Thus, with our fax system econemically attuned to the
natural and logical factors and principles of economic
science, and working with and not against labot and capital
providers, we will no longer have the largest, most persistent
and shameful “something-for-nothing” Ileak-away from
producers to non-producers of our national production the
world has ever known. The special privileged landholding,
iand dealing and speculator class will be forced, to the extent
they row live on and invest from fent-of-land incomes, to
produce this part of their living and investment funds. Should
they wish to replace this income they will have to labor or
provide capital or do both to do so just ds all others do now.
Then. we will have an economic system worthy of
freedom-loving people and the free market, free enterprise
concept of economy,

Slum-rotted cities rejuvinated

As a result of properly applied land value taxation and the
betterments of untaxed production that will easily and
quickly follow, there will be a great and privately achieved
rejuvination of dur slum-rotted cities and our shamefully
tax-abused free enterprise economy. Further, we will discover
in this fundamental correction of our public revenué system,
that we will also have the most certain assurance possible of
preventing the recurrance of most of today’s social and
economic problems we seem unable to really solve regardiess
of the billions of taxpayers’ doflars spent.

Conclusion: Free Enterprise untaxed; Communism defeated

We need not suffer our evil land tenure and tax handicap
any longer. We need only to switch from taxing labor and
providers of capital, and our people as users and consumers
of products and services, and use, as far as possible, the
rent-of-land source fo support government as indicated in this
thesis. Under such environmental conditioning we can win
the world to our type of political and social freedom. We can
defeat Communism without firing a2 shot. We can and will
enjoy the peace — freedom from war and the fear of war —
and from economic and social ills mankind has so longed for
over past centuries. '
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1200 acres worked vs. 12 acres leased

Recently I met a farmer from Montana who works 1200
acres of land. He plows his Jand, plants the seed, cultivates

“and harvests the crops, and rears, feeds, and protects his live

stock. “isn’t this a hard way o get a living?” I asked him.
“What other way is there?” he replied.

“Well,” I continued, “look at it this way. You work 1200
acres of land. I know of 12 acres, not 1200, in New York
City. These are leased to a corporation that “raised™ on the
fand a number of tall buildings of excellent quality known as
Radio City. The owner — it could be you or I — collects $3%
million a year for granting permission for others and the
peopie to use 12 acres on the surface of the earth. The leasing
corporation also pays the tax on the site or location value of
the Jand, and on the buildings as well.”

I next asked my farmer friend: “How many farmers like
yourself would it fake to produce $3% million worth of
commodities a year, both grown and reared? He said he did
not Know but it would take quite a number; and they would
have to use a lot of capital in the form of plows, tractors,
harvesting machinery, fertilizer, farm buildings, fences, wells
and other sources of water for stock and irrigation, ditching
and the like,

“Well,” T continued, “if you owned and collected the
ground rent of these 12 acres you could buy a very large
amount of the finest of farm produced commodities and
factory made products, as well as assorted services available
in our own and in foreipn countries. You could establish
tax-exempt foundations and through these give buildings
with your name on them to churches and schools; build art
museums and zoos; help the poor and the blind; and yet you,
yourself, need pot produce a single pin, plant a single seed —
need not produce anything at all or offer any service in
exchange.

“And the next vear you could collect another $3%
million; and so on for -cach year of your generation. Your
descendants of the second and third generation could do the
same for 99 years, the period of the lease, Then they could
take ownership of the buildings on the 12 acres of land
inherited from vou. Yéur descendants could then continue to
collect the rent-of-land and rental of the buildings as weil for
mazny years, assuming they were still useful.

“Now, consider this,” I said: “Who produces the products
and services the landholder and his descendants are permitied
to take out of the common stock of products and services
provided by our naturally associated and cooperating free
enterprise economy? Obviously, only those who, like
vourself, labor and provide true capital — man-made
praductive capital; wealth used in the production of more
products and sexvices for exchange or income.

“And think of this, too,” 1 continued: “At literally
millions of separately owned areas of land, large or small,
held under title as a special privilege granted to the holders
by the people, land rent emerges continuously, Millions of
people are collecting personally, or through corporate or
other forms of ownership, rent-of-land either by their.own
use of the land, or by leasing it to others to use. This site or
location value rent varies from a few dollars to millions of
doliars annually at each rentable site. And remember, too,
that rent of land includes all royalty rents paid for the




privilege of extracting valuabie natural resources found in or
on the land; and that this rent-of-dand fund exists whether
the landowriers or tenants work and provide the capital, or
do both as producers.

“Whatever the total sum of annual rent-of-land proves to
be, it is cerfain to be very large. Former Senator Paul H.

Douglas of Illinois, speaking of the oil-rich shale Iand found-

in Idaho, Wyoming and Utah, largely held for the people by
the federal government, said the royalties alone from this
massive resource could well pay off the national debt.”

Are we confused?

A wise man once said that when confused we should go
back te fundamentals. But suppose we are confused as to the
fundamentals involved, or, in fact, are not certain there are
any? Lo

Consider the many kinds of economic and social problems
that economists, social workers, politicians and others have
identified, each of which seemingly demands the costly
attention of government and many private organizations as
well. In spite of our efforts and the billions of public and
private dollars spent, none of these problems has been treated

in ways that will prevent their recurrance. Not a.single

important basic cause of these ills has been successfully
brought to the attention of our people by educators or asa
public issue. Fhat there is such a basic cause can hardly be
doubted; at least one more basic than others. To find and
remove this basic error must be our goal.

Two primary factors

We have only two primary factors of production: the
earth, called land; and man, called labor. There is between
the two a fathermother type of relationship. And if anything
prevents labor from having the freest, least costly and least
troubled access to land, the entire system of economy, from
producers to consumers, is obstructed, diverted, and made
less efficient in operation.

L and produces nothing

In our search for the reasons why free enterprise has
fallen so far short of achieving its true potential for the good
of mankind and our-counfry, two vital economic concepts
demands our attention. Omne is that the factor land, of itself,
produces nothing — nothing at all — for the satisfaction of
man’s needs and ever expanding wants for quantity, quality
and variety of produets and services. Land is the inert or
passive factor of production, and teaching economists have
ignored this fact or failed to make it clear and meaningful in
their textbooks and classroom lectures. Most of them treat
land as capital — a scientific error. In what other sciences,
social or otherwise, would professors and instructors fail their
students by such illogical, unscientific use of terms?

True, within land nature has created great stores of iron,
gold, oil, sulphur and other mineral and chemical resources;
on the surface there is ample working space for production.
Fish and many Hving things inhabit rivers, lakes and oceans;
deer, rabbits, squirrels and other game are found in the great
forests, and on the plains and mountain sides; and birds and
other fowl are in the air and on the land. But as far as man’s
wants and satisfactions are concerned all these, being natural,
are termed land in economic science.

The crude oil in the ground eannot fuel an automobile or
truck; the gold in the earth cannot erown. a footh; a
40-pound bass in the river will not jump into the boat, let

alone find its way into a deep freeze or fyring pan. The land
will not open up a furrow in which a farmer can plant seed,
or provide an oil well through which crude oil can be brought
forth., The trees provided by nature ftself will not turn into
lumber or firewood by reason of man’s wishing alone; man
niust find and harvest the fruit of nature provided by vine
and iree. The laws of production of wealth and services are
written in natural laws; and, very interestingly, in the Holy
Bible as well. “By the sweat of thy face . ..”’ the order to all
mankind reads.

By the use of land sites and materials found in or on land,
the water and air part of land, man must produce all things
and services before they can satisfy his wants, natursl or
acquired; or he does without and dies.

Landholdars, as such, produce nothing

Since land itself produces nothing, it follows, we repeat,
that man, as mere tifle holder of land, produces nothing
either. These facts, in turn, raise a crucial and revealing
question: If neither land nor landholders produce anything,
how do men, merely as landholders, and to the extent their
income is a resuli of mere land holding, get ownership and
control of wealth and services? Obviously they must have
some way of getting what others produce. Let us look into
how they do this.

Free Enterprise a “’put and take” game

Our Free Enterprise system is, by its nature, 2 “put and
take” game. The primitive man labored as hunter, fisherman,
and harvester of wild fruit, berries, nuts and other edible
things; and in securing matetials necessary for clothing and
housing as well. This was a simple case of first putting in
Iabor and then using or consuming all they produced in the
immediate satisfaction of their wants. And, in the process, let
it be noted that no one collected any part of their production
for merely allowing them the use of the earth.

This “put and fake™ concept of ouwr economy places a
shatp and revealing emphasis on both the moral and
economic sense of free enterprise. A man farms, works at a
machine or as a painter of pictures or houses, as a barber or
shoeshine boy; he works as an executive or janitor, a teacher
or doctor, and in any of our seemingly endless occupations,

He collects his labor receipts measured in dollars. These he ]

takes to stores and other retail outlets; o offices of
professional people; to theatres and sport arenas, to renters
of housing, to travel agencies and the like to exchange for
products and services which he desires and the system
provides.

Root cause of unjust distribution

So long as a man can také out of our common markets of
stocks of products and of service values produced by others
that are reasomably equal to the values he puts into the
sysiem, justice in distribution or sharing of production exists,
But landholders, and land dealers and land speculators, profit
by law-made, built-in “something-for-nothing™ tax advantage;
not for what they do creatively, This enables them to take
out of the system great values in products and services
without making any contribution whatever, In all such cases
injustice results. This forces all producers to take out of the
common stocks considerably less value than they puf in.

This is the crux of our people’s and our country’s
economic and social problems. This taking out by
landholders without putting in is the greatest single cause of




injustice in distribution there is. It is the greatest single cause
of restricted production and of fhe constantly recurring
social and political demands that governmental systems for
re-distribution of wealth and for providing welfare services be
established — permanently established. It is the greatest single
canse of big and costly government and high taxes. It is the

greatest single cause of the failure of the free enterprise’

system to really win the people of the world today.

Land titles are good

QOur economic and social problems are in no way due to
owr granting of title privileges ic hold land. Such privileges
are good; they give incentive {o improve the land up to iis
best use. Such titles are necessary to assure private, exclusive
and perpetual ownership of man-made improvements and all
forms of real and personal property put in or on the land.

The greatest abuss

Our difficulties are due to the abuses we impose on our
free enterprise system. We now grant, legally identify, and
protect private property in improvements, land titles and

personal property. But we have for ioo long failed fo

recognize that private property is limited in morals and by
sound economic understanding to things made by man, We
continue a tax system which causes the greatest loss of true
private property from producers to non-producers man has
ever known. This, as previously indicated, is due to tax
privileges granted title holders of land, in effect, to “legally™
tob labor and providers of capital of what they themselves
produce, or for which they make proper exchange.

In the process of doing good for all and encouraging
enterprise by granting private title to land, we. fajled to
recognize and act on one hard economic fact. This is that
those so privileged are obligated morally to pay all people the
natural rent-of-land the people, themselves, by their presence
and by what they do, attach to land privately held.

Government should be responsible as agent — as the
“realtor” of the people - to see that rent-of-land is collected
for common use since people, and not title holders of land as
such, create and earn it. Now let us consider why, and in
what way these title holders of land, and their agents, manage
to evade this natural and moral financial “ground debt”
obligation to the people.

How landholders profit

It is understandable to one who will think that if title
holders of land are to enjoy products and services others
make or render, and which they can buy with their
rent-of-land incomes, they must, somehow, aveid paying
fairly to the people a sum of money equal to the cost to the
people of making what the annuval advantage or privilege of
holding the land to which they hold title is worth. It is as
simple as that. The wider the gap between the publicly
created annual income value of the land held and what they
actually pay to the people in exchange for the privilege, the
greater the net rent-of-land they can keep and enjoy for
personal use; the more “something-for-nothing™ land income
they have not only for not producing but, in fact, for
interfering with production.

Evidence of landholders non-service

Let us consider some évidence of the lack of service land
dealers and speculators as such perform. Suppose the land

-

they deal in was held in trust by a dog or cat estate; or if it
had been given to a tribe of natives in Africa who never saw
the land or, in fact, did not even know what private
ownership of land was. Certainly they could nof, and would
not, do anyihing to give this land its value. Yet they could
have the rental value of this land credited to their banking
account and enjoy the same profit for the same social or
public reasons as all other landholders do.

A daily happening provides additional information that
society can get along very well without profiting landholders
and land speculators in their land dealing activities. This is
that people who serve as labor and providers of capital
cooperate in building wonderful improvements (such as
Radio City) without owning the land or which they build.
All they need or want is a lease contract for its use for a
stated period of years to assure them proper market-
determined rewards for their efforts, assuming the venture
is a success.

Great privately owned .and operated oil and mining
corporations make huge investments on and in land they do
not own. Especially well known examples of the public
collection of oil royaliies (rents) for public use by private
developments are found in the Province of Alberta, Canada,
in the Long Beach, California area, and in offshore publicly
owned land rights in Louisana and Texas. Royalties are
publicly collected on the massive privately developed goid
and diamond mining operations in South Africa. (The rich
oil-shale lands of Montana, Wyoming and Utah, largely
owned by the people of our country and managed by
government, can be and should be developed on like

principles.)
Rent-of-land proper “feed” for government

People have found it desirable to have government. Some
wani more, others less. Yet, as all recognize, to have
government we must “feed” it; that is, we must provide
public revenue for its support. Shall government féed on the
publicly eamned rent-ofdand, or on the privately earned
rewards-of-human-effort — wages and interest (wages) treated
as one fund? This is the only truly basic economic and mioral
tax issue the people must decide. But in doing this we
become involved in a serious, but generally unrecognized,
conflict of interest as to which source of public revenue we
shall use. :

Taxation good for landholders is bad for labor and capital
providers

The only way those who live altogether, or mainly, on
what they produce, is to produce things for themselves and
others. On the other hand, the only way landholdess as such
can live is fo have the tax structure politically arranged so
that they can keep the . publicly created and earned
rent-of-land and use it privately to buy and enjoy the
products and services others produce.

The peculiar and special nature of landholders’ income
requires that they favor and politically and educationally
urge that we use just about any kind of a tax except one that
falls on the location or rental value of land. However, both
the economic and moral interests of all who live altogether or
primarily from- wages and inferest incomes demands,, of
course, that we first use. rent-of-land, called natural public
revenue by those who understand, to the fullest extent
possible before taxing (taking) the privately eatned wages and
interest rewards to support government.




To the extent we fail to collect rent-of-fand for public use
we must; as previously pointed out, tax the products and
services people have to produce. ‘This raises their prices. Or,

we must use such taxes as sales, earnings, excise, cigarettes, -

gasoline and the Eke which tax (pump) money directly from
pockets and purses, ot banking accounts of those who live
primarily or altogether from wages and interest to support
government. Such taxes have practically the same social and
economic effect as taxes which raise prices; they leave the
people less with which to supply their own needs. Of course
we are misled by futile and inadequate tax-education and
much propaganda into using a multiplicity of compounding
taxes which do both; and in doing so greatly confuse and fool
the people.

On the other hand, if we use the publicly earned
rent-of-land income o support government, and abolish or
reduce as much as possible taxes which pump our earned
wages and interest, or our savings, fo government, quite a
different effect is assured. This policy gives alt people public

services paid for by our publicly earned rent-of-land which -

was formesly privately collected and kept for personal use by
a few landholders who enjoy the great bulk of such income.
In this case the value of public seryices paid for by
rent-of-land are, in effect, added to the value of products and
services people buy for themseives and pay for out of their
privately earned wages and interest incomes. In other words;
people then benefit financially by both the government use
of rent-of-land and by their private spendirg as well. But
when we permit this rent-of-land fund to be used privately to
benefit landholders then we have to pay for such government
service tent would buy by paying taxes directly or indirectly
on privately eammed wages and interest incomes. In this case
the people lose the benefits of rent-of-land not collected for
public use and the money they would pay in taxes because of
this, as well.

Public collection of rent-of-land lowers prices

It is an indisputable economic fact that taxes levied on
the site or location value of land, or which fail dixectly on the
rental value of land, are paid out of the rent-of-land income
now being collected by the landholder. All economisis agree
that the landholders cannot increase their rent-of-land charge
and in this way recover the rent paid fo government; nor can
it be recovered in higher prices for products, services, or in
house rents; or in higher prices of land.

The economic effect of higher land value taxation is to
make available more and better land for people to use and to
force poorer land being used out of use until needed. The use
of better land increases production with the same amount of
labor and capital. This should and will, and if not otherwise
interfered with, lower prices to consumers.

Why taxes on fand value do not shift in higher prices

There is a reason why taxes imposed directly on the
location or rental value of land cannot be shifted.
Landholders get ail the rent-of-land they can for the use of
their land. Tf they could get more would they wait until
government increased taxes on the rent they now collect to
do so? OF course not! On the other hand if they are geiting
all they can — all that competition of other fandholders and
land locations permit, how can they get more just becanse
their taxes on their land are increased? The mere fact that
taxes are increased on their land only, in no way creates more
fand value, and so gives them no economic power to charge
more.

The only effect an increase in taxes on Jand value has is to
reduce the net rent-of-land retained by the landholder. This
reduced net rent will, of course, cause buyers of land to offer
lower prices for the land. If all the rent-of-Jland were cofiected
by governinent, it would asa practical matter, reduce the net
rent, and the price of land, to zero, the price placed on it by
its creator — God or nature.

Then, too, this fact must also be considered. If
landholders could get increased rent to offset the higher
taxes, the government could then increase the taxes on the
rent-of-land to absorb the increase as welt. Thus the net land
income and the selling price would again be zero.

The educational shame of all this is that seemingly
economists, as a class, have either not taught the
non-shiftability of a tax on land value or rent-of-land; or if
they have, they failed to make this vital knowledge
economically, socially and morally significant, and therefore
less likely to be remembered by their students; and far less
likely to be known, therefore, by the people.

A seemingly unknown real estate tax fact

Although general tax teform is absoluicly necessary,
experience has shown that, since the real estate tax provides
much of the revenue used by local government, tax reform
should begin with the scientifically based land tax reform
proposed here. However, in considering this limited reform
another basic economic truth that seemingly has escaped the
attention it deserves of economists demands consideration.
The real estate tax is not one tax; it is aciualty two taxes
ristakenly treated as one. One is levied on the location or
rental value of land; the other on the vaiue of {man-made)
improvements placed in of o1 land.

Which is best for man and country? High or low priced land
and products?

Tt is equally important to note that these two different
kinds of taxes have opposite or confrary economic and social
effects on the people and the country. As previously stated
taxes on improvements used in business, industry and for
habitation by the people; and in the operation of public
utilities, ave shifted in higher prices to people as users and
consumers. However, taxes imposed only on the location
value of land are not; they make land lower in price and
easier to get for any and all uses; to own and occupy of to
puild on and to rent to others.

By ihe use of this economic “canse and effect”
knowledge we can make the price of beth land and of
products and services higher, or we can make them lower. If
we make them higher we will make it harder, whereas if we
make them lower, we will make it easier for people to get a
living and a better one.

The most direct and simple remedy for our highly
unsocial, desiructive, dangerous, anti-incentive, anti-free
enterprise, anti-labor and providers of capital, anti-freedom
taxation lies in the recognition and application of a few
economic science and moral truths.

Tax interests of landhaolders and labor and capital providers
are opposite

We must recognize and act on the fact that the dominant
taxation interests of all men who labor and provide capital,
and of all people as consumers, are directly opposite to those
of landholders as a class. A public revenue system zood for
landhoiders is bad for labor and providers of capital; one
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deemed by some people bad for landholders is good for
Iabor, providers of capital, and all people as consumers.

Our tax system today strongly favors non-productive
landholders. Understanding this is essemtial if we are to
achieve both economic and moral progress and eliminate, ox
greatly mitigate, most of our economic and social problems.

To correct bad taxation

The way we can most quickly and surely bring about this
desperately needed reversal of today’s bad taxation is to help
our people understand and know how to use to their
advantage the following concepts: -

1. Taxes themselves are not ‘sources’ of public revenue as
too many economists, political representatives, educators and
social betterment leaders most oftén and carelessly choose to
call them; and this is not a matter of semantics. Economic
science factors and principles clearly reveal thai taxes serve as
pumps. An understanding of the difference between taxes —
the pumps — and actual economic science revealed sources is
essential if citizens are to serve their own and their country’s
best and truest interests.

2. While many kinds of taxes are now imposed on the
people, and new taxes can be invented at any time, economic
science reveals that there are only two basic sources of public
revenue from which taxes can draw or “pump” revenue io
government. These are: 1. Rent-of-land, and 2.
Rewards-of-human-effort., The latter, as mentioned
previously, includes wages and interest, a form of wages, as
one fund. They are so combined because of the natural
cooperating relationship between all who labor and those
who provide capital; and the fact that more and more people
do both in no way alters any principle. involved. And as all
know, a demand for labor is a demand for capital — tools,
raw materials extracted from land, produced parts and
assembled products, etc,; and that a demand for capital is
also a demand for labor. So far as the basic factors and
principles of economic science is concerned — not the wishes
of landholders, land dealexrs and land speculators, or
self-seeking men of labor ox of business and industry — we
could not have a basic tax law good for providers of capital
that is not also good for all who labor in any capacity, and
vice versa.

3. By our choice of which ‘source’ to use, or use first, we
can, as indicated previously, make it easier or harder to
increase or decrease production; to secure the use of more
and better land, and to produce and have the use of more
capital. This means that we can make it easier or harder for
people to have more and better paying jobs.

4. By an increased use of rent-of-land and a decreased
use of the rewards-of-human-effort to support government,
we can reduce the number and intensity, and the cost of
mitigating or practically ending many of what we call
economic or social problems.

5. The increased use of the rent-of-land sources of public
revenue will greatly increase the attractiveness of our free
enterprise and free market competitive sysiem and enable it
to win the people of the world to it. Sech an improved, less
costly and less taxed free enterprise operation will enable it
to defeat Communism in the only way it can and ought to be
defeated; by sheer competition in the world market of ideas
-and trade, and in peace, too.

To lower government spending, costs and taxes

The failure of government to collect and use rent-of-land
for public use causes much unnecessary spemnding, waste,

S —

costs and taxes. The sum of this expressed in dolars, many
who have considered the matter think, might well exceed by
several times the total revenue in dollars rent-of-land would
provide government.

Consider the needless high prices and cost of land that
must be paid for right-of-ways for highways, oil and natural
gas pipelines, telephone and local and interstate utility
sexvices; for parks, airports, recreation and conservation; land
for public and private schools, hospitals, chuiches,
government buildings of all kinds, and for all housing for
private business, industry and residential needs and the like.

Consider the massive cost and waste because of our
anti-social use of land in shims and poverty areas within
which Hes some of the most useful residential and light
industry locations now to be had. And what of the cost of
onr failure to use to full advantage the millions of vacant and
under-improved lots already serviced by streets, sewers,
palice, fire and sanitation departments, public and private
transportation and the like; the neediess multi-billion doljars
of waste due to urban and suburban sprawl that land
gpeculation and inferior use of land cause; and the cost of
farm production lost by reason of premature suburban
development of farm land near cities.

A further yearly loss of great significance is the cost of
time, tires, fuel, and general wear and tear of privately and
publicly owned automobiles, buses and trucks involved in
serving spread-out areas that more orderly and well planned
community development would have prevented.

Added to all this we must consider the cost of collecting
the multitude of taxes now imposed in a variety of ways on
every phase and facet of production and consumption. These
taxes greatly reduce incentive to produce, and prevent the
lower costs of products and services increased production
would make possible. Also, we should consider the increased
production we could enjoy if all the needless tax-collectors
and employees needed fo service government tax collections
in business and directly from the people were, themselves,
engaged in producing more and better products and providing
more and better services.

All this suggesis it is not merely the amouni of
rent-of-land that counid be used to support government that is
important as many economists seem to think; it is also the
waste, higher costs of products and services, and taxes which
reduce the personal income of labor and providers of capital
that could be prevented.

if we overspend what rent-of-land provides

The rent-of-land source can hardly, of itself, support the
size of government now imposed on us. But if the change of
public revenue sources as suggested here i3 made, government
spending, costs and taxes, and the size and income needs of
government will be substantially reduced. Given time for
adjustments to be made in increased production and lowering
of the costs of government under the system, our rent-of-land
tncome will probably provide all the government we need. If
the people decide to limit government to what this natural
source of public revenue, rent-of-land, would pay for, then
this fund, obviously, would provide fully for government.

Should the majority of people insist that government
spend more than what our rent-of-Jand fund provides, we can
supplement it in these ways, all now being used: —

1. Retain the income tax, but reduce its progressiveness
and burdensomeness to producers; and, possibly, raise the
level of individuals tax exemption as well.

2. Continue the inberitance tax, presuming that this, too,
can be modified and possibly efiminated in the future.




3. Coniinue the gasoline tax which, more than most
taxes, relates directly to the services it provides people in
supporting our highway and road programs; and which has
gained general acceptance in our country.

4. Develop a system of fees or “special benefits received™
forms of revenue to meet the cost of providing for garbage
disposal, water and sewer services, street cleaning, street
forestry and shrubbery and other community beautification
programs, thus removing these costs from the tax structure
itself. Such a system would encourage a more economical use
of these services.

More title hoiders of fand

The application of this program of land and tax reform
as is suggested herein will in no way eliminate the use or
worth of private possession of titles to land as now provided.
In fact, by eliminating profit from holding land out of use, or
in poor use, and making land now unused or improperly used
readily available to others who want to use it, we can be
certain that the number of desirable people holding private
‘title to land in urban, suburban and in rural areas will greatly
increase, Because of the many economic and social benefits
of such a land tenure and public tevenue system, we can be
sure that land needed by the people for use in business
industry, farming, community and residential purposes of all
kinds will always be in open and good supply.

Public coliection of rent-of-land best for rea! estate and
buildings trades industries

The vast majority of people concerned with the
constructive and servicing sectors of the real estate business
and the vast majority of architects, contractors, engineers,
homebuilders, material suppliers, providers of morigage
financing and insurance, rentals, as well as those primarily
concerned with city planning and beautification would
support such a program Al such constructive forces in this
massive industry will profit greatly in earnings and in securiiy
of propezty as well by doing so-

Not only will those associated in any way in the building
trades industty profit more, they will operate under
conditions that will allow them to play a far greater, and
government, a far smaller, part in rebuilding and
rehabilitation our slums and run-down areas. Furthermore,
they will do this without the economic clumsiness, possible
political corruption, unfairness, great waste and the high
costs and taxes involved in mass, or in single block or single
lot spot-type urban renewal programs.

Urban renewal wrong answer

The key idea in urban renewal programs of making the
cost of land low to developers and giving incentives to build
by lower taxes on improvements; is sound. However, it is
crudely, shamefully and unfairly used in both large and small
piecemeal programs. Land and improvements are bought at
current prices. The Jand is then cleared of all improvements
at taxpayers’ expense. Then the land is sold at a loss; at a low
enough price to assure the privileged developer a profit.
Taxes on improvements to be made are abolished completely
for 10 years, and levied at 50 percent of the general rate for
another 15 years. The former tax rate on the land only is
continued during the 25 year period.

The better way; where tried

What is needed is overall real estate tax reform to secure

far more efficient results with less direct involvment of
government and less unfairness to other competing property
owners and taxpayers. Improving and rehabilitation of
property should be encouraged by a2 general and complete
uniaxing of improvements, This could be done at one time as
is the case in Australia and New Zealand where some two
thirds of all local governments operate on this ‘graded tax’
plan; or it could be altered in gradual stages, as was doneina
period of 15 years in the City of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
the rate on improvements being lowered to half that on the
land; and is being done at present in Hawail where, in eight or
so years, improvements are to be faxed at 40 percent of the
rate on land valoes. The 48 cities of the third class in
Pennsylvania can, with the permission of the city councils,
tax land values only — exempting improvements entirely —
for city purposes. Over 100 California irrigation distzicts,
based on laws written in 1909, have taxed land values only,
exempting improvements, to pay for and maintain their
irrigation systems. '

These experiences support the idea that land can and
should be made low cost to developers and users simply by
taxing the value of land more so as to transfer this
rent-of-land from title holders to the community that pays
the entire cost of making the land valuable,

Not to punish landlords

Winston Chuarchill said, in the eﬁrﬁer_ years of his fabulous
political career, when he was fighting to correct bad real
estate taxation in Great Britain (from whom we inherited our
own bad real estate tax customs): “We don’t want to punish
the landlord; we want to alter the law.” And to this all
should offer a hearty “amen.”” However, landlords foday
produce amazingly great services in many ways for our
people and our country. Yet, as many more people are
beginning to realize, our tax policies are such that the more
and better improvements our landlords make by their own
efforts, the moze they and the people are punished by the tax
systemn basically designed and politically conirolled by
landholders, land dealers and land speculators; and so, we

. might say, by ouz “fax lords™; and in their own interests, of

course.

1egalized social robbery

People must be made keenly aware of the fact that land,
itself, produces nothing; that landholders, as such, produce
nothing; that the only way landholders can get products and
services produced by others in exchange for the non-service
and harm they do is to pay far Yess to society than the special
privileges of holding land serviced by the community is
worth; that to do this they must corfupt the people’s tax
system and the Free Enterprise economy. Once this fact is
more commonly known how long will those who labor and
provide honest, man-made and man-used capital put up with
such 2 wrong-way tax system? (Racket would be a beiter
name.) How long will employers and capital providers accept
blame for anti-social job and wage conditions which owners
of “income” land really cause?

People must be made to realize that every single penny’s
worth of producis and services bought with rent-ofdand
money is legalized social robbery. Knowledge of these facis
should cause people io burn with intense social anger; and it
will. Then government will be compelled to use all the
rent-of-land income possible before taxing away a single
penny of earned wages and interest, or imposing taxes on
what people produce and exchange.




