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1980s, lies in a revival of Henry
George's ideas on land reform
through a land tax and community
control. Intriguing but hardly a
serious contribution to the need for
immediate reform of land use policies
in Britain

In other words, if we want particular
results, now, it 1s no good attempting
to turn society upside down, which 1s
what Henry George's “land tax”
would certainly do.

“We alreadv take some rent In
taxation™, wrote George in Progress
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eves that this fact rules out
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Proposals  for a  Natural
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nsion of planming controls, he
l that “FOE has no remit to
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It 1s clear that no single issue 1s big
c¢nough to
revolutionary
common

justify  calls  for deep
change. Only
problem s

discovered at the heart of many 1ssues

scated,

when a

1s it worthy of legislaton that has
repercusisons for all.

Pve Smith slips up in just this
respect  when  he (p.132):
“Times, of changed
Industrial depressions, which George
attributed to the land monopoly, have
little or nothing to do with who owns
and uses land.”

Untl the institution of landowner
ship atself is clearly exposed as one of
the root problems of society. rami
fying in many directions and blighting
the lives of all. the cause of radical
land reform cannot prosper.
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