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Those interested in history, geography, anthropology, the arts and other
humanities are well aware of how the name, form and culture of every
society is a product of both natural and man-made forces. The same
is true of everything that people produce, and down the ages science
has discovered new ways in which the forces of nature may be used
to increase our ability to produce the things that people need. Thus
we can today build houses, grow food, make clothes and produce all
other forms of wealth with a fraction of the labour it took in times past.
However, whilst wealth in all its forms may now be easily produced
its equitable distribution remains an unsolved challenge as evidenced
by social unrest and the prevalence of involuntary physical, mental,
emotional and spiritual disease and poverty, in even the wealthiest of
today’s societies.
Whilst these problems are today evident in countries of every political
hue and individual human failings mean they may never be eradicated,
the science of political economy offers vital help. This is because it
looks beyond the individual and the political in order to understand
the natural forces that govern both the individual and the societies
of which they are a part. It provides what those who would prescribe
socioeconomic solutions need first to understand in much the way that
engineers and architects must first understand certain unchanging
laws of nature before they are able to build stable structures that
satisfy the needs or desires of their clients.
Whilst the science of political economy is distinct from the art of
politics they both bear on such issues as wages, living costs, rents,
house prices, the environment, savings, investments, interest rates,
pensions, trade and taxes etc., i.e. things that people have an interest
in, have opinions about, and take into account when they elect those
responsible for managing public affairs. As the never ending and futile
debates over Brexit have illustrated, chaos ensues when the opinions
of law makers are under the influence sectional interests rather than
principles that provide for the good of all.
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message
from the
honorary
president

In addressing the topics referred to above, those of us who seek to
promote the study of political economy need to use clearly defined
plain English terms, free of jargon and mathematical formula, if we are
to appeal to open minded people who are prepared to review current
opinions in light of information drawn from unchanging principles.
We must begin by acknowledging individual and social aspects of
human nature and what is common to every community. Next we need
to consider different sources, types and measures of value and how the
things that people value are produced, acquired and exchanged. This
includes examining the parts played by land, labour, capital, money
and credit. Then we can explore how the ideas held in every society
regarding common, public, personal and private forms of ownership
affect the forms of economic activity that take place in that society as
well as the consequences for the natural and man-made environments,
the distribution of wealth, the need for public revenue and how local
and national governments then collect it.
This at least, is the broad shape of a new course on The Science
of Political Economy that is currently under preparation and any
comments and/or suggestions would welcome.

David Triggs
Honorary President
Henry George Foundation

henrygeorgefoundation@
googlemail.com
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In Protection or Free Trade Henry George draws the following distinction between the realm of government and the realm of the
individual:
Man is primarily an individual—a separate entity, differing from his
fellows in desires and powers, and requiring for the exercise of those
powers and the gratification of those desires individual play and
freedom. But he is also a social being, having desires that harmonize
with those of his fellows, and powers that can be brought out only in
concerted action. There is thus a domain of individual action and a
domain of social action—some things which can best be done when
each acts for himself, and some things which can best be done when
society acts for all its members.

There was great confusion about this natural distinction in
George’s time. ‘Individualists’ opposed him, calling him a ‘socialist’,
while socialists opposed him, calling him an individualist. These
opposing camps held that either all matters of society should be
left to the free individual, while the other held that every aspect of
society should be under the control of government. George traces
the reason for this confusion to the way civilization develops:
The natural tendency of advancing civilization is to make social conditions relatively more important, and more and more to enlarge the
domain of social action. This has not been sufficiently regarded, and
at the present time, evil unquestionably results from leaving to individual action functions that by reason of the growth of society and
the development of the arts have passed into the domain of social
action; just as, on the other hand, evil unquestionably results from
social interference with what properly belongs to the individual. Society ought not to leave the telegraph and the railway to the management and control of individuals; nor yet ought society to step in
and collect individual debts or attempt to direct individual industry.

As civilization grows in complexity, functions that at one time
might be left to individual enterprise, such as drawing water from
a well in a village, at a later time through the development of a
piped water infrastructure they grow into monopolies. George
gives examples of the telegraph and the railways. There comes a
point, according to George, when such functions cease to be purely
‘economic’ and become ‘social’. A more obvious example in our
time would be our public walkways, roads and motorways. They
pass from being economic enterprises to becoming infrastructure
and communal facilities. Few would argue that we should pay a
toll for access to our streets. They are ‘social’ amenities as distinct
from ‘economic’ products.
On the other hand, George observes that ‘society’ ought not to direct individual industry or take on the burden of individual debts.
There are things that belong to individual freedom and things that
belong to collective responsibility. The more advanced a civilization becomes, the sharper the distinction becomes between these
domains. Thus George writes in Social Problems:
The primary purpose and end of government being to secure the
natural rights and equal liberty of each, all businesses that involve
monopoly are within the necessary province of governmental regulation, and businesses that are in their nature complete monopolies
become properly functions of the State. As society develops, the State
must assume these functions, in their nature cooperative, in order to
secure the equal rights and liberty of all.
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That is to say, as, in the process of integration, the individual becomes more and more dependent upon and subordinate to the all,
it becomes necessary for government, which is properly that social
organ by which alone the whole body of individuals can act, to take
upon itself, in the interest of all, certain functions which cannot
safely be left to individuals.
Perhaps the most important point George is making here is that
functions that properly belong to the State to perform assure individual freedom. Private monopolies diminish individual freedom. Individualists who argue in the name of liberty against all
state intervention, as the Liberty and Property Defence League
did against George in 1882, ultimately defeat their own purpose.
True liberty of the individual cannot be attained through the loss
of liberty of another individual. And so George draws the conclusion:
Thus out of the principle that it is the proper end and purpose of
government to secure the natural rights and equal liberty of the
individual, grows the principle that it is the business of government to do for the mass of individuals those things which cannot
be done, or cannot be so well done, by individual action.
In Protection or Free Trade George is equally clear on what is not
the business of government:

All schemes for securing equality in the conditions of men by placing the distribution of wealth in the hands of government have
the fatal defect of beginning at the wrong end. They presuppose
pure government; but it is not government that makes society; it is
society that makes government; and until there is something like
substantial equality in the distribution of wealth, we cannot expect
pure government.
Here George shows that the noble desire to secure equality is
not achieved through government controlling the distribution of
wealth, as the socialists held. On the contrary, what George calls
‘pure government’ is possible only when the economy of itself
assures just distribution of wealth. This is possible only through
overcoming land monopoly which distorts the natural economy.
When the economy is liberated from land monopoly, and other
monopolies are duly regulated, then through each individual receiving the full product of their labour, there would be just distribution of wealth. Then the distinction between economic functions and social functions would be clear to all, and government
could become ‘pure government’. But so long as there is land
monopoly distorting the economy and depriving labour of its full
product, then government is compelled to intervene and mitigate
these consequences through various redistributions of wealth
through taxation on production. That is to say, government is
obliged to perform functions that do not properly belong to it.
So the individualist’s aspiration for ‘minimal’ government, and
the socialist’s aspiration for economic ‘equality’, could both be
attained if land monopoly was overcome. No schemes would be
required for the redistributing wealth.

*

Joseph Milne
editor@landandliberty.net
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cover story

THE INTRODUCTION OF LAND VALUE TAXATION
The subject of land value taxation is now mentioned more
frequently and it is encouraging that an all-party parliamentary
group has been formed to consider the capture of land value. It is
now time to give more attention to the method of its introduction
because devising an acceptable method of introduction is likely
to be just as difficult as gaining acceptance of the principles
supporting it. It is a major challenge, needing united effort.
The final objective must always be to collect the whole of the
land value annually on all land, residential, commercial and
agricultural, with the addition of the electromagnetic spectrum in
due course. While keeping in mind this larger strategic objective,
it is evident that the immediate need is to develop pragmatic
policies related to residential land and the provision of affordable
homes. This proposal is directed towards that need.

THE CHALLENGE
There is no doubt that land value taxation with minimal
exemptions will eventually bring general economic freedom with
justice, including the provision of affordable homes but there
is an immediate major problem which has to be faced. It is that
much of the future annual land value has already been captured
privately. At every sale of land from the green field onwards, the
vendor of a home retains the future value of the land as the land
element of the sale price. The land element of the sale price is the
capitalised value of future rent. At present a home owner claims
the right to occupy that location indefinitely without paying
rent and can then claim the value of all future occupation as the
sale price of the land. Having acquired the future annual value
of the land in the purchase price of the home, the purchaser is
able to enjoy its use and then recover the cost plus subsequent
increases in its future annual value when the home is sold. The
proceeds of sale may then be used to buy another home and this
process can continue until a final disposal. The land value may be
partially withdrawn to help children on to the housing ladder or
to supplement retirement income. Proceeds of final sale may also
be used to finance social care in old age or as bequests. When the
annual land value is being collected as government revenue, the
home owner will lose not only the benefit of rent free occupation
but will also lose the opportunity to collect the future annual
value on sale. Their home will be reduced in value to the value of
the building.
The problem is that so long as the practice of collecting future
land value on sale is considered normal and desirable and is
allowed to continue, the land value retained can no longer be
collected as government revenue from the vendor by direct land
value capture. When the previous owners have already captured
the land value, either the present owner must pay the annual
land levy or the government revenue will be lost or will have to
be replaced by revenue from another source. The situation will
be particularly painful for those who need a mortgage loan. There
will be an understandable reluctance to pay the annual levy in
addition to mortgage interest and repayments on a loan to buy
land which, when its full annual value is being paid as government
revenue, will have no exchange value.
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This situation makes any comprehensive land value capture
policy difficult to justify. Relief in some special cases may be
justifiable and necessary as a temporary measure, but all special

reliefs are in effect a subsidy to some at the expense of others, to
be avoided unless absolutely necessary.

A solution to the mortgage debt problem that has been suggested
is to introduce voluntary Location Value Covenants. Money would
be created by the Bank of England for use by a Statutory Authority
to purchase a home owner’s land. A rent would be charged which
in the long term would be equal to the Land Value Tax that would
otherwise be payable. The purchase price would be used to pay
off the mortgage loan. The Statutory Authority would be liable, as
owner, for the Land Value Tax. In the long term the rent received
by the Authority would therefore be equal to the Land Value Tax
payable and there would be no net income to repay the loan from
the Bank of England.
The LVC is fundamentally the creation of new money to pay off
the mortgage without making any provision for the payment of
interest or for repayment of the new money. It is true that the
land would become an asset of the Statutory Authority, but it
would have no exchange value, for the same reason that every
other home owner’s land would have no exchange value when
land value is captured as government revenue by Land Value
Taxation.

The money which would previously have been paid by the
borrower to the commercial bank in repayment of the loan would
remain in circulation and would shift the burden onto others by
causing inflation of the money supply. Location Value Covenants
would not solve the fundamental problem and are not a wise
policy.

THE WAY FORWARD
To justify the inevitable loss of purchased land value and to make
the policy generally acceptable, each step must be seen to at least
yield some balancing gain for any increase in annual payment.
It demonstrates the need to introduce the policy gradually with
small increments and with balancing benefits at each stage. All
additional revenue from land value tax must be used to reduce
taxation on earnings which would otherwise be necessary to
meet government expenditure. The particular advantage of this
proposal is that it would be difficult to raise reasonable objections
because the new policy corrects an existing unfair basis of tax
assessment.

Older home owners will need to be persuaded that it is this
process that will make homes affordable to all. It will reduce
the inter-generational inequity, to their ultimate benefit. The
government revenue could also be related to necessary increases
in expenditure on the National Health Service and on Social Care,
which older people particularly value. Help could be given to
home owners having mortgages, by a voluntary scheme for remortgaging with a Statutory Authority that has power to borrow
money newly created by the Bank of England, interest free.
Monthly repayments of capital would replace interest and initially
would be kept as nearly as possible to the interest previously paid.
Re-mortgaging is necessary because the loan must be repaid, for
the reasons given in the explanation of Location Value Covenants.
Aspiring home owners would benefit from progressively lower
house prices and rents. This is the most natural way to provide
affordable homes.
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Brian Chance is a retired Chartered Accountant and company
director who has worked for many years seeking practical ways
of implementing Henry George’s land value tax

A flourishing economy also needs infrastructure of all kinds.
Better transport facilities bring prosperity which increases the
land value. It has been shown that the Jubilee Line extension,
built to serve the Millennium Exhibition increased the value of
property near its stations by a value that would have paid for its
cost. The junction of the Elizabeth Line and HS2 with a station in
the area of the Old Oak and Park Royal Regeneration Project is
expected to boost the value of the site. Capturing this increased
land value will naturally finance infrastructure and a good test
of the viability of proposed expenditure will be whether the
increase in land value will be sufficient to finance its cost.
Once the collection has started with modest contributions, its
benefits will become apparent and will drive it forward. This
approach will make it possible to apply a uniform rate with
minimal exemptions. The process must also be as simple as
possible and avoid unnecessary changes to familiar procedures.

PROPOSAL
A superficially attractive course is to make a clean break with
the past and start afresh with a pure Land Value Tax but direct
replacement would need long preparation and would be very
disruptive. It is not an immediately deliverable policy. Fortunately
there is a convenient starting point for a low key approach. It is
Council Tax which already exists and is well established. Its
use avoids the disruption of yet another new tax. It is true that
Council Tax is widely criticised and it undoubtedly has defects,
but these can be corrected. The real objection to Council Tax is to
the way in which it is calculated at present. It is usually described
as being based on property values arranged in bands but it is not
based directly on band values at all. There is a superimposed
arithmetical computation of the tax payable, based on varying
ninths of the band D assessment. The lowest band is assessed at
six ninths of the band D charge and the highest band is assessed at
eighteen ninths of the band D charge, which limits the maximum
payable to three times the minimum. This is extremely regressive
but it can be easily corrected by scrapping the superimposed
recalculation and using the original band values instead. The
result of this correction will be to increase the maximum payable
to ten times the minimum, with proportionate increases on
intervening bands. The tax will then be far more closely aligned
to the variation in land values.
In order to keep to the policy that all income from land value
capture is used to reduce tax on earnings, the existing level of
revenue from other property taxes will have to be maintained.
There will be justifiable pressure to withdraw or reduce Stamp
Duty Land Tax. If it is deemed necessary to abolish or reduce this
tax, the lost income could be replaced by reducing Estate Duty
reliefs on residential property. This could be justified as a partial
recovery of the already captured land value described above. In
addition, consideration should also be given to the reduction of
Council Tax discounts and exemptions,

1245 Winter 2010/11
2018/19
No 1229

ADVANTAGES OF USING COUNCIL TAX
The use of a corrected Council Tax is a pragmatic low key way
to start the capture of land value with a minimum of justifiable
objections. Council Tax modified in this way by the correction
of the existing regressive basis can be the first stage in the
necessarily gradual change to a pure Land Value Tax.
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Uniform rates will be set nationally. Current administrative
procedures will continue and the amounts payable each year will
be expressed as tax per band as at present.

The assessment on each home is a local matter. The necessary
data is available to all local authorities and existing computer
programmes can be readily amended.
The change can be staged over three years. This will provide
certainty to the housing market and banking systems and give
time for all concerned to plan ahead for a pure land value tax.
The relative ease and speed of introduction allows it to be used
instead of extra taxation on earnings to provide the increasingly
apparent need for more government revenue. By using the
proposed phased basis of collection, the government revenue in
the third year will be enough to meet approximately £15 billion
of the additional planned increases in necessary government
expenditure.

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES
Council Tax is based on valuations made in 1991 and the band
values bear no relation to current property values.
The actual band values are not an immediately relevant factor. It is
the gradation of the band values that is relevant. Properties stay in
the same bands and the nominal band values will have increased
with the increase in property prices. It is true that property in the
south of England has risen in value much more than property in
the north and in Wales, but this does not invalidate the proposal.
It is practical politics to give the south of England more time to
adjust to higher future levels of land value capture.

The planning approval process will include an agreement on
Council Tax bands for the homes that are to be built and an
agreement on the date from which Council Tax will be payable,
whether or not the homes have been built. It will be payable by
the land owner if the homes have not been sold. This will prevent
unnecessary land banking. However, compulsory purchase may
not be necessary because the planning agreements and the
knowledge that the land will have no exchange value when Land
Value Tax is at full rate will control the price in the same way as
for already developed land.

Values include the buildings as well as the land.
In general, the land element forms a higher proportion of the total
value in the higher bands. Although higher bands will therefore
benefit when total value is the basis, it will provide temporary
relief before the greater jump when pure land values are used.

APPLICATION
The schedule below shows the average council tax payable and
the annual increases, phased in over three years, for property
on England and Wales, on the assumption that the basis of
assessment is corrected without increasing the tax payable on
Band A. The proposed assessments are based directly on the
gradation of bands, using the opening values for each band.
An opening value of £31,000 has been adopted for band A to
maintain the progressive gradation of band values. To avoid
complication the values used in England have been used also for
Wales. By using the gradations in band values the assessment on
the highest band is ten times that on the lowest band which is far
more closely aligned to property values than the present multiple
of three times the lowest rate.

The universal principle of capturing land value as communal
income cannot be reduced to the idea of a local tax.
This is a fundamental problem of any tax on the economic rent of
land. The single source of revenue must provide for expenditure at
all levels of government and there will be a uniform national rate
for each band. At present there are divergences in rates with no
set pattern but a standard rate is inherently fair to those who pay
it. Corresponding changes in the needs of Individual districts can
still be accommodated by the existing redistributive procedure.

CONCLUSION
Council Tax should be retained and modified to act as a desirable
introduction to a pure Land Value Tax and should not be
abandoned as being out of date and inappropriate. The proposed
gradualist approach will appeal to politicians who understand
the advantages of taxing the unearned benefit received by
landowners rather than the earnings from the work that produces
wealth. They will see that it can quickly attract the young aspiring
workers and gain their energy and enthusiasm to hasten the
process – and also gain their votes. The use of Council Tax is an
immediately available practical way of starting the necessarily
long process. Clarity on the ultimate objective will steer the
project through all temporary difficulties. A modified Council Tax
will lead naturally to pure annual Land Value Tax and economic
justice for the common good.

It is payable by occupiers instead of owners.
It is probable that most of those who will pay more tax will be
owners and will not be affected. It is let property that will need
special consideration. When landlords become liable for payment
of Council Tax, legal changes to existing tenancy agreements will
be needed to allow for immediate rent reviews. The tenant must
continue to bear the burden of the land value levy because they
are enjoying the use of the land and rent will be set by the market
accordingly, but the advantage will shift to the tenant because
landlords will have to pay if the premises are unoccupied. After
rent review and for new leases at market rents, Council Tax can
still be collected from the occupying tenant who will then become
legally entitled to deduct the tax paid from subsequent rent
payments. The outcome will be that on let property the tenant
will continue to pay for the use of the land and buildings, and the
landlord will bear the burden of the Council Tax as a reduction of
rent received. The value of the property to the owner will thereby
be reduced in the same way as the value of owner occupied
property.
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It does not capture Planning Gains on new developments
This is a problem caused by the Land Compensation Act 1961,
which needs to be updated to allow relevant Statuary Authorities
to compulsorily acquire land at current use value. The land can
then be sold to developers at market price with planning consent.
Alternatively, building may be contacted out, with homes then
sold at market prices to avoid giving special preference. Profit
from any uplift in land value can finance similar future projects.
The same method will be used for regenerative projects on brown
field sites.
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Simon McKenna is a postgraduate student in Politics and
International Relations at the University of Kent

HENRY GEORGE
AND THE QUESTION OF UNIVERSAL BASIC INCOME

Universal basic income is a policy proposal currently receiving
a lot of attention among Georgists. The policy proposes
to redistribute taxes as cash payments to individuals at a
level adequate to cover basic living expenses. Unlike meanstested benefits, universal basic income payments could be distributed to every citizen as a right, regardless of need.
The policy is seen as a remedy for contemporary socio-economic
malaise such as unjust wealth inequality and a lack of social
mobility. They say a third industrial revolution, which will take
the form of machine learning and automatization, will make these
things worse.

Supporters believe a universal basic income would facilitate
greater social mobility by providing an income for all without the
stigma and inconvenience of claiming unemployment benefits
when not working.
These same supporters also believe it will absolve the big
tech companies from the bad press associated with mass
unemployment, which they imagine will follow the replacement of
the human labour force with digital and mechanical alternatives.

Others see the policy as a way for governments to effectively
streamline their welfare provision by removing means-testing
procedures.

Supporters do not often mention the history of such a policy,
instead preferring to think that it has never been properly tried.
Less trenchant minds, however, do admit that the first modern
attempt at a guaranteed minimum income was in Speenhamland,
England, in 1795. It was introduced in similar circumstances to
those feared now, with the intention to protect citizens from the
first industrial revolution. Although administered locally, not
nationally, it guaranteed a minimum wage based on the price of
bread, for all citizens as a “right to live”.

1245 Winter 2010/11
2018/19
No 1229

The unforeseen consequence was to reduce wages and keep
productivity to a minimum. Employers were incentivised to pay
a minimum, since the wage was topped up by the parish, and the
labourer likewise had no incentive to increase productivity since
his wages would not improve.
As economic historian Karl Polanyi explains, Speenhamland led to
the ironical result that the financially implemented “right to live”
eventually ruined the people whom it was designed to succor. (The
Great Transformation, 1944, p81)

While ignoring this history, supporters also fail to account
adequately for present day alternatives to their proposal. The
current state benefit regime in Britain provides an important
comparison. Here unemployment benefits are provided to
everyone who does not or cannot work, and a minimum wage for
those in work ensures that the lowest are paid enough on which
to subsist. Although people fall through this safety net, most
people do not starve or become homeless even if they lose their
jobs, have children they cannot financially provide for, or become
ill. In contrast to the situation at Speenhamland, there is also a
very significant level of publicly funded infrastructure such as
health and education freely available for all.
So, although recipients of benefits still “get stuck on the rates”,
and whole communities can be sucked into the “benefit trap”,
government provision of goods and services, including cultural
goods, such as the arts, together with charitable and philanthropic
work by religious and citizen groups within their communities,
recipients of benefits are able to participate in society and have a
reasonable expectation of some upward mobility.

Nevertheless, the situation is far from ideal. The benefit system
in the UK provides a huge public subsidy to private landlords,
thereby further widening the divide between the landed and the
landless.
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The way taxes are presently collected is also problematic. Taxes
on everyday items, including food, and at 20% on even the most
modest of incomes, means the poorest pay the most tax relative
to their income and assets. Like all negative taxes, these make
production and exchange expensive, placing a great burden on
economic and social activity.

On top of this, rent-seeking neoliberal economic policies mean
incomes have stagnated for 40 years, despite real increase in
wealth. Excepting the very richest, these policies have meant the
middle classes and the poorest have together suffered the effects
of rent-seeking.
The introduction of a universal basic income, attractive as it
might seem, would not remedy this situation. On the contrary,
it would immediately be absorbed in rent and further widen the
divide between the middle classes and the poorest.

Meanwhile, the income of those who have to rely on state
benefits, such as the sick, single parents and the elderly, would
be comparatively reduced, putting the price of necessities further
beyond their reach.
Ironically, the universal basic income would increase the price of
basics beyond the reach of those whom it is supposed to benefit.
Ultimately, a universal basic income would have the same harmful
effects as Speenhamland.

Many Georgist supporters of a universal basic income do realize it would be absorbed by rent increases, since rents adjust to
the most they can obtain, and so the introduction of a universal
basic income would directly benefit landlords and bring no benefit to those on low incomes. Recognising this inevitable outcome, some propose to match a universal basic income to a land
value tax.
They argue that if funds are raised by a land value tax these could
be directly redistributed as a universal basic income, and this
would not fall into the hands of landlords.

But if the whole revenue was redistributed in this manner, it this
raises the question of how all other government expenditure
would be met, since George argued that a land tax was the
natural revenue for all public provisions, things that can only
be administered centrally such as defence, police, and public
highways.

Clearly, a land value tax redistributed in this way could not be
implemented as a single tax as George proposed. Taxes would still
need to be levied on production and personal wages, sustaining
the exact same inequalities and burdens on wealth production as
before.

The benefits of freeing the economy that George predicted
through implementing a land tax would not be realised. It would,
in fact, convert rent back into private income and so defeat the
object of collecting it as public revenue in the first place.
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Other Georgist supporters of a universal basic income propose the cost of essential public services should be deducted
from the land value tax income, before any surplus is redistributed as a universal basic income.

They claim Henry George advocated for this policy. However, they
overlook that for George land monopoly is the cause of low wages,
and that a land tax would free labour to receive the full product of
its effort. They are poor only because a portion of their wages are
being absorbed elsewhere as unearned income, either through
rent or various market monopolies. If all were able to keep the
full product of their labour, their actual wages, there would be no
need for a universal basic income.

But also, if all essential public services were taken from land
value tax, the sum remaining for a universal basic income would
be arbitrary, and therefore not a natural match for basic needs.
And who is to say what ‘essential public services’ are?

AUTOMATION FOR THE PEOPLE?
As mentioned earlier, a key issue in discussions of a universal basic
income is fear of the threat posed by new forms of automation,
such as machine learning.

It is argued that future technological progress will bring mass
unemployment, even to professions and skilled services such as
those in medicine and administration.
However, the general problem of labour-saving technology and
increasing poverty has been comprehensively dealt with by
George in Progress and Poverty. George clearly demonstrates
that poverty is not caused by technological progress, but by rent
seeking, which confiscates the inevitable productivity gains from
work enhanced by technology. The new forms of technological
advancement do not change this economic law.

Research shows George was right. The Gini indices for EU
countries in 2011 show that inequality has increased in some
countries while reduced in others. In the UK, where political
choices since 1979 have limited redistribution and encouraged
rent-seeking, wealth is far more unequal than all other European
countries, despite equivalent technological advancement.

Also, Joseph Stiglitz has shown that during 1950-1980, a period
in which there was massive automation, political choices limited
unjust inequality and created unparalleled progress for almost
everyone. During these times, high wealth taxation and massive
public spending on public infrastructure and research programs
produced egalitarian and creative societies.
According to Stiglitz and many others, such as Ha Joon Chang,
equivalent political choices are needed today. Both claim such
policies are more effective and more just than a universal basic
income.

RENT IS NOT A WAGE
For George the questions of efficiency and justice are likewise
definitive. His claim that rent-seeking is an injustice which causes
great inefficiencies is proven by the complementary claim that
work is the most just and most efficient means of acquiring
personal wealth. So long as one can work, it is no more just to
receive a tax funded basic income than it is to receive earnings from
rent as a landlord. Since rent arises independently of individual
effort, it cannot be reduced to an individual’s productive output.
Accordingly, the individual has no right to claim as his what he
did not produce.
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Wealth produced in every community has two distinct origins,
one public (“ours”), and one private (“mine” or “yours”). Private
wealth is “distributed in wages and interest between individual
producers” (Progress and Poverty, Book 9, Chapter 2). Wages
are the most efficient and most just source of personal income
because they reflect the productivity of the wealth creator.
Nonetheless, their remains the “problem” of what precisely to do
with surplus economic rent.

HenRY GeoRGe on THe sURPLUs
Surplus rent arises because investment in public services
increases the value of land by more than the expenditure of the
investment.

Martin Adams on progress.org is one among many Georgists
who claim Henry George “advocated for a Basic Income to be
drawn from economic rent.”
In support of this claim he has compiled a list of quotes from
George. One is the following from the speech The Crime of Poverty
delivered in 1885:

To take land values for public purposes is not really to impose a tax,
but to take for public purposes a value created by the community.
And out of the fund which would thus accrue from the common
property, we might, without degradation to anybody, provide
enough to actually secure from want all who were deprived of their
natural protectors or met with accident, or any man who should
grow so old that he could not work. All prating that is heard from
some quarters about its hurting the common people to give them
what they do not work for is humbug. The truth is, that anything
that injures self-respect, degrades, does harm; but if you give it as a
right, as something to which every citizen is entitled to, it does not
degrade.
George is not advocating for a basic income. He is attacking those
who argued against providing the poorest and weakest people in
society with a meaningful last resort. This is not advocacy of a
universal basic income either. It is a means tested state benefit
available to all, but only given to those physically unable to work.
The idea that no one should be left to die on the street is not
equivalent to the idea that everyone should have a share of land
values deposited in their bank accounts. Conflating the two is a
mistake.

It is worth noting here that when George says “All prating that is
heard from some quarters about its hurting the common people to
give them what they do not work for is humbug” he is speaking of
those such as Herbert Spencer who argued that help for the poor
leads them to indolence and moral degeneracy.

In another quotation, Adams selects these two sentences by
George from The Irish Land Question which could give the
impression George supported a universal basic income:
For, appropriate rent in this way, and there would be at once a large
surplus over and above what are now considered the legitimate
expenses of government. We could divide this, if we wanted to,
among the whole community, share and share alike.
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But Adams has cut three quarters of the statement. The next
sentence of the same paragraph continues:

Or we could give every boy a small capital for a start when he
came of age, every girl a dower, every widow an annuity, every
aged person a pension, out of this common estate. Or we could do
with our great common fund many, many things that would be
for the common benefit, many, many things that would give to the
poorest what even the richest cannot now enjoy. We could establish
free libraries, lectures, museums, art-galleries, observatories,
gymnasiums, baths, parks, theatres; we could line our roads with
fruit-trees, and make our cities clean and wholesome and beautiful;
we could conduct experiments, and offer rewards for inventions,
and throw them open to public use.
Reading the full statement, it becomes clear that George is
considering three possibilities, in order of ascending merit. He
starts with the least beneficial use of a fund created out of surplus
rent, and ends with the best and most beneficial.

Although he alludes to an unspecified shared surplus which could
be shared among the “whole community”, he does not go into
any detail. The brevity with which he considers the idea, and by
contrast, the detail given to the policies immediately following,
suggests he only mentions it to arouse interest in the possibilities
which await a more just and fruitful society.
The second option, to provide “a small capital, dower or pension”
to qualifying persons, seems slightly more preferable to George.
As with the shared surplus proposal, he only allows it one
sentence, but the idea is accorded the honour of greater detail
because it represents a need met.

These first and second ideas are interesting because they appeal
to human desires which animate political discussion, and which
are often found to be in conflict. The first appeals to our selfinterested desires, the second to our natural generosity towards
those in need.
The third idea is the summit of the whole statement, not only
because it comes last and occupies the majority of the paragraph,
but because it fulfils both the self-interested and the benevolent
desires, transfiguring them into something substantially better
than each is alone.
Again, far from advocating for a universal basic income in cash,
George actually advocates for providing the community with
actual wealth in the form of great public works.

George’s vision is a vision of a healthy modern community. It
is a place where cash payments from the state would hardly be
necessary because every citizen would be able to benefit from
the vast array of civilized pursuits, without the need to pay for
anything. In fact, money would almost entirely be taken out of
the realm of culture and community. People would no longer be
denied access to education on account of wealth or age. Retraining
would be easy and natural. An individual’s education could
continue as needed and as desired to the benefit of everyone.
The floodgates of human creativity would be unlocked to the
benefit of all. This is very clearly George’s preference for the most
universally beneficial use of public funds.
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Simon McKenna
THe RoLe oF GoVeRnMenT
Geolibertarians such as Fred Foldvary have supported the
universal basic income policy because they believe that
government would be reduced to a level sufficient only to protect
the rights of individuals (Land&Liberty May – June 1981 p. 53).

A reduction in the participation of government in everyday
life is perceived as beneficial to the cause of liberality because
libertarians believe government is essentially an impediment to
the free actualisation of full individuality. They claim George was
also of this opinion.
As we have seen, George was not in favour of a universal basic
income. But in order to refute the validity of associating Georgist political economy with libertarian anti-government sentiment, we should examine George’s philosophy of government, and what he proposed government should do with the
revenue which arises naturally in society.

Book 9, Chapter 9 of Progress and Poverty reveals that George
sought a compromise which moves beyond the individualism
we call libertarianism and the collectivism he called socialism.
George describes how a single tax society would achieve:
...the ideal of Jeffersonian democracy, the promised land of Herbert
Spencer, the abolition of government. But of government only as
a directing and repressive power. It would at the same time, and
in the same degree, become possible for it to realize the dream of
socialism.
For George, governments in unjust societies were repressive and
inefficient only because they lacked a clear policy on what to do
with natural monopolies. Government is not in itself repressive,
as Foldvary and the libertarians believe.
The lack of a clear understanding of the ethical and economic
significance of land compromises government and makes it
beholden to powerful interests. The influence of these interests
inhibits an administration’s ability to serve the common good. In
contrast, as George continues, government would mean:

We should reach the ideal of the socialist, but not through
government repression. Government would change its character,
and would become the administration of a great co-operative
society. It would become merely the agency by which the common
property was administered for the common benefit.
Government as George conceives it would no longer have to
mitigate the deleterious effects of monopoly rent-seeking. A
process of “simplification” would see “government as a restricting
and repressive power”, replaced with government as a liberating
and creative power.
Thus restored, it could take on many more responsibilities:

…all this simplification and abrogation of the present functions of
government would make possible the assumption of certain other
functions of government which are now pressing for recognition.
Government could take upon itself the transmissions of messages by
telegraph, as well as by mail; of building and operating railroads,
as well as of opening and maintaining common roads.
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With present functions so simplified and reduced, functions such
as these could be assumed without danger or strain, and would be
under the supervision of public attention, which is now distracted.
There would be a great and increasing surplus revenue from the
taxation of land values, for mastering progress, which would go
on with greatly accelerated rapidly, would greatly increase rent.
This revenue arising from the common property could be applied
to the common benefit, as were the revenues of Sparta. We might
not establish public tables - they would not be unnecessary...
The natural public revenue would stay in the public realm for
the “common benefit”. The administration of these benefits
would be simple, transparent and democratically accountable.
Citizens would easily be able to see how much rent was raised
and on what public goods it was spent. The centralised provision
of public works and services would be efficient and extensive.
Such benefits could even include publicly funded restaurants
with free food, but they would not be needed. Untaxed incomes
would mean individuals could easily provide these and other
personal needs for themselves.
George’s list of government institutions created for the public
benefit extends far beyond those envisaged by many modern
geolibertarians:

...we could establish public baths, museums, theatres, universities,
technical schools, shooting galleries, playgrounds, gymnasiums,
etc. Heat, light, and motive power at public expense; our roads
be lined with fruit trees, discoverers and inventors rewarded,
scientific investigations supported; and in a thousand ways the
public revenues be made to foster efforts for the public benefit.
Unlike the supply of a universal basic income, most, if not all,
modern governments have in fact taken up the administration of
many of the services described by George. Despite the injustices
of rent-seeking, which still divide government against itself,
extensive publicly funded services and sophisticated public
goods have greatly improved many millions of lives, in just the
way George saw was the purpose and essence of civilisation.

It is popularly assumed by geolibertarians, and many
Georgists, that Henry George and his followers preside over
the history of a failed reform. Notable exceptions aside, they
say, his land tax has not been “implemented”.
It is easy to forget George wanted to introduce his reforms in
order to make the world a better place, not merely to introduce
a more efficient tax.

One criticism of George is that he may also have mistaken
the purpose of his political interventions in the same way.
Nonetheless, even if his ideal method of funding services for
the common good has not been realised, and the character
of government has not been totally transformed, many of the
practical ends of the reforms he proposed have, in fact, been
achieved.
However, as Peter Bowman has shown, land taxes, including
land value taxes at different levels, have been adopted and in
various parts the globe today, and have been in use for at least
4000 years.
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In addition, as Mark Wadsworth has shown, various tax collecting
measures, including sales and income taxes, were combined with
legislative initiatives, such as rent controls, to supply funds for
the provision and maintenance of the common good. These and
other fiscal and legal means compensated significantly for the
negative effects of land monopoly in the conditions appropriate
for a culture which understands itself as a “property owning
democracy”.
The reforms have been imperfect, but they were also relatively
successful. But civilisation depends for its existence on these
successes, so any success is vital. The reforms were successful
because they worked in harmony with British culture.

WHY Do soMe GeoRGIsTs sUPPoRT UBI?
It is wrong to claim George supported a universal basic income.
It is true he recognised the possibility, but he saw it as the least
beneficial use of public revenue. Instead, he demonstrated that
wages were the best and most just way for the individual to
acquire a personal income, and that the community should
centrally administer its own public good, with funds drawn from
economic rent.

Furthermore, the evidence shows the laws George cited to explain
the causes of unjust inequality amid advancing technology have
not changed. Automation poses no new threat a universal basic
income is required to remedy.
George thought the individual’s right to the property pertaining
to citizenship could be best fulfilled by the establishment of a
commonwealth of publicly accessible goods and services, which
could not be owned by any individual, nor reduced to a monetary
value.
He rightly recognised that the value of these public goods was
not really economic at all. They were the best means of procuring
the community, learning, health and happiness required for the
flowering of humanity which is properly called freedom.

Libertarian Georgists wrongly construe a “right to life” as
a percentage entitlement to economic rent, the denial of which
can and should be compensated. In this they follow Thomas
Paine’s idea of fiscal justice. He also wrongly assumed that exploitation
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of the commons could be compensated by cash payments.
According to him, any person or organisation has the right to
appropriate natural resources for profit, as long as they give
some of their profit to others “in lieu of their natural inheritance”
(Agrarian Justice 1796, p. 611).
But the ‘natural inheritance’ is not economic rent, it is civilisation.
Economic rent is only that natural revenue which provides the
resources necessary for the maintenance of the institutions
which are coextensive with the existence of civilisation.
Libertarian and Georgist supporters of the universal basic income apparently assume cultural and political life can
be adequately expressed in reductive financial terms, as
merely contractual relations, and that money is wealth. But
wealth is the possession and consumption of the goods or
services for which money aids the procurement.
People are wealthy only when they have access to expansive
public services and comprehensive resources that account not
only for basic material needs, but also for the needs of the mind
and soul, such as figure in the full spectrum of healthy human
life.

Consciously or unconsciously, georgists who support a universal
basic income do not adequately recognise the theoretical
significance of George’s political economy. By simply reducing
the institutions a healthy social order in human culture to fiscal
or contractual transactions between individuals, they once
again act as if human relations were merely “economic”.

At the same time they inadequately recognise the real-world
success of his favoured compromise between individualism and
socialism. This is because libertarian supporters of universal
basic income do not recognise the difference in kind that social
existence has from individual existence, even though this
recognition is the epistemological ground of George’s political,
ethical and economic considerations.
For him, society is that tangible realm of the common good,
which, when made manifest in history, is called a civilisation. A
healthy civilisation is the only place an individual can truly be
at liberty.
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landed minority and the landless majority are more nuanced than
considerations of the fiscal dimension alone allow. Conflict also
takes place over concerns of the city and countryside, industry
and leisure, individual rights and the common good.

Part II covers the events following the First World War. The
desire of urban citizens for leisure come into conflict with the
middle class rural concerns to preserve the symbolic natural
beauty of the countryside, while this is combined with a more
practical concern. Increasingly urban and industrial, modern
Britain demanded access to cheap locally produced food. Farmers
thus became seen as hard-working heroes, unlike exploitative
monopolist urban land owners and a retreating aristocracy.
Meanwhile “the rise of owner occupation which accompanied the
expansion of voting rights” meant the introduction of a land value
tax became an untenable proposition.

THE FAILURE OF LAND REFORM IN TWENTIETH-CENTURY
ENGLAND: THE TRIUMPH OF PRIVATE PROPERTY
BY MICHAEL TICHELAR
Reviewed by Simon McKenna
Routledge 2018
ISBN: 9780415793346
The Failure of Land Reform, as this history shows, is never quite
complete. The triumph of private property is therefore likewise
never final. Human society is forever negotiating between the
benefits and dangers inherently associated with all conventions
of private property. There is an ongoing oscillation between too
much and too little alongside disagreement as to the ends and
virtues associated with the possession of private property in
land.

Tichelar’s history of land reform provides a fascinating account of
this disagreement as it unfolded through an extremely turbulent
twentieth century. It was a century perhaps as remarkable for its
periods of stability and progress as for its periods of instability
and destruction. Tichelar documents that history so richly that it
is bound to be of equal interest to land reformers in the twentyfirst century as to those who were active during those reforms.

The great merit of this book is that it shows how land is always
a determinative part of political life. An account of the attitudes
and debates pertaining to it mean a whole century can be
described with reference primarily to the exigencies consequent
to the English compromise on land as a private property. Thus
the history of land reform, which Tichelar observes has been
largely neglected by political historians, is in many ways an
essential key to the history of English democracy itself.
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The book as a whole is laid out well. Arranged episodically, (pre1914, 1914-1939, 1942-1979, 1979- mid 2017) each section is
lucidly introduced and concluded. The first two chapters provide
a useful summary of the history of land reform up to 1914. It
quickly becomes apparent that the conflicting interests of the

Tichelar’s exposition follows the complex changes in the political
dialogue about land. Some occurred as a result of ideological
shifts. In chapters 3 & 4 Tichelar describes how the Labour Party’s
faith in the free market and taxing land values dwindled. These
were replaced with ideas which advocated for a more centrally
planned form of economic and social justice, in the form of town
and country planning and land nationalisation. The Conservative
Party insisted instead that a “property owning democracy”
was the best defence against the rise socialism. Labour and
Conservative voters agreed.

The political and parliamentary drama which unfolded during
and following the Second World War are the topic of Part III.
Tichelar rightly devotes four chapters to this period. Here, as at
other times in the history of land reform, several contradictory
political forces emerge at the same time. Again the farmer and a
romanticised image of the countryside become important figures
in the national self-image, while the land monopolist is despised
anew. These sentiments, the necessity of rebuilding the cities
after the Blitz, and the heightened sense of common purpose
which united communities after the war, meant compulsory
purchase became a popular form of land reform. But political and
legal complexities stalled such reform. The primary obstacle was
an inability to gain consensus on the details, especially regarding
how much owners should be compensated, and how much should
be granted to “betterment”.
Arguments for a land value tax to govern the market in land
failed because it was thought that only centrally controlled
urban and rural planning could restrict the intrusion of industry
into the countryside. The urban Labour and rural Conservative
constituencies united both parties against radical reforms, such as
a land value tax. Instead, both parties offered the electorate more
property in land, including Labour in 1959, when it campaigned
for council tenants to be able to buy their rented homes.

By 1979, ideological arguments for a deregulated market
overwhelmed political debate. In Part IV Tichelar describes the
rise in ideological support for a so-called free market in land. The
“Right to Buy” policy, where the sale of social housing could not
be replaced with new homes by local authorities, has led to the
current problem of “uncontrolled increases in land and property
prices”, producing the present housing crisis. Such conditions
mean people are again eager for serious reform. Tichelar,
however, doubts that the main political parties are able or willing
to implement any radical changes.
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BOOKS WORTH READING
Those with an interest in medieval economics will find the new
book by Mary Hirschfield, Aquinas and the Market: Towards a
Humane Economy a worthwhile read. What makes this study
outstanding is that the author is a Harvard-trained economist
who for years taught conventional modern economics. But
on converting to Catholicism she wished to understand the
Christian approach to economics and the market. This led her to
taking a second doctorate, this time in theology, and she is now
Associate Professor of Economics and Theology at Villanova
University.

She begins by addressing the question of the different aims
of economics and theology, and asking how these can enter
dialogue together. Thus ‘if it is to be a discourse that allows us to
think about how the good of economic flourishing is to be related
to other goods, such as justice or goods threatened by excessive
materialism, it needs to be the discourse that determines how
to make sense of economic claims.’ The essential problem lies
in the claim that economics, as a purely practical science, can
change things, while the quest for the good life or justice cannot
simply deal with matters as they are but is speculative. Through
models the economist can make predictions of human behaviour
which need not account for any wider ‘human’ qualities than
simply those of a consumer. Nevertheless, Hirschfield argues
that certain fundamental problems, such as inequality as
brought out by Thomas Picketty and Joseph Stiglitz, require
more than a mechanistic analysis of the market. There is a moral
dimension in all economic activity which becomes invisible when
economics is reduced to a mere mechanism of consumption. Her
first chapter exploring these difficulties, and how theology can
contribute to them, is an excellent survey of present thought in
the field.
A chapter which will be of interest to us is chapter 6 ‘From
Liberality to Justice: Aquinas’s Teachings on Private Property’.
Here Aquinas’s exploration of the status of private property
raises questions going back to the early Church in the teachings
of Basil and Ambrose who claim that there can be no ownership
of external property. These are the Father’s, among others,
studied by Avila in his Ownership: Early Christian Teaching.
Here a concept is raised which has passed out of use in modern
thought: the concept of ‘dominion’. This word means ‘mastery’
or ‘rule’ rather than our modern notion of ownership. For
example the carpenter has ‘mastery’ over wood. It is the capacity
to master external goods that matters, not ownership. And so
the real question raised by the medieval theologian was ‘What is
the right use of things?’ This is important because what we call
the ‘landowners’ of the middle ages were not seen as owners but
as ‘masters’ or ‘lords’ – hence ‘landlord’.
So the question pursued by Aquinas is
the responsible use of external things,
rather than their acquisition. Here
Hirschfield makes a slip, saying that what
Aquinas calls ‘use’ we call ‘consuming’,
as though the terms were equivalent.
She also fails to see that land is distinct
from any other property. Nevertheless,
the book throws new light on modern
economic theory and the question of a
just society.
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HGF BRIEFING NOTES

FRIDAY MEETINGS AT MANDEVILLE PLACE
The Friday Study Groups are continuing in the new year 2019.

In an evermore economically isolationist world Tommas Graves
is very aptly taking on George’s truly relevant and important
work Protection and Free Trade in the afternoon study groups.

All evening study groups are led by David Triggs with a focus on
the complex and engaging Henry George classic Social Problems.
All meetings related to both Social Problems and Protection and
Free Trade are scheduled through March 2019. As is tradition all
study groups are held at Mandeville Place and remain completely
free of charge.

Please note that both afternoon meetings and evening meetings
are planned for most Fridays with only few exceptions. The full
schedule can be found on the Henry George Foundation website.
Go to:

www.henrygeorgefoundation.org/events/hgf-programespring-2019.html

HGF ONLINE LEARNING COURSES
Also, the Henry George Foundation has free and easy-to-digest
online learning courses available on the website. These include
An “Introduction to Economics” and “Progress without Poverty”.
Go to:

www.henrygeorgefoundation.org/courses/on-line-learning/

LAND&LIBERTY INDEX FROM 1920 ONWARDS
Back in Land&Liberty Issue 1239 from the Spring of 2017 we
were finally able to announce that the complete Land&Liberty
back catalogue had been successfully digitized.
For readers interested in the rich history of the magazine along
with its many (still-relevant) articles a useful index of the full
archive has now been created and made publicly available via
the Cooperative Individualism website.
The index includes both complete issues of Land&Liberty from
the year 1920 onwards - as well each individual article for your
reading pleasure and generations to come.
Go to:

www.cooperative-individualism.org/land-and-liberty.htm

YOUTUBE TALKS AND INTERVIEWS
Lastly, of likely interest to Land&Liberty
readers, a longer series of video lectures
and fine video interviews by long-time
Land&Liberty contributor Ed Dodson
are available online and can be found on
YouTube. Go to youtube.com and search
for either Edward Dodson or Smart Talk
with Ed Dodson for his interview series
created on behalf of the Henry George
School of Social Science.
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closing thoughts

Tommas Graves

Tommas Graves is an accountant and a member of the
Henry George Foundation UK

IS THERE ANOTHER WAY?
Well, we made one rather important mistake.

We allowed certain lucky people the ownership of land. We
ignored the fact that it is impossible to own land, and we ignored
the natural law which states that all people must have equal
rights to it. We then failed to distinguish between right and
wrong when we allowed the “owners” to keep the location values
attaching to sites, which had been created by the actions of the
community as a whole.
The results have been dire. The vast number of us then had
nothing to sell but our labour. We lost the right to receive the
whole added value arising from our work. Wages reduced to
subsistence level. We were forced to rent our living space from
“owners”.

So now we see that businesses pay rent for their space, pay
taxes in a huge number of ways, keep unwarranted amounts
for themselves, and are pressured into continuous growth. The
payment of rents by businesses and working people creates
inequality. Those in command of such wealth have ensured that
the laws of the country are directed to their benefit.
We are now entering into a sort-of end-game. Rents naturally rise
to the maximum affordable, because there is nothing tangible
supplied that can be used as a measure of value.

Rents are now so high that young people can no longer save for a
deposit. Land prices are so high, reflecting the rents, that all sorts
of speculators are drawn into the market. Land becomes “owned”
by fewer and fewer, reflecting the consolidation of wealth.
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On the misery side of the equation, hardship and homelessness
drives many into drugs, and now shorter lives.
Had we not better sit up and think? Where did we go wrong? Do
we have enough conscience left to see what we did?

What we should have done is that land should be held on secure
tenure, not amounting to ownership. The user has the right to use
subject to paying the community the location value of that site.
The location value is the natural recompense to the society which
together has provided all the benefits of a site. Society then does
not need taxation.
The result would be that no-one would hold land they did not
need. This would now produce freedom for the vast number of us,
able to work. We now have the option of setting up by ourselves,
where we can receive the whole value of our efforts. Businesses
would now be bidding up the wages from working from them.
Partnerships and common ownership arrangements would
flourish.

The price of land would reduce to nil, as the rents which sustained
it are exchanged for the payment of location value to the state. A
house can then be bought for the building costs alone. The non
payment of rents brings inequality gently to a close.
Now, inequality only results from extra work or talent. Every
improvement of facilities will bring a natural reward in higher
location values.
One simple change. Why don’t we go for it?
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... and

until there is some
What
thing like substantial
oppresses
equality in the distributhe masses
is their
tion of wealth, we cannot
own
expect pure government

”

ignorance,
their own
shortsighted
selfishness.

“

Henry George,
Protection or Free Trade 1886

To find out more visit
www.henrygeorgefoundation.org
or
www.landandliberty.net

Our Philosophy
What is Land&Liberty?
Land&Liberty, a quarterly magazine published

by the Henry George Foundation, has
chronicled world events for over 100 years.
Dedicated to promoting economic justice
along lines suggested by the American writer,
social reformer and economist Henry George,
it offers a unique perspective to stimulate
debate on political economy through its
reports, analysis and comment.

Who was Henry George and
what is special about his ideas?
In 1879 George published one of the bestselling books on political economy ever
written, Progress and Poverty. By the
twentieth century the wisdom he expounded
was recognised and supported by many
of the world’s most respected thinkers
including Tolstoy, Einstein, Churchill,
Keller, Shaw, Huxley, Woodrow Wilson,
Stiglitz, and Friedman. Today, as the world
faces environmental and economic crises,
we believe George’s philosophy is more
relevant than ever. But, as George foresaw in
Progress and Poverty, and is inscribed on his
gravestone:
“The truth that I have tried to make clear
will not find easy acceptance. If that could be,
it would have been accepted long ago. If that
could be, it would never have been obscured.”

Today, Henry George is mostly
remembered for his recognition that the
systems of taxation employed in his day, and
which continue to dominate fiscal policy in
the UK and throughout the world, are unjust,
inefficient and ineffective.
He saw how taxes discourage wealth
creation, positive economic activity and
employment, and prevent people and
nations from realising their full potential. By
ignoring property rights they constitute theft
and encourage dishonesty and environmental
abuse. In short, as a method of raising
public revenue, they fail. By offering an
alternative, George also showed that taxes are
unnecessary.
George realised that some land at
particular locations acquired a value that was
not due to the actions of any individual or
firm but was due to natural influences and the
presence, protections and services provided
by the whole community. He saw that this
value grows as the need for public revenue
grows and is sufficient to replace all existing
taxes. This could be collected by levying a
charge based on land values and is commonly
referred to as land value tax or LVT. However,
George was clear that this is not actually a
tax but is a rental payment individuals and
groups need to pay to receive the exclusive
use of something of value from the whole
community, i.e. the exclusive possession of a
common, limited and highly-valued natural
resource.
Henry George’s ideas were not limited
to his proposal to change taxes. His

profound body of theory also included issues
such as: the difficulties inherent in the study
of political economy; the fundamentals of
economic value; a proper basis for private
and public property, trade, money, credit,
banking and the management of monopolies.
Key to ‘the truth’ that Henry George
tried to make clear is that every thing is
bound to act in accordance with the laws of
its own nature. He saw these laws of nature
as operating everywhere, at all times, and
throughout a creation that includes man
and society, and the worlds of body, mind
and spirit. Furthermore, that people and
societies can only behave ethically
and succeed in their own designs when
they are properly cognisance of, and act in
harmony with, those natural laws.
This magazine is free, as are the meetings
and classes of its publisher, the Henry George
Foundation. However, we rely entirely on
charitable donations from members, supporters
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The Henry George Foundation, PO Box
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