fight
for a r1bbon the motive which led the athletes of old to devote their lives to
secure the crown of wild olives—the inspiration which led Dr. Mixter to apply
himself to the preparation of a paper to De read before the Massachusctts
Single Tax League without compensation in money. This motive, whick has’
ingpired the men of all ages, is the desire for what the professors- call “social |
esteem”—the aspiration for approbation and honor. Pecuniary inducement is-

tom to the

=
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wot the sine gua non.  In comparison with the impilse of social esteem, it is
s 18

GROUND RENT AND T1 SINGLE TAXL

{The Boston Beorzon.)

1t is rate that one finds in this country a band of reformers so persistent
and enthusinstic m their advocacy of an idea and yet so uniformly broad
_minded and good tempered in carrving on thely agitation ag the vnernhers of
the Massachusetts Single Tax League, Omne rother fancies that this agrecable
combination of earnestiess and optimism arises very largely from the mental
attitude of the president of the league, Mr. €. B. Fillebrown, who has been for
years a pioneer in economic reform and who has won to his side & group of
vigorous tiinkers made up of men of quite varied callings. The methods of
the Single Tax League are educational and not revolutionary.  Its mermbers
are sincere believers m (he mechanical power of the wedge as being in the long
yun superior to dynamite, and they believe in getting in the small end of the
wedge first. Notwithstanding the tendency of college professors to lend their
support o the single tax idea, it will not do to call the movement academic,
As far as it ag 2 to b men at all it appeals on the basis of ¢
sense. At the conference of last Monday night, in which eight professional
cconomists took part, the discussion turned on the question of ground rent and
mich that was illuminating was said on the possible distinctions between land
and other forms of capital, and hetween rent and mterest. All this was inier-
esting, instructive and snggestive Jjbut in the end we come back to the basic
fact that land is the one form of capital which may lie utterly idle and yet
enhance in value to the benefit of the individual owner simply through the
co-operative activities of the entire community. It is this unearned increment
in the value of land that is the disturbing element in the theories of the econo-
mists, and although numwerous efforts have been made to account for it and
at the same time to class land as productive capital, the attempts have not on
the whole been successful.  Onee grant the premise of the advocates of the
single tax, that land, like air and sunshine, is the common inheritance of the
human tace, and that land has been made a monopoly simply because of its
tangible quality and through the ability of the strongest to seize and hold i
once grant this, and the logic of the single tax irresistibly follows. Ulpon this
fmuch at least every reasonable person is agreed, that our existing tax system
is ahout as bad as it can be and that almost any kind of a change would be a
change for the better, The suggestion made some time. ago that the General
Court grant to all towns and cities in the Commonwealth the privilege of local
option in matters of taxation is still worth considering. It is barely possibie
that if this privilege were granted some community would experiment with the
single tax as a relief from existing extortions and inequalities, and in that case
we shotid get some very significant data for legislators as well as economists
to consider.
1n the past our great and all inclusive economic problems have been studied
in the light of certain thecries which have maintained their sway in part because
very fow practical people gave them any attention, and in part because those
who have tried to cope with the complex and knotty questions.involved failed
to reach a surety of conviction which made them venture to break away from
the thrall of weil grounded opinions. To study condijtions in the light of long
accepted theories is not the most progressive and scientific way of getting at
things, and this habit may have contributed to that confused and unsatisfiying
thought regarding this subject which has won for it the name of the Dismal
Science. And yet this same subject is bound up with all our most important
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¥ interests, and it is evideni that until the counsels of the teachers and
leaders of cconomic thought shall be clarified there wiil be little prospect of prac-
tical advance in securing a tangible basis for Jegislation and experiment, It is
pieasant, therefore, to discover in the inferesting papers read af last Monday's
conference indications of a growing unity of thought respecting economic
definitions and principles.  This, as we understand it. has been the purpose of
Mr. Fillebrown and his associates of the Single Tax League, to secure through
frieadly discussion such an elimination of unessential differences and such an
crnphasis of essential agreements as will bring something like barmeony ocut of
confusion and secure a generally conceded basis of thought and action. For
“this worthy endeavor, whick scems to have been very successiully carried ount,
the league deserves the thanks and indorsement of all those who realize the
inportance of an early and scientific solution of our economic problems.

ATTER DINNER WITH THE ECONGMISTS.
(The Social Setiler in the Boston Tronscript.)

~ Fresident Fillebrown of the Massachusetts Single Tax League phayed the
bost agam Monday evening in his wsual hospitable fashion, the lions of the
oceasion being certain “professional sconomists.”  The latter held the hoards
at the postprandial entertainment, and dealt out three hours’ worth of cut-and-
dried wisdom on the subject of “Ground Rent.” The subject was not & juicy
one, and the treatment that it received was appropriate. No speaker is to he
blamed, however, for failing to extract after-dinner sunbeams from an eco-
nomic chcwmber. The Settler is proud to say that he was among the few inde-
tatigables who were in at the finish. When President Fillebrown finally called
upon one of the chief performers to wind up the discussion, the Setiler thought
of the Memorial Day orator who was introduced to the patriotic celebrants
gathered m the cemetery, as follows: “We will now listen to some closing
remarks by the orator of the day, after which a salute will be fired over the
dead.” Seriously, however, President Fillebrown is to be congratulated PO
his success in getting representative economists 1o express substantial agree-
ment concerning a number of important points and principles. This in itself
is no mean achievement. Whether the agreements will directly help the single
tax cause is another stery. DBut, however this may be, the resulis thus far
reached in the agreement business testify eloquently to the diplomatic strategy
of the tactful propagandist who directs the policy of the Massachusetts single
taxers,

THE SINGLE TAX.
(Congregationalist.)

The best way to promote any particular reform is to bring light from all
quarters on the conditions to be remedied. Mr. C. B. Fillebrown, president of
the Single Tax League, appears to be the kind of reformer who welcomes all
available help in the work to which he devotes himself. At the annual dinner
of the league, held at Copley Square Hotel last week, which was attended by a
large number of educators and business men he secured addresses from half a
dozen instructors and professors of economics from Harvard and other uni-
versities, -bringing one as far as from the University of California. The
program was carefully arranged and the papers read were prepared after op-
portunity to see the outlines of arguments of the other speakers. If those who
Listened to them did not learn something valuable concerning the nature of
ground rent and the reasons for and against raising all public revenues from
taxes on land, it is not for lack of a systematic effort for their enlighteniment.
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THE SINGLE TAX.

{The Morning Siur.)
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city. It expu ded in the direction of this maw's farm.  The pmpk in the chiy
wanted improvements.  They Inid sew put in waini mains, paved fhe

*?t car lines, and stretched electric hght wires. This treubled cir
1t made his taxes higher. When they proposed to extend tie

3 past his farm he objected When they took somne oi his
roadside for sidewalks he fought them. He took the case to court, and in five
years -had paid out all his h‘lrdmea.rned savings in lawyers’ fees, But the im-
provements went stéadily on, and the next year, after he had been heavily
fined for obstructing the street car line past his premises, he was offered
$100,000 for three-quarters of his farm. That bewildered him. It made a
Christian of him to the extent that he began to love his enemies. In due time
he died reconciled to the pregress that he bad so steadily opposed.

The point of this parable is that the increased value of this farm was due
ot to its owner, but to the increase of population with its varied demands. Its
owner had opposed this movement of society which made him rich. Why,
then, should not this increased value of the farm belong to the public which
promoted it, instead of to the individual who opposed it?

Now this is in a way the elementary principle that underlies the single tax
movement, Land is a natural agent like air or water. It cannot be increased
or diminished by human effort. Tis growing value from year to year is due
to the growing public demand. Why, then, should not the public be the real
beneficiary of this increase in value? Why should not private ownership be
abolished, and the people—that is, the State—own all the land and derive ali.,
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future.” Only ane kind of tax, aud that solely a land tax, wonld net be so
wt a discrimdnation in favor of owners of other Yinds of wealth ae one
ght at first think.  But we have not space to deal with that guestion now.

(N. E. Farmer.)

We have received many invitations to attend the meetings of the Massa
chusetts Single Tax League. Mr. C. B. Fillebrown, the president. has heen
tor years a pioncer in economic reform and these people are persistent and
enthusiasiic in their advocacy of an idea and vet uniformiy broad minded
and good tempered in carrving on their agitation.  Once grant the premise of
ithe advocates of the single tax, that land, like air and sunshine, iz the come
rron inheritance of the human race, and that land has beep made monopely
sinply because of its tangible quality and through the ability of the strongest
1o > and hold it—once grant this, and the logic of the single tax irresistibly
toliows.

' (N. E. Grocer.)

The Single Tax League, under the direction of C. B. Fillebrown, shows
more intelligent skill and persistency in pushing its course than any other asso-
cation with which we are familiar. It is continuously hammering away at
the preblem of bringing its aims within reach of the popular understanding.
lts dinner at Boston Monday evening was noteworthy for the number of
scholars in economics brought together for an exchange of views on the dis-
puted question in economic theory of the nature of ground rent. The dis-
cugsion constitutes a real contribution to the science.

{Boston Herald.)

And yet we suppose the land value reformers would say that the Park
Street Church is not entitled to the difference between the $50.000 it paid for
its property ninety years ago and the $1,250000 it is to get for it now. In
that case, it couldn’t build a new church in the Back Bay. This would com-
plicate matters, were it not for the fact that land value reform has not yet
arrived. '







