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What college teachers -believe’ and- teach
xs a matber of. urgent lmportance, in Iny
‘A mew econoniics - text-book
ghould ‘b taken Seriously; for téxt-books
provide ~a. starfing - point for. ideas.  that
Iater mﬂuenco social and political action.
For this xeason The ~Book ~Trail” this
month is bemg turned over to a compre:
henswe and importait reviet by Profes=
sor * Harry Gunnison Brown of a new
boek which; presumably; will be used in
T8 number of colleges —S. J A,

“Modern Eoonomics—lts Principles
and Pl‘hetldes” (Thomas Nelson and
Sons— 75) was preparnd by Justin
H. Mot re, ‘W1111am. H, Stemer, Her-
pert’ Arkm and- Raymond R. Colton:
The ‘gscond of ‘thess, Dr. Steiner, is
connected with Brooklyn College The
othér  thrée - authors , ave - cohneéted
with The College of the Crty of New
York ‘ Their book deals with about
all ‘of “the topms oommonly handled
in textbook" “fo
of ‘econoinics, mcludmg some of the
espec1a11y “up to- date” topms.

Readers of: The Freeman wxll e
ost. mterested -of, course (ih-the au-
thors' - chapter on' rent -andin’. therr
treatment of: the questron of the $0~
cwhzatxon of rent

At the begmnmg of therr
sw Vone mlght ,-‘ ere 1t not for the

) For “in
commentmg‘on land speculatmn they
remark

""The Iand mvolved 1§’ ustally bought :

by speculators an 1s,thrown out:of ‘use
as- farm or ttuck land and eventually

thls ‘process- -of preparmg Iand
Frrst the servmes of the

may}be lost ifthe. clty does

mumtles there'may ‘be seen mﬂes of side-
Walks and: ng: Wlth no houses along
thé:wiy; th! there ‘are” 16sses due to
dislocation ; of - eConomic  relatiolis “in - the
commumty -

n.that’ direction; in: many com-
‘they bought them. ‘Thus;

They then pomt out that “when

apparently mdwates a feelmg' of the
authors that, ont the average and’in
the long run there Just isn’t any net

ment worth serlous
Fotr thls is What they

oonsrderatrou.'
sayr ,

“¥ét, in. fact, for-the fortunate few, of
their descendants, who beneﬁt from such
an mcrease m value, there are many WhO

other land only to see it "@ecline m Val-
ue.”

Later they express the same: 1dea
by sa.ymg' “Enormolis decrements of
1and values have énsied:” And' still
la».ter under their summary of “Crit=
icisms of the Singlé Tak” the au-
thors say:

“If uneamed mcrement in-land is to
be dlscnmmated against, it would 'be on=
ly fair “to use the tax. proceeds’thus 0by
tained for compensating vther landowners
for. urearnéd - decrements.’ There are
thousands - of owiers of farm and urban
iand’ today who would not obtain a§ much
for their property as they” pald for- it

By .this time it must be: obvious to
readers of .this revrew that “the -au-
thors are following - ‘the conventlonal
pattern of opposrtlon to Henry
George. And -they seem to be ‘be-
traymg a- conventional lack of under-

sta.nding of Henry George s real pro-

posal notmthstandmg they do’ say
at fthe objeet: of :the- smgle tax 1s
a:way the unearned econonnc
the: -complaint. 'whlch those
who folio £ Henry George: have of; the
present "set<up .i8 ‘not at’ all;of the
crement” i

. .in" the- senge
that some ‘land willi now brmg a

hrgher prme than-the! prme the own=

ers: pard for: it.

To* 111ustrate let us- eompare the
land problem in’ \regard awith the
problem of; slaver’y ,Those ~who: have
op‘posed human* slavery ‘have: not put
thexr opposltxon -on*the. ground that

; some slave owners may find | thelr

slaves. :worth more than they paid
for; them or’ may be able to-sell .them
for more ‘than::the - price - at which

has: bought i youhg slave for’ $1 000

- that be is later. able’ to sell for $1 1600,
the rea.l exploltatwn mvolved 15 not :

‘ 257
to . be -measured ‘by the - increase ; of
$600 i - the value f ‘the * sIeve.

Though ‘the otal valié of any sla.ve
or ‘of all slaves may indeed be an. ins
dication of ‘the extent of explortatmn
going ‘on, the" qu ’stlon whether slaves
afe becoming more valuable or 16s§

) Valuable ‘than’” at gomie prev1ous date

has’ little ‘or no relevaney The ‘Téal
questron is not. whether Smith hag
got more for h1s slave from Jongs
than hé Vrmerly paid to Watson in
purchase pnce The questlon is ra-
ther, aside from the matter of “depris
vatron of- personal liberty, whether
Smith is gettmg more from the slave
than he pays: ;*ilhe stave,

- Similarly - in. rvégard to. Iahd
Whether a’ pa 1cular piece of’ land
or whether land is general ‘has | now
a hrgher sale. value than it prevr-
otisly had 1s not the questmn “of 1m-
portance..:The real question’. is
whether some. fnust pay. rent o oth-
ers for permx ron 16 work on and
to live on the earth and for the .use

people shall have the exclusr'v P s

lege of coliectmg tlus rent ;*I'he ale

. of! the expected future rent. to .e

A.nd S0, any sale prlce at’ a.ll
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“Tf all .vacant land were utilized'—

presumably because of a land-value tax
_“¢he result would be to bring about
an’ overproduction of crops-.or goods.”

Do the authors meéan,’ therefore,
that the application of Henry
George's remedy would at the same
time decrease output and also in-
crease output—that it would at the
same time decrease employment and
increase employment? If this is not
what they mean, then what do they
mean? )

. % % L]

Number (7) in the authors’ “Criti-
cisms” includes two points, The first
is that ‘“The Single Tax is not a
cure-all,’—as if anyone would claim
that it is! The second is that “it
would cause Ssuch an upheaval in
established ways of doing 'business
that a major panic might ensue.”
But this part of (7) seems to be
merely a restatement of the. first
point mentioned in (I).

The authors’ allegation  that re-
turns on improvements could not be
distinguished from 1and rent ap-
pears in (3) in the form of a state-
ment that this would be “impossible”
and that, therefore, “the single tax
would either be in excess of the
economic rent, in which case capital
would be taxed, or less than the
economic rent, in which case the
single tax would fail of its purpose.”

It will surely be a bit startling to
readers of The Freeman to see this
statement,’ in case every last cent
of rental value is not taken in tax,
the “single tax must fail of its pur-
pose.”

But funmer perhaps, is the ap-
pearance, in (6), of what seems to
be intended as the samé idea. True,
the authors do not say in terms, in
(6), that improvement returns could
not be separated from rent and they
_do not again use the word “im-
possible.” - What they say in (6) is
that there would be “great  difficul-
ty* in “ascertaining the value which
had been added to the land by im-
provements, such as dra,mmg, clear-
ing, fencing and cultlvatmg

Clearly, if we were to tax only
land values and were ‘not fo tax im-
provements at- all, t.here could be no
reason whatever for ‘“ascértaining
the -value which had been added to

the land by 1mprovements,” unless

the reason was tha,t to do thls would

help in’ estlmatxng what pait of’ the

value.of a plece of property was pure
land : value, Elther therefore, . (6)
is. altogether . 1rre1evant or. else’ 1t 15'
Just a restatement of 3).
* *, R®

Bes1des the sta,tement that the
smgle tax ‘“‘would ‘cause..a’ major
panic,” 'a conclusion  for which' the
authors give no reason or ev1dence
(I) - contains also the assertion that:

“The present owners of “land would
find it impossible to gell theu' holdings.
The present capitalized value of - land
would melt away «due to lack of pur-
chasers willlng to assume new burdens.”

‘Here we have stated as a “criti-
cism,” a point tha those of us who
urge the socialization of rent con-
sider a great advantage. For a fall-
ing sale price of land,- coupled with
removal of taxes on improvements
and  commodities, makes for greater
ease in acquiring ownership of land
and, hence, for a substantial diminu-
tion in tenancy. Also, the high price
of land stands in the way of every
scheme to prov1de low—cost housing
for the poor. The fact is that high
sale prices for land are not to be
desired but are, rather, an economic

‘and a social calamity.

That the authors are opposed to
the socialization of the rental value
of land is made clear in -various
places in their chapter on rent and
elsewhere, Thus, they speak of Hen-

ry George’s Progress and Poverty.

“peceived wide acclaim
- Why mention es-

as having
from socialists.”

pecially the socialists, since Henry:

George’s position ig essentially indi-
vidualistic, since many who are not
socialists have “acclaimed’ Henry
George, since his professed followerg
are generally opposed to socialism,
and since not a few -socialists have
been contemptuous of his reform?

And what shall we say about the
statement that “the cult has not
completely died out”? Or about the
authors’ following -pronouncement on
what ig desirable tax policy: :

“The only safe rule is to institute a
mixed system of taxationm, including both
direct and indirect .taxes, levied upon
property, income and consumption, the

whole conforming, so far.as possible, with
the various theories already’ discussed.’”

These -‘‘various theories a.lready
discussed” are “the benefit theory,”

'“the fa,culty theory »

‘Tho Froeman, September, 1940

“the 'sociai
theory” “and’ “the eéquality of sacri-
fice theory 7 And nowhere do the
authors reveal any understanding of
the reasons why the rent of land is
an espe(:la.lly desxrable source of. pub-

. hc ‘revenue.

Assummg it is “to be proved that
the “single tax” would ‘be | insuffi-
cient: to: meet all of the essentlal
revenue . needs. of - govem.ment this
WOuld "be no’ argument whatéver
aga.mst the socmhzatlon of rent. It
would be no a.rgmment at all against
using ‘the annual rental value of Jand
as the chief source or a chief source
or the first sSource of revenue, to be
supplemented by other taxes in the
order of their desirability. Why don’t
the authors say so?  Why do they in-
sist on. tying up, throughout their
discussion; the fundamental problem
of the socialization of rent with the
purely incidental and relatively un-
important questmn whether _such
socialization would take care of a.]l
public needs? :

But note, nevertheless, how very
'broadmmded the authors are! They
are willing to admit that, after all,
Henry George may have done some
good in the world. Of course there
was nothing  in the main: idea - on
which he spent much of hig life! It
is simple to show, in just a few well-
chosen words, how fundamentally
fallacious and utterly impracticable
his main idea and his program of ac-
tion were, so that any elementary
student of economics can -easily-see
that Henry George was altogether
wrong-headed! But George was quite
a man for all that! As our authors
put it he “did not live in vain, for
his ethical ideas were pure and
noble and served to convince the fol-
lowing generatmn that economic
problems cannot be solved. unless
reasoning, ~observation and expe-
rience be animated by a driving mor-
8.1 force!”’

And thus we come at last to the
exciting climax-—or is it rather the
almost . unbelievable anti-climax or
the stunning ideological deba.cle——of
another college textbook presenta-
tion of the land-value-tax question.
Would not. further comment by the
reviewer be altogether superﬂuous"

—HARRY GUNNISON BROWN: -



