CORRESPONDENCE

crease land values in the community.”
The pinch which the workingmen of that
little town are feeling is due to increasing
land value, not to increasing taxes. When
they shall have sense enough to appropriate
that land value, and to abolish taxation of
labor products, there will be no more pinch.
—SamuEL MiLLixeN, Philadelphia.

AS TO OLD AGE PENSIONS

Epitor SiNGLE Tax ReviEw:

Since returning from Niagara Falls I have
been thinking over the pension question.
I note what you say about the subject in
the last Review, ‘““We conceive that no
better use can be made of the land values
created by the people than is provided by a
wise and judicious old age pension system.”
If all have an equal opportunity, why does
not any surplus that might arise belong to
all of the people instead of to those who
have attained a certain age? We have a
pension system now, one that you and I are
trying to get rid of, a pensiom system that
takes from those who produce and gives to
those who do not. Why substitute another
for it? What is there about a certain age
that ought to give me a right to live on the
labor of some one else, if I have had up to
that time an opportunity equal to that of
all others?

You have an admirable article .in the
(July-August) Review by R. Snedicker,
but in one of its paragraphs I find this to
me dangerous doctrine—after proposing
to pay each person over 65 years of age $300
per year not ‘“‘as mendicants or paupers,
but because it justly belongs to them; pay
it from a fund they for 50 years have helped
to produce.”

How else except as paupers and mendi-
cants are you going to pay people money
that they do not earn? But, says this
writer they helped earn this for 50 years
previous. Econcmic rent out of which this
$300 is to be paid, was not produced during
the preceding 50 years, but in the current
year, when their presence would only pro-
duce a third of that sum, then they are
obtaining $200 that rightfully belongs to
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somebody else. This whole pension scheme
is wrong in principle and if there is anything
in the Single Tax theory, as you and 1
believe there is, it is indefensible. With
equal opportunity, there is no need of a
pension, except for those who are killed or
maimed in service of others, and for those
who are helpless and to whom society owes
a care because they never had a chance to
use the equal opportunity.

What I deplore is the tendency of all of
us to attempt to solve all the future prob-
lems and work out our salvation to the
uttermost end. What's the use of talking
about pensions—except to fool some un-
thinking people into desired action—when
we are 50 far from having any pensions to
hand out? If our notion turns out to be
the right one there never will be a situation
that demands pensions of the kind we have
been discussing. Dividing up the surplus
when we have a surplus on a per capita
basis is not a pension scheme, and that is
all that I understand Henry George ‘‘sug-
suggested.”

I don’t know of any one thing in govern-
ment so potent in the production of stand-
patters and conservatives, as a pension sys-
tem. No doubt if the government would
promise to pay you and me each 500 per
month for the rest of our natural lives, we
would soon turn conservative and would
be against any proposition that would in
any way upset government and possibly
interfere with our pension. Look over the
pension schemes of government and of fac-
tory, and note the conserving effect of them.
Now it is proposed to construct a pension
plan so wide that no change would ever be
possible—E. W. Dory, Cleveland, Ohio.

DenvER Single Taxers celebrated the
birthday of Henry George by a dinner on
Sept. 2 in the Adams Hotel. Among those
who spoke were George E. Hosmer, John
1. Tierney, Felix B. Tait, Mrs. W. A. Miller,
Otto Thum, Mrs. Lucy 1. Harrington,
Armistead T. Waight, P. J. Devault,

' Murray Casey, Thomas Annear, John P.

S. Voght, Otto Buck, Benjamin E. Harriy
and Ben J. Salmon.



