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question as evidenced in their editorials and their comments on the
article by Mr. Sanford Benjamin.

1 have no way of knowing whether the editors accept the validity
of an objective criterion or. subscribe to the basic principle that the
end does not justify the means, without which any attempt at moral
evalution is worthless. But from the standpoint of one who does
accept this I would like to state that the question of whether or not
participation or non-participation in.the present war will or will not
favor the Georgeist cause must take secondary place behind the more
pertinent question as to whether one can in conscience use modern
methods of war to further any cause.

Georgeist teaching is permeated with moral judgments, so much
so that one may consider Georgeism primarily as an ethical system.
With this in view, to reject the moral issues involved in modern

warfare on the assumption that they are not specifically Georgeist
and are unrelated to economic teachmg appears to be a very illogical
V1ewp01nt indeed.

If a question to be faced by Georgeists is th1s—shou1d violence be
the means to a realization of the revolution?—then also it is feasible
that the larger question—shall modern warfare be a means to free-
dom ?—be examined. So far the editors seem to content themselves
with the usual arguments for defense—how we are to react at what
is happening to us. But there is the positive consideration—what are
we being asked to do to others? If we must become intolerant to
kill intolerance, if we must spread hate propaganda to destroy hate,
if we must use poison gas, or bomb open cities or have recourse to
all the horrors of modern warfare (and how can we wage a war
otherwise today?) then it is time to ask—are these things fitting in
with an objective system of valuation or is such a system a luxury
of peace to be discarded under the fury of a war psychosis?

I am not suggesting that a Georgeist #usi be a pacifist, but- T am
inclined to believe that a re€xamination of the causes of war and a
realization that we are being asked to preserve a system whose false
idea of freedom has and will again lead to economic slavery and
fascism should cause us to pause and reconsider not only these things
but what is after all the basic question--can we in conscience make

use of an immoral means even if the outcome were the full realization
of the Georgeist cause?

Clarks fSummit, Pa. Roserr C. LupLow

TAKES ISSUE WITH PRAISE FOR PIUS XII

Eprrors I,anp anp FREEDOM :

To those of us who have been hopmg that the conclusions of
Henry George might some day develop into something more tangible
than a minor protest, Comment and Reflection in the July-August
issue of LAND AND FreepoM is a far from reassuring sign. Are the
findings of Henry George so lacking.in fundamentals that a publi-
cation devoted to land reform actually rejoices in the broadcast of
generalities by the head of an institution whose major events are
behind rather than ahead? While the writings of Henry George are
not altogether free of generalities, he did offer a democratic plan of
action—a plan that is in no need of inspiration from civilization's
most conspicuous beneficiary of land monopoly. The celebrated vows
of poverty and chastity have enhanced rather than impeded a world-
wide accumulation of landed estates and other forms of material

wealth. The wealth of this institution can only be estimated, for it -

is answerable to no authority but itself. Where men have not been
conditioned to respect the organization headed by the Pope, they
fear its political and economic power.

Are the editors of LaNp anp Freepom so innocent of what has
been happening not only through the ages but at the present time
that they- should comsider it ungracious to complain because ‘“His

-

- Holiness”

did not offer specific' remedies for our “civilized” ills?
Apparently, the editors of LaND anp FreepoM need to be reminded
that somebody must come to grips with the society dominated and
controlled by the Roman Church before the simple proposal advanced
by Henry George -can become a democratic reality. Be fully per-
suaded, that the world’s wealthiest organization will resort to every
artifice that-2,000 years of experience have generated before it will
give up a single acre of ground or pay a dime of tax, single or
otherwise.

Let us not deceive ourselves concerning the challenge to be faced.
We should neither over-estimafe nor cringe before any adversary
irrespective of honeyed phrases or extravagant claims to supernatural
authority, So long as a piece of soil can be priced, taxed and monopo-
lized by every whim of attitude, place and circumstance, there can
be nothing but economic instability, rampant corruption and war
among the nations.

 These days so oppressive to many and difficult for most of man-
kind, are not the offspring of some mysterious fiend at work in the
earth, the sea or the heavens. These anxious moments are, on the

-contrary, but the inevitable result of many a yesterday of under-

world techniques employed by men in politics, industry, religion. At
a time when religion should be of genuine service as an elevating in-
fluence in a war-shattered and dictator-infested world, there are
nothing but hollow gestures with which to speculate upon the more
devastating consequences of “civilized” blundering and neglect. Qut
of these blunders of men, the dread spectres of dictatorship, mili-
tarism and universal squalor are now stalking the earth. When the
observance of organized religion is largely confined to special days,
ecclesiastical psychosis and political manipulation, the voice of a
leader of organized religion is not an element to be conjured with in
this hour of man-made uncertainty, dread and actual horror for
untold millions,

Chicago, I, N. B. Kroun

THE AFFAIR NOCK-BRYANT-BERNSTEIN
Eprrors LLAND AND FREEDOM :

A recent review of “Unfinished Victory” in your paper, by Mr.
M. J. Bernstein, might well have shown the Georgeist points made
by Mr. Arthur Bryant, the author.

A statement by T. E. Lawrence (from “Lawrence in Arabia”)
precedes the first chapter pointing out the struggles of the young men
who sought ideals in the World War. When they won, the old men
then came out and reconstructed the world as they knew it. Lawrence
says that he and the other young men stammered that they had
fought to make a better world on earth. The old men thanked them
and had no further use for their ideals.

The thesis of Mr. Bryant is that wars have economic causes, and
that those who seek to improve the world by other than economic
means or solutions will be as disappointed as Lawrence.

This is Henry George's thesis. You cannot solve the cause of war—
poverty—except through what George called the one panacea,
Freedom, and you can’t get that without the public collection of
ground rent.

Bryant does a creditable job of showing that the longer a war,
the less likely are ideas of justice and freedom to flourish afterward.
This is complementary to George’s analysis of Malthus, whose
solution for the problem of poverty was the four horsemen, war,
disease, pestilence and famine,

Some questions given by Mr. Bernstein in his review were given

_ to prove Mr. Bryant anti-Semitic, but on rereading “Unfinished

Victory,” it appeared to me that Mr. Bernstein had extracted quota-
tions out of context which indicated they were not anti-Semitic.
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Perhaps T am naive on this subject, but T fail to see Mr, Bernstein's
case.

Mr. Albert Jay Nock is disparaged in the review by Mr. Benstein,
because he indorses the general thesis which he said “cannot be
questioned,” that wars are economic and that wars fail to solve the
cause, poverty.

Mr. Nock needs no defense, and may well be distressed that I
should discuss the attack on him. It seems fitting that a few words
may be said ahout his contribution, in the Atlantic Monthly, of an
article on “Democracy vs. Socialism,” a book reprinted by the Henry
George School. This article, entitled “In Defense of the Individual,”
induced over 500 individuals to buy this book through the Robert
Schalkenbach Foundation. This was a contribution to “widening the
circle” of those who study George.

Everyone who would contribute to the Henry George Movement,
may do so in his own way; it won't be mine and it won't be that of
someone else. On the occasion of the Henry George Centenary Mr.
Nock published a biography, “Henry George,” which gave the move-
ment considerable publicity.

Those who disagree with the methods of a fellow Georgeist may
well try to educate him, but the assumption of George is that man is
infinitely improvable, educable, not some men, but man. “They are
even as we are,” said he. Therefore, while we may well criticize a
product objectively, we may assume the best of motives in everyone,
Concentration on a man’s logic keeps the issues clear and is educa-
tional, Let us strive for the constructive, the educational in all our
efforts to overcome the only emergency, Ignorance.

New York, N. Y. LaNcasterR M. GREENE

MR, BERNSTEIN SUBMITS MORE TESTIMONY

Eprtors LAND AND FREEDOM :

Albert Jay Nock is a regular contributor to Scribner’s Commentator
whose pro-Nazi character has been conclusively established after
thorough investigation by competent agencies. Most of the mag-
azine’s contributors are tarred with the same brush.

In the July-August issue of LAND AND FreEDOM, I pointed out that
“Unfinished Victory” was unashamedly anti-Semitic and pro-Hitler.
Nock has neither denied that assertion nor my charge that he
approves the book’s viewpoint. In fact, ke has, in the September
Commentator, in an article praising a book by the anti-Semite
Douglas Reed, reaffirmed his approval of “Unfinished Victory.”
He says, “My readers will remember that some months ago I reviewed
Mr. Arthur Bryant’s excellent, temperate and patriotic book, ‘Un-
finished Vctory,’” and then he reiterates his belief that a conspiracy
exists to keep the volume off the American market.

Despite this, Ellen Winsor “rebukes” me in her letter in the
September-October issue of Lanp anp Freepom for mistreating
Nock, for ignoring his genuine Georgeism, and for being unacquainted
with his “masterpiece”—"“QOur Enemy, the State.” Well, let’s look
at the record.

In 1928, Nock published a book called “On Doing the Right Thing.”
I quote from it: “In actual life, they [the Jews] are dreadful people.
I sometimes think there will be a record-breaking pogrom in New
York some day, and there are occasions even now when the most
peace-loving person among us wishes he could send over a couple
of cotnias of Cossacks to floor-manage the subway rush.”

In 1934, Mr. Nock, in 2 “Journal of These Days,” wrote: “It is
ironic that the offspring of those who crucified Christ are the ones
who profit most by the seasonal sentiment of Christmas. But in the
Jewish view Geschaeft ist immer Geschaeft and most Christians are
too dull-witted to perceive the anomaly. This morning I was thinking
of our newspapers here in New York as a typical echi Jewish enter-
prise for its peculiar quality of unscrupulou-ess and shabbiness.”

I would like Miss Winsor to know that I am thoroughly familiar
with “Our Enemy, the State” and consider it a third-rate work by a
third-rate writer who is eminent neither in sociology, €conomics nor
in political theory. Most of the book’s ideas are borrowed from
others, and what are peculiarly Mr. Nock’s own are without either
merit or significance.

George Raymond Geiger (Professor of Philosophy at Antioch
College, author of “The Philosophy of Henry George,” “Theory of
the Land Question,” and son of the late Oscar Geiger, founder of the
Henry Géorge School), writing on Henry George in the September
issue of the Antioch Review (of which he is an editor) has this
to say :—

“We are examining in this paper some of the reasons for George’s
neglect today . . . To the more legitimate reasons may be added an
unfortunate tendency on the part of the most influential of George’s
present-day American supporters to use his work as a club with which
to belabor ‘collectivists’ of all sorts—from Stalin to Roosevelt!
[Indeed, they seem to hate Roosevelt more than Stalin, and Hitler
far less than either—M. J. B.] What may be called the right-wing
group of Georgeists seems to have been unduly influenced by the
ideas of Albert Jay Nock, whose rather recent book, ‘Henry George:
An Essay,’ expresses clearly the sophisticated anarchism which he
has always preferred to ‘our enemy, the state’ . .. The extraordinarily
bitter attacks upon ‘statism” which evoke the blessings of many prom-
inent Georgeists today do not have even the ring of genuine anarchism.
They sound more like the ‘viewings-with-alarm’ of a Chamber of
Commerce or the National Association of Manufacturers. .

“There is no point in discussing the merits of rigorous anarchism.
(Mr. Nock’s brand seems somewhat unorthodox, since he has a
distinct contempt for the uneducable masses, and feels that George
made his fatal mistake in trying to appeal to them.)

“. .. But it seems certain, at least to the present writer, that
George would scarcely approve of the unabashed Republicanism
and pink-baiting that are professed by some of his followers today.
Even more certain is it . . . that his permanent influence in American
social thought will be in those very circles that are now being
alienated by such right wing tactics.”

In a footnote, Professor Geiger adds: “Since this was written
several articles of Mr. Nock have appeared, and in them he has taken
the first steps down a path which must unquestionably be called a
fascist one.”

In the August-September 1941 issue of Profestent Digest there is
an article exposing Albert Jay Nock as an anti-Semite. Tt is entitled
“Nock—dAtantic Anti-Semite,” and is an analysis of his recent articles
in the Atlantic Monthly.

I can't think of a more fitting sentence with which to terminate
this letter, except to state the conclusion which necessarily follows
from it, to wit:—that the prejudices shared by Nock and others must
be exposed for what they really are. This is essential to safeguard the
name and reputation of Henry George and t¢ prevent an association
in the public mind of his teachings with ideas which, were he alive,
he would have utterly repudiated and tirelessly combated.

New York, N. Y. MicuAeL J. BERNSTEIN

ADDENDUM BY THE EDITORS

[In a review of Albert Jay Nock’s “A Journal of These Days”
(LAaND aAND FreepoM, May-June 1934), Joseph Dana Miller wrote the
following : “Mr. Nock is a Henry George man but he is not eager
to apply the remedy. Familiar as we are with the eccentricities of
many who profess a belief in our principles and yet who are in deadly
fear of them, this does not surprise us greatly. He says of the
Single Tax that ‘the people would not know what to do with it *f
they got it, and with this shallow sophistry dismisses it. . . .



