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POLITICAL philasophersarein
a bind. Right-wing ideology (as
discredited by Reagan/
Thatcher) is a3 much in retreat
as the leftwing variety (as dis-
credited by marxism), ,

We live in a system of eco-
nomic chaos, and vet the debate
on the need for a fundamental
restructuring of seciety has not
begun., Why?

The main stumbling block is
the Welfare State. Few people
dare challenge the Welfare State,
the contemporary ikon of hu-
manitarianism, Besides, the per-
ceived need foritisas great today
as it was a confury ago.

Andthere’s the problem: de-
spite a massive redistribution of
income through taxation, the
Welfare State has failed to equal-
ise the gap in incomes and life-
chances, as Dr. George Miller
explains in the Land & Liberty
Essay (page 7).

The Welfare State was capi-
talism’s answer to communism,
It has failed, and the time has
come to think the unthinkahble
- the need for a new approach
to economics and politics thar
does not consign members of
the working class or their off-
spring to premature death.

The Welfare State has lasted
this long because governments

were able to accumulate public
debt - their legacy to our chil-
dren. Sweden, a trail-blazor in

“welfare capitalism, has a public
debt that is now approaching

100% of gross national product,
and is rising fast.

Thatcherism failed to dis-
mantlethe Welare State becannse
it had nothing to putinits place
except a return to 19th century
capitaiism. Mrs Thatcher's
legacy: a higher tax burden than
the one she inherited from the
tast Labour Government|

Ifan alternative social system
exists, it will have to be adopted
with sensitivity. Vulnerable mem-
bers of society mustbe protected
while the new arrangements are
instituted and tested.

That society can be visual-
isedritisbased on the economics
of Henry George. Unfortu nately,
schalars have failed to define in

detail how we can transform the

Welfare State into a society
aperating on Georgist principles,
This means that advocates of re-
form will be met with mischie-
vous ohjections by opponenis
who represent the rentseckers.
But the life-and-death story that
unfolds in Dr. Miller’s essay
makes it clear that we cannot
remain silent any longer,
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M cconomics has

the sruih :wmwﬁ the
campuign o silence public debaie
about the Single Tax.
wxw@m ihe 18803, American so-
reformer Henry ?aﬁ,mm Was
popularly acclalmed for his account
of how &5 El_m.ﬁﬁw CCONOIY Was
4 spe N«sﬁmor froun
w for all

His dmcw»f hs vgress and Poverty
Awmq@v reveaied how vmuﬂfwm% oI i
the land market w;av. mwﬁm sustain-
able growth wﬁﬁém .:

i n&r,‘f 2¢

fen n wrm nﬁk

revepue or wummcmﬁ ﬁ{@b
His book was read by m
people from the United Bt
ain, lreland and dows to .
and New Zesland, Mass moveraents
emerged o cunpaign for a reform of
the iax cwﬁm ? at mrﬁ wﬁ. art om‘ %M,.Lwnw

A.-muu.-..m..n.\".mu OO
for the 5;
o numerical Ewram ww.,. mm» they had
oiie polenl weapon
money.

v disposal;

They hired profe
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lowing two decades, the acadeinics
poured oul o torrent of asticles and
booksagainst the ubmwr Tax, heaping
scorny on those who dared to analyse
econemic problems in tevins of the
concepts de :fined by ithe classical
eConL Adpm Suiith and
Dravid Ricardo.

Flenry Gevige - not Karl Marx - was
Enemy No.l.
The mmwmm was a steady collapse
in ﬁmw& sterest in the vmxma Tax

stz like

antil, Orally, the policy veceived no
hearing in the coridors of power.
The new school of thought came

to be kaown 2s nee-<classical econom-
ics. It is the paradigim that prevailed
throughout the 20th century, and it
succeeded in is goal, Economic text-
books now bar Lw mention land, Rent
is ireaied as an income received by
labour und capital, as well as land.
As for the h,mﬁ,mm%mzwi evenue
policy, it rarely receives a miention.
Those economists who refer to the
Siugle Tax deo so, by and lage, as a
means of affording their readers a
ligle ightrelicf Fun s pokedatHenry
Geaige and people who coniinue to
favour the policy ia place of taxes that
andermine jobs and lyvestment.

THEFLASHPOINT for the stratagem
was the New York mayoral elections.
Goe of Hemy ﬁcoh,m.m: opponents
was Seth Low, a major kindownerwho
was piesidentof Columbia University.
In Mw@c Le was preparing to
challenge Henry George at the polls.
Thatwas when he recruited John Bates
Clark: to do so, he had to cuthid a
wealthy ruilroad baron and anti-
Georgist, Danlel Coit Gilman of the
johus Hopking University. Clark be-
gan hus hatchet job the following year,
in The Philosophy of Wealth (1866).
Beth Low was determined o dis
parage his oppcenent Tis strategy was
to used arewritien economicsasatool
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against Heury George. Others joined
in the stratagem, including Frank
Enight, the doyen of the Chicago
School who “made no secret of his
firm opposition to Henry George and
ideas that might ald or comfort
Georgists™,

These neo-classical economists
continue to exercise influence to this
day (see the use to which they are
being put in postapartheid South
Alrica: page 13 below).

THE FULL story of this disgraceful
cpisode in the history of economic
thoughtis told by Prof. Gaffneyin The
Corrupiion of Fronomics, which has just
been published in London by
Shepheard-Walwyn (Publishers) Ltd.
in collaboration with the Centre for
Incentive Taxation.®

Prof. Gaffney indicts neo~classical
econcinists for ke damage they con-
tinue inflict on students: “Systernatic,
universal brainwashing is the crime,
tendeniious menial conditicning
caiculated to mislead students, to
impoverish their mental ability, to
bend their minds to the service of a
system that funnels power and wealth
to a parasitic minority”,

_ Prof. Gaffney’s wide-ranging
analysis combines biography with
econcinicanalysis to demonstrate that
contemporary faillures in governument
policy can be traced to the stwatagem
against Henry George a century ago.
He concludes:

"Meo-classical economics, forged
as a stratagem to discomfort Henry
George and Geoigisis, is intellectu-
ally, morally, and practically bank-

"

rupt”.

* Available fiom bookshops in Britain
or direct from CIT Ltd., 177 Vauxhall
Lridge Road, London, SWiV LEU,
£5.95.
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JOHN HUME has distinguished himself by his ini-
tiatives in bringing about the ceasefire in Northern
Ireland. He is a Catholic Member of Parliament who
wants to unite the warring factions and restore peace
te the troubled province after 25 years of murderous
conflict.

Andyet, the extremist wings of both the Catholic
and Protestant populations remain as deeply en-
trenched as ever behind their original demands.
Republicans want the British out of Ulster; unionists
are determined to continue flying the Union Jack.

So what makes John Hume think that there is
any prospect of compromise? I fear that his hopes
arebuilt on anunrealisticview of what canbe achieved
by contemporary political philosophy. There is a
high risk of failure unless someone can pull off a
miracle at the negotiating table.

MR. HUME argues that we are in the era of post-
nationalism. Itis irrelevant whether the six counties
are part of the UK or the Republic of Ireland, becanse
both of them are members of the European Union,

Mr. Hume places his hopes on being able to
adapt Europe’s post-World War Two philosophy to
solve the little local difficulty at the top end of
Ireland. A difficulty that has raged, on and off, for
400 years. A difficulty which, he believes, counld
evaperate, if men of goodwill come to terms with
the fact that rights inhere in people, not territory.

And that, unfortunately, is where Mr. Hume has
gotitwrong. Heis correct to believe that rights ought
to be associated with people, not land; alas, the
problem in Ulster - as elsewhere - is that the dispute
over the territory was and remains at the heart of
the problem.

Talkofreligious differences merely distracts from
the problem. The brutal facts are that the mainland
Protestants arrived in Ireland a few centuries ago,
stale the land of the tribes, destroyed the cultural
cohesion of the village communities and enserfed
the population. Thus began the Celtic diaspora.

There is no mystery about why, following the
abandonment of British sovereignty over Ireland
(apart from Ulster), the displacement of people
from their homeland continued apace to this day.
Ireland remains a Third World economy. Its citizens

PAGE 4
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are not able to earn a living, so they are forced 1o
emigrate. Post-independence Ireland failed because
it failed to match political rights with equivalent
economic rights,

Ireland’s politicians failed to understand that,
without an appropriaie philosophy of land tenure
and public finance, there can be no prosperity (a
fact most fully documented in the works of the late
Raymond Crotty).

Therein lies the reason for being pessimistic
about the prospects of longterm peace in Ulster.
Protestant farmers and entrepreneurs will contimze
to enjoy a living standard well above the Catholic
population, because their lifestyles are built on a
privilege: a disproportionate controi over the terri-
tory that is divided into six counties.

POLITICIANS can appear to remove the anomalies
generated by thewrongtax-and-tenure arrangements,
They can do so only by imposing a level of waxation
that is self-defeating.

Economically, Ulster is surviving because of heavy
subsidies from UK taxpayers. A UK pull-out would
leave the province high-and-dry. Dublin could not
come to the rescue, because it is constrained by a
crippling level of debt. Will Eurotaxpayers bail out
the Ulster economy and so defuse the ethnic con-
flict?

This could happen, given Europe’s crazy fiscal
philosophy. This is illustrated by the Common
Agrienltural Policy, which now costs the average
household an extra 128 a week on the feod bill. Rut
wheo benefits? Net the agricultural workers. No, it
is the rental value of farmland that has risen to soak
un the CAP subsidies. Who, in Ulster, would benefit
from these subsidies? Protestant landowners!

Ii really does 21l come back to the land, in the
end. Mr. Hume needs to appreciate this, For then
he can make a truly remarkable contribution o
peace in his province, by explaining to the people
of Ulster that permanent peace is contingent on a
fair share-out of the rental value of the land and
natural resources of their territory.
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ATOTAL 0851 English land-
swrers, Including both
wosithy arletoorais end eor
porations, were sach paid
sver £100,000 of taxpayers’
money net lo grow crops
et year, O thess, 45 own-
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don The connection between
land and poverty was clearly

seen by Lula, who sajd: “With
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land reform we could produce
much more food”, By making
tand more accessible 1o pec-
Ple, he argued, incomes and
food produciion would risc.

LUBLIN
Taxing problem

HOSTILITY from middis-
clagy home-cwners has por-
suaded Ireland's governs
ment to amernd s plans 1o
incresse the tax burdsn on
residentisiproperty. Houses
havy beon lenlently trauted
for tax purpoges. The gave
ernment, wanting to jower
Income taxes, thought it
couid ralse the st revenus
by lowering the property tax
threshold from L0 800w
IHETR.000, Byt Dubliners obe
jectad: they sald this would
blas the tax against them,
bevause their properties
have higher market valuss,

LOMNDGHN
Bk o il

FLAMBOYANT property
dealer Peter deSavarvhasHide
syiupaihy for the banks that
have lost fortunes in the last
property crash,

Oie of the bank's called
in the receiver to take conrol
of one of his company's which
had debis of £145m. The un-
vepentant Mrde Savaiy disarm-
ingly noted: “Nobody has lost
his job and no ivestors have
lost money. Nobody makes the
banks lend money.”

Aad in dhe late 19803,
when people Iike de Savary
were maaking fortunes out of
land speculation, the banks
were handing out cash as fast
as they could. One of the
beneficiaries was s Ham wshire
geveloper who cheated build-
ingsociedesoutofalmost £%m.

The judge who sent him
W gao for two years sald: “You
ook advaniage of the lackadai-
sical way money was avallable
at that time”,

ISSUE

MOSCOW
Whose land is it?

Alexander Selzhenlizyn has
become a thorn in Sorls
YVeltsin's slde. The writer, on
return from exile in the USA,
hag been touring Russis.
And he hes concluded that
thete has been no genuine
reform since the coliapse of
covirinism.

“Reform s a construc-
tive, thoughi-out system of
interconnected measures,”
ke insisis.

The Prasideniie partiou-
larly angry with the writer
ok pondemning his plan to
pelvatiss the land,

HNEW YORRKE
Maggot Method

THE UNITED Nations est-
miaids that 25% of the world's
farmland is at risk of turning
into a desert. New projects in
Africa are now identifying ways
of turning arid tracts into fer-
tile acres.

One method for rehabili-
tating barren soil, developed
in Burkiiia Faso, Africa, is to fil

small pits with manure. The

duig atiracts termites which
digest i, In the process, they
dig holes which increase soi}
ferulity and the land’s capacity
to filter water.

QUOTE....

MUNETTE Marrin, feature
writer fur the Dally Telograph
{London), In analysing why
Jane Clark has remained
with her philandering hus-

‘band Alan - he was a min-

ister in Mrs Thatcher's gov-
ernmeit - explained:
“Land, nol power, isthe
ultlmats aphrodisiae”.
Mr. Clark e the cwner of
Saltwoud Castle, Kent.
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IT WAS the year of summits about
iobs, The leaders of the richest
nations met in Detroit in March
and Naples in July to emphasise
their commitment to the search
for new jobs.

Unfortunately, the politicians
have no fresh proposals to rescue
the global economy from the crisis
that followed the land-ed boomin
the iate 1980s. One result was the
redefinition of unemployment.
The Paris-based Organisation of
Economic Cocperation and De-
velopment redefined the concept
of full employment.

In the early post-war years, un-
employment of 2% was enough to
bring down governments, Thiswas
the era of powerful trades unions,
when the demands of workers
echoed in the corridors of power.

Today, with unemployment in
the richest industrial nations hov-
ering around 10%, the OECD has
decided that the tolerable level of
unemployment is 6%: anything
below that figure is now deemed
to represent “full-employment”.

The OECD now realises that
economic recovery will not lead to
a job for every able-bodied person
whe wants to work. It predicts that
85 million people willbe marooned
cutside the labour markets of its
member nations next year.

The costs reach beyond the
economic, says the GECD, and will
result in “serious threats” to the
social fabrie.

EURGCPE, in particular, is identi-
fied as having a serious problem
over jobs, Theunemployment rate
isover 11%. There is no consensus
ahoutwhatto de, but tax “reforms”
are high on the agenda. But there
islirtle prospect ofagreement. Ger-
many, for example, wants EC
members (o adopt a uniform tax
on savings of at least 15%. Britain
strongly opposes the proposal.
None of the ideas for fiscal
reform can provide the “shock”
that might bump the economies
out of the trough. The OECD, for

@ Pl Enight

example, isadvocating higher taxa-
tion on capital to offset reductions
in nornrwage labour costs. Lower
non-wage labour costs hold out
the prospect of more jobs, but the
benefiswouldbe offset byareduc-
tionin capital format on asaresult
of lower post-tax profits!

Jean-Claude Paye, the OECD
secretary-general, suggests aswirch
in the tax burden onto consump-
tion tazes, That would reduce the
aggregaie level of effeciive demand
- vet another obstacle to full em-
ployment!

WY the conflicts over policy? In
part, this is due to confusion about
the nature of inflation.

Economists claim thatinflagion
is bad. The Financial Times
editorialised after the Detrait siim-
mit: “Rising inflation must also be
avoided, because it leads to reces-
sion as surely as night follows day™,

Unfortunately, “inflation” is
used to characterise all price rises,
whether for particular products or
a general rise in prices across the
economy.

A detailed reading of history,
however, shows that recessions
follow rapid rises in the price of
one factor of production, in par-
ticular: the price of land, Rapid
rises in prices for other factors or
consumer products, at other times,
are not automatically associated
with recession.

But because economists fail to
employ “inflation” in a rigorous
way, they prevent themselves from
sorting out those price rises that
matter from the ones that are not
trend-setters. For example: they

talk about the need to prevent a
“rapid rise in house prices”, when
what they cught to be sayving is that
a rapid rise in the price of land
beneath housesis the destabilising
agent.

Hence, governments work
strenuously to keep interest rates
high enough to “choke off infla-
ton”. In the process, they choke
off consumption and investment,
and destroy the prospects for cre-
ating new jobs.

THE CLEAR message from the
OECD is that people’s freedom to
work has now become a mater of
public policy rather than private
right.

The transformation of 2 per-
son’sright towork began long ago,
of course, and is traced back o the
time when membershi pof 2 coni-
munity was associated with the
individual’s right of access w land.
Without that right, 2 person could
not suhsist,

With the privatisation of the
rent of land - in which personal
rights ware transformed ane rane-
ferred to land*® . people lost the
right towork. That loss of freedam
heralded the era of dependency
on the state, which is why the state
now defines fullemployment.

Historianswhotrace the loss of
rights to work can help poliey-
makers to understand that tax
reform could restore full employ-
ment: meaning, where je
was 0%,

*E.P. Thompson, Customs in Com-
mon, London: Penguin, 1993, Ch 4.
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m as failed, explains
system must provide a ,mwm way for people to earn their income. The au-

the
with the Medical Research Qixm 5 mﬁmwﬁ&ﬁm and Medical
s Hospital, London. He is an interna-

fional expert in diseases of the heart. He was Professor in Residence in

5T

by Dmoamm ?Emmm.

TE

Dr. George Miller. A new social

> Royal College of Physicians, is a sewnior clinical

Epidemiology and Preventive Medicine at Albert Einslein College of
Medicine, New York, in the 1980s.

) w.ﬁﬂw gieat pride in the

eifare siate wgﬁdeﬁﬁswﬁ
it met its chiectves? These
are &w to dowith furthering the health,
happiness and prosperity of our peo-
ple. I say furthering, because the
arhovement o hes “M&r happinessand
prosperity is precisely whai every
generation hes laboured for through-
cut wne, and what all people work
towards thomselves,

Feople labour in an aitempt to
wprove their own lot, that of their
fainilics, and hat of thelr wowwmwﬁ%w.
They strive in the hope of leaving For
their offipring a better world than
they were born into. Although many
give up the task or lose sightof italong
the way, by and large society Is succese
ful, as evidenced obvivusly by the
increase in wealth meﬁﬁrm aver the
ceitturies. T use weald in its very
broadest wsm ruest sense, » DOt simiply
to imean [nancial wes
advancesin wncémm&mm and : the arts
and sciengces,

How then are we to distinguish
betwean the progress towards health,
happiness and prosperity to be cred-

ited to our welfure ;:,8 from that
which would have been achicved

wway, had there been no Welfare
mﬁ%u Sometimes, indeed guite fre-

guently, T think some pe

confused on this point. The funda-
menial point (o grasp is s, frstand

ople are

foremost, the welfare state s abont 2
fairer and more equitable distribution
ol wealth, rather than about the crea-
tion of wealili in general.

Criteria and Starting Poluts

It is m,:dvmvww. e that, with a
more equitable distribution of wealth
theve will follow a more efficient crea-
ton of wealth. But even if this were
the case we cannot clalm the wellare
state to have aided in the creation of
wealth until we can show that, Hrst, it
has succeeded in laying the founda-
dons for this by lmproving the distd-
bution of wealth. So it is no good
pointing to general improvements in
the state of the nation’s education, or
its health, or its prosperity, and claim
arole for the wellare stale inall of this,
unidess we can Orst show that it has met
the prevequisite: 2 falrer distribution
of wealth. To test this we niced meas-
ures of the diswibution of wealih in
seciety. Using one fundamental meas-
ure, and one which I believe to be the
besitohand, Tsuggest that the welfare
state hias fallen far short of its objec-
tves; and for one very simple resson
- it Is folly to build casiles on sand,

When asked about the age of Brit-
ain's welfare state, some people say,
‘Oh, it s a postwar phenomencn,
Qaling from Beveridge, Aneurin
Bevan, and the legislation of 1948,
That is incovrect. Taking it to mean

State intervention to mﬁ?.oqm the
conditions of the poor, its origins can
be traced back to the late 19th cen-
tury; uy fact I would say the origins of
the modern welfare state are about
120 years old.

Ttwasin 1870 that William Forster,
a DBradford woollen manufacturer,
secured the passage of the Education
Act, which established school boards
with 2 duty to provide elementary
education for all children noti then
receiving it through private means. In
1886 another northerner, Joseph
Chamberlain of Birmingham, issued
a circular stating thatrespectable men,
temporarily unemployed, should not
be thrown onto the Poor Law, but
instead should be assisted by their
Municipal Authority. Both Forster
and Chamberlain were in the govern-
ment of William Gladstone.

The School Boards soon came to
realise the manifest absurdity of spend-
ing money to educate children who
were toosickly and hiungry to benefit
from it. Though under neo legal ob-
ligation to do so, the education au-
thorities slowly began to provide meals
and medical care for their pupils,
initially dwough voluntary effort but
gradually through the education rate,
The Liberal Government of 1906
regularised this situation by passing
ilie neceasary Act. In thai government
was David Lloyd George, born in

LAND & LIBERTY
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WELFARE FAILURE

Manchester and a native of North
Wales, who secured the Old Age
Pensions Act of 1908 and Health and
Unemployment Insurance in 1911.
Between them, these men ofthe norih,
along with others such as Churchill,
had the concept of State Welfare well
established by 1911, though by no
means the whole nation liked what
they were about. In examining the
success of this venture we need to look
back over something like 80vears, and
here we are in one sense fortunate, in
another, unfortunate, as 1 shall ex-
plain. )

Remember! Whatthewelfare state
seeksisaredistribution of wealth, both
in cash terms and in kind. Itisabout
narrowing the gap between the wealthy
and the impoverished. As soon as we
begin to look into it, however, we
become bogged down by definitions
of what it is we are brying to redistrib-
ute, Itiswell migh impaossible to define
materinl wealth in ways that satisfy
everyhedy. If we can’t measure it, how
can we assess the effectiveness of leg-
islation meanttoredistributeit? Upon
further reflection, however, we realise
that this gap between the rich and the
poor has many other dimensions of
fundamental importance. There are
inequalities in health, life span, edu-
cationand environment, for example.

With life span there can be no
argument. We all have a birth certifi-
cate and a death certificate. Thus the

health dimension of deprivationis.-bility and |

quantifiable in ways that material
wealth is not. As such, life span pro-
vides a powerful tool with which to
Jjudge the effectiveness of policies that
are meant to alleviate the plight of the
lowest socio®@economic groups in our
saciety.

It was in 1874 that Charles Ansell
first used the records of births and
deathstocompare death rateshetween
the classes of British Society. He found
that of every 100 children bom to
peerage families, 12 were dead before
their 10th birthday. For the general
population, the figure was 30% of
children dead before their 10th hirth-
day. Little more was done until the
tern of the century, when because of
the rise in demand for a national

programme for personal security, Dr
Stevenson of the Registrar General's
Office introduced 2 scheme of social
classification based upon occupation,

Class I consisted of Professionale
and the elite of society, Class ITT were
the skilled workers, and Class V the
unskilled. Intermediate occupations
fell into Classes 1 and TV, This 5 class
systemremains in place to this dav. So
applying it to data coming from the
National Censuses and the births and
deaths records, lot us see how death
raies compare in the social classes, We
are in for a bit of a shock,

The big killer in Britain is heart
attack, both in men and women. The
waste and tragedy of death in men and
women fromaheartatiack was brought
home tous all recently with the death
of the Labonr Party leader (John
Smith) on May 12. From a medical
point of view, however, his was stmply
a spectacular example of something
that kills arcund 30 men in middle-
age each day of the yerr in the UK,
and many more in old age.

The links batween beart attack
and an unhealthy diet, high blood
cholasterol, cigarette smoking, obes
ity and high blood pressure, are well
known. But how muny people are

ware of its association with socinl olass?
When asked to think ahout it, scome
will suspect that it will be social cluss
I that suffers most from heart antack,
All the stress that goes with responsi-
adership! Wrong, Ttis the
unskilled worker who succumbs most
toheart attack, In the Civil service, for
example, the death rate from heart
attack in the lowest grades, the mes
sengersand mnskilledworkers, 1sthree
times higher than that in the wp
administrativegrade. Isn'tthatextraor-
dinary?

LET USlookmore deeply to see if this
social class difference in disease mate
applies to any other common catses
of death,

When one eminent professor
recently locked at 78 different dis-
eases, he found no fewer than 65 of
them to canse morve deaths in the
inskilled workers and their families
than in the members of social class T

Cancers of many kinds, stro! . acc-
dents, menta! llnass with ¢ e, all
wore taking a heavier toll giugm the
lower social classes. Bo we see that the
proklem fzkes on a more appalling
dimnension; itis not simaly deat

oy death from
heartattack ?x wn the lower
social lmi d prema-
mrely, but or se.

F Homm } it

we have mSﬁmmn? %
all canses i social o

that in social class 1L

In coming up with this ignre, we
are looking at noriality patiern in
the memhers cm 4 generations alve
around 1985, We are Hﬁsmm,: at in-
fante b ;95 in the (8805, men in their
le@age born araun m the second
ﬁdymnﬂ i, and oursentor citizensharn
around or before the first world war.
In otherwords, weare WOQM ﬁm atamll
age-range of m

ar for which
.m mm, rate from

% was 2 dmes

mraiedd

have m&m d their

welfare state,

g

early

asaes ﬂ,« %mﬁm&i

3 an ?Qm%

oy

futher.
marriage are oou
even greater,
How do these figures compare
with those w
3 its relative meww
between 1020 and b
in infants with Njﬁ,,.m od |
259 above the national

lowlieg
relped to catch f% T
up totodayisan excess

in habirsand wm&mﬁ m.
the professional hand

3
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would be prevented if the health
experience of these families was as
good as that of professional families,

Add w this the 40,000 excess
deaths that ccour each year in the
breadwinners of these lowersodial class
familics, and we sce how serious 1s the
problem, We must notforgettharwhat
goes for death also holds for chrouic
sickness; there Is much more of it in
secial class Vo than in social class L It
all reminds me of a remark made by
Dr AKX Chalmers af ihe tum of the
century: “The dead baby s next of kin
to the diseased beby, whoe in lm
becomes the annciic, ii-fed &:m“
cducationally backward child, from
whom i derived, later in life, the
unskilled "casual’ who lsatthe bottom
of so many of our problems”

Doesn’tthissounda litde Hewhat
we call the ‘Inner Oy’ problem of
today?

ABOVE everyihing else, itwas this gap
between the health and life cxpect-
ancy of the rich and the poor that the
welfare stale was meant to mindmise.

Clearly, 80 years of ever increas
ing state welfare has by no means
eliminated the gap, as we have seen,
but has it gone some way lowards
narrowing i To examine this ques-
tion, It us see what the siiadon was
move than 70 years ago, in 1921, when
the welfare state was in is insfancy.

When we allow for differences in
the size and the age structures of the
populations then and now, and call-
ing the average death rate in the
population 100, then in 1921 the death
rate was 82 in social class I, and 125
insociaiclass 5. Bon 1621, mwm wealihi-
estinsocietyhadadeathrate 15 polnts
below the average, while the poorest
social class had a death rate 25 p
above the average.

Seventy years later, m 1981, we
find that the death rate i social class
I was 68, while that in social class V

was 165, 5o sockal cliss § now had a
death rate, not 18 points below the
averageasin 1981, burd4 ﬁowmw below
the average. And social cdass ¥V now
hiad 2 death rate not 25 points above
the average as n 1921, but 65 points
above ithe average.

Gltits

Thegap between the health of the
vich and poor, relatively spealdng, is

worse now than it was 70 years ago.’

What obscures this shocking sta-
tstic from the eye of the layman is that
thingsin general are much better now
for everybody than in 1921, due to the
labour of cur great grandparents, our
grandparents, our parents and cur-
selves. Butif the welfare state had been
working as we have been working, the
distribution of health would have

improved at the same thine. Instead of

socied class 1 having death rates 18
points below the average In 1921 and
25 poinis below the average in 1981,
we might have cxpected something
like 18 points in 1821 falling nowadays
te b or 10 points. And for sodial class
¥, instead of their death rate being 25
points above the average in 1921,
ncreasing to 65 points above tie
average in 1981, we would have hoped
Ew figures to move the other way - say,
45 peints above the average in 1921,
falling to say 5 or 10 points above the
average in 1981, so narrowing the gap.
This did net happen. In its primary
aim, the wellare state has failed; the
fHiealth gap between rich and poor has
in no way narrowed.

“Ah,” i hear somc say, I can suil
see a flaw in your argument. Maybe
the wellare state has not removed the
conilrasts between the rich and the
poor, but maybe it has shiflted some
of the poor inte meore well-off classes,
The poorarestill as relatively deprived
as thicy cver were, but there are fewer

f them these days because of welfare.

Such a shift has certainly hap
pened dusing this century, The popu-
fation structure looked like a pyramid
in 1D10, with a large base of unsldlled

manual workers, and a sinail apex of

clite. In 1990 L focks more like a lighe
buib, with its swollen middle classes.
But this chaoge is exacdy what we
would expect to happen as soclety
progressed from the horse and cart lo
the motor car, from the ready reck-
oner to the computerised cash till,
from candlelight to nuclear power. It
does not need a welfare state for this
o happen

Buthasthe wellwre state lmproved
the social flow in society between

classes, in such a way as to help reduce
the numbers of fie poor? Wien so-
ciologisis John Geldthorpe and Clive
Payne of Oxford examined movements
between the social classes duiing this
cenbury el condlusion was unsguive-
cal, For tlivse born beiween 1908 and
1917 in the lowest social classes, their
chiances of being found o these lowest
classes in 1572 was three times tat of
those who had been born into classes
1 aad I For mwown born 30 years later
in 1938 to 1947, the chance of those
born inio ﬁwﬁ moémum classes being
foand in the lowest classes i 1972 was
not 3 times higher than those bomn
into social classes Yand 11, but 4 tmes.
These numbers go the wroiig way fiom
what should have been found if the
welfare statc wore helping the poor to
move up the social scale.

What has happened is that the
new service jobs were filled just as
prefecentiaily by the sons and daugh-
ters of the higher social classes as by
the sons and daughters of the lower
social classes, This patiern has contin-
ued into the 1980’s, with one impor-
tant development. High levels of
unempioyiient have reappeared, and
the threat of lows of work and long-
term uncmployment is much greater
for tiose Tz mwanual wagelabour than
forthiose higher up thesocio-economic
scale.

So, sorry! I cannot find evidence
10 shiow that the wellare state has oiled
the wheels of mobility for the lower
social classes.

IFTHE state welfare did oil die wheels,
ithe only way it mugihit be able to do this
is through education,

Bul there is no automaiic comiaecn
tion between supply coming fiom our
schoolsand colleges, and the demand
for it in the labour market. This is all
too obvicus today. How many parents
are distressed by their university gradu-
ale children who end up on the dole
or in meiiai jobs: An education is 1o
certain passport to happiness and
prosperity, though it obvicusly im-
proves one’s chanices, Bul here are
two facts to chew o,

e Between the 18920s and i940s,
the number of children seni to gram-
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mar school by every 100 working class
familiesincreased by 8; butatthe same
time the number they sent to techni-
cal school fell by 8. And for the same
level of intelligence, it is still much
more difficult for a working class bay
to enter university than it is for the
professional family's boy. No - I'm
afraid we are stuck with it - the system
does not work nearly as well as we
would like it to.

In gquestioning the record of the
welfare state, I am not ont of sympathy
with its basic tenets. [ am diametrically
opposed to Thatcherism, which es-
pouses the virtues of the Victorian
capitalist ethos and sees the welfare
state as not merely ineffectual but as
dissipative if not actually ruinous. To
me, the welfare state is an acknowi-
edgement of the need to reform the
capitalist systemn s it had evelved up
to the beginning of this century. My
argumentis that though reforms were
most certainly needed, the welfare
approach adopted has been largely
ineffectnal. The Victorian problems
that the welfare state was meant to
remedyarestill there; the Thatcherites
pretend they next existed.

If the welfare state has failed, why
has it failed? We cannot blame those
whoworkwithin the system-the health
workers, the social security workers,
etc. They are dedicated and applying
the rules as best they can, although I
am sure many become jaded by the
deterrent aspect of it all, and behave
as if direct descendents of the Poor
Law relieving officer.

We must therefore ask ourselves
whether, under the rules and regula-
tions, there has been any meaningful
redistribution of wealth, Our health
statistics would suggest that there has
not,” but do statistics bear this out?
Here we are extremely unfortunate!
Because now we are faced with a
poverty of information,

But from the official government
statistics there isno doubt that massive
inequalities in the distribution of
wealth still exist in Britain. Further-
more, zll the figures indicate that the
inequalities are getting greater rather
than narrowing.

Statistics suggest that our system

PAGE 10

of taxation has produced some redis-
tribution, but how far can they be
believed? For example in 1921 /1882,
the top 1% were supposed to receive
8% of 2}l income before tay and 4.6%
after tax, This statistic iz false hecanse
it ignored VAT. Even more, most
wealth in the UK exists in other forms
than income - there are stocks and
shares, bank and building society
accounts, property and land. Intand
Revenne catistics suggested that in
the 1980s the top 30% owned 96% of
allmarketablewealth, leaving only 4%
for the bottom 50%. When pensions
are taken into acconnt, the hottom
50% now appear to hold 20% of all
wealth rather then 4%, Butcan o1l this
be believed? There are sericus cone
cerns about the reliability and validiey
of these statfistics which are womnﬁqm
for Lmited purposes,

“Among owur probless is the political
attitude which refuses to support any
obiective examination of the distribn.
tion of wealth for fear of generating
a climate of envy. This s ke saymg
Do not remove the dressing from the
wound to see what treatment wmay be
needed for the patient, hecanwe the
sight mav make him sick,’®

For example, pensions are sup
posed toraise the share ofwealth S%Wm
by the bottom 50% in society from 4%
to 20%. Now I am not certain how
these figurasare caloniated, but Twant
to point ont one fact, Dased on past
experience, the 20 vear old man who
is an unskilled worker can expact 10
live B yoors less than the 20 year old
professional. These 5 vears lost are
retirement vears when pensions are
claimed. So do pensions really raise
the share of wealth for the unskilled
worker from 4% to 207, if he s not
around to claim his 5 vear’s worth?
Are all forms of v EH:WM meas
accurately, and do the &
true picture of distribution?

The experts are of the general
opinion that they de not. They make
the picture ook rosier than itis largely
because the wealthy, with official

£d
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connivance, conceal what they hold
and are permitted by the law to hold
on o if,

For the rich, modern Britain ica
fiscal paradise, as one expert put it
And it i3 no accident that this is sn:
the executive and legislature have
ensured that it is so. mw. contrast, the

wealth of the bottom 2 Kw is relatively
a5y to assess; they own no land, n
nﬂﬁmﬁgi sources of capital, and 70 A..,,\m

of thelr inrome co
8ECy 3? rayments,
Can you really believe 157 My el
ing is that the rich may have sl M?i
a Nttle of their wealth to their notan-
wealthy relatives, but that in relativ
terms what the poor have Mu;i,&
throvghwelfareisa

P

nes from social

advopintheovean.
This all looks very odd when we are
told that of a ol ﬂ:v%, ﬂmmaa‘#:ﬁm
of £12¢ billion in [984-1995. ancind
securityandhealth secounted formore
than ,mmw hillion. The reason for the
apparent contradiction is that most of
it goes back to where it came from.,
Since 1060 virtually the
mwa population r.z been subiect o
?Eﬁ. at source or at the noint
ow @ﬂmﬁ ture. The Family Expendi-
ture Survey has shown %m in 1986,
NCome-in- “ﬁm d from the tse of the
Mationa! Healil Service mwsc;wzﬁm ma
abont £200 a vear ?m. each fam
the hotfom mwﬂ
for those in the top 20%. Mot much
rmm,m?mﬁ?: Forstate education it went
the other way: £850 per vear for each
mmmﬂmw in the w R v.m only

whole work-

service

Tnor: sﬁ.rog v else on mf m,%iﬁm can
give vour accurate or reliable fgures.
Among our :szﬁm ig the

mﬂmmsav W f.. ¥

te bﬂ anvy. ;w& iz Hhe
do not remove the dressis w7 from  the
wonnd to ser what freatment 1 ,ﬂ«.?u
needed Mnf the patient, becaise the
stght may male him sick, J_Tozﬁ% aur

! that there has
Seon littde meanin mvwr and effective
i alth theough the
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welfare state over the past 70 years.

Is this sitnation is inevitable? Is it
thal governments, with the best willin
the world, lack the power and the
means to ensure a more fair and
equitable distribution of wealth? My
answer 1, nota bit of it The problem
is that we are fuiling to wdde the
underlylng. causes of poverty in an
effective way. Also, we are callecting
revennue {ov redisiribuion wsing a
systemi that has been subveried to
minimise what was intended. Let us
go back to the beginning and re-irace
our steps Lo see where we wentwrong.

THE FORCES that gave rise to ihe
birth of state welfare evolved siowly
over the 15th century and were com-
plex in nature,

Much of the motivation 1 feel
certain was hwnanitarian, arising from
personal knowledge of the conditions
of the urban and rural poor, an ex-
pression of the ethos developing at
that tiine, .

Some will have been ideslogical,
linked to ideas aboul the proper
balunce hetween mndividual and cob
lective responsibility, and of the dis-
tribution of wealih.

Somowas undcubtedly pragmalic,
soinething simplyliad to be donsabout
the alarmingly high levels of malnu-
wition, il health, poor physique and
poor education of the masses upon
whom the country was dependent for
labour, both civil and military.

Soine was consphiatorial-if we the
Liberals and Tories don't do some-
ihing about the grievances of the poor,
they will turn o the Fabians and
Murskss,
WOITY.

Somewill have been bureaucratic
- seeking to use local and central
government resources (o more effec-
tive ends,

Whatever the mix, a social force
arose leading to the conviction that
the evils of poveity in the midst of
plenty needed remedy as Guickly as
pussible. The great reforners of the
late 19t century knew that money
had to be found to pay for their
programme for personal security.

Hevolution was always a

Some also grimly aware that some-
thing needed to be done not siuiply

to alleviate poverty, but io prevent it,’

The three great classes of wealih
were recognised as being wages, the
return for labour; lanterest, the return
on the use of capital, and the eco-
pomic rent, the return going to the
landswner for the use of land. One
therefore Liad a choice of taxing the
wages, or the interest or the rent of
the wealthy for social purposes. But
knowlng there was more to the prob-
lem than simply collecting revenue,
and thati prevention is better than - I
won't say cure but palliation - they
considered carefully which approach
would afford the best hope for real
socia! justice,

TheLiberals came to the view that
land was the proper category of wealth
to focus on, for several good reasous.
1lhie site value of fand s created by the
community, not solely the landown-
ers, and therefore morally belongs to
the comununity. Secondly the mo-
anopoly in land could be shown to
distort the econcmy in ways that
worseried poverty. Thirdly, the collec-
ton of site values for central purposes
could provide asocial fund more than
enough to meet the social reforms.
Fourthly, unlike taxes on wages and
ipterest or profits, which can be made
to fall on all social classes in any way
you like, a tax o site values cap not
be passed on by the landowners to the
landless clagses,

By 1900 the Liberals knew how
tiey were going to pay for their re-
forms, by collecting site values. The
Conservatives fought this tooth and
nai. Lloyd-George had a serious prob-
fem. He was bringing in his reforms
i line with the Liberal manifesto,
particularly the nativnal pension
schieme, buihe could not getthe fiscal
tand reforms past the Lords. In his
1911 People’s Budget he was forced
back onto income tax until such tines
as the preliminay valuation of the
nation’s land was accomplished, a
Ministry of Land was established, and
further legistation was passed. His 5000
valuers eventually set to work, and
despite World War I, more or less
completed the job.

WELFARE FAILUR

But political power went thuough
severe upheavals between 1914 and
19i8. Those against site value collec-
tion regained the upper hand, and
from then on the increasing expenses
of the Welfare state were covered by
taxation ofincome through wagesand
interest, exactly what the Liberal re-
formers did not want.

The result of ali this was that the
welfare state was built on sand. No
sooner did it introduce universal
coverage for the man and his family,
than the tax system was gradually
expanded to ensure thatthe costswere
spread more and more across society,
so diminishing any element of redis-
tribution of wealth. It simaply became
a form of family insurance.

Notice I make no mention of the
concept of absolute paverty, because
itis a red herring that takes us off the
track. Poverty in Britin cannot be
measured by any scale which would
better describe the situation of a
shipwrecked mariner on a barren
desert island: namely, how much can
be scraped together to survive until
rescue is to hand. Britain is not a
barren desert island. Poverty on this
island needs to be measured on ascale
which expresses in relative terms how
close an individual has come to being
a social castaway in the midst of a
densely populated land of plenty.

By failing to treat the rent of land
as the correct source of public rev-
enue, the poor have been left inr the
relatively disadvaniageous position
thatthey werc in 50 or inore years ago.
I find it hard to produce any cvidence
to show that the welfure state has
reduced the shortfall in health of the
poor.

True, everybody is much better
off now than 50 years ago, but we can
thank the sociely itself for this rather
than the wellare state, Contrary to
public opinicn, the very rate of accu-
mulation of wealt in Britain over this
time testifies to the productivity of
those in all social classes who have
laboured. But little thanks the lower
soclal classes get for their contribu-
tion -in fact they are sold shorein ways
they hardly beginn to perceive. The
unskilled man does notlabous io give
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his children poorer life chances for health, education and
a pleasing environment than the child of the wealthy, But
Sﬁrozﬁ wa%ﬁmm it, that is the sacrifice he makes even
8%% And since we are talling of life a
is not an inappropriate word in this

Reform is as rclevant today as it was in me.%

SCURCES

Department of Health and Social Seaurity (1930}, Inege
ties in Health: report of a research working group, London:
DHSS.

and olgss struciure

JI. Goldthorpe (1987), Secinl
; 7 Britain, Oxford: Clarendon Press.

m@aw Commrission in the Distribution Qw Ineome gnd

P. Townsend, N. Davidson and M. ;J.Mx,:nax {1992),
Inequalities in Health, London: m?a

R.G. Wilkinson ﬁ@o& “Divided we fall. The poor nay the
price of increased social incguality with zﬁ;« mxs h"
British Medicnl Jousnel, 308: w:w-:fm
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NOW THE

HESIE

Capitalism, Socialisrn
& the New Social Contract

Richard Noves (ediror)

The collapse of communism provides an oppor
tunity to reappraise our economic thinking. The
mmaaoﬂm suggest that capitalisem and communi
are the thesis and antithesis of a phi!
dinlectic of which the idess of ﬁmnﬁﬁw
reformer Henry George are the syn

7

“This book...should be requi
course on the r:;o@ of eco
withes to show how o 42@ &
abant land rent 3& its o
mumﬁw

M,\.‘wﬂx“mwm in economics!

Published by Shepheard-Walkyn Ltd,, London
(£17.95), mummiﬁmm@w?“ﬁﬁzrzff

R.V. Andelson (editor)
Aninternational group of scholars
xamines the impact of population
e economy and environment,
x for a reappraisal of prop-
%?

Published in Britain by Shepheard-
Walwyn Ltd., London (£14.95) and
in the USA by Barnes & Noble, of
Savage, MD @w% 50).
witha feeling that some
of the cont w@w ors gmg actually
come to blows if left to manage
anything incommon-but thisreally
Bmw\ww the book more attractive,
opposing views are .ﬂ% with
scholarly passion.” - Populs-
tion Studies

e

A3

For a free brochure of books prblished by
CIT Lid., please write to The Secretary, 177
Vauxhal! Bridge Rd, London, SW1V 1EU.

O

{editor)
Paperback, price £6.95.

tively, this book gets it right.,.”

~= Economia Journal

Hardhark, hepheard-Walwyn Ltd., London, and
Bohert Schalkenbach Foundation, New Vork, TISA.
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mf.im? Mm thiey
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1@5 miredsters
r Gordon rwﬁﬁzﬁ.
1 polis make i clesr
sace tired ideas, and
Maior has the

mwmﬁmﬁ.mw o ihe
eymical public
¢ the old ecoe

nalisatgon

- CLOTIOMWY In

ofEnpland’s
interest rates
gspects and the real

s Bank of “England,

845, ﬁ.«m are told that

HHE slowsy coo

W

he same tme, i
o rebuild
Loy w me m:\rg mrore and
Aridd ver, the
ﬁm ver, i mammm b by
vicks wamﬁﬁﬁ trecovery

JSES?

turned to ihe levels achisved in the late 1080 - aad, as
readers of Bl kaow, thiswas the primary cause of disruption
in the economy.

The increase n land prices has pushed up the price
of new homes mmm eaten into Tay Homes's cash, resulting
in an incresse in m.jﬁﬁx, .waxmww have definitely slowe
down,” reports Mr. Spencer.

5
#®
1

TEENDS in the Wmnd marker
though vouwould n
COONOMHC texd

drive the business cycle,
st know iif you relied on the standard
A.)wi Yet tand VU?QW%WQW 15 the direct
canse of the wipe-out of billions of pounds of investors’
assuts at the end of each husiness evele.
This-the f»mwwm@ econamicserret of the 2
- ozmmm notto be a surprise 1o the bosses of finance houses,
Take the Natonwide, 2 & building societywith a long history.
Hr @m&%ﬁ???ﬁ of data ought 1o have enabled its stae
isticians to warn that a new land boom was looming in the
fate 1980s. No such warning was given to the directorswhen
they considerad wxﬁgﬁ@ cstate agencies in 1987, at what
was near the iop end of the property market, ear

Oth century

e
later the shide began which led to the wh ipe-out, m which
the asset value ¢ f people’s houses has boen slashed by B0-
B4%. Nationwide hras justsold (3 804-branch chain of estate
agendcies for £11 Tow! loss: £250m.

Abbey National, another bullding society, pulied out
of the housesellis ng business last year after losing a similar
sum, Ditto the MV.M..WK.MSM tal The losses fall on the pensioners
and mvestors who hiave been deceived by the potion ihat
building societies are “as safe as houses

Which brings us back
harrister whe clalms 1o he
conservative, Do wvestors - a
mww an sra of maowatve

vernment? Few people mmoﬁwxmﬁmvﬁam 1o s needed:
mwm creeping orisls i the ﬁmm cconomy is ustrated by the

- begh
Dolicy mmpwﬁm wmaﬁ; 2 chg

ol ma Mwwr wanemplovmentis falling, but so is the munber
. #

of people in work. This conwaction is the labour market
represents anatonal emergency that can only be stemmed
by umaginative initiatives (for one of these, soe page 4.
Much will now depend on whether Mr, Blair is a
hostage to the political philosophy that led ro a series of
m\iﬁ&u blunders by successive Labour government’s in the
postwar vears, wii cempted 1o formulate land ploloy
outside framework of market principles.
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COUNTDOWN TO DISASTER

SOUTH AFRICA

NEEDS AN ECONOMICS OF FREEDOM

APARTHEID South Afvica was lu
trmail in 1990, Nelson Mandela
dreamed of a free country, and his
Afirican National Congress was in the
tuoes of the siruggle for the right to
vote,

In that year two white South Af
ricans published a manifesto for a faiy
soclety, The Trial of Chaka Dlamint
was construcied in the form of 2 pla-
tonic dizlogue by Stephen Meintes,
the wanaging director of a Johannes
burg investinent management com-
painy, and Michael Jacques, a char
tered accountent. They had come to
realise that polifical righis that were
actmatched by economie fghts wore
of inde value. And theyhad concluded
that Henry George's Single Tax strat-
egywaswhats multvracial SBouth Africa
neaded,

The pre-condition for economic
freedom, they explained, was the
abolinon of the tax burden on pro-
duction and consumption while treat-
ing the rent of land and natural ve-
sources as the appropriate source of
public revenue,

Fouryears later, In April 1694, the
vacist order was swent away and the
people vecetved the opportunity of a
fresh stait. Nelson Mandela became
the popular president ofa mulibracial
governinent of national unilty,

Counilict over the possession of
land was the most vexatious problem.
TheMandelagovernmentdetenmined
to tread a Jiflicult path to meet the
aspirations of both s Black and wlite
citizens, Here, surely, was the labora-
tory for the Single Tax? This simple-
to-understand policy would encouw-
age inveshment, create jobs, and en-
able those who possessed land to
choose: either use the land properly
and pay the community for the
beuselits received - or release it to
others.

LAND & LIBERTY

BY KRIS FEDER AND FRED HARRISON

Melson Mandela needs an econoiic
stralegy fo malch the asplrations of
the multbracial government over which
he presides in South Afvica, He will
aot get it i the nec<lassical seone-
mizgis are allowed to exercise their
malevolent influence, warm Bris Feder
and Fred Haprison

Dr, Feder is amsistant professor of
seoncmics ot Bard College, NewYork.
Yrod Harrison s Series Editor of a
ninewelume study of the Georglst
varadipm. This essny Is adapted from
The Corruption of Economies, just pub-
lished in London by Shepheard-
Walwyn,/CIT,

THE MAMDELA government lost no
tine in establishing a Tax Commis-
sion thatwould Investigate all eptions,

This timie round, one would have
tiought, the Single Tax strategy would
fiot be patronised and sneered out of
the realms of political debate. For one
of the firstlines of attack on the policy
- the claim that there are practical
problems of nplementation - could
not possibly be raised. Nearly all the
municipalities of South Africa directly
levy a tax on the value of land (Le,,
excluding e value of bulldings): the
princple of weating land different

from capiial was an established fscal
factl The bSureancratic infrastucture
that is reguired o assess the faxable
vatue of land and collect the revenue
was in place. All that South Africa
needed was an imaginative redesign
of the architecture of pulldic finance,
building a system that would liberate
the talents and savings of people while
raising revenue from the rental value
that was created by the comuunity,

Alihougl the sitewulae property
tax hasan dstablishod history, in South
Africa, the wmx rates were so low that
the countryhad notenjoyed dicimacro-
econouic benelis thet flow from the
Single Tax. Nonedicless, aciysialclear
hint of the dynainic benefits of this
approach to public finarnce was visible
in the economic record. Godirey
Dunkley, a Cape Town-based advo-
cate of the Single Tax policy, had
analysed the evidence,

He found ihat, between 1551 and
1584, there had been a shilt among
municipal anthorities in favour of
raising loval revenae from the value
of sites alone (the “site value” ap-
proach}, rather than from the total
value of fand-plus-bulldings {the “flat
rate”) or the “composite value” (a
higherrate of tax on land than on the
value of buildings).

Analysis of data in the South

48 South African towns - Value of bmprovements oa laad

lax No of Improvement value Growtn

base towans (Fand: miliions) %
1974 1984

Flat 2 1412 4080 189

Composite 13 1856 7uss 282

Site value 33 5084 26084 413

Total 48 8353 37250 345

Source: Godfrey Dunkley (1990: 124),

DOUBLE ISSUE
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African Municipal Year Book revealed
thatthe towns thatraised revenue from

site value increased from 11% to 38%
of the total cities; the flat-rate towns
declined from 58% to 24%. The com-
posite rate towns increased from 31 %
to 38%. The trend was unistakable.
Property owners, through their deme-
cratic representatives, favoured the
exemption of the value of their im-
provements on the land; while raising
an increasing proportion of munici-
pal revenue from the rental value of
the land they occupied, One of the
economic consequences of this trans-
formation is traced in the table, This
reveals the growth in the value of
improvements on land over a 10-year
period. The top48townsarcinchided,
each with a total value of over R200
million.

Among the largest towns of South
Africa, only the two ports of Cape
Town and Port Elizabeth had failed
to adopt the more sophisticated prop-
erty tax - the one that acknowledges
theneed to differentiate between land
and buildings. They levy a tax at a
uniform rate on both components of
property. Legically, these two towns -
one of them the legislative capital, the
other 2 commercial nerve-centre -
ought to have kept pace with the
average rate of growth of investment
enjoyed by the other major towns. In
fact, their percentagegrowth hasbeen
less than half that of the towns that
exempt buildings from the tax base.

THE BENEFITS of the Single Tax
cannot be fully enjoyed until the policy
is adopted as the central feature of
national government strategy.

TheMandelagovernment, before
itcould contemplate aradical shifting
to an entirely new approach to Sscal
policy, had to be sure that there would
be no loss of desperately-needed rev-
enue. Would a Single Tax strategy
meet the fiscal needs of the new South
Africa? Meingesand Jacqueshad little
doubt that it would, and they submis
ted their proposals to the Tax Com-
mission in July 1984. In proferving
figures, theyconfidentlyexplained the
philosophy that underpins the Single
Tax -a policy of fairness, and one thar
just might succeed where others had
failed:

PAGE 14

SOUTH AFRICA

"The inahility of al! developing and
developed economies to n_rm.msm_@
poverty is due to the fatlure to recog-
nise that locational advantage is the
natural source of revenue for the
cominunity.”

Their analysis was starkly simple:

"In South Africa, of all places, where
only 15% of the surface area isarshls
T::Z H.zm overw mf ming bulk of sec-
(0 a
a1 areas itis, or

sf texation, that

e mwm)mv...,ﬁmg, £

Failure torecoonise mwzw adstounder

.cj
recovery of nainral rent and
nderstilisation of mmsa and natural

and ftile

rescurces, on prime ;
abtiempls i raise revenue from sites at
the margin. Such
notonly the | ixwﬂw;mm_ i
taxation in

VF.. Sinc

ved frog
enterprise it
.m.m,Lm Emﬁmmm%w &

sy M,Jﬁmﬁm% :

41
it

Here, in a nutshell
theneo-
Mwmwm to shirevied
It m&ﬂ@%& the dests

m,
toxation on wagses and pr h
destroyed iobs
standards; taxa
investiment and 1 osocinl con-
it
For generations the people

ﬂO: th Africa had bren a?z d z:.m, m

benefitsofthe rational ﬂa.,ﬁﬁamm:rrﬁ
.\.,EEnQ to the tax burden
were the other economic weapons
against freedom -
%wmh tariffs - which, as Meintjes and
Jacques put it, had been “giving rise
to substantial artificial rents”. A switch
te the Single Tax ,ﬁwm%ﬁ\. wonld chan-
nelthe “artificisl rents™into the public
mé,w,,,b Meinfjesandl

of the dynamiche

revernuc,

mon ;mﬁfﬁ sithiai

HET aﬂ?iwﬁﬁ,.u

-fits for the benefir

LAND & LIBERTY

of the Tax Commission:

® Feonomic activity on sites of mar-
ginalvalue,including lessvaluable site
in metropolitan areas, would rmnog.w
viable.
¢ The development and efficient use
of natural resources would be encour-
aged, and the hoarding of land by
those who were enriched by systemic
inefficiency would be deterred.
¢ Land reform wonld be facilitated on
an equitable basis,
® m«w.ﬁ.. al cost of access to land - one
of mi. major obsmcles to starting new
businesses and creating jobs -~ would
he eliminated.
s Site values would no longer serve as
collateral, becanses the bulk of natural
rent would be weated as public rev-
enve. Banks would therefore be de-
terved from fuelling speculation: they
would hecome more concerned about
the visbility of projects and manage-
ment Efwmw than mechanically connts
ing on collateral to rescue them from
noor lending decisions,
In the course of phasing in the

Single Tax policy over {sav) 10 vears,

L,wm,m%&wmﬁﬁw?gbmﬂmi 1nes, peo-
ple in the metropolitan areas would
become richerand the profitability of
enterpriseswould increase. Thiswould
result from
¢ creation of additional markets for
output;
* reduction of problems thar result
from the inward flood of hmpover-
ished squatters; and

¢ simulation of the whole economy
on a win-win basis for all.

This, surely, was o prospectus that

rould appeat to the Mandels govern-
as it deliberated on the need for
138 to the South Africs constity-
H 3847 The &x:,wm tve - retain-
ing n«wa coreinstitutions of the western
market economy - was surely not a
serious option? For those core insti-
tutions had escorted the world
CODROMY intotl 1 preatest mwf,iwzﬁ
since 9@ 1930s.

ENTER the Free Market Foundation
of Bouthern Africa, This arganisation,
headquartered in Johannesburg, is
patronised by some of the leading
entreprenaurs in the diamond careel,
Itadvocates “economicfreedom”. Thar
philosophy of freedom, however, does
not have universal application. The
freedom championed by the welli-
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SOUTH AFRICA
anyone in history.” As Galfney ob-
serves, Baight's treatdient of the land
guestion “reads like a carlcature of
Chicago.” Crant'sassault, in tirn, reads
like a cavicature of Frank Koight- Hke
a silly spoof of the neo-classical para-
digin, Grant has agsembled two dozen
of the most tansparent singletax
fallacies, throwing i a couple more
of hils own devising. What is frighten-
ing is that uninformed readers, con-
duding that the single tax is a hoax,
may give it oo further conside

FRALEon.

BUME, though not all, of the effi-
ﬁmt@ %m%wﬁmg of 1mxes on rent or
land value are widely recognized by
mainslream econoniste, Nwrngmvwm o
Grant, however, the Eb%r tax i as
inefficient as it is as »MFQEKE?,

A tax on reat, he believes, is just
tier taxe all have unfortg-
wmmvwﬁrw:mmm {or cconomic -
nmsmém. mwz should be applied atlow
as zw@.{v&v i raise
revenue. There Is nothing Ebmﬁgh_w

; pecial mx collectdng all of
O the conlrary, Mmmﬁwﬁfw
sl rates ¢ mmnd»rmzmm 106%, as single-
tax advocates fnsist, i would aipple
fand muvkets, paralyzing their inher-
et tendency o allocate land w i
most productive Granmnt
cpens with the asserton that “the
distincton between man made and
natpral factors of production - that is,
between capital and land..isrrelevant
when discussing Intervention and
laxation: tie consequences will be the
¢ for any asser”

Nothing could be further from
the ruth, Taxes are, or cught (¢ be,
prediciable longderm arrangements;
so the longaun supply conditdions of
productve faclors ave orifical w the
effects of axes upon them. A tax on
ihe ownership of capital will, 1o the
long sun, discoursge the production
Mrrﬁ capital. A wx on the ownership

BAIG

of ¢ T, sduced lund has no such
mmmp entive mm.mnﬁ DH:S» does noi

;’ oY

»k;wwm feint,” e writes, s
al phenomonon that applies
r?“ notonty nd,” The tmplicit
?wmmm stion s that one can refute
y redefining terms-the stand-
nec-classical stratagen
Henry George {ollowed Ricardo
defining rent as the anount by
which the product of a land pavcel

aird 1

DOUBLE ISSUE

exceeds that of the best available no-

‘reni land. Rent, in other words, is the

minimum amount which a prospec-
tive user would have to pay, in a
nom%mmmﬁn market, to outbid all oth-
ers for the use of land. As we now say,
reni is the opportunity cost of land
use. .

Graiit, however, defines “eco-
nomic rent” as “the difference be-
tweein die return to one asset and the
return o the peorestasset being used
for the saime purpose.” Thus, présum-
ably, the rent of a car used in trans-
portation is equal to die difference
between its return and that of the least
eifficient ?a«rwm or pair of feei, used
for the “same purpose” - however
narrowly o broadly that phrase may
be interpreted,

' The definidon given any term is
neither right nor wrong; it is simply
more or less wseful in facilitating
thoughi Now, George’s classical defi-
nidon of rent is intelligible and emi-
nendy vseful, partcularly for analysis
of e ssue at hand. Grant's defini-
tion, by conirast, s plagued by ambi-
guity, and seives litde function in
econouiic inguiry. It matters not that
Grant's definition of "economic rent”
differs subdy from the usual, equally
protlematic, neo-classical definition,
because he takes it nowhere, 1t is as
ihough econcimists have redefined
“rent” in a manner caloulated o dis-
pose of the term allogether.

GRANT argues that a 100% tax on
rentwould, through tax capitalization,
“make the price of land the same
everywiiere, regardiess of location or
guality.” True enough - the selling
price of &l unimproved land will be
zero. But Grait draws the surprising
conciusion that “this artificial level-
ling of relative prices” would “jeave
no differential reat for purposes of
econoiic caleulation,” “blinding” the
land market "with respect o quality,”

Cragt seems (o mean thai, since
all land Lears the same (zero) price,
users are indilferent amnong land
parcels of different qualities. Plainly,
hiowever, if all items of a kiad are
priced equally, buyers will hardly be
blinded to quality; quite the contrary,
they wili chivose among ihem on the'
basis of qualitative and locatonal
differences alone. just as obviously, a
uniiform (zero) price for title to land
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does not mean that the cost of land
to buyers is the same for all land. The
high or low purchase prices paid for
good or poor land are simply com-
muted into high or low annual rent
payments, Rents continue to perform
theirfunction ofallocating scarce land
to its highestyielding uses. If bidders
for land have different preferences
for land consumption and/or differ-
ent comparative advantages in pro-
duction, land subject to rent taxation
willalso be allocated efficientlyamong
users.

In fact, as Georgists have shown,
a high fax on rent causes land markets
to operate more fluidly, competitively,
and efficiently. By slashing startup
costs, the tax makes it easier for pro-
ductive users to acquire land. It im-
proves efficiency by bypassing the
distortions introduced by inherently
imperfect capital markets. The an-
nual tax also functions far better than
once-for-all prices to signal landown-
ersinformation on the current oppor-
tunity cost of holding possession.
{Gaffney 1992)

The source of Grant’s confusion
emerges with his claim that the
Geaorgist position is that “any benefit
that a landowner derives from land
that is better than the worst land in
use s to be taxed away.” He asks: “What
good are title deeds if the government
takes all the net income...? How long
would you want to hold an asset from
which the income is expropriated?”
Grant cvidently supposes that the tax
assessment on a particular parcel of
land would depend upon how pro-
ductively the current owner is putting
it to use - so that the harder and
smarter he works, the higher go his
taxes, leaving him no reward for su-
perior effort,

This does not describe the
Georgist tax on land rent, which is a
market-determined measure of the
annual oppormnity cost of land pos-
session, i.e., of its potential productiv-
ityas estimated by market participants.
The true Georgist tax is 2 fixed charge
from the point of view of the indi-
vidual title-holder; it leaves to the
owner the fuil wages and interest of
the labour and capital which he con-
tributes to production, plus any
entrepreneurial profit or loss. Eco-
nomic incentives are channeled in the
right direction. Iropically, Grant’s
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criticism correctly ﬁoﬂmﬁy not to the
Georgist proposal, but instead to tra-
ditional taxes hased on income or
production. A second erroris opera-
tive here. *“How long would you want
to hold an asset from which the in-
come is expropriated?” The answer s
for as long as the value of the asset to
you continues to meet or exceed the
value of the asset to others, The point
holds ne mystery for anyone who has
ever leased a car, rented an apart
ment, or barvowed money atinterest.

Hﬂwzwzmﬂgmmﬁﬁm%Jmawmgsm
objects to the single tax on ethicaland
efficiéncy grounds. He fumes: By what
standard do the Georgists and other
interventionisislabel someonean “dle
hoarder” or “speculator™ And bywhat
right would they penalise these pec-
ple? Deing o would require some
standard superior to the Bd.wﬁ. hut
they cannot demonsizate what that s,

Ouoting Frank Knight, Grant
observes that in competitive markets,
buyers pay, in the mv_ﬁ..mwmgm price of
land, the entire prosent value of ex-
pected potential  future net land
income. Land speculation is risky and
expensive; speculators do net, on
average earn undus profits. Moreo-
ver, if socicty proposes to confiscate
the gains of the winners, it onght o
compensate the losses of the losers
- not only to meeot the demands of
Justice, but also to preserve entrepre-
neurial wmngmcﬁ, Yes, itought! And
it does. automatically, under the sin-
gle tax. Whon land values rise, g0 do
payments to the community - and
symmetrically. when land values fall,
payments fall proportionately, Therisk
ofappreciation ordepreciation caused
by events ountside the landowners’s
controlare home by societyasawhole,
not by individual landawners, Pooled,
the risks decline. Cains and losses
resulting from private entrepreneurial
activity, on the other hand, are un-
taxed.

On economic cfficiency, Grant
works hoth sides of the street, He
argues incongistently that it is unde-
strable to use rent taxation o discour
age speculation since speculators
“provide a valuahle service”- hut that,
anyway, the tax
forcing margine! land inte use,

ﬁfw mmagﬁ position on land
speculation may be summarized as

will not succeed in

LAND & LIBERTY

follows, When neighbourhood Iand
uszs are changing, it is occasionally
efficient to postpone land Qmﬂﬁom-
ment or redevelopment unél a new
use becomes remunerative, Thiz ne-
curs when no potential interim wse
can he expected to yield revenmes
sufficient to amortize sunk capital
before the optimal time of redevelop-
ment. A tax onland rent or land value
does not disturb such efficient hud
speculation, since the owner can re-
duce only his net income - not his
fixed tax burden - by developing the
land prematurely. Thus, insofar as
speculators do “provide a walusble
service,” rent taxation will not distarb
their chaices. MarginalYand bearano
tax, so it will not be forced into use,
Just as CGrant says. With respect to
efficient land use, rent taxation is
nentral,

On the other hand, there are a
host of reasons why inefficient land
speculation freguently ocours. Rent
taxation correats ﬁmw&ﬁrmﬁmm arising
from capiial markelimperfections, and
the annual charge ».ngmam irafien-
tive owners of the income forgone
whenland isunderused. Georgistshave
shown that rent taxation systeyma ati-
cally penalizes at least some moﬁmw of
Em.mmnwaﬁ speculation, thas intensifn
ing market pressures to use land
ﬁdﬁmmi%&w (Brown 1927, Gaffney
1992 Feder 1094) Onewriter calls this
characteristic of rent taxation
“superneutrality.” (Dwyer 1981: 12807

THE standard towhich Georgists hold
the speculator is social efficiency. The
single tax does not necessitate “soane
standard superior to the market™ it
makes the market operate better,
closer to the competitive ideal. Nor is
the single tax motivated by envy, a
scheme to strip successful business
men of their hard-earmed wealth, The
aim of the single tax is to distribute
the valve of natural and social re-
sources fairly among all, while leaving
praducers the Wl earnings of fheir
Inhour and capital, untaxed,

Henry George wrote: “We must
make land common property” (1870
328} and erectedalighining rodwhich
has attracted unending criticiem. Few
terms have engendered more confu-
stonn in economics than the phrase
“common property.” Itis no surprise
that Crant manages to muddie the
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that all huwman beings ocught to be
corded equal opportunlty to avail
themselves of what nature provides.
Even Grant falls short of this; he twists
away by pretending that the Ceorgist
ethica
This, indeed, Is the pusle: how can
equal rights to fand be assured in an
irdustriala

daervice F(Ow»@ﬁﬁﬂ whers

ah ﬁmwﬁw w%, wical division om. fand
2IONE
ineffcicn

w,wmw

xﬁaﬁ«m@gmmm be hopelessly

unfamiliar with Georgist

Ciypleally aﬂ.ﬁ? the existing
wﬁ%ww Cn fee simaple land tenure
despiic s evident inequitdes, presum-
bog that Tand capnot e made come
inon property without creating eco-
nomic and polideal chaos. The core
ncww.wwmaﬁb of Heniy Geoige lies
hiere: in 2 monetiary market economy
with democratic @ﬁwmﬁ 1] institutions,
natural resources can be fairly shared
by the device of collecting rent - all
of it - through the tax gystem, using
the revenue (along that from
othier user chiarges and taxes) for the
support of government

Thcgenius of tie siogle tax is that
it allows resls {0 be shared without
c,.wmn,rrww the system of private,
exchesive land we ,..Wn: b is indispen-
sable for harnessing productive incen-
tives and exploiting the advantages of
specializaiion and scale economies.
Society need not alienate the come
IR Property Lo individual owiiership
i fee shing Mn to the benefits of
a markes quity need not be
moz.wmmémw&m& i the name of effie
ciency, nor efficiency compromised
for the sake of equity, We can have
both,

Under tire Georgist system, every-
wne immwmm EO Pty 135 opportunily cost

S
with

exjoy
 systermn. B

to society can mm@ titde foas much land
as he lilkkes; and he may, within reason-
iz bounds, do with it what he will
If government expendires are opti-
mal, an individual who happens to
take tte to his equal valueshare of
land will recelve, in the value of public
goods and wansfers enjoyed, an
amaunt exactly equal to the rent he
pays copununity for his land
tide, An lndividual who takes more
than his equal share of land will, an
vpmﬁ?ﬁ Just compensate the conumnue
ity Tor encroaching upon cihery’

shares.
An individual who chooses not to

DOUBLE ISSUE

{ premise nplies a frecforall.

own any land still receives liis equal
share of rent, in consideration of the
fact that his abstention leaves all the
more fand for others to ase. Under the
single tax, everyone is a reni-taker,
Climately, of couise, everyone also
pays for the vm.cmwmﬁmﬁm contribution
of natural resources in proportion o
his consumption, since the prices of
consumer goods and seavices reflect
land, as well as labour and capital,
LSS,

Thevalue ofa plotof land reflects
16t only the ‘value of the natural
resources it contains, but also its o
cation with respect to markets, peo-
ple, jobs, schools, recreational areas,
and all manaer of public goods and
seivices, such as police and fire pro-
tection, schoolk, and infrastructure,

GLORGIETS have said the single tax
is best conceived as a “user charge.”
Grant dispaiages the phiase, but its
raticnale Is casy 1o see.

Taxes proper are involuntary
payments, owed by virtue of residence
in a given geographically-defined
political jurisdiction. The taxpayer
enjoys the benefits of public expendi-
ture, of conrze, but he has no choice
(except as one voter among many)
about the level of taxes; anyway, there
islitile correlation between the amount
of ks tax and the value to hum of the
benelits he receives. User charges, by
contrast, are prices, paid voluntarily
in exchange for benefits received.
There can be little doubt, then, that
taxes on the rents arising from gov-
erfment expenditure are equivalent
to user charges, If the Georgist ethical
principle is accepied, and natural
resourcesand privately-generated {but
unatiribuied) externalities are weated
as common preperty, then all rent
taxes (in 2 society with justand demo-
cratic political institutions) may be
concelved as user charges.

GRANT offers his readeis several
additional remasrkable complaints. e
claiins thata tax onland rent “lower(s]
refurns o all r&&ﬁm and labour used
on that property.” Surely taxes on
nw?ﬁw and labour, which Georgists
yearn toabolish, m.wmnommwmwwmcmwmmoﬁn
likely than land taxes to lower the
returns to labourand capital? The fact
is, iax capitalization imiplies that a tax
on pure rent does not lower the re-
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trmns to labour and capital.
Incredibly, Grant uses the notion
of spatial externality to argue that a
rent tax is really a tax on labour and
capital - since “whenever they tax one

3

person’s property, they are in fact
taxing everyone else’s labour and
capital that have contributed to its
value.” It does not take an econormist
to see that the persons responsible for
emitting externalities which affect a
given property donot pay the land tax
on thatproperty, directly orindirectly.
The person who benefits from their
activities, by virtue of his possession of
wellsituated land, pays the tax, ensur-
ing that private individuals do not
recetve windfll gains or suffer wind-
fall losses merely by virtue of their
location with respect to external influ-
ences out of their control.
Crantgoes on to accuse Georglsts
- targetting Meintjes and Jacques - of
‘methodological collectivism..,They
faii to see that their “communmnity’ isan
abstraction, not an acting entity that
can create value.” In fact, the commu-
nity is not a vacant abstraction buta
collection of real individuals, institu-
tions, and capital. Though he is
shoeting blanks, Grant has no short-
age of ammunition. His next angle
is t argue that rent takers receive no
unearned income because they pay
for the land which yields them rent!
Again he quotes Frank Knight: “[TThe
value alleged to be socially created is
always paid for before it is received -
asfarasthe partiesmostinterested are
able to predict its arising.” (Knight
1958: 809) There is no denial, only
neglect, of the fact that market expec-
tations of the future are frequently
and understandably wrong, so wind-
fall gains and losses accrue fo land-
owners. The benefits of government
projects are particularly difficult to
foresee many years in advance. The
question is: should the land gains
resulting from proximity to govern-
ment services and other community
activitics accrue to  private landown-
ers individually, or should they be
pooled, and used for the support of
the government and the citizenry?
Grant’sconfusion, inherited from
KEnight, runs deeper than the conven-
ient fiction of perfect foresight.
Because land has an opportunity cost
to the firm or household, they deny
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thatrent constitmtes 2 social dividend.
- Wagesare the ?ﬁﬁﬂr aof hman
effort in production. Interest ks the
veward for theifi apd  foresight in
accumulating and employing capital.
Rent is the payment for %m nse 0m
land, with considesstion for thevaln
of aatural M,@@gﬁ,m?
services, and not private extery
{insofar as wr?ﬁ wonot be internak
ized in markets or o ﬁw@.ww%mwﬁﬂ .

,.
i FE
economicefficiency, rentmusthe paid

elan .,w [RONg

government

by userstodllocate + scat
competing demands,
efficiency requirement &
paid to landowners; 1
duce land. Efficiency
well - better - when rent is mo__mnmmm
by the commumity.

53

GEANT claims that the separate val-
ues of land and improvements cannot
be measured, since “cconomic
an abstract concept th
appear separately in the oyl
Gue enough mﬁ.ﬂ rent seldom “ap-
pears separately.” Neid
most products res
mingled lnput of I facte
prodaction. Vet markets do value
factors separately, according

Ezmiliar principle of marginal
tivity. Tax .
market (assisted by comp
ated cadastral maps, whic
and interpolate surroun
Land values are
mmcomes, whichean be
also eazier to as

i'“

AEROEIFEEY
$iiey tmwﬁ aer-
%3 sales

mﬁgvmwwn; mm& lan ﬁw
w:www Enows that the more he

market:

mom.nmmm 1o pay
of his mmﬁx@ 7
with the price he w
potential knd mm%ﬁ, is in
about the price agreed upon.
However, the Coorgistax onrent
15 assessed on the hasts of current mar
ket valuation, not the historical price
of the parcel under considaration, An
individual’s bid for land influences
future assessed knd values only indi

rectly and marginally, as one bit of
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markeil data among many. Unless
loxnid mar M{w? are character-
ized by significant monopoly power
A.Ew.mmm.w Crant wouid surp &w i

ol

gﬁ mrm influence of his own reve

demand upon his foture land tages.
There i1s neither evidence nor
cal msiificaton for G
thog claie that “[(]
Mmm.m.wm,n%ﬁ.wwww

Ire formal Ema
gely break down.”

v«»-(

i

m @m m.ﬁﬁ;:.%ww unnsetiied @;oaﬁ
tons and difficultes do rerain |
economic theory of land an
he mulywished to educate him
athers on the msue, Grant could bave
found them. One  of his comments

wahm

Abthe tme of its imposi
is oo escape from the fax,
atthatii umd.a.w
4}

ﬂ%&i CHICE ywt caiint

ﬂ%r.wr@ mo Wm Eﬂ.r.m ummmmﬁ Qw own-
ershin.”

ik ﬁﬁvmwoﬁw, &
eves, a&@?i:w% mumm ek

inils nma
wmmn. ai the

me imcw

m a new wﬁ.ﬁ. of ,M
_.mg:mmnm stream of afterts
& proportion ately

50 that the raie of

s b

QUTIOFS Cun &3 nathing o
that the rent tax does
wiarke, Ironically, they
Iand tax raises the o
butive equityand ws?.mﬁw@ﬁmmmm=
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though only during the period
of transition to the new ux stracture.
Inetficient taxes are popular in part
because, through tax shiftng, their
burden s spread arcund in invisible
and uniraceable ways, Why should
current landowners, whether they
inherited thepr mﬁﬁ%q« ar w@a;yﬁ
them yesterday at premivm prices, be
forced to bear the o Wmcmr burdey of
the single wx? There are good ane
swers, swswers which do not depend
upon paining irnocent nvestors as
soctopathic criminals.

First, nnt even the most impatient
of Leorgists suggests that the single
em should be imposad afl at
once. Tax rates should be altered
gradually, mmnﬁﬁwﬁm o an agresd
scheduale. This allows individusals te
toadiust thelr land chwa&ﬂj and ﬁ%.ﬁ.
Ivesument plans W order to take bes
advantage of the reform. In mm%m.wo?
tire more gradually o rent my Increase
is mroduced after it is announced
{the further in the foture iz the an-
ticipmied tay lncrease’l, the loweristhe
present value of Boture land taxes at
the date of anncuncement, 50 the
simadier s the decline nalie ctax rents,
and the smaller is the burden on
current landowners, In effere, the
burden of tax reform is shared among
all waspayers, who are compelled to
endure the wxz?mkwmmmm system of
distortionary taxation sorouch longer,

SGecond, theas nagﬁrmﬁmu redize-
Uen or elunination of tawes on wztﬁug.
capital, and exchange offsets the in-
crease i fie rent tax, in the aggregate
~mcre than offsets it o facy, since the
cess burden of txaton s redoced
as the overall efficlency of fhe my
The aversge
i better off, on balance.

of this is not merely
thai most landowners are also gwxwm
st and wage earners too, and thus
exjoy direct tax cuis, Itis 2 fundamen-
tal mw?ﬁm of tax ﬁ‘wmcﬁ‘ that taxes on
production and wealth are generally
shifted forwind to consumers insofar
as dermansd i relatively inelastic, and/

ﬂaw;wﬁ is wwmmvw)@%ﬁu

s
ed packward to owners of
resources insofaras lactor supplics are
relatively inelastic, Inan e onoay ke
fhat of South Africa, where real Wages
wh subsisience Et, can be
1310 Ec%;ﬁ both Iabour and
ghiy elastically supplied

LAND & LIBERTY

SOUTH CA

- 50, most kinds of taxes on production
are ultimaltely shifted largely to lono-
bile land, whach can netther starve nor
flee. The converse of thisis thatwhen

ithese taxes are reduced, the primary

result of tax un-shifting is an increase
in the gross rent of land, A moderate
dose of single tax therapy will, in al}
likelihood, actually increase net {af-
ter-tax) rents received by landowners,
As the rent tax rate approaches 100%,
the effect of the increase in the rent
tax mmust eveniually overtake the con-
trary effect of the decrease in other
taxes; land prices will approach zero.
Siill, if the single tax program is in-
stalled gradually, there is no undue
burden on current landowners,

Third, some degree of shifting of
the rent wx onto capiial may occur
after all, although only as the result
of healihy, growth-producing wealth
and liquidity effects, not from any
distorfionary tax “wedge.” As Henry
Ceorge emphasized and as Mason
Gaffney has rigorously shown (for 2
review, see Gafiney 1992), by reduc-
ing land prices and bypassing credit
mﬁﬂ ets, 1he single tax makes i easier
for cash-poor new ?Gmﬁnm& o ac-
quire land.

At the same dme, by raising
holding costs, the tax makes itharder
for unproductive hoarders to hold
their savings in idle land, anticipating
so-called “capiml”gainsand confident
that any reversal in the upward trend
of land prices can only be teraporary.
The consequence isan increase in the
intensitywith which land isused, which
necessarily vajses the demand for la-
bour and capital. Even if credit
markets were perfect, the single tax
would stimulate capital formation. A
vent tax reduces or sliminates pr wate
savers’ opton of holding land as an
asset; the asset value of fand {(or some
proportion of 1Y) is now public prop-
erty. Savings ave thus redirected from
lapd into prodiuced capital, stimulat-
ing investment and (depending on
the supply elasticity of capital) possi-
bly lowering the marginal rate of
return to capital. ME&FMQCE wages
again tend to rise, not fall, as workess
are employed (o produce and use the
new capitml, Al this, of course, 1y o
the good. (Feldstetn 1977, Gaffney
1862}

GRANT Sforemost charge againstthe
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b e

e e R
single tax is his most desperate and
far-fetched, but also the one that
promises thie gicatest shock o con-
servative readers. This is the charge
that Georgism is really a dangerous
formula for repressive socialism,
Eww@smgmwﬁm 28 benign freeanarket
economics. "Tnadoplng the term 'user
charge’, {Geor gisis] seem to have
been..taken in by the Marxist ap-
proach, which helds that the state is
the wue owner of ihe land,"

As we have noted, Grant confuses
the concepts of government prop-
erly, res communis, and res nullius,
In the Cecrgist approach, natural
resources are owned, not by the State,
butbyall the people in common. True,
somne public authority - a government
- mast collect and disuibute the rent.
But land is held in private title; mar-
kets operate frecly; individuals man-
age their own alfairs. “Society would
thusapproach theideal of Jeffersonian
democracy,...the abolition of
government..as a directing and re-
pressive power...We should reach the
legalitarian] ideal of the socialist, but
not through government repression,
Covernmentwould change its charac-
ter, and would become the adminis-
traiion of a great co-operative society,
It would becorie merely the agency
by which the common property was
administered for the common ben-
efit.” (Ceorge 1879 455457)

But Grant's accusation of single-
tax socialism is more than a matier of
philesophical language. “Professor
Rnight,” he writes, “puts it Bluntly”

"To collect such rent, the govern-
ment would in practice have to com-
pel the owner actually to use the land
in the best way, hence to prescribe its
use in some detail.” (Knight, 1953:
809)

In a siagle-tax world, rational
individuals who bid successfully for
tide to larnid are generally able to pay
the 1006% rent tax and still earn a
markei rate of return on their labour
and capital. If no one volunteers to
take a cerwin land paicel and pay the
assesaed ax, this consticutes directand
publicly-available evidence that the
agsessinent on that parcel is tco high;
it overestimates the value of the land,
Why, then, would & tax on rent entail
central planning? Knight's only expla-
nation is that “some official, some
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“bureaucrat’ with power, would have
to appraise it”, an observation that
does not set rent taxation apart from
many other, apparently unobjection-
able taxes. Grant’s marvelous ration-
ale cannotfairly be credited to Knight:
"Geoigists are aware of the 'supply
side’ effects on 2ll the other tax bases,
butwhywounld the famous Laffer Curve
not also apply to their single tax? As
a tay rate approaches 100% of any tax
hase, revenues will approach zero in
the long run. This tax on rent is not
compatible with a market economy
because it would eliminate any incen-
tive for landlords to charge rent that
would be captured by the
government...To ohtzin revenue,
government assessors would have to
set the level of tax arbitrarily, thereby
placing virtnal control of the land in
the hands of the state,"

The Laffer Curve, which reflects
the excess burden of taxation cansed
by substimtion effects, does indeed
apply to all taxes conditioned on
productive activity. It applies, for
example, toa tax on land gnoﬁmazmﬁ
as it does to a tax on labour income
(wages), or interest, or exports, or
beer purchases. However, neither the
market-estimated potential income of
land, i.e., rent, nor its capitalized
value (based on discounted future
rents} is subject to the discretion of
the title-holder. From his viewpoint,
these taxes are lump-sum charges; the
landowner cannot reduce his tax
burden by decreasing outpnt and
income, by selling land, or by any
othermeans. Without the Laffer Curve,
however, Grant’s dire prediction of
market collapse, land nationalization
and Socialist tyranny has no founda-
tion whatsoever.

IT IS HARD to imagine how anyone
sufficiently familiar with both main-
stream and Georgist economics to put
his opinions into print can have
analyzed the case for the single tax
so perfectly incorrectly - unless his
intent is to pre-empt debate by por-
traying the Georgist proposal as dan-
gerous nonsense, disconraging read-
ers from ever investigating the ques-
tion for themselves.

We have to conclude that Dr.
Grant aims to deprive the people of
South Africa of an informed choice,
Though he laughs at the Georgists®

PAGE 20

suspicion “of some conspiracy of si-
lence” he, by his example, confirms
that the shadow of Knight sull ob-
scures the fundamental issue of re-
source rights.

“Economists,” Grant tells us, “have
utterly refuted much of what George
had to sayabout the “single ax’.” The
proposal enjoys o wave of popularity
every generation or so, but scono-
mists ime and again “expose its Baults,”
Today, boasts Grarnt, Georgists are “in
retreatl,” as ovidenced mda mmf« fact that
they will now accept a tax rate some-
ng less than g@ﬁ - sy, BO% - o
quiet and partial recognition of the
distortions whicha high rent tax would
cause. If a rate of 80% is acceptable,
he reasons, why not 56%, or 12%, or
2% *[Olnce the mystical character
of the tax is broken, a taw on land
rent becomes a tax like any other.”

In truth, Georgists wre on the
advance, as evidenced not only by an
explosion oftheoretical developments
withinacademia (Feder 1993 butalse
by political developments in Russia,
the United States and elsewhere. And
despite the impressive success of the
neo-classical stratagem, a not incon-
siderable muniber of wellknown and
distinguished economiste, Wohel Prize
winners among  them, eagerly sup-
port the principle of public collection
of vesovrce rents. {Tideman 1991,
1994} Asalterpative solutians fade ke
enticing mirages in the desert, the
world is &?Qﬁ: ring anew that the
Georgist paradigm  offers 2 sober,
peacefil, and civilized path to genu-
ine reform.

»

AMD YET, for South Africa, the cur
rent debate is sadly resivicted 1o the
parameters of welfare capiialisi.

The instability and the trends in
the market econornios of the Wes! are
hardlyworthre mainingina society that
has the chance of a fresh start, Wiy
retain a systemn that bailt mpoverish-
mentinte s approach? In Britain, for
example - echoing the trends else
where in Europe and Worth America
-the wealthiest 10% of the population
increased their real income by 62%
over the period 1979 o 1002 .namﬁ
ﬁ&ﬂxm account of housing costs), The
income of the poorest 10%, on the
cther hand, declined by 17%.

Was this the freedom aboutwhich
Nelson Mandela had dreamed in his
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prisoncell? Soshameful hasthe record
of poverty in Britain become that
Oxfam, onc of the leading charities
that supplies aid to the poor citizens
of the Third World, was ﬁ%ﬁ& to
review the possibility of supplying aid
to Britain, (Meikle h@wﬁ« Buisucha
sirategy - of private charity to su pple-

ment the ilures of welfare capitalism
- would not meoceed, This was the
explanation offerad by the head of
public policy of a rival aid agency, the
Catholic Fund for Overseas develop-
ment:

"Everyone, even the World Bank,
agrees that land reform is an urgent
necessity in Brazil, The @;%pﬁr
Chureh’s Pastoral Land Commiss
grapples _Mw&mw with the o ;ﬂ%mﬁ erces
of the skewed patterns of land own-
rship. But British charity Siﬂ, make
it imnpossible for a Britsh agency to
support a campaign for land reform.”
mﬁ,..m.wﬁmmm@

- I Sauth Africa does not want to
PErpeimie an unjust SCencinic sy
tern, it must depart from the wellried
failures of the European model

he political rights of black cin-
rems were recognised in the elections
of April 1004, wxrm,b? were notgranied
the consttutional M:mvm 10 an oqual
claim on the walue of the land and
natural resources of thew countyy. On
the basis of the present approach o
gxmmﬁﬂ and tenure, Nelson Mandela
7ill one day realise that his VICIOTY Was
an empty one: his countey i in a
countdown ‘o social and economic
disuster. For with the best will in the
world, it will prove impossible to stk
isfy the aspirations of the HOoT mx,:wmu
{black and white} of s rescurceyich
counioy. And the fundamental ohata-
cle to prosperity-forall is the system
of public finance that flows like cote-
plasm from the mouths of the o
classical economists,
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- in your definition) buta

& Letlers #

PROFPESS0K Roy Martin, who has served as Science and Technology Policy
Advisor to UNESCO, has written to the publishers of Reader's Digest Universal
Dictiopary (o challenge the definition given to "single tax”

The dictionary entry says that “single tax”, originating in US econoimics,
means “A system by which all revenue is derived from a tax on one object,
especially on land”. Prof Martin recommends that this should be replaced
with “An ad valorem tax of 100% on the economic rent (site value) of land”,

in bis letter to the publishers, Prof. Martin explained:

“The notion stems from the French Physiocrats (Quesnay, Turgot et al.)
who recognised that the origin of the value they called the “produit net’, lay
with the community and not the owner of the land. The English term is the
“economic rent’ (Ricardo); but the French tenn is better because it avoids
the confusion, common in English, between the origins of the rent of land
aind the rent of goods and services. To preserve the right of private ownership
and use of land, they proposed that the produit net be taken in the form of
atax they called the "tmpot unique’. This has come across, poorly, into English
as the “single tox’; and it has often been claimed thalit was precisely this pame
which helped kill the idea, politically. Unlike “lmpot unique’, it does nothing
to indicate its singularity by reference to the basis of other taxation.

“Infact, today’s preferenceisfor ‘Land Value Taxation’ or the more explicit
‘Site Value Taxation’. However, that is ancther matter. It is what Dove and
Spencer (hoth ¢ 1850} recognised, Mill meant by the ‘unearned increment
of land values’, Boden Ly ‘the freeing of the land’ and the Liberals (vide
Churchill on the Land Question, 1309) by, but most unfortunately called, ‘Land
Reform’,

“The citing of the US as the origin of the term ‘single tax’ probably arises
from the clarification and evangelising of the ideas of the Physiocrats by the
repowned 19th centny American politdea! cocnomist, George (c. 1898 The
Science of Political Economy, see the acknowledgement by him, Bk II, Ch.4).
In justice, therefore, the original reference shounld be to the French political

“economists. Further you will see that the tax is not a tax on land (certainly

1ot jusi as an example of being directed at a single object only, as indicated
tax on the economic rent of land - quite a different
maiter, Further, its proponents do not insist that it is the only tax but that
it must be the first souwrce of taxation.”

ﬁ@ﬁ@@@@, A NEW TAX ON LAND

p NICOLAUS Tideman, 3 US Professor of Econom-
ics who regularly visits eastern Furope to explain
the economics of Henry George to reformers, has
received a letter from Mr. V.S, Kitsan, the First
Deputy Minister of the _S::v.%w of Finance of the
republic of Moldova.

Prof. Tideman had sent Moldova a copy of his
articie, “Don’t Repeat Our Mistakes” and his book,
Tribute, Duty, Tax. Mr Kitsan wrote:

“The parliamentof Moldova hasadopted alaw
: on land taxation. According to this law, all legal
entticsand persens st ﬁ&« the land tax. The rate of the land tax [per hiectare]
depends on the rent of the Jand, which is determined byaland cadaster. There
is also a profits tax. Large collective farms and state farins are released from
the profits tax.

" The rate of the land fax {per hectare] will not depend on the results of
the activities of land owners. Itis levied as a fixed payment per unit of area
of land of a specified quality. This estimation is made for three to five years.
if someone uses land more effectively, the greatest part of the profit received
will be at the disposal of that persen or enterprise.”
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INTERNATIONAL civil servants are
beginning to panic about the state of
the world. Their global overview per-
suades them that something new is
needed ifsocial chaosis to be avoided.
The Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development is begin-
ning to speak bluntly abount the fail-
ures of existing approaches to tack-
ling problems (see page 6 above).

The OECD has published areport
on “The Challenge of Urban Regen-
eration” which wonders “Why do our
urban areas continue to be faced with
preblems of persistent concentrations
of disadvantage alongside relative
afftuence?” The OECD experis reflact
on the “wrickle down” notion that has
been favoured by official policy. This
maintains that, if we shape incentives
that encourage those at the top, ben-
efits will percolate down to those at
the bottom as the economy grows.

Charlie McConnellrevealedin his
introduction to the OECD's report,
“The OECD believes that too many of
the top-down peliciesand programmes

“introduced in the postwar era have
attained a disturbingly low rate of
effectiveness’, including the cost of
not involving the local community.”
The OFCD, in a 1952 report (The
Economir, Social and Environmenicl
Problems of Cities), had stated: “The
bestway to deflect people from a sense
of alienation towards their cities and
from a sense of anxiety about their
future is for them to feel able to
influence whathappens”. Dissatisfied
with orthodox approaches, the OECD
sponsored a conference in Birming-
ham, England, to define new ap-
proaches. The result was a restate-
ment of platitudes about the need to
involve local communities. What do
we make of this:

“Ways must be found of Qﬂéiow
ing the necessary infrastructure and
resources if success is to be replicated
and built on, The public, private and
voluntary sectors have a key respon-
sibility and role here.”

And: "Governments mustadopta
funding strategy for community in-
volvement infrastructure, otherwise
there is a real danger that the ad-
vances made will not be snstained”,

Talk of “adopting integrated so-
ciocconomic policies and strategiesin
urban areas for the puhlic authorities
at the different levels of administra-
tion” boils down to more of the same:
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by Feter Poole

an appeal for a formal, stato-based
paternal approach to alleviating ur-
ban suffering. Nowhere do the OECD
experts propose asystemic reform that
would liberate people to rebuild their
lives in their communities,

THE BLIND spot in urbap policy
relates to the use of land.

The experts agonise about every-
thing under the sun: fundiog, educa-
tion, commuriy-based projects, so-
cial behaviour, pelitical involvernent
- everything except the one issue that
matters, which is the supply and price
of land,

Lock at the most basic of needs:
housing. What better way to stimalate
urban renewal and economic pros
perity than to enable people to build
their homes? Seif-build: there is 2 way
to raise selfesteem and upgrade the
quality of the living environment,
There 15 a true “bubble up” strategy!
In times of recession, peaple shounld
be encouraged to build homes rather
than stand m dole queues. And
Britain, at least, that is what some
people want to do. But, reported the
Daily Telograph (March 9): “The rising
priceofland is threatening to halt self-
building - the fastest-growing sector of
the housing market”. Research by
Savills, 2 leading firm of estate agents,
has revealed that the price of residen-
tial land jumped by 23% during the
first half of 1994. That is more than
10 times the rise of the average house
price last year {as calculated by Na-
tionwide Building Society).

Is it surprising that prospective
home-builders are having difficulty
finding plots at affordable prices?

I¥ governiments really want ro stimu-
late urban renewal, they ought to
develop new policies for the tand
market. There is one policy only that
would provide a comprehenstve sohi-
tion to issues ranging from incentives
for the individual to financing infra-
structure: shifting the way publ
enue is raised off wages and profits,

iCorey-
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and onto the rent of land,

This was the subject of analysts in
The Economist by Dr. Mary Cleveland
of the University of California
{Berkeley). She wrote to the newspa-
per to point out that its ﬁmﬁe {Hell
iz a dying city”, Nov.§, 1 993} fatled o
explore the opporiunities presented
by tax reform. TheEconamisthad sought
to advise it “ideal candidaie,
Bright of Metrovilla”,

Dr. Cleveland responded: “Maye
Bright finds that althongh state mms.
requires that al! property sh
assessed for taxes at “fair marketvalne’,
in reality itis assessed atwildly varving
fractions of mm:. market value if if is
taxed atall In poor neighbourhoods,
the ity prac ai_wwm?q%»qom ched-earth
ﬁowwﬂﬁmﬁi smentsare so high relarive
toactual value that taxes %.mmt owners
of the cash needed for repairs and
ultimately force them toabandon their
buildings. In good single-family neigh-
bourhoodsassessments tend to be low.
Owners of large chunks of commer-
cial property also enjoy pa wticularly
low assessments, In additon,
Bright discovers, one-thivrd of
g%?aﬁw% 3 ﬂw pertyisnoton %m tax
Qﬂﬂ
or non ?:mq Qmmﬁdﬁmﬁzﬁﬁ i 335
mately, Metroville's property tax has
s not so much eroded as
maladministered”,

Mayor

ol he

Maver

WITHOUT property tax reform, ur
ban implosion will continue. Where
it is slowed wp - as in London’s
Daocklands - the renewal s at heavy
fizcal cost without commensurate
benefit to the local CoOmMUnity.

Tax-grabbing governments deain
other areas to shift money into pov-
ertysiricken locations. Under such
schemes, central governments will ot
vield control over how the mone
spent The “wickie down® philase w?wm
in other words, continues to be the
dominant justification for shaping
moxﬁ and deceiving peopleinto ;ziﬁ
ing that someothing will be done, one
day, to save the inner cities.
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POVERTY, PROPERTY & THEOLOGY
The New Role of Properly

john F. Miller, Bdisor

Catholic Centead Union of America

THE ISSUE of "prlvate prope MS provokes considerable
plulosophising among theologians, The New Role of Property
gives some ﬁﬁsﬁmmﬁ Edited by the Jesuit John HL Miller
of the Center for Economic ,Em Sccial fustice, the book
is an attempt to explain ‘Binwy Economics’ and the
cconee proposals uf Louls Kelso in a context of Catholic
moral teaching, For me, it succeeds better in the latter
thay i the fonner
One of the most intiguing of the 14 papers, ‘How
to save the corporation,” was first ﬁﬁvmmw;@ inn 1905, The
introductory essay, ou mn,wmw mﬁﬁ& teaching on ownership,
is pqually fascin wling, ba 1 relevant encyclicals,
beginnng with Leo XHUs Bevam Novarum (‘On the
condition cw workers,, 1881,
Ag for Louls Kelso, who was active in the 19508 and
1860z, neither the paper divevtly authored by him, norany
other - including those by his chief associate, Norman
Rurland - .‘.‘Mﬁ».@ sarpmarises Kelso's views. (A possible
mwraﬁm% i3 by Rathy Iriediman - ‘Capital Credit: The

Ultmate Right of Citzenship.’)

Abstracdng from the several papers one can ascertain
the f{cilowing Kelso beliefs:

a} Concentrated ownership - capitalist or soclalist - is
an evil,

b} Capital is the maln pro
rialised econcmy.

¢) Une cpanot become wealihy by saving,

d) Puritan reverence for saving keeps us from devising
Baancial techoigues dat could indusivialise the de-
:”&Qw.wwbw LGS ﬁ. ik,

ej I ﬁ;mm is skmply a form of Insumnce,

) We do notneed w wm,w‘ o past savings for insurance.
These beliels, which seem reasonable encugh, lead Kelso
to th : propo swition tha c¢ Share Ownership Plans
(ESOPs) could be In m {on mwn (insured) expeciation of
forere saving. Kelso belioved that ﬂw@&? are poor because
they have pot acguir mﬁ the Q_wow Ineeded 1o ﬁmm%wméma
their sbour pr oductiven  Thus, through ESGPs, ‘pro-
gressively farger numbers Om the broad masses would be
provided the E%:ir&mc, forcapital ownership, and world
poverty would be elininated,

Urogressively? There lsa wwwm?u mm,m&cmmmww in all this,
surely wo painful for today's poor?

e be
asitl

cducer of wealih in an Indus

Employe

COLRISTING wilh Eelse!
mmgmmgmw_ at f:M:,, witd im
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factors are labour and capital, subsuming land in the
definition of capital. His blindness to the distinctiveness
of the fartor land, while an obvious resiriction, and no
doubt a source of confusion in his own analysis, isnotonly
confusing but positively apnoying to an economically lit-
erate reader who Gies with all good will to grasp Kelso's
ideas on financing development.

In Kusland's contribution, the Homestead Acts of the |
1860s are recognized as the precursor of burgconing
productivity. Curicusly, Rurland attributes the productiv-
ity to ‘ownership’, not to access. But it should be remem-
bered that the Homestead Acts gave access to land, and
on condition the land be used. Only after a period did
users get ‘'ownership'. Many of these first owners, or thelr
descendants, subsequently lost the land, even though they
were still using it. They lost it to banks most notably,
because of the prevailing credit and tax systems.

Only the paper by Kathy Friedman makes explicit the
link between the Homestead Acts and Kelso’s reasoning:
“Today, the source of wealth is no longer land, but
capital credit. The frontier is now technological not
terrestrial, The new wealth (selfliquidating credit) is
as abstract as the old wealth (the good earth) was
concrete, And - like access io land -access to capital
aredit would rejuvenate America’s economy were it

democratised.”
Iriedman, by distinctly recognizing access to land as the
source of wealth, atleast in the past, has liberated Kelso's
ESOP proposal from his Two Factor theory. In etherwords,
I believe his proposal may be useful even to econcmists
of the classical (three factor) persuasion.

Despite their pervasive empliasis on the necessily (even
godliness) of the insttutions of ‘private property’ and free
enterprise, this book’s authors offer pointed criticistns of
whiere these instituticns have led us: ‘Henry Ford, the
Father of Wage Feudalisin.” And they do cali for a cure.

A BOOK complementary to Miller's, though a refreshing
contrast in style and content, is Hernando de Soto’s The
Other Path {1989}, De Soto’s documentation of practical
problems in production for the daily needs of life in Latin
America - specifically in Peru - though not frankly theo-
logical in intention, does not avoid mosal judgments.

‘The importance of good laws' could be the subtite
to de Soto’s beok. Good legal institutions, he says, protect
privaie righis and property; permit orderly access to
productive activity; facilitate harmonious interaction.

De Soto is extremely critical of the ‘mercantilism’ in
Peru where both right wing and left are more concerned
with transferring wealth than laying the basis for creating
it. Public Relations fins, for example, are among the
redistributive combines whose main job is to file petitions
to government.

To round off one’s education on “muﬂ._cmﬂm propesty’
is the definitely theological slant of Frem Wasteland to
Fromised Land (1992) by two ordained ministers, Robert
Andelson and james Dawsey, and For the Common Good
{1989} wu\ econcmist Herman Daly and theologian John
Cobb Jr. I canaot do them justice here but note them as
well worth reading, especially as in their analysis ‘land’ is
not confused with ‘capital’.
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ANCIENT ARCTTY
Earth to Spivit

David Pearson
Gaia Books, £11.99

THIS beautifuily il!
argues that, in or¢
more of our human
reintegrate our @,,m.;
the natural environment.
David Pearson travelle
sively to capture traditional forms
of habitations, to focus his camera
on themes ranging from “ances-
tral archetypes” to “vernacular
wisdom”. Our search for culyea!
identity will respond to “healing
architecture” and other desig
that are sympathetic to both the
natural habitat and ths !
condition, argues the ;r&oﬂ
That we should return to cur
ancestral roots to derive a deeper
:Dmmﬁmmmmme. of the principles
that shaped primitive strucn Wres is
sensible. Qurancestors hasd
of time and place; so, naturally,
their homes were landscaped into
the environment, in “frma hat
mmwmammﬁrmomﬁmﬂw

”n

MODFERN styles of architecture are
dismissed in scathing terms. The
analysis, unfortunately, does not
take us far. If we are to nirn indi-
vidual aspirations into reforme an
asocialscale, we need to knowwhy
much of our urhan
is “built out of the mmmw
the world's scarce re
or polluting air, w
with their toxic wastes”. This is
description, not explanation.

Here we bump against a prob-
lem in much of the Pwm:wmsm of
environmentalists. Peoy
worried that we have sn e
crisis on our hands Hﬁa not o
penetrateto thesource of the prob-
lem; they associate the ?,,o_ummgm
PAGE 24

TIrCes, m;&\
land

2T, and

¢ currently bheing
ral hshmwm And the answers wonla
architactsto

rurgesthe

e gv officiency. He
won't succeed in h helning us to
e general ﬁﬁ:mﬁﬁ for
neyintoour

; its bis analysis to
tha rﬁs“ @w ..“mﬁmﬁﬁﬂ OF course we
need mﬁﬁ,m% efficiency: but why
;.m% to wasto en-
sare meticuione
Jmm. they abhor
$ encrgy »Jﬁm%

ment even
I3 on, and the
i Jrnm Hwﬁy »?f

methngd for

d for wam cing
uge of the environment is to make
people pay for the benefits they

receive. But the M.“;Waws_mim 5%&

:@n .

L9844

is that we are left with designs that
are eccentric selfindulgent exam-
sles of siructures thas the owner
cotle ?am@ d to please themse mw_.mm.
But there is no generalised shiftin
this direction, because the chsta-
cles are systemic, and therefore
ice great for most of uy 1o
come
In our society, those obstacles
are measured by the price of land.
In Britain, ﬂommcn mwﬁ selfhoil
sector of the residential market is
suffering because people cannot
afford to buyland atcurreru nrices,
Eliminate ~roblem, and we
could all devote more tme and
energy to thinking about aestheri-
ally ww? ity homes in which to

e

e

fint

:m@awmw%u
en the land
mar ﬁaﬁ.\ prices and w impact o
architecture, Gne was Frank Miwim
Wright, whose work is included in
1n's ook, Wright accented
and advocated the economics in
Henry George’s Progr
orty, a hook, alas, that is not on the
ding lists of the academies that
ﬁmmnw ﬁg%ﬁ:wm

A contemporary chronicler of
mﬁnw:mnﬁcwmxﬁoiw planning is
Y Ward, wh his recent New
ﬂmw:r Home Town {(Caloust
Gulbenkian Foundation,
ack meq,.wm:ww)n that the land mar-
ket sericusly distorts our freedom
to develop m ecent living environ-
ments. His book traces the history
of the garden city in %mmmmﬁa -~ A
concept &mﬂ&%ﬁ ad by Ebenezer
m.wﬁﬁﬁmd who was also influenced

% anection !

sy and o

105 i

by Ilenry Ceorge. War m w..xuwmw
reviews

the eoo SIOMmIC

gratulate
needs to acquir m eat _awﬁﬁén lens
s thar he can foons o the

assesthatwouldlibe

Jﬁ@ﬁi
m?ﬁ

mﬂmx? iation.




SPECIAL INTRODUCTORY OFFER!
Over 20% reduction on the retail price
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The Corruption of Economics
reveals how landowners hired professors to wage the War of Ideology
against Henry George.

A Philosophy for a Fair Society
explains why the Welfare State must go - in favour of the co-operative
Georgist society.

Land and Taxation _
provides the most comprehensive analysis of land as a unique factor
of production ever published.

-

EGEORGIST

To build a Georgist library of contemporary books, written with

authority by leading experts, CIT assembled a stable of

distinguished authors. Among contributors to the first trilogy are -
Dr. Mason Gaffney, Dr. Nic Tideman, Dr. George Miller, Dr. Michael

Hudson, Dr. Fred Foldvary and Dr. Krig Feder.

The books confront politicians and economists with their
prejudices - and challenge them with their duties.

We are offering the first trilogy - for a limited period - at the special
price of £30 (US$45; Can.$63; A%63), which includes postage and
packing. This is a discount of more than 20%.

U oL e e e et e e i e s e =
. Please send me set(s) of The Georgist Paradigm.
I encleose a cheque, made payable to CIT Ltd., for £/3 .
Name:....oooooieeie e,
Address:...i

.........................................................

Return to: 177 Vauxhall Bridge Road, London, SW1V 1EU.






