OPEN FORUM 2

RENT FOR LAND IS WAGE
FOR LABOUR
Sir,
“Ibelieve” says Bryan Kavanagh “that
we may now have the name for the
Georgist movement so urgently
needed.... The name is EarthSharing”.

“I have no doubt” says John
Loveless “that the word which best
describes what our policies could
produce is Uniry”.

“Everybody knows” says Jan Pot
“that the whole world listens and acts
at the very moment you say Money!!1”

What is it that we pursue? The
payment of site-rent to the public
treasury. Why? Because this is a pure
commercial exchange of services for
services.

Let me explain.

The earth is there, at no cost price.
Maybe you call it a “‘gift’ of nature. If
there were no man on earth, the terms
‘value’ or ‘worth’ would have no
meaning. If there were just one man
on earth, nature would be of
immeasurable value to him, for he
could live from it. If there were two
people on earth, the very best location
would have an exchange-value. If
there are many people on earth (as
there are) they make use of a medium
of exchange and the gifts of nature gain
a money-value. So money for land is
due to people being there; a value not
due to an ‘owner’ but due to all the
others. Moreover, some money,
earned by you with your labour, goes
to pay taxes, with which government
lays out streets and roads, piping and
cabling; provides police and fire
brigades etc. That makes your location
much more livable and valuable and
iricreases the rental value. The rental
value of your site is made by the co-
operative labour of all (but is not
rewarded in their pay envelopes).

On the other hand, you pay for that
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rental value of your site, made by all,
with money you have earned by your
own labour. So paying rent to the
common purse is a commercial
exchange. As Bill Pitt calls it: services
for services.

That’s the reason why we urge that
the site rent has to be paid to the public
treasury. That is economically in
balance. Today, in western countries,
our economy is out of balance to the
amount of a third of the national
income. Money! Tapped by the legal
owners of our nation. It’s ‘the power
in the land’ that governs past and
future.

So what about ‘sharing’ and
‘unity’? Act commercially! Barter
economically. Stop the legal robbery
of our money to the amount of all our
taxpennies together,

Money!

Our aim is a quite normal
commercial exchange.

“Their brains are in their pocket.’
‘Hit them in their hippocket nerve.’
That’s our focal point.

Money!!!

So what shall be the name of union?

Jan Pot
Lunteren, Holland

Sir,

As many long-time proponents of
Henry George have no doubt found,
the “Single Tax on the unimproved
value of land” is not exactly an
attention-grabber or sound-bite. In the
present political climate, where even
Britain’s Labour Party fights shy of
talking of taxation, clearly some other
nomenclature is called for. (Itis a far
cry, indeed, from the days when
Ramsay MacDonald could round on a
Jeering Hilaire Belloc and promise to
eliminate the ruling class by means of

Income Tax, no less.) My own
preferred form of words, instead of the
Single Tax, is the Social Values
Repayment. This phrase encompasses
the other concerns that George had, as
well as defining the nature of the fiscal
relationship, free of overtones of
imposition. The term ‘social’ may
appeal to left-wingers (among whom
George has had some allies), while the
term ‘repayment’ may appeal to right-
wingers (anxious to prevent people
getting away with anything that is not
their due). Alternatively, the title
Returned Social Value Payment gives
you the initials R.S.V.P., which could
have a marketing potential.

At all events, it is necessasry to
suggest to a possible political
constituency that the Henry George tax
is above all else a repayment.

D.B.C. Reed
Northampton, England

Sir,

In his Autumn 1995 essay, the Rev.
Archer Torrey writes: “The ideas that
humanism or the pursuit of pleasure
are the motivations in life...”. Does he
associate *humanism’ with “the puruit
of pleaasure’ or are they two separate
ideas? If the latter is meant, then one
has to tell him that humanism is not a
‘motivation’. Whatever he meant, he
certainly needs to study the Humanist
Theory of Morality and to contrast the
evil effects, throughout history, of
religious belief and its institutions with
the achievements made by the critical
intelligence of humanists.

For what has religion given to the
world? Massacre, holy war, torture,
oppression, vicious laws,
discrimination, guilt, self-hatred,
sexual panic, division,

Advances in history have been

.
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" made, not by hiding behind superstition
" and religious incantatigns, but by doing
" good because it was right on the basis
" of morality. We should be responsible
“for our conduct without wanting
“religious promises of reward or fearing
“punishment. The first essential of the
"~ good life is to free your mind of
" ignorance and superstition.
Religious teaching encourages a

" desire for easy answers to difficult
" questions and reliance on a superpower
'to conduct our affairs on earth.
' Humanists do not base their beliefs on
|a fantasy, but follow the course of
| reason.
| Doany of your readers believe with
| Torrey that a Single-Tax Society will
| see a revival of religious institutions?
3 The 1dea that the economic prosperity
' of such a society might enable the
5§churches ‘to provide complete
| educational systems’ is anathema to
' me. Christianity has no monopoly on
“ morality, and its ethics existed long
| before Christ. Einstein wrote:

A man’s ethical behaviour should be

based ecffectively on sympathy,

education and social ties; no religious
basis is necessary.

. Every bit of progress in humane
- feeling, every improvement in the
| criminal law, every anti-war effort,
| every step in bétter treatment of

coloured races or the abolition of
 slavery, all moral progress has been
| opposed by the churches. If these
reborn churches of the Single Tax
Society use the Holy Bible as a
- handbook, they will have to be very
. selective about what they take from
- that collection of books. I know from
my own experience that teachers (often
compelled to teach RE against their
| better judgement) and clerics who have
_’ the right to teach in CE schools are all
. Very selective. Otherwise one could
easily pass on to children the picture
of a merely punitive tribal god.

Itis difficult to know what principles
of morality might be instilled into
| Pupils by reading the full awful truth

VTS i

about our biblical heroes.

I trust that if ever a Single Tax
Society is achieved, we shall not return
to religion - which is the tragedy of
mankind; instead we must deal with
moral issues from a non-religious
viewpoint and help to achieve a more
open, just and caring society.

W. H. Simcock
Leek, England

Sir,

I could not agree more with John
Hatherley (Winter 1996 Land and
Liberty) when he says that the
educational system needs to be
changed away from its present
obsession with academic excellence —
although not quite for the same reason
as his own.

My understanding is that numerous
studies (notably in America) have
confirmed the fact that academic ability
is the least important factor in career
success (the ability to get on with other
people being often quoted as the most
important).

This is not to knock academic ability
in any way; it is always useful and
sometimes vital, but sitting supinely in
a classroom trying to soak up 'infinite’
amounts of academic knowledge is
positively debilitating to the person
concerned and not the way to develop
the essential qualities for personal
success, such as initiative, enthusiasm,
confidence, courage, imagination,
understanding....and the ability to get
on with other people!

On another topic, I am appalled by °

Ronald Banks' suggestion on page 7
of the same issue that some taxes
should be kept. As far as | am
concerned, all taxation that is properly
so called is wrongful, and concern for
individual personal health and for
conservation of energy resources is not
an excuse for state immorality in this
matter.

Going on yet again, the answer to
Sir Kenneth Jupp's question at the end

of his quite dreadful essay on the
meaning of land, "Would it be better
to adopt the ordinary meaning of the
word land?" is clearly "No", since this
would exclude from the system such
things as fishery and undersea oil and
gas rights, a circumstance which would
have very harmful consequences.

Finally, with regard to the same
gentleman's concept of 'pure land
value', mentioned in the book review
by Nick Dennys on page 12, I would
say that no such value does, or can,
exist in economic practice - land has
no economic value in the absence of
people to value it, i.e. in the absence
of community!

Robin Raynham
Weston-Super-Mare, England

TREE
Continued from page one

Aldo Leopold preached the land-ethic
approach - the extension of the social
conscience from people to land. We are
not only our brothers keepers, but the
keepers of grass and trees, oceans,
stones and microbes. Only proper
taxation can bring this about.

The moral obligation to land is real!

Ashworth concludes: “I think we have
the root of the problem. What
conservation education must build is an
ethical underpinning for land economics
and universal curiosity to understand
land mechanisms. Conservation will
then follow.”

Let’s start thinking like a forest in
recyclable circles: an economy that is
sustainable, an ecology that is reconciled
to Earth’s limits, a land-value tax for
government. Only this kind of effort can
move people and their reluctant
legislators to act - for the common good.
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