
General R.efnarks.

IN
reviewing the gcnrral subject »>f taxation, the

Commissioners express themselves at a loss to

find any equitable principle for its adjustment.

They say on page 1 7 :

Excluding the single ta>c on lon'l vahie. the principUs suL'^'ostc.l

appear to \tc twc :

( I. ) Taxation in proportion to altility to p:iy.

(2 ) Taxation in proportion to municipal bitufits rer- vnl.

Ability may be the ri^btone for reiij;iinisnn I < harit \)ili- piiri>n».s,

as also for national purjwses ; and it is the one generally »o!i»ider«d

appHoable in local taxation. It may be. however, that for the pur-

posejof municipal taxation, the principle of paynu-nt for U-nefits

received from the Municipality should have some application.

Probably neither nrincipk- can 1-e applied with more than an

approximation to accuracy, rosslbly, indetd, il can 1)C demonstratid

that t* -two apparently different principles are really one and .he

same .iiinjj.

Being thus undecided as to whic h principle is

right, it was only natural to expect that they would

follow neither, but would adopt a compromise.

Their perplexity h shown by the following ad-

missions :

It seems impossible in all cases to follow the same or analojcous

methods (page 24). The praclibilil "f assess- all corporation-

upon the same ba-is as private indi ills seei.... to be doubtful

(paKe32). It does not neem practicable to formulate a system of

taxation -which shall be applicable to both companies and private

persons. If the l.ix on personal property is abolished in the case of

priv te persons, it ought in theory also to be abolished in the case of

COT janies (page 21).


