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CAUSES OF HIGH PRICES.

Why is it necessary to have a commission to
investigate and report on the causes of the rise
of prices? The data is already at hand for all
practical purposes. 4

Since 1900 the annual production of gold has
been nearly four times what it was prior to 1896.
In the last twelve years (1900 to 1912) the total
aggregate production exceeds that of the thirty-
five years from 1861 to 1896.

The Dingley bill, enacted in 1897, was in force
until August 5, 1909, when the Aldrich bhill went
into effect. The duty under these bills averages
nearly 50 per cent. During this period prices
have risen by leaps and bounds and they have
risen faster in countries with high tariffs than
in free trade countries, and highest of all where
private monopolies have flourished.

Bradstreet estimates the rise of prices of the
necessaries of life as follows between 1897 and
1910:

In England .................... 28 per cent.
In Germany .................... 43 per cent
In United States............... 53.38 per cent.

Bulletin of Commerce and Labor issued by
our government, estimates the rise in wholesale
prices between 1897 and 1910 at 46.7. The
rise in retail prices was still greater.

Byron W. Holt estimates that prices increased
during this period 60 per cent.

The last report of the Federal Bureau of Com-
merce and Labor shows that prices are still soar-
ing and that retail prices of many necessaries in
the last ten years have nearly doubled.

&
Let it be noted, then—

(1) That there is a world rise of prices of some

25 per cent on account of the increased production
of gold.

(%) That high protective tariffs raised prices.
Prices are 15 per cent higher in Germany under
Germany’s protective tariff than in England under
comparative free trade.

(3) That trusts have raised prices.

Nowhere else have trade combinations been
able to establish monopoly prices as in the United
States.

Is it not clear why prices are 15 per cent higher
in Germany than in England and 32 per cent
higher in the United States than in England?

&

Iess than one-half of the rise in prices is due
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to the increased production of gold, and the bal-
ance is caused by tariffs and trusts.

If we would reduce the cost of living we must
lower the tariff and control or abolish the trusts

“which are the cause of abnormal prices; and inas-

much as the tariff is the mother of the trusts, by
taking down the tariff wall we shall not only lower
80 much of the rise in prices as comes from the
protective system, but we shall get rid of some of
the rise that comes from trust control.

If we were to rid ourselves of all private
monopoly, prices would be brought to a normal
level. The Democratic House of Representatives
made a good start in pulling down the tariff wall
by cutting in twain the woolen and cotton sched-
ules and putting some of the more common neces-
saries of life on the free list. )

The trusts fatten on special privileges. When
we get a President and a Congress that will take
away their special privileges—in the tariff, in the
currency, and in the transportation system,—the
reign of robber prices will near its end.

: W. B. FLEMING.
]
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PRESIDENTIAL POLICIES.

WNilliam Jennings Bryan (through the Central Press
Association), from the Chicago Tribune of
October 14, 1912,

The Roosevelt policy of admitting private monopo-
lies to exist permanently, subject to regulation,
would simply end, after futile attempts at regulation,
in a demand for government ownership. The So-
clalist believes in monopoly in industry, the mo-
nopoly to be owned and operated by the govern-
ment in the interests of the people. Mr. Roosevelt
believes in monopoly to be owned and operated by
monopolists in their own interest, but under gov-
ernment regulation.

Mr. Taft believes in maintaining competition, but
is not in favor of the passage of any laws that
would be effective for the purpose.

Mr. Wilson believes in the absolute prevention of
monopoly by laws that will make it impossible for
a monopoly to exist.

& & O
FARMERS AND THE SINGLETAX.

Henry George in Henry George’s “Standard.”

Take the case of those to whom the opponents of
the Singletax are so fond of referring—the farmers
who till their own acres, the men who own the
homesteads in which they live.

It is true that the change we propose would di-
minish the selling value of their land (but merely of
the bare land, not of the buildings or improvements)
and if fully garried out would virtually destroy it

But it would in no wise diminish the usefulness
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of their land; it would in no wise diminish, but
would in fact increase their incomes.

They would pay under this system less taxes than
they pay now. The clerk or mechanic or business
or professional man who owns a house and lot in
which he lives might pay more taxes on his lot
than now, but in return for this he would escape the

~ taxes now levied on his house and its contents, and
through the medium of indirect taxation, upon ev-
erything that his family consumes And so with the
farmer.

Our present system of taxation falls with peculiar
severity upon the farming class. Not only is im-
proved land all over the United States taxed higher
than unimproved land of the same quality, but the
taxes which so largely raise the prices of all the
farmer has to buy do not, and cannot, so long as we
are exportdrs of agricultural produce, raise the price
of what the farmer has to sell.

And, further than this, to put taxation solely upon
land values would shift the weight of taxation from
the sparsely settled agricultural districts to those
populous centers where land has a real and a high
value.

As it would destroy the speculative value of land,
the result would be that many farmers would have
no taxes at all to pay, for, no matter what might be
the value of his improvements, no farmer would
have more taxes to pay than could be collected from
unimproved land equal to his in quality and situa-
tion.

Manifestly it would be very greatly to the relief of
the farmer to abolish all the taxes which now fall
upon his improvements and his consumption, and to
substitute for them a tax upon the value of bare
land, which is always higher in populous centers
than in agricultural districts, and in sparsely set-
tled agricultural districts hardly exists at all, ex-
cept as the result of speculation.

And from the effects upon the diffusion of popu-
lation the farmer would greatly gain. Just as the
city population would gain from the destruction of
the system which now builds tenement houses amid
vacant lots, so would the agricultural communities
gain in productive power and'in social enjoyment
when settlement should become closer, from the
fact that there would no longer be any inducement

for any one to take up or hold more land than he .

could use.

Further than this, it must be remembered that, al-
though the selling price of land would diminish,
this, since it would affect all land, would not affect
the exchange value of the homestead, 10t or farm,
as compared with other homesteads, lots or farms.
It would be, to the man who wants for himself and
his family the security of a home in which to live,
or land to cultivate, a purely nominal and intangible
loss, to offset which would be great and actual
gains; and, as his children grew up, it would be very
much easier for them to get homesteads or farms

of their own.
& o &

Ye build! ye build! but ye enter not in.

Like the tribes whom the desert devoured in their lln,

From the land of promise ye fade and die,

Ere its verdure gleams forth on your wearied eye.
—Mrs. Sigourney.
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POLITICAL POINTERS IN AUSTRALASIA

Corowa, N. 8. W.,
Australia, August 21.
For a conservative ministry, the proposals of the
Massey government in New Zealand seem rather
progressive.
&

The trend, both in New Zealand and Australia, is
to impose graduated taxation on land values, with a
high exemption, in order to compel owners of large
estates to sell their land. This method of taxation
can be evaded to some extent by bogus subdivisions
among children and others, but it appears to have
had the desired effect in many cases. It thus makes
more land available for farming, and it provides
revenue for the government. It has not, I think, re-
duced the price of land in Australia, owing to the
exemption. As no other taxes were remitted when
it was imposed, it has been of no benefit, as far as |
can judge, to the ordinary wage earner.

&

The Federal Parliament of Australia is now sit-
ting again.

The only new proposal of the government of any
outside interest is the payment of a bonus of five
pounds for every baby born in the Commonwealth.
With regard to this, the Women’s Single Tax League
of New. South Wales, publish a letter in which they
say:

We consider that the proposed bonus is simply a clum-
sy effort to blind the eyes of many people to the true

_causes of the unjust conditions which oppress them. It

will do nothing to remove those causes. In fact, it is
likely to intensify them. In many cases the chief bene-
ficiary will be the landlord. The bonus will be one of the
sources from which he will get his rent, and consequently
it will strengthen his position.

We wish to point out that the Federal Government is
not in earnest in its professed .desire to help mothers.
If it were In earnest it would propose to take the present
unjust taxes off the food and clothes and shelter that the
baby requires. That would be far more useful thart a
Federal dole of £5 upon which the landlord will have
first claim.

In the Federal Parliament, the Liberals—a curious
mixture ranging from extreme conservatives to ad-
vanced radicals—appear to have adopted a “stand
pat” policy, while the Labor party is trades-unionist
and socialistic. Both parties seem hopelessly Pro-
tectionist.

Since the Labor party has been in power, it has
passed two tariff acts largely increasing the duties
These were hurried through with
little opposition, even from members who formerly
professed to be Freetraders.

For the last few years Australia, owing to good
seasons and high prices of wool and wheat, has been
very prosperous.

There has been a great demand for labor ot all
descriptions, and wages have risen; in some cases
naturally, in others artificially through the awards
of wages boards appointed under Arbitration Acts.
But the cost of living has increased very much;



