CHAPTER VIII

GEORGE'S INFLUENCE

TweRE may be some value in concluding this whole dis-
cussion of the varying contacts that Henry George and his
work have had with other movements and other thinkers by
pointing out very briefly the influence of his doetrines. That
influence will be found not merely in the specific legislative
acts of various countries thatéhave sought for tax reform in
the direction suggested by George, but also, and perhaps of
more importance, the effects of hig work may be seen in that
more intangible realm of opinion as it is expressed in the
writings and words of the exponents of ideas. This fracing
of George’s influence will be confined within very narrow
limits, chiefly because of the! difficulties of determining ac-
eurately just how significant has been the part that his work
has played and of disentangling his proposals from parallel
and independent movements of land value taxation. In addi-
tion, there ig clearly recognized the danger of overestimating
(perhaps, too, of underestimating) the imponderable effect
of Gieorge upon later thinkers. For example, it is quite true,
ag single taxérs will point out; that his work has been recom-
mended, at least in part, by almost every important figure in
subsequent liberal social thought, but to what degree that
appreciation has been casual, or how much it has been sincere
and significant, is not an easy question to answer. And the
question is made more difficult because of the fact that many
former professed followers of George in political and eco-
nomic eircles have since wandered very far from his coneepts.
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It may be best to discuss first George’s influence upon the
definite land value taxation proposals that have been in-
troduced throughout the world. This point will, at the same
time, bring forward perhaps the most serious difficulty in
estimating the effects of George’s work, 1. e., the difficulty of
dissociating his “single tax” doctrines from similar but in-
dependent schemes of land value taxation. That problem is
stated most forcibly in the comprehensive volume of Miss
Yetta Scheftel.? Her consistent attempt to handle land value
taxation as merely, a fiscal scheme and not as a social reform
program,® and therefore her intense efforts, especially in the
opening chapter of the book, to effect a complete divorce be-
tween a “single tax” and a simple tax on land values, neces-
sarily make George's work of negligible significance in her
history of land value taxation. In fact, there is no indication
at all throughout the treatise that there has been any real in-
fluence of Progress and Poverty upon the more than fifty
years of land value taxation experiments that have followed
its appearance. :

Now, it will be admitted at the very outset of this discussion
that the systems of land value taxation of various countries
seemn {0 have arisen spontaneously rather than as a result of
doetrine or theory, that they have appeared o be adaptations
which have followed local conditions instead of examples
of a deliberate social program. And it is recognized also that,
in at least two instances, land value taxes were discussed and
introduced some years before George’s work appeared.
Furthermore, there will be no attempt to suggest here that
there has been disclosed any new data that would indicate a
direct influence of George’s teachings upon the proposals

1 Phe Tazation of Iand Value (Boston, Houghton Mifflin, 1816).

2 The conclusion of her most negative chapter on “The Tax as a Social
Reform” states that “not as a panacea, then, for all social evils and economic
maladjustment, although its influence may be beneficial with regard to these,
but as a tax must the expediency of the tax on land value be determined.”

(P.421)
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which are to be presented. Despite rather careful investi-
gation, it must be admitted that, with a few exceptions,
one cannot find definite, “scientific” evidence connecting
George in any overt way with much of the land value tax
legislation. : _ '

To argue, however, that these admissions justify a neglect
of George’s influence upon such legislation seems to suggest
a serious lack of a sense of proportion. The absence of
tangible proof of the inspiration of Progress and Poverty may
be unfortunate from the scholar’s point of view (although it
may be pointed out that the very nature and drafting of
fiscal acts would permit little inclusion of docfrinal origins,
and also that the pioneers who were responsible for much of
the work were not always articulate or coneerned with in-
dicating sources), but, as with most negations, it must not be
taken too seriously or the investigator may fall into a varia-
tion of the “scholar’s error,” More gpeeifically, the nonex-
istence—at least, the nondiscovery—of testimonials to
George’s influence by early legislators can in no way pre-
elude consideration of the imponderable force of his work,
especially since the few notices that we do have of acquaint-
ance with Progress and Poverty on the part of the land value
taxationists show that the book was a living inspiration. For
example, to believe seriously that, in the English-speaking
colonies, where in the decade following the publication of
George’s book there was a remarkable interest in land value
taxation, no effect was registered of the tremendous circula-
tion of Progress and Poverty or of George’s own widely at-
tended lectures in the British Isles and the British dominions,
would indicate a serious prejudice against Henry George or
else a curious interpretation of what is meant by the word in-
fluence.

But should the researcher be unduly insistent, or should he
become quite scornful of any suggestion that George played a
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role in the development of land value taxation,’ then this
point might well be made: Henry George must be considered
as part of a great liberal tradition, a tradition that extends far
in the past and includes in its ranks many great names. That
tradition is more important than the work of any one man.
Whether consciously or not, George borrowed from and con-
tributed to that stream of thought; he has become an in-
tegral part of it.* Therefore, unless one is overconcerned
with the difficult questions of originality and influence, it
perhaps does not matter too much just what place the in-
dividual, Henry George, did occupy in that history of land
value taxation. That i to say, the collection of land values
for social purposes, no matter how opportunistie or locally
conditioned it appears, cannot be divorced from social and
economic theory, cannot be entirely cut off from the whole
great concept of “unearned inerement.” The researcher may
be quite justified in considering the fiscal measures he is
handling as if they were autonomous and self-generating;
he is indeed correct also in stating that he is unable very
often to locate the doctrinal background of such legislative
acts. Yet a conclusion to the effect that theory plays no part
in the formulation of 2 land value tax would seem to diselose
much too narrow an “opportunistic” approach. The belief,
e. g., that land value taxes in Canada and Australasia were in
no essential way connected with the whole English economic
tradition of the “unearned increment” seems a little far-
fetched. Granted that the investigator may find no tangible

" manifestation of such a tradition in the early legislatures

of New South Wales or of Alberta, and granted even that
most of the settlers had never read a line of Locke or Smith
or Mill, still it would be indeed a rash scholar who could

& Miss Scheftel exhibits such scorn in several places; see especially op. ctt,,
PD. 266-267. ‘
4 For this whole point consult supra, Chap.: IV.
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glibly set aside the formative influence of a large section of
- English social philosophy.

This is not to develop into a labored account of function-
of-theory truisms. The only point that is being suggested is
that George must be considered as one of the determining
forces in that tradition which has centered its attention upon
land values, and that as part of such a movement he can be
slighted only with great danger in a discussion dealing with
any phase of that topie. The progress of land value taxation,
whether or not it can always be directly conneected with his
ingpiration, must nevertheless be included within an exposi-
tion of Henry George’s work; any other procedure would
amount to both a betrayal of his tremendous efforts and
also to a handling of land value taxation that was without
vision or horizons. Such, at least, would be an answer to the
land value tax researcher who should prove a vigorous skeptic
in this matter of the significance of George'’s influence.

Of course that answer would hardly satisfy any one vitally
interested in the work of George. It would seem far too
apologetic; it would lean over backward in its deference to
“scholarship.” But this danger of being accused of either
minimizing or of exaggerating historical influence is one
that cannot very well be dissociated from the diseussion of
any controvergial theme. It attaches itself inevitably to at-
tempts that seek to trace developments, and therefore per-
haps the best policy is to proceed with an historical exposi-
tion, trusting that its course will avoid the snares both of
belittling and of overstatement.

AUSTRALASIA

This brief aceount of the progress of land value taxation ®
may more or less arbitrarily open with & consideration of the

8 A word muy be mentioned here as to the procedure of this chapter.
Since it iz to be a brief exposition of material that iz readily available, and
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development of such revenues in the English-speaking
nations, more specifically, for the present purpose, in Aus-
tralagia, Canada, Great Britain and the United States itself.
The land value tax in Australasia ® will be handled first, not
only because some of the very earliest of the taxes originated
in that great laboratory of social experiments, but also be-
cause its development there has been perhaps more consistent
and of greater extent than in any other country. '

The first significant attempt to levy a tax upon the eco-
nomic value of land in Australasia was in 1878, a year before
the appearance of Progress and Poverty. In 1877 the Liberal

‘government of Sir George Grey had come into power in New
Zealand and it had pledged itself to attack the large landed
estates that were becoming so conspicucus and menacing a

since it presents mo new data, extensive documentation is not believed
necessary., The information has heen taken largely from the works men-
tioned throughout, so it will be only for rather significant or possibly eon-
froversial material that specific notes will be used. It iz felt that a short,
rynning account will meet the present purpose better than an ambitious at-
tempt to repeat work that has been already very satisfactorily done.

Perhaps the best bibliography on the history of land value taxation will
be found in Scheftel (op. cit.), pp. 461-483. For bibliography on Australasian
taxes see thid., pp. 478480,

Tor material on Australasian tazes consult: Ibid, Chaps, II and IIT;
Miller, Single Taz Year Book (New York, 1917), pp. 122-141; E. 1. Craigie,
“The Taxation of Land Values in South Australia,” a series of articles begin-
ning in The Single Tax Review of January-February, 1915; W. P. Reeves,
Land Tares and Rates and the Valuation of Land in New Zealand (Londan,
‘Allen and Unwin, 1923; 2 vols.) ; pamphlets printed by the Fourth Interna~-
tional Clonference to Promote Land Value Taxation and Free Trade, Edin-
burgh, 1929: by A. G. Huie, “Progress of the Henry Ceorge Movement in
New South Wales”; by P. J. O'Regan, “The Progress of the Henry George
Movement in New Zealand,” and by E. J. Craigie, “Land Value Taxation in
‘Australia for Federal, State and Local Purposes.” Bee also articles by W. P. -
Reeves on “Land Taxes in Australasia,” in The Economic Journal, December,
1911, Vol. XXI, pp. 518-526, and by Professor Seligman on the new tax
movements in Australasia in The Politicel Science Quarterly, Mareh, 1913,
Vol. XXVIII, pp. 71-94. The files of the various single tax periodicals, e. g.,
T.and and Freedom—formerly The Single Taz Review—(New York) ; Land
and Liberty (London); The Public (Chicago—no longer in existence), will
give historical accounts from the single tax interprefation. For more ppecifie
works see especially the lists of Australasian government publications men-
tioned in Scheftel. L .

7In 1875 a progressive land tax was proposed in Victoria but was with-
drawn. Two years later in the same province there was passed a land tax,
butt it was not levied on the unimproved value. (Cf. Bcheftel, p. 24.)
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factor in the development of the provinee. Grey’s interest
in the land problem may be traced both to a theoretical back-
ground and, perhaps of more importance, to the peculiar
agrarian situation in New Zealand and in the rest of Austral-
asia. He had behind him the great British Liberal political
tradition and he himself was a devoted student of John Stuart
Mill, but it was the fact of the serious alienation of the land
and its coneentration in the hands of a few owners,” and also
of the spectacular and directly perceptible increase in land
values, that provided the immediate demand for a land value
tax. The colonists, moreover, were spared the hoary tradi-
tion of vested landed property that had sent its roots so
deeply into British polities, and go the rapid appreciation of
economic rent disclosed to them more readily its social origin
and implications.’

This earliest levy upon land value, the Land Tax Act of
1878, was a very modest start. It provided for a tax of a
half-penny in the pound on the unimproved value of land,
i, e, the land minus the value of the improvements.”® More-
over, it allowed an exemption of £500. Yet the opposition
that it aroused among the landowning class was so strong
that the Grey government fell immediately and the act was
revoked by the following ministry. In fact, the tax was re-
moved before it was even collected, and it was nearly twelve

& For figures relating to this concentration of land in Australasia, see
Scheftel, pp. 20 £,

! Ibid,, 19-20. -

30 40anital value,” or selling value, implies the value of land plus the im-
provements, For purposes of land value taxzation, the taxable value of land
is this “capital value” minus the value of the improvements, thus giving the
“ynimproved capital value.” (For the difficuliies involved in this point, see
Scheftel, pp. 70 ££.) In England the phrase “capital value” is sometimes loosely
used, even when denoting unimproved value, in order to distinguish such
value from the traditional Bnglish use of the annual “rental” value (i. e, land
value being determined by the annual rent of land—the ordinary, not eco-
nomie, rent). Capital value in this connection, as it is defined, .. g., in the
English Finance Act of 1931, iz held to be determined largely by selling price
{but, of course, for the purpose of the Snowden land value tax it is & selling
value which assumes the absence of all improvements).
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years before a Liberal Cabinet introduced the tax again.
Henry George knew of this early work of Grey and when
Progress and Poverly appeared he sent Grey a copy which
drew from the Liberal leader a most flattering response.”
There ig no evidence to show that the New Zealander knew
anything of George’s earlier work, Our Land and Land
Policy, which was published in 187 1.2

In 1890, under the leadership of John Ballance, who had
been treasurer in the Grey government, and who was re-
sponsible for much of the land value tax agitation in 1877
and 1878, the Liberal party again came into power and forced
through another land tax measure, the Land and Income As-
sessment Act of 1891. This act raised the tax to 1d. in the
pound but retained the £500 exemption, and also limited the
exemption of improvements to £3.000. On the other hand,
the prineiple of land value taxation was strengthened by
an additional graduated tax on land valued at £5,000 or more.
This graduated scale, which has since been revised many
times, was aimed directly at the large estates, an attack upon
landed property that is not found throughout the rest of
Australasia with the possible exception of Tasmania.* In
1893 the £3,000 limit of improvement-exemption was re-
moved, and the act was further amended in 1900, 1903, 1907
and 1012, but with no significant changes. '

11 Bee suprd, p. 53.

12 However, there is this to be said concerning George's possible influ-
ence upon the Australasian measures: Not only Our Land end Land Policy,
but also the vigorous editorial and political campaigns that George carried
on throughout the early '70s, were directed to attacking large land holdings,
an attack that was the subject of much popular discussion in California. It
was this particular phase df land monopoly that was the object of the early

legislation in New Zealand (and also in British Columbia). Now, it must be
remeembered that eommunication between California and Australia was by
no means difficult; the two were mueh closer, of course, than Australia and
Fngland. In fact, San Franeisco was really more accessible to Australia than
it was to many American ecities at this time. George knew something of the
work in Australis (see infra, p, 406, n. 60), and it is by no means outeide the
realm of possibility that the dominion knew of his Calilornia agitation and
wag influenced by it. : .

18 Yeheftel, p. 41. For details of this graduated scale see ibid.; p. 38, -
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Two important additions to New Zealand’s policy were
made in 1896. In that year a Government Valuation of Land
Act was passed which provided for the separate valuation
of land and improvements and which also established a series
of periodic revaluations.®* It is obvious that when the prin- .
ciple of land value taxation is accepted the necessity for
approximately accurate land valuation presents itself, and
one of the great difficulties that the proponents of such tax-
ation must meet is the ludicrously incorrect report of land
values that is so often found where there has been no attempt
to separate improvements from land for purposes of valu-
ation. The other significant addition to New Zealand’s ef-
forts was the Rating on Unimproved Values Act. ™

The rating on land values in Australasia does not start
with this New Zealand act of 1896. In fact, with the excep-
tion of the short-lived Grey budget, local taxation of land
values preceded provincial ones; they may be traced back
to 1878 in Queensland. Rating is different from State and

‘Federal revenue not merely because of ifs local nature; its
very purpose is distinet. It is clear that the national and
provincial land value taxes are almost insignificant -as far
as revenue is concerned. Their purpose is largely social and
is directed toward reducing if not disintegrating the large
landed estates. On the other hand, the local rates are levied
to gain revenue, and consequently are of 2 much higher
percentage, rising, e. g., in the city of Wellington, New Zea-
land, to 714d. in the pound, and to as much as a shilling in the
pound—at least as a possible maximum—in Queensland.”

* For the technique snd difficulties of land valuation consulé Scheftel,
pp. 61-78, See also “Government, Valuation of Land in New Zealand,” by
(3. H. Nightingale; pamphlet printed for the Fourth International Con-
ference to Promote Land Value Taxation and Free Trade, Edinburgh, 1929.

15In Australasia, as in Oreat Britain, the term “rating” is applied to
local taxation, “tax” being usually reserved to deseribe Parliamentary im-

posts.
18 Scheftel, pp. 78-70. . .
17 See pamphlets by O'Regan and Craigie mentioned before.
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For the same reason, i. ., to gain revenue, exemptions and
graduations are ordinarily absent in rating as contrasted with
the government tax. Finally, rating on land values is the
nearest approach to a “single tax,” since in the various Aus-
tralasian distriets and municipalities that have adopted it
there are practically no other sources of revenue.”

A number of amendments were added to the original act
of 1896 and the whole was incorporated as part of the general
Rating Act of 1925. The rating on land values depends upon
rating polls, and thus far in New Zealand about 40 per
cent of local governing bodies ** (132 out of 290 taxing dis-
tricts, which include 77 out of 119 boroughs, and 55 out of
124 counties; town boards and road districts also make up
taxing districts) have adopted land value rating, the large
cities of Wellington and Christchurch being included.

Turning to Australia itself we find that there is a three-
fold tax on land values, the Federal, the State, and local rat-
ing. The Federal Land Tax was passed in November, 1910,
and all six provinces (Queensland, New South Wales, South
Australia, Western Australia, Vietoria, and Tasmania) have
State land taxes, the earliest being that in South Australia
in 1884. With the exception of Tasmania all of the provinces
have local rating on unimproved land values. As was men-
tioned before, the Federal tax is a low one and has been aimed
directly, as it was phrased, at “bursting up big estates.” It
contains also specific penalties for absentee owners. The
State taxes generally incorporate the graduated feature,
which also strikes at large land holdings, laying a high tax
upon the greater concentrations of land and imposing only a
minimal rate upon small holdings.

Queensland was the first province to rate locally upon
land values but the last to have a provincial tax. As early

18 Scheftel, pp. 48-55. See also infre, following pages.
12 (Regan, op. cit.
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as 1878 rating was in vogue and in 1879 the Division Boards
Act definitely legalized the exemption of certain improve-
ments from rating. More improvements were exempted in
1887, and the Valuation and Rating Aet of 1800 excluded
all improvements and personal property from local taxation.
 In 1902 there was passed a general consolidation act, that
of the Local Authorities of Queensland, which, while im-
posing certain limits on the local authorities, made it obliga-
tory for all rating to be based on the unimproved value of
the land * This 1902 act set the maximum rate at 3d. in the
pound, and also provided for revaluation every three years.
However, 1921 and 1924 saw important additions, the
Amending Act of the former year raising the maximum rate
to Is. in the pound, and the Greater Brishane Act of the
latter year increasing rating power in that muniecipality.

It was not until 1915 that Queensland inaugurated a State
land tax.® Like other provineial imposts it was graduated, a
tax of 1d. in the pound if the land were valued at less than
£500 and rising gradually to a rate of 6d. on £75,000 or more
of land values. In addition, the following year found another
specifie tax placed on undeveloped land, 1d. in the pound in
1916, an additional half-penny the next year, and 2d, from
1918 on.”®

South Australia began the taxation of land values with
the State Taxation Act of 1884, which went into effect the
following year. Agin the rest of Australasia the early colonial
reports were struck by the phenomenal increase in: land
values, and Treasurer Rounsevell of the Colton Ministry in-

20 Scheftel, p. 49.

21 Miss Scheftel’s book appeared in 1916 and therefore was still able to
point out that this Btate had not yet adopted the principle of provincial
 land value taxation. (See p.34.) :

22 ¢Jt jg interesting to note that since Ist January, 1917, freehold title to
Iand in Queensland is unobtainable, excepting for land acquired before
that date. Under the Crown Lands Act, 1910-1918, land can only be obtained
{from the Crown on lease. A pastoral leage may not exceed thirty years,
the term for agricultural farms is twenty years, other leases are in perpetuity.”
E. J. Craigie, in “Land Value Taxzation in Australis” (ep. cit,, p. 4).
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troduced in 1884 his bill, aimed against the appropriation
of such values by the owners of large estates. A tax of a half-
penny in the pound upon the unimproved value of land was
first lovied; certain exemptions were made of park, church,
university lands and the like. There was also a provision
for periodic assessments. In 1895 an additional half-penny
was placed upon values above £5,000, and absentee owners
were penalized another 20 per cent. Several changes were
made in 1903, increasing the general rate to 34d. in the pound
and amending also the absentee rates, but since 1906 the
rates reverted to the ones operating prior to 1903.

Rating in South Australia began in 1893, although the act
of that year was generally unsatisfactory.” The act was
amended in 1900, 1910, and 1914, and in December, 1926,
rating on land values was introduced for distriet councils;
the former rating had been for municipalities. While rating
is optional in South Australia, sixteen munieipalities, includ-
ing the city of Adelaide, and six distriet councils rate en-
tirely on unimproved land values.

Following the election of 1894 in New South Wales the
Reid government came into power pledged to an attack
upon the protective tariff and to the support of land value
taxation. The ministry, however, met with stubborn opposi-
tion from the upper house—the Legislative Council—in its
efforts to tax land values, and it was only after another gen-
eral election that the Land and Tncome Tax Assessment Aet of
1895 became law. It has been maintained that Henry George’s
important leeture trip of 1890 in Australasia * was of par-
sicular influence in this legislation of New South Wales.™
The act provided for the usual levy of 1d. in the pound, aftera
deduction of £240 of land values had been made. In 1902
the act was amended so as to clarify the relation between the

28 Ringle Tax Year Book, op. cit., p. 130.
22 Seg Supra, p. 71.
% Gingle Tax Year Book, p. 138,
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owner and the lessee of land. The revenue derived from the
act amounted to as high as £345,497 * for the financial year
of 1906-1907, but in that year the Local Government Act was
passed, introducing local rating, and the Sfate revenues
began falling steadily, reaching £2800 in 1926-1927.*

Rating in New South Wales * contains both the obligatory
feature of Queensland’s rating and also the optional privilege
of the New Zealand act; general shire and municipal rates
must be only on the unimproved value of Jand, whereas spe-
cial shire or municipal rates, or additional municipal rates,
may be either on unimproved or improved value. In 1916 a
very significant step in loeal rating was taken when the city
of Sydney voted to exempt all personal property and im-
provements and to place all rating upon unimproved land
value. Sydney, which has a population of more than 900,-
000, is thus the largest city in the world to derive all its
revenue from a “single tax” on land values. In addition, the
new bridge across Sydney harbor, the North Shore Bridge,
has been paid for to the extent of one-third out of a rate
on the increased land values which have accompanied its
building.

It will not be necessary to present in detail the history
of land value taxation throughout the rest of Australia.
Western Australia began State land taxation in 1907 and
local rating in 1902. There was also passed a special City
of Perth Endowment Lands Act in 1920. Tasmania, which
has no local rating, inaugurated its graduated provineial tax
in 1905. Victoria had State levies in 1910 but did not have
optional local rating until 1914, ~ o

A word, however, must be mentioned concerning the land

28 Ibid., p. 137.

27 Craigie pamphlet, p. 1. In fact, for all intents and purposes the State
land tax in New South Wales stands suspended. (Scheftel, p. 55.)

28 The introduction of rating under the Carruthers government is also
held to be the direct result of the agitation of George’s followera in the
provinee. (See the Huie pamphlet, op. cit, p. 2.)
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policy in the new Federal capital district of Yass-Canberra,
which, while it does not involve the taxation of land values,
certainly is evidence of a most advanced handling of land
ownership. In 1911 New South Wales donated some 900
square miles of territory for a Federal district, and two years
later work was begun on the new Australian capital. The
war interrupted the building and it was not until 1920 that
construetion of a provisional capital really began. The pro-
vigional Parliament House was begun in 1924 and opened
three years later. Canberra is governed by three commis-
sioners,” the commission form of government having been
established by the Seat of Government Administration Act
of July 23, 1924, ‘

The land policy of the capital territory is completely in
terms of leases; there is no outright private ownership of
land, all land being rented from the Government. Lots are
leased at public sale, the terms being twenty-five years for
agricultural Iand and ninety-nine years for urban land. The
rent is set at five per cent of the capital unimproved value
(i, e., the approximate economic rent of land), and after a
term of twenty years, thereafter every ten years, the rentals
arerevalued. Moreover, the lessee must begin to build within
two years after receiving the lease, and must complete his
improvement within three years. Here, then, seems to be
an approach to what Henry George had in mind: land being
“owned” by the State but used and improved by. private
individuals, with the economic rent going into the public
treasury to supply public needs.*

20 Material on Yass-Canberra may be found in any of the official Aus-
tralian government publications. See also the Craigie pamphlet, and articles
by Percy R. Megey in Loend and Freedom, especially in the issue of May—
June, 1931, and Enclaves of Economic Rent for 1930 (Fiske Warren, Harvard,
Mass,, 1931), pp. 268-263, : )

0 In connection with land velue taxation in Australasia it may be in place
to point out that in South Africa since 1916 there has likewise been 2 similar
pohiey. Assessments there all distinguish, for one thing, between land 2nd im-
provement value, and in the provinee of the Transvasl all municipalities and
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What have been the results of land value taxation in
Australasia, and to what degree may the policy be attributed
to the influence of Henry George? Miss Scheftel, whose
book, as has been pointed out, is generally most negative in
its appraisal of George’s work and most tepid and detached
in its appreeiation of the principle (rather concept) of land
value taxation, is yet quite gracious in recognizing Gieorge’s
influence in Australasia, and quite confident that such taxa-
tion, at least fiscally, has proven successful: There can be no
attempt made here to present in a detailed fashion any of
the fiscal results of the tax. That may be very readily found

“in Miss Scheftel’s work. All that will be mentioned by way
of conclusion are some of the results which she permits to
be drawn from her scientific analysis.

It may be well to quote the concluding paragraphs of the
chapters on land value taxation in Australasia:

Summary: In so far as the efficacy of the land tax can be gauged
at all, the results of the levy have been more or less beneficial
economically and socially. Housing conditions eontinue to im-
prove in the colonies in spite of the increase in population. Had
the rates of taxes been considerably higher the effects on land
speculation, perhaps too on rents, would have been mare notable.
To what extent the exemption of busginess premises from heavy
taxes has in turn stimulated business can only be inferred.

In eonclusion, two significant facts are to be noted. First, in
no case has there been a repeal of the tax except to extend its
operation; in other words, after its adoption, however great the
opposition may previously have been, the levy of the tax ceased
to be a party measure. Indeed, the opponents of the tax seem
to have become reconciled to its existence; at best they have
attempted merely to disprove the beneficent results predicted by

distriet councils are required to levy a rate on land values of at least 1d. in
the pound, although improvements are also taxed. Pretoria and Johannes-
burg rate only on land values. Kroonstad in the Orange Free State, where
land vslue rating is optional, taxes land values, and Durban in Natal, and
East London in the Cape provinee both rate much higher on land values than
upoh improvements. .



396 THE PHILOSOPHY OF HENRY GEORGE

the sanguine supporters of the land tax. Secondly, the adoption
of the tax by one State after another, by the local bodies, and
recently by the Federal Government of Australia, argues in its
favor and for its expediency in that country.®

Miss Scheftel is more sure of the “fiscal” benefits * of the
tax than of the “social” ones. The disintegration of large
estates, the lowering of rent, the shifting of the burden of
taxation upon the recipients of the “unearned inecrement,” in
general, the predictions of the more radical land value taxa-
tionists as to a redirection of the social order itself, are not
found by her to be corollaries of the tax, and so “the experi-
ence with the tax for over two decades (1916) has both al-
layed the anxiety of its adversaries and dissipated the ex-
travagant hopes of its most ardent adherents.” ® Of eourse
Miss Scheftel does not, and cannot, take such conclusions
very seriously. With the exception of a few municipalities
there has been but a pointing in the direction of a “single
tax”; consequently the hopes of a Henry George cannot yet
be tested in Australasia. For example, in connection with
the disintegration of large estates, it is pointed out that, ex-
cept in New Zealand, the low rates, evasions, and inaccurate
valuation systems have nullified any significant effect that
the land tax may have had upon the large landed holdings.™
And in the paragraphs quoted above it is suggested quite
elearly why there have been only negligible effects upon rent
or land speculation. Yet the fact that there have been any
social advantages at all would seem to indicate that instead
of Miss Scheftel’'s rather negative conclusion, there might
be an interpretation which would see in the admitted partial
benefits of a small tax upon land values a forecasting of
greater changes when the “social” in addition to the “fiscal”
purposes of such a measure were brought into prominence.

As a background of the land value taxation movement in

31 §cheftel, pp. 119-120. 52 Pp, 95-06, 83 P, 106. 3¢ Pp. 96 fi.
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Australasia, Miss Scheftel admits the significance of George’s
writings, of his trip to the islands in 1890, and of the unremit-
tent activity of his followers, especially immediately after
“his visit.* On the other hand, she is also certain that such
taxation has had a spontaneous growth in Australasia, being
in operation, for example, even before the appearance of
 Progress and Poverty, and she argues, in addition, that there
is almost no analogy between George’s “single tax” and Aus-
tralasia’s land value taxation.*® The first point is unquestion-
ably correct and all that the follower of George can do is to
suggest, as was mentioned a few pages back, that George
must be considered as part of a great theoretic tradition, a
tradition that lies at the root of all movements to capture
for society any part of the unearned increment of land values.
Her second argument does not seem as plausible. For in-
stance, she writes: “The numerous exemptions, low rates, pro-
gressive scales, surely do not reflect the striving of the single
taxers to make the land tax the sole tax. In faef, since the
enactment of the taxes, no attempts have been made, as was -
predicted, to tighten the screw or to approach anything like
the confiscation or the nationalization of the land.” * Ignor-
ing for the moment the perhaps unwise use of the term
“sonfiscation” or even ‘“nationalization” as applied to the
proposals of George, it cannot be legitimately argued that
beeause land value taxation is not the single tax that there-
fore the two have almost nothing in common. Single taxers
were unable to remove exemptions or to raise rates, but that
surely is not evidence that no close analogy exists between a
low, qualified tax on land value and a high, unqualified one.
There are very few followers of George who would not agree
that any attempt to introduce his suggestions must originate
in some such gradual manner. This is not to say, of course,
that Australagia has taken but the first step toward the ulti-

# Pp. 31-32. 3 Pp. 33-34. P, 33.
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mate realization of the single tax. Such a statement would
be rash indeed. But it would perhaps be no more unjustified
than the contention that land value taxation is completely
parochial, that, in other words, itisa step in no direction.

CANADA

There is a very close analogy between land value taxation
in Australasia and in the western provinces of Canada.” Both
regions, at the time of the inauguration of the tax, were in
an undeveloped pioneer condition, sparsely populated and
with great tracts of undeveloped land.. In both there was the
same striking phenomenon of rapidly increasing land values
as population grew, of feverish land speculation, of unim-
proved land held out of use for further appreciation of value,
of absentee landowners. Moreover, there was the same pi-
oneer psychology, the same disregard for the property tra-
ditions of the older country and the same determination to
settle local problems without too much reliance upon the

_% For material on Canadian land value taxation see: Seheftel, Chap. VI
(bibliography, pp. 481-483) ; Professor R. M. Heig’s report on “The Exemp-
tion of Improvements from Taxation in Canada and the United States,”
prepared in 1915 for the Committee on Taxation of the City of New York;
(see also the same author’s article on “The New Unearned Increment Tax
in Alberta,” The American Eeonomic Review, Scptember, 16814, Vol, IV,
No. 3, pp. 716-718) ; Single Taz Year Book, pp. 81-95; The Taxation of Lang
Values in Western Canada, Archibald Stalker, McGill University (master's
thesis), Montreal, 1914; Professor 8. Vineberg’s Provircial and Locel Taxa-
tion in Canada, Columbia Studies in History, Economics, and Public Law,
Vol. LII, No. 1, 1912; “Home Rule in Taxation in Western Canada,” Cali-
fornia League for Home Rule in Taxation, San Francisco, 1915 (pamphlet) ;
report on “The Financial Condition of Victoria” by Dr. Adam Shortt, Victoria,
1922 (pamphlet, attacks land value tazatiom); “The Progress of Henry
George Thought in Canada,” by A. C, Thompson and A. W. Roebuck,
paper prepared for the Fourth International Conference to Promote Land
Value Taxation and Free Trade, Edinburgh, 1929; F. J. Dizon, “The Progress
of Land Value Taxation in Canada,” Winnipeg (pamphlet) ; see also speeial
articles in The Single Tar Rewview, Vancouver special number, May-June,
1911; Edmonton and Grain Growers special number, Septgmber-October,
1911; also articles by Schuyler Arnold starfing in January-February, 1915,
number. Government reports will be found melitioned in Sheftel.
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English heritage.™ As early as 1873 in British Columbia and
Manitoba, six years before Progress and Poverty was pub-
lished, there was imposed a “wild land” tax which sought to
discourage holding land out of use on the part of absentee
owners, at least outside of the limits of incorperated cities,
- towns and villages. Manitoba also put a special tax on land
speculators. A year later British Columbia took another
important step when the city of Nanaimo, the coaling sta-
tion on Vancouver Island, exempted improvements from
taxation. In 1876 the province passed an Assessment Act
which amended the wild land tax provision but which still
diseriminated against unoecupied land.

The year 1891 marked perhaps the beginning of the most
significant phase of land value taxation in western Canada,
the operation of local option in separating land from im-
provements as far as valuation and exemption were con-
cerned. Inthat year British Columbia empowered its muniei-
palities, both city and district, to rate improvements at a
lower value than the land and made it possible, furthermore,
to exempt improvements altogether from taxation.” The
following year exemption of at least one-half of improve-
ment value was made mandatory upon the municipalities.
By 1895 such an exemption was operating in Vancouver. In
1906 the assessment upon improvements was reduced to 25
per cent, and in 1910 improvements were entirely exempted
from taxation in that city. Vancouver also levied various
types of license fees and gimilar local taxes, but by 1911 more

2 For example, in the 50s Upper Canada broke away from the English
system of basing assessments upon the rental value of land (which, of course,
discriminated in favor of unused land) and turned to land value itself,
determining that the economie rent, which was set at 6 per cent of the full
capitalized value, be the measure of land value. Ontario followed suit in
1869, and at present the city of Québec alone rates on the annual rental.
This breaking from the English system, moreover, was in the east, where
there was less of the picneer spirit. (See Scheftel, p. 252.)

4 Thid., p. 261.
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than 75 per cent of its revenue was derived from a tax on
land values. However, during the war, Vancouver, along with
other cities of the Dominion, was foreed to resort o heavy
taxation, with the result that improvements were again taxed
up to the provincial limit, 50 per cent of their valuation.
Much has been made of this “failure” of land value taxation
in Vancouver, the opponents of such taxation pointing out
that it breaks down when confronted by serious emergencies,
the supporters arguing that the low rate on land values could
not prevent the inevitable speculation that followed the
city’s building boom. In any case, the abnormal war situa-
tion, following the prewar “depression” in western Canada,
would make any attempt at impartial judgment very diffi-
cult indeed. Vietoria, along with Vancouver, also returned
to 50 per cent exemption. It had inaugurated loeal option
the same year as Vancouver and by 1911 had exempted all
Improvements from taxation. Up to the outbreak of the
war, twenty-six of the city and district municipalities of
British Columbia had totally exempted improvements from
taxation; in eleven, improvements were taxed from one-tenth
to one-third of their value, land, of course, being assessed at
full value, whether used or not; the remaining twenty-five
municipalities did not exceed the provineial minimum of 50
per cent exemption. Since the war the figures have changed
to: Total exemption of improvements in twelve cities and
towns (the district munieipalities are not included in these
figures), New Westminster, North Vancouver, Nanaimo, Port
Moody, Prince Rupert, and Revelstoke being among them;:
four assess at 25 per cent or under, and twelve at the necessary
50 per eent.® '

In 1894 the territorial government of the Northwest Ter-
ritories, out of which Saskatchewan and Alberta were formed
in 1905, empowered its municipalities to exempt improve-

# Thompson and Roebuck pamphlet (op. cit.}, pp. 5-6.
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ments from taxation, although adding certain qualifieations,®
and when Saskatchewan and Alberta became provinces this
system of local option was continued. In Saskatchewan the
Village Act of the 1908-1909 session made it possible for all
villages to exempt improvements from taxation and to derive
all revenue from land values, and in 1912-1913 the Rural
Munieipalities Act extended that provision to those divisions.
This privilege was soon taken advantage of, and by 1914
all the rural municipalities of the province depended solely
upon the revenue (with the exception of certain license fees)
from land values.”® In the cities, towns and villages of Sas-
katchewan improvements cannot be taxed at more than
60 per cent of their value, and since 1911 cities and towns
can make a gradual exemption of all improvements. The
exemption reached by Regina, the capital, amounted to
75 per cent of improvement value* In 1914 a special
surtax was levied by the provinee upon absentee land
OWRers.

It was in Alberta, however, that perhaps the furthest exten-
sion of “municipal single tax’ was reached. Edmonton, the
capital, obtained its charter in 1904, a year before Alberta
became a. province, and the charter provided for a general
tax upon land values. Business and income taxes were alsc
levied, but later these were dropped, and “municipal single
tax,” i. e., a tax on land values to meet the requirements of
loeal expenditures, became the revenue system of Edmon-
ton. Alberta, as did Saskatchewan, provided for loeal option
from its very admission as a province, and the Town Aet of
19111912 required that all improvements be exempt from
taxation in towns and villages; cities with separate charters
were not included, but of the six cities, Edmonton, Medicine

£ Scheftel, p. 263,
4 Ibid., p. 270. . . .
* Bee ibid., pp. 264-265, for the figures of exemptions in other cities and

towns.
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Hat, and Red Deer exempted all improvements, while in
Calgary 75 per cent, Lethbridge two-thirds, and Wetaskiwin
20 per cent of improvements were exempt from taxation.*®
As in British Columbia, the war forced taxation upon im-
provements again, and the cities now have the following
seale of exemptions: Red Deer has a 50 per cent exemption,
Edmonton and Medicine Hat 40 per cent, Lethbridge one-
third, and Calgary a 30 per cent exemption.”® In addition,
Alberta passed a special unearned increment tax in 1913
which went even further than municipal single tax and
showed that the prineiple of land value taxation was clearly
accepted. A tax of 5 per cent was placed upon all increases
in land values, and a year later a 1 per cent tax was levied on
undeveloped land in the provinece.

Manitoba did not emphasize land value taxation to as
great an extent as the other three western provinces. The
“wild land” tax of 1873 has already been mentioned, and some
time later the provinee exempted farm improvements from
taxation, first to the extent of $1,000, then $1,500, and finally
all farm improvements* The Municipal Assessment Act
provided for the valuation of all land in rural municipalities
upon the basis of unimproved land value, and permitted a
local exemption of one-half of improvement value from tax-
ation.”® Winnipeg operates under a separate charter and ex-
empted one-third of improvements from taxation, The other
three eities in Manitoba also undervalued improvements but
illegally.®® Here again, however, the war forced certain added
taxes on improvements, yet Winnipeg still finances its water
supply, some $15,000,000, out of a special tax on land values.

45 Scheftel, p. 265.

48 Thompson and Roebuck pamphlet, p. 5. . :

47 Thig legislation is held to be due to the influence of George upon a
voung Meanitoba journalist, W, W. Buchanan, who had the ear of the
Greenway government. (Single Tax Year Book, p. 85.)

48 Scheftel, p. 266, '

49 Thid.
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In this connection, one of the most interesting land policy -
instances in Manitoba has arisen in connection with the re-
ecent development of Fort Churchill as an ocean port. This
development was begun in August, 1927, and in Mareh, 1929,
the control of the land passed from the Dominion to the
provinee of Manitoba, but with the provision that, as in Can-
berra, Australia, the land was to be leased, not sold, and g0
. kept under publie controL.”

Summarizing these efforts at land value taxation in western
Canada  offers more difficulties than a similar summary of
the Australasian system, the chief perplexity arising because
of the reintroduction of some measure of improverment taxa-
tion in the war finance period. In 1916 Miss Scheftel could
point out that, while perhaps not as successful as the ex-
periments in Australia and New Zealand, the taxation of land
values in western Canada was definitely a financial benefit.
“As a fiscal measure, the tax has responded adequately to the
needs of the communities, sinee it is not only a productive
source of revenue, but also since it is least burdensome to in-
dustry and capital. The fact that the adoption of the tax in
the western provinces has spread and that, even in the recent
dire fiseal stress,* no attempt to rescind the measure has any-
where been made, is further testimony of its expediency.” *
The same conclusion, although with many more qualifica-
tions, was reached by Professor Haig.** The tax wag not con-
demned as a local measure, but neither was it made the basis

50 Thampson and Roebuck, p. 4.

61 Such texation has had little success in the older eastern provinces,
glthough there has been a pronounced popular demand for the exemption
of improvements. (Scheftel, pp. 300-301.) It may be mentioned that in
Toronto the Ontario Legistature permitted the city to exempt houses from

. taxation on a sliding seale, buildings valued at $2,000 or less being allowed
g 50 per cent exemption. (Thompson and Roebuck, p. 6. .

52 \[iss Scheftel finds that the severe prewar depression, especially in the
western. provinees, did not seriously or peculiarly handieap. the munieipali-
ties taxing land values any more than those which tazed improvements.

58 Thid., p. 209,
5 Op. cit.
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for any wider extension of the principle of land value taxa-
tion.

However, since 1916, the opponents of land value taxation
can show retrenchments which, although inspired by war
exigencies, have not yet been significantly amended. The
question, therefore, that must at least be raised in presenting
an account, however brief, of the Canadian experiment is one
which would inquire into the seriousness of this partial
change of policy. That question obviously cannot be an-
swered here. It will be answered differently, of course, by
both the supporters and the attackers of land value taxa-
tion, and it may be remarked that perhaps the major dif-
fieulty that has been noticed in such answers is one of either
‘a deliberate or an uneconsecious shifting of the issue. Where
suceessful, land value taxation is hailed many times by the
single taxer as an example of the ultimate efficiency of his
program; where unsuccessful, it is pointed to as but an in-
complete and parochial system that was destined to fail. And
the same confusion seems present so often with the crities of
any Henry George plan; land value taxation when effective
is but a peculiar and isolated local phenomenon, applicable
perhaps in the particular situation but arguing nothing for
the feasibility of any further extension of the principle.
When it seems to suggest a failure it is a warning that any
further advance in this direction must be avoided. These
perplexing interpretations have helped to complicate the
Canadian situation, yet even confining the question to land
value taxation—or to “municipal” single tax—there is the
additional difficulty, even impossibility, of estimating the
financial reports of these western ecities dissociated from the
tangled fiscal conditions of the past decade and a half. Any
sueh analysis or judgment would be clearly outside the limits
and the equipment of the present exposition.

If, however, the fiscal advantages of land value taxation
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in western Canada were accepted by Miss Scheftel, at least in
1016, the “social” effects, as was also the case in Australasia,
she believes to have been negligible, and in this she is sup-
ported by both Professor Haig and Professor Seligman. For
example, it is pointed out that land value taxzation did not
have the effect of lowering rent *—which perhaps was to be
expected, since its rate was not high enough to have pre-
vented land “booms.” Nor did such a tax appear to have had
any serious effect upon land speculation or upon the holding
of land out of use.® And the admitted spectacular increase in
building, and also the rise in wages, in western Canada are
held to be only partially, if at all, the result of the exemption
of improvements from taxation.” However, one can quarrel
with these conclusions only at the risk of falling into the
dilemma just mentioned, i. e., of blowing hot and cold—sue-
cess and failure—with the same breath.

Finally, the influence of Henry George upon these
Canadian efforts in tax reform is held to be practically non-
existent. Indeed, Miss Scheftel here becomes quite scornful
at any suggestion of such a connection.® It is admitted that
George made a number of visits to Canada between 1885 and
1890, and also that, at least in eastern Canada, single tax
associations had been organized as early as the '80s, but
there is the insistence, much more emphatic than in the case
of Australasia, that land value taxation in these western
provinces was entirely locally conditioned and completely
divorced from any setting of theory.® Moreover, as in

8 Seheftel, pp. 205 £,

58 Tbad., pp. 206 £,

57 Ibid., pp. 292 £, and 298 ff.

8 Iid., pp. 266-270. .

52 Miss Scheftel gives the results of a questionnaire sent to various local
suthorities inquiring as to the cause of the inauguration of land value taxa-
tion (pp. 267-269). The ressons given indeed seem “nrovineial” enough, with
no mention of theory, of George, or of classical political economy. Yet
despite this stressing of local fisoal needs, there is nothing in these answers
that would preclude sn extension of the principle; that is, the reasons given
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Australasia, the beginnings of land value taxation anticipated
the work of George himself,* and so Miss Scheftel ean find
little reason for associating the work of Henry George with
the experiments in western Canada. To attack such a eon-
clusion with justifiable reasons is not easy, even in the most
sympathetic exposition of George’s work. The investigations
of single taxers themselves into the origins of the Canadian
movement can find little direet influence, except that a few
of the pioneers in the Canadian enterprise were early fol-
lowers of George.™ Therefore all that can be appealed to is
the admittedly “unscientific” contention that the tremendous
popularity of George’s writings and the recognized persuasion
of his personal propaganda could not have failed to affect a
neighboring country, one which he had visited many times.
And likewise, the influence of the English theory of “un-
earned inerement” upon western Canadian legislation can
merely be presented as an obvious probability; it cannot, un-
fortunately, be definitely verified—at least by the present
writer.

GREAT BRITAIN

If this discussion of the Australasian and Canadian land
value taxation movements has appeared to slight the in-
fluence of George’s work, such a perhaps apologetic attitude

for the adoption of the tax eould all be accepted, notwithstanding their
partial character, by at least the more “opportunistic” of single taxers.

% George himeself knew something of the work of his Canadian and
Australagian anticipators. “In the Post (of San Francisco) of April 16, 1874,
George quoted the platform of the ‘Land Tenure Reform League of Vie-
toria,” as set forth in a tract by Robert Savage. The seventh plank said:
‘The allocation of the rents of the soil o the nation is the only possible
means by which a just digtribution of the ereated wealth can be effected.’
In commenting on this, George claimed originality for his own idea.” (Young,
The Bingle Tax Movement in the United States, . 53, n. 89.) Whether by
Victoria was meant Australia or British Columbia is not clear, although it was
probably the former.

%1 8ee especially the series of articles in The Single Tax Review men-
tioned at the opening of this section.. . . :
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must vanish from a consideration of this phase of social
reform in Great Britain itself. This is not to say that George
was in any unique way responsible for the English movement.
But it is to say that the whole tradition of English classical
economy, into which George so neatly fitted,” cannot be ex-
plained away—as may be possible in Canada and Australagia
—as the directing background of the taxation of land values.
Neither loeal conditions nor provineial fiscal needs, but a
social reform backed by the greatest names in English
political economy, directed the efforts of the land value
taxationists.® And George’s work was accepted as almost
the inevitable corollary and the logical development of the
whole English land reform movement from Locke to Mill
and Wallace. His personal success® was relatively—and
perhaps absolutely—greater in the British Isles than in the
United States, and the same was true of the circulation of
his books. Especially in his formative connection with the
very beginnings of English socialism * did George become
 indissolubly a part of the reform tradition in that country.”
Therefore, in any consideration of the theory of English
land value taxation—and, it must be remembered, the sig-
nificance of the English movement is largely one of social
principle rather than of fiscal exigency—the influence of
Henry George can in no way be neglected. From the earliest
unsuccessful local rating attempts, through the famous Lloyd
George budget, and down to the late spring and early sum-
mer of 1931, when (if one is permitted the use of his imagina-
tion) for more than two months the shade of Henry George

62 Sep supra, p. 196 ff, ‘

8 Tyen Miss Scheftel admits this; see especially pp. 207-208.

84 Boa supra, pp. 55-63. )

88 Soe supra, p. 230 .

% Hobson’s statement, mentioned several times before, may again be
kept in mind: “Henry George may be considered to have exercised a more
directly formative and educative influence over English radicalista of the
last fifteen years (1882-1897) than any other man.” -
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stalked the House of Commons, the effect of Progress and
Poverty, an effect not merely imponderable but recognized
and accepted, has been g moving, pregnant foree.

It is perhaps not necessary to trace chronologically the
history of English land value taxation. For one thing, with
the exeeption of the Finance Act of 1909-1910, the history of
such tangible tax efforts has not been a very full one, at
lIeast up to 1931. And again, the most spectacular manifesta-
tion of land value taxation is also the most recent, the Finance
Act of 1931, However, to suggest some type of legislative
background it may be helpful to say a word about the earliest
attempts and to mention briefly the provisions of the Lloyd
George budget. _ _

Despite the fact that land reform had been an integral part
of English liberal thought all throughout the nineteenth
eentury, and that it had been incorporated also among the
prineiples of the Liberal Party itself “—Cobden and Camp-
bell-Bannerman being particularly sensitive to this phase
of social reform—there was no definite land value legislation
until 1910.* The chief difficulty, of course, was, and still is,
the absence of a system of local option in English taxation,
a system such as obtains, at least partially, in practically
every other country, including particularly the English
dominions themselves.” Consequently every attempt at the
loeal exemption of improvement or rating on land values has
had to pass through Parliament, where the House of Lords

o Tor example, in 1889 at the annual meeting of the Nationsl Libersl
Federation in Manchester, and again in the famous Newcastle program of
the 1801 meeting, the necessity of a tax on land values was made clear.

88 For & conecise aceount of these early movements in England, see Schef-
tel, pp. 190-207; for bibliography, pp. 473-478. Bee also The Single Taz
é\’,ﬁﬁv%e;ﬂ for January—February, 1913, and the Single Tax Year Book, pp.

105.

83 Tt i interesting to note that the result of all the agitation for loeal
rating and loeal exemption of improvements finally resulted not in any pro-
vision for a local tax but in 2 national tax. This was true both in 1410 and
1931, and so English local rating on land values is still to be achieved.
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proved always an insuperable obstacle. As early as 1884 (the
very year, it will be noticed, when George’s early influence
in Great Britain was-at its highest point) the Parliamentary
Housing Committee suggested the expediency of taxing land
~ yalues.™ From 1891 on Parliamentary committees continued
the investigation of the question of local option and local
rating on land values, but the reports were largely unfavor-
able. However, there were minority reports in many cases
which did sympathize with Iand value taxation. For example,
while the 1892 report of the Select Committee on Town
Holdings did not favor taxation of vacant land or the separa-
tion of improvements from the land for valuation purposes,
the minority Draft Report Committee advised the taxing
of land at a higher rate than that on buildings. The same was
the case in the report of the Royal Commission in 1901.
Land value taxation was rejected but a separate minority
report made recommendations similar to the Draft Report,
adding that site value rating by localities be made optional.”
In 1889 and 1893 the London County Couneil advised rating
on site values and even began a preliminary valuation of all
the land in London. The same was true in Glasgow in 1891
and 1895.% From 1901 to 1908 there were rather frequent
suggestions in Parliament for the separate assessment of
land and improvements, and for rating on land values, but
all met defeat at the hands of the upper house. This was
especially pronounced in the unfavorable reception of the

70 Of course there had been “land taxzes” all throughout Engiish history,
as in every other country too, bub these taxes were baged on “annual rental
value” and not on “unimproved value” or even “capital value.” Schedule
A of the English income tax, for example, is levied on the gross rental of real
property. Moreover, the land valuations in England, which were the basis
of these tand taxes, were centuries old and completely inaccurate. So, it was
not until the '%0s and '90s that “land value” taxation became a significant
fiseal (if not theoretical) issue,

1 Seheftel, pp. 197-199. :

2 Jbid. As many as 518 local eouncils, ineluding many of the largest cities

of England and Scotland, followed suit and petitioned Parliament for loeal
rating on land values.
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rating bills of 1906 to 1908. Such opposition of the House of
Lords was one of the reasons that brought it into the tre-
mendous popular disfavor which almost resulted in its disso-
lution in the following years.

Then came Part I of the Finance Act of 1909-1910, the re-
sult of the famous (or, for the Tory, infamous) Lloyd George
budget.”™ The unprecedented character of these duties on
land value, the wide-reaching political controversy with the
House of Lords following its bitter and unrelenting opposi-
tion, the general “socialistic” character of this Liberal Parlia-
ment with its program of old-age pensions, labor insurance
against unemployment and accident, labor exchanges, Irish
home rule, and the like, made these political years some of
the most interesting that England had seen. To coneentrate,
however, on the land value duties in the final Finance Act:
First of all it must be remembered that these new duties
were introduced for social and not for fiscal reasons.™ For
one thing, the taxes were unprecedented in that they turned
1o “eapital value” instead of “annual rental value.” This
was not a logieal outgrowth of loeal conditions, as had been
the case in the English colonies, but a definite and deliberate
break with the English system. There was, in fact, a studied
attempt in drafting the duties to make clear their diserimina-
tory, “theoretical” nature.® Moreover, as was true also, for

™ There is naturally 5 great weslth of material, particularly in the eco-
nomic periodicals, on the provisions of this Finsnce Act. The following
references, as hag been the general policy, are intended merely as samples:
Scheftcl, Chap, V, hibliography, pp. 473478; Professor Seligman’s article
on the new English duties in the Political Science Quarterly, Vol. XXVII,
September, 1912, pp. 454-469; Professor Davenport’s “The Single Tax in the
Fnglish Budget,” in the Quarterly Journal of Eeonomies, Vol. XXIV, Feb-
ruary, 1910, pp. 279 ff. A most interesting summary and eriticism of these
land value duties may be found in a pamphlet written by Sir Edgar Harper,
who, as Chief Valuer to the Board of Inland Revenues, was responsible for
a good share of the valuation and collection procedure; the pamphlet, “The
Lloyd George Finance (1909-1910) Act: Its Errors, and How to Correct
Them,” was prepared for the Fourth International Conference to Promote
Land Velue Taxation and Free Trade, Fdinburgh, 1929,

% Scheftel, pp. 207-208. 8 Ibid.
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example, in most of the provincial land value taxes in
Australasia, there was no attempt to justify the duties upon
the ground that they would yield an appreciable amount of
revenue; they were instead frankly an attempt to translate
into the realm of concrete legislation some measure of that
theory of social reform which had charaeterized so much of
nineteenth century Liberal politics and Liberal political
economy. These duties, in other words, were part of the
general reform program of the Liberal group that had come
into power in 1906, and therefore this immediate background
of Liberalism must be kept in mind, as well as the history of
the tangible efforts at local rating and the underlying tradi-
tion of English classical economy, in order to understand the
final success of the 1909 budget.

Lloyd George introduced his budgef on April 29, 1909, but
it was exactly a year later before the Finance Act became
law. The intervening twelve months witnessed one of
the most vituperative, “class” debates in English Parliamen-
tary history, a controversy that precipitated two general
elections and resulted finally in the drastic curtailment
of the power of the House of Lords. It was not until
after January, 1910, that the definite success of the land
value duties section of the budget was assured, although even
then the exemptions and amendment that were forced into
this Part I mutilated and practieally nullified, as Lloyd
George later admitted, the purpose of the taxes. There were
four classes of so-called land value duties,” although in
reality two of them were in no essential way levied upon

78 Part I of the Finance Act of 1910, which contains the provisions for
these land value duties, is & most complicated document, and this sketch
of the taxes is a mere oversimplified skeleton. The complexities of this sec-
tion of the act, especially in the matter of land valuation (there were, for
example, no less than five different types of land valuation to be determined—
the gross value, full sife value, total value, assessable site value, and agri-
cultural value), later proved to be one of the most potent reasons for the
collapse of the land value dufies. See the Harper pamphlet (op. cit.) for a
brief and clear account of these difficulties.



B s P

412 THE PHILOSOPHY OF HENRY GEORGE

the value of land. First, there was the “increment value”
duty, which was a 20 per cent levy on the rise in land value,
i. e., 20 per cent of the difference between the assessable sife
value as first determined (on April 30, 1909) and as it was.
determined at the time of the death of the owner, or the date
of sale, at which time the tax was to be paid. The tax was
also to be paid when land was leased for more than fourteen
years, and was to be paid every fifteen years in the ease of
land in the possession of corporate or incorporate bodies
that did not change hands. Then there was a “reversion”
duty which operated in the case of leasehold property, a
10 per cent duty being imposed upon the difference between
the total value at the expiration of a lease and the total value
at the grant thereof. This was paid upon the occasion of the
expiration of the lease. Both of these, it will be seen, are

- indireet, levies.

The other two land value duties were direct annual levies.
There was a tax of a half-penny in the pound laid on “un-
developed land,” land which “hag not been developed by the
erection of dwelling houses or of buildings for the purposes of
any business, trade, or industry other than agrieulture .
or is not otherwise used bona fide for any business, trade or
industry other than agriculture. . . .” And, finally, a duty of
one shilling in the pound was placed upon “mineral rights,”
i. e., the rental value of all rights to work minerals and of all
mineral wayleaves. This duty met the fiercest criticism,
It may be pointed out that this mineral rights duty and also
the reversion duty were in no real sense taxes upon land value.
The mineral duty was simply a charge upon the quantity of
coal, or other mineral, brought to the surface; it was a tax
upon production. And since the reversion duty, unlike the
inerement value levy, was placed upon the total value instead
of upon assessable site value, the increase was almost in-
variably due in large part to the erection of a building, so
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that this tax, at least partially, was one upon improvements.”

Perhaps the most significant measure in this part of the
Finance Act was not these land value duties but the pro-
vigion for a complete valuation of all the land in the United
Kingdom. This was a tremendous undertaking, comparable
alone to the Domesday Book of William the Congueror.
Land was to be valued as of April 30, 1909, and every five
years thereafter. A separate Valuation Department, under
the jurisdiction of the Commissioner of Inland Revenue and
in collaboration with the assessors of the incoine tax, had to
be established to value the approximately eleven million
hereditaments. However, although an accurate valuation
of land was urgently needed and was indeed the very first
step in any approach to land value taxation, the provisions
of the 1910 act placed almost insurmountable obstacles in
the way of the valuers.” In addition to the five different
types of value that had to be determined, which of course
necessitated the valuation of improvements as well as of the
land itself, there was the whole cumbrous matter of appeal
and adverse court decisions to hinder the work of the valua-
tion department. These added complications greatly in-
creased the cost and the time of the valuation. Also, there
was the fact that the valuation results were not open to
public inspection, a striking contrast to all valuation for
rating purposes. Yet by 1920 nearly all of the valuations had
been made, although many of them were subject to objections
and appeal and so had not yet become binding.”

The difficulties involved in valuation were not by any
means the only obstacle in the way of these land value duties.
Each section of Part I, especially that relating to mineral
rights, was tremendously, and often needlessly, complicated,
and from the very formulation of the taxes there was great

77 Harper, op. cif., D. 2. K fbid.; also Scheftel, pp. 233 ff.
™8 Harper, p. 2.



414 THE PHILOSOPHY OF HENRY GEORGE

dissatisfaction, not merely among the Conservative group
but, of much more significance, even among the most elo-
quent adherents of land value taxation.” The attack on the
duties from the standpoint of the landowners was clear
enough. It was quite naturally an attack of principle. The
small charge on land was in no way distressing, but the prece-
dent of a discriminatory tax upon the capital value of land
instead of upon its annual rental value, and the unheralded
duty on undeveloped land (a tax, so the opponents argued, on
nonincome-bearing land and so contrary to all the canons of
taxation!) were felt to augur evil when the Liberals—or,
if they could see that far, the Labourites—became more
powerful. On the other hand, the attacks of the supporters
of land value taxation were directed at the unnecessary
complications, the small rates, and, above all, the exemptions
that had been included in the act.” First of all, agricultural
land, or rather land whose value did not exceed the average
value of agricultural land, was exempt from the duties. The
same was true of small holdings.® Land used for games or
recreations, and land held by the Government or by and for
the King were likewise exempt; other exemptions were also
included. Such exemptions, especially those of agricultural
land and of small holdings, were held to be direct violations
of the prineiple of land value taxation, introduced solely for
the sake of gaining support for the general measure. Yet
despite thig intense dissatisfaction on both sides the land
value duties remained in operation for ten years. The
Finance Act of 1920, section 57, repealed all the duties except
that on mineral rights, and so the necessity to complete land
valuation ceased. However, as was stated above, most of the

80 Hayper; Scheltel, p. 243; Single Tax Year Book, pp. 106, 121.

8 For o contrast of these duties with the German taxes on land value,
especially in the matter of exemptions, see Scheftel, pp. 212 &,

82 The provisions respecting small holdings may be found most con-
veniently in Scheftel, p. 216.
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valuations had been already eompleted and were recorded in
the offices of the Inland Revenue Department.

It will not be necessary here to bridge the gap between the
Finance Act of 1910 and that of 1931. As far as the history
of land value taxation in England is concerned, that period
was not a very fruitful one. In the budget of May, 1914,
it is true, there were proposed by Lloyd George a Revenue
Bill aimed at some of the difficulfies in the earlier valuation
provisions, and, of more importance, a Rating Bill designed
to establish some degree of local rating on land values.®
Both bills were “postponed” and, of course, three months
later came the war and the end of the proposals. The year
1920 saw the finish of the Lioyd George act, an end in which
he himself, realizing the unworkability and complexity of the
duties, coneurred, and 1928 witnessed the ambitious Conserv-
ative budget of Winston Churchill which turned its back upon
the whole theory of land value taxation and free trade,* and
ultimately precipitated the fall of the Government. Neither
will it be necessary here to trace the interest of the Labour
Party in land value taxation. From its earliest beginnings and
especially because of its heritage of at least the theory of Fa-
bian socialism, there has been a marked eoncern with the land
problem among its adherents. The whole socialist upheaval
in the last two decades of the nineteenth century which pre-

8 Hven in 1912 there were three unsuccessful attempts in the House of
Commons to introduee local rating on land values.

& The land value controversy has embraced two of the most remarkable
“apostasies” in English political history. In 1910 Churchill, the great Liberald,
was second only to Lloyd George himself in his denuneiation of the landed
class and in his quoting of arguments from Henry (George; in 1928 he was the
Tory Chanecellor, proposing tariffs and consumption taxes, and exempting
land. ¥n this reecanting he was soundly berated by Sir John Simon, who
virtuaily led the debate of the Liberals. Then came the Labour budget of
1931, and in the attack upon land value tazation and upon the whole free
trade theory Bir John's mame led all the rest. Not even Baldwin was more
seornful of this “socialistic robbery.” The classic onslaught by Lloyd George
upon Simon for this alleged treason in the closing days of the budget debate
will perhaps remain one of the most bitter and vindictive indictments ever
heard in the House of Commons,
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pared the background for the organization of a more op-
portunistie, politically conseious labor group was shot
through with land reform; indeed, with the inspiration of
Henry George himself.® As is the case with all (theoretical)
socialists, the laborite must include the collection of the
unearned increment of Iand values as one of his programs,
although, of course, that is pointed to as simply one plank;
it is a plank, however, that in England, beeause of the
peculiar appropriateness of the land problem and because of
the tradition of linglish economics, has captured the imagina-
tion of socialists to a much greater extent than on the Con-
tinent. And it was thisharmony of interest on the question of
the taxation of land values among both Liberals and Labour
that alone made possible the Finance Act of 1931; at least
in this one reform (with the addition also of free trade
maintenance) Lloyd George and Philip Snowden were sworn
allies.

On April 27, 1929, Snowden opened his general election
campaign in Albert Hall, London, with the statement that
“s Chancellor of the Exchequer who taxes land values will
deserve the gratitude of the country. A Labour Chaneellor

-will do this.” Two years later, to the day, he introduced

into the House his famous budget statement.” Even in his
first budget, soon after the election, he had anticipated the
taxation of land values, but it was not until 1931 that he kept
his eleetion promise and definitely formulated such a taxation
program. His proposal, as compared with the Lloyd George
land duties, was quite simple.. It advised a tax of a penny in

85 Qep supra, p. 230 i,

8 For an account of the provisions and the discussion of this Snowden
budget the English newspapers and periodicals of the months April to July,
1031, will be most helpful. See also both the English and American economic
journals of this period. The official account of the proeeedings will, of
course, be found in Parliamentary Debates, Official Reports, 5ih Series, 1931,
The May—June and July-August, 1931, issues of Land and Liberty, London,
contain a succinet and completely aceurate summary of the progress of the
budget through the House. :
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the pound on the unimproved capital value of land,” i. e.,
“the amount which the fee simple might have been expected
to realize upon a sale in the open market on the valuation
date,” assuming, however, that there were no improvements,
excepting agricultural, upon the land.® This tax was not
to go into effect until the financial year 1933-1934, but since
for a bill to be certified as 2 Money Bill (and so not under the
jurisdietion of the House of Lords) the revenue included in
the bill must be collected within the same financial year,
it was necessary to adopt an enabling resolution setting aside
that precedent of the English Constitution. Such aresolution
was adopted on the 28th of April, the debate took place on the
4th and 6th of May, and on the latter date the resolution was
passed by 289 votes to 230. On Report Stage (the next day) -
the resolution carried 166 to 94.* The Finance Bill itself
was issued on the 13th of May.

While this Finance Bill differed from that of Lioyd George
of 1909 in the greater simplicity of its proposed land value
duties, a direct annual tax of a penny in the pound on land
value instead of the earlier and more complicated fourfold
scheme of taxation, it agreed with the Liberal budget in

87 Tn the final draft of the Finance Act, the provision for this tax is found
in Part IIT (which iz devoted to the whole maiter of the land value tax),
Section 10: “Subject to the provisions of this Part of this Act relating to
exemptions, there shall, in respect of all land in Great Britain, be charged for-
the financial year ending the thirfy-first day of March, nineteen hundred
and thirty-four, and for each subsequent financial year, a tax (to be called
Jand value Tax’ and hereinafter in this Part of this Act referred to as ‘the
tax’) at the rate of one penny for each pound of the land value of every
land wunit.” ’

8 Soetion 11. (Tn the original Finanee Bill the sections of this part were
numbered from 7 to 30, In the final draft they are numbered from 10 to 35.
Bections 11-16 deal with valuation, objections and appeals; 1723 with
assessment, recovery and recoupment; 24-25 exemptions and relief; 26-34
supplemental; 35 applieation of preceding sections to Scotland.) Section 11
gives in detail the various improvements that are not to be comsidered in
determining taxable value. Sections 31 and 32 define ihe meanings of
certain eontroversial terms and expressions. . .

80 A suggested reason for the ease in getting such an enabling resolution
sccepted was the Conservative hope of employing & similar procedure in
future tariff proposals.
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making certain serious exemptions. Agricultural land, for
example, was exempt from the necessary valuation and
taxation,” as were also small holdings whose land value tax
would not exceed ten shillings a year, mineral rights,™ shoot-
ing and fishing rights, public and railway lands, and also,
of course, charitable institutions, churches, sechools, and the
like. These exemptions, with the exception of that of small
holdings, were held by the Chancellor not to infringe upon
the prineiple of land value taxation. The chief reason for
such exemptions, it was argued, was the difficulty of valua-
tion and the consequent delay in eollecting the tax; there
was always the fear that the Speaker of the House might not
accept the budget as a Money Bill, and so the opportunistic

-reason for emphasizing the revenue rather than the social

nature of the bill was constantly kept to the front.® As

_ % The provisions for these exemptions will be found in Bections 24-25. (It
will be remembered that the numbering of these sections is that of the final
Finance Act and not that of the original Finance Bill.)

51 Chancellor Snowden stated during the early debate, on the 4th of
May, that not only difficulties in valuation, but also the hope of future
nationalization, accounted for the exemption of mineral rights,

92 ¥or this reason, land which is exempt from taxation is not to be valued.
Since the Finance Act was ultimately to be certified as a Money Bill, the
only exeuse for veluing land was for revenue purposes. Thus, land not
taxed did not require valuation; such a valuation, although theoretically
demanded snd necessary, would have been a social or economic measure
and not simply a financial one. While agricultural land is exempi from
both valuation and taxation, still an attempt is made in the Act (Bections
11 and 19) to distinguish between the actual “land value” and the “cultivation
value” of such land. That is, land which has “purely” or “merely” a value
for agrieultural purposes is to be exempt from both valuation and tazation,
while agricultural land which has a value higher than that of ordinary
farming land, e. g., land in the vieinity of cities, is to be valued and tazed
according to the degree in which its “cultivation value” does not approach
its “land” or “building” value. Of course, to determine such an excess some
sort of preliminary valuation must be made, but if the commissioners are
gatisfied that there is no surplus of land value over cultivation value, there
is to be no permanent valuation of that Jand. Such a decision is an arbitrary
one, and this whole complieated distinction has drawn down the severe criti-
cism of the supporters of land value taxation.

Saction 19 includes the compromise between the Government and the
objecting Liberal group over the proposed “double taxation” smendment,
and introduces a most intricate plan of subtracting a multiple of the
Schedule A “annual value” income tax determiner from the land value
assessment, with the provision that the amount dedueted should not exceed
geven-eighths of the land value tax. (“This means that the minimum charge
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with all land value taxation measures, the valuation of the
land itself was of prime importance. Therefore the Finance
Bill took up the matter of valuation from the point where
it was dropped in 1920. Provision was made for the valua-
tion of all land in Great Britain, starting with the original
valuation date as of August 1, 1931.% (However, the Finance
Act changed this valuation date to January 1, 1932.) Valua-
tions every five years thereafter were to be made, August 1,
1936, 1941, and so on. (The Act did not change the dates
of these later valuations.) .

The Second Reading of the Finance Bill was carried on
May 19th after a motion to reject had lost, 270 votes to 230,
and on July 3d, after weeks of bitter and exciting Parliament
debate, the Third Reading passed the House of Commons by
the unexpectedly large majority of 274 to 222. The Speaker
of the House certified the measure as a Money Bill and so it
passed into law without any possible interierence on the
part of the House of Lords. At this writing the future of such
a highly important step in the progress of land value taxa-
tion in England lies in the hands of the new National Gov-
ernment and its fate seems quite certain. The Conservative
party, at least, pledged itself during the debates to wipe the
act off the statutes should they be returned to power, and
Neville Chamberlain has already (1933) promised the neces-
of land value tax on any land, however much improvement it carries, will
be equivalent to cne-eighth of a penny on the whole amount of the actual
land value. There will therefore be a levy on the land value of all land
excepting that which is specially exempted under other provisions; and it
will be an ‘additional tax’ despite the protestations of alleged injustice that
gave birth to the original Liberal amendment.” Land and Liberty, July—
Augist, 1931, p. 121,) This Liberal amendment was really a wrecking one
and would possibly have proved fatal to the intentions of the bilt had it
been adopted. Tt attacked land value taxation as “double taxation” and pro-
posed therefore to set off the amount of income tax collected under Schedule
A against the land value tax. The Government vigorously fought this
amendment, and the adoption of the compromise Section 19 was felt to
have solved & most crucial difficulty, and one which, for a time, seriously
threatened the very fate of the bill itself. .

98 Seotions 11-16; sections 27-28 give special power to the cominissioners;

valuation dates are in Section 32, on definitions. The valuation is under the
jurisdiction of the Commissioners of Inland Revenue.
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sary repeal legislation in the next Finance Bill. Valuation hag
already been discontinued on the grounds of economy (it had
been started before the fall of the Labour Government), and
there is little doubt that if the present Government remains
in power the next general budget hill will eliminate these
Snowden land value taxes. However, the 1931 act 1s a most
significant one despite its present melancholy status, and
despite the fact that the numerous exemptions and the low
rates ™ are by no means satisfactory to the adherents of
land value taxation. For one thing, notwithstanding the
exemptions, the prineciple of a tax on site value remained
intact throughout the entire proceeding, and so the British
Labour Party became officially identified with the whole
policy of land value taxation.” The simplicity of the new

% Under the caption of “Only a Penny,” the July—August, 1931, issue of
Land and Liberty, p. 113, quotes selections from opposition speeches and
the opposition press which show very clearly that the low rate of tax was
in no way a comfort to the Canservalives; it was the precedent established,
the introduetion of the entering wedge, that aroused their resentment, Among
the quotations are the following: “Don’t be deluded by the mention of a
penny in the pound . . . you.must remember that a penny in the pound
which is now spoken of, and which may reach any fgure you like, is on the
capital value and not on the income . . . I can say one thing about it—
that if we get back to power that tax will never see daylizht.” This was from
a speech of Stanley Baldwin at Southempton, reported in the London Times,
June 15, 1931. “The proposed tax of a penny in the pound might well be
raised to a shilling in the pound in the first budget of a Chancellor of the
Exchequer enjoying the support of a clear majority in the House of Com-
mons.” Western Mail, June 1, “The tax is not taken quite seriously . . .
But ., . . machinery which the Socialists are setting up with Liberal aid is
the most potent weapon that those who are the declared enemies of society
as it exists to-day could possibly have, The tax as st present proposed is
only a penny in the pound; but it establishes s principle which will enable
any Socialist Chancellor to tax property owners out of existence with Httle
more than the siroke of a pen.” London Morning Post, June 18, “Future
Socialist Chancellors need do no more than follow the advice of the Single
Taxers, and by steadily increasing the penny tax to 20 shillings, the thing
is done . . " Truth, May 27. Many similar quotations of the same nature
show that while land value taxationists are not satisfied with the penny rate,
neither are the landowners! These opposition complaints demonstrate
elearly that England realizes that the Snowden act, as far as this measure
1s epncerned, is one of prineiple and theory, and not simply a revenue scheme.

% At the time of the fourth International Conference to Promote Land
Value Taxzation and Free Trade, held at Edinburgh in the summer of 1929,
more than a hundred members of Parlisment, including fifteen Ministers,
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tax showed more clearly what had been perhaps obscured
by the cumbrous 1910 act, i. e., the direct attack upon land
monopoly. Moreover, the adopted program of land valua-
tion can alone prepare the way for the possible future local
rating on land values (the Government valuations are certi-
fied to the local authorities), a hope which the English land
value taxationists always keep before them. Valuation of
land irrespective of improvements, and a direct, annual tax
levied upon such value, are the very core of land value taxa-
tion, and they were present in the Finanece Act of 1931.

This whole discussion of land value taxation in Great
Britain has emphasized the part played by the theory of such
a social venture. It has pointed out that the great English
liberal tradition of land reform must be recoghized as at least
the back