a Site Rent System

value of disposable incomes referred to
above. The benefits of the considerable sav-
ings in compliance costs, as indicated above,
would add even more to profit margins.

The projected increase in business prof-
itability is a static projection and although
predicated on a conservative (70% of the
potential) increase in consumption, takes no
account of the inevitable surge in productivi-
ty and export potential.

Projected gains of over $500 per week per
household in disposable income and $2,000 a
week in after-tax trading profit for businesses
may seem extraordinarily high, but the fact is
that we are earning these sums already! The
problem is that we are not receiving them.
That wealth, the legitimate source of govern-
ment revenue, is being siphoned off by land
and resource monopoly.

Any change to our tax systems which fails

to recognise the mechanism inherent in land
monopoly whereby any increase in dispos-
able income simply drifts into higher land
price, will fail. Reclaiming Rent for revenue
is the only way we will release labour from
the iron grip of land and resource monopoly
and allow all citizens to contribute to, partic-
ipate in and enjoy the full benefits of a Site
Rent System.

In a site rent system, with all constraints
on employment and productivity cast off,
wages and profits would naturally start to rise
immediately, so that the percentage of Rent to
household income and Rent to profit margin
would diminish even further. Whether the
gains went to Wages or to Rent is largely
irrelevant, since surplus revenue would in any
case find its way back to household incomes
as a Citizens’ Dividend — an equal share for
all in the Common Wealth.
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cal matrix of citizenship, State power, rents and taxes”.
 might be made that this strategy was designed to fail;
at the rent«and~tax pollcles of governmenls created to sus-




