i.—Speeches by Leading Censergaﬁve&

R. BALFGUR, speaking in the Free Trade Hall, Manchester,

November 17th, igog, saicd e

“raxation of Land Values for ratfing purposes is lcrr:flnatf, if
if can be shown that the land or the values which voun desive o rate
are values which are nof paving their fair shore of the iocal rates.

That is a perfcctly legitimate argument. . . . . Al forms of
property which benefit by the rates onght, if you car cenirive-the
machinery, to contribute to the rates. . . . . The Taxation of

Land Values Is really no interference with security-—it enly MEAns
that that which-does goin by the rates should coniribute to the rate’

SR EﬁIGHAEE BIGKS-BEAGH, ﬁaw LORD ST BLDWYR, and at
one time Conservalive Chancellor. of the ¥xchequer, speaking in the
House of Commens during the Budget *Pebate, 18¢4, said i—

“Tet the right honourable gentlemsan (Sir Williaw Harcoart),
i he thinks right, invent means of taxing the increased value of
landed property in the neighbouwrhood of towns. In an endeavour of
that ¥ind I will support the right bouncurable penlieman as readily
as anybody, becanse I think it would be falr. 1 kwow there is 5 great
deal of the valus of land in towns whick at present escapss taxation,
from every scurce, and I think it should be pessible—I1 know it ta
be very difficult—it would be desirable t6 remedy that injustice.”

LORR ROBERTYT CEGH., in the House of Commons Debate on the
Third Reading of the Finance Bill, November, rgon, answering the
statement that the Tories bad made speeches on Eand Vahies, seid :—

“ Yes, T guite agres; I do not think that T mysel have ever done
50, but I agree that a large number of honourable gentlemen of Con-
:selves to the ftaxation of land
tite for odr existing systemi of

servative opinions have pledged th
valwes, - Bot whatfor @ As & subs
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servatives and the Taxafion of Land Values.

. fating, which is a perfecily casy and rational proposition. You have' .
adready the principle that land contribuies to the local sates, and the
guestion is whether the rates shoubd be levied npon the mproved
valie or npon the site value, This is a fair subject of discussion, and
T do not think aoyone would suggest that the alteration from im-
proved value to site value is Socialismn, or any exiravagant or novel

 proposition”’

Mr. F.E SMTH, K.C, M.P., speaking on Apriil 2¢th, iglo, at
“the Waldori Hotel, on the Social Policy of the Unionisis, said =—

Then the Budget was intvoduced. It was useless for them as
a party to frotend or argus that there was not, in fact, a fundamental
distinction between jand and other sibjects of ownership. The
essential physical consideration that land was, after all, Hmited in
extent, in a sense which was not troe of any other commodity, did
make a difference . . . . in the degree of control which might
be asseried by the commuenity over lapd on purely public grounds.
S5c far as he knew, no Conservative had ever approved of the land
proposals in the Budget. . . . Buat that was a totally different
proposition from saying that, for purposes of municipal fating, vyou
iight entitle the municipalities fo readiust the basis on which thelr
syster of oppidan (urban} rating depended: . . . If theve was
anyihing at all in the cry apon which the land laxes were now funda-
mentally founded—public increment—it would be a niatter for prow-
ing consideration in the future how far thet increment was national
ir its character and how far muonieipal. Tt might well be a subject
deserving of their consideration as a party to determine what would

e
and must be the position of the great mpalcipaiities towards the
tax.” -

2. —ongervatives in FParliament,

F R {

Tver since the publication of the Report of the Royal Com-
Is for the relorm of our local

i

sion o Local Taxstion, propos:

rating systemn have boen continncusly before Parbament. The

agitation in favour of {awing Land Values, with the corresyonding
al

movement, and prew until upwards of six hundred local governing

E

relief of industry from the burden of rates, became a great munic

bodies joied in petitioning Government to carry this much-needed
rating reform into effect, by giving them power to assess land values

e

arotely and to levy rates upon them. Numerous Bills have been

dnttoduced - inte  Parlament i which the hew principlées . were

I




E,ozzs»irvaimb a,ml the Ta,xaimﬂ ef Lani “%faiuesx'

_f‘i’i’lb{}dicuﬂ E} ing the Conservative administration” pwﬁ"--
¥ such Bills reached- a second rezming, but were not pzet‘eede
vith., The speeches on many of these occasions are instructive.
The record of voting is given below.
o In xgo3 thirteen Unionists voted in favow of the second reading
Cof the Land Values Assessment and Rating Bill -
Tn rgo4 thirty-six Unionists voted in favous of the second reading
of the Land Values Assessment and Rating Bill Mr. W, W.
Rutherford (Liverpool, West Derby) seconded the motion in a -
powerful speech, and Sir Al Roliit (South Islington) and Sir G, Bartley
iNorth Ishington) spoke in sapport,
© In rgos twenty-one Unionists voted in favour of the second
reading of the Land Values Assessment and Rating Bill. Mr. Austen
Taylor {Liverpool, Fast Toxteth) and Mr. Harmood-Banver (Liver-
peol, Bverton)-spoke strongly in favour of the measure.

3. Publications and Press Articles,

THE COMSERVATIVE CAMPAIGH GUIDE (uwsed in the General
Tlection of 1008} 5
© Tt is natiural that the ivends of the wmi«m{éj and middie lower

‘}73 f—

2 for them, and that those classes shonld desive

classes shonld 4
for themaselves, more room to live in, more commodions dwellings

i
d
TE

and mere sie and sunshing and Hght around themy, and more relie
from the barden of house rent, which probably in propertion to thelr
ICOmes presses mors hey m}y upon them than upon other classes of
the commumty. No policy could be more latuons than to meet
these aspirations, when moder atelypressed, with a blank non possumus,
or with a cry of *Robbery!” A man may Le quite justified, as a matter
of business, to refuse in the meatititee to let at a fen of {50 per acre

land which he expects in a few years 10 fet for a few of f100, and o

be comtent instead o let if for agricullural purposes at £3 per acre;

bt whether or not it is cconomically a sound policy, it'is certainly
not robbery to roquire him to make a contribution to the revenues
af the community, on whose growth and prosperity be relieg for the
enhanced value of his property, upon a seale which shall bear somme
turn he might have obtained, but prefers in the

relation o the re

meantime to forego, “The proposal s advocated, bowsver, not only
vant of the advaatage to the rates, but also because of its

o ac
tendency to bring building land into me market og reasonable

terms.”




Lonservatives d,ﬂ{i the ’Ia,mtmﬁ of Lami Valaes

."?ﬁ%: %‘!@R“ﬂﬁﬁ P@%’E’ ias - beeti a consistent adﬁ.’;{‘ﬁ:{u::;f. _ﬂ.;.e'-
] atmg of Land Values, and has frequmﬁy referred io the sub;m O .-/
Berem‘her 21st, 1906, a leading article said —

“ A rate levied on the value of buildibgs fthe present system of
rating) is & tax vpon building enterprise ; itisa direct discouragement
o an industry which in these days of an wrgeat housing problem is
one of the industrics most in need of enconragement. A rate levied
wpon unimproved land values i3 not only froe Jrom the charge of
discouraging industry, but way direclly assist in a solution of the
housing problem by hastening the devclopment of bullding estates
in the outskirts of great cifies.”

THE OBSERVER, March 1ath, 1910, said -—

“ It would be perfectly in aceord with Unionist argument durning
last Session to give the logal authorities the option of taxing local site
values for local benefit.” -

WiR. ELLIS BARKER (the wellknown Unlonist pampbleteer),
writing in the Nineteenth Century and After, says -

“ e veform of the land system esn be complete without a reform
of the rating system, The British system of local taxation is a most
unjust system. . . . . It is indefemsible . . . . that a  castie
such as Chatsworth should be rated no higher than the shop of a
struggling tradesman. It is equally indefensible that the owner of
prilding land worth £100,000 whe lefs-it at £300 for giazing, shoald
be rated only on that #300, and thys be encouraged to restriet the
extension of the town, and to merease the rent and Iiving exnpenscs
of its iohabitants.”

Truly, as Lord Robert Gecil has said,
a large number of hom. gentlemen of
Gonservative opinions have pledged them-

- selves te the taxation of Land Values.
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