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Demands of clistrik.
more political than philosophical

system, everyone
some

eq.

E.g. wth, when State builds

must have

delivery.

au

Same

-1.e. every region

solution : change for who.I

w. streets etc.

w. reps.



Pigon, C.C.

un

150
pp.

forever.
11

Ees. of Welfare

ff., recognizes dires,oftuy

.over a wide field some part of the investment designed to
improve durable instruments of production is often made by persons
other than their owners .. Whenever this happens , some divergence
between the trade and the social net product of this investment
is liable to occur , ." p . 151

disse, of they bes. tut not going to hold

" The gap between the two marginal net products can only be
completely closed if the person who owns the land and the person
who makes investments in it are the same . But this arrangement
is frequently uneconomio-in-other ways . For , especially when
the farmers are small men , they are likely , as owners , to find
much difficulty in raising the capital required for those larger
improvements which , under the English land- syste it is now
usual for the landlord to undertake . It is beyond the scope of
this volume to attempt a detailed discussion of the controve sial
topics thus opened up .

Thus A.C. Pigou reads himself out of the topic before fairly
entering it , and no welfare economist since has had the temerity
to take it up .

p 281 Electric meten devised to record not merely the supply

taken but the to weight thepeak hour. But hiscastof meteu

such that small houses in some districtspay •flat unmetered

rate. Water rater sometimes basedon rentalof houses served.

upon

rivars."

On broad zones offlat opposes.

them (peripheralfirms) a kind of founty at the

rrrr. rater he

p. 281.
not the supposed inequity.

to promote compu.

" ... it confer

at the expense of their

But he emphasizes the needless costs entailed,

defendssuchseattering
Cites Afe May 1911 : 493-5, someone



Local gui't
& qu'il
interest.

Pigou , 2

But " It is not , in itself , desirable to check the formation of
large productive units , since such units introduce economies .
As will be argued presently , It would seem a better policy to
attack the evil consequences of monopolistic action , which com
bination threatens , directly , rather than indisrectly by attempts
to discourage unification . "

Here he clearly is thinking of monopoly purely in terms of
control of products , and not of the land itself . But what is
obviously more directly involved here is the latter . This
scatter makes more difficult the combination of landholders to
demand high rents , etc. [This would apply most obviously to sellers
in the local markets.] Itnotonly reatter them but As total supply.

Note , re builders and fillers , the greater importance of
rents and site to latter , at least in general thinking , and per
haps rightly so .

Not that export industries have inclasta demand for
Factorin will spread out when they get cheap land,landby any

I sometimes seek cheap landso they

Also, re builders, of landfactor in location are
really land underneath. E.g. higher wage rates in NY. (forginen
kind ofwork). Whynot offectby immigration ? Bes higher residential
rents,

nowhere.

meam .

ties

many

up

The

grocery wits, etc.

But there is this crucial difference. Export inductries have

a much wider range of choice as to location. They
choose other cities. Local retailmarket dagegen, it's here or

can spread out.

Hence price

cheap sites for export industries.

non

price discrim. The local cartel of landholder subsidizes

This not only attracts latter but
W.

sites that might compete w.

can

existing retailers.



igon 3

Undue diversification in likely result, just
inadequate specialization. Every town discourages growth ofcompetitions

& encourages complements. ( Every big industry does likewise).
from competing w.insiders to compete

p 280, When P. speaksof bounties topermicP

Diverts resources

come

to follow this.

as with tatariffs,

pricing of

muy rates, whichheprefer to price diseim , they are always to

~from "gual taxation ". No mention of local landheldurs.
tradition

English
cognizance,appears

Hotelling, of local land taxes role.
m

w.outsiders.

mc

on in



Harkeson, Robet W.

59 Even he conceder "Taxen
P.

priègA Critique ofMC Pricg ; LE__31 :54a

satisfacting in principle ... "

consumer

P.65 &passion. Thinks it impossible to mare

knows.
Stress unique

landvalues would be

but cloubts ifwd.yield enough revenue.

surplus. Only the

This shows innocence

unique roleofland
uofcaptureofc... by law. land.

roleof land as mere of

cons.

area more

02-27
consumer surplus ofthat forit,

dream of

to recapture, thus makingpracticable the heretofore Laputan

m.c. pricing. Note curious isolation of theory from

practice here innocence of ec theorists, bothpro &con, relation hader.

km. recognized notjust by top flight industrial consultants but

Harberon, p 72-73, says it cannot be sold tovoten

by common voters,
practical regulation. Butwhen politiciam do sell idea ofcheap power, call them demagogen!

p. 68. Discuser extensions of raildutility lines in the related to

me pricing. Showg lackof appreciation that maja elementof

decreas's cost is serving gium intensively

are no

subsidized muni, transit, etc etc. Anyone

of cheap power fut leig.ht)

Citer Treated, Ees. ofPills, M : Rinehout & Co. 1947,1.463,

"is a strange idea, based on peculion reasoning & expressed

infermition language." Junk !! They
stuffier than the

eests who has characterize them. Infact.... ?.D.s., city streets,
can understand advantage

ma

in an

pring



I have seen

specific locations.

location less critical for

statements that better xptn has reduced value of

But that is onlyhalfthepicture. It makes

but
things for others.

many

tome moreso

Contradiction: 1 have said subenbanI

downtown redevent by lowering landprices.
land rents wd. haster redevelopment.

hastened

I also say higher

compu

Compensation in the welfare ecets sense is a current issue in

England. Planners select some areas to remain undeveloped,b

others to develop. Then the winners are topayi
a

f.
"development change"(
betterment :)f

the lovers Clumsy system hasnotget " compensation.

worked verywell. But is sameidea.



Ian M.D. Little, a Critique of Welfare Ecs. Oxford: 1950

p.89 Some welfare income distriku I
is better than

eests.
gnore

(Parts)

tendency

emphasis

were conceived asrenti
on

any non-opt. Litle

This in practise the welfare eitund emphasize the allocation

his critics, distribution. But not ful. distribution so much

Lorenz inc. distribu.

Pareto optimumsayany

appears tobefighting this.

Earlier, when human effert was considered highertype,
to think of higher wages,as desirable. This kind of

distribution wasconsistent w.

services & is no

ideal inc.

any
inore an

gaines c

welfare ers, where other incomes

p. 90, cits Kaldor, Ef. 9-39 : 549, ecste jobs is toAphysical

productiving,I then aggreg
real income. Despite incomparability of

individual satisfaction - ber the
( Little's phrase)
leven the they don't, & nothingsaid about how themeasuresfor

compensation.I here they might affect the hoped forAoutput)

was

couldcompensate the losers":"

bete noir, Economica
ismy

8-46.
Re Hotelling pricing, M. Coase is

(Little, p . 182) Coase Hotelling that
ofpublic

compensation cannot be paid bes gainenone sig user
them Coase also assumes previous

argues vs.

way to spot
inc, distrib., Little chider.

central lands, com
Ipoint out: a, varyrate along distrib net : 6, Heavy

spot& tex.
vers are



Little, cont.

p.182

to other. Little, n., adds

coase

What has

argues can't redestr. inc. from

adds " a lump-sum taxschane cd.

then, lump-sum taxes are

of lut.this difficulty. But, then, lump

practic"cal. " Evidently heis unaware

of deer.witgoods

schone cd. Theoretically reason

-sum taxes are neither ordmang,

consumers

Lits valueis often added to get AC.

MC.

p.v.pricing to dow. land? One thing, thefranchies is land.
ce for preferringood reasongood.



Little, pp.186-81

Discussing literature on welfare

Coase, Henderson, & T. Wilson.

highBut all of theseseem to be reasoning in the aberast to sucha

do not see the decreasing cost service in

their finching great difficulties in collecting

degree that they do notsee the decreasing

This shows up by

partit consumer

mapy, p. discrim

space,

Little is vs. mc pricing.

Ifunion of "welfare " & "chite"chitieus is

man

erme

ees

en surplus. They consider lump.
but never but.

WA. Lewis says

offashion""Ratite" recently."'p 183

man she bepaid his

be made anything
fur)

8

MC pricing is partof " welfare

that chistribution effects shd.He considered too. This my

mpi

one wants.

m.c.

W.A. Levis favors usingp.

as as
Recognizes fluctuating prices

eary,
view

ought to gethis mp. This wiw her "droppedout

Most welfare themists say.ce

pricing. Cites Lewis,

discrim to

a

sums, pure

" Little & c. emphasize

but then disten by tucation com
I This is what H.G. hit J.S. Mill

not short. But I strive for

I somewhat accepted .

get c.5.& achieve
ma.price.

nuisance,to

But I strive for middle ground. 26 25yr lifes

wd. havep p
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Little, 1.191, says
because then there is no criterion for when to buildmore.

This showg his complete

surrounding l.v.

MC ofusing roads in

says museums,

W

may
in thei

to preverent

Ags

roads in a

injuring surface. Weighing trucks reflects ability of

of m.c. as wean & tear better than

srmc.

parks, roads,should not befree

innocence of the relation of amenition to

occupancy ofspace.

Actually congestion is the majer costbyfor, and thissuggest

it is the spate cost of roads that is major. Esp. downtown, where

In the countryspace is major cost of expanding roads.
lrmc of trucks

matter of occupying space more than of

be rather the paring cast.

occupancy of limited paned surface,
(user cost).

men to concerne

Even here, mc.

User cost concept of Keynes devides all costs into whenon

Congestion cost is not mentioned,yet it isfactor costs.
basis of

that isall some Sg It is a cost

income ? Notjust spade, but any limited imput may

more than damage

Is gmly disproportion of inputs, old hat.

no one's

imput maybe overused, hence



1

which bottleneck

internal, or xptu

comes

between

Argumentvs.
un

lot is landis widelyheld, so if taxit are

so isno onwages,samepeople

if so, then incentive effect is confirmed, for is no inc.

first__ xpth amonypart ofcity, 80xpłu

taxy

distrib. effect. I doubt,but,

inc. effect on

mostpeople byshiftig. Isjust qu. areyou going to
them for workingor for landholdg.pay

city

no

I outside ?

treatment by

individ blush ifever

profn. Bu.

chidegently. Re lut. feupropus
hv. received such offhand

exts.Arguments accepted us.it mustmake

challenged. Snide sneers. No credit to

ingle taxers, most outlandish of

Reasons don't know, but
open season on

indefensible propusgone unchallenged.
clearly
deathhungely extre-rational. No credit toprofe. I thosewho

merelylookedonfrightened by laughter,jeeig. Again no credio.

Re macro supply clast. Must feream remain conjectural

whether camevert.for laber & cap. Is worldofdiff.v. land, is

just doubt.



W.put. pur cos., anothercas

for ditub equity

"public relation "

in

name
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"Pareto's law" is AND → -ALCR. Wantrup, p. 307.

Concepts and on
eritemsfunt low

1

how to

Most discussion in "new

compensate

Wantiup says notpractical apply Parets criterion v. compensation.

but does it .
say

X

~ welfareus" ix.post-Pareto, dealow.ise.

the lovers.

VI][_V/



A relation of ou
allown & disti.

good allown requires
certainty ofpropty sts.

turn requires
wide distriben ofpropty

That. m
1

1



Whydiff: it ?

size of one's assets relativer to igunt

capar.
When assets relatively small, hi

mp imputable. Sireich them

complementarity by histurnonn
invento.

As assets grow, mgnt caper,
strained, mpof assets falls of

rises. To relieve strai,
inguet
invest in slow tumou
assets.



Indy in time,
Time rate of turnover ofturnover of investment

may

of return.
be distinguishable from.To rate

Ussuming it is somewill prefer

quick pay-out, others slow

relation of acrets to
depending on relation of

ingut capacity.
better than

make myThis
may

diff. i.v. approach.approach. Closelyrelated

higher yields.iftho. canearn

have surplus ingut capacity.



The grid epitomizes the impartial xptu policy that infot sacrifices

offic. to distribe.equity. No central tendency, no differentiation of

service, etc. Rural wads, city streets.
Dendristes wd.be more ecl., from a central fours.

Oval with the way for e-w linkage


