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Our Unsound Tax Laws
- And Measures for Reform

By Robert de Fremery, Vice-President, Onox, Inc.,
San Francisco, Calif.

Bppesed to any taxation of privately created values, Mr, de Fremery
strongly favers reforming our tax laws so that only publicly creafed
fand rental value would he taxed. The author joins a list of advo-
cates and forerunners of the Henry George single tax plan which he .
cites; raises and answers argumentis against the faxation of the
annaal rental valve of land; and goes on to specify the many advan-
tages of his proposal. Mr. de Fremery claims that: Henry Gecsge's
principles have never been refuted; there would be no need for any
other taxes so long as Gevernment cests are correlated fo this single
-source of tax revenue; such a fax cannot he shifed; and this offers
the best protection for private property and free enferprise.
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Daniel Webster once said: “A free
government cannot long endure
where the tendency of the laws is
to concentrate the wealth of the
country in the
hands of a
few, and to
render the
masses poor
and depend-
ent.” An ob-

Robert de Fremery

bnd to concentrate wealth in the
'{g:nds of a privileged few—taking

from those who produce and giv-
ing to those who do notl

The basic defect in gur tax sys-
tem is that we allow our local,
state, and Federal governments to

tax away privately created values

while at the same time an enor-
mous amount of publicly created
value remains in private hands.
Many are surprised to hear of
publicly created value as distinet
from privately created values.
Victims of unjust taxation all
their Jives, they are shocked by
the suggestion that it is possible
to have an essentially burdenless
tax system-—that there is a natu-

1The same can be said of our banking
laws, See the author’s “Banking and
Monectary Reforms to Pressmive Private
Enterprise,” The Commercial and Finan-
cial Chronicle, June 7, 1956, p. 13, and
“Our Unsound Monetary System and
Measures for Reform,” ibid, Nov. 20,
1958, p. 14.
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ral reservoir of publicly creat(;dl
value, over and anbove all pri-
pately create d wvdalues, wkpqh
could pay for all legitimate activi-
ties of government. Y?t many
economists have recognized this
fact for more than 200 vears. And
although we draw to some extent
upon this source of revenue, the
extent to which we do not is re-
sponsible for many of our eco-
nomic ills today.

The difference between publicly

created and privately created
is never for-

values, once seen, 1

gotten. Both result from the com-
petitive bidding within society for
the right to consume OF use some-
thing. But it is of utmost signifi-
cance that privately crea te d
from competitive
and services
whereas pub-
es result from

values result
bidding for goods
produced by man,
licly created valu
competitive
no man pro

whose value inc
munity in which

bidding for something
duced—the land upon
which we lve and work and
: reases as the com-
it is located

As each community grows, both
publicly created and privately
created values grow with it. Pri-
vately created values increase as
an expanding population produces
more houses, more food, more
manufactured products and more
services. Buit this same activily
togetr.er with the activities of
local, state, and Federal govern-
ments causes an increase in the
value of land over and above the
total of all privately created
values. For example, before
Rockefeller Center could be
erected, the bare land under it
had to be leased from its owners.
The rent agreed upon for this
piece of bare land was $31% mil-
lion a year, a sum which is still
being paid each year to iis title-
‘holders. Bare land in that location
iz worth that much fo those who
need to use it. Similar examples
of the high rental value of land,
apart from any jmprovements in
or on it, can ke found in every
large city.

The increasing value of land re-

ulting from the growth of each

oHe case Imen are 8 : 1 i
grows. In the es | community is in no sense created

hidding for goods and “servic

produced by each other as private
individuals. In the other men are
pidding for the important right to
use part of the earth’s surface. In

ave privately

created values. In the other you

‘the one case you h
have a publicly created value.

Distinguishes Improveme;its
Land Rental Value

1t is necessary, of course, to dis-
tinguish between the publicly cre-
of a piece of land and
the value of fimprovements made
by the landholder. A person oay
his land with his own
d effort by _landscapmg,
planting crops, building a house

ct or other structure. Such|an
prontancs ately cre-|Ppre

ated value

improve
meney an

improvements are priv

ated values. And when we speak
of the publicly created vah_le_ of a
rd, we are specifically

parcel of la

by the productive effort of each
titleholder. The land that is most
favorably situated will have the
highest value regardless of who
holds title to it. Thus a man who
contributes nothing to the com-
munity in which he lives——g Man
who produces nothing and per-.

From | forms no useful service to society

—may, nevertheless, have a stead-

ily increasing income because he

holds title to a piece of land in the

center of a growing city. The
repial value of his land will stea'd-
ily increase as the communily
grows. That is what is meant by a
publicly created value. It is cre~
ated by the eommunity as a whole
d exists independently of the
ductive activity of the land-

holder.

Stresses Basic Diﬂerences'
The problems we have in taxa~

i ! : f any pri- ; :
excluding the va re Tt in!tion today result primarzily from

vately financed improvement

or on it. .

our failure to take advaniage of
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this basic difference between the forced local, state, and Federzl

publicly created value of land and
prxvately.created values of goods
and services. We quite foolishly
allow taxes to fall indiscrimi-
nately on both publiely created
and privately created values. Pri-
vately created values should be
sacredly protected as private
property free of all taxes so as to
encourage the maximum produc-
tion of wealth. On the other hand
the publicly created rental value
of land—which ne.lndividual can
_rightfully claim as his alone be-
cause the public as a whole cre-
ated it—should be looked upon as
!egltlmate public property that
ideally, ought to be recovered by
the community through taxation
and used for public purposes. To
the extent this is done a just rev-
ennue is de1;ive1d that make it un-

ecessary to levy tax i-
vately created vairues. e on pr

Years of experience by as
?hroughout the United ystatséeszssacgg
in many other parts of the world
];_ave demonstrated that the pub-
pcly created value of land is read-
ity séparable from the value of
pnv:;te_property in improvements,
But 13_‘, in some cases, it is difficult
to distinguish between publicly
created and privately created
values—b_etween what is right-
fully public property and what is
Fl_ghtfully private property-—it is
still inexcuseble not to make the
effort to do so. We cannot make
secure to the individual what be-

longs to him until we make secure|

to the public what belongs i
We cannot preserve a sygstefrcl) :)tf
pnvate property unless we make
vl levels of government draw
revenue solely from what is legit-
imately public preperty.

Depicts Disadvantages of Present
Tax System
Consider the disastrous
conse-
quences of not securing public
revenue from the proper source:

(1) By failing to make full u
L . se
of the publicly created value of

governments to obtain more and
more revenue from privately cre-
ated \{alues. That means sales
taxes, income taxes, taxes on our
homes, factories, machinery, ciga-
reftes, gasoline, and all the other
sources from which governments
try to }"aise revenue today. Such
taxes discourage the production of
wealth and add to infiationary
forces by increasing costs of pro-
duction.

(2) By allowing a large part of
the publicly created rental value
of land to be privately pocketed,
Wwe encourage speculation in lamnd,
Vast amounts of excellent land in
boih city and country He either
underdeveloped or completely
idie, the taxes being too low .to
induce the holders to put it fo
better use or sell it to those who
will. The enormously inflated
prices of land today are due fo
this canse and stand as a major
roadblock to the construction in-
dustry. Thus, the June, 1858 issue
of House & Home (leading maga-
zine for the construction industry)
editorialized as follows:

“It just plain is not true

land for home building is getthtmagt
scarce, What is true is that land
speculators are making land
scarce by holding millions of acres
off_ the market to get higher
prices (or pricing those acres out
of today’s market, which iz the
same thing in different words) ...

“The one best way to stop land
price inflation and perhaps
squeeze out some of the past in-
flation is to get together and fight
o put more of the tax load on
land and less of the tax load on
improvements. This shift might
malke it too costly for speculators
to hold good home sites idle hop-
ing to squeeze us for siill higher
prices Iater on.

“Higher taxes on land would
hurt no one but the land specu-
lators.. Higher taxes on land would
permit lower taxes on houses and

land for public purposes, we have
3

other improvements. Higher taxes




. stead of discouraging it.
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mists, and leading citizens all over

the world.

Henry George was a man of in-
tense faith. He firmly helieved in
a moral order and in the benefi-
cence of natural laws. He saw
clearly that the value of land is
the natural source of public rev-
enue because not only is it a pub-
licly created value over and above
all privately created values but it
grows as the need for public rev-
enue grows. And he realized the
awful truth that because the value
of land grows as each ecommunity
grows, a blight will fall on any
community in direct proportion to
its refusal io obey natural law by
obtaining its revenue from this
source. He saw that to the extent
publicly created values are pri-
vately pocketed, a relatively few
landholders becomie wealthy while
the vast majority of people are
kept relatively poor under a
c¢rushing burden of direct and in-
direct taxes on their productive
activity. He saw that if a govern-
ment robs the people of the fruit
of their efforts while at the same
time giving a favored few values
to which they are not entitled, the
moral fibré of both groups will be
destroyed. The basic principles so
ably espoused by Henry George
have been endorsed by Leo Tol-
stoy, Woodrow Wilson, David
Lloyd George, Henry Ford, John
Dewey, Albert Einstein, Winston
Churchill, Theodore Rocsevelt,
Alhert Jay Nock, Rabbi Stephen
5. Wise, Sun Yat Sen, Louis D.
Brandeis, Clarence Darrow, Irving
Fisher, John R. Commons, Samuel
Gompers, and many others. But
the sad fact is that few high
school or college graduates have
heard either of him or of the
clear and just principles he sought
to popularize — principles which
have never been refuted. Com-
menting on this neglect, Tolstoy
said;
“The chief weapon against the
teaching of Henry George was
that which is always used against

| truths. This method, which is still
being applied in relation to
George, was that of hushing up.”

Economists’ Views Yesterday
And Curreniiy

Largely as a result of Henry
George’s influence on economic
thought, the Amecerican Economic
Association had a round table dis-
cussion of land wvalue taxation at
its annual meeting in 1907. The
final canvass of cpinion showed
that an overwhelming majority
of those present agreed on the
soundness of the following three
propositions:

{1) The zite value of land is a
creation of the community, not a
creation of the landhcider,

(2} A tax levied on the site
value of land cannot be shifted
nor recovered from the tenant by
raising his rent,

(3) A tax- levied on the site
vaiue of land is burdenless. The
community, in taxing site value,
is merely recovering a wvalue it
has created.

That was over 50 years ago.
Recently, Dr. Glenni E. Hoover,
past President of the Pacific Coast
Economic Association, observed
that most economists today main-
tain the same position.

Many prominent statesmen dur-
ing and after Henry George’s life
recognized the validity of his
teaching. Notable among these
were Winston Chrurchill and
Theodore Roasevell. Mr. Churchill
gave iwo brilliant speeches at-
tacking land monopoly — one in
the House of Commons, the other
in Edinburgh. In the Edinburgh
speech, Churchill said:

“I hope you will undestand that,
when I speak of the 1and monopo-
list, ] am dealing more with the
process than with the individual
landowner. 1 have no wish to hold
any class up to public disapproba-
tion. I do not think that the man
who makes money by unearned
increment in land is meorally a

irrefutable and self-evident
5

worse man than anyone else who




gathers his profit where he finds
it in this hard werld under the
law and according tfo common
usage. It is not the individual I
attack, it is the system. It is not
the man who is bad, it is the law
which is bad. It is not the man
who is blameworthy for doing
what the law allows and what
other men do; it is the State
which would be blameworthy
were it not to endeavour to re-
form the law and correct -the
practice. We do not want to pun-
ish the landlord. We want to alter
the law.” i

Churchill never retracted any
of these statements. Quite fo the
contrary, they were verified and
confirmed by inclusion in a vol-
ume, “Liberalism and the Social
Problem,” which he later made
public. In the preface to that
work he wrote:

“The opinions and arguments
are unaltered and hereby con-
firmed, and I press them earnesily
and insistently upon the publie.”

Taunted recently in the House
of Commons with once having
“sung the land song,” he retorted,
“I shall sing it again.” -

Theodore Roosevelt, in a speech
delivered Aug. 6, 1912, showed his
grasp of the subject:

“Alaska should be developed at
once, but in the interest of the
actual settler. The government
should keep the fee of all of the
coal fields and allow them to be
operated by lessees, with the con-
dition in the lease that nonuse
shall operate as a forfeit. More-
over, it would be well in Alaska
to try a system of land taxation
which will, so far as possible, re-
move all the burdens from those
~who actually use the land,
whether for building or for agri-
cultural purposes, and will op-
erate against any man who holds
the land for speculation or derives
an income from it based, not on
his own exertions, but on the in-
crease in value.due to activities
not his own.”

“Why,” one may ask, “hasn’t
the world made beiter use of
sound tax principles if economists
and leading statesmen have recog-
nized their validity?”

Loecal governments in the
United States—through the prop-
erty tax—have made some use of
land value as a source of revenue.
But there has been a great change
since World War 1. The percent-
age of total public revenues com-~
ing from land has steadily de-

clined since that time — partly -

because of the burdensomeness of
that part of the property tax that
falls on improvements and per-
sonal property, and partly because
of the enormous political influ-
ence of landed interests which al-
ways look to the state and Federal
governments or to logal nonprop-
erty taxes for substifute funds that
skould be raised by loeal taxes on
the rental value of land.

Countries That Are Taxing Land

Some areas of the world, no-
tebly Australia, New Zealand, and
Denmark, have made good use of
gound tax principles by perfecting
the property tax. Instead of al-
lowing this tax te fall on both
land and improvements, they have
removed, or are in the process of
removing, all taxes on improve-
ments and putting the full burden
of this tax on land, where it be-
longs. The resulling stimulus to
the construction industry is al-
ways apparent. Higher taxes on
land induce land speculators to
sell their idle holdings, thus mak-
ing land available to builders. The
removal of taxes from buildings
obviously encourages construoe-
tion.

But although these countries
have made progress in the right
direction by removing taxes on
improvements, they still have a
long way to go. There are still
many taxes falling on privately
created values while an enormous
amount of publicly created land

value remains in private hands.

)

The high price of bare land is
proof of this fact.

Progress in the direction of a
completely sound revenue system
will follow readily once the pub-
lic thoroughly understands the
subject. The reason the public
doesn’t understand taxation is
that the basic principles have
peen woefully misrepresented by
powerful privileged interests. For
example, it is claimed these prin-
ciples threaten our sysiem of pri-
vate property. Exactly the op-
posite is true. These principles
assert an absolute, unqualified
property right in all that a man’s
enterprise, ingenuity and exertion
enable him to produce. If you
puild a house, or raise a herd of
cattle, or work for a weekly pay
check, it should be yours com-
pletely and absolutely. Your OWIL-
ership should not be required to
meet any conditions imposed by
a tax collector. There should be
no income tax, no corporation tax,
no tax on buildings or machinery,
no tax on trade, no sales tax. As
Henry George puts it:

“Instead of weakening and con-
fusing the idea of property, I
would surround it with stronger
sanctions. Instead of lessening the
incentive to the production of
wealth, T would make it more
powerful by making the reward
more certain. . . . No matter how
many millions any man can get
by methods which do not involve
the robbery of others — they are
his; let him have them.”

Taxed Property Is Not Private
Property

Another bogeyman is the gues-
tiori of who would own the land
if all revenue came from land
values. Here again some have
become confused over the mean-
ing of private property. To the
extent that property is taxed, it
ceases to be private, What a man
creates or earns can be considered
as truly private property only if
it is his to do with as he sees fit
— free of any taxes levied upon it.

7

Private property must therefore
be understood as property that is
not subject to taxatiom. Since
taxes should fall solely on pub-
licly created land values, it is
correct to say that land shkould not
be classified as private property
in this sense. But bear in mind
we do not have this kind of pri-
vate property in land teday, nor
do we have private preperty in
anything! Taxes fall on our land,
our homes, our incomes, our pur-
chases, our inheritances. Thatl's
just what we should obhject to.
Public revenue should come solely
from the publicly created value of
land. We should hold as private
property, tax free, all privately
created values. How else can we
encourage the production of
wealth? ! Let our-land — which
should be looked wupon as our
common heritage—continue to be
privately held, but require each
landholder to pay into the public
treasury the publicly created
rental value of the land he holds.
Justice demands no less. Then,
and then only, will it be possible
to protect privately created values
by freeing them of faxes.

Sees It Lessening Government
Power

The question is semetimes
asked: Doesn’t land value taxation
place too much power in the
hands of government? No. It has
the opposite effect. Modern gov-
ernments are dangerous because
we have given them the power to
take privaiely created values
away from us. When we allow
our governments to deprive us of
the fruits of our labors, we im-~
pair our ability to fend for our-
selves. Many of us are forced
to become wards of the state. The
only effective way to Imit the
power of government and {0 make -
certain it remains our servant is
to deny it the power ic deprive
a man of the fruit of his effort.
We should compel all levels of
government to live within their
legitimate income, the publicly
created value of land, the amount




people are willing to pay for ex-

clusive use of the land they hold.:
Governments are not entitled to;
more than this. And it is particu-!
larly wrong for any government!
to deprive any citizen of privately .
created values — which is now]|
being done on a grand scale —!
as long as a single dollar of pub-:
licly created value remains in|

private hands.

Curiously enough, the reverse:

of the above question is some-

times used an an argument:

against sound tax reform. It is
claimed that the proposed system
of taxation would weaken the
government unduly and place it
in the embarrassing position of
being unable to make both ends
meet. There are several answers
to this. First, if our governments
no longer took from us the values
we create as individuals, we

would no longer have o be taken;

care of by our government to the
extent we are today. Second,
when we secure public revenue
from the proper scurce, we have
less “pork barrel” legislation.
Landholders become watchdogs of
"the public purse rather than
pressure groups asking for more
spending for highways, dams, and
irrigation projects that will in-
crease the value of their land-
holdings without their having to
pay for it. Third, when taxes are
removed from improvements or
other privately created values, the
demand for land mnaturally in-
creases. People will pay more for
the exclusive use ef land which
they can improve without being
taxed for the improvement. Thus
the public revenue from land
values rises as other taxes are
removed.

It may still be arpued, however,
that our various levels of govern-
ment may want more income than
they can get from the annusal
rental value of land. Maybe they
will, But that is no excuse for
allowing them to leave a large

part of their legitimate revenue:

in private hands foday. If, after

‘our tax system is put on a sound
basis, our governments still do
not have sufficient revenue fto
malke both ends meet, then there
is reason to believe we should
cut down the size of our govern-
ment. We mnust resist the attempt
of governments to confiscate pri-
vately created values. There is
no other way to respect the right
i to private property—the founda-
tion of our free enterprise system.

Claims Landowner Would Be
Freer Than He Is Today

Another comm on misunder-
standing is that somehow a
thorough going system of land
value taxation would mean that
the governmment rather than pri-
vate individuals would have the
power to allecate sites as a con-
sequence of which we would all
be subservient to the government.
But that is not the case. It would
still be up to the market place
to determine the use to which
land is put. There would still
be a free market in land. Titles
to land would still be exchanged
—but at greatly reduced prices.
Each landholder would be just as
free as he is today to put his land
to its best use. As a matter of
fact, he would be much more free
than he is today because the
amount of taxes he pays will be
independent of the improvements
he puis on his land. He will no
longer be iaxed for impreving his
land. ‘

Some landholders misjudge the
effect of tax reform. They don’t
realize how much they stand to
gain from a sound tax system. The
higher taxes we would pay on the
land we hold would be more
than offset by the elimination of
itaxes on improvemenis and per-
sonal property, of income and
sales taxes, and the huge burden
of indirect taxes hidden in the
price of goods and servieces pur-
chased. The only sufferers from
this reform will be the relatively
few speculators in underdevel-
oped land or those whose income
{ comes primarily from ground rent

]

rather than from the rendering of
a useful service o society. Surely
it should not be difficult for those
who wish to preserve our iree
enterprise system to decide
whether or not we should con-
tinue protecting the special inter-
ests of this small segment of the
population at the expense of
everyone who is engaged in useful
productive activity. Surely we
have the wisdom to stop this
senselegs taxation of privately
created values when there is an
ample supply of publicly ecreated
value that can be used to support
our local, state, and Federal gov-
ernments.

Another stumbling block that
prevents some people from ac-
cepting sound tax reform is their
belief that if taxes on the wvalue
of land are increased, a land-
holder who has invested in land
<o as to have the privilege of
pocketing funds obtained by leas-
ing the land to others should be
compensated by the government
when he loses this privilege. But
why should anybody be compen-
sated just because the govern-
ment changes its source of Tev-
enue? Was anybody compensated
when the income tax was put into
effect? Of course noi. The whole
idea of compensation is absurd.
All taxation, no matter where it
falls, involves the confiscation of
value. No maiter where the gov-
ernment gets its revenue, confis-
cation of value takes place. The
government takes values that are
privately held and puis them to
use for public purposes. It is ab-
surd, therefore, to compensate the
landholder just because taxes on
the publicly created value of his
land are increased. As a matler
of fact, if anybody deserves com-
pensation, it is all those who have
been robbed of their privately
created values under the existing
fax system, not those who have
been permitted to pocket the pub-
licly created value of land all
these years. Bui if we are wise,
we will not try to correct past

injustices. We will simply insist
that justice be done from now on.

Finds Single Tax to Be Most
Equitable

Another variation of the above
argument is the claim that it
would be wrong to obtain all pub-
lic revenue from landholders
when a large number of citizens
have no land. But those who have
no land are paying ground rent
to those who do. In other words
landless people provide landhold-
ers with the money fo pay faxes
falling on their land. And if we
bear in mind the essential dif-
ference between publicly created
and privately created values, we
are forced to the conclusion that
taxes on the publicly created
rental value of land are the only
taxes that are absolutely equitable
to all citizens. This is so because
the annual rental value of land,
being a publicly created value,
legitimately belongs fo all, share
and share alike. Theoretically,
our government should recover
the total rental value of land —
our common herifage—and divide
it equally among all citizens. But
since our governmentis need rev-
enue and we wish to avoid having
faxes levied on privately created
values, it makes sense for each
citizen to assign to his loeal gov-
ernment his equal share of this
public value. By so doing he
contributes the same as every
other citizen to the eost of gov-
ernment. Certainly there is no
other source of revenue as equi-
table as this. ’

Denies Tax Can Be Shifted

At the opposite extreme of the
claim that land value taxatien is
wrong beczuse landheolders would
be the only ones paying taxes is
the claim that landholders would
be paying no taxes at all. It is
claimed that they would merely
raise their rents in proportion to
the increase in taxes falling on
their lands. But this is one thing
all reputable " economists agree
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can not be done. If site A (land
only) in the heart of a city is
worth $1,000 per month to who-
ever uses it, while site B (land
only) on the cutskirts of the city
is worth only $100.00 per month,
then site A is worth only $900.00
more per month than is site B. A
- ¢hange in the amount of taxes
falling on these two landholders
cannot affect the relative value
of these sdites. Suppose, for ex-
ample, that an attéempt were made
to get $2,000 and $200.00 per
month respectively for these two
sites just because each landhelder
were reguired to pay taxes of
$1,000 and $100.00 respectively to
the city. Obviocusly, the tenanis
in site A would move to lower
cost land. Site A is not worth
$1,800 more per month than site
B. If it were, the landholder
would be getting it in teday’s
market. . :

Although a fax on land values
affects the price of land, it can-
not affect its rental value. There
is no disagreement among pro-
fessional economists on this point.

Explains Mechanics of Tax
Collection

The guestion naturally arises:
How should Federal, state, and
local govermments obtain the
rentsl value of land? The prac-
tical answer is that we should
return to the constitutional provi-
sion that reguires our Federal
government to apportion direct
land taxes among the states ac-
cording to their respective popu-
lations. The states, in turn, should
obtain this revenue and the rev-
enue for their own support by
apportionment among their coun-
ties, in the way Nebraska, Texas,
Montana, and a number of other
states still do. The coumnties, as
agents of the states, should collect
their revenue, and the revenue
needed by state and Federal gov-
ernments, from the rental value
of their lands, using existing
property tax collection machinery.
These changes would reverse the

trend of the last 50 years. Instead
of lower levels of government be-
coming increasingly dependent
upon higher levels of government
for aid, thereby losing their inde-
pendence, the higher levels of
government would return to de-
pendence upon the lower. That is
as it should be if we wish to pre-
serve our liberties,

Some may claim, “It's {oo late
fo ¢hange the rules of the game.”
But if a person has a clear under-
standing of the disastrous effect
that some of the existing rules are
having ‘upon us—he will realize
the wisdom of making the rules
sounder so ss to protect each per-
sor’s right to enjoy the fruiis of
his efforts. The first barrier to
the spread of Communism is a tax
system that differentiates between
publicly created and privately
created values.. Then and only
then can all privately created
values be treated as private prop-
erty, secure in private hands, im-
mune from eonfiscation by fax
eoliectors.

In his book, “Constructive
Taxation for Free Enferprise,”
Judge John R. Fuchs stated the
issue clearly as follows:

“There can be no hope of peace

‘and order in society without a

clear recognition of what is public
and what is private property. The
soundness of the very foundation
of society depends upon this. ...
We must distinguish between
what is Mine, Thine, and Ours.”

Almost two thousand years ago,
a famous teacher of Nazareth
stated the same basic prineiple
when he said: “Render unto
Caesar that which is Caesar’s.”
Truly, there is nothing new under
the sun. We may have a new set
of faces. But our problems are
the same. We cannot escape the
consequences of our immoral acts.
We cannot hope to achieve the
kind of life our Creator intended
for us until we provide ourselves
with a sound and just methed of
raising public revenue, and a
sound monetary system.
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