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After launching Volume III of Henry George’s Annotated Works last
September a small group have been meeting on Friday evenings to
study and consider Social Problems and ended the spring term on
Chapter XVII - The Functions of Government. It begins:
To prevent government from becoming corrupt and tyrannous, its
organisation and methods should be as simple as possible, its functions
be restricted to those necessary to the common welfare, and in all its
parts it should be kept as close to the people and as directly within their
control as may be.

We have ignored these principles in many ways, and the result has been
corruption and demoralisation, the loss of control by the people, and the
wresting of government to the advantage of the few and the spoliation
of the many. The line of reform, on one side at least, lies in simplification.
The Borough of Epsom and Ewell is unique throughout the UK in that
since its formation 82 years ago it has been run by Residents Association
Councillors despite being a very safe Conservative seat in Parliamentary
Elections. The Borough Council with 38 Councillors in 13 Wards has
thus been little influenced by any of the big political parties. Currently
the Residents Associations hold 11 Wards with 31 Councillors. The
Conservatives hold College Ward with three councillors and Labour,
Court Ward with three councillors. In the last election (2015) Court
Ward Labour won with 35% of votes cast, followed by Conservatives
(33%), Resident s Associations (15%) and Liberal Democrats (11%). I
was asked to stand as a Residents Association candidate in Court Ward
as it seems there is has little prospect of winning!

I was however very gratified to be asked to stand in Court Ward which
is much more interesting and diverse than my own, ‘safely residential’
Nonsuch Ward, especially since it followed a clear declaration of my
views regarding tax matters at recent ‘Nonsuch Ward’ Residents
Association meetings. I was also encouraged as I remembered Henry
George’s comment “It matters not how people vote, its how they think
that really matters” and how by merely standing and voicing some
truths I might influence how some people think.

follow us on Twitter @landandliberty

PO Box 6408, London, W1A 3GY
+44 (0) 800 048 8537
editor@landandliberty.net
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message
from the
honorary
president

In canvassing I have drawn attention to how, when in power and
over decades, each of the main political parties have allowed central
government to strip more and more power away from local authorities
so that local people get less of a say in what happens in their local area.
I undertake to campaign to reverse this process and highlight how
The Borough of Epsom and Ewell is in a unique position to champion
this cause. Where appropriate, I advocate Localisation in place of
Privatisation or Nationalisation.

I draw attention to how Council Tax represents less than 5% of all the
taxes collected in the UK and how shockingly only 10% of that stays
in the borough. Main party controlled Surrey County Council gets
77% and Surrey Police 13% of the remainder. I point out how over
90% the taxes local residents and businesses pay is levied by central
Government on their earnings and what they spend their earnings
on and how this increases their living costs and reduces the effective
funding of local services.
I like to think Henry George would have approved.

David Triggs
Honorary President
Henry George Foundation

henrygeorgefoundation@
googlemail.com
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editor
While it is vitally important to study the principles of economics and understand how wealth is created, it is also worthwhile
learning to see these principles in action in one’s local community.
Nothing gives one a clearer insight into the land question than seeing the changes that take place locally.

In Kent we see some towns declining while others are prospering.
This is directly reflected in rents. People are remarking that our
high streets are in decline. Many shops stand empty, while others
are becoming charity shops or betting shops. The town centres are
ceasing to be places of local commerce or community.
But as one town goes into decline, another begins to prosper. For
example Ashford is on the rise, as shown in a report commissioned
by Ashford Council. Summarising the report, they say:
Over the last year or so, the Ashford property market has performed
well, with prime office rents rising by 11% over the last 12 months,
compared with only 4% across Kent as a whole, making Ashford
more attractive to property investors of which there have been no
shortage.

Prime industrial rents have grown 38% over the last five years compared with only 24% in Kent. Over the same period, residential values in the town centre have increased by almost 26%.
Town centres are having a difficult time everywhere, yet retail rents
have risen 11% over the last year in Ashford compared with a drop
of 3% across Kent as a whole.
No doubt Ashford Council have been encouraging enterprise and
credit is due to them. Yet it is revealing how they express this in
terms of rising rents. Clearly, if rents can rise, then there must be
increased prosperity to support such rises. The land value in Ashford must be rising, thus “making Ashford more attractive to property investors”.

These property investors have been attracted by “prime office
rents rising by 11% over the last 12 months” and by the way
“Prime industrial rents have grown 38% over the last five years”.
This is reflected also in how “residential values in the town centre
have increased by almost 26%”.

Yet we must ask how these ‘property investors’ have contributed
to this rising prosperity of Ashford since they are only deriving
rents from the actual wealth produced in these ‘property investments’. For while the rising rents indicate increase in wealth production, the rents themselves are only preying on that increased
production. The rents do not contribute to the wealth of Ashford.
They extract from it.
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Now if these rises in land value went to Ashford Council in the
form of a local land tax, then Ashford Council would have funds
to invest in the development of the town itself. There would be
no need for outside investors who absorb in rent the increase in
land value, presumably removing it from Ashford. Further, if residential values have increased by almost 26%, then this amount
must come out of any rise in local wages. We may then ask, how
far have real incomes increased in Ashford through this increased
property development? If Ashford reflects the trend throughout
the UK, then housing costs as a proportion of family income are
increasing. Currently in England rents average 35% of income, as
opposed to 20% sixty years ago.

This means that rents and mortgages are absorbing any real
growth in wealth production. There will come a point when rents
and property values will stifle any increase in productive activity.
Then decline will set in. We are already witnessing this in prime
sites in London, in Oxford Street for example, where major retailors are pulling out because of rising rents.
So while Ashford Council is right to analyse the local economy in
terms of rent increases, which do indeed reflect increased productive activity, showing that there is no difficulty in assessing
land values, their analysis also shows how land speculation is
the true winner in Ashford. The local community itself will enjoy
only a small proportion of the benefit.

Which brings us back to the high streets in decline, with their
betting shops and charity shops. Why are betting shops to be
found in poorer districts? They are themselves a sign of decline.
But what of the charity shops? By a curious twist of the natural economy, these have proven to be of communal benefit. They
not only serve charities and those who buy from them, they offer opportunities for voluntary work which gives young people
skills they can then take to employers. Older people also gain in
health through such voluntary work. Fortunately charity shops
get exemption from corporation tax and VAT on donated goods.
They represent a form of economy in which everyone gains and
nobody loses – a kind of rudimentary gift economy.
So, while much may be learned from economic theory, and few
things would be more beneficial to our society than if most people understood the basic principles of economics, the fundamental question of our relation to the land may be observed directly
in one’s own town. It is the economy made visible. That, after all,
is how Henry George suddenly saw the cause of poverty amidst
great wealth.

*

Joseph Milne
editor@landandliberty.net
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Joseph Milne in Honorary Lecturer in Religious Studies
at the University of Kent and Fellow of the Temenos Academy

A TIME BEFORE PREDATION: OWNERSHIP IN EARLY
CHRISTIANITY AND THE NATURAL LAW TRADITION
Charles Avila’s book Ownership: Early Christian Teaching shows
us that the Church Fathers addressed the question of land
ownership and its exploitation very strongly. For example Avila
quotes from Saint Ambrose, Bishop of Milan, in the fourth century
who wrote:

The elements have been granted to all for their use. Rich and poor
alike enjoy the splendid ornaments of the universe. . . The house of
God is common to all (p. 72).
In another passage Ambrose says:

Thus God has created everything in such a way that all things be
possessed in common. Nature therefore is the mother of common
right, usurpation of private right (p. 74).
Ambrose’s assertion that the earth and all the elements belong to
all in common is to be found in the other Church Fathers. It was
an essential part of early Christian thought. From the Christian
perspective all nature belongs to the Creator who has given it,
simply as a gift, to all the creatures to share in common. Just as God
has created each being, so likewise he has created their dwelling
place, where all may flourish with each other. With the human
race this is even more so, since through intelligent cooperation
the community may enhance the gifts of nature in mutual benefit,
so there is no need for want or poverty. This is the true ‘state of
nature’ contrary to the atomistic doctrine of Hobbes.
According to Ambrose, the cause of poverty is avarice. Very
simply, it is the desire to possess for oneself what by nature is to
be shared amongst all. Here he accuses the wealthy landlords as
avaricious who exploit their tenant farmers who barely survive
while they themselves live in luxurious palaces, gathering riches
for their own sake. Their defence, according to Avila, is the Roman
law of property.

But to Ambrose, and from a Christian perspective, gathering
wealth as an end in itself is to live for the wrong reason, out of
accord with nature, and to wilfully inflict harm on others. Like
the other Church Fathers, Ambrose pleads with the landed rich
to give their excess to the poor. This would be no more than to
return what they have stolen from them. On being elected Bishop
of Milan by popular demand, Ambrose gave most of his property
to the poor.
Needless to say, beyond a few rich Christians who heeded these
pleas from the Fathers, the exploitation of the land remained.
And since the wealth of the Roman Empire derived primarily
from agriculture, the direct abuse of land monopoly was a plainly
evident wrong. Now it is worth asking why this teaching of the
early Church went largely unheeded. Christianity, we should
remember, became the official religion of Rome, and these
teachings widely known, especially the idea of the community
holding all in common and giving any excess wealth to the poor.
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We are faced with the same question today. Why, after such great
popularity, have the insights of Henry George into the proper use
of land also gone unheeded? After all, as Charles Avila points out,
George was only saying in economic terms what the early church
was saying in ethical terms.
The Fathers called upon the justice of divine providence, George
upon empirical economic justice. Both arrive at the same evident
truth: that if the gifts of nature are misappropriated, then
exploitation will arise between citizens, poverty will increase
while wealth increases and, if this is not remedied, a society will
eventually destroy itself – as did the Roman Empire.

Now Avila wonders why the slaves or tenants did not rise up
against the powerful landowners. It seems there were small
rebellions, but these were easily put down with force. If we look
around the world today, it is clear that the oppressed have no
chance of remedying their condition themselves. It is precisely
because they are at a disadvantage that they are oppressed.

But if we turn to what we may call the modern free democracies,
it is equally clear that the disadvantaged or exploited there are
also the least likely to rise up and bring about justice. A more
likely result of any rebellion is that the oppressed will become
the oppressors – just as those fleeing to America from the Irish
potato famine have done through taking land-ownership with
them. Avarice and injustice seem to take root even from the best
intentions.
Why is it, then, that the more educated and influential cannot bring
about a remedy to this most basic injustice of misappropriating
the earth? Even those politicians who understand the land
question cannot bring about any change. All they can do is try to
mitigate the consequences of injustice.

Here is where I believe the Church Fathers and the classical
philosophers had an insight which our own age lacks. They
understood the human situation at a far deeper level than either
the poor or the rich and powerful of their day. They could see that
neither the rich nor the poor understood human nature or the
laws of nature – what we may call, along with Henry George, the
‘social laws’ of nature.

From the Christian perspective, the question is: why does avarice
arise? Indeed, why does ‘possessiveness’ arise? Why do human
beings desire to take things as their own property, even when it
obviously harms others? Is humanity selfish and brutal by nature
as Thomas Hobbes proposed in his Leviathan? Or, further, is there
no such thing as ‘justice’ in the order of nature, but merely brute
force, survival of the fittest, and the ‘war of all against all’? Is
divine justice no more than a fiction invented by the powerful in
order to impose their rule on the weak, as the Sophists argued in
Plato’s time?
7
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The early Christians, like the classical philosophers before them,
asked these questions, and they rejected the idea that human
nature is essentially selfish. Christianity sees human nature as
fallen from its original natural or ‘innocent’ state. It has always
been concerned with restoring human nature to its natural
condition – its condition before the Fall. This meant that the
political or social teaching of the early Church, and in the Middle
Ages, recognised that there cannot be a truly just society in the
fallen human condition. What is required is a transformation of
the soul, so that the providential order of nature can again be
perceived.

each fulfils its own being. It becomes harmonious with itself
and with the whole cosmos. This harmonious order of things
is true justice. Justice is not imposed upon things from outside
but belongs to their essence and their proper mode of being. It
means each thing acts according to its own true nature when it
acts according to the order of the whole. It also means that each
human being who lives justly has a harmonious order in their
own being or soul, so that thought, action and virtue all work
together. Most important of all, living justly becomes the primary
aim of human life, both within and without. Next after that is the
health of the body, and lastly the right use of wealth.

The philosophers had a different explanation. They saw the
problem lay in errors of judgement, of mistaking for true what
was not true. This is how Plato and Aristotle saw the human
situation. According to them we do not know how to judge
correctly between the true and the false, or between the just
and the unjust. They understand that the faculties of the mind
are naturally directed towards truth, just as the eye is directed
towards light, or the ear towards sound, but that this capacity
needs to be developed through careful education.

This means that trading solely for monetary profit is not only
an ignoble way of life, it also goes beyond the natural limits
of nature’s provisions. To seek to acquire unlimited wealth
distorts the harmony of nature. It is unjust. The fact that such
acquisition has no natural limit indicates it is unjust, since justice
is always proportionate. But also, for both Plato and Aristotle,
trading merely for the sake of money corrodes the civil order of
the community. Markets in this sense are a threat to the social
stability of the polis. They corrupt natural human relationships.
For Aristotle economics is the study of a society becoming selfsufficient in necessities, within the limits of nature. It is more a
study of ‘good management’ rather than of ‘commerce’. The aim is
health and peace rather than wealth.

The earliest Christian communities did attempt to live in common
and share all property. And this became the basis of monastic
life – to live without any possessions. Yet even the monasteries
tended to accumulate wealth and every now and then needed
great reform, as with the birth of the Cistercians, Franciscans
and Dominicans. But it was recognised that the majority cannot
live this way. We will come back to how this was answered in a
moment.

This meant strengthening the rational faculties, but also the
body, and the cultivation of the virtues – primarily justice,
courage, prudence, and temperance. For Plato and Aristotle, the
understanding of the truth of things is directly connected with
understanding justice. For them enquiry into the true and the
good cannot be separated.

Book I of Plato’s Republic is all about misconceptions of justice.
These take several forms. First, that justice is only an external
convention in a society. Second, that justice is the rule of the
strong over the weak. Third, that it is doing good to your friends
and harm to your enemies. Fourth, that it is giving to each what
they are owed. Each of these positions are shown by Socrates
to be flawed in one way or another. They belong to the realm of
uninformed opinion. The remaining books of the Republic seek
to overcome these false conceptions of justice and to find its true
nature.

This is not the time to explore that in detail. But one thing
ought to be noted. Plato’s dialogue arrives at an understanding
that, through erroneous thinking, Nature and Law have become
separated. The Greek words are physis and nomos. For Plato the
law of anything is its nature, or its nature is its law. This law
belonging to each thing is also its natural connection with all
other things. The whole cosmos is a harmony between all its
parts, and this harmony is the coincidence of physis and nomos,
Nature and Law.
The Greek word kosmos means ‘order’. Everything has a part to
play within the great whole, and through performing that part

8

For Plato and for Aristotle, a life devoted to gathering money
or wealth is quite simply an ignoble life. This is especially clear
in Aristotle. In his Politics he argues that nature is ordered in
such a way that the needs of all creatures are fully met. The land
naturally supplies enough for a human community, and there is a
natural limit in what it provides. Seeking in excess of this natural
limit is harmful. True economics is an economics of sufficiency, in
accord with what nature provides in due measure.

These two perspectives – the Christian and the philosophic – are
quite different to each other, yet together they embody the highest
aims of a just society in Western civilisation, which has absorbed
aspects of each. One seeks a way of life based on goodness and
mercy, on the love of God and neighbour. The parable of the Good
Samaritan still strikes a note. The other seeks a way of life through
reason and discriminating between reality and appearance. It
seeks an understanding of the unity of physis and nomos, Nature
and Law, or the real and the good, the truthful and the ethical.
Yet both see the quest for the just life as an ongoing journey. For
the Christian tradition it lies in overcoming the avaricious desires
that come with the Fall, while for the philosophic tradition it is a
way of bringing human nature and society into harmony with the
cosmic order.

These are the leading responses in our Western civilisation
to the injustices that afflict human society. Yet they both aim
at a condition of justice that seems beyond the capacity of the
majority of people. The Church Fathers and the philosophers
were perfectly aware of this. Those who are wealthy through
misappropriating the labour of others are not that keen on having
a just society. They can console themselves with the belief that
justice is an impossible utopian dream. Those who protest on
behalf of the poor are too often driven by envy of the rich, and so
they bring no remedy. Complacency and anger are two common
responses to the question of justice.
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Given the fact that few are likely to become saints or philosophers,
is there a kind of justice that can be established which removes
the worst ills that arise from the misappropriation of the land, and
which opens a way towards the possibility of a truly just society?
Well, obviously at least to us, Henry George opens the door to such
a possibility, by removing the means of misappropriating the land
and stealing the value created by the community and the wages
of those who produce wealth. There are elements of the generous
Christian ethic in George’s work as well as elements from the
noble philosophic tradition, especially that of the Natural Law
and the understanding of justice as a universal principle. There
is a tendency nowadays, unfortunately, to reduce the scope of
George’s insights merely to his fiscal proposals, and to seeking
ways of implementing a land tax, forgetting that it is the love of
justice that informs all his social and economic analysis.
We are confronted with the simple fact that modern society is as
far from achieving this today as George was a hundred years ago
– or the Church Fathers were in persuading the people that the
land belongs to all in common sixteen hundred years ago, or Plato
2,500 years ago. For as far back as we can go in recorded history
it has always been proclaimed by the poets, the prophets and the
philosophers that the earth belongs to all in common. Virgil, for
example, writes of a Golden Age when:
No tenants mastered holdings,
Even to mark the land with private bounds
Was wrong: men worked for the common store, and earth
herself, unbidden, yielded more fully. (Georgics I/126-29)

And the great Roman poet Ovid writes:
The earth itself, which before had been, like air and sunshine,
A treasure for all to share, was now crisscrossed with lines
Men measured and marked with boundary posts and fences.
(Metamorphosis I/134-36)

The Stoic philosopher Seneca also writes of the Golden Age:

The social virtues had remained pure and inviolate before
covetousness distracted society and introduced poverty, for men
ceased to possess all things when they began to call anything their
own... How happy was the primitive age when the bounties of
nature lay in common and were used freely; nor had avarice and
luxury disunited mortals and made them prey upon one another.
They enjoyed all nature in common, which thus gave them secure
possession of public wealth. Why should I not think them the richest
of all people, among whom was not to be found one poor man?
(The Epistles)

Not only are we far from such visions, we have an added difficulty
in our time, the implications of which were only hinted at in
George’s time: the separation of the economic realm from the
social realm. This is something Karl Polanyi has observed very
clearly in his The Great Transformation. With the growth of a
market economy, aimed at exchange for profit, the creation
of wealth has gradually divorced itself from the social realm,
and come to exist independently of society. Not only is land
monopoly misappropriating the natural community revenue
and diminishing the wages of labour, the economy as a whole is
becoming parasitic upon society, making human life serve the
economy, rather than the economy serve human life.
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This separation, now so plainly evident, especially in the great
cities where land monopoly is rife, is precisely what Aristotle
warned against, and what the Church Fathers struggled against.

This separation of the economic from the social is reinforced
by the modern reduction of economic analysis to mathematical
models. The tendency to reduce economics to mathematical
calculation was already present in the early economic thinking
of the seventeenth century. And this in turn came from a previous
shift in the conception of the ‘laws of nature’. The new conception
of the laws of nature was based upon a purely mechanistic
observation of the laws of motion, to which all phenomena
could be reduced. This new view was hailed as superseding the
religious and philosophical approaches to nature. These, it was
argued, belonged to a more primitive stage of society, preparing
the way for the empirical method of mechanical science. This
idea is expressed in Turgot, for example, one of the pioneers of
economics in the eighteenth century. The Physiocrats were not
immune to the mechanistic thinking of their age through which
they sought to express their insights.

The expression ‘laws of nature’ was directly opposed to the
tradition of ‘natural law’ which extended back to Plato, the Stoics
and early Christians such as St Augustine, and was greatly refined
through the Middle Ages, producing in the twelfth century the
Decretum Gratiani, and culminating in the thirteenth century in
Aquinas’s great treatise on law in the Summa Theologica.
Natural law refers to what we spoke of earlier, the harmonious
order of the cosmos in which everything plays its part for the sake
of the whole. It is the cosmic justice which brings community into
being. It is essentially ‘cooperative’ as opposed to ‘competitive’,
communitarian as opposed to individualistic. Natural law
expresses the common good.

According to natural law the land belongs to all in common, or
simply to the Creator as St Ambrose and St Augustine argued.
The new mechanical conception of the ‘laws of nature’ cannot
account for just possession or ownership. It cannot encompass
commutative or distributive justice. There is no ethical dimension
to the mechanistic conception of nature.
The new mechanistic conception of nature gets transferred to
jurisprudence with the rise of ‘positive law’, which is no longer
rooted in the natural law or a conception of universal justice, but
rather in the will of the legislator. Law became divorced from
ethics in the same way as economics became divorced from
community.
It is therefore no surprise that the expansion of positive law
since the seventeenth century has been primarily in property
law. Legally speaking, ‘ownership’ becomes the new way of
conceiving human nature and society. Locke’s famous theory that
the ownership of land springs from extending self-ownership
through labour to land is the obvious development of this new
kind of ‘law of nature’ absorbed into positive law. The ‘selfowning person’ has no precedent in history. It is rooted in a new
conception of human nature and our relation to the world and
society. Out of it springs a new branch of law called ‘human rights’,
which are claims made upon the state, more or less replacing
earlier ‘natural rights’, which are natural liberties, as formulated
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in the American constitution, which in turn replaced the natural
law tradition extending back into the Middle Ages. This is a
mode of law for the self-owning person, whose claims stand in
opposition to the state.

The modern conception of the state has arisen through the loss
of the communal understanding of society, in which each citizen,
through their specific talents or vocations, serves the whole. Once
society is conceived in terms of proprietorial individuals, each
seeking their own private ends, then ‘the state’ in some form or
other has to be imposed to regulate the conflicting desires and
actions of individuals. And this includes the market.

These are problems that George does not tackle. In his time for
most ordinary people the vision of freedom was still framed
within the context and language of the common good and natural
justice, and had not yet declined into the notion of private freedom
and individual rights in opposition to the state or community. It
was only the ‘intellectuals’ who propagated these ideas, while the
majority of people still lived in the shadow of Christian morality.

George’s eye is on the just society and on how to remedy the
injustices that arose with the market society based on land
monopoly. It may well be, with the full implementation of the land
tax world-wide, that the separation of the economic realm from
the social realm would be repaired. It may well be that then the
pursuit of wealth for its own sake would be replaced by higher
cultural aims, as George envisioned, including due care for the
environment.
All that may well be so. But the implementation of the land tax
will not come about without first overcoming the prevailing
mechanistic interpretation of economics, which reinforces its
separation from the social realm, and which suits land monopoly
by abstracting the earth into capital or reduces it to mere
‘resources’. Nor can the ‘social’ good be restored without a return
to understanding the communal nature of the human person.
This communal nature is something that the Church Fathers
could call upon when prompting the rich to share their wealth
with the poor. And it was something that was gradually developed
throughout the Middle Ages through the formulations of civil and
canon law, including English common law.
There is a growing body of scholarly study of the communal
nature of society, and it is from this perspective that the limited
nature of the sphere of economic theory is clearly brought to light.
The study of economics in relation to other disciplines would be
of enormous value. For example, the very good work being done
in environmental studies and ecology would be greatly enhanced
by a good knowledge of economic and social laws. Environmental
destruction and economic injustice have a common cause. They
occur through misconceptions of the nature of society rooted in
the proprietorial conception of our human relation to the land or
nature.

From the perspective of the Church Fathers and the Greek
philosophers, these are manifestations of the separation of physis
from nomos, of Nature from Law. Where George and the Church
Fathers meet is in their common call for justice in conformity
with the order of nature, and in their recognition of the essential
goodness of human nature.
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Given the Christian interpretation of the fallen human
condition, or the classical philosophical interpretation of our
misperception or ignorance of the true nature of things, how
does each tradition conceive a remedy to the injustice that arises
through the proprietorial relation with the land or nature?

Here the early philosophers and theologians gave a common
answer: that, allowing for possession by convention, all property
ought to be put to right use. It is not the claim to ownership as
such that matters since, as Avila demonstrates, ownership can
only ever be a legal claim on property. It is how property is used
that ultimately matters. As John Chrysostom says ‘For it is not
wealth that is evil, but the evil use of wealth’ (p. 87).
Locke’s famous argument that we come to own things by
extension of our self-ownership through labour is clearly flawed
since we obviously derive our existence from nature or from the
Creator. And why should Locke’s principle apply only to human
beings? What of the bird who builds its nest or the squirrel that
buries its nuts? From the perspective of nature there is nothing
unowned remaining for Lockean man to extend ownership to.
St Augustine likewise discounts Locke’s argument: ‘Whence
does anyone possess what he or she has? Is it not from human
law? For by divine law, the earth and its fullness are the Lord’s
(Psalm 23:1)’ (p. 111).

If, then, it is only flawed thinking or a legal fiction that makes
ownership seem to be so, and yet through weakness or through
ignorance our society cannot give up the notion of ownership,
is there then a compromise that remedies the injustices that
spring from it?

There is indeed. The compromise proposed by the philosophers
and theologians is to permit ownership but demand right or
beneficial use. Whatever a person possesses ought to be used
in such ways as serve the common good. That was the ethical
solution proposed by St Thomas Aquinas, and he draws it from
Aristotle. Nothing in nature comes into being to be ill-used.
Legal possession does not override that natural law. Good laws,
then, are framed to ensure the beneficial use of things. This is
not so strange, as is clear in the modern regulation of drugs and
medicines, or food safety standards. And if this is right for the
use of manufactured things, then how much more so for the
right use of the land itself, the home of all living beings?
When Henry George suddenly saw how wealth and poverty
arose together through the private monopoly of land he also
saw how it could be remedied through a simple fiscal measure
which struck a compromise between allowing the ownership
of land to continue and ensuring its future beneficial use.
This is precisely what a land tax ensures. Its implementation
requires a general grasp of natural justice, but not that all
citizens should become saints or philosophers. While it would
not make citizens virtuous, it would remove practices which
invited vice. It would change the ethos of society from that of
citizens grasping whatever they can through fear of want, to a
general contentment in a visibly just distribution of wealth. The
‘proprietorial-self’ would vanish from the conception of human
nature.
(An extended version of the author’s talk given at
Henry George Foundation Open Day, London 2018)
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work The Discovery of First Principles as well as founder of the
School of Cooperative Individualism

THE LIGHT BRIGADE:
ENGLAND’S CHARGE BORNE ON IRELAND’S BACK

More than a century ago Alfred Lord Tennyson’s epic poem
graphically described the destiny of those who rode with the
Light Brigade against the Russian batteries positioned on the
heights above Balaclava in the Crimea. Of them he wrote:
Forward, the Light Brigade!
Was there a man dismay’d?
Not tho’s the soldier knew
Some one had blunder’d:
There’s not to make reply,
There’s not to reason why,
Their’s but to do and die:
Into the valley of Death
Rode the six hundred.

Wars have seldom been fought for reasons which afterward merit
the intensity of human suffering involved. Some are recognized
to be of even less meaning than others in producing justifiable
effects. This battle, in this war, has always been for students of
history a tremendous historical curiosity because of the emotion
evoked by Tennyson’s words and the depiction of the events
in films. Of course, poetry lacks the essential quality of detail
required for complete understanding. For a thorough treatment
of how the Light Brigade came to its tragic circumstance, British
historian Cecil Woodham-Smith offered this passage in a 1953
study entitled The Reason Why:
The charge had lasted twenty minutes from the moment the
trumpet sounded the advance to the return of the last survivor.
Some 700 horsemen had charged down the valley, and 195 had
returned. The 17th Lancers were reduced to thirty-seven troopers,
the 13th Light Dragoons could muster only two officers and eight
mounted men; 500 horses had been killed.
Perhaps the most explicit passage in this book is that detailing the
fate of the high-spirited cavalry officer named Nolan, who, after
delivering the “attack” order to Lord Lucan (commander of the
Light Brigade) joined the ranks of the 17th Lancers and rode to
his death in the charge. Again, Cecil Woodham-Smith:
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Before the Light Brigade had advanced fifty yards … the Russian
guns crashed out, and great clouds of smoke rose at the end of the
valley …The advance was proceeding at a steady trot when suddenly
Nolan … urged on his horse and began to gallop diagonally across
the front … he crossed in front of Lord Cardigan and, turning in
his saddle, shouted and waved his sword as if he would address
the Brigade, but the guns were firing with great crashes, and not a
word could be heard. At that moment a Russian shell burst on the
right of Lord Cardigan, and a fragment tore its way into Nolan’s
breast, exposing his heart. The sword fell from his hand, but his arm
was still erect, and his body remained rigid in the saddle. His horse
wheeled and began to gallop back through the advancing Brigade,
and then from the body there burst a strange and appalling cry,
a shriek so unearthly as to freeze the blood of all who heard him.
The terrified horse carried the body, still shrieking, through the 4th
Light Dragoons, and then at last Nolan fell from the saddle, dead.
The battle fought (and the lives lost), the politics of defeat arose
as senior British military officers squirmed to absolve themselves
from responsibility for the debacle.
And so, the question must be asked: Where does the responsibility
lie?

England and Empire, synonymous terms during the nineteenth
century. England stood unchallenged as the world’s great military
power. That military predominance, explained Cecil WoodhamSmith, evolved out of a system which guaranteed the loyalty of
the nation’s landed aristocracy by dictating the purchase of
commissions. George Charles Bingham, the third Earl of Lucan
and lieutenant-general commanding the Light Brigade, was, in
fact, a glowing product of the “purchase” system.
As soldiers of fortune under Queen Elizabeth, ancestors of the
third Earl of Lucan acquired vast Irish lands once the Irish had
been defeated. Richard Bingham was appointed military governor
in the province of Connaught; and, as Cecil Woodham-Smith tells
the reader: “the ferocity of his rule became a legend, and to this
day (1953) is execrated in the west of Ireland”.
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Empire was then in its initial stages of formation, and the English
conquerors: “regarded their Irish estates merely as the source
which produced money to pay for English pleasures … their great
grey fortress, Castle-bar House, was seldom occupied.”
Richard Bingham’s depth of inhumanity included the execution
of all Spaniards shipwrecked on the coast of Ireland following
the destruction of the Armada. As is almost always the case
with regard to inherited fortunes, time brought to the Binghams
respectability in English society of the late eighteenth century.
In 1795, Charles Bingham became the first Earl of Lucan; his
grandson was George Charles Bingham, later the third Earl of
Lucan. George was commissioned into the army at age sixteen,
rose to the rank of lieutenant-colonel by age 26 and “purchased”
command of the 17th Lancers. In reality, of course, the peasants
of Ireland paid the price.
Ireland was, after all, the source of Lord Lucan’s wealth. And
yet that wealth belonged not at all to the Irish people. Cecil
Woodham-Smith describes the conditions existing in midnineteenth century Ireland:
In 1844 Ireland presented the extraordinary spectacle of a country
in which wages and employment, practically speaking, did not
exist. There were no industries; there were very few towns; there
were almost no farms large enough to employ labour. The country
was a country of holdings so small as to be mere patches. The
people inhabited huts of mud mingled with a few stones … destitute
of furniture, where animals and human beings slept together on
the mud floor.

And yet, the English landlords and politicians could take refuge
in the still echoing analysis of poverty put forth by Thomas
Malthus; because, strangely, Ireland’s population was growing
uncontrollably. Cecil Woodham-Smith took a closer look in 1953
at this aspect of Ireland’s poverty:
This increase was linked with the adoption of the potato as the
staple, indeed the sole, food of Ireland. The people, in their desperate
poverty, lacked land, implements, barns. Potatoes require only onethird of the acreage of wheat, flourish anywhere, need the minimum
of cultivation ...
As Ireland became a potato country, the shadow of starvation lifted
slightly and the character of the people made itself felt. The Irish
people were religious, their family affections strong, their women
proverbially chaste. Early marriages became invariable … and by
their early thirties women were grandmothers. Thus the population
spread with the rapidity of an epidemic. For these people, swarming
in the cabins and the fields, there was no employment, no means
of earning wages, no possibility of escaping starvation, except the
land - - and land became like gold in Ireland.
It was human existence on the lowest scale …As the population
increased, the continual subdivision of farms into patches brought
the landlord higher and still higher rents, and the potato patches in
Ireland first equalled what the rich farmlands of England fetched
in rent, and then went higher. Men bid against each other in
desperation, and on paper the landlords of Ireland grew rich; but
the rents were not paid -- could not be paid.
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When the potato crops began to fail, tenants were evicted by
“consolidating landlords” in an effort to create workable farms.
Cecil Woodham-Smith reported that an 1830 Land Commission
concluded “the poverty and distress of Ireland were principally
due to the neglect and indifference of landlords”. More specifically:
Large tracts were in the possession of individuals whose extensive
estates in England made them regardless and neglectful of their
properties in Ireland. It was not the practice of Irish landlords to
build, repair, or drain; they took no view either of their interest or
their duties which caused them to improve the condition of their
tenants or their land.

Although the third Earl of Lucan proved himself “exceptional
in being prepared to invest in the land, to forgo and reduce his
income, to tie up capital in barns, houses, drainage schemes; and
machinery”, his efforts were largely unsuccessful. The reasons are
simple to grasp, as Cecil Woodham-Smith explains:

Between the Irish tenant and the Irish landlord not only was there
no hereditary attachment, there was hereditary hatred. Ireland
was a country the English had subdued by force, and Irish estates
were lands seized from a conquered people by force or confiscation.
Further evidence of England’s “Irish policy” existed in the laws
imposed by England on the conquered Irish, as described by John
Stuart Mill:
In Ireland alone the whole agricultural population can be evicted by
the mere will of the landlord, either at the expiration of a lease, or,
in the far more common case of their having no lease, at six months’
notice. In Ireland alone, the bulk of a population wholly dependent
on the land cannot look forward to a single year’s occupation of it.

This is the story of a people denied their natural right to property
in what they produced by their labor. The peasants of Ireland
might not have suffered the legal status of chattel enslavement,
but their reality was essentially that of former slaves left landless
after the withdrawal of foreign colonial masters. Cecil WoodhamSmith leaves no doubt regarding the depth of misery caused by
rent-seeking landlords:
The power of the landlord was absolute … the tenant had no rights.
All improvements became the property of the landlord without
compensation. Should a tenant erect buildings, should he improve
the fertility of his land by drainage, his only reward was eviction or
an immediately increased rent, on account of the improvements he
himself had laboured to produce.

Given this prolonged and protracted relationship between
those denied access to the land which offers the source of all
that sustains life, and those, like George Charles Bingham, who
forcefully maintained the cruel imbalance, there could be no
peaceful resolution. Today, hidden by centuries of emotion, the
same fundamental struggle continues all around the globe.
Cecil Woodnam-Smith’s words remind us that the more things
seem to have changed, upon close examination not very much has
actually changed.
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HIJACKED
BY ANDREW A D BORGOYNE
Reviewed by Simon McKenna
Fundamental Press 2018
ISBN: 978-0-9932539-1-1
Hijacked is a political and economic history of England which is
significantly informed by the work of Henry George and Michael
Hudson.

It is a story of civil and economic regress as new forms of
domination are bravely but ineffectually resisted. It begins with
a description of life in Anglo-Saxon England. Life in this feudal
society appears here to have been economically and politically
liberal. Most wealth was held in common, poverty was rare,
women had significant leadership roles and economic status.
This golden age comes to an abrupt end in 1066. Life after 1066
is characterised by the spread of enclosures followed by terrible
hunger, endless suffering, and desperate protests which were
brutally repressed.
Burgoyne notes that the events of these uprisings are not
widely known. Popular history today consists of the succession
of monarchs interspersed by wars, with scant focus on the
economics of unrest. He reveals that this is the result of political
decisions taken as part of 17th century education reforms.
Specific references to events, and their causes, were virtually
written out of the history books which became the basis of
history lessons in the new grammar schools. Burgoyne shows
that even where the uprisings were publically recognised, they
were described as “rebellions”, their perpetrators described in
the broadest terms as advocates for “a fairer society”. Having
overcome popular resistance, the mercantile takeover of
common land, banking and parliament continues apace into the
18th century. Aside from huge economic gains for the very few,
for the majority industrialisation amounted to the mechanised
production of pain and suffering.
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Before his account of the backlash against industrialised
poverty, Burgoyne pauses to declare that he is not a Marxist. This
is necessary because throughout Hijacked, Burgoyne attributes

blame for injustice and inequity at the feet of big organisations,
government or the church. He does on occasion admit that some
authorities acted responsibly, while at the same time honours,
titles, positions of responsibility as well as land were acquired by
usurpers of all kinds. New lords replaced old lords. Machiavellian
industrialists bought out the older, socially responsible aristocracy.
Some lords were benign and others were evil. Some Aristocrats
cared for the common good. Some companies competed with
others to provide the best towns or villages for their workers.
Unlike Karl Polanyi’s Great Transformation, a history of the same
period, Burgoyne does not account for these differences, nor for
the conflicts between authorities. Ultimately, Burgoyne produces
a narrative which reads as a conspiracy of “authority” against “the
people”.

Amid all this, Henry George stands out like a beacon of
compassionate, rational intervention in the dark history of a
nation’s factious decline into industrial barbarity. Burgoyne notes
how George saw clearly the cause of socio-economic failure, but
“treaded carefully” and sought to unite people under a common
concern for justice and the good, rather than divide them and
ferment class war. Nonetheless, Burgoyne somewhat skips
over the details of George’s policy proposal in which the Single
Tax is used to fund all public services, rendering all other taxes
unnecessary and unjust. Instead he focuses on the troubles of
the reform in Parliament. An event he uses as an opportunity to
return to his anti-establishment theme: that the powerful (in this
case the Lords) are in an evil conspiracy against the people and
against democracy itself.
The following four chapters tell of post-WWII British economy, a
period which will culminate in a political economy he calls “casino
capitalism”. The author analyses the impact of the World Trade
Organisation and the International Monetary Fund, and other
international organisations. They manipulate the global economy
in favour of rent-seeking corporate interests, at the expense
of the people’s economic interest. Multinational organisations
conspire with governments to privatise and financialise the
public realm, resulting in high national debts and the apparent
necessity for austerity, such as followed the 2008 financial
crash. Alongside a useful catalogue of quotes from interesting
economists and politicians, Michael Hudson’s analysis does most
of the work explaining the dysfunction at the heart of the late
modern economy. Accordingly, we find that taxation is moved
away from assets, onto production and consumption. The author
also adopts Hudson’s characterisation of the European Union as
a pernicious institution which operates against national interests.
Burgoyne says the Union was, from its inception a “cartel”, set
up by “Brussels bureaucrats” who “had a complete disdain for
democracy”.
After bringing the reader up to the present day, the author
proposes eight reforms which he hopes will restore justice and
prosperity. The proposals are a combination of monetary and
taxation reform, combined with proposals to renationalise public
services. His main tax reform proposal is an “Earth Resource Tax”.
This would combine a land tax with taxes on pollution. In his view,
it is “inevitable” that such a tax will be widely adopted. When
adopted, he says, it “will constitute the waking up of humanity
to its birthright.” He rightly surmises that this tax (insofar as it
incorporates a land tax) would make housing more affordable and
free up capital, now absorbed in land speculation, for investment
in other enterprises. However, there are a significant problems
with the Earth Resource Tax.
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Firstly, it is not clear how marrying land tax to an “effluent tax”
would make it more popular compared to other taxes such as
VAT. Secondly, rather than taxing pollution it would be better
to minimise or eliminate it through regulations, and fund green
alternatives out of general taxation. That way we would not make
the mistake of taxing “sins”, as George warned us against.

Taxing a sin is counterproductive, and also it encourages
avoidance. It is regressive because the cost is simply added to
the cost of production. It is also immoral because it effectively
legitimises an immoral activity. Ironically it would mean the
worst polluters would become society’s greatest benefactors.
They would therefore be economically and “morally” justified
because pollution would directly fund public services. This
is despite the fact that they would effectively be paying for the
services utilised to counteract the effects of pollution! Further, it
would make government dependent for its income on behaviour
which damages the health of its citizens. Reliance on an Earth
Resource Tax could in effect encourage polluting industries to
become too big to fail.

It remains to be seen if a “grass-roots movement operating
independently of leaders” will “rise up and demand change” as
the author predicts. To that end, it is notable that insufficient
attention is given to successful reforms, such as those that were
passed with the People’s Budget, or those which constituted
the cross party post-war consensus. In both cases, governments
significantly reduced unjust inequality, the public sector was
generously provisioned, taxation encouraged production, housing
was cheap and banking was highly regulated. Of the latter case
Crosland, in 1952, could claim:
The most characteristic features of capitalism have disappeared
– the absolute rule of private property, the subjection of all life
to market influences, the domination of the profit motive, the
neutrality of government, typical laissez-faire division of income
and the ideology of individual rights
These events should be significant for Burgoyne, since they are
the kind of reforms he calls for. It appears their absence is due to
the fact that they do not fit his anti-establishment narrative.

BOOKS WORTH READING
The Gift of Science: Leibniz and the Modern Legal Tradition by Roger
Berkowitz traces the shift in the understanding of the nature of
law which took place between the seventeenth and nineteenth
centuries when legal thought became subject to positivism. What
in jurisprudence is termed ‘legal positivism’ is an attempt to
completely codify law. This divorces law from ethics, and it pursues
administrative efficiency rather than true remedy. For example,
traditionally if a farmer poisoned the
land of another farmer he would give
remedy by restoring the soil to good use.
But a modern positivist remedy would
be to enforce financial compensation.
This manner of remedying has led to
industries building in compensation
to their costs, and so passing them on
to their customers. Real justice, in the
traditional sense, is never actually done.
Instead justice becomes commodified.
This is an important book because the
way we conceive law determines the
kind of society we ultimately create.
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HGF news

BOOKS WORTH READING (CONT.)
Another fine book that anyone interested in the history of the land
question will wish to read is The Scottish Clearances: A History of
the Dispossessed by the acclaimed historian T. M. Devine (Allen
Lane, 2018). This book clearly succeeds all the previous books
on the clearances, in particular The Highland Clearances by John
Pebble, which is a romanticised version of history. Devine has
researched the original historical documentation in great detail.
He argues that the clearances took place in the lowlands as well
as the highlands.
Of particular interest for Land&Liberty readers is the chapter
‘Transformation and Landlordism’. Here Devine shows how a
small minority of landlords controlled over 90% of the land
and that their “degree of control over the land was matched
by a virtual monopoly of political power”. He argues that the
Scottish philosophers of the Enlightenment “helped to give
intellectual credibility to a system of government dominated by
a tiny propertied oligarchy”. The great thinkers of the time “Adam
Smith, David Hume, Adam Ferguson, William Robertson…never
questioned an established order founded on the belief that only
those with a firm and secure stake in landed property could be
trusted to govern the country with prudence”.

HGF BRIEFING NOTES

FRIDAY MEETINGS AT MANDEVILLE PLACE
The regular and popular Friday Meetings continue at Mandeville
Place throughout the spring.
The meetings are all courtesy of The School of Economic Science.

The afternoon group centres around Protection and Free Trade
by Henry George; a title increasingly relevant in light of both
Brexit and an ever-increasing risk of future trade war between
the United States and China. The afternoon group is presented
by Tommas Graves, and will also deviate slightly from Protection
and Free Trade by covering interesting subjects such as the fine
poetry of Alexander Pope along with recently discovered material
including George’s address to trade unions and the writings of
commentators who offered critiques of George.
George’s important work Social Problems is the main focus of the
evening group. The presenter is Honorary President David Triggs.

It is also worth noting that this study group can be attended via
internet connection. Please see the HGF
newsletter for details in regards to this.

ONLINE NEWSLETTER
Land&Liberty readers interested in
the upcoming activities arranged by
the Henry George Foundation can be
updated via e-mail after subscribing to
the HGF newsletter:
Go to:

https://www.henrygeorgefoundation.
org/receive-our-newsletter.html
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Henry George

HOW TO HELP THE UNEMPLOYED
In the first quarter of this century an educated and thoughtful
Englishman, Edward Gibbon Wakefield, visited this country. He
saw its great resources, and noted the differences between the
English-speaking society growing up here and that to which
he had been used. Viewing everything from the standpoint of a
class accustomed to look on the rest of mankind as created for
their benefit, what he deemed the great social and economic
disadvantage of the United States was “the scarcity of labor.” It
was to this he traced the rudeness of even what he styled the
upper class, its want of those refinements, enjoyments, and
delicacies of life common to the aristocracy of England.
How could an English gentleman emigrate to a country where
labor was so dear that he might actually have to black his own
boots; so dear that even the capitalist might have to work, and no
one could count on a constant supply ready to accept as a boon
any opportunity to perform the most menial, degrading, and
repulsive services?

Mr. Wakefield was not a man to note facts without seeking their
connection. He saw that this ‘’scarcity of labor” came from the
cheapness of land where the vast area of the public domain was
open for settlement at nominal prices. A man of his class and
time, without the slightest question that land was made to be
owned by landlords, and laborers were made to furnish a supply
of labor for the upper classes, he was yet a man of imagination.
He saw the future before the English-speaking race in building
up new nations in what were yet the waste spaces of the earth.
But he wished those new nations to be socially, politically, and
economically newer Englands; not to be settled as the United
States had been, from the “lower classes” alone, but to contain
from the first a proper proportion of the “upper classes” as well.

He saw that ‘’scarcity of employment” would in time succeed
“scarcity of labor” even in countries like the United States by the
growth of speculation in land; but he did not want to wait for that
in the newer Britains which his imagination pictured.

He proposed at once to produce such salutary “scarcity of
employment” in new colonies as would give cheap and abundant
labor, by a governmental refusal to sell public land, save at a
price so high as to prevent the poorer from getting land, thus
compelling them to offer their labor for hire.

This was the essential part of what was once well known as the
Wakefield plan of colonization. It is founded on a correct theory.
In any country, however new and vast, it would be possible to
change “scarcity of labor” into “scarcity of employment” by
increasing the price put on the use of land. If three families settled
a virgin continent, one family could command the services of the
others as laborers for hire just as fully as though they were its
chattel slaves, if it was accorded the ownership of the land and
could put its own price on its use.
Wakefield proposed only that land should be held at what
he called “a sufficient price “ - that is, a price high enough to
keep wages in new colonies only a little higher than wages in
the mother-country, and to produce not actual inability to get
employment on the part of laborers, but only such difficulty as
would keep them tractable, and ready to accept what from his
standpoint were reasonable wages.

Yet it is evident that it would only require a somewhat greater
increase in the price of land to go beyond this point and to bring
about in the midst of abundant natural opportunities for the
employment of labor, the phenomena of laborers vainly seeking
employment. Now, in the United States we have not attempted
to create “scarcity of employment” by Wakefield’s plan. But
we have made haste by sale and gift to put the public domain
in the hands of private owners, and thus allowed speculation
to bring about more quickly and effectually than he could have
anticipated, more than Wakefield aimed at. The public domain is
now practically gone; land is rising to European prices, and we
are at last face to face with social difficulties which in the youth
of men of my time we were wont to associate with “the effete
monarchies of the Old World.”

Originally published in The North American Review Vol. 158
(February 1894)
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own
ignorance,
their own
shortsighted
selfishness.

“

Henry George,
Social Problems 1884
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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, Shaw, Huxley,
Helen Keller, 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 cognisant 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
and friends to survive.
To receive complimentary copies, please send
your name and postal address to:
The Henry George Foundation, PO Box
6408, London, W1A 3GY
or email editor@landandliberty.net
To make a donation or to set up a standing
order to give us your regular support, please fill
in one of the forms below:

My Gift to Help Advance the work of The Henry George Foundation of Great Britain
Please find enclosed cheque for £

Name

Address

To make a donation by BACS through the telephone or internet please use the following details:
HSBC Bank, Belgravia Branch, Sort Code 40-06-03, Acc. No. 51064320 or by PayPal through our website: www.henrygeorgefoundation.org
If you are a UK tax payer you can make your donation go
further by making a Gift Aid Declaration. We get an extra
25p from HM revenue and customs. To make your donation
Gift Aid please tick the box and sign below:
Today
In the past four years
In the future I am a UK
taxpayer and understand that if I pay less Income Tax and/or
Capital Gains Tax than the amount of Gift Aid claimed on all
my donations in that tax year it is my responsibility to pay any
difference.
		
Name

If you are able to commit to a regular donation through a standing order that
would be particularly welcome.
STANDING ORDER: Please complete and send to:
The Henry George Foundation, PO Box 6408 London W1A 3GY (Not to your bank)
To: The Manager (name and address of bank)
Post Code
Please pay: The Henry George Foundation of Great Britain A/C 51064320
Sort Code 40-06-03 at HSBC Bank, Belgravia Branch, 333 Vauxhall Bridge Road
on _ _ / _ _ / _ _ (date) and then every succeeding

month

quarter

		

Address

		

*

Signature

My Account No. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Sort Code _ _ _ _ _ _ Name of Account

		

Date

Holder
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and thereafter until further notice or _ _ / _ _ / _ _ (date) the sum of £

Signed

year

