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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

PRIVATE PROPERTY IN MARXIAN AND
CATHOLIC SOCIAL THOUGHT

This study deals with the teachings of Karl Marx and of the Roman
Catholic Church on the role of private property in an economic system.
Marx vehemently demanded the abolition of private property in produc-
tive goods, while the Catholic Church supports the property institution
as a natural law right of man. The immediate goal of the study is to
discern those propositions or intuitions which are the fundamental
bases leading to these property conclusions.

The study, after a brief summary of the property doctrines of
each system and in 1ight of these doctrines, establishes four topical

categories: analysis of the economic process, human nature and its

development, property and power in society, and normative society and

private property. These categories provide areas for the further
analysis and comparison of the property views of Marx and of the
Church. This analysis and eventual comparison constitutes the major
part of the dissertation.

The study holds that both Marxian and Catholic property teachings
are arrived at by a heuristic or guiding deductive methodology. The
validity of this thesis does not affect the validity of the other
specific conclusions arrived at in the study. The more significant of
those conclusions are the foliowing: (1) The Marxian view on private
property is not a iogical necessity flowing from Marx's economic

interpretation of history. (2) Marx's property teachings were not
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a conclusion from his technical economic analysis. (3) The Catholic
Church holds that private property is an institution demanded by natu-
ral law, that is, it is an inalienable right which flows from man's
nature. The property doctrine of Marx rests on an analogous natural
law foundation. (4) The contradictory views on private property of
Marx and the Church are due in part to their conflicting views on the
nature of man. (5) These two systems also have different views on the
importance of class struggle as a radical social relationship. This
difference, along with the different opinions on man's nature, affects
each system's view on the distribution of power within society.
(8) The opinions of both Marx and the Catholic Church on the develop-
mental possibilities of man also have some effect on their property
doctrines.

Probably as important as the specific conclusions is the fact
that the study uses a quasi-interdisciplinary approach and attempts
to analyze the private property question within the context of the

total social order.
Gene Paul Peterson
Department of Economics
Colorado State University

Fort Collins, Colorado 80523
Summer, 1979
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CHAPTER I
IN SEARCH OF UNDERSTANDING
Nature of the Thesis

This study deals with the teachings of Karl Marx and of the
Roman Catholic Church on the role of private property in an eco-
nomic system. Marxian thought and Catholic social doctrine have
some remarkable similarities. Both start from a position which
champions the dignity of man. Both decry the exploitation of the
common laborer. Both have as a goal of their systems the develop-
ment of the individual, of society, and of human freedom.

Radical differences exist, however, between the two systems.
One of the major differences concerns the position of private prop-
erty within the respective systems. Marx held that private prop-
erty, specifically ownership of the means of production, is the
source of alienation and misery of the worker. Catholic social
doctrine sees private property, and this includes the ownership of
capital goods, as a permanent and inviolable right of man. Marx
saw no hope for human freedom and development until the private
ownership of productive goods is abolished and a socialized state
astablished. The Marxian position justified the socialist economic
system. Catholic doctrine, while not advocating capitalism, pro-
vides an important property justification for the capitalist

system.
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The core of the conflict between Marxian and Catholic thought
on property is the right to ownership of productive goods. But
this central issue involves attitudes of both systems under investi-
gation toward all forms of property. These attitudes flow from and
reflect themselves in what can be called a philosophy of the use of
tangible and intangible possessions. This central issue is also
extended by both systems intc descriptions of and prescriptions for
a normative socio-economic society.

It is the purpose of this study to discern the basis of the
contradictory views of Marxian thought and Catholic social doctrine
on the issue of private property. The study seeks to discover and
analyze the source of intellectual conflict regarding property
rights between tha two systems of thought. The question being
asked is: "What ultimately accounts for the contradictory views on
property which are espoused by Karl Marx and by the Catholic
Church?"

This specific goal, the discernment of the ultimate basis of
the Marxian and Catholic dichotomy on property, has been divided
into three logical steps. The first step is to review the positions
on property of the two systems and to develop a basis for comparing
them. Secondly, the study examines the conceptual develobment of
the two doctrines in order to discover their respective premises
and philosophical foundations. Thirdly, the study compares the two
positions on property and evaluates the implications of these

findings.
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It is important to notice that this study does not attempt to
make value judgments about the propriety of the two different sys-
tems of economic organization. Certainly Marxian and Catholic
teachings on property involve ethical judgments which represent
systems of value. The problem this study faces is to discover how
these value systems affect the respective property doctrines, not
to judge the value systems themselves. A further comment on the
role evaluative judgments play in this study is given in the final
section of this chapter.

The relationship of this study to recent property-rights 1it-
erature should also be noted. The general tone of much of this
recent work revolves around the response of individuals to the
established system of property rights. This approach holds that
"individuals respond to economic incentives, and the pattern of
incentives present at any time is influenced by the prevailing

! This statement may also be reversed

property rights structure."
and the claim made that the economic incentives present in a par-
ticular situation help to establish a structure of property rights.
H. Demsetz has presented this latter thesis in an effort at
establishing a theory of property rights and asserted that "the

emergence of property rights can be understood best by their

1Eir'ik G. Furubotn and Svetozar Pejovich, “Intrcduction: The
Mew Property Rights Literature," in Eirik G. Furubotn and Svetozar
Pejovich, ads., The Economics of Property Rights (Cambridge, Mass.:
Ballinger fuplishing Co., 1974), p. 1. This work is a collection
of recent articles and some original contributions on various
issues related to property rights.
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association with the emergence of new or different beneficial and
harmful ef‘Fects.“2

Analysis resulting from both of the above theses allows an
extension of traditional microeconomic techniques. At the same
time deviation from profit optimizational considerations allowed by
organizational structures "tends to support the proposition that
the opportunity for discretion does have a systematic effect on
resource-allocation decisions . . . w3 A well-known example of
such an analysis is the utility maximizing approach to decision
making of the Galbraithian technostructure.

There is another body of recent literature associated with
property rights which stresses their function as an instrument of
economii power. Allan Gruchy has provided an example of this 1it-
erature in claiming that such an institutionalist approach uses
"conflict rather than harmony" as the starting point for economic
analysis. Gruchy noted that “conflicts are settled not by the
operations of the forces of the competitive market system, but,
rather, by the exercise of economic power buttressed by political

and legal power.“4 He stressed the interrelationship among the

2H. Demsetz, "Toward a Theory of Property Rights," in Furubotn
and Pejovich, The Economics of Property Rights, p. 34. Demsetz
likens the process of emerging property rights to a response to a
cost-benefit type of analysis

30. Williamson, "Managerial Discretion and Business B8ehavior,"
(reprinted from the American Economic Review 53 [December 1963]:
1032-1057), in Furubotn and Pejovich, The Economics of Property
Rights, p. 109.

4A11an G. Gruchy, "Law, Politics, and Institutional Economics,"
Journal of Economic Issues 7 (December 1973), p. 623. In a similar
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economic, political, and legal systems and established this as the
institutionalists' paradigm.

The present study is one on a theoretical Tevel using something
of this institutionalist approach, although the issue of conflict
will be seen as only partially verifiable. The goal of the study
is one of discovery. This goal is to uncover the philosophic and
economic foundations of two disparate property doctrines. Philo-
sophic is used here to refer to the ultimate and fundamental in-
sights or tenets which result in specific normative positions on
property rights. After a comment on the importance of the present
work, some initial clarification of these property rights concepts

will be made.

Significance of the Study

The specific problem this thesis faces is the discovery of the
extent and content of two divergent doctrines on private property.
In a broader sense this problem extends itself into an investiga-
tion of the justification and role of private property in an eco-
nomic system. This study is inspired by questions fundamental to
economic organization. Should the right to private property pre-
vail in an econamic system? If so, to what extent should this
right be prevalent? What function, positive or negative, does
approach Warren Gramm maintained that capita’ism has forced the
law to be less concerned with individual justice and more with
the protection of property rights which constitute positions of
power. (7. Warren S. Gramm, "Industrial Capitalism and the

Breakdown of the Liberal Rule of Law," Journal of Economic Issues
7 (December 1973): 577-803.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



property fulfill in an economic system? Is property necessary in
order to provide to individuals incentives adequate for the proper
functioning of the economic order? Is the degradation of labor a
necessary concomitant of the property institution of capitalism so
that "genuine workers' control has as its prerequisite the .
reorganization of the mode of production”?5 This study of two
major systems of social and economic philosophy attempts to uncover
arguments which bear upon these issues.

The relationship between the broader purpose and the specific
goal of the study points out the study's significance. This sig-
nificance is seen to lie in three areas. The first area is the
nature of an economic system 1in its property institutions. As was
previously mentioned, the position of Marx demands an abolition
of private property and the establishment of a socialist society,
while Catholic teaching allows some form of private property.
Marxian and Catholic teachings thus present arguments which are
pertinent to major decisions of economic systems--their socialist
or capitalist form in the matter of private property.

Nations must make many decisions regarding the status of prop-
erty within their borders. Such questions as the nationalization
of industry, the structure of antitrust laws, the extent and the
size of corporate structures, and the right of citizens to hold
some form of capital assets must be faced. Equally important ques-
tions regarding the planning of economic activity, the extent of

sHarry Braverman, Labor and Monopoly Capital, Foreword by
Paul M. Sweezy (Mew York: Monthly Review Press, 1974), p. 78.
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private wealth, incentives for workers, and the nature of the tax
structure involve decisions related to property rights.

Along with these questions other economic and social issues
emphasize the need for further study of property rights. In coun-
tries allowing private property in capital goods environmental
quality is of major concern. The proper use of nature's resources
in a manner which is most beneficent to present and future genera-
tions has to be considered. The fluctuations of economic activity,
with concomitant unemployment and persistently high inflation rates,
are frequently present. Questions of economic justice, both within
a nation and in regard to less developed countries, reflect a
failure in the current mode and distribution of property rights.
Socialist countries face many of these same problems as well as the
issue of the extent of human freedom which an economic system
should provide.

This study does not treat these issues directly, nor does it
claim that property rights is the essential element in their con-
sideration or solution. But a nation's system of property rights
and international laws and institutions which reflect a consensus
of various opinions on such rights do play some role, and often a
vital one, in the treatment of all the above issues.

The second area of significance lies in the intellectual im-
pact of the doctrines prasented. In this regard it does not seem
necessary to trace the importance of Marxian thought upon the
development of socialism, although there is some dispute as to

whether present communist systems are faithful to the Marxian
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vision. The intellectual heritage of Catholicism, on the other
hand, has had some influence upon the right to property, especially
in its natural law justification. It is true that the natural law
right to property, even if it is not philosophically argued, is
still claimed by countries with any degree of capitalist structure.
The doctrine as known to modern society was much influenced by the
writings of John Locke. The natural law doctrine is, of course,
much older than that. It is easily traceable to Aristotle and the
Greek Stoic philosophers. But it was the Cathelic scholastic
writers of the Middle Ages, especially from the thirteenth through
the sixteenth centuries, who developed natural law theory in a more
complete form. Catholic teaching on social issues has been founded
on this theory and Church documents still refer to its legitimacy.
The intellectual importance of the two doctrines presented is
heightened by the fact that both systems present their doctrine as
part of a conceptual whole. Marxian thought and Catholic doctrine
have a totality of vision; they are built around a complete
philosophy of man. Catholic social doctrine began its more formal
development in 1878 and has continued to the present in a variety
of documents from various sources. Moreover, it relies upon intel-
lectual and theological traditions dating back thrcugh the Middle
Ages to the time of Jesus. Marx's range of thought is vast and
his development of views is comprehensive. Schumpeter used the
word "system" to refer to the teachings of Marx and made the
comment: " . . . the totality of his [Marx's] vision, as a totality,

asserts its right in every detail and is precisely the intellectual
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fascination experienced by everyone, friend as well as foe, who
makes a study of him."6 A study of property as seen in the above
two systems not only provides two contrasting opinions on the sub-
ject, but it also displays these opinions within the context of two
complete philosophical outlooks.

The third area of significance is seen to be the practical or
political influence which these two doctrines possess in the con-
temporary world. Obviously many communist nations have built their
systems, in name at least, upon Marxian principles. The political
power of these nations is enormous. Also of great power is the
Marxian-influenced effort at building an economic order which Marx
saw as the only way to provide a true humanism. An archbishop of
the Catholic Church has written:

Marx also has in his system--why should we deny it?--

truths that surely are able to benefit the development

of human thought. . . . When a man, either philosopher

or not, irresistibly attracts millions of human beings,

especially young people, when a man becomes the

inspiration for 1ife and for death of a great part of

humanity, and makes the powerful of the earth tremble

with hate and fear, this man deserves to be studied.’

The Catholic Church's teachings regarding a normative social
and economic order also play an important role in contemporary
world affairs. The Church has played a predominant role in the
history and culture of Western Europe, and its influence has been
felt in many other areas of the world. Today the Roman Catholic

6Joseph A. Schumpeter, History of Economic Analysis (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1954), p. 384.

7He1der Camara, "What Would St.. Thomas Aquinas Do If Faced
with Karl Marx," New Catholic World, May/June 1977, p. 108.
Archbishop Camara heads the see of Olinda and Recife in Northeas%
Brazil.
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Church has almost 700 million members throughout the world. These
members are united in common beliefs and are under a more strongly
centralized authority structure than most religious groups. This
organizational system frequently extends the influence of the
Church's dogmatic and moral beliefs. The fact that many of its
members hold positions of leadership in politics and in all areas
of social and academic life adds to that influence.

There is a further characteristic common to both the Marxian
and Catholic systems which contributes to their importance. Both
systems not only involve intellectual convictions, but these con-
victions also demand actions which reflect the ethical concerns
contained in those convictions. The followers of each system see
the world's salvation, and their own, to lie in society's acceptance
of their respective positions. Salvation here means a well-ordered
economic system which establishes conditions of social justice and
personal fulfillment. Salvation also means that the proponents of
both systems see their efforts as a type of crusade, a moral duty

which brings meaning and value to their persoral lives.

Preliminary Definitions and Clarifications

This section offers preliminary definitions of some important
concepts and attempts to clarify a few terms which might be
ambiguous to the reader. Throughout the study the term "property"
is used repseatedly. Like many commonly used expressions the term
is difficult to define. A popular definition of property formerly

saw it as those physical objects which a person held as nhis own
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and of which he had the exclusive use. This was also the common
law meaning of property which was used in the United States courts
until the latter part of the nineteenth century. The U.5. Consti-
tution holds that no state shall “"deprive any person of life,
1iberty, or property, without due process of 1aw.“8 A majority
decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in 1872 neld that property
"retained its common-law meaning of physical things held exclusive-
1y for one's own use." Not long after this, however, the state
and federal courts reversed this definition and "in 1890 the Supreme
Court itself made the transition and changed the definition of
property from physical things having only use-value to the exchange-
value of anything.”9

There are two noticeable changes here. The one change is from
tangible objects to both tangible and intangible ones. This new
legal intrepretation of property was first introduced, as Commons
pointed out, by a minority opinion in the 1872 case referred to
above, the original Slaughter House Cases. This case involved the
protests of the butchers of New Orleans against a state granted
slaughtering house monopoly. The legal definition of property was
eventually extended to include intangible objects other than labor,

such as the patent rights of an inventor and the goodwill of a

business.

8U.S., Constitution, amend. XIV, sec. 1.

9John R. Commons, Legal Foundations of Capitalism (New York:
Macmillan ©o., 1924), pp. 12, 14.
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The other important change in the definition of property was
the substitution of exchange value for use value. This was really
not a substitution of the one for the other, but simply an exten-
sion. Property not only included the use value of objects, it
included the exchange value as well. Frequently, however, use
value was measured by exchange value, so the effect was one of
substitution. This change was the logical consequence of consider-
ing @ man's labor as his property. The individual possesses prop-
erty in his labor and he must therefore have a right to the value
of his labor. This value is usually expressed not by the use value
but by the exchange value measured as a wage.

This emphasis upon exchange value in the definition of prop-
erty simply reflected what had happened in industrialized countries
by the end of the nineteenth century. Commons saw this, however,
not as a transition from one outlook to another but as a complete
reversal which reflected the capitalistic nature of society. A
legal dictionary defines property as: "That dominion or indefinite
right of use or disposition which one may lawfully exercise over
particular things or subjects.“]o The word “"use" means not just
the present and expected use value which an object has for its
owner, either for production or consumption, it means more especial-
1y the expected exchange value which the owner will receive from
the use of the object. Commons commented:

The trouble is that . . . not only the courts and
businesz men, but also theoretical economists, pass

]OB1ack‘5 Law Dictionary, rev. 4th ed. (1968), s.v. "Property."
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over from the significance of "uses" in the sense of

producing an increase in the supply of goods, to its

exact opposite meaning in the business sense of an

increase in the power of owners to command goods from

other persons in exchange.!!

Commons further noticed that the first meaning of use is that of a
producing power which increases the supply of goods, while the
latter meaning signifies a bargaining power which limits the supply
of goods.

The view of property as “the exchange value of anything,"
while not legally recognized in the United étates until the latter
part of the nineteenth century, indicates the change in the nature
of property which the capitalist mode of production had brought
about, and would continue to bring about, throughout society. The
implications of this change will not be made explicit until Chapter
5, where the power of property is more carefully noted. The
change in view itself, however, sees property not as something to
be consumed but as something to be used. The essence of property
under capitalism thus centers around exchange value, and "This
exchange-value," wrote Commons, "is not corporeal--it is
behavioristic.”12

Commons ' definitions of property reflect the behavioristic
nature of exchange value. He regarded property as “"the Tiberty of
expected activity in acquiring, using and disposing of things," and
saw its significance to be "in the behavior expected with regard

to the thing." Commons held that property was "the beneficia
1]Commons, Legal Foundations, p. 20.
Yrbid., p. 19.
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exercise of the will in dealing with nature or other persons." He
saw the essence of property to lie in a relationship between a per-
son's physical and mental faculties and the world in which he lived.
He wrote:

Property is not a physical object but is the relation-

ship which a person necessarily sets up between his

personal abilities and the world about. . . . Property

thus becomes human faculties in ?FEParation for, or

in occupation of, opportunities.!3

Recent definitions of property in economics reflect in sub-
stance the view of Commons, although there is still some ambiguity
about the meaning of property. One area of ambiguity is the
possible distinction between property and property rights. This
distinction has a legal foundation and sees property as the tangi-
ble or intangible good capable of being possessed and property
right as the legal entity's claim upon that good. While such a
distinction is often used in legal discussions, the legal definition
of property is that it is a right or set of rights.

The discipline of economics usually holds that any distinction
between property and property rights is "irrelevant to esconomic
analysis." Thus the two concepts are considered to be synonymous.
A recent definition holds:

Property is a bundle of rights or a set of relations

between people with regard to some good, service, or

"thing"; such rights must have economic value and must

be enforced in some societally recognized manner. |

Bibid., p. 156.

14Fredoric L. Pryor, Property and Industrial Organization in

Communist ard Capitalist Mations (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1973}, pp. 375, 2.
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Another definition defines property rights, understood to be synony-

mous with property, as "the sanctioned behavioral relations among

men that arise from the existence of goods and pertain to their
use.”]5 The two definitions are seen as equivalent and either may
be accepted as an accurate definition of property (rights) for
purposes of this study.

Thus property is held to be "behavioral relations" or "a set
of relations between people." There is a definition, similar to
those above, which introduces a further note of ambiguity into the
concept. Adolf Berle defined property as "in essence relationship
between an individual (or perhaps a group of individuals) and a
tangible or intangible thw’mg.”]6 A possible point of contention
results: [s property constituted by relations between people or is
it a relationship between persons and things? MNot much importance
will be given to this distinction. A definition which looks upon
property as a relationship between men and objects is not held
suspect because, as Pryor has noted, such an interpretation usually
understands these objects as "social entities." He commented: "The
alleged distinction between the relationships of 'man and objects'
and 'man and man' is overdrawn since in most cases a relationship

between 'man and objects' defines a relationship between men‘"]7

15Furubotn and Pejovict, The Economics of Property Rights,
p. 3. An excellent explanation of the equivalence of property and
oroperty rights is to be found in Irving Fisher, The Nature of

Capital and Income (Mew York: Macmillan Co., 1919), pp. 18-22.

]DAdolf A. Berle, Jr., Power Without Property {Mew York:
Harcourt, 8race and Co., 1959), p. 60.

‘7Pryor, Property and Industrial Organizations, p. 9.
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On the other hand, the definition which regards property as relations
between people always has reference to some good or service, so the
two types of definitions are not contrary or exclusive.

Property is considered to be either privately or publicly
owned. Private property places the ownership right in a person, a
group of persons, or a legal person such as a corporation. Public
property refers to that property whose ownership right rests with
the entire community. This community may be a sovereign state, a
political subdivision of a state, or a city, or it may be repre-
sented by some agency established by any of these political entities.
Public property also includes that property which is held to belong
to the community itself considered as a social entity. Comments on
property as the concept is understood both by Marx and by Catholic
thought will be found in Chapter 2.

It will be helpful to note that the word "doctrine," when
used of Catholic social doctrine, should not be understood in
exactly the same sense as in the phrase "religious doctrine."
Catholic religious doctrine or dogma comprises a set of beliefs
about faith in God and about a system of morality, both of which
define man's relationship to God. This religious doctrine implies
a more formal creed which is held to be based upon divinely revealed
truth and demands intellectual assent

Catholic social doctrine or teaching, on the other hand, is
prescriptive o7 an ecoromic and social order. These prescriptions
are rationaliy derived and reflect the Church's view on how the

Gospel of Jesus can best be lived in a complex, industrialized
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society. These prescriptions, therefore, are intimately connected
with religious doctrine but cannot be said to constitute such doc-
trine. B8y way of example any religious group might demand that
society have clean and efficient hospitals to care for the sick.

The insistence upon such hospitals would not be a part of that
group's religious doctrine, but simply a judgment of how its concern
for human 1ife can best be carried out in contemporary society.

There is one consequence of this nature of Catholic social
teaching which deserves mention. The Church presents its social
teaching as a rational and humanistic system of social justice and
order and intends that it be judged as such, not as a system of
religious beliefs. Of course for its own members the Church expects
its arguments to be particularly forceful because they flow from a
system of commonly accepted beliefs and practices. But the Church
also presents its social doctrine to the world to be considered and
commented on as legitimate solutions to some of society's social
and economic problems.

This study usually refers to Catholic teaching as if it were a
monolithic structure and capable of only one interpretation. This
procedure is often justified because many issues center around
general principles which can be found enunciated in official
Church documents of the highest authority--the writings of the
popes, Church councils, and synods of bishops. In some cases,
however, there may be two or more Catholic interpretations of
general prescriptions or even of specific prescriptions tound in

Church documents. At times these other interpretations are noted;
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at times they are ignored because they would distract from the
coherence of the study and would not significantly enhance its
accuracy or further its intended purpose. A similar procedure is
followed, perhaps more evidently, with Marxian doctrine. This doc-
trine is synthesized from the writings of Marx and of his commenta-
tors according to the judgment of this study's author. Most
probably others would disagree with or qualify some or many points
of this synthesis. Hopefully new understanding of the doctrines

discussed can be reached by this entire process.

A Note on Value Judgments

Before economics became known as political economy it was a
branch of moral philosophy. The emphasis upon the moral nature of
economic decisions was greatest in the Middle Ages. This emphasis
has continued into the modern era. A reviewer of Adam Smith's major
economic treatise wrote: "The Wealth of Mations is, in fact, funda-
mentally concerned with the question, 'what is a Jjust economy?'"13
The question of the moral element of economics as a science has
been modified in the twentieth century by the emphasis upon positive
rather than normative theory as the only proper concern of the
science. One argument supporting this thesis is that positive
theory provides the real solutions to economic and consequently

social problems. Another argument is that the science of economics

]°Leonard Billet, "The Just Zconomy: The Moral Basis of the
Wealth of Mations," Review of Social Economy 34 (December 1976),
p. 295.
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is not capable of making moral decisions, primarily because these
decisions cannot be quantifiably justified.

But the moral concern of modern economics is still very much
in evidence in the entire conflict between Marxism and capitalism.
This conflict is not just concerned with economic efficiency, but
involves, one might say predominantly involves, questions of social
justice and human fulfillment.

The present study is a theoretical one related to one aspect
of that conflict. It will be helpful to understand the role value
judgments play in this analysis. This study is striving to under-
stand and to compare two sets of value judgments concerning the form
property should take in society. The specific goal of the study,
as distinct from any application which might be made from its
findings, is to discern the theoretical structure of each value sys-
tem and to show how this structure results in property conclusions.
An understanding of each system will thus allow them to be compared
and contrasted. This comparison is not for the purpose of espousing
one particular system over the other, which process itself would
require a justified or hypothesized system of values. This compari-
son is rather the exposition of those ultimate judgments which
result in specific property recommendations and the logical devel-
opment of such recommendations from those judgments.

A value judgment represents a choice between or among alterna-

tive sets of human actions or states.19 This choice is a rational

]gFor a treatment of the nature of value judgments and their
role in the social sciences see Eugene J. Meehan, Value Judgment and
Social Science !Homewood, I1linois: Dorsey Press, 1969).
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process and involves decisions as to the propriety of the goals of
human action or the best means to be chosen to arrive at accepted
goals. The acceptance or proposal of a value judgment has been
Tikened to a type of cost-benefit analysis where the costs and bene-
fits are not measured in monetary terms but in the congruence
between human action and some normative position which is the goal
of the activity. This is true as Tong as it is realized that the
setting of the goal itself is a value judgment.

Gunnar Myrdal defined value judgments as "ideas about how
[reality] ought to be, or ought to have been." Myrdal realized that
the entire process of means and ends selection requires value deci-
sions. He wrote: "Every combination of end, means, and by-effects,
i.e., every alternative sequence itseif thus becomes a value premise
and a category of classification.”zo

The present study involves some tachnical economic analysis,
particularly of the Marxian position. Much of the discussion,
nowever, revolves around value judgments. The problem, as already ™~
stated, is not one of evaluating these judgments according to some

normative position. Thus there are no specific criteria presented

2OGunnar Myrdal, Value in Social Theory, ed. Paul Streeten,

International Library of Sociology and Social Reconstruction
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1958), np. 71, 213. Myrdal
revealed a life-long search for the most appropriate way to rid
social science of value judgments. He concluded that, with the
(then) present state of social sciences, the best way was to make
these valuatiors explicit so that they themselves might be open
to criticism. Cf. Ibid., "Postscripts," pp. 237-262.
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by which to select between alternate value systems. What is of

concern is the methodology of communicating the two systems 50 that
their positions on one central issue, private property, can be
understood and these positions compared between themselves.

Duncan MacRae, Jr., in an article cited below, has treated the
specific area of communication in a social science. He noted the
warning of Abraham Kaplan and Thomas Kuhn to beware of the myth of
methodology, which holds that scientific progress depends primarily
upon the method utilized in scientific investigation. MacRae did
see some difficulties in presenting ethical arguments and proposed
some rules to overcome those difficulties.

The major difficulties MacRae summarized as attempts to achieve
clarity, consistency, and generality. His definitions of these
concepts were as follows:

"Clarity" refers to the capacity of a verbal or sym-
bolic expression to indicate precisely those observa-
tions or actions to which it would or would not apply,
independently of the speaker, the listener, or subse-
quent explanation. “Consistency” refers to the
capacity of a set of principles to withstand searching
scrutiny and to reveal no instances in which its impli-
cations are contradictory. "Generality" refers to
breadth of application, perhaps in relation to economy
of expression if this Tatter norm of scientific
theorizing is to apply.22

21‘Ia]ue nere is obviously not to be taken in the economic sense
-but in the ethical and sociological sense. It can thus be under-
stood as the quality of an "object" which makes that object desir-
able in itself. VYalue can also be understood in a subjective way
as a human response to any object. Cf. Dictionary of Christian
Ethics, 1967 ed., s.v. "Values and Yalue Judgment," by John E. 3Smith.

22Duncan MacRae, Jr., "Scientific Communication, Ethical Argu-
ment, and Public Policy," American Political Science Review 65
(March 1971): 45.
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Perhaps the concept of generality needs further comment. What the
author meant by generality is that propositions of opposing systems
must be sufficiently broad enough to apply to the same situations.
A lack of generality in the present study would be indicated by a
Marxian rejection of ownership of productive goods contrasted with
a Catholic espousal of personal possessions. MacRae further saw
in generality an effort to make the principles enunciated "extend
to cover the widest possible range of actual or conceivable situa-
tions, so as to increase the chance that we will discover inconsis-
tency among them“‘23

MacRae gave three rules to follow in the exposition of argu-
ments in the social sciences. These rules are paraphrased as
follows. (1) The proponents of ethical systems should be accurately
specified at the beginning of the study. This specification can
include definitions and special word meanings; its purpose is to
provide clarity. (2) The views of each system must be fully and
adequately expressed. This expression should include each system's
criticism of the opposing system with which it is contrasted.
(3) The counterarguments of each system to the above criticism
should be considered. These counterarguments should note acceptance
of the criticism and modification of the criticized system or rejec-
tion of the criticism and maintenance of the original thesis

In addition to providing clarity, consistency, and generality

to the investigation, MacRae saw two other major advantages in

231pid., p. 45.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



23

following these rules. The first advantage is that the rules pre-
vent the making of a criticism that an ethical system conflicts

with a shared moral conviction, while at the same time this moral
conviction is not consistent with the critic's own system. MacRae
felt that criticism of inconsistency is justified only if it springs
from a system which is itself consistent.24 The second advantage is
that the generality thus obtained by the utilization of these rules
will enable the ethical systems considered to be applicable to

future problems.
There has been an attempt to utilize the above rules, insofar

as they do not detract from a coherent exposition, in the present

25 . .
work. These rules are incorporated, however, into a more spe-

cific manner of presentation. Chapter 2 begins this presentation
with an overall view of the two property doctrines and a listing of
the major categories within which these doctrines will be analyzed

and compared.

24A scholar in Catholic social philosophy has noted the follow-
ing criteria for a specific ethical system: The three definitive
methodological touchstones of every scientific system are the
exhaustive analysis of the facts of experience, logical stringency
of arguments, and the consistency of the system” (Jonannes Messner,
Social Ethics, rev. ad., (St. Louis: B. Herder Book Co., 1965],
p. 39

25Other equally valuable insights into critical analysis have
been considered, such as the following: "It is perhaps one of the
most impor+ant canons of critical work, that the critic should
attempt so far as possible to see the work of an author in the per-
spective of the intellectual situation and tradition out of which it
has developad" (Talcott Parsons, introduction to The Theory of
Social and Fconomic Organizations, by Max Weber, trans. A. M.
Henderson and Talcott Parsons, ed. and with an Introduction by Talcott
Parsons [New York: The Free Press, 19471, p. 8).
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CHAPTER II
TWO VIENS ON PRIVATE PROPERTY

This chapter contains three major sections. The first section
presents, after a discussion of Marx's understanding of property
terms, a summary of his views on the role of private property in
society. The second section contains similar analysis for the
Catholic position. In the third section these summaries serve as
the basis for the development of various topical categories which
will allow a deeper investigation and comparison of the two sets of
teachings. The function of the chapter as a whole is twofold. It
is meant to provide a basic introduction to the reader who is not
acquainted with either one or both of the systems under considera-
tion. More importantly, this chapter is meant to lay the founda-
tion for a more comprehensive and more analytical Took at the
Marxian and Catholic positions on private property.

The summaries of the two systems of property teachings are
meant to be of sufficient depth to establish the categories for

further analysis without making this further analysis repetitious.

Marx on Private Property

This study deals with the writing of the German political and
social theorist Karl Marx. Marx Tived from 1318 until 1883. He

was aided in his intellectual endeavors by his closest friend,
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Frederick Engels. Since Marx and Engels collaborated so completely,
it is difficult at times to separate Marx's insights from Engels’
elaborations or to know to what degree Engels influenced Marx's
conclusions. In addition, the two men authored many works jointly,
and Engels himself was a prolific writer. Marxian thought refers

to the writing of Marx, the joint works of Marx and Engels, and also
the works of Engels alone. Thus Marxian thought is synonymous with
what Robert C. Tucker has called "classical Marxism." "Marx was the
great system-builder," Tucker wrote, but he added later: "Classica
Marxism is an amalgam in which Engels' work constitutes an essential

and inalienable part."1
Marx's Concept of Property

In Chapter 1 property was defined as a societally recognized
set of relations between people with regard to some good of economic
value. Marx saw these behavioral relations as social ones bearing
upon the act of production. In one place Marx claimed a definition
of property as a separate category to be an impossibility. "To try

to give a definition of property as of an independent relation . .

can be nothing but an illusion of metaphysics or jurisprudence.”2
1Robert C. Tucker, ed., The Marx-Engels Reader (New York: 4. W.

Morton & Co., 1972), pp. xxxiii, xxxiv. Schumpeter claimed that
Engels "was not Marx's intellectual equal," and that he [Engels] was
particularly deficient in technical economics.” Schumpeter upheld,
however, the high quality of Engels' philosophical and sociological
works and noted that at one time he "helped to educate Marx in eco-
nomics and socialism" (Schumpeter, History, p. 386, footnote 5).

ZKarl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, with an Introduction by
Frederick Engels (New York: International Publishers, New 4World
Paperbacks, 1963), p. 154.
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he wrote. Marx did give a generic description of the concept, hold-
ing property to be "the relationship of the individual to the natu-
ral conditions of Tabour and reproduction, the inorganic nature
which he finds and makes his own, the objective body of nis subjec-
tivity."3 He seemed to nhold that this generic description of the
concept of property given above applies to property in all stages

of its historical development. Marx's denial of the possibility of
defining property as an independent category simply meant that the
concept is realized by different relations in different historical
periods.

It should be noted that the relations which constitute property
are social ones, even though Marx spoke of them as between man and
the conditions of production. These conditions may be the soil,
fish in the sea, animals in the forest--all the natural resources
available to man. This relation between man and resources, however,
is in reality a relation between man and man. It is only as a mem-
ber of a tribe or a community that this relationship has any mean-
ing. Marx stated, for example, that the attitude "to the earth as
the property of the 'working individual'" is mediated by the
"existence of the individual as a member of a community." Marx made

an analogy between speech and property. Speech can only take place,

3Kar] Marx, Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations, trans. Jack
Cohen, ed. and with an I[ntroduction by E. J. Hobsbawm (Mew York:
International Publishers, New World Paperbacks, 1964), p. 69. The
Formations is a small section of a much larger work originally pub-
Tished under the title Grundrisse der Kritik der Politischen
Okonomie. This larger work has no English title and is simply
reterred to as Grundrisse.
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he asserted, by an individual who is a member of a community. Lan-
guage coming from, as well as property "belonging" to, an isolated
individual Marx claimed to be "an absurdity."*

Marx held that the particular form which property would take in
society depended upon the mode of production. He pointed out that
different forms of property predominated in the major historical
periods which he enumerated; these historical periods were decided
by the mode of production which was prevalent in each era.5 It was
evident to Marx that the origin of private property was not coinci-
dent with the origin of the capitalist mode of production. Although
he did not attempt to ascertain the exact time of the beginning of
private property, he recognized that it was present very early (by
367 B.C.) in the Roman Empire. The private property which is under
discussion in this study is that private ownership which is the pre-
dominant property form under the capitalist system. This is the

private property which Marx examined at length and which he

vehemently decried.

*1bid., pp. 81, 88.

“Marx traced the forms of socio-economic structure from the
earliest beginning of such structure to the then-present capitalist
form. He divided this structure into four different eras, each era
having a specific form of ownership. These ownership forms were:
tribal ownership of primitive societies, communal and state owner-
ship of ancient communities, feudal or estate property of the Middle
Ages, and the private ownership of the capitalist system. For
Marx's analysis of these eras see his Pre-Capitalist Economic
Formations and The German Ideology (co-authored with Engels), Part
I, and Capital, vol. T, Parts 7 and 8.
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Marx's Rejection of Private Property

In line with his general definition of property Marx neld that
private property consists in the totality of relations which form
the basis of the production process and constitute that process. In
the capitalist mode of production these relations establish a class
of owners--the bourgeoisie--with power over a class of workers--the
proletariat. Not only do the bourgeoisie own the instruments of
production, they also purchase the labor power of the workers. This
purchase of labor power gives the owner-class control of the workers
themselves, since the only way the workers have of supporting and
maintaining themselves is by selling their labor power.

Private property involves not only the owners' right to use all
the instruments of production as well as the products made, but also
the right to prohibit the use of these goods to others. This right
not only to use goods but also to prohibit use to others enables
property owners to extend the power which they have over tangible
(and intangible) goods into power over people. The only way that
the worker can survive is by selling his labor power to the owner
of capital. The laborer is free, Marx noted, because he can dispose
of his labor power, and also, Marx added sarcastically, because "he
6

has no other commodity for sale." It is the totality of these

relations which Marx understood as private property.

6Kar1 Marx, Capital, ed. Frederick Engels, trans. Samuel Moore
and Edward Aveling, 3 vols. (Mew York: International Publishers,
Mew World Paperbacks, 1967), 1:169.
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In the Grundrisse Marx expressed the relations between capital
and wage labor, and these can be understood as the relations between
owners and workers, in two laws. The first law states "that the
worker does not appropriate the product of his own labour," but that
this product becomes the possession of someone else. The second law
Marx called an inversion of the first and stated as follows:

" . . . alien labour appears as the property of capita].“7

These two laws expressed for Marx what takes place in the capi-
talist process. The fundamental relation of this process is the
existence of the wage laborer and his subservience to a capitalist
whose only goal can be to increase the wealth at his disposa].8 The
worker is alienated, in a legal sense, from the product which he
makes; he is not able to dispose of the fruit of his labor. Not
only is the product produced by the worker not his own, but also the
entire production process is directed by someone other than the
worker. The worker is coerced into laboring for someone else; the
manner of his work is determined by that other person; the purpose
of his work is to satisfy that other person's goals. The worker's
own labor thus also becomes the possession of another--the capital-
ist. As a consequence the worker becomes subordinate to the machin-
ery he uses and he appears to exist as an adjunct to the instruments

of Tabor.

7Karl Marx, Grundrisse, trans. with a Foreword by Martin
Micolaus (Mew York: Random House, Yintage Books, 1973), pp. 469-470.

gMarx's technical explanation of capital is given in Chapter 5

and the inherent antipathy between the capitalist and the wage
Taborer is highlighted in Chapter 5.
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In an earlier work Marx traced the alienation of the worker
to the relation of private property; indeed he saw a reciprocal
relationship between the two.

Only at the last culmination of the development of pri-
vate property does this, its secret, appear again, namely,
that on the one hand it is the product of alienated

labor, and that on the other it is the means by which
labor alienates itself, the realization of this alienation.

Marx held that the private property prevalent in a capitalist

society necessarily results in alienated labor while this same
alienated and hostile labor established the social and economic rela-
tion of private property. Alienation or estrangement is primarily

a psychological condition involving feelings of hostility and frus-
tration on the part of the worker. This alienation of the worker
extends itself throughout all of human society so that all mankind

is affected by this alienation. Marx noted that "the whole of

human servitude is involved in the relation of the worker to

pr‘oduction.”0

Marx's major work, Capital, the ultimate aim of which was to

discover the economic Taws which would determine the evolutionary

9Kar1 Marx, Economic_and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, ed.
and with an Introduction by Dirk J. Struik, trans. Martin Milligan
(Mew York: International Publishers, New World Paperbacks, 1964),
p. 117. Gunnar Myrdal analyzed a similar “mutual interaction” in
regard to "the Megro plane of living" and white prejudice. He
noted that any lowering in the Negro standard of living increased
white prejudice which further lowered the Negro standard (Myrdal,
Value in Social Theory, p. 200). Myrdal emphasized quantifiable
effects, while Marx stressed the logical relationship, based upon
real social and economic conditions, between private property and
alienated labor.

10

Ibid., p. 118.
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development of capitalist society, comments extensively upon the
exploitative nature of that system of production. The system rests
on private ownership of productive or capital goods. In the first
volume of Capital Marx explained how the capitalist production
process exploits the worker. The exploitation, according to Marx,
is due to the fact that private property in productive goods allows
the capitalist to command the labor power of the worker.

The role that Marx saw for private property analyzed in the
above manner is not hard to guess. The Communist Manifesto sum-
marized conmunist (and Marxian) theory by the simple phrase:
"Abolition of private property." Marx and Engels were recommending
here the dissolution of that social and economic system whereby a
faw owners possess the instruments of production and force the
workers to sell their labor power to these owners. This type of
property represents "the exploitation of the many by the few"; it
"is based on the antagonism of capital and wage 1abour."1]

It is possible to place this conclusion of Marx, that private
property must be abolished, into the broader schema of Marxian
thought. The central tenet in the Marxian analysis of history is
the doctrine of historical materialism. This theory of historical
development establishes the production process as the factor deter-
mining all facets of a society's culture. The position of a par-

ticular class is determined by the role which that class plays in

]1Kar1 Marx and Frederick Engels, The Communist Manifesto,
with an Introduction by A. J. P. Taylor, trans. Samuel ioore
(Harmondsworth, Middlesex, England: Penguin Books, 1967), pp. 96,
97.
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the production process, that is, by its relation to the conditions
of production. Furthérmore, for Marx all history is a history of
class struggles. These struggles result from changes in the pro-
duction process and represent efforts to establish new social
relations of property.

The capitalist system represented the dominant form of produc-
tion in Marx's day, certainly in those countries which Marx saw as
important in setting the patterns of historical development. In

his Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations Marx analyzed the dynamic

process of socio-economic change which resulted in capitalism, while
in Capital he described the historical development of capitalism in
England. One of the major institutions of this capitalist system

is private property. This property arose under capitalism as a
functional institution in response to social and class needs. The
institution originally granted power over material and intangible
goods to a particular class of people. This power over goods
evolved into power over people.

In The German Ideology Marx and Engels stressed that private
property must be abolished because under its domination productive
forces have become destructive of man and forced class conflict to
its limit. Only the abolition of private property and of the
detailed, capitalist-fragmented division of labor will bring about
the union of individuals. In the "Preface" to A Contribution to

the Critique of Political Economy Marx called the capitalist pro-

duction system, and he was referring to its ownership nature, not

its technology, "the last antagonistic form of the social process
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of production."]2 Marx saw the demise of capitalism as ending the
"prehistory of human society" and as beginning the historical period
of truly human dEve]opment.13

A summary of Marxian thought on private property shows that
property to be a set of social relations. Chief among these rela-
tions is that one class is allowed the ownership of productive goods.
The nature of this ownership is such that the capitalist can refuse
to the worker access to these means of production. As a consequence
the worker is left with no other alternative but to utilize the only
"good" which he has at his disposal--his labor power. He is forced
to sell this labor power to the capitalist to work at a task the
capitalist imposes and in the manner the capitalist prescribes.
Even the product produced goes to the capitalist and not to the
worker. The worker has no control over his own life and is com-
pletely alienated by this production process. Human freedom and
human development are not possible until private property in pro-
ductive goods and the capitalist mode of production have been
abolished.

The remainder of this study will, in part, attempt to under-
stand more thoroughly the intellectual convictions which support
and constitute the Marxian position on private property. Some of
these convictions have been outlined in the brief quotes and

]ZKarl Marx, Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy (New York: “International Publishers, 1970), p. 21.

]3This paragraph hints at the role that capitalism plays in the
historical development of human society. Insights into this evolu-
tionary role of capitalism are given in the next five chapters,
Chapter 7 containing the most complete analysis of this topic.
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analysis just given. Before going more thoroughly into this position
it will be necessary to understand the Catholic position with which
it is contrasted. A brief glance at this Catholic teaching is given

in the following section.

The Catholic Church and Property

The major questions addressed in this section are: How does
the Church define property and private property? and: What is the
specific doctrine of the Church on private property? In answering
the former question the Church's doctrine will be placed in its
correct historical setting. The latter question will be answered by
giving pertinent teachings on private property in chronological
order and then by summarizing these teachings in a few general

principles.
The Meaning of Property

Any effort to formulate a synthesis of Roman Catholic teaching
on private property presents a gargantuan task. In order to reduce
this task to manageable proportions this study concentrates on the
Church's doctrine as it has evolved and been presented since 1873.
This date was chosen because it marks the beginning of the reign of
Pope Leo XIII as head of the Roman Catholic Church. It was this
pontiff who began to apply the Church's theological and philosophi-
cal traditions in a formal and systematic way to the problems of an
industrial society. Modern Catholic teaching on property relies

heavily upon the teachings of the scholastic doctors of the Middle

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



35

Ages as well as upon the teachings of Jesus and the early Church.

It will be necessary to consult these scholastic teachings, especial-
1y those of St. Thomas Aguinas, and to make occasional reference to
earlier Church teachings.

The social teachings of the Church are contained officially in
papal encyclicals, documents of ecumenical councils,]4 and in vari-
ous addresses delivered and documents written by the popes and
bishops. Helpful insights into these teachings come from the works
of Catholic theologians and writers who treat of social questions.
Often the views of these scholars are incorporated into the official
documents themselves. The phrase "Catholic doctrine" in this study
refers to that doctrine found in these official Church documents,
with the reminder mentioned in Chapter 1 that there may be more than
one possible interpretation of these documents.

The Catholic Church recognizes that property has had different
forms in different historical eras. The Church has no difficulty in
accepting these forms as legitimate variations of property. In its
documents touching on property matters, however, the Church implies
that the concept of property has a general definition which is
applicable to property in all its historical forms. This implica-
tjon is obvious in that arguments from the nineteenth and even
thirteenth and earlier centuries are applied to property in the

14An encyclical letter of the Roman Catholic Church is a docu-
ment which the reigning pope addresses to the entire Church or to
the Churcit in one country and which deals with matters of religious
belief or moral discipline. The documents are titled by the first
two or three words of their Latin versions. An ecumenical council
is a meeting of all the bishops and prelates convoked by the pope in

order to deliberate on matters of theological or pastoral importance
to the Church.
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twentieth. But it is difficult to ascertain what that commonly
applicable definition of property is, since the Church does not
define the concept in its documents.

Catholic thought has usually looked upon property as a rela-
tionship between man and the things of nature; the institution of
property is a formalization of that relationship in society's laws
and customs. A general description of this property relationship
has been given as "the moral power to acquire and dispose freely of
material goods within the strict 1imits of mine and ‘chine.”15 It is
this general description of property, although somewhat imprecise,
which seems to indicate most accurately the Catholic notion of prop-
erty. It is possible to make the description more precise by
stating that the 1imits imposed on ownership are determined by
divine, natural, and civil ]aw‘]6 One definition of the Catholic
concept of property sees it as "a natural right to dispose freely
of material things for the benefit of oneself or family and for the
common good, within the 1imits determined (in accordance with the
natural and divine law), by civil law and one's titles of

acquisition.”17

15Raymond J. Miller, Forty Years After: Pius XI and the Social
Order (St. Paul: Radio Replies Press, 1947), no. 44: 2 (p. 75).

]sThe concepts of divine and natural Taw will be treated in
Chapter 9. Popes Leo XIII and Pius XI both spoke of the role of
civil authority in determining the precise form property relations
should take. Cf. Pope Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum, No. 7; Pope Pius XI,
Quadragesimo_Anno, no. 49. Complete references to these documents
will be given in the next several pages.

]7M111er, Forty Years After, no. 52: 6 (p. 94). The concept of
the common good is.introduced at the end of this section and treated
again in Chapter 8.
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Private property simply becomes this moral power which is pos-
sessed by an individual or a group of individuals, either by them-
selves or incorporated into some legal entity. This legal entity,
by virtue of its being private, consists of individuals, groups of
individuals, or moral persons, all as members of the community but
not as representatives of it.

Church thought on the material nature of property has reflected
secular thought, which formerly saw property as a relation between
men and tangible goods. But the Church has always held that the
social nature of man demands that any right he enjoys be subject to
the needs of society as a whole. Thus for the Church relations
between individuals and objects have always implied social relations,
that is, relations between persans.]8 The current recognition of
intangible forms of property and the emphasis upon property as a
set of relations between persons is an nistorical development of
the concept of property, and this development is accepted by the
Church.

It is important to notice that the arguments in Church docu-
ments which emphasize the natural law right to private property
have always been formulated in terms of material goods. This mode
of expression has also been historically determined by the fact that
property was almost exclusively in this form. These arguments may
Jogically and validly be extended to cover the many farms of intan-
gible goods which represent property today, although this extension

]SSee The Catholic Encyclopedia, 1911 ed., s.v. "Property," by
V. Cathrein. . This excellent article has been replaced in New

Catholic Encyciopedia (1967 ed.).
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presents some problems. Recent Church documents, it will soon be
observed, are beginning to pay more attention to these new forms
and to incorporate their importance into Catholic theory.

The real point of discrepancy between the Marxian and Catholic
interpretations of private property centers around productive goods.
When Marx spoke of private property under the capitalist mode of
production he almost always referred to productive goods. In
Catholic documents private property is a more comprehensive term
referring to all types of goods: consumer and capital goods, land
and all other natural resources.

A correct understanding of this discrepancy in the meaning of
private property is obviously important and requires further com-
ment. The Marxian concept of private property as it is analyzed in
this study refers to productive goods. The term in Catholic docu-
ments refers to all categories of consumer goods as well as to pro-
ductive ones. The Church's arguments justifying private property
have always understood the term with this universal extension,
although at times the inclusion of productive goods is made explicit
for purposes of clarity and emphasis. It is accurate to say that
the two viewpoints studied are contradictory in that Marx rejects
the private ownership of productive goods while Catholic doctrine
supports such ownership. Both systems are presented in their origi-
nal contexts which means with their particular understandings of
private property. This must be done in order to ensure the orderly
development o7 thought of each system. Marx's ideas on the pos-

session of personal goods will be touched on in Chapter 7. Comments

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



39

on the importance of changing property forms to the Catholic posi-

tion will be given in the final chapter.
Catholic Teaching on Private Property

What is the Catholic Church's teaching on private property? In
this section only the major principles of this teaching will be
given. The purpose of this section, as mentioned earlier, is to
provide a basic introduction to Catholic property views and, along
with the earlier section on Marx's doctrine, to guide the establish-
ment of categories for further analysis of both doctrines. The more
elaborate treatment of the Catholic position will be given in
Chapters 8 through 11.

In an encyclical letter written in 1891 Pope Leo XIII (1878-
1903) wrote:

. the Socialists . . . endeavor to destroy

private property, and maintain that individual pos-

sessions should become the common property of all, to

be administered by the State or by municipal

bodies .

. . . the remedy they propose is manifestly

against justice. For every man has b{ nature the

right to possess property as his own. 7
Leo XIII noted that this right to possess refers to goods consumed

by use and to those "which, though used, remain for use in the

]7Pcpe Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum (Encyclical Letter on the Condi-
tion of Labor, May 15, 1897), in Seven Great Encyclicals, with an
Introduction by William J. Gibbons (New York: Paulist Press, 1963),
nos. 3, 5, 6. References to most Church documents are given by
section or paragraph numbers. These numbers usually correspond to
the paragraph numbers in the official Latin versions of these docu-
ments. The various English editions have not been uniform in their
numbering, although that defect seems %o have been remedied in the
editions of more recent documents.
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future," to the produce of the earth and to "the earth 1'v:self."18
The major force of the Pope's teaching on property in this document
centers around orivate ownership. "For every man has by nature the
right to possess property as his own," the Pontiff wrote. The foun-
dation for this right is man's rational nature. Because "man alone
among animals" possesses a reasoning faculty, "it must be within his
right to have things not merely for temporary use . . . but in sta-
ble and permanent possession.“19

Leo XIII affirmed another important aspect of Catholic teach-
ing--the communal aspect of private property. He quoted with
approval St. Thomas Aquinas to the effect that "Man should not con-
sider his outward possessions as his own, but as common to all, so
as to share them without difficulty when others are in need."20 The
Pope was reaffirming here what has been a traditional doctrine in
the Church--although man has a right to private ownership of goods,
these goods should be used in a way that will benefit others as well
as the owners of the goods.

In 1931 Pope Pius XI (1922-1939) wrote a social encyclical in
which he noted:

Their [Pope Leo XII and Catholic theologians] unanimous

contention has always been that the right to own private

property has been given to man by nature or rather by

the Creator Himself, not only in order that individuals
may be able to provide for their own needs and those

B1bid.
IgPope Leo XIII, Rerum Movarum, no. 5.
20

St. Thomas Aauinas, Summa Theologica, II-II, Q. 86, art. 2,
quoted in Pope Leo XIII, Rerum Movarum, no. 19.
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of their families, but also that by means of it, the

goods which the Creator has destined for the human

race may truly serve this purpose.21
Here again there is emphasis upon the ability of private property to
satisfy both individual needs and the needs of mankind in general.
Pius XI saw private property as an institution necessary to satisfy
these individual needs and to promote the common good or common wel-
fare of society.

The fact that the earth's resources are needed for all genea-
tions of men and consequently that all men have some claim to tge
use of these resources does not nullify the private property right,
according to Pius XI. To illustrate this point the Pontiff main-
tained, following the lead of Leo XIII, that there is one type of
justice which governs man's right to property and another which gov-
erns the correct use of property. The implication of this distinc-
tion is precise and important. The right of all men to share in
this world's goods does not destroy an individual's right to possess
property as his own. The universal purpose of the worid's resources
does affect the way an individual may use his property. £ an indi-
vidual uses his property in a way which is contrary to the common
good, public authority may force a relinquishment of that particular

piece of property.z2

2]Pope Pius XI, Quadragesimo Anno (Encyclical Letter on Recon-
structing the Social Order, May 15, 1931), in Seven Great Encycli-
cals, no. 45.

22Cf. ibid., no. 47. A practical example of the state's con-
fiscatory power may help to illustrate the importance of this
distinction. If, in an economically underdeveloped area, a large
landowner does not cultivate his landed oroperty in a manner which
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Pope Pius KII (1939-1958) also maintained that private owner-
ship has a social function as well as an individual one. He pointed
out that man's rational nature demanded private property, while at
the same time he postulated a fundamental right by which material
goods are destined for the use of all men. This right--that materia
goods are destined for the use of all--the Pope held to be prior to
and truly fundamental to all aspects of the property question.

Does this more fundamental right conflict with the right to
orivate property? The Pope implied that private property is an
appropriate and efficient way of assuring an abundance of material
goods. Thus this type of property helps to provide a plentiful
supply of such goods so that they will be available for all genera-
tions of men and the fundamental goal of material goods will be
achieved. However, it is not just an abundance of material goods
which is important, but these goods must be provided in a social
structure which allows human freedom and the possibility of human
development. In this regard Pius XII saw private property to be a

necessary institution of society. He cautioned, however, that such

provides jobs for the area or needed produce for society, the state
may confiscate nis land. But, if the state does confiscate his
property, it must make some adequate compensation to the legitimate
owner. The owner's use of the land has hindered the common good
and the land may be legitimately confiscated, but the legitimate
ownership was based upon just claims and requires some remuneration.
This differs from a misuse of land destroying an owner's claim to
that land without any compensation in return. Cf. Miller, Forty
Years After, pp. 82-85.

The broader implication of this point is that the capitalists'
misuse of property does not destroy the property right itself.
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property must be used with the common good in mind or it would not
fulfill its function.z3 The Pope wrote:

Only thus [by society's recognition of the commonality
of material goods] can we and must we secure that pri-
vate property and the use of material goods bring to
society peace and prosperity and long life, that they
no longer set up precarious conditions which will give
rise to struggles and jealousies, and which are Teft
to the mercy of the blind interplay of force and
weakness.

Pope John XXIIT (1958-1963) reaffirmed the natural right of
.man to property. In 1961 he wrote:

For the right of private property, including that per-

taining to goods devoted to productive enterprises,

is permanently valid. Indeed, it is rooted in the

very nature of things, whereby we learn that individual

men are prior to civil society, and hence, that civil

society is to be directed toward man as its end.25
The Pope urged that the use of this right be spread among.all people.
This universal distribution of private property is an important ele-
ment of the Catholic position. It is a more equal distribution of
property rather than the justification of capitalism's inequities

which is the practical goal of Catholic theory. John XXIII stressed

23It might be implied from statements such as this that the
Catholic view sees private property as a functional institution. To
an extent this is true, but this functionalism is founded in an
essential nature. The Catholic explanation of the natural law right
to private property is contained in Chapter 9.

24Pope Pius XII, "Radio Address of June 1, 1941." in The
Unwearied Advocate, Public Addresses of Pope Pius XII, 3 vols., ed.
Vincent A. Yzermans (saint Cloud, Minn.: Saint Cloud Bookshop, 1958,
1:214,

ZsPope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra (Encyclical Letter on
Christianity ard Social Progress, May 15, 1961), in The Gospel of
Peace and Justice, ed. Joseph Gremillion (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis

Books, 1976), no. 109
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also the social function of property. Our predecessors," he wrote,
"have always taught that in the right of private property there is
rooted a social responsibi]ity."zs The essence of this responsi-
bility is that an individual may not use his goods in a way which

is detrimental to other individuals or to society. In Catholic
terms this means that an individual's use of his own property may
not hinder the common good, a concept to be mo}e formally introduced
shortly. More positively, privately owned goods must be used in
such a way that by and in addition to benefiting the individual,
other individuals or society as a whole may profit from this use.
Specific examples of social benefit are the production of goods
useful to society, the provision of jobs for other individuals, and
direct aid to the indigent.

In the document cited above Pope John also highlighted changing
socio-economic conditions which are bringing into existence the
recognition of new property forms. Some of these new forms are
social security and insurance programs, as well as the acquisition
of professional skills, the latter taking the place of external
goods. The Pontiff asserted that these changing conditions do not
lessen the force of the arguments for the right to private property.

The Second Vatican Council, an ecumenical council of the Church
held at various periods from 1962 %through 1964, issued a document
called Gaudium et Spes (On the Church in the Modern World). This

document stressed the advantages of property to the human person as

pope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, no. 119.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



45

an extension of freedom and as a basis for civil liberties. It
noted the importance of individuals' having control over material
goods. As did John XXIII, the Council recognized the varied forms
which ownership is taking in contemporary society, and maintained
that all of these forms of property are a source of security to
individua1s.27 The document also stressed the common purpose of
material goods and upheld the traditional Catholic principles that,
no matter what form ownership takes, these goods should be looked
upon as common property and used for the benefit of others. This
common purpose of goods gives to private property a social quality
and means that such property must be used in a socially acceptable
manner as mentioned previously.

Pope Paul VI (1963-1978) recalled the Second Vatican Council's
teaching that "created goods," that is, material goods, are intended
for the use of all men. The Pontiff reaffirmed his predecessors'
position and held to the principle that the use of private property
must be subordinated to this common destiny of goods. "All other
rights whatsoever, those of property and of free commerce, are to

be subordinated to this principle," he wrote. Paul VI elaborated

27Charles A. Reich sounds a more cautious note and sees dangers
to human freedom in changing property forms such as a job or pro-
fession, business franchises, business organization, unemployment
insurance, and driver's licenses. The danger lies in the control
which the dispensers of these properties have over the individual.
Reich proposes a need to recognize such forms of wealth and to
establish new theories to regulate the distribution of these forms.
See Charles A. Reich, "The New Property," The Yale Journal 73
(April 1964):733-87.
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by saying that "private property does not constitute for anyone ar
absolute and unconditioned right‘”28

It is noticeable that neither the document of the Second Vati-
can Council nor the encyclical of Pope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio,
mentions that private property is a "natural right." But neither
document attempts to call that right into question and both docu-
ments point out that they are only presenting teaching which has
already been proposed by the Church. The tenor of Church social
documents did begin to change, however, during the reign of Pope
John XXIII. It has correctly been pointed out that "current
Catholic social teaching is strongly dynamic in its content and
rhetoric.”zg This quote refers to the Church's present stress upon
the creative development of the human person in all his potentiali-
ties. This new emphasis in Church documents is a response to the
radical changes which have taken and are taking place in society.
Some of these changes which affect the subject of property are the
socialization of society, the separation of management from owner-
ship, the increasing importance of new forms of property or substi-
tutes for property, and the increasing amount of public ownership
of goods.

The first mentioned, socialization, is not to be confused with
nationalization but represents a "multiplication of social relation-
ships, that is, a daily more complex interdependence of citizens,

28Pope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio (Encyclical Letter on the
Development of Peoples, March 26, 1967), in Gremiilion, The Gospel
of Peace and Justice, nos. 22, 23.

ZgGremi11ion, The Gospel of Peace and Justice, pp. 9-10.
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introducing into their lives and activities many and varied forms
of association, . . . n30 These relationships are due in part to
the increasing intervention of public authorities into more aspects
of personal life as well as to a natural human inclination to
cooperate in reaching desired objectives. This socialization brings
with it definite social advantages: increased educational and
training opportunities, more adequate health care, improved housing
for lower income groups, and better working conditions and increased
opportunities for leisure and recreation. At the same time these
increased social relationships bring with them certain dangers,
chief of which is the limitation of human freedom as individual
initiative is destroyed and the efficacy of personal decisions is
weakened.

In response to these changes in society certain teachings of
the Church are receiving renewed emphasis and there are new devel-
opments of other teachings. One area of renewed emphasis is that of
personal initiative. The Church recognizes the increasing role
which the state must play in economic and social life. At the same
time the Church urges a fostering of personal activity:

. . it remains true that precautionary activities of

pub11c authorities in the economic field . . . should

be such that they not only avoid restricting the free-

dom of private citizens, but also increase it, so long

as the basic rights of each individual person are
preserved inviolate.3

30Pope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, no. 59.

Mibid., no. 5.
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In the area of private property Church documents are now emphasizing
the necessity of such property, even in productive goods, for man's
development and independence. This is seen not as a retraction of
the natural law right, but in reality a confirmation of that right
in the language of modern psychology. The Church also recognizes
that there are modern forms of property which effectively give an
individual control over material goods. The Second Yatican Council
noted: "Private ownership or some other kind of dominion over
material goods provides everyone with a wholly necessary area of
independence, and should be regarded as an extension of human
freedom.”32 The Council held that modern forms of ownership, such
as "the possession of professional skills," are legitimate aids to
individual security.33 The fact that modern forms of ownership may
substitute for the "direct" ownership of material goods does not
take away the individual's right to the possession of these material
goods. This refers also to ownership of productive goods.

Finally, modern Church documents contain a renewed emphasis
upon the social aspect of private property. Marx held that the

325eccnd Vatican Council, The Documents of VYatican II, ed.
Walter M. Abbott, translation editor Joseph Gallagher (Mew York:
America Press, an Angelus Book, 1966), Gaudium et Spes (Pastoral
Constitution of the Church in the Modern World, December 7, 1965),
no. 71. All quotations from this Council's documents will be taken
from this edition. Unfortunately, the quote in English above is a
misleading translation from the official Latin text. The Latin ver-
sion in its context means that the direct ownership of material
goods or some form which equivalently gives such ownership is neces-
sary for man. Forms of material security provided by the state can-

not eradicate the individual's right to property. See Herbert
Vorgrimler, ed., Commentary on the Documents of VYatican II, 5 vols.

(Mew York: Herder & ferder, 1969), vol. 5: Pastoral Constitution
on_the Church in the Modern World, pp. 309-10.

33Cf. Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 71.
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capitalist mode of production, based on its property relations, set
up a social structure where the desire for additional accumulation
was the predominant motive of society. Thorstein Veblen came to a
similar conclusion. In describing the process of cultural evolution
Veblen noted the role that private ownership plays in that process.
He remarked: "Whenever the institution of private property is found,
even in a slightly developed form, the economic process bears the
character of a struggle between men for the possession of goods."34
The Church recognizes the danger, which Marx and Veblen describe,
that greed for accumulation may be concomitant with, not necessarily
a result of, a system of private property. The eariier quote of
Piys XII hinted at this danger.35

The Church offers two comments on the danger of greed for
accumulation. One of these is that property should be widely held
by all classes of citizens. Rather than seeing property rights
destroyed, the Church wishes to see a wide dissemination of property.
The second comment is the Church's emphasis upon the social aspect
of private property. The Second Vatican Council made the apropos
comment:

If this social quality is overlooked, property often

becomes an occasion of greed and of serious disturbance.

Thus, to those who attack the concept of private prop-

erty, a pretext is given for calling the right itself
into question.

34Thorstein Veblen, The Theory of the Leisure Class {New York:
Mew American Library, Mentor Books, 1953), p. 34.

3¢t page 1.
36Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 71.
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The Church holds that property is such a fundamental right that the
possible and even likely consequence of material goods' assuming a
predominant role in the 1ives of men cannot do away with the right.
The Church sees a remedy for greed in the correct use of private
property, a use yuided by religious and humanistic motivation.

The following three points summarize the major tenets of the
Catholic teaching on oroperty. (1) Earthly goods are meant to be
the source of 1ife and development for all men. This is the basic
princip{e of Catholic teaching; this common destiny of material
goods is a natural right, one flowing from a Taw of nature.

(2) Private property is also a right which man has by the natural
law. Private property is such a right because it is an institution
which is essential to man's freedom and personal development.

(3) Given the common purpose of the earth's goods and the social
nature of man, private property possesses a social character. It
derives this social character from the fact that, as an institution,
it allows material goods to be enjoyed by all. The Church holds
that "The right to property is the technical instrument" to make the
common use of property “practicable, that is to say, to regulate it
reasonably and peacefu]]y.”37 The social character of property is
also evident in that every individual's use of property must take
into consideration the common good of society.

It is obvious that the common good is an important element in

Catholic thought. The concept of the common good will only be

37Vorgrim]er, Commentary on the Documents, vol. 5, p. 306.
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introduced here; its importance will be noted in the following sec-
tion and the concept will be treated more fully in Chapter 3. As
social beings men enter into civil societies. The Catholic view

sees the function of civil society as providing for the common good.
Pope Leo XIII noted: "Civil society exists for the common good,"

and he saw the primary responsibility of civil rulers to lie in
making the laws and institutions of society "such as to produce of
themselves public well-being and private prosperity.”38 "Public
well-being" and "private prosperity" together constitute the common
good. But the common good in Catholic social theory is understood

to consist in conditions of society which allow all citizens ade-
quate opportunity for their complete personal development as social
beings. The common good thus consists of a correct social structure
rather than a totality of individual prosperities. Catholic thought
defines the common good as "the sum of those conditions of socia

1ife which allow social groups and their individual members relative-
1y thorough and ready access to their own fulfi11ment.”39 Private
property is seen as an institution which is necessary for the common

good to be achieved; without it the fulfillment of individual

citizens would not be possible.

38Pope Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum, nos. 37, 26.

39Second ‘/atican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 26. For a tho-
rough treatment of the common good see John G. Yrana, "The Concept
of the Common Good in the Social Teaching of the Catholic Church®
(S.7.D. "thesis," Catholic University of Louvain, 1974).
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Categories of Comparison

The purpose of this section is to introduce the analytical
approach to this study of property rights. This will be done by
outlining various categories which will be used as areas for com-
paring and contrasting the two positions under discussion. In this
study these categories of comparison serve two functions. They
provide the just-mentioned analytical framework for comparing the
two property positions. In addition, they are meant to give a
deeper understanding and analysis of each individual position. The
following four categories constitute the major areas of analysis and
comparison: (1) analysis of the economic process, (2) human nature
and its development, (3) property and power in society, and

(4) normative society and private property.
Analysis of the Economic Process

The function of this category is to provide the economic analy-
ses which are the bases for Marxian and Catholic property doctrines.
This category includes two elements. First, there is the basic
philosophical perspective from which each system views the necessity
and process of economic analysis. Secondly, there is the actual
analysis itself, that technical critique of the economic system.

Of course this technical critique is totally different in the Marxian
analysis from that in the Catholic. But both the philosophical per-

spectives and the technical critique are meant to give each system's

overall view on and method of economic analysis and to place the

property question in its correct position in that view.
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An illustration from literature might serve to clarify the
intended function of this category. If it were desired to contrast
the Sophoclean tragedy Antigone with the Shakespearean drama Hamlet,
it would be helpful to know what each author was attempting in his
work. An adequate understanding of Antigone could not be had with-
out some knowledge of the Greek idea of tragedy, of hubris, and of
the working out of fate in human Tives. Hamlet would not be fully
appreciated unless one realized Shakespeare's philosophy that much
of man's suffering comes from the weaknesses of his own character.
Other information, such as the function of the Greek chorus and the
role of "aside" speeches in Shakespearean dramas, would be helpful
in making a meaningful comparison between the two plays. Compari-
son is facilitated and is truly possible only when each dramatist's
literary goals and methodology are known. Conversely, individual
elements in the two works could not be adequately understood unless
seen in their total context. An effort is made in this category to
make the question of private property a true gestalt and to place it
within its proper context in a total system of social relations.

Both Marxian and Catholic thought see the economic process,
and property in particular, as founded upon the human person and
contributory to his development. This is to state, as all econo-
mists do, that economics is a social science, and, as was formerly
the custom, that it is a moral science. The human person and his
development are so central to Marxian and Catholic doctrine that

these doctrines are meaningless without some knowledge of how they
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view human nature and how that nature develops. This gives rise to

the second category of analysis.
Human Nature and Its Development

Under this category two elements will be discussed. Since the
human personality is central to both doctrines, it is first neces-
sary to understand the view which each "side" has of human nature.
Marx saw economics as a science of social relations, one involving
all of those relations between men which constitute the economic
fabric of society. Erich Fromm was one of the earlier writers in
English who, by commenting on Marx's early philosophical work, The

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, popularized the

numanistic basis of the Marxian system.do This humanism is almost
universally recognized today. Typical of this recognition is the
following thesis of J. R. Stanfield: “MST [Marx's system of
thought] is founded upon what I 1ike to call the fundamental moral
principle of humanism: man is the supreme being, and the expansion
of the quality of humanness is the proper and sole ultimate end of
man's activity."41

The preeminence of man is also apparent in the Catholic system,
as would be expected. Pope John XXIIT remarked: "The cardinal
point of this teaching [regarding the social Tife and relationships

4OSee Erich Fromm, Marx's Concept of Man, with a translation

from Marx's Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts by T.
Bottomore (New York: Frederick Ungar Publishing Co., 1961).

4]J. R. Stanfield, "The Concept of Man in Marx's System of
Thought and Behaviorism, Alienation, and Democracy," The Review of

Social Theory 3 (September 1975): 13
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of men] is that individual men are necessarily the foundation, cause,
W42

and end of all social institutions. Economic analysis in both
Marxian and Catholic thought has its foundation in the science of
man. This common foundation is one of the many similarities between
the two systems; it makes their divergent teachings on property that
much more surprising and challenging.

The second element contained in this category concerns the role
which private property plays in human development. The Marxian con-
cept of alienation will be presented in this category and related to
private property. Marx first described the alienation of man under
capitalism in his philosophical works, but he expressed the identi-
cal thesis in nis economic analysis. The Catholic demand for pri-
vate property will be shown to stem from man's rational nature, an
argument which is based on that Church's understanding of natura
law. Both of the above elements in this category are contained in

Chapter 5 for the Marxian position, while the corresponding Catholic

analysis is contained in Chapter 9.
Private Property and Power in Society

"Economic organization, in American doctrine, exists to serve
1ife, not to determine 1t,“43 wrote Adolf Berle. This subordina-

B
tion of economic organization to human existence, as was pointed out

in the preceding category, was certainly the opinion of Marx and a

4ZPape John XXXIII, Mater et Magistra, No. 219.

43Ber1e. Power Without Property, p. 113.
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postulate of Catholic social theory. It is the purpose of the pres-
ent category to determine how the proposed property positions of
this study's two protagonists provide for this subordination within
society. This purpose can be rephrased in question form. Does pri-
vate property give to individuals as members of society the power to
control their own existence or does it frustrate that power? To
what extent and in what manner does property enhance or prevent this
control by individual members of society?

This category logically follows from the explanation of prop-
erty's role in human development. Both positions propose an inti-
mate but contradictory relationship between private property and
such development. The property institution is seen as the vehicle
by which the individual's power over his own development within the
social structure is destroyed in the Marxian case and enhanced in
the Catholic position. It is the “theoretical description" of this
process which is presented in this category

The obvious question of the definition of power could call
forth extended analysis. This analysis is obviated at this point
by accepting the definition of power as given by Max Weber. Weber
defined power as "the probability that one actor within a social
relationship will be in a position to carry out his own will despite
resistance, regardless of the basis on which this probability
44

rests." It is intended to maintain here the comprehensiveness

which Weber attributed to the term. A paraphrase of the Weberian

44Max Weber, Social and Economic Organization, p. 152. Cf.
footnote no. 24 in Chapter 1 for publication data.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



57

definition as this study understands power is that the concept
refers to the economic and moral capability of carrying out one's
own will in a social setting.45 Further analysis of the concept
of power is had in Chapter 6, which contains the Marxian analysis
of this category, and in Chapter 10, which exposes the Catholic

position.
Mormative Society and Private Property

Under this category there is presented a description of society
as it would exist under a social and economic organization which is
most conducive to human development. For Marx such a society is
synonymous with the communist structure, understood in the Marxian
sense. Communist society is the culmination of an evolutionary
process; such a society will naturally arise after the dissolution
of the capitalist mode of production. Individual men, classes, and
nations may retard its coming, but its ultimate arrival is inevi-
table. The Catholic position sees no single normative social and
economic structure. But it does request that certain institutions
be present in this structure and, more importantly, that certain
principles guide the activity of society which flows from the
structure.

The purpose of this category is to allow the description of
these ultimate or normative social structures. But, more precisely,

45For a further discussion of the nature of power see Berle,

Power Without Property, po. 168-70, Richard A. Schermerhorn, Society
and Power, Foreword by Charles H. Page (Mew York: Random House,

1961), pp. 1-14, and Commons, Legal Foundations, pp. 47-564.
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these descriptions are intimately linked with the presence or
absence of private property. In the first category property was
placed in its correct position in the economic process. The second
category was designed to show the relationship of property to human
development. The third category represents an attempt to discern
whether the individual in a structured society actually has the
power for this development. This final category is an effort to
complete the picture and show normative society in its relation to
the institution of private property. The Marxian analysis for this
category is contained in Chapter 8; the Catholic analysis is in
Chapter 11.

It is now possible to begin the more specific Marxian critique

of private property.
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CHAPTER III
THE FUNDAMENTAL MARXIAN INSIGHT

Two chapters are required to treat the Marxian analysis of the
economic system. This, the first of those two chapters, deals with
the basic Marxian thesis on social development--his economic inter-
pretation of history. This thesis will be presented in two sections.
The first section presents the theory and the second attempts a
fuller explanation of it. The chapter as a whole shows the impor-
tance which Marx gave to the economic system and the influence which
he attributed to this system upon all social development. A summary

of Marx's technical economic analysis will be given in Chapter 4.

The Economic Interpretation of History

Joseph Schumpeter emphasized the role which insight or vision
plays in economic analysis. He called this vision a "preanalytic
cognitive act"] and noted that this creative vision must be present
before any analysis is possible. In a similar vein Milton Friedman
wrote that the construction of new hypotheses is a creative act of
"inspiration, intuition, invention; its essence is the vision of
something new in familiar materia].“2 Karl Marx's predominant

vision was an economic interpretation of history. This theory is

VSchumpater, History, pp. 41-43.

ZMilton Friedman, Essays in Positive Economics (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1953), p. 43.
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also called historical determinism, historical materialism, dialec-
tical materialism, or a materialistic interpretation of history.

The Hegelian background for Marx's interpretation is well
known; it involves Hegel's peculiar idealism developed through a
dialectical method. Hegel's idealism saw the world of material
nature as a concrete alienation of the one great Idea, that is, God.
Hegel saw history as the process by which this material nature,
through man's self-consciousness, realizes its spiritual aspect.

A state is reached "in which finally man knows himself as spirit,

as one with God and possessed of absolute truth."3 Marx was
repulsed by the spiritual, pantheistic basis of the Hegelian posi-
tion. He wrote, together with Engels: "Hegel's conception of
history assumes an Abstract or Absolute Spirit which develops in
such a way that mankind is a mere mass bearing it with a varying
degree of consciousness or unconsciousness."4

While Marx rejected Hegelian idealism, he did not reject the
dialectical process. The word "dialectic" refers to a process of
reasoning by which contradictory elements are proposed and woven
into a proposition in order to arrive at a new aspect of truth.
This process usually involves discussion and debate. In Hegelian
dialectics the arrived-at proposition is used as a new thesis and
the process is iterated in a continuing progression. Thus the
dialectical method is frequently referred to as the use of thesis

3The New Encyclopaedia Brittanica, 1974 ed., s.v. "Hegel,
Georg Wilhelm friedrich,” by T. M. X.

4Kar1 Marx and Frederick Engels, The Holy Family, trans. R.
Dixon (Moscow: Foreign Language Publishing House, 1956), p. 115.
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and antithesis in which a new aspect of truth results from the syn-
thesis of these two contradictories.

Hegelian dialectics involves a much broader process and search
after truth than this simple juxtaposition of opposites. In the

"Introduction” to his The Phenomenology of Mind, Hegel speaks of the

dialectical process as fExperience“ and of consciousness as passing
through a "series of experiences." Marcuse maintains that "Dialec-
tical analysis ultimately tends to become historical analysis, in
which nature itself appears as part and stage in its history and in
the history of man.”5 Negativity is important to the dialectical
method because, according to Hegel, it describes an important aspect
of reality.

The Hegelian dialectic is a process of the mind, a dialectic of
concepts. Marx's accomplishment was to invert this process into
dialectical materialism or, just as accurately, a materialistic
dialectic. For Hegel ideas are obtained by an intellectual process;
these ideas play important roles in producing and determining nis-
tory. For Marx the process is completely the opposite. Ideas in
politics, science, art, and religion are superstructures of, that
is, are determined by, the economic structure. Marx summarized his
theory as follows:

In the social production of their existence, men in-

evitably enter into definite relations, which are

5Herbert Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, 2nd ed., with a new
Preface, "A Nota on Dialectic,” by the Author (MNew York: Humanities
Press, 1954; Boston: First Beacon Press Paperback ed., 1960), p. x.
For a different view of dialectic see Walter Kaufmann, Hegel (Garden
City, M.Y.: Decubleday and Co., 1965). <aufmann maintained that
"Hegel's dialectic is at most a method of exposition; it is not a
method of discovery," p. 175.
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independent of their will, namely relations of produc-

tion appropriate to a given stage in the development

of their material forces of production. The totality

of these relations of production constitutes the eco-

nomic structure of society, the real foundation, on

which arises a legal and political structure and to

which correspond definite forms of social conscious-

ness. The mode of production of material 1ife condi-

tions the general process of social, political and

intellectual 1ife. It is not the consciousness of men

that determines their existence, but their social

existence that determines their consciousness.0

The above quotation represents Marx's basic insight. The in-
stitutions of civil society have been and are determined by the
economic Structure, predominanily by the production process. The
passage is clear; its explanation is complex. The remainder of this
section is a comment on the Marxian proposition in its various parts.
The following section explores more deeply the precise meaning of
the theory.

Marx was vitally concerned with the process by which human
history was made. He held that such historical development was the
work of man's own creative activity.7 But Marx saw this creative
activity to be conditioned by elements over which man had only in-
direct control. He wrote: "Men make their own history, but they do
not make it just as they please; they do not make it under circum-
stances chosen by themselves, but under circumstances directly
found, given and transmitted from the past." History here is

Okarl Marx, Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy, trans. S. W. Ryazanskaya, ed. and with an Intro-

duction by Maurice Dobb (Mew York: International Publishers, 1970),
pp. 20-21.

7It was remarked earlier that Marx saw frue human development
as able to take place only under a socialist system. As a conse-
quence all past history has been deficient as a product of man's free
conscious activity. See Yernon Venable, Human Nature: The Marxian
View (Gloucester, Mass.: Peter Smith, 1975), pp. 78-79.
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synonymous with culture in a broad sense and includes all of those
areas of society's endeavors which distinguish society as a product
of man's actions. In the passage above Marx referred to this cul-
ture, considered ina dynamic sense, as "the general process of so-
cial, political and intellectual ]ife.“8

In Marx's view the major element which determines man's histor-
ical development is "the mode of production of material life." He
saw society's entire cultural achievements to be a function of the
material conditions of production. The social, political, and
intellectual 1ife of society is thus a superstructure erected upon
an economic substructure. This economic substructure is not a
static foundation, however, but truly affects and determines in a
dynamic sense the nature of the social life which is built upon it.

The economic substructure consists of the "totality" of the
relations of production. In places Marx calls this totality of
production relations the "mode of production,” a phrase which will
be the usual term used herein to express the entire complexus of
these relations.

The mode of production is a complex reality which it is
possible to divide into two major categories. The first of these
categories is the forces of production. These forces or means of
production are not monolithic but include a wide variety of factors.
First of all they include the instruments of production--the tools,

SKarl Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte. with

Explanatory Motes, ad. C. P. Dutt (New York: International
Publishers, 1963), p. 13.
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equipment, and factories which are necessary to enable production
to take place. These instruments also involve the technology which
determines the nature and combination of the various instruments.
Secondly, the forces of production include the raw materials and
natural resources which form the objects of the labor process, that
is, which are the material upon which man's activity is directed.
Finally, human labor itself is a productive force‘9 This labor, as
a productive force, must include the skills and technical knowledge
which direct it. .A11 of these factors Marx enumerated in summa-
rizing the Tabor process: "In the labour-process, therefore, man's
activity, with the help of the instruments of labour, effects an

alteration, designed from the commencement, in the material worked

upon."]o

The second element in the mode of production is comprised of
the relations of production. Marx wrote: "The production of 1ife,
both of one's own in labour and of fresh 1ife in procreation, now

appears as a twofold relationship: on the one hand as a natural, on

the other as a social relation-- . X W1l The relations of pro-

duction are social relatfons; they are constituted by those

9Marx‘s analysis of the labor process is contained in Chapter 4,
while the importance of this labor activity upon man's development
is analyzed in Chapter 5.

Ovarx, capital, I: 180.
1]Kalﬂ Marx and Frederick Engels, Karl Marx, Frederick Engels:
Collected Works, vol. 5: Norks, April 1845-April 1847 (mainly, The
German Ideology), trans. Clemens Dutt, W. Lough, C. P. Magill (New
York: Intarnational Publishers, 1976), p. 43. This volume will

nereafter be referred to as fhe German [deology.
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connections between men which arise from the forces of production.
The exact nature of these relations is somewhat ambiguous and a cor-
rect understanding of them requires further comment.

A relation is an order or connection that one entity has to
another, a reference of one subject to another. Besides the two
things or objects, which are at least logically distinct, there must
be some foundation or reason why one entity has a reference to the
other. The relation of father and son exists because the father has
begotten the son; this is the foundation of that relationship. In
simplest terms a relation is a "towardness," an expression which
comes from Aristotle through scholastic phﬂosophy.]2

One definition defines a relation of production as "a system
of positions assigned to the agents of production in relation to
the principal means of production.“]3 Another definition sees them
as "the ways in which men are related to one another as they operate
the 'productive forces,'" or the "mode of social organization neces-

4
1 these forces of production.

sary to utilize"
Other statements of Marx provide an insight into the nature of
these social relations. He noted that "money, though a physical

object with distinct properties, represents a social relation of

12For a philosophical discussion of relations see R. P.
Phillips, Modern Thomistic Philosophy, 2 vols., vol. 2: Metaphysics
(Westminster, Md.: Newman Press, 1954), pp. 228-231. The concept
discussed in these pages is directly applicable to Marxian thought.

13Charles Bettelheim, Economic Calculation and Forms of
Property, trans. John Taylor (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1975),
p. 55.

]4H. B. Acton, The I1lusion of the Epoch (Boston: Beacon Press,
1957), pp. 135, 137.
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production.”15 In Capital Marx held that "Magnitude of value ex-
presses a relation of social production, it expresses the connexion
that necessarily exists between a certain article and the portion of
total labour-time of society required to produce it."1% 1n The
German Ideology Marx concluded: "In a word, rent of land, profit,
etc., these actual forms of existence of private property, are

social relations corresponding to a definite stage of production,

and they are ‘'individual' only so Tong as they have not become
W17

fetters on the existing productive forces. In another work he

held that "The modern workshop, which depends on the application of
machinery, is a social production relation, an economic cm;egory."]8

Relation is to be understood, at least in this context, as a
connection between entities as expressed above. Marx defined social
as "the co-operation of several individuals, no matter under what
conditions, in what manner and to what end."]9 Social relations of
production represent any connections between or among individuals
which result from and which correspond to a particular material
method of production.

These social relations constitute a manner of social organiza-

tion and are understood by Marx primarily as property relations.

]EMarx, Critique of Political Economy, p. 35.
16,

Marx, Capital, I: 102.

]7Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, p. 231.
18Marx, Poverty of Philosophy, p. 133.

]gMarx and Engels, The German Ideology, p. 43
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The relations of production are those social institutions which
establish relations between men regarding the instruments of produc-
tion. It was noted earlier that Marx found it difficult to define
private property. "Thus to define bourgeois property is nothing
else than to give an exposition of all the social relations of
bourgeois production,“20 he wrote. The implication of this state-
ment is that the relations of production are concerned with the
ownership of productive instruments. In discussing the conflict
between the "material productive forces" and the relations of pro-
duction, Marx defined the latter in legal terms as "property
re1at1’ons."ZT

The identification of the superstructure with the totality of
human culture has already received some comment. One author has
placed all of the following elements in this superstructure:

1. Institutions: Church, army, school, court, etc.
Events: Wars, discoveries, revolutions, coloni-
zation, etc.

3. Ideas: Ideas about institutions and events; value
systems, attitudes, mores, philosophies, theolo-

gies, etc.

The problem is not one of discerning the general content of the
superstructure, but of distinguishing those elements within it from
similar elements which are social relations. Ollman noted: "Thus,

property relations as a system of legal claims comes under the

2OMarx, Poverty of Philosophy, p. 154.

21See Marx, Preface to Critique of Political Economy, p. 21.

22A1exander Balinky, Marx's Economics (Lexington, Mass.: D. C.
Heath, 1970), p. 29.
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heading of superstructure, but they are also a component of the
relations of production which 'determines' this superstructure."23
He also saw a similar inclusion of class struggie in both the eco-
nomic foundation and in the political 1ife of the superstructure.
This problem is fundamentally one of the correct interpretation of
the Marxian theory, and it is this interpretation which must be

investigated further.

Explanation of Marx's Theory

There has been much discussion over the exact meaning of Marx's
theory. Most of the arguments have been concerned ultimately with
the precise nature of the effect of economic causes upon society's
conscious activity and about the interaction between the mode of
production and the social structure built around it.

In clarifying Marx's theory the first thing to be noted is the
role that production plays within the economic process itself. Marx
saw all the phases of this economic process to be part of one uni-
fied whole. He wrote: "The conclusion we reach is not that pro-
duction, distribution, exchange and consumption are identical, but
that they all form the members of a totality, distinctions within a
unity." Marx noted, of course, an interdependence between all the
elements of the process, but he held that the predominantly deter-
mining element is the mode of production. The mode of production is

23Bert911 011man, Alienation (Cambridge: University Press,
1971), p. 7. 0l1lman pointed out that Acton has made the same com-

plaint about law and morals. Cf. Acton, The I1lusion of the Epoch,
p. 164.
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not only the predominantly determining factor of all social activ-
ity, but the nature of the entire economic system itself is also
determined by the particular mode of production of that system.
Marx held: "“A definite production thus determines a definite con-
sumption, distribution and exchange as well as definite relations
between these moments."24

In what sense does production determine the historical devel-
opment of society? It is necessary to reject two possible implica-
tions of the theory. First, the Marxian thesis does not mean that
human activity is primarily determined by economic considerations.
Balinky has remarked that "The economic interpretation of history
does not maintain . . . that men are moved, even in the main, by
economic motives; . . . w25 Marx did not claim to have developed,
nor is his theory meant to express, a psychological treatise on
historical development. Moreover, he did not see man as solely or
primarily “economic.” It does not seem necessary to elaborate this
point, since Marx's entire critique of capitalism relies heavily
upon questions of social justice and the creative development of
all of man's faculties and not on man's responses to economic
stimuli.

The second caution to be noted is that the determination in
the Marxian theory does not mean that man has no free will or that

this free will has been destroyed. Schumpeter has pointed out that,

24Marx, Introduction to Grundrisse, p. 99.

25Ba]inky, Marx's Economics, p. 40. Balinky also denied that
the theory means that a civilization's institutions can be under-
stood in terms of economic motives or that such motives give the
major impetus to historical change.
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according to Marx, the economic forces which determine history do not
determine man's activity. He has rightly contended that the Marxian
thesis is methodologically deterministic but not philosophically so.
He meant by this that the “physical data" upon and around which man
acts are given to man independently of his own free decisions, but
that this does not mean an "absence of the individual's moral re-
sponsibility for his acts."25 This is the same as Marx's assertion,
noted earlier in this chapter, that "men make their own history,"
but the conditions under which they do so are not determined by men.
Engels made a similar comment on this point: "We make our own
history, but in the first place under very definite presuppositions
and conditions. Among these the economic ones are finally
decisive.”27

A more positive affirmation of the theory begins with an enu-
meration of its essential points, and here again it is possible to
use Schumpeter's summary. He saw the Marxian interpretation to
involve four major points. The first of these points professes that
all facets of a society's culture depend upon the class structure of
that society. A second element of the theory, Schumpeter noted, is
the proposition that a particular class receives its position in
society from its contribution to the process of production. In his
third point Schumpeter stressed that there is an "immanent evolu-

tion within the process of production whereby the process is

26Schumpeter, History, p. 438, footnote 7.

27Frederick Engels, “"Letter to J(oseph) Bloch, September 21,
1880," in Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Xarl Marx and Friedrich
Engels Correspondence, 1846-1895, a Selection with Commentary and
Notes, ed. V. Adoratsky (New York: I[nternational Publishers, 1934),
pp. 475-476.
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constantly changing its economic and social structure. Fourthly,

he noted that inevitable class struggles provide the mechanisms

which propel the economic evolution and consequently social change.28
A more dynamic description of the Marxian theory is as follows.

Every mode of production, and that includes all historical systems

up to and including the capitalist, has produced a structure in-

29 Although these may have been several

volving different classés.
classes, Marx always emphasized the class of producers, such as
slaves, serfs, and wage earners, and the ruling class, such as
slaveholders, lords, and capitalists. The interests of each class
are opposed to those of other classes. This is especially true of
the interests of the ruling class and the producing class. There is
constant conflict, even hostility, between these two classes as the
rulers strive to maintain their dominance and the controlled class
strives to better its conditions in life.

The ruling class is that class which controls the production
process. In the Marxian understanding of history the class which
controls the production process also controls the nature of social
structures and the direction of social development. This thesis

28Schumpeter, History, pp. 439-440. Schumpeter claimed this
theory to be the unique contribution of Marx; cf. p. 439, footnote
11. Engels confessed that he was approaching the theory on his own,
but he attributed it "solely and exclusively to Marx" (Frederick

Engels, "Preface to the German Edition of 1883," in Marx and Engels,
The Communist Manifesto, p. 57 and footnote).

291t is more correct to note that in the most primitive society

which Marx analyzed he saw a communist-type system based on kinship
rather than a system of classes.
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is not capable of any a_priori proof; it is simply an extension of
the Marxian insight of the economic interpretation of history. Marx
established the validity of the thesis not by syllogistic argument
but by insight and by historical analysis. He noted:

Assume particular stages of development in produc-
tive forces of man and you will get a particular
form of commerce and consumption. Assume particu-
lar stages of development in production, commerce
and consumption and you will have a corresponding
social order, a corresponding organisation of the
family and of the ranks and classes, in a word a
corresponding civil society.

A little later in the same letter Marx criticized Proudhon:

What he [Proudhon] has not grasped is that these men
[producers] , according to their powers, also produce
the social relations amid which they prepare cloth and
Tinen. Still Tess has ne understood that men, who
fashion their social relations in accordance with
their material productivity, also fashion ideas and
categories, that is to say, the abstract_ideal ex-
pression of these same social relations.3

A more convincing historical argument of the power of the pre-

dominant class is had in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte.

In this work Marx described the events leading up to the beginning
of the establishment of a French empire under Louis Bonaparte,
nephew of Napoleon I. In doing so Marx showed the extent of power
the predominant, bourgeois class had been able to exercise in estab-
lishing its own hegemony in all areas

To continue the general description of the Marxian theory, at
particular stages of economic development in society new material
forces of production come into existence. These forces "can be

30Karl Marx, "Letter to P. V. Annenkov, December 23, 1846," in
Correspondence, 1846-1895, pp. 7, 14.
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BREL

determined with the precision of natural science, . . At every

such stage there develops, in Marxian terms, a conflict between the
new material forces of production and the relations of production.
Engels described such a conflict in the transition from the feudal
society of the Middle Ages to the modern capitalist mode of

production:

Into this society [Middle Ages] of individual producers,
producers of commodities, the new mode of production
thrust itself, setting up, in the midst of the spon-
taneous planless division of labour which then existed
throughout society, the planned division of labour
organised in the individual factory; alongside of indi-
vidual production, social production made its appear-

ance. . . . But the pTanned organization was stronger
than the natural division of labour; . . . Individual

production was vanquished on one field after another;

social production revolutionised the whole former mode

of production.3
The revolutionary character of such transitions, although usually
expressed by Marx and Engels in terms of conflicts between material
forces and social relations, was just as certainly viewed by them as
a conflict between men. This conflict involves the rise to promi-
nence of a new class in society. This new class seeks to establish
new social relations guaranteeing its control of the new production
process and to extend that production process throughout society.
Just as involved is the new "lower" class, usually comprised pre-
dominantly of the members of the old "subjugated" class, which sees

itself being relegated to an inferior position in new social
9

3]Marx, Preface to Critiaue of Political Economy, p. 21.

32Frederick ¢ngels, Herr Eugen Dilhring's Revolution in Science,
trans. Emile Burns, ed. C. P. Dutt (New York: International Pub-
lishers, 1939), p. 294. This work will be referred to as Anti-
Dihring, its commonly given title, in future references.
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relations. A1l of this can be translated into other terms by
stating that the material forces of production automatically tend
toward the rise of a new class of property holders, and this new
class strives to establish and consolidate its claims to such owner-
ship over the other classes of society in new social relationships.
Marx called the period in which this process was taking place "an
era of social revo1ut1‘0n.”33

This revolution is essentially completed when the new social
relations have been developed to such a degree that the new produc-
tion mode becomes the predominant method of supplying society's
needed goods and services. This entire process is the laying of the
economic foundation or substructure for future social development.
This substructure directs or "conditions the general process of

$34

social, political and intellectual life, to repeat a Marxian

phrase quoted earlier.

This general description of Marx's theory will be closed by
quotes from Engels. These quotes point out more precisely the na-
ture of the determining force of the production process. Engels
wrote to Joseph Bloch, and this first lengthy quote from that letter
gives a valuable insight into Marx's theory:

According to the materialist conception of history the

determining element in history is ultimately the pro-

duction and reproduction in real 1ife. More than this

neither Marx nor I have ever asserted. If therefore
somebody twists this into the statement that the

33Marx, Preface to Critique of Political Economyv, p. 21.

34Ibid,; cf. p. 62 of this dissertation.
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economic element is the only determining one, he
transforms it into a meaningless, abstract and ab-
surd phrase. The economic situation is the basis,
but the various elements of the superstructure--
political forms of the class struggle and its conse-
quences, constitutions established by the victorious
class after a successful battle, etc.--forms of law--
and then even the reflexes of all these actual strug-
gles in the brains of the combatants: political,
Tegal, philosophical theories, religious ideas and
their futher development into systems of dogma--also
exercise their influence upon the course of the
historical struggles and in many cases preponderate
in determining their form. There is an interaction
of all these elements in which, amid all the endless
host of accidents (i.e., of things and events, whose
inner connection is so remote or so impossible to
prove that we regard it as absent and can neglect

it) the economic movement finally asserts itself as
necessary.

The Marxian interpretation of history is summarized in the four
following points. First, the mode of production is the fundamental
and decisive element in establishing or conditioning or bringing
about all facets of society's culture. But, secondly, economic con-
siderations interact with and are even partly influenced by the
superstructure itself. Engels noted this explicitly: "Political,
juridical, philosophical, religious, literary, artistic, etc.,

development is based on economic development. But all these react
upon one another and also upon the economic base."36 Thirdly, his-
tory is a product of the human will. Both Marx and Engels empha-
sized this proposition. Human decisions, however, depend upon the
conditions which have been established by the economic system.

35Enge1s. “Letter to J(oseph) Bloch, September 21, 1390," in
Correspondence, 1846-1895, p. 475.

36Frederick Engels, "Letter to H(einz) Starkenburg, January
25, 1894," in Correspondence, 1346-1395, p. 517.
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Fourthly, and this point has not yet been stressed in this study,
there is a teleology present in all historical development. Society
is directing itself toward a definite goal, one that involves pro-
viding individual men with the opportunity for complete social
development.

Engels accounted for the rise of "great men" in particular
periods by the fact that there was an historical necessity for that
type of person. He wrote:

That such and such a man and precisely that man arises

at that particular time in that given country is of

course pure accident. But cut him out and there will

be a demand for a substitute, and this substitute will

be found, good or bad, but in the long run he will be

found. 37
This evolutionary direction of economic and consequently all social
development toward a society allowing for man's free, creative devel-
opment is implicit in most of Marx's works. His major work, Capital,
seeks to confirm that teleological element in nature by showing how
capitalist society will eventually yield to a new classless society.
"But capitalist production begets," Marx wrote, "with the inexora-
bility of a law of Nature, its own negation.“38 It is possible to
have an economic interpretation of history with a different or a
haphazard evolutionary direction, but it would not be the Marxian
interpretation. The Marxian view of social development will be dis-

cussed further in Chapter 7, after it has been possible to look more

closely at man in his human nature.

hid., 9. 518.

Byarx, Capital, I: 763.
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The explanation of the Marxian theory above is itself a com-
ment on an earlier question: What distinguishes social relations
as part of the economic foundation from such relations as part of
the superstructure? HMarx did not attempt to make such precise
distinctions because it is difficult or impossible to do so. The
social relations which are an integral part of the production proc-
ess, and these are usually some form of property relation, are
obviously a part of the economic foundation. There are other social
relations, simi]ér to the above, which grow out of the substructure
but serve to substantiate and confirm it.3g

The interaction of both groups makes it impossible at times to
discern whether particular property relations are a necessary part
of the substructure or a subsequent social development of it. In
one sense even to attempt such precise determinations is contrary
to the understanding of the theory. The theory is not meant to be
a mathematical function, although it does make emphatic that the
economic system is always the major independent variable. The exact
dependence of all social development upon the economic system can
only be discerned as historical fact after the event. Some social
relations will obviously reflect legal or religious or artistic
developments of other relations which are obviously an essential
part of the production process. Many other human relationships will

39For a similar explanation see Yernon Venable, Human Nature:
The Marxian View (Gloucester, Mass.: Peter Smith, 1975), pp. 104-
111. Venable nas askad a slightly different question, however, one
seeking concrete examples of production forces. Venable's explana-

tion of the mode of production is slightly different from the one
given in the firct part of this chapter.
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exist which cannot neatly be put into either category. The economic
interpretation does not demand that they be so placed.

One other important observation can be made at this time con-
cerning the relation between Marx's theory of history and philosophi-
cal materialism. Philosophical materialism is here understood to be
metaphysical, that is, a theory concerned with the ultimate nature
of reality. This is distinguished from ethical materialism, redu-
cible in eccnomic terms to utility functions which hold that human
actions in some way are determined by the enjoyment of material
goods. Philosophical, that is, metaphysical, materialism can be
defined as "a philosophical position [which] teaches that all reality
can be reduced to matter and to certain powers that are wholly
subject to conditions of matter."AO

It is a corollary of this study that Marx's economic interpre-
tation of history, understood as a theory of historical development,
does not rely on or require the acceptance of philosophical materi-
alism. This does not mean that Marx himself did not accept such
materialism, nor does it deny that Marx may have constructed his
theory of history from this philosophical perspective. What is
meant is that an individual can accept the Marxian theory of histori-
cal development and at the same time espouse a system of reality
composed of immaterial or spiritual elements.

Schumpeter rightly observed that Marx's theory of history "is

compatible with any philosophy or creed and should not be linked up

40Philoscohfca1 Dictionary, ed. Walter Brugger and Kenneth
Baker, 1972, s.v. 'Materialism," by W(alter) B(rugger).
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with any particular one."41 Rebecca Cooper held a similar viewpoint

concerning the Marxian theory:

Probably in the strict modern sense of the word, this

doctrine should not be called materialism; for, though

not incompatible with a materialistic view of the fun-

damental reality, it is entirely compatible also with

practically all other metaphysical Bositions--though

not, of course, with the Hegelian.®
Any further attempt to substantiate this corollary, that Marx's
materialist intrepretation does not demand an acceptance of philo-
sophical materialism, would require at this time a too lengthy detour
from the proposed path of investigation. On the other hand, it is
felt that any attempt to disprove the corollary would also require
substantial effort.

Marx's theory of history directed his attention and nis study
into the area of political economy. Marx himself remarked that
his theory of history "became the guiding principle of my studies."43
If this statement is taken literally, and Marx's later works indi-
cate it should be, then most of these later works become an exposi-
tion of or commentary on his theory of history. Shlomo Avineri has
noted:

One can indeed show how Marx . . . could construct his
materialist view out of the Hegelian system itself.
. The various economic, social, and historical

4]Schumpeter, History, p. 438.

42Rebecca Cooper, The Logical Influence of Hegel on Marx
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, University of Washington
Publications in the Social Sciences, October, 1925), p. 107.

43

Marx, Preface to Critique of Political Economy. p. 21.
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studies undertaken by Marx are but a corollary of the

conclusions he drew from his immanent critique of Hegel's

political phﬂosnphy.“1

Marx's interpretation of history gave direction and purpose to
his subsequent writings. This purpose, expressed as the aim of
Capital in Chapter II, was "to lay bare the economic law of motion
of scciety.”45 The overall goal of Marx was to formulate a theory
of social change. This reflected Marx's conviction that it was
necessary for man to understand the world before he could change
it.46

Marx held no particular predilection for economics; he even
seemed to have regretted that he had to give so much time to its
study. He held that economic considerations played an essential
role in the establishment of a social and cultural structure. Marx
was thus "forced" to turn to a study of political economy, since in
this science lay the key to the understanding of society's develop-
ment. Marx saw that the next step in this development would come
with the collapse of the capitalist mode of production. The discern-
ment of the law governing this collapse of capitalism required

extensive economic analysis. The following chapter deals with

Marx's basic economic model.

44Shlomo Avineri, The Social and Political Thought of Kar
Marx (Cambridge: University Press, 1968), p. 5.

45Mar:<, Preface of the First German Edition of Capital, 1:10.

465ee Karl Marx, "Theses on Feuerbach," Thesis 11, as well as
entire "Preface" referred to in previous footnote.
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CHAPTER IV
MARXIAN ANALYSIS OF THE CAPITALIST SYSTEM
Introduction

The previous chapter contained Marx's view on the essential role
of the economic system in the determination of social structures.
Marx also saw the economic system in its other essential role of pro-
viding the livelihood of man. Any economic system Marx understood to
be a group of producing individuals. The necessity of labor was
obvious. Marx wrote:

So far therefore as labour is a creator of use-value,

is useful labour, it is a necessary condition, inde-

pendent of all forms of society, for the existence of

the human race; it is an eternal nature-imposed neces-

sity, without which there can be no material efchanges

between man and Mature, and therefore no life.

But the individual does not Tabor in isolation. Marx held that his-
torical investigations showed that the further back the course of
history is traced "the more does the individual, and hence also the
producing individual, appear as dependent, as belonging to a greater
whole: . . . " Marx held that "Production by an isolated individual
outside society" was an "absurdity."2

By far the greatest part of Marx's economic analysis was cen-

tered around individuals producing in a particular stage of social

1Mar'x, Capital, 1:42-43

2Marx, Introduction to Grundrisse, p. 84.
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development, that known as the capitalist mode of production. This
study follows Marx's lead and reports primarily upon his critique of
the capitalist system. But a more insistent reason for this approach
is that Marx's views on property can be more adequately treated and
comprehensively systematized by studying Marx's analysis of capital-
ism. It is most probable that Marx himself arrived at his apotheosis
of communism by peeling away what he considered the defects of capi-
talism. Marxian analysis of the economic process in this study re-
duces itself to analysis of the capitalist system.

There are numerous studies dealing with the exposition and analy-
sis of Marx's critique of capitalism. It is not the purpose of this
chapter to criticize, analyze, or synthesize these commentaries.

This chapter does attempt to orient Marx's economic analysis around
private property. This does not mean that private property is the
pivotal or core idea of the Marxian critique. It simply reflects the
study's goal of understanding Marx's views on property, not of using
property as a guide to the understanding of Marx. The chapter is
divided, after this "Introduction," into two major sections. The
first of these deals with the elements of Marx's model and the second

section treats the contradictions within the capitalist system.

Elements of Marx's Analysis of Capitalism

Marx's economic analysis of property rights relies heavily upon
the labor theory of value. Marx's formulation of this theory must be
examined. Marx's description of the origin of surplus value is also

pivotal to his analysis and will, therefore, be investigated. Other
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important elements of the Marxian analysis are commodity, capital,

use value, and exchange value. All of these topics will be treated

in the various subsections into which this section is divided.
Commodity, Use Value, Exchange Value

Schumpeter has remarked that "the problem of Yalue must always
hold the pivotal position, as the chief tool of analysis in any pure
theory that works with a rational schema.“3 Marx must have had a
similar conviction; the first chapter of Capital begins with an analy-
sis of commodities which is an introduction to his labor theory of
value. Marx gave a preliminary definition of a commodity as "an
object outside us, a thing that by its properties satisfies human
wants of some sort or another." These objects can satisfy man direct-
1y insofar as they are means of production. In Marxian and in modern
terms commodities possess "utility"; this utility bestows on the
commodity a use value. The property of a commodity which gives it a
utility or a use value "is independent of the amount of labour re-
quired to appropriate its useful qualities.”4

8ut commodities not only possess use value, they also are used
for purposes of exchange and thus have exchange value. In fact Marx
ultimately defined commodity as an object whose major function is to

be exchanged rather than to be used. "To become a commodity," he

3Schumpeter, History, p. 588.

“arx, Capital, I: 35, 36.
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stated, "a product must be transferred to another, whom it will
serve as a use-value, by means of exchange‘“s

Further analysis of commodities attributes to them a mystical
character. Marx pondered the origin of this mystical, commodity
character. It does not come from the labor which transforms nature
and makes nature useful for human purposes. Labor is simply human
effort of a specific type, and the products of that effort are use
values whose functions are readily understood by consumers.6 The
specific type of human labor is abstracted from in determining the
exchange value of a commodity. This means that exchange value comes
from the "expenditure of human 1abour-power,"7 not from a specific
type of labor power. It is the quantity of this abstract Tabor
embodied in a commodity which gives it a precise exchange value.

But a commodity does become mysterious, Marx asserted, precisely
because of its commodity form. Marx pointed out that the social rela-
tions between workers are transferred to the products of their labor,
so that social relations exist between the products themselves.

A commodity is therefore a mysterious thing, simply be-

cause in it the social character of men's labour appears

to them as an objective character stamped upon the product

of that labour: because the relation of the producers

to the sum total of their own labour is presented to them

as a social relation, existing not between themselves,
but between the products of their Tabour.

Stbid., p. 41.

6By commodity fetishism Marx did not refer to an attitude toward
scientifically complex consumer goods, many of which would not be un-
derstood by the ordinary consumer. The “transcendence"” of such
sophisticated commodities is an entirely different subject.

TMarx, Capital, 1:44.

81bid., p. 72.
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In the world of commodities the products of men's hands are trans-
ferred into beings with social relations. Marx called this condition--
the regarding of commodity relations as social relations--"commodity
fetishism." This fetishism is a necessary consequence of commodity
production.

The importance of commodity fetishism, at least at the present
point, is that the social character of a person's work manifests it-
self only in the act of exchange. This sccial character is the
realization that men act as fellow human beings, as members of one
society, and that their labor contributes to the well-being of soci-
ety. The realization that a person's work has social value thus
takes place only when, or more accurately because, one commodity is
exchanged for another. Commodities thus possess social relations,
while the labor of one worker is related to that of another only in
the material relations upon which the production process is organized.

A commodity must be socially useful, Marx pointed out; it must
satisfy a social need. But the essential note of a commodity is its
possession of exchange value. The producer of a commodity, and
eventually society itself, views the labor of the worker predominantly
as a value-producing activity. The development of commodity produc-
tion is a process where human labor is constantly being expressed in
terms of objects.

t requires a fully developed production of commodities

before, from accumulated experience alone, the scientific

conviction springs up, that all the different kinds of

private labour, which are carried on independently of
each other, and yet as spontaneously developed branches
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of the social divisions of labour, are continually being

reduced to the_quantitative proportions in which society

requires them.

The implication of all of this for Marx is that commodity pro-
duction, at least in its mature form within a capitalist society,
rules man instead of being ruled by him. In speaking of producers
Marx noted that they are ruled by the value nature of commodities.
Marx deplored the capitalists' acceptance of being dominated by their
system. "They belong to a state of society, in which the process of
production has the mastery over man, instead of being controlled by
h1‘m,“]0 he wrote. Commodity production destroys the social relations
which should exist between workers and creates new social relations

out of the process of exchange and the technical production functions

of the various commodities.
Labor Theory of Value

It has been pointed out that Marx viewed economics as a science
describing the relations between people. This meant that a valid
value theory had to be expressed in terms of these social relations.
As a consequence Marx rejected use values as a legitimate investiga-
tion of "political economy," except insofar as use values are the
physical entities which possess exchange value. "Although use-values
serve social needs and therefore exist within the social framework,

they do not express the social relations of production,” Marx wrote
*Ibid., 5. 75.

W1pi4., p. 81.
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in the Critique. "Use-value as such," he continued a few sentences
Tater, "since it is independent of the determinant economic form lies

outside the sphere of investigation of political ecunomy‘"]]

Classical Foundation of Marx's Labor Theory of Yalue

As all Marx scholars point out, Marx Tearned his economics pri-
marily from Ricardo. Marx's theory of value depends greatly upon the
Ricardian analysis of value, consequently it relies also upon the
analysis of Adam Smith. One of Ricardo's contributions to economics
was a reformation of Adam Smith's theory of value. The ambiguous
nature of Smith's theory is well known. At times Smith seemed to
incline toward a labor theory of value, as when he declared: "The
real price of every thing, what every thing really costs to the man
who wants to acquire it, is the toil and trouble of acquiring it."

At other times he seemed to espouse what has been called a cost of
production theory, as when he wrote that "Wages, profit, and rent are
the three original sources of all revenue as well as of all
exchangeable value.“12

Ricardo neglected the cost of production theory and maintained
that Smith really had two labor standards of value. One of these

]1Marx, Critique of Political Economy, p. 28. It should be noted
that Marx is practicing positive economics in espousing exchange value
and rejecting use value. His own normative position, to be treated in

Chapter 7, would organize the economic system upon the use values of
products.

]ZAdam Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth
of Nations, 6th ad., ed. Edwin Canaan, 2 vols. (London: Methuen &
Co., 1950, University Paperbacks, 1961), 1: 34, 59.
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standards was "that all things became more or less valuable in pro-
portion as more or less labour was bestowed on their production";

the other was "the quantity which it [the object] can command in the
markev:."]3 Ricardo pointed out that these two standards are not the
same. If they were the same, when a worker increased his productivity,
he would increase by that same amount the quantity of goods he received
in exchange for his product.

Ricardo rejected Smith's contention that the value of a commodity
is determined by the quantity of some other comm;dity which the worker
receives in exchange for his labor. Still guided by Smith, however,
Ricardo held that the quantity of labor incorporated in a commodity
determines the value of that commodity. In the first chapter of his
Principles Ricardo headed the very first section:

The value of a commodity, or the quantity of any other

commodity for which it will exchange, depends on the

relative quantity of labour which is necessary for its

production, and not on the greater or less compensation
which 7s paid for that Tabor.T#

Ricardo considered the different quantity of labor in different occu-
pations. He accepted Smith's analysis that this quality differential
is roughly determined by market practices and that, once established,
this quality ratio varies imperceptibly over periods of time. Ricardo
also noted that a true evaluation of a commodity must include the
labor embodied, to use Marx's term, in the tools or instruments of
production.

13David Ricardo, The Works and Correspondence of David Ricardo,

ed. Piero Sraffa with M. H. Dobb, vol. 1: 0On_the Principles of

Political Economy and Taxation (Cambridge: ~University Press, 1962),
pp. 13-14.

Ybid., p. 1.
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Adam Smith saw exchange as a constant propensity of human nature.
Commodity production then becomes a universal form of economic life.
Smith was looking for the causes which bring about an increase in a
nation's wealth. He saw that increased productivity was due to the
division of labor; division of labor was thus an effect of man's pro-
pensity to exchange. Smith rejected utility as a measure of exchange
value and set about to discover what gives any commodity its value.
His insight was that labor was this value-determining attribute. But
his emphasis upon the universality of exchange led him to formulate
value in terms of the quantity of labor a commodity would bring in
exchange, not in the labor required for its production.

Ronald L. Meek is inclined to place the origin of Smith's theory
in his "concern with the analysis of the particular problem of accumu-
lation under capitalism.”]s Smith generalized this argument in the
Wealth of Mations, Meek noted, to any society where there was complete
division of labor. This search for the causes of accumulation, how-
ever, did not force value to be measured in commandable labor. The
major reason for Smith's interpretation, as implied above, seems to
lie more in his emphasis upon exchange as a natural expression of
human nature. The propensity to barter and exchange, Smith explained,
more probably is "the necessary consequence of the faculties of rea-
son and speech.“]6 The existence of commodity production, in the
Marxian sense of commodity described above, is not questioned by Smith.

]SRona1d L. Meek, Studies in the Labor Theory of Yalue, 2d ed.
(Mew York: Monthly Review Press, 1956), p. 066.

16,

Smith, Wealth of Nations, 1:17.
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Ricardo, on the other hand, was concerned with the functional
distribution of production among landed proprietors, capitalists, and

workers. The major problem of political economy for him was "To

determine the laws which regulate this distribution, . . . u17
Ricardo noticed that there was an apparent change in the national
product whenever wages and profits changed. He was forced to investi-
gate the nature of value, as Sraffa indicated, in order to explain

how a change in wages would affect relative values and thus affect
profits.

Marx attributed great historical significance to the works of
both Smith and Ricardo: to Smith for noticing the historical change
brought about by capitalist accumulation and to Ricardo for his in-
sight into the determination of value by embodied labor. Smith per-
formed a double job, Marx noted. One of these tasks was to enlighten
men as to the inner workings and accurate categories, the "physiology”
is the word Marx used, of the capitalist system. The second task
Smith performed was to define and describe the external manifestations
of the bourgeois system as it appeared to all factions of society.
Marx noted that Smith was interested in both of these jobs and mixed
their exposition without any relational realizations between the two.

Marx claimed that Ricardo's work was tantamount to the acclama-
tion: "Halt! The basis, the starting point for the physiology of
the bourgeois system--for the understanding of its internal organic

coherence and 1ife process--is the determination of value by labor

]7Ricardo. Preface to Principles, p. 5.
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time‘"18 Marx credited Ricardo with establishing in a conscious way
the basis for an accurate formulation of the laws of motion of capi-

talist society.
Marx's Theory of Value

Marx's theory of historical development led him to emphasize the
importance of production and to see that distribution, exchange, and
consumption combine with it to form one entire economic and social
process. At the same time Marx saw the nature of the social relations
implied in the capitalist mode of production. His use of exchange
value presented a basis for a value theory in terms of social rela-
tions, the only true basis for value in the positive economics which
Marx was describing.

In a society ruled by tradition the division of Tabor represents
no particular problem. Once commodity production, even in its sim-
plest form, arises, then a new problem faces society. This new prob-
lem concerns itself with the allocation of labor to ensure that
needed products will be produced and that these products will be sold.
The solution to this problem takes place in Marx's view according to
a law of value. Under the presence of commodity production this law
of value "ultimately determines how much of its disposable working-

time society can expend on each particular class of commodities."]9

18ar1 Marx, Theories of Surplus Yalue, ed. S. (W.) Ryazanskaya
and Richard Dixon, trans. Emile Burns, Jack Cohen, and S. W
Ryazanskaya, 3 vols. (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1963-71), 2:166

19

Marx, Capital, 1:356.
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Sweezy has likened this law to a “theory of general equilibrium" and
stated that one of its primary functions is to produce order where
there is no central p]anning.20

In Capital Marx used to a great extent the method of abstraction.
He prescinded or abstracted from actual conditions at first and then
attempted to broaden his argument to actually existing situations.
In Volume 1, especially, he began with commodity production in a gen-
eral form and extended his argument to commodity production under a
capitalist system. Since production is the determining element of
society, commodity production must be the determining element under
capitalism. The law of value simply says that under commodity pro-
duction there must be some system whereby labor is allocated accord-
ing to the needs of society.

In a Tetter to Kugelman Marx remarked "That this necessity of

distributing social labour in definite proportions cannot be done

away with by the particular form of social production, but can only
2

change the form it assumes, is self-evident." Marx even held that
some distribution of Tabor is a natural Taw. Commodity production
relations determine other economic relations precisely through the
mechanism of exchange value. What determines exchange value can only
be the quantity of labor which is necessary to produce a particular
commodity. Al1 of this, beginning with the economic interpretation

of history to the labor theory of value, is maintained predominantly

2OCf. Sweezy, Capitalist Development, p. 53.

Z]Kari Marx, "Letter to Kugelman, July 11, 1868," in Correspon-
dence, 1846-1895, p. 246.
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by way of insight. Marx's major task was to show how this entire
mechanism operated.

The Tabor theory of value is involved with private property under
the capitalist system of commodity production because private property
is an essential institution for such a system. The ownership of the
means of production and the purchase of another man's labor power is
possible only when property is a Tegally recognized institution of
society. In Chapter 2 note was made of Marx's recognition of a mutual
relationship between private property and alienated Tabor. An under-
standing of this mutual relationship depends upon an understanding of
Marx's theory of value, therefore further comments on this value
theory must be offered.

A quantity of one good exchanges for a specific quantity of
another good, the exact proportion varying with time and place. Ex-
change value would thus seem to be a relative thing, not an intrinsic
value which a commodity possesses. But Marx attempted to show that
this is not the case. An exchange value, Marx held, represents a
"mode of expression" for something which is intrinsic to a commodity.
He used as an example an equation of exchange which states: “1 quarter
corn = X cwt. w‘ron."22 This equation means that in the corn and in
the iron there exists something which is common to both. This some-
thing can obviously be neither the corn nor the iron.

Marx held that the element common to both the corn and the iron

is not a chemical property nor any natural property whatsoever. Any

22560 Marx, Capital, 1:37-38.
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natural property affects the use value of a commodity. It is the
quality differential which determines different use values. The act
of exchange, however, abstracts from use value; its determining char-
acteristic is quantitative. Specific quantities of two commodities
are exchanged for each other as they both possess the common ingredi-
ent in the same amount.

What is this common ingredient? The only characteristic common
to all commodities is that they are the products of labor. But this
cannot be labor of a specific kind, for specific Tlabor produces use
value. Just as it is necessary to abstract from the use value of a
commodity in the determination of its exchange value, so it is
necessary to abstract from the specific character of the labor which
produced the commodity. It is this abstract or homogeneous labor
which gives to commodities their exchange values. Thus Marx arrived
at the conclusion that the value of a commodity is measured "by the
quantity of the value-creating substance, the Tabour, contained in
the article," and that "The labour . . . that forms the substance of
value, is homogeneous human Tlabour, . w23

The above analysis represents Marx's expression of value theory
in what is usually called qualitative terms. Marx saw commodity pro-
duction as resulting from a specific set of social relations. It is
the exchange value of a commodity which gives it true value. Quality
of labor produces different use values, that is, different goods. Use

value represents a relation between men and things, while exchange

Zarx, Capital, 1:38, 39.
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value expresses a relation between men and men. The qualitative na-
ture of Marx's theory does not refer to the quality of different
types of labor but to the fact that value is sought and found in
social relations. These social relations are established in commodity
production which consists of social labor. This labor is controlled
by the capitalist owner of the means of production, who is able "to
extract a surplus from the product of labor, natural resources, and
technology." This control by the capitalist extends to the entire
production process. "This enables the capitalist to 'rationalize’
production, to strive for the input combination and work pace which
maximizes the surp1usﬂ'24 Thus the capitalist controls the work and
freedom of the worker.

It is part of the comprehensiveness of Marx that his value theory
is not only qualitative, but also exposes the quantitative explanation
of value. A theory of value in its simplest form is an expression of
how the true worth of commodities is determined, this worth being most
frequently expressed by price. Economic goods are produced according
to some production function. The determinants of value and the allo-
cation of resources are thus interrelated. Value theory ordinarily
means the quantitative determination of exchange value. Sweezy
expressed this clearly when he wrote:

Exchange value is thus an aspect of the laws governing

the allocation of productive activity in a commodity-

producing society. . . . To discover the nature of these
Taws in quantitative terms is the task of quantitative

243, Ron Stanfield, "Capitalist Evolution and Soviet Evolution,"
Review of Social Economy 34 (October 1976):202.
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value theory, and it is in this sense that value theory

has constituted the traditional starting point of modern

political economy.25

It has been pointed out that the labor which Marx used as a mea-
sure of value is abstract or homogeneous labor. This labor must be
expended in a production function which represents the current state
of technological development. Current technology ensures that the
time necessary to produce a commodity represents an average time and
constitutes labor that is "socially necessary." This phrase is Marx's
own and he contended "that that which determines the magnitude of the
value of any article is the amount of labour socially necessary.”26

But what about different labor skills? Marx's answer was to use
as a basic unit of measurement what he called "simple labor power."
This is the average degree of skill which would be prevalent in the
labor force. Skilled Tabor represents some multiple of this simpler
labor ability. "Skilled labour counts only as simple Tabour intensi-
fied, or rather, as multiplied simple labour, a given quantity of
skilled being considered equal to a greater quantity of simple
1ab0ur.”27 The method by which skilled labor power is converted into
simple labor power was not specified by Marx. He held it to be a
"social process" which takes place in some nebulous manner unknown to
producers. To simplify matters Marx in his analysis regarded all
labor as unskilled simple labor.

25Sweezy, Capitalist Development, p. 41.
26Marx, Capital, 1: 39.
T 1bid., p. 44.
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Marx continued in his analysis in the following manner. Assume
the value equation, he stated, to be: 20 yards of Tinen = 1 coat.
Marx called the value of the Tinen relative value and the value of
the coat equivalent value. The linen is valued in terms of the coat.
Marx affirmed that in the reality expressed by the above equation the
labor involved in producing the coat is equal to the labor involved
in producing the linen. Although the labor involved in each of the
commodities possessed a different quality, the abstract labor of the
one equals the abstract Tabor of the other.

Marx pointed out that human labor itself is not value, but only
creates value. "It becomes value only in its congealed state, when
embodied in the form of some object,"28 Marx wrote. The value of the
linen is expressed as congealed labor, the labor materialized in the
coat, which has an objective existence different from the linen.
Regarding the concept of congealed labor and its role in Marx's
theory, Schumpeter noted: "The quantity of labor embodied in products
did not merely 'regulate' their value. It was (the 'essence' or
'substance' of) their value. They were congealed labor." The point
which Schumpeter emphasized is that Marx regarded commodities as
having an absolute value. In this he differed from Ricardo, who
attempted to explain actual relative prices. Schumpeter maintained
that for Ricardo there was no essential dichotomy between prices and
values. Schumpeter claimed that Marx, however, always equated value

with the labor embodied in a commodity, "and his problem was precisely

B1pi4., p. 51.
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to show how, in consequence of the mechanism of perfect competition,
these absolute values without being altered came to be shifted about
in such ways that in the end commodities, while still retaining their
values, were not sold at relative prices proportional to these
va]ues."29 Marx himself noted that when a commodity is sold "the

30

price realised may be abnormally above or below the value." In

Volume 1 of Capital, however, Marx assumed that over the long run
commodity prices tend to reflect commodity values. In Volume 3 he
placed more emphasis upon the difference between prices and va]ues.3]
The analysis so far has been speaking as if commodity production
were the only essential note of capitalism. Marx, however, saw
another important institution as a vital part of this mode of produc-
tion. Together with commodity production there must be present a
social system which allows the laborer to sell his power in the
market place. Marx stated that "The capitalist epoch is therefore
characterized by this, that labour power takes in the eyes of the

labourer himself the form of a commodity which is his property; his

29
30

Schumpeter, History, pp. 596, 597.
Marx, Capital, 1: 108.

3]There is an apparent discrepancy between Marx's theoretical
development of value theory in Volume 1 of Capital and his explanation
of actual market conditions as he described them in Volume 3. This
has been called the transformation problem, the change of commodity
values into market prices. For the classic presentation of this prob-
lem see Eugen von Bohm-Bawerk, Karl Marx and the Close of His System
& Bohm-Bawerk's Criticism of Marx by Rudolf Hilferding. Together with
an Appendix_consisting of an Article by Ladislaus von Bortkiewics on
the Transformation of Values into Prices of Production in the Marxian
System (New York: Augustus M. Kelley, 1949). For a more recent
treatment see Paul A. Samuelson, "Understanding the. Marxian Notion of
Exploitation: A Summary of the So-Called Transformation Problem
Between Marxian Values and Competitive Prices," Journal of Economic
Literature 9 (June 1971):399-431.
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w32 This selling of labor

labour consequently becomes wage-labour.
power as a commodity allows for the creation of surplus value. The
analysis of surplus value begins with a Took at Marx's concept of

capital.
Capital and Surplus Value

Marx defined capital by the expression M--C--M'. In this simple
formula M = money, C = commodity, and M' = M + aAM, the original sum
plus some increment of that sum. A similar formula, C--M--C, repre-
sents a state of simple commodity circulation in which money is used
but only as a means to purchase commodities as use values. The proc-
ess M--C--M' Tlooks to the creation of some surplus value. The origi-
nal M as well as the final M' in the formula can be in the form of
money or even in the form of commodities. This simply means that
value is the active factor in the formula; money or commodities are
regarded as representing value. To use the designation of Marx,
money represents the "general mode" of value and commodities represent
the "particular” or "disguised mode."33

The process of converting money into capital can be called the
creation of surplus value. Although price does not necessarily nor
always equal value, as was previously mentioned, the creation of sur-
plus value in no way depends upon the selling of commodities above

their value nor the buying of them beiow their value. How, then, does

3arx, Capital, 1:170.
B1bid., p. 153.
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the creation of surplus value take place? A view of labor and the

labor process will help to clarify this

The labor process comprises several factors. These factors are:
(1) man's personal activity, (2) the subjects34 of that activity, and
(3) the instruments by which that activity is carried on. Marx
denoted by "subjects of labor" both raw materials and the immediate
elements of nature such as fish, timber, water, and ores. The instru-
ments of Tabor comprise all tools which the laborer uses in his pro-
ductive activity. It can be pointed out that man-made instruments of
production do not in themselves constitute capital for Marx. Such
instruments are necessary in every type of productive society. Pro-
ductive activity or the labor process "is human action with a view to
the production of use-values, appropriation of natural substances to
human requirements.“35 This definition is valid under all social
conditions of production.

Man's personal activity in this process is called labor. The
important distinction which Marx made between labor and labor power
should be noted, for this distinction enters into the explanation of
the production of surplus value. Labor power is defined as a power
or capacity of the individual. Marx categorized this labor power as
a commodity. Labor, on the other hand, is the actual exercise of
that power. In one place Marx used the analogy between labor and

digestion. There is the capacity for digestion and the act of

Marx used the word "subjects" to refer to the objects upon
which man directs his productive activity.

B¥arx, capital, 1:183.
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digestion. Analogously there is a capacity to labor, labor power,
and the act of labor or simply "labor." Sweezy commented that "In

the strictest sense labor power is the laborer himself‘“36

This is
true if the prepositional phrase "in the strictest sense" is taken to
mean "ultimately" or "reductively."

Since labor power is a commodity, its value is determined by the
quantity of labor necessary for its production. The production of
labor power, that is, the bringing of labor power into existence is
“ultimately" the bringing into existence or the maintaining of the
laborer. This bringing of labor into existence requires all the goods
and services needed to sustain the worker and his family in a normal
manner of 1iving. Food, clothing, and shelter are obvious, necessary
costs, both for the worker and his family. But even these costs are
historically and culturally determined. The cost of educating the
worker and his family must also be considered. The value of labor
power for a specified period is measured by the quantity of labor
needed to produce all the goods and services required by the worker
and his family for that specified period. "The value of labour-power
is determined, as in the case of every other commodity, by the labour-
time necessary for the production, and consequently also the repro-

37 Marx wrote.

duction of this special article,"
Under the capitalist system the capitalist purchases the raw

materials, the instruments of production, and the labor power; all

365weezy. Capitalist Development, p. 59.

37Marx, Capital, 1:170-171.
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of these are controlled by him. The use value of labor power, which
is labor itself, belongs to the capitalist. He consumes the commodity
of labor power, as well as the other commodities used in production,
in the productive act itself. Since all the resources used in the

act of production belong to the capitalist, the final product also
belongs to him.

The capitalist has produced, or has had produced, use values,
economic goods of some type. These use values, as noted earlier, are
the material depositories of exchange value. The capitalist desires
the production of a commodity, something which has exchange value.
The value of this commodity is determined by the gquantity of Tabor
embodied in it. This is simply an application of Marx's labor theory
of value.38 The product has thus become congealed or crystallized
labor; it represents definite amounts of labor time. This total
labor time determines the value of the product.

It is now possible to compare the value of the commodity "labor
power" with the value of the commodity produced by labor. Let it be
assumed that the capitalist buys labor power for a specified period,
in this case one day. He is, therefore, entitled to the productive
activity, and to the product of that activity, of a laborer for one
day. He thus possesses a (portion of a) commodity whose value is
determined by one day's labor time. What does the capitalist pay for
this commodity? The amount of goods and services required by the

worker and his family can be provided by less labor time, in this

38The value of the product also includes the Tabor expended and
materialized in the raw materials and the instruments of production.
This is an obvious but important consideration which is always
valid but, for simplicity's sake, will at times not be expressed.
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case half a day's labor time. This is what the capitalist pays. He
receives a commodity whose value is twice that of the commodity he
bought to produce it; a surplus value has been created. This surplus
value can be defined as "the monetary form of that part of the
worker's production which he surrenders to the owner of the means of
production without receiving anything in return.”39 This definition
points out that the concept denotes exploitation of the worker by the
capitalist.

What assurance is there that the capitalist will always acquire
a surplus value, value in addition to the cost of the commodities
used in the production process? The answer is that such a condition
is necessary for a capitalist system to operate; it is part of the
"eternal laws" of commodity exchange. In the formula, M--C--M', the
M' represents M + AM; there is some incremental value added to the
original value. Without this increment, this surplus value, the
capitalist system could not operate. It is possible for the value
created by labor to be less than the cost of the labor power, but
this would imply one of three things. Either this would be a tempo-
rary aberration which would have to be corrected, or it would lead to
the failure of a firm, or it would lead to the failure of the capi-
talist system itself. Thus the production of surplus value is all
important.

It was remarked previously that the labor materialized in the

raw materials and in the instruments of production enter the value of

39Ernest Mandel, An Introduction to Marxist Economic Theory (New
York: Pathfinder Press, 1970), pp. 23-24.
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the product. These objects used in the production of a (new) product
lose their form and consequently their use value, but they acquire
the form of a new use value in the new product. Raw materials are
usually changed completely in form in the production process, while
instruments of labor more or less retain their original forms but
gradually lose their productive power. All of these objects, however,
transfer to the new product the value they lose, and only that value,
in the production of the new product. These values, as expected, are
measured in terms of the labor time eﬁp]oyed in the production of the
objects used. The Taborer preserves old values at the same time that
he creates new ones. These old values are the labor which was uti-
lized and materialized in the production of raw materials and in the
instruments of production and which are transferred to the new product.
The above process describing the creation of surplus value can
be summarized in two steps. The first is M--C, that is, the purchase
of commodities (raw materials, tools, and labor) with the capitalist's
money. Labor is the important element here; it is purchased as any
other commodity and its price is determined by the amount of Tabor
time necessary for its production and reproduction. The second step,
C--M', represents the selling of the new commodity produced by the
worker. M' is greater than the initial M because the commodity pro-
duced now has embodied in it more labor time than was necessary to
purchase the worker's labor power. The worker's Tabor power for one
full day was purchased for a wage representing one-half day's labor

time.
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Marx himself defined surplus value as "the difference between the
value of the product and the value of the elements consumed in that
product, in other words, of the means of production and the labour-
power."40 He used the terms constant capital and variable capital in
his further explanation. The former term, constant capital, repre-
sents that portion of capital which does not undergo any quantitative
change of value in the production process. It is exemplified in the
raw materials and the instruments of production which are consumed in
the production process. Variable capital, on the other hand, is that
capital represented by labor power which is transformed from one
quantity to a greater one.

In the following equations Marx described the process by which
surplus value arises and the implication of this

(1M C=c+v,
where C represents the capital advanced by the capitalist, ¢ is the
constant capital, and v represents variable capital.

(2) ' =(c+v)+s
represents the value equation after the production process. C' is the
original capital plus its increment, the total value of the commodity;
c and v are the same variables as in equation (1) and s represents
surplus value. It is this second equation which Sweezy called "the
analytic backbone, so to speak, of Marx's economic theory‘“41

For purposes of this study the primary relationship derived from

equation (2) is s/v, the ratio of the surplus value to the variable

Oyary, capital, 1:208.

4]Sweezy, Capitalist Development, p. 63.
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capital. Marx called this the rate of surplus value and expressed it

by s'.42 This rate can be expressed in the equaticn:

(3) s' = s/v = surplus labor

necessary labor
since s represents surplus labor and v is necessary labor. Marx
pointed out the importance of this ratio. "The rate of surplus-value
is therefore an exact expression for the degree of exploitation of
. N . 4

labour-power by capital, or of the labourer by the capital 1st."'3

It is this measurement of exploitation which has demanded and
justified the techrical analysis of Marx's labor theory cf value in
this chapter. His theory has enabled him to show not only that labor
is exploited but also to give an exact mathematical formulation of
the degree of that exploitation. This exploitation in economic tarms
is intimately related to alienation in psychological and legal terms.
The possibility for this exploitation comes from the fact that the
worker is separated from all property except the property of his own
labor, and even this becomes alienated from him in the preductive
process. More importantly this exploitation is founded upon the
socially legalized institution of private property. This is the

42The rate of surplus value, s/v differs from the rate of profit,
s/{c+v). The relation between these two rates is explored by Marx in
Volume 3 of Capital, Chapter 3. In considering the rate of surplus
value Marx saw the surplus value itself to depend cnly upon the rela-
tionship between surplus labor and necessary labor. Consequently the
constant capital is deleted (or becomes zero) in the definition of
this rate.

43Marx, Capital, 1:218. The rate of surplus value depends upon
those factors arfecting either of tne elements ia the ratio. The
amount of surplus labor depends upon the numeer of hours worked each
day. The necessary labor is a function of the productivity of iabor

and the real wage.
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reason why Marx and Engels summarized Communist theory as the "aboli-
tion of private property" in The Communist Manifesto.

Chapter 5 explores the alienation of labor and the Marxian under-
standing of human nature. Before that is attempted some comment on
the forces of contradiction within capitalism is needed to enable a

more comprehensive view of the Marxian critique.

The Forces of Contradiction Within Capitalism

Marx contended that capitalism is only a temporary form of eco-
nomic organization. The system will be replaced by socialism and
eventually by communism, that is, a complete socialism. Marx depicted
the precise dissolution of capitalism. This dissolution will come not
from some extraneous military force but from elements within the
system itself. These elements are forces of contradiction, forces
which bring about, in Marx's view, serious disequilibria in the func-
tioning of the capitalist system. Marx maintained that these dis-
equilibria, together with their concomitant social conditions, will
be of such a serious nature that they will eventually lTead to the
very destruction of the capitalist mode of production.

Marx held that capitalism inevitably encounters a series of
crises. These crises in modern terms are recessions and depressions
and the contractionary phases of the economy and of the business
cycle. There is some ambiguity in Marx's works as to the exact cause
of these crises which arise in capitalist society. Some commentators
on Marx see the falling rate of profit to be the sole or at least the

predominant cause of these crises. Marx neld that a falling rate of
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profit was a continuing phenomenon of the capitalist structure. He
even termed the phenomenon a law and saw this law o be primarily "an
expression . . . of the progressive development of the social produc-
tivity of 1abour.“44 This falling rate of profit as a continuing ele-
ment of capitalist society must be distinguished from a falling rate
of profit which results from business contractions. The former is a
continuing and integral part of the capitalist process. While it
results from the economic structure, it is also a predominant cause
of the change of economic structure. The falling rate of profit which
results from business contractions is also a frequent occurrence in
capitalist society. This latter falling rate results from the failure
of the capitalist system, while the falling rate of profit which is

a constant phenomenon in the capitalist system is concomitant with

the system's success.

The tendency of the rate of profit to fall continually in capi-
talist society results from the ineluctable drive on the part of capi-
talists to increase what Marx called the "organic composition" of
capital. This organic composition of capital is determined by the
amounts of constant and variable capital used in the production proc-
ess. The actual ratio representing this organic composition can be
expressed as c/(c + v), where, as before, c represents constant
capital and v variable capital.

Marx maintained that a falling rate of profit "breeds over-

productions, speculation, crises, and surplus-capital alongside

1pid., 3:213.
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surplus population."45 Capitalists are constrained by the very nature
of the system to strive to increase the proportion of constant capbital
in relation to the variable. Capitalists are always looking for a way
to increase productivity and lower costs. The increased use of capital
provides an increase in productivity and consequently a lowering of
costs. This search for lower costs is brought about by competition
between or among capitalists as well as the capitalists' desire for
greater profit. The employer also seeks to get as much surplus value
as he can from the workers, and the rate of surplus value increases as
the amount of capital increases.46 Finally, increased use of capital
brings further lowering of costs by a decrease in the amount of wages
paid by the employer. Marx wrote:

Like every other increase in the productiveness of labour,

machinery is intended to cheapen commodities, and, by

shortening that portion of the working-day, in which the

labourer works for himself, to lengthen the other portion

that he gives, without an equivalent, to the capitalist.

In short, it is a means for producing sur;ﬂus-va]ue."4

Marx noted that “The rate of profit is the motive power of capi-
talist pmduct1‘on."48 This quest for profit is inhibited by certain

contradictions which are inherent in the capitalist process. Capitalist

51bid., 3:242.

46The fall of the rate of profit is proven under the condition
that the rate of surplus value remain constant; cf. Marx, Capital,
3:212. There is some ambiguity as to the validation of the Taw if the
rate of surplus value rises. Even if the rate of surplus value rises,
however, a falling rate of profit is still held to prevail. For vari-
ous comments on this problem see Sweezy, Capitalist Development,
pp. 100-108; Balinky, Marx's Economics, pp. 129-133; Murray Wolfson,
A Reappraisal of Marxian Economics (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1966), pp. 127-133.

Tiar«, Capital, 1:371.
*B1bid., 3:259.
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production automatically brings with it an accumulation of wealth in
the hands of the capitalist. This accumulation must be turned into
greater wealth and this is done by increasing the organic composition
of capital in an effort at greater productivity. The achieved greater
productivity produces more accumulation, resulting in an increased use
of constant capital and the process continues. On the other hand, the
fall in the rate of profit checks this expansionary process and at
times brings a WuH.to productive activity.

A more particular example of this contradiction is connected with
this accumulation of capital in the creation of what Marx described as
an "industrial reserve army." As production under the capitalist mode
continues, the sum of accumulated surplus value increases. This allows
for increased investment by the capitalists as they strive to turn
their increased accumulation into further profits. This increased
investment demands an influx of workers, the increased demand for
workers bringing about an increase in wages. The capitalists counter-
act the increased wages by attempting to make the workers more produc-
tive, that is, by changing the organic composition of capital. Thus
the capitalists' search for increased productivity and lower wage
costs increase investment in capital goods so that many workers are
replaced by new machinery. As a consequence the system always produces
surplus workers, a reserve industrial army. Marx noted:

But in fact, it is capitalistic accumulation itself that

constantly produces, and producas in the direct ratio of

its own energy and extent, a relatively redundant popu-

lation of labourers, i.e., a population of greater extent

than suffices for the average needs of the self-expansion
of capital, and therefore a surpius-population.

bid., 1:630.
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The depreciation of existing capital also disturbs the production
process. As production continues under capitalism there is an
increased accumulation of capital and at the same time a fall in the
rate of profit. This fall in the rate of profit curtails economic
activity as capitalists curtail production and decrease or stop the
purchase of new capital goods. But the increased accumulation also
enables the purchase of new capital goods. The depreciation of the
existing capital is accelerated by the accumulation of the new capital.
With the depreciation of the existing capital, the rate of profit,
the ratio of the surplus labor to the constant and variable capital,
rises and tends to create further expansion in production and increased
labor force.

Some authors claim that Marx held the predominant cause of capi-
talist crises to be other than a failing rate of profit. Two other
general causes have been proposed as being Marxian: disproportionality
and underconsumption. Disproportionality means a lack of equilibrium
in several markets. It shows itself in the fact that some markets
cannot be cleared at market prices while others show a greater quan-
tity of goods demanded than prevailing prices call forth from suppliers.
A1l crises in effect are crises of disproportionality in that a basic
disequilibrium resuits in the market. Disproportionality as a specific
cause of crises must, therefore, be distinguished from disproportional-
ity as an effect. Disproportionality as a crisis cause stems funda-
mentally from some deficiency in the planning process. It is this

type which is referred to in postulating it as a major cause of crises.
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Supporters of the disproportionality cause of crises are abie to

cite passages from Capital which support their thesis and thus claim
430

that "the basic reason for all crises is disproportionality. n

Theories of Surplus VYalue, however, Marx seemed to downplay dispropor-

tionality as a cause of crises. He admitted that "partial crises can

. arise from disproportionate production,”‘rﬂ but he attributed
this mainly to competitive prices. To proclaim disproportionality as
the major cause of crises demands that lack of planning be cited as
the real foundation for these crises.

Marx found another cause of crises in the fact that society is
not able to purchase the enormous quantities of goods which the capi-
talist produces. He wrote: "The ultimate reason for all real crises
always remains the poverty and restricted consumption of the masses as
opposed to the drive of capitalist production to develop the productive
forces as though only the absolute consuming power of society consti-
tuted their Hmit.”s2 Thus "underconsumptionists” see the lack of
purchasing power to be the true foundation of crises. The authors of

Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism claimed that Marx saw "the poverty

and unlimited purchasing power of the masses" to be "the ultimate

cause of all economic crises.”53 The opinion of Dobb, Sweezy, and

50F‘au] Craig Roberts and Matthew A. Stephenson, Marx's Theory of
Exchange, A]ienation and Crisis (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press,

1973), p. 55.
51

Marx, Theories of Surplus VYalue, 2:521.

arx, Capital, 3:484.

53(0. W. Xuusinen et al.), Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism, ed.
Clemens Dutt (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1961), p. 287.
This work was written by eight Russian authors with the help of other
Russian scholars and Communist Party officials. The work is a substan-
tial manual prasenting a synthesis of Marxist-Leninist doctrine.
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Schumpeter, however, is that the underconsumption theory provided a
minor and supporting role to Marx's views on cr‘ises.54

There are other contradictions within the capitalist system,
according to Marx, which highlight the system's inadequacy and further
its dissolution. One of these is the increasing number of the pro-
letariat and the decreasing number of capitalists. Continued capital-
ist production brings about a "centralization of capital" toward a
state of monopoly capitalism. "That which is now to be expropriated,"
Marx wrote, "is no Tonger the labourer working for himself, but the
capitalist exploiting many 1abourers"‘55 Marx noted that, as the num-
ber of capitalists decreased, the misery of the workers increased. The
oppression of the workers becomes a virtual state of slavery for them.
This increasing misery of the working class is known as the theory of
immiserization, and this profound misery of the masses will provide
the springboard for the revolution which will overthrow the capitalist
system.

The increased number of proletariat and the increased misery of
this increased portion of the population are not the causes of crises,
but only their semi-permanent manifestation. At the same time they
are forces active in the evolutionary process of social and economic
change. Other internal contradictions exist within capitalism, such
as the socialization of capital as society moves toward larger corpora-
tions and structures of financial power. On the side of the proletariat

54See Maurice Dobb, Political Economy and Capitalism (Westpori,
Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1972), p. 115; Schumpeter, History, pp. 747-

748; Sweezy, Capitalist Development, p. 178.
55,

Marx, Capital, 1:763.
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the existence of large labor unions and cooperation among these groups
also places emphasis upon a socialized system. Marx noted that all
these contradictory forces of capitalism fluctuate in predominance or
even operate side by side.

What is of greater importance to this study is to Took at what
will have to be called the foundation of the fundamental causes of
crises in capital society. This foundation is the determining contra-
diction of capitalism and is clearly expressed by Marx. It is bound
up with the very definition of capital which can be simplified as
"money in search of more money." Marx attributed this basic contra-
diction to the fact that the production of surplus value and accumula-
tion "is the immediate purpose and compelling motive of capitalist
production.” A few pages later he commented: "The real barrier of
capitalist production is capital itsel ."56

That element in a capitalist system of production which estab-
lishes an inherently contradictory structure "is that capital and its
self-expansion appear as the starting and the closing point, the motive
and the purpose of production; . . . w57 Capitalist production becomes
an end in itself; its purpose is the self-expansion of capital. The
means by which this purpose is achieved, however, is the introduction
of new capital and the training of labor in more productive methods.
In other words the expansion of capital can only take place by the

elimination of existing capital. The development of productive labor

56Marx, Capital, 3:244, 250.

1bid., 3:250.
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can only be had by destroying the productive labor already in exis-
tence. Thus there is a continual conflict between purpose and means.
This inherent contradiction, as just mentioned, comes from the
nature of capital, whose primary purpose is self-expansion. Marx's
own summary is as follows: "The contradiction of the capitalist mode
of production, however, 1ies precisely in its tendency towards an abso-
lute development of the productive forces, which continually come into
conflict with the specific conditions of production in which capital
moves, and alone can rnove.“58 Marx's deeper analysis shows that it is
the subordination of production for the welfare of society to the
blind forces of capitalist accumulation that lies at the root of the
problem. The rate of profit, he remarked, is predominant over "the
requirements of socially developed human beings." Accumulation of
capital depends upon increased production. How much production should
take place? This is determined by "capital itself, the existing level
of the conditions of production and the unlimited desire of the capi-

talists to enrich themselves and to enlarge their capital, but by no

means consumption, .8

There is also an intimate connection between commodity fetishism
and accumulation. The self-expansion of capital comes only from the
exchange of commodities. Commodity production becomes the all-important
consideration as capitalists search for those commodities and methods
of production which will give them greater exchange value. It is the

production of these commodities which not only engrosses their efforts

Bpid., 3:257.

Sarx, Theories of Surplus Value, 2:492.
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and time but also commands and directs their efforts. Decisions about
the amount and type of commodities needed by society are determined
not by the contribution these commodities make to society's welfare
but by exchange value. The results of this emphasis are expressed by
Marx in “the absolute general law of capitalist accumulation." This
law states that "The more extensive . . . the lazarus-layers of the
workingclass, and the industrial reserve army, the greater is official
pauperism." This law "establishes an accumulation of misery, cor-
responding with accumulation of capital."SO

A1l of the above considerations are intimately connected with
private property in productive goods. The conclusion here need not
even involve a moral judgment about the benefit of property, although
its impropriety is evident. The conclusion is that private property
is an institution which serves the system of capitalism. The founda-
tion of the inherent contradiction of capitalist production--the self-
expanding nature of capital--is itself founded in private property of
alt forms of productive goods. The capitalist mode of production will
destroy itself; this destruction means that capital will be destroyed;
the destruction of capital is the abolition of private property. Marx
himself summarized the process:

Centralisation of the means of production and sociali-

sation of labour at last reach a point where they become

incompatible with their capitalist integument. This

integument is burst asunder. The knell of capitalist

private property sounds. The expropriators are
expropriated.

OMarx, Capital, 1:644, 545.
611bid., 1:763.
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CHAPTER V
MARX: MAN AND HIS DEVELOPMENT

The capitalist explo_its the worker by forcing him to work to a
point where the value of his production surpasses "the value of his
labour-power" and then by appropriating the surplus Tabor which the
worker expended in the process. As Marx noted, this "forms the gen-
eral background of the capitalist system." Marx has even given a
formula to measure the degree of that exploitation, exploitation being
defined by him as "the appropriation of the unpaid labour of c»f:hers."l
Marx's views on property can be explained in economic terms, the
basis for that justification having been given in the previous two
chapters.

Marx's demand that private property be abolished was not derived,
however, solely nor even mainly from his economic theory of value.

His philosophy of human development was much more comprehensive than a
response to one aspect of economic analysis. Private property in capi-
tal goods had to be abolished because it completely alienated the
worker and seriously hindered human development. This chapter dis-
cusses Marx's analysis of these phenomena. The first major section
treats Marx's view of human nature, the second major section deals
with alienation as a consequence of private property, and the third

section shows the relation between property and human development.

TWarx, Capital, 1:509; 3:385.
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Marxian View of Human Mature

The components of man's nature, or propositions about man, which
reflect Marx's views, are aggregated under two general headings.
There is no attempt to separate these components into any philosophi-
cal, psychological, or theological catagories; Marx made no such
distinctions. Nor is there a claim made that this discussion repre-
sents a comprehensive Marxian analysis of man. The discussion does
contain the elements essential to the understanding of alienation and

human development.
Man's Sensuous Mature and Self-Creation Through Activity

Marx understood man's nature to be sensuousness. He stated:

immediate, sensuous nature for man, is immediately,

human sensuousness (the expressions are identical)--

. . But nature is the immediate object of the science
of man: the first object of man--man--is nature,
sensuousness.2

The sensuous nature of man is more than a nature possessing the five
senses; sensuousness refers to the total activity of man. Marx con-
sidered man's senses to be those faculties by which man relates human-
1y to the world. He enumerated these sense faculties or "human
relations to the world" as follows: " . . . seeing, hearing, smelling,
tasting, feeling, thinking, observing, experiencing, wanting, acting,
loving-~-in short all the organs of his [man's] individual being." Marx

spoke of these faculties as "physical and mental senses."3

2karl Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscrints of 1344, edited
with an Introduction by 0irk J. Struik, trans. Martin Milligan (Mew
York: International Publishers, 1964), p. 143.

31bid., pp. 138-139.
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Man's sensuous nature does not mean that there is not a spiritual
aspect to man. Marx spoke of man's "spiritual inorganic nature" and
of man's "spiritual nourishment.” He aiso stated: "That man's phy-
sical and spiritual life is linked to nature means simply that nature
is linked to itself, for man is part of nature."4 But Marx did not
consider man's thoughts or aspirations to be in any way connected with
a spiritual principle of being. Ideas are interwoven with the materi-
al activity of 1ife and are determined by this activity. Marx did not
address himself to the question of whether man's thoughts and aspira-
tions postulate some spiritual faculty to produce them. As has been
seen, a materialistic interpretation of history is concomitant with a
completely materialistic philosophy. Marx saw no reality other than
natural rea]w’ty.s

It is man's sensuous nature which allowed, but did not necessarily
motivate, Marx to assert that man's existence is due to himself. Erich
Fromm remarked on this point that "It is very important to understand
Marx's fundamental idea; man makes his own history; he is his own
cr‘eatmr."6 There are two ideas involved here. One is that man deter-
mines nis own nature by his activity; the other is that there is no

creator, no God, on which man depends.

4ibid., p. 2.

5Erich Fromm maintained "that Marx's philosophy constitutes a
spiritual existentialism." Erich Fromm, Marx's Concept of Man, with a
translation from Marx's Economic and Philosophical Manuscriots by T. B.
Bottomore, Afterword by Erich Fromm (New York: frederick Ungar, 1966),
p. 5. There is no evidence, however, that Marx conceived of any basic
reality other than matter. Hence the affirmation here that he is a
philosopnical materialist.

6Fromm, Marx's Concept of Man, p. 15. Cf. previous footnote for
publication daza.
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A look at Marx's rejection of creation by a supreme being is
necessary, if only to contrast it later with Catholic theology. One
of Marx's reasons for this rejection was that the existence of a God
would destroy man's freedom. Marx stated that "A being only considers
himself independent when he stands on his own feet; and he only stands
on his own feet when he owes his existence to ’m’mse]f."7 Marx did not
treat the genesis of the universe itself as a scientific question, but
he implied that he accepted the theory of generatio aequivoca, a
spontaneous generation of the world.

Marx further contended that even to ask the question about crea-
tion involved a contradiction. To ask if nature and man were created
means that "you" must abstract from nature and man, he stated. You
must presuppose them to be non-existent and then prove them to exist.
But if nature and man do not exist, then there is no one to posit the
question of creation. The abstraction from man's existence makes it
meaningless to ask the question about man's existence.

Finally, Marx saw man as going through a continual process of
self-creation. Man by his own labor begets nimseif and determines his
nature by this Tabor. This makes the concept of a being above man and
nature a practical impossibility. Atheism denies the existence of God
and, by so doing, postulates the existence of man without a God. But
the creation of man is the emergence of a nature which is sensuous and
perceptible. This process takes place through socialism. Socialism
is a process by which the sensuous consciousness of man and of nature
emerges; consequently there is no need of a creator-God since the

TMarx, Manuscriots of 1844, p. 144,
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process of creation is accomplished by socialism. Socialism is the
positive process of man's emerging self-consciousness. Any question
about the unreality of nature and man is impossible. Atheism thus
becomes meaningless because it denies this impossibility in its denial
of God.

Marx strongly emphasized that man determines his nature by his
1ife activity. This life activity is the essential quality of man.
At times Marx made this 1ife activity specific by calling it work.
Engels was careful to distinguish work from labor. Labor is an eco-
nomic term; it is that activity which creates exchange value. Work,
on the other hand, is the specific type of activity, tailoring, for
example, which creates use value.s Though Marx uses the same German
word, Arbeit, to express both of these activities, the distinction is
useful and shall be kept in this study. Obviously with these defini-
tions it is work which Marx regards as the fulfilling activity of man.

Marx stated that the entire history of the world "is nothing but
the creation of man through human Tlabor, nothing but the emergence of
nature for man, . . . "8 This idea was not original to Marx but came

to him from Hegel. In his Critique of the Hegelian Dialectic, in fact,

Marx claimed the idea to be "The outstanding achievement of Hegel's

Phennmenology.”]o Man's self-creation by his own activity is a

8’This information comes from Bertell 0llman, Alienation (Cambridge:
University Press, 1971), p. 100. Chapters 13 and 15 of this work con-
tain excellent comments, some of which are used here, on the Marxian
view of man's activity. For Engels' distinction between work and labor
see Marx, Capital, 1:47, 186 (footnotes).

9Marx, Manuscripts of 1844, p. 145. “Labor" here refers to work
in the sense ot Engels' distinction.

Obid., p. 177.
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constant theme in Marx's philosophy. In Capital Marx explained the
Tabor process as one in which man "controls the material re-actions
between himself and Nature"; he concluded that "By thus acting on the
external world and changing it, he at the same time changes his own

natur‘e."H

The type of 1ife activity which is paramount in Marx's view is
productive activity. Philosophically this activity would be called
human acts as opposed to acts of man. The Tatter include any move-
ments of man. These movements can be merely passive or mechanical in
man, such as digestion of food or breathing. Human acts are those
which proceed from man's intellect and will; they are vital acts which
a man posits. Marx saw these human acts as predominantly productive
ones. He claimed that "The only labor which Hegel knows and recog-
nizes is abstractly mental ]abmr.”12 For Marx, however, "the produc-
tive 1ife is the life of the species. It is life-engendering life."
He saw "Religion, family, state, law, morality, science, art," to be
"only particular modes of productw’on.”]3

Conscious 1ife activity is thus all of man's activity which is
freely done and which is guided by his intellect. [t is activity, to
borrow a phrase from Marx's description of the labor process, in which

man "realises a purpose of his own . . . uld The laborer, forced to

Miarx, capital, 1:177.

]ZMarx, Manuscripts of 1844, p. 177.
Bipid., pp. 113, 136.

Myark, capital, 1:178.
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sell his labor power to the capitalist or to labor under the restric-
tive and detailed requlations of the capitalist, is not engaging in
free, purposive activity.ws This is in fact the essence of the inade-
quacy of the capitalist system. Whether Marx's analysis is concerned
with philosophic and humanistic arguments or with the economic struc-
ture as such, the failure of capitalism is that it denies human freedom
and human development to the individual. Capitalism guarantees a con-

dition of undeveloped human potential.
Man's Consciousness, Species Being, and Social Nature

There are three other elements in Marx's analysis of man which
are closely interrelated. These are man's species being, his conscious-
ness, and his social nature. These three elements unite to play an
important role in man's alienation under the capitalist system, as
shall be seen shortly.

Marx saw man as a species being. This means that an individual
man not only recognizes himself as one of the species called man, but
he also "treats himself as the actual, 1iving species." This idea was
also not original with Marx but came to him from the German philosopher
Ludwig Feuerbach. Feuerbach explained that an animal is not "conscious"
of himself as a species but only as an individual. Thus an animal does
not have consciousness in the strict sense, for consciousness implies
that a being's nature must be an object of thought to it. Man, on the

]SFree, conscious 1ife activity is not possible under the capi-
talist system in Marx's view and this is the basis of alienmation. Such
activity is Marx's ideal definition of man's nature, although it may be

descriptive of man only in certain nistorical epochs. Ffor further
comment an this point see O11man, Alienation, pp. 111-112.
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other hand, has a relation to his species and can make that species an
object of thought. It is this concept which Marx accepted and modi-
fied. Man sees himself not only as belonging to a species, Marx postu-
lated; he sees himself as the species. An individual thus loses nis
own individual existence and becomes the species. Conversely, a man
realizes his true individuality only by a practical recognition of

his species nature. Marx wrote "that man's relation to himself only
becomes for him objective and actual through his relation to the other
man."16

As a result of his species nature man is also a conscious being.
This was also an idea which came from Feuerbach. Marx saw life activ-
ity as a means to preserve life. An animal is not able to distinguish
itself from its 1ife activity, and he makes this Tife activity an
object of his will. Man's life activity is a conscious process and
it is this conscious Tife activity which is the distinguishing note
between man and animal. Conscious 1ife activity makes man a species
being. "Or rather," Marx stated, "it is only because he is a species
being that he is a conscious being, i.e., that his own life is an
object for him.“17 Marx connected man's freedom with his species na-
ture, with the fact that he regards himself as a universal or species
being. These ideas on man's freedom will appear again in the section
on alienation.

]sMarx, Manuscripts of 1844, pp. 112, 116. Erich Fromm saw spe-
cies character of man as "that which is universally human.” [t is
realized through man's productive activity. Fromm's definition was
made more categorical when he remarked: "What Marx meant by ‘species-
character' is the essence of man" (Fromm, Marx's Concept of Man, 0. 34).

ibid., p. 113.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



125

Man's social nature is intimately connected with his species
nature. The life of man is always social, even if in external form it
bears no visible, communal orientation. A man's very existence is
social activity. Marx reminded his readers that "The human essence of
nature first exists only for social man; for only here does nature
exist for him as a bond with man--as his existence for the other and
the other's existence for him--as the life-element of human reality."18
Social simply means the cooperation between or among different indi-
viduals. Animals do not enter into this cooperation or "relations"
with one another. "Consciousness is, therefore, from the very begin-
ning a social product, and remains so as long as men exist at a]l.“]g

Consciousness begins for man as an awareness of the immediate
environment, which includes a primitive relationship among men. Man
in this stage realizes that he must cooperate with other people among
whom he lives. This consciousness develops as society becomes more
productive and more populated. Man's consciousness is truly developed,
although not completely, when he realizes his species nature. The
realization of this nature also implies the realization of social
responsibility.

An adequate understanding of man's social nature is helpful for
understanding the alienation of the worker. Man is produced by society
and society in turn is produced by man. Man as an individual always
means man with social responsibilities, social needs, and species con-

sciousness. Human existence has its foundation in social orientation.

Brhid., p. 137.

]gMarx and tngels, The German [deology, p. 44.
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Marx wrote: "The individual is the social being"; "my own existence
is social activity." When man becomes aware of his own species nature,
he is simply bringing nis conscious awareness into agreement with
reality, "and simply repeats his real existence in though‘c."20

Personal freedom can be obtained only in community. "In the real
community the individuals obtain their freedom in and through their
association,"ﬂ Marx wrote. [t is possible, of course, that the nature
of a particular community may hinder human freedom and human develop-
ment. The orientation of a community depends greatly, even predomi-
nantly, upon the manner in which it satisfies its material needs, that
is, upon the method of production used in that community. The capital-
ist mode of production has brought about a fundamental change in soci-
ety, providing a system of production and distribution which has the
potential to supply all mankind with the goods and services needed for
human 1iving. But the nature of the capitalist mode of production
produces a type of community and society in which human development is
not possible. The necessary emphasis upon expansion of capital iso-
lates the individual from society and forces nim to deny in practical
terms his social nature. Marx explained this primarily in his treat-

ment of alienation, which is the subject of the following section.
Alienation

This section discusses the meaning o7 Marxian alienation, its
cause, and its relation to private property.

2OMar‘x, Manuscrints of 1844, pp. 137, 138.

21

a

Marx and Engels, The German [deology, p. 78.
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Marx's Concept of Alienation

As Marx sought an understanding of private property in The £co-

nomic_and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 he was immediately confronted

with the phenomenon of alienation. Marx saw the fundamental position
that property played in political economy. Economic studies up to his
time had not provided a justification for property in the sense of its
being an economic and moral good for society. Marx, therefore,
attempted to discover property's real socio-economic function.

He began with the given fact of alienated labor. He took aliena-
tion as a given datum, not from his own observation but from the
writings of the political economists themselves. He noted that "The
worker becomes all the poorer the more wealth he produces, the more
his production increases in power and size. The worker becomes an
w22

ever cheaper commodity the more commodities he creates. Marx re-

ferred to the worker as being estranged or alienated. The meaning of
this term requires investigation.

Martin Milligan, a translator of Marx's Manuscripts, transiated
the German word entdussern by "to alienate." The other ordinary mean-
ings of the word he gave as "to renounce" and "to part with." This
German word, he elaborated, has the meaning of "a transference of own-
ership, which is at the same time a renunciation."23 "To alienate" is

similar in meaning to the infinitive "to estrange," but Milligan used

the latter phrase to translate the German word entfremden, which lacks

22Marx, Manuscripts of 1844, p. 107.

Zpirk J. Struik and Martin Milligan, “Translator's and Editor's

flote on Terminology," in Marx, Manuscripts of 1844, p. 58.
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the legal-commercial connotation of entdussern. The words “alienated"
and "estranged" in some translations and in Marx himself seem to be
synonymous. In fact the English word "alienate" has a meaning which
seems to approximate Marx's understanding of both of these German words.
The English word "alienate" means "to convey or transfer to another,”
and also "to cause to be estranged: make unfriendly, hostile, or in-
different where attachment formerly exw‘sted."24

Richard Schacht saw in Marx's use of "alienation" a combination of
the two senses in which Hegel used the term and defined the term to
mean "separation through surrender."zs The explanation given by Walter
Kaufmann perhaps gives greater insight into Marx's understanding of
the term. Kaufmann noted that Marx used the word in different mean-
ings, but held his primary understanding of the term to be the following
following:

. the phenomenon that concerns him most is the de-
humanization of man. Man's loss of independence, his
impoverishment, his estrangement from his fellow men, and
his involvement in labor that is devoid of any originality,
spontaneity, or creativity are so many aspects of man's
estrangement from his true nature.2

Sidney Hook defined alienation by asking whom Marx would "regard as the
unalienated man, the man truly himself?" He found this unalienated

24Webster's Third New International Dictionary (Springfield, Mass.:
G & C Merriam, 1967), s.v. "alienate.”

25R1‘chard Schacht, Alienation, with an introductory essay by
Walter Kaufmann (Garden City, W.7.: Doubleday, 1970), p. 83. This
work presents a summary of alienation as the term has been used by
modern philosophers, psychalogists, and sociologists.

ZGNaIter Kaufmann, "The Inevitability of Alienation," in Schacht,
Alienation, p. xxiii. Cf. previous footrote for publication data.
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man to be "the man who finds personal fulfillment in uncoerced, crea-
tive work."27 Alienation would thus be the state of that person who
could not find such fulfillment. Erich Fromm held Marx's meaning of
alienation to be "that man does not experience himself as the acting
agent in his grasp of the world, but that the world (nature, others,
and he himself) remain alien to h1'm."28 A recent interpretation of
alienation, that of Martin Bronfenbrenner, defined the word by way of
the proportion: "Alienation:Frustration::Psychosis:Neurosis."
Bronfenbrenner admitted that his explanation used "the term in a sense
closer to Freud than to Marx, as a generalized frustration which crip-
ples its sufferer for the ordinary conduct of 11’fe."29

The comments by all of the above authors are meant to show the
complexity of the concept of alienation. The ultimate explanation,
however, will be that offered by Marx himself. This explanation will
be offered below as Marx traced alienation into four components or
2lements. Each of these components will be taken in turn.

First of all, the worker is alienatad in his product.30 The fol-
Towing quote, although of some length, is given to show this component

of alienation and to help in grasping Marx's meaning of the term.

2751‘dne_y Hook, Revolution, Reform. and Social Justice (New York:
New York University Press, 1975), p. 36.

28Frormn, Marx's Concept of Man, p. 44.

29Martin Bronfenbrenner, "A Harder Look at Alienation," Ethics
83 (July 1973):268.

3OCommentators, and Marx himself in some places, speak of aliena-
tion from the product. The praposition "from" is correct if it is
understood that the alienation flows from the separation of the product
from man. True Marxian alienation exists within individuals and is
comprised of all the feelings of hostility and frustration enumerated
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A1l these consequences result from the fact that the
worker is related to the product of his labor as to an alien
object. For on this premise it is clear that the more the
worker spends himself, the more powerful becomes the alien
world of objects which ne creates over and against nimself,
the poorer he himself--nis inner world--becomes, the less
belongs to him as his own. . . . The worker puts his life
into the object; but now his Tife no longer belongs to him
but to the object. Hence, the greater this activity, the
greater is the worker's lack of objects. Whatever the
product of his labor is, he is not. Therefore the greater
this product, the less is he himself. The alienation of
the worker in his product means not only that his Tabor
becomes an object, an external existence, but that it exists
outside him, independently, as something alien to him, and
that 7t becomes a power on his own confronting him. It
means that the 1ife which he has conferred on_the object
confronts him as something hostile and alien.”

In a previous section reference was made to Marx's explanation
that labor was materialized or crystallized in the product. Labor is
realized or "made real” in the object that the worker produces. But
this object becomes only a source of alienation to the worker because
it is appropriated by the capitalist. The worker sees his labor come
into existence as the object and he then sees this object confiscated
by another. Increased production only means increased appropriation
and increased alienation.

Marx offered another insight into this component of the worker's
alienation. It is only possible for the worker to produce objects by
working on something given by nature. The given materials of nature,
on the other hand, are also the only means the laborer has to provide

for his own subsistence. His food and clothing come from nature. The

by Marx in the passage following the number of this footnote. Physical
and legal separation from the product is a causal factor of the true
alienation which exists within the individual.

1
MMar, wanuscriots of 1844, p. 108.
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worker's alienation in, or flowing from, his product is accentuated by
this double deprivation to the worker. The external, sensuous world,
which is the basis of labor, is taken from him; he has no active rela-
tion to nature. Secondly, the external world of nature "more and more
ceases to be . . . means for the physical subsistence of the worker.”32
As a consequence of this the worker becomes a slave because both work
and the means of subsistence have to be "given" to him by another. The
basis for this condition of slavery is that private property deprives
the laborer of access to the means of production.

The second component of estranged labor is the alienation of the

worker "in the act of oroduction, within the producing activity, it-

self.” [If the worker is alienated in the product, then the activity
itself, the act of production, is alienating. Under the capitalist
system the worker is forced to labor at some task which does not flow
from his essential being. Thus the worker "does not affirm himself
but denies himself, does not feel content but unhappy, does not develop
freely his physical and mental energy but mortifies his body and ruins
his mind."33 Labor also ceases to be a means of satisfying the direct
needs of the worker and acquires only an external relationship to the
worker. It becomes an act of mortification and humiliation and some-
thing that the worker tries to avoid. In his work man does not belong
to himself, he belongs to another.

As a consequence of the above two elements there is an alienation

of man from his species or of the species from man. All of nature is

21pid., p. 109.
Bipid., p. 110.
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man's inorganic body which feeds and perpetuates him. Nature also pro-
vides the instruments for man's creative activity. These factors dis-
play man's universal, species nature. Since an individual man regards
himself as the species, his productive activity should be a species
1ife. Estranged labor confuses species 1ife and individual 1ife; labor
becomes a means of satisfying physical, individual existence. Man
loses his freedom of production and he Toses his creativity. He be-
comes animal-like in that he is forced into activity in which his intel-
lect plays no part and which is aimed only at satisfying his physical
existence. Thus man Toses his species life.

Finally, as a consequence of the above alienating factors, Marx
postulated a fourth component and stated that man is estranged from
man. In confronting himself man confronts every other man, Marx ex-
plained. Man is estranged in the product of his labor, in the produc-
tive act itself, and from his species being; therefore man is estranged
from other men. Marx stated that "every relationship in which man
stands to himself, is first realized and expressed in the relationship
in which a man stands to other men."34 Moreover, species nature is the
nature of all men. Since each man is estranged from his nature, he
must be estranged from every other man. This last point leads to the
further conclusion that the alienation of any class of men affects
every other class. I[f the worker is alienated in his labor, this ali-
enation must affect the rest of society. Certainly it atfects those

other small entrepreneurs who are neither of the proletariat nor of

H1bid., pp. 114-115.
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the bourgeoisie, as well as the members of the workers' families.
Marx did not make the illation as such, but it also affects the capi-
talist in his enslavement to capital expansion and in his insensitivity
to the impoverishment of his fellowmen. Avineri notes that "not only
the workers, but the capitalists as well, are stripped of their
personality." S

These points show the interrelation between alienation and the
commodity fetishism described in the previous chapter. Commodities
take on the nature of individuals in that they acquire the social rela-
tions which should exist between men. Individuals lose their own iden-
tity and become only a means to be used by the capitalists and the
capitalist system. "Men are degraded to the status of objects, and
objects receive human attributes.“36 Marx himself wrote: "In bour=-
geois society capital is independent and has individuality, while the
living person is dependent and has no individua]ity."37

Alienation for Marx is a condition of man which results from the
process of capitalist production. It is a condition in which not only
the result of man's labor is taken from him, but the very activity by
which he should be able to develop and express himself is no longer a
free and creative activity. This activity is something alien and hos-
tile to him. In addition man loses his true humanity and becomes a

stranger to himself and his fellowmen. A1l of his intellectual and

physical effort, which should look to the good of his species, must

35Avineri, Thought of Karl Marx, p. 113.

1pig.

37Marx, Communist Manifesto, p. 98.
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now be concentrated on his narrow utilitarian needs. Moreover, the
entire production process, and this includes distribution, exchange,
and consumption, becomes a hostile force over which the worker has no
control. Even the capitalists themselves cannot control it; they are
slaves to the law of reproduction of capital.

A recent work by Harry Braverman has updated the Marxian analysis
and allowed a further insight into worker alienation. Marxian aliena-
tion comes from the social conditions which establish man's work-
activity. This economic and social system allows men other than the
worker to own the instruments of production. Marx recognized that in
all forms of society the social division of Tabor is necessary. The
capitalist system has invented a further division of Tabor, a detailed
or fragmented division. Private property is respansible for this frag-
mented division in which the production process is broken down into
a large number of separate steps. The essential part of this fragmen-
tation, however, is that each productive step or stage is assigned to a
particular worker. The specific operation then becomes the worker's
occupation. Each worker performs the operation at which he has become
"skilled." No worker is allowed, however, to acquire the skill of a
true craftsman or artisan who conceptualizes and with his own hands
(and tools, of course) performs all the operations necessary to produce

a useful and artistic product. The creation of this "lifelong detail

worker" is "the contribution of the capitalist,“38 as Braverman noted;

it flows from the capitalist relations of production.

38Brave¥‘man, Labor and Monopoly Capital, p. 78. A quotation from
this book was used in Chapter 1, p. 6.
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While Braverman's work shows how work has been dehumanized in
modern society, the basis of his analysis is completely Marxian. In
Volume 1 of Capital Marx has described the effects on the laborer of
this detailed division of Tabor. He noted that in order to increase
productivity "each labourer must be made poor in individual productive
powers." He cited Adam Smith's observation that in performing such
fragmented labor the worker "generally becomes as stupid and ignorant
as it is possible for a human creature to t:ecorne."39 Alienation is
very much a part of Marx's later economic analysis. Although expressed
in different ways in different works of Marx, this alienation centers
around and is ultimately linked to the method by which man performs

his productive activn’ty.40

Relationship Between Property and Alienation

It is now necessary and possible to elucidate the connection be-
tween private property and alienation. This connection is a causal
one, alienation arising from private property in productive goods.
This causal relationship receives further comment here because of the
confusion and conflicting claims made by various authors regarding the
cause of alienation. Typical of these claims is that of Paul Craig
Roberts, who "finds the source of alienation in the 'commodity mode of

production' by which Marx means the market sys(:em."41

Fyarx, Capital, 1:361, 362. The quote from Adam Smith is from
Wealth of Nations, 8k. V, Chap. 1, Art. ii.

40In nis later works Marx spoke of alienation in terms closely
similar tc the terms used in Manuscripts of 1344, See Capital, 3:84-86;
Grundrisse, pp. 196-197, 331-833.

4]Paul Craig Roberts, Alienation and the Soviet Economy
(Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1971), p. 2.
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It is not the intention in these few pages to argue these claims
nor to trace the dynamics of alienation through its various phases and
its causative factor(s). The thesis put forth here, in claiming pri-
vate property to be the cause of alienation, is that alienation will
necessarily arise as long as private property in productive goods is a
fundamental and prevalent institution in society. Furthermore, this
alienation cannot be eliminated until such private property is abolished.

Marx held that "Bourgeois society is the most developed and the
most complex historic organization of production.”42 Such a complex
structure cannot be equated with only one of its specific constituents;
it must be understood in all its essential elements. But this mode of
production is founded upon private property in productive goods. Pri-
vate property summarizes the entire capitalist mode of production and
stands forth as the supporting pillar of this method of production.
When Marx and Engels called for the abolition of private property and

announced this as the summary of communism in The Communist Manifesto,

they were not saying that private property should be abolished and all
other facets of commodity production should be retained. They inferred
that, if private property were abolished, the capitalist mode of pro-
duction would not be possible.

Marx made such a conclusion explicit and even extended its theo-
retical implications when he wrote: "Just as we have derived the con-
cept of private property from the concept of estranged, alienated Tabor
by analysis, so we can develop every category of political economy with
the help of these two factors." A1l other categories, Marx continued,

4ZMarx, Grundrisse, p. 105.
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are only "definite and developed expression" of these two elements.

An example of such development is had in wage labor. It was pointed
out in Chapter 4 that Marx characterized the capitalist era by the fact
that labor power itself became a commodity. This labor power was sold
by the worker to the capitalist and thus became the latter's property.
Labor power as a commodity is based upon private property. Private
property and alienated Tabor serve as the basis for analyzing politi-
cal economy. And Marx saw private property as "the material, summary
expression of alienated 1abor."43

Marx made the relationship between these two factors more explicit.
He started from a given fact of the condition of society as described
by political economists--alienated labor. From this fact and by means
of the previous analysis there resulted private property.  "Private
property is thus the product, the result, the necessary consequence of
alienated 1abor,"44 Marx wrote. But this is not all. Private property
appears not only as the result of alienated labor, it is also the
source of such alienation. It is only because of the existence of
private property that the worker is forced into a position and state
of alienation. A reciprocal relationship has been established. Prop-
erty results in alienated labor and alienated man; the consequence of
such alienation is private property. This relationship was pointed
out in Chapter 2 in summarizing Marx's position. His words are re-
peated here because of their importance in the logical development of

his argument. He wrote:

*3Marx, Manuscripts of 1344, pp. 118, 119.

“1bid., p. 117.
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Only at the last culmination of the development of private
property does this, its secret, appear again, namely, that
on the one hand it is the product of alienated labor, and
that on the other it is the means by which labor alienates
itself, the realization of this alienation.4d

Thus private property and alienation form a circular process of mutual
causation. The expansion and predominance of such property under
capitalism result in a complete and universal alienation.

Marx further established an identity between wages and private
property. Wages follow the institution of private property, while pri-
vate property results, through the medium of alienated Tabor, in the
payment of wages. It becomes somewhat clearer, then, why a capitalist
society with an equal distribution of wages and more humanly engineered
working conditions cannot be the goal of Marxian society. The only
goal possible is a non-alienated worker and non-alienated man, a soci-
ety in which each man has the opportunity for free and creative self-
development. This can only be obtained by the abolition of private
property, and this is what Marx demanded. With the eradication of pri-
vate property will come the emancipation of the worker. This elimina-
tion of property frees not only the worker but emancipates all men.
This is so because the productive capacity of society, which has
expanded under capitalism, can then be controlled by all men instead of

by a few.46 It is so because man is a species being and the slavery of

1pid.

46The appropriation of productive goods by the proletariat will
differ from previous appropriations in that these former ones were
merely confiscations of simple and crude instruments of production,
while proletariat appropriation will enable society to control a "mass
of instruments of production" (Marx and Engels, The n_Ideoaloay,
p. 88). Proletariat rule contains two elements: 1) control by all

society of (2) the entire complexus of productive power.
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one is the slavery of all. It is also true because man is a social
being and, in accord with Marx's materialistic interpretation of
history, the method of production affects all society.

A closer Took at the relationship between the abolition of private
property and human development is needed. This is done in the

following section.

Private Property and Human Development

From the brief analysis in the previous sections it is obvious
that "the self-realization of man now requires the abolition of the
prevailing mode of 'Ial:vor."47 This requires the abolition of the pri-
vate ownership of productive goods. The relationship between aliena-
tion and private property introduces the more fundamental question of
the relationship between the latter's abolition and human development.
The nature of this relationship is essential to Marx's "humanistic"
view of property. Previous analysis has shown that the laborer, and
the non-laborer also, is alienated when there is private property; this
institution must be abolished. How does the abolition of private prop-
erty aid, indeed become essential to human development?

It will be helpful to mention here that property and the capitalist
system play an important role in social and economic development. For
Marx capitalism was not just some unfortunate system whose absence in
nistory would have been insignificant. The contribution of capitalism
and private property to world development will be emphasized in Chapter

6. The purpose of this section is to explain Marx's view that true

47Mar‘cuse, Reason and Revolution, p. 275.
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human development cannot take place until private property in produc-
tive goods has been abolished.

Private property establishes a relation of men to material things.
It makes this relation the predominant one in man's 1ife. Marx criti-
cized modern society "in which production is the aim of man and wealth
the aim of production.“ng This attitude of modern, private-property
society sets physical possession of material things as the primary and
sole goal of life. As a consequence man's effort is directed toward
this physical possession. This elevation of the possession of gcods
to a position of supremacy in man's 1ife is a complete confusion of
values. The effort towards this possession brings with it greed and
envy.

Under the system of private property man is forced to labor for
another. His freedom is destroyed and he becomes the slave of another.
His own talents become submerged as his activity is directed toward the
goal of production set by the property owner. Moreover, it is this
free, self-creative activity of man which develops man in his nature.
The cessation of this free activity means a cessation of human
development.

Private property becomes a process of furthering one's individual
existence through the possession of goods. This process completely
distorts man's social and species nature, a nature which emphasizes the
importance of man's relations to his fellowmen and looks toward the

4BKaN Marx, Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations, trans. Jack Cohen,

ed. and with an Introduction by E. J. Hobsbawm (Mew York: International
Publishers, 1965}, p. 84.
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well-being of the species. Private property creates an economic system
which fosters a self-centered and selfish individualism. Tnis system
rewards such self-seeking activity.

A1l of these factors mean that private property negates the nature
of man. Man loses his species nature because the primary concern of
his activity is the possession of goods; he relates to others via ob-
jects and not directly. He loses that nature because his individual
existence, not the existence of the species, becomes the only important
consideration for him. Man also loses his power to develop and perfect
his own being. He loses this because he is forced to labor for another
instead of for himself. His independence is a myth. There is no free,
self-creative activity on his part and with this absence comes the
impossibility of human development.

It is necessary to look at human development from a more positive
attitude. Marx foresaw that the abolition of property would require
two historical stages. These stages ne depicted as one of "crude
communism" and one of “communism as the positive transcendence of pri-
vate property." In crude communism there is the absence of private
property, but the same attitude toward possessions is present as under
the system of property itself. This is the attitude that "the sole
purpose of life and existence is direct, physical possession.”49

The "positive transcendence of private property,” on the other
hand, involves a complete change in man's attitude toward the acquisi-

tion of goods and the importance of material goods. The acquisition of

“arx, Manuscripts of 1344, o. 132.
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goods ceases to be a major goal in life, certainly insofar as this
acquisition reflects an inner spirit of greed. Material goods assume
an entirely subservient role, one which allows man to concentrate upon
personal development and human relations. Human achievement, Marx
noted, should not "be conceived merely in the sense of immediate, one-
sided gratification--merely in the sense of possessing, of having.“sc'
In the Manuscripts of 1844 Marx called property the "expression of
estranged human life." This estrangement is abolished only when man
acquires the correct attitude toward property, when there is the "posi-
tive transcendence of private property." This transcendence allows man
to return "to his human, i.e., social existence." The transcendence of
private property can now be seen as an attitude which recognizes that
material and other economic goods are needed only as a means to a more
elevated human existence. This attitude causes man to relegate these
goods to their role of means. This transcendence of private property
allows all men's senses and faculties to become truly human because
they become social faculties. '“Need or enjoyment have consequently
Tost their egotistical nature, and nature has lost its mere utility by
use becoming human use,"5] Marx wrote. As was remarked earlier, com-
munism presupposes no diminution of consumption and consequently no
lessening of production nor of productivity. It actually demands the
opposite--that goods will be so plentiful that they will be easily

available to all. Lenin clearly noted these facets when ne remarked

01pig., p. 138.
5T 1bid., pp. 136, 139.
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that communism "presupposes not the present productivity of labour and

not the present ordinary run of people, . . . u52

It can be stated that "The supreme goal of communism is to ensure

full freedom of development of the human personality, . ";53 conse-

quently a more formal analysis of human development will assist in
understanding the role private property plays in such development.

The key to Marx's theory of development, as would now be expected,
lies in creative activity. This activity includes science and art--all
the actions of man by which he intelligently pursues some legitimate
cultural and humanistic goal. "Marx conceives of this activity as a
series of dynamic relationships between each man, or his particular
power and needs, and the real objects in the world, including other
men."54 This activity must be free from all compulsion, insofar as it
can be. Man must always produce in order to live. But Marx saw free-
dom taking place "in socialized man, the associated producers, ration-
ally regulating their intarchange with Mature, bringing it under their
common control, instead of being ruled by it as by the blind forces of
Nature; . . . n55 This freedom in development allows "me:" " . . . to
do one thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in the morning, fish

in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticise arter dinner,

52V. I. Lenin, Works, Vol. 25, p. 441; also in The State and
Revolution (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, n.d.), p. 155,
quoted in Kuusinen et al., Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism, p. 364.

53Kuusinen et al., Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism, 2. 368.

34011man, Alienation, p. 127.

varx, capital, 3:320.
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just as I have a mind, without ever becoming hunter, fisherman,
shepherd or cri tic."56

That which stamps labor as "exclusively human" is that the result
of the labor process is something "that already existed in the imagi-
nation of the labourer! at the beginning of the labor process. Man
conceives in his intellect some good to be produced or service to be
rendered. His human activity utilizes some instruments or tools to
fashion raw materials into that good or allows the performance of that
service. The good or service, insofar as it has been produced by con-
crete human labor and not abstract labor, has some use value. This
entire process "is the everlasting Nature-imposed condition of human
existence."57 It cannot, as just stated above, be avoided by man.
Engels called creative labor "the highest enjoyment known to us."58

Marx referred to labor as "the most damned seriousness, the most intense

exertion," and said that it was "in no way . . . mere fun, mere amuse-

ment." Still he held that the overcoming of obstacles in labor was "a

liberating activity--and that, further, the external aims become
stripped of the semblance of merely external natural urgencies, and
become posited as aims which the individual himself posits--nence as

self-realization, objectification of the subject, hence real freedom,

whose action is, precisely, 1abour.“°9 Marx referred nere to labor

56Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, p. 47.

57Marx, Capital, 1:178, 1g4.

58Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, On Britain (Moscow: Foreign
Languages Publishing House, 1953), p. 152, quoted in Kuusinen et al..
Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism, p. 862.

Svarx, Grundrisse, p. 611. Cf. also p. 712.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



145

under a socialist society and noted the repulsiveness of slave, serf,
and wage labor.

The entire labor process, which is correctly generalized into the
process of creative activity, provides the manner of human development.
It is here that Marx's humanism converges with his economic analysis
and his interpretation of history. The making of history coincides
with the development of human nature. This history, although a result
of the free actions of individuals, is determined by the economic condi-
tions of society, particularly the comprehensive process of production.
Man expends his labor power in every such activity, and thus this
activity modifies and determines human nature. This labor activity, in
order to be truly determinative of man's nature, must be guided by man's
intellect and must be free.

Thus two elements of the Marxian vision are brought together, each
giving insight to the other. Marx's interpretation of history stresses
the importance of the mode of production in the ultimate determination
of all facets of history. At the same time it is man's creative activ-
ity which shapes his own nature and allows him to write his own history.
These two elements were not meant by Marx to be contradictory but com-
plementary. Taken together they give the complete, if succinct,
Marxian view of historical determination and human devalopment.

The capitalist system, epitomized by the institution of private
property, does not allow such free, intellectual, creative activity.
This system produces labor which is completaly alienated. This aliena-
tion is founded upon private property, which appropriates every material

claim and destroys every "spiritual® aspiration of the worker. This
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alienation results also from a fragmented division of labor, itself
the result of private property seeking nothing but its own expansion.
This fragmented labor "translated into market terms . . . means that
the labor power capable of performing the process may be purchased more
cheaply as dissociated eTements."sO Translated into numanistic terms
fragmented labor means that no individual worker can develop himself
into a craftsman who can take pride and pleasure in a free, self-
conceived, scientific or artistic project. Positively it means that a
worker is forced into an exclusive, specialized activity and compelled
to Timit his talents to this procedure. This procedure is made monoto-
nous by its continued repetition and its isolation as only a minute
part of the productive process.

Alienation is also directly related to private property. Man's
nature-determining activity is estranged from him. It loses its vital
role in self-development and becomes a means to enrich others. It
forces a man to deny his species nature and concentrate on his own self-
preservation. Man thus loses his social orientation. He puts his
distorted self-interests, distorted, that is, by commodity fetishism
and alienation, above the good of the species. It is important to no-
tice that property under the capitalist mode forces this misdirected
individualism.

The development of an individual must look toward man's relations
with other individuals and with society. The development of man's
talents is a social experience; it is done with the consciousness that

man is a species and social being. Individual human needs become

6OBraver'man. Labor and Monopoly Capital, o. 381.
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social needs. It has been pointed out that Marx considered the indi-
vidual to be the social being and the individual's Tife to be "an
expression and confirmation of social 1ife." The development of man's
faculties requires that they realize a social dimension. Marx called
this process the "objectification of the human essence."61
A1l of man's faculties are then emancipated because they are no
longer directed to an exaggerated "individual gratification." Man's
faculties become truly human when they become social powers. Aliena-
tion and commodity fetishism have caused man to view his "essential
powers" and the objects created by these powers as objects which them-
salves are alien to him and useful only for their exchange value.
These objects can be political documents, works of art and literature,
or products of industry. Man's senses become humanized when he dis-
covers that any such object, the product of his powers, is a social
object, "an object made by man for man." A1l such objects "confirm and
realize his individuality." Moreover, man's faculties, nis powers,
become truly developed and humanized when he realizes that these senses
are those of a social man. In other words the development of man's
powers to their fullest human capacity can only be had when it is
realized that these powers belong not to an individual but to "humanized
nature." Thus “the senses of the social man are gther than those of

the non-social man."62

Man cannot begin this true development, Marx averred, until the

capitalist system has ended and there is an abolition of private

6Tiarx, Manuscripts of 1844, pp. 138, 140-141.

szlbid. The topic and the several quotes in this paragraph are
found in pp. 139-142.
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property. The following passage of Marx and Engels provides an ade-
quate summary of this thesis:

We have also shown that the abolition of division of labour
is determined by the development of intercourse and produc-
tive forces to such a degree of universality that private
property and division of labour become fetters on them.

Wle have further shown that private property can be abol-
ished only on condition of an all-round development of
individuals, because . . . only individuals that are de-
veloping in an all-round fashion . . . can turn them (the
existing form of intercourse and the existing productive
forces] into free manifestations of their Tives. We have
shown that at the present time individuals must abolish
private property, because’the productive forces and forms
of intercourse nhave developed so far that, under the domi-
nation of private property, they have become destructive
forces, . . . Finally, we have shown that the abolition

of private property and of the division of labour is it-
self the union of individuals on the basis created by
modern productive forces and world intercourse.63

Private property prevents human development, that development of
man in his social nature. Property also affects the position of
classes in society. The most obvious effect is an economic one--wealth
begets wealth; the owners of private property are able to garner more
property. But as a result of their property the capitalist class is
able to assume a unique position in society. This position is one of
dominance over the working class and dominance of all social and eco-
nomic institutions. The following chapter analyzes the historical
position of capitalism and, more especially, private property as a

power-conferring institution.

63yarx and Engeis, The German [deology, op. 433-439.
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CHAPTER VI
PRIVATE PROPERTY--ABUSE OF POWER

The major function of this chapter is to provide a commentary on
the relationship between private property and power in society. As
background to that commentary it will be helpful to take notice of the
role the capitalist mode of production plays in economic and social

development.

Historical Mecessity of Capitalism

Marx saw capitalist production fulfilling an important and essen-
tial role in human history. In speaking of the process of man's libera-
tion Marx wrote: "'Liberation’ is a historical and not a mental act,
and it is brought about by historical conditions, the [level] of in-
dustry, com(merce], [agrilculture, [intercourse . . .].“1 The histori-
cal conditions of capitalist production provided, in Marx's view, an
important stage in man's search for liberation. The Communist tani-
festo observed that "the modern bourgeosie is itself the product of a
long course of development, of a series of revolutions in the mode of

production and of exchange."2

]Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, p. 38. The bracketed por-
tions are in the text usad; the manuscript itself is damaged at this
point.

ZMATX and Engels, The Communist Manifasto, p. 81.
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The role of capitalism can be summarized in two broad, overlapping
contributions. The first of these is the achievements of the system,
both those beneficial effacts upon society and those achievements detri-
mental to society. Secondly, capitalism has provided the foundation
for and will even provide the impetus to the coming socialist society.

Several "achievements" of capitalism have already been noted:
wage labor, alienation, and fragmented division of labor. These, along
with many other capitalist achievements, can be looked at as resulting
from three characteristics of the system: '“the rationalization of the
world, the rationalization of human action and the universalization of
inter-human contact."3 Two of these achievements deserve further men-
tion. One is that capitalism has, actually for many persons and poten-
tially for the world, provided a system whereby material and other
aconomic goods can be made available. The Manifesto noted: "The
bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created
more massive and more colossal production forces than have all pre-
ceding generations together." For Marx capitalist production has given
to the world a glimpse of the possibilities of human achievement:

It has been the first to show what man's activity can bring

about. It has accomplished wonders far surpassing Egyptian

pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and Gothic cathedrals; it has

conducted expeditions that put in_the shade all former

Exoduses of nations and crusades.4

One other achievement of capitalism is important to this work.

This achievement belongs rather to the classical school of Smith and

3Av1ﬁner1‘, Thought of Karl Marx, p. 162. This work has an excellent
section dealing with the world-wide importance of capitalism: some of
the author's insights are noted in this text. Cf. pp. 162-174.

4Manr‘x and Engels, The Communist Manifesto, pp. 85, 83.
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Ricardo and is theoretical in nature. To this school can be attributed
the discovery that the true essence or nature of private property lies
in labor. Marx wrote:

To this enlightened political economy, which has dis-

covered within private property the subjective essence of
wealth, the adherents of the money and mercantile system,

who look upon private property only as an objective sub-

stance confronting men, seem therefore to be fetishists,

Catholics.

The section of the Manuscripts of 1844 dealing with this subject of
labor as private property hints at far more than is usually recognized
in economic treatises on value theory. Marx was saying that true
wealth lies not in goods as objects, but in human labor. It is the
activity of man which is value-creating activity. This means, of
course, that objects have value because they are produced by human
labor. It means, more importantly, that human activity is the one,
actual source of value; it means that man "has himself become this
essence of private pmpertyﬂ'5 True wealth is represented by human
activity.

The other general contribution of capitalism is that it will make
possible the next evolutionary movement toward socialism. This was
explained in Chapter 4, which noted that the contradictions within the
capitalist system will bring about the system's own destruction. Marx
noted capitalism's own revolt against itself, a "revolt of modern pro-
ductive forces against modern conditions of production, against the
property relations that are the conditions for the existence of the

bourgeoisie and of its rule." He concluded: “What the bourgeoisie,
g

SMarx, Manuscripts of 1844, pp. 128, 129.
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therefore, produces, above all, is its own grave-diggers. Its fall and
the victory of the proletariat are equally 1nev1’tab1e."6

The socialist society to be established after the collapse of
capitalism will be investigated in Chapter 7. The question faced in
the following section is one of power, and an effort is made to show
how, in Marx's view, private property in productive goods leads to the

greatest abuse of power.

Property and Power

In Chapter 2 a Weberian definition of power was adopted.7 This
definition centers around the ability of a person "within a social rela-
tionship" of carrying out his own will even in the face of resistance
against that will. Power is that control which individuals possess
over goods, materials, institutions, and relations, and over other
individuals. The specific Marxian thesis proposed in this chapter is
that power in a capitalist society flows from the institution of
private property.

Marx saw property as a necessary basis of production. He asserted:
"But that there can be no production and hence no society where some
form of property does not exist is a tautology."8 The private property
of the capitalist system, however, has produced a condition where one

class controls another class of individuals. The Communist Manifesto

urges the members of the controlled class, the workers, to unite to

throw off the chains that bind them.

GMar‘x and Engels, The Communis* Manifesto, p. 94.
7See Chapter 2, p. 56.

BMarx, Grundrisse, p. 88.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



153

In Chapter 4 reference was made to Marx's claim that the existence
of labor power as a commodity was the determining characteristic of
capitalist production. In Volume 3 of Capital Marx expanded this
analysis and proposed two major features for the system. The first is,
again, that the products of capitalist production are commodities. The
major implication of this is that the worker himself becomes a commodity
and his labor becomes wage labor. The agents in the buying and selling
of this labor, the capitalists and the workar, are simply "personifica-
tions of capital and wage-1abour."9

The second feature in the capitalist production system "is the
production of surplus-value as the direct aim and determining motive of
production.” The amount of surplus value can be increased by prolong-
ing the working day or by increasing the productivity of labor. The
capitalist's efforts to reduce the cost of his commodity, that is, his
product, forces him to search for methods which increase the productiv-
ity of labor. In the production process the capitalist in his capacity
as manager exerts a certain power or authority over the worker. The
capitalist, as just noted, is only personified capital. He does not
make a free decision to exploit his workers; he is at the mercy of the
system. Marx observed that among "the capitalists themselves, who con-
front one another only as commodity-owners, there reigns complete
anarchy within which the social interrelations of production assart
themselves only as an overwhelming natural law in relation to individual

free will." This system of production does not exist to satisfy the

¥arx, Capital, 3:880.
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needs of man but only to provide for the self-expansion of capital. [t
is a system where man "is governed by the products of his own hand,"m

Once the primitive or original accumulation of capital has taken
place and the process of capitalist production has begun, the develop-
ment of that process continues in an accelerating pace. The produc-
tivity of labor is increased by new methods of technology and an
increased amount of capital goods. This produces an industrial reserve
army which supplies Tabor to the continuing process of accumulation.
The standard of living of the workers, because of the existence of this
army of excess workers, is kept low while the wealth of the capitalists
increases. The discrepancy between the two classes and continuing
alienation increases the misery of the workers. It is not just the
material standard of the workers which is affected. The following are
some of the further effects of all the means used to increase
productivity:

. . they mutilate the Tabourer into a fragment of a man,

degrade him to the level of an appendage of a machine,

destroy every remnant of charm in his work and turn it

into a hated toil; they estrange from him the intellectual

potentialities of the labour-process in the same propor-

tion as science is incorporated in it as an independent

power; they distort the conditions under which he works,

subject him during the labour-process to a despotism the

more hateful for its meanness; they transform his 1ife-

time into working-time, and drag his wife and child beneath

the wheels of the Juggernaut of capital.

The products of man's activity and social power--that is, "the

multiplied productive force" which is that activity--transform

01p44., 3:880, 881; 1:621.

Wibid., 1:645.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



155

themselves into an "alien power" which confronts man and over which he
has no control. It is division of labor and private property which
have allowed the creation of this objective power. In one passage
Marx even equated division of labor with private property, observing
that "in the one the same thing is affirmed with reference to activity
as is affirmed in the other with reference to the product of the
act‘.ivity.”12 But private property 1'3. the institution which allows and
even postulates division of labor. Private property is the institution
which makes the worker completely free in the sense of making him com-
pletely poor, of having no other means of subsistence but the sale of
his own labor power. Private property is the institution which sub-
jects the worker to a system which itself controls society and brings
to the worker only the realization of his own helplessness and misery.
The capitalist method of production seems, at this point, to be
a system which is not controlled by man, but by the system itself. But
the capitalist system is a stage in the prehistory of man's development.
Consequently it is also a stage which involves a struggle between
classes. As long as society exists in such a prehistoric condition,
that is, a condition where class conflicts prevail, some form of state
control is inevitable. In a capitalist society this control rests in
the hands of the owners of capital. Lenin noted the inevitable nature
of this control: "In reality, as long as there is private property,
your state, even if it is a democratic republic, is nothing but a

machine used by the capitalists to suppress the workers, and the freer

mMarx and Engels, The German Ideology, pp. 48, 47, 46.
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the state, the more clearly is this expressmﬁ.“13 Engels noted that

the ruling force of civilized society is the state and that this state
consists essentially in a ruling class controlling an exploited one.m

The Communist Manifesto noted that "Political power . . . is merely
W15

the organized power of one class for oppressing another.

Marx saw political and social power, power over the political and
social institutions of society, to be founded in economic power. In a
society where developed commodity production is the norm, that politi-
cal and social power rests in the hands of the owners of capital. It
is the capitalists as a class who control economic society. Since eco-
nomic society determines social, political, and intellectual 1ife, the
source of all power rests with the capitalists.

In line with the economic interpretation of history Marx explained
that "The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas:
i.e., the class, which is the ruling material force of society, is at
the same time its ruling intellectual fcrce."15 The controllers of
the means of production also control the production and dissemination
of ideas. Tnese ideas become the controlling forces in the epoch that
produced them and even take on the semblance of eternal Taw. These
ideas, which are created by the ruling class or whicn the ruling class
pays to have created, become a deposit of forces which determine the

”V. I. Lenin, The State, July 11, 1919, in Selected Works, Vol.
16, p. 655, quoted in Lenin Reader, Selected and edited by Stefan T.
Possony (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1966), p. 163.

MSee Frederick Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property,

and the State, in The Marx-Engels Reader, ed. Robert C. Tucker (New
York: W. W. MNorton, 1972), p. 0657.

1SMarx and Engels, The Communist Manifesto, p. 105.

]GMarx and Engels, The German Ideology, p. 59.
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various aspects of a society's culture. The owners of capital are
thus ultimately responsible for the complexus of legal and social in-
stitutions which continue their control over the workers. These same
owners promote the artistic and literary works which depict or embody
ideas fostering their continued control.

The capitalist mode of production seeks an accumulation and expan-
sion of capital, in other words, an accumulation of private property.
This accumulation both relies upon and perpetuates the institution of
property. But it also has for its "fundamental condition the annihila-
tion of self-earned private property; in other words, the expropriation
of the ]abour‘er.”]7 In terms of this chapter this means that the gene-
sis of the capitalist involves control of the workers' property, and
the existence of the capitalist enables him to control the workers'
very lives. This control comes by expropriating the workers' property.
The capitalists as a class ultimately force the workers to sell their
Tabor power, expropriate some of this labor power as surplus value, and
Teave to the workers only sufficient means to ensure the survival of
this labor power. This alienating process destroys the individual.

According to his interpretation of history, production, for Marx,
is the predominant force in society. Production, however, forms a part
of an entire social and economic process, a process completed by dis-
tribution, exchange, and consumption. A further analysis of the nature
of the exchange element in this process elucidates the relationship

between power and private property.

”Marx, Capital, 1:774.
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Commodity production is one of the essential elements in the
capitalist system. A commodity, however, involves a transfer of a
product by means of exchange. This means that the commodity must pos-
sess some exchange value. Of course the commodity has a use value, but
it is brought to the market only because the use value is superseded by
its exchange value to the owner. In order that exchange take place

the owners must be simply that, that is, private owners of the specific

commodities to be traded. This means that common property as an insti-
tution has given way to private property.

It is the owners of the exchange values or commodities who exercise
control over them. MNot only do these owners control the products, but
they also control the activity of those who fashion the products. Marx
saw that "the power which each individual exercises over the activity
of others or over social wealth exists in him as the owner of exchange
values, . . . n18 As Marx pointed out so frequently, the activity of
the workers and the product of that activity appear to them as a hostile
and alien force confronting the workers.

The important point here is that the exchange value in the com-
modity gives to the owner economic power, "which is simply power to
withhold from others what they need." The origin of this power cor-
responds to the change in the legal concept of property. Commons ob-
served that "the change in the concept of property from physical things
to the exchange-value of things is a change from a concept of nholding
things for one's own use to withholding things from others' use, . "

This "economic attribute of property," the fact that "holding for self

18Mar‘x, Srundrisse, p. 157.
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becomes withholding from others,"19 manifested itself clearly only
when the developed form of commodity production became prevalent.

This economic power, flowing from property, means that the owner
can demand something in exchange for his possession. He can withhold
that possession from the exchange process until he receives his desired
recompense. Of course modern society ordinarily uses money, that
"crystal formed of necessity,“zo in such transactions; this fact should
cause no complication to the analysis. Commons pointed out thag hold-
ing something for one's own use is "economy," but that "withholding is
economic power."z.I

In Volume 1 of Capital Marx explained the process of expropriation,
principally in England, by which the individual worker was separated
from his means of production. As this process took place various laws
were passed which legitimated the growing wealth of the new capitalist
class and turned it into their legal private property. Having been
divested of their means of production, the "peasants" had no other
alternative but to sell themselves in the form of their labor power.
They became wage labor. Marx noted that "the history of this, their
expropriation, is written in the annals of mankind in letters o7 blood
and 1’1're."22

The important factor of this analysis, nowever, is not the violent

and ruthless manner of this expropriation, but the forced consequence

9 ¢ommons, Legal Foundations, pp. 52, 53

Pyarx, capital. 1:36.
21Commcns, Legal Foundations. p. 54.
22

Marx, Capital, 1:715.
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of the process. Wage labor came into existence and was to be sold as
any other commodity was sotd. This labor has an exchange value. In
the case of all other commodities the possessor of them maintains an
economic power and may withhold them until he obtains nhis desired
reward. But in the case of wage labor this is not possible. The
Taborer has no choice in the selling of his labor power because this
power is the only means he has to provide for himself and his family.
His very survival demands that this labor power be sold and that it be
sold at the wage which will be just sufficient to guarantee the survi-
val of the worker and the propagation of new workers. The "holder" of
Tabor power, the worker himself, cannot withhold his labor power and
consequently has no economic or social power. It is, of course, pos-
sible for the worker to quit one job and look for another. "But," as
Marx pointed out, "the worker, whose sole source of livelihood is the

sale of labour power, cannot leave the whole class of purchasers, i.e.,
23
"

the capitalist class without renouncing his existence.
Is it not possible for the condition of the workers to improve
with the accumulation of capital and the increased productivity of
workers? Can the wages to the workers not be increased so that the
workers can acquire some wealth and at least approach the status of the
capitalists? Marx explained that such a procedure is not possible.
Wages do not represent the workers' share in the product. They are
simply the orice of a particular commodity, labor power, a commodity

which resides in the human person.

23Kar1 Marx, Wage-Labour and Capital, in Karl Marx, Selected
Works, 2 vols., 2d. V. Adoratsky, Engiish Edition ed. C. P. Dutt (New
York: Internaticnal Publishers, n.d.), 1:257.
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If there is an increase in productive capital, then the result
will be an increase in the demand for labor. But this increased demand
for labor is offset by the increased productivity of the worker as pro-
ductive methods and instruments are improved. Consequently there is a
reserve, industrial army and competition for jobs among the members of
this army forces wages down. Moreover, if there is a rise in wages,
there will result a concomitant increase in economic and social needs
for the workers. The needs of men are relative, not absolute, Marx
pointed out; they are determined by conditions of society. He wrote:
"Our needs and enjoyments spring from society; we measure them, there-
fore, by society and not by the objects of their satisfaction. Because
they are of a social nature, they are of a relative nature."24
Increased wages mean that those wants which before were Tuxuries now
appear as necessities, and other new needs arise to present themselves
as necessary for a complete life in society.

In addition to the distincticn between nominal and real wages Marx
divided wages into real and relative wages. Real wages represent the
amount of buying power of the nominal wages. The labor of the workers
produces a value added to the value of the raw materials and depreci-
ated machinery which is used in production. This newly created value,
added to by the labor of the workers, is divided between the workers
and the capitalist. Part of it becomes wages and part of it becomes
profit. Marx stated that relative wages "express the share of direct

labour in the new value it has created in relation to the share which

2 pid., 1:269.
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falls to accumulated labour, to capita]."zs In other words a relative
wage is the ratio of that portion of the value added which goes to the
workers tc the portion which goes to capital. If workers add $1000 to
the value of raw materials and machinery used up in production, this
sum is divided into wages and profit. If the workers receive 3600 and
the capitalist $400, the relative wage is three-halves. If the sums
are reversed, the relative wage is two-thirds. Marx showed that rela-
tive wages are always decreasing under the capitalist systern.26

This can be put in more ordinary Marxian terms to the effect that
the rate of surplus value is always 1'm:rteasw'ng.27 There are two general
conclusions which follow from this. The first is that the gap between
the workers and the owners is always widening. Even if there were
some increase in nominal and real wages the disparity between the re-
turns to the two classes would grow Targer. Any such increased wage
has little effect on the workers, who see the affluence and luxury of
the rich. Such an observation is borne out at the present time. To
Jook only at the United States, the lower economic class enjoys a stan-

dard of 1iving and opportunities for education and even recreation which

Bpig., 1:270.

see ibid., 1:271-280.
27The wages received by the workers are necessary or variable labor;
the profits of the capitalist are surplus labor. Let v and s represent
these values, respectively. Then relative wages become v/s. This is
the inverse of the rate of surplus value explained in Chapter 4. Thus
the statement "relative wages are always decreasing”" is equivalent to
the statement "the rate of surplus value is always increasing.” The
rate of surplus value always increases aven though the rate of profit
falls. Marx noted that Bastiat and Proudhon were confused on this mat-
ter. Marx wrote that Bastiat feit "that because the rate of profit of
the larger and more productive total capital is smaller, it follows that
the worker's share has grown larger, whereas precisely the opposite is
the case; nis surplus labour has grown larger" (Marx, Grundrisse, p. 385).
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are superior to those which the middle class enjoyed in former periods.
This does not alleviate the material deprivation of the people in this
class. [t does Tittle good to say that relatively speaking these peo-
ple should be satisfied both in their material status and in their

aspirations for their own development. It was of such a situation that
Marx wrote: "The power of the capitalist class over the working class
has grown, the social position of the worker has deteriorated, has been
depressed one stage further below that of the capitalist.”zs

The second conclusion to be derived from the conflict between

wages and profits is that the “"interests of capital and the interests

of wage labour are diametrically crg,nmsed.“29 This is the more impor-

tant conclusion as far as economic and social power is concerned. The
falling rate of profit compels the capitalist to search for ways which
can Tower his costs, increase the oroductivity of labor, and bring him
a greater surplus value. This means that the capitalist must be able
to control all aspects of the economic process. The very survival of
the capitalist demands that he control ever larger amounts of capital
and that the workers control none. There must be available workers to
operate the increased capital. These workers are supplied by the in-
creased productivity of the new capital and more efficient ways of pro-
duction. This allows the capitalist a greater control over wages.
Finally, the social power of the capitalist must allow him to reinforce

his economic position.

28Marx, Wage-Labour and Capital, in Karl Marx, Selected Works,
1:271.

B1pid., 1:273.
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Private property is essential to the economic and social power of
the capitalist. In Chapter 1 it was noted that Marx's general defini-
tion of property revolved around the relation of the producer to the
instruments of production. “Property, then, originally means . . . the
relation of the working . . . subject to the conditions of his produc-
tion or reproduction as his own," Marx wrote. Labor power is an essen-
tial means of production and, in the labor process, becomes the property
of the capitalist. In order for this to happen the workers must be
divorced from all their property. Private property in capital goods is
at the same time a system of complete lack of property for the worker.

The historic process by which labor power became a commodity was one

which resulted in the laborer becoming completely propertyless. The
laborers face all the elements of production "as alien property, as
«30

their own not-property, . . .

It is only in exchange, however, that the full meaning of this
situation is realized. The capitalist system did not develop by some
few wealthy men gradually accumulating machinery and raw materials
which they offered to workers who had no such means of production. How
did the primitive accumulation of the capitalists take place? The proc-
ess was rather one where land and tools of the workers were forcibly
separated from them so that they were left with no means of survival
except to sell their labor power. Marx wrote of the origin of this
primitive accumulation: "In actual history it is notorious that con-

quest, enslavement, robbery, murder, briefly force, play the great

Oparx, Grundrisse, pp. 495, 502.
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p:sn*t."31 The goods produced by the workers of the capitalist system
became not only use values, but they acquired and finally became ex-
change values. Finally, labor power itself was forced into the cate-
gory of a commodity.

By this process capitalists as a class usurped complete power in
society. They established Tabor power as an economic category and by
controlling this category acquired complete economic power. The worker
became propertyless. There was only one commodity which he possessed.
But this commodity was one which he could not sell freely--at his own
will and disposition. The selling of his labor power became a forced
and, in cne sense, unilateral contract. The property of the capital-
ists enabled them to withhold from the workers all means of livelihood
unless these workers accepted the conditions of employment imposed by
the capitalists. These conditions included the type of product to be
produced, the method of pr‘oduction,32 and the wage to be received.
This economic control of the capitalists was easily parlayed into com-
plete social and political control. As Heilbroner pointed out, in pre-
market society wealth was a consequence of political, military, or

religious power. But in the market society power follows wealth.33

yarx, capital, 1:714.
32This control over the labor process and its effect upon the
worker in modern society is the theme of Braverman's Labor and Monopoly
Capital referred to earlier. This work maintains that fragmented divi-
sion of labor and control of the work process by management has pro-
duced in modern society a worker with no integrated skills, no control

over the labor process, and consequently no pride in his own
achievements.

33Cf. Robert L. Heilbroner, The Making of Economic Society, 5th ed.
(Englewood C1if¥s, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1975), pp. 29-30.
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The economic wealth of the capitalists constitutes them as holders of
power. This control they cannot relinquish. The very survival of the
capitalists means a constant effort on their part to maintain their
control over the economic system.

The writings of Marx contain no formal treatment of communist
society. His works are mainly critiques of the development and work-
ings of the capitalist mode of production. A complete view of Marxian
theory, however, demands some comment on the type of social and eco-
nomic system Marx envisioned as appropriate for man or, more accurately,
toward which society is tending. This is the topic addressed in the

next chapter.
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CHAPTER VII
COMMUNIST SOCIETY AND SOCIAL WELFARE

Abolition of private property has, up to this point, been given
as Marx's major thesis. This is obviously a negative prescription, and
most of the analysis has been concerned with the deleterious effects
of property. The section on human development of Chapter 5 saw Marx's
emphasis upon creative activity as the medium of development. This
chapter attempts a similar positive description of communist society.
The chapter is concerned with Marx's view of the type of economic
organization that will best promote the welfare of society and with the
condition of society resulting from such organization.

But even this formulation of the topic is misleading. Marx saw
himself, not as inventing a Utopian society, but as describing an

historical and evolutionary process. The Communist Manifesto noted

that the "theoretical conclusions of the communists" are not some care-
fully contrived invention, but "merely express, in general terms, actual
relations springing from an existing class struggle, from a historical
movement going on under our very eyes."1 Thus Marx's ideas on commu-
nist society are predictive rather than prescriptive.

This does not prevent Marx from prescribing for the ills of soci-
ety. The Manifesto itself includes a ten point program for promoting

the advance of communism. This chapter is not concerned explicitly

TMarx and £ngels, The Communist Manifesto, pp. 95, 96.
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with the process and the programs by which society becomes communistic.
It deals with the questions indicated above: What will be the nature
of communist society and what will be the effect of this organization
upon the welfare of society? These two questions will be treated joint-
1y, not separately, since their relationship is one of cause and effect.

The first point to be noted is that under communism "men once more
gain control of exchange, production and the way they behave to one
another."z The goal of all social and economic organization for Marx
was that such organizations allow for the free development of indi-
viduals. The welfare of society is best achieved when the organization
of society allows this free and full development. Economic organiza-
tion in its ultimate form should not be directed to a redistribution
of income nor an improvement of working conditions. Attempts in these
areas are diversionary, leading men away from true aconomic reform.

The negative prescription of private property's abolition is
changed into the positive one of men once again assuming control of
their economic and social relations. Marx insisted that "individuals
must appropriate the existing totality of productive forces . "
These forces can be summarized as raw materials, the instruments of
production, and human labor. Under the capitalist system these are
forces of private property. The bringing of these forces under indi-
vidual control means "the development of the individual capacities cor-
responding to the material instruments of production." Since material

production is the determining element in society, this appropriation

ZMarx and Engels, The German Ideology, 2. 48.
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means "the development of a totality of capacities in the individuals
themsel ves.“3 This appropriation simply brings an end to private prop-
erty. It brings an end also to that division of labor which plays such
a strong part in human alienation. The close relationship between the
division of labor and private property has already been noted. Marx
maintained that man can never become truly human as long as he fis
forced into such fragmented labor. Only with the control of productive
forces does labor become true self-activity.

This acquiring of control over the production process is the cen-
tral tenet of Marx's entire positive prescriptions and is the aim of
all negative admonitions. The production process includes, of course,
all phases of material life: production, distribution, exchange, and
consumption. Control must be had by all individuals, not by just a
few or by a privileged class.

The practical effect of such control is that the market system
will cease to exist. This means that commodities will lose their mys-
tical character, indeed, commodity production will cease. Goods will
be produced for their use value, not their exchange value. The search
for profit will cease to be the motivating force of the economic sys-
tem. " . . . Of many differences between capitalism and socialism,

. one of the most important and far-reaching,"d claimed Paul
Sweezy, is the elimination of profit as an economic category. The

major implication which Sweezy drew from profit's elimination is that

31bid., p. 87.

4Pau1 M. Sweezy, "A Crucial Difference Between Capitalism and
Socialism," in David Horowitz, ed., Marx and Modern Economics (New
York: Monthly Review Press, 1968; reprinted from The Present as
History, New York: Monthly Review Press, 1953), p. 324.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



170

it eliminates the possible contradictions between the welfare of capi-
talists and the welfare of society. Under capitalism a fall in profits
can produce depression and unemployment, and a search for profits can
mean many consumers will be priced out of the market.

There is another implication to the loss of profit as a motiva-
tional force. The eradication of a search for profit means, of course,
the end of the market system. As Polanyi remarked: "“The self-regula-
ting market system was uniquely derived from this principle [i.e.,
<_:ya1'n]."5 An end to the unceasing search for profit means the end of
the market system's motive power. Looked at conversely, an end of the
market system means that man will be able to develop a more truly
socialized personality, one where greed gives place to social concern.
Lenin's remark about the need for a new type of person under communism
was noted earlier. This remark was simply a reflection of Marx's under-
standing of the need and possibility for such an evolution of human
nature. Marx wrote: "Both for the production on a mass scale of this
communist consciousness, and for the success of the cause itself, the
alteration of men on a mass scale is necessary, . 6

The abolition of the market system means the introduction of cen-
tral planning. Roberts and Stephenson claim "Public ownership of prop-
erty is not the defining characteristic of Marxian socialism; central
planning is."7 Dobb argued forcefully that the economic laws of a

5Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation, Foreword by Robert M.
McIver (Boston: Beacon Press, First Beacon Paperback, 1957), p. 30.

®Marx and Engels, The German [deology, pp. 52-53.

7Roberts and Stephenson, Marx's Theory of Exchange, p. 94. This
is a helpful insight, but is perhaps too limited in its thesis. These
authors, in the work cited, mentioned Marx's emphasis upon control over
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socialist society will differ from those of a capitalist society.
Dobb's discussion focused on central planning, and he commented on the
thesis that a socialist economy must imitate the capitalist form if it
is to be successful:

What this view seems to overlook is the full significance

of the difference between socialism and capitalism, and

in particular to fail to appreciate the crucial signifi-

cance of a planned economy as consisting in the unifica-

tion of all the major decisions which rule investment and

production, by contrast with their atomistic diffusion.8
Dobb, in rejecting capitalist economic laws for a socialist society,
followed the lead of Marx. The latter noted that the exploitation and
alienation of labor was an historical process. Marx held that the
social relations, particularly those of labor, connected with the capi-
talist system were by no means as essential as bourgeois economists
believed them to be. The abolition of those social relations founded
in private property would enable workers to lose their sense of aliena-
tion. With the control of production in their own hands, they would
then be able to function as social individuals.?

The historical importance of capitaiism was not denied by Marx.
Under the capitalist system an effort at increased productivity of

Tabor is constantly taking place. Capital in the personified sense is

production. At times they seemed to equate this with central planning.
Such planning, however, is only one element of this control. Other
elements include at least: communal ownership of the means of produc-
tion, a labor process which allows for individual initiative and cre-
ativity, and elimination of commodity production and of wage labor.

SDobb, Political Economy and Capitalism, p. 273.

0n the evolutionary nature of oroduction relations see The
Communist Manifesto, p. 100; Grundrisse, pp. 163, 831-333; Capizal,
3:878.
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moving to reduce the labor time necessary for production. Human in-
telligence has been the great ally in this process. The process
achieves a snowball effect, according to Marx, in that a larger part of
productive effort can be concentrated on productive goods as produc-
tivity increases. This is part of the Marxian analysis of the system,
capital itself furthering the increased productivity. Marx saw the
capitalist system as a necessary step in man's search for the satisfac-
tion of material needs, as was pointed out in the previous chapter.
The capitalist mode of production enabled society to make the transition
to an industrialized system possible. This industrialized, capitalist
system has begun the process whereby man is able to develop science
and utilize technology so that these forces can be applied to supply
his material needs.

Marx did not hesitate, as was also pointed out, to praise the
capitalist system for its production capabilities. He noted that the

system "contains in itself, in a still only inverted form . . . the

dissolution of all limited presuppositions of production."w This

capitalist system by its very nature prevents the complete development
of man's potential. Marx held that communism would allow this develop-
ment and would thus increase man's ability to produce:

In a higher phase of communist society, after the
enslaving subordination of the individual to the division
of labor, and therewith also the antithesis between mental
and physical labor, has vanished; after labor has become
not only a means of life but life's prime want; after the
productive forces nave also increased with the all-round
development of the individual, and all the springs of

IOMarx, Grundrisse, p. 515. See aiso p. 276.
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cooperative wealth flow more abundantly--only then can the

narrow horizon of bourgeois right be crossed in its entirety

and society inscribe on its banners: From each_according

to his ability, to each according to his needs!l]

The transition to the Marxian communist society involves two
stages. The first stage is a negative one and comprises the elimina-
tion of private property in productive goods. Man's nature cannot be
changed immediately, however, and he 'will still retain attitudes
toward material wealth which he had under the bourgeois system. This
developing society, a crude communism, "is thus in every respect,
economically, morally, and intellectually, still stamped with the
birthmarks of the old society from whose womb it emerges." There is an
equality in this stage of society because every person is a worker.
But there will also be an inequality because of differences in person-
ality and family conditions. The worker will receive a paper certify-
ing the amount of work he has performed. He will be able to receive
from “the social stock of means of consumption as much as the same
amount of labor custs.“12 A person who can work Tonger will thus
receive more; a larger family will mean that each individual in that
family may have less than members of smaller families. Since men still
possess bourgeois mentalities, a strong central state will be necessary

to provide order and to direct the evolutionary process to the higher

phase of communism.

”Kar‘] Marx, Marginal Notes to the Program of the German “orkers'
Party, in Karl Marx, On Revolution, The Karl Marx Library, vol. 1,
arranged and edited, with an Introduction and new translations by Saul
K. Padover (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1971), p. 496. This work is i
frequently titled Critique of the Gotha Program. (

21pid, , pp. 494, 495.
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At some undetermined time society will be able to enter this high-
er phase of communism. In this nigher phase there will be an abundance
of goods and no necessary lessening of cnnsumption.]3 There will be at
the same time a development of the capability to consume. This devel-
opment should be understood in a qualitative sense. The development
of this capability to consume is concomitant with the availability of
leisure time, this latter being an important condition of human devel-
opment. The increased leisure is followed by the development of the
artistic and scientific talents of individuals, which development
itself further increases human productivity.

The increased leisure time comes from the tremendous production
capabilities which a true communist society permits. With an abundance
of capital goods, no unemployment, central planning which eliminates
all unnecessary labor, and the high productivity of fully developed,
unalienated workers, communist society will be able to produce a
plethora of goods. The amount of labor necessary to produce these
goods will be minimized and leisure time increased. Moreover, the
culturally and artistically developed nature of man will eliminate all
useless production. The social orientation of man's developed nature
will see to it that only goods with some social value will be produced.

Labor itself will still be necessary, but there will be a change
in man's attitude to it. "Labour cannot become play," Marx noted, but

leisure time allows an individual to evolve "into a different subject,

]3Marx was always realistic about the need for material develop-
ment. He saw the need for improved agricultural and industrial devel-
opment to satisfy human needs and noted: " . . . people cannot be
liberated as iong as they are unable to obtain food and drink, housing

and clothing in adequate quality and quantity" (Marx and Engels, The
German Ideology, p. 38).
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and he then enters into the direct production process as this different
subject. n14 Marx saw this process as both disciplinary and creative.
It is disciplinary in that it demands that man be transtormed and na-
ture mastered to the extent that the needs of Tife are abundantly and
easily supplied for all. It is also disciplinary in that man must be
transformed so that he finds satisfaction in supplying the needs of
others. The process is creative in that it provides for man the
opportunity to develop himself freely and completely. The extent of
that development is unlimited.

The presence of this dynamic process in society can be considered
to be Marx's concept of "social welfare"; it is a process in which
individuals "renew themselves even as they renew the world of wealth
they create.“15 The goal of the process is always human development
through self-creative activity. Human activity, in the Marxian system,

“should aim . . . at the transformation of human nature. It should

make man dignified, integrated, complete, and free, . . . w16

T4Marx, Grundrisse, p. 712. See also p. 611. In Yolume 1 of
Capital Marx seemed to cast some doubt on the amount of leisure time
that communism will provide; see Capital, 1:530. In this passage he
saw much of the surplus labor becoming necessary as society increased
its consumption and a reserve fund was acquired. However, in consid-
ering this and other passages where Marx spoke of human development, it
is clear that he definitely expects considerable leisure time to be
available to all members of society. This conclusion is strengthened
when Marx's optimistic view of man's evolutionary potential and conse-
quent labor productivity is recalled. For further comment on this

point see Avineri, Thought of Karl Marx, pp. 234-235.

]slbid. This concept, social welfare, Marx called the "totality of
private interests, the general interest" (Marx, Grundrisse, p. 156).
"The general interest" is also transiated as "the common interest."”

See also Marx, Tne German Ideology, pp. 44-45. The "general interest"
receives special significance in Catholic social doctrine under the

term "common good."

]s‘lenable, Human Nature: The Marxian View, p. 151.
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It must not be thought that this human development, which takes
place under communism, seeks an end in the communist state. Communism

is not "a state of affairs," Marx wrote, but "the real movement which

abolishes the present state of th’ings.“17 It is "the complete return
of man to nimself as a social (i.e., human) being." Marx emphasized
not the ambiguous communist state, but the "structure of human soci-
et:y".‘8 which allows man's true development. "Freedom," Marx noted,
"consists in converting the state from an organ superimposed upon
society into one completely subordinated to it, . w19

In the stage of crude communism property passes into the hands of
the community as a whole. The state, of course, as a political insti-
tution will exercise control over this property, but in essence it
will belong to the community. Marx called such a condition "universal
private property." With the abolition of private property will come
the abolition of the capitalist. There will no longer be classes but
only one class--the workers. Other than the fact that this will be a
necessary transitional stage, Marx found Tittle to praise in what he
predicted would be society's attitude toward property in this stage.
He glumly forecast that the community would become the "universal
capitalist."

Marx compared the transition from the capitalist stage to the

stage of crude communism to the hypothetical transition from a

iarx and Engels, The German Ideology, p. 49.
wMarx, Manuscripts of 1844, pp. 135, 146.

]gMarx, orogram of the German Workers' Party, p. 502.
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monogamous society to one where there would be a community of women.

He made the analogy: "Just as one woman passes from marriage to general
prostitution, so the entire world of wealth . . . passes from the rela-
tionship of exclusive marriage with the owner of private property to a
state of universal prostitution with the community." Crude communism
is nothing but the prostitution of the worker. The worker prostitutes
himself by his desire for and his effort at acquiring material posses-
sions. The worker is motivated solely by greed for the physical pos-
session of goods. Thus this stage of communism is "merely one form in
which the vileness of private property . . . comes to the suri’ace.“20

This analysis points out why it was indicated in Chapter 5 that
the acquisition of material goods should not be a factor in human
development. It is not that such goods are not necessary for develop-
ment; Marx demanded for society a high level of consumption. It is
that efforts to acquire wealth and private property are manifestations
of and incitements to greed and to a negation of man's social nature.
It is only when society is able to provide man's material needs in
abundance and under a system which allows for man's creative activity
that he begins to make progress in his development.

This brings up the question of property other than in capital
goods. Should a person be allowed to own personal items such as
clothing, a home, a farm, or an automobile (to speak anachronistically
for Marx)? Marx seldom addressed himself to such specific cases. In
The Communist Manifesto he did ask the question whether the property of

the small peasant or artisan should be abolished. He seemed to be

2OMar‘x, Manuscripts of 1844, pp. 133, 135.
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referring to a small plot of ground or a small shop and the simple tools
needed by a "petty artisan." Marx answered his own question inconclu-
sively by citing the practice of the capitalists: "Tnere is no need to
abolish that; the development of industry nhas to a great extent already
destroyed it, and is still destroying it daﬂy."Z] Marx never objected
to these individual possessions except insofar as their extravagant
possession by capitalists established a chasm between that class and the
class of workers. The problem is complicated for modern society in that
such possessions, often held by members of the lower classes, are neces-
sitated by the class structure and the capitalist system. It does not
seem that such "ownership" of even extensive personal possessions would
be inimical to the Marxian vision and, in many ways, is supported by
that vision. This ownership would have to be understood with its social
responsibilities. A look at Marx's higher phase of communism will high-
Tight these responsibilities.

If any one phase could sum up the effect on man of this higher
phase of communism, certainly in relation to property, it is that com-
munism allows man to transcend private property. To transcend means
"to rise above or beyond the 1imits or powers of. w22 In the phrase "to
transcend private property" the verb has a more comprehensive meaning
than its dictionary definition. Marx seemed to use the German word,
Aufheben, as Hegel did, and meant it "to describe the positive-negative
action by which a higher logical category or form of nature or spirit,

in superseding a lower, both 'annuls' it and 'incorporates its truth“"23

22'Aebster’s Mew Collegiate Dictionary, 1959 ed.. s.v. "transcend."

230iq1s . . X
'3M1111gan and Struik, "Translator's and Editor's Mote on Termi-
nology," in Marx, Manuscripts of 1844, pp. 57-53.
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The phrase "to transcend private property" is used in this study to
understand a negative element, the abolition of property, but more
emphatically to connote a positive element. This positive element is
the attitude which replaces the attitude that wealth consists in the
accumulation of private possessions. This new attitude sees property
as something to be utilized by society or by man as a social being.
The transcendence of private property means that man has freed himself
from greed and a desire for self-enrichment and sees economic goods
solely as a means of building up the species, man. It is a spiritual
attitude toward material goods and wealth. It is an attitude which
gives freedom to man in that it frees him from the lure of riches and
enables him to use his faculties in a truly human way.

In the Manuscripts of 1344 Marx spoke intensively of this tran-
scendence. He noted: "Communism [is] the positive transcendence of
private property;" "communism [is] therefore . . . the complete return
of man to himself as a social (i.e., human) being." Marx observed that
this transcendence involves both man's consciousness and his real life.
He meant by this that man loses his alienation and is able to discover
his true self both in his conscious, mental activity and in his phy-
sically active 1ife--his entire 1ife of activity. Man comprises both
activities, and his ability to transcend private property means that
such activities can expand to fulfill their social, not narrow and
individual, functions. Marx claimed that "the transcendence of private
property is therefore the completa emancipation of all human senses
and qualities." This freedom is acquired because, as noted previously,

man's sensas "have become, subjectively and objectively, human.“24 The

24|‘4arx, Manuscripts of 1844, pp. 135, 139.
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senses themselves are the powers of a human subject--socially oriented
man--and the objects of these senses are material objects with a social
purpose.

Both the predictive and the prescriptive nature of Marx's doctrine
are evident here. He is saying both "this is what man should be," and
“this is what man will someday be." While Marx in his Tater works may
have ceased to speak in the philosophical language he used in the
Manuscripts, he did not abandon this insight into man's proper attitude
toward wealth. In The German I[deology Marx and Engels noted that as
Tong as the division of labor, and this means also its correlative,
property, exists, then there will be a conflict between personal in-
terests and the common good, and "man's own deed becomes an alien power
opposed to him, which enslaves him instead of being controlled by
h1'm."25 In the Grundrisse Marx, in condemning wealth as the aim of
capitalist production, gave his description of wealth:

. what is wealth other than the universality of indi-
v1dua1 needs, capacities, p]easures, productive forces,
. The full development of human mastery over the forces

of nature, those of so-called nature as well as of human-

ity's own nature. The absolute working-out of his cre-

ative potentialities . . . which makes the totality of

development, i.e. the development of all human powers as

such the end in itself, 26

Communist society is one where universal “ownership" of property
prevai]s.27 It is only such universal ownership which allows man to

25Marx and Engels, The German Ideology., p. 47.
26Marx, Grundrisse, p. 438.

27There is an interesting variation on the theme of communal own-
ership in Volume 3 of Capital. Marx implied that there was not even
communal ownership in the strict sense insofar as "a whole society, a
nation, or even all simultaneously existing societies taken together,
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transcend material goods and use them productively, fully, socially,
in short, in a way which frees man and allows him to Tive that social
life which is properly his. This is the economic form of 1ife which
fosters human development. [t is the only economic form which permits
any true development.

In this communist form the means of production are owned by all.
The universal ownership of these production instruments destroys the
class system of society. All culture and social institutions are
molded by this method of production. Marx never forsook his economic
interpretation of history. The destruction of the class system destroys
class struggles. There is no further need for one class to achieve
dominance over another. There is no possibility of this because all
men belong to the same class. This membership in a universal class
brings about the realization that individual development is social
development. Social goals preempt any desires for individual self-
gratification. Man realizes that any such attempts at personal self-
aggrandizement is counterproductive. Such attempts would not fulfill
man but destroy his true sociai nature.

Up to this point the study has concentrated on an analysis of
the Marxian system. This analysis has been restricted in that it has
attempted to limit itself to major elements of Marx's system which
justify his views on private oroperty. A similar procedure must be

done for the Catholic position. The study now turns to this task.

are not the owners of the globe." Men are only the "usufructuaries"”
of the world. They have the obligation of caring for and even making
the earth better so that it may be passed on "to succeeding generations
in an improved condition" (Marx, Capital, 3:775).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CHAPTER VIII
THE CATHOLIC CHURCH AND THE ECONOMIC ORDER

In Chapter 2 three points were given which summarized up to that
point Catholic teaching on property.1 This present chapter begins the
fuller commentary on those points and has a twofold purpose. The first
purpose is to provide the basic philosophical tenet of the Catholic
Church on the use of material goods. The word philosophical is used
because this tenet is the underlying principie of the Church's entire
doctrine on property. In this sense the philosophical tenet is also a
theological and an economic one. T}]e development of the Church's prop-
erty teaching from this basic tenet will also be shown. Both of these
expositions are presented in the first section.

The second function of this chapter is to provide the theoretical
criteria which the Church uses in its judgments of economic and social
systems. These criteria are presented in the second section. The
third section attempts to make these criteria more real by showing how
the Church applies them to the socialist and capitalist systems. In
doing this the fundamental role of private property is reatrfirmed.

]Cf. Chapter 2, p. 50. Church documents use the expressions
"created goods,” and "physical ocossessions." At times these phrases
are to be interpreted literally, created goods having the same meaning
as material goods with an obvious theological underpinning. At times
they are used as concrete expressions for property in general, including

even intangible property. If the context is not clear which meaning is
meant, a clarification will be made.
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By way of comparison this chapter attempts to provide for the

Catholic system what Chapters 3 and 4 did for the Marxian.

Importance of Material Goods

For the Catholic Church the basic position on the use of material
goods, and ultimately of property, goes back to the 01d Testament.

In the Book of Genesis God commanded man that he should "'fill the
earth and conquer it. Be masters of the fish of the sea, the birds of
heaven and all 1iving animals on the ealr‘th.'“2 Moreover, all the plants
and the fruits of the trees were given to man for his food.

The first two chapters of Genesis contain several ideas important
to the Catholic position. The first idea is that man needs the material
things of this world in order to Tive a 1ife in keeping with his human
dignity. He cannot live except by utilizing nature's resources and
fashioning instruments from them to provide himself with the food,
clothing, snelter, education, and recreation he needs. Man can find
the continuous support he needs "only in the inexhaustible fertility
of the earth."3 Such an observation is not new nor does it need comment
at this time.

Secondly, the Church emphasizes that nature's rescurces are des-
tined for the use of all men of all ages. Sinca man has need of phy-
sical goods and since the earth (and its obvious expansion in a space
age) is the only source of such goods, then all generations of men

2Genesis, 2:28. A1l scriptural quotations are taken from The
Jerusalem Bible (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1965).

3Pope Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum, no. 5.
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have a claim upon these resources. "God has granted the earth to man-
kind in general," wrote Leo XIII; it has been given to the "universal
human r‘ac(-z.“4 The Second Yatican Council reemphasized this position.
"God intended the earth and all that it contains for the use of every

u3 it wrote.

human being and people,

A third idea which the Church sees justified in Genesis is that
man has the right and the obligation to control the earth and all its
resources. This conclusion is perhaps obvious from the fact that man
has need of the earth's resources. It is made explicit in the scripture
however, which commands man to conquer the earth. Man is the preemi-
nent creature of the earth. Genesis noted that man is made in the
image and likeness of God. For the authors of Genesis man's likeness
to God riost probably consisted in man's control over the earth:
" . . . just as God is sovereign over all, man was intended to share
in this dominion by God's wil1."6

The important questions about man's nature and his destiny, the
entire meaning of human existence, will be treatad in the following
chapter. What is important here is man's preeminence in the hierarchy
of beings. [t is necessary at this point to clarify that preeminence
by noting the ultimate goal of man as the Church sees it. Here it is
necessary to leave 01d Testament times and consider the Church's entire
theological tradition. The authors of Genesis probably had no consis-

tent theories about 1ife after death. cven in the book of Psalms, a

*bid., no. 7.

5Second Yatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 69.

8B ruce Vaviter, A Path Through Genesis (New York: Sheed and Ward,
1956), p. 45.
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later work at least in its literary foundations than Genesis, there is
evidence of great ambiguity about the nature of an afterlife. The
Church, however, sees man not only as made in the image and likeness of
God, but also destined to share a life with God after this earthly
life. Jesus told his Apostles: "I am going to prepare a place for
you, and after I have gone and prepared a place, I shall return to

take you with me; . . . " St. Paul declared that he taught about "all
that God has prepared for those who love him."7 A recent Catholic
catechism expresses God's plan for man as follows:

He made man according to his image so that the personal

consciousness which we received from his love should

never be lost, but should continually develop, among our

family today, in the instruction of our children, in our

tasks, in our Jog throughout our suffering and through

death into 1ife.

Another important point is that this earthly existence provides
the probationary period by which man passes "through death into life.’
Catholic dogma expresses this in terms such as the following: "The
souls of the just which in the moment of death are free from all guilt
of sin and punishment for sin, enter into heaven." Those who will die
unrepentant of personal, grievous sin, on the other hand, "enter
HeH."9 A more positive Catholic exposition sees personal salvation
not as "a blessed solitude of existence nor a blissful absorption into

an impersonal essence, but loving community with the living God.“O

7John 14:3; 1 Cor. 2:9.

3Higher Catechetical Institute at #ijmegen (Holland), A Mew Cate-
chism, trans. Kevin Smyth (Mew York: Herder and Herder, 1967), p. 500.

9Ludwig Ott, Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, ad. James Canon
Bastible, trans. Patrick Lynch (St. Louis: B. Herder, 1957), pp. 476, 479.

mBer‘nard Haring, The Law of Christ, trans Edwin G. Kaiser, 3 vols.
(Westminster, Maryland: Newman Press, 1964), 1:40.
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This community demands a 1ife of faith and good works from the indi-
vidual. In order for this community to be achieved man must possess
adequate material goods. Man must have a certain amount of material
possessions in order to live a virtuous life. Moreover, the Church
holds that the degree by which a person will participate in his eternal
happiness is also a function of man's earthly 1ife. In theological
terms "The degree of perfection of the beatific vision granted to the
just is proportioned to each one's merits. "]

The preeminence and destiny of man and his need for the material
things of the earth to live a life in keeping with his dignity provided
the background for the Church's major thesis on material goods. This
thesis is simply a formulation of the idea mentioned by Leo XIII above
that the earth was given to the entire human race. Pope Pius XII, in
speaking of private property, exchange, and their control by the state,
emphasized that "all this remains subordinated to the natural scope
of material goods and cannot emancipate itself from the first and
fundamental right which concedes their use to all men; . . . w12

In the early centuries of the Church it was this thesis which
received major emphasis. At times there was an implicit acceptance of
property in religious writings as the rich were urged to share their
wealth. A work of the mid-second century contains the adminition:

. . to not partake of God's creatures superabundantly

by yourselves, but give a share also to those who have

Mott, catholic Dogma, p. 479. "Beatific vision" is the face-to-
face viewing of God which Catholic theology sees as constitutive of
eternal happiness.

2pope Pius XII, "Radio Address of June 1, 1941," in Yzermans,
The Unwearied Advocate, 1:214.
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less. . . . Mow then, you who pride yourselves on your wealth
take care, lest the indigent groan at any time, and their
groan mount up to the Lord, and you and your g[;oods be shut
out from the door of the tower [of the just].l3

At other times the common use of goods is unusually stressed. Clement
of Alexandria wrote:

God brought our race into communion by first imparting what

was His own when He gave His own Word, common to all, and

made all things for all. All thingshtherefore are ?Rmmon,

and not for the rich to appropriate to undue share.

The early church had no definite theory of property beyond this
recognition that all men should have the use of this world's goods.
This recognition occasionally turned itself into a criticism of the
rich who refused to share their goods with the poor. Such criticism
merely echoed the warning of Jesus that "it is easier for a camel to
pass through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter the
kingdom of heaven.”]5 The attitude of the early Church can be summed
up as follows: " . . . primitive Christianity contains a radical
criticism of ricnes, a demand for detachment from the goods of this

13(T‘ne Apostolic Father Hermas), "The Shepherd of Hermas," in The

Fathers of the Church, 72 vols. (Mew York: Cima Publishing Co., 19477,
vol. 1: The Apostolic Fathers, trans. Francis X. Glimm, Joseph M-F.
Marique, and Gerald G. Walsh, p. 250 (Third Vision, sec. 9). “Father
of the Church" is a technical title, the group of Fathers comprising
“those ecclesiastical writers of Christian iniquity who are distin-
guished for orthodoxy of doctrine and holiness of life and have there-
fore been approved by the Church as witnesses to its faith." Hermas is
classed as an Apostolic Father, that is, one who "had personal contact
with the Apostles or were instructed by their disciples" (Mew Catholic
Encyclopedia, s.v. "Fathers of the Church," by W. J. Burghardt).

MCIement of Alexandria, "The Instructor" (Paedagogus), in Ante-
Nicene Christian Library: Translations of the Writings of the Fathers,
ed. Alexander Roberts and James Oonaldson, 24 vols. (tdinburgn: T. and
T. Clark, 1871), vol. 4: C(Clement of Alexandria, 2 vols., trans. William
Wilson, 1:267 (Book 2, Chap. 13 of "The Instructor").

15

Matt. 19:24.
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world and a conquest of the barriers between rich and poor through the
fellowship of agape [that is, Iove].]6

It is this doctrine that the earth's resources are for the common
use of mankind that forms the basis of the Church's position on prop-
erty. The Second Vatican Council commented on the right of all to a
share in the earth's goods in referring to forms of ownership:
" . . . attention must always be paid to the universal purpose for
which created goods are meant." The Council elaborated on this view
with a repetition of some general moral principles. One of these prin-
ciples is that men have the obligation of helping others materially.
The Council explained, by quoting Pope John XXIII, that this obligation
is not limited to giving what is merely superfluous to the giver's
needs. The obligation to give is measured by "the needs of others."
The Council further reminded the "whole of humanity": "In extreme
necessity all goods are common, that is, all goods are to be shared.”
This obligation of sharing is also extended to governments: "According
to their ability, let us all individuals and governments undertake a
genuine sharing of their goods.”7

The argument of the Church up to this point is summarized as fol-
Tows. Man is God's preeminent creature, a creature whose ultimate
destiny is some special share in God's happiness. The admittance of
man to this happiness depends upon the manner of his human existence.
This human existence requires that individuals have access to the

16."lar‘c1‘n Hengel, Property and Riches in the Early Church, trans.
John Bowden (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974), p. 84

17Sec0nd Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 69.
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earth's resources. These resources are the only means which man has
to provide for himself those material goods which he needs. Only by

a reasonable use of these resources can man develop his human potential
and live a 1ife in keeping with his dignity and his destiny. The con-
clusion which is drawn trom all this, and which has been made explicit
above, is that the earth's resources must serve the needs of all. This
is the first major tenet, and the predominant one, of Catholic doctrine
on property.

It is at this point, logically, of course, not historically, that
the question arises as to what type of control of material goods will
best allow these goods to serve the needs of aH.]g The answer which
the Catholic Church gives is that the system of private property is the
system which will best allow "created goods" to fulfill their function
of satisfying the needs of man. This private property refers to the
ownership of all types of goods, "not only things which perish in the
using, but also those which, though used, remain for use in the fu-
(:ur‘e.”]9 Private ownership of goods, even capital goods, becomes the
second major tenet of Catholic doctrine.

The Church arrived at this conclusion primarily by examining the

nature of man. This human nature, the Church insists, is such that it

18The common use of material goods has been called the basic
principle of the Church's property doctrine. In the 1920's there was
a controversy in the Church over the primary position of this prin-
ciple. The controversy revolved around the question whether private
property's function was to promote the common good or whether this
function also included the good of the individual owner. See Miller,

Forty Years After, pp. 76-79 (sec. 45, nos. 1-12).

]9Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum, no. 5. See also Pope Jonn XXIII, Mater
et Magistra, no. 108. In this latter passage John XXIII reaffirmed
"the principle whereby it is established that men have from nature a
right of privately owning goods, including those of a productive kind."
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can only develop itself properly and fully and function adequately in
a social setting. Furthermore, man's nature demands that property must
be owned privately, that is, by individuals and groups of individuals.
The Church maintains that man has a natural law right to private prop-
erty. This means that man's nature has established a law justifying
private property as an in;titution and that this natural law would be
transgressed by the abolition of private property.

The functional nature of private property is immediately evident
in such a view. The Catholic interpretation of natural Taw places
this functionalism, however, in the very explanation of natural law.
In other words, if man is made so that he should perform in a certain
manner, then the mode of his proper functioning is part of the process
constituting the Taw. Obviously the nature of man and the natural Taw
are two essential concepts which must be investigated in their Catholic
explanation. This explanation will be given in Chapter 9. The follow-
ing section elaborates the Catholic view on the economic system in
general by studying the criteria which the Church uses to evaluate any

social system.

Criteria of Economic and Social Activity

This section presents those principles which the Church uses as
norms for judging the social order. The principles are general in
nature and govern all aspects of social organization such as the
juridical and economic orders, social institutions, and even customs.
The discussion in this section and the following will apply them

principally to the economic system.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



191

The Nature of Man as Norm

Pope Pius XII wrote that "The origin and the primary scope of
social life is the conservation, development and perfection of the
human person, . . . n20 This search for human perfection is guided by
three basic norms according to which all social institutions and
activity must be judged. If the perfection and development of man is
fundamental, then the fundamental norm is that the social order must
be in accord with the nature of man and further his existential ends.
In slightly more technical language the social order must not violate
the natural law. In more positive language this order must enhance
and promote the natural law. Concerning the economic order itself,
Archbishop Guerry has partially explained this criterion as one which
promotes "a human economy":

According to Pope Pius XII, the most important social
problem is that of the organization of a social economy

which would be directed towards satisfying man's needs;

an economy which would respect man's nature and dignity

and provide the material conditions in which he can live

as a man should.2l

This principle--that society must bte organized to promote the
natural law--represents a search for some permanent or quasi-permanent
criterion according to which social organization can be judged. Such
permanency requires in man and the world of nature some ontological
basis which does not change with every change of circumstances. Marx

20Pope Pius XII, "Radio Address of December 24, 1942," in Yzermans,
The Unwearied Advocate, 1:30. For similar statements see Pope John

XXITI, Mater et Magistra, nos. 218-219, and the Second Yatican Council,
Gaudium et Spes, no. 63.

21Emﬂe Guerry (Archbishop of Cambrai), The Social Doctrine of

the Catholic Church, trans. Miriam Hederman (New York: Alba House,
> P. 3.
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himself found such a permanent basis in his view of man, which saw,
even in a changing human nature, a social and species man where
equality of individuals was a primary goa].22

The Church's own humanism is based, both in the natural and the
supernatural orders, upon an examination of the nature of man. The
Church has always held to this natural law philosophy because "in this
'nature,' individuals and peoples all have a common denominator, a
'common good of man,' which is neither a simple label nor a mere com-
promise but a basic and existential reath."23 The natural law will
not be investigated further here because it is treated at some length
in the following chapter. This present brief exposition should not be

allowed to obscure the primary importance of the natural law principle

for the Church.

Principle of the Common Good

The concept of the common good was introduced in Chapter 2. It

was defined there as "the sum of those conditions of social life which
allow social groups and their individual members relatively thorough

and ready access to their own fu]fﬂ]ment."24 John XXIII had defined
the concept in similar terms, holding that it "embraces the sum total

of those conditions of social 1iving whereby men are enabled more

22For a slightly different treatment of this entire subject see
Johannes Messner, Social Ethics, rev. ed., trans. J. J. Doherty (St.

Louis: 8. Herder Book Co., 1965), pp. 151-205.

236&rdma1 Maurice Roy, "Reflections by Cardinal Maurice Roy on
the Occasion of the Tenth Anniversary of the Encychcal 'Pacem in
Terris' of Pope John XXIIT (April 11, 1973)," in Gremillion, Tne
Gospel of Peace and Justice, no. 129.

24Seccmfi Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 26.
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fully and more readily to achieve their own y:)er‘fection."z5 Thus the
common good is not the sum of individual goods of all members of society
and is certainly not measurable by the amount of goods and services
available for consumption by the totality of society. Such an abundance
is important, however, for the economic basis of the common good of a
people rests "in the fact that such an abundance represents and offers
really and effectively the material basis sufficient for the proper
personal development of its members."z6

The "sum total of those conditions of social 1iving" include two
categories. First of all, they include all of the institutions and
the very mode of organization of society. As a specific case these
institutions and organizations include such things as private property,
an economic system of highly productive factories and fields, a legal
system, educational facilities, police and fire protection, an adequate
system of government, and forces for national defense. Such institu-
tions are essential means for attaining the other category of the
common good. This other category consists of those immaterial goods
and values which accrue to individuals as members of a society:

. law and order in society, the guaranteed freedom of

its members, the opportunity for all to pursue their

essential tasks in life on their own responsibility and

by their own efforts, a sound state of health in society

as a whole, the insuring of the foundations of economic

life for the_immediate future and for the coming
generations.27

Z5pope John XXIIT, Mater et Magistra, no. 55.

26Pope Pius XII, "Radio Message of June 1, 1941," in Yzermans,
The Unwearied Advocate, 1:215.

27Messner, Social Ethics, p. 128.
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It is these immaterial "goods" and values which ultimately constitute
the common good. They enable individuals, by the exercise of their
own will and responsible actions, to strive for the perfection of their
human personalities. The common good "is the very working together
and production of a common source of strength and support by the whole
for each part . . w28

A hypothetical example can serve to illustrate the importance of
these immaterial goods and values. Suppose a market system which pro-
vided material goods in abundance to all members of society, but at the
same time promoted values contrary to the good of society. Such values
would be, in the Church's eyes, greed for gain, the placing of material
possessions as the ultimate goal in 1ife, and a Tack of concern for
the welfare of others except insofar as this welfare brought personal
enrichment. The institution of the market would in this case function
perfectly, but, according to the Church, the common good would not be
served. The vitiation of the common good is seen in the instilling of
values in individuals which destroy their human dignity and block their
personal development.

The principle of the common good maintains that the end of a so-
cial activity must be the striving for, promotion of, and maintenance
of the common good. Social cooperation must promote those conditions
which allow and promote individuals freely to achieve their destiny.

For the Church this destiny is ultimately the "possession" of God in

28John G. Vrana, "The Concept of the Common Good in the Social
Teaching of the Catholic Church® (S. T. D. "thesis," Catholic
University of Louvain, 1974), p. 187.
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an eternal happiness. Immediately this destiny is man's development
as a free and rational "child" of God, brother to his fellowmen.

Pope Leo XII called the common good "the supreme end which gives
human society its origin." The common good is, he continued, "after
God the first and Tast Taw in human society.”29 Pope Pius XI insisted
that all of a country's public institutions should promote "the common
good, that is, the norm of social justice."30 Pope Pius XII spoke of
the "most noble function"31 of the state of directing all of man's
activities to the common good. Popes John XXIII and Paul VI, as well
as the Second Vatican Council, have maintained the primacy of the com-

mon good as an ultimate criterion of the propriety of social activity.32

Principle of Subsidiarity

Explanation of the principle

There is another principle, closely connected with that of the com-
mon good, which the Church utilizes in judging man's activities in the
social sphere. This is the principle of subsidiarity. This principle
was best formulated by Pius XI. In Quadragesimo Anno he called subsidi-

arity an immutable principle of social philosophy and described it thus:

2Ipope Leo X111, "Au Milieu des Sollicitudes (Encyclical Letter to
the Clergy and Catholics of France)," Acta Sanctae Sedis, 24 (1891-1892):
525, 536. Translation is from the French and Latin versions of this
document by the author.

JOPope Pius XI, Quadragesimo Anno, no. 110.

‘ﬂPope Pius XII, Summi Pontificatus (Pontifical Latter at the Be-

ginning of World War IT), trans. the author, Acta Apostolicae_Sedis,
ser. 2, 6 (1939), p. 433.

32See Pope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, no. 55; Pope Paul VI,
Populorum Progressio, nos. 23, 24; Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et
Spes, no. 26.
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. it is a fundamental principle of social philosophy

. . . that one should not withdraw from individuals and

commit to the community what they can accomplish by their

own enterprise and industry. So, too, it is an injustice

and at the same time a grave evil and a disturbance of

right order, to transfer to the larger and higher collec-

tivity functions which can be performed and provided for

by lesser and subordinate bodies. Inasmuch as every social

activity should, by its very nature, prove a help to mem-

bers of the body social, it should never destroy or absorb

them. 33

Private initiative is to be preferred, whenever possible, to the
activity of the community. The activities of large organizations
should be initiated and carried out by the smallest subordinate bodies
in that organization that can adequately perform these activities. The
most obvious advantage of this principle is that it provides freedom
for an individual and allows individual development by one's own
responsible activity.

The Church sees the human development of the individual coming
from free, responsible activity. Salvation is a gift of God in the
Church's eyes, but this salvation must be freely accepted by man. Man
accepts his salvation by his belief in God and in Jesus Christ and
then works out that salvation by acting according to these beliefs.
Human development in all forms of social, cultural, and intellectual
activities is part of man's salvation. If these activities are not
free and self-directed, then they do not foster man's salvation; they
do not allow him to merit. The activities of man in the social, eco-
nomic, and political spheres have religious significance.

The principle of subsidiarity has been constantly reaffirmed in

Church documents. Pope John XXIII notad further effects of a disregard

33Pope Pius XI, Quadragesimo Anno, no. 79.
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for this principle. Subsidiarity promotes private initiative. Where
this private initiative is lacking, the Pontiff claimed, "political
tyranny prevails.” In the economic sphere a lack of initiative is
responsible for stagnation "in various sectors of the economy" and
leaves consumers without necessary goods and services. While insisting
upon this principle, Pope John recognized the need in modern society
for widespread involvement of the community and public authorities in
economic matters. This intervention should have as its goal not only
the correction of economic imbalances in the system but also the aim
of granting greater freedom to \‘ndividuals_34
The relationship of this principle of subsidiarity to the prin-
ciple of the common good should be noted. The common good is that
complexus of conditions which allow all members of society to develop
themselves by their free and responsible activity. If social activity
is to be free and responsible, it must be the activity of individuals,
either alone or in groups. If an important area of individual responsi-
bility is superseded by the community, then the individual has lost an
important right--an opportunity for his own personal development. A
similar loss occurs when the activity proper to smaller groups is

preempted by larger groups.

Specific criteria for the principle of subsidiarity

The principle of subsidiarity can be made more practical by the

formulation of specific norms for judging social organizations. Three

3'4See Pope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, nos. 51-58. The phrases
quoted in the paragraph are from this passage.
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such criteria will be given.35 First, the propriety of a social system
can be judged by the extent to which it furthers the common good while
stil1 allowing individuals the greatest freedom in pursuing their own
interests. The phrasing of this criterion, while helpful for clarity,
is almost redundant. The common good is not achieved unless individuals
can freely and responsibly strive for their own interests. At the same
time it is this freedom and responsibility of all citizens which con-
stitute the common good. A simple, practical example which would em-
ploy this principle is the personal income tax. [f a nation imposes

such a tax and relies on it for an important part of its revenues, the

effect of this tax on the citizens would obviously require investiga-
tion. [If a large number of people were to be impoverished by the tax
or their initiative for achievement seriously curtailed, this would
threaten the common good. The structure of the tax would have to be
of such a nature that, given the necessity of the tax, it allows indi-
viduals opportunity for economic well-being and freedom.

To pursue one's own interests means both personal fulfillment and
social responsibility. The Catholic view of man's social nature has
not yet been stressed. A brief summary of this view was enunciated by
the Second Vatican Council, which wrote: "For by his innermost nature
man is a social being, and unless he relates himself to others he can
neither live nor develop his potentia]."36 Thus to pursue one's own
interests means also to acquire a sense of responsibility toward and

35The formulation of these criteria is adapted from Messner,
Social Ethics., pp. 216-217.

365econd Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 12.
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charity for one's neighbor. In Catholic theological terms man's goal
in 1ife can be said to be his own salvation. This salvation is theo-
centric; it is centered around that "loving community with the living
God" mentioned eariier. This community by its very nature extends
itself to a concern for one's fellowman. "This means that concern for
one's salvation may not be centered in se]f-perfection,"37 but must be
oriented to the glory of God and the help of one's neighbor.

The second criterion for judging a social system is the degree to
which subordinate bodies control those activities which they can per-
form satisfactorily. Social organization is imperfect or faulty if it
hinders these subordinate groups in their performance of such activities
and is certainly wrong if it prevents such control altogether. Thus
this criterion is a form of decentralization and its purpose is to
allow these groups as much freedom and responsibility as is consonant
with satisfactory performance of their pertinent tasks. Apropos of
this criterion is the above mentioned comment of John XXIII that, when
public authority does intervene, it should do so in a way which will
further the responsibility of smaller groups and not supersede this
responsibility. In the face of increasing social relationships in
society the Pope urged that there be maintained "the freedom of
individual citizens and groups of citizens to act autonomously, while

cooperating one with the other; . . w38

37Hav‘ing, The Law of Christ, 1:40. For a representative teaching
of Catholic ascetical theology on holiness see Adolphe Tanquerey, The
Spiritual Life, 2d ad., trans. Herman Branderis (Westminster, Hd.:
Newman Bookshop, 1948), esp. pp. 156-163.

Bpope John KKIII, Hater et Magistra, no. 66.
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The third criterion for judging social organization under sub-
sidiarity is closely allied to the other two. It holds that the num-
ber of legal prescriptions and the degree to which these prescriptions
interfere in the lives of citizens must be kept to a minimum. In order
to reach the ideal of freedom for the individual "the fewer the legal
precepts with which a community can succeed in attaining public order
and the common utility, the closer it comes to this ideal."lg This
criterion may seem simple, but there is an inclination in society today
to seek redress of many social ills by recourse to various forms of
government activity and regulation. The Church holds that excessive
control, even in legitimate areas, may prove to be an excessive burden
to society.

The following section mentions several specific criticisms by the
Church of the economic systems known as socialism and capitalism. The
purpose of this section is to indicate how the Church applies the above

criteria to the institution of private property.

Church Opinion of Socialism and Capitalism

View of Socialism

Leo XIII was unequivocal in his rejection of socialism. His argu-
ments will be looked at here because they formed the first systematic
rejection of socialism by the Church and because they were reafiirmed
by later pontiffs. Leo wrote of socialism: "Thus it is clear that the

main tenet of Socialism, the community of goods, must be utterly

Byessner, Social Ethics, pp. 215-217.
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rejected; for it would injure those whom it is intended to benefit,
it would be contrary to the natural rights of mankind, and it would
introduce confusion, and disorder into the commonweaith." A substan-
tial portion of Quadragesimo Anno offered a defense of private prop-
erty. [t was the proposal of the socialists to abolish private property
which was the major point attacked by Leo. The evils in the quote just
given would follow from this abolition. Leo saw the "first and most
fundamental principle" to be "the inviolability of private property."40
The arguments of Leo XIII against socialism can be grouped under
three headings. Leo held that the transfer of goods from private to
community hands violated the rights of the individual, perverted the
function of the state, and brought dissension and lack of motivation
to the economic sphere. The abolition of private property means the
abolition of the worker's freedom to acquire and dispose of the fruits
of his labor. Leo XIIT did not hold the wage system itself to be
unjust but maintained that the worker has a right to nis wage. A man's
labor is the only means ne has of obtaining a livelihood, thus the
worker has "a full and real right" to demand this wage. MNot only may
the worker demand this wage, he may also dispose of it as he sees fit
since this is the logical consequence of his right to the wage. The
right to dispose of this wage means the right to private property,
which is his wage "in another form."“ Thus the abolition of private
property would mean the destruction of an individual's freedom to
acquire and dispose of a return for nis labor and with this any hope

of bettering his 1ife in a material way.

4OPope Leo XITI, Rerum Movarum, no. 12.

Hibid., no. 4.
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In an extenuation of this argument, however, Leo cited the major
reason for the institution of private property to be the fact that
"every man has by nature the right to possess property as his own."
This is the argument from natural law. This argument is founded upon
the fact that man has a rational nature. He has the ability and the
duty to plan for his own future. Man "governs himself by the foresight
of his counsel, . . . w42 It is man's intellect which places him at
the pinnacle of God's creatures. A man's development depends greatly
upon the development of this decision making faculty--the 1'nteHect.43
The support which man needs as a human being, it was noted earlier,
comes only from the earth. Man must be able to control the earth's
resources, even in their primary state, in order to provide continued
support for himself and his family. Man's ability and need to main-
tain and develop nimself in a human way demands the institution of
private property.

Pope Leo also maintained that the individual and the family had a
right to own property which preceded, both historically and logically,
the right of the state. The argument can be put this way: [f the
state has a right to control property, then a priori the individual and
the family have the right to such control. Leo centered his arguments
around the nature of the family. The family is, like the state, a

society. But because the family "is anterior both in idea and in fact

*1pid., no. 6.

43InteHec‘1: is used here synonymously with mind or reason. The
decision-making faculty or power of man is often technically called the
intellect. Reasoning is the process of arriving at more elaborate
truths from basic intuitions and other truths. Hence the intellect is
often referred to as the reason.
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to the gathering of men into a commonwealth, the former must neces-

sarily have rights and duties which are prior to those of the latter,
and which rest more immediately on nat‘.uv‘e."44

The state "is not a man or 2 body of men; it is a set of institu-
tions . . . n45 The purpose of these institutions is to provide for
the common good. That common good consists in providing for the free
and responsible activity of the citizens of the state. Absolute state
ownership of property usurps rights which belong to those citizens in

the Church's view. That is why Leo said that common ownership brings

“the State into a sphere that is not its own, . . n46

Finally, Leo maintained that state ownership would fail to provide
society with the goods and services it needs. It would do this by its
failure to provide sufficient incentives for man to employ his skills
and talents. Leo held that the motive of a material reward is a power-

ful force acting in society. In fact, without it, Leo held, "the

44Pope Leo XIII, Rerum Hovarum, no. 10.

4S.Jacques Maritain, Man and the State (Chicago: University of

Chicago Press, Phoenix Books, 1351), p. 12.

46Pope Leo XIII, Rerum Movarum, no. 3. A similar argument would
hold if property were owned by the community as a whole and not the
state as a political organization. Community can be considered as a
group of people having some natural bonds such as the inhabitation of
a common territory. This in no way gives that community a right to
ownership superseding the individual or family right. Community may
be considered as synonymous with society, in which case it is a work
of reason. "But in a society the object is a task to be done or an
end to be aimed at, which depends on the determinations of human intel-
Tigence and will . . . " (Maritain, Man and the State, p. 3). The
coercive force of society is law. There can be no just law which
abrogates the fundamental right of individuals and allows the law-
making body to assume that right.
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sources of wealth would themselves run dry."47 Instead of providing
for a sharing of wealth, socialism would mean only a sharing of pov-
erty. From the fact that all would share in the products produced by
labor without regard to individual effort, envy and disorder would re-

sult in society.
Capitalism

The right of private property has been reaffirmed in many papal
documents. Pope John XXIII made such a reaffirmation and held the
right to be "permanently valid." He wrote of this right: "Indeed, it
is rooted in the very nature of things, whereby we learn that individu-
al men are prior to civil society, and hence, that civil society is to
be directed toward men as its end. "8

The Catholic Church's insistence upon private property is not a
Jjustification of the capitalistic system as this system exists in many
countries. The Church's stress on the common purpose of material goods
noted in the previous section should be sufficient evidence of that
position. Pope Paul VI wrote: "But it is unfortunate that . . . a
system has been constructed which considers profit as the key motive
for economic progress, competition as the supreme law of economics, and
private ownership of the means of production as an absolute right that

nas no limits and carries no corresponding social obh’gations.“49

47Ibid‘, no. 12. Many critics hold that history has proved this
argument wrong.

48F’ope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, no. 109.
49Pope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, no. 26.
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The Church has an explicit twofold criticism of existing private
property consequences. This criticism is closely allied to that of
Marx. First of all material prosperity is concentrated in the hands
of a few. This concentration is both that of a few nations in compari-
son to the worid of nations and of a few individuals or a class in rela-
tion to a whole country. Almost all social documents of the Church
argue that the poorer classes and the poorer countries must be able to
share in the riches that a just economic order can provide. The Catho-
lic bishops maintained that "it is impossible to conceive true progress
without recognizing the necessity . . . of a development composed both
of economic growth and participation; and the necessity too of an in-
crease in wealth implying as well social progress by the entire com-
munity as it overcomes regional imbalance and islands of prosperity."so

Tne Church sees private property to be necessary as a social in-
stitution. But the dignity of the human person demands some modest
degree of material prosperity. Consequently the Church wishes the
actual ownership of goods to be distributed as widely as possible. The
Church holds that an equitable distribution of goods will necessarily
involve a certain inequality in this distribution. Many people will
own few possessions and many will own no reproductive goods whatsoever.
The ideal society will beone which will allow that ownership of all
types of goods which will provide for the development of all citizens.
Pius XI wrote: "Wealth therefore, which is constantly being augmented
by social and economic progress, must be so distributed amongst the

50Syr.od of Bishops, Second General Assembly (Novembar 30, 1971),

Justice in the World, in Gremillion, The Gospel of Peace and Justice,
no. 13.
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various individuals and classes of society that the common good of
of all, of which Leo XIII spoke, be thereby promoted"’51 The attain-
ment of the common good does nct demand equality of ownership, in the
Church's eyes.

The second area of criticism of modern capitalistic society is
that it tends to make the possession of material goods the absolute end
of the economic and social order. Pope Paul VI cautioned against such
an attitude: "For these {wealthy] nations all too often set an example
of success in a highly technical and culturally developed civilization;
they also provide the model for a way of acting that is principally
aimed at the conquest of material prosperity." The Pontiff recognized
the need for material development for man, but he also held that such
development "imprisons man if he considers it the supreme good, and it
restricts his visicn."sz

In summary the Church sees the economic order as a set of institu-
tions which enable men to provide the material goods for themselves
which they need. The economic order also presents individuals an
opportunity for development in Tine with their God-given dignity and
destiny. In judging the propriety of an economic order the Church
looks to several criteria. Basic to ail criteria is that there is a
social nature to material goods; they are to be used for the benefit

of all society. An economic order must secure this universal destiny

of goods.

5Tpope Pius X1, Quadragesimo Anno, no. 57.

52Pope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, nos. 41, 19.
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The social and economic orders must also serve three fundamental
criteria: promotion of the natural law and adherence to the principle
of the common good and to the principie of subsidiarity. These latter
two principles ensure a minimum of interference from the state as well
as a social structure which will give to individuals the power to make
decisions and the opportunity to carry out those decisions. Since the
natural law argument plays such an important part in the Church's posi-
tion, a better understanding of natural law and of the nature of man is
needed in order to clarify the Catholic position. The following chap-

ter will comment on these points.
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CHAPTER IX
MAN'S NATURAL LAW RIGHT TO PRIVATE PROPERTY

The previous chapter has indicated that the Catholic Church's
support of private property is radically dependent upon its view of
man. [t is the purpose of the present chapter to explain the C_atho]ic
view of human nature and to show why property is a necessary postulate
resulting from that nature. The Chapter has three major sections. The
first section exposes the Church's view of man. The second section
explains the role which property plays in human development. The third
section of the chapter gives the Catholic natural law doctrine and its

application to private property.
The Nature of Man

There is no single Church document which gives a comprehensive
treatment of human nature. This section attempts no such comprehensive
work but presents those Catholic teachings about man which are perti-
nent to the present study. These tenets have a theological orientation,
but, as in the case of the Marxian description of man, they are also
philosophical and psychological. In the realm of these latter two
sciences, and even in theology proper, there are often different
schools of thought within the Church. The explanations given here are
those which seem best adapted for explaining the Church's view on

property as put forth in its official documents.
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Man's Relationship to God

Fundamental to the Catholic position is that man is a creature of
God and depends completely upon God for his 1ife and being. This ob-
servation might seem trivial because it is so evident. But in Catholic
thought, as indeed in all Christian theology, man's importance stems
from his relationship to God. A contemporary theologian has written:
"When we have said everything about ourselves that can be described and
defined, we have still said nothing about ourselves, unless we have
included or implied the fact that we are beings who are referred to
the incomprehensible God.”1 Man is a creature of God in the technical
sense that he was made out of nothing. Obviously this is creation in
an ultimate sense and does not denigrate in any way the role of par-
ents. In the Catholic view, however, man is a being composed of body
and soul, as shall be noted later. The soul, the spiritual principle
of man, is held to be immediately created by God, so that God cooper-
ates most directly in producing a new human being.

The Catholic view sees God not only as the ultimate creator of
the universe and the immediate creator of the soul, but this view also
postulates the continual activity of God in keeping the world in ex-
istence. This view says that "God's conserving activity is a constant

causal intervention through which He preserves things in existence."z

]Karl Rahner, Theological Investigations, vol. 4: More Recent
Writings, trans. Kevin Smyth (VNew York: Seabury Press, 1974), p. 108.

2Ludwfg Ott, Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, ed. James Canon
Bastible, trans. Patrick Lynch (St. Louis: 8. Herder, 1957), p. 87.
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But man is not only God's creature, he also has been created in
the image and likeness of God. As has been seen, this view has its
written foundation in the book of Genesis and has been a constant
teaching of Judeo-Christian theology. It was earlier pointed out that
this likeness to God consists in the fact that man has dominion over
all other creatures in the world. Catholic teaching also holds that
man is like to God in that man has a spiritual soul and can posit ac-
tions of knowing and willing analogous to the actions of God. It is
this fact, that man has a spiritual principle of being, which raises
him above all other creatures. This is the metaphysical foundation
of man's specific difference which separates him from every other
being in the universe.

The preeminence of man does not stop with these natural attributes.
Man can, by a special help from God called grace, reach a new perfec-
tion of being which makes him even more like to God. This gift of God,
which the Church sees as essentially a new union with God, allows man
to place supernatural acts, acts beyond man's natural powers. Examples
of these supernatural acts are acts of faith and love which enable man
to share in the knowledge and love proper to God himself.

The ultimate destiny of man is his eternal happiness in heaven
after his 1life upon this earth. This eternal happiness consists essen-
tially in the vision of God nimself. In this heavenly happiness there
will be an absence of suffering and death. It must not be thought,
however, that human 1ife thus becomes unimportant in Catholic thought
or that this lTife is just a marking of time until a new life arrives.

[t is by man's actions in this earthly life that man prepares himself
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to enter into this new Tife. By his free decisions in this Tife man
works out his salvation. A recent catechism restated the traditional
teaching of the Church: "Each individual is at the moment of his
death all that he has made himself by his free acceptance or free re~
jection of the divine call and gi fts."3

Even if it were possible, man morally may not remain indifferent
to his own eternal happiness nor to the means he may use to achieve
that happiness. Man has an obligation to develop himself in love and
freedom as he works toward that ultimate goal of the vision of God.
Thus the Church sees the possibility of man's happiness as a reality
and it defines that happiness, in its fullest extent, as attainable
only in a life after this earthly life. The Church teaches its mem-
bers that they have an obligation to reach for that happiness:

This salvation is offered and assigned to all men,

insofar as they do not culpably close their hearts to

the offer. Hence the constitutives of all human existence

include both the obligation to the supernatural goal of

direct union with the absolute God at the consummation,

and the real subjective possibility of attaining this goal

by accepting the self-communication of God in grace and

glory. . . . Thus offer and possibility of salvation are
coextensive with the history of nhuman freedom.4

Existential Man

This subsection may seem like an esoteric excursion into philosophy

and Catholic theology, but the matter covered here has an effect upon

3Ronald Lawler, Donald W. Wuerl, and Thomas Comerford Lawler, eds.,

The Teaching of Christ (Huntington, In.: Our Sunday Visitor, 1976).
p. 526.

4Sacramentum Mundi, An Encyclopedia of Theoloay, 1370 ed., s.v.
“Salvation; I1.. History of Salvation, 2. Theological Explanation,"
by Adolf Darlap.
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Catholic property doctrine. Catholic theology and Catholic philosophy,
if the latter term has any meaning, hold that man is a composite being,
as just described. This means that there are two principles of being
which constitute a man, a material principla that is called the body
and a spiritual principle that is called the soul. These principles
of being are customarily explained in scholastic philosophy as matter
and form. The soul, being a spiritual principle, is held to be im=-
mortal. Every man must face death, which is a separation of body from
soul. The body decays, but "the soul continues to exist as a spiritual
reality after a person's death; . . . "5 After a certain point of time
the soul will again be reunited with a resurrected body, according to
Catholic teaching.

Those actions of man which maké him most God-like, his knowing and
willing, are said to flow from man's soul-principle of Tife. While
Catholic theology teaches a spiritual principle of being, that is, a
soul, "Catholic" philosophy argues rationally for such a principle.

One argument is that much of man's intellectual knowledge is the know-
ledge not of individual objects, but of universal ideas. A man can
understand what it meant by a true statement or a just act. Truth, for
example, is held to be the conformity of a proposition to some objective
reality. To recognize a particular true statement means that one has
implicitly understood what truth is universally. The concept of truth
abstracts from individual circumstanes. The faculty which posits such
an "immaterial" act, that is, the act of knowing a universal or im-

material idea, is held to be an immaterial or spiritual faculty.

5Lawler, Wuerl, and Lawler, The Teaching of Christ, p. 70.
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Man's reason is seen by Catholic thought as a governing power.

It is the essential power of man; it distinguishes nim from brute
animals. A philosophical explanation of the will sees this faculty as
following and depending upon the intellect. In other words the will is
the primary appetite of man, but is still only an appetite which is
man's because man has an intellect. “The will is a rational appetite,“5
wrote St. Thomas Aquinas. Thus every rational creature, according to
Thomas, must have a will which is the appetitive aspect of that reason-
ing faculty. Man makes a judgment by his intellect. If the intellect
judges something as good for the individual, such as the gaining of
knowledge, then the will chooses that good. If there is more than one
good, then the will makes a choice, which is a free choice, between or
among alternative goods.

Although man's intellect and will constitute him Tike to God,
Catholic theology sees these faculties to be deficient in many ways.
They have been vitiated by original sin, a doctrine which Marx, not
surprisingly, acidly dem’des.7 Original sin can be defined in Catholic
thought as "The nhereditary sin incurred at conception by every human
being as a result of the original sinful choice of the first man,
Adam."8 The theological explanation of original sin is still being
debated in Catholic thought today. The traditional Catholic under-

standing of the doctrine is frequently, but not necessarily, a

651;. Thomas Aquinas, Summa_Theologica, trans. Fathers of the
English Dominican Province, 3 vols. (Vew York: Benziger 8ros., 1947),
[-1I, q. 8, art. 1.

"See tarx. Capital, 1:713-714,

8New Catholic Encyclopedia, s.v., "Original Sin, In the Bible,"
by I. Hunt.
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monogenistic one and involves a rejection of God's will by the head of
the human race and the effects upon man of this rejection. These
effects are held to be passed on to all men. The following existential
description of man emphasizes these effects:

Work can be hard, monotonous and depressing. The body of

man, the radiance of the whole personality, can be de-

graded so that lust replaces joy. There is fatigue and
sickness. . . .

Even consciousness and freedom, man's crown that places

him above the animals, are weak and obscured and Timited.

What do we really know? How free are we really under our

impulses? And sadder still, we can knowingly and willing-

1y do what our true knowledge and real will forbid.9

This this doctrine is a theological explanation for the misery,
suffering, and death of man. The doctrine is used to explain the pas-
sions and evil impulses which afflict man; it tries to account for the
fact that man can be full of hate as well as of good will and that his

wisdom is often mixed with confusion and ignorance. As a consequence

of original sin St. Thomas noted: " . . . the reason is deprived of
its order to the true, . . . the will is deprived of its order to the
qood, . . . the irascible is deprived of its order to the delectable,

. «10 The Catholic view of human nature, which differs somewhat
from most Protestant explanations, sees man as weakened in his efforts

at developing nimself in keeping with the dignity which the Church

9Higher‘ Cathetical Institute at Nijmegen, A New Catechism, p. 7.
For a brief yet accurate summary of the Church's theological explana-
tion of original sin see Karl Rahner and Herbert Vogrimler, Theological
Dictionary, ed. Cornelius Ernst, trans. Richard Strachan (Mew York:
Herder and Herder, 1965), s.v. "Original Sin." A more comprehensive
but still brief treatment may be found in Sacramentum Mundi, s5.v.
"Original Sin," by Karl Rahner. The MNew Catholic Encyclopedia, under
the same heading, also has an excellent short treatment of the subject
by C. J. Pater.

1Osf:‘ Thomas Aquinas, Summa_Theologica, [-II, q. 85, art. 3.
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feels to be his. It is important to note that this weakness is a

permanent condition of man's nature.
Man and Man

Man, as a creature of God and as dependent upon Him, has certain
obligations to this supreme being. These obligations are sometimes
divided into two categories. The first category considers those acts
which are directly related to God, the second considers man in his
relationships with his fellowmen. The Church interprets obligations
in the former category, such as reverence and worship of God, both in
liturgical services and in private devotions. The second category
comprises all of those actions which could possibly bring harm to
another or by which one helps or fails to help another Tive a life of
dignity and virtue. As would be expected the Church emphasizes man's
social nature in its interpretation of moral obligations. These obli-
gations center around protecting and fostering the reputation, prop-
erty, and personal integrity of others, and giving to others the
material and spiritual help which they need in daily 1iving.

On a different theoretical level the social obligations of man
rest upon that dignity which is part of every individual. This dignity
comes not from a man's achievements nor his personal talents, but from
his existence as a man. "A man is more precious for what he is than
for what he has."“ The primary reason for this dignity is that man
has been made in the likeness of God. An explanation of that likeness

has already been given. B8ut a man's knowing and willing are not the

”Secand Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 35.
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limits of that Tikeness. The Catholic position, as noted earlier,
sees God as going further than that and giving man a greater dignity
by allowing him to share in God's own nature. The Catholic explana-
tion of this statement is certainly not pantheistic nor a deification
of man in any strict sense. Man shares God's nature through grace.
The concept of grace is an involved one, but it can be understood "that
God's grace primarily and basically means that the 1living God, giving
himself in Christ through the power of his spirit, is present in the
world, in its history, and therefore in us, both in our body and in
our spiritual core, both in our own heart and in the community."]z

Catholic teaching holds that God communicates himself to man in
such a special way that the person becomes like to God and shares God's
nature. The process is sometimes likened to adoption, with the analogy
being deficient in that adopting numan parents take as their own,
children who are humans. God, however, by communicating his grace is
said to communicate a higher, supernatural life to creatures which did
not before possess this nature. The following quote will help to show
how the Church sees this process affecting man's dignity:

Furthermore, man is a son of God. That is, if we may

bring theology into this examination of the analogy of the

individuality, God his creator values him so highly as a

unique individual, that he has given him the power to enter

the community of the most perfect individuality, by grace

he can become the beloved child of the Father together with

his only-begotten Son, and with the Son call the Father
his Father; and with the Holy Ghost he can lovingly embrace

]ZPiet Fransen, "The Anthropological Dimensions of Grace,"
Theology Digest 23 (Autumn 1975): 217. This article is a revision of
a paper presented under the sponsorship of the Catholic Theological
Society of America at the International Congress of Learned Societies
at Los Angeies, September, 1972.
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both Father and Son, and thus receive an individuality in

grace and gT?ry_which is a \su?grnatual sharing in the

individuality of the Trinity.

Another reason giving man a special dignity is the destiny of man.
This has already been mentioned as the beatific vision, the face-to-
face vision which is a sharing in God's happiness. This happiness of
man is an eternal and irrevocable position; it admits of no diminution
and allows no cessation. "For God has called man and still calls him
so that with his entire being he might be joined to Him in an endless
sharing of a divine 1ife beyond all -:crr'uption."]4

If this section seems to treat man's relationship to God rather
than to other men, it is because, for the Church, a man's responsibility
to his fellowmen rests ultimately upon the dignity and destiny which
every individual receives from God.15 The social nature of man, in
the Catholic view, does not consist solely in the fact that all men
are the same biological species. Nor does it rest on that higher Tevel
where men in knowledge and Tove can reach a perfection of being which
is the essence of humanism. The Catholic view sees all men as
possessing or as capable of possessing a nature which is beyond the
power of their own nature to achieve, a supernatural and not just a
preternatural mode of existence.

Furthermore, man is a social being in that his actions help or

hinder other men in their striving for their own development and con-

sequently in their striving for that happiness which the Church calls

l3Kar1 Rahner, Nature and Grace (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1964),
p. 15.
MSecond Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 13.

8¢, Ibid., no. 12.
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beatitude or salvation. Man is social because he cannot do without
other mem”5 Just as an infant cannot survive without the help of
others, so the human and spiritual development of men depend upon the
actions of others. This dependence, at least in the spiritual realm,
is not a metaphysical one in the sense that it could not be done with~
out others. But, in what Catholic theology likes to call the provi-
dence of God, God has established in nature such an order that a man's
physical and mental and spiritual development depend upon other men.

It is possible to go one step further and discern that a man's own
development depends upon his response to other men. In other words
man is a social being in that his own perfection depends upon nis
actions toward his neighbor. A man does not develop himself in iso-
lation; he cannot do so. The Second Vatican Council noted that "man

. cannot fully find himself except through a sincere gift of him-
se'lf."]7 A man must realize that, just as he possesses the dignity of
a son of God, as the Church puts it, so does every other man. It is
possible for an individual to achieve nis goal of happiness with God
only if he is concerned about every other individual's reaching that
goal. A current Catholic treatise on moral theology states:

Discovery of the Thou in Tove is essential. I[f we
fail to discover and recognize the Thou in love, we shall

not discover the essential Tevel of our own person, the I
in ourselves which manifests itself essentially only in

]6Man‘s social nature as a psychological reality--the need for
companionship and social relationships--is explained by the secular
science of psychology. The Church has not developed a comprehensive
treatment of this discipline, but relies upon scholars in the field.
Obviously the Church accepts those findings which it sees to be most
consistent with its own theological (and philosophical) tenets.

”Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 24.
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word and Tove. . . . If love does not draw its warmth from

the Thou, or if the sinister fire of passion and self-

seeking envelop and exploit one's fellow man, then the I

is not firmly fixed in itself as lived being. It is not

the person in lived being, but is rather like an undevel-

oped situation or a burnt out shell.

Finally, the Church sees man's development, while a product of
his own will and judgment, to be a function of his cultural milieu and

social structures. "Endowed with intelligence and freedom, he [man]
w19

is responsible for his fulfillment as he is for his salvation. wrote
Pope Paul VI. But human development also depends upon society, as the
Second Vatican Council noted: "Man's social nature makes it evident
that the progress of the human person and the advance of society itself
hinge on each other." The Council further declared: "It is a fact
bearing on the very person of man that he can come to an authentic and
full humanity only through culture, that is, through the cultivation
of natural goods and va1ues."20 As a corollary of the fact that man's
perfection is dependent upon social and cultural institutions, it fol-
Tows that man, whe has the obligation to perfect himsel¥, must strive
to bring about in society those conditions which will best promote his
development. Paul VI noted that "authentic development" was "for each
and all the transition from less human conditions to those which are
more human." Among the less human conditions the Pontiff noted "the
lack of material necessities" and “oppressive social structures." The

more human conditions include, among others, "the passage from misery

84aring, The Law of Christ, 2:351.
wPope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, no. 15.

2OSecond Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, nos. 25, 53.
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towards the possession of necessities, victory over social scourges,
the growth of knowledge, the acquisition of cultur‘e."Z]
A1l of the above analysis represents at least a partial view of
the Catholic Church on the nature of man and the direction of his de-
velopment. It is now necessary to make the nature of that development

more explicit by explaining the role which private property plays in

such development.

Private Property and Human Development

This section comments on two important areas. [t continues the
discussion on the nature of human development. This present part of
the discussion rests more on philosophical arguments rather than the
theological oneu used in the previous section. Secondly, the role
which private property plays in human development is more finely

traced.
Further totes on Human Development

The fact that a person is uitimately responsible for his own de-
velopment has already been pointed out. The social aspect of that de-
velopment has also been emphasized. Development in general can be
considered that preparation of the individual in all of his powers which
will best lead him to the ultimate goal of 1ife. Oevelopment can be
considered education in a comprehensive sense, a process which Pope

Pius XI defined as consisting “essentially in preparing a man for what

2]Pope Paul VI, Populorum Pragressio, nos. 20, 21.
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must be and for what he must do here below, in order to attain the

2
w22

sublime end for which he was created, . . .
The Church thinks of this development as "new" or "transcendant"
humanism, one involving "all economic, social, cultural, and spiritual
aspects." As just noted in the previous section this "authentic devel-
opment" of man demands for nim the basic necessities of life and in-
volves growth in knowledge and the acquisition of culture. This truly
human existence also consists in "increased esteem for the dignity of
others, . . . cooperation for the common good, the will and desire for
peace, . . . the acknowledgement by man of supreme va]ues,"23 and faith
in God. The intellectual nature of man is perfected by knowledge and
especially by wisdom, "For Wisdom gently attracts the mind of man to
a quest and a love for what is true and gom:l."24 Wisdom is classed as
an intellectual virtue or power by Aristotle and St. Thomas, but, as
it is personified by scripture, it guides man to select that course of
action which will best lead him to his goal in 11‘“5.25
The essential condition for man's development is freedom, for
w26

"Only in freedom can man direct himself toward goodness. Moreover,

2 . - .

2‘Pope Pius XI, Divini I1lius Magistri (Encyclical Letter on the
Christian Education of Youth, December 31, 1929), in Seven Great
Encyclicals, p. 39 (no paragraph numbers given).

23Pope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, nos. 13, 18, 20, 21.

second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 15.

25Cf. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, bk. 6; St. Thomas Aquinas,
Summa_Theologica, I-II, q. 37, art. 2; Wisdom of Solomon, esp. chap. 3.
Protestant sects consider the book of Wisdom to be part of the
Apocrypha.

26Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 17.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



222

w27 that is, human society can

"human society is realized in freedom,
reach its perfection only by the free actions of individuals. Freedom
traditionally in the Church has meant the ability to place an action
or to refrain from acting, but in more recent documents (since Pope

John XXIII) there has been "a transition from freedom understood as
w28

non-domination to freedom understood as a greater degree of being.

Human freedom must also be fostered, the Church teaches, because a
man's salvation and spiritual development depend upon it. The Church
holds that a work or action is meritorious, that is, helpful toward
union with God, only if it is "Free from external coaction and internal
necessity."29 Man's spiritual development, on the other hand, is con-
nected with man's freedom from material want and is intimately linked

with psychological freedom.
Private Property's Role in Human Development

The Church's fundamental thesis on property, that the goods of
the earth must be made available to all men, has already been estab-
lished. The essential role which these goods play in human development
has also been emphasized. If material goods must be used by all men,
then there must be some social institution which guarantees that men
will be able to use these goods. Consequently, Pope Pius XII, follow-
ing the teaching of his predecessors, maintained that the right to the

27Pope Jonn XXITI, Pacem in Terris (Encyclical Letter on Peace on

Earth, April 11, 1963), Tn Gremillion, The Gospel of Peace and Justice,
no. 35.

chardinal Maurice Roy, "Reflections on 'Pacem in Terris,'" in
Gremiilion, The Gospel of Peace and Justice, no. 115.

29Ott, Catholic Dogma, p. 265.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



223

use of material goods established a corre itive obligation "to grant
private ownership of property, if possible, to aH.”?'O Pius XII called
this a fundamental or serious obiigation.

The Church has reached this conclusion about the need for private
property by looking at the nature of man. There are two fundamental
qualities of man which lead to this conclusicn: man's freedom and his
intellectual capability. How does private property affect man in these
fundamer]ta] areas?

The Church reasons (1) that freedom of action is a necessary con-
dition for human development, and (2) that human development consists
in the wisdom and prudence of rational decisions. The Church maintains
that private property contributes in an essential way to both freedom
and rational responsibility. These will be commented on in inverse °
order.

Man's rational nature, which is a faculty of man's spiritual soul,
is what sets man apart from all other creatures. Man's greataest abii-
ity in the natural order is his intellectual ability. Man governs him-
self through his intailect or reason. He reaches a degree of perfection
of his being in the wisdom of his rational decisions. It is through
these decisions that a man provides for himself and his family. This
provision entails a modest supply of material goods without which human
life cannot be lived in dignity and peace. A certain accumulation of
property which can be assured to an individual throughout his lifetime,
and if possible can be passed on to his children, is necessary in order

30pgpe pius XI1I, "Radio Message of Dacember 24, 1342," in
‘Yzermans, The Unwearied Advocate, 1:35.
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to allow him to plan wisely and freely for himself and his family.
Moreover, some material prosperity is needed in order to allow man to
become proficient in and appreciate and participate in artistic and
cultural achievements. In short, man nas a need for material goods,
and private property allows him to judge how best to supply these goods.

Human development can only take place in freedom. The Second
Vatican Council wrote: “Man's dignity therefore requires him to act
out of conscious and free choice, as moved and drawn in a personal way
from within, and not by blind impulses in himself or by mere external
constraint." This freedom is provided by private property, as the
Council noted later in this document: "Private ownership . . . shouid
be regarded as an extension of human freedom.“:” The Church sees
freedom of decision and of action as being greatly hampered if the in-
dividual is not allowed to own those material and economic possessions
which guarantee his well-being and his opportunity for achievement.
Furthermore, it would be an act analoqous to slavery if a man were not
allowed to keep those objects upon which he has poured forth his own
human labor. Leo XIII wrote:

Mow, when man thus spends the industry of his mind and the

strength of his body in procuring the fruits of nature, by

that act he makes his own that portion of nature's field

which he cultivates--that portion on which he leaves as it

were, the impress of his own personality; and it cannot but

be just that he should possess that portion as his gwn, and
should have a right to keep it without motestation.

3]Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, nos. 17, 71.
3ZPope Leo XIII, Rerum Movarum, no. 7. The Pontiff is not

espousing a Lockean interpretation of natural law, but asserting Tabor
as a title to property. This point is taken up in Chapter 10.
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But could not state or community ownership provide man's material
needs just as profusely as private property? The Church holds that
community ownership would destroy the motivation which leads man to
achievement in the economic sphere. Even if it were granted that com-
munity ownership could provide men an abundance of the goods they need,
such ownership would still be suspect. If civil society arrogates to
itself the ownership of property, it is, except in certain legitimate
cases, subverting the natural order. Man possesses certain rights, in
the Church's view, which are prior to and take precedence over those
of the state. Moreover, the principle of subsidiarity, which looks
toward human development, asserts that it is destructive of man to
allow the community to take over functions and duties which can be per-
formed by lesser groups or individuals themselves. This principle of
subsidiarity is a version of St. Thomas's argument that private prop-
erty furthers individual initiative. But the principle also adds to
man that freedom which is a necessary part of numan develooment. Sub-
sidiarity is not limited to property but refers to all social actions.
Pope John XXIII reaffirmed this principle and stated that in economic
matters primary emphasis must "be given to the private initiative of
individual men." The action of civil authorities should be such as to
encourage this private initiative. Tne reservation of property owner-
ship to the state destroys a freedom which belongs to man. John XXIII
continued later in the same encyclical:

Morecver, experience and history testify that where politi-

cal regimes do not allow to private individuals the

possessicn also of productive goods, the exercise of human
liberty is violated or completely destroyed in matters of
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primary importance. Thus it becomes clear that in the right

of property, the exercise of liberty finds both a safequard

and a stimulus.

This last quote opens up another area or reason why the Church
demands the institution of property. This area is more directly con-
cerned with the political and social order, but it indirectly involves
human development. The argument of the Church, which comes from St.
Thomas and Aristotle, is that private property provides order and peace
in society. Recent Church documents have enlarged this argument, as
just noted by the quote of John XXIII, to see in property & safeguard
for human rights and civil liberties. The Church holds that private
property "constitutes a kind of prerequisite for civil 1iber‘ties."34
It bestows this benefit by giving citizens the motivation and sense of
responsibility needed to perform their duties as members of society.

The above arguments may be synthesized into two major areas: pri-
vate property helps to develop man as an individual and as a member of
society. A more adequate expression of the first category is that
"Private ownership is the extension of the human person into the materi-
al world for the purpose of fulfilling his existential ends."” The

second area says that "The nature of society and its end demand the
w35

institution of private ownership . . . The effect of private
property upon the social structure will be studied further in Chapter
10. The remaining section of this chapter treats the natural law, the

very foundation of the Church's position on private property.

Bpope John KAITI, Mater et Magistra, nos. 51, 109.
34Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 71.

Bpessner, Social Ethics, p. 823.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




227
The Natural Law

The natural right of man to property claimed by Catholic teach-
ing is formally identified as a natural law right. Obviously an under-
standing of the concept of natural Taw is essential to a grasp of the
Catholic position. This section attempts to supply the necessary com-
mentary on natural Taw as understood by Catholic philosophers and

theologians.
Background to Matural Law

The origin of the concept of the natural law is traceable, as one
might expect, back to Greek philosophers--the Sophists and Plato and
Aristotle. Its more complete development is due to the scholastic
doctors of the Middle Ages through the sixteenth <:en'cur)u36 The syn-
thesis used here will be developed from the teachings of the scholas-
tics, especially St. Thomas Aquinas. St. Thomas's teaching does not
represent the culmination of natural law theory in the Church: work is
still being done on the subject today. His doctrine does present an
adequate background in this area. Moreover, his teaching on property
has influenced Church documents in this matter.

One definition of law states: “That which must be obeyed and

followed by citizens, subject to sanctions or legal consequences, is

36Scholastic doctors refer to those tzaches and writers, princi-
pally of the Middle Ages, who examined all branches of learning by
the scientific method of their day. The most important tool of this
method was philosophy. A major smphasis of the scholastic movement,
and the popuiar understanding of the term, was an investigation and
explanation of Christian faith by precise intellectual and philosophi-
cal methods.
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a '1aw."‘37 St. Thomas similarly defined law as "a rule and measure
of acts, whereby man is induced to act or is restrained from acting."
Again he stated that law "is nothing else than an ordinance of reason
for the common good, made by him who has care of the community, and
promulgatad."38 Thomas established law under four different cate-
gories: eternal law, natural law, divine law, and human positive law.
The first two categories deserve most attention here.39

In a section previous to his treatment of law, Thomas had com-
mented that the universe is governed by divine reason. This government
by God has the nature of a law and is eternal. Thus eternal Taw may
be defined as "the eternal decrees of God concerning the government of
the universe." Thomas's concept of eternal law holds, he said,
«40

“granted that the world is ruled by Divine Providence, a thesis he

had treated earlier.

Eternal law demands that there be a God who rules the world by
his intelligence. The plan which God has for the world is called a
law: " . . . it is an ordinance of reason" for the common good; it is

"promulgated by being embedded in the natures of the creatures governed

37B]ack's Law Dictionary, 1968 ed., s.v. "Law."

35t Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I-II, g. 90, arts. 1, 4.

39The divine law refers to God's positive law as contained in
scripture and does not concern this study, except insofar as Catholic
social philosophy builds upon such law. Human positive laws are rules
or ordinances made by men exercising legitimate authority. These rules
make specific the general precepts of the natural law or they determine
a specific manner in which the natural law must be carried out. In the
ayes of the Church positive laws, in order to be valid, cannot be con-
trary to natural law.

405;:. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I-11, 9. 91, art. 1.
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by w't,"“ and it comes from God as the supreme authority. Eternal law
applies to all creation. It includes physical laws which are manifest
in the physical world as well as moral laws which are obligations im-
posed on creatures with a free will. Since God is eternal, this law,
this plan for his creatures, is also eternal; hence the name eternal
Taw. This is Thomas's explanation of eternal law, a concept formulated
in the Church in the time of St. Augustine, and it is still seen as a
valid explanation.

Three categories of eternal law are discerned. The first category
comprises the laws of the natural sciences, those modes of action which
describe the physical, non-1iving universe. A second category describes
the actions of all living creatures, plants and animals, and the laws
of growth and instinct by which these beings live, grow, and develop.
The third category contains the Taws proper to man as a free, rational
being, the laws of operation according to which a man judges and acts.

Eternal law was seen by Thomas as God's decrees from the viewpoint
of a supreme lawgiver. These same decrees, insofar as they affect
man, are perceived by him and rooted in his nature, are called the
natural law. St. Thomas defined natural law as "nothing else than the
rational creature's participation of the eternal law." ATl creatures
were seen by Thomas as being subject to eternal law, since they are
ruled by a divine providence which "is nothing other than the notion of
the order of things toward an end."

4]Austin Fagothey, Right and Reason, 6th ed. (St. Louis: C. V.
Mosby Co., 1976), p. 1237

2.

42St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I-II, g. 91, art. 25 [,
q. 22, art. 2.
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A man, being a rational creature, must provide for himself. Since
man is rational and thus has a free will, he must discern and direct
himself toward his own goal and destiny. This direction is not pre-
cisely determined as the actions of minerals or plants are determined.
This direction comes from man's intellect and will and is determined
by man's nature. Since man must act according to his nature, the di-
rection of his action is seen to be a law, an ordinance imposed in this
case by God because God decreed man's nature. Although the ordinances
of the natural law come ultimately from God, they come immediately
from man himself. This is the reason why St. Thomas saw the natural
law as a participation of the rational creature in the eternal law.

The natural law is found in the rational creature's judging by his
reason those precepts which are justified and demanded by his own
nature.43 A summary definition of natural law can be given as "those
moral obligations which man should impose upon himself by the use of
his intellectual powers because these actions are in conformity with
man's nature and his destiny." A similar definition of natural law
sees it as those actions which a man ought to will in order to achieve
"the perfecting or fulfillment of the potentialities of his being which
God has put into his nature, as he preceives them in virtue of his

reason and becomes conscious of them. w4

43A recent article nas claimed that natural Tlaw theory helps to
harmonize essentialist and existentialist doctrines: "This traditional,
natural-law way of reasoning has begun to offer a solution to the cen-
tral, philosophical problem of reconciling the theory of non-changing
being with the practice of the changing world of action" (Josef
Solterer, "Natural Law and Economics: Reflections on Desan, Rahner and

Schumpeter," Review of Social Economy 34 [April 1976], p. 53).

44, .. - .
4 Heinrich A. Rommen, The Matural Law (St. Louis: B. Herder Book
Co., 1947), p. 46. The previous definition was formulated by the author.
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The auxiliary verbs "should" and "ought" in these definitions may
cause confusion, but they are necessary because every man is not able
to arrive at a valid interpretation of his obligations. What is more
important, not even the intellectual consensus of each society or each
age is automatically or necessarily able to arrive at the more specific
tenets of the natural law. This important point will receive further
comments shortly. Law, since it is a norm or rule of action by which
a man's activity is to be judged, implies some kind of obligation to
perform that activity. This study is not interested specifically in
the type of obligation which natural Taw imposes; this endeavor is
more properly the work of the discipline of ethics. A word, however,
about the actions which the natural Taw imposes, according to propo-
nents of a natural law system, might bring a better understanding of
the concept.

The general norm of the natural law is:

Act in conformity with your rational nature. For rational

nature, known through self-consciousness or reflex think-

ing, constitutes the ontological criterion of man's

oughtness. Through its free realization he becomes a man,

a free rational being, God's wisdom and knowledge as well
as His will stand revealed in the essential of man.

This general norm, "act in conformity with your rational nature,"
must be translated into specific actions. The first precept of the

natural law, according to St. Thomas and all natural law proponents,

. FUR ., . Wl
is "that good is to be done and promoted, and evil is to be avoided. 6

Thomas saw this imperative as the basis of all other precepts of the

451414, p. 47.

l;63:‘ Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, i-II, g. 94, art. 2.
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natural law. These other precepts are specifications of that general
precept and they must be in accord with man's nature.

The precepts of the natural law are divided into different cate-
gories, according to different authors, but the division usually men-
tioned is into primary and secondary precepts. The first category,
that of primary precepts, includes those principles which are certainly
known "to persons of normal intelligence who have arrived at mental

47 Such a

maturity and who have received an adequate moral education.
precept is exemplified by the prohibition that "direct killing of the
innocent is wrong." The cases which fall under these precepts usually
do not involve elaborate reasoning processes because the situations
are such as to make the force of the precepts evident. To kill an
innocent person is obviously wrong.

But when these ordinary situations are affectad by extenuating
circumstances, then a second category of precepts is involved. If a
person has a terminal cancer and the condition involves considerable
suffering, is it proper for a doctor to end this person's life? Is
such mercy killing prohibited by the general precept that "direct
killing of the innocent is wrong"? These more involved situations are
governed by what are usually termed secondary precepts of the natural
law. In reality the same precepts are involved, but they must now
be applied to more complicated real-1ife situations.

A1l categories of precepts, however, are based upon man's nature.

St. Thomas, in a method not usually followed by modern commentators,

saw the precepts of the natural law following a specific order. The

47Fagothey, Rizht and Reason, p. 119.
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first category involves the inclination which man has with all other
substances of preserving his own being; hence man sees an obligation
to preserve human life. The second category inclines man to actions
which are common to other animals, "such as sexual intercourse, the
education of offspring and so forth.“48 The third type of inclinations
governs actions which are proper to man. This type leads man to avoid
ignorance and not to offend fellow members of society. All of the pre-
cepts regarding these several categories St. Thomas saw as belonging
to the natural law.

The philosopher Jacques Maritain praised St. Thomas for the con-
sistency of his natural law doctrine, but lamented the fact that
Thomas's vocabulary lacked clarity and consistency. Maritain wrote
that the natural law means "that there is, by very virtue of human
nature, an order or a disposition which numan reason can discover and
according to which the human will must act in order to attune itself
to the essential and necessary ends of the human being.”49

Maritain discerned two elements in the natural law, the ontologi-
cal and the gnoseological. He defined the ontological element as "the
normality of functioning which is grounded on the essence of that
being: rnan."50 Maritain saw everything as possessing an ontological
structure, a structure or nature of being, according to which it should

operate. A musical instrument is designed to produce sounds in a

483t. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I-II, g. 94, art. 3.

4E’-Jacques Maritain, The Social and Political Philosophy of Jacques
Maritain, ed. Joseph W. Evans and Leo R. Ward (London: Geoffrey Bles,
1956), p. 33.

Opid., p. 50.
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certain manner; a dog or a horse should act in a manner according to
its specific nature. A piano can be out of tune and thus be deficient.
It remains a piano but it does not operate according to its nature. A
horse remains a horse but it can fail to perform according to the norms
of horsebreeders. To achieve the fullness of their beings, pianos and
horses should act in specific ways. It is the same with man, only in
this case the "should" acquires a moral connotation. What Maritain
was saying was that man has a specific nature and consequently a moral
obligation to act according to that nature.

Maritain's gnoseological element referred to the natural law as
it is known by man. He maintained that the only practical knowledge
which all men have of the natural Taw "is that we must do good and
avoid evﬂ."m This he saw as the principle of the law but not the Taw
itself. This does not lessen the force or validity of natural law.
The difficulty for individuals and even for society of arriving at some
of the precise tenets of the natural law was pointed out earlier. In
this regard Maritain noticed tontaigne's remark that some people consider
incest and thievery to be virtuous acts. Maritain commented: "All this
proves nothing against natural law, any more than a mistake in addition
proves anything against arithmetic, or the mistakes of certain primi-
tive peoples, for whom the stars were holes in the tent which covered
the world, prove anything against astroncmy.”52

Maritain stressed that man does not discern the orecepts of the
natural law by abstract and theoretical reasoning but rather by in-
clination. He believed this to be St. Thomas's teaching, as was

Sipid., p. 52.
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mentioned above, and aven thought such an explanation essential for
Thomas's doctrine to be perfectly consistant. This inclination is
man's leaning to or tendency toward a certain action as being appropri-
ate and becoming for him. The precepts of the natural law are not
reasoned to by man by a systematic, conceptual process such as might
be used to establish a mathematical theorem. Maritain further saw
these natural inclinations of man, which result in natural law precepts,
as being first concretized "in social patterns rather than in personal
juz:lgments."53 These social patterns have allowed certain eras to con-
centrate on the obligations of man resulting from the natural law,
while other periods, the eighteenth century for example, emphasized
the rights which the natural law gives. Maritain's observation would,
to natural law proponents, in part account for the inability of man to
admit private property as a natural Taw r‘\'ght.54
St. Thomas's theory of the natural law is called an intellectual-
ist theory because its formal foundation is the intellect of God rather
than the will of God. Without delving too deeply into the fialds of
philosophy and theology, some advertence to the intellectualist aspect
of Thomas's doctrine will help to clarify the concept of natural Taw.
The problem is approached by asking if it is possible for the natural
law to change. St. Thomas's answer to that question is both "yes" and
“no." The natural law can chang2, but only to the extent that human

nature and, to some extent, social conditions can change. Consequently
Stbid., p. 5.

54See below, p. 248, footnote 74, for comment on ambiguity within
the Church concerning private property's natural law foundation.
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the natural law is both absolute and relative, the degree of relativity
depending upon the ability of human nature to evolve and the extent to
which society changes.

The Catholic position, following St. Thomas, stresses that human
nature cannot change essentially. In philosophical terms man always
remains a rational animal; that is his essence, his nature. Thus the
moral obligations which impose themselves on man in his fundamental
nature cannot chang.e. "Do good and avoid evil" remains a perpetual
commandment to man's reason. "Direct killing of the innocent" is
always valid as a dictate of man's conscience. The more remote prin-
ciples of the natural law, the secondary principles, are subject to
change but only insofar as they reflect man's condition in a certain
historical stage of cultural development. A more "sophisticated" age
has institutions of justice, for example, which must be utilized by
individuals Tiving in that society. In a primitive and "undeveloped"
society, justice could be administered in a more individual way. While
not using this example, St. Thomas accepted the theory involved in it:

" . . . human nature is not unchangeable. . . . Hence things that are

of natural law vary according to the various stages and conditions of
man. 55

What is of concern here are not those few remote principles of
the natural law which may vary with man's development. Catholic teach-

ing sees the primary principles and most of the secondary principles of

555!:. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, Supplement, q. 41, art. 1,
ad 3. The italicized quote is from Aristotle, Zthics, 7.
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the natural law as 1mmutab1e.56 The pertinent question is why this
natural Taw may not change. By way of commentary it can be said that
the immutability of the natural law cannot even be changed by God him-
self. An insight into this statement displays the core of traditional
Catholic teaching on natural law. An adequate commentary on it, which
is certainly beyond the scope of this study, would help to explain some
of Protestant-Catholic differences on man's relation to God as well as
on the subject of the natural law.

The immutability of the natural law does not mean that God. could
not, according to Catholic thought, create other intellectual beings
with a different natural law. It means that, given the creature man
with his particular nature, the law flowing from that nature cannot
change. Man cannot be man and have a nature different from the one he
now has. Thomistic thought, and the traditional Catholic explanation
of natural law, lays the foundation for this law in the intellectual
activity of God. The consequence of this is that created objects are
seen as reflections of the essence of God. God sees some aspect of nis
being as capable of being represented in some creature. God's creative
activity is always an intellectual act and reflects, in some minute
way, God's essence. Consequently man is a reflection of God's own
understanding of himself; man is created according to or in agreement

with the intellect of God. Josef Fuchs, a Catholic theologian, has

56[t will be helpful to note, if it is not obvious, that the
phrase, "secondary precepts" in this study is comprehensive in extent
and also includes those precepts which are arrived at oniy after long
periods of time ar which involve intricate argumentation. Laws
against polygamy represent an exampie of these more remote precepts.
Cf. Fagothey, Right and Reason, p. 119.
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remarked: "The doctrine of the natural Taw does not consider man as
separate from God but as the work and therefore the word of God.”57

CathoTic theology, as has been pointed out, postulates that man
is created in God's image. The implication of this is that the force
of natural law comes from man's nature insofar as this nature reflects
God's own being. A clearer understanding of this implication may be
obtained if the intellectualist explanation of natural law is contrasted
with the vo]untari.st explanation.

St. Thomas Aquinas Tived from 1225 to 1274. In the fourteenth
century the doctrine of Thomas was challenged by William of Ockham.
Ockham was a Franciscan monk, a member of a religious order which
placed special emphasis upon poverty as an important element in the
Christian 1ife of the order's members. Ockham's theory of natural Taw
was part of a Targe body of writing dealing with spiritual and temporal
authority in society.

The gist of Ockham's doctrine was that there was no moral obliga-
tion which was founded on the nature of things, but that all obligation
was founded on the will of God. WNatural law in this explanation rep-
resents a divine positive law which gets its force from the divine
will. In other words, there is no intrinsic evil to any offense
against God's law. An action is morally evil, not because it contra-
dicts the nature of things, but because it has an extrinsic though
fundamental relationship to God's will. This theory is called the

57Josef Fuchs, Natural Law, trans. Helmut Reckter and John A.
Dowling (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1965), p. &7.
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voluntarist theory of natural law because it sees the obligation of
the natural Taw as coming only from God's will.

Theologians saw Ockham's doctrine as leading to moral positivism.
This means that it wculd not be possible to know the natural law by a
rational examination of man's nature, since the naturai law, in
Ockham's doctrine, was not founded in human nature. Such an explana-
tion makes it possible to discover the law only by knowing the mind
of the lawgiver or by some innate moral code written in men's hearts.
The traditional Catholic explanation, on the other hand, states:

Reason reads the natural law in the nature of all things

and particularly in the nature of man. To say that reason

is able to read the law written in the heart of man means

simply that reason is able to grasp the law of nature from

the ontological reality of man and of all things.58

Before applying natural law theory to private property, one fur-
ther observation must be made. The traditional explanation of natural
law in the Catholic Church has been under examination since the time
of Pope John XXIII and the Second Yatican Council. This examination
is symbolic of the general aggiornamento or modernization in the Church
which began at that time. It is felt by many Church scholars that
traditional natural law theory is too static, too essentialist in con-
tent, so that the dynamic element of man's personality is neglected.
Cardinal Roy, a decade after the publication of Pope John's encyclical
Pacem in Terris, commentad:

For today, this idea of nature is very much questioned, if

not rejected. There is argument concerning the word it-
self, which could lead one to suppose that there is a strict

38Fuchs, Natural Law, p. 3.
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parallel between man and his morality and biological laws

and behaviour. There is argument about its content, nega-

tive (what nature forbids) or positive (what nature permits).

This concept seems too "essentialist" to the people of our

time, who challenge, as being a relic of Greek philosophy,

the term "Natural Law," which they consider anachronistic,

conservative and defensive.59

The answer to this present confusion, seemingly for the Church and
certainly for this study, is also given by Cardinal Roy. He noted that
the reality signified by the word "nature" has not lost its position
in Church doctrine, although the word has often been replaced by mod-
ern synonyms. "Such synonyms are: man, human being, human person,
dignity, the rights of man or the rights of peoples, conscience, hu-
maneness (in conduct), the struggle for justice, and, more recently,
"the duty of being,' the 'quality of life.'" The Cardinal summarized
all these terms "in the concept of 'va]ues,"'60

It is left to Catholic doctrine to continue its own investigation
of the exact meaning of nature and natural law. This present study
attempts to coordinate traditional Catholic teaching on the subject
with the current emphasis upon the dynamic aspects of man's develop-
ment. Although the Church is attempting to apply its teachings to
contemporary conditions, it holds to the validity of its previous
doctrine. Pope John XXIIT wrote: "What the Catholic Church teaches
and declares regarding the social life and relationships of men is be-
yond question for all time valid." The Pontiff made the same point
on the subject of private property: "For the right of private property,

including that pertaining to goods devoted to productive enterprises,

°QCardina1 Roy, "Reflections on 'Pacem in Terris,' in Gremillion,
The Gospel of Peace and Justice, no. 129.

801hid., p. 557, no. 129.
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is permanently vah’d."s‘I The natural law foundation for private prop-

erty can now be more fully noted.
Private Property Founded on Natural Law

The Church's argument can now be better understood: "For every
man has by nature the right to possess property as his own."62 The
argument can be put into more modern terms: "“Given man's existential
nature, his own personal development and the welfare of society cannot
be realized without the social institution of private property. The
right of ownership must include capital goods as well as consumer
goods." What is there in man's nature which demands the institution
of private property? The answer of the Church is not a profoundly
reasoned one. It is simply this: the fact that man has the faculties
of reasoning and of acting by free choice demand that private property
be an institution of society. This argument rests, of course, upon
a metaphysical basis. This basis is that man is himself composed of a
material principle and a spiritual principle of being.

The previous section of this chapter explained the Church's view
on property's role in human development. It showed that the perfection
of man's rational nature demanded property and that private property
promoted the common good of society as the Church understands that
term. The purpose of the present argument is simply to emphasize the

essential connection which the Church sees between human nature and
61Pope John XXITI, Mater et Magistra, nos. 218, 109.

°2Pope Leo KIII, Rerum Ncvarum, no. 5.
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private property. The commentary begins with St. Thomas, although
this is mainly for the purpose of exposition and does not denote the
historical origin of the argument.

It is clear that St. Thomas founded the right to private property
upon man's intellectual and volitional nature. Thomas asked whether
it was natural for man to possess goods and gave as the reply:

", . . man has a natural dominion over things, because, by his reason
and will, he is able to use them for his own profit, as they were made
on his account: . . . u63 Man has an obligation of supporting himself,
according to Thomas, and that support means an adequate use of material
goods. Moreover, the fact that man has been made in the image of God
also demands that he have control over material goods.

Thomas then asked a further question: "Whether It [s Lawful for
a Man to Possess a Thing as His 0wn?"64 This question is an elabora-
tion and specification of the previous question. 'hat concerned
Thomas was that the material goods of the world must be used by ail
men, and it was clearly evident that specific lands and all other
material goods did not naturally belong to specific individuals. as
it right, therefore, that such goods should be privataly owned? It
was not only right, Thomas said, but it was necessary.

Thomas gave three reasons, closely allied, which justified pri-
vate property. He saw property as necessary in order to have an effi-
cient society, an orderly society, and a peaceful society. The

arguments are found in several of St. Thomas's works and are usually
g

63St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I[I-II, q. 86, art. 1.

641pid., art. 2, heading.
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put in such a succinct manner that the subject seems to have been
almost trivial for him. As a matter of fact, in his Commentary on the

Politics of Aristotle Thomas mentioned, following Aristotle, only two

benefits. One benefit was the avoidance of quarrels which arise when
many people have charge of a large project. The second was that pri-
vate ownership will make an individual work more energetically and he
will more readily increase his own possessions.65 In his Summa, how-
ever, Thomas elaborated these two arguments into three, adding the
arguments from order mentioned above. The passage from the Summa is
given in full, although it is of some length.

. Two things are competent to man in respect of
exterior things. One is the power to procure and dispense
them, and in this regard it is lawful for man to possess
property. Morsover this is necessary to human 1ife for
three reasons. First because every man is more careful
to procure what us for himself alone than that which is
common to many or to all: since each one would shirk the
labor and leave to another that which concerns the com-
munity, as happens where there is a great number of ser-
vants. Secondly, because human affairs are conducted in
more orderly fashion if each man is charged with taking
care of some particular thing himself, whereas there
would be confusion if everyone had to Took after any one
thing indeterminately. Thirdly, because a more peaceful
state is ensured to man if each one is contented with nis
own. Hence it is to be observed that guarrels arise more
frequently where there is no division of the things
possessed. 66

The argument as presented by St. Thomas permits a theoretical
ambiguity which shall be noted here. A discussion of this ambiguity
is meant to clarify the Church's doctrine, while it must at the same
time add some little note of obfuscation. There has been a conclusion
written from Thomas's argument:

653t. Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on the Politics of Aristotle,
bk. 2, lesson 4

66Idem, Summa Theologica, [I-II, q. 65, art. 2.
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A11 three reasons given for the justification of ori-
vate ownership of goods are rooted on last analysis in the
imperfection of man. Individual possession of goods is
indeed necessary for man, but only because man is not more
perfect.67

Such a conclusion means that man has a natural right to property which
is founded in man's rational nature, but that the imperfaection of that
nature plays a determining part in giving man the property right. In
other words private property is founded not just upon man's rational
nature but predominantly upon man's sinful, that is, weak and imper-
fect, rational nature. A contemporary Catholic theologian, among
other Catholic commentators, has applied this above understanding to
private property:

. . . if one considers the right to private property as
a right of the time after the Fall, one confirms that the
right of private property is an actual application and
therefore a value in the sense of an institution of the
natural Taw but solely for the historical situation fol-
Towing original sin. At the same time one firmly holds to
the principle that this right is a true right and is true
in an intrinsic and immutable way. It is true because it
is derived from human nature and therefore in the situa-
tion foﬂowmg original_sin the institution of private
property is obligatory.5

There are three points to be made concerning the above argument

which holds that the foundation of man's property right resides in the

67\!11-911 Michel, St. Thomas and Today--Comments on the Economic

Views of Aquinas, rev. ed.” (St. Paul: Wanderer Printing Co., 1936
p. B

68Fuchs, Matural Law, p. 93. A. M. Crofts has a similar statement:
"Owing to the corruption of human nature man needs the incentive of
private ownershw and the protection of law in nis property, . .
(A. M. Crofts, Property and Poverty, with Introduction by /mcer\t
McNabb [Dubh’n Irish Rosary Office, 1948], p. 135). Cf. also Bede
Jarrett, Social Theories of the Middle Ages (New York: Frederick
Ungar PubTishing Co., 1926; reprint ed., 1966), p. 127.
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imperfection of human nature. First of all, modern Church documents,
as opposed to interpretations and comments on them by various authors,
stress that private property is rooted in man's rational nature inso-
far as that nature is a perfection of man, not insofar as it is an
imperfect nature. Secondly, the argument has no practical bearing
upon the results of this study. Whether private property is due to
man's rational nature because man's rationality and freedom represent
a perfection or because they exist imperfectly in man will not change,
in the mind of the Church, the universal and perpetual need for prop-
erty as an institution of society. This is so because man's propensity
to sin, which is explained theologically by the Church's doctrine on
original sin, is seen by the Church as a permanent and ineradicable
orientation of man. Thirdly, it is possible, at least on a superficial
level, to circumvent the ambiguity involved by stating that man's exis-
tential condition, his rational and free nature as it now exists, de-
mands private property. This method of speaking accords with Church
interpretation and leaves to scholars in the field further specifica-
tion of that interpretation. Such language is also appropriate to
some Catholic social philosophers who stress that natural Taw is
existential as well as essential.69 This study, however, stresses
Church doctrine's reliance upon rationality and freedom as a perfection
of man; further comment on this thesis is as follows.

Church documents maintain that man, as a rational and free being,

has the right to dominate and to possess the material goods of the
69Cf, Messner, Social Ethics, pp. 17-24; Gremillion, Peace and
Justice, op. 7-10.
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world. In the words of Pope Pius XII: "Every man, as a living being
gifted with reason, has in fact from nature the fundamental right to
make use of the material goods of the =arth, . . . w70 Similar lan-
guage, as already shown, is present in many Church documents trom

Rerum Novarum (1891) of Lea XIII to Populorum Progressio (1967) of

Paul ‘/I.ﬂ The Church argument emphasizes both the needs of man as a

material being and the rights flowing from man as a creature made in
the image of God.

There is a special relationship between man and the things of
nature. Man, himself material, needs other material goods to sustain
and develop his life. But man, also spiritual and therefore intellec-
tual and free, nas the power and the right and esven the obligation to
"dominate" and possess material goods, a possession which in society
becomes the institution of private property.

The answer given by St. Thomas to the two questions asked above
may seem too mundane and practical to be classified as natural law
arguments. But Thomas's arguments, elaborated today in Church docu-
ments which stress the right and the obligation of human development,
are precisely that. The Church holds that private property gives to
society a peace, order, and efficiency in the use of material goods
which the absence of such property does not give. In addition to this,
it provides to individuals human dignity, and 7reedom in the management
of their lives according to that dignity. The Church sees this free-

dom and dignity as predominant goals of the social order:

Opope Pius XII, "Address of June 1, 1941," in Yzermans, Unwearied
Advocate, 1:214.

"In this document Paul VI emphasized the social obligation of
private property; cf. nos. 22-23.
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It is, therefore, always in defence of personal human

liberty and never for the protection of the acquired

rights of security holders that the Church . . . in-

sists both on the right of property and on its institu-

tions. The objection which the Church has to all

doctrines which have Tittle respect for property is that

they . . . tend in principle to reduce the person to the

Tevel of an animal, capable, like it, of only a limited

and determinate simple use of the things of the material

world.72

The primary ordinances of the natural law are those precepts re-
ferred to earlier which are certainly known to normally intelligent
people with an adequate moral education. An example of such a primary
ordinance, one which is universally applicable, is that man should
worship God. There is no primary ordinance that man should own prop-
erty, according to St. Thomas. On the contrary, goods are common to
all men in that all of mankind has a right to use the earth's re-
sources. But this does not mean that the possession of goods should
be common, only that their use should be.

Man, according to the prescription of Genesis, was to have domina-
tion over all created goods. What type of dominion would best serve
man in his nature as he directs himself towards nis final goa1?73 This

was the question which faced Thomas. Guided by the thought of Aristotle

7ZCalvez and Perrin, The Church and Social Justice, p. 134.

73The functional nature of private property in Catholic thought
should be noted. But this functional concept serves to establish the
natural law right and provides an insight into the natural law itself.
Private property is seen as a necessary institution of society because
it fulfills a function which cannot be performed by any other means;
it alone can satisfy certain needs of human nature and of society.
Since these needs are essential for man's life and for helping him
reach the goal of that 1ife, then man naturally has a right to private
property. This is a simplified but accurate exposition of the natural
law right to private property.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



248

and looking at man in his existential situation, Thomas held that pri-
vate property was a necessary institution for man in nis individual
person and for the common good of society. Private property is an in-
stitution established by positive law and in this sense is not a primary
precept of the natural law. But it was legally established because men
realized that it was necessary for a peaceful and orderly society and
for human dignity and development. Property thus was seen by St.

Thomas, although this is not made explicit by him and some today dispute

this conclusion, as a secondary precent of the natural law.74

The basic property tenet of the natural law--that the earth's re-
sources are to be available to all mankind--is accomplished by private
property, and this in two ways. First of all, private property as an
institution provides for the wide and stable possession of goods which
this principle requires. OQbviously nations which have legally estab-

Tished private property and have definite economic classes resulting

74Some authors hold that St. Thomas did not hold private property
to be a natural law right. Austin Fagothey, for instance, was of this
opinion and concluded: "St. Thomas, while approving the system of pri-
vate ownership, bases it on the law of nations, or jus gentium"
(Fagothey, Right and Reason, p. 328). (The jus gentfum refers to a
body of laws, similar in content, established by various nations.)
Other authors admit the jus gentium foundation of private property, but
maintain that such positive, human laws, flowing from man's nature, are
precisely the secondary precepts of the natural law referred to earlier.
This does not, of course, refer to the whole body of jus gentium. See
Walter Farrell, A Companion to the Summa, 4 vols. (Mew York: Sheed &
Ward, 1941), 3:205-206. Bernard Dempsey also followed this explanation,
which is the one just given in the text above, and concluded: "The right
of private property, then, is said with perfect propriety and without
qualification to be of natural law" (Bernard W. Dempsey, The Functional
Economy [Englewood Cl1iffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1958], p. 1587). This
study obviously inclines to this latter opinion, but the controversy
does not affect any conclusions of the study. A1l Church documents
since Leo XIII's time which have commented on the subject hold that pri-
vate property is a natural law right. This has become the official
teaching of the Church.
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from an uneven distribution of property are not adequate systems in

this regard. But, in the Church's eyes, this is due primarily to man's
greed and an undeveloped social conscience. It is true that, in some
cases, man's greed is allowed freer room to operate under private
property than in systems where goods are socially owned. But the
Church sees man's greed as capable of being modified by altruistic mo-
tives, while society's ownership of goods destroys freedoms which cannot
be restored by any means. At any rate, the Church's espousal of private
property does not by that very fact sanction capitalist systems which
allow such unequal distribution. But private property, properly used,
is an adequate system for distributing goods.

The second way that orivate property satisfied the common use of
goods lies in man's responsible use of his own property. Property is
never so private that it can be used to injure society or that it can be
used in a way which injures the common good. More positively, private
property must be used in a way that will benefit society. This means
that parents should use their wealth for their own welfare and to pro-
vide for and educate their children. It means that wealth or ownership
of productive goods brings also the obligation of providing jobs for
other workers. It means also that individuals must give of their wealth
to help those who are less endowed than they are. On this matter Pope
Paul VI quoted St. Ambrose: "You are not making a gift of your posses-

sions to the poor person. You are handing over to him what is his.“75

75St. Ambrose, De Mabuthe, c. 12, n. 53, quoted in Pope Paul VI,
Populorum Progressio, ro. 23.
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If private property is a natural law right, why is it that some
nations and many learned persons wish to abolish or restrict severely
this right? Or why is this right not recognized as something essential
to man? One reason for this difficulty was mentioned earlier. This is
Maritain's assertion, interpreting St. Thomas, that specific ordinances
of the natural law are difficult to reach by reasoned argument. The
natural law more clearly establishes itself by social patterns of
acting. Sometimes, as in the case of slavery, these patterns take hun-
dreds of year to develop into just and acceptable standards. It is
especially difficulty to reason to private property, since, as all
Catholic proponents of its natural law foundation maintain, it is a
secondary precept of the natural law. This means that the essentiality
of private property is not immediately evident to men and that any proc-
ess of reasoning to its necessity requires certain educational biases.
In what can be interpreted as a condescending passage Fuchs noted:

The mighty power of the senses, of imagination, concupiscence

and the prejudices formed through education and habit, to-

gether with the corresponding negative dispositions of will

and intellect, are all realities. They prevent only too

easily a correct activation of our real native ability to

come to a true moral knowledge.’

Just as important, perhaps, are that the evils which are inherent
in systems which allow private property lead to a demand for its
abolition. Pope Paul VI's condemndation of such systems was noted
earlier. It is only logical to counter these evils by an almost total
eradication of private property. Is it not true, then, as Marx pro-
claimed, that private property gives to the ownership class a strong

76Fuchs, Natural Law, p. 152. See also St. Thomas, Summa Theolo-
gica, I-II, g. 94, arts. 4, 6.
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and peculiar power over the mass of workers? What relationship does
Catholic thought see between private property and political and social

power? The following chapter will consider these questions.
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CHAPTER X
PRIVATE PROPERTY--SOURCE OF POWER

In Chapter 6 it was pointed out that Marx held that private prop-
erty conferred power upon a particular class of citizens in society
over another far larger class of citizens. This was shown to be one of
Marx's fundamental criticisms of the capitalist system. The thesis to
be presented in this chapter is the Catholic claim that private property
gives to the individual a necessary control over nis own destiny, a
control without which the individual cannot reach a full development of
his human potential.

The chapter is divided into three major sections with a brief con-
clusion. The first section treats the relationship between private
property and the power of the state. The second section is concerned
with human labor as the chief source of property and the capacity to
labor as a form of property. In the third section there is the Catholic
response to the Marxian thesis that private property allows scme indi-
viduals to withhold from others the means of production which are essen-
tial to the welfare of the deprived group.] The conclusion simply

summarizes the arguments of the Church in this particular area.

ISee Chapter 8, esp. pp. 8-12.
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Individual Versus State Power

Any political entity must possess some degree of power if it is to
accomplish its intended purpose. A sovereign political state must
possess this power to the extent that it can peacefully direct the
actions of its citizens from within and protect them from hostile and
unjust aggressors from without. The state, consequently, depending upon
the nature of its political organization, possesses the capability for
a high dégree of control over the lives of its individual citizens.

But the political power of the state "never exists except in a
form partly contrary to the common good. . . . Political power, instead
of serving the general weal, is to some degree always made to serve group
1‘nterest5.”2 The state as a political entity must be controiled by some
individual or group of individuals. Those in control of the state
accordingly gain control over the individual citizens of the state.
Adam Smith clearly realized that a strong government represented a po-
tential position of strength and consequent abuse of that strength for
some individual or group. Warren Samuels has noted: "Smith understood
the economy as a system of mutual coercion with the state as both a
dependent and independent variable insofar as power players and eco-
nomics are concerned." For Smith the logical way of handling such po-
tential conflicts was to give to each individual some degree of ecanomic
power so that "market forces and the invisible hand work out only in the

context of interacting social powers operating through the rnarket"‘3

2Pf]es‘.sner, Social Ethics, p. 547.

3‘Aarren J. Samuels, "Adam Smith and the Economy as a System of
Power," Review of Social Economy 31 (October 1973), p. 125.
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This is not to claim that political power and economic power are synony-
mous, but that even in Smith's eighteenth century world the two were so
intertwined that economic forces greatly influenced the entire power
structure of the state.

The solution of Marx to the question of who should have control of
the power of the state was ultimately to abolish the state as a politi-
cal entity. Consequently, all power was to reside in the citizenry of
the state. This power was not seen by Marx as some force quasi-external
to the will of the citizens. Rather the power was viewed as the self-
creative activity of social individuals working toward goals which
would benefit all of society. In this sense, therefore, Church argu-
ments against state ownership of goods are not completely applicable.

A contemporary author has recently made an apropos comment to this

situation that "capitalist or democratic ideals were being compared with

communist Eractice."4

Still it is necessary to notice Church arguments in this area.
Such arguments against state ownership apply to those "Marxists" who
rest content with state control of political and economic 1ife. More
importantly the arguments obviously allow a fuller understanding of
the Church's position on property. Church arguments also show that the
Church opposes Marxian doctrine even as a means to an end. This means
that the Church sees complete state ownership of productive goods as an
inappropriate and unjust form of economic organization, even if such

organization is only for a period of time and even if it leads to a more

4\}‘ PhiTip Wogaman, The Great Economic Debate, An Ethical Analysis
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1977), p. 56.
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"idealized" form of social and economic organization. In another sense,
however, Church arguments against state ownership are considered to be
completely applicable to the Marxian position, since community owner-
ship is ultimately reducible to some form of state control. Community
ownership in the Marxian sense does not mean ownership by a tribe or a
clan but by a society. It means that the ownership right must be man-
aged by at least a quasi-political organization.

Power has been defined previously as the ability of an individual
to carry out his own will in a social setting regardless of the obstacles
facing him in the fulfillment of that will. What the Church has in mind
for man is expressed by a contemporary social philosopher, Robert

Nozick. He wrote:

But haven't we been unfair in treating rationality,
free will, and moral agency individually and separately?
In conjunction, don't they add up to something whose sig-
nificance is clear: a being able to formulate long-term
plans for its life, able to consider and decide on the
basis of abstract principles or considerations it formu-
lates to itself and hence not merely the plaything of
immediate stimuli, a being that limits its own behavior
in accordance with some principles or picture it has of
what an appropriate life is for itself and others, and
so on.

SRobert Nozick, Anarchy, State and Utopia (New York: Basic Books,
Inc., 1974), p. 49. Nozick considers himsel: a libertarian. He bases
his arguments on Locke's state of nature and argues that "a minimal
state, limited to the narrow functions of protection against force,
theft, fraud, enforcement of contracts is justified" and "inspiring"
(p. ix). John Rawls in A Theory of Justice, although emphasizing 1ib-
erty, would allow some restrictions on liberty in order to achieve a
more equal distribution of social and economic goods. For Rawls an un-
equal distribution of goods necessarily destroys freedom. (Cf. John
Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1971], p. 226.) One Catholic commentator fears that the
"strict egalitarianism" of Rawls would produce a "loss of liberty" and
an unwanted "centraiization of power." On the other hand Nozick's in-
sistence on liberty should not allow the "rights of some" to be "abso-
lutized at the expense of the needs of others." These are admonitions

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



256

To put the Church's thesis negatively, state ownership of goods hinders
the individual and the family in their ability to plan and execute those
decisions which seem to them best suited for their own welfare and the
welfare of society.

In emphasizing family welfare Pope Leo XIII saw the Tagitimate need
for the state to provide financial aid in some cases. Leo saw a similar
need for state intervention if individual rights were being violated in
a household. But the ordinary care of and providing for children was
the duty and right of parents. Leo wrote: "The Socialists, therefore,
in setting aside the parent and introducing the providence of the State,
act against natural justice, and threaten the very existence of family
11‘fe."6 One of the major intrusions which Leo had in mind here was
state ownership of property.

It is true, in Catholic thought, that the state has the right to
limit private possessions, but it cannot abolish the right to acquire
them. Leo XIII remarked: " . . . the limits of private possession have
been left to be fixed by man's own industry and the laws of individual
peop]es."7 Pius XI repeated this opinion and affirmed: " . . . the
public authority, in view of the common good, may specify more accurately
what is 1licit and what is illicit for property owners in the use of their
possessions.” This means that the state may not only set up legal pre-
scriptions which must be adhered to in establishing ownersnip claims,
but it may also establish limits to wealth by its taxation policies and
in an otherwise laudatory critique of Rawl's and Mozick's works by John

P. Langan, "Social Justice: Rawls and Nozick," Theological Studies
38 (June 1977): 352, 358.

"Ibid., no. 7.
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other laws. The guiding criterion in this matter is the principle of
the common good, although the precise limits to wealth and forms of
property are obviously difficult judgments. Pius XI cautioned against
an arbitrary use of this power by the state and declared: "Man's natu-
ral right of possessing and transmitting property by inheritance must
be kept intact and cannot be taken away by the State from rnan."8

Obviously the state must be able to levy taxes in various forms
in order to raise the revenue needed to promote the common good. Pope
Paul VI mentioned in this regard such obvious examples as the need for
"such essential services as the building of roads, transportation, com-
munications, water supply, housing, public health, education, facilita-
tion of the practice of religion, and recreational facilities. 9 Paul
VI also noted the government's obligation to help provide employment
for workers and the ensuring of a just wage for the worker. The pro-
viding of employment will entail either direct spending by the govern-
ment and thus some form of taxation or some adjustment of tax laws to
entice private investment.

The Church recognizes that it is characteristic in contemporary
society "to vest more and more ownership of goods in the State and in
other public bodies. It sees the necessity of this trend, since "the
common good required public authorities to exercise ever greater respon-
sibilities." At the same time, and because of this increasing state
involvement, the Church insists upon the need for individual rights and

responsibilities. Pope John XXIII stated that those who engage in

3Papsz Pius XI, Quadragesimo Anno, no. 49.

9Pope Paul VI, Pacem in Terris, no. 54.
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productive activity have an "innate need to assume responsibility and
to perfect themselves by their ef‘r’orts.“m Moreover, the principle of
subsidiarity always defends the right of individuals to make decisions
affecting their own Tives and the nature of society.

It is recalled here that Pope John XXIII noted this more frequent
association of individuals in various organizations to be a character-
istic of modern society. This characteristic has been referred to as

“the principle of socialization, which modifies substantially the prin-

ciple of subsidiar‘ity.“” Another author sees the phenomenon as "a
ubiquitous sociocultural process," which is "the natural consequence of
W12

a technological and scientific evolution. Pope John described the

characteristic as a process which results from "human and natural in-
clination." He did not see it as resulting from a blind natural force
but as "the creation of free men." It does not seem, however, to have
the same characteristic of a principle governing man's social activity
like the principles of subsidiarity and the common good, except insofar
as such social organizations are necessary to achieve the common good.
John further warned that "the activity of the State whereby the under-
takings of private individuals and groups are suitably regulated and
fostered" must be kept in balance with "the freedom of individual citi-

zens and groups of citizens to act autonomously, . . . u13

W0pgpe John XXI1I, Mater et Magistra, nos. 117, 83.

”Fr-ank Petrella, "The Liberalization of the Scholastic Theory of
Scoio-Economic Policy," Review of Social Economy 30 (September 1972),
p. 361.

12Jean-\/-/es Calvez, The Social Thought of John XXIIT, trans. George
J. M. Mcienzie (Chicago: Henry Regnery Co., 1964), po. &, 5.

13

Pope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, nos. 60, 63, 66.
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Thus in a society where government is growing larger and its role
in society is becoming more involved, private property stands out as an
institution ensuring to the individual that freedom which is his funda-
mental right. The Second Vatican Council emphasized the independence
which private property brings to individuais. It wrote: "Ownership
and other forms of private control over material goods contribute to
the expression of personality. Moreover, they furnish men with an
occasion for exercising their role in society and in the econorny."14
Private property is seen by the Church as a necessary source of power
for the individual. Without some stable form of property the individual
is in danger of being engulfed and swallowed up by the complexities of
government organizations. Private property protects the individual
from the state and ensures him that he is a responsible individual with
a personal freedom and dignity.

Several previous quotes from Church documents have already indicated
the Church's view that private property is also the foundation for civil
liberties.  The concept of civil liberties is a general term comprising
many aspects of liberty. They include both positive and negative rights,
but even this at times seems an arbitrary division. One distinction
sees civil liberties as "those freedoms that may be assertad against
the exercise of governmental power,"while civil rights comprise "those
freedoms that may be asserted against individuals or groups." Another

distinction sees civil liberties as the rights of individuals, while

MSecond Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 71.

TsNew Catholic Encyclopedia, s.v., "Civil Rights," by J. F.
Pohlhaus.
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civil rights "refers to the constitutional and legal status and treat-
ment of minority groups that are marked off from the majority by race,
religion, or national ov"igin."]6 Another type of division distinguishes
civil liberties from human rights. The former rights accrue to indi-
viduals as members of a civil and political society, while human rights
are those righf_:s due to every individual as a member of the human race.

Church documents are not explicit about the nature of civil liber-
ties. Pius XII, as will be seen shortly, referred to property's role
in establishing "political, cultural, and religious" freedom. While
the Second Vatican Council was explicit in mentioning civil liberties,
some of the documents to which it refers in support of its thesis seem
to include within this category what might more properly be called human
m‘ghts.]7 In order to clarify the Church's argument, civil liberties
will be understood here in the sense of the distinction mentioned above,
that is, as the rights of individuals insofar as they are members of a
civil and political society. A suggestive 1ist of these rights includes:
" . . . basic political rights as citizens, protection of his rights of
life and freedom, the right to correct information regarding all ques-
tions of life which concern him, the right of peacefull assembly and
assucwtion."18

The argument of the Church is as follows. Private property allows

a certain amount of material prosperity. Just as important is the fact

]slnternational Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, 1968 ed.,
s.v. "Constitutional Law: Civil Rights,"™ by Milton R. Xonvitz.

17(:.“ Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 71, footnote
no. 150.

18,3ring, The Law of Christ, 3:149.
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that property gives to individuals who possess it a sense of responsi-
bility and a concern for a well-ordered and peaceful society. This
material well-being, order, and tranquility are necessary conditions
for civil lTiberties. These conditions must be present in order to
allow to every citizen those rights which are due to him as a member of
that society.

Pope Pius XII spoke of man's right to the use of material goods and
of an implied right to property when he stated: "The safe guardianship
of this right will ensure the personal dignity of man, and will facili-
tate for him the attention to and fulfillment of that sum of stable
duties and decisions for which he is directly responsible to his
Crea‘cor."]9 The Second VYatican Council spoke in a similar way, mention-
ing that private property "adds incentives for carrying on one's func-
tion and duty, . . . 220 The Church is saying that only in a well-
ordered and peaceful society, one with a certain amount of economic
prosperity, will the citizens be able to enjoy their civil Tiberties.
Furthermore, these rights demand from other citizens a sense of respon-
sibility toward the welfare of society and the other members of society.
It is thus that an adequately distributed private property brings with
it political and even cultural freedom.

These civil liberties which are connected with society's structure
represent a type of power. These liberties are properly considered
rights due to citizens. As rights they bring correlative duties, for
any right of a citizen connotes a duty for every other citizen. The

"9pgpe Pius XII, "Radio Address of December 24, 1942," in Vzermans,
The Unwearizad Advocate, 1:214.

20Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 71.
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Church says that duties will not be performed by citizens unless they
are materially capable, psychologically developed, and religiously
motivated to perform these duties. Private property provides material
prosperity, aids psychological development, and even helps to instill
religious motivation.21 Civil liberties produce individual freedom
and consequently individual power. They provide each individual the
power to function as a responsible and free agent within society, with-
out harrassment from the state or from other individuals. The Church
sees this as another way that property provides personal freedom and

power.

Human Labor and Private Property

This section analyzes from a different viewpoint the relationship
between private property and power. In contemporary society is property
in reality a source of power to the individuals holding that property?
The situation which prompts this question is the corporate organization
of business activity in which control has passed from the stockholders
to the managers. Adolf Berle, a forerunner in the study of U.S. corpor-
ate power, noted a few years ago: ‘“Nominal power still resides in the
stockholders; actual power in the board of dw‘rectors."zz Paul Harbrecht
has claimed that in modern industrial society there has been a separa-
tion of ownership of productive property from the control of that prop-

erty. He has referred to this as a "paraproprietal society" and claimed:

21Religious motivation is understood here in a broader (or, tech-
nically speaking, narrower) concept of man's duties to his fellowman.

ZzBerle, Power Without Property, 9. 74.
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Institutions that determine a man's relationship to
productive property and to other men are the structuring
elements of today's society insofar as it is given form
by economic relationships. Thus we conclude that a man's
relationship to things--material wealth--no longer deter-
mines his place in society . . . but his place in society
now determines his relationship to things.&3

Berle's thesis can be summarized in the statement “that power has been
divorced from property," while Harbrecht contended "that power follows
from the control of property rather than the ownership of

property, . . . ne4

This section certainly does not attempt a conclusion to this ques-
tion nor even to present an adequate commentary upon it. The section
is rather meant to introduce an important element of Catholic thought
into the Church's property position--the element of human labor. Just
as Marx saw a fundamental relationship between private property and
alienated labor, so the Church sees a relationship between human labor
and property. But the Church envisions a relationship in which man's
Tlabor, through the institution of private property, extends man's per-
sonal capabilities into an instrument of economic and social power.

Leo XIIT maintained that the wealth of nations comes from "the
labor of the working man." Those goods which become property are thus
predominantly the result of man's labor. Moreover, the Pontiff held
that the labor of the worker gives him a claim to specific property.
Leo noted what the results of the worker's labor should be: " . . . by
that act [of labor] he makes his own that portion of nature's field

23Pau] P. Harbrecht, Pension Funds and Economic Power (Mew York:

Twentiath Century Fund, 1959), p. 28
24,

Michael D. Reagan, The Managed Economy (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1963), p. 41.
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which he cultivates--that portion on which he leaves, as it were, the
impress of his own personality; and it cannot but be just that he
should possess that portion as his own, and should have a right to keep
it without molestation."zs Pope Pius XI uttered the same opinion but
specified this relationship further: "The orly form of labor, however,
which gives the workingman a title to its fruits is that which a man
exercises as his own master, and by which some new form or new value is
produced. n26

The Church sees Tabor as giving a legitimate title to certain
goods. “A title to property is a historical fact that changes the ab-
stract right of ownership in general into the concrete right of owner-
ship over this particular piece of property."27 Leo used the title-
giving aspect of man's labor to support his natural law argument for
private property. There is some difference here, however, between the
intent of Leo's argument and John Locke's property teaching. Locke
claimed that man has a natural law right to private property. The
aspect of human nature which justifies this conclusion is that man's
labor is a part of his nature and that he has a Tawful right to any good
to which he applies this labor. As Schlatter has remarked, "From Locke
Locke's day to our own, the Lockean theory of property has been thought

of as the natural right theory of pmperty."z8 The argument of Leo XIII,

25Pope Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum, nos. 27, 7.

ZGPope Pius XI, Quadragesimo Anno, no. 52.

27Fagothey, Right and Reason, p. 331. This work has a succinct
"layman's" treatise on property titles, pp. 331-333.

Zgﬂichard Schlatter, Private Property (New Brunswick: Rutgers
University Press, 1951), p. 159.
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however, was that man's labor is ordinarily the only means he has of
providing for his own welfare. Man's labor flows from man's nature,
it is true. But it is the rational aspect of man's nature which gives
him a right to property, while his labor gives him a right to "this
specific property." The claim upon any specific property is not abso-
Tute but must be subordinated to other legitimate claims. The labor
of the worker does represent a valid claim to at least a portion of
the new value created.

Man's labor, which is an activity of man's nature, plays a much
more important part in Catholic social thought than has hitherto been
given to it. As hinted above, Popes Leo XIIT and Pius XI attempted to
point out the intimate relationship between private property and labor.
Pope Pius XII repeated this emphasis and noted:

. it is . . . no less certain that this prwvate prop-

erty is in a special way the natural fruit of labour:

the product of an intense activity of man, who acquires

it thanks to his energetic determination to safeguard and

develop, with his own strength, his own existence and that

of his family, to create for himself and his own a sphere

of just freedom, not only of an economic nature, but also

political, cultural, and religious.29
The Second Vatican Council emphasized the importance of labor in eco-
nomic life: "Human labor which is expended in the production and ex-
change of goods or in the performance of economic services is superior

to the other elements of economic er."JD

29p0pe pius XII, "Radio Message of September 1, 1944," in The Pope
Speaks, ed. Michasl Chinigo (London: Methuen & Co., 1958), pp. 314-315.
This book should be distinguished from a book with the same name pub-
lished by Harcourt, Brace and Co., Mew York, 1940.

30

Second Yatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 67.
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The Church's insistence upon private property is also the logical
consequence of the value of human labor as "an expression of the human
person"ﬂ and of the necessity of labor to produce economic goods.

Leo XIII held that, since labor was "personal" and "necessary," then
“It follows that each one has a right to procure what is required in
order to live; . . . w32 In more recent times this right is expressed
in terms of complete human development. As is obvious, "For the great
majority of mankind, work is the only source from which the means of
Tivelihood are drawn.“33 In simpler economic societies this renumera-
tion was frequently in terms of commodities. In modern industrial
societies it is usually in terms of wages and other wage-equivalents.

The Church holds that the wage contract is basically an ethical
legal contract. Workers must be able to "receive a wage sufficient
to lead a life worthy of man and to fulfill family responsibilities
properly."a4 This renumeration gives to the individual a control over
his own personal development and enables him to provide for the devel-
opment of his family. The private property of the worker "is only his
wages in another form; . . . " To deprive the worker of his property
would be to "deprive him of the liberty of disposing of his wages, and
thus of all hope and possibility of increasing his stock and of

bettering his condition in er."35

3]Pope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, no. 18.

3ZPOpe Leo XII, Rerum Novarum, no. 34.

Pope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, no. 18.

Hpope dohn XXIII, Mater et Magistra, no. 71.
35

33

Pope Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum, no. 4.
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The fundamental point here is not simply the availability of a
financial reward and consequent acquiring of material goods. The im-
portant element is that the individual must be allowed to control his
own life and development. Hopefully this point was made clear in pre-
vious chapters. What the present analysis is attempting to show is
the intimate connection among private property, human labor, and the
individual's power over his own development within a social setting.
The Church holds th;t the labor of the individual is an expression of
his own person and of his personality. The result of that expression,
in terms of economic value, belongs, at least in part, to the indi-
vidual. In industrial society that return can legitimately be expressed
in some salary or wage-equivalent. Private property is simply an
extension of that wage and is a further free expression of the individu-
al's person. The ability to acquire property represents a power neces-
sary to the individual if he is to achieve the perfection of a rational
being in society. The property so acquired enables him to sustain and
perfect himself for further activity or labor. Thus there is a com-
plete interdependence among labor as an expression of the individual
and private property and power within society.

This interdependence is becoming more evident in the Tight of con-
temporary practices. Pope John noted the trend toward investment in
human capital, especially one's own. Instead of investing in real
property or corporations of various sizes, more individuals teday are
investing in their own education and in their professional or technical
training. Pope John called this "an advance in civilization" and re-

marked that it "clearly accords with the inherent characteristics of
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labor, inasmuch as this proceeds directly from the human person, and
hence is to be thought more of than wealth in external <;oo<15"'3‘5 A
reverse argument may now be employed. Men have a right to education
and professional development. Since these are analogous to, or "ele-
vated" aspects of, private property, men have a right to property.
Such investment in one's own professional training is indicative of
the forms of property developing in society today. The Church seems

to be recognizing these forms and giving them an importance equal to

older property forms.

Private Property--The Ability to Withhold

It has been remarked that "Orthodox economic theory misses the
issue of economic power because it asks different questiuns."37 The
author of this quote saw orthodox economics to be concerned with the
efficient provision of goods to consumers. The question of power
arises, he maintained, when the members of society are divided into
classes with varying degrees of control over the operations of the
economic system. Such a viewpoint was that of Marx, elucidated in
Chapter 6. Private property for Marx meant that the capitalist was
able to withhold from the worker the means of production which are
necessary for the welfare of society and the well-being of the worker.
This section Tooks at the Catholic view of this aspect of economic

power.

36,°ope John XXITI, Mater et Magistra. no. 107.

37Don Kanel, "Property and Economic Power as Issues in Institu-
tional Economics," Journal of Sconomic Issues 8 (December 1974}, p. 332.
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Marx, in Capital and in Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations, traced

the historical process by which the worker was separated from the means
of production. As a result of this process the workers "confront all
objective conditions of production as alien property, as their own
non-property, . . . n38 This permanent property-less condition of the
workers was expressed somewhat more dynamically by Commons as the "power
to withhold from others what they need." Commons traced some of the
legal steps in the transition to this stage and concluded: "But when
markets expanded, when laborers were emancipated, when people began to
live by bargain and sale, when population increased and all resources
became private property, then the power to withhold from others emerged
gradually from that of exclusive holding for self as an economic
attribute of property.“39 The conclusion of Marx was, of course, the
abolition of the institution of private property. The Church has a
two-fold comment to make on the power, which is a concomitant of pri-
vate property, to withhold needed resources from others.

The first comment has been mentioned earlier but its importance
bears its repeating. The Church argues for private property because it
wants such property to be universally distributed among all individuals.
This argument of the Church has been made clear in recent times by Pope
John and the Second Vatican Council. The Council wrote that all forms
of property--material and intangible goods--"remain a source of
security not to be underestimated, even in the fact of public funds,

rights, and services provided by society." The Council noted that "it
3Byarx, Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations, p. 104.

39 ommons, Legal Foundations, pp. 52, 53.
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is very important to facilitate the access of both individuals and com-
. 2
munities to some control over material goods." 10 Pope John XXIII wrote:
"It is not enough, then, to assert that man has from nature the right
of privately possessing goods as his own, including those of productive
character, unless, at the same time, a continuing effort is made to
spread the use of this right through all ranks of citizenry."‘” If
private property gives to its owners a power to withhold its use from
others, the Catholic response is that this must be counteracted not by
the abolition of property but by its more universal distribution so that
any negative effects of ownership may be nuilified.

The second comment of the Church relative to this problem of the
withholding power of property owners is also fundamental. This comment
was summarized by Paul VI:

. private property does not constitute for anyone an

absolute and unconditioned right. Mo one is justified

in keeping for his exclusive use what he does not need,

when others lack necessities. In a word, "according to

the traditional doctrine as found in the Fathers of the

Church and the great theologians, the right to property

must nsver be exercised to the detriment of the common

good.4
Catholic teaching maintained that the withholding of goods from others
is often unjustly done by the owners of property. The cases where this

injustice arises are those instances where the social use of private

40sacond Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 71.

4lpgpe John XXITI, Mater et Magistra, no. 113. See also Pope Pius
XII, "Radio Message of December 24, 194Z," in Yzermans, The Unwearied
Advocate, 1:35.

42F’ope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, no. 23. The citation in
quotation marks is from Paul VI's "Lettar to the 52nd Session of the
French Social Weeks (Brest, 1965)," in Documentation Catholique, t. 62,
Paris, 1965, col. 1365. Cf. Populorum Progressio, no. 23, footnote 23,
for further references to this Tatter document.
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oroperty is vitiated by certain practices of owners. Pius XI noted
the right of the state to force owners of private property to contrib-
ute to the common good. These owners may be forced to make such
contributions, and the Pontiff claimed that such enforcement actually
served to strengthen private property as an 7‘nst1’tut1‘on.43

It might be helpful to note specific applications of this principle
of the common good to the question of withholding-power. The right of
the state to tax private owners in order to provide for essential ser-
vices has already been noted. The Second Vatican Council noted the
right of the state to expropriate large rural estates which are not
sufficiently productive. The Council wrote that "insufficiently cul-
tivated estates should be distributed to those who can make these
lands fruitful." The Council had in mind principally underdeveloped
nations, but the application can be extended to developed areas and to
industrial concerns which hinder the common good. The Council also
maintained that "Especially in underdeveloped areas, . . . those men
gravely endanger the public good who allow their resources to remain
unproductive or who deprive their community of the material and spiri-
tual aid it needs."44

Those factors which promote the common good were spelled out in
a general way in Mater et Magistra. John XXIII noted the following
points relevant to the common good of a nation:

43See Pope Pius XI, Quadragesimo Anno, no. 49.

44Secand Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 71. The Council

maintained that compensation should be given for any property so ex-
propriated. For an identical view in this entire matter see Pope Paul

VI, Populorum Progressio, no. 24.
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. to provide employment for as many workers as possible;

. . . to maintain a balance between wages and prices; to

make accessible the goods and services for a better life

to as many persons as possible; either to eliminate or

to keep within bounds the inequalities that exist between

different sectors of the economy-- . . . to balance prop-

erly any increases in output with advances in services

provided to citizens, especially by public authority; . . .

finally, to ensure that the advantages of a more humane

way of existence not merely subserve the present genera-

tion but have regard for future generations as well.45
Pope John also mentioned the international common good and admonished
that both levels of the common good "should be borne in mind, when
there is question of determining the share of earnings assigned to
those responsible for directing the productive enterprise, or as in-
terest and dividends to those who have invested capw’ta]."“s

Pius XI had cautioned against the evil effects of excessively high
or low wages. He held that it was "contrary to social justice" to
lower or raise wages solely for the sake of private profit and "with no
consideration for the common good."46 The Pontiff also urged that there
be a proper proportion between workers' wages and the salaries of a
firm's administrative officials. This doctrine would certainly allow
a ceiling on certain corporate salaries or a raising of some workers'
wages. A similar demand was made by Pius for a correct proportion of
prices among the various sectors of the economy. The aim of all these
procedures, many of which connote the injustice of withholding goods or
services from the market, is to allow society to provide an abundance

of goods for all its members.

5pope John XXITI, Mater et Magistra, nos. 79, 8.

46Pope Pjus XI, Quadragesimo Anno, no. 74.
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A summary of the Church's position on private property's ability
to withhold goods from others is as follows:

It is consistent Christian teaching, going back to the

Fathers, that to save without investing is a wrongful use

of resources. We have an obiigation in justice either to

invest usefully or to giye away. an{%hing which is surplus

to our needs. To hoard is sinful.
When the Church says that private property possesses a social function,
it is explicit in its meaning. Private property provides, or should
provide in the Church's views, an adequate distribution of this world's
goods. The Church, however, is not an egalitarian in this regard.
Wealth, or wealthy people, can perform valuable functions for society.
Pius XI, utilizing the principles of St. Thomas, maintained that "the
investment of superfluous income in developing favorable opportunities
for employment . . . is to be considered . . . an act of real Tiberal-
ity particularly appropriate to the needs of our t"ime.”48

In a true sense in the Church's doctrine there should be no
superfluous income or superfluous wealth. Excessive income should be
abolished. Income, even if not excessive, not individually needed is
needed Tor the rest of society. There is a great latitude as to how
society would best be aided by excess income. The main point here is
that private property does not give the property owner an absolute
right to withhold his property from others. On the contrary, the owner
of private property has an obligation to make sure that his property is

475, R, Kirwan, "Modern Economics and the Social Encyclicals," The
Month 2d n.s. 9 (December 1976), p. 403.

48F‘ope Pius XI, Quadragesimo Anno, no. 51. “Larger Incomes” is

perhaps & better translation of the document's phrase largiores pro-
ventus than is the given "superfluous income." For the teaching of

St. Thomas see Summa Theologica, II-II, q. 134.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



274

utilized for the good of others. If private property as a cultural and
legal system does not provide for this universal utilization, then the
state may modify or limit the institution of property itself. The

state, however, must leave the institution sufficiently integral.

Conclusion

In his book Capitalism and Freedom, Milton Friedman has maintained
that a capitalistic form of economic organization is essential to the
existence of human freedom. He wrote:

. . freedom in economic arrangements is itself a compo-

nent of freedom broadly understood, so economic freedom is

an end in itself. In the second place, economic freedom

is also an indispensable means toward the achievement of

political freedom.49
The Church has established a similar thesis in relationship to private
property, although Friedman's espousal of a laissez-faire market econ-
omy does not seem reconciliable with Church social doctrine. The
Church maintains that private property, not necessarily capitalism, is
a social institution which is essential for securing human freedom for
men as members of society. Private property is essential both as means
and as quasi-end.

Private property guarantees in a special way freedom from want to
members of a political and civil society. It gives to the individual
as a member of society the power which enables him to determine the

nature of his own existence in the face of an all-powerful state. In

49Mi1ton Friedman with the assistance of Rose D. Friedman,

Capitalism and Freedom (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962),
p. 8.
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this sense private property takes on the nature of a desired end and
0

is a constitutive element of human freedom‘5 Private property is also
seen by the Church to be an essential means to the attainment of human
and civil liberties. It produces an order within society and instills
a motivation within citizens which help to guarantee fundamental rignts
to all members of society.

This power-bestowing aspect of property is further corroborated by
the fact that private property is obtained by human labor and is even
constituted by the capacity to labor. This places property within the
grasp of most individuals and further guarantees to them control over
their personal development. Finally, the universal distribution of
property means that, insofar as possible, all citizens will enjoy such
control. The principle of the common good prevents the owners of pri-
vate property from infringing upon the rights of others and forces them
to use their property for the welfare of all members of society. The
Church's thesis may thus be restated: Private property provides to
individuals as members of society and to groups of individuals the power
to control their own lives, their own development, and the nature of
society itself.

The following chapter will investigate the Church's vision of a

just and well-organized society.

50The Second Vatican Council insisted that economic development be
controlled by individual citizens. Cf. Second Vatican Council, Gaudium

et Spes, no. 65.
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CHAPTER XI
A CHRISTIAN SOCIAL ORDER

Introduction

As proposed in Chapter 2, it is the function of this chapter to
present the Catholic view of a normative social and economic order.
This is done so that the Church's position on property may be placed
within the context of the Church's more comprehensive view of the
entire social order. After this brief introductory section the fol-
lowing section attempts to portray this more comprehensive Church view.
The third section analyzes the role of private property and human labor
within the Church's ideal social order.

The Church is ambivalent, but not ambiguous, about its concern
with the economic order of the state. On the one hand it claims no
jurisdiction nor expertise in economic affairs. Pius X[ wrote:

" . . . the Church believes that it would be wrong for her to interfere
without just cause in such earthly concerns . . . o1 On the other hand
the Church claims a rignt and a duty to speak out on social and economic
problems when these matters involve the moral law and questions of
justice. In contemporary society the concern of the Church about social
questions has a twofold character. First of all, the Church documents

have more of a pastoral tone and less of a dogmatic one. This change

1Pope Sjus XI, Ubi Arcano (Encyclical Letter on the Peace of Christ
in the Kingdom of Christ), Acta Apostolicae Sedis 14 (December 27, 1922),
p. 698, quoted ia Pius AI, Quadragesimo Anno, no. 41.
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began to take place in the reign of Pope John XXIII, the change being
due both to changed social conditions and to the personality of that
pontiff. The change is a reflection of the desire on the part of the
Church to enter into a meaningful dialog with "all of humanity" about
the important problems of human living. Secondly, the Church's con-
cern about temporal problems is more comprehensive in the twentieth
than it was in the eighteenth and greater part of the nineteenth cen-
turies. This involves the question of the socialization of the Gospel,
that is, the relevance and application of religious and moral teachings

of the Gospel to social structures and institutions.

Christian Concept of the Social Order

A11 popes since Leo XIII have testified to the existence of a

Christian concept of an appropriate social order. Pope Pius XII noted

explicitly that there is a "Christian concept of social economy."2

This concept involves many elements, but it can be simplified into at
least three different characteristics.3 These three characteristics

are:

1) An economy centered around the human personality and geared to

satisfying human needs.

2F’ope Pius XIT, "Address to Members of the World Congress of
Chambers of Commerce, April 27, 1950," quoted in Guerry, Social Doctrine

of the Church, p. 112.
In this chapter of the study the phrase "Christian social order" is

used. Christian here refers to the doctrine proposed insofar as that
doctrine is interpreted as flowing from the teachings of Jesus. The
doctrine given is still that proper to the Roman Catholic Church and
not (necessarily or even usually) that of all Christian Churches.

3Fmr- a more expanded version of the characteristics of a normative
society see Guerry, Social Doctrine of the Church, especially Part III,
"The Christian Concept of the Social Economy,” pp. 111-201.
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2) An economy which contributes to the common good.

3) An economy which is subservient to the natural and moral Taws.

These characteristics have already been treated, at least in a
general way or on a theoretical level. It is not intended to repeat
or even summarize this treatment here. But it is necessary to look at
the specifications and implications of these principles insofar as
these specifications constitute a normative society. This elaboration
of the principles will, in the remainder of this section, center around
a description of the social order which the Church sees as an applica-
tion of the above characteristics. The following section will then,
as mentioned, comment further on the position of private property and
of human Tabor in that social order.

The Church has established numerous specific conditions for a
normative Christian society. These conditions are frequently expressed
in a general way as being rights which are due to every man. These
rights include that basic right to all the means necessary to sustain
and develop life. "These means are primarily food, clothing, shelter,
rest, medical care and finally the necessary social services.“4 These
rights are extended to security in sickness, unemployment, or old age.

The Church also holds that various moral and cultural rights are
fundamental to man, the existence of which are necessary for a just
society. These include the right to worship God as one's conscience
determines, the right to be informed about public events and to have

an opportunity to seek after truth, the right to express one's opinion

4Pope dohn XXIIT, Pacem in Terris, no. 11.
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and to practice and enjoy artistic endeavors. Fundamental to man also
is the right to choose freely his state of 1ife and to establish a
family. There is also a range of political rights which a just society
will grant to its citizens. These include an opportunity to partici-
pate in political 1ife and to have the protection of the state for one's
property and perscm.5

It is possible to catalog all of the rights which the Church wishes
to see realized in society. It is hoped that the following analysis
will provide a better insight into the type of society the Church en-
visions. At the same time this analysys will locate the Church's con-
tribution, as it understands that contribution, to world social doctrine.

In the course of this study there was an incidental questioning of
the validity of the phrase "Christian philosophy." Such a concept is
often considered inaccurate since philosophy is the study of the ulti-
mate nature of all reality by the human intellect and cannot properly
be subdivided into Christian and non-Christian. 'ith this understanding
Christian philosophy is a valid concept only insofar as the human rea-
son considers reality which is connected with or utilized in Christian
teachings.

This study in discussing private property was faced with an analo-
gous difficulty. The Church's teaching on property flows from man's
nature. It is true that the Church considers man to have a supernatural
life and destiny, and this has been shown to exert an influence on the
Church's view of man and the type of 1ife ne should live. But much of

SFor a fuller development of these rights, see Pope John XXIII,
Pacem in Terris, nos. 8-27.
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the force of the Church's teaching on property depends on the natural
law and this Taw can be analyzed philosophically, that is, independently
of theology.

In keeping with this type of argument the Church can be said to
possess a natural sociology, a theory of the social and economic order
which can be understood and accepted by men of all religious beliefs or
even of none. Even the theological content of this sociology is consid-
ered by the Church as something which the human mind, unaided by "divine
grace" as the Church understands this term, can arrive at. Those who
profess no belief in a deity can arrive at similar conslusions from the
nature of man but without the theological foundation. In this sense
it can be said that "In substance . . . Christian moral law goes only
a little way beyond natural moral 1aw."6 The practical conclusion for
the social order is that the institutions which the Church proposes to
society should be acceptable to most segments of that society, in the
Church's view.

The "little way beyond natural moral law" is, however, theologi-
cally significant. This theological significance has practical impli-
cations, since the most abstruse theological tenet has some bearing
upon the Church's concept of social order. This was shown in Chapter
8. The Church claims a more complete view of man, one which includes
a supernatural order. It is in this supernatural order, in union with
Christ, that “man attains to new fulfillment of himself, to a tran-

scendent humanism which gives him his greatest possible perfection:

5Messner, Social Ethics, p. S5.
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this is the highest goal of personal development. In the practical
order the Church does not expect all men to accept this belief. The
Church does feel that in its preaching of Christian principles “She can
draw from the Gospel the most profound reasons and ever new incentives
to promote generous dedication to the service of all men . . . and to
eliminate the social consequences of sin which are translated into
unjust social and political Structures."a

The social psychologist Ggorge H. Mead recognized two fundamental
forms in human society. These forms, ne stated, have "found their
expression in universal religions and in universal economic processes."
Mead recognized the interrelationship between these two processes. He
declared that the economic process "has been the most universal social-
izing factor in our whole modern sm:iety.“9 At the same time the eco-
nomic process is the more successful the more its participants are able
to understand and appreciate one another.

It is precisely this attitude, amplified by a complete theological
system, which forms the basis of the Christian concept of a social and
economic order. In Christian sociology it is not possible to separate
economic activity from the religious sphere; such activity has moral
rights and duties. This was the attitude of the Church and of European
society in the Middle Ages. St. Thomas's treatment of property is had

in a discussion on theft and robbery in a larger section devoted to

7Pope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, no. 16.

8Synod of Bishops, Third General Assembly (October 25, 1974), "Evan-

gelization of the Modern World," in Gremillion, The Gospel of Peace and
Justice, no. 12.

9George H. Mead, Mind, Self & Society, edited and with an Introduc-
tion by Charles W. Morris {Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1934), pp. 258, 296.
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virtues and vices. Charging a just price for an article or charging
interest on loans were seen, not just as economic activities, but as
moral ones affecting man's spiritual health.

Such an attitude is prevalent in the Church today in a more devel-
oped form. A noted Catholic theologian has written "The point above
all others that Christian sociology must emphasize is that human
society is more than a profanum or a purely natural str‘ucture.“]o Thus
"Christian sociology" embraces all social, cultural, and economic
activity. By engaging in economic activity a person develops himself
and performs a valuable function for society and his fellowmen. Salva-
tion is achieved in the marketplace as much as, if not more than, in
the church. Giving a just wage to an employee and spending adequate
time working are religious obligations, and failure in these areas are
violations of God's law. Moreover, individuals have the right to enjoy
social institutions and an economic structure which will further their
freedom and allow for their personal development. I[f individuals have
this right, then individuals and society have the obligation to strive
for an adequate social structure. Pope Paul VI noted in this regard
that "local and individual undertakings are no longer enough. The
present situation of the world demands concerted action based on a clear
vision of all economic, social, cultural, and spiritual aspects." The
Pontiff further exhorted that urgent reforms in society should be taken

immediately. "It is for each one," he wrote, "to take his share in

]oFuchs, Natural Law, p. 182.
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them with generosity, particularly those whose education, position and
opportunities afford them wide scope for action."H

Thus the interrelationship between economic and religious activi-
ties results in a normative factor for the economic order. This norma-
tive factor is twofold, one element being the reverse of the other.
The first element is that the institutions of society are to be such
that they allow a person to lead a life of dignity, in peace with his
fellowmen and socially and individually capable of developing those
“virtues" which mean his true development. The second element is the
reverse of this, that considerations and love for one's fellowman be
the motivating force of social activity.]‘2

This does not mean that the Church demands.a completely Catholic
or Christian community. -The Church does Took for a society basically
and fundamentally founded on the principles of natural 1aw.13 These
principles the Church sees as acceptable to all men. The Church claims
also to be able to bring to this fundamental knowledge a new order of
reality--the supernatural order. The theoretical conclusion to this
brief discussion about the Church's view of a normative society is:

"The special characteristic proper to Christian sociology consists,

”Pope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, nos. 13, 32.

121’0 add a Catholic theological note this consideration and love
should be modeled after the inner life of the triune God and the God-
man Jesus Christ.

mTheoreticaHy the specific content of the natural law can be
known by the intellect of man unaided by grace. Practically, the
Church understands this as almost impossible and certainly improbable.
Thus the role of the Church in the social order is seen not only as
adding supernatural truths to be considered by society but also as
clarifying and confirming naturally knowable verities.
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therefore, in the fact that its object is society in its entirety, in
all its cﬁmensions.”14 What is the practical impact of this theoreti-
cal conclusion?

Practically speaking the Church sees as a normative society one
that is Christian in attitudes and institutions. As has been stated,
this does not mean that all men be Christian or even that all men pro-
fess religious beh’ef.15 The Church sees as a practically normative
society one which considers man in his entire nature and in his exis-
tential condition. The Church proposes to society and hopes from
society's members a social order where each person considers himself
to have some responsibility to every other person and to society.

Every individual is to look upon every other individual as a fellow hu-
man being. Each person is conscious, not only of his strengths, but
also of his weaknesses. This means that the limitations of man's in-
tellect and the weakness of his will must also be considered. Many

of the effects of these weaknesses can be overcome by the cooperative
action of all members of society.

The Church sees every individual as having the right and the obli-
gation to strive for human perfection according to the abilities and

opportunities which he possesses. This human perfection can only be

MFuchs, Natural Law, p. 193.

15This sentence and the previous one need clarification. A the-
oretically normative society for the Church would be one where all men
are "perfect Christians." A practically normative society is one where
the existential conditions of man are considered and wide diversity
of human potential is acknowledged. What is being presented here is a
practically normative society. The Church is always working toward a
more perfect vealization of the practical norm so that it will approach
the theoretical one.
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had in a social setting, so that man can never forget his social dimen-
sion and responsibility to others and to society. The Church hopes
that all men will be able to realize their dignity as human beings and
that their lives will reflect that dignity. The Church declares:
" ., . human fulfillment constitutes, as it were, a summary of our
duties."16

It is this human fulfillment which the Church sees as the goal of
the social and economic structure: " . . . all men are called to this
fullness of development." The world should "furnish each individual
with the means of livelihood and the instruments for his growth and
progress, . . . " 8ut an exclusive search for riches and possessions
“becomes an obstacle to individual fulfillment and to man's true great-
ness." Technological development is needed to achieve the goods and
services which will ensure an adequate existence for man. The Church,
however, insists upon more than this technological development:

. . . even more necessary is the deep thought and reflection

of wise men in search of a new humanism which will enable

modern man to find himself anew by embracing the higher

values of love and friendship, of prayer and contemplation.

This is what will permit the fullness of authentic develop-

ment, a development which is for each and all the transi-

tion from less human conditions to those which are more

human.17

Just as no individual can reach the perfection of his being in
isolation, neither can individual nations achieve those conditions which
will bring this perfection without cooperation with other nations. To

continue the words of Paul VI: “There can be no progress towards the

]Gnope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, no. 15.
Vibid., nos. 17, 22, 19, 20.
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complete development of man without the simultaneous development of all
humanity in the spirit of soh‘darity."18 John XXIII argued strongly
for this increased cooperation among nations as well as among differ-
ent economic sectors of the same countv‘y.]g The Second Vatican Council
referred to this solidarity among nations as the "universal common
good.“20 The principle of the common good enunciated earlier is now
extended by the Church to cover the actions of individual states which
will affect the social and economic status of other nations. The
Church proposes this world-wide solidarity as an integral and realizable
part of its social vision. Pope Paul VI expressed the goal of this
world-community effort: "It is a question . . . of building a world
where every man, no matter what his race, religion or nationality, can
live a fully human 1ife, freed from servitude imposed on him by other
men or by natural forces over which he has not sufficient control; a
world where freedom is not an empty word and where the poor man
Lazarus can sit down at the same table with the rich man.“m

The realization of, or at least the working toward the realization
of, all of the above goals constitutes in a general way a Christian
concept of the social economy. The following section treats specifi-
cally the role of private property and human labor in that Christian
vision.

81bid., no. 43.

195ee Pope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, nos. 128-30, 157-60.

2sacond Vatican Council , Gaudium et Spes, no. 84.

2]F‘Dpe Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, no. 47. |
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Private Property and Human Labor

This section attempts to analyze the normative role of private
property in society according to the Church's view. Since, as was
shown in Chapter 10, there is an intimate connection between property
and labor, an analysis of this latter category will help to clarify

the Church's picture of a normative society.
Private Property

It is frequently thought that private property is an institution
which benefits only the rich. The person who seems to gain the most
is the large landholder, the owner of substantial amounts of corporate
stock, or the possessor of a portfolio of large and varied financial
assets. The Church looks at private property from another view. The
person it intends to aid is the “common man," not the wealthy one.

The distribution of private property is to be so widespread that all
persons who can benefit from its possession may do so.

Private property is not an institution, in the Church's eyes,
which is intended to justify the manifest inequalities in income and
wealth which are prevalent in many industrialized societies. It is
true that the Church is not egalitarian to the extent that the amounts
of property possessed by each individual can be accumulated by a "one
man, one acre" rule of distribution. The talents and abilities and
motivation of men are different. These differing factors will be re-
flected in a distribution of this world's goods which is certainly not

one to ensure a uniform mode of existence.
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To miss the intention of the Church in the matter of private prop-
erty is to miss an important aspect of its social doctrine. The Church
documents constantly reiterate the demand that the inequalities in
distribution must be remedied. The basis of the injustice is not that
there is an inequality, but that many, if not a majority, of the people
of the world are simply not able to provide for themseives in a suit-
able manner. These inequalities refer to the income and property of
individuals, of different geographical areas or economic sectors, and
of different countries.

Pope John XXIIT insisted that "widespread private ownership should
prevail, . . . " He lamented the fact that in many countries "great
masses of workers . . . receive too small a return from their labor."
It also happens that "the wealth and conspicuous consumption of a few
stand out, and are in open and bold contrast with the lot of the
needy." Pope John was concerned about "what can be done to minimize
the differences between the rural standard of living and that of city
dwellers whose money income is derived from industry or some service
or other?"22

The correct understanding of the distribution of property and in-
come requires an international viewpoint. The Second Vatican Council
wrote that "advanced nations . . . have a very heavy obligation to help
the developing peoples" in the latters' efforts at "human fulfillment
w23

of their citizens. Pope Paul VI explicitly stated: " . . . the

2p0pe John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, nos. 115, 63, 69, 125.

23, . i1 maas
““Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 36.
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superfluous wealth of rich countries should be placed at the service
of poor nations.“zq Catholic bishops, meeting in Rome in 1971, were
concerned with development and justice in the world. "The right to
development," this synod wrote, "must be seen as a dynamic interpene-
tration of all those fundamental human rights upon which the aspirations
of individuals and nations are based." This synod recommended "the
transfer of a precise percentage of the annual income of the richer
countries to the developing nations, fairer prices for raw materials,
the opening of the markets of the richer nations and, in some fields,
preferential treatment for exports of manufactured goods from the
developing na'ﬂ'ons."z5

The doctrine of private property, viewed as the right of all per-
sons of all nations, is "a very bold doctrine, for it implies in effect
a complete transformation of scciet:y.“z6 Private property, viewed as
an institution of just distribution, is thus a revolutionary doctrine,

and this is how the Church intends it. The revolution, of course, is

not one of physical violence but of social and moral reform. This is
why it was said earlier that the Church's support of private property
is not an approval of capitalism, either in theory or in actual prac-
tice. Theoretically the institution of private property is an essential
element of capitalism. The Church supports private property not because

it substantiates, in the root sense of standing under, capitalism, but

24Pope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, no. 49.

25Symocl of Bishops, Second General Assembly (Movember 30, 1971),
"Justice in the World," in Gremillion, The Gospel of Peace and Justice,
nos. 15, 66.

26

Guerry, Social Doctrine of the Church, p. 83.
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because the nature of man demands property. Moreover, the Church sees
most capitalist countries as being deficient in private property be-
cause not enough individuals possess it.

There is one other factor which is to be considered in the Church's
analysis of the extent of private property among the members of society.
To say that the Church supports private property is to give the impli-
cation that this support connotes approval of consumption patterns in
the industrialized, private-property countries. The Church has, ever
since its foundation, inveighed against exaggerated consumption of
goods and against a stress on the acquisition of material possessions.
The major reason for this has been that the possession of and striving
for wealth has the tendency to supplant justice and charity for one's
fellowman. The possession of wealth, in the eyes of the Church, allows
man to forget his dependence upon God. The striving for wealth can
obscure one's duty to God and obligations to neighbor.

Aristotle noted that there is a "natural" desire for wealth which
is a part of the management of households. This desire is 1imited
since man's needs in this regard are Timited. But, he wrote, "some men
turn every quality or art into a means of making money; . . . "
Aristotle observed that in such men "as their desires are unlimited,
they also desire that the means of gratifying them should be without
Hmit“'27 St. Thomas also observed among some men an unlimited desire
for riches. He wrote: "Hence he that desires riches, may desire to

%7pristotle, The Works of Aristotle, ed. 4. D. Ross, vol. 10:

Politica, trans. Benjamin Jowett (Oxjord: Clarendon Press, 1921),
bk. T, chap. 9, 1258a2.
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be rich, not up to a certain limit, but to be simply as rich as pos-
sible."28 The Church, in the words of Pius XI, holds that an fnordi-
nate desire for riches "has impelled men to break the law of God and
w29

trample on the rights of their neighbors. Paul VI noted: "The

exclusive pursuit of possessions thus becomes an obstacle to individual
fulfillment and to man's true greatness."30

The question arises as to the amount of income and wealth which
the Church sees as appropriate for a complete and fulfilling life. The
conclusion is not a specific one, since this amount is in part histori-
cally and culturally determined. The Church never attempts to make
precise the 1imits which constitute adequate income and wealth. While
at this same time it insists on property rights, it cautions against
a growing supply of possessions for man. [t sees an abundance of
goods as imprisoning man if these goods are sought "as the highest good
beyond which one is not to 1001(."3] In contamporary documents the
Church is now proposing other moral arguments against excessive con-
sumption. The Church speaks of the demand for resources and energy of
the richer countries of the world and cautions against the "“irreparable
damage" that will be done to the earth "if their high rates of consump-

tion and pollution . . . were extended to the whole of mankind."32

28

3

St. Thomas, Summa Theologica, I-II, q. 30, art. 4.

29Pope Pius XI, Quadragesimo_Anno, no. 132.

3OPope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, no. 19.

3]Pope Paul VI, Populorum Progressio, no. 19.

3ZSynod of Bishops, Second General Assembly, "Justice in the World,"
no. 11.
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Human Labor

A Catholic writer on social issues has noted:

Without ever losing sight of the top role of private prop-
erty on the personal as well as on the social level, we are
permitted to think that society should seek more and more
to center itself on labor. It is especially from labor
that, directly or indirectly must be sought man's self-
fulfillment, the goods that he requires_for life, and the
security that should attend its course.

This comment seems to be a response to the importance which labor has
received in recent Church documents. The interrelationship between
private property and labor was shown in the previous chapter. The role
of labor provides an insight into the importance of property and estab-
lishes an important norm for Christian society. The right and the duty
to work is something which flows from man's nature and thus is also a
part of the natural law. Pope Pius XII spoke of the "personal duty to
labor imposed by nature“'34 John XXIII commented: " . . . it is clear
that human beings have the natural right to free initiative in the eco-
nomic field and the right to work."35

Labor has a threefold importance to the Church. First of all, it
is an expression of human liberty and is the means of man's develop-
ment.35 It is true that man's labor is necessary; he is forced to labor

33Jean Villain, “L'encyclique Mater et Magistra: son apport doc-
trinal, "Revue de L'Action Populaire_(?pteﬁ;gﬁ—c_tgbre 1961):898, quoted
in Calvez, Social Thought of John (XLII, p. 107, chap. 2, footnote 68.

34Pope Pius XII, "Radio Address of June 1, 1941," in Yzermans,
The Unwearied Advocate, 1:215.

35pope John XXIII, Pacem in Terris, no. 18.

36Labor itself is self-fulfilling. Any suffering or drudgery con-
nected with labor is seen as flowing from original sin, that is, "a
freedom turned aside from its proper end and bent back upon itself to
serve the demands of egotism (Calvez, Social Thought of John XXIII,
p. 29).
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in order to survive. But this necessity to labor is part of man's
nature, just as it is necessary to breathe in order to live. The
Church seems all too mindful of the injustices associated with human
labor. It is the intention of the Church to give to the individual
worker as much freedom as it is possible to have. Thus, as just no-
ticed in the quote of John XXIII above, the Church insists on the
necessity for "free initiative in the economic field." The Second
Vatican Council contended that "the active participation of everyone in
the running of the enterprise should be promoted." It is only by par-
ticipating in many aspects of decision-making, the Council noted, that
workers "will grow day by day in the awareness of their own function
and re5|30ns1'lﬂ'11'ty."37 Worker participation in decision making will
be returned to shortly.

The second importance which the Church gives to labor is that by
their labor men are able to change the world and bring about justice
and peace. Labor thus is not only a personal activity, it is also a
social one. The purpose of labor can never be an isolated function; it
must also have as its goal some good or service to be given to society.
The good produced by a person's labor may be self-consumed, but even
this is seen as benefiting society insofar as it produces a useful and
productive citizen. It is by the production of goods and services that
society as a whole and its individual members maintain themselves. A
plentiful supply of goods is needed for physical health and cultural

development. These goods contribute to a peaceful social order,

35econd Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 3.
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especially when the conditions of labor and the distribution of goods
reflect a just social system.

Not only is the product of labor a social one, but the labor proc-
ess is, or should be, one furthering social goals and producing social
order. Men and women, organized and working in a common production
process, especially one which has some social value, do thus constitute
a social good and a benefit to society. Labor is thus a unifying ele-
ment, bringing together various individuals in a common goal. The above
two benefits of labor are summarized as follows:

Work is social by virtue of its end, the service of the

commonality. It is social by virtue of the naturally

social character of its performance. It is social by vir-

tue of its capacity to serve as a vital bond for a soci-

ety which, without it, would be no more than an amorphous

mob.

The third element of importance which the Church sees in labor is
a theological one. The labor of man reflects the labor of God himself,
who created the world and continually sustains it, according to Catholic
doctrine. In addition the work of Jesus is seen to have a salvific
character. The Catholic position states: '"Work is, then, raised up
and sanctified because the man-God has been a wc)rkrslr'"39 and because
of God's continuous work. Work is also salvific because, as mentioned
in the first of these three points, it brings about social conditions
which allow for man's development. This view sees work as "holy" in its

very essence. The Church's position also sees work as having a

38Ca]vez and Perrin, The Church and Social Justice, p. 238.

F1pid., p. 229.
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contemplative value because "It should remind you always of the cre-
ative hand of God; . . . n40

The normative factor connected with man's labor and flowing from
man's nature is the responsibility which man should achieve in economic
decisions. Just as the Church advocates the widespread ownership of
property, it also demands that individuals should have a deciding vote
in the economic operations which affect them. John XXIII noted: "From
the dignity of the human person there also arises the right to carry
on economic activities according to the degree of responsibility of
which one is capable."“ The responsibility here refers to the actions
of individuals and groups of individuals making judgments which flow
from their minds and wills. Such types of actions are the right and
duty of all men. Since economic considerations play such an important
role in man's human condition, the economic order is an important area
of man's responsibility.

Here again something of the revolutionary nature of the Church's
doctrine should be noted. The theoretical foundation of this thesis
is the principle of subsidiarity, which holds that human freedom and
development depend upon human responsibility. The Church always bal-
ances the need for the actions of civil authorities with a reliarce
upon individual responsibility. Indeed, the actions of the civil
authorities are to be of such a nature that they further and demand

4pgpe Pius XII, "Address to [talian Norkers, June 13, 1943," Acta

Apostolicae Sedis 35 (1943), p. 178, quoted in Calvez and Perrin, The
Church and Social Justice, p. 229.

MPope John XXITI, Pacem in Terris, no. 20. The degree of respon-
sibility should naturally vary according to the capability of the indi-
vidual to respond to and profit from that responsibility. There is an
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individual and group responsibility. Such actions are truly promotive
of the common good, that is, they allow and enable individuals "to
achieve tneir own perfection.”

This principle of subsidiarity, one which has been linked with the
principle of the common good, is also valid for assigning responsibility
to different sectors and nations. The insistence of the Church upon
the oblication of the richer nations to help those which are still
developing has already been pointed out. At the same time it urges
these developing nations “to seek the complete human fulfiliment of
their citizens." The Church holds that "true progress begins and devel-
ops primarily from the efforts and endowments of the people themselves."
These nations, while utilizing the frequently necessary help of other
countries, "should rely chiefly on the full unfolding of their own
resources and the cultivation of their own qualities and tradition."42

It is now possible to make comparisons between the teachings of
Karl Marx and the Roman Catholic Church on private property. This

comparison is done in the following chapter.

analogy here with private property. Men have a right to property, but
an individual may be better off by not actualiy owning property.

42Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, nc. 36.
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CHAPTER XIIT
COMPARISON OF MARXIAN AND CATHOLIC VIEWS

The purpose of this chapter is to compare the Marxian and Catho-
Tic teachings on private property. This comparison will revolve
around the four categories mentioned in Chapter 2 and analyzed sepa-
rately for each system up to this point. The intention is not to
attempt to mention all similarities and differences, but to highlight
those areas which have some noticeable re]Aationship to private

property.

Analysis of the Economic Process

This section discusses the analysis of the economic process given
by both systems under two headings--"philosophical perspective" and

“technical critique.” The functions of these subcategories were

outlined in Chapter 2.
Philosophical Perspective

The Interpretaion of History

The first apparent discrepancy which must be noted between the
Marxian and the Catholic systems involves the interpretation of
history. Marx saw history as predominantly a response to economic
factors, primarily the mode of production. Catholic thought empha-

sizes history as a process of salvation. The question which will be
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of ultimate concern is the effect which the respective theories have
upon the property doctrine of each system. It is important to re-
emphasize here that this study is concerned with the intellectual
integrity of the systems. This means the truth and consistency of
doctrine along with its logical development. Psychological and reli-
gious motivations are important only insofar as they help to an under-
standing of each system.

The Marxian economic interpretation of history speaks of the
effect which the economic process has upon the historical development
of society. The theory says that society's political and cultural
development are predominantly influenced by the system of production.
The theory is certainly not a denial of free will nor does it deny
the importance of human decisions upon man's nistorical development.
Leonard Krieger has noted: "For Marx the common substance of history
was the activity of men--'men as simultaneously the authors and actors
of their own history'--and this activity extended equally to all
levels: modes of production, social relations and categories."] It
was pointed out in Chapter 3 that the economic interpretation of his-
tory does not postulate an economic man responding only to some nebu-
lous quantification of profit or pleasure.

The theory does state that the method by which society organizes
its production is crucial to society's development. Such a theory in

itself, if the implied philosophical materialism and class struggle

]Leonard Krieger, "The Uses of Marx for History," Political Sci-
ence Quarteriy 75 (September 1960):362. Reference to this article is

made in Fromm, Marx's Concept of Man, p. 13, footnote 10.
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which accompany it are prescinded from, does not contradict any Catho-

Tic religious dogma.2 To prescind from both of these characteristics,
however, would destroy a substantial Marxian aspect of the theory.

Catholic doctrine does contain an elaborate theory of history,
but this is more properly a theological doctrine involving historical
events insofar as they contribute to man's salvation and manifest
God's salvific will. The Church refers to this theological interpre-
tation of historical events as salvation history or the history of
salvation. This salvation history is obviously concerned with exis-
tential man, man with his intellectual, volitional, and social nature.
This salvation history does not represent incidents different from
those in "secular" history, but these events are interpreted from a
particular theological viewpoint. A point of discrepancy between
Marxian and Catholic thought is the degree to which the free decisions
of man are determined, guided is perhaps a better word, by material
conditions of life. Catholic doctrine implies that such decisions are
more open to man's intellectual determination than does Marxian
doctrine.

A comparison in this area is difficult, however. Catholic teach-
ing frequently condemns not the materialist interpretation of history
but the atheistic, philosophical materialism which is concomitant with
that theory. In point of fact it is difficult to find official

2M‘c\r‘x’s anti-religious attitude constantly intrudes itself into
his theory of history. The theory is not incompatible with a theory
of spiritual reality, as was mentioned in Chapter 3. Marx's emphasis
upon class conflict is an important element of nis theory, but is
incidental to a materialist interpretation of nistory. Schumpeter

noted that Marx's theory of classes is "logically separable" from his
interpretation of history. See Schumpeter, History, p. 439.
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Catholic documents which comment on Marx's theory of history. The
Church cautiously guards man's free activity, but this is not incom-
patible with Marx's theory. Marx and Engels, in their later works
especially, seem to have modified their theory so as to allow deter-
mining force to man's initiative.

The relationship in Marx between his teaching on private property
and his theory of history is not clear. If Marx had not had his in-
sight about the primacy of production, it is quite likely that his
further studies might have taken him in a different direction than
they did. Two things are apparent, however. The first is the inti-
mate causal relationship of private property to the corruption of the
economic system under capitalism. Marx postulated a deter_mining ef-
fect to the production process. The capitalist system, based upon
private property, brings with it expropriation and alienation.
Private property becomes equivalent to a corrupt system.

The other apparent fact is that there is no logical necessary
relationship between the economic theory of history and the alienating
nature of private property. This conclusion can be put two ways in
order to make it more apparent. If the economic interpretation of
history were false, Marx's thesis on the effects of private property
could still have some validity. On the other hand, even if the eco-
nomic interpretation of history is true, then the Catholic position
on property could still be valid. Thus the property institution most
appropriate for society cannot be discerned from the economic inter-
pretation of history. This point will enter into the conclusions in

Chapter 13.
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Interest in the Economic System

The dependence of society upon economic realities was an insight
perfectly clear to Marx. This insight forced a systematic study of
economic organization. Marx looked at the entire course of human his-
tory and traced man's economic development, which was fundamentally
man's social, political, and cultural development, throughout this
history. This involved a journey from tribal society to ancient or
Asiatic society, the latter exhibiting a union of several tribes and
a communal type of ownership. The next stage of ownership was the
feudal one. During this stage property "primarily consisted on the
one hand of landed property with serf labour chained to it, and on
the other of the personal labour of the individual who with his small
capital commands the labour of the jour‘neyman."3 Feudal society de-
veloped by the forceful acquisition of common properties and the
development of the new industrial potential into capitalist society.
Marx's analysis, that which occupied the major part of his 1ife, was
concerned primarily with this capitalist form of society. His goal,
as noted in Chapter 3, was "to lay bare the economic law of motion of
modern society."

Marx noted that in capitalist society the owners of capital
claimed a portion of the economic value which was produced by the
workers. Maurice Dobb has argued that appropriation of a surplus by
those who had no part in its production was an historical datum for

Marx. This appropriation was for Marx an expropriation and

3Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, p. 34.
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exploitation; it was as unjust as if it had been done by military
force. Dobb held that for Marx "The specific economic problem con-
sisted, not in proving this, but in reconciling it with the Taw of
value . . . nd This expropriation by the capitalist was to Marx the
evident consequence of the capitalist mode of production, therefore,
it was the result of private property.

It is difficult to ascertain the exact genesis of Marx's views
on private property. They originated in his early formative years.

The Economic_and Philosophic Manuscripts are ample evidence of ‘:hw‘s.s

In this work Marx showed that he had already spent some time in
analyzing property. He began his analysis of labor with the complete
poverty of the worker, a starting point he accepted from the econo-
mists themselves: "On the basis of political economy itself, in its
own words, we have shown that the worker sinks to the level of a com-
modity and becomes indeed the most wretched of commodities; . . . "6
In his analysis Marx showed the poverty and alienation of the worker
to be due to private property.

The Manuscripts were written before Marx began his systematic
study of political economy. The work contains Marx's philosophic and

even poetic insights into the corruptive nature of private property.

4Maur1’ce Dobb, Theories of Yalue and D75tr1but1on Since Adam
Smith (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), p. 14&.

5Dav1d McLellan analyzed Marx's earlier works in Marx Berore
Marxism. McLellan showed that, in addition to the Manuscripts,
Marx™s earlier works, especially the Critique of Hegel's Phﬂosophy of
State and On_the Jewish Question, Marx was already critical of private
property. See David McLellan, Marx Before Marxism (New York: Harper
& Row, Harper Torchbooks, 1970),, pp. 122-125, 134-139, 180-138.

BMarx, Manuscripts of 1844, p. 106.
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In the course of his campaign for communism Marx realized that nhe
needed to build an economic analysis which showed, in scientific and
technical terms, the validity of his observations and insights. His
economic analysis incorporated and substantiated his property views.

The concern of the Catholic Church for economic matters began
with its concern about man's final goal, for it saw its function as
one of leading man to this end. In order to achieve the purpose of
his existence, that is, to lead a fully human Tife of personal devel-
opment in service to one's neighbor, man needs material and other eco-
nomic goods. The Church consequently became concerned with the methods
and conditions of society which were to provide these goods, that is,
it became concerned with the economic order.

The entire logical development of the Catholic theory on prop-
erty, here again obviously not chronological, is easy to follow. How
can man best be provided with the material goods ne needs to satisfy
his personal demands? In the light of the obvious fact that the
earth's resources were needed by all men of all ages, this use by all
thus establishing natural law, what system of apportioning these re-
sources would best fulfill the function they had to perform? The
preeminence of man over other creatures was obvious to Catholic
thought. His nature was analyzed and his destiny noted. Society, or
the coming together of men to achieve some common purpose, was seen
as a natural phenomenon which was to help all its members reach their
final destiny. The Church's response to the problem was: Man's na-
ture demands that he be able to own and control material goods as his

private possassions. Tne use of these goods, however, always involves
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a social dimension. Goods must be used to achieve the common good of
the entire society.

This property doctrine satisfied the various criteria for a cor-
rect social order which the Church had developed. It is quite pos-
sible that the Church could have given greater importance to state or
community ownership of goods. This is evident when the universal goal
of material goods is considered. B8ut the Church concluded that man's
nature was such that private property was an institution necessary for
his welfare. The point here is that the Church applied a theory of
social and economic analysis to a specific problem of social organiza-
tion. The basis of that theory is that society must be organized to

allow man to achieve the purpose of his existence.
Technical Critique

Marxian technical analysis of the economic order, that is, of
the capitalist mode of production, was done in a manner acceptable to
economists of Marx's day and even of the present. The Church, on the
other hand, while accepting any legitimate method of technical analy-
sis of the economic system, has relied upon a theologically and philo-
sophically oriented method in its own investigation of such a system.
Because of this, it is difficult to compare the technical analyses of
the economic order made by Marx and the Church. There can, however,
be a comparison of the approach to technical analysis, of the heuris-
tic, in the sense of guiding, methodology used by the two systems.

The important point of comparison is that both Marxian and Catho-

lic analysis follow a strictly deductive method. The deductive method
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is understood as one where the conclusions are derived from general
premises which are, for some reason, taken as certain truths: "Deduc-
tion is an inferenceor argumentation from a universal to a less uni-
versal or particular, and in some cases also to another
universal; . . . w7

The basic universal premise governing both systems is similar.
For Marx it was the conviction that man is the supreme being and that
all social order must contribute to man's development. The Church,
on the other hand, holds that the full development of the human person
is an obligation and a right given to man by the supreme being, God‘8

Hegelian philosophy centered around the Idea or the Absolute:

The Absolute, which is the inner, the fundamental, nature

of the universe is essentially a rational or an intellec-

tual being, and is therefore designated by Hegel as the

"reason." It is the Reason, then, which as the basis of

reality, manifests itself in the world as it appears to
us.

For Hegel history was a rational process, the goal of which was an
ever-fuller unveiling of truth and freedom as man approached knowledge
of himself and of nature as part of the Absolute.

Such a process was both too theistic and too divorced from the

realities of material existence for Marx. He held that it was the

7Brugger and Baker, eds., Philosophical Dictionary, s.v. “Deduc-
tion," by J(osef) S(anteler).

SFor a similar statement on the Marxian position see A. van den
Bald, "Karl Marx and the End of Religion," Theology Digest 25 (Spring
1977):66. This article is a condensation of van den Bald, “Karl Marx
en het einde de religie. Een kritische beschouwing over Marx'
godsdiensttheorie," Nederlands Theolegisch Tijdschrift 30 (1:1976):37-
54. It is perhaps possible to establish both statements, but particu-
larly the Catholic, in even more fundamental convictions. The above
are chosan because they encompass a reference to the social order.

gtooper, The Logical Influence of Hegel on Marx, p. 95.
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material or economic Structure which determined the nature of man's
existence. The entire tremendous effort of Marx's economic works was
directed to showing that society was evolving to that state or set of
conditions which would allow the full development of human potential.
Bronfenbrenner intimated that it is perhaps impossible to separate
"Marx's theoretical system . . . from the remainder of his social
philosophy, . . . «10 Such inseparability is the conclusion here pro-
posed. Capital, in simplistic terms, is the technical justification
of the Marxian thesis that social and economic conditions will someday
allow man to be free and human.

The Church's insistence upon the God-given dignity of the human
person has already been stressed. It has been pointed out that the
Church advocates a "transcendent humanism" which sees man as the "end
of all social institutions." John XXIII remarked: "Beginning with
this very basic principle whereby the dignity of the human person is
affirmed and defended, Holy Church . . . has arrived at clear social
teachings whereby the mutual relationships of men are ordered.“”

The observation as to the general deductive methodology used by
both Marxian and Catholic thought is important for two reasons. First
of all, this conclusion obviates the necessity to categorize more
explicitly the Marxian methodology, a task beyond the scope of this

study. There is, consequently, no attempt to espouse the thesis that

wSee Martin Bronfenbrenner, “Das Kapital for the Modern Man," in
David Horowitz, ed., Marx and Modern Economics (New York: Monthly
Review Press, 1968), p. 206. 1his article is reprinted from Science

and Society, Autumn 1965.
Vpope Jonn XXII1, Mater et Magistra, nos. 219, 220.
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dialectical rationalism was the root of the Marxist me’choc(,12 or that
Marx and Engels used "the 'factual' method of modern empirical
science, . . . n13 [t should be noted that Venable, the author of the
latter quote, rejected the thesis that Marxian analysis is deductive.
His meaning of the deductive method is, however, somewhat more re-
strictive than is intended here. Marx's deductive method consisted
in an effort to explain how society was going to arrive at some set of
social conditions which he saw as normative. This normative position
itself seems to have been derived from several more basic truths which
Marx held as firm convictions. There is no evidence, although this is
certainly open to study, that the realization of these basic truths
was reached by some empirical or positivist methodology.

The second reason why Marxian and Catholic use of a deductive
method is important is that this common method gives greater validity
to this study and aids the determining of the conclusions in the fol-
lowing chapter. The generally deductive nature of the development of
both systems allows the two systems to be compared by examining two
general areas of study. The first area is the basic assumptions of
the systems, which in this case include the goals of an economic sys-
tem. The second area to be examined is the degree to which the pro-
posed economic system of property builds upon the assumptions and

furthers the goals of that system.

12Murray Wolfson, A Reappraisal of Marxian Economics (Mew York:
Columbia University Press, 1966), pp. 19-26.

13

Venable, Human Mature, p. 10.
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Both of these two general areas are examined in the three remain-
ing specific categories which have served as topics of analysis for
this study. In other words one result of examining the analysis of
the economic process by each system, the first of the four categories
to be compared, is the conclusion that a comparison of the three
remaining categories should logically give some insight into the di-
vergent property views. The following section compares the two views
on man and human development, a topic which is fundamental to both

systems.

Human Nature

The two subsections of this category outlined in Chapter 2 and
developed in Chapters 5 and 9 will be compared here. These two sub-
sections concern human nature and its development and the role of
property in that development. These topics are not so neatly sepa-
rated in this section. Human nature and property's role in its devel-
opment is first discussed. This is followed by a look at the

evolutionary development of man.
Human Nature and Private Property

The fundamental difference between the Catholic and the Marxian
conceptions of man can be analyzed in several ways. These conceptions
can be said to revolve around the dichotomy between theism and atheism.

In philosophical terms the conceptions revolve around a conflict
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between spiritualism and ma‘-:zem‘ah'sm.l4 These ideas about human nature
can also be expressed from an anthropological viewpoint which treats
of the origin and nature of man. The following analysis involves
something of all three views.

In comparing the Marxian and Catholic views on human nature there
is certainly no doubt about the obvious discrepancy centering around
the relationship of man to a creator. Catholic thought sees God as
both the origin and destiny of man, while Marx saw God to be unneces-
sary and unreasonable. In Catholic thought man is supreme because
God, the transcendent being, has made man's nature like to his own.
This God-given nature, a reflection of God himself, thus becomes the
basis for absolute norms of human action. In Marxian thought man is
supreme unto himself. Marx certainly did not espouse theoretical
pragmatism. Nor was he a complete relativist, advocating an ethics in
which moral laws were completely varied according to diverse social
situations. He recognized a need for some absolute, for something
which would serve as a universal criterion against which to judge
human actions. He found this absolute in human nature. The specific
characteristics of that nature which became supreme for Marx were
(1) the conscious, self-creative activity of man and (2) the species
and social aspect of man's nature which flowed from this conscious

activity.

14It is curious that Marx, an accomplished philosopher, recog-
nized a certain "spiritual" element in man, but never scientifically
analyzed this element in terms of fundamental principles of being.
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Opposed to the theism of the Church Marx's anthropocentrism rep-
resented a type of natural religion. For the Church, man was in
existence because God freely willed it so. The world ultimately came
from God and immediately depended upon him. Man's existence had to
be God-centered. Marx saw no need of a creating power. Man had
achieved his nature of being, according to Marx, solely by his own
activity and compietely independently of any supernatural being. Marx
wrote in the Manuscripts of 1844: "A being only considers himself
independent when he stands on his own feet; and he only stands on his
own feet when he owes his existence to himse]f"‘15 To anticipate a
conclusion from this would be to say that if Marx saw the need for a
world free from suffering, man would have to produce it by his own
abilities and ac'cir)ns.16

As a consequence of the above beliefs, the dignity of the human
individual receives a different emphasis in the two systems of thought.
The Catholic position sees man as made in the image of God; man's
rational nature places him above and able to control all other beings.
Man also has a destiny as an eternal companion of a living God.
Obviously it was otherwise for Marx:

Man's chief dignity, Marx and Engels believed, lay precise-
1y in that biological endowment which ultimately distinguished

him in their eyes from all other animals--the ability, for
which man's labour in the course of evolutionary development

]sMarx, Manuscripts of 1844, p. 144. Bertell 01lman has noted that
"Many of the poems . . . that Marx wrote while still a student are songs
of praise for man's creative drives and cries of defiance against what-
ever would fetter nim" (01lman, Alienation, p. 104).

]GThis statement is meant to be a logical conclusion of Marx's
thought and not an attempt at posthumous psychoanalysis.
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was primarily responsible, to manipulate and transform

nature in accordance with his_own purposes, and to make

his own history consciously.

Man was unique and valuable because he was a member of a species which
could act consciously and self-creatively.

The difference in attitude toward human dignity arising from
these viewpoinf:s may seem only superficial. In the writings of Marx
and of the Church there seems to be equal concern about the welfare of
all individuals. Human dignity is regarded differently in each system,
however; the difference is both theoretical and practical.

For Marx man is a biological being with some quality analogous
to that of a spiritual being. Man is clearly different from other
beings and clearly superior to them. This superiority rests upon man's
conscious, creative activity. For the Church man is a biological being
with a spiritual principle. This spiritual principle not only means
the ability to perform acts beyond the capability of man's biological
nature, it means an eternal destiny with the possibility of sharing
in some mysterious way in the being of God.

The practical consequence of this difference is also real. A sim-
ple reference here must suffice. Marx exhorted to revolution to attain
a communist state and allowed that state to be totalitarian in the
early stages of communism. The Church, at least in theory, does not
allow the rights of an individual to be denied in order to obtain some
good and praiseworthy end. In the Marxian view there is a certain

superiority of species over individual, while Catholic teaching

”Venaiﬂe, Human Nature: The Marxian View, p. 74.
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emphasizes individual rights to what might be considered a point of
fanaticism. The latter's concern for human dignity further confirms
the value of natural law and, for the Church, lends greater emphasis
to the force of that law.

The permanence of those characteristics which form human nature
also present different opinions between the two systems. The Church
views man's nature as a God-given, permanent reality, while Marx saw
man's nature as capable of changing in different cultural and histori-
cal periods. Although this represents a true difference of opinion,
it would not be completely correct to label the Church as the "essen-
tialist" and Marx as the "existentialist" in this matter. Both views
hold to permanent characteristics of the human person, without which
they would not be human. The Church speaks in terms of man's intellec-
tual and volitional powers, while Marx maintained that "free, conscious
activity is man's species character."]8

But for Marx man actually changes and determines his nature by
his productive activity. He wrote:

But since for the socialist man the entire so-called
history of the world is nothing but the creation of man

through human labor, nothing but the emergence of nature
for man, so he has the visible, irrefutable proof of his

birth through himself, of the process of his creation.19

The natural law for Marx, if he would admit of such terminology, re-

sides in the freedom which man must have to "create" his own nature.

IBMar‘x, Manuscripts of 1844, p. 113.

1bid., p. 145. For further elucidation on this point see in the
Manuscripts the entire chapter entitled "Private Property and Commu-
nism." Cf. in this study Chapter 5, pp. 121-122.
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This is an essential condition of Marxian anthropology because it
alone guarantees to man the capability of human development.

This social development by man's own conscious activity became
Marx's "religion." It is possible that Marx owed some or much of this
insight to Feuerbach, who laid the foundation for the transformation
of the Hegelian dialectic:

The concept of dialectics, in Hegel as elsewhere, refers

to a reciprocal relation between a subject and its object,

a "conversation" between consciousness and whatever is

outside consciousness. Hegel's notion of this was first

developed in a theological context, the "conversation"

was ultimately one between man and God. With Feuerbach,

it was a “conversation" between man and man's own produc-

tions. Put differently, instead of a dialogue between

man and a superhuman reality, religion became a sort of

human monologue. 20
It was this latter dialectic, appropriated and completed by Marx,
which stood the dialectic of Hegel on its head. Marx, with an "in-
nate" distrust and even hatred of anything religious, consistently
condemned anything different from his religion of the development of
man's social and species nature by his, man's, own activity. This
activity was influenced, of course, by man's method of production.

The Church lays claim not only to essentialism but also to
existentialism in that it professes to notice the permanent realities
of man's nature as that nature exists in the present historical period.
What the Church claims is that those God-given characteristics of
human nature--rational and volitional powers--are the characteristics

of man's nature which demand that he be able to own property. These

21
“OPeter L. Berger, A Rumor of Angels (Garden City, N.J.:

Doubleday & Co., 1969), p. 57.
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powers are permanent and the Timitations of these powers are also per-
manent. What gives particular force to this argument is that the
prescription of private property is looked upon as inviolable because
it is a prescription of God intellectually recognizable by man by an
analysis of his own existing nature.

The role which private property plays in the development of the
human personality is exactly contradictory in each system. There are
two major reasons for this. The first reason is concerned with the
different concept of man and with the difference between Marxian and
Christian humanism. For the Church private property brings to an
individual freedom in directing his own affairs. [t also gives a
needed area of responsibility so that the individual's development
can expand by his own rational decisions.

Marxian denunciation of the extent to which private property (in
productive goods) degraded the individual could not be more complete.

In his Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 Marx developed

this degradation in terms of alienation. This alienation forced the
individual worker to be concerned about his own personal existence to
the detriment of society's welfare. Concomitant with this alienation
was the desire for the acquisition of material goods as one of the
primary motivations of human activity. While not rejecting this
analysis, Marx later translated alienation into technical economic
terms so that private property was shown to be the exploitation of
the worker's labor power and consequently of the worker's own person.
Under the capitalist mode of production "Self-earned private property

. . is supplanted by capitalistic private property, which rests on
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exploitation of the nominally free labour of others, i.e., on
wag(-z-latmm‘."21

The second reason for the discrepancy over property's role in
human development is concerned with property insofar as it is a legal
and social institution and not simply because it provides for indi-
vidual possessions. [t is easy to note that both Marxian and Catholic
thousht see similar benefits coming from a different social institu-
tion--the presence or the absence of private property. These benefits
are freedom of the human person and the possibility of responsible,
creative human activity. The controversy then devolves into one of
selecting the better means of arriving at human development by
arriving at free and responsible activity. This controversy resolves
itself into the question of whether private property is a source of
power for the individual person or whether it "concretizes" power in
the hands of a particular group. This question will receive comment
in the next section, after some notice is made of the possibility of

man's evolutionary development.
Evolutionary Development of Human Nature

The foundation for this comparison was laid for the Marxian posi-
tion in Chapter 5 and developed more fully in Chapter 9, while the
Catholic position was outlined in Chapter 8. Marx proclaimed that
the abolition of private property in capital goods would mark the real

beginning of human development. He noted: " . . . it is the

Z]Marx, Capital, 1:762.
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association of individuals {a community of revolutionary proletarians]

. . which puts the conditions of the free development and movement
22

of individuals under their control--. . .

This development eventuates in a truly socialized ir\dividual.23

With increased leisure time and with property-caused alienation gone,
man is set free for "an existence guaranteeing to all the free devel-
opment and exercise of their physical and mental faculties."24 The
possibility of this development is further explained by Engels:

With the seizing of the means of production . . . the
whole sphere of the conditions of 1ife which environ man,
and which have hitherto ruled man, now comes under the
dominion and control of man, who for the first time be-
comes the real, conscious lord of Nature, because he has
now become master of his own social organisation. . . .
The extraneous objective forces that have hitherto gov-
erned history pass under the control of man himself.

. . . It is the ascent of man from the kingdom of neces-
sity to the kingdom of freedom.25

It is the purpose of these few pages not to recount the direction
and possibility of that human development, but to contrast it with the
Catholic view of developmental possibilities of man. Even this area
is too broad for this study and the discussion will be limited to the
central point of concern. This point was mentioned in Chapter 9:26

Is it possible, in the Church's view, for human nature to develop to
22Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, p. 80.

23¢¢, Marx, Manuscripts of 1844, pp. 132-146; Grundrisse, p. 712.

24Freder1’ck Engels, Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, in

Robert C. Tucker, ed., The Marx-Engels Reader (Mew York: W. W. Norton
& Co., 1972), p. 637. This work is a portion of Engels' Anti-Duhring.

25

Ibid., pp. 637-638.

0. Chapter 9, pp. 235-201.
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the point where private property in productive goods will not be a
necessary institution of society?

Even the casual reader will have noted that the Church documents
constantly reiterate that the right to property, even in productive
goods, is held by the Church to be something which is always and
everywhere valid. There are two points of concern here: (1) the
possibility of human development to the point where man's nature will
no longer require private property, and (2) the various forms which
property takes and might take in different historical periods.

These two areas, of course, overlap, and, in discussing the pos-
sibility of human development an insight is given to the Church's
position on changing property forms. An early and clear formulation
of the Church's natural law argument for private property was given
by Pope Leo XIII:

For every man has by nature the right to possess prop-

erty as his own. . . . It is the mind, or the reason,

which is the chief thing in us who are human beings; it

is this which makes a human being human, and distinguishes

him essentially and completely from the brute. . . . [Man]

must have within his right to have things not merely for

temporary and momentary use ,_. . but in stable and

permanent possession; . 27
John XXIII confirmed the same right of property because "it is rooted
in the very nature of things, whereby we learn that individual men
are prior to civil society, and hence, that civil society is to be
directed toward man as its end."28 John continued by proclaiming pri-

vate property a prerequisite for human freedom. The Second Vatican

27Pcpe Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum, no. 5.

280000 John XMIII, Mater et Magistra, no. 109.
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Council, in a quote already given, maintained that "Ownership and
other forms of private control over material goods contribute to the
expression of personality."zg

The natural law argument is expressed in various forms in these
documents. This argument is based on the assertion that man's rational
nature gives him a particular character and places him at the pinnacle
of creation because rationality is a faculty of man's spiritual soul.
This gives to man a preeminent dignity and makes him the goal of all
social structure. In the words of Pope Pius XII: "The origin and the
primary scope of social 1ife is the conservation, development and per-
fection of the human person, helping him to realize accurately the
demands and values of religion and culture set by the Creator for
every man and for all mankind, both as a whole and in its natural
ramifications. "0

The stress at this point is clear. Man by very definition is a
rational animal, a being surpassing in dignity lower forms of life by

reason of nis intellect and free will, faculties metaphysically based

in a spiritual soul. Any evolutionary development of man cannot take
away his intellectual capacity without at the same time taking away
the human nature. The Church maintains that man's intsllectual power
cannot develop and he cannot direct nis 1ife in freedom if the eco-
nomic and psychological freedom given by private property is lacking.

Private ownership is fundamentally considered by the Church "as an
29Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 71.

ope Pius XII, "Radio Address of December 24, 1942," in
Yzermans, The Unwearied Advocate, p. 30.
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extension of human freedom. w3l The ability to acquire this freedom
is a permanent requirement of the human personality.

The other area mentioned above which is relevant to this entire
question is that of changing property forms. These changing forms
have 1ittle, if any, influence on the Church's theory. It was previ-
ously noted that John XXIII approved of professional training, a type
of property ownership, over external goods because such an asset "pro-
ceeds directly from the human person."32 The Pontiff was saying that
such training involves more human development than does the mere
acquisition of material goods. On the practical level the Church
warns the state not to usurp its power and deny to the individual
those rights which will make him free in a contemporary world. At
the same time, as noted in Chapter 2, many church documents have
supportad the right of the state to regulate and determine forms of

property appropriate to a particular historical period, people, or

cu]ture.33

31Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 71. The Church's
explanation of the natural law right to property is patently more
positive than that of some Catholic commentators, a few of whom were
mentioned in Chapter 9 (cf. pp. 243-244). Church documents never
stress the fallen nature of man as the basis of man's right to prop-
erty, but always emphasize the dignity of man's reason and of his
person. It is true that man's reason, according to the Church, is
defective because of original sin, and the Church holds that property
is due to man in his existential situation. But if the Church means
that property is due to man predominantly because man's will is weak
and his interest defective, it has not made such an argument in its
official documents.

%pope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, no. 107. CFf. also Second
Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 77.

J3Cf. Chapter 2, pp. 40-43. In Church documents cf. Pope Leo
XIII, Rerum Movarum, nos. 7, 35; Pope Pius XI, Quadragesimo Anno, no.
49; Pope Pius KII, "Address of June 1, 1941," in Yzermans, The Unwear-
ied Advocate, 1:214; Pope John XXIII, Mater et Magistra, nos. 54-55;
Second Vatican Council, Gaudium et Spes, no. 71.
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Further comment on the developmental possibilities of man will

be found in this chapter in the final section on the ideal society.

Private Property--Source or Abuse of Power

This section addresses itself to the obvious contradictory views
of Marxian and Catholic thought on the role private property plays in
distributing power in society. For Marx private property enabled the
small capitalist class to control the large working class. Catholic
doctrine sees private property as an institution which preserves a
measure of individual freedom vis-a-vis the political power of the
state and the power of the community as a whole.

Marxian analysis emphasizes the commodity nature of the worker
under the capitalist system. The worker is forced under this system
to sell his labor to the capitalist. There is no other way that the
worker can survive in such a system, much Tess be able to provide a
life of dignity for himself and his family. The worker is forced,
moreover, to labor at the wage established by the owner of capital.

It is possible for the capitalist to withhold his instruments of
capital from the worker. The capitalist system provides all economic
sectors with a reserve army of workers. The owner of capital can
deny to a worker the productive capability of the tools of production
which the capitalist owns. The reserve army of workers and the
poverty of these workers enable the capitalist to find workers who
will accept his wage offer. [t is sometimes possible for a worker to
refuse to work in a specific plant or a specific industry. But it is

impossible for him to refuse completely to accept the offer of some

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



321

capitalist, for the worker himself has no adequate tools of
production.

Not only does the owner set the wage, he determines the product
and also the method by which that product will be produced. The work-
er is allowed no decision-making opportunity, no chance to employ
his own self-creative activity. The worker is forced into a frag-
mented division of labor. This division of labor forces the worker to
concentrate on some small part of the production process. The worker
cannot become an artisan with pride in his own intellectual, mechani-
cal, or artistic achievement. The worker is reduced to a robot-like
existence and becomes insensitive to the needs of others and of his
own personal human dignity. He is alienated from all members of
society and forced to concentrate on his own survival.

The capitalist mode of production forces an antagonism of inter-
ests between capitalists and workers. [t is not possible for any
amount of good will of the capitalists, individually or as a class, to
correct the system of which they are a part. The very existence of
the capitalist depends upon the subservience and consequent degradation
of the worker. The capitalist cannot permit nimself to fail, else he
himself will be forced into the ranks of workers. The worker, on the
other hand, is also powerless. Marx concluded:

. do what he may, the working man will on an average,

only receive the value of his labour, which resolves it-

self into the value of his labouring power, which is de-

termined by the value of the necessaries required for its

maintenance and reproduction, which value of necessaries

finally is regulated by the quantity of labour wanted to
produce them. 6

36Karl Marx, VYalue. Price and Profit, ed. Eleanor Marx Aveling
(New York: International Publishers, paperback, 1935), pp. 56-57.
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The power which the capitalist class possesses over the workers
in the economic area extends itself into all other areas of society.
The legal and social institutions of society as well as all cultural
development are able to be controlled by the capitalist class. This
is the logical consequence of the economic interpretation of history;
it is the historical consequence of that reality from which this
interpretation is deduced.

One further point should be noted about the determination of his-
tory by the economic structure. This structure determines, here again
guides or forces are similar terms, man's activity in such a way that
his greed and selfishness are made to manifest themselves. Thus for
Marx this selfishness, at least in great part, is a function of social
and economic organization. Man always maintains his free will and makes
his own history. But the economic system determines the direction that
history will take. The capitalist system determines that some few
persons will be able to acquire and maintain for some length of time
power and control over the majority of persons 1iving in society. The
fundamental condition for this ability 1ies in the institution of pri-
vate property. The abuse of power, this control which the few exercise
over the many, will remain as long as private property is the predomi-
nant form of property distribution. The abolition of private property
in productive goods is a necessity.

The Catholic approach to private property is entirely different.
Official Church documents do not treat explicitly tne theory of history

developed by Marx except to reject the concomitant emphases upon
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philosophical and ethical materialism and class struggle. Implicit-
1y, however, Marx's theory of history in its pristine form is
constantly rejected by the Church.

The Church sees much of human degradation to flow, not from this
specific economic structure in which this degradation exists, but from
the selfishness and greed which is a part of man's existential nature.
The Church goes to great lengths to promote a social and economic sys-
tem which will best allow man to preserve his dignity and provide for
his development. It sees that capitalism contributes to the poverty
of men and of society itself. The Church analyzes capitalism, not
only from its bad effects, but also from its congruency with social
principles developed by analyzing man and his nature and his goal in
life. Some of the bad effects, the inability of individuals to parti-
cipate in economic decisions, for example, come from the present
structure of economic society, and the Church sees the need for reform
of this structure. Other effects, the unequal distribution of income
and wealth, for example, flow from man's selfishness and imperfection.
The property institution which allows such distribution must be re-
formed, but the legitimacy of property itself must be deduced from
other principles. This attitude can be expressed thus: "Economic
alienations are not an adequate explanation of human aHenat1'm1s.“38

Private property, when analyzed by Catholic thought in this way,

emerges as a necessary safequard for human freedom. Only by the

37Th1‘s ethical materialism is not necessarily Marxian, but is
deduced as such by some of Marx's followers.

38G‘iu11’0 Girardi, Marxism and Christianity, trans. Kevin Traynor
(New York: The Macmillan Co., 1968), p. 187
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individual's being able to possess property does society provide for
its citizens an adequate opportunity toexert the freedom which is
rightfully theirs. The common good of society is thecse conditions
which allow all members of society an opportunity for complete human
development. Private property protects the individual from the
political power of the state and the moral power of the community and
thus helps to establish the common good.

The Church attempts to correct the evils of private property not
by abolishing it but by extending the possession of goods to all citi-
zens. Marx said: "The institution of private property ensiaves man;
abolish it." The Church replies: "The present distribution of prop-
erty leaves many people in poverty; all men should be able to own
goods."

Thus there is in the matter of property analysis another methodo-
logical difference between Marxian and Catholic thought. The Catholic
view looks at the nature and purpose of man and strives to fit the
institutions of society to human nature and man's destiny. This
approach is more metaphysical and essential, the latter word meaning
more directed by the ultimate nature of reality. This Catholic ap-
proach sees private property as necessary for the correct use of power.

The Marxian view sees man's misery, looks at its cause, and pre-
sents what it considers the obvious remedy. Marx's view is more
insightful and existential, the latter word meaning here a deep aware-
ness of man's lack of freedom. Marx saw throughout the history of
society under the capitalist mode of production the poverty of the

masses and the riches of the owners of capital. Appeals to the
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justice, charity, and kindness of the capitalists are useless. Even
well~intentioned capitalists can accomplish little because they are
caught in the system they employ. [t is the system which is wrong
and which must be eradicated. Marx saw private property in productive
goods as responsible for the greatest abuse of power.

Bath Marx and the Church wish to correct the abuse which so fre-
quently exists in capitalist societies. This abuse is that the eco-
nomically powerful control society and the lives of others; the very
large group of workers is "provided for" by the self-interested wisdom
of the wealthy. Both Marx and the Church see that the needed change
is revolutionary, meaning that society must be turned around.

This revolution for Marx is to make the state, more properly the
community, the supreme capitalist and to unite men into one economical-
1y homogeneous or classless society. A1l people supplied with material
plenty, would be abie to work together for a united society at the
same time that they are fulfilling their individual desires.

The Church says that giving productive property (solely) to the
community is a method as repressive and destructive of human freedom
as the maldistribution of private property. The Church's judgment is
this: [f economic wealth and income (and income-producing assets) give
to their owners not only economic but social and cultural power, then
Tet all individuals possess these assets to the degree that they can
control their lives and play some part in bringing about social welfare.

These concluding paragraphs have led to a discussion of the ideal
society as proposed by both systems. The final section of this chapter

will compare the thought of both systems on this ideal social structure.
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The Ideal Society

This section compares the ideal society as envisioned by each
party concerned. Marx, of course, does not see this ideal society to
be a static concept, but then neither does the Catholic view. It is
not complete nor even accurate to see either view of ideal society as
a type of utopia. Society is a constantly changing dynamic process,"
since man is constantly changing. This dynamism in society is an im-
portant element common to both views.

For Marx man constantly changes his nature as he goes through
each historical period. Man's ability to change is hampered, however,
by the structure of economic and civil society. Man's complete devel-
opment depends upon the institutions of society. Primary among these
institutions is the organization of the mode of production. An ideal
state for Marx is one which has "swept away the conditions of class
antagonisms.”39 Marx did not see the communist state as abolishing
personal problems nor even social i1ls which arise from personal
deficiencies. What the communist society does is to provide the
correct social institutions so that man can more adequately concentrate
on his own true personal evolution. Man cannot evolve into an unsel-
fish individual under capitalism; this selfishness is the very motive
power of the systam. When private property is abolished and the true
communist sociaty achieved, society has not reached the climax of its
development. A true communist society is but the beginning of man's

developrent, a development which is practically unlimited.

39Marx and Engels, The Communist Manifesto, p. 105.
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There are three points of divergence which are immediately evi-
dent concerning the developmental capabilities of man. The first is
that the Church, whila emphasizing the development of all man's
capabilities, places heavy emphasis upon man's spiritual or super-
natural development. An examination of this topic is beyond the scope
of this study. [t is possible to point out that what Marx saw as the
natural development of man the Church at times sees as possible only
by supernatural means. The fundamental difference here is the human-
ism of Marx and the humanism of the Church. Marx saw man as an inde-
pendent being, complete unto himself. The Church's humanism is
theocentric: "But anycne who is truly in earnest about God will not
be able to treat man as though the whole meaning of all created things
were comprised in him. n40 This view sees man and his development as
important because man is a creature important to God.

It is difficult to ascertain the effect of Marx's anthropocentric
humanism upon his private property views. Even if there were some
psychological effects, there is no necessary logical connection between
Marx's economic system and his atheistic humanism. [n other words, as
far as private property is concerned, a believer in God and in an
institutional religion could, for the most part, find no contradiction
between his religious beliefs and the doctrine of common proper‘ty.41

The second point which indicates a divergence of thought between

Marxian and Catholic views on man's development concerns man's

40Hugo Rahner, Man at Play, trans. Brian Battershaw and Edward
Quinn (New York: Herder & Herder, 1967), pp. 13-14.

41The only qualification here is that there might be some reserva-
tions about common property if the person were a Christian and certain
biblical texts were considered.
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capability from another aspect. The difference here centers around
the Church's view on man's existence under original sin. The prac-
tical conclusion is that the selfish orientation or inclination of man
is something which in the Catholic system cannot be eradicatad from
his nature. No matter to what high estate of personal and social
development man attains, this orientation remains, and it remains a
sebarating entity between man and his fellowman as well as within man
himself. This view embraces something of the existential alienation
of Walter Weisskopf, who claimed: "Existential alienation has its
roots in the human cond'Ition."42 Weisskopf meant that there is some-
thing in the very existence and nature of man which gives rise to
human difficulties and suffering regardless of the type of social
structure.

Marx, on the other hand, saw the natural evolutionary possibilities
of man to be immense. A social structure can be achieved, according
to him, which will allow man to recognize his oneness with other men
in forming one species. This structure will allow each man to orient
his Tife in a truly social way so that all of his decisions and actions
will consider the common interests of all.

The third point of difference concerning man's developmental capa-
bilities is simply the dynamic element of the above point. To put
this in question form: What effect does the social structure have
upon the personality of man? For Marx man's alienation was a function
of social and economic institutions, particularly of the institution

42walter Weisskopf, Alienation and Economics (MNew York: E. P.
Dutton % Co., 1971), p. 19.
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of private property. The full development of man was a logical and
certain consequence of a just and correct socio-economic organization.
This, of course, is not to deny that man's development requires con-
scious effort and wise decisions. But man is able to posit such
wise, judicious acts. If, then, society's structures can be reformed,
man will eventually evolve into a fully human and socially oriented
person.

The Catholic view is not so sanguine about man's development
capabilities, at least as a result of the social structure. The Church
holds that the foundation of many of man's problems 1ies within man
himself. It demands a just social order because such an order enables
an individual to 1ive more in keeping with his dignity, to develop
himself more completely, and to enjoy that freedom which should be
his as a rational creature of God.

Man's development and salvation always maintain a social aspect,
and in this Marxian and Catholic thought are quite similar. For Marx
this complete social development of man comes as a result of the social
structure. For the Church, on the other hand, the very effort which
men must use to establish an equitable social order is salvific. The
Church holds that the perfection of man consists at times not in
eliminating alienation, but in working for the good of one's fellowman
in spite of this alienation.

For Marx the abolition of private property in productive goods is
the beginning of a developmental process in which the alienation of
man will be eliminated. Man can become brother to his fellowman at

the same time that he engages in those activities which are personally
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meaningful to him. For Catholic thought the doctrine of original sin
maintains that man in this present 1ife will always be subject to some
degree of‘aHenatinn. The ideal society for the Church becomes one in
which, despite this alienation, man realizes his brotherhood with

all men and makes an erfort to live that brotherhood in a practical
way.

A discussion of the ideal society also brings forth other in-
sights into the two systems. If it is not an attempt to be too sophic,
it may be said that Marx and the Church reverse their roles. Marx, a
philosophical materialist, concludes to a spiritual state of man. The
Church, in essence spiritually oriented, sees a necessity for materi-
alism and materialistic motivation. Such an affirmation is obviously
too simplistic and consequently may be misleading; it needs further
comment.

In Marx's complete communist society the desire for material
goods as personal riches will exert no powerful influence over man.
Marx proposed two reasons for this. One was that material goods will
be available in such abundance for each person that there will be no
need for concern over acquiring them. The other was that the perfectly
developed individual will not be concerned about the acquisition of
goods, at least from a selfish motive.43 Marx saw man in communist
society as acting solely from social and humanitarian motives. Man
will consider his own good, but he will realize that his personal
development cannot be furthered if the social good is injured.

4‘?A more complete discussion of these points was had in Chapters
5 and 7.
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While the Church subscribes to this last statement, it sees man's
desire for material goods as legitimate and even perpetual. The
legitimacy, it is true, comes from motives other than self-aggrandize-
ment and can thus be considered a legitimated ciesilr'e.44 But the Church
sees this desire as a permanent factor in man's nature and strives to
perfect that desire by social and spiritual motivations.

The ideal Marxian society can be achieved insofar as it consists
of community ownership, central planning of production, and no detailed
division of labor. From this ideal social structure evolves, by human
effort of course, the well-developed human personality. The ideal
Christian society can only be achieved when all people, given the weak-
ness of their human nature, strive to achieve the common good under
the principle of subsidiarity. But the Christian striving allows a
permanent alienating factor within man, one which alienates man from
himself and from others. The perfection of society in thi's case
involves, not just correct social institutions, but the desire and the
effort of all to overcome that alienation and reach out in brotherhood
and community to all men.

Chapter 13, the final chapter, will strive to present some con-
clusions which can be drawn from this investigation of two divergent
systems of economic and social thought. At the same time the chapter
will point out needed areas of further investigation and some weak-
nesses in the study itself.

44This, implies that the desire for material goods, according to
the Church, can be morally good or evil depending upon the motives

for that desire. For an introduction to this topic see Mew Catholic
Encyclopedia, 1967 ed., s.v. "Morality," by T. J. Higgins.
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CHAPTER XIII
CONCLUSIONS AND DIRECTIONS

This chapter contains two major sections. The first section pre-
sents conclusions which are drawn from the previous parts of the study
and become part of it. These_conclusiuns are comments on and answers
to the question: What ultimately accounts for the contradictory views
of Karl Marx and the Catholic Church on private property? The second
section deals with the strengths and weaknesses of the study and
points out areas of possible further investigation. The purpose of
this second section is to position the study as an overall explanation
of the Catholic-Marxian views on private property and to indicate other

points which might profitably be investigated on this subject.
Conclusions

The propositions presented in this section, with various subpoints,
are given as conclusions logically and legitimately drawn from the pre-
vious chapters of the study. Some attempt will be made to justify or
explain the conclusions, but it will be supposed that the reader is
familiar with the discussion previously carried on. Consequently it
may be necessary to refer to earlier chapters for more adequate in-
sights into the conclusions. The major, and even some minor, conclu-

sions will be underscored.
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The Economic Interpretation of History

The Marxian view on private property has no necessary logical

connection with Marx's economic interpretation of history. It should

be recalled that Marx's philosophical materialism is not the same
thing as, nor is it a prerequisite of, his theory of historical materi-
alism. Although there can be a close relationship between the ultimate
nature of reality and those forces which influence history's develop-
ment, the Marxian economic interpretation of history established no
such necessary relationship. This point is presented because the
Catholic Church has frequently condemned Marxian materialism. What

has been condemned by the Church is Marx's philosophical materialism,
his atheism, and his seemingly deterministic view of man's historical
development.

The Church obviously must oppose atheism and, to be true to its
being, also philosophical materialism. But there have been such expo-
sitions by Catholic authors of Marx's theory of history as the follow-
ing: "Men are determined in all their actions, not determ’ining."]
This is not an accurate presentation of Marx's economic interpretation
of history. Even in early commentary on his theory he held that "Men
make their own history,"zbut that they do so under conditions given

them from the past. Elaboration on this point was made in Chapter 3.

1Dernpsey, The Functional Economy, p. 132. This author is an ex-
cellent commentator on the economic order. It should perhaps be re-
called that this work was published in 1958.

2The expanded quote was given in Chapter 3, p. 62 (footnote 3,
p. 63) and is from Marx., Eighteenth Brumaire, p. 13. On this subject
cf. Marx and Engels, "Letters on Historical Materialism," and Engels,
“On Historical Materialism," both in Marx, Selected Works 1:372-394,
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The abolition of private property in productive goods is not the
Togical consequence of Marx's economic interpretation of history. The
fact that, for Marx, the method of production was the primary and
determining element in historical development in no way demands that
productive goods be the property of the state or the community. There
should be no doubt on this point since Marx's theory of historical
development also applied to a capitalist system in which property was
privately owned.

What the economic interpretation of history did was to make the
question of private property an immensely important one. If economic
conditions are paramount to society's structure, then the form of
property becomes paramount to society. One other practical effect of
Marx's historical theory was that it led him into a 1ife-long study of

the discipline of economics and of the economic world.
Marx's Technical Analysis

Marx's technical economic analysis of capitalism is not the fun-

damental reason for his property views. Marx's labor theory of value

and his concept of surplus value are the economic explanation of the
workers' exploitation by cap'il‘.a]ists‘“3 This exploitation flows from

395-416 respectively. See also Marx and Engels, The German Ideology,
Part I, pp. 50-53 and Marx, Preface to A Contribution to the Critique

of Political Economy.

3Th1’s is not the same as saying that the exploitation of workers
can be proved only if the labor theory of value is correct. Joan
Robinson wrote that Marx used his labor theory of value "to express
certain ideas about the nature of the capitalist system, and the impor-
tance of these ideas in no way depends upon the particular terminology
in which he chose to set them forth." Chief among these ideas are that
under capitalism the worker is impoverished and that the mere ownin
of capital, as opposed to its use in the production process, "is not
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the very nature of capital. Marx was not led to the conclusion that
private property was unjust by a prolonged study of political economy.
Early in his life he frequently wrote against the "evils" of private
property. Led by his theory of historical development to the study of
aconomics, Marx was faced with the problem of showing that impropriety
in technical economic terms. In Capital Marx looked for the law of
motion which would eventually bring about the abolition of private
productjve property.

This above paragraph is not meant as an argument against the
validity of Marx's theory of value. In the physical sciences, for
example, a phenomenon of nature will be known as a fact; the scien-
tific problem will be to explain how or why that fact occurs. Marx's
theory of value found the ultimate "why" of the workers' alienation -
and exploitation to lie in the nature of capital itself. This solution
showed that the private owners of productive goods in a capitalist
system were forced, by the very fact that they were such owners, to

act against the welfare of the workers.
Natural Law Arguments

The Catholic Church holds that private property is a perpetual and

inalienable right due to man by natural law. Marx maintained that pri-

vate property in productive goods was basically and fundamentally

unjust because such property contravened the very nature of man.

an economic activity" (Joan Robinson, An Essay on Marxian Economics.
2d ed. [London: Macmillan; New York: St. Martin's Press, 1967], pp.
17, 18).
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The Catholic position hardly needs elaboration here; it was ex-
pounded fully in Chapter 9. For Marx the injustice of private pro-
ductive property arose from the fact that such property gave to one
class of individuals effective control over the lives of another class
of individuals and withheld from the former the productive tools needed
to work and Tive and develop. The institution of private property
forced the larger mass of humanity to lead lives of material scarcity,
complete alienation, and inability to perform self-creative (and
nature-creative) activities, and motivated all men to greed and
selfishness.

In the Grundrisse Marx spoke of true wealth as consisting in the
"totality of development, i.e., the development of all human powers as
such . . . " He criticized capitalism because it did not allow such
development:

In bourgeois economics--and in ths epoch of production

to which it corresponds--this complete working-out of

the human content appears as a complete emptying-out,

this universal objectification as total alienation, and

the tearing-down of all limited, one-sided aims as sac-

rifige of the human end-in-itself to an entirely external

end.

The impropriety of private productive property as Marx understood it

can logically be called a type of natural Taw argument against such

property.
The conclusions of both the Marxian and the Catholic systems were

posited because they were thought to be congruent with the demands of

human nature and to further the development of that nature. These

4Marx, Grundrisse, p. 438.
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arguments strive to form the property patterns of a complex economic
and social world in order to promote the needs of the human person.
The arguments were deduced from views of human nature and thus allow
comparison by an examination of those views and the deduction process.

This reasoning prompts the following conclusion.
Human Nature as a Foundation of Divergence

One major source of divergence in property doctrine between

Marxian and Catholic thought lies in the views of man and his devel-

opment as held by each system. The different property doctrines are

related logically to the different formal insights into the nature of
man. The comparison concerning human nature and property's role in its
development can be summarized in three points or, at least, three
general areas.

(1) Both arguments stress a type of natural law argument, placing
great emphasis upon the effect of private property upon the development
of the human person. The property proposals of the Church clearly
began with an examination of man's rational nature and the daily materi-
al needs of the individual. At the same time there was an affirmation
that the purpose of civil society was to promote the good of the indi-
vidual. A summary of this view says that “Private ownership is the
extension of the human person into the material world for the purpose
of fulfilling his existential ends."5 Marx had an immediate intuition

that man's freedom was denied because of private property in productive

SMessner, Social Ethics, p. 323.
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goods and he had no hesitation in calling for a revolution against
this institution. His insight is characterized by such statements as
the following: "From the standpoint of a higher economic form of
society, private ownership of the globe by single individuals will
appear quite as absurd as private ownership of one man by another."6

(2) The different anthropological doctrines of each side are
fundamental. Catholic theism holds that human nature is the basis
for judging man's moral actions and, in this case, an institution of
society, because it is an imitation of God's own being. God's cre-
ative decree (of man) established that created nature as a guide in
deciding the ethical propriety of man's actions. Thus for Catholic
thought man's essential nature, always considered by the Church to
exist with precise characteristics and under certain conditions, is
a supreme norm.

For Marx human nature, as he understood it, is also a supreme
guide or norm of ethical activity. But for Marx man's nature is what
man makes of himself. Whatsoever man's nature becomes, nowever, it
is always a species and social nature. Marx wrote:

Man's individual and species life are not different how-

ever much--and this is inevitable--the mode of existence

of the individual is a more particular, or more general

mode of the Tife of the species, or the life of the

speci;s is a more particular or more general individual
Tife.

Man's conscious activity establishes him as the species. Mothing

could contradict the social and species nature of man because this

Byarx, Capital, 3:776. Cf. Chapter 7, footnote no. 27.

TMarx, Manuscripts of 1844, p. 138.
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very species nature--the consequence of conscious activity in some
productive or creative process--and not some creative act of God made
man supreme.

(3) As a consequence of point 2 the Church "logically" argued for
private ownership. The Catholic attitude held: "Man is not really
free unless he can, at least to a certain degree, dispose of external
goods at will, not only of goods of consumption but also of productive
goncls."8

As regards productive goods Marx saw only the alienation and the
degradation of the human person connected with the private ownership
of these goods. More correctly, he saw that this alienation and
degradation were the inevitable "evil" effect of such ownership. With
an imperative as categorical as the Catholic acceptance of private
property, Marx called for the complete dissolution of this institution.
He saw no need to examine any possible "good" consequences which might
override the damning consequence of such ownership--the destruction
of man's freedom. This destruction affected the very development of
every human person.

In addition individual existence became an anomaly for Marx if
such existence caused man to lose sight of his species nature. This
is precisely what Marx accused the institution of private property of
doing. Marx held that man, as a species being, should direct all of
his activities to sustain and develop the species. Marx saw private
property in productive goods as a personally oriented institution.

BThe Catholic_Encyclopedia, 1911 ed., s.v. "Property,” by
V(icter) Cathrein.
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The very nature of property forced its possessor to look upon himself
as an individual and to make himself the core and the goal of his

activity.
Class Conflict

Another major source of divergence between Marxian and Catholic

property doctrine lies in the different views of the ability of indi-

viduals insofar as they are members of a particular socio-economic

class to gain an adequate measure of control over their lives. The

foundation of this divergence lies in the different emphasis given by

each system to the importance of class struggle as a radical social

relationship.

It was said earlier in this chapter that there was no necessary
logical connection between Marx's economic interpretation of history
and his property views. This statement must be modified to the extent
that one element in Marx's theory does play a role in his views on
property. This element is Marx's insistence that "The history of all
hitherto existing society is the history of class str‘ugg]es.“9

The Catholic Church saw the existence of class conflict in recent
historical periods. Pope Benedict XV (1914-1922) "deplored the 'poi-
sonous' spirit of class hatred which he thought was spreading through-

out the society of his day.”]o Pope Leo XIII had noted the existence

9Marx and Engels, The Communist Manifesto, p. 79.

10Richard L. Camp, The Papal Ideology of Social Reform (Leiden,
Metherlands: E. J. Brill, 1969), p. 92.
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of class antagonisms in 1891, a reference confirmed forty years later

by Pope Pius XI.H

The attitude of the Church toward class conflict, however, dif-
fers from the Marxian attitude in one important way. Marx saw class
struggle as an intimate and necessary part of man's historical devel-
opment. It is difficult to tell if this necessity was a metaphysical
one for Marx; certainly it was a de facto one. Class struggle played
an important role in man's social and human development. Marx held
"that all struggles within the State, the struggle between demoracy,
aristocracy, and monarchy, the struggle for the franchise, etc. are
merely the illusory forms . . . in which the real struggles of the
different classes are fought out among one another . . . w12 The
attitude of the Church is that class struggle is a moral aberration
which harms society and which should and can be eliminated. Leo XIII

wrote:

The great mistake that is made in the matter now
under consideration, is to possess oneself of the idea
that class is naturally hostile to class; that rich and
poor are intended by nature to Tive at war with one
another. So irrational and so false is this view, that
the exact contrary is the truth. Just as the symmetry
of the human body is the result of the disposition of
the members of the body, so in a State it is ordained
by nature that these two classes should exist in harmony
and agreement, and should, as it were, fit into one
another, so as to maintain the equilibrium of the body
politic.13

”Cf. Pope Leo XII, Rerum Novarum, no. 1 and Pope Pius XI,

Quadragesimo_Anno, no. 3
TzMalr'x and Engels, The German [deology, pp. 46-47.

”Pope Leo XIII, Rerum Movarum, no. 15. See also the various
Christmas messages of Pope Pius XII.
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As pointed out in Chapter G,M Marx held that the antagonism be-

tween capitalists (owners of property) and workers was inevitable;
their interests were "diametrically opposed." In his view there was
no way that the capitalists as a class or as individual members of a
class could help to alleviate the plight of the workers. The capital-
ist had to fo;ter a fragmented division of labor; he must rely upon a
reserve industrial army. The nature of capitalist development meant
that the capitalist must expand his own stock of capital, even to the
detriment of other capitalists and thus a fortiori to the detriment of
the worker. In such a situation, that is, with the institution of
private property, there could be only one logical and necessary result.
The worker would continue in his impoverishment and the gap between
the capitalist and the worker would even grow greater. Private prop-
erty meant that the capitalists controlled the lives and fortunes of
the workers. Naturally the capitalists also maintained political con-
trol and hegemony in all cultural areas.]s

The Church maintains that the above result is not inevitable be-
cause the human person, even as a member of a socio-economic class,
can and morally must overcome any antagonisms which naturally arise or
are artificially instigated between himself and members of another class.

Pope Pius XII proclaimed that the economy of a nation was an organic

4cf. Chapter 6, pp. 163-166.

15L1’t1’.1e has been written on whether Marx's theory of class con-
flict received its impetus from Ricardo's thesis that economics' major
concern was how to divide a given amount of production among the vari-
ous classes of society. Dempsey maintains a Ricardian basis to the
theory of class conflict, but he does not trace the evolution of this
theolrg to Marx from Ricardo. Cf. Dempsey, The Functional Economy,
pp. 123-124.
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whole and should be harmoniously developed. The Pontiff held that there
should be a solidarity which "should extend to all branches of produc-
tion and become the basis of a better economic order. n16
Marx saw that private property allowed the capitalist class to
withhold the tools of production from workers. Private property in
productive goods allowed no other condition but the poverty of the
masses. The Church holds that the only legitimate remedy to the power
which the capitalists have is to disperse that power among all members
of society. Pius XII called for "Not destruction, then, but construc-
tion and consolidation: not abolition of private ownership, the basis
of family stability, but its promotion and spreading as the fruit of
the conscientious efforts of every worker, . . . W17 A universal
distribution of private property will help to bring about social and
economic harmony among all classes. This harmony can be achieved
because it represents the common good of a society of social beings
who recognize their common dignity and common interests. This harmony
should be brought about not "because the forces of each side are so
evenly balanced that they are stabilized in a sort of cold war," but

because such harmony represents "an objective which is too great for

any one of them to accomplish singly."

]6Pope Pius XII, "Allocution to Italian Workers, March 11, 1945,"
quoted in Guerry, Social Doctrine of the Catholic Church, p. T141.

pgpe pius XII, "Address to the Representatives of Italian
Workers, January 13, 1943," in The Teachings of Pope Pius XII (ed.
Michael Chinigo), p. 330

13Guerry, Social Doctrine of the Catholic Church, pp. 142-143.
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The Social Order

One further basis of divergence in property doctrine lies in the

view of the ideal social order envisioned by Marx and the Church. The

basis for this difference, however, is traceable to their different

views of man.

Marx's view of an ideal society contained two very important
notes or characteristics. These notes were, first, that man would
gain control of the production process and would be able to subordi-
nate that process to his own welfare. The second note was that the
human spirit would be able to gain transcendence over material goods.
Marx saw this transcendence as capable of being achieved only in a
society where the greed for material goods was eradicated from man's
motivational structure by social institutions which permitted and
encouraged this eradication.

The Catholic view, if it can be summarized in a single phrase,
is that social conditions should be such as to allow for the full and
complete development of the human person. This development means
“the full vision of man as a responsible moral agent, creative in his
action, free in his ultimate decisions, united to his fellows in
social bonds of respect and friendship and co-partner in the work of
building a just and peaceful world."]9 But the Catholic view feels

that it forms its vision of the correct social order by looking at

1g()an"dinal Maurice Roy, "Message on the Occasion of the Launching
of the Second Development Decade (November 19, 1970)," in Gremillion,
The Gospel of Peace and Justice, no. 15.
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the human personality in all its aspects. Thus the existential de-
mands of the human person, in this Church view, argue forcefully for
private property.

Both the Marxian and the Catholic views of the ideal social order
see man's control of social and economic affairs as paramount. The
great divergence comes in their attitudes toward material goods or
possessions and the propriety of these possessions as developmental
factors of the human person.

The different views of the ideal social order and the relation-
ship to man can be highlighted by the following analysis. In the
introduction to his abbreviated compilation of the works of St. Thomas,
Anton Pegis stated that one of the three major questions facing Thomas
in the thirteenth century was the nature of man. Pegis wrote: "It
seemed to St. Thomas that . . . his ultimate opponent was Plato him-

seh".”zD Insofar as the ideal social order is concerned and as it is

understood by Marxian and Catholic thought, the question of the more
appropriate doctrine resolves itself into this: Is Marx a Platonist
or is his humanism more life-giving than that of the Church? This
question is posited as a sincere commentary on the two positions and
is not meant to be pert or sarcastic.

Marx trusted in the evolutionary possibilities of the human
“spirit." He believed that man is capable of such development that
the mundane motivations of worldly possessions can be transcended by
social considerations and concern for one's fellowman. Marx saw as a

2Ol\ntcn C. Pegis, Introduction to Introduction to Saint Thomas

Aquinas, ed. Anton C. Pegis (Mew York: ~Modern Library, Modern Library
ColTege Editions, 1948), p. xvi.
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definite possibility, rather he predicted as a definite certainty, a
future society where man will employ social senses which differ from
the senses of the human person influenced by the capitalist mode of
production. He meant that man's physical and mental powers will
operate only for the social good and the welfare of others.21

There is no question here, of course, of essential Platonism.
But is this Marxian view a form of operational Platonism? Was Marx
idealistic to an extreme? D0id he lose sight of the existential man
whose material needs cry out so strongly that their acquisition re-
quires a major part of man's time and attention? Are these concerns
for material goods a legitimate part of man's strivings and a means
helpful to his freedom? Or does the Marxian view give man a freedom
and independence which the search for private property does not allow?
Does the Catholic position fail to challenge man to a new freedom of
spirit and belie the scriptural admonition: "How happy are the poor
in spirit; . . . “?22

These questions are meant to point out that the root of the di-
vergent views of the ideal society are related to the views of man's
nature and the development of that nature. Marx, the materialist,
made an effort similar to "Plato's effort to save essences, mind and
knowledge from the barbarism of matter . . . " The Church follows
the Thomistic and biblical doctrine and holds that "since matter is a

creature in a world of creatures, it has an intelligible role to play

2]Cf. Marx, Manuscripts of 1844, pp. 118-119, and Chapter 5 of
this study, pp. 136-147.

22Matt. 5:3.
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in the structure and organization of the wor]d.“23 In no way is this
argument meant to deny the entire materialist basis of Marx's phil-
osophy and of his economics. The argument is made in part to point
out that Marx upheld a psychology which proclaimed the need for a
liberation from material goals.

There is one other conclusion which arises here which is related

to the ideal society. This conclusion is that Marx held that man's

alienation was due predominantly to the injustice of social institu-

tions. The Church holds that much of such alienation is due to man's

existential situation and cannot be remedied by institutional changes.

This conclusion can be expressed in more exact theological terms by
stating that the Church subscribes to a doctrine of original sin and
its consequences, that is, man has a basic selfishness and weaknesses
in his intellect and will. This makes man subject to conditions of
alienation, suffering, and misunderstanding which are often independent
of the ideal social order. Marx, on the other hand, held that aliena-
tion was predominantly a function of the social structure. The real
cause of such alienation for Marx was the improper social relations
which flowed from unjust social and economic institutions.

It does not seem reasonable to think that Marx considered all
alienation to arise from class struggles of deficient social rela-
tionships, yet he frequently spoke in this manner. He held that "In
the real community the individuals obtain their freedom in and through

their associeﬂ:ion."z4 In the Manuscripts of 1844 he maintained: "The

23Peg1's, Saint Thomas Aquinas, p. xvii.

24tllarx and Engels, The German Ideology, p. 78.
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estrangement of man, and in fact every relationship in which man stands
to himself, is first realized and expressed in the relationship in
which a man stands to other men.“25 In analyzing Marxian alienation
011man has contended that all the activities of alienated individuals
are qualitatively the same. He referred to value relations as the
relations which give any activity some worth and named some of these
value relations to be: " . . . class, state, religion, family, ethics,
science, art and literature . . . " 01lman continued: "As a value
Relation, class is the abstracted common element in the social rela-
tions of alienated peop1e"‘26

The Church frequently chastises the injustice of existing social
institutions as being responsible for the poverty and misery of many
people. A simple summary of the Church view is to say that social
institutions help but do not guarantee a satisfied human existence.
The Church notices "the serious injustices which are building around
the world of men a network of domination, oppression and abuses which
stifle freedom and which keep the greater part of humanity from sharing
in the building up and enjoyment of a more just and more fraternal
world." At the same time the answer to such oppression always in-
volves an element of personal reform:

The Christian lives under the interior law of liberty,

which is a permanent call to man to turn away frem self-

sufficiency to confidence in God and from concern for self

to a sincere love of neighbour. Thus takes place his

genuine Tiberation and the gift of himself for the freedom
of others.?

25Mar‘x, Manuscripts of 1844, pp. 114-115.
26011man, Alienation, p. 207.

27Synod of Bishops, Second General Assembly, "Justice in the
World," nos. 3, 13.
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Obviously it is impossible to formulate for either system a precise
functional relationship between alienation and human suffering on the
one hand and social and aconomic institutions on the other. Still
there remains a difference of viewpoint on the nature of that rela-

tionship in Marxian and Catholic thought.

Value of This Study

The significar‘me of the present study was outlined in Chapter 1.
It is not meant to repeat those observations here, but to point out
some specific points of the study which are noteworthy. This section
also indicates areas which, if investigated further, might provide
additional insight into the property question insofar as it pertains

to the two systems of thought studied here.
Specific Contribution

The approach of this study, that is, an investigation of the
property question within the context of the total social and economic
systems concerned and an attempt to decide the areas which led to
their property conclusions, is seen to have been advantageous. One
advantage lies in the removal of the property question from the emo-
tional context of political ideology and to some extent even from con-
siderations of economic efficiancy. More importantly this approach
has placed the property question within a total sociological and philo-
sophical framework. Such an approach was needed, especially with re-

gard to Marxian and Catholic thought, because the property conclusions
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of these two systems have been given as derived from and supportive of
such overall doctrine.

The attempt to locate the very foundation of doctrinal difference
between the two systems may seem to have been a simplistic effort. It
was always assumed that such simplicity would not be proven valid by
the discovery of a single intuition or assumption or hypothesis or
interpretation of fact which alone would provide the key to doctrinal
differences. There is even a certain vagueness of functional rela-
tionship in several of the given conclusions. But the comparative
analysis of the total systems has provided definite conclusions. It
is the definite conclusions and not the functional uncertainty which
is important.

The approach used in this study is valuable for one other reason.
It represents an attempt to study an economic question in the Tight
of interdisciplinary considerations. In this respect it has tried to
mirror the two systems analyzed, whose property teachings are derived
not only from economic analysis but also from doctrines of philosophy,
theology, political science, sociology, and psychology. These disci-
plines have been brought into the study, not with the rigor which ex-
perts in those fields would have Tiked, to indicate that economic
realities are often events not isolatable to nor explainable by eco-
nomic tools alone.

This approach has value also for understanding the Catholic ap-
proach to property. The Church has frequently fought Marxian doctrine
pradominantly in theological terms. [t has thought this appropriate

because of the atheistic tone and materialistic basis of Marx's

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



351

teachings, together with a widespread vagueness about volitional de-
terminism. The conclusions arrived at indicate, however, that, in
the matter of private property, theological differences are not com-
prehensive. Certainly the conflict between theism and atheism is
fundamental to the property doctrines concerned, but it is necessary
to expand the understanding of that conflict so that all humanistic
aspects and physical and social realities are examined.

There is a second element of value to this study which follows
naturally from the approach used. This element is that the study
brings together into one place discussions on Marxian and Catholic
doctrine which are scattered throughout many documents, works, and
studies. This, of course, should follow from any novel investigation
of a disputed topic. But the present study presents a comparative
analysis and synthesis of the doctrines which it is impossible to
find in any other work.

The specific conclusions themselves add a third element of value
to the study. Without repeating these conclusions at length it is
possible to summarize points of difference and similarity between
Marxian and Catholic views which have affected their property teach-
ings. One important similarity is that Marxian property doctrine,
1ike Catholic teaching, relies heavily upon a natural law type of argu-
ment and is not based predominantly upon economic considerations. The
emphasis upon this conclusion in itself, it is thought, adds an impor-

. 2 . -
tant consideration to Marxian 11terature."8 Marx did not need nis

281t is not claimed here that this is an original thesis, although
the author has discovered only one reference to it. Richard Schlatter
has written that in condemning capitalists' expropriation of the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



352

economic analysis to condemn private property. His economic analysis
simply confirmed an insight which he had had in his early Tife. This
analysis made that insight more acceptable to the scientific world,
to those wronged by the evils of capitalism, and to those searching
for a cause to which to dedicate their lives.

There are two points of difference taken from the conclusions
which, though certainly not new, have received insight in the present
study in that they have been proposed in a dynamic analysis as bases
for contradictory property doctrines. These points are that the
Marxian world and the Catholic world have a different metaphysics and
a different humam'sm.29

Marxian metaphysics saw the world as matter capable of achieving
and having achieved various stages of being. This metaphysics saw
man as matter which had struggled to consciousness. Man was someone
who was conscious of his actions, that is, he could plan them in his
mind before performing them with his hands. Man's development was
made possible by these free, conscious actions. "This, then is the
most specific content Marx and Engels felt able to give to their gen-

eral definition of man as the animal that is conscious of method in

property earned by laborers "Marx was following directly in the tradi-
tion of the radical interpreters of natural right" (Schlatter,
Private Property, p. 274).

ngetaphysics is used here in the sense of a philosophical sci-
ence concerned with the ultimate nature of reality. Humanism is
taken to mean the total view of man's nature, his dignity, and his
search for self-realization through the development of the human per-
son. In the explanation which follows in the text the metaphysics
and the humanism of each system are at times interwoven.
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production: man is a consciously nature-controlling and history-
making anima1.”30

Catholic metaphysics sees the world as matter which could not be
the reason for its own existence, that is, could not have been caused
by itself. The world's existence had to be traced to a Creator-God.
Catholic metaphysics sees man as matter which had been united to a
mysterious and unexplainable spiritual principle. "In connection with
the question of the evolutionary origins of man, the Church's teaching
emphasizes that spirit and matter are not the same, that spirit cannot
be derived from matter, and that man, because spiritual, has a meta-
physically irreducible position in the cosmos, so that his origin, as
far as his spiritual nature is concerned, cannot be found in matter."ﬂ

The humanism of Marx saw man as a being producing his own history
and involved in a struggle for the ability to write this history with
all the perfection which man was capable of achieving. The one essen-
tial to this project was that man must be completely free, free from
every material constraint and free from every socially-induced anxiety.
For Marx the struggle between classes was an historical inevitability
which paradoxically furthered, at least ultimately, man's freedom.
The wholeness of man would come when his conscious effort had mastered

matter and formed social relationships which would bring him to per-

fect freedom.

3D\Ienable, Human Nature: The Marxian View, p. 74.

3]Kar1 Rahner, Hominisation: The Evolutionary Origin of Man as
&

a Theological Problem, trans. W. T. O'Hara (New fork: Herder &
Aerder, 1965), p. 46.
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Catholic humanism sees man as a being who can act meaningftully
only in freedom, but at the same time as a being who is completely
dependent upon the God who ultimately formed him. For the Church
class struggle is the result and the sign of man's inner disorienta-
tion. Man shows his freedom by his attempt to reorient himself as a
caring individual and as a functioning member of a community. Para-
doxically this caring involves self-love, for " ' . . . you must love
your neiéhbour as yourse]f."'32 The holiness of man comes from the
acceptance of a human condition in which man's whole being depends
upon another far greater than himself and in striving to perfect an
obviously "imperfect" worlid by a 1ife of service for and dedication
to his fellowman.

Private property in productive goods in Marxian thought is that
social and economic institution which most thoroughly hinders that
freedom which is an essential requirement of man's being. In Catholic
thought man's freedom and development, in a world where alienation34
can never wholly be eliminated, require private property, even in

productive goods, as an institution essential to human dignity.
Topics for Investigation

In this concluding subsection topics will be mentioned whose

additional investigation might add some contribution to the area of
Ryatt. 19:19.
33A11’enan1‘on in Church language is sometimes rendered by terms

of ascetical theology such as suffering, humiliation, acceptance of
one's "cross," and similar expressions.
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property rights.34 In doing this some weaknesses of the present study
will be noted and, hopefully, some ambiguities clarified.

One possible area of investigation within the Marxian system is
the establishment of a more accurate understanding of the genesis of
Marx's property views. The views on property which Marx exhibited in
his mature works are clearly discernible in his Economic and Philo-

sophic Manuscripts of 1844 and in other early writings. Thus it is

possible to say that Marx did not deduce these views from his economic
analysis. It is more difficult, however, to trace the development of
Marx's thought on the subject of private property. A study of this
development should help toward a better understanding both of Marx
and his message.

In another area Murray Wolfson has claimed that "The unifying
attribute of Marxism is the belief that it is a body of scientific
deductions from the laws of motion of society."35 The question natu-
rally arises why the Marxian analysis is scientific while that of
other socialisms is not. The Communist Manifesto contains such criti-
cism that feudal socialism had a "total incapacity to comprehend the
march of history" and that petty-bourgeois socialism showed its self-
deception by resulting historical fact and "ended in a miserable fit

of the b]ues.“36

3IJ'These areas pertain to the property question as it has been
approached in this study. The question of property rights is devel-
oping in many ways in contemporary economic analysis. Cf. Chapter 1,

pp. 3-5.
12

351\!017'50n, A Reappraisal of Marxian Economics, p. 12.

36Mar‘x and Engels, The Communist Manifesto, PP. 106, 109.
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The question can be further reduced to one which seeks to explore
Marx's understanding of science. In other words is Marx's analysis
scientific because it is Marx's, or, as is more likely, does he have
a definite theory of what constitutes scientific truth? The notion
of science which Marx exhibits in his writings was founded predominant-
1y upon his metaphysics--a metaphysics of materiah‘sm.37 A fuller
explanation of Marx's understanding of science, a definite lack in the
present study, should prove a unifying factor to his entire sociology.

Another notable omission in this study is a comprehensive treat-
ment of Marxian and Catholic political theory of the state. Sweezy
has observed that "The recognition that the defense of private prop-
erty is the first duty of the state is the decisive factor in deter-
mining the attitude of genuine Marxist socialism towards the state."38
This Marxian view is only the logical extension of Marx's theory of
history and, as such, refers to the capitalist state. A Catholic
view of the state sees it as “that part of the body politic especially
concerned with the maintenance of law, the promotion of the common wel-
fare and public order, and the administration of public ar‘r’a*irs."ag
In this view it is easier for the state to serve the interests of all
members of society.

The different political theories of the two systems are important
to their property doctrines. Marx demanded that productive property

be owned by the state and then by the community. The Church replies:

37Cf‘ Wolfson, Marxian Economics, p. 32.

Sweezy, Capitalist Development, p. 244.
Maritain, Man and the State, p. 12.

38,
39
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If the state has a right to own such property then the individual per-
son has an a priori right to own it, for man "holds the right of pro-
viding for the 1ife of his body prior to the formation of any state."mJ

There are several points of Church teaching concerning property
which need fuller treatment. Of theoretical interest, with no fore-
seeable effects upon social prescriptions, is the question of whether
private property is due to the perfection of man's rational nature or
due to man precisely because his nature exists as a "fallen nature."A‘1
Another point, mentioned in Chapter 11, concerns the actual amount of
material goods needed by the individual or family in order to provide
a standard of living which will ensure a fuller human deve]opment.42
The ambiguity of Church teaching in this matter was pointed out, but
existing Church documents perhaps contain more direction concerning
individual wealth than it was possible to notice in this study. The
obtaining of this direction would require, however, a careful survey
of many Church documents.

There is another ambiguity in that this study has not reconciled
the Church's ascetical and spiritual doctrine with its social philos-
ophy. This social philosophy emphasizes the importance of and the
necessity for the ownership of material goods in order to live a life
of human dignity. The Church's ascetical teaching insists upon pov-
erty of spirit, that is, a lack of excessive concern for worldly

goods. The ambiguity arises in relation to the stronger scriptural

40Pope Leo XIII, Rerum Movarum, no. 7.
¢, chapter 9, pp. 241-209.

420, Chapter 11, p. 291.
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admonition of Jesus: "'Go and sell everything you own and give the
money to the poor, and you will have treasure in heaven; then come,
follow me. 43

The Church has accepted this message by allowing the establishment
of religious groups whose members profess by vow a life of poverty.
This poverty, it is true, is meant to be one of dependence, not of
want of material goods. Still the group members divest themselves of
all ownership rights. The Church considers this vow, along with
others, to be a "consecration" of the individual to divine service and
it holds that "This consecration gains in perfection since by virtue
of firmer and steadier bonds it serves as a better symbol of the
unbreakable Tink between Christ and His Spouse, the Church."44

Thus there is an ambiguity in Church teaching. The Church from
its earliest history has approved a religious consecration which has
as one of its primary elements a renunciation of property ownership.
At the same time that the Church affirms that ownership of property
is a necessity for human development it also affirms that, under cer-
tain circumstances, the renunciation of property can make possible a
more humanistic development. If this is true, is it not possible that
the Marxian vision of man as free from material concerns represents

this more humanistic development for society as a whole? Modern

. 10:21.
44Second Vatican Council, Lumen Gentium (Dogmatic Constitution on

the Church), in Walter M. Abott, ed., Joseph Gallagher, transiation ed.,

The Documents of Yatican II (New York: The America Press, 1966), no.

I&. Cf. also Second Vatican Council, Perfectae Caritatis (Decree on

the Appropriate Renewal of Religious Life) in the same work.
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Church documents do not attempt to reconcile the Church's ascetical
and social teachings.45

The above topic serves as preparation for the following funda-
mental questions: Does the Church's insistence on the institution of
private property mean that every person must actually own productive
goqu in order to achieve his complete fulfillment? Must everyone, in
addition to or instead of productive goods, own some (substantial)
amount of consumer goods in order to reach that personal fulfillment?
The Church's position can only be outlined here; a more complete de-
velopment of that position would certainly add to the knowledge of
the Church's property doctrine.

First, the Church recognizes that it is physically impossible
for all persons to own both productive and consumer goods; at times
it is not possible to own either. This impossibility may result from
realities of the physical world, geographical or racial factors, re-
source scarcity, or any number of other variables which affect soci-
ety or some large portion of it. This impossibility may also result
from personal inadequacy, that is, an individual may not have the
minimal education to equip him to be a property holder or he may
suffer from physical or psychological afflictions which make it

impossible for him to own property. In addition the life-style

45The Church originally faced the question of reconciling vowed
religious poverty and the need for material goods in the thirteenth
century. See the following works: St. Tnomas Aquinas, De Perfectione
Vitae Spiritualis and Contra Retrahentes a Religionis Ingressu; Pie-
Raymond Regamey, Poverty, trans. Rosemary Sheed (New York: Shesd &
Ward, 1950), po. B87-86. For more recent comments on the subject see

Giovanri Battista Montini (later Pope Paul VI), The Christian in the
Material World, trans. Michael M. McManus (London: Burns & Oates,
1963). ’
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of certain individuals may make property ownership for them a burden
rather than a nelp.

Secondly, universal ownership of property is for the Church an
ideal toward which society must strive. This does not mean that some
individuals under certain circumstances cannot achieve a high level
of human development without property. It means that all individuals
must be allowed to partake of ownership, even of productive goods,
insofar as that ownership will allow them to achieve a higher level
of human perfection without at the same time damaging the human and
civil rights of others. It also means that society must do its utmost
to promote a social and economic order which will allow for this uni-
versal distribution. In Church terms this is nothing but the accom-
plishment of the common good under the principle of subsidiarity.

A further point, one more of anticipation than of doctrinal
difficulty, concerns the changing property forms of contemporary
society. There is every indication that the Church will accept these
new property forms, such as personal professional training, as legiti-
mate property resources and thus as able to provide individuals the
needed material security. This is a further implication, as was
pointed out earlier, that the Church does not promote a capitalist
economy but a private property one.

This last sentence provides a closing note for this study. The
presentation and comparison of two contradictory property systems will
hopefully provide continued discussion of one of the more important
political and economic questions of the day--to what extent should

private property be an institution of society?
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