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Msgr. John A. Ryan’s Critique
of Henry George

By ROBERT V. ANDELSON

MONSIGNOR JOHN A. RYAN (1869-1945), whom James Hastings Nichols
speaks of as the chief theorist of social Catholicism in America (1), de-
voted the bulk of three chapters in his great work, Distribative Justice, to
a critique of Henry George’s so-called “Single Tax” doctrine (2). Al-
though Ryan, as 2 young man growing up amid agrarian ferment in rural
Minnesota, was, if we are to give credence to Eric Goldman, (3) “electri-
fied” by George’s masterpiece, Progress and Poverty, his mature evaluation
of George reveals no trace of this early enthusiasm.

George’s system falls within the Natural Law tradition, and rests upon
the Lockean premise that private property is ultimately justified by the
right of the individual to his own person and to his labor as an extension
thereof. Since land is not created by human effort but represents a fund
of opportunity intended by God for the use of all, the argument for private
ownership cannot apply to it. No one may justly arrogate to himself the
goods of Nature without fully indemnifying those who are thereby de-
prived of an equal chance to use them. Economic rent constitutes an
exact measure of the disadvantage sustained by those who are denied the
opportunity to use a given site because of its pre-emption by the title-
holder; therefore, it should be appropriated by the community as an
indemnity to them, and applied to public services which would otherwise
have to be paid for largely by a levy on the income from their labor.

George characterized this as “the taking by the community for the use
of the community of that value which is the creation of the community”
(4), for he contended that rent is essentially a social product—the result
of the presence of population, public demand, government services, and
the aggregate activity of all the individuals in a given area, not of any-
thing the owner, as such, may do to a particular site. He advocated that a
tax (or more precisely, a public fee) approaching 100 per cent of the
annual unimproved value of land be collected by the government, and that
all other taxes be abolished (5).

I
RyAN BEGINS his analysis by addressing himself to George's attack upon
the idea that first occupancy establishes a valid original title to landowner-
ship.

This content downloaded from 149.10.125.20 on Mon, 14 Feb 2022 22:31:48 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



274 The American Journal of Economics and Sociology

Priority of occupation [says George] gives exclusive and perpetual title
to the surface of a globe in which, in the order of nature, countless genera-
tions succeed each other! ... Has the first comer at a banquet the right
to turn back all the chairs, and claim that none of the other guests shall
partake of the food provided, except as they make terms with him? Does
the first man who presents a ticket at the door of a theater, and passes in,
acquire by his priority the right to shut the doors and have the perfor-
mance go on for him alone? ... And to this manifest absurdity does the
recognition of the individual right to land come when carried to its
ultimate that any human being, could he concentrate in himself the indi-
vidual rights to the land of any country, could expel therefrom all the rest
of the inhabitants; and could he thus concentrate the individual rights to
the whole surface of the globe, he alone of all the teeming population of
the earth would have the right to live (6).

Ryan seeks to destroy this argument by saying that George attributes

to the title created by first occupancy qualities that it does not possess and
consequences for which it is not responsible. The correct interpretation
of this title does not attribute to it, as George imagined, an unlimited right
of ownership, either extensively or intensively.
There seems to be no good reason to think that the first occupant is justi-
fied in claiming as his own more land than he can cultivate by his own
labor, or with the assistance of those who prefer to be his employees or
his tenants rather than independent proprietors. . . . Though a man
should have become the rightful owner of all the land in the neighborhood,
he would have no moral right to exclude therefrom those persons who
could not without extreme inconvenience find a living elsewhere. He
would be morally bound to let them cultivate it at a fair rental (7).

But is there any limit to the amount of land a man can cultivate with
the assistance of tenants and employecs, assuming a sufficient number?
The King Ranch in Texas, the latifundia of Brazil, the estates of the
Duchess of Alba—none of these would be proscribed under this rubric.
Neither, in principle, would the ownership of an entire continent. So
much for Ryan’s “extensive” limitations. As for the “intensive” ones, we
need only ask the question: What constitutes a “fair rental?” If de-
termined by the market, in the case he gives (one in which one man owned
all the land in the neighborhood) a fair rental would be so high as to
reduce the tenants to the level of bare subsistence. Ryan would doubtless
reject this criterion, and say that a fair rental should be determined pri-
marily by the tenants’ capacities and needs, and secondarily by the owner’s
right to a return on his investment. But here we enter into the realm of
subjective valuations which admit of no impartial formula for their
quantification or reconciliation.
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In any case, says Ryan, George overestimates the historical importance
of first occupancy. Most abuses of private landownership have arisen, not
from the appropriation of land which nobody owned, but from “the
forcible and fraudulent seizure of land which had already been occupied”
(8). Nothing could be more ludicrous than to imply that George was
unaware of this. “Is it not all but universally true,” he asked in his
Open Letter to Pope Leo XIII, “that existing land titles . . . come . .
from force or fraud?” (9). But landowners do not ordinarily appeal to
force or fraud to justify their titles! As Ryan himself tells us, “The pre-
vailing view among the defenders of private landownership has always
been that the original title is . . . fitst occupancy” (10). That, therefore,
is the contention which George was at pains to refute.

Ryan is not satisfied with having shattered, as he supposes, George’s

argument against first occupancy; he goes on to try to show that the logic
of George’s own position itself leads to the conclusion that first occu-
pancy creates the original title of ownership. His reasoning on this point
is subtle and ingenious but also highly artificial and legalistic. Because,
in George’s theory, the individual producer, Ryan says, must agree to pay
rent to the community before he can begin to produce, “his right to the
use of natural opportunities is not ‘free,” nor can his labor alone constitute
a title to that part of them that he utilizes in production” (11). Conse-
quently, labor does not create a right to the concrete product, but merely
to the value that the producer adds to the raw material. His right to the
raw material itself originates in the contract by which he is authorized to
utilize it in return for rent paid to the community. So his right to the
product does not spring from labor alone, but from labor plus compensa-
tion to the community.
Since the contract by which the prospective user agrees to pay this compen-
sation or rent must precede his application of labor, it instead of labor is
the original title [Ryan asserts]. Since the contract is made with a par-
ticular community for the use of a particular piece of land, the title that
it conveys must derive ultimately from the occupation of that land by that
community—or some previous community of which the present one is the
legal heir (12).

Now, as a matter of fact, it is not the temporal priority of the com-
munity to the individual which, in George’s system, gives it the right to
collect rent from him. If the individual were there before the community,
that right would still obtain. It rests, rather, indirectly upon the title of
labor. Only insofar as rent is publicly appropriated (or land nationalized,
which George does not recommend) can the equal right of all men to the
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produce of their labor be assured, for otherwise a portion of that produce
must be paid in tribute to the landowner.

Ryan notes that George argues against private landownership in the full
sense of the term on the basis that it shuts out non-landowners from access
to the “reservoirs” of natural opportunity. He claims that in so doing,
George has completely abandoned the principle which underlines the
labor argument. “Instead of trying to show from the nature of the situa-
tion that there is a logical difference between the two kinds of ownership,
he shifts his ground to a consideration of consequences. He makes the
title of social utility instead of the title of labor the distinguishing and
decisive consideration” (13). Actually, the passage in question does not
represent an abandonment of the labor argument or its underlying prin-
ciple; it is an indirect deduction from the labor argument. And justice,
not social utility, is the ruling consideration (although George believes
that whatever is just will always, in the long run, also be socially useful).
The private appropriation of land and rent removes access to natural op-
portunity except upon such terms as the landowner may set, and therefore
trenches upon the title of labor—upon the equal right of every man to
reap the harvest of his industry.

If the community had instituted the social appropriation of land values
from the beginning, Ryan admits, it could have rightfully done so by
virtue of priority of occupation. But “when it failed to take advantage of
its opportunity to be the first occupant of these values, when it permitted
the individual proprietor to appropriate them, it forfeited its own claim.
Ever since, it has had no more right to already existing land values . . .
than one person has to recover a gift or donation that he has uncondition-
ally bestowed upon another” (14).

George would quarrel with this analogy, for he holds that, by virtue
of its nature, land cannot be rightfully subject to ownership in fee simple.
No more than private individuals has any community ever had a right to
“own” land in the sense in which labor products may be owned; full
ownership includes the right to alienate, and the estate of the community
is inalienable. Thus, no community ever had a right to grant to private
parties absolute title to something created for the use and benefit of all
—a concept dimly and imperfectly reflected in the principle of eminent
domain.

But what of present owners who hold deeds to land innocently bought
with the proceeds of honest labor on the assumption that both the land
and its rent would be theirs in perpetuity? Here, according to the Georg-
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ist view, the land is comparable to a stolen watch which some unsuspecting
person has purchased in good faith. Those who are deprived of their
proper shares of land benefits, have the same right to recover them from
the existing owners that the watch owner has to recover his property from
the innocent purchaser. To the objection that the laws of many countries
would permit the innocent purchaser of the watch to retain it so long as
enough time had elapsed to create a “title” of prescription, the Georgist
would reply that the passage of time cannot turn a wrong into a right, and
that furthermore the natural heritage of the race is both inalienable and
too basic to human welfare to fall under the title of prescription. The
argument based upon prescription was anticipated by George when he
wrote: “Because I was robbed yesterday, and the day before, and the day
before that, is it any reason that I should suffer myself to be robbed today
and tomorrow? Any reason that I should conclude that the robber has
acquired a vested right to rob me?” (15)

Ryan objects that the present private owners of land differ from the
innocent purchaser of the stolen watch in that they have never been warned
by society that the land might have been virtually stolen, or that the
rightful claimants might some day be empowered by law to recover pos-
session. 'This line of reasoning, if applied generally, would preclude any
kind of legislation which might cause losses to some vested interest.
Think, for example, of all the innocent investors who were never “warned
by society” that strip mining or industrial pollution, the employment of
child labor or the combination in restraint of trade, the indiscriminate
sale of narcotics or the production of noxious foodstuffs might be pro-
hibited by law!

II

As A GENERAL and abstract proposition, Ryan recognizes the equal right
of all men to the use of nature, and he concedes that “private ownership
of land can never bring about ideal justice in distribution” of natural
opportunities (16). But he claims that the institution is “not necessarily
out of harmony with the demands of practical justice,” because a com-
munity may lack the knowledge or the power to establish the ideal system.
This observation is not so much faulty as irrelevant. Who would deny
that practical justice is represented by whatever situationally possible course
of action most closely approximates the ideal? As applied to the land
question, all Ryan’s point amounts to when analyzed is the truism that
private landownership is just, so long as there is no possibility of replacing
it with anything more just.
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But, says Ryan, suppose that the Georgist system were instituted, and
the rent of land appropriated by the community. This, he claims, would
work an injustice on existing landowners, who, if not compensated, would
be “deprived, in varying amounts, of the conditions of material well-being
to which they have become accustomed, and . . . theteby subjected to vary-
ing degrees of positive inconvenience and hardship” (17). It does not
seem to occur to Ryan that the same argument could be used to oppose the
abolition of protective tariffs, to which he was himself committed (18).

Actually, of course, few if any Georgists advocate the immediate appro-
priation of all rent, but rather the gradual implementation of the system
in such a way as to militate against the likelihood of severe individual
hardship. In his entire discussion, furthermore, Ryan virtually ignores the
fact that under George’s system the increase of the tax on land values
would be accompanied by a corresponding decrease in other taxes, pat-
ticularly in taxes on improvements. Hence, any landowner who made
efficient use of his land would actually benefit from the reform. In the
state of South Australia, three-fifths of the landowners in a locality must
approve any change from the old taxing system to land value taxation;
the law permits reversion to the old system if voted by a bare majority.
Yet more and more localities have been switching to land value taxation
for a long time, and not one reversion poll has yet been successful (19).
Similar instances could be adduced from the experience of New Zealand
and other places to show that, inasmuch as most landowners are also land
users, the majority find themselves better off wherever an approach to
George’s system has been made (20).

Ryan warns that the social consequences of the confiscation of rent

would be “even more injurious than those falling upon the individuals
despoiled” (21). The opposition of the landowners would threaten social
peace and order, while the popular respect for all property rights would be
greatly weakened if not destroyed, since the average man would not grasp
George’s distinction between land and other kinds of property in this con-
nection.
Indeed [Ryan writes], the proposal to confiscate rent is so abhorrent to the
moral sense of the average man that it could never take place except in
conditions of revolution and anarchy. If that day should ever arrive, the
policy of confiscation would not stop with land.

It is simply not true that the confiscation of rent could never take place
except in conditions of revolution and anarchy. Even when Ryan wrote,
a substantial percentage of rent was being confiscated in Australia, New
Zealand, and elsewhere under quite stable and ordetly conditions. As for
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the United States, there is no reason why a nation which has come to
take the Federal Income Tax for granted could not be educated to accept
the confiscation of rent, which is, after all, #nearned income.

After conjuring forth the injury to which George’s proposal would
presumably subject the landowner, Ryan goes on to state that, conversely,
the persons who own no land under the present system . . . suffer no such
degree of hardship when they are continued in that condition. They are
kept out of something which they have never possessed, which they have
never hoped to get by any such easy method, and from which they have
not been accustomed to derive any benefit. . . . Evidently, their welfare
and claims in the circumstances are not of the same moral importance as
the welfare and claims of persons who would be called upon to suffer the
loss of goods already possessed and enjoyed, and acquired with the full
sanction of society (22).

Elsewhere in his book, Ryan contends that an employer has a moral
obligation to pay his workmen “a living wage” (by which he means not
merely a subsistence wage but one which would enable a man to support
a good-sized family in modest comfort), and his various writings make it
clear that he would have this obligation enforced by the State (23). He
qualifies this obligation by saying that it is not incumbent upon the em-
ployer who would be thereby driven out of business, or reduced to a
standard of living little higher than that of his wotkmen. But no employer
has a right to “indulge in anything like luxurious expenditure, so long as
any of the employees fail to receive living wages.” (24).

But supposing (as one may well suppose) that the employer had be-
come used, with the full sanction of society, to a standard of living
characterized by luxurious expenditure. And supposing (as one might
well have supposed at the time the book was written) that the workmen
were unaccustomed to what Ryan calls “a living wage.” The relationship
between employer and workman then becomes analogous to that between
landowner and landless man, and in order to be consistent Ryan would be
forced to say that, if obliged to pay a living wage, the employer would be
deprived of conditions of material well-being to which he has become
accustomed, and thus unjustly subjected to positive inconvenience and
hardship, whereas, if he were not so obliged, the workers would suffer
no such degree of hardship since they would merely be continued in their
previous condition, and, hence, that the welfare and claims of the latter
are not of the same moral importance as those of the former.

The decisive place which the issue of compensation occupies in Ryan’s
thinking is suggested by the fact that while he condemns the confiscation
of even future increments of land value as morally unjust without com-
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pensation (25), he indicates that if landowners were compensated “‘with
a sum equal to the present value, or the capitalized rent, of their land,”
the Georgist plan would be only probably inferior to the present system
(26). He maintains that “the moral sense of mankind recognizes that it
is in accordance with equity to compensate slave owners when the slaves
are legally emancipated. Infinitely stronger is the claim of the landowner
to compensation” (27). The first half of this statement is a mere asser-
tion; the second, debatable for reasons which space limitations compel me
to omit. But even if both were to be accepted, Cord observes that grad-
ual imposition of full land value taxation over a period of forty years is
exactly equivalent to immediate compensation. If three per cent interest
were given on the unpaid balance, then sixty-four years would be neces-

sary (28).

m

RYAN REJECTS the Georgist argument that rent should be appropriated by
society because it is socially produced. He remarks, to begin with, that
all land value is not socially produced; although no land can have value
without being brought into relation with society, neither can it have value
if it possesses no natural qualities suitable for the satisfaction of human
wants (29). George would not, of course, have denied this, but would
have insisted that that portion of the value attributable to natural qualities
is, like the land itself, an inalienable patrimony of the whole community,
not properly subject to private usurpation.

But Ryan would not allow to society any right even to that portion of
rent which he admits that it produces. He refuses to accept the proposi-
tion that the socially-produced value of land ought to go to the social
producer rather than to the individual proprietor, except in the case of
future increments, and then only if the proprietor were indemnified for
the loss of anticipated speculative increase reflected in his purchase price.
He points out that “men do not admit that all production of value con-
stitutes a title of ownership. Neither the monopolist who increases value
by restricting supply, nor the pacemakers of fashion who increase value by
metely increasing demand, are regarded as possessing a moral right to the
value that they have ‘created’ ”(30). The ultimate basis of the pro-
ducer’s right to his produce, or to its value, is the fact that this is the only
way in which he can get his just share of the earth’s goods, and of the
means of life and personal development. His right does not rest upon the
mere fact of value production.

“Why,” Ryan asks, “has the shoemaker a right to the value that he
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adds to the raw material in making a pair of shoes?” It is

because men want to use his products, and because they have no right to
require him to serve them without compensation. He is morally and
juridically their equal, and has the same right as they to access on reason-
able terms to the earth and the earth’s possibilities of a livelihood. . . .
To assume that he is obliged to produce socially useful things without
remuneration, is to assume that his life and personality and personal de-
velopment are of no intrinsic importance, and that his pursuit of the es-
sential ends of life has no meaning except in so far as may be conducive
to his function as an instrument of production. . . .

As a producer of land values, the community is not on the same moral
ground as the shoemaker. Its productive action is indirect and extrinsic,
instead of direct and intrinsic, and is merely incidental to its principal ac-
tivities and purposes. . . . The activities of which land values are a re-
sultant have already been remunerated in the price paid to the wage-earner
for his labor, the physician for his services, the manufacturer and the
merchant for their wares, and the municipal corporation in the form of
taxes. On what ground can the community, or any part of it, set up a
claim in strict justice to the increased land values? (31)

This last paragraph contains some truly astonishing assertions. The
“activities of which land values are the resultant” have 7o# already been
remunerated, at least not in full, for a large part of what would other-
wise be remuneration has had to go to landowners in the form of rent—
landowners who, as such, contributed nothing positive to the production
of those values. Only where rent has not yet arisen can the activities
which lead to the production of future rent be said to have already been
fully compensated, and physicians, manufacturers, and municipal corpo-
rations are seldom found in places where land has, as yet, acquired no
value whatsoever.

Let it be granted that the community does not produce land values in
the same direct and intrinsic sense in which the shoemaker produces the
value which he adds to the leather. Does the landowner? The only
value which the landowner, as landowner, produces is speculative value
stemming from monopolistic scarcity, which Ryan specifically admits
creates no moral title (32). And the appropriation of land value by the
landowner prevents both the community in its corporate capacity and its
members in their individual capacities from enjoying the full benefits of
the values which they do directly and intrinsically produce. It is they
who are being compelled to serve the landowner without compensation,
to divert to him by way of tribute a portion of their rightful recompense.

v
WE HAVE SEEN that, according to Ryan, the community has no right
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either to land or to rent. The private owner, however, has a right to
both. Ryan goes so far as to call it a “natural right,” but he uses the
term in a sense different from that in which it is commonly understood.

He claims that it is a natural right because it is indirectly necessary for
the welfare of the individual. By “indirectly necessary,” he says he
means necessaty as a social institution rather than as something immediately
connected with individual needs as such. Something is regarded as “neces-
sary as a social institution” if, although neither an intrinsic good nor an
indispensable means to the satisfaction of vital individual needs, it is
capable of promoting the welfare of the average person or the majority
of persons to a greater degree than any alternative (33).

So in the last analysis, Ryan, the spokesman of Natural Law and
scathing nemesis of utilitarianism, rests his defense of private property in
land upon what he considers to be its superior social utility as an institu-
tion. This judgment of superior social utility he derives, first, from cer-
tain pragmatic objections to the alternatives, Socialism and Georgism, and
second, from a view of private ownership in terms of its ideal potentialities.

I shall not review here Ryan’s objections to Socialism (objections with
which I happen to concur) because they are not germane to the topic of
this article. His pragmatic objections to Georgism are preceded by the
acknowledgement of several important benefits to which the system would
lead:

Since no man would find it profitable to retain control of more land than
he could use himself, the number of actual land users would be increased.
The land speculator would disappear, together with the opportunity of
making and losing fortunes by gambling on the changes in land values.
Owing to the removal of taxation from the necessaries of life and from
industry, consumers would get goods cheaper, and some stimulus would

be given to production and employment. ‘Those monopolies which derive
their strength from land would become weaker and tend to disappear (34).

These benefits, however, would be counterbalanced, in his opinion, by
the following fancied disadvantages:

1. Many holdings would deteriorate because of those who would
exhaust the land through careless or rapacious exploitation. This
has not occurred in practice. In fact, the Georgist system creates an
incentive to #ncrease fertility, since the tax would not reflect the value
of improvement but only of land in its virgin state, and of location.
Increased fertility through mote careful cultivation has been the
rule in Denmark, Australia, the California irrigation districts, and
wherever an approach to Georgism has been instituted.
2. The administrative machinery would inevitably involve a vast
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amount of error, inequality, favoritism and corruption, for the land
tax would be on the full amount of the annual rent instead of on a
fraction, as at present. This is absurd. There is no reason why, if
all the rent were taxed, there should be proportionately any more
error or corruption than when a fraction of it is taxed; in fact, there
should be less, since public sctutiny would be keener. Furthermore,
since land cannot be hidden, chances for error, favoritism, corruption,
etc., are less than with other sources of tax revenue, and under
George’s system only land would be taxed. Virtually all current
and most past authorities concede that a single tax on land would
be uniquely free of these very ills. When one imagines the reduction
in corruption that would accompany the abolition of the income
tax, Ryan’s objection becomes doubly curious!

3. Cultivators would not have the inducement to make improvements
which arises from the hope of selling both improvements and land
at a profit, owing to the increased demand for land. It is true that
under a Georgist system improvements would not be made with an
eye to speculative profits from land sales, but they would be made
with the expectation of profit from the improvements themselves,
and their making would be stimulated by the fact that it would not
be penalized, as now, by a tax increase.

4. The reform would lead to instability of tenure, due to the fact
that owing to misfortunes of various kinds (such as one or two poor
crops), many landholders would be temporarily unable to pay the
full amount of the rent, and would lose their titles. ‘The tax is
supposed to reflect current market value, determined by frequent
reappraisal. Poor crops, if peculiar to a vicinity, would reduce the
value of land in that vicinity, and hence the tax. Granted, marginal
and less efficient producers might tend to be forced out (although
their being taxed the full economic rent would be mitigated by the
absence of other taxes, and the lower cost of commodities), but they
would have a much better chance than at present of resuming their
operations elsewhere because of cheaper land prices.

When we turn to Ryan's view of the ideal potentialities of private
ownership, we come to an odd paradox. We find that he is not really
interested in defending landownership as it has existed historically, but
only “in its essential elements, and with its capacity for modification and
improvement” (35). He admits that “we should be tempted to declare
that the most extreme form of Agrarian Socialism could scarcely have
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been more productive of individual and social injury” than private land-
ownership as it obtained in certain empirical instances. And the model he
constructs for a modified and improved system in Chapter VII has little
in common with the institution as we now know it.

The chapter is entitled, “Methods of Reforming Our Land System.”
By the time Ryan gets through reforming the system, he has moved about
halfway down the Georgist road. He would prohibit the alienation of
lands now publicly held, insisting that they be leased instead of sold. He
would have future increases in the value of land socially appropriated
(with owners compensated for positive losses of interest and principal).
He would gradually transfer the taxes on improvements and personal
property to land. And he would impose progressive supertaxes upon
valuable mineral, timber, and waterpower holdings, and upon certain
agricultural lands not cultivated by the owners. Practically speaking, in
terms of the forseeable future, today’s Georgist would probably be only
too glad to settle for these reforms (36).

It is against this semi-Georgist model, not against landownership as
historically practiced, that Ryan measures and finds wanting the full-
scale George proposal. He belittles the George proposal as an “untried
system” (37). Yet where has his own ideal system been tried in its
totality? The George propcsal, as we have seen, has been given limited
and partial application in many places. To the extent that it has been
applied, its social utility has been amply demonstrated—even more con-
clusively since the time when Ryan’s critique appeared. Consider, for
example, the Hutchinson Report, a survey comparing the six Australian
states in terms of the degree to which they use this method of obtaining
public revenue. Queensland, New South Wales and Western Australia
have much heavier land value taxes and much lower improvement taxes
than do South Australia, Victoria and Tasmania. According to the report,
in the period considered the first group of states had increases in land
under crops, while the second group had decreases. The value of im-
provements as compared to land was found to be 151 per cent in the first
group, as against only 79 per cent in the second, and was highest (198
per cent) in Queensland, which collects the greatest amount (54.4 per
cent) of economic rent. Factory wages were higher in the first group and
larger in purchasing power. Lastly, it was discovered that population
was flowing from the second group to the first group, indicating that
people in Australia found conditions better in the first group. The in-
flow for Queensland, the state taxing land values the most, was the great-
est (35). So even from a standpoint of social utility, the criterion accord-

This content downloaded from 149.10.125.20 on Mon, 14 Feb 2022 22:31:48 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Msgr. Jobn A. Ryan’s Critique of Henry George 285

ing to which Ryan proclaims private landownership to be a natural right,
the Georgist approach would seem empirically to be at least as capable of
vindication.
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International Programs in Science

THE NEW American Association for the Advancement of Science Office of
International Science is developing an inventory of international pro-
grams in science, including social science and education. Irene Tinker,
director of the office, is interested in receiving information on programs.

Ms. Tinker is also planning to publish a newsletter that will discuss the
activities of her office at Aaas and of other interested groups working in
the field. Those wishing to receive the newsletter should write Irene
Tinker, Office of International Science, AAAs, 1776 Massachusetts Avenue,
N.W., Washington, D.C. [From the association.]

This content downloaded from 149.10.125.20 on Mon, 14 Feb 2022 22:31:48 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



