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The Theory of the Lond.Question is a
Iucid and vigorous reiteration of the Ricar-
dian theory of rent, together with a con-
vineing exposition of the social implication
of its private appropriation. There is
nothing that is essentially new in this ex-
position. 'The author disclaims originality
of either thought or interpretation. But
he deplores the extent to which many
present-day economists have ignored and
even denied the fundamental differences
between capital and land, and ecriticizes
_ their endeavor fo reconcile these economic
conecepts with current popular usage. Itis
largely because of the frequent distortions
of the classical economic theory of rent that
he eonsiders it both timely and appropriate
to restate certain elementary economic
truths.

Accepting the Rieardian interpretation
that rent is a differential surplus, the author
reviews the lohg econtroversies thai have
been waged as to whether land is price-
determining or price-determined. He ar-
gues, with considerable force and convic-
tion, that land is » passive and not an active
factor in the mechanies of distribution, and
that rent represents income arising from
obligation rather than from production.
Moreover, he restates critically the time-
worn arguments that have been advanced
to differentiate land from eapital, “Land
is not produet, but possibility, opportunity
instead of achievement. It is the founda-
tion and not the result of human energy
(p. 80).

Most economists would no doubt accept
these broad gemeralizations, but according
to Geiger they are reluctant to acknowledge
their social implications. Yet in his treat-
ment of the historical aspects of the land
question he shows that civilizations have
decayed beeause land monopoly has made
for economic exploitation, whether under
institutions of slavery, serfdom, or “con-
temporary industrial peonage.” Capital-
ism, as such, is but a derivative phenome-

non, growing out of private ownership of
land.
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I, therefore, civilization is to survive
and progress, private appropriation of eco-
nomie rent must be abolished, according
to the author. This objective may be
achieved by the socialization of land rent
through taxation.

The concluding chapter dealing with the
practical solution to the problem of private
property in land through taxation, is per-
haps the least convincing. At times it re-
veals a certain confusion of thought.
Thus, the author maintains that for land
to be free, it must be available at a low
price and the economie rent must be taxed
away. Why, one may inquire, would land
sell at any price if the full economic rent
were absorbed by taxation?

Moreover, the author speaks of a tax on
land rent, land value taxation, and a tax
on ground values, as though these were all
interchangeable expressions. But if the
exchange value of land, representing the
capitalized economic rent, is destroyed as
a result of the socialization of this renot

through taxation, how is it possible to have

land value taxation? How can one extract

taxes from theoretically nonexistent land .

values?

Tt is regrettable that the anthor has given
no real consideration to the practical diff-
culties in measuring economic rent. He
believes that. the value of land can be
ascertained with relative ease. He is
seemingly unaware of the many obstacles
to determining the extent of economic rent
yielded by numerous urban sites which
répresent either perpetual corporate hold-
ings or trust estates. One may indeed sub-
scribe whole-heartedly to The Theory of
the Land Question and still entertains seri-
ous doubts as to its practical application
with the comparative ease proclaimed by
many of its advocates.
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