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taxes for county purposes. What the farmers do care for fx that
the cities shall pay such shave of the State taxes as both their real
and personal properly would justify, The natural way outis by
the adoption of the simple principle of home rule for each county
in matters of taxabion as well as in other things.

Thus, if the city of New ¥ork should be allowed to decide for
ifgelf whether it would or would nob tax persopal properiy, yet
should be reguired to assess it as now, the result would be that it
would pay at least the same share of the State tax as it does now,
alihough it might decide to collect all taxes from real estate alone.
There is very little doubt that the city would so decide or that the
same decision would be made if the question weres loft to the owners
of real estate alone to settle. And what possible injury couid such
a proceeding do to the interior counties? Personal property would
be assessed even more fully than it is now, because its owners
would have no motive for swearing off. The city would therefore
pay a larger share of the State taxes than it does now. It is posi-
tively to the dirvect interest of the farmers of New Tork that the
cities should exempt personal property, while continuing to assess
it. ¥t is the only possible method by which any larger shave of the
Stabe taxes van be thrown upon the cities.

Butb it will be asked ; “ How can thiz be to the advartage of the
cittes ¥ It would be a sufficientanswer to say that the cities wounld
not exempt personal property from faxation unless they were sat-
isfied that they would benefit thereby. Bub we may as well lock
into the merits of the guestion at once. A city adopiing this sys-
temn would attract capital and population from all is neighbors,
Banks would muMiply ; factories would spring up: merchants
would crowd in ; Izbor wouid be in greatly incressed domand: and
the valie of Iand would rise to an extent far exeeeding any addition
which might be made to the city’s share of State tazes. Having
ths figares for the city of Brooklyn for 1891, lat us see what would
be the effect there. fsing round numbers only, the valuation of
real property was $449,000,000, and of personal property $18,000,-
000, while the share of Btate tax waes $589,000, If perszomal prop-
erty should be exemypted under a home rule law, and twice as much
should be consequently returned for assessment, this would not
increase Brooklyn's share by more than $22,000. But the benefit
which wounld acerue to Brooklyn by such an exemption could nov
possibly be less than $500,000 a year, while, ¥ New York city did
ot adopt the same  system, Brooklyn's gain would be not less than
$2,000,000 2 yoar. Most of thig benefit would acerue o the owners
of reasl estate, who would be thus compensated in overflowing
meagure for the litile incresse of isxes placed upon them, This
they well understand ; and, therefore, they would favor the sxemp-
tion of personal property. But some of the henefit would acerus
6 all the rest of the people ; and for that reason the mechanics and
Iaborers favor this proposition,

¥ any city autborities object fo this plan, on the ground that



b

tha removal of all motive for swearfng off personal taxes would
lead to an excessive inorease in the amount of personal property
assesged, and thus to an unfair incresse in the cities’ share of State
taxation, this objection may be met in either of {wo ways. The
city agsessors could be indeced to fake greater precautions against
overvaluations than they do now ; or parsonal property might be
subjected to the State bax, although exevapied from ¢ity and counly
taxes. This could be left to the disoretion of the county authori-
ties; and, If they found that a total exemption from taxation led
{0 an excessive veluation of persomal property, they could apply
this remedy. In either case, the agricultural counties would gain
something over the present system ; because, in any event, the
valuation of personal property in cities which exempted personal
property, in whele or in part, would be greater than i% is now,

It may be urged, as an objection, that the exemptlion of personal
property from faxasion in one or more counties would lead to a
removal of such property from ether counties., This iz no sound
objection. *The property thus removed would be included in the
valuation upon which the State tax is based, just aa much In one
county as in the other ; and therefore the county from which it was
removed would suffer no disadvantage In that respect. Tt would;
of course, lose the henefit of such property for local faxation | and
it ought to do so.  The theory of taxing personal property is that
the protection of such property costs at least as much as the fax.
Indeed, as not more than one-third of the real value of personaliy
is pupposed to be assessed In any county in the State of New York,
it must follow, if thers is any truth in the theory, that any county
would make a great saving in the cost of government by getting
rid of personal property as much as possible. The rural counties
cught to be thankiul to the cities for relieving them of this expen-
give burden : and the cities will cheerfully make the sacrifice.

On the other hand, the opponents of taxation on personal prop-
erty maintain that the repeal of such taxes would greatly increase
the prosperity of every county which should adopt such a measure.
¥ it is found, upon trial. that such is the actual result, all the coun-
des will, one after another, Jdispense with such faxation, and all
will shave alike in the prosperity ensuing. If the resulf is the other
way, the counties which exempt personal preperty will be the only
ones to suffer, and they will speedily retrace their steps.

The guestion iz one whick can only be setiled by the test of
actual experience. Is it not far betber to apply that test in a few
counties ab a time, than to apply it to the whole Siate at once?
And is i pot not clearly vastly better to apply the fest in this man-
ner, than o g0 on vader the present system, which is neither one
thing nor the other, combining all fhe disadvantages of both
methods, without the advantages of either ¥ For we do nof and can-
not succeed in reaching one-guarter of the personal property which
wa pretend to tax, while we keep ils owners in a constant state of
apprehension lest they should be taxed.
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