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The Challenge bf:;-;Aﬁsttalian Tax Policy
- Canrafesszonal 'E_cdnbmz'éts Continue to Ignore
 Experience with Land Value Taxation?
" By Harry GUNNISON BrowN

1 will not insulf my readers by discussing o project [land

valite taxation] so steeped in infamy.

o FRANGIS A, WALKER
I .

A SERIES OF ARTICLES published in the _last-few years in the Australian

magazine, Progress, by A. R. Hutchinson of Melbourne; focuses attention
wpon, studies: made by the Land - Values Research Group,. of which Mr.
Hutchinson: s D_ir__écté_m of Research.- The conclusions to which these
studies seem: to point. are almost: precisely those which the very few pro-
fessional - economists seriously interested in the taxation of land- values
would have expected. Nevertheless, to the majority of American econo-
mists, these conclusions and the supporting data may come a5 2 surprise.
Tt might be well if. such economists would seek to familiarize . themselves
with the data. - In large part, Mr: Hutchinson’s articles. have been repub-
lished in. 2 thirty-two.page booklet entitled “Public Charges upon Land
Values”™ and in two folders entitled, respectively, “Housing the Nation™
and “Rating Land Values in Practice—Results in Greater Melbourne.”
These reports will be dealt with here as a unit. -

- Hutchinson: classifies the Australian states into two groups based on the
proportionate burden of taxes on Jand values. The first group. of states
consists of Queensland, New South Wales, and Western Aust:ralia. - Inall
of these, local real estate taxes are,. in general, levied on land values only.
Land-value taxes in Quecnsland take for the public, he estinates, more than
half (54.5 per. cent) of the’anaual rental value of the land; in New South

- Wales nearly a tl__)_irdé_'.-iuf-We_ster_fx' Australiz about a sixth.  (In Western
. Australia, though. the:rutral: areas tax mainly land values, the municipalities

tax land and improvements equally.. Besides Jocal taxes thete are, in most
of . the:states, state Tand taxes; but these taxes Hutchinson considers rela-

' tively dnimportant because in several of the states they are paid only by

lands aboye a certain value and because they raise 5o much less revenue than
do the local taxes.) ) K

1 Melboueae: (Published for the 1and Values Research Group by the Henry George
Foundation 'of:' Australiz), 1945, : C o :

~ .
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sumber of dwellings in proportion to the acreage available o be roore
than two and a third times as great in the unimproved fand value taxing
cities as in the others, For Zone 6, he found it 1o be rwice as greas.

The velue of 2 building per available acreage was, during the same
period, in Zone 4, 40 per cent greater for the land value tax cities; in

g

and 1n Zomne & it was 134 per cent greater,

Hutchinson remarks in regard to an alieged shortage of housss in Vic-
toria of 40,000, rhat “if these ten cities in Melbourne which do not now
rate on land vabaes had been rating on that system and showing the same

Zone § it was 140 per cent greater, almost two and a half times as great,

building figures per acre as the districts now rating on land values, in-
stead of the 41,293 houses which were actually buile there would have
been 88,000 buile, Xn osher words there would be 46,700 more houses
in these districes alone™

The change in holdings of vacant land in 1939 a3 compared vo 1571
is noticeably different in the unimproved land value taxing cities and
the others. ¥ Zone 4, the decline in vacant holdings in the land walue
tax group was 57 per cent as against 30 per cent for the other group.
I Zone § it was an § per cent decline as compared 1o a 50 per ceat in-
crease.  In Zone § there was an increase for the oaly land value wax ity
on which data could be secured of 74 per cent, as compared o an inCrease
for the only annual value rating ity on which data conld be obtained of
243 per cent. These increases the author attributes to speculative de-
velopment of heldings previously agriculeursl. But the per cent in-
creass was less than 2 third as great for the land value tax city as for
the other.  Perhaps it is a fair guess that the policy of taxing more heavily
the value of land operated to prevent the waste involved in wking well
situzted Jand out of agricultural use vears before it would be needed for
urban uses. Perhaps one can fairly surmise that Jess adequate taxation
of the value of land operates mercly to have most of it held during these
years in the form of vacant lots.

Coming back to a comaparison of the states, we note that the ratio of
the vahue of improvements to unimproved land valoes i 193940, was
151 per cent In the land value rating states and only 79 per cent in the
others, and that it was decidedly highest (198 per cent) in Queensland,
where the land value tax is highest, Furthermore, the average rotal value
of improvements, for each land taxpayer in the states rating locally on
land values, was fully twice as great as in the other states and was great-

est of all in Queensiand,

The Challenge of Anstealion Tax Policy sl
Land value taxation has been sufficient in {ueensland so thar the sale

1, . il 3 : i ] 1
vaiue of land per head of population zcrually declined 167 per cent bee
tween 1901 and 1937, Tn cach of the other rwo locally land value rating
states, it bas risen by 115 per cent.  in South Australia and Victoris,

where, in general, districts do not rate on land values, the value of land
por head of poptlazion bas risen by 44 per cent and 77,3 per cent re-

spectively. o Tasmania, bowever, the corresponding rise 15 given as

v 4.8 per cont,
Anvther comparison Hutchinson makes s of the averaze incoms in

the land valae faxing states compared with the other stares, received by

non-property owners having incomes high encugh vo requirve them o sub-
mit 3 Commonwealth ncome tax return. The figures here were only
stightly favorable to the land value raxing seates, bur the author shows

that the propor

tion of persons recelving these higher incomes is considera-
bly greater (40 per cent greater) in the land value zaxing states.

Comparing money wages in factories paid in the first group of stares
with those paid in the second, ke fnds them larger in the first group, and
farger in parchasing power.

Mr. Furchinson’s figures show, also, a considamably larger incresse in
walue of plant and machinery in factories in the first group of states than
in the sccond.  in two of the sscond group there were acrual decresses.

“One of the most delicate tests of whether condivicns are favorable or
not i any country,” savs Flutchinson, “is the flow of migration. ¥
mere people are coming 1o that country than are lesving it we may be
sure thet the new citizens regard the prospects in their new home ss beiter
that these in the land they are leaving. Conversely, when departures
exceed mew arrivals, it must be regarded as an ominow sign o the de-
velopment of any staze”

The data show 2 net migration into the land value rating seares between
1929 snd 1938, per 1,600 of the 1929 populavion, amounting 1o 5.3, and
an outflow from the other states averaging 10, The inflow for Queens-
fand, the state with the highest level of land value taxztion, is the great-
est, 16.5. All of #he ofher sigtes {the “annwal value rating” states)
show an owiflow. For Victoria this is shight.  For both South Australia
and Tasmania it is considerable, 29.1 per 1,000 and 195 per 1,600 re-
spectively.

No doubt it can be questioned whether conditions in the two groups of
states are sufficiently similar to make the conclusions reached, purdy
from the data given, wholly reliable.  Some eritical readers may gquestion
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swhether, despite the care taken by the author of the studies to sclect only
cities similarly situated, even the conclusions drawa from the data ea

cities in the Greater Malbourne arca should be taken seriously.  Bur cer-
tainly the data presented, pointing with alwost conpiete, it not complete,
consisiency in the swme direction, make 3 sufhciently good prime facie
case 56 that it would seem faeccwsable for any professional coonomist fo
vofuse fo examine ravefully and without antagonistic prejudice #he Zhe-
oretical argument for land aﬂaiue tazation.  And in view of the seeming
great advantage of the land value tax policy, there would appear to be
Lede excuse for the falure of many economics teachers to present the
relevant facts and theory clearly and with some completeness to their
classes. Vet scarcely over, in the cconomics courses at American uaiver-
s—pren in the course in Public Finance—is the theory

sities and colleg
of the subject—or sny such relevant data—presented to students ade-
quately, so that any considerable sumber of them get any appreciable
inderstanding of what Jand value razation can accaomplish or why it can
e § 7

accomplish it.  Freguently neither the teacher nor the textbook meniions
he subject at alf, —or they mention it osly to make o fow brief and

tiﬁ?s}'l:%;.}"!‘.lﬁﬁg derogatory conmnents on it

i
LAND VALUE Taxation, i sufficiently high, makes 1t weterly unprofitable
vo hold good land cur of wse. It increases, therefore, the amount of lund
offesed for rent or for sale. It fowers the rent of land and thus reduces
for tepants the cost per month or per year of housing.

By making more good and well sitnated land available, land value vaxa-
tion increases the productivity of labor or of labor and capital both, It
thus tends to raise wages,  And insofar as it makes pessible the abolition
resting largsly

£

or even the reduction of commodity taxzes and other e
on wage earners, workers are still further benefived.
Feavy land value taxation would make possible the abolition, among

other taxes, of faxes on roal esiate hmprovements, on livestock, on ma

Yo

¢ the net per oent re-

chinery, eto.  Therehy it would d

ment. This would almost cortainly cauwse an io-
so of capital.  But even If saving were amotr thus

£l

made in othar

viz

promoted, snc rsrerm would inevitably cause

communities to be invested more largely in the land v
or communitics.  And the greater amount of capitel in any such com-
mumnity of comumunities 'W{)md inean that labor could be and would he

not offer any refuta
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better equipped with capital e well a5 better provided with good land.
Thus there would be fuwo reasons for a greafer produciivity of febor and

Fi:

é{?f ¥ORAEZOT

ar all these reasons 1t is easier for a tenant vo bocome an owner of Jand,

The rent be bas to pay while be is @ tonewt 35 boaver,  His wages ave Biober.
From these wages less is faken in divect taxation of bis fncoms or in feva-
tion of the goods e must buy.  He can save mere casily, 1 be does seve

and inwest, bis wei Per vend refurn from capitdd, thus ant

axed, is greatev
and this furtber increases Bis ability 2o sove.  The frice of land is lower.

Some writers have contended-—for exampls, Prof, Lewis . I—imeyﬁ
and, apparentdy, Prof. Willford 1. King—that, though the price of land
s lower, the tax which the owner must pay on it 2nnually is higher and that
:

is offsers for him the advantage of be sing able to purchase it at a lowe
price,

But such writers consistently and persistently overlook some very im-

portany ponts. They ove the great reduction-—and it might he
even the zbobition—of many or mest other tawes. They overlock the
lowar rent of land, consequent on the forcing of geed unused land inro
wse.  They overlock, therefore, the fact that, even if the land value tax
takes 4l the rent, this tax will nevertheless be lower for the ex-tenant
owner than the rent was previcusly when he was 2 tenant. They over-
look the fact that vhe (marginal) productivicy of labor is higher, so that
more of what is produced from the tand is wages ¢ ”imput;ﬂ)ié” o labory
and less is rene (“mputable” 1o land).  They overlook the effect of the
fand value tax system in increasing the amount of capital in zhe com-
oty or commuanities adopting the system, thus further incressing the
productivity of labor 2nd the wages of labor. And they overlook the
effect of 2 higher net interest rate on cae

Ea

al, along with the lvwer land
STORQERN R S < 4oy p— .

rent from forcing speculatively held land inte use, in reducing the sale
on of the tax st the old {and

lower) interest rate. In short, fhere ure serious saps bo

price of land by wore than the capivaliz
5tk im Fheir ap-
freciation of the relovant economic Jactks and in their comprebension of
E b Y S . 4 . .
the velation of these fucts fo the appropriaie mathematical calcwlations,

Ohvioucle, ¢ - : . 1 "
Cbvisusly, the most ides] .sji;g?;em of mxation would hardly suffce w

MY, 1939, po. T3eT

'f;zmaf (}f i*u‘fmm’ Foomg Vol HOLXIEL,
1.:5;1!7!4?11.: i!ae ;3()2131 !lCE‘LS_!} LE d. a5 SGmﬂ;
and perhaps he doss nor mean himself 1o assert
that the reader will see it stated and he does

st pechaps judge bl mesning and intent from

Bo 5, 0
ching that *
iz but he scems ¢

f}' Irr.

E

the general tone of his
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which he roceives comes to him merely for permitiing ovhers to withds

the oil.  Similarly, when, as has happened, rhe growsh of the wriburary

territory makes it lmporsant that millions of prople live on and near New
York Harbor in order that the world commerce on which 2!l of ws de-

pend may be most effectively carried on, this means that the owners of
MNew York Ciry land are in a position to secure hundreds of millions of
doflars 2 vear merely for permitéing men and women to worlk and live

where the rest of us need 1o have them work and live in on

r that our
wants may be adequately served. The difference between receiviag in-
come from capital which, without work and saving, would not even be
SOSIEIGR

in existence, and recelving income because one 15 in 3 Strads

gy

> sde-

to forbid others the we of 2 part of the earth which has been o
sirable because of zeological forces or community growth and develop-
ment—iFis difference is fundemental and profound.  Whae shail we say
of learned professors of economics in whose economic philosophy—and in
whose teaching and rextboolks—it has uo pluce of oll2

Francis A. Walker, & teacher and wrirer of soonemics who was a con-
remporary of Henry George, referred to George’s “practical proposals”
as “this precious piece of villainy™" and concluded his discussion of them
with the statementc: 1 will not insult my readers by discussing s project
so steeped in infamy.”  Can it possibly be that contemporary teachers of
economivs who can find no classroom time for the consideration of any
tax reform which goes even the tiniest bit and by the tiniest steps in the
direction of relatively incressed tanation of land values, are reacting siml-
Tarly?

In the Uniced Stazes there have been not 2 few changes in tax raves
and tax policics.  But no other change or fropossl for change, so far 2
T am aware, bas ever stirred any colfege or university teecher of econvmics

to banguage so demunciafory,  In those eities, distzicts and stazes of Ans-

tralia that now “rave on voimproved land values,” #he dominand sontiment
Bas obviously not been that {he one change in faxefion which is mosf
superlatively sinful is a change in the divection of taxing land valurs more
while abolishing or reducing other faxes. Possibly these Australians do
wof feel that “sociery” has made a perpeiualiy binding “pledge” to all
owners and to-be owners of land, never 1o levy any beavier faves on them

than have been previoasty levied! Therefore, the proposal ro change

on, coulf de d

camation in this particular dive prably and

5wbplivics! Economy,” New York (Holt), 1887, p 4
price of villainy,” obviously = hical erros.
¥ ¥

r ogpeads L. .

i
{2

g

with due ronsidevation for ifs probable rouseguesices on community prog-
ress and welfare,

Tew—if any st alb-—of the economics teachers and writers who follow
Francis A, Walker in this matter, have vead Heney George’s book, "A

Perploxed Thilosophe

78 Chapier B3 of which s devoted specifically and
X 3

mest effectively to answering this serr of obirction, ¥ have myself dis-
cussed the matter in 2 number of publicacions’, directing artention espe-
cially e such questions as

4

(1) What is the mafnre of “society’s” supposed “pledge™?

{2} Fust whaf merabers of “sociery” are thus under “pledge™?

{3) Are the wvicfims of 2 bad sconomic or social ianstitation o be con-
sidered as under 2 binding “pledge™ mever fo seek te change the in-
stitution f

wm which they are suffering, except as they, the victims,
retmburse the beneficiaries of the system for the latter’s loss of their
fevorsble position?

{4} Are the victims of such an Insticution under such an ethically bind-
ing “pledge,” as being a part of “seciery,” even if they never con-
sented to the institution waderstandingly bur only through the in-
fluence of the propaganda of its beneficiaries,—and even if they
never consented to it at all but opposed and protested against o7

{7} Are the victims of such an institution Lkewise under a “pledge”™ not
to change it without paving to reimburse ity beneficiharies, even if
the instiznton was established before they were born bur was jgnor-
antly—and perbaps only tacitly—consented 10 by some of their an-
cestors, Le., are the present victimns “responsible”™ for it when their
“consent” o in, i over given at all, was given enly wicasioushy?

(8} I the insutution under criticism happens to be slavery and such vie-
tims are slaves, would it then be a sinful act for them to ron away
without reimbursing their owners for the loss (since sorow of these
owners may have bogght their slaves) of thelr nvested savings,—or,
if strong enongh, to ebolish slavery and their own servitnde without
conttibuting to the reimbursement of these owners?

To the best of mv koowledge and belicfeand 1 have checked on 2
good many of them—none of the cconomists whe follow the lead of

5 This book Is corrently available from dhe Bobery Schalkenbach Foundavion, New
York.

T The Econgmic Basiz of Tax Beform,™ copee 7 oand 5y “Fiscal
Policy, Tazaton and Fre ¥ ipt and Ques-

tions,” Columbia, Mo, (L Brovhers), 1346, Chaprer VI

he Tesching of
Eeonomics,” Mew York (Schalkenback Foundadony, 1948, Chapte

r IV,
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Francis A, Walker in this mazrer has shown any sign of having reslly
faced, ever, these questions,

Economics teachers whe are not so completely convinced of the righe-
ness of . A Walker’s poine of view as to know in advance thar further
study of the matter is uscless, might take the troubls to consuit one or more
of the publications referred to abovel '

In vicw of the {requent and numerous changes that have been made in
taxarion pohcies and tax rates, a5 well as in other cconomic policies, why
should it be assumed thac those who may have purchased fzad have made
their purchases on an implied-—and morally binding—"pledge” that the
vax rete on land, as compared with other taxes, shall mever be increasedt

When, in 1913, the Peansyl rure established the Pirt
(avd Seranton) graded tax system, it provided thar the city tax rate on

anta leghs] sburgh
buildings should become, in 1914, only 99 per cent of the rate on land;
that in 1914 it should be 30 per cent; in 1219, 70 per cent; in 1922, 60
percent, and s 1925, 30 percent. This meant that to get the same revenue
for the city, the tax on land values had w0 be gradually raised. ¥ this
gradust change had been continued by corresponding stages uanul 1940 and
applied also 1o the taxes levied by other taming authorities, such as the
county and the school districe, all taxes on buildings 1a Pirsburgh (and
Scranton) would have bren then done away with, Hasd a2 comparzble
policy been follewed throughout the cotive United States, or even any
large nuzmber of the states, the land value tax rare would presumably be
high enough by now in the terrivory so atfected, to absorb for public use
the greater part of the situation rent of land,

Did the Pennsyivania legislators, then, in passing this law in 1913, com-
mit @ siful act?  Was the passing of this law, walike or beyvond any other
of the many taxation changes that have been made by our vanious legisia-
tive bodies, 2 “precious piece of villiny™ and was its mere propesal
project . . . steeped in infamy™l W mot, how shall we account for the
psychelogy of those professors of coonomics who scem able to acoeps with
apparens equanimity all sorts of policy changes—some of them certainly
unwise and wrong—but whe greee any propesal locking o the eventus!
sstablishment of 2 land value tax policy with denunclation?

In any case, is mot the expressed opinion of varicus ecopomics profes
sors that “sociery,” which muakes frequent changes of policy in other
matters angd frequent changes in tax policy and in rates of raxadon, is
nevertheless under a hinding implied “pledge” wever to move, cven by
the smost impereepiible séops, i the particular divection wrged by Heory

George znd alweady followed for seme distance by Quesnshind —is not
this opinion witerly silly?
Some of the cernents of distinguished smists from our best
P ?KGI?’DHK]L.LE‘E?»E’!%.S 21 (!SLIB?;L&S 9l COOROTINSTS LI iy 5L
konown universitics suggest that their faldore to explain the land value tax

progiam and the effecis it would produce——which it apparently doos pro-

duce in (for exarople) Quecnshind, Auvstralin—to their students, could,

possibly, be due to their not understanding ix chemselves.  This, in vurn,

could ke because the cconomics teachers fhey had in fheir stadent days

had no interest in exphining 1t and so these contemporary teschers never
had seoasion o study it or to learn anything sbout 1n

In an asticle in the November, 1939 issue of The Aflaniic Mounthly,
“Pusiness Looks Ahead,” Prof., Sumnper L. Slichier of Harvard Univer-
sity writes of high real estate taxes as an “imporiant obstacle to cheap
housing.” Me refers to the Detroir Buresu of Governmental Resarch
as estimating the rate of real estate tazntion in 274 cities us “abour 23
per cent of veat or rental value”  This, he says, means that “the present
real estate taxes are equivalont to 2 25 per cent sales tax on sheler)” and
he urges that sources of local revenue should be “brosdensd™ so a5 10
“muake it possible to cut real estate tazmes in half.”

Professor Shichzer ought to know——but 1 soppose it s highly doubuful
whether any of bis teachers in his student days ever explained the marter
to him, and apparently he is nov conscions of any vacuwmm in his under-
standing of it—that raxation of land values does not have the same of-
fect s taxation of builldings and other real esware improvemenss. He
ought to know that fo cut in half the part of the real estare rax which
rests on land values would roake land rents and land values higher rather
than fower.  The theory of the subject is clezr and convincing.,  The dana
from Australia cized at an earlier point in this paper certainly do not tend
ro support Dr, Slichter’s views—unless his views are wholly diferent from
what his words make them appear clearly to be.  And if it be said that the

particulzr data herein cited were not available to Professor Slichrer when

he was writing his artcle, it is suil o be noted thar the theoretical argu-

ment against him is unanswersble.  Tr is unfortunate for the people of
the United States thae they can ger no help from D, Slicheer zod others
Lice him towards understznding what consequences land value tazatien

shnitely tends to bring about and sppeats to have already brought about,

to & considerable degree, in paris of Awstrsha

111
Tere case or DR SLICHTER 1 oot an solated one,  In sy books T have
subjccted 1o analysis the confused promouncements, antagonistic to the
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land value tax reforsm, of more than a dozen of the cconomics professoriate.
Economists who have discussed land value tsxation in print mey be in-
terested in checking fo see if fhelr names ave om the list! Other eco-

nomicy toachers, who may have feared to express s}mpn}ﬂf for the land

value tax policy because of a secming wei f professorial authority

oo

d twisted economic “wrguments” against this policy used by thes

against it, may bueve their courage restoved afrer contemplating the we
=il

“avthorities.”  Let us hope that not forever, when land value tavasion is
mentioned, will there be the prescat tendency for evonomics teachers {by
hasty disavowal) o Tscurry for cover” lust somepne aocuse them of being
“single taxers” or Tfollowers of Hewry George.”

But at presenz, prejudice against the land walue wax program is wide-
spresd among teachers of economics, the very persons who, more than any
others, should have a clear appreciation of #s edvasisges. A few do
realize the desirability of moving in this dicection. One of these, whe
had coliaborated in writing a book in which an increasing land valve tax
was favored, told mae in personal conversation rthat be had taken considers-
ble “razzing” from colleagues because of it Ancther sympathizer with
the land value raxation program informed me that when, as 3 graduste
student, he had indicated his viewpeint in the presence of one of his teach-
ers, this teacher suggested to him that, a5 2 young economist, he should be
careful about committing himself 1o 2 view not generally approved in the
profession. A third, after some experience in teaching and coliaborative
writing, conbided to me that “economists seem to have closed minds on
the subjecr” A fourth economics teacher told me thar, when taking =
graduate course at one of our distinguished universities, he made some
reference to Henry George as an economist, to which his professor replied:
“Well, if we call Henry George an economist.”

it is true that Henry George was guilty of some errors of analysis, 1
shall vefer later, in this connection, to his discussion of interest on capital,
Bur in view of the logicel errors T have pointed our in various arzicles and
backs, committed by economists rated among their fellows az the most
distinguished, it would seom ther those cconomists and all others who
accept their slleged reasoming, cannor with pf'opr;etv Or COTIMOn S05sEe,
from the glass hovses of their own systems, “throw stonss® ar Fenary
George.

A student coming from anether institution and snrolied in my course
in Public Revenues, confided to me thar one of his former tsachers of
economics, on learning that he was wking this course w

ith me, inguired:

. . . , . .
“What do you want to take that for?”  Then, referring to the land value

351
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y a5 “medizavai”, he said o the "Sll"'dd{‘l}(i} in rolation o mv con

2% i
R ”ﬁi, don't pay too mmdi attention to it

A4

15131 f;wu;cd nJ Tes aeuad coonomist who hes done a great deal of

, -
of econemics, has more than once indicated
srivarely 1o me real symparhy with this important seform. e explans

¢ of Ehe

lows not express this sympathy publicly becanse, i view

wides j? zﬂ! artagonistic prejudice on the malter gmong cconomists, he
thar bis owa studies in the other fiddd would becomne therchy dis-

i
zed

and of relatively hietle influence.

make no sttempt here to repeat anabyses I have made

pointing to the failacies and irrelevancies in the principal arguments used

against the high razation of land values. Not a fow cconomists are still
aively presenting their objections o this policy withous ever baving in-

'l‘{-’.‘{fﬁ gated—ypretty generally, it would appear, without ever baving heavd

or seen—the convincing vbjectons fo iheir ofjections! Hardly any of

themn ave familier with Prof. Ceorge Raymond Geiger's really brilliane
study, “The Theory of the Land Question.”™  Probably very few of the
new generation of economists have vead more than o few pages of Henry
George and, when they have, it is seldom indeed that they have gone be-
vond “Progress and Poverty” to read such incisive criticism of opposing
contentions as 3¢ to be found in his book entitled “A Teepleved Philos-
opher.”  Yet as Dr. Geiger says with regard to the sterectyped objections
constantly appearing in evonomics fexts, it is only fair to add that every
one of these objections has been met by writers who, from Henvy George
on, have tried 1o broak the wall of indifference and misrepreseotanion that
50 e’f?ar"‘iéveigf surrounds this reform.”

The arguments and pronouncements antagonistic o Heney George and
the ima Af s tax reform, to which T have called atrention here and in
previous publications and to which so many of the "big names” in Ameri-
can econcmics have been committed, are cevlainly ol indicative of in-

feflect

ab discernment or of logical keenness and consivteney? Rather are

i

they, ia general, such srguments and pronouncements as wounld make ene

z.}ahsﬁ& thes

who had somehow slipped nie cor who had, lazer, really

a clear, objective and logical appraisal of them, and whe was av all

ment of an informed posterity, devouily wish he

from bis record, so fhat o

s TOAnY |

o

£

d expunge Hhese completely aud forever

one could see thenr ever agai.

1 there has been no progress in the United States towards relatively in-

crogsed taxation of fand values, may not this be lavgely because teachors

S MNew York, {Macoullaan), 1935
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of economics in most colieges and oniversities either Vrefuie” che argu-

ments for it

uwsually in 3 few sentences or, at most, three or foor para-
graphs—or ignore iv?  And few students, in these days of heavy reading

assignments, go fzr afield co read anything ther professors do oot assign.

Heow, indeed, weuld most of them have cccasion fo realize or o suspect
that here 15 3 subject very much worth studying?  And so, ameng the
nurnerous graduates of our mmstitutions of higher learning, from whom
our leaders in business, government and journelissn are larpely drawn,
there are hardly any to whom the ides ever coonrs te urge this reform.
At the University of Missouri we have many studenzs who have done
their first rwo years of college work elsewhere.  Almost without excep-
tion they bave been tanght mothinge-or ncxt to nothing-—sbout his
really fundamental and hmportani reform which, if either theory or the
data we have from Awstralia mean anything, promises much i prospericy,
and in hope for commmon follis, to any country thar will adopr it Are
university and college students of economics mewer to have 2 reasonsble
chance o learn anything ehout it in their college ccomonsics conrses?  And
then, if, ax a vesult of such a condition, ne movement for the public ap-
propriation of the renval value of land or most of ir, develops, will the
economics prefossoriate adopr the added excumse that the reform &5 “po-
titically impossible” here

notwithstanding what has been done in Queens-
landiw—and therefore not worth while explaining to students? Wil thers
continue to be fraclically no chence to learn abou? it in collegr—where,
of ail places, its study is mest appropriate—so that college boyvs and girls
will wsually not learn anything about it unless they just happen to drop
into one of the classes (reught as o labor of ove by velunteer teachers
who have other jobs to make 2 living) of the Henry George School of
Social Science?

In an aricle of just a few years ago, “Copitalizm In the Postwar
World,”® Prof. Joseph A. Schampeter of Harvard Upiversity undertook
to give an analysis of the way certain forces, political and cconomic,
thresten or may theeaten the continvance of “capizalism.”  Among the
influences e mentioned was heavy taxavion which largely absorbs the
gains of eaterprise and investment. In this conmection he referred to
“burdens which eliminate capitalist motivarion and make it impossible 1o
secumulate venture capital, with rishs of borrowing greatly increased”
And in an appended footnote he went on to sav: “High or highly pro-
gressive taxation of profits incresses the risks of borrewing for purposes

® Chapter VI of “Poscwar Feonomic Problems,” edited by § far sk
i or seonomic Pro 718 ¢ Sevioour B Bieeois, Ne
York (MoGraw-FHlY, 1243, o y o e v

s
o
s
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of long-ran investment, because it absorbs profits the accumulation of
which mighs be counced on vo take eare of subsequent losses.”

But why did not Professer Schumpeter ¢all attention 1o the face thar
a tax zking all or most of the annual geclogically-produced and com-

munity-produced renfal value of fand definitely does nol vemove or at all
weaken the motive to accumulate?  Why did he {ail o remind us that the
more we take of this income which iz wet the product of individual work
and efficiency, or of saving and investment, the more can other taxes be
reduced and the less will e the “burdens which eliminate capitalise motiva-
vion”? s it because he—and, perhaps, 2 considerable number of other
cconomics teschers—really thinks it desivable to “eliminate capitalisé
motivation”?  Or it is because, effer caveful and wnfrejudiced study of
such evidence as 15 presented hersin and such analysis us appears bere and

in the varions pablications herein referred to, he was thoroughly convineed

shat there s no case for land value taxation and ne argument for it suf-
ficiently plausible, even, to be worth mention? Or did he never have
the theory of the question veally explained to Aim by any of Ais teachers,
50 that i has never ocourred fo bim te mention it?

Tn this conncction it is appropriate to quote from a levter written 1o
me just a few years ago by a university teacher of econornics.  “The thing
vhat is both curicus 2nd amazing to me,” sid this teacher, “is that T could
Bave attained a PhUD., having gone, among others, o two state universities,
without heving been subjected to more than a few pages of liverarure,
mostly derogatory, and without having spent more than five minutes of
class time on Henry George’s philosophy.”

Many fextbooks in the “principles” of cconomics—and some. even in
Gnance—micke no mendion at all of the subject, Todeed, the re-

23

cent text on “The Rlements of Fcosomics” by Prof. Lowe Tarshis of
Stanford University, does not have the word “land” or the word “rent”
or the name of Flenry George in the indes,  The publishers claim it is in
use at Columbla, Harvard, Yale and other universities.  The same state-
ment can be made regarding “The Economics of Public Finance” by Prot.
Philip B. Taylor of the University of Connecticur.  Such cases remind
one of the limerick which relates that

4 college economist planoed

To live witheut aceess 1o land

And would have succeeded

But found thar he needed

Food, clothing and somewhere to stand.

If there is occasionally a rteacher who is eager to present the subject

fully and fairly, he is quire likely to be Hmited in his oppertunities of
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doing so by the prejudices of colleagues., Texts are selected and assign-
ments arranged which all must vse and follow.  Duil and, from the point
of view of the general welfare, relafively inconseguentiol topics are dwele
on for weeks,  Almost no time—if any at alleremains for a considers-
uon of the guestion wherher some men should have o pay other men for
Permission to work on and live on the earth in those locations whers ’wfkﬂi

is relatively productive and life reascnable wolerable. I know personally
of one teacher—probably in some such strait-jacket——who stated that he
was trying to work out a method of presenting the subject in 2 single class
meeting,  That amount of time is, of course, ulterly inadequsic for vesl
wnderstanding, all the mere so because of the prevaling lack of compre-
hension of what is proposed and Fhr confused and confusing enfagonistic
grguments thar the students will have 1o meet.  The sifuation is much us
it would be in a college of medicine if the lecturers on cancer snd on vabies

were forced fo devole their fime chicfly fo the sulicct of boultices gnd
¥ j ;o

dressings and were sllowed bovdlv mey fime for the explanation of surgical
fechnigues, vadigm and X-ray {reatment, aud vaccinglion.  Thus, In cco-

nomics, because important trurh i deaied or ignored, the students—and

it may be—and bas bren—a matter for unfavorsble comment in 2 book
review, if an author devores “too much™ space (ie., barely ensugh o en-
able an average student co understand Iim cause and cfect relations in-
volvedl) to land value taxation.  Bur wever have 1 spen any review of
ary textbook in the field of cconomics er public finance eriticize the au-
thor for devoting foe liffle space to the subject or even for devoting no
space gt alf to it. 1 doubt if there has been, cver, any such review in an
of the regaler professionsl jouraals of economics. ¥s this becanss ziim.t
sort of thing just isn't done in the best circles™?

What should determine the amount of space, and of thme, to be devored
0 the theory of land ront and its tamssion?  As we have alre

other toxes and tax systoms canpet, so long as any comsiderable part of
the apnual rental value of land is left 1o private owners, be so favorable 1o

productive efficiency and so advantageous to the well-being of the majoricy
of the citizenry of & couniry a5 can taxation of lznd ‘V'!I c5.  The pro-

ponents of other tax systems, howey

madequate and incomplete they may

consider the inductive dara herein mmmarm:;i on the effeces of Tand value

tagation, nave never, so far as ¥ am aware, prosented any similar inductive

the taxes or tax

svidence regarding the presperity inducing tendencies of

systemns they wrge. The study of land value taxzation and its relative

merits makes necessary a thorough study of the theory of the producton
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and distribution of wealth and applies chis theory to tax policy. Most
certainly sach a study can be used to train the student in logical analysis,
And if it be argued that chief emphasis should be pus, rathee, on the study
of the tases znd 1ax systerms now actually in force i the Unived States
and Western Burope, the answer i thot such a view com pletely smiscon-

ceives the proper aim of wniversity and college education for citizenship.
What our graduates should get, if they are to be intelligent und helpful
feeders of public opiwion, is such an understanding of cause and cffect re-

fations fhat they con point ihe way to beiter g{f?’f. 25 than those of fhe

past and ihe presont and can present cogently and offectively the veasons
why such policies are better,

Or is it nstead the proper function of the professors in our walversisies
and colleges, firs# to find out what views are currenily in favor, and fhen
sake sure to indoctvinagie theiv students with these accepled wivws! Can
it possibly be chat this philosophy of the teaching of economwics is the ex-
cuse for the current atniude of the econmomics professoriate toward the
fand gquestion?

£

Mot LoNs aco, after ¥ had senr ro & well-known teacher of ecomomics
4 reprint of an article discussing sore techniques for the teaching of rent
and taxation theory, 1 received an acknowledgement that concluded with
» mild repreof. The mildly-chiding professor suggested that if my de-
velopment of the subject were “part of a broader attack on other major
difficulties in our economy perhaps 2 more sympathetic hearing would have
heen attained.”

T have written books and artcles dealing wizh Invernational trade,

. . . . : feh the se
rariffs and bonnties, with transportation rates, with the problem of the

regulation of the rates of and of the valmation of public wrilities, with
business ductuarions and price level stabilizadon, ete. My weaching has

$15 10T ’[s.:'?s. SR e but on varicus reforms nes iiff(i

and fairly 1o the common

to make “"f;a?lm%ism” work more effectiy

§ had been under the irapression d st the fact of my having

shown interest in, and parsicipazed in the discussion of, these othor aspects

W

of e mpight indesd help av least a

2C0n theory amd economic

- i
listle in drawing sympathetic attention to my presentation of the land

And 1 comes this leteer!

]

vatue fax

A ° g .
T£ 1 have devered relatively meore steention to the land rent problem

than to some others, this is partly because it 35 so fundamental—afrer all,

vhout who should have fo pay whom for

suby should we mof raise question
permission to wirk ow and fve on and to use the carfh?——and partly be-
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causc the land value tax proposal bas been so shamefully misrepresented
and ignored by various members of the economics professoriate and meeds
friends so desperately,

The teacher 1o whom this subject makes 4 significant appeal as 2 teach-

ing problem will not be wholly withour reward. A recent letter from
one such teacher includes the following:
In my own college days T studied economics at — University, and like
most students of the subject, found nothing of particular interest—certainly
nothing stimulating—aboeur the subject, as taughe. Then I went to the
— Law School, and went to Chicagoe to do law office clerical work, . . .
During the three years I spent there before my entry inte the military
service, I stumbled across Henry George classes, and for the first time in
my life T was able to sce that there was some direction that could be taken
by a person with a strong sense of the values of individualism and a strong
sense of mission in life, even in a world like the one we were living in.
More than four years in the army and now two vears of post war adjust-
ment have only postponed the performance of what T think is the most
important thing in the world-—helping people to do some straighe sound
sconomic thinking.

Let no reader concinde that, as Dr. Willford 1. Eing contends, men like
this “are not merely advocates of an economic policy but that they are a
religious cult and that their intense devotion to their creed has fittle con-
nection with logic or reasening.”® That is a cliché for which there is
no sufiicient justification. It is the argumentum ad bominem of writers
who cannot really answer the arguments of those on whom they seek to
cast discredic. ¥ have myself had considerable contact with leaders and
teachers in the Henry George schools in New York Civy, Chicago and St
Louis. T have found some of them to be persons of considerable learning
and all of them mentally alert and ecager to understand the cause and effect
relations involved in this subject. Only last year T lectured to teachers
of the parent Henry George School in New York City, on the theory of
interest from capital, criticizing sharply the views of Henry George on
this subject. My talk was received with, apparently, considerable ap-
proval. Tater T wrote an article for The Henry George News, organ of
the New York branch of the School, elaborating this criticism.  Special
pains were taken by the editer to sce that this article was printed not only
in the News but separately—some thousands of copics—se that it might
be available for the use of teachers of the School in different cities.  Pro-
fessors of econemics who echo after each other this and other clichés about
thase who have found sense in Henry George's teaching regarding Iand
rent and good tax policy, simply do not know whar is going on sisewhere

26 The Single-Tax Complex Analyzed,” p. 612.
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than in their own fttle group.  When will they “snap out of” their coma?

It is my experience that students in the “principles” of economics (and
in public finance, too) are more inferested in ihis part of the course than
in any other part. Individual students have informed me that they have
heard about this topic as a part of the course and that they wanted 1o
take the course especially for that reason. Any adequate presentation of
this topic reaches for fundamentals. It stirs discussion. 1t is dramatic.
The studenis tall aboui 3¢ outside the class. Only recently one of my
best students told me thar “the guestion of the land tax is the most dis-
cussed guestion on this campus”’  They endeavor to explain the theory
of i to others not taking the course.  They falk about it at bome during
vacation. Teachers who omit or “sofi-pedal” this part of cconomics can
scarcely bope, if other things are at all equal, fo make their classes as inter-
esting to their student cusfomers. No amount of money spent from the
income of large endowments, to hire instructors or “tutors” to stimulate
discussion in dormitorics or other small groups, can compensate for leaving
cut of the work in economics the most exciling and vital fodics on which
it can shed light.

Recently a college teacher of economics told me that the economics
students where he is teaching tend to accept “a mixture of Eeynesian
sconomics znd traditional socialism.”  Other economics teachers, includ-
ing one of considerable years and experience with whom 1 have discussed
the matter, agree that this is probably a general condition in American
colleges and wniversitics. Certainly there appears to be reason to believe
that in most of our instizutions of college rank, students of economics whe
are inclined to social idealisn—as many are-—fend towsrd one ov another
form of socialistic philosophy. This, 1 believe, is becanse they do not get,
from their courses in econumics, fhe vision they might get of what 2 sys-
tem of free private enterprise would mean to common folks, if it were so
reformed as to make it consisteni with the principles appealed to by those
who gssay fo defend if.  Such reform would, indeed, include much more
than reform in our land and taxation system buf #his it wmust ceriainly
include. 'There is tragedy in the fact that among those who have been
lured inte communistic activities, and even into betraying the inverests of
their own government to those of an alien power, are some who followed
communism becsuse of their own social idealism and who might bave been
saved from ihis personal tragedy bad the influence of ocur cconomics
professoriate not been in the direction of discrediting and bushing up all
sericus advocacy of the public appropriation of the annual renial value

of land,




foare fonrnsl of Boonowics end Boci

Te would stop the waste of vacant land speculation. it would
ownership of land a5 against tenaney by those whe use iz

better for workers as such, whazever their prejudices in the

any other tax policy. T would, song with effective o

the ending {;f special governmend frivileges {6 verious

sipbilization of the dollar g5 the vord, quert and pound wve sigbie,

conduce powerfully fo sirengihen the system of free privafe enteririse

(“ﬁalpim!ism”) and incredse ifs of fractivensss gs covepared with ihe Tegi-
meniation of sociadisn: fo which we seem to be teading, I our teachers
of economics, insfead of rejecting, as so many of them have done, the
weaching of Heary George, had striven to make the important and relevant
parts of that waching understood, we might by now, through their in-
fluence and thar of dhousands of their f—:ihéLhFQ be well on our way 1o
the realizavion of this basic reform in foll measure,  Thus we would be
more prosperous, sfronger should war threpien, and with the beoples of
viber coustiries looking too edmiringly of us and our sysiem fo be greatly
tempivd by communizm, M our smilitary leaders had ever hed it ade-
quately explained to fhem in thetr college days, if wright Dbave besn ap-
plied o pccupied counivies, hastening thelr recovery from the ravages of

war, making moere distinct the advantages of free enterprise over

and coramunism and increasing our influsnce a5 against that of
munist staies,
Bt this our professors of economics have not done.  Instesd, they have

muostly soughr, even when they have been willing to disouss the land

i b

gusstaon at alb--sgy for e = et indoctrinate

s entirely different economic philosophy, inconsises

onistic 1¢ thar of Henry George.  And their influence has spres
Srudents have come from far countries to srudy a¢ Amergmn univers

snd especially 2t the larger insticutions, such s Columbia
In these instirutions students from the Chinese Republic, whose founder,

Dr. Sun-Yat-Sen, was greatly impressed by Henry Georges contribution to

seonomics and wished 1o make some application of Geor;
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ophy and have reverned to Ching to teach this contrary philosophy in
Chinese colleges and universizies.

I communism—gr socialism—and the incident regimentation should
win, 1o the Untted States, in Western Eurppe, in China and elsewhere,
over the present cericature of free entevprize, these professorial economists
whose #oonomic ;&Ewasopily has conrributed to make sur economic syse
tern such o caricaturz capmot be held free of 2ll responsibilivy for the
systern’s uitlmate a;c&i)e.ps For “capiialism” is Indeed under heavy attack
in oz large pavt of the world,  And the college graduates our econowmics
professors bave weeght ave but poorly anwed against the bombardments
of communist and socialise wdeclogy, when they can oppose the opi-
m%.s‘ii&:;&ﬂy idealized programs of the “planness” with nothing betier thag
this caricature of what capitalism could be at its possible best.  Why bave
they wot Peen showa the intriguing blue-frint of a free private enterprise

em clearly worth fighiing for?

Wore the great majority of che teachers of economics in the universities
and colleres of the United States comuinced commuwnists desivous of fol-
he pardy fine,” weve the leaders of the parey in Moscow seeling

£

fowing

for corruft capitalism into a3 poor a systers as it coudd be made, in order
fffmh it might operate so badly as to provoke revolufion, and had the com-
lors, for that wery reason, given to all of these communist

of cepnomics definite inziructions either to keed sfudents from

ing ehout the land velne danation program af ol or w east dis-

2

credit e if, the situation as regards education of university and college sta-
could hardly be worse than it acoually

dents on land rent and irs raxad
i, For with cucrent treads and political pressures what they are and the
current teaching of eponcrmics what it Is, the people of the United States
are unlikely to go along the ;mtix that {uzenshand has followed more than
Biadf the way, and, still less, 2o go further than Queensland has gone, thuy
and masﬂmmiha‘; Cueenstand has gained in con-

renping the sdvantages
siderable degroe. RZ’#IE@Y are we likely wo follow the example of Tasmania
and eventuslly, perhaps, do even worse.  And how can anyone say that
the teachings of cur economists have and will have nothing ro do with the
result, unless he believes that this reaching has no cffect whatever on the
minds that are subjected to 102

1z is of course difficuls to assess individual vesponsibility when the mental
patiorn of most of the cconomics professoriate is so largely conditioned by
the teaching of their predecessors, the cconpomisis of an earfior generation,
snd by the ideas and ofichés current among chelr contemporaries.  Baf
And so in a very real

thore is mevertheless a eoflective vespons







