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On Whom Does the Single Tax Fall?

By HENRY GEORGE

An ohijection te the Hingle Tax, Tamil-
tar te all who have followed the discus-
sion, 4 that the owners of land would

. mmmensura,teiy inerease the pripe of
- land and. of its products. This objection,
. whers: it is honest, comes from a care-

fess mgsummption. From the faet that
most ©f the iaxes ievied undsr the
present system add to the cost of pro-
ductﬁ«)n and increase prices, and are
thus shifted by first payers to the
shoulders of uliimate conzumers, it ig
assumed without ingoivy as io the rea-
son of this that it ig true of all taxes.
The sarlier files of the “Standard” show
& constani recurrence of this objection.
Bat thanks io the thorough explana-
tions that have from tirce to time been
made, and to the difusion of sconomic
km}wiedge which our agitatiom has pro-
duced, it is now seldom met with where
there hkas bees any Siogle Tay dis
cussion.

Dut in another form the same old
fa¥lacy occasionaily crops oul, even
among Single Tax men. Yor instance,
I have s Jetter from a gentloman in
Chio, who begins 4y saying, “I am a
believer in and a ieacher of your doc-
frines.” And then be goes oh to axpross
gprprise that In my lstier to the Pope
I should say anyihing to bmply ihat
taxes on land values would not bs shift-
od through the medinm of prices uwpon
all consumers of goods, with which
admission he thinks “our position would
be stronger and nearer the fruth”

A still more siriking instance of the
same confusion is given by the “Dkeiroit
Pvening News,” a journal that has been
active iu propagating the Single Tax

idea. In an editorial article entitled
; “The Quostion of Taxalion,” in its issue
of Nevember 13, in which il urges the
adentien of the Single Tax, oceurs the
following:
If =]l taxes were placed on land only,
syery pmmd of pork, every bushel of
wheat, every horse and dow, every form

of porscnal property would be taxed. Tha
user of the land would simply @dd the

produr.tmn or intresde prices,.
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tax 1o all these things, and every persoct . o)
who used them would pay his just prem RIS
portion, -
Whersunei & correapcudent writes: to
the Mewk asking “whether this con.
struction of the Wews is in. harhony!
with the Single Tax as ouilined Hy
Henry George™ '
Printing this inguiry, the Hews replieg:
Perfectly; Otherwise the Single Tax
scheme wouwld be of litfle value, indeed
iess than of no value af ali, Unless the
tiller of the soil, if compelled to pay
direetly the whole vost of government
could add the tdwes to the prices of the
things he produces, he could not tll the
soil with any profit to himsell, and agri-
culture, upon which the htmnan rage de-
pends for existence, would be ruined.
Here is an ihstance of the Single Tax
being sdveeated on a ground that ig not
merely untenabls in itself, but that
ntierly denjes a Tundamental principle
of the Single Tax theory. Shace ali I
have sever writien on ibe subject of
taxzation iz based on the proposition
that a tax on land values cannoi Fhll
GIL product:on and increase pricses, anil
since thers is oo error that T have been
at so much pains to correct as thai ihe
tax we propose would fall on land users
and through them on consuniers, it is-
hardly necessary for me is deny hiat. '}
my views are correstly represented E}y'_.‘
the News. But it may be worth. while
o point out the serror info which' a
least more than one of ihe professe
advocates of the Single Tax bave fallen..
MNothing is tc be gained by having the
Bingle Tax advocated for whond reasons,
Meh brought over by eITOnesUs Argws
ments can never be relied on iR a
cause that must rest en iruth, The -
gnsound supporter is, in fact, more
dangerous than an opponeni.
Unless he sees that iaxes on lahd
values or sconomie venf, which iz what
we mean by the Single Tax, must be
borne by the owners of the v‘lluable
land from which it is collected, and. "
thai it canmet fali on users of land g8
users, and cannot add to the wcost of
ng- one




can possibly appreciate either the moral
side of our argument o¥ the fall weight
of s figeal side. To him the declaration
on which T dwell in my recext letier
o the Pope thal what we propose “we
propose, not as 2 cuanning dsvice of
human ingepuity but as a conforming
of human regulations to the will of
God,” and that the Single Tax “is the
way Intended by God for raising public
royenues,” is wild assumption, snd the
reform. to which we look for the eman-
cipation of labor becomes neothing more
than a more economical way of ool
lecting ifaxes on labor. That this is so
‘is shown by the editor of the News,
whe, in answering his esrrespondent,
goes ont fo say:

Ti {the Bingle Tax} is defensible merely
az the most economical and equitable
means of spreading aymong all the people
the expenses of govermment, I would
doubtless remedy many evils of our
present extravagant system, but it would
not bring on the millennium. Men would
etill Be men, and like ail olher apimals
they would find thai nature is a hard
mistress, and that life can only be main-
tained on this earth by a strenuous
struggle., Under any gystem that can he
devised Hfe will be = battle, and many
will go down that others may live.

The assumpiion that the Single Tax
would be 2 tax on use and add to
prices necessarily leads te this small
view of its results. it iz only when the
essential difference between a tax on
land-values and a tax on labor produsts
is seen, that it can be seen that nature
instead of being a hard mistress io
some id indeed a bountecus mother to
all, and that so far from there being
any natural nﬁcesm}- for that bitter
striiggle for life in which some men
must {read others under foot, there is
in reality enough and more than enough
for all if we would buf act  justly
towards each other.

The correspondent who writes fo the
Wews assupes that in  speaking of
tazes on land the oditor means what
we advoecate as the Single Tax: and
the editor himself assimes this, not only
in his declaration of the perfect har
mony bélween us, but in the sarticle
from which his correspondent quotes,
for in {his ke uses arguments whick
have validity only as applied to taxes
on fand wvzlues, and indeed 2t times
uses the phirdse, “tax on the value of
land.” But in the paragraph quoted,
and through the article generally. he
speaks of a tax on land. In this lies the

cause of his eonfusion, or at least hers

ig the reagon why it is unperceived by

bim, For had he written #land valusg”

instead of “land” in the sentence firsi

guoted, it would have stood as follows:

if all taxes were placed on land values

only, every pound of pork, every bushel
of wheat, every horse and cow, every
form of personal property would Tbe
taxed.

Thig, in it8 very statement, wonid &he
clearly fallacious. For it is evideht that
a tax on land wvaluaes would not fall oh
ali the land on which such things are
raised, there being clearly some pork
some wheat, some horses and COWS,
and seme things of the nature of per-
sonsl property whiclk are raised on land
that would be unaffected by the tax on
fand wvaluss.

But thiz iz not obvious where the
term used is “taxes on fand” For the
term fand, without gualification, means
all land, and it is perfectly trus that
taxes falling on all land would increase
the eost of all the products of land.
And so the form of the proposition, as
the News states it, leads {0, or at lsast
hides the erronecug conclusion.

Here is an instance of the danger in
political sconomy of a loose e of
terms, This is heyond all oihers the
most prolific gource of economic con-
fusions and fallacies. The one thing
that whosver wishes io think clearly
on economic subjects must Hear in mind
is the necessity of attachmg a preciss
gignificance {c the terms he is called
on to use. For words are not merely
the sizns by which we communicale
our thoughts to others; they are the
symbols in which we ourselves think
And in & continued train of reasening
we are even more apt to delude our-
selves by an inexact and shifting use
of terms than we are to delude others

The sditor of the News in speaking
of taxes on land evidenily means taxes
on Iland values. He uses the two ierms
a3 interchangeunble, and usage sanctions
the practice. The only tayx on land io
which we are accustomed in the United
States Is an ad valorure tax; and ihis
iz commonly spoken of as a3 fax on
land, instead of on land values, just as
we are aceuostomed to speak of ad
valormn taxes on houses or goods, or
other forms of personal property as
tazes on such things, instead of taves
on house valuwes, or goods wvalugs, or
personal property vahies.




But when we come io thing of the

U eMerts of taxdtion, thers iz a danger

~larking in fhe practice of zpeaking of
taxes on land values as taxes on iand
- A tax on any species of things means &
tax on all such things. Thers iz no
. danger in speaking of a iax on iha
value of pork, or wheat, or houses, or
goods, 48 a iax on such things. Sioce
guch thinzs must be vroduced by labor,
and value atiaches to them from {he
first, a iax levied on their value iz a
tax on all such things as fruly as would
be a specific tax. But land has no orig-
inal valye. Land iz nol produced by
Tikor, bt Is the naitural prerequisite
“and field of labor. Nor dees valug attach
te it from the guality of usefiulness or
from the fact of wuse, Afl land is not
valuable, nor is all used and valuable.
Land only becomes valizble when (for
reasons ultimately resolvable inte ihe
general growth and Iimprovement) it
acquires a superiority over other land
open for uge. Hence, an ad valorum tax
on iand differs from ad valorum iaxes
on things prediuced by labor, in not
being a tax on 8Y land or om all land
in use. This essential difference is like-
Iy to be overlooked when it is spoken
of as 3 tax on land, snd by an un-
noticed jusele of words the conclusion
is reached that it wounid fall on the
ager and indrease prices. It is into this
varbal pitfall that the editor of the
News sesms to bave fallen,
1t is havdly necesasary io go over the
various confusions of thought whieh
jead to the notion ihat faxes on land
valnes would fall on the fser of land
and add ts prices. The subject "has
been treated over and over agaln in
~the wolumns of the “Standard,”™ and an
elaborate article by me, written in 1887,
was afterwards published in a tract
entitled, “Taxing Land Values.” There
is no dispute about it among sconomists
worthy of the namse, nor iz there any
doubt of ¥t among land-ownerg., They
know vwvery well, if only by muie of
thumb, that a tax on the value of land
would fall upon them, and eouid not be
ghifted to any one else, and this Is the
reason why their infloence as a <lass
‘has been exerted in the past to substi
tute taxation om the products of labor
for faxation on the value of land, and
iz now sxerted té oppose ths Single
. Tax, whieh would be the reversal of
that process.
And the fundamenisl reason why

taxer on land wvalues cannot fall on..

ugers or add o prices will alwayg Be-
diear ic any one Wwho wiil remeriber that
taxes on land widlues or economic redft
are not taxeg on land. They are iaxes,
not on land or oo the use of land, but
on the possession of a special privilegs,

the holding of specially valudble lapd -

the possession of which gives to the
gwner, not f¢ the wuser, the power of
appropriafing a surplus over and above
the ordinary earnings of capital and -
rewards of Jabor, While this may bt

tithes be taken by a persen whd i3 2t -

once both ap owner and a user of lapd,’

ft always goes to him ag ownBr Hd
never as user, and can be separated by
selling of renting the lawd. What a

tax on land values takes Is, in short,

what the user of langd must pay to the

owner of land in rent or purchase price

for the privilege of using vaiuable land. -
it ean thus never fall on the ussr of

land, never Increase the cost of pro-

duction, and never add te prices.

It is this fact that gives the Single
Tax its sconomic and moral perfection.
We do not claim that it would fax men
equally, either fn the sense that it would
call on men for equal sumsg, or for squal
proportions of their earnings or their
expenditizres. We claim for it some-
thibg iuflnitely higher—that it would
tax mmen justly. If wonld mot call en
thein to pay in accordance with their
produciion, nor in accordance with their
consumintion, nor in accordance with
their savings or their possgessions; it
would not call on them to pay for the
use of land, the bounty of the Creator; .
nor vebt for those advantages of ths
growth of society and the developneg
of civilization thaf are equally open

all, But it would cali on them %o pay. .

for valuable special privileges which the
growth and improvemeni of dociety at-
iach {0 the particular lands of which
they are secorded possession io the
exclugion of others.

From “The Standard--Bzira Ne. 24,” No-
wernber 28, 1891, and entitled “Incidence of
The Single ‘Tax.” We substitute the defini-
tlon of incidence. ere BMr. George usesz
political econgmy and economics as Inter-
uhangeahlc words: but since hiz tlme “‘econ-
omica”’ rather re[ers o “gconomics ag tatght
in the schools,” which subject is totally
different from the politiesl economy (eorge
had in rdind. See his “Secience of Political
Heonomy,” Bk.2,chl, and BlichX, N

Books by Henry {feorge may be pumhasad

from the Schabkenbach Foundation, 11 Pa.x'k:

Place, New York Oity.




CONCERNING THAT NAME “SINGLE TAX”

By Henry (eorge

{buring hiz visit to Great Britain in
1883 Mr. George spoke at the City Hall,
Glasgow, Scotland, on the evening of
May 9th, the meeting being sponsored
by the Scoltish Land Restoration Leagzuea.
After the spesch guestions were nsked
and answered and three of the gues-
tions with answers follow.)

Question — Seeing i s only a matter
of shifting the burden of %axation from
off the laborers, wonld it not be well {o
take a name signifying that alone, as
- “Land Restoraticn” secms fo Prighten
-a number of people? '

George’s answer — “Land Restoration”
in its original meaning iz fuil and good,
I do not advise aaybody o abandon i,
But our expericnce in the YTnited States
iz thig, that the adopiion of the name
“Single Tax™ has been extremely use-
ful, because it - shows clearly our
method. We ware constantiy met there
by people who pretend te, or do, mis-
understand owr purpose, and who were
continuaily asking us, *How do vou
propose to divide the land up egually
and then keep if divided®™ {(Laughter)
MNow the Single Tax aliows of no such
misinterpretation. The Single Tax does
away, too, with fhe idea that we pro-
pose 1o take land formally and rent it
oit, and there are, to my mind, many
sericus objections io that course. The
advantage of the term, the “iSingle
Tax” iz that it ghows precisely ithe
road on which weé wish ‘o move, and
_that iz just now the most imporiant

" ug. ‘rbe feeling that private owner-
ip of land is unjust, is now widely
spread and people are aroused to the
truth that all mesn have egual rights
to the land. The diffienlly with them
is t6 k¥now how men are f¢ gain those
gqual rights. The iitle “Bingle Tax”
has therefore the great advaniage of
pointing out very clearly the way. The
newspapers <annct say, “Those Siagle
Pax men proposs o divide Iand wp”
They cannot gay, “Single Tazr men pro-
pose to put land up st auciion” Of
conrse “The Single Tax” is pot a Ml
ngme, it does not express our aim; it
anly expressss our method. \*mther
fully does “Land Hestoration” Our
true tile, i we wished {0 express what

we really are, would be, “Justice Men™
or "Liberty Men.”

Guestion — Do you expect the lands
cwners to submit {o the Bingle Tax
without a revolution?

Angwer — Yes: I do. But if they do
“revoliie” then emigrats theom. (Laugh-
ter

Question — Pleage expiain why it is
that greedy lanélordism, possesding e
prems power, is content in Brifain with
300,000,00¢ pounds annually, while cap-
italism exploits labor of 500,000,000 an-
nually., Doses the capitalist produce this
enermous  ineome?

Angwer-—1 do npot think moch of
your figures. But it is not worth while
going into thai, That capitalists do
today, in many cases, exploit labor is
undoubiedly troe. Bul the power by
which they do it comes from ihie mon-
opolization of the land. {Jive the laborer
the gpportunity to empley himself, and
then, nd matter how vich the sapiialist,
he cannot exploit labor, Ffor he cannot
get any man i work for him for less
than be can get By working for him-
self. Go to the botfomi. Asgure fo ali
men the righis, the inalishable rights,
with which their Creator has endowed
them, Open up the land. Do that and
you need not bother sbout capital.
Capital! Why it iz 2 mere derivative
factor., Labhor produces capital from
land., Give labor land aed yoo make
labor independent. Never forget that
izbor iz noe weak, puny thing thai has
to have baby acis made for it Tafor
is the preducsr of all wealth. All that
labor wants is a {ree fsld and no favor.
Great Applauge.)
& & £

Under it {(Single-Tagism) every ong
whoe wanited 2 plece of land for a home
or for produciive use could get 3t withs
ont purchase price and hold it even
withowt tax, since the tax we propose
would not fall on ali land, nor on sl
land in use, bui only on land betier
than the poorest land in use, and is In
reality not a tax at ali, but merely a
return io the state for the use of g
valuable privilege. — Condiiion of Labor,
pari 2, seo. 7.




