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Following the UK’s referendum decision and after more than
three and a half years of futile argument, two general elections
and three prime ministers, we have now left the European Union.
The government needs to adopt a new set of trade policies so a
reminder of what Henry George had to say about trade is timely.
George emphasised that genuine free trade is a win/win voluntary
activity. People only choose to exchange things if they value what
they receive more highly than what they part with. He also points
out that neither trade nor exchange makes anything good that is
not naturally good, or make property of things that by their nature,
or by man-made laws, are not legitimate property. So, the purchase
of a person or land originally acquired by capture or conquest does
not legitimise slavery or the duty free holding of land. Nor does
trade in stolen goods or banned substances or products such as
narcotics or weapons (or chlorinated chickens if UK law banned
them) legitimise their possession.

George identifies trade or exchange as a critical ‘mode of production’
alongside the modes of ‘growing’ (agricultural industries) and
‘modifying’ (extractive and manufacturing industries). He also
credits trade as lying at the root of civilisations since it arises
from the interdependent, social and cooperative aspects of human
nature. Today almost all the goods and services every person,
household and business wants and needs are produced and
provided by others. In the process people, individually, locally, and
nationally are able to specialise, better realise their potential, and
maximise their social contribution. Natural or artificial forces that
reduce people’s ability to trade reduce these benefits. Historically
states resorted to a siege or blockade in order to prevent their
enemies from obtaining by trade the things they needed, while
today they employ ‘sanctions’ first! The paradox is that by
imposing taxes, tariffs and duties on trade in times of peace states
have consistently damaged themselves in the same way that their
enemies would seek to damage them in times of war.
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PO Box 6408, London, W1A 3GY
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message
from the
honorary
president

However, governments throughout the world continue to damage
their own interests and those of other countries by taxing trade in
consumer and capital goods. Prompted by the lobbying of a few
powerful interest groups, suffering under confusions associated
with the issue, use and abuse of money, they assume (or pretend)
such taxes are efficient ways of collecting public revenue and/or
of advancing the home economy. They are neither, because they
increase production and living costs for all home producers and
consumers, reduce the earnings of labour and capital, and increase
the need for poverty relieving public expenditure.
Since 1886 Henry George’s book Protection or Free Trade has
provided clarity for people wishing to understand tax and trade
issues and how they relate to the just and efficient production
and distribution of wealth - nationally and globally. This term’s
Friday evening classes at Mandeville Place are focussed on it and
are reminding me how urgent the need is for those in the media,
academia and politics to better understand what is at stake and
how it relates to world peace and the sustainability of our mother
earth.

David Triggs
Honorary President
Henry George Foundation

henrygeorgefoundation@
googlemail.com
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letter
from the
editor
It is the beginning of a new decade and this invites us to review
the history and prospects of George’s influence on society. From
George’s time and in the first half of the twentieth century Progress and Poverty is widely known and many leading politicians
in the UK worked to introduce the land tax. There was also a large
literature on George and several widely circulated magazines, such
as our own Land&Liberty.
In recent decades this activity has waned and the various Georgist
organisations around the world are not attracting so much interest
and the numbers are falling. This can perhaps be explained by the
fact that the generation that grew up under the social struggles of
the early twentieth century, and had links back to Henry George,
has been superseded by a new generation. Perhaps also the period
of growing prosperity in the 50s and 60s gave the illusion that the
economic problems of the past had been remedied.

That illusion is now being dispelled as we see the ever-widening
gulf between the rich and the poor, and how the real standard of
living has not risen for decades despite the constant increase in
production. What is happening is a continuous rise in the cost of
housing as a proportion of income, while the increased production
is being supported by credit. People are living beyond their means,
while the banks and various money lenders are flourishing on the
interest on credit.
It is increasingly clear that this situation cannot continue, and
that had a land tax been implemented in the 50s or 60s this crisis would not exist. Neither would the enormous gap between rich
and poor. There is a growing literature showing how land monopoly is the fundamental factor determining this situation. Also, there
are economists who see the merits of a land tax.

Nevertheless, there is little sign of real change. The economic facts
are before us, and with the dissemination of modern media, available to everyone as never before. Yet there seems to be a perverse
blindness to economic laws. Why should this be so? The recent
general election in the UK perhaps gives us an indication. Overshadowed by Brexit, it was an election bereft of any social or community values. It seems to me that this general lack of community
values is the reason the laws of economics cannot be confronted.
Rather as with the nineteenth century individualism, each may live
in the hope they can work their way into the life of rich few. The
over-emphasis in education on the acquisition of skills for the market place sustains this dream.
So the question arises: is the aspiration for material wealth enough
in itself to bring about change? Is the campaign for the implementation of a land tax simply as a fiscal reform enough to bring about
change?
Perhaps it is the values that inspired Progress and Poverty which
are now being neglected or have been forgotten.

No
No 1229
1235 Winter
1249
Winter 2010/11
2015/16
2019/20

I was reading In Quest of Justice by the Georgist Francis Neilson,
MP for Hyde constituency from 1910 to 1916, the other day. He
points out the dangers of over-emphasising the material aspect
of George’s argument for the land tax in Progress and Poverty:

And here let me say a word about the danger of over-emphasizing
the material gain to be achieved by untaxing wealth and taking
the rent for the use of the community. This is what I call the machinery of the reform, and I can very well imagine that, if it were
accomplished, men might soon forget what was done and relapse
once more and become again helots of the State. Something is required before and during the period of applying the remedy to give
men a firmer grasp of the essentials of this great matter. If I might
say so, we must not forget the spirit of man when we appeal to
his stomach. It is all very well for us to say that our purpose is to
give men the opportunity to produce their food, fuel, clothing and
shelter without hindrance; but if we take a glance at what is happening and has happened all through the ages, we shall see that
some of the greatest rogues on earth have had far more necessaries than they could ever use. Necessaries in themselves have never
yet nourished the spirit of man. Indeed, all the records point to this
extraordinary fact —that the greatest spirits in all lands have been
those who required the least means of subsistence. This in no way
precludes the desire to abolish poverty, and I agree that poverty
in the millions works sad havoc with the spirit, that it is undoubtedly responsible for the ignorance and waywardness that hold us
all in this slough of despair. Do not forget that all through the work
George emphasizes the necessity of desiring through his reform to
reach a higher plane of culture and refinement. This in the past
has been somewhat slighted, and too much has been made of the
material change to be hoped for under a system of untaxed wealth.
Neilson’s In Quest of Justice was published in 1944 and is perhaps more than ever worth reading. It is a fine examination of
the meaning of justice in the ancient philosophers, far wiser than
our modern conceptions. And his words ‘Do not forget that all
through the work George emphasizes the necessity of desiring
through his reform to reach a higher plane of culture and refinement’ are perhaps more salutary now than when he wrote them
in the 1940s. The pursuit of economic justice is not an end in itself, but for the sake of ‘a higher plane’ in which culture flourishes. It is only through culture that we become a society as distinct
from an economy. To quote Neilson again, ‘If I might say so, we
must not forget the spirit of man when we appeal to his stomach’.
There is perhaps an ancient law hinted at here: that unless we
aspire to a higher good, we will not even attain a lesser good.

*

Joseph Milne
editor@landandliberty.net
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GEORGE’S ECONOMIC THEORY OF JUSTICE
&
THE CATHOLIC SOCIAL TEACHINGS CONCERNING
THE RIGHT TO PRIVATE LAND PROPERTY
Without diluting the difficulties that exist between the Georgist
position on private property in land, and the Catholic Church’s
social teachings, on the same subject, there are some surprising
similarities between the basic principles advocated by both.
Recent documents, in particular those developed after Vatican II,
are of particular interest to the followers of Henry George. The
Vatican II document The Pastoral Constitution of the Church in the
Modern World: Gaudium et Spes (proclaimed 7 December, 1965),
extended and defined the meaning of the common good. The
common good is that: which is the sum total of social conditions
which allow people, either as groups or as individuals, to reach
their fulfilment more fully and more easily.
The document also emphasised that all created earthly goods
were to be shared fairly. This would include land, all natural
resources, and those things produced by one’s labour. Pope
John Paul II, was a participant at the council and assisted in the
writing of key documents. He had first-hand knowledge of the
spirit of Vatican II, its intent, and importance of the Church’s role
in the modern world. John Paul II’s social encyclicals renew and
update the themes of the economic, ethical, and social realities of
‘New Things’, which include a response to the worker question,
poverty, and social injustice. John Paul II was in a unique position
to comment on these social questions. He lived under two
Totalitarian regimes: the Soviets and the Nazi’s. His pontificate
saw the fall of communism or as he calls it ‘Real Socialism’:
the political and economic system he experienced in his native
Poland. He is a renowned advocate of the dignity of the human
person, the rights of workers and the oppressed.
What do the Catholic Church and the popes have to say about
land? Catholic social teachings and John Paul II’s encyclical
letter Centesimus Annus: On the Hundredth Anniversary of Rerum
Novarum (1991), are of relevance to Georgists. Henry George’s
book The Condition of Labour: An Open Letter to Leo XIII, published
in 1891, was a critique of the Church’s first social encyclical
Rerum Novarum. In it, George severely criticised the Church’s
view that one had a natural right to private property in land. He
systematically exposed the failure of the encyclical to address the
true cause of poverty, that is, private property in land. Also, in
George’s opinion, Rerum Novarum did not provide a sufficient
remedy for the eradication of poverty and other social problems.
George had friends and adversaries within the Catholic Church.
The tone of his writings reflect the respect he had for the office
of St. Peter. However, this did not stop him from thinking the
Catholic Church had got it all wrong. In fact, it inspired him to
broadcast his views on landownership, private property, and land
value taxation to a wider audience of believers.
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The purpose of the open letter to Leo XIII was not to debate, but
to define his own views. Quoting from a letter he wrote to his
son, Henry George junior: What I really aimed at, he informed his
son, ‘is to make clear brief explanation of our principles, to show
their religious character, and to draw a line between us and the
socialist. I have written to such men as Cardinal Manning, General
Booth and religious minded men of all creeds.’

The Georgist movement needs to do the same thing today. They
need to reach out to all men and woman of good will. The dream
that Henry George had of a more just society must not die. It
may be obscured by time and circumstances, but it is alive in his
writings and the actions of people who desire a better world, one
not racked by poverty and the misuse of God’s gift to humanity:
land.

A century later the question must be asked. Is there some
compatibility between the philosophy of George and Catholic
social teachings on the land question. My purpose is to highlight
Catholic social teachings in the areas of property rights, the
common good and justice. My proposition is that justice demands
that Christians and all people of good will put their differences
aside and look for common ground on matters concerning the
land question and poverty.

Both Henry George and Catholic social teachings agree that
natural law and justice are the foundation of property rights.
George was fervently opposed to the concept of private property
in land. Catholic social teachings wholeheartedly support
it. However, George and his principles were never directly
condemned in Catholic social encyclicals. This leaves open the
possibility of dialogue when considering land, economic justice
and the common good.

I emphasise ‘directly condemned’. It is true that Henry George
believed Rerum Novarum was written as an attack on his social
and economic theory. It could be argued, that since George’s
purpose was to differentiate his theory of natural and economic
justice from the socialist model, the fall of communism may
have actually helped his cause. George was not a socialist and
his adversaries do him an injustice to class him as one. Today,
Georgism must accurately define its mission and insist that
land reform, and the introduction of a land value tax system, is
neither collectivist nor absolutely individualistic. It is a doctrine
in accord with the Christian principles of natural law, justice,
and social development. In the economic and ethical realities of
landownership, George’s guiding light was the Golden rule ‘do
unto others as you would have them do unto you.’ It is a maxim
that one ought to keep in mind in our discussion today.
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Brendan Hennigan
CATHOLIC SOCIAL TEACHINGS
Three important points should be remembered when discussing
Catholic social teachings:
•First, the Church does not offer any ‘technical solutions’ to land
management and taxation. No economic or political system is
specifically promoted. However, human dignity and the Church’s
ministry must be respected at all times.
•Second, the Church’s way is not a ‘third way’ between collectivism
and primitive capitalism. Neither is it an ideology. ‘Its main aim is
to interpret [social] reality’ in accordance with Gospel teachings.
•Third, ‘the goods of this world are originally meant for all’. There
is a ‘social mortgage’ that needs to be taken into account when
considering private property. Land and created goods each have
both an individual and a social function.
The idea of a social mortgage, in relation to land, its use, and
property rights, has a familiar ring to Georgist ears. Was not
George advocating the same thing, with the collection of rent, with
the expression in Progress and Poverty ‘give to the individual what
belongs to the individual, and to the community what belongs to
the community.’ The Church’s preference is proclamation, rather
than condemnation. Similar to George, the Church wants to show
how to do good and avoid evil. The arguments I make will be
based on two areas of mutual concern to Georgists and Catholics:
i) natural rights and land; and ii) justice and solidarity.

NATURAL RIGHTS AND LAND
George and Catholic social teachings are in agreement that land is
a gift from God to all humankind from generation to generation.
Equal rights to land is based on the dignity of the human person.
Work is both personal and necessary. It is through land and
work that one provides for one’s daily needs and wants. The
universal destination of earthly goods requires stewardship of
and respect for God’s gift. The claim of Catholic social teachings is
that individual rights must always be subordinate to community
rights. John Paul II writes in his Encyclical ‘On Human Work’
the right to individual ownership or property is not absolute:
Christian tradition has never upheld this right as absolute and
untouchable. On the contrary, it has always understood this right
within the broader context of the right common to all to use the
goods of the whole of creation: the right to private property is
always subordinate to the right to common use, to the fact that
goods are meant for everyone.
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How one is to determine the rights to individual property and
common property is what seems to separate George and Catholic
social teachings. It may be one that is not insurmountable. Both
believe that it is by work that we attach one’s natural right to
property and that is the way we can call a thing our own. For
example, if I plant a crop, build a house, or bake a loaf of bread one
has a moral and a legal entitlement to it. Does the same principle
apply to land? Land meaning the natural materials, forces, and
opportunities of nature. Unlike George, Catholic social teachings
does not differentiate between private property in land and
private property in productive goods. George says that private
property in land is a violation of natural law. Land is common
property and private property rights cannot be attached to it.
Catholic social teachings is based on the fundamental principle,
as stated in Rerum Novarum, that while it is true that land is a
gift given to all, individual property in land (here the Church
means agricultural land) is in accordance with natural law. Rerum
Novarum and other encyclicals talk of the ‘inviolability of private
property’ rights. But these rights are not absolute. St. Thomas
Aquinas says that the ‘world’s resources’ must be used wisely.
Selfishness must not impede the aim of the common good.

SOLIDARITY AND THE COMMON GOOD
John Paul II identifies the justification for land ownership to the act
of work. In his 1991 encyclical Centesimus Annus, commemorating
the one hundredth anniversary of Rerum Novarum, he seems
to be in agreement with George that land speculation is unjust,
especially when it deprives others of a livelihood: Ownership of
the means of production, whether in industry or agriculture, is
just and legitimate if it serves useful work. It becomes illegitimate,
however, when it is not utilized or when it serves to impede the
work of others, in an effort to gain a profit which is not the result
of the overall expansion of work and the wealth of society, but
is rather the result of curbing them or of illicit exploitation,
speculation or the breaking of solidarity among working people.
Ownership of this kind has no justification, and represents an
abuse in the sight of God and man.
How are these abuses to be addressed? Those concerned about
the impact of urban decay and urban sprawl may see in John Paul
II’s observations that land-use must take into account the needs
of the community. Especially, when misuse of land deprives others
of work. Legitimate public authorities have a responsibility and
duty to guard the common good. The principle of ‘solidarity’ is one
of the cornerstones of Catholic social teachings. It has a twofold
purpose: i) promote the idea of Christian friendship and charity
between individuals; and ii) fraternity between communities,
both locally and world-wide.
George believed that land value taxation is the way to achieve
a balance between individual and communal rights. Vacant
city lots could be put to better use, for example, for affordable
housing, when the tax system limits inefficient land speculation.
Social reforms which created better living conditions for the less
fortunate in society would be justified under the principle of
‘solidarity’. Modifying existing tax laws to emphasise the best use
of land would be compatible with Catholic social teachings. As
long as taxes were not a burden on any particular group or class.
Agrarian reform is also advocated by Catholic social teachings. The
Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace report: Towards a Better
Distribution of Land (1997), acknowledges the human and social
problems created by the concentration and misappropriation of
land. This is especially true in Third World countries, but does not
exclude the concerns of those living in more developed countries.
Again, those possessing land must not view it as exclusively
theirs: Section 23 of the document reads:

The underlying nature of creation is that of being a gift from God,
a gift for all, and God wants it to remain so. God’s first command is
therefore to preserve the earth in its nature as a gift and blessing,
not to transform it into an instrument of power or motive for
division.
The report goes on to say that the possession or ownership of
land (private property) is not ‘unconditional’ and it ‘entails some
very precise obligations’. Large land holdings are ‘illegitimate’
when they are ‘poorly cultivated, or simply left uncultivated
for speculation’. It is morally wrong to deprive people of the
necessities of life and the capacity to access nature’s bounty:

In the social teachings of the Church, such latifundia go against the
principle that ‘the world is given to all, and not only to the rich.’ so
that ‘no one is justified in keeping for the exclusive use what he does
not need, when others lack necessities.’ (Paul VI, Encyclical Letter
Populorum Progressio, 1967, no. 23.)
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George did not believe that the equal distribution of land would
eradicate poverty. This being said, he was in favour of a wider
distribution of land. There seems to be enough common ground
so that Georgists and Christians can cooperate to achieve this.

Henry George writes in The Science of Political Economy: ‘The
government of the universe is a moral government, having its
foundation in justice.’ George talks a lot about justice and how
it is to be achieved. The traditional definition of justice quoted
by Catholic philosophers and moral theologians can be found in
the writings of Aristotle and St. Thomas Aquinas. Justice is: ‘The
habit whereby a man renders to each one his due by constant
and perpetual will.’ And goes on further to say that: ‘Justice is the
virtue of the good citizen.’

In Catholic social teachings, justice is applied three ways:
through commutative, legal, and distributive justice and all these
constitute a social whole.
•Commutative justice governs the exchange between individuals
and where contracts are freely entered into with strict respect to
one’s rights.
•Legal justice is what the individual owes to the community.
•Distributive justice is what the community owes to the individual.
George writes about justice in relation to natural law and social
progress. Tax is a matter of human law and would thus fall under
the title of legal justice. It is what the individual owes ‘in fairness’
to the State. A land value tax would be an example of this. A land
value tax is also linked to distributive justice. The disbursement
of public revenues in proportion to one’s needs is an application
of distributive justice. It is what the community regulates or owes
to the individual.
An argument may be made that the present system of taxation is
unjust because it does not comply with the principle of justice.
Commutative justice, that is, legally and freely entered into, and
binding contracts, is called into question with the payment of
economic rent to landowners. Is it a fair and equal transaction
in relations to one’s rights? Or are your rights violated by the
landowner demanding the community portion of the economic
rent. Distributive justice may be breached when the community
does not have the revenue to invest in the social development of
the community. A good many Catholic moral theologians would
most likely disagree with me on this, but it is worth exploring.
The Catholic constituency does not have a united position on
land reform and taxation, property rights, or how to tackle social
problems. But the time is ripe for Georgists to promulgate their
views amongst those Christians advocating social justice for all.
Gerry Barr, the president and CEO of the Canadian Council for
International Cooperation, a coalition of organisations working
in Canada and overseas to end global poverty, wrote a recent
article in The Ottawa Citizen newspaper on development, charity,
and poverty. He chides governments and individuals for thinking
charity alone will help developing nations. He writes:
The problem isn’t lack of knowledge or basic skills but access to
resources (be it fishing grounds or equipment) or fair market
system (to sell their catch).
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Access to land and fair markets are still important issues today. On
key principles Catholic social teachings and George do coincide.
There is still the difficulty of the concept of private property in
land, but this should not stop Catholic, Christian, and Georgist
dialogue.
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ECONOMICS AND THE LAND ETHIC
Let me begin with a quotation from Aldo Leopold:

There is as yet no ethic dealing with man’s relation to the land and to
the animals and plants which grow upon it. Land…is still property.
The land relation is still strictly economic, entailing privileges but
not obligations. (A Sand County Almanac, OUP, 1949, p. 203)

Aldo Leopold was an early pioneer of environmental ethics,
advisor to the UN before his death in 1948. He suggests that
ethics had evolved in society first for the individual, then for the
community, and now it must embrace the land. As he puts it, ‘The
land ethic simply enlarges the boundaries of the community to
include soils, waters, plants, and animals, or collectively: the land’.
(p. 204)

It follows from this, so long as we have no land ethic, that the land is
still property, just as slaves were once property, a mere economic
resource towards which we owe nothing. At best we have laws to
protect private property in land, because it is someone’s property,
not because of its natural worth. It is assumed that because
something is property, an owner can dispose of it however they
wish, so long as they inflict no direct harm on another. It is quite
clear, however, that our laws of property are founded on claims
of privilege and not on natural justice. It is also clear that land
ownership is only a legal concept, not a natural right. This was
recognised by the prophets of the Old Testament and by the
medieval Natural Law tradition. In the Middle Ages a legal claim
on land came with duties to the community, though these duties
were gradually disregarded.
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The recognition of these duties were further eroded in England by
the Magna Carta, despite it being drafted to oppose the reckless
laws of King John, which established civil rights on the basis of
private property rights. And later Locke argued in his Second
Treatise on Government that an individual should have civil and
political rights in proportion to the property they owned. Even
so, ownership of land can only ever be demonstrated to be a legal
right and never a natural right in the same way that the produce
of person’s labour can be. And land can be compulsorily procured
by the state for development. Hence for a nation, and in practice,
the private ownership of land can never be absolute. It always
remains a legal construct and never a natural right. Yet care for
the land is plainly a natural duty and precedes any legal claim of
ownership.

Little has changed since Aldo Leopold’s time 70 years ago. In fact,
very little has been done to explore the true relation of economics
and the environment. It is even quite commonly assumed that
economic interests are necessarily in conflict with care for the
environment. There are indeed those who suppose that Henry
George’s tax reforms, and the introduction of a land tax, would
not only increase production but would also lead to further harm
to the environment. This is because the ‘land question’ is not
seen in its full depth, neither on the economic side nor on the
environmental side.

ECONOMIC LANGUAGE
The land question is the question of the proper place of the human
species in the biosphere. Land is the basis of the biosphere. It is
not merely an economic ‘resource’. That abstract word ‘resource’,
as used by economists, has gradually introduced a distortion into
our understanding of land and of our true economic relation with
it. Slaves were once regarded as a ‘resource’ and there remains
a tendency still to regard labour as a resource. Yet we would not
regard our parents or children as a resource. The word ‘resource’
conceals or falsifies our real relations with things by reducing
them to mere utilities. It does the same when applied to the land.
Likewise the word ‘location’, which often now replaces the word
‘land’, also distorts our true economic relation with the land. The
‘location value’ does not reflect the environmental importance of
land or its part in the earth’s ecosystem. This disparity between
‘economic’ value and ‘natural’ value is reflected in the current
destruction of the rain forests.

The language we use about the world reveals how it is seen or
misconceived. We may observe, for example, how economic
language has moved over the last 200 years from concrete social
language to abstract concepts, and eventually to mathematical
and statistical language, gradually divorcing the economic realm
from the social and ethical realms, as well as from the natural
world. Recent economists, such as Mariana Mazzucato and John
Médaille, have shown that modern ‘textbook economics’ has
little connection with actual economic practice. It has become a
fictional language, logical and coherent within itself but bearing
small relation to the life of society. Yet the word ‘economics’
means the ‘household’ or ‘household management’. Its original
meaning implies wise management for mutual benefit, as we see
in Aristotle’s Politics. It directly concerns how we live, use and
dwell on the land. It recognises that the true laws of economics
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and the laws of Nature cannot be in conflict with each other. If
they appear to be so, then either economic understanding must
be in error, or Nature must be misconceived. I suggest currently
it is a mixture of both.

It is therefore of great importance to see how the present
economic injustices and the destruction of the environment are
linked together. Human poverty and environmental harm have
the same common cause. They are not separate problems since
they both spring from a wrong relationship with the land. Indeed,
the same wrong relationship with the land. As Aldo Leopold
suggested, the social ethic and the land ethic cannot be divorced
from each other since one is an extension of the other.
It is perfectly plain that if there is poverty amid abundance,
as there is here in the UK, then the social ethic must be amiss.
It suggests we live in a wrong relationship with one another. If
we live and a wrong relationship with one another, how can we
live rightly with the land, with the earth, or the biosphere? If we
live out of accord with where we live, how can we live rightly
as a community? And if we live out of accord with Nature, how
can we live in accord with human nature? Yet modern economic
theory takes no account of these things and assumes that land
is merely a resource, a passive store awaiting our utilisation and
consumption, and it follows from this that all economic exchange
is reduced to mutual exploitation. By abusing the land we degrade
our own humanity.

NATURAL COOPERATION
It is worth reminding ourselves that according to Henry George
people are not naturally exploitative or competitive. Only
unnatural circumstances make them so. On the contrary people
are naturally generous and cooperative. Homo sapiens are the
cooperative species. Cooperation is the basis of society and
of any natural division of functions, whether in the family, the
workplace, the nation, or humanity as a whole. The prevailing
idea of ‘competitive individualism’, a lingering offshoot of Hobbes
and Social Darwinism, distorts our understanding of the natural
order of society. Nature works by association and integration,
not by competition. It is always proportionate and elegant. If
we simply observe people working we see that, in practice, they
cooperate, regardless of prevailing economic theories or political
ideologies. They act for mutual advantage. But if in economic
policies we fail to observe how cooperation is natural, and that
mutual benefit is natural, then we are likely to accept bad laws
for governing society. We will tend to legalise things that are
unnatural and anti-social – such as usury and gambling. These
are two obvious misuses of wealth - or more strictly of the proper
use of money - which produce harm in society generally. The most
ancient principle of law-making is that no law should be made
that advantages one party to the detriment of another.
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Land monopoly is clearly socially divisive. I need hardly argue this
point here. Yet it is also, and more fundamentally, an unnatural
relation with the land itself. It causes slums and pollution, and
these in turn harm the land. We have all seen photographs of the
unhealthy and degrading Victorian slums. They personify land
abuse, and the social abuse that follows as a consequence. The
two kinds of abuse cannot really be separated. But even now in
the UK substandard houses are being built for land and social
exploitation. Such social exploitation is environmentally harmful.
It neither serves the homemaker well, nor respects the best or
appropriate use of land. It is at once humanly and environmentally
unnatural. It is driven by the desire to exploit the homemaker and
the land.
Here we may observe another ancient principle of law-making:
the desire to exploit does not use things in the manner they
are best suited to. It lowers the standard of life and erodes
community. It also degrades the exploiter. We have come to
accept, especially here in the UK, that the housebuilder builds for
his own benefit and not for the householder or the community.
And so he builds poor houses with poor materials and poor
craftsmanship. Having the wrong aim, he brings negligible social
advantage. A real craftsman would never work in such a manner.
On the other hand, precisely because the housebuilder is caught
within an economy of land speculation and the ever rising price
of land, he is compelled to compromise. Everyone is caught in the
same vicious circle.
But of course, if land is taken to be private property for the sake
of speculation, rather than as the natural dwelling place of all
living beings, then that initial false relation inevitably opens the
door to a host of others. Land monopoly invites land abuse, poor
workmanship and social injustice. The economic realm cannot be
separated from the environmental realm, and neither realm can
be separated from ethics. The true and proper study of economics
ought to include all three realms.

RIGHT USE
So the question becomes: what is the right use of land? This is
at once an economic, social and environmental question. Yet it is
almost to ask the Socratic question: How ought we to live?
To begin to answer this question we need first of all to step
outside the mechanistic framework of current thinking about the
world, and even about the universe. If we consider for a moment
the ancient understanding of the land we find it expressed in the
symbol of Mother Earth, or as the Great Nurse of all living beings.
It is the most universal symbol of all ancient cultures. Plato, in the
Laws, says that we should honour the earth as our mother. And
further he lays down a law that no household may sell their land,
but that it passes down the generations intact.
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This law is made with the express intention of preventing
unequal ownership of land or its commodification. And in his
Politics Aristotle lays down the principle that the land provides
precisely sufficient for all our needs, and that to take more than
this, or to trade things solely for profit, will corrupt society.
Nature, Aristotle observes, does nothing superfluous. And earlier
before the Greek philosophers we read in Hesiod of the Golden
Age where all people lived in peace and where:
All good things were theirs; ungrudgingly, the fertile land Gave up
her fruits unasked. (Theogony…..)

And the great Roman poet Virgil, also writing of the Golden Age,
says:
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 poet Ovid writes of how this was lost:

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 wrote 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)

The ancient poets and philosophers expressed in a symbolic
language which perceived, so to speak, an eternal reality behind
the disorders humanity had brought upon itself and upon
the earth. That symbolic eternal reality pointed the human
imagination to how we ought to live, and how we might live, if
we adopted the pure social virtues and lived without avarice. The
‘vices’ cause us to misperceive the world and our place in Nature:
‘for men ceased to possess all things when they began to call
anything their own’.
This ancient view of things reflected a vision of natural harmony
between society and Nature. And when the philosophers of
Classical Greece and China considered what was expressed in
poetic symbols and myths, they discerned a lawful order running
through all things.
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We might say that Nature was itself Law. It manifested itself
as Law – not as laws governing Nature, but as Nature’s very
essence or being. And human nature likewise was seen to be
lawful, having its own essence which corresponded with the
great laws of Nature. The human person was like a small cosmos
corresponding with and reflecting upon the greater cosmos. For
the ancient poets and philosophers, it is this correspondence with
the greater cosmos that aligns the human senses and faculties
with Nature and enables perception and thought. The word
‘consider’, for example, originally meant to observe the motions

of the stars and the order of Nature. Yet our modern sciences take
little note of the fact that Nature gives us our senses and faculties,
and even less that these are given for a definite purpose within
the great order of things.

NATURAL LAW
From this ancient holistic understanding of Nature arose the
tradition of Natural Law. This is too vast a subject to cover here,
so we can only remark how it appears on different levels. At the
highest level it is simply the Good, or what later was called the
Eternal Law. Out of the Good springs Justice. Out of Justice springs
Regulation of the cosmos and society. Out of Regulation springs
Jurisprudence or ‘legal’ law. And finally from Jurisprudence
springs Custom. The descent from the Good to custom is like a
ray of light shining from the Good and informing each level with
its own luminosity. This means that the ‘rightness’ or ‘fitness’ of
each level may be measured by reference to the next level above
it. And so the Stoic and medieval philosophers assert that any
‘legal’ or ‘positive’ law enacted which contradicts the Eternal Law
cannot rightly be called a law. An example of the kind of law which
fails to meet this criterion is a law which advantages to one party
at the expense of another, as we mentioned earlier. A particular
good should never contravene the universal good. A law is truly
a law only when it serves the mutual good of a society. It follows
from this that any ‘legal’ law that advantages the ‘economy’ while
abusing the environment or land cannot be called a law in this
true sense.
This larger picture of law and ‘lawfulness’ enables us to discern
things we would otherwise miss. For example, Aristotle and Plato
both note that the person who keeps the legal law merely because
it is a legally prescribed is ‘just’ but only in a limited way. A person
is just in the full sense only when the legal law is kept because it
is rooted in justice itself and loved for justice itself. Then keeping
the law becomes virtuous. This distinction between ‘legal’ and
‘virtuous’ was recognised until the close of the Middle Ages. It is
a central theme of Shakespeare’s The Merchant of Venice. Modern
positive law, having broken away from the natural law tradition,
no longer recognises this distinction but seeks to define law
merely on the basis of obligation.

We might well examine which laws in our time measure up to
this criteria. Earlier I gave the examples of legalised usury and
gambling. These things are clearly advantageous to one party
but harmful to another, and bring about harms to society as a
whole. They are unjust laws and, very strictly speaking, not laws
at all – one might even want to say ‘fake laws’. A ‘real law’ aligns
Nature and justice and encourages virtue. It will embody an
understanding of the right use of things. In its formulation it will
articulate a natural harmony of citizenship with Nature.
These fundamental principles can easily be applied to economic
activity. We can ask if any particular activity is true to the
economic law of just exchange, and we can ask if it is beneficial
to one party while harmful to another, and we can ask if it is
universally beneficial to all creatures and to the biosphere. Is
it just and good in all these respects? It is perfectly clear that
many present economic enterprises fail on each of these criteria.
They contravene the universal law of the ancient poets and
philosophers. And we can see that they contravene both the
social ethic and the land ethic. We are living in a time when the
advantage of one party is very often put before the general wellbeing of the community. The most blatant examples may be seen
in our tenancy laws governing rented housing and in our present
banking laws. And these bad laws spring directly from an unjust
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relation with the land as our dwelling place. Natural exchange
of wealth and services get turned into exploitation, and the
repercussions affect the whole of society.

It seems quite clear that we need to replace bad laws with good
laws. We are perfectly aware that there are vested interests in bad
laws, laws which allow harm to society or to the land upon which
all life depends. It may well be that the present crisis of global
warming is awakening a deeper sense of natural justice which
the last several hundred years of industrialisation has eroded. It
may well be that our age will be compelled, even if only through
fear, to rectify our relationship with Nature as well as reform our
understanding of a just society.

THE MEANING OF WORK
I believe, however, there can be a more noble response than
that. Fear tends to provokes irrational response. What is really
needed is a reconsideration, in the light of natural justice and
the common good, of the nature and meaning of human work.
It has long been taken for granted that the aim of the economy
is ever-increasing wealth, while it is that very notion that has
driven us to neglect the laws of Nature and treat the land as a
mere resource to plunder. The reckless drive to create ever more
wealth has led to social exploitation, massive consumer debt, and
homelessness, while only very few get richer. For many people
work is a burdensome drudge they are compelled to do just to
keep the wolf from the door. Much of this work is unnatural and
does not fulfil human potential.

A fortunate few perform work that is meaningful and fulfilling,
but most do not. George observed that the working people of
the Middle Ages could provide sufficient for their needs with
three days’ work a week. This would be perfectly feasible now
if we were not held in debt bondage through land speculation. If
that were so, George suggests that our free time would naturally
be given to social and cultural pursuits, and that supporting
these pursuits is the proper communal use of the land tax after
necessary government expenditures. Even in George’s younger
days masters and apprentices would often gather to talk and
drink together in working hours. It is clear that work was as much
a social activity as an economic one – before the big corporations
and monopolies with their anonymous absentee shareholders
came along and spoiled the crafts by dividing them into separate
processes. But even now there are craftsmen and women, artists,
musicians, scholars, doctors, farmers and many others who
work out of love for their work and service to the community.
We regard them as very fortunate, and indeed they are, but this
is because they have found their vocations. They have found the
work through which they may fulfil their talents and make a
substantial contribution to society. And these callings may best
be performed in accord with Nature, neither exploiting anyone
nor harming anything.
Surely true work, work in accord with human nature, would
make a net contribution to society, and diminish nothing which
the land freely provides. There is an ancient principle that if one
does something solely for private gain, one is alienated from
oneself and from Nature. The talents of each individual fit them
for association and cooperation. Each human beings’ natural
capacities are essentially social and life-enhancing. In that most
fundamental sense they are ‘ecological’ and part of Nature as a
whole.

No 1229
1249 Winter 2010/11
2019/20

In our present situation, through land monopoly and the everexpanding abuse of credit, human capacity has been limited,
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and social life has been diminished. And so what was once
‘natural’ now strikes us as utopian. Land abuse has blinded our
age to the natural order of things and diminished our vision of
human nature and society. As we observed earlier, the ancient
philosophers traced all political ills to one common cause: the
wrong use of things. And the wrong use of things arises from a
wrong relationship with Nature. This is what practical reason is
meant to discern, the right use of things. And this principle goes
deeper than the question of property or ownership. Property,
according the Thomas Aquinas, is justified only so long as it is
used for the common good. Ownership comes with duties to
the community. This was the real basis of the Medieval ‘just
price’ theory and the prohibition against usury. All things and
all human activities have right uses, and private gain was not
considered one of them. Acquisition is not an end in itself. It is the
use things are put to that justifies acquisition. Likewise, moneymaking is not the proper end of the economy. On the contrary,
it deforms it. But fear of want, brought about through the abuse
of land, drives people to seek acquisitions as a form of security,
and so distorts the real meaning of work. As Plato observes in
the Republic (Book VIII), the quest for money-making ultimately
leads to oligarchy, where the city become two cities, one for the
rich and one for the poor. The economist Joseph Stiglitz argues
that we are heading precisely in that direction.

There is no economic reason for inventiveness and virtue to
be opposed to one another. In meaningful work they are not,
while in exploitation they are. Yet neo-classical economics
divorces ethics from economics and imagines the economy as a
kind of autonomous, self-regulating machine, as though society
itself were a machine. It is this, amoral, mechanistic notion of
economics that divorces wealth creating, or meaningful work,
from the environment. It sanctions the wrong use of things and
consequently the wrong application of human labour. There is an
unfortunate tendency which has affected the study of economics
since its earliest beginnings in the 18th century which seeks to
reduce it to a mechanistic system. It is this mechanistic tendency
which has eventually severed the economy from ethics and the
social realm. Hence social reform has always been resisted as
economically unsound. That widely held misconception is what
Henry George confronted.
It is clear, however, that an adequate response to the present
crisis of global warming demands a marriage of inventiveness
and virtue. Great ingenuity is needed to reform farming methods
and non-toxic production of energy. These need to be brought
into harmony with the natural order, and intelligence guided
by that aim can be enormously creative. We need pioneers as
capable as the great inventors and explorers of the Victorian
era, a new industrial revolution, but no longer based on the
exploitation of Nature or labour, but grounded in a reappraisal
of the meaning of human work itself.

We should note, however, that ‘investors’, hedge funds, creditors,
insurance brokers and banks, and the whole money-market,
cannot bring about such a change. They only take from wealthcreation and contribute nothing towards it.
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In this regard, as currently constituted, they are no different
to land speculation. They merely extract from the economy,
from the actual production of wealth. They have no engineers,
inventors or discoverers. And, like land speculators, they inhibit
economic diversity and small-scale enterprise. They inhibit
addressing environmental abuse and climate change.
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GOVERNMENT
It is here that we also need to consider the proper role of
government, for it is in government that the values of society
are expressed and embodied. It is obvious that global warming
and environmental destruction require global cooperation, and
this can only be secured through governments working together
with a common aim. In a sense, this great challenge creates an
opportunity for peaceful international cooperation. There is no
need in the nature of things for nations to be opponents of each
other. But there is a need to confront the myth that the economy
works independently of the state and is self-regulating. That
is a misrepresentation of Adam Smith and leads to oligarchy,
not liberty. It is only at the level of government and national
institutions that the safety and good of the whole can be secured.
And it is only vested interests that demand deregulation of
finance and exchange of goods, and less government. But also –
and even some Georgists need to remember this – it is the idea
that the economy operates independently or autonomously
that divorces it from distributive justice. That is what Herbert
Spencer and his followers wished to secure and which Henry
George so vigorously opposed. Their slogan was ‘freedom of
contract’, meaning that neither law nor government should
interfere in whatever contracts were made between employers
and employees, or especially between landlords or tenants. Such
‘free’ contracts involved no societal obligations. The followers
of Spencer fiercely resisted all the social reforms of Gladstone,
arguing that indolence was the cause of poverty. We are not too
far from beginning to think in this way once again.
Here is where the different orders of law I mentioned earlier
come in. There is the Eternal Law or the Good, from which
springs Justice, and from Justice springs the common Regulation
of Nature and society. Out of Regulation springs Jurisprudence,
the realm of positive or written law, and from this legal realm
springs Custom. In this ancient hierarchical conception of law,
found in one form or another in any of the great civilisations
East or West, law descends from the universal to the particular.
The good of society as a whole, where it is in harmony with itself
and with Nature, belongs to universal Justice. A perfectly good
people could live by that law alone, without any need for positive
or written law. But that is like saying every human being can
be perfectly healthy. That is the most desirable thing, and what
the art of medicine aims at, yet is never fully attainable. And so
Justice needs to be reflected upon and articulated according
to circumstance, and this is jurisprudence, the realm of ‘legal’
law, of legislation, which relates the universal to the particular.
Law at this level, if it accords with Justice, ‘guards’ all citizens
from social and economic abuses. It ought to guard against land
monopoly and usury which do so much harm to society and
the environment. Scholars trace that function back to ancient
Babylonia, Syria, Egypt, Israel, Greece and Rome. (Michael
Hudson, and forgive them their debts, p. 44) With the decline
of Rome it was gradually lost until revived again in the Middle
Ages. Its last great English expression, preserving the medieval
legacy, is in Richard Hooker’s Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity
in the sixteenth century.

Good regulation of the economy is a responsibility of government
and law-making, ensuring that self-interests do not override the
common good. Good laws need not to be plentiful, and where
they were abided by government can operate with a light touch.
In a just and environmentally sound economy government
would not need to redistribute wealth. Such intervention
becomes necessary only where injustice prevails, or where bad
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laws are operative. And where laws protect the interests of the
few, then poverty arises and eventually environmental harm
inevitably occurs. Strictly speaking, only a virtuous society
can be truly prosperous and live in harmony with the land
and with Nature. Good laws, according to Aristotle, encourage
virtue. And where people are generally virtuous they have
good customs. Good customs hold community together in their
everyday affairs. These are conditions conducive of mutually
advantageous cooperation. Such cooperation leads to liberty.
There cannot be liberty without cooperation and just laws. It
has been one of the great illusions of the last two hundred years
that pursuit of individual self-interest and liberty go together.

CONCLUSION
My purpose in presenting these arguments is to demonstrate
that if there is violation and abuse of the land, then there will
be economic injustice, and if there is economic injustice, there
will be social injustice. The argument could be made the other
way round since the three realms interpenetrate each other
and cannot be disconnected from one another. They form a
whole. Human society is itself part of the biosphere. It is not an
artificial construct as Hobbes claimed. And because it is not an
artificial construct it is subject to the laws of the biosphere just
like the rest of Nature.
The Land Ethic of Aldo Leopold, with which we began, shows us
that we cannot divorce society from Nature, and that if we do –
and as we currently do – society itself will inevitably be unjust,
and the economy will be reduced to mutual exploitation rather
than flourish in mutual cooperation. This is the wider context
in which any application of a land tax needs to be considered.
Without such wider consideration, which is implicit in George’s
writings, a land tax becomes just another fiscal measure along
with any number of others. A good society would invite a land
tax. It would need no persuasion. But in our modern economies,
which have become wholly divorced from Nature and the
principles of good government, arguments and analysis are
needed to illustrate how this divorce has come about. Just as
George reconnected economics with the social conscience of his
time, so we can reconnect it with environmental conscience of
our own time.
Let me draw to a close with another quotation from Aldo
Leopold:
It is inconceivable to me that an ethical relation to land can exist
without love, respect, and admiration for land, and a high regard
for its value. By value, I of course mean something far broader
than the mere economic value: I mean value in the philosophical
sense.

Perhaps the most serious obstacle impeding the evolution of a
land ethic is the fact that our educational and economic system is
headed away from, rather than toward, an intense consciousness
of land. Your true modern man is separated from the land by
many middlemen, and by innumerable physical gadgets. He has
no vital relation to it: to him it is the space between cities on which
crops grow. (p. 223-4)
(An extended version of the author’s talk given at
Henry George Foundation Open Day, London 2019)
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An encouraging phenomenon in today’s fraught political
landscape is the steady appearance of more and more scholarly
books on the subject of land and housing. What in previous
centuries was called the “land question” seems to have returned
to some extent, fuelled by the economic turmoil of the past decade
and, more specifically, by the crisis in housing affordability which
has only been magnified by an economic recovery based on low
interest rates and quantitative easing. Despite this resurgence
of attention, however, the importance of land is still struggling
to make a real impact on the thinking of the ‘progressive’ elites
in politics and academia. Labour’s two most recent election
manifestos, for instance, failed to mention land or land rent, and
the burgeoning literature on neoliberalism is still largely blind to
the unique significance of land, despite the fact that the biggest
privatisation by far since Thatcher came to power in 1979 has
been the gradual sale of about 2 million hectares of public land –
roughly 10% of Great Britain’s landmass.
It is with the intent to both explain and remedy this intellectual
lacuna that Brett Christophers has written The New Enclosure,
an impressively detailed and comprehensive exposé of forty
years of land privatisation in Britain, couched in a language that
seems designed to resonate with critics of capitalism on the left,
perhaps especially those who are still attached to some version
of Marxism. The ideological framework that Christophers adopts
himself is best described as a loose kind of Marxism, relying in
particular on three modern interpreters of Marx - Karl Polanyi,
David Harvey and Doreen Massey – but also on Adam Smith,
whom we are told would enjoy this company much better than
the contemporary land privatizers in the Adam Smith Institute.
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More than an ideological defence of land nationalisation,
this book is an argument against privatization as the default
alternative to public ownership, and its great strength is the
detail with which it documents the failure of privatization
to deliver on its central promises, especially the promise of
increased efficiency in land-use.

The private sector, he argues, is arguably even more disposed
to hoarding land than the public sector, with private developers
being able to target the construction of new homes to the most
profitable ‘absorption rate’ rather than actually satisfying the
demand for housing. There is simply a lack of compulsion in
the existing system, since vacant land, even with a planning
permission, is neither subject to the Council Tax, nor risks
forfeiting its planning permission. In fact, planning permissions,
which are increasingly forthcoming despite claims to the contrary
from developers, provide the opposite of a compulsion to build,
given that the rise in the value of a plot of land that a planning
permission engenders allows developers to immediately bank
a wind-fall gain, postpone development and possibly leverage
the land for further purchases. Moreover, while there is a lack of
compulsion in the private sector, a new new kind of compulsion
has emerged in the public sector. A large portion of the book is
dedicated to explaining this phenomenon.
Ever since Thatcher inaugurated the neoliberal era in British and
began downsizing the public sector, the culture in and around
Whitehall has been dominated by an ideological compulsion to
identify excess public land and sell it. The operating assumption
behind this compulsion, according to Christophers, is the idea that
the allocative function of the market is always superior to what
can be achieved through bureaucratic or democratic discretion.
Land held in public ownership is thus prima facia presumed less
efficiently used, and once ‘surplus’ land has been identified, which
it inevitably will be, the default position has been to dispose of it
rather than, for instance, reallocate it within the public sector or
lease it to social entrepreneurs for non-economic reasons.

This neoliberal compulsion to sell land of course stands in
direct contrast to the compulsory purchasing powers embodied
in the 1947 Town and Planning Act, through which the public
acquired vast amounts of land (at its existing use-value) to build
council houses, public transport and New Towns. A clear strain
of nostalgia for this post-war moment is detectable throughout
the book, and the old Labour objective of land nationalisation
does indeed figure as one of the alternatives to privatisation
that Christophers wishes his readers to consider. However,
Christophers is not arguing in favour of simply nationalising land.
What he is ultimately against is the commodification of land, and
public ownership is not necessarily a guarantee against that as
he demonstrates with reference to the many local authorities
that have been compelled (by Whitehall) to behave like profit
maximising property companies.

What he wants to see is for land to become embedded in more
non-profit institutions controlled by the people who use it. For
Christophers, land is somewhat equivalent to a public good; a
public good that provides benefits to the community through its
accessibility, which will gradually diminish in proportion to the
spread of exclusive ownership. Rather than a boon, private land
is a trade-off that gets progressively worse as the balance shifts
in its favour.
As a possible alternative to privatisation, he highlights the idea of
a Community Land Trust, known primarily from the USA, which
takes land into community ownership and develops it for the
benefit of the local area on a non-profit basis. There are already
about 200 of these in the UK, and by decoupling the ownership
of houses from that of the land, they are able to create genuinely
affordable housing. In a sense, these CLTs are nothing new. They
are in effect smaller urban versions of the Garden Cities described
No 1249
1229 Winter 2019/20
2010/11
No

by Ebenezer Howard in 1898, and as such they represent one way
of clawing back the rent of land for the community – in this case
a particular sub-community. However, the fact that Christophers
seems to prefer appropriating the rent of land through nonmarket solutions such as these CLTs or the public planning system
means that it is doubtful what he thinks about implementing a
general land value tax on all land. I suspect that he finds it a less
than optimal solution for what he wants to achieve, given that
such a tax, which of course provides exactly the compulsion
that he rightly sees is missing in the private sector, is perfectly
compatible with the privatisation of land. Presumably, an LVT still
relies too heavily on the market to determine the best use of land
and still implicitly values efficiency higher that other goals. In
short, simply improving the economic efficiency of land-use, both
in private and public hands, falls short of providing the public
control and access to land that he finds desirable.
Aside from providing much valued insight into the privatization
of land, Christophers also attempts to explain why it has been
carried out almost unnoticed and unopposed. If this biggest
privatisation ever is equivalent to a new enclosure, where are the
protesters? Where are the modern-day Diggers and Levellers?
Partly, this is a question that arises from his commitment to the
Marxist tradition, especially as mediated through the historical
work of Polanyi, who believed – based on a study of the original
enclosure movement – that land was such an impossible and
fictitious commodity that its privatisation was bound to be met
by spontaneous resistance from those dispossessed. No stretch of
the imagination, however, can pretend that anything like this has
happened. Christophers provides four reasons why:
Firstly, unlike say BT or RBS, the 2 million hectares were not
privatised at once. Instead, the process has been long and
piecemeal and, thus, less visible. Death by a thousand budget cuts.

Secondly, the Right to Buy scheme introduced by Thatcher,
through which so much public land has been sold off, brilliantly
made those who would perhaps naturally be politically opposed
to it the immediate and exclusive beneficiaries. In other words, a
clever Tory policy of concentrated benefits and dispersed costs.
Thirdly, the fact that local authorities has often been constrained
to act just as socially irresponsible as private landlords has
generated a widespread dissatisfaction with public ownership
according to Christophers, diminishing their sense of the land as
their land and thus their willingness to defend it.

Fourthly, Labour governments from 1979 to 1997 successfully
drove land off the political and academic agenda - and the
subsequent New Labour government, which had abolished
Clause 4 from its programme, failed to resurrect interest in land.
There are things to learn and to agree
with in this book, and the depth of
research should be valuable to anyone
interested in land issues. However, one
thing is disappointing (yet revealing):
The apparent unwillingness to attribute
responsibility for the lack of interest in
land to his own tribe. After all, Marxism
more often than not lumps together
profit with land rent as equally unearned
forms of incomes and thus loses sight of
the uniqueness of land itself.
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HGF news

HGF BRIEFING NOTES

FRIDAY MEETINGS AT MANDEVILLE PLACE
As mentioned by David Triggs in his Message From The Honorary
President the Friday meetings in this spring term will focus on
Protection and Free Trade by Henry George. A book highly relevant
and directly applicable to the political and economic uncertainty
surrounding Brexit. The course is presented by David Triggs and
will take place in the evening time slot, 6:40 - 8:10 P.M.
The Protection and Free Trade course will cover:
- Trade and Civilisation
- The Role of Trade in the Production and Distribution of Wealth
- Barriers to trade, the historical roots
- Trade and Protection
- Tariffs and Smuggling
- Tariffs, Production and Producers
- Tariffs for Revenue
- Exports and Imports
- The Encouragement of Industry
- The Home Market and Home Trade
- Confusions Arising from the Use of Money in Trade
- Wage Levels and Trade
- Free Trade, Socialism and Capitalism
- Phoney Free Trade

Continuing from the Autumn 2019 term the afternoon study
group sessions from 2:30 to 4:00 P.M. will be diving further into
the new Annotated Works of Henry George under the headline Our
Land and Land Policy. These afternoon Friday meetings will be led
by frequent Land&Liberty contributor Tommas Graves.
We encourage our Land&Liberty readers to attend and continue
to spread the word about all Friday activities at Mandeville Place.

FRONT PAGE LAYOUT
With this issue we are introducing a few minor changes to our
current Land&Liberty front page design.
In this winter issue - as in our future issues - we will present all
primary contributions on the front page of the magazine along
with the corresponding contributor names.

Still, we have aspired to keep the front page modern, minimalist
and recognizable to our loyal and much-treasured Land&Liberty
subscribers.
Just like the magazine itself we aim for all front pages to be both
inspiring and subtle for our observant and perceptive readership.

Much time and effort goes into creating
every issue of the magazine that you are
holding in your hands. We want to use
this opportunity to thank all our bright
contributors. Last but not least, we also
want to thank you for both reading and
for continuously encouraging us with
your constructive input and feedback.
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closing thoughts

Tommas Graves

It is as well to remember
the root cause of our housing crisis

A fundamental rule of any successful economy is the prohibition
against theft. An economy which does not follow this rule
becomes uncivilized. Natural law seems to have a way of making
this come about.
We do, of course, have rules against theft, both petty and major
fraud, and much police time and courts time is taken up in
dealing with this, and major offenders land up in prison.

But there is another form of theft that we happily ignore. It is
called ‘location value’.

Location value is that part of rent, (the major part), which arises
from control of land. The lesser part is the ‘hire charge’ for man
made goods and services supplied along with the land under
control. This lesser part has confused us about the real nature of
the major part of rent, the location value.
Ask yourself three primary questions:
- What is location value?
- Who created it?
- To whom does it belong?

Land of course has no value. It is provided for free! It only has
a value attached to it by virtue of the fact that it brings a steady
income to the holder. This income, if capitalised, becomes what
we experience as the purchase price of land. This steady income
is location value, and it does not belong to the ‘landowner’, but it
belongs to the community that created it.
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As we do not collect location value for public purposes, we have
to have a tax system. The various systems we have adopted
have damaging properties. In the first place, by attaching so
much tax to wages more or less doubles all costs. It also doubles
government expenditure and the supply of money. So called
‘indirect taxes’ hit the poorest hardest. The location value kept
by the ‘landowner’ is the primary cause of inequality, now of
grotesque proportions.
Now consider the added value that arises from work. It goes
three ways. The first is net wages, then taxation, then rent. In
order to invest in machinery and buildings, enterprises must
borrow back the rent, but now it has interest or profit share
attached, as those in control of it seek to retain ownership of the
funds. So, we build a national debt.
Rent is highly elastic. The only upper limit is the maximum
that can be afforded by the tenant. We now have a promise
of a minimum wage of £10.50 per hour. What a bonanza for
landlords! We have ‘help to buy’, another bonus, in fact almost all
actions of government create more rent and higher land prices,
through failure to understand natural law.

So, location value is stolen from the community, and creates
massive problems, especially in housing, but also in inequality.
Surely it would be better to collect location value for public
purposes, scrap most of our tax system, and remember that theft
is the ruin of civilised economies.
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Henry George,
Protection or Free Trade 1886

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

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

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

Who was Henry George and
what is special about his ideas?
In 1879 George published one of the bestselling books on political economy ever
written, Progress and Poverty. By the
twentieth century the wisdom he expounded
was recognised and supported by many of the
world’s most respected thinkers including
Tolstoy, Einstein, Churchill, 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

