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ment. The fact that land-value taxation, besides
securing for all the people the nature-given or com-
munity-created profits of land ownership, would
automatically adjust to developments leading to bet-
terment or worsenment is either not appreciated or
is not considered relevant to Land Policy.

To be fair to Mr. Ratcliffe, his main interest lies
in the field of planning and property development.
He is concerned primarily about the unhappy rela-
tionship that currently exists between the Govern-
ment and the professions. He recognises the impor-
tance of land—and of land taxation—in this field and
he has no doubts about the inadequacies of the Com-
munity Land Act in meeting the desired objectives.
But he is absorbed with the need for any solution
to be permanent and proof against the vicissitudes of

with dynamite, his conclusion is a damp squib. His
judgment is tamely to accept the present set-up and
merely to advocate partnership between local author-
ity, developer and the Government. The Community
Land Act, he concludes dolefully, is now law and
“it is imperative that it is made to work.”

Perhaps the reader is misled by the title of this
book into expecting something more profound; some
more fundamental appraisal of the vital place of land
in the social and economic life of the community.
As it is, the book presents a useful discourse on the
superficial problems of local government, planning
and property development within the framework of
the current conventional wisdom. But in the age-old
controversy about the rights of man to the land he
walks on, it hardly gets to first base.

political change. The result is that, after juggling

CAP THIS!

B. Raymond

A recent issue of European
" Community, which is pub-
lished on behalf of the Commis-
sion of the European Communities,
contained the following defence of
the Common Agricultural Policy:

“Recent comments on the level
of food prices in Britain and the
effect of the common agricultural
policy have somewhat exaggerated
the impact of the policy on prices
in the shops. Certain additional
considerations may also be worth
pointing out:

“a) British food prices are not
generally higher than prices in
other industrialised countries;

“b) with or without a common
farm policy Britain would not be
open house to world supplies;
some protection would undoubt-
edly be applied to prevent dump-
ing on the UK market, even with-
out CAP;

“c) the farm-gate price of food
represents roughly only half the
price to the shopper;

“d) long-term agreements with
food suppliers demand prices a
good deal higher than the lowest
prices on world markets;

“e) the advantages of stability
in supplies and prices is not to be
underestimated in a world whose
growing population will in the long
term greatly increase the need for
food.”

It will be observed that each of
these “arguments” is negative in
nature and is more by way of be-
ing an excuse rather than a valid
point in favour of the CAP. How-
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ever, it may be instructive to ex-
amine each of them briefly.

a) To say this is to say nothing
at all.  “Generally” and “other”
evoke the questions “which
prices?” and “which countries?”
The prices in other member coun-
tries will also be affected by the
CAP and will of course be com-
parable with British prices (higher
in fact, since Britain is still in the
transitional stage). And many
other industrialised countries have
their own foolish dear-food poli-
cies——should we hanker after com-
parability with them?

b) That protection would still
exist in Britain were she not an
EEC member is not an argument
for membership of a larger pro-
tectionist club. It merely demon-
strates that the battle against pro-
tectionist interests must be con-
stantly fought, whatever Britain's
situation.

¢) Is this suggesting that while
the basic price goes up, all the
other elements in the final con-
sumer price should stay the same
so that the overall effect on prices
will be less significant? This is
a fallacy, since the profit margins
of wholesalers and retailers must
be based upon their own outlay if
they are to remain in business—
prices are increased accordingly all
along the line of production.

d) and e) Food, like any other
commodity, is produced in re-
sponse to the effective demand for
itt. The proposition that this
necessitates inter-governmental

agreements with fixed prices is fal-
lacious. A growing population
with an effective demand will be
fed efficiently if its demands are
allowed to be registered on those
markets where food can be most
cheaply produced. When world
resources are misdirected by the
restriction of markets, everybody
is the loser.

The Common Agricultural Policy
is a deliberate dear-food policy in-
stituted for political reasons. Its
tools—target prices, external tariffs
and intervention buying—can only
make food dearer than it other-
wise would be. Attempts to
demonstrate that it does not do
so show either an incredible
naivety or downright dishonesty.

CITIBANK CHIEF WARNS
AGAINST PROTECTION

THE Chairman of Citicorp and
Citibank, Mr. Walter Wriston,
called for international trade to be
as free as possible and cited Hong
Kong as the freest market in the
world, reports the Hong Kong
Trade Development Council.

Mr. Wriston said that the
political temptation to return to
the jungle of nationalism and im-
posed quotas and controls and
other protective devices, is a real
and constantly growing threat.

The old notion that exports are
good and imports are bad, is be-
ing replaced by reality said Mr.
Wriston. “But the simple truth is
that when it is agreed that we cut
our imports we are increasing our
cost to the consumer. We are
inviting retaliation. The only way
the world can sell more abroad is
to buy more abroad.”
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