LAND & LIBERTY

A Risky Speculation

In fact land nationalization does not
solve the land question. It perpetuates
for an indefinite period the existing
system under which the workers and pro-
ducers are subjected to heavy taxation
because of the failure to take land value
for public revenue. Land nationalizers
in the past expressed the hope that the
period during which this would con-
tinue might be short because increase of
land values would amortize the debt
created to purchase the land. They
failed to realize, however, that if market
value is paid, then the payment has
already included all the increases in value
that the market could foresee. But the
situation now is still more adverse for the
land nationalization theory. The ten-
dency at present is for population to fall.
This tendency will to some extent at
least counteract the effect of technical im-
provements and specialization of labour
and industry in raising land values. We
need not hold the extreme view that if
the present trend of the birth rate con-
tinues the population of this country will
decline in the course of a century to
five millions, but there is at any rate
reason for the greatest caution in accept-
ing any policy based upon anticipation
of a continual and rapid rise in land
values over a long period.

Administrative Problems

Still other problems arise out of this
proposal. If the State is to be the land-
owner then it must either administer the
land itself or it must let it to tenants.

If the land is administered by the State,
then the State must take the responsibility
of providing the equipment and deter-
mining the use which is made of it.

If the land is let on short tenancies,

‘then the same result follows, for the

tenant will not be prepared to adventure
his own capital.

On the other hand, if the land is let

‘on a perpetual tenure, fresh problems

arise as to the adjustment of the rent

‘when the land value rises or falls, and
‘this problem is complicated by the ques-

tion of the variation in the value of the
original improvements on the land, which
the State acquires in the process of land
nationalization.

The Simple Alternative

All these problems are avoided by land
value taxation, for the amount which the
landholder will pay under that system
by way of tax will automatically be ad-
justed by reference to the value of the
land alone, as periodically revised by
general valuations of land value, and the

occupier will make his own arrange-

ments and be solely responsible for the
improvements.

At the same time the occupier will have
a continual pressure brought to bear upon

him to use the land well because he will

have to pay the same amount of tax
whether he uses it well or ill. In fact,
when the taxation of land values has

‘been carried to the extent of taking for

public revenue the whole annual value
or economic rent of land, the State will
in an economic sense be the owner of the
land, receiving its full value, and the land
holder will be the owner of the improve-
ments, although in a legal sense the land
holder will still have all the rights of
ownership as regards the use and dis-
position of land subject only to the over-
riding right of the State to collect the
land value year by year.

If land were nationalized it is evident
that a very large proportion of it could
not be used in any direct fashion by the
State. Where it was reasonably well
developed and productively used, all that
the State could do would be to let it to
the present occupiers. In order to obtain
the control of the small fraction for
which immediate use or change of use
was necessary, the State would be obliged
to purchase all the rest including the
buildings and improvements upon it.

Piecemeal Schemes of
Land Purchase

The complications and difficulties and
financial disadvantages of land national-
ization have indeed become so apparent
that its advocates do not propose to
nationalize the whole of the land at one
step, but propose merely that the State
and the local authorities should be free
to purchase as much land as they please,
when they please, without requiring that
the acquisition should be for some de-
finite and specific purpose as it usually
has to be under the existing law.

Even so the problem of acquiring this
land at a reasonable price remains un-
solved. No equitable standard of valua-
tion can be found unless and until a
general valuation has been made showing
the value of all sites, and unless this
is made the basis of national taxation
or of local rates. It is only by this two-
way pressure of valuation as a basis,
both for taxation and purchase, that a
fair valuation can be achieved.

The Rent of Land and to
Whom it Belongs

Land nationalization lays undue stress
upon the legal fact of -ownership, and
too little upon the economic fact of
private appropriation of land value. Some
advocates of land value taxation also
refer to the evils of private property in
land when they intend to refer to the
private appropriation of economic rent.
The latter is the central point. - The flow
of land value into the pockets of those
who hold land deprives the community of
the natural revenue which it has created
and earned, causes a grievous weight of
taxation to be imposed upon the indi-
vidual earnings of the people and
especially of those who are least well off,
and causes enormous inequality in the
distribution of wealth. It leads also to
speculation in future values and the hold-
ing of land out of use with its accom-
paniment of unemployment, reduced

wages, and a still further distortion of
the distribution of wealth.

- These evils can be directly -and n_étur-
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ally dealt with by land value taxation.
Land nationalization as we have seen
postpones to an indefinite future any
recoupment of the land value to the
community. In effect it leaves in private
hands the enormous values which have
already attached to land and only re-
covers for the community future in-
creases in value, the amount of which no
one can with certainty foretell, Every
step in land value taxation, on the other
hand, is a positive achievement in re-
covering for the community land values
which now exist, and the rapidity of this
process remains in the hands of the
State. i
(The foregoing article is available as
Leaflet No. L.34 published by the United
Committee for the Taxation of Land
Values Ltd.—price 3s. per 100.) :

CORRESPONDENCE
THE “ MULTIPLIER ” EFFECT
To the Editor, LAND & LIBERTY.

Sir,

Referring to the pamphlet “The
Problem of Employment, Beveridge Fails
to Solve It—What Will?” 1 do not feel
I can quite agree with your argument
against the “ multiplier effect™ idea of
employment, which seems to me to have
a certain amount of truth in it. Of course,
1 certainly agree that an employed man
cannot add to the total output of the
community more wealth than he himself
produces—but the production of wealth
and employment can be, in certain - cir-
cumstances, two entirely different things.

To take your illustrations—an unem-
ployed man placed upon a plot of unused
land might conceivably produce more
than the necessities of life for himself
and his dependants. In such a case, he
could exchange his surplus wealth for,
say, lessons in algebra by someone out-
of-work but competent to give them, if
his fancy ran in that direction: he would
in fact have created employment for one
additional person. And the same could
be said about the million men working
in diverse occupations: if they produced
a surplus of goods to their own needs,
they could exchange this surplus for ser-
vices, thus giving employment to addi-
tional people.

Is not this a question of the balance
between what is commonly spoken of as
productive and non-productive labour?
If unemployed people were put to work
upon non-productive activities, such as
digging holes and filling them up-again,
as suggested by Sir William Beveridge,
because they have produced no wealth,
the “ multiplier effect” evidently could
not be brought into play: and this is
where he and Keynes are wrong. Instead,
a forced levy would have been made
upon the people who were producing
wealth.

Yours etc. :
(Miss) G. E. REaD.
REPLY.

[Production and employment are two
different things. If employment is
measured by fime worked and not by the
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result of the work done, then there is an
easy way of abolishing unemployment.
It is to adopt methods of production
which require more labour to achieve the
same result.  For example, if it takes
twice as many men to cultivate land by
means of horses and ploughs than are
needed if tractors are used, then employ-
ment in this occupation could be doubled
by prohibiting the use of tractors. But
this is subject to the important proviso
that the men employed are each paid at
half the previous rate. In other words
the produce of their labour is divided
between twice as many persons.

This is not a solution of the problem
of unemployment which anyone would
consciously accept. It is, however, one
which may be accepted if it is disguised.
The way in which it can be disguised is
by inflation of such extent that the
money wages remain the same while their
purchasing power is diminished. Or the
same result can be achieved by taking
money from people in taxation and using
it to employ people who would otherwise
have been unemployed.

By such devices the amount of employ-
ment as measured in man-hours worked
may be increased, and yet the amount of
wealth produced may remain stationary.
It can be said that this prevents the frus-
tration and deterioration suffered by
those who have nothing to do, and is to
that extent commendable. But it is not
a solution of the problem of unemploy-
ment in the full sense in which we must
desire it.

- The illustration you give of an unem-
ployed man being set to work on a plot
of unused land, and exchanging part of
the wealth he produces for the personal
services, for example, of a teacher does
appear ‘to be a genuine example of the
*“ multiplier effect.” Closer examination
is, however, required. In theory at least
the unemployed man in question, instead
of working so long in producing material
wealth, might have worked for a less time
and in the time gained have taught him-
self algebra. He would thereby have
procured himself the same sum total of
satisfaction with the same total time of
application of his labour, provided that
he was as competent to teach himself.
algebra as the man with whom he
exchanged part of the wealth he pro-
duced for instruction in this subject. The
proviso brings out the essence of the
example, and shows that it is really a case
of greater efficiency and greater total
satisfaction secured through specialisa-
tion, or, as Adam Smith so pregnantly
called it, the division of labour,

_ It is on this account that in the pamph-
let to which you refer after giving the
highly artificial case of a man set to work
on idle land and- producing everything
e requires, the more natural illustration
IS given of a large number of men so set
to work, enjoying all the advantages of
division of labour and securing maximum
efficiency.  In that case no multiplier
effect arises because there is no gain in

efficiency by exchanging with persons
outside the group. It may be said, and
truly said, that no community is so
large that it would not have something to
gain by exchange with others. This,
however, is nothing more than the basic
argument in favour of universal freedom
of trade. It may, if one likes, be des-
cribed as a * multiplier effect,” but the
description is not very apt and indeed
misleading.

In this connection it is instructive to
observe that Sir William Beveridge in his
book on “ Full Employment” does in
effect contradict the argument for com-
plete free trade and advocates measures
of restriction and regulation in order
that one country shall not “export its
unemployment ™ to another. It is, there-
fore, clear that his interpretation of the
“ multiplier effect” is something quite
different from the beneficent effects of
the division of labour. This reinforces
the conclusion that the plan he proposes
is at bottom one which multiplies the
amount of work without correspondingly
multiplying the results of that work.—
Editor L. & L.}

OUR VILLAGE LAND
To the Editor, LAND & LIBERTY
Sir,

I am a member of the Burnley Rural
District Council and of the Assessment
Committee for Nelson, Colne and dis-
trict. We find that in our village over
95 per cent. of the land is derated and
taken out of the valuation lists, the
average rental of such land including
houses and buildings being from £1 to
£3 per acre per annum, equivalent, at
20 years’ purchase, to from £20 to £60
per acre.

On September 6, 1932, the Parish
Council purchased back land (not ad-
joining a road) for a memorial recrea-
tion ground for £250, this being equal
to £160 per acre. I have examined the
deeds and found this correct. Not one
of the persons signing the deeds knew
the price per acre paid; the electors
of the Parish did not know.

We require houses for the young
people when they come back; our
problem is the land. It is difficult to
get land for building under 3s. a sq. yd.
or approximately £726 per acre. Surely
the people will waken some day. We in
the Burnley R.D.C. have formed a Parish
Council Association with 232 members;
also we have formed a Lancashire
County Association of the Parish Coun-
cils. The subject of Land Value Taxa-
tion should be brought before these
Associations.

Yours, etc.,
IRVIN WALTON.

Is. PROTECTION OR FREE TRADE. The
tariff question considered with especial
regard to the interests of labour. *The
most popular and most scientific exposi-
tion of the subject which has ever been
written.”—Lord  Snowden. By Henry
George. Abridged. Cloth, 1s.; paper, 6d
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LAND VALUES

The United Committee for the Taxation
of Land Values Ltd. (publishers of “ Land
& Liberty”), the International Union
and the Leagues listed below are main-
tained by the voluntary support of those
who believe in and would seek to ad-
vance the principle and policy which the
Committee, the Union and the Leagues
advocate: Land Value Taxation and Free
Trade in its fulness, with removal of the
tax burdens on industry and abolition of
all monopolies and special privileges that
interfere with the production of wealth
and prevent its just distribution. An
earnest appeal is made for your support.
Donations supplementary to postal sub-
scription for “Land & Liberty” (4s.
yearly, or $1 for U.S.A. and Canada) will
be allocated as desired among any of the
associations named.

Cheques may be made payable to
W. R. Lester, 4 Great Smith Street, Lon-
don, S.W.1. Friends in the U.S.A. and
Canada can avail themselves of the facili-
ties kindly provided by the Robert
Schalkenbach Foundation, 48-50 East 69th
Street, New York, who will receive and
forward subscriptions named for “Land
& Liberty.” In such case, cheques, etc.,
should be made payable to the Robert
Schalkenbach Foundation.

ADDRESSES

At 4 Great Smith Street, London,
S.W.1. Telephone, Abbey 6665: United
Committee for the Taxation of Land
Values Ltd., W. R. Lester (Treasurer),
A. W. Madsen (Secretary), F. C. R. Doug-
las (Assistant Secretary); Henry George
Foundation (Publishing Department);
International Union for Land Value

Taxation and Free Trade, Ashley
Mitchell (Treasurer); English League,
Fredk. Verinder (Secretary); Henry

George School of Social Science.
Yorkshire League, C. H. Jones and
Percy Roberts (Hon. Secretaries), F.
Bentley (Organising Secretary),
Skipton Road, Keighley; Manchester
A. H. Weller (Secretary), The
Dingle, Chester Road, Hazel Grove, nr.
Manchester; Henry George Freedom
, Wm. Reid (Secretary), 108 West
Street, Glasgow C.2; Welsh
E. A. Davies (Hon. Sec.), 27 Park
Place, Cardiff ('Phone 1563) and I. T.
Rees (Hon. Organising Sec.), 2 Southey
Street, Cardiff; Midland League, John
Bush (Hon. Sec.), 90 Soho Street, Smeth-

Regent

wick, Staffs; Liverpool League, Miss
N. McGovern (Hon. Correspondence
Sec.), 74 Osmaston Road, Prenton,
Birkenhead; Crosby Henry George
Fellowship, C. C. Paton (Hon.
Sec.), 11 Tudor Road, Liverpool, 23;
Portsmouth League, HA R. Lee (Hon.

Sec.), 13 Lawrence Road, Southsea;
Derbyshire League, G. Musson (Hon,
Sec.), 29 Denby Lane, Codnor; Edin-
burgh League, A. Davis (Acting Hon.
Sec.), 8 Kirkhill Terrace, Edinburgh, 9;
Castle Douglas Henry George Fellowship,
Mrs. Margaret McCall, 88 King Street,
Castle Douglas, Kirkcudbrightshire;
Hig League, I. Mackenzie (Hon.
Sec.), Queensgate Arcade, Inverness.




