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1. That which feels, perceives, thinks, wills; which to distinguish we call
mind or soul or spirit.
2. That which has mass or weight or extension or form; which to
distinguish we call matter.
3. That which acting on matter produces movement; which to distinguish,
we call motion or force.
… of these from our standpoint, that which feels, perceives thinks, wills
comes first in order of priority, for it is this which is first in our own
consciousness, and it is only through this that we have consciousness of
any other existence. In this, as our consciousness testifies, is the initiative of
all our own motions and movements, so far as consciousness and memory
shed light; and in all cases in which we trace the genesis of anything to its
beginning we find that beginning in thought and will.
Here George highlights what underpins the economic choices we make,
including what we produce, provide, buy, sell or acquire. However
whether those choices accord with what is good for us and/or for
others depends upon our character i.e. our distinctive mental and moral
qualities. They will also reflect the ideas we hold about ourselves, who or
what we are and what we consider ‘mine’. Our ability to choose will vary
according to the natural and socioeconomic conditions under which we
live, in particular the degree of civil and economic freedom that prevails.

Unfortunately a shortage of these freedoms, coupled with moral
shortcomings, has for many given the acquisition of wealth a bad name.
Unfortunate; because the acquisition of wealth is actually good and
essential to the life and well-being of every individual. Sometimes the
idea that acquiring wealth is bad arises when people confuse claims on,
or greed for wealth, with wealth itself. At other times it may be because
of its link with desire and a recognition that people do not always desire
what is good for either themselves or for others. It may also be due to
how wealth is acquired or to a misunderstanding of what wealth truly is.

follow us on Twitter @landandliberty

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

At the beginning of his book The Science of Political Economy Henry
George suggests that whilst the world as it is presented to our perception
may at bottom be one we are compelled in thought to distinguish, in their
actions and reactions, three independent and separable elements:
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In addressing these mistakes we need first to acknowledge that whilst
everything we need comes from what nature provides we cannot make
use of it without exerting ourselves. Even to breathe requires a measure
of exertion, and to access water, food, clothing, shelter and the needs and
conveniences of modern living requires still more exertion by both body
and spirit. The glory of our human and social nature however is that we
may exert ourselves in ways that provide for the needs of others and
have our own needs met by the exertions of others. Living in harmony
with this aspect of our nature is critical to the survival and development
of every civilisation and is why Political Economy is such an important
subject for study. The science of political economy seeks to discover the
laws of nature that govern the production and distribution of wealth.
Effective use of those discoveries however requires a considerable
measure of art. First the art required to describe and formulate those
laws in ways that may be widely appreciated and second the art required
to devise human laws and arrangements to suit a particular time, place
and circumstance.

Our new course The Science and Art of Political Economy will draw
on Henry George’s works in an attempt to meet this challenge under
today’s circumstances.

David Triggs
Honorary President
Henry George Foundation

henrygeorgefoundation@
googlemail.com
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Our Closing Thoughts section is of
particular importance this time as
Tommas Graves presents a touching
tribute to Julia Bastian who is no
longer among us. Your Land&Liberty
editors want to use this opportunity to
dedicate our summer issue to Julia
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The law of rent demonstrates a clear distinction between private
and public. Wages belong to the private individual, while the land
value that arises through the presence of community belongs to
the public domain. This distinction is the basis of the land value
tax. It is also the basis of the distinction between the economic and
the civil domains, the domains of individual responsibility and collective responsibility.
Since current forms of taxation fall on wealth production and
wages rather than on land values, it appears that taxes of any kind
place a burden on the economy and on the private individual. So
the real distinction between the economic and civil domains is
lost. The civil domain seems to conflict with the private domain, so
there is a general desire for lower taxation.
However, the desire for lower taxation is confronted by the ever
widening gulf between rich and poor, and in particular by the consequences of land speculation which raises the cost of housing. So
government and local authorities are forced to seek mitigation of
the housing crisis and this means higher taxation is needed. We
are trapped in a vicious circle. If taxes are lowered, land speculation and rents rise and more revenue is needed to meet the social
consequences. People demand less government intervention but
circumstances require more.

All this comes about through failing to see how the economy expresses in land values the natural distinction between private and
public wealth, which in turn expresses the distinction between
individual responsibility and collective responsibility. The proper
purpose of public revenue is to provide for those things which
can only be provided collectively, such as defence, infrastructure,
courts of law, highways, emergency services, and utilities such as
water and energy. Such provisions do not belong to the private domain, least of all where they form monopolies. They are the things
that society must provide collectively, while commerce provides
for things desired individually. The distinction between the two
realms is at once a natural and an efficient distinction.

For George it is only after this distinction is drawn that we can
discern what properly belongs to the political domain. In the economic domain everyone is a private individual, while in the political domain everyone is a citizen. But where everything is reduced
to private enterprise, as with land speculation and privatisation
of the utilities, collective responsibility is obscured and inequality and social problems arise. At the other extreme, where everything is taken into the public domain individual enterprise and
creativity is destroyed. What is demonstrated by the distinction
is that there is a natural distribution of responsibilities between
the two domains. Both can work effectively and justly where their
functions are not confused. Ideally no political interventions are
needed to remedy economic injustices, and no economic interventions are needed to remedy political failures. But this also means
that each individual must understand themselves as both free economic agents and as responsible civic agents. The two domains
complement one another. Where citizens take civic responsibility,
economic responsibility will naturally follow. In a just society the
common good comes first.

This all seems almost too simple to be true. It is very hard in a
situation where we are accustomed to land and other monopolies
that bring about economic and social deprivation to imagine that
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government would have no economic inequalities to mitigate. It
is also hard to imagine what functions would naturally belong
to government where economic injustices were eliminated. We
have become accustomed to thinking of government primarily
in terms of economic interventions. And because its funding has
been drawn from production and wages rather than the natural
land value tax, we have come to think of government in terms
of expenditure rather than its functions. We inadvertently place
government in the economic domain.

In his 2019 Reith Lectures Jonathan Sumption asked what is
wrong with our present democracies. He stated very clearly that
it is lack of public participation. Very few people are now members of political parties. There are no doubt many reasons for this.
But from a Georgist perspective it is understandable that when
wages are pressed down to a minimum and housing costs are
absorbing the largest ever proportion of family income, and the
gap between rich and poor is ever widening, there must follow a
disillusionment with government and a sense of powerlessness.
Land monopoly separates the people from government and renders government powerless to apply any sustainable remedies.
Government is itself at the mercy of land monopoly so long as it
cannot discern between wealth produced by labour and wealth
arising as rent. That is to say, so long as it cannot discern its own
proper source of revenue.
Burdened with these difficulties it is hard for ordinary people
and for government to consider the civic realm and the common
good with any clarity. Yet it is worth considering the responsibilities of government apart from needing to mitigate economic
injustices.

Clearly defence is an essential function. Law and order likewise
is an essential function. But these may have wider functions than
we usually suppose. For example, it is only governments that can
deal with natural disasters, protection from epidemics, or environmental destruction and global warming. This suggests that
various kinds of collaborative research for the public good are
necessary functions of government. Provision for education and
public health are also the natural responsibility of government,
at least where free enterprise alone is unlikely to be adequate.
Public libraries, museums, art galleries, theatres, concert halls
and parks and other public spaces that foster community are also
essential. Free public transport would have immeasurable social
benefits and also contribute to a clean environment.

Given that a land tax would provide ample funds, then all kinds of
shared public goods could be provided according to the general
wishes of the people. For example sports facilities and venues
and for clubs and societies could be freely available. Such provision would foster political and civic participation and make society more democratically consensual. Government would come
to represent the flourishing of society and culture, rather than a
burden or necessary evil. All this follows from observing the distinction between private and public responsibilities expressed in
the law of rent.

*

Joseph Milne
editor@landandliberty.net
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Edward J. Dodson

Edward J. Dodson is a lecturer and author of the three-volume
work The Discovery of First Principles as well as founder of the
School of Cooperative Individualism

THE CORE OF ECONOMICS
AND THE BIRTH OF AMERICAN LABOUR

(The following is prepared for presentation at the 2019 Conference
of Georgist Organizations, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Wednesday,
July 24. The author acknowledges the valuable suggestions received
from historian Alexandra Lough who kindly reviewed an early draft
of this paper).

When Henry George was born in 1839, the city of his birth,
Philadelphia, was not yet an industrializing seaport. The city
had lost its dominant position as a commercial center to New
York City. The seats of the state and federal governments had
departed, and the city slowly adapted. The embargo on foreign
trade imposed by Thomas Jefferson, and the economic impact
of the War of 1812, hurt Philadelphia’s shipping industry but
stimulated the growth of domestic textile factories and other
industries. One result was a growing work force competing with
one another for employment and wages. In 1835, rising tensions
between the industrialists and their workers resulted in the first
general labor strike in North America. The collective action of
some 20,000 workers won increases in wages and adoption of
the ten-hour workday.
Philadelphia was just one of the major economic centers on
the Eastern coast of the United States that was rapidly moving
away from the Jeffersonian vision of a republic dominated by
nearly-self-sufficient freeholders. By the time Henry George left
his formal schooling behind in 1855, the economic situation in
Philadelphia was beginning to change even more significantly.
Mechanization was displacing manual labor. One Philadelphia
firm was by 1850 the nation’s leading manufacturer of improved
cotton mill machinery. Many others excelled in the production
of tools and hardware. The entire state of Pennsylvania, with
Pittsburgh in the west, emerged as the nation’s primary producer
of iron and steel. The situation is summarized by one historian
as follows:

By 1850, the pattern of industrial location had been rather clearly
established. [...] Erie, Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, and the JohnstownAltoona districts were not as yet major industrial centers but well
started in that direction. Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton-Reading
and the Schuylkill Valley, Lancaster-York-Harrisburg, and the
cities of Philadelphia and Pittsburgh and their environs were well
advanced industrially by 1850. (Sylvester K. Stevens. “A Century of
Industry in Pennsylvania,” Pennsylvania History, 1955, p.56)
Sixteen year old Henry George was not ready to accept whatever
work might be available to him in Philadelphia. He sought
adventure and joined the crew of a ship sailing to Australia and
India. He spent fifteen months at sea. A journal entry he made
regarding conditions in India conveys just how different life was
for most people in parts of the world where the very dignity
of human existence was overwhelmed by deeply entrenched
privilege and a large and rapidly increasing population:
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One feature which is peculiar to Calcutta was the number of dead
bodies floating down in all stages of decomposition, covered by
crows who were actively engaged in picking them to pieces. The
first one I saw filled me with horror and disgust, but like the natives,
you soon cease to pay any attention to them. (Henry George, Jr. Life
of Henry George (NY: Doubleday & McClure Co., 1900. Chelsea
House edition, 1981, p.35)
Upon his return home months passed before George secured
work as a printer’s apprentice. An older printer observed to him
in conversation that in old and settled countries workers are paid
low wages, but that in new countries workers are paid much
higher wages. Some years later, Henry would investigate this
issue and offer an explanation for why this was so.
Two individuals who were destined to form an alliance of
opportunity with Henry George during 1886, were just beginning
their own lives.

Terence V. Powderly was born in 1849 to Irish parents who
had come to the United States in 1827, as so many other Irish
families had done during this period. Samuel Gompers was born
in 1850 in London. His family immigrated to the United States in
1863, establishing residence in New York City. As a young man,
Powderly first found work with the railroad, eventually becoming
a machinist. Gompers worked at home in the family’s cigar
business, eventually going to work in 1873 for a cigar company
where, to his benefit in important ways, the workers were
unionized. Many of his co-workers were German immigrants who
introduced him to socialist principles and the economics of Karl
Marx. Gompers became friends with Karl Laurrell, the former
secretary of the International Workingmen’s Association, who
convinced Gompers that the objective of socialists should be to
create an organized economic movement of trade unions rather
than a socialist political movement. In 1871 Terence Powderly
joined the Machinists and Blacksmiths International Union, was
the next year elected its secretary and eventually its president.
Henry George was again drawn to the sea, and by the sea made
his way to California with some hope of making his way to the
gold fields. By the early 1870s, he had been living in California for
longer than a decade. He had tried and failed at different ways to
establish himself, married and began a family, and slowly found
his way to significant insights into the causes of the economic
crises that had had such a threatening impact on his own fortunes.
His skill as a typesetter, his insatiable curiosity and his growing
mastery of language finally set him on his career path, first as
reporter, then editor, then newspaper publisher.
What Henry George had learned, what he had come to understand
with increasingly clarity, was expressed in his article, What the
Railroad Will Bring Us appearing in the Overland Monthly IV 1868:
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For years the high rate of interest and high rate of wages prevailing
in California have been special subjects for the lamentation of
a certain school of local political economists, who could not see
that high wages and high interest were indications that the
natural wealth of the country was not yet monopolized, that great
opportunities were open to all – who did not know that these were
evidences of social health, …
What Henry George was referring to when he used the term
“interest” was not the cost of borrowing from banks or other
creditors. Interest, as used in political economy, referred to that
portion of production rightfully returned to those who employ
tools, machinery, other forms of capital goods, and the workers
who utilized them. The agent of theft of wages and interest from
those who produced wealth, George concluded, was monopoly
privilege – and the monopoly control over nature, particularly.
A significant development in Henry George’s analysis appeared in
1871, in a small book titled Our Land and Land Policy. Although
he still had much to learn from a reading of the works of Paine,
Jefferson and leading political economists who had grappled
with many of the same issues, what Henry George accomplished
was significant. Its importance is captured by George biographer
Charles Albro Barker. Acknowledging Henry’s remaining
weaknesses, Barker adds:

Yet makers of history are not often writers of it, and George in
Our Land and Land Policy was arriving as an original thinker. As
a critic, as an editor and writer informed on public affairs, as an
influence in the Democratic party, as a tractarian he had arrived.
(Albro Barker, p.154)
The California to which Henry George arrived as a very young man,
a new land where opportunity seemed to be unlimited, quickly
changed. He had come to see first-hand the power of monopoly
in the form of the railroad. His fellow Californians responded
by calling for reforms. A People’s Independent Party emerged
in 1873 to fight the railroads, and monopoly and legislative
corruption, managing to win a majority in the state legislature.
(David B. Griffiths. “Anti-Monopoly Movement in California,”
Southern California Quarterly, Vol.52, No. 2 (June 1980), p.93) In
1866, an article by Henry George in support of a bill mandating
an eight-hour work day appeared in the Sacramento Daily Union.
His position is captured in this brief excerpt:
The civilization which we now enjoy, the wonderful development
of the modern Western nations, is due to the mind — it is brain not
muscle, thought not sweat, that gives its superiority to that of Egypt
or Peru, India or China, and the intelligence of the great mass of
any nation is the exact measure of its power, wealth and comfort.
In the adaptation of means to ends — in the boundless fields of
discovery and invention, the increase of leisure, and consequently
of intelligence, would be felt, and the stimulus which would be given
to production and the accumulation of wealth, would be greater
than any other which could possibly be applied. (Henry George
(Proletarian). “The Eight-Hour Bill,” Sacramento Daily Union,
Vol.30, No. 4648, 14 February, 1866)
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A few years before Henry George died, a young historian
named Frederick Jackson Turner delivered a paper titled “The
Significance of the Frontier in American History” at a meeting
of the American Historical Association in Chicago. His essay, his

assertions and conclusions, sparked decades of debate among
historians over the role played by life on the frontier in the shaping
of cultural norms and political institutions in the United States. As
Alexandra Lough related to me upon review of an early draft of
this paper: “For several decades thereafter, Turner’s thesis was
widely accepted and greatly contributed to the belief in American
exceptionalism.” The decades to follow brought increasing
skepticism and criticism of Turner and his defenders. In a volume
edited by historians Richard Hofstadter and Seymour Martin
Lipset, Turner and the Sociology of the Frontier (NY: Basic Books,
1968), one historian after another presents evidence countering
the assertion that access to free or very cheap land served as an
effective safety valve to absorb excess population from the East
and help to prevent the wages of industrial workers from falling
to subsistence. A brief observation by one of the contributors to
this volume captures the complex reality of the conditions that
existed:
The industrial labor troubles of the 1870’s and 1880’s, when this
potential safety value was supposed to be working, were among
the most violent ever experienced in the nation’s history. Steam
escaped by explosion and not through a safety valve of free land.
On the other hand, down to 1890 the flow of excess farmers to the
industrial centers was incessant and accelerated. (Fred A. Shannon,
“A Post-Mortem on the Labor-Safety-Value Theory,” Chapter 10. In
Hofstadter and Lipset, p.184)

Detailed analysis of census data and other available statistics
revealed that most of the farms started on the frontier as the
frontier moved westward were started by existing farmers who
sold land in the East to acquire larger, more fertile lands. Wealthy
individuals acquired land for speculation, leasing the land to
tenant farmers who did not have the ability to purchase land
outright. A large portion of those who moved to the frontier farms
did so as hired laborers, then eventually moved into the growing
towns to seek work, as many farmers fell into debt during periods
of economic crisis or natural disaster. The result was that cities
became the places where skilled craftsmen formed craft unions
to establish themselves and set prices for their work, in defense
against competition from foreign migrants. The model for such
organization was established in 1827 in Philadelphia with
the formation of the Mechanics’ Union of Trade Associations.
However, not until the 1860s did the effort to unite workers
extend to those employed in the nation’s factories.
The National Labor Union was formed in 1866, followed in 1869
by the Knights of Labor, organized in Philadelphia by Uriah S.
Stephens. By 1878 the Knights of Labor grew to 50,000 members.
By 1886 it had 700,000 members nationally. Within the trades
union movement there were many individuals committed to
socialist doctrines of one type or another. Their sentiments were
reflected in language inserted in the constitution of the Central
Labor Union, which stated:
[...] there can be no harmony between capital and labor under the
present industrial system, for the simple reason that capital, in its
modern character, consists very largely of rent, interest, and profits
wrongfully extorted from the producer.

The progress of the trades union movement suffered a serious
setback when the Panic of 1873 led to five years of depressed
economic conditions. That year, Terence Powderly was dismissed
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from his job because as head of the union it was feared he would
cause trouble. He found work in Canada for a while, then returned
in 1874 to settle in Oil City, Pennsylvania. There, he joined the
local union and was selected a delegate to regional and general
conventions. In 1879, he was elected Grand Master Workman
of the Knights of Labor, succeeding Uriah Smith Stephens, and
remaining in this office until 1893. Powderly’s biographers note
that he was influenced by the Greenback ideology of producerism
rather than by socialism, and so regarded most employers as
“producers” with whom the union must work while standing up
for workers’ rights.
As recession deepened into the depression of the 1870s, the
company Powderly worked for closed its doors. In 1878 he
became the candidate of the Greenback-Labor Party for the
office of Mayor of Scranton, Pennsylvania and was elected to the
first of three two-year terms. During the campaign he proposed
financing public works projects through low interest government
loans as a means of providing work for the many unemployed.
After assuming office, he immediately reorganized the labor force
and enacted moderate reforms, including the creation of a board
of health, a sewage system, street paving, a new police force and
fire department, and an investigation of municipal corruption
(resulting in more efficient tax collection).

The rise of Samuel Gompers in the trades union movement
began with his election in 1875 to the office of President of the
Cigar Makers’ International Union Local 144. It was in 1881
that Gompers and other union leaders established the loose
organization of unions that eventually became the American
Federation of Labor in competition with the Knights of Labor.

The paths of Henry George and these two giants of organized
labor were about to become entangled. A small “Author’s Proof
Edition” of Progress and Poverty was sold during 1879 while
Henry remained in California. In New York, the publisher D.
Appleton & Co. agreed to use the plates and bring out the book. By
a remarkable circumstance, a recent immigrant from Germany,
C.D.F. von Gutschow, read a copy of the Author’s Proof Edition
and contacted Henry George requesting permission to translate
Progress and Poverty into German. Slowly at first, the book found
serious reviewers. At the urging of and with a small amount of
financial assistance from John Russell Young, Henry George
boarded a train for New York in August of 1880 to promote the
book.
Henry George’s first opportunities to engage the public in New
York were on the tariff question, although Democratic party
officials quickly realized that his free trade principles were
far more radical than the party’s timid call for tariff reform.
Congressman Abram S. Hewitt then engaged him to prepare a
report on labor conditions, earning Henry a small sum. As 1880
became 1881 the sales of Progress and Poverty began to increase.
Over 1,000 copies of an inexpensive edition sold, as well as the
first printing of the hardback edition. The German language
edition was also selling well in Europe and in the United States.
Alexandra Lough adds that Progress and Poverty also began to
appear on the shelves of Knights of Labor libraries.
Henry George next took up the issues of land monopoly plaguing
the people of Ireland, producing a pamphlet, The Irish Land
Question: What It Involves, and How Alone It can be Settled.
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First published by D. Appleton & Co., the pamphlet was reprinted
by publishers in London, Manchester and Glasgow. George was
now earning enough money from lectures to ease his financial
stress. The Central Labor Union invited him to speak at a meeting
held in support of Irish tenants. George also became a member of
the Knights of Labor, and Powderly stepped forward and “made
a personal declaration on the [land] question and helped Mr.
George, who had joined the order, to get Progress and Poverty and
The Land Question into the local assemblies.” (Henry George, Jr.
Life of Henry George, p.406] Henry wrote to Powderly:
I believe that the promulgation by you of those views marks an
epoch in the labor movement. They will powerfully aid in bringing
about, among the working classes, that discussion of fundamental
principles so much needed, and without which nothing else can be
accomplished. (Barker, p.433)
The extent to which Powderly had come to embrace Henry
George’s design for systemic change rather than simply acting
opportunistically to take advantage of George’s growing public
following is raised by Charles Albro Barker:

The extent to which Powderly had come to embrace Henry
George’s design for systemic change rather than simply acting
opportunistically to take advantage of George’s growing public
following is raised by Charles Albro Barker:
Terence Powderly himself derived from Irish origins, and so also
did great numbers of the Knights of Labor; and Michael Davitt had
become a knight while in the United States, [...] As Davitt had done,
in 1882, Terence Powderly now said things which half-promised
that he would become a follower of Henry George. (Barker, p.433)

Among the rank and file members of the Knights of Labor, George
did not command a strong and lasting loyalty among New York
members. Marxists had been suspended from the Knights for
organizing an unsanctioned boycott of a local company, and new
leaders emerged who embraced anarchism. Many Knights also
had strong protectionist views. What Henry George sought was to
set in motion unstoppable momentum for the systemic reforms
he knew were essential to change the course of history. The Labor
movement in the United States recognized Henry George as a
person whose reputation for honesty, integrity and commitment
to service could serve as a spark to put Labor on the map.
Upon learning of Henry George’s death late in 1897, Michael
Davitt responded with a heartfelt remembrance appearing in the
December issue of The Single Tax:

No other reformer of this century has held so unique a position as
George has occupied in the English-speaking world. Greater man
there have been, of course, within the circumscribed bounds of
nations as political leaders and statesmen. But George was neither
a statesman nor a politician, and yet not alone in his own country
but here in Great Britain and in Ireland and away at the Antipodes,
he evoked an enthusiasm for the great principle he stood for such
as no other man of the century has called into existence without
the accessories of party machinery or the platform of a Parliament.
Davitt added that Henry was “one of my dearest friends.”
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Disaster struck the Knights of Labor with the Haymarket Square
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Riot in Chicago on May 4, 1886. Anarchists were blamed, and two
of them were Knights. Membership plunged overnight as a result
of false rumors linking the Knights to anarchism and terrorism.
However the disorganization of the group and its record of
losing strike after strike also disillusioned many members. Bitter
factionalism divided the union, and its forays into electoral politics
failed because Powderly forbade its members from engaging in
political activity or fielding candidates.
At the same time, the personal relationship between Henry
George and Terence Powderly had been growing for several
years. In August of 1883, George had spoken at a Knights of
Labor picnic in Baltimore, urging that working men and the
women of their families must get into politics. Late in December
of that year, George left for a lecture tour of the British Isles, a
tour financed by Patrick Ford, editor of the largest Irish-American
newspaper in the nation. “George’s reports in the Irish World,”
notes Alexandra Lough, “certainly helped New York workers
become familiar with his name and teachings.” Upon his return,
he was honored by a mass meeting at Cooper Union, even as
most of those who enjoyed the benefits of entrenched privilege
began to recognize the threat his ideas held and drew away.
An increasing degree of support for Henry George’s particular
perspectives was now coming from professionals and members
of the business community. When Henry George wrote in the
Standard that he agreed with the Illinois Supreme Court that the
evidence supported conviction of those accused of the Haymarket
bombing, labor activists ignored his message that the enemy was
corruption and the right response was “our duty as citizens to
address ourselves to the adjustment of social wrongs.” (Louis F.
Post and Fred C. Leubuscher, An Account of the George-Hewitt
Campaign in the New York Municipal Elections of 1886 (NY: John
W. Lovell Co., 1887) p.29)

Samuel Gompers, as head of the newly-formed American Federal
of Labor perceived George’s view that closed union shops were
a form of protectionism as basically anti-labor, and noted: “The
Political movement was in inception a trade union movement.
It was inaugurated by trade unions and conducted by trade
unions.” (Samuel Gompers, Seventy Years of Life and Labor, vol.2
(NY: August M. Kelley, 1967), p.313) The American Federation
of Labor was formed to organize labor along occupational lines
and by a concentration on job-conscious goals. Although the A.F.
of L. declared its intent to represent the interests of all workers,
the national units had created an organization comprised only
of the skilled trades. Samuel Gompers accepted the practice of
“trade autonomy” which recognized each national union’s right
to regulate its own internal affairs.
Meanwhile, the Socialist Labor Party called a mass meeting on
July 7th at Cooper Union in New York City, at which members
expressed sentiment for taking political action. On July 11th a
motion was passed to establish an independent Labor Party and
a newspaper, and in August, 402 delegates attended a conference
where an overwhelming majority voted in favor of forming a
political party.

Charles Albro Barker repeats the details of how the Central Labor
Union decided to approach Henry George and ask him to accept
their nomination to run for the office of Mayor of New York City.
The idea was supposedly put to “a group of trades-union men”
by Joseph Jackson, a reporter for the New York Herald. Asked on
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August 20th if he would accept the party’s nomination to run for
Mayor, George agreed on condition that 30,000 people would
sign a document assuring him of their support. George then
rewrote the party platform; the main plank was to be the single
tax on land values, with other labor demands included. George
was uncompromising on his commitment to taking on landed
privilege. In a letter to Edward Taylor, Henry revealed his true
reasons for accepting:
It is by no means impossible that I shall be elected. But the one
thing sure is that if I do go into the fight the campaign will
bring the land question into practical politics and do more to
popularize its discussion than years of writing will do. This is the
only temptation to me. (Henry George, Jr., pp.463-464)

Frank Genovese, a professor of economics at Babson College
and for many years editor of the American Journal of Economics
and Sociology concluded that “[Henry George] felt that the union
effort was fundamentally directed against capital, which should
be its ally against the landlord. Furthermore, he felt the ability
of landlords to combine and hold out in a strike exceeded such
ability by capital and by labor.” (Henry George and Organized
Labor: The19th Century Economist and Social Philosopher
Championed Labor’s Cause, But Used Its Candidacy for
Propaganda,” AJES, Vol. 50, No. 1 (January, 1991), p.115) Thus,
one of George’s hopes was that he could get labor leaders such
as Powderly and Gompers to embrace the mission of destroying
monopoly privilege and landed privilege, in particular, from the
American System. Henry George respected those who earned
what they obtained. For those who obtained wealth without
offering anything in exchange, he felt not contempt but a deep
sorrow. In an address he delivered in 1884, he put it this way:

A man may toil from early manhood to hoary age to increase his
gains, he may in the struggle for wealth wear out his body, distort
his mind, warp his instincts, and lose his soul, and yet be not a
working man, his struggle being merely to take – not to make!
(“Is our Civilization Just to Working Men?” spoken at the Ninth
Church Congress of the Episcopal Church at Detroit, 8 October)
Despite heroic efforts, Henry George was not elected Mayor of
New York City. He came in second to Abram Hewitt but ahead
of Theodore Roosevelt. Henry thought the defeat a setback only.
“We have lit a fire that will never go out,” he told supporters.
There was reason for optimism, as the campaign had generated
political activity in many other parts of the nation. However,
after the election Terence Powderly “declined membership in
any continuing labor party and said that he would make no
more partisan speeches.” Moreover, he declared that the Knights
of Labor should now revert to the old principle of staying out of
politics altogether. Charles Albro Barker suggests that Powderly
had no desire to challenge the directives of Catholic hierarchy.
Samuel Gompers, who was Jewish, “seceded from labor-party
politics, for life.” (Barker, 497) In 1888, Gompers responded to
a fellow labor activist that: “The reading of Henry George can
do you no harm. Read the works but keep a level head. They
are enchantingly written, but – I have no time to enter into an
economic discussion in a letter.” (Barker, 497)
Henry George and the labor movement had reached the high
point of collaboration. Only when the nation plunged into deep
and prolonged economic crisis during the 1930s did organized
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labor regain its lost momentum. George moved forward with
his plan to establish a newspaper of his own. The first issue of
the Standard appeared on the 8th of January 1887. He was now
fully committed to the promotion of the Single Tax and free
trade. Others, including father Edward McGlynn, took charge of
organizing the United Labor Party, which already faced challenges
from the socialists who were purged from the Party. To Henry
George, the socialist program sought the elimination of private
property in the “instruments of production,” that is, in capital
goods. His principles prevented him from any alliance with
socialist leaders. In the upcoming election, the office of Governor
of New York State was not in play. However, pushed by Edward
McGlynn, George agreed to run for the office of Secretary of State.
The United Labor Party suffered a strong defeat from which the
party could not recover. As described by historian Steven Ross:
The pressures that brought about the party’s collapse were
not purely internal. George’s organization faced the combined
opposition of mainstream parties, clergy, and capitalists.
Democrats and Republicans, in New York and elsewhere, responded
to the threat of a new third party by pooling their forces to defeat
ULP candidates and moving to co-opt party leaders and moderate
party demands into their own organizations. (Steven J. Ross. “The
Culture of Political Economy: Henry George and the American
Working Class,” Southern California Quarterly, Vol.65, No.2
(Summer 1983), p.160)

Henry George then stunned McGlynn and other United Labor
Party leaders by backing the re-election of Grover Cleveland, a
Democrat, for the Presidency. A primary objective of the United
Labor Party was to drive the Tammany Hall Democrats from
power. In the Standard, Henry George made tariff reform the
paper’s main issue in the coming campaign. He had reached the
conclusion that rather than embarking on independent politics,
“the real work of emancipating labor and bringing about reform is
the work of education”. (Henry George. The Standard, 4 February,
1888, p.1) Soon thereafter, the twenty-third assembly district
organization of the United Labor Party formally expelled Henry
George for “abandoning the greater principle of the single tax for
the lesser one of free trade, for having spoken of the party as a
paper organization, and for supporting President Cleveland upon
inspiration from Washington”. (The Standard, 2 June, 1888, p.1)
Henry George sought solutions to the problems of all working
people, including those who owned businesses and employed
others. Labor leaders sought to control the supply of labor and
use collective bargaining to negotiate a fair level of wages and
safe working conditions. Samuel Gompers was in the vanguard
of several generations of labor leaders who wanted nothing more
than to lift the economic well-being of workers into an expanding
middle class. As Bernard Mandel explained in 1956:
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The transformation of Gompers from a militant and radical
agitator to a conservative labor bureaucrat was symptomatic of
a general trend among the skilled workers in the 1890’s and early
1900’s. While the masses were becoming more radical under the
impact of the growing power of the trusts and their subversion
of governments to their tools, while they were moving toward
industrial unionism and independent political action and Populism,
the conservative leaders of the craft unions were, like the steel
union, yielding to the monopolies, entering into a period of trade
agreements and protocols, joining the National Civic Federation,
avoiding clashes with the trusts and the government, buying a
limited security and higher wages for their members at the expense
of the unskilled workers and the consumers. They made the A.F. of L.
the representative of the aristocracy of labor, and Gompers agreed
to be their spokesman and defender. (Bernard Mandel, “Samuel

Gompers and the Establishment of American Federation of
Labor Policies,” Social Science, Vol.31, No.3 (June, 1956), p.175)

By the beginning of 1897, Henry George was feeling rather older
than a man of fifty-eight might. Yet, he did his best to focus his
energy on completion of The Science of Political Economy, the
book he hoped would serve to overcome all objections raised
to his analysis. He would then put aside this work to accept the
call to run as an independent candidate for the office of Mayor
of New York City. He was true to his principles to the very end.
Speaking five days before the election he told the audience of
mostly working men:
I have never claimed to be a special friend of labor. Let us have
done with this call for special privileges for labour. Labour does
not want special privileges. I have never advocated nor asked for
special rights or special sympathy for working men! What I stand
for is the equal rights of all men! (Henry George, Jr., p.605)
He died the following morning and the world mourned the loss
of this sincere, caring man. I have found no record of either
Samuel Gompers or Terence Powderly commenting on the death
of Henry George. The nation’s labor unions and their leaders
abandoned any support or mention of Henry George’s systemic
reforms, or even the restructuring of local property taxation to
generate most of the public revenue from the taxation of land
values rather than buildings.

From almost the very beginning of Henry George’s campaign for
systemic reform, one of his most stalwart supporters was Louis
F. Post. A prominent New York attorney, Post served as editor
of the Standard during its short life. In 1913 he was appointed
by Woodrow Wilson to the cabinet office of Assistant Secretary
of Labor. In his 1916 Labour Day Address delivered in Topeka,
Kansas, he challenged “wage workers” to embrace a mission
beyond the “struggle to keep up wages.” Post pointed to the
fundamental cause of the economic struggles faced by so many:
Our government has given away to corporations millions upon
millions of acres of our common lands. What we have not given
away has been monopolised by purchase. So that now more
than half our people are tenants and there is hardly any more
public land left. Of the other half of our people, a very few own
nearly all the land of the country.
Shall these conditions continue? They need not. [...] You all know
what land value is. It is the price that is given to localities by
growing populations, by general improvement and by good
government in those localities. Land value is the financial measure
of social progress. In justice it belongs not to the land owner, but
to the community. In justice it should be taken for common use. If
that be not done, the common fund will go into private pockets.
This will encourage speculation in land, and speculation in land
discourages the use of land. Speculation narrows opportunities for
employment by keeping land out of use. In that way speculation
in land … values makes wage workers dependent. It forces them
into labour organisations and it puts even labor organisations at
a disadvantage in the struggle with highly privileged employers.
(Land Values, January 1917, pp. 241-242)
Fast forward to the year 2019. Would a current Assistant
Secretary of Labor have the understanding or the courage to call
for an end to the private taking of the value of the nation’s land
and natural resources as key to the liberation of labor? Will the
leaders of the modern labor movement come to recognize and
embrace Henry George’s program of systemic reform as key to
the liberation of labor?
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SLAVERY
AND SLAVERY

Slavery is one of the most taboo subjects today. It is a terrible
transgression against our fellow man and is historically
viewed with great embarrassment as the product of a racist
western society that exploited millions of Africans over several
centuries. This was an evil we hope will never be repeated in
our contemporary enlightened society. In ‘Slavery and Slavery’
George writes:
The essence of slavery is the robbery of labor. It consists in
compelling men to work, yet taking from them all the produce of
their labor except what suffices for a bare living. (Social Problems
p.131)

But for how many of the world’s free and equal citizens does this
still seem the case? In this radical chapter George claims that
slavery was never really abolished but simply changed form. I
agree with this claim and will argue that it still exists today. It exists
in the stark division of wealth between rich and poor. Currently
there is a social backlash against the failure of the banking system
to invest wisely and essentially gamble away money it never had.
Various descriptions are used to highlight the vast scale of the
problem such as the ‘1%’ versus the ‘99%’- implying the rich
versus the vast majority. And it is this vast majority who are the
current slaves. The poor, or at least those who would not claim
to be rich, are protesting at what they recognise to be a tangible
social wrong. And yet no one seems to clearly articulate how
things could change or what the fundamental problem is that
causes this inequality.
Readers of Land&Liberty, of course, will be aware of Henry
George’s central concern - that land should not be privately
owned - though it is not my intention to examine this again here.
Rather I wish to look at the resulting social problems it causes.
George writes, ‘At the root of every social problem lies a social
wrong,’ (p.127). He says that no complex answer is required to
resolve this social wrong but simply the recognition that man
cannot live or work without land. While we are denied access to
land we remain the virtual slaves of those who do own land. We
are not slaves in an obvious sense. We are not found blatantly
chained to a workstation, although many feel this is in effect
the case. We are slaves with subtle chains, so subtle that we
almost don’t notice we are bound. It was George who put forth
the idea that we are all slaves while we are denied access to
freedom. Freedom in this case is access to land itself. He makes a
wonderfully illuminating analogy:
Robinson Crusoe, as we all know, took Friday as his slave. Suppose,
however, that instead of taking Friday as his slave, Robinson
Crusoe had welcomed him as a man and a brother; had read him a
Declaration of Independence, an Emancipation Proclamation and
a Fifteenth Amendment, and informed him that he was a free and
independent citizen, entitled to vote and hold office; but had at the
same time also informed him that that particular island was his
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(Robinson Crusoe’s) private and exclusive property. What would
have been the difference? Since Friday could not fly up into the air
nor swim off through the sea, since if he lived at all he must live on
the island, he would have been in one case as much a slave as in the
other. Crusoe’s ownership of the island would be the equivalent to
his ownership of Friday. (p.127)
George then makes a careful distinction between the two different
forms of slavery that this chapter is concerned with; chattel slavery
and praedial slavery. Chattel slaves, like cattle, are prevented
from leaving an area by physical restraint either by ball and
chain for humans, or fences and gates for cattle. Praedial slavery
is a subtly different form of chattel slavery where slaves are not
physically restrained but rather, like Robinson Crusoe’s Friday,
geographically limited. Since land is required to live and work
and the only land available is owned by another, then the praedial
slaves are forced to accept the landowner’s terms. Essentially
they must work for him while scraping together whatever they
can for themselves and their family. The connection between the
availability of land and this form of slavery is explained: ‘praedial
slavery – the attachments of serfs to the soil – the form of chattel
slavery which existed longest in Europe, it is only of use to the
proprietor where there is little competition for land,’ (p.128).

The trouble with slavery for the landowner, for example in
England, in previous centuries was not that the social wrong of
slavery itself was recognised. It was, rather shockingly, that slaves
were too costly and inefficient. After common land began to be
enclosed in England from the 16th century onwards it was far
easier and cheaper to employ local labour, or to hold land out of
use from the indigenous population, than to import slaves from
Africa. By contrast, around this time, land was freely available in
America but labour was expensive. The reasons for this were, of
course, because people could support themselves on the land and
had no need to work for someone else. This produced the perfect
economic conditions to make the vast importation of African
slaves profitable.
To the English proprietor, the ownership of slaves would be only a
burden and a loss, when he can get laborer’s for less than it would
cost to maintain them as slaves, and when they are (become) ill or
infirm can turn them on the parish… The competition with each
other of so-called freemen, who are denied all right to the soil of
what is called their country, brings him labor cheaper and more
conveniently than would chattel slavery.
That a people can be enslaved just as effectually by making
property of their lands as by making property of their bodies, is
a truth that conquerors in all ages have recognized, and that, as
society developed, the labor of others, have been prompt to see…
by making property of the land instead of the person, much care,
supervision and expense are saved the proprietors; and though no
particular slave is owned by a particular master, yet the one class
still appropriates the labor of the other class as before. (p.128-9)
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We may illustrate this notion by using some extreme examples.
The ‘nominally-free people’ as George calls them, are no longer
chattel slaves but do not have free access to land, cannot employ
themselves and are thus forced to compete with each other
to secure employment with a landowner. Therefore, as work
is scarce, the situation becomes what we would call today ‘an
employers’ market’ with the employer driving wages as low as
the worker will accept. Competition is high between workers
for employment. Competition is also high between landowners
themselves to extract as much profit from any workplace - that
occupies any particular piece of land - by reducing overheads.
Overheads, from the landowner’s point of view, include workers’
wages, because wages are now regarded as a cost of production
instead of the fruit of production. However, wages are actually
created by production and are not a cost of production. Wages
are pitched as low as possible but will still usually attract more
willing applicants than actual vacancies.

The same situation occurs on the land used for residential
purposes. Since the workers cannot have a home without
access to land they must either buy land or pay rent to another
landowner. Land and housing are also scarce and this scarcity
drives the price of rent as high as a worker is prepared to pay.
All that remains from the worker’s meagre salary is only enough
to survive modestly. Even in prosperous times, many people are
prepared to work for wages that will merely board and clothe
them – gladly accepting effectively the wages of slaves.
Let us now consider the former chattel slaveholders who as a
praedial slave masters without direct control of the people but,
with private ownership of land, maintain a passive control. Those
who were slaveholders but who now operate as landowners
are able to appropriate a financial gain from the ‘nominally
free’ that they once appropriated from slaves, but without the
responsibilities of being a slaveholder. The justification for this
is that they provide the area of land (or buildings) within which
the work can take place. This is the great social wrong. The
skewed view of society today is that the employer as landowner
is a contributing member of the community in allowing people to
work on his land, when, as Georgists would say, the land should
not have been held out of use in the first place.
I have met businessmen who own vast property empires who will
not allow any of their industrial or residential property to be used
by keeping rents at a high level. They do not suffer any hardship
since they are already receiving elevated rental incomes from
their other properties. Those who wish to find a home or start a
business and work are unable to find property which is reasonably
affordable since all landlords are aware of what they perceive to
be ‘the going rate’ for property and so they would rather take
no income from tenants than potentially devalue this perceived
‘going rate’. To lower this ‘going rate’ would be detrimental to
their long-term profits. This attitude of the landowner prevents
work and stifles production. It also leaves little left over, after
rent is paid for living accommodation. This stifles commerce. The
solution is not as simple as to make facile financial changes but to
change the inequitable distribution of wealth.
But it must be said that the analogy between our industrial system
and chattel slavery is only supported by the consideration of
extremes. Between those who get but a bare living and those who
live luxuriously on the earnings of others, are many gradations…

14

1247
Summer
2019
NoNo
1229
Winter
2010/11

Toby Burtt
the millionaire’s grandchildren may be tramps, while even the
poor man who has lost hope for himself may cherish it for his son.
Moreover, it is not true that all the difference between what labor
fairly earns and what labor really gets goes to the owners of land…
many of the owners of land are small owners – men who own the
homesteads in which they live or the soil which they till, and who
combine the characters of laborer and landowner. (p.131-2)

George then asks us to imagine chattel slavery existing in a
modern society, independent of race. This would necessitate
more than just two classes of people – masters and slaves – but
intermediaries, supervisors, specialist in sales (to deal with the
products the slaves produce) and many other middle men who
would also retain a proportion of the wealth themselves and
they may become rich themselves. The fluctuations of wealth
and fortune would result in some slaveholders falling down
a class to work as a middle man, perhaps even become a slave
himself. Conversely, individual slaves could rise up the ranks
within this system.
In this concept of modern chattel slavery George asks us to
consider the effects of taxation, the establishment of monopolies
of manufacture, the creation of public debts and the essential
similarity between the systems of making people property and
making land property.

Different individuals will be affected by this movement in vastly
different ways. Those who can afford some of their own freedom,
such as smaller landowners, will gradually become completely
enslaved as the price of land rises.
The plight of the independent farmer is principally the same
now as it was in George’s time, and, as correctly predicted,
there are fewer of them in existence. Gradually, as the price of
land rises, the harder it becomes to make a small amount of
land profitable. Thus more and more landowners pass into the
praedial slave category. Slavery by the appropriation of land is
a gradual process. ‘As it becomes more and more difficult to get
land, so will the virtual enslavement of the laboring classes go
on,’ (p.134). And, as it goes on, the distribution of wealth moves
towards the richer sections of society and the less well-off
become even less so.
I would like to pause here for a moment and reflect on the
notion that the gap between the rich and poor widens as the
slave population expands as George suggests. There is a general
and correct feeling today that the balance of the distribution of
wealth is obviously moving towards the rich while the rest of
society suffers.

Is this assertion correct? Regardless of whether the media
claims the economy is doing well or badly, there is a clear
contradiction when it is obvious the rich keep getting richer. It is
no coincidence, even when there is a severe economic downturn,
that luxury goods of the type that only the wealthiest members
of society can afford are enjoying great success. For example,
Ferrari motor cars had their best year of sales in their sixty five
year history in 2011, just after the recession of 2008, when it
was evident that the gap between the rich and the poor was
expanding further. Since 2011 sales figures have continued to
rise. The very rich can still afford expensive luxuries while the
rest of society struggle to buy petrol to put in their cars.
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Although slavery was abolished, George questions how much
benefit the slave actually saw from this. A correspondence
between Henry George and G. M. Jackson, a former slave owner’s
son, relates an amazing admission from a former slave himself in
1883. ‘[...] you say you sot us free; but ‘fore God, I’m wus off than
when I belonged to your father.’ Jackson goes on to relate the story
from the other side of the fence with a slave owner: ‘How foolish
it was in us to go to war for slavery. We get the labor cheaper now
than when we owned the slaves.’
They got the labour cheaper in the form of rent and took more
of the labour from the worker after he ceased to be a slave. Their
responsibility and interest ceased when they had appropriated all
the work they could from the ‘nominally-free’ worker.

Abolishing chattel slavery while appropriating land George likens
to the school master who announced he had abandoned the use
of the rod and denounced it as a barbaric form of punishment (so
that sensitive mothers would bring their children to his school),
but after the door had closed, the crafty school master drew out
a cane as replacement for the rod. This is very much like the
abolition of slavery.

The improvement in the material condition of the slaves in the
Southern States of America was acknowledged. George points
out that at that time, much of the land in this vast area remained
unclaimed and unused – in contrast to the more densely populated
Northern States. There was therefore not the fierce competition
that is consistent with densely populated areas as there was no
surplus of labour seeking employment as there was in the North.
So the comparison between North and South for the newly freed
slave can only be fairly made when the population density of the
south reaches that of the North.
George makes the bold assertion that it is more humane to make
property of people than property of the land. His reasoning is that
the:
[...] cruelties of which are perpetrated under the system of chattel
slavery are more striking and arouse more indignation because they
are the conscious acts of individuals. But for the suffering of the poor
under the more refined system (of slavery) no one in particular seems
responsible… But this very fact permits cruelties that would not be
tolerated under the one system to pass almost unnoticed under the
other. Human beings are overworked, are starved, are robbed of all
the sweetness of life, are condemned to ignorance and brutishness,
and to the infection of physical and moral disease; are driven to
crime and suicide, not by other individuals but by iron necessities for
which it seems no one in particular is responsible.
We have not abolished slavery. We never can abolish slavery,
until we honestly accept that the fundamental truth asserted by
the Declaration of Independence and secure to all the equal and
inalienable rights with which they are endowed by their Creator.
(p.137-8)
It is a very radical notion to assert that slavery still exists today.
And George asks:

Supposing we did legalise chattel slavery again, who would buy men
when men can be hired so cheaply? (p.138)
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In this brief book of just one hundred pages Brian Hodgkinson
brings a rare clarity to the real working of our British economy.
He begins by showing how land has ceased to be properly
accounted for in current economic theory through being
included in capital, and how this distorts economic analysis
from the outset. The economy cannot be correctly understood
without seeing how land, labour and capital each play distinct
parts in the production of wealth. Land is what nature provides,
labour is the ‘application of human effort of body and mind’ to
wealth production, ‘excluding claims on it such as money or
securities’. Capital is ‘wealth used for producing further wealth’,
such as buildings, tools or raw materials.

Chapter 2 gives a succinct definition of rent: ‘every economy
produces a surplus of output over and above what is necessary
to support its population’. This implies that an economy that did
not provide for subsistence would not produce rent at all. This
surplus provides for whatever a society collectively agrees upon
above the necessities of life. Where rent is taken as the private
income of land owners, either by way of occupying or renting
out land and gaining its surplus, the proper use of the surplus
is lost. Further, where rent is taken as private income the land is
not put to optimal use. Either it is held out of use in expectation
of higher rent yields, or it is not well used when rented out. For
example, rented housing in the UK is often of poor quality. ‘Were
the values of the economic rent of all sites in the UK publicly
available, there might be more questions asked about whether it
is being optimally used, and even about who is entitled to receive
the rent’. That the private appropriation of rent makes the use of
land less productive is an important economic observation.
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Chapter 3 examines why wages are so low, requiring the Welfare
State to lift people above a bare living. With few exceptions,
employees’ wages are fixed by the least they are prepared to
accept. Employers likewise will pay only the least they can
where employees compete for jobs. It is only top sportsmen and
celebrities who can earn more. Otherwise higher incomes are
gained from unearned income and from what Hodgkinson calls
‘absentee shareholders’ who contribute nothing to the production
of wealth.

Low wages limit the economy, and the employee cannot become
self-employed except on a small scale. Hodgkinson gives four
main reasons for this: first, inability to buy or rent a suitable
workplace. Second, employees can rarely equip themselves with
the kind of capital required in modern industries – the buildings
and produce used to create wealth. Third, they cannot get credit
from banks because of lack security. Fourth, it has become a social
convention to train to work for employers. Thus a closed circle
is created forcing all but a few to be employees, which in turn
forces wages down to a low average. Even differentials between
good sites, gender, age or education have only a minor effect on
wage levels. The advantageous differences between sites are
absorbed in rent. So although wealth production may increase,
the difference in income between workers and those able to gain
unearned income widens.
In Chapter 4 Hodgkinson challenges prevailing misconceptions
about the nature of capital. Capital is ‘buildings, machinery,
plant, roads, railways, ships, aeroplanes, computers and all the
multifarious equipment of modern industry. Whether this is
owned privately or publicly has no bearing on this basic fact.
The use of capital is one thing, its ownership quite another. Yet
the belief is deeply embedded amongst all classes of society that
money, shares, bonds and other financial instruments are capital.’
Thus various forms of ownership are confused with capital.
Further, ‘Inward investment is widely encouraged in the form of
investors from abroad buying shares in UK firms. No real capital
enters the country. The firm becomes foreign owned, whilst its
land, labour and capital remain as British as before. Similarly UK
financial institutions invest in firms abroad and capital is said to
leave the country.’

Likewise, investment in land produces nothing. It is not capital
because it is not wealth produced by labour, nor can it be replaced
if eroded. ‘On the other hand, the purchase of capital stimulates
the production of capital goods’. ‘Nevertheless, the capital is not
the finance used in the purchase. It is the actual physical goods
used for production.’
It follows from this, Hodgkinson argues, that where investment
goes into land it produces no new wealth. This can distort the
economy. For example, an investor will weigh up whether to
invest in capital or in land. If the economy is expanding, then a
higher return will be on investing in capital for production. But
this also raises the land value, and so investment is drawn away
from capital investment to land purchase. Low interest rates do
not encourage capital investment but land purchase, causing
ever rising cost of housing. Buying and selling existing houses
adds nothing to the economy, even though sellers and renters
gain in income. Hodgkinson shows many further consequences
of confusing capital with money, bonds, shares or land, where
owning is confused with capital investment.
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In Chapter 5 Hodgkinson discusses the major distortions
to free enterprise caused by land ownership and absentee
shareholders. This not only limits real competition and efficiency
in free enterprise, it keeps wages low. If the rent taken from land
ownership were taken instead as a community tax, replacing all
other taxes, and profits taken by absentee shareholders returned
to wages, wages would rise to the point where ‘employees can
afford to own the capital that they employ in production’.
There follow chapters on taxation, public expenditure, banking
and interest, transport, housing, public utilities, retailing and
agriculture, all which clarify how these really operate and expose
general misconceptions about them, and how they could be
transformed in a more just economy. The main thesis of the book,
however, is that the basic factors of wealth production – land,
labour, and capital – are incorrectly accounted for in prevailing
economic theory, and because of this the distortions caused by
land ownership and drawing rent from it remain unrecognised
in modern economic policies. The failure to recognise how the
economy really works renders most interventions onto poverty
and social deprivation ultimately ineffective.

BOOKS WORTH READING
There seems to be a plethora of interesting books touching on
the land question recently. Josh Ryan-Collins new book, Why
can’t you afford a home?, illustrates in great detail how the rising
price of housing is effecting all English-speaking economies.
With copious graphs and statistics he shows how the percentage
of home-owners has fallen sharply over the last decades. In the
UK ‘in 1996 two-thirds of 25-35-year-olds on middle incomes
owned a home; by 2016, this had fallen to just a quarter’. Similar
figures are given for the USA, Canada, Australia and New Zealand.
He offers a rich chapter on The Problem of Economic Rent,
tracing how capitalist economies have moved from the
Keynesian settlement to speculative land uses. Such land
speculation has been encouraged by deregulation of the banks
now giving unlimited credit, raising what a home purchaser can
borrow from the traditional three times their annual income
to seven times. The effect is to produce inequality and debt,
slowing down the real economy. The following chapters examine
how the cycle can be broken. Although a technical analysis of the
housing crisis, the book it is written in a direct style suitable for
the general reader.

Another good book just published is Who Owns England? by
Guy Shrubsole, subtitled, How We Lost Our Green and Pleasant
Land & How to Take It Back. The book seeks to uncover who
really owns England, tracing the hidden history of ownership
back to 1086. He observes that it is extremely hard to find out
who owns vast areas of England. It is
hidden under various clever little guises
which cannot be penetrated. Shrubsole
shows how the Land Registry, although
a publicly funded body, conceals who
really owns most of England. In a final
chapter Shrubsole offers ‘an agenda
for land reform’ comprising ten points,
the first three being: 1) End ownership
secrecy; 2) Stop landowners hoarding
land and leaving empty homes; 3) Stop
subsidising wealthy farmland owners.
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HGF news

HGF BRIEFING NOTES

FRIDAY MEETINGS AT MANDEVILLE PLACE
As presented in our Message From The Honorary President the
Friday meetings in the coming term will be taking on Henry
George’s comprehensive work The Science of Political Economy
as well as other equally relevant writings under the umbrella
The Science and Art of Political Economy. The course is presented
by David Triggs.
As a teaser for the deeper philosophical underpinnings of this
course David Triggs points out how Henry George suggests that
whilst the world as it is presented to our perception may at
bottom be one we are compelled in thought to distinguish, in their
actions and reactions, three independent and separable elements:
1. That which feels, perceives, thinks, wills; which to distinguish
we call mind or soul or spirit.
2. That which has mass or weight or extension or form; which to
distinguish we call matter.
3. That which acting on matter produces movement; which to
distinguish, we call motion or force.
Friday Meetings will take place at Mandeville Place and remain
free for all attendees as per our custom; though voluntary
donations are, as always, welcome. For details on how you as a
regular reader of Land&Liberty can donate to the Henry George
Foundation of Great Britain please see the back page of the
magazine.
ONLINE DONATIONS
On a general note, donations to The Henry George Foundation
can also be made online - via PayPal or simply by credit card.
Go to:

www.henrygeorgefoundation.org/about-the-foundation/
support-our-work.html

HGF OPEN DAY 21ST OF SEPTEMBER 2019
Building on the positive feedback and encouragement from last
year’s HGF Open Day event the organizers will again seek to use
central tenets of George’s thinking to illuminate a contemporary
political issue. This year’s HGF Open Day will take place on
September 21st and is titled The Environment & Economic Justice.
The Henry George Foundation presents four guest speakers who
will explore the connections between economic justice and the
environment in Henry George’s political and economic thought.

Continuing the Foundation’s dialogue with the most pressing
contemporary issues, the speakers will reflect on the need
to create sustainable and fair ways of life
in modern societies. The Open Day will
be an opportunity to address questions
such as:
- How should we reconcile George’s
insight into economic justice, with
the new threat of environmental
catastrophe?
- Should Georgists support policies such
as a Green New Deal?
- Would George adapt his message to
answer our environmental and economic
crises?
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closing thoughts

Tommas Graves

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

A TRIBUTE TO JULIA BASTIAN
Julia Bastian’s life was truly a “long life well lived”.

Early in her life she led an active role with the Women’s Royal
Naval Service, the Wrens – and it was during the war that her
beloved brother Peter was killed, when a navigator for the Royal
Air Force Bomber Command. After her service, Julia embarked
on a career in journalism and publishing, and it was to be a long
and distinguished one. She worked for The Times and was, we
believe, the first editor of a dedicated women’s page on a major
national newspaper.
Outside of work Julia had many interests, some surprisingly
water related. She helped establish the Pirate Castle charity in
Camden on the Regent’s Park canal, still going strong 40 years on
and helping generations of young people.

She joined a pioneering new group, set up by government - The
Inland Waterways Amenity Advisory Council, fondly known to
all as IWAAC. From their modest offices in Fitzrovia’s Cleveland
Street, Julia and the small IWAAC team had a profound and
lasting impact, they helped shape government policy on all
aspects of inland waterways for over a decade – and Julia became
a passionate advocate for canals and barges and our water based
environment.
A lifelong passion of Julia’s was what we now call social justice,
but Julia would have simply called fairness. Julia believed strongly
in fair play. Specifically, Julia embraced and supported the work
of the Henry George Foundation, named after the 19th century
economist who has helped shape and continues to shape much
of the world’s economic thinking. Julia was a tireless promoter
of the foundation’s aims and believed strongly that our taxation
systems and distortions in land ownership, drive inequality and
unfairness and are unsustainable in the modern age.
She had an amazing artistic ability. Julia loved painting and
drawing and was a member of the Marylebone Art Club. Among
her many commissions was a portrait of a Lord Mayor of London.

Visiting galleries with Julia was a joyous experience as she
savoured every detail of an artist’s work. This love of art extended
to the Arts and Julia found magic in them all; whether a shocking
new Howard Brenton play at The National, an experimental piece
at her local The Cockpit Theatre, or modern dance at The English
National Opera, Julia had a deep love of nature and enjoyed travel
– whether painting holidays in Greece or trips in the United
Kingdom and further afield across Europe to visit friends. Julia
had a capacity for making friends wherever she went.

Julia always saw the best in people. On one occasion we were
crossing a park in London and came across a drunk staggering
toward us and waving his bottle. Julia greeted him warmly, took
the bottle from him, emptied it on the path and passed it back to
him with a few friendly words. As we walked on the poor man was
speechless. I truly believe she thought she was helping him.
For almost the past 10 years I think it is, Julia has been in the
care of Morden College. She had nothing but praise for the team
at Cullum Welch Court who surrounded her with kindness and
laughter and made her life so comfortable.
As well as attending annual conferences of the International Union
and the Henry George Foundation, she wrote over 40 articles for
Land&Liberty from 1963 to 2000.

In 2003 she invited me to join a group which produced topic
papers for Land&Liberty. After a while this developed into a
website which we called LandIsFree, and we posted the topic
papers there. When that was done, we added signed articles, and
now there are over 100 available to read. While she was at Morden
College we had monthly meetings with her, Roy Douglas, Merle
Edwards and me, to approve the next few articles. She never failed
to encourage and prompt us.

We will miss her encouragement and care, and her lovely
companionship. Kind, loving, fun, thoughtful, warm and generous
Julia.

1924 - 2019
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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
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

