N THE U.S., the minority
calling itself “Moral Majority”,
under Rev. Jerry Falwell, has
shown that it has political clout. It
has been instrumental in the elec-
tion of President Reagan and con-
servative candiates along with the
defeat of liberals, and it is pushing
to gain still further influence.

The Moral Majority wants to
return to what it considers Biblical
morality, family, anti-abortion
laws, anti-“permissiveness”, law
and order, punishment or exile of
deviants, the death sentence and a
strong military. This narrow and
severe interpretation goes along
with a condemnation of what it
calls “secular humanism”. Moral
Majority and other fundamentalist
groups have succeeded in some
cases in stopping evolution from
being taught in schools and in
banning “humanist” books from
school libraries.

Appeals to the Bible can run a
wide range. Not long ago, liberal
Christians promulgated *‘the social
gospel™ and found Biblical support
for what has become the welfare
state — which is of course opposed
by Biblical conservatives.

With so many diverse groups
finding support in the Bible, do not
be surprised that the supporters of
Henry George have done likewise.
Indeed, a Georgist interpretation
of the Bible is solidly grounded.
Numerous authors, taking a close
look at Scriptures and their
historical background, have
uncovered some interesting things.
Henry George himself, in his
lecture on Moses, showed the great
Hebrew leader to be sensitive to
the idea of justice and liberty.

An early Georgist book on the
subject was My Neighbour's
Landmark by Frederick Verinder
(Andrew Melrose, London, 1911).
Verinder established that the
Hebrew interpretation was that the
land belonged to God, that his
people were but tenants, and that
the land laws were designed to
protect the people’s rights to land.

Another pioneer work in
Biblical interpretation was
Sociological Study of the Bible by
Louis Wallis (University of
Chicago Press, 1912). Wallis
showed that the god Baal was the
god of the landlords and that the
struggle for justice launched by the
prophets was basically a struggle
against landlordism. Wallis’s work
was very influential among
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scholars of the “*higher criticism”
of the Bible, and he went on to
write other books, such as God
and the Social Process and The
Bible is Human.

Francis Neilson in The Eleventh
Commandment (C. C. Nelson,
Appleton, Wisconsin, 1944) con
cluded that “thou shalt not remove
thy neighbor’'s landmark™ had the
force of the first ten command-
ments. Neilson went on to write a
monumental study of the Bible,
From Ur to Nazareth (Robert
Schalkenbach Foundation, 1959),
which was “an economic inquiry
into the religious and political
history of Israel.” This book traced
the struggle for justice and showed
how important was the land ques-
tion.

Perhaps the most recent
Georgist survey of the Bible was
‘The Land and Biblical Economics’
by Rev. Archer Torrey, a series of
articles in Land and Liberty from
July & August to November &
December 1979 (and reprinted as
a pamphlet by the Henry George
Institute). Here too Mr. Torrey
shows the central importance of
Mishpat (justice) and the land
question.

This past year having been a
Jubilee year in the Jewish calendar,
it is worth recalling that the Jubilee
in ancient Israel was a method of
preventing alienation of rights in
land.

Looked at from the standpoint
of the quest for justice, we will find
more of the essence of the Bible in
the Georgist interpretation than in
the narrow-minded trumpetings of
the Moral Majority — and than in
some other sectarian groups.
NOTHER anniversary year was
1981 in the religious calendar.
In Catholic circles it was
celebrated as the 90th anniversary
of Rerum Novarum (the encyclical
of Pope Leo XIII on social ques-
tions), the 50th anniversary of
Quadragesimo Anno (Pius XI's
encyclical), the 20th of Mater et
Magistra (Pope John XXIII's),
and the 10th of Ocrogesima
Adveniens (Pope Paul’ VI's).
A convocation on this occasion
was held in Washington, D.C. on

May 14. Jesuit Father John
Coleman surveyed the various
encyclicals and discussed their

social teachings. Interestingly, he
brought out that “the encyclicals
... do not ... entirely square with
one another.” He tells us that
different scholars, often represent-
ing conflicting schools of thought,
write the various encyclicals.

The first in the series, Leo XIII's
Rerum Novarum, is of special
interest, as Henry George wrote a
reply to it. The Condition of
Labour. This encyclical, says
Father Coleman, represents the
“mistaken notion that property is a
direct natural right inherent in
persons.” “This,” he comments,
*“is a far cry from the strong
insistence of John XXIII in Marer
et Magistra that the common good
and the needs of humans take
priority over any right to private
property, or Paul VI's remark in
Populorum Progresio that private
property indeed is no right at all
when others are in need, or John
Paul II's celebrated phrase about a
‘social mortgage’ on all property.”

Father Coleman considers that
Leo XIII's teaching is “un-
Thomist™, that his ideas (and those
of his writer, Father d’Azeglio)
were based on John Locke: and he
credits Pius XI in Quadragesimo
Anno with turning it around and
restoring the views of Thomas
Aquinas. Another Thomas,
Jefferson (no Catholic) was
influenced by Locke, but made
statements that sound more like
those of the later popes. When it
was proposed that the Declaration

Cont.on P.119, col. 1

Published by Land & Liberty Press Ltd., 177 Vauxhall Bridge Road, London, S.W.1. Made and printed
in Great Britain by R. Ward & Sons, Dunston, Gateshead, Tyne & Wear.




Clancy: cont. from P.120

of Independence include “Life,
liberty and property” as natural
rights, Jefferson argued that
property was not an inherent right
but an arrangement made by
society (in Thomist language it is
of the bene esse rather than the
esse of human dignity).

While the teachings of the social
encyclicals have improved since
the days of Leo XIII, they have the
same defect in that *“property” is
not defined. When it is defined
correctly, it can be seen that the
right kind of property does derive
from inherent rights. The later
encyclicals (perhaps Jefferson
too!) need the same answer that
Henry George gave to Leo:

“The right of property, originating

in the right of the individual to

himself, is the only full and com-
plete right of property. It attaches
to things produced by labour, but

cannot attach to things created by
God.”

If I were to elaborate on this, I
might as well give you the whole of
George’s argument; so I can only
recommend that you read (or
reread) The Condition of Labour
to get the full beauty of his thesis.

Land hunger - the
threat to Mugabe

AND was the rallying cry for the rebels
who fought the war of independence
again lan Smith’s illegal regime in ithodesia.

But independence following the Lancaster
House settiement has left many black Africans
landless, writes lan Barron.

Robert Mugabe's socialist government
plans to resettle 35,000 families over the next
three years. But that still leaves at least
185,000 families — about Im people — without
the land to which they believe they are
entitled.

Under the peace agreement, white farmers —
they monpolise most of the best land, which
was grabbed from the African tribes during
the early colonial period — are entitled to full

Al present, the government is being offered
more land than it can buy at market prices.

About £60m is available for the three-year
resettlement programme.

The government is also confronted with an
WI problem. It favours the communal

they can farm as individuals, the model so far
adopted by 1,200 families.

Impatient squatters have started taking over
farms, and government officials fear that
unless the resettlement programme is speeded
up, rural unrest could undermine the stability
of Zimbabwe's first independent government.
® A House of Commons foreign afTairs select
committee has urged that Britain should
increase her contribution to the land resettle-
ment programme, and that European land
held for speculation should be reallocated to
black farmers.
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Pope John Paul 11

‘Exploitation
by landlords’

IN HIS latest encyclical,
Laborem Exercens, Pope John
Paul Il states:

“In certain developing
countries, millions of people
are forced to cultivate the land
belonging to others and are
exploited by the big land-
owners, without any hope of
ever being able to gain posses-
sion of even a small piece of
land of their own.

“There is a lack of forms of
legal protection for the
agricultural workers them-
selves and for their families in
case of old age, sickness or
unemployment. Long days of
hard physical work are paid
miserably.

“Land which could be
cultivated is left abandoned by
the owners. Legal titles to
possession of a small portion
of land that someone has
personally cultivated for years
are disregarded or left
defenceless against the ‘land
hunger’ of more powerful
individuals or groups.

“In many situations radical
and urgent changes are
therefore needed in order to
restore to agriculture — and to
rural people — their just value
as the basis for a healthy
economy, within the social
community’s development as a
whole.”

Although the Pope identifies
a major problem in the global
economy, he fails to identify
the countries to which he
aludes — or to explain why he
exempts the rest; nor does he
specify the mechanisms for a
practical solution, beyond
insisting that private property
should not be regarded as
sacred.

The constitution
of fiscal policy

Monopoly in Money and Inflation,
by Geoffrey Brennan and James M.
Buchanan, Hobart Paper 88,
London: The Institute of Economic
Affairs, £1.50.

VEN THE strongest advocates of free
enterprisc usually concede that the
currency is the business of the state. Partly
this is because the medium of exchange does
not seem to lend itself to competitive provi-
sion, but acceptance of a monopoly in the
issue of money is also founded on a belief in
government benevolence. The authors of
Monopoly in Money and Inflation not only
challenge this belief but assert its antithesis,
that governments will always act to maximize
their revenue, even if this entails breaking
promises.

The case is overstated — and in a theoretical
and at times rather technical manner — but the
authors succeed in making their point that the
issue of the currency should be subject to con-
stitutional restraint. To maintain the value of
the currency it is essential to control the
money supply, but the will to do so is under-
mined by the persistent temptation ~ lasting
far beyond the life of any government - to
enjoy the benefits that inflation confers
through lower real interest liabilities and
higher real tax revenues. Thus it is not enough
to seck changes in immediate policy; it is
necessary (0 regulate the monetary power
itself.

The paper lists four ways in which this
could be done: by establishing a completely
free market in money, with no government
participation; by permitting government issue
of money but authorizing private issue as well;
by linking the value of paper currency to a
commodity such as gold; and by retaining the
government monopoly but applying restric-
tions on the amount of money to be issued.
The authors commit themselves to none of
these alternatives. They plead only for the
adoption of some form of monetary constitu-
tion,

This is an important perspective to the
problem, but the argument can be taken a
great deal further. The tendency for govern-
ments to maximize their revenue is to be seen
throughout history. It is mnot confined to
debasement of the currency, common though
that has been, but appears also in burgeoning
taxation and in the resort to borrowing which
leads on to inflation. Once the legitimacy of
the state's power to raise revenue as it likes is
acknowledged, all else follows, and the
attempt to impose constraints at any stage —
to make taxes fair, to limit borrowing, to keep
inflation down to a modest level — does not
reach to the root of the trouble.

The fundamental constitutional restraint on
government should be that it spends no more
than its income. Its proper income is the
revenue from the rent of land. It should not
inflate, for inflation, in addition to its direct
economic effects, is a major destabilizing force
in society. Nor should government itself
borrow (though publicly owned industries
may do so). It should not even tax, for taxa-
tion is the expropriation of private property.

This is to preach an ideal, of course, an
ideal that demands for its fulfilment a world of
peace, of prosperity, and of freedom from past
debts. The remoteness of that ideal need not
and should not prevent us from proclaiming it.

Tony Carter
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