Another Financial Times report
(August 11, 1978) points out some of
the problems. Over 11,000 tractors
were imported in the past year—*But
tractors have tended to go to the big
landlords, who have evicted tenant
farmers in order to amalgamate small
plots. The new larger units of land
can be more easily ploughed by
tractor. This has inevitably increased
the numbers of landless labourers in
the countryside and created con-
siderable hardship.

“Land reforms would do a lot to
alleviate  Pakistan’s  agricultural
problems. Indeed both Ayub Khan
in the early 1960s and Mr. Bhutto up
to 1977 aimed to reduce the gap
between the rural rich and poor by
limiting landholdings. Officially, no
farmer is allowed to own more than
100 acres, but enough loopholes
have been left in the law to allow
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most big landlords to slip through.
Many argue that Mr. Bhutto fell from
power because the landlords who
made up his powerbase in the pop-
ulous Punjab feared he planned to
introduce more rigorous land
reforms.”

If both these countries would intro-
duce the right reforms they would see
crops being produced in abundance,
and only at the expense of a few land
speculators who might be left wailing
on the street corners.

N BRITAIN, LVT would stim-

ulate better use of land, since
land which was badly cultivated
would pay at the same rate as a
neighbouring farm that was fully pro-
ductive. This would encourage the
farmer to invest more in his land,
and his bank manager to provide it,
since no extra LVT is incurred by

increasing  profits and  output.
Farmers would find that the re-
duction of their other taxes by
consequence of the introduction of
LVT would, in most cases. be more
than their new tax. This would be
because farmland would bear a lower
tax per acre compared with industrial
and commercial sites.

LVT would be re-assessed
annually, and as the Whitstable
Report of 1963 and the follow-up
Research Report of the 1973 re-
valuation by the Land Institute!
shows, the exercise is relatively
simple. The Report claims that an
area the size of East Kent, con-
taining 500,000 people, could be dealt
with annually by a team of eleven.
Confirmation that this is not an un-
reasonable estimate can be found
when we examine an actual case
where LVT is used. According to
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Ted Gwartney, in  Southfields,

Michigan, the annual reappraisal is

done in three hours, once a year, on

a computer, from data collected

during the year. The computer not

only re-values and prints the assess-
ment roll, but prints letters informing

each person in the city (pop: 65,000)

of their new valuations.’

As the Valuation Office of the
UK’s Inland Revenue was set up in
1910 by the Liberal Party specifically
to deal with land value taxation, it
should be no hardship for it to revert
to its original role.

One of the objections against LVT
is that it would push up the price of
food. The answer is “No!” LVT
would come out of the rent which is
already paid by the tenant farmer to
the landowner (or allowed for in
existing prices by the owner-
occupier). LVT would push down the
price of land, but would not affect
the price of food. When agricultural
land was de-rated in 1929 it was land
values that went up rather than food
prices that came down!

Another question concerns the
great country houses and their
estates. Would they not be bank-
rupted? No. Parkland open to the
public would have a nil value assess-
ment if the example set by the Liberal
Party’s 1909 budget was followed.
The assessment on a site containing a
large, historic house with a pre-
servation order on it, and no possi-
bility of any money-making develop-
ment taking place, would probably be
less than under the existing system.

The land question has always been
an emotive issue, but the advocates of
LVT are not seeking to change any-
thing in the basic structure of our
present system. Those who work on
the land should reap the full rewards
of their efforts. The community that
provides the services and a market for
the results of those efforts, and in so
doing creates a measurable annual
rental value for the sites on which
they come to fruition, should in all
natural jusrice receive its reward—
and that is what we call land-value
taxation.
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HE PARADOX of property is that the more
valuable it becomes, the less efficient it is operated.

Land values that are low relative to wages and other
incomes afford land-possessors little protection against
competitive forces: and because of the availability of alter-
native opportunities, they have little incentive to retain
land they cannot work efficiently. Efficient landless
persons., on the other hand. with relatively high incomes
can afford to acquire land at its relatively low price. Land
values in less developed countries, or LDCs, that are high
relative to low average incomes, protect and insulate
owners against competitive forces. The landed also have a
strong incentive to retain land because of the desolateness
that normally characterises the condition of the landless.
The low-income landless, however efficient, cannot buy
high-priced land; any of it coming on the market is bought
by wealthy, creditworthy persons, who are therefore
probably old landowners, and .ncapable of using
additional land efficiently.

The pattern of land allocation benefits the periphery’s
powerful landowners. The power of this class is frequently
consolidated by “land-reform™ that extends the ownership
of land, while leaving most of it still in the possession of a
small proportion of the population. The periphery’s
landless, jobless, resourceless, powerless masses, who are
the principal casualties, cannot influence matters. Other
centres of power either share the spoils of land-ownership
— as do some, though not all, of the urban bourgeoisie —
and others, including trade unionists, are out of touch with
the situation and accept it.

The intellectual dominance of the centre is also conduc-
ive to the inefficient allocation and use of land in the peri-
phery. Social scientists are overwhelmingly urban born,
based and biased: they hail, and derive their ideas. from
developed central societies where efficient land-use is not
an issue. Their concern, when they intervene, is with the
equitable rather than efficient use of land, a priority that is
appropriate to DCs but not to LDCs.

HE PROCESS of peripheralisation that

causes development to concentrate in major centres,
while depleting outlying and less developed regions. also.
by the paradox of property, creates conditions at the peri-
phery in which land is inefficiently used, so cancelling any
chance the periphery, though well endowed with land.
might have of offsetting the centre’s advantages of scale
and capital accumulation. Continuous retrogression of the
undeveloped periphery in relation to, and its increasing
dependence on, the developed centre are the result. Peri-
pheral retrogression and dependence are characterised by
a chronic lack of job opportunities, the growth of armies
of landless. jobless persons, political extremism of the left
or right, and widespread intervention by the centre in the
form of gifts. loans and ultimately military force.

The Irish case. Ireland is the classic case of a peripheral,
dependant economy. It was completely colonised in the
sixteenth century in the first wave of capitalist colonial
expansion. Retaining a residue of its indigenous culture, it
has. over a longer period, been more closely integrated
politically, economically and culturally than any other
country. into the dominant capitalist system. Its dependent
peripheral role has been clearly established over the past
150 vyears of factory capitalism during which its
workforce, that was once three millions and half of
England’s. has declined to one million and one-twentieth
of England’s.

Irish peripheral dependence on the centre is manifested
by the increasing. critical importance of exports of dairy
produce of little or no commercial value. but the high
value of which stems solely from a political decision of the
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centre that is liable to alteration without notice or redress.
Dependence is also manifested by Irish borrowing from
the centre that, relative to GNP, is higher than the foreign
borrowing of any other country.

Land values accurately chart the evolution of Ireland’s
peripheral. dependent role. The Cromwellian conquest of
Ireland in the 1650s was financed by land bonds sold in
the London money market at a price equivalent to one-
old-penny an acre of Irish land. The value of that land has
since increased a millionfold, to £4,000 an acre. Land
values have appreciated with hardly a set-back for over
three centuries. They doubled in the quarter-century prece-
ding the Great Famine, they have increased several
hundredfold since the State’s foundation, far outpacing the
growth of other incomes, and quadrupling relative to
current GNP,

Ireland departs from the general pattern of peripheral
dependency in having, so far, a relatively small landless-
jobless class. This has been due to the starvation or
emigration throughout the past 150 years of that half of
the population for which the economy failed to provide a
livelihood. Loss of labour through emigration has
revolutionised the relative factor endowment. Ireland. rela-
tive to its labour. has twelve times the agricultural land of
continental Europe. Emigration has also relieved the ten-
sions that. in other peripheral—dependant countries,
result in political polarisation. It has not, however, pre-
cluded sectarian strife. resulting from competition between
catholics and protestants in an island where, for 150 years,
protestants have secured an increasing proportion of a
declining total of jobs.

[ argued the case for taxing land in Irish Agricultural
Production (Cork University Press, 1966). There has been
adequate opportunity since to appreciate the entrenched
position of the 20,000 people who own half the country’s
land. There has also been opportunity to become aware of
the urban origin, base and bias of most Irish social
scientists and their lack of understanding of agricultural
matters. The career prospects of those few Irish social
scientists with a rural background are heavily dependent
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HE Country Landowners’

Association pitched into
Britain’s general election with an
astonishing claim.

Arguing against the Labour
Party’s threat to introduce a wealth
tax, the association claimed that
farmers would suffer: * . . . it is
inconceivable they could find cash to
pay wealth tax on non-income
yielding chattels, houses, and land.™

The claim that land does not yield
income came as a surprise to socialist
economists advising the Labour
Government.

But Labour’s Chancellor of the
Exchequer, Denis Healey, was
already on record as stating that
farmers, because land as a capital
asset made them vulnerable to a
wealth tax, would benefit from
special relief. Despite this assurance,
however, the landowners were even
more relieved when the Tories won
with a landslide on May 3!

on the goodwill of the landed interest and they are
understandably reticent on the issue of farmer taxation.

Income-tax applies to monetary. but not to other, forms
of income. An income tax will therefore reinforce existing
inducements to landowners to take their income in alterna-
tive, non-monetary forms. It will make it attractive to slow
or reverse the trend to the specialisation and efficiency of a
market economy. and to revert towards a subsistence
economy. with farmers producing a wider range of
products but a smaller total amount, of which they and
their families would consume a larger proportion. Irish
farmers until quite recently consumed one-third of their
total output. A reversal to that position would depress
output and reduce the marketed surplus that feeds the
urban population. is the raw material for industry. and is
the principal earner of foreign exchange. A return to self-
sufficiency would also reduce the revenue from a tax on
farmers” incomes.

Irish farmers. through selection by inheritance and the
market, are., as a whole. probably the least competent
group in the country to operate its land. They have a high
preference for leisure, security and stability. They are
unable or unwilling to exercise the industry. skill and
innovation required to generate the very large money
incomes now possible from Irish land. A tax on farmers’
money incomes would increase the relative attractiveness
of leisure, security and stability and reduce that of
industry. innovation and risk-taking to earn money. A tax
on farmers” money incomes would widen further the wide
gap that exists between what could be profitably produced
and what is produced from Irish farms.

A tax on farmers’ incomes would penalise those who
are using the nation’s land in the socially most beneficial
way of maximising net output valued at market prices. It
would leave untouched that major share of landowners’
income accounted for by the appreciation of land values,
amounting now to at least £100 per acre annually.

Finally. and most important, an income-tax on farmers
would not affect the allocation of land. Irish land, for
reasons dealt with above and in my Irish Agricultural
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Production, is now in the hands of that section of the pop-
ulation probably least competent to use it. An income-tax
will have little effect on inefficient farmers with small
monetary incomes, and will not put pressure on them to
release land. It will, on the contrary, by having a generally
adverse effect on the economy, exacerbate the maldistribu-
tion of land.

An income tax on farmers would be counter-productive.
Evasion, avoidance and its inability to improve the present
misallocation of land are defects of an income tax on
farmers that are likely to cause its imposition to have detri-
mental equity and economic effects. The poor results that
would accrue from a tax on farmers’ incomes, by refuting
the proponents and corroborating the opponents, of
farmer taxation, will make difficult further efforts to tax
farmers. It would be tragic if a tax on income, that is
entirely inappropriate to the circumstances of Irish
farmers, were accepted as a substitute for a land tax that is
equitable, efficient and appropriate to the circumstances of
Irish farmers.

HE EQUITY case for taxing land has been
eloquently stated by James Finten Lalor: “The
principle I state and mean to stand upon is that the land of
Ireland, up to the sky and down to the centre, belongs of
right to the entire people of Ireland.” The principle reflects
the view of land as a social asset freely available for use by
all members of a society—a view that was an integral part
of pre-Elizabethan Ireland, as of most societies and ages
other than capitalist colonialist societies. The right of free
and equal access to land, as to water and air, ought to be
self-evident and need not be laboured in an age of
universal adult suffrage. This right, like other fundamental

rights, cannot be abrogated or alienated.
It is clearly impractical, especially in an age of extreme

specialisation, for every member of society to possess an
equal share of the nation’s land. Conceivably the State, on
behalf of its citizens, might operate the land and share the
surplus with its citizens. Though State operation may be
feasible for great enterprises that realise important
economies of scale, it would have little prospect of success
in farming, especially in Ireland’s predominantly livestock
farming, where economies of scale are unimportant but
where flexibility and attention to detail by livestock-
tenders are paramount. It is, instead, expedient for the
State to allocate the land within its domain to those com-
petent to use it, recovering on behalf of all its citizens the
land’s surplus or rental value. Maximising that surplus is
the necessary and sufficient condition for efficient land
use. Appropriating the surplus for social use through a
land-tax accords with the equity consideration that land,
as a social asset, should be used to benefit equally all the
members of society.

But a land-tax directly assaults the landed interest, the
most powerful in the country. Its appropriateness is
neither immediately nor clearly evident in a predominantly
urbanised society, where taxes on income and expenditure
are the principal source of public revenue on current
account. The opposition of the landed interest to, and the
indifferent support of urban interests for, a land-tax make
other methods of taxing the farmer custodians of the
nation’s land appear expedient. Specifically, the case for
taxing the incomes rather than the land of farmers merits
consideration.

Farmers can easily evade or avoid an income-tax.
Farmers can evade income tax by selling produce through
informal channels, especially through small farmers and
others not liable to tax. Costs can be inflated by buying
inputs like fertilizers and feed in excess of own-farm needs
and selling the surplus through tax-exempt producers.

The pre-condition for more
jobs and wage restraint

presence of a
unemployed and underemployed

RADE-UNION members can

large army of

were restrained to the point of
starvation. Any short-run

expect to share with other
citizens the common benefits of
a land-tax: a greater domestic
demand for the products of the
non-agricultural sectors; stimula-
tion of the building industry as
under-utilised and hoarded land
is forced onto the market; lower
taxes on incomes and
expenditure simultaneous with
no deterioration, or an improve-
ment in public services; and more
rapid, secure and sustained
growth, writes Richard Crotty.

A land tax is almost certainly a
necessary condition for increas-
ing employment in Ireland. A land
tax that reduced the selling price
of land to zero is probably almost
a sufficient condition for full
employment in Ireland. Ireland’s
declining employment
opportunities and the resulting
chronic surplus of labour have
bedevilled the trade union move-
ment since its foundation. The
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rural workers and the danger of
forcing their own members into
the ranks of the unemployed have
weakened the bargaining power
of trade unions and compelled
them to modify their demands on
their members’ behalf. A land tax
that ended rural-urban migration
and that gave rise to full employ-
ment would remove the overhang
of surplus labour that has
weakened the Irish trade union
movement for 150 years.

A land tax should rationally be
a prior condition for a policy of
wage constraint by the trade
union movement. Wage restraint
cannot offset the structural
weaknesses of the Irish
economy, especially the small
scale of the local market. The
Irish workforce, and especially
that part of it engaged in
manufacturing industry, declined
most rapidly during the decade of
the Great Famine when wages

increase in competitiveness from
wage restraint is offset by the
further contraction of demand
and further decline in the size of
the local market that results from
lower income and that has been
the bane of the Irish economy.
But wage restraint, though
unable to save jobs, reduces
some prices, especially of
services, and, to that extent,
increases farming profits and the
price of land; which in turn
depresses agricultural output.

A land tax would prevent any
rise in the price of land and
decline in agricultural output as a
result of wage restraint. It would
also claw back for society as a
whole, through higher tax
revenues, the benefits of any
restraint on wages. A land tax
would seem, for these reasons, to
be a reasonable pre-condition for
consideration of wage restraint
by the trade union movement.
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