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Waenw [ Fist Accerrep vour invitation o speak
here tonight, I thought this was going o be easy, For
T slready had two St Louls spoeches, and in all mod-
esty thoey weore both good Bf. Lowns specches. One was
the speech I made to you Homebuilders back in 1967
in which I gave yvou some good adviece that vou
prompily forgot. The other was the speech I gave in
July to the Chamber of Commerce of Metropolitan St
Louis on “How io Get 81 Louis Golng Again” the
speech thai reminded vou that maybe it was time {o
mvite me back again.

So T figured all T had to do was dust off one of my
two St Louig speeches—the one you had forgotten or
the one that a different audience had seemed to like
last swnmer; either way I figured 1 would be home free
without having to go to work and write a third St
Louis spesch.

And then somebody sent me a copy of this pamphiet
of yours entitled “The Crisis MNow for Metropolitan 8t
Louis” — packed with senfonces like:

“Unless something is done now the result will be a
monsirous chactic uwrban sprawl with few benefits and
many problems”

and

“There iz neither time nor space left o allow sub-
arban growth to continue iis unchecked, unplanned
helter skelter pattern”

sned

“New approaches must be taken”

Thiz is a fine, exciting pamphlet, and I couldn’
agree more with whoever wrote that sentence about . . .
“Unless something is done now’ . . . and T couldn’t
agree more with what he goes on o say sboutl the un-
wisdom of so much large lot zoning and the wisdom
of building to densibies that will make fuller use of
the land.

And of course I was happy to learn froro this pam-
phlet that at long last vou Homebuilders do realize
that vour iand problem is eritical.

But, alas,

Your pamphlet also showed me that you stiil don't
have much more understanding of why land is such &
problem for vou than vou had when T made the 1967
speech you bave all forgotien. And because you still
don’t understand the reasons that make land a prob-
fem, you still dor't understand what should be done
to make the problem go away.

So alas, alas, and alas -

I alzo learned from this pamphlet that T'd have o
go to work and write a brand new St. Louis speech in
the hope that at long last T eould help vou understand
at least the most elementary facts about Iand and why
land is such an wrgent problem for homebuilders, not
just arcund St Louis but arcound almost every cen-
tral ciiy.

THERE IS PLENTY OF LAMD

You probably won’t be much interested in having
me reassure you that nationwide we have go much land
that according io an official United Nations report the
entire population of the whaole United Siates could live
at single family demsity within sight of the Pacific
CGcean and give all the rest of the country back to the
Indizns.

Yo instead of my ielling you that it is fanfastic non-
sense for so many peovle to be saving the Unifed
States is running out of land, perhaps 1 should starf
my talk by giving vou some good news about the land
supply right here
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enoigh 1o hfmqe the entire 1970 g@puiimmn of the
whole state of Migenrd ot single fomily densifies, with
nearly a quarter of a million acres left over for ﬂrpm‘ts,
factories, shops, office bulldings, schools, polf courses,
and fox hﬁmtmg

And at the planned community d@:ﬁ&ﬂ?@ the pame-
phlet so ably recommends, all the people in Missouri
plus sl the paﬁoplc in Iows plus all the people in Kan-
sas plug all the people in Arksnsas cotrld live here a
lgt better than most of them live now and still have
plenty of land left aver for sirperts, factories, shops,
office buildings, schecls, golf courses, and fox huntmw

And if yon ever get around o malking FULL use of
your land, you would find that ail the people who now
Live betwesn the Mississippi and the Reocky Mountains
in Missouri, Towa, Minnescta, North and South
Dakota, Ms:)!ztaﬂa Wysmmgy N@bmak& Karisas, Colo-
radeo, Texas Okﬁahema Lotigiana, and Arkansag could
live here without bemg too overcrowded.

MNeow please don’t think Tw serlously sugpesiing that
4% million people should come live on 800,000 acres in
the corner of Migsouri vour pamphlet is all about, even
though I myself have managed fo live guite happlly at
much higher densities than that,

GOD PROVIDED PLENTY OF LAND

T'm just trving to cheer vou up by letiing vou see
v gan't blame vour lund problem on God, He pro-
vided plenty of land to meet all voier needs for many
vears ko some.

Now I'm not questioning for a minute that vouor land
prablem is not only real but urgent and critical. But if
we can't blamme the probiem on God, who then is is
blame and why are vou builders f(u,mg 2 land shortage
in the midst of so mnch plenty?

Thig iz the same problem that the Chamber of Com-
merce presented o me before my Chamber of Com-
meree talk last July. Said the General Manager of the
Chamber in his letter inviting me o speak: “1he major
problem of the City of St Louls ig that jand is nof
avatlable for expansion.”

Now T dow't question for a minuie that what Mr
Sehoon wrote me was irue, but I had to tell the
Chamber of Commerce Iuncheon thai it is just plain
pi‘ﬂp(mtemu% that it should be true. Here iz 3 city that

¢ losing population faster than any other big city, a
mtv that has, in fact, lost & third of Hs population, 2
city that has lost hundreds of industrial plants, o olty
described in a reaear(h report by the Center for Com-
munity Change as: “perhaps furither down the road to
total abandenment than any other central city in the
United States)” a city whose whole downtown hag been
officially voted a depressed nres the ity Couneil
And siill Mr. Schoon could tell meand tell me fruly,
Im gure—that thers was no Iand in the city available
for expansion!

T thought that was the paradox to end sll paradoxes.

I thought it was the paradox to end ail paradozes un-
il you sent me this blue pamphlet about how vou are
rursting out of Jland in the country when in fact there
is more land n St Lows County than you could put
to good use before evervone iz dead - encugh land fo
house all vour present population i almost, OVETY
sippare ool of your county were zongd for two aore fols.
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Your problem s that the people who own fh
are hanping on fo H and wor't let vou bay i from them
now to put it to whal econormstis call "a higher and
bBetior use)’

And if ¥ were a landowner here vou can be very sure
T woulde™® Tt vou have it now either, even I vou on
my zoning from two acres 1o one acre or to half an sove
or to five lots per acre or o planned unit density as
this pawphlet recommmends, And T don't think wany of
vour would either.

I woulds't 1ot vou have my land now, becange, | | .

{1y Td know from what's happening around every
American city that the longer T hang on to wmy Jand,
the maore T could make vou end up payving for

{2y T4 know land ds go lighily tazed heve and al
mast everywhere that since World War T land prices
keep going up 6.19 times s fast as the rest of the price
level, Ho, for example, the last time 1 spoke to you here
in 1967 Fred Kemp told me he was already having {0
pay 1209%, mere for his land than in 1852, and John
Fischer told me he was having to pay 2409, more —
and land further out;

(33 Td know thal the one best way fo get dich In
my sleep (o use the phrase first applied by the zreat
clagsical econcimist Jobn Stuart MDD would be just (o
git tight on my land and do nothing until an enormous
investment of other people’s money and other tax-
pavers’ money to develop the land arcund my property
had multiplied the value of what I was holding off the
market;

{4y T'd know that uwrbanizing land on the uwrban
fringe can raise s price from a farm use value of, say,
3500 gn acre fo an wrban oy suburban uee value of
E5.000 an acre or 310,000 an acre or often 320,000 or
more an acre, and

(53 T'd know that today’s crazy misapplication of
the property fax and ’mddys crazy undertaxation of
land would let me cash in on the enormous land profits
of urbanization without eoniributing more than a few
permies per dollar towards meeting the equally enor-
mous coste of urbanization—the costs that somebody
else would have {o pav to make my land worth 10
times as much, or 20 times as much, or 40 thney as
much as its pre-urbanization value.

CORT OF TEBAN-FRINGE
LANBDOWNERS GETTING BECH

Let’'s stop 2 minute o take a guick look ot these
costs someons else has fo pay to enable urban-fringe
landowners o get rich in their sleep.

Five years ago, the Regional Plan As«,m’mhﬂn added
up th nets of arbanization in the New York ares to
216,850 of 1967 purchaging ;Ji)*s”v{’r‘ ar, say, 20,000 of
today's dollarg per residence just to pay the propor-
tionate capital cost of the new streels, new schoolg, new
waier supplies, new sewage systems, new police snd
fire facilities, new hospitals, new umiversities, new
Iithraries, ete., eto., ole., that would be nesded to make
that residence and ihe !and for that residence reach-
able, Hvable, and richly saleable. That $20,000 per
residence figure W{)Héd work out to quite s bit more
than $20, 006 por lof. when you allow for multi-family

multiplying the number of vesidence pn the Tot; b
ju%i tw be conservative let’s just stick to 320,000 ag the
per lot.
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less, Perhaps other taxpavers hereabouts would have
to pony up only FIS000 per ot to enable me (o sell
tote on my land for $4,000: but whatever the exact fig-
are, ¥m sure yow'll have i(,» agree that it amounts to
one hell of a big subsidy for land hoarding.

What Dm frving to help vou see Iz that the Jand
problem that your pamphled rightly says iz threatening
to “ereats a monstroog chaotic urban sprawl with few
bkenefits and many vroblems” is mostly a subsidy prob-
lem and a mx problem. Tf ihe landowners who are
now holding their land off the market In order o cash
in on every last dollar of the profits of urhanization
were taxed to pay even half the costs of urbanizing
their land instead of getiing an almost free ride while
other past. present, and future taxpavers pay those
costs for thom, the landowners would not be holding
the land wvou nsed off the market, On the confeary,
they would be standing in line $o get vou to tzke B
oif their hands,

LAND MIST BE TAXED MORE HEAVILY

In brief, the regson vour land problem iz so oritical
is that, like every other Metropolitan area I can think
off, yeu are subsidizing land hoarding by undertazstion
You are fszing the land needed for urbomization so
lightly that vou have made it much more profitable for
landovwmners to hang on to their land instead of letiing
vou buy if pow at a prics you can afford to pay.

fo now let me remind vou of the words of wisdom
gpokien by veour former Congressman Tom Curtis, who
served with such distinetion on the Joint Economic
Committee of the House and Benate in Washingion.
Said he:

“The property isx needs more nnderstanding and
certainly a lot of updating. It reguires an under-
standing that land should be taxed 2t a higher rafe
than improvements on the land, so that there wiill be
encotragement to put land to its most pm{;ur’r;w Uge.
The land tax is the only tax that is snfi-hearding: and
hoarding, ¥ submif, iz the basie sin in a productive
economy.”’

Al the privately-owned land in the United Siates

Was i,mnf«fwwd from public to private ownership at
nrices averaging weil under 32 an acre in the hope and
confident expeciation that transferring the land to pri-
vate ownershin was the one best way to get the land
improved and put fo good use.

1 would be the last to question the wisdom of that
policy. 1 believe as stvongly as anvone in the privale
ownership of land, but it's high fume for all of us to
face up to the all-too-sbvious fact that arcund our
citieg the primt@ ownership of land 't ww%iisg ot
the way it's ahppawd o work; so now there is & grow-
ing agitation in Congress o have the government create
government-owned land banks for which they would
Ly back thousands of acres of fringe land at a thow-
zand times the price at which the government originally
released 3 o private ownership.

LAND BOARDING

e 5 ‘r,
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taved heavily enough fo make 13 more profitable foe
tandowners to fer their lond be pul fo good wse now
than o hoord 1.

This land hoarding, which is made g.}*‘l":faﬂ e v prof-
thabde only by the onderiaxation of underused land,
is the N, b oreason, if not the only reason, you home-
byilders are having to leapfroz out inio the boondocks
of promature subdivision, so perhaps it would be help-
ful i ¥ owere 1o suggest a dollar figuve for what this
leapfrogging iz adding m communily costs. A study
headed by the director of the Metropolitan and He-
gional Rewarch Center at the University of Syracuse
found thai community costs for 5 tract of 377 houses
a few hundred miles from here wore increased FobE
por house per vear because the builder of those houses
had io leapfrog just 2V miles bevond the edge of town
o get land he could alford to buy, That m.ultipﬁes out
to an added community cost of 3248066 dolisrs per
vear that the taxpaver had to pay because that small
tract bad leapfrogged 234 miles . in addition to which
the research found that 1 cost the people who bought
those homes $909 more per family per vear o live
244 miles further out!

SUBRBIDIZED INFELATION

The andertaxation /subsidized nflation that hag had
land prices soaring 6.19 times as fast as the rest of the
price level also accounts for well over half the inflation
in housing cosis that is pricing good homes beyvond the
means not only of low-income families, but also bevond
the means of moderate-income families, as is so well
spelled out in the blue pamphlet. Thig inflation iz now
providing the principal reason and justification for the
enormous subsidy program in which the Federal Hous-
ing D@pﬂima—n‘f iz now fnvolved.

And thiz al long last brings me back to where 1
started my talk to you in 1967

WHATS GOUOD FOR THE LAND HOLDER I8
BAD FOR EVERYBODY NLSE

As one or two of you may recall, I started off with
a text iaken from the writings of ‘the great elassical
econaornizt, David Ricardo. Haid be, 160 years ago: “the
interests of the landowner are directly opposed o the
interests of every other element in the economy.” Or,
{o put it more suoply, with today’s foolish underm:xa«
tion of land values, what's g@oé for the landowner is
bad fc—r evervbody BI&,G mdhdmg specifically, what's
good for the landowner is:

(1) bad for the land developer
(2} bad for the homebuilder

(&) bad for the

{4) pad for the building material dealer

(53 bad for the building material manuvfacturer
8 bad for the srchitest

{7) bad for the s5
bad for the realior

{ 5}) bad for the home bover ®

subcontractor

¢} Editors noter Whal's bad for these free privale snterprisers
i bad for home, apartment and bosiness or industrial renters,
and for people a5 consumers, It is bad - very bad - fer the gre at
majority whe improve their lamed sites subsiandizliy in U wéi‘h
s use value: o whe expect to do so in the near future.

Taxing land location values near o but not over its annual
rental value will seversly reduce fhe number of interfering and
non-serving land se 5 and permit added millions of penple
iter become proud and privileged wihaolders - hold of private
title to lupd and at far 1 cost. The money they save oam go
irde the improvemenis they personaily make.




¥ oowdd go on to add thet v g g
owner is Dad for the communily, bui firsi lel’s
te the obvious fact maz‘, wis:it’ﬁ ;EE)f b for landowners

is bad for L‘!{‘ij‘*{}f}%’ else in this room.
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ol MROWHEES | never had i so good
as they have had it in h T ey mw sines World War 15
snd in all history, T doubt if landowners have ever
done fess to dmuvrﬁ !r*dvmg il 5o pood. And they have
been having it so pood st at vour expense, & zecond at
the expense of youwr Qﬁst@merﬁ“,

Ir a1l history, lando

What's good for the landowners iz bad for you land
devei@pc&m because the more yvou have to pay for raw
sereage snd the further out Into the boondocks von
héi\/‘f.% to g to find acreage vou com atford to buy, the
less margin you have to cover vour land development
costs and the legs profit you can hope to make on the
development dollars vou risk.

RBENLDERS BREIVEN OUT 08 BUSINERS

What was good for the landowner is bad for the
homebuilder because the more the homebuilder has o
pay ior his lodg the less woney he has lefi to huild
more sales appeal Info hig houses, the greater his risk
of having to price his product out of the market, and
the less hig chance of selling his houses 51 a good prof-
it. This price squeeze betweezfz what the bullder has o
pay for his land and what homebuyers are willing o
pay for a house has busied hundreds of builders amd
driven thousands of buwilders out of bushiess,

What's good for the landowners iz sgually bad for
the subcontractor, the building material dealer, and
most of all for the building produst manufacturer.
When a i}mldrﬁr has to pay $3000 too much for his land
he hag to take that 3000 ot of his house somewhere
or go broke, so he passes the squeeze on to his sobs,
he passes the squeere on (o his dealer (or fries to elim-
inate the dealer and the dealer’s mavkup entively ), and
he passes the squeere on o the building produst manu-
facturer,

The bigh price of land that s so good for the land-
owmner is bad for the architect because it gives the
baulder one more bad reason for frying o get hig de-
signn and hig site planning cheap.

The high price of land that is so good for the land-
owner is bad for the mortgage Tender becacse the mors
water there is in the land price the less real value the
morigage will represent and the less his security.

The h.igh price of land that is so good for the land-
owner is bad for the Realtor becavse Realtors live by
maling sales and today’s crazy land prices are pricing
millions of sales clear out of the market.

Ag for howme buyers, the reasong why what's good
for the landowner iz bad for the home buver who
ends up having to pul op the extra money to Tei the
landowner get rich in his sleep are so obvioug that T
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The crazy land prices that are so good for land-
3 3

pwmners and so bad for evervhotdy else are not due to

any lard shortage here or anywhere else. They do not
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What moral Justification can there be for giving land
speculation wore favorable fax {reatment than any
other ncome source? How can anvons argue that de-
flating the price of land by making landownors pay
moze of the community costs needed to make their land
gsloshle is an abtack on our whele systern of private
;‘3;’ sperty? Do landowners Fnﬁm SOEE S;Nz‘-ﬁ *zi righ% (in
John Stuart Mill's words) o “get rich in their sleep”™?
What is 5o sacred about land ;gpecuiatmn pmflis whoge
magnitude (in Winston Churchill’'s words) is “apt 1o
vary In direct proportion to the disservice the“ SPec-
lator has done to the community” by holding his and
oif the market urntil other poopie’s investment hag
mazimized Hs priee? Is i wore important fo keep
America safe for land sveculation than io maks
America a hetier place to live in7 Is heavy taxation of
the wmm@mt v-crented location value of land merally
wrong”

In an economy where almost everyihing else is taxed
almeost io the point of diminishing returns, what earthiy
sense does §f moke fo tox so lightly location valie af
fand whick js 99-44/100ths percent unearned incre-
ment on other people’s investment? Conversely, what
earthly sense does @ make fo tax the improvements
on which the owner hos invested his own fime and
money more heavily than apy other product of
American industrv except hard Hguor, cigareites, and
perhaps gasoline?

Why do vou developers, budlders, architects, sub-
coniractors, building material dealers, morigage
lenders, and Resliors past sit back and take it? You are
the mien who are bemg hurt fist and worst by the
land price inflation made possible by the way land is
undertaxed. You are the men who sre baing hurt first
and worst by the senseless overiaxation of improve-
merds,

Ho why aren’t vou up in arms, leading the fight for
the simpie tax reforme needed to turn the fables on
the landewners who have been getting rich st vour
arpense?

An now, lest vou think what I bave been frving fo
get vou all to understand is just some offbeat private
ides of my own, et me close by telling you thai be-
fore I finalized this alk T went over it sentence by
sontence and paragraph by p'zr‘wrfmh with the famous
pn)!s"-ggg}r Vowell Harrigs of Colombia, who is the

Feonomist of the Tax I‘*{}kmriztz.em and the upeoming
Fregident of the MNational Tax Association.

And Professor Tarrize okaved every pavagraph of
what I have fried to tell vou and told me to hand it
to vou siraight.

Perry Prentice woas YVice President of Time,

and was publisher and editor of House and Home
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