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WHY RENTS AND RATES ARE HIGH
By A. W. Mapsex, B.Sc.
Price—40 cents. Order from Robert Schalkenbach Foundation, 11 Park Place,
New York City.

In this book are given 600 examples of the appalling tiibute paid
to land monopoly whenever the people engage in a slum clearance or
other civic project, or even in a national defence programme. While
the illustrations pertain primarily to Great Britain, the penetrating
comment by Mr. Madsen in each case furnishes excellent material for
land value taxationists all over the world, The work is an arsenal
of information, and it is to be hoped the object lessons contained
therein will secure a wide circulation. If business men, particularly
in England where landholding abuses are among the worst in the
world, are not moved by this powerful indictment, then it would seem
that they deserve to be exploited. And American business men may
well profit from this revelation of British slaveiy—for in our country
the handwriting is even now on the wall,

The following examples, condensed from the book, will serve to
illustrate the seriousness of the land problem as well as the merciless
logic of Mr. Madsen’'s conclusions.

1. Certain families, who were moved from slums in which half of
them were living in one-room tenements, into good houses where
overcrowding was not permitted, suffered an increased death rate
of 46 per cent. The medical officer of health found that the increased
rents for the better houses were paid by the former slum dwellers
at the expense of their food requirements. Result—ill health and
death. Municipal housing schemes will not alone solve the slum
problem; it is poverty that drives people into slums.

2. For purposes of a ‘‘demonstration farm' (probably akin to a
resettlement project in our United States) the officials of Aylesbury
proposed to buy certain land, at the customary handsome price in
such cases. Someone pointed out that the land was not ideal for
farming. But to the chairman of the committee, that was ‘“a very
strong recommendation’ for acquiring it, because he ‘“‘wanted to
teach people how to grow on difficult land and he thought they would
have their work cut out.”” So the owners get $40,000 for the ad-
mittedly inferior land, the price of proving to would-be cultivators
that “‘back to the land” offers no alternative to wage slavery,

3. Certain land, registered as *‘agricultural,’” was needed for a chil-
dren’s playground. As “agricultural’ land, it paid no taxes, pursuant
to the English law, the theory being that it has “‘no value,” for rating
purposes. But this fiction disappears when it comes time to sell.
The owners received $4,500 from the authorities., Having thus
deepened the poverty of the children who will use the playground,
no doubt the condition will be meliorated (how much?) by rations
of free milk to the underfed children.

4, So that a certain beauty spot might be saved from building
development, a preservation scheme provided for the usual land
purchase. The owner of the required site was St. Thomas's Hospital,
a wealthy institution of the Sailor's Snug Harbor or Trinity Church
order, never having paid a penny's tax on its “agricultural” lands.
It was pointed out that “the needs of St. Thomas's Hospital make
it unthinkable that it can sell its lands at a price generous to the
public but cruel to the sick.”’ The widow and orphan argument, of
which this isa variation, is an old, old, dodge.

5. One hundred and thirty acres of land, owned by and contiguous
to the Dunlop Rubber Company factory, weie desired by Birming-
ham for housing. The Dunlop Company sold the land to the Council
for a subsidized housing project at $1,500 an acre, the price they
had paid for it, explaining that ‘‘the provisions of houses near the
factory would benefit the company, since many Dunlop operatives
have to travel considerable distances to work’’—an admission that,
as things are, the workers being saved that expense will, in the com-
petition for jobs, accept less in wages. However, the houses were
not built. The Council decided to abandon the scheme and sell the
land to an airaiaft factory. But due to the strings attached to the

whole transaction, the Dunlop Company now received, in addition,
from the aircraft concern about $400,000, being the difference between
the value of the land for industrial purposes and housing purposes.
Even a Conservative newspaper said the business “‘leaves a nasty
taste in the mouth,” meaning that someone has exploited England’s
expenditure on aircraft armament,

The sale of half the city of Cardiff in Wales is also strikingly, if
not tiagically covered. It must beread in the original to be thoroughly
appreciated. The book concludes with a useful pro and con argu-
ment on land value taxation, covering sixteen major issues, with
excellenl comment. No *‘go-getting’’ Georgeist should be without
“Why Rents and Rates are High.""—C. J. SMITH.

Correspondence

REVIEW OF THE CALIFORNIA CAMPAIGN
EDI1TOR LAND AND FREEDOM:

Removed in time about two months from the California election,
and in space, many thousands of miles from the State, permit me to
review the recent campaigns for industrial and economic freedom.

In 1933 the State Legislature passed a sales tax law affecting the
transfer of all personal property. The law was universally unpopular.
It seemed to me the moment to strike a blow for removal of restric-
tions upon industry and, for this purpose, a number of us prepared
a constitutional amendment to be submitted under the State initia-
tive. It was designed that this should be passed upon popularly
in the Fallof 1934, but we failed for the lack, shown at the last moment,
of some two thousand names. This deficiency was corrected so that
the measure was ready for submission in 1936. Meanwhile, in 1935
the legislature repealed part of the sales tax most objectionable to
the housewife and others—that upon foods sold in groceries.

Before the election of 1936 the Supreme Court of the State struck
the measure from the ballot for frivolous reasons well known to your
readers, and the thoroughly political character of its action has uni-
versally been recognized.

For the 1938 election the measure was carefully rewritten, and after
a long, determined, and I may add, unscrupulous campaign against
its submission, was put on the ballot. All efforts to remove it failed,
but the people rejected the proposition by a vote approximately
four to one. Why this decidedly adverse result?

Against the measure there were enlisted the Real Estate Boards
with 15,000 to 20,000 members; the Chambers of Commerce with
branches even in the smallest towns; farmers' organizations in the
rural districts; the powerful Parent-Teachers’ and School Teachers'
bodies (with individual exceptions); State employees acting under
virtual command and numbering 20,000, twelve hundred of whom
were directly under the sales tax administration; the Republican
party through its platform, the Democratic platform being silent;
the press almost unanimously, save for the Labor section; the great
interests represented by banks, public utilities and oil companies,
big building and loan associations and the like. These groups could
and did bring force to bear upon almost all classes of voters. Another
foice opeiating against the adoption of our measure was a widespread
fear of changing old but known methods for those new and un-
familiar.

Upon the other side our handful of original supporters felt that we
were cverlastingly right, and that knowledge extended to many others.
We also enjoyed the support of the great mass of labo1 leaders, among
whom the defection may be placed at not more than ten per cent,
and the support of the Labor papers. The mass of the Union member-
ship, however, was not controlled by the expression of views of their
chiefs, five times expressed, but was influenced largely by the opirions
and expressions of those withr whom its members came in daily con-
tact. At almost the last possible moment an anti-picketing proposal
was placed on the ballot. All unions regarded this as a direct attack,
the defeat of which demanded their money, and their best fighting



