
Excerpt from a letter to Tax Allen (?) November 12, 1969 by Weld Carter 

 

My role is to persuade. And the funny thing is that, thought I am supposed to be 

quite successful, I have yet to win my first argument.  I am a lousy debater.  Any one 

can smother me.  No one ever gets convinced by the best things I dream up to say. 

 

So I have developed a technique.  The technique is to find those things I have in 

common with people and ignore those things on which we differ.  (I even go so far as 

to encourage people in those things on which we differ, in part because I recognize 

that they may even be right!) 

 

In this way I tend to keep lines of communication open. 

 

My bias, as you know, and was everyone with whom I deal knows, especially the 

professionals, is that I favor taxing land values and abolishing the taxes on labor and 

its products.  I like to be around when there is talk about that, so I encourage 

discussion of it.  For I think that we may, by talking about that enough, compose our 

differences in due time. At least it seems to so happen. 

 

When I was traveling for the Robert Schalkenbach Foundation, where I didn't have 

some sort of introduction, which was so largely the case, especially in the early days 

of the tour, I'd go to the Registrar's office, get a copy of the catalogue, find out the 

courses in economics and who were teaching them, locate where the economics 

department was, go there and wander down the hall, noting office hours.  Then I'd 

show up at the indicated time, waiting in the hall if anyone was ahead of me.  When 

the coast was clear, I'd go in with a card in hand and say "I'm Weld Carter.  I 

represent the Robert Schalkenbach Foundation.  The Robert Schalkenbach 

Foundation are publishers of Henry George's works." 

 

Then I'd stop. 

 

From that point on it was strictly up to him.  Some people would commiserate with 

me.  Some would say what a pity it was that George's ideas hadn't been accepted 

long ago.  Some would say that he was a great historical figure who had influenced 

others mightily, but whose ideas were of course long since outmoded.  (This was the 

largest category.)  Some would misrepresent his ideas through ignorance.  Once in a 



while, as in Corpus Christi, some one would profess a complete ignorance of George 

and his ideas. ("you'll have to come again; I never heard of him.")  A very few would 

feint with me pretending agreement to draw me out.  Another very few were openly 

hostile.  I can recall only six in these two categories. 

 

For the overwhelming majority my presence served as a catalyst.  They would start 

reminiscing about George, about whom many had not thought in years.  What was 

exciting was to find how much I had in common with them, so long as I did not try to 

press my views.  So why disturb this "rapport" by trying to "teach" them something 

they were not yet ready to accept? 

 

Occasionally someone would question me: what had George thought about thus-

and-so?  That gave me the opportunity to tell what George had thought, objectively, 

without interposing my bias.  I found an variation on this technique useful when, 

occasionally, I was invited to lecture to a class.  If I tried to sell the "single tax," I 

would of course arouse opposition and we'd get bogged down in some triviality.  But 

if I based my talk entirely on George -- a brief history, a short statement of his 

philosophy and economics, some of his major contributions, the possible application 

of those to today's problems -- I'd elicit good questions that we could look at 

together. 

 

Sometimes I'd be pressed for my opinion.  Then I'd try to select alternative answers, 

so that my personal bias would not be subject to attack in isolation, as it were, but 

would be assessed practically in light of the spectrum of possibilities.  (Mason 

Gaffney once concluded a paper before the National Tax Association: "Most taxes 

are adopted because they raise revenue.  Land taxes are rejected because they are 

no panacea.  If they simply raise revenue without doing much damage, they are a 

great improvement over what we have now, etc." [his notes say he enclosed a 

photocopy of the last two pages] 

 

Occasionally I break over, of course, -- even yet!  Just last week I did it again.  In a 

letter to Ronnie Duggger about his great article on the oil industry in the September 

ATLANTIC. (I'll enclose a copy of my letter to show what I mean.)  I met Ronnie, the 

founder and guiding light of the TEXAS OBSERVER ten years ago.  I've subscribed to 

his OBSERVER ever since.  Ronnie is a confirmed institutionalist, after the fashion of 

Clarence Ayres.  Like all his ilk, he believes that the way to cure the ills of institutions 



(monopolies) is by vesting all power (privilege) in one vast institution (the State).  As 

great and effective a critic as he his, he has constricted his effectiveness (the 

subscription list of the OBSERVER, after all these years, is still only 10,000!) by his 

insistence on his biases.  And in this fine piece in the ATLANTIC he did it again.  So, 

despite the fact that I know better, I finally broke down and took him to task for it. 

 

.... 
 


