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'POWER AND MARKET - GOVERNMENT AND THE ECONOMY, by Mnrray N. Rnthbard
By NHoah D, Alper

INTRODUCTION.

I tave been asked to comment on the analysis of ‘what is called tﬁér"single
uﬁggfmby:?rgf. Murray N. Rothbard in his book, Power and Market - Government and the
Economy. This will be done on the basis of Selected'iteméi S

As a preliminary, thess remarks should be made, What is cailed Ygingle tax"
presently, but more realistically today, land value or site value taxactiom, is based
- on the most certain knowledge of factors and prinéiples'éhét nake ﬁp economic prin=-
ciples or economic science.  This includes the factors Eéﬁﬁ and LABOR as primary
factors and CAPITAL as Efﬁecbndary or derived factor. It includes careful identifi=
cation of the product, capital or consumers wealth, as;wéi£u;; ;ér§£cés, érinciples
{cause and effect pattérhé):ah& the natural laws of distribution erSharing of the
product between the factors of production. The Factors and the laws of distribution
show that the preduét is properly and completely shared as Wages.tajLab;zs Interest
- {wages) to Capital, and Rent-of-land as attributed to land of‘sﬁédial value, land
superior in quality of iocaticn'aﬁh ﬁatprél content to what is'developéd in ecopnomics
as marginal land. The‘létter, while uséd in production, responds to 1abor so poorly

as to produce rewards limited to Labor and providers of capita al; there is no surplus
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‘identified as rent-of-land, =

- Furthermore, thé shares identifiéd:aé'%agés, interest, and rent-of-laad are
also identified by many Georgists as the only natural SOuréeé'of‘pﬁbiié:(or §fi§ate)
revenue, This means thét there is a difference between taxes enacted by government
“to collect income from the spur;gsrfw?geg,riﬁté:eét, and rent-of-land--and the

sources themselves, This forms a natdral hasist~a deducted basis--of taxation~

education of public revenue. Whetéas Prof. Rothbard and most ecomomists who teach
and write textboeks on the study of taxation use as 2 primary ‘basis of study taxes

which serve as pumps te draw revenue to government from the true scurces.
{over)
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Prof. Rothbard makes his skillful anzlysis of taxation on the bzsis of "TAX,"
"WTAXATION," and TAXES, as indicated by his index which contains the following
jdentification of parts or fragments of the subject:

TAX: capitalization, exemptiom, evasionm, illusion, the just, loopholes,
single,

TAXATION: and abiliﬁy to pay, and benefit, and conflict, and’éosts, and

'éxdééé'?uf&héﬁiﬁg'ﬁoﬁéf;'éﬁd justice, héutrél,”fbf”rééeﬁué; and.éacrifice; éhiffing'-
and incidence, voluntary,

TAXES: burden, dépital accumulated, capital gains, chain store, consumption,
‘corporate, cost of collection, equal, excess profits, excise, ficticious, gift,
income, inheritance, and locatien, pool, progressive, property;iSales, savings,
uniform, on wages and on wealth,

Noticeably absent is the usual index subject of'taxesraé“rEgressive and
proportional. h

it is n6t intended to infer here that such treatment of the subject of taxa~
tion does not involve intellectualism and menﬁal'exercise'aﬁd reasoniﬁg; nor is it
devoid of some value in other ways. Involved is recognition and understanding of
the politics of taxétféh as it is practicéd today - ,It does‘give people a basis of
judging which taxes (pumps) they.ﬁrefér governﬁent*éb ﬁsé, but in the process
assures an overall confusion as to ‘the naturs of ¢axation itself, And, of course,

‘this offers no opportunity to understand what a study ‘'of factors and principles and
the identification of the basic shareslof'&iétribﬁtioﬁ’feﬁééls‘éé a basic of
taxation-éaﬁéétién.

Another fundamental matter of cénsideration, treated in the following pages,
is this: ﬁy the very nature of man and the spectécle of the moving geﬁerétioné’of
people across the surface of thé—ééftﬁ as if actors on the stage of a theatre-— who
occuﬁy'it temporarily, there is with £he coming of new life a new heritage of the
land. ‘No man-madé deﬁicés or social or legal tricks can countermand the impiicao'

tion of this. ‘The situation calls for arrengements to assure the heritdge of all
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people, to land, as they appear. The modern provision for this can be found in what
Prof, Rothbard refers to as “single tax" but which in more Q&dern aﬁa réaéon;£;§
terminology 'is. called location ot land value taxation. This,:too,ﬁsuppofés the
only possible moral idea of property rights of man, an impéréénﬁ human rigﬂg,‘
namely, that only man-made objects can be private property subject to peféﬁnal
”g;;i;;éé; TR B

The-féllcwing comments are limited to really too few of those that might be
worthy of discussion. They are taken from Section 6;ofIChapter 4, entitled
"Sinary Intervention: Taxation: The Incidence and Effect of Taxation. Part IV, The
Single Tax on Ground Rent.' Pages 92-100. o

In the first paragraph of the section, Prof. Rothbard refers to thewarguﬁ;%t
that "scciety owns the land originally and that eﬁerﬁ new Eaby has a 'righﬁ’rfa an
aliquot part,” | |

. Actually, no "aligquot pa;t" is involved in the application of iand:value taxa-
tion, since being a form of taxation - actually not a tax - this assumes that
govermment as it is and has existed for some centuries serves as agent or trustéé;
of the people - and not as an owner, This is truly the law., Inferred is that
every baby born comes into its beritage of the earth ﬁereiytby ﬁéiné born as a2 mem~
ber of the continuing generations of fen - of the peoplé‘whohiesidé on the earth as
a member of the societyiinvolved. . Called ﬁatiohs‘dfzﬁﬁ‘;ni'othér naﬁé makes né‘.
differencey - |

Actually, we should think of land as we think of air; %y proﬁer definition_
included in the economic term land, as having no ownership at all in any absolute
sense by any person. The rent of land is to be the primary, if not fﬁe'only; B
revenue of government to be used in paying its costs of service, 'En&amés economi.-
cally defined as wages to labor and intérest'reﬁérds to préviders of capital are
ot to be used at all if possible; certainly as little as possible and not then

until the full potential of rent of land has been utilized. Under such conditions,



. no person gets income - an "aliquot part" of rent at all (or of the ‘land). ' This
indicates the economic, social, and moral facts of the matter.

Page: 92, second paragraph: 'Much of the discussion of ground-rentrtaxétibn
has been confused by the undoubted stimulus to.production that would result, not

from this tax, but from the elimimation of all other: forms of taxation.”

Georgists most certainly agree with the statement that "stimulus™ would be
no way negates their affirmation that the public collection of the publicly created
and earned rental value of land has a positive and desirable effect on production
as well, Since the fuller - not necessarily total. - collection of rent of land for
public use will make it easier, and not harder, to get; as the case is now, for
those who want land for use in production (not for -speculation) or to live on -
itself involving production ~- this toc will increase production. The Georgists
insist that the greatest total stimulus will occur due to a combination of the public
ecollection of rent of land and the abolition of other taxes {at least as far as
possible).

Georgists, economists or not, need not allow their position to be "hung-up”
by insisting on "total" single tax, as such. Their practical positicn has been to
restore the rent of land fund .to the use of all living persoms involved and to
abolish taxes, direct or indirect; on producticn, totally if possible, certainly as
far as possible. If government spending is limited by the people to the rent of
land fund, obviously: all other taxes‘can‘be abolished, and what is- meant by full
single tax could exist, However, if more is budgeted for spending than rent of -
lﬁnd will provide, then the excess over rent will have to come from the wages or

_interest funds, or both.

Let us suppose that title holders of land were completely relieved of the need

to pay rent of land for the use of govermment and our communities to meet publicly

incurred expenses, This would then leave full rent of land. that existsign&'what
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might be called speculative rent as well in the hands of such owners. How would this
affect the production of wealth and services and their distribotion as ﬁeééeénrall
workers, including mansgement, and all providers of capital? Wouid this be an
“undoubted stimulus" which untaxingtp:oductipﬁl;;nd labor and providers of capita144
and collecting the rent of land is certain to be? 0f course nofi- The effect would
beint}{e opposg_tedirection, e :

- Thé tendency of our free market--free enterprise economy—-is to give us mora
value for our effort as years go by. How is this tenaency affected by a policy of
untaxing production (and labor) ané}sééglcés. while also colleecting the rental value
of land as far as is practical which, as Prof. Rothbard so clearly admits, makes it
easier to get more land or better land for the use of man; vs, the taxing of produc-
tions, etec,, and also untaxing the value of land which, in effect, makes i; easiexr to
hold 1and out of use, maximizes what rent there is in price, and germits hbldersiof
land to do nothing at all with their land and prgventg_pthers ffﬁm its use (if'éa
follow the laws pow in effect). .

1t is common Sense, as well as sound economic sense, to make land low priced
while its rent increases--as it will. ln many areas--by collecting this rent to meet
the costs of government than would otherw1se be needed. Certalnly, it will make the
cost of all land for puhlicuand_pri?atehpurposes 1ess; it will tendgto curb costs due
to the speculatlvely-caused urban and suburban sp;awl “. i

" In par. 5, page 92, Prof, Rothbard refers to a "difflculty in estimatlng ground
rents," ., , the "problem of separating rent from wages and interest.” {In brief -
perfectly, ves; practically, noy): Actually, the real estat; buéiness and gﬁe
asséssments of land, separately, from improvements, is based on separation of values.
Why is this to be considered an impos§ible kind of problem? True, many assessors
and azppraisers are not properly train;d.f?r their wofk, butrcerﬁainly this is no

reason to feel land value taxaticn is, therefore, not wozkable.
(over)



Prof. Rothbard says, last pa:agraph,‘bagé 921 "They point out fé hostile
critics that the single tax (if itlwéfe'acéﬁrétély levied) would not discourage
capital improvements -and maintenance of landed property”....."'but then they proceed
to argue fhat the single tax would ggggg'idle l1and into use. This is supposed to be
one of the great merits of the tax. (Of course it is not a tax; it is a rent) .Yet

if land is ldle, it earns no gross rent whatever; if it earns no gross rent, then

obv1ously it earns no net rent as ground {and. TIdle land earns mo rent, and there-

fore earns no gréund rent that could be taxed. ' It would bear no taxes under
consistent operation of ‘the Georgist schemel Since it would not be taxed, it could
not be foréed: intd use."”
1is is ‘followsd by not very selid arguments based.oﬁlﬁis ‘conditional’
premise. Georgists' have long known that under-taxation of iaﬁd rent and ovef-induced
speculation carried on over a period of time so that caﬁi£aliéed rent makes up loss
due to paying taxes even though the land is held in non-use or poor use, This is
their main risk; Much land held idle or in poor'usé-has been a source of pubiic
revenue for many vears; this is the way the game is played. And it is idle or near-
idle land. Péople pay these rather minor taxes and interest and put down hard cash
to buy idle land bearing such charges. Why?

But ‘this is indeed a minot objectiom. Under land valﬁe tﬁxatioﬁ as the

Georglsts would have it applied land that could and should be used but is not now

. ~

_ used, WOULD BE: PUT TO USE. The 1and then held out of use ‘in splte of such heav1er

R

e -

taxation would indeed be 1d1e or non-used land and it would&ggf ‘be taxed' it would
be unused marginal 1and or submarglnal land, However, land better tﬁan such 1and
would be in use and would produce the products and services whose prlces would in-
clude not only labor and capital-use costs, but the surplus" above thése costs |
Known as rent of land. This would leave markeit-determined wages aﬁd igterest to

labor and providers of capital as private shares of distribution. Now there is used

e



1and above the margin and 1d1e land below lt. 'The used land of value would be taxed

. e T

and would provide revenue; the unused land below the marginel 1end has no value and
is IDLE LAND THAT WOULD NOT BE TAXED and would in no case be forced into use. fi‘hus

there is a difference in ldle land. What, then is Prof Rothbard‘s po1nt? The land

IR

value tax caused a tendency to concentration of used land in one area with none of

it idle' 1eav1ng other idle 1and untaxed  One wonders how im@ortent his thesxs ‘as to

idle land xs? Whlch idle land before full land value taxation? Which after? Is

there not a clarification in this?
point worthy of mention 1gnored by Prof, Rothbard's thesis is that where
marginal (no land value—no rent} land ex1sts, 1and speculators would not buy or hold

and thus get in the way of future 1end users, They could no 1cnger artlfic1ally and

wastefully force out or 1uwer the margzn and force it to include unprofitable 1ess

prcductlve land They could not, under land value taxetlon of integrzty, expect 2
gain; and should they achleve such an unearned (by them) gain 1t would be taxed eway, R
In this connection, we should copnsider the alleged services of landholders,_as
such. On page 93, par. 2, he speaks of "capitaiizing rent“ b& "far szghted entre-
pceneurs.“ Far sightedness as an art of gettxng in the way for a prafit is not
alqafs a virtue or gpoe_for people. Burglars, highwaymen, and plrates developed and
used such characteristxcs if they were success;ul Successful 1and speculators do.

EEERCERRT S 1

' not, need to think ln terms of serv1ce, hey can leave such thlnklng te others. Thelr

prineipal thought is, where w111 the growth of the city take place7 Is it t;me to
get in the way? The difference ie the practice of this art is 1egal1zee.-

"The Georgist Bogey is idle land," says Prof. Rothbard. This seems, actually,
) cge bogey of Prof. Rothbard. Georgist economists and non-economists aslwell under-
sgged faise, fake speculative rent due to the faise lowerlng cf the margin; They
sense the value of encouragement given by non-taxatlon of location values.of 1and |

along with its tendency to cause urban and suburban sprawl and the hlgh costs of a11

this to mankind, They {1and speculators} are bldden leadeys in the efforts to

(over)’
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substitute income, sales; gasbiiﬁé; and.otﬁér taﬁés forlland value taxation, knowing
in their "far sightednesé":thaézéuﬁh uﬁt;;ing ﬁill inc?e;se their net rent and the
capitalized value of land. iaﬁé dealers as a class, as poor ﬁsers and rank specula-
tors, have induced the greét-hﬁe}ican tai shift from land values and landholders to
labor and capltallst—prov1ded values due to lnd;stry and business.

In hls d15cussxon of "capltal an& the ?oor, (bottom of page 93 and on page 94)
he says: "And so, these poor countrxes have plenty of land and labor; it follows
that landlords must be holding land from use. Only this could explain the low living
standards.” i -

I am sure Prof. Rothbard slips-béglf here. Ebst ‘new' countries have ample
land area. Ample labor, in a sense fair to the term as used in aconomic science,
may exist as to numbers,'fhe great ﬁéjority of which fzll far éhort in cap;bility to
produce, ‘Labor® is not a-nﬁmbers éamé; And at this poi;t!AProf.VR;thbard elects

-to say of Georgists: ''Here é crucial Geofgist fallaﬁy is ;xposed ciearly; ignorance
of the true role of Eigg in productiaﬁ.“ o

1

Few "classes' of

people identified as groups, both as lay people and as

students of citizens economics, have beén as concerned with economics asra sgu@y as
have people termed Ceorgists. A surpfzsxng number of them have a kncwledge or feel
for the concepts’ 6f what is termed the Austrzan School oT for tﬁeir type of thlnkiﬁga
They know that capital formatlon, say, takes t;ﬁe‘and ;eéplres maklng, saving, and.:
investing} they know sﬁmething of the law of reﬁt; and seemiuglyAknow what few
"degreed” economists seem to know, how it correlates with the laws of wages and
interest to account for the total product. Unfortunately; many who read his book,',
"Power and Markét,-et all' will mot know this and so will be "anti' the Georgist view-
point by defaul: of hearing capable proponents of the GeoféiSt or other propoments

of economics matural law as applied to the great éroblem cf the cgtizeﬁ - possibly

the greatest: from which source of public revenue, not which taxes to use, should

revenue be drawn first, if not altogether, to provide funds for government.
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lt does take tlme to train people to produce and usea caprtal Much gain can

come, and qulckly too, by allowrng capltal and skrlled leadershlp to come into the
“poor countries” whlle keeplng people out as 1and speculatOIS‘ and puttlng those in

that awful business 1n'the country out of business. Wlth proper ald of thls sort
provided or permitted and assured a safe future, people of poor countrres will make

¥

'amaZLng progress accordlng to the level they Ttake off' from, in a very short time.

The situation of the ' poor countr1es" heve not been helped by polxcxes of rack—
rents zmposed on them-by ;ﬁe lanekers usuallylanded nobility who are determlned to
remain such at amy cost. In denylng land value taxatlon and the 1ncreased private
ownership (of titles essential to securlty for what is placed in, on, and over the
lend) and the refusal to untax eapital and cossumers wealrh, Prof. Rothbard is not
helping the situariou st all, He is,'in fact, helping exploitaticn-of a sort - Isnd:“‘
not labor or capital exploitatmon-whlch as such, cannot exploit but must serve
people; he is not helping these people. In fact he tends to assure retentron of a
system that has glven Communlsts thelr greatest entering wedge -- their promise false
of course -- to take land frsm the brg holders to the people. He does Capital con-
ceprslno.goed since he permlts capltalzsts to be blamed for what ‘the land owners of
these poor_eoumtrles do.. Thrs is why we must de whst too many ant1-Commun1sts in-
cluding many capitalists w111 net do, and many economrsts w111 not do: make a .-
clean separation of land from eepltal a drfference as greet as a dlfference can be, .
Prof Rothbaxd.ls wrong in anotﬁer assumptlon he makes.- Georgzsts fully
recognlze the need for and want 1ane.boiders to have trtle - to have prlvate, ex-
Qlusrve, perpetual (1nheritable} right in the land but only in the land ehey can o
and w111 use to its falrly determlned merket use value. Strong, but not over-strong
{1ess than 1007 of rent)vcollectlon of rent” of land for public use will assure this,
And we can be certain thet the free market system w111, under Georgist land value

taxatlon,produce ccndltlons continue to allocate the use of land to its most capable

users; in competition they are the ones who will get it because they can afford to
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pay the rent of land poorer users could not. We do not meed the hold-back land-
holder system of ancient Rome and Britain, and now in the USA, to assure this at the

“ cost of alsc having the most over-paid, somefhlng-for-nothlng class in modern history

¥ act as if ir is their special (and mavbe holveright to allocate the use of land?

For lnstance, take the 12 acres‘'of land underlying Radlo Clty, of which this

is less and wore than many other examples WQF%@..P%»_‘?‘%‘C that is not the point,  Here

the landholders have allocated these acres_for use ofxcapitaligts éﬁd labor at a
rate of 3% million dollars a year for 99'years; ané; on top of this, they have im-
posed the burden of taxes imposed on the lgﬁd on the capitalists ana labor and people
who use their services. Isa't it a bit silly to assume land allocation is their
function and at such a price for nothing? Mbst.peoplelﬁéntingAa location seek out
the location or have thg#r real estate representatives do this, Alloéation cf land
will be made as certainly with land value taxation as without ii;-aﬁd'this is a
certainty. )

The.free market functions in allocating gp#ce - 1andruse is land sp%ce use - in

A e

newspapers, hotels, apartment and loft housing, on billboards in billboard areas, in

i

theatres, in parking lots, and wherever space is deai£ in, an& onlah éﬁnuai'rental
basis. How can,Proﬁ. Ro;hba:d_fail to sense this?‘ Caﬁ it.belthét hehdoes not?

We q#ote_frqm page 95, par. 4*5: "Supﬁoée tﬁaﬁ the.goﬁerﬁﬁenf did in'fact-
levy a 100% tax on grouna rent, What would be the economic effects? The current
owner of crr0und land would be exproprxated (not af the 1and ritle and the use of
land) and the cgpital value would £all to zero. (1) Sipce s%te*owners could not
obtain rent, the site would be valuele;; {if you can presume the remt of land
attachedrto it - that it yields - is valueless) onlthe market, {2) From then on,
sites would be free,_and the site-owner would have to pay his ﬁnearned grouﬁd rent
into the treasury.. - ‘

"But since all_g:ound_rent is siphonea off to the government, there ig no

reason for owners to charge any rent. (3) Ground reat will £all to zero as well, and
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rentals will then be free. So, one economic effect of the single tax is that, fav

from supplying all the revenue of govermment, it will yield no revenue at 211" (4)

(1) The title holder cannot recoup a loss of remt by trying to charge more rent than
the site is worth. However, land rent still exists, It is now diverted from
the title holder to the use of the community -~ govermment as agent. (And, of course,
land rent thus collected is mot a tax - it is a payment for benefit received, ) This

is a true market concept, long used in the USA. .

(2) Does the site become valueless on the market? Obviously not! Rent expresses
the'site's value to the people who create it, not to mere landholders as such.
Pecple will think in terms of rent, not capital value, under land value taxation.
Is it free? HNot al all - no more free than it ever was. The market allocatss land
to users according to its market value, i.e.,, its rental value--not capitalized net
rvent value, but total rent value; less (and this should be the case) an amount that
could be properly left to the title holder for service rendered each yedr in assem=-
bling the rent from himself or ome or more tenants in the use of land,

(But suppose, as is most often the case, the landholder, who is also a building
holder (owner) achieves net benefits of more,, and possibly much more, value because
of untaxing his improvements - and reflecting in other ways such as being a consumer
and not paying the shifted-tax-in-prices he otherwise would pay, he would gain-have
more money for his personal use, He will like the single tax. Why should people
who. use their land well and productively, as producers, be penalized in many ways to
support an unproductive parasitic landholder as such? Many property holders mdy not
gain, but they will in nc way lose; and non-landhdlders will gain. Why should these

be penalized to profit a rather few landholders who do nmot, as such, contribute in

“n}r rng'l tan\r?\

(3) Right! They cammot charge any rent - net. But ground rent does not fall to

zerc by a long shot - net rent does, or nearly so. And rental is not free. It is

merely transferred to the benefit of all the people who create the land fént in the
first place, through their private and governmental activities. Really, should we

weep for them? . '

{4) The ldea that. the land vaiue tax will yield no revenue at all is rather
ridiculous. Ask people in Australia and New Zealand

Lastfline, page 95; "The af fect of the rax, theélh.gays ?;qé:'gophbar§? "ig
o f*blrgég'ha%%étfﬁntc be*iaving that sites are free when they are decldedlv not."
‘ Indeed they are noti "And this is why the rent should go to the community that earns
it,'aﬁd taxes on prod;éfs and services of labor and providers of capital should be
abolished, as far as péssible, as publicly ééllecﬁing rent and lower costs of private
and public industry permit; and this may be enough to $;£pglse most eécnomlsts who
oppose the principles of what is miscalled ‘SLBGIe tax.' The sequel is that taxes
on products 'and ‘services made by labor and‘prov1ders of capitzl should not be_

L (113 {(Over)
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' Prof. Rothbard“éays on page 97: "The single tax would leave de jure ownership
(titié)“iﬁ:private hands while completely destroying the point, so that 'the single
tax is hardly an improvement upon, ot differs much from, outright nationalization."

There is not and can ‘néver- be natlonallzatlon of lamd so long as private titles

-f

exist as we kunow them today, Ownershib of’landvhas not been absolute under Roman,

British, or United States law; it remains what it is:  a permissive privilege. And

this is true regar&léss of the first user, etc., theory. Nothing in economic

science, or in morals for that matter, teaches private ownership of lamnd as such; no

" such comprehiension is possible from what it teaches. However, the nature of its

o

principles, and possible identification of‘what-man, as labof, creates and places
into the markets or uses for ﬂimsaif, és.ccnsamer, affirms private ownmership in such
things. Prof. Rothbard, as an economist, cannot affirm ﬁrivate ownership of land,
nor can the ?riter. It séeps from him as a viewpoint; an unjust and immoral view-
point, and one harmfﬁl to the best interests of therfreedom--free market, free
enterprise~-economy and its confrontatiom with the communist economy. The idea that '

s and other man-made products from taxa-
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tion is land nationalization just won't hold water. It may have a type of propa-
ganda value, but little else.

?urther there is no Russxan, Chlnese, or Castro—Cuban nationallzlng of iand

type of thlng 1nv01Ved in the pueblic collection of the publicly narned rental value

' of land. (And of a certalnty, this applles to capital and consumers Wealth in, on,

-

or over land.) If there is an earthly owner of land, it can only be the people as a

whole who elect to live in any given area. And, under certain conditions, since the

entire world of people give value to land in other zreas, especzally in pert and
airport areas, some consideration mlght be given such facts although it is not
important to Prof. Rothbard's basic thesis.

The "first user - first owner" concept as 2 way ofrdetermining ownership of

land forever and forever and over thousands of years is immoral and grossly unjust,
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especially:when the economic. and social effects are fully and faxrly considered 1t
is poor- economic, social, and moral thinking; and is really way out from the sitﬁé—
tion in which we are involved with regard to land, and prlvate property iﬁ t51nés

" made by man - true private property. o

Prof. Rothbard is impelled to say that 'government cpﬁld néver own original
””iéﬁ&'bﬁmfﬁé"fféémﬁéfﬁéﬁ;“"”ﬁﬁfcfhiéufééf'iﬂifﬁéééﬁn'éb;éfﬁﬁeéf'déééhhét'éﬁﬁ'fhémiéﬁ&;;'
as govermment--now. Lf, as said before, there is ownershié,:it can only, in justice
and ig sound economics, be attribu;gd_;q ;hej?gop;e, not one of whom owns '"an aliquot
part.’  (They oaly hawve DIlVllegEd use of ‘their? land,) At best government is a
realtor of the people; and. if the people, as agree& to by the peonle as a system, do
not like what their agent is doing, provisions exist which can rectxfy this. But so
far as the Rothbard thesis is concerned, neither can indlviduals or organlzed groups
of individuals (corporations, say) own the land "on the free market." Sure, someone
thought this upj but no one has to r23péét it. It serves a purpose of course; and
some will latch onto it, But those denied equal rights to the best land as well as
the worst just won't like it; and since the doctriﬁe can lead to wvast concentrations
of value in few hands in,time; it could lead to bloody revolution. ' 1t was not
capitalism that produced such revclutions'in'ﬁ;ssia-and Chinaé it was lnadultered -
earthlordism,

The hard fact is that insofar as private property is concerned, we repeat what
has been said before:; ONLY MAN-MADE THINGS can be such forever, Man has found or
can formulate social policies--acceptable policies (laws)--that can assure this,

But to assure retention of private property in what man makes forever and esver, we
had best seek to make land the common property of the moving generations of men - for
all etermnity,

We cannot and should not omit meniion of sayings as to the land problem as it
was treated in the ancient past and as it was written about in the Bible. There, it

is declared that "the heaven, even the heaven, is the Lord's but the earth hath he
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given to the children of men“j ﬁthe ?rbfit of the earth is for all¥; and that "the
land shall not be sold forever,"” The demand for just redistribution is seen in the
provision of the Year of Jubilee. While it is impossible to have plans for redis-
tribution each 50 years today as was the case in the time of Moses, the sharing of
the commoﬁly creatéﬁ‘ahd earned fenﬁél‘félue of land via land value taxation Fulfills
in modern tises this sasaingly just, social provision. Prof, Rothbard's concepts
certaiﬁly:dé not.

_Theré is much more in- Prof. Rothbard's ﬁresentation'that might be commented on,
it this hﬁéiﬁecome far too long3 and tbo‘much time is (and has been) involved.
Besides, I.éuépect others will do a better job on Prof., Rothbard's concept of Power

and Market: GCovermment and the Edonomy as this relates to land.

HH

Analysis by: .

Noah D. Alper, . ’ sress
President, Obsolete Ad

705 Chesinut St., Room 624,
St. Louis, Missouri 314 - 421 - 5630
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%020 Gainesville St SB
Vashington DO 20020
Dear Bob Clency; 12-23-1382
Since there are many Americans who regard Hurray N. Rothbard as America's greatest
ecoomigt{ who when analyzing monetary matters is on much sounder ground than he
is when he criticizes Henry George and "single tax™ as he did in his book "Power and
Herket - Government and the Economy" and two monographs published by F.E.E.) if you
haven't previously enclosed comments written by Noah Alper severzl years ago, I thought
they might be of interest to yo.u(the address shown at end is obsolete.) I've also
erclosed a copy Illinois Governor's proclamation of Henry George Day(received from
Bob King of Chicago).

-4 ™ n kvl -
Thanks for sending the books to Pat Robertson & Ben Kinchlow.

fnclosed is contributicn to help with vour work.

Jincerely, %/ﬁ'ﬂ"\
Encl. (3) Johm {‘raf{rer
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