The gaunt faces ol sharsoroppers driven off the land
by the streamlined versien of bonmnza farming which has made
its appearance in certaln mid-western and nerth central states,
visages thet returned travelere say you oan see in tents and
jalopies along the reads in counties where 45 or more out of
every 100 farm families have been tenants, symbolize the most
serious indiotment that oan be brought mgelinst monopely ocapit-
aliem. It is that thls socliel system is creating a proletatiat,
a propertyless olass of human belings net only divorced from the
lend, as ¥arx had i%, but ubterly dependent for their existence
uponl the lergesses of the domipant classes end adjusted te, and
more or less content with, their lot. It means that this per-
vorsion of ons of the highest forms socciefy has yet been oap-
able of entioipating is, figuratively, oreating & class of
social and economic zombies.

For one who bslieves that the human personelity is
something unique: for one who is convinced thet the human
being is no mere work-animal fashioned by happy chance to fit
the vole but the possersor of a soul in the image and likew
ness of the moat perfsof; for one who sees in this added evi-
dence of man's inhumanity toward men an explanation of the
guffering In Getheamane and the agony cn Calvary~-for him
this is a condition that ories to heaven for oorrecticnm.

Wher he probes the condition seriously and gets to
its reots in the system from which it festers, the man of
such convictiens, if he is economics-minded, most likely will
come upon the institutional errengements, oustoms end hebits
that brought it sbout. Then, sspecially if he has the guld-
anoe of the better informed mnd more inspired scelal philea-
vphers, he will, no doubt, be found devoting himaelf to the
abeolition of the condition, and equelly grievous ones in that
and cther sections of sooliety, by such practical menns es seek-
ing to improve the spirit of the soclety, its social ethie, by
seelking to abolish the guasi-monopoly of man's naturel environe-
ment, by trying to bring order into the chace of the tex system,
by attempting to abolish industrial moncpelies and mll speclal
privileges, by siding the experiments in voluntery co-operation
whioh provide the only substliubtes for State psternalism—- in a
word, by oruseding for the liberstion of the free spirit.

But is this enough? Take & zumbie, a soulless thing
(heppily & figmen: of a novelist's imepipation), & body spatoh-
ed from 8 grave, its corruption helted by the exercise of black

art, its ocapacity to move and werk and do the bldding of its p.



holy master restorad by diabolioel soraft. Take this ghuffl-
ing oharaoter with the unclean mark of the damned upon it and
plece it in & free soclety, plaoce it in & soolety whers man is
frea to work out his destiny. Would i% risme %o the haights
that béeckon to the free spiriv v Wouldn't it gravitate back o
the reotting grave from which it was plucdked?

Now I do not mean to say that the oconditlon of amy group
of men can ever beoome suoch that it will bs precise to classily
tham e&s zombies., A men may lose his svery liberty, he may kiss
the hand that ocontemptuously flings him s sorsp, he may come to
raly eon the flung sorap for sustenance and seek no other; but
though generation follow penseretion apd the memory of freaedem and
even of morasl responsibility be lost in time, that man's descend-
ant in his moat depraved state will still be unique among the par-
esites and the sonvengers of the earth: he wlll still be oapable
of moral regensration. And yet in the world of the cosmoa the

ologka tick off aeons.

Every utoplan ocoleny known to recent history was set up
by men who thought themselvas the eleot of the earth. Other men
were Belfish, ignorant, vain; they alone were the perfect omes
from whom the perfeot soolety would spring. The practical pro-~
ponent of sooial reconstruction hes the opposite view. He kmowe
that his program must be achieved ameong all sorts and conditions
of men. He lmows that societies are not mada; they grow. That a
free society, the great spociety, is no cummunity, no State; it is
& oondition of men, one that exists among them in their very re-
lations. So the free soolety can never be set up, full-grown and
perfect in detaill, anywhere else; it must be sonstructed, pain-
stakingly end laboriously, wivh advance here and retrogression
there, in the very mids% of the old scoisty.

Thus the practical men is concerned as muoh with the
transition from slavery to freedom as with the conditions of free-
dom itself; as much with speeding the transition as with per-
petuating its poal.

In this transition land settlement can play an important
role. How large the group of near-zombies will grow before the
oonditions are eradicated that multiply them one ocannot pusss.
But 1f thsy are to be returned to productivg employment it will
probebly be through the simpler ccoupations. In thls helf-sgri~
oultural country farming, end partieularly subsistenoe farming,



must be the natural choice of many. Tha suggestion that some
porsons must be helped by pthers o settle themselves on the lend
%%paﬁgmg only w;th soms uncertainty from one who spurns squality

of opportunity. He finds support by reoalling that ths plensers
who gettled the western hemisphera were not the rugped Iindividuals
that some Thinl they were but pecple who were usterly dependent
upon their communities for aid that often proved vital, aid for
lack of which many perished. The co-operation thab developed in
the pioneer oommunities was largely voluntary, though well-organ-
ized, a5 tha ridge-pole raisings, the glaughtering bees, the
ohuroh foundings end the bucket brigades tastify, It does nol oon-
demn lapd settlement to recall that in Europe today the co~operation
whioch makes it possible is enforoed. The differenae is in the
means employeds

Beceuse_this problem of land settlement has been larpgely
negleoted in these paroshial United States it is fortunate that
Dr. Franz Oppsnheimer, emeritus professor in the University of
Frankfurt-em-Main, Germany, and one of the more noted exiles
from the Third Reich, has completed the manusoript eof a beok,
"iend Reform", which has been translated into English by Professor
W. P. Roberts of the TUniversity of Cardiff, Walea. Professor
Oppenheimer's study 1s admirebly sulted to pose the issue of land
settlement before students of sooial reconsiruotion for, unlike
the present writer, as the opening peregraphs of these remarks mey
indioate, he dess not leok upon land settlement as an Inoidental,
transitional device for meeting the needs of & relatively smell,
homogeneous group of members of the working classes, but he sees
im it the foous of the whole problem eof lend reforme

To present his ideas one first must explain the man. Those
who had the privilege of =eeing him on ona of his recent visits
to the United States will reoall a kindly 1ittle man with a shiny
baldspot set in a oromm of spow-white hair, a gentle-humored man
who lpoked more like the Garman musio-professor or kindaergarten
teachsr of one's youth than like the distinpuished soientist he is.
Early in the post-war ewakenlng of Americs he beceme widely knovm
as the suthor of the monumental little volume, "The Staete", then
already a classiec abroad; gertainly he must have bacome more wide~
1y known than the idess set down in his book for his messege, that
the stats was originally and essentially = predatory sooial institu-
tion evolwved for regularizing eapnomic expleitation, went unhesdad
except by & smzll cirele around Albert Jay Nook and Francis Neilson.



But this was in general intellestual ciroles and one
ought to make an exception in the oese of the Ameriocan soclolo-
gpists. After the era of Lester Ward, the sooivlegists more and
more turned to ths German universities for traiming and inspira-
tion. Se¢ 1t was inevitable that they should oome into eontaoct
with Oppenheimer's work and, on plunging into thair own studies,
rive his idess s hearing. For Oppenhiemer has been an sutstand-
ing figure in German sooiology for several generations and early
in his career won from his sollsapues the reapect which, now that
he is the "grand old man of German sooiology,”" as Professor Osoar
Jeszi has happily dubbed him, amounts to nothing lass then merited
homage. .

Of Americen economists there is much lsss to say. Ameri-
oan aoonomics was largely indigenous through the times of Carey,
Walker mnd George, suoh Eurcpean conmtributions es reamched us have
ing filtered, largely, through the British writers. Then the eclassio
turn ocourrad, almost parnlleling that in sociology, and, until the
war, the German influence cv the development of American economdo
thought was deminants Throughout this period Oppenheimer was the
storm center of disewssion among FEuropsan economists, elthough it
must be mdmitted thet his original comtributlons were mora suggest-
jve than definitive. FHow ignorapnt the mere prominent Americen
eoonoml st were of his Fruitful oonceptioms = or te put it another
way, how successiul they were in ignoring hls suggestions - can
be seen in the literature of the serlss of problems which appear In
<the effeots of the modern forms of monopoly on competition and on
the distribution of income. It was not until the middle 720's
that our eocnomists oame to prips with them; end they acted only
efter younger men had dons the ploneering in speoial studies. Op-
penheimer could have interested them in these problems at least &
daoede hefore.

His early days ere not without s measure of interest,
though I ocannot, ot the moment, lay hands on an acoount of Them.
Au% I reocall having heard the explanation of his dootoraze in
medioing. T% seems he was educated to be & medliocal practitioner
and, as often ooours to & penotrating physician, came up againstu
ceses of the link between poverbty and disease, cmses no perfection
of the healing art can oure, nc less prevent, too maeny of them of
the type in which the physician is powerlass even to elleviate suf-
fering end relieve. So he turned to the sooclal solences, took Lis
degrea in philesophy, end found a new vosation in playing phyrslecien
%0 a siok sooievy, in blazing a mew trair for German progressive
thought « ¥

How much was lost to CGerman medioal science, ranowned
for the lebors of its votaries, and how much was gained by the
spoial solences ocan be seen in the product of his life-long study.
Scintilleting papers, memorable discussions, comprehensive articles,
ohallenging books, his woris £ill a small library, even if one ig-
nores the revised editions thet have been the despair of his critiocs.



By the charaoteristieally German test of publicaticn - thet which, ba~
fere all things, we in this country have hastened to adopt - he was &
born schelar. But it cennot be said that CGerman academic oirecles
weloomed him in the begimning. According to the story I have heard,
he who was to have vested the c¢hairs of economlcs and sociology in
Berlin with the distinctive stimulus of genius; he who vae to have
£i1led the cheir of sooiology in the Goethe-Universitat of Frankfort
with sush industry as to initinte what histuorians of Germen social
thought will have to take Hoapunt, following Adolf LBwe, ss a period
of oonstruotive sypthesis in the soolal soiences; this man hed to
better unceasingly on the olosed gates of German eoadomic life be-
fore they would trundle open to sdmit him and his hetercdoxy. OUnoe
within, he kept himselfl eloof {rom pevty politios and concentrated
upon his treil-blezing. .

Thege remarks may give s measure of the man. To what his
unique capebilities were devoted with sush energy vas deftly oiched
by Professor Jaszi in e letber four years epo, and what follows will
he drewn from his imvimate knowledge of the Oppenheimer system.

Franz Oppeuheimer!s whole life-work, Dr. Jeszl points oul,
was devoted to "a new foundetion of soolalism, called by him liberal
sooleliism." Like many epother radicael sooial philosopher; Lec XIII
in epoient Rome, Henry George in upstart Sen Franolsco, even Benja-~
min Kidd in modern Londen, its oitedsl, hs accepted Marx's oriti~
oism of the ocapitalistis systenm almost without gualification, That
ig %o say, ha wes obliged to admit that, ponderously like a Jugzer-
neut though Marx's mind moved through the wolter of factory reports
and other omss histories in social pathology, the man did suocseed
in dramatizing the results of ths canitalistic system. But in =
painstaking examination of the famcts, Dr. Oppenheimer oame %o the
oonclusion that Marx errad in evaluating the causes of the capital-
igtie orisis.

Professor Oppenheimer agreed thet tha system was being
pushed into disaster, But he denisd that this wes the result of the
phenomene Marxists enumerate, privaete property in raneral, competi-
tion, snarchy of productien, or toohnologinal unemployment. The
osuge of tha orisis, he held, wms the siolmass of the mgricultural
struoture of soociety preducad by feudal monopeliss and by the erti-
fioirl ooncentration of landed property in the hands of usurpsrs of
political power, Thease monopoliss, he believed, ars the Mpuli tionl
means" thet heve oreated the mais inseonrity and unemployment so
oharaoteristic of capitalism., Thns Oppenheiier got behind and to
the rooks of that concept of the Mndnstrial reserve army” that, %o
Marx, was the foons of his system, The jmmadiate cause of sxploite-
tion, low wmges, alow starvebion, and the general decline of tha
profit lsvsel in comnsogquence of the incapaeitty of produsers to pur-
chase thelr own producis.



Therefoere Opperheimer rejected as a solntion the creation
of an artificianl and oompulsory commmnistle systems Instead, he
ealled for the liheration of the soil and the other naturel ra-
sources of the community and their transfer to those who ars sager
and eble to develop thems He expects & chain of results from
thise The surplung landless agricultural population would disap-
pears The abnormal concentration of populetion in the ecitiesn
would end and the non-agricultural population would spread it-
self out in wore heelthful, civilized faeshion, ending the phenom-
enon of swollen cities. Wapges would rise continuously with +the
growing productivity of labor. Thus, the monopoly of the capital-
ist oless would be broken,

But the Oppenheimer vision extends beyond ths horizon.
In this war, he bslieved, the cepitalistie system would develop
into a more and more oowoberetive economie structure in which, ul-
timately, free essociations of the producers would réplace cap-
itelistie monopoly and there would be no plspe for sither rent or
profit, ’

But how to fres the land has appeared an insuperable prob=-
lem to meny social philosophers, oonsidering the wvast agglomara-
tions of weelth and therefore power ih the hands of the politionl
usurpers, the farwreaching preropatives of the State they have
oreated, the supperting oulture they srected, the morel sanctions
for which they have won Boceptence, the inertia and the helplsss-
noss’ of the lendlesss The exploited, to uss a figure from Henry
George, ars sntengled in the ocultural wab.

Professor Oppenheimer acespts the position of +the mono-
polists s invulnerable to a frontal atteck, Therefore his final
gsolution is what is lmowm in Amsrica as land settlement. Having
the conviotion that the only real solution for the crisis liss
in the agricultural field, he propozes to brealk up ocapitalistio
monopoly by internal oolonization on & vast soale, oreating new
industrial markets around the new sgrioultural muelei, draining
the expess from urban populstions, ebsorbing the surplus from ru-
ral populations. '

To test this solution he promoted several notable experi-
ments in agrioultursl productive nesocinbions (speoificelly, the
Siedelungspzenossenschaft). Two, the Siedelungen Birenmklau and
Eden in Breandenburg, were saild to have been especially sucoess-
ful, To a certain extent, I think I cen &afely say, his ldess
have found expression in the cplonization of Palestlne.



Following the oustom of social philosephers, Professor
Oppenheimer assumes the character of Jeremiah in $he eonclud-
ing notes of his mossaps. TFrom his study of the evolution of
the State in the fields of history, sthnolory and sccial and
oultural psychology, he concludes that the struggle batwsen
the inereasingly inafficient capitelistic system and its com-
munistic remedy will destroy Western Civilization if the path
to the free society is not followed, He cannot find enduring
values in & world order which would sacrifice security and
decent living to the-olaims of e Manchesterien eapitalism,
On'the other hand, he finds no less destructive a system which
would saecrifice personal freedom and human dignity %o & oom=
pulsory and terroristie system of seourity and economio equal-
ization,

Thus he has besn-sttempting, in the past few years, to
teke %o the people his werning of the danger in a situation
thet oan end only in fesoism or bolshevism.

Professor Oppenheimer's system is a deeply original
sontribution. In his ideas he acknowledges indebtedness to
Saint-Simon, the theorist of Sate socialism, to Proudhon,
the philosopher of individualist anarchism, and to John Stuart
M1l of +the latar, libaral scoimlist, periocd; and among the
Germens, to Bugen Duhring, who called forth Friedrich Engels’
exanrsion into dialectiocal materimlism, and to Theodor Hertzka,
author of "Freeland" and wtopien land reformer. As deoisive
influenoss on his thought, he honors as his masters the great
nonoteenth oentury American economista, H.C. Carey and Henry
Gaorges

To this interpretetion of Professor Jaszi's definl-
tion of the Oppenheimer system, I should like %o agd, if I
may be privileged o do so, a few remarks %o singls out as-
psots of Professor Oppenheimsr's thought whioh may have spec-
3nl interest %o Amarican students and %o underline the more
impertant of the orusisl isswes that I seo within it, To
regard these issuss as orucial to the system in ne way dep~
recntss Profassor Oppanheimsr's contribution, for the issues,
I beligve, will prove stimulating end fruitful of fresh think-
ing on vltel economic and sociological problems as much by
thoss who do not mooeps, or who have no position upon the con-
text Trom which they emsrge, as by those who ineline toward

@éﬁ or follow it.

from a fresh point of view Professor Oppenheimer
raises up for discussion by his academic ovlleagues.and by
spesial students the land question in e form which hes not



aroused interest for several decades, that is, in the vroblem
of monopolv of lamd and iks sooial sffects. Vhether or notb

the burden of rent claims arises from the differsnces in pare
tioular land heldings or from an absolute monopoly of land;
whather or not the landlessness ol tha preoletariat mocounts

for their helplessness in driving wags barvains; whethar or

not tre ~ming from the increasing preduckivity of labor are
beins difr'used or monopelized; these and kindred problems bress
upnn the abudent end demsnd that he answer.

This walue his work has evsn Tor those who, on the
basis of their owm eeonvioetinns, must congider thet ho poses
the problems in unsonvineing %erms. ¥or exampla, his whole
gystem is colerad by hig praconception that egriculture has
a special, fundamenial character in human society. In this,
in his fashion, he is a followsr of the Physioorats and their
praoursors, and heir %o the besic arror of thelr schems, It
is trve that, in the United S$tates, whioh is half errioultural,
helf industrial, the lovwer extreme marrin of the struoture of
weras osours among arricultural workers. But this results from
the ralations within the labor market, the mass vrodustion fao=-
tories drawing, in boom times, from the surplus of agricultural
labor, and flooding the market in time of slump with workers
who heve no placa to go except back to the farms. In industri-
al Enrisnd, where the base is different, the progess is differ-
ent, The spegial character that Profsssor Cppsnheimer atiri-
butes Lo the agrioultural struciturs is one that attachea o
all mn's natural environment, Teo "free™ mgricultural end ur-
ban land along--sssuming that thls wers possibls by internal
colonization=-would atill leave the mines, the oil pools and
the forests, to sey nothing of redio channels, alr lanes and
landing fields, and less oonsplouous raesouraes, as strategio
araag in which monopolists oould entrenoch themselvss and par-
patuate the expleoitation of their system without exercising
‘the veto powsr they would s%il) have to sabobage the agricul-
tural and urbsn experimsnt.

Questioning the essumpbion of the far-remching sffects
of internal oolonization, while granting for the moment that
the device is sconomically and politically practicable, ope
seeg that it stands or falls with Professor Oppenheimer's
theory of remb. Ricardeo misinterpreted Smith on rent, he ba-
lieves, Smith olearly identified those who live hy rseut as an
satate, the large lended proprieteors. Rioerdo ldentified that
crdar of persons as & class, ths propr¥etors of land. 7This,
he argues, shifted the problem of rent nnd ohsoursd i%s hasis.



Therefore he rejects the soncept of differsntial or economic
rant, OGeorgals theory of econoirin rent {apart from his theory
of monopoly rant) he rejects on the wround thet Georpe feoll
in the Rieardian trape

When one recalls that Ricarde wrofe three ganerations
after Smith, in en England in which corm sultivation for ex-
port was dramtizing the morramants of rent, Professor Qupen=
naimer's keen perception of the differences betwoen Smith's
analvsis and Ricardo's loses armmentive forge. And aven if
Ricardal!s development of Smiwth's nokions wers the "trick"
Professor Oppapheimer holds i+ %o be, this would hava no ef~
foot on the Ricardian theory. One oan set the "Pripoiples"
aaiday buk how explain the Riomrdian theory as it was pre-
sented in all its intesrity by West and the other anticipators
of Ripardo? Simiiarly deas tha arpumant that Georre's theory
of ront was baged on Rismrdo's and tharefora sulfers 1ts fatel
defact lose forse. For Gaorce thourh* +hrourh +he problam
without bepefit of Ricerdo or any other authority and only
turned so him for soademioc confirmetion of the opinions at
whioh he had arrived empiricelly and independently. Finally,
George's theory is a development of Riocardo's and his school's;
and thera 1s o oonsiderable diffarence betwaen the two. IHis

_gbssrvations confirwed the existence of dif{erential rent and
broadened the understanding of its orizin end davelopmenta.
But he went further and discoversd spacles of rent of equal
importanse, spoculative monopoly rent, and absolute momoroly
rent. Georze's theory can be attacked only by taking acoount
of the evidence on which i% is basod.

Frofessor Oppenheimer’s emrhasis on monopoly rent
tends to exagrerate the importense of this element of ren%
theaory, Post-war history provides eanv instances of the broak-
inm up of the great eastates without arrraciable effect on tThe
quesi-monopoly of land. In failing to recognize the impordance
of speculative monopoly reat in the prohlam, he misses the
sooiological signifiocance of the whole theory of rent. For
the empitalist erisls is intimtaly bound up with the burden
of fixed dsbt on produetiwe resouress and this burden i= the
eapitalist form of perpstuatinn gnanulative moncenoly rent.
Tn the omsas of onlv & few raw meterisls sourced end only =2
fow speoial Lypas of agrisultural land can it be said that
anvthing akin %o absolube mononoly exists; and even here,
axcopt for short pariods, the movemant of rent is related
%o the movement of speculative manopoly rent. The latter, in
turn, is related ko tha cenaral movament of differenfial rent.
Professer Oppenheimer nowhsre explaing whe it is that the
socio-spppomn Aiffsronces that the thaory of diflerantial
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rent posits exert no pressure upon price, in his opinion,
excopt in a fantastic olaim that so far as agrioculture is
concerned such differencas are unimportant., This affords

no explanation of the distribution of residential population
in MNew York City, where more than thres-guarters of the Pop=
ulaticen live within 8 mile of the existing subway snd sle-
vated lines. Professor Oppenheimer, quite correctly, gener-
elizes Guorge's theory of rent to explain the extraordinery
profit of capital as theft of the inoreasing productivity of
labor. It is curipus that he should then limit it sc that
the resulting theory does nut explain the total of motual
rent, that is, pure rent as a whole, expressed partly in
chenges in pericdioal income, partly in changes in olaims on
weslth realized by property sals, or by mortgege or other
fized seourity flotation. The faot that speculative mone-
poly rent appears and diseppears, rises and falls, does nnt
make it any the less Important an element in the problem of
rent. Its final disappearancoe is nobt effected by the aboli-
tion of monopoly rent, a step which is important for its
effeots on the price level and on the distribution of wealth.
It is effected only by the socialization of differential rent.

That these theoretical issues should be reflachad
in his solution is inevitesble. By denying the importance of
differential rent he makes the purchase of land for ooloniza-
tion practiosbls. Experience in the United States in rural
ragettlement, slum olearance, public housing as well az lande
use planning in general, shows, howevsr, that the very existe
enae of differential rent and the structure of speculative
monopoly rent rising ebove it make any extensive land pur-
chase soheme impraotical. The market price of land in avery
cesge has risen relatively to the inorease in demand for land
Tor sottlement purposes. Koreover, it must be pointed out
that Ur. Opperheimer rejects George's proposal for the sooianl-
ization of rent by means of tex teohnigues on morsl rather
than enoncmic grounds. Indeed, he is willing to oonocade the
foree of Gecorge's ecconomic arguments and, %o reassurs those
whom he has not succeeded in convineing of the truth of his
assortion that the amount of differential rent in any ceae
weuld be small if existent, he is even willing to go along
with a proposal for the smployment of sooial land wvalue tax-
atlon as m supplementary safeguard. But his argument on
moral grounds is the traditionnl me, one that shows litils
insight into the dynamics of rent. A moral argument is only
as good 85 the theory of rent on which it is based; a fatal
dafect in the faots is fatal to the moral ocopnclusion that
pretends to interpret facts. Vhile denyigg the validity of
the traditional moral argument, ons cannot help woticing that
if the argument wers valid against George's theory, it would
be squally valid against Oppenheimer's and indeed would estop
any scheme of land reform 8%t all.



11.

Professor Oppenheimer lays great streas on an argu-
ment that the yisld of & land value tax soolaliging economic
ront would be megligible. He succeeds in this not only by
means of his thecry of rent but also by means of his moral
arpument that some investments in lend are made with honestiy-
earned wages and to scolalize this rent is Lo soclalize the
weges it representa. This is not the orucial issus he thinks
it is. Pirst, under normal oonditions it is not necessary to
donfiscate the economic value of $he land, whiosh is the oap-
italization of the soonomic rent that maey reasonebly be
expaoted during the life of the applleebls investment period.
By algebreic progression (with certain adjustments o mset
ths dynamiocs of rent movements) a sccisl land valus tax van
ba increased sc that the eoonomic value is not socialized
until the end of the capitalization period. This oconfiscates
nothing but the speculative menopoly rent, and this is sanc-
tioned in law in the United States, and in accepted moral
philosophy. During the capitalization period the effsot of a
gradually incremsing social land wvalue tax is to lay & penelty
upon withholding or undsr-improvement. The right of the comm-
unity so to psnalize anti-sooial practises is establishad
legally and morally. Such en applicetion of the principle of
ths sooialization of rent does not discriminets between inw
vestments of "honestly-earnesd wages"--which would readlly be
confiscated if invested in dens of vice--apd the re~invest-
ment of unearned inerements of renmt. If abnormal conditicns
require that the rate of progrsssion be inmcreased, the valid-
ity of ths inoresse lies on the sirength of the contention
thet oonditions are abnormal. The right to appropriate any
form of inoeme or wealth in emergenoy for gooial purposas
where the scoinl welfare so demands is also well esteblished
in law and in morals. Finally, the principle of rent soolal-
ization, that land is peculiarly ebls %o bear the burden of
texation, must not be lost sight of. Within the past decade
new taxes have been levied on wage incomes, other incemes or
ncoumulations of capital olaims. If ell new btaxes were to be
placed upon land rent, rent receivers would have no moral
grounds on whioh to oppose the prooess. This, if oarried %o
tha 1limit of scoiaml appropriation of rent, would shift offorts
for svoial reform from the field of land reform to that of
tax raform. It is & specious moral philesophy thet justilies
the sttempis of rent receivers to dodge taxes and that demands
that taxes bs borne by leborers or savers.

Another practiaoal problem in the Oppenheimsr system
is the sourocs of funds for lend purchase. By his original
theory of profit and interest, Professor Oppenheimer seeks to
show that onoe the land monopoly is broken, the monopoly will
also be broken of cepitmlists ocontrelling aorwnulations of
wealth and capital claims. This, as he ghows in & brilliant
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analysis, will bring about the disappesrance of "proefit",
that is, returns to large capital which may be itreesd Lo its
guasi-monopolistic positlon. But that it will also bring
ebput the disappesrance of "pure” interest 1s open %o gques-
tion. Statistical investipations by Tintner and several other
price theorists indioate that the rate of pure interest is
closely linked to the demand for o¢apital in proportion to the
existing supply. Thase bear cut Harry Cunnison Brown's theory
which msaribes to the purs interest rete the social function
. of regulating capital investment. It must be peinted out
that John Keynard Keynes's argurents against this interprsafa-
tion of the function of interest presume the continuancs of
cyclical movemsnts in business activity, a presumption which
is not present in Dr. Oppenheimer's analysis. To lock for
the disappearanoca of interest, one must look for an over-
supply of ospital just larpgs encugh so that thrift will be
rewsrded by the storage of capitel claims so deferred; or

for & deoline in demand ooccasioned by a relative decline in
consumers' wants. On the basis of present economic trends
and of past eocnomic expsrience, there is no warraut in fore-
casting such situations.

Professor Oppsnheimer proposes to float & public loan,
apparently at whatever interest rate such paper commands, that
gan be refundad at steted intervals. It is difficult to ses,
syen under present ciroumstanoes, how suoh a losn could cormand
subsaribars. It would, of course, be more difficult cnce in-
vestors got hint of what Dr. Oppenheimer was up to. Bubt this
does not affect his argument one whit. As J. Rupar® lason
of San Francisco pointed cut in & paper bsfore the Viorld Cone
gress celebrating the Henry George Centenary in Hew York in
1339, there is & whole new frowbier in the United 3taetes
available in lands delinquent of present taxes. These lands
are not being recovered by the community sither beoause of
the lexity of officiels, ths collusion of officisls with tex
delingquents, or because of the cost of archaic foreolesurs
procedures. By reforms in the handling of tax delinquencies,
it would ba possible for the community to recover these lands
for internal oolonization. By apprepriete legislation, part:,
btut not all, the rent of this land oould be recovered for
community purposes. By throwing open this new frontier, mass
tnemployment weald be mitipated and the wage structure there-
fore strengthened. 4 new outlet would bs afTorded for capital
investment. To the extent that the program makes land aveil-
sble, speoulative rent would fall. But the program iteelf,
as it sucoeedsd in Improving oconditions somewhat, would ourteil
tax delinguenaies and thus limit its own effectivaness. A
final solution 4o the land guesiion would still have to be
sought «



Trom these remarks it will be seen that what Pro-
fossor Oppenheimer has done is pose all the old questions
8ilvio Gessll raised in a more practical frame. ligrecver, in
his suggestion that the revenues of the new social order be
reised by e single tax en incomes, & propesel thoroughly ex~
plored by the Buropean fiseal writers, he demands new sorutiny
of the presont expedient and chao®ic tex system. This cannot
but result in & new interest in & more sccnomic system of
taxation than the present ome and should be 2 spor to tax
raform, even though Dr. Oppenheimer's emphasis on inoome tax-
ation will be a goad as much to the reformer es to the propo-
nent of the status quo.

Professor Oppenheimer's work, as 1% is found in his
writings and in his mesterpiece, his momumental work, “3System
of Scoiology", published in eipht volumes totallling some
4,500 pages, deserves the sympathetic support even of those
who disagree with his analysis and his solution, %then, because
in ain he is thoroughly at one with sll followers of lenry
George. That is, he seels to direct ths attention of pro-
gressives sverywhere to the basic pesition of land reform in
the achievament of sceial refcrm.

This brings us to his menuscript, "land Reform", in
whioh these notes are intended to arouse interest. One who
knows ouly scatbtered portions of Professor Oppenheimer's
volumincus writings, as does the present writer, hegitates to
pass judgment upon its sontents. The material included in
the mapugeript does not eppear to be naw in the senss that 1t
does not appear to raise new problems. It does appear that
Professor Oppenheimer has refined his theorises in ceriain
raspects. But the partiovliar valus of this work lies elsewhere.

In "land Reform", Professor Oppenheimsr brings the
sssentials of his system--though hardly more then & small por-
ficnm of his contribubions L eccnomics and sooialogy--within
the oompass of & single volume of moderate size. This in
jtgell makes the manuseript a noteworthy contribution to the
literature of the Oppenheiner tendency. Tlis brief histery of
land reform in sooiel thought 1s catholic in its selection
ané summarizes the theoreticsl ooncephicns of the lass known
as well as the better luown theorists.

0f eapecial value is the second part of the manu-
soript, which brings together into s coherent whole his extend-
#d analysis snd critioism of the thecry of Henry George.
George hes been unfortunate in his oritics; few undersicod his
syatem. This caonot be snid of Professop Oppenheimer, who
displays his profound Ynowledge of George's system in his app-
reoiation of mspects of Georgs's thought that have gone
wnnoticed even by sympethetic students. The present volume



also vwill meke aveilable o0 non-German readers Professor
Oppenheimer'a highly origimal theories of capital, profit and
interest, which, as he shows, are a developrent of collateral
notions of George in these fields. It presents Prelessor
Oppenhsiner's theory of rent which, despite the eriticisms
here presented, deserves to be bettear kmown. As has bsen
indioatsd, his analysis of iland settlement should stimulate =
new interest in this device and yield new investigationms of
its possibllities.

Finally, Professor Oppenheimer includes in this worlk
an historical survey of the besic positicen end davelopment of
land monopoly, & distinct contributicen in itself, and cons that
should suggest a fruitful field for investigations %o newer
students that caunot but be of inceleulable value toward the
pchiovement of land reform. All this, it must be emphasized,
ig conbained in the bock in addibion to material whioch fully
gets out and raisss up for discussion the theoretiocel issues
to whioh attention lms been drawn.

It is to be hoped that Professor Oppenheimer's latest
work will be published without delay end given the widest dis-
tribution possible.



