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_ Dsar MOfgan:

‘ I see you have been quotlng from my 1ast letter to you in Interstudent
lehters in promoting the tax relief approach among ‘Georgists. Here are a
few of my reactlons- .

, l. No contest! If you are winning people .over with the tax relisf ap-
proach, that's grsat We are 1n agreement on the goal

2. I havae-. notlced that when Land VaTue Taxation is ppoken of or reportsd
in the media, it is usually understood to involve a shift of taxation 4o the
land - so it does get seen as a tax relief. The term "Single Tax" is eveén
more explicit. . :

: 3+ I am of ‘the opinion that a name is not of the utmost importancs.
-There sesms to be a never-ending quest amongst us to find the perfect namg
or word, as-though to say to it, "Go, little Word, go forth and convert the
world,” I don't think it's that gasy.

i. The issue is not just how should or should not public revenue be
raised. Tax relief is, you‘ll recall, Henry George's Insufficient Remedy No. 1
" (see pp. 300-303 of P&P). With a great reduction in taxation ~ a good thing in
itself - rent will eventually absorb the gain.

5. If the tax rellef approach has such appeal how explain why you're not
on the Arthur Laffer/Howard Jarvis bandwagon with their American Tax Reductionm
Movement? (I know the answsr. All I'm saying is that no matter what approach
or name oyv appeal is used, it requlres explanation.)’

I‘m sure wa have more agreements than dlsagreements. But the latter do.
tend to get talked about more. .

Sin—cérely,

Robert Gl ney




