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More Ado About Canterbury 
By JOHN C. WEAVER. This contribution 
to the discussion concerning the Archbishop 
of Canterbury and the land question comes 
from the secretary of Pittsburgh's unique 
Hungry Club, where, it has truly been writ-
ten, "For your hunger, you will share in 
the offerings of the most unusual open forum 
in America." Operating without a member-
ship roll, without formal applications for 
membership, and without attendance records, 
this nationally known institution has for 
thirty-five years been giving to the business 
and professional men of Pittsburgh at its 
Monday noon meetings something distinctly 
different in intellectual fare. 

Mr. Weaver was first interested in the 
principles of Henry George by the Pitts-
burgh graded tax enthusiasts, speaking at 
the Hungry Club in 1920, and by reading THE 
FREEMAN of those days when it was under 
the brilliant editorship of Albert Jay Nock. 
Later, he collaborated in a radio program 
called "The Center" with William N. McNair, 
Pittsburgh's famous Single Tax Mayor. 

1 THE ARTICLE IN THE November FREEMAN entitled 
"Canterbury and the Profit Motive" was perhaps written 
in the assumption that readers would already have be-
come familiar with the full statement by the Arch-
bishop of Canterbury, printed in the New York Times 
of September 27, dealing with religion's responsibility 
to set forth social principles. While THE Fnsinvax is not 
expected to record all events related to its field, it seems 
unfair that it did not give the complete text of the 
Archbishop's address so far as it related to land and 
taxation, considering the one-sided impression which 
would be gathered by anyone reading Mr. Potter's ar-
ticle. The following paragraphs are so significant to 
Georgists that I believe they will be worthy of space 
whenever they may appear. 

"There are four requisites for life which are 
provided by nature, even apart from man's la-
bor: air, light, land and water. I suppose if it 
were possible to establish a property claim upon 
air somebody would have done it by now and 
would have made people pay if they wanted to 
breathe what he would then call his air. So too 
of light. But it has not been found possible to 
do this. 

"Unhappily, it has been found possible in the 
case both of land and water, and we have tend- 

ed to respect claims made by owners of land, 
and water flowing through or beneath it, in a 
way which subordinates the general interest to 
the private interest of those owners. I am not 
persuaded that the right way to deal with this 
question is by nationalization of land, but I am 
sure we need to assert the prior interest of the 
community respecting land and water with a 
vigor of which recent political history shows no 
trace. 

"Here, supremely, the principle of the old 
Christian tradition holds good that the right of 
property is the right of administration or stew-
ardship—never the right of exclusive use. 

"The present treatment of land and the build-
ings placed on it strikes me as perfectly topsy-
turvy. If a landlord neglects his property and 
it falls into a bad condition, which is an injury 
to society, the rates upon that property are re-
duced, while if he improves the property, and 
so does a service to society, his rates are in-
creased. But if the rates were levied on the land 
itself, not on the buildings placed. on it, there 
would always be an inducement to make the 
property as good as possible in order that the 
best return might be received from it. 

"You see I am going on the supposition that 
what we have to do is not to expect that men 
will guide their conduct always by the motive 
of service instead of self-interest, but rather to 
so organize life that self-interest prompts those 
actions which are of greatest social service." 

While Georgists may very properly take exception to 
other abstract passages from the Archbishop's address, 
which seem to show a socialistic background, this last-
quoted paragraph brings them into a different focus. It 
is also important to note that he limited his concrete 
applications of principles to only two specific matters: 
land—which is dealt with in the above language—and 
money or credit. The latter also he believes should be 
controlled in the public interest. This is a remarkable 
exercise of self-restraint and discrimination for a pub-
lic figure such as Dr. Temple, who was known to be 
strongly inclined to social experiments during his ear-
lier days before the appointment as Archbishop. 

It always requires a little time for any utterance of 
this sort to become generally familiar to the wider cir-
cles of the public, depending almost entirely on whether 
the inner circles of interested persons take the trouble 
to give the statement further circulation. There are 
signs that the Archbishop's unusual emphasis is grad-
ually. beginning to penetrate American thinking. For 
example, in the daily religious column of Dr. Joseph 
Fort Newton of Philadelphia, syndicated in many pa- 
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community, as well as much of the building rent which 
ought to be left to the builders. England taxes building-
income only, with no tax on locations, and this extreme 
absurdity is what has finally wakened Englishmen up—
as well as their perpetual ground rents on certain prop-
erties. But Dr. Newton may do as much harm by im-
plying that America has none of the evil under con-
sideration as he does good by publicizing the Arch-
bishop's remarks. So I concluded: 

pers, there appeared on November 24 a quotation of the 
first two of the paragraphs which appear above,—fol-
lowed by some comments which are also worth re-
printing here, because they remind us of the many types 
of misunderstanding and half-understanding through 
which truth must make its way: 

"No doubt he has reference to the ancient 
system of ground rents, whereby it is impossi-
ble, in many parts of England, to buy and own 
land—as on the estates of the Duke of Bedford, 
and others. 

"In our country we have little to help us un-
derstand this system—unless it be the ground-
rents of the old Dutch churches in New York 
City. But what makes his statement notable is 
his concern for social justice and welfare. The 
present system, he says, is peEfectly topsy-
turvy. 

"In other words, if there is to be a new Eng-
land, where there is liberty and opportunity 
for all, it must begin from the ground up." 

"The universal evil of taxes on improvements 
is too close to his eyes. Of course, in his tax-
ridden city of Philadelphia, he must have heard 
the undiscriminating clamor for 'lower taxes on 
real estate,' but he evidently does not know that 
there, as elsewhere, a huge source of revenue 
for relief of home and business owners could be 
found in the untaxed rent of downtown loca 
tions leased for commercial building, with fre-
quent specification that all taxes must be paid 
by the builder or occupant. Even Pittsburgh's 
graded tax law does not touch this source, 
though indirectly it has an effect. That is a 
subject for more thorough presentation. The 
few who are interested grow extremely dis-
couraged over the topsy-turvy confusion caused 
by lumping both buildings and locations as 'real 
estate'—in Pittsburgh, of all places—but un-
doubtedly they also are at fault for not having 
developed a more vigorous movement to cor-
rect the ancient blindness. With the Arch-
bishop back of us, let's take a fresh start!" 

I took Dr. Newton to task, in a letter written to the 
Pittsburgh Press where his column is carried, especial-
ly for quoting the Archbishop's phrase "topsy-turvy" 
without the paragraph in which it appears. If he had 
gone on to quote the vivid references to "rates" on im-
provements, neither he nor his readers could have failed 
to realize that the Archbishop's principles are as badly 
needed in America as they are in England. It is of course 
true that American "real-estate taxes" do take some of 
the "standing-and-breathing rent" which belongs to the 


