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IBTROD&OTIOI. 

"In the opinion of some, the 
r e l a t i o n of PROPERTY Is the 
ohief point of a l l , that being 
the question upon which a l l 
revolutions turn*" Aristotle* 

The twenty years whloh- have passed slnoe the end of the 

Great War have witnessed pol i t ica l and eoonomio changes in 

the Western world the rapidity and magnitude of w hi oh are 

unrivalled by any similar period in history* The remaking 

of the map of Snropa. consequent on the signing of tho peace 

treat ies of Versai l les , 3 t . Germain and the Trianon, was 

preceded by the fa l l of four hlstorio empires; and has bean 

followed by the establishment of tota l i tar ian regimes la 

three great European s ta tes , ' The open flaunting by these 

l a t t er nations of the cherished Ideals of pre-war Bur ope, 

and their successful defiance of the system of col lect ive 

eeeurlty established by the victorious powers In 1919, haa 

not fai led to give r ise to storms of violent protest on the 

part of those who consider themselves In the vanguard of human 

progress} nor have the governments of the non-total1torian 

nations allowed the dictatorships to r i se to power without 

challenging them with diplomatic and eoonomio opposition* 

(1) I . BBHHS, Europe Since, 1914. Hew York, 1936, p. 181 sqq. 
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What they have failed to dot however, la to put an offootivo 

oheok to their development* Ins to ad we are faced by tho 

spsotaolo of numerous smaller TSuropean states Imitating to 

a greater or less degree tho totalitarian policies of their 

more powerful nelgAbouxrsg while the throe groat democratic 

powers are showing an lnoreasing roluoteaoe to lop or 11 

their own safety by defending outside their own frontiers 

the abstraot principles upon which their regimes purport 

to be tiasoo* In the face of widespread soolal unrost they 

find it suffioiently difficult to defend the^e principles 

at horns* 

To what cause is th i s critical oondltion of tho Wo stern 

world to be attributed? Superficially it may seem to be due 

to spiritual and eoonomio exhaustion consequent on the Great 

War and to the irasa international Injustice a perpetrated by 

tho victors in the name of pease* Bat whatever the explanation 

given by the journalists and politioal commentators; to many 

philosophers of our day the cause must bo sought at tho very 

roots of modern Western civil isation. Thus to Spongiery Western 

culture has passed i ts greatness and i s already beginning i t s 
(1) decline, Peter Wust seoo fulfil led In our day the great 

historical prowess bogus In the Benalssnnoo, tho humanising of 

(1) Decline in the Host. 
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medieval man whloh has finally given us the complete 

Individual, a "tragic speotaole, Indeed, this humanity 

outside tho Church, this man of the twentieth century 
(1) who has been completely uprooted"• Berdyaev t e l l s us, 

"It i s our lot to l i v e his torical ly in a period of transi­

t ion. The old world, if I may cal l i t so, or "modern t ires" 

. . . . have come to an end and are in decomposition. A new 

and unknown world i s coming to birth ••• our epoch is the 

end of modern times and the beginning of a new middle age 

Similarly, BellOo, in a masterly review of the development 

Of Christian Europe, declares that the Western world Is 

faced by a c r i s i s , "the greatest of a l l historical ly known 

to u s , n one in whloh "that by whloh the leaders of mankind 

had l ived, that by which the white c iv i l i zat ion had been what 

i t was, that from which what had for so long most properly 

been called Ohrlstendom, had drawn i t s personality, Its wi l l , 
(3) 

Its honor, i t s very se l f , was and is melting away*" 

If the Oat hollo philosopher i s surprised at the ohaos In 

ths world today, i t i s not that ohaos has oome but that i t has 

not oome sooner. To the Catholic,trained in the school of 

( l j f y l s l s in the West. London 1931, p. 46 
Bnd j £ Our Time. London 1935, p. 69 
mt*TSt of^IvTTlgation. Hew York 1937, pp. 8,9. 
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St. Augustine, the baslo cause for every major transfor­

mation in history Is primarily a spiritual one. Today we 

are but reaping the whirlwind sown by the zealots of the 

l a s t f ive oenturles who, in the name of Liberty - whether 

ar t ia t i e , re l ig ious , intel lectual or po l i t i ca l - have 

smashed one by ono tfeje t i e s which bound men together in 

a social organism in whloh the Interest of the Individual 

was ever kept subordinate to the common good. Liberalism, 

re l ig ious , po l i t ioa l and economic, has run i t s course. 

However useful It may have been to establish the free 

market and l iberate an expanding capital ist eoonomy from 

irksome legal and moral restraints , today i t Is powerless 

to distribute the frui ts of mo^dern Industrial development. 
"4 

Already I ts oause has been Asserted by the zealots of the 

present oentury, who; while they may retain the name Liberal 

out of affection for an old oause, have abandoned completely 

the dootrine of the saoredness of the individual. At i t s 

bsst i t i s a luxury to be retained with growing scepticism, 

and increasing armaments, by the wealthiest nations. What 

signor Mussolini has pi thi ly described as the "proletarian 

nations" have already learned to look elsewhere for a 

philosophy* 
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Tho Oathollo, however, i s not alone in considering the 

present world c r i s i s a period of cu l tu ra l t r an s i t i on due 

to the operation of century-old h i s t o r i c a l causes* The 

Marxist Soc ia l i s t s are no less convinced t h a t the world Is 

undergoing a major transformation, one which t he i r prophet 

had the in te l l igence to predlot as Inevitable nearly a 

hundred years ago. I t was Marx's genius to give to the 

Utopian Socialism of the nineteenth oentury a philosophy 

of his tory whloh at once transformed the s o c i a l i s t movement 

into a r e a l i s t l o campaign for act ion and gave I t the assur-
(1) anoe of a goal whloh must Inevitably be a t t a ined . Marx, 

l i ke Hegel, h is master, is an evolut ionis t . But his evolu­

tionism Is not i d e a l i s t i c but m a t e r i a l i s t i c ; "The mode of 

production of the material means of existence conditions the 

whole process of social , i n t e l l ec tua l and p o l i t i c a l l i f e . . . 

At a cer ta in stage of the i r development the material produc­

t ive forces of socie ty oome into contradi t ion with tho 

ex is t ing productive re la t ionships . . .Then an epoch of soc ia l 

revolution opens . . . Bourgeois productive re la t ionsh ips are 

the l a s t antagonis t ic form of the sooial process of product 1 oh . . • 

(1) H.IA3KI, Communism. London 1987, p . 55 sqq. 
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With th i s social system, therefore, the pre-hlstory of 
(1) human sooiety comes to a c l o s e . . . " Thus armed with a 

philosophy of history, Marx passed judgment on the nine­

teenth century Liweral sooiety in words which were to re­

echo throughout the labor halls and chanceries of Burope: 

"The development of modern industry outs from under i t s 

feet the very foundation on which the bourgeoisie produces 

and appropriates produots. What the bourgeoisie therefore 

produoos, above a l l , are i t s own grave-diggers. I ts f a l l 

and the f inal victory of the proletariat are Inevitable."*2 ' 

If Marx's predictions were premature, the opening l ine of 

the Communist Manifesto. "A spectre i s haunting Europe -

the speotre of Communism," is no less dreadful today when 

i t s author has been in his grave for half a century* And i f 

recent developments in Burope seem to indicate that national 

rather than International socialism wi l l be adopted by tho 

non<oRussian West, Marx deserved no less oredit for having 

sounded the doom of European Liberal!era* 

(1) A Contribution to the Critique of Po l i t i ca l Economy, 
prefaoo, Sngllsh translation, lnHandbook of Marxism. 
BY 1935, p.371-8. 

(3) Communist Manifesto. Bng. Trans., Handbook of Marxism, 
p. 36. 
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The Marxist explanation of the present world c r i s i s 

must seem at f i r s t glance the very antithesis of the 

Catholic viewpoint ; for Materialistic Communism i s but 

the unwanted offspring of Economic Liberalism. But anti­

thet ical as Catholicism and Communism may be as systems of 

sooiety, as philosophies of history they have far l e s s in 

common with Liberalism than with each other* Both Communism 

and Catholicism reject the Liberal division of l i f e into a ir ­

t ight compartments, re l ig ious , po l i t ioa l and economic, and 

ins i s t upon the close affinity between religion and property. 

The Communist cannot be indifferent to rel igion but i s an 

atheist by necessity*1 *' The Catholic similarly cannot be 

indifferent to economic practices but must make eoonomio 

morality a condition for entfanoe Into the Kingdom of Heaven, 

Moreover, although the Catholic interprets history In terms 

Of things of the sp ir i t while the Marxist interpretation i s 

material is t ic , th i s antithesis i s restricted to the question 

of whloh Is the primary cause* The Marxist would be the las t 

to deny the power of ideas as an instrument of social change, 

as his organization of the Communist InternatIoniand i t s 

(1) GURIAN, Bolshevism. Theory and Practice, p. 255 
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Immense propaganda machine bears witness. On the ether 

hand tho Cathollo h i s to r ian cannot deny that economic 

conditions exert a serious influence on the r e l ig ious 

thought of tho Individual , whether he be a land-hungry 

Cathollo wool-merchant in s ix teenth century England with 

h i s eye on Church domains' ' o r a bread-hungry Cathollo 

p ro le t a r i an in twentieth century Spain wi th an eye on the 

high p ro f i t s extorted by h i s Catholic employer* The conver­

sion of the mercantile olass to Protestantism In Calvin 's 
(2) day, and the d r i f t to materialism by a large p a r t of the 

woiklng-olass In our own, cannot be considered a mere 

oolnoldence* Both boar witness to the fact t h a t man l i v e s 

ne i ther by f a i t h nor bread alone and/the re l ig ion , or the 

philosophy of l i f e , which wi l l dominate tho "new middle age" 

must be one whloh presents a sat isfactory theory of p roper ty! 3 ' 

I t Is not su rpr i s ing , therefoze, tha t the ideological 

struggle of our day should la rge ly center about t h i s problem 

of ownership* While phlosophers a re few, the chief business 

of tho majority of men must be that of earning a l i v ing for 

(1) BBLLOC, op* o l t* , p . 123 
(2) TAwnUT, Religion and the Rise of Capitalism. London 1938, 

(3) J.STRACHBY, The Coming Struggle fo r Power. BY 1933, p 341. 
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themselves and their dependents* Access to property In 

some form Is necessary for the continuance of l i f e * Owner­

ship of the means of production means freedom* Ownership 

Of the means by which others must l i ve means power* Whether 

or not we agree with Marx that tho historical mission of 

Protestantism, or religious Liberalism, was to make possible 

a capi ta l i s t sooiety, 'we are faced with the faot that the 

Inheritors of re l ig ious , philosophical and po l i t i ca l ideal­

ism of the past five centuries are tho 3cGnomic Liberals or 

Capitalists who have rightly given the ir name to the age in 

whloh we l ive* Once freed by the idea l i s t s from the religious 

and p o l i t i c a l restraints of medieval Christendom, the r e a l i s t s , 

always more numerous, l o s t no time in devoting their new free­

dom to the pursuit of wealth. But as one man's property 

increases only as the other man's diminishes, today we are 

confronted by the anomaly of a dehumanized eoonomio order 

defending i t s oonoentrated wealth In the name of the very 

Liberalism which set out with the brave hope of restoring 

nan to the ful lness of his dignity* ' 

{*) Communist Manifesto. In Handbook of Marxism, p. 25 
(2) 0* DAWSOB, Religion and the Modem State. BY 1936, p* 38 



(10) 

Defense of private property has thus become synonomous 

In the minds of many with the defense of tho Liberal era 

which the prophets of our day, both Cathollo and nnn-Oathollo, 

ins i s t Is drawing to a close* That th is defense Is not of 

the right t& property. In the medieval sense of the term, 

but of the rights oj£ property, in a purely individualist ic 

sense, i s appreciated by few. Logically, therefore, the 

Marxist, In hisrpassionate hatred of Individualism and h i s 

equally passionate determination to set up a purely communist 

sooiety, centers his attacK upon the Institution of property* 

"In t h i s sense," says Marx, "the theory of Communism may be 

swarned up in a single sentence} Abolition of private property* 

Moreover, by ins is t ing that only two systems of Industrial 

property are possible, Capitalist and Communist, and by 

pointing out the obvious failures of the former to provide 

a deoent l i f e for the proletariat , the Marxist has succeeded 

in winning to his oause numerous Liberal inte l lectuals who 

have oome to identify the abolit ion of private property with 

tho oause of progress and to look upon those who speak of 
( o ) 

the right to property as hopeless reactionaries* ' 

( I j Qommunlst Manifesto j . o i t . , p. 38 
{2) BBLLOO. op. o i t . P. 192 



(11) 

In th i s often violent oonf Hot between the supporters of 

these two opposed theories of property, the Cathollo f inds 

eauso for real alarm* In tho f i r s t plaoe because of the 

Chorea's insistence upon the right of private ownership, 

he finds the Church claimed as an a l ly by men of wealth who 

look upon tho Cathollo doctrine as a "bulwark against 

Communism" in the sense of a defense for Capitalism* To 

th i s oause must be attributed the alienation from the Churoh 

Of large numbers of working-men both in Burope and the Hew 

World* On tho other band, he sees the Increasing danger of 

the abuses of the Capitalist system driving men to tho accept­

ance of a Marxist society whloh i s not only the avowed enemy 

of the Christian re l ig ion but which also can but complete the 

work of the dehumanizing of man whloh was begun in the f ifteenth 

centfjxy* If the Hew Middle Ages predicted by Berdyaev are to 

be based on Marxist Materialism despair can well f i l l the 

human soul* 
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To a world thus torn between the desire to prfckervo the tre­

mendous industrial achievements mude during a period of eeonoi&io 

liberalism, and at the earn© time tempted to seek tho eeourlty 

whloh liberalism haa been a. able to give, in tho attractive 

promises of a Utopian eoamunlsm, tho Church presents the clear 

light of the Christian doctrine of property* This doetrlno, 

enunciated by Leo XIII in his masterful eneyolloel he rum BovertM**) 

has boon reatnted at greater length and with mors eomplftenMsss 

In oar own day by Pope Pins XI In the enoyoIleal wnadragOBlmo 

Anno* ' ' Combatting tho Soelallet, or Commaniat, attack upon 

the institution of private property, the Ho.;1 Father dtflneo 

man's natural right to own material goods. At tho same time, 

however, he ineietc upon tho twofold eharaotcr of ownership, 

indlvldoal and aoelai, the latter decreeing that property mu&it 

alweys servo the common good* Bo condemns thus not only tho 

Socialism whloh would deprive man of a natural right to own 

the goods of or at Ion, bat also the Individualism «.hloh denies 

in praotioe, if not In theory, that theuo goota have been 

orented by God for the use of all men* ' 

U ) Mo- lb. 1891, On the Condition of Labor* 

(8) May 16, 1931, On Hepoaotrpotlag tho >oolal Order. 

(3) "Prlmo Igitar pro comporto ex oxplorato haboatur neque L^ojtem 
aequo ooe anl, Eoolesia dnoo at maal^tra, docuore thuologoei, no-
gesas anqnam vol in dabium vooeess duplioem domlnll rationed, 
o.ai»m indivl iusle« vooant ot eocielem, prout alngaloe r epiclt vol 
od bonom speotnt oommone; sod Beeper nno ore off irmfit**© a natcra 
son s Cr miore ipso JOB dominli privetI hominie ease tributum, 
,lnat?t^ bL t**l l l a - q i l e s l n ^ 1 ^ Providers possint, turn uf huius 

ieftrn^^^uirSn^rrelrsL0^^9-89 *"*™ **«& 
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The teaching of Leo and even that of Pius, while falling 

to satisfy the extreme demands of the Utopian Ideallata, has 

been judged aa dangerously radical by many conservatives 

both within the Char oh and without*''1'' "Some minds were not 

a little disturbed, with the result that the noble and exalted 

teaching of Leo XIII, quite novel to worldly ears, was/upon 

with suapleion by some, even among Catholloa, and gave offense 

to others. For it boldly attaoked and overthrew the idols 

of Liberalism, swept aside inveterate prejudices, and was 

so far and so unexpeotedly In advance of its ti mo that the 

(1) "In tanto anlmorum eoncentu non defaerunt tamen qui non-
nihll oommoverentur; quo factum est, at tsm nob11is et alta 
Leonis XII dootrlna mondanle anrlbas prorsas nova, a qulbue-
dam vol inter oathollooe in auaplelonem vooaretur, quos-
dam etlam vero offenderet. Per earn enlm liberalism! Idola 
audaoter impetlta evertebantur, inveterate praejudlela 
nihil! fiebant, tempera praeter spem praevertebantur, lta 
at et tsrdl oorde novam hano philosophlam soolalem edlscere 
aapernarentur, et anlmo pavldl fastlglum lllud ascendere 
pert Imeseerent. Faerjant etleu qui henc luoem quidem ad­
mirer entar, eed flotam quandam perfeotlonls speolem optandam 

nagis quam expectandam rcpatarent." ^uadragesimo Anno. lt 
elt., p. 180, 181. 

concluded from previous page 
quae omnia obtlnerl nullo modo possunt nisi oerto et deter­
minate ordine servato." 

"Itaqae duplex In quern imping! potest ecopnluB naviter 
eavendus est. Bam, sicut ex negate vel extenuate juris pro-
prietatls indole social! et publics, in •lndivlduallsmum* 

Jnoa dlount ruitur aut ad earn acceditur; lta private ac ndlvldaall ejusdem juris Indole repulse vel attentuata, In 
'collectiviamum1 properetur vel saltern ojusdexn plaolta attin-
gator neeesse est," PIUS XI, ftnadrageslmo Anno, official text 
published In Aota Apostoliose Bed1s. Jnlie~19oTT p. 191, 192. 
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»lew of heart ridiculed the atady of the new social philosophy, 

and the timid feared to scale its lofty heights, Uor were 

there wanting those who, while professing their admiration 

for this message of light, regarded it as a Utopian ideal, 

desirable rather than attainable in practice." 

Tot the dootrlne of the Popes is essentially the same as 

that developed In the Middle Ages by the schoolmen who 

added: the light of metaphysical speculati on to the data of 
•duu 

Divine revelation and/numerous commentaries of the lathers 

of the Church* That the sohoolmen should concern themselves 

with the question of property was but natural, Not only 

was It integral to their study of Creation and the natural 

Virtues, but obliged as they ware to deal with numerous 

property relationships arising out of cases of conscience 

and the usual disputes In civil and ecclesiastical courts 

they formulated a complete theory of property upon whleh 

the casuistry and legal decisions of their time were based. 

Tne fullest development of this dootrlne from the point of 

view of Its praotical application is found In the Bourne 

Moralis of St* Antonlno (1389-1459), archbishop of 

Florence, But for the clearest exposition of the theologloal 

and philosophical basis of the doctrine, we must turn to 

the works of St. Thomas Aquinas, Succeeding writers have 

added little to the teaching of the Angelic Doctor; while 
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his contemporaries who Invoke the authority of Aristotle 

more often are employing the arguments of the Angelic Doctor. 

St* Thomas treats of the subject of property In i t s social 

or po l i t i ca l aspect In his commentary on the PolIt joe of 

AJPistotle*'8' The Po l i t i c s gave the Sehoolmen their fir^t 

speculative treat ise on the question of property and to 

Aristotle they wil l constantly refer in their philosophical 

exposition of the traditional Christian viewpoint. Although 

Aristotle writasitoireJeot the commttjilsm proposed by Plato 

In the Republic, i t must not be imagined that Aristotle i s 

an individualist* He is as muoh a soc ia l i s t as Plato, in 

the sense that MB aole Mocc^rn i s the common good. ' If 

he opposes community of property, ao he alee opposes community 

s<-property, as he also opposes community of wlv^s and ch i l ­

dren. It Is bedaose he believes that harmony wi l l be best 

(X) B* JaRBETT, Medieval Socialism, London, 1936, p.61. 

(8) Pol, I I . 4 . 

(8$ "Bat if a l l oommuultios aim at some good, the state or 
po l l t loe l oommunity, whloh Is the highest of a l l , and whloh 
embraces a l l the r e s t , aims, and In a greater degree than 
any oth r, at the highest good." pollftlws. I , 1 . , i&ngilsh 
translation by Benjamin Jowett, American Edition, Hew 
Xork 1900, p*l. 
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preserved when each oltlsen has the responsibility of his 

own sustenance.*1' To Insist on communism, whether it be 

of ownership or of partition, Is only to invite constant 

strife among the members of the community and thus defeat 
to) 

one*s primary end* A realistie view of human nature, 

therefore, insists that private property is necessary for 

the oommon good; bat the some common good likewise demands 

(3) 
Its oommon use. The latter will be effected by las, b"t 

particularly by friendship;' ' wherefore "It Is the special 

business of the legislator to oreate in men this beneficial 

disposition."*^ 

(1) "That all persons may call the same thing mine in the sense 
in whloh each does so may be a fine thing* but It Is imprac­
ticable; or if the words are taken In another sense (I.e. the 
sense which distinguishes "all" from "each"), such unity in no 
way conduces to harmony. And there is another objection to 
the proposal. For that which is common to the greatest number 
has the least care bestowed upon It. Everyone ti Inks chiefly 
of his own, hardly at all oi the common interest; and only when 
he is himself ooncerhed as an individual." ibid.,II,l,l.clt.p.B4 

(2) "Indeed we see that there is much more quarrelling among 
those who have all things in oommon, though there are not many 
of them when compared with the vast numbers who have private 
property." ibid., p.29. 

(3) "It Is olesrly better that property should be private but 
the use of It oommon." ibid., p.£8. 

(4) "And yet among the good, and In respeot of use, 'Friends" 
as the proverb seya, 'will have all twinge In common'." Ibid. 

(6) ibid. 
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In hi8 theologioal treatise on property in the Soounda Seoundao 

of tho Summa Theologies (q.66, a.1-2), St. Thomas will make this 

same psychological faot, interpreted in the light of the fallen 

stats of human nature, the basis of his own justification of 

private ownership. He will likewise insist upon the oommon uss of 

possessions. But to Aristotle's argumsnt from polltioal ozpodionoy 

ho will add tho metaphysical basis for the oommon us^ namely tho 

order of divine providence whloh has destinsd sxterlor things for 

ths uss of all men, and ths freedom of man's will whloh demands 

that he have all that ho requires freely to reach his Last end* 

Thus to St. Thomas the oommon use is primarily a matter of justice. 

For its execution, however, he depends as doss Aristotle, upon 

friendship; only to St. Thomas instead of the natural friendship 

of tho pagan it is ths supernatural virtue of oharity, whioh unites 

all members of ths Mystical Body of Christ, whioh will dispose 

the possessors of property to offoot that perfect community of uss 

whioh the natural law demands. At ths same time, however, St. 

Thomas, in aoooptlng the Arlstotslsan prinoiplo of private ownership 

as best suited to tho realities of life, does not rejeot tho 

Platonic community of ownership as an ideal. It would have boon 

tho natural way of living in the stats of original justice* To 

St. Thomas, as to ths Fathers of the Churoh, private property is 

but a concession to original sin* 
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In thus bringing the question of property Into the realm 

of theology, St, Thomas has again effected a synthesis between 

elassioal Greek philosophy and the moral teaching of the Charoh. 

In this Instance the synthesis is of peculiar irportanoe because 

of the Insistence by writers of the Marxist school that the 

Oatholic doctrine of property, far from being baeed on immutable 

principles, or even on the Cospels themselves, is but the re­

flection of the property relationships natural to a feuds1 

society. Through Aristotle, St. Thomas was brought in con­

tact not only with the communism of Plato but also with the 

Individualism of the Sophists who violently opposed the statism 

both of Plato and of Aristotle.*' Furthermore he was bound 

to have been familiar through his classical studies end his 

knowledge of the Fathers with the moral problems presented by 

the advanced mercantilism of both the Greek and Roman empires, 

conditions which a mind such as that of St. "BJiomas could not 

be ooneelved to have considered would never arise again* In 

fact, even In his own day, St* Thomas wne not living in a 

simple feudal economy - if Indeed such a thing ever existed 

throughout Europe at any one time - bat must have bten only 

too familiar with the rising mercantilism of the great com­

mercial and financial centers of Venice and Florence, it was 

Indeed the horde of problems raised by these new commercial 

relations whieh was responsible for the volume of writing 

by the schoolmen on ethlco-eoonomlo questions and for the 

(1) STRACHET, op. c i t . , p . 13 
(2) B. GQHNARD, H i s t o i r e des Doct r ines i ioonomiqucs,PariB,1928,p.8 
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solution of whioh they almost invariably turned to the prin-
(1) oiples laid dosn by their greatest master, St . Thomas Aquinas. 

At ths same time, however, i t would be fool ish to deny that 

wore St* gliomas suddenly to return to l i f e in our day he would 

find much at ifcloh to wonder* The most striking change would 

bo in the oonsept of ownership of land. Under the feudal system 

absolute ownership in the modern sense of the word was unknown. 

T i l l e ln , lesser lord and greater lord each held his land on cer­

tain definite conditions imposing upon him the obligation of 

supporting his inferiors and serving his superiors. The king 

himsslf, from whom the greater lords reoelved their large grants 

of land, exercised his dominion as representative of the nation. 

At his ooronati on he swore to observe the customary conditions, 

snd his fai lare to keep his oath released his subjeete from their 
(2) duty of allegiance. Under th i s system It was simple to re­

concile the soholaotlo principle of private ownership with i t s 

essential corollary of oommon use. The landholder who failed to 

allow his inferiors the necessary use of his land, or who was 

wanting in the traditional duties of almsgiving and hospital i ty , 

might soon fond himself dispossessed by his superior lord. Like­

wise, the fury with whloh usury Is attacked In the Middle Ages 

is largely aimed at the money-lender who by exploiting the ne­

cess i ty of the peasant or landlord, oomes into possession of their 

land without accepting their tradit tone1 responsibi l i t ies for 

i t snd i t s use. ' ' 
1) JARBETT, op, o i t . , p . atjtf. 
2) JARBETT, op. o i t . , p . l b . 

(3) R. TAWltoY, op. O i l . , p. 67 
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To Marx this oenoopt of oondittonal ownership, together 

with, tho other restraints of feudal relationships, was an 

insufferable obstacle to the development of modern Industrialism* 

In tearing it down, "tho bourgeoisie historically has played 

a most revolutionary part*..It has pit i less ly torn asunder the 

motley feudal t ies that bound man to his 'natural superiors', 

and has loft no other nexus between man and man than naked 

self-interest, than callous 'oaah-pajment'. It has drowned the 

most heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of ohlvalrous 

enthusiasm, of phllist Inesentimentallem in tho ley water of 

egotistical calculation. It has resolved personal worth Into 

exchange value, and In pi see of ths numberless indoafosnlble 

chartered freedoms, has sst up that single, unconscionable 

freedom - Free Trade*"'̂ 'MSJBX. justifies tho physical and 

moral horrors of industrial ism in tho light of i ts tremendous 

achievements whioh ho eenslders as necessary preparation for 

a communist society to whioh tho restrict Ions of tho feudal 

system are sheer liberalism by comparison.^E)HIS error l i es In 

tho supposlt Ion that only a ruthless individualism oould have 

built the great Industries and mighty soonomio empires whloh 

characterized tho nineteenth century. Bad ho lived half a 

century later, howovor, he woold have soon tho groat wealth of 

the Liberal states seriously rivalled by tho nations which 

they out-distanced In the land grabbing of tho past two 

^ Cwaamigt Manifesto, ##8fi* 
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oenturles and whioh now, having abandoned the trappings of 

eoonomio and po l l t i oa l Liberalism, are finding in tho corporate 

tradition of the Middle Ages the secret of national greatness. 

Not a few Catholloa, and writers of Cathollo sympathies, 

in their abomination of Marx have aoooptod Marx's identif loation 

of Catholic social toaohlng with the medieval social system* 

We sometimes find, them therefore preaohlng tho abandonment of 

a l l that modern Industrial development has brought us and 

Insisting that modern man ean find his soul only in a return 

to an agrarian-craftsman society . 1 'When they do so , however, 

thoy may speak as philosophers, a r t i s t s or poets, but not as 

Catholics. Ho one would rejoice more than tho Angelic Doctor 

In the achievements of modern solsnoo or in the marvels of the 

machine whloh has enabled man to multiply so cheaply tho 

neoosslt les and comforts of l i f e whloh God in His Providence 

surely intended for a l l men* But what would puzzle tho Angel 

of tho Schools would be the complete secularization of modern 

l i f e , tho loss by the majority of men of wealth of any sense 

of social responsibi l i ty, ths grinding povery whloh ex i s t s 

In ths midst of potential plenty, tho substitution of riohos 

for eternal beatitude as the end of human act iv i ty , and above 

a l l ths naive be l ie f that avarice could be creative of a 

healthy soc ia l l i f e . 

(XI Q, DB MIQIBLIS, La Corporation Dans Le Monde. French edit ion, 
Paris , If35, p . 307 

(2) of. PEHTX, Post-Industrialism, New York, 1928* 
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Ths toaohlng of St* Thomas on ownership cannot therefore bo 
said to have been Intended only for tho Middle Ages* It is 

not a reflection of the feudal system. It is a reflection only 

of tho unchanging truths of revelation whloh acquaint us with 

tho end of oroatod goods and the end of man, whloh establish for 

us tho hierarchy of values whioh must dominate human activity, 

whloh show us ths weakness of man as a result of original sin 

and tho strength hs has reoeived through the Incarnation, 

whloh warn man over to beware of greed, avarice, and attachment 

to material things* To these revealed truths, St* Thomas has 

added the wisdom of the ancients and ths Fathers and his 

observations on his own time* But ho has not given us an 

economic system, any mors than ho has given us a pollt ioal 

system, whloh Is essentially Cathollo. What ho has done Is 

to to l l us tho purpose of oroatod goods, to point out certain 

systsms under which these goods must Invariably fa i l to 

aehieve their purpose, to give us directives as to how that 

purpose may bast bs aohlsvsd under tho peoullar circumstances 

of time and place*'*'He writes not as an eoonomist but as a 

theologian whoso solo eonoern is that man may use tho gifts of 

Sod to rotum to Sod, his last end**2) 

It is as theologians, therefore, that we approach this 

(1) JA8RETT, Social Theories of the Middle Ages, London 19B6, p*123 

(8) John of ST. THOMAS, Introduetlon a La Thoologle de St. Thomas. 
Prenoh Translat ion, Paris l»S8, p. 101 * — — 
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study of tho teaohlng of St* Thomas on ths problem of ownership* 

WO shall not be content with a study of those articles In 

whloh ho treats formally of ths problem but shall endeavour 

to integrate his formal teaching on property with his teaohlng 

on man and sooloty to form an integral whole. To others we 

leave ths problem of tho praotloal application of those principles 

to tho contingencies of any modern stats* At tho same time in 

our discussion wo shall boar In mind the changed oondlt Ions 

of eoonomio l i f e whloh tho past seven centuries have brought 

and tho theories whloh have been elaboxated to mast ths peculiar 

needs of tho day* 

As becomes a Thomistlo study we shall lay special stress 

upon tho metaphysical aspsots of the problem of ownership* To 

those who oonsldsr ths prssent world crisis a purely eoonomio 

question suoh a study may seem folly* To those even who, Impatient 

for action, believe that tho ozoollent, though neoessarlly limited 

directives of tho enoyolioals, are sufficient to meet a l l a 

Catholic's doctrinal needs In ths grsat task of social recon­

struction, a work of this nature may seem a questionable use of 

time. But a proper understanding slthor of the great Issue of the 

day or of tho dootrlne of tho papal documents themselves oan only 

bo attained by a patient search for the ultima ratio of both the 

ownership of property and i ts uss* 
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In this effort we oan havo no better guide than the Angello 

Doctor whose teachings are as "modern" today as they were seven 

oenturies ago* In tho words of ons of his best known modern 

diseiplest "The very crises of the eoonomio order urge us most 

strongly to study metaphyslos* Competent writers tell us that 

tho most terrible eoonomio orisss of modern times with thslr 

absurd oonsoqusnoos spring from the rationalization on soiontlflo 

linos of the toohnloal processes of production, or more gonorally 

of tho material of eoonomio life, without any corresponding 

rationalisation of production itself or of ths human elements 

in ths eoonomio order* But it Is no more possible to rationalize 

the human elements without knowing what man is, than to 

rationalise tho production of a factory without knowing what a 

faotory Is* We must know thsn what man Is: whloh is ths of floe 

of metaphysics and even of theology. Ethics, whloh we may 

oonslder as the rationalization of the use of Freedom, pre­

supposes metaphyslos as Its necessary prerequisite. A system 

of ethics oannot be constituted unless Its author Is first able 

to answer the questions; What Is man? Why JLs he made? 

What JLs the end of human life?" (1) 

(1) MA1XTAXN, Le Regime Temporel et La Llberte. English transla-
tl°n» Freedom In tho Mo darn world. Now York, 1936, p.14. 
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Chapter I 

DIYINB OWNERSHIP 

'The earth is ths Lord's and tho 
fullness thereof." Ps. 23. 1 

In beginning his discussion of tho problem of ownership, 

St* Thomas takes nothing for granted* He first asks tho 

question "Whether It Is natural for man to possess external 

things?*'find ho Immediately answers, "It would seem that It 

Is not natural for man to posssss external things. For no 

man should asorlbo to himself that whloh Is God's. Now ths 

dominion over all oztornal creatures Is proper to Cod, aocord-
(2) 

lag to Ps* zzlll* 1, The earth Is ths Lord's eto." 

That In a treatise on what Is commonly oonsldorod one of 

tho primary rights of man, St* Thomas's first thought should 

bo of God Is characteristic both of ths man himself and of his 

system of theology* iod is tho subjeot of theology , he tolls 

us In ths first question of tho Summa*'3) 

(1) "Btrum naturalls sit homlnl possosslo oxteriorum rerum" 
II II. 66. 1. 

(Z) "Vldetur quod non sit naturalls homlnl possesslo oxteriorum 
rerum. Nullus onlm debet sibl attrlbuere quod Dei est. Ssd 
dominium omnium oroaturarum est proprlum Del, secundum lllud 
Psal* xxlll, 1: 'Domini est tsrra, eto.' Ergo non est naturalls 
homlnl possosslo oxteriorum rerum." Ibid*, obj. 1. 

(3) "Deus oat subjooturn hujus solontlao*" I, 1, 7* 
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"All things ars trsatsd of In thsology sub ratlone Del, either 

beoause they are Sod himself| or because they have a relation 

to God as to their beginning and end*"'1* Thus theology, 

although It treats of both Sod and creatures, Is but one soienoe; 

for It does not treat of them equally, but primarily of Sod and 

secondarily of eroatureo. In so far as they are referred to God; ' 

Furthermore, In the discussion of human aots, thsology considers 

them as moans by whloh man Is ordered to the perfect knowledge 
(2) 

of God in whloh his eternal happiness consists. ' 

St* Thomas takes up ths question of ownership as Incidental 

to the discussion of those human aotlons whloh are eegulated by 

ths virtue of just loo* In discussing the aots opposed to this 

virtue, he first trsatsd of the aots opposed to distributive 

justice f#* 63), and to commutative justice by Injuring another's 

person (6* 64, K 65). is then proceeds, <*we must now oonslder 

the sins opposed to justice whereby a man Injures his neighbour 

In his belongings (In rebus): namely theft and robbery." '4'Thls 

(1) "Omnia autem pertraotantur In sacra dootrlna sub rations Del; 
vel quia sunt Ipse Deuaj vsl quia habsnt ordlnem ad Deum, ut ad 
prlnolplum et flnem*" ibid.* 

(2) "Brlnolpallua agit do rebus dlvlnls quam ds aotlbus humanis; ds 
qulbus agit sooundum quod Deus ordlnotur ad perfoot am Del oognl-
tlonem, in quaaeterna beatltudo consist It." I, 1, 4* 

(5) "aaera dootrlna non dotormlnat de Deo et de oroaturls sx aequo; 
sod de Deo prlnelpalltsr; at de oroaturls sooundum quod reforuntur 
ad Doom, ut ad prlnolplum vel flnem* Undo unit as soientlae non 
Impedltur." I, 1, 3, ad 1* 

(4) "Delude oonslderandum est ds pooeatis just Itlas oppositls, per 
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will form the subjeot of Question LXVI, the first two articles 

of whloh determine the existence and nature of the right whioh 

theft and robbery violate* But here again, unlike the jurist, 

he Is leas concerned that the right of the Individual be 

respeoted, than that by giving to others that whioh Is thslr due, 

man may preserve the proper order Instituted by God and thus 
flJ 

attain his last end.' Se is determined therefore that In the 

name of justice no one may be asked to render to another that 

whioh rightly belongs to God. lonoo the first right of ownership 

to be defined Is that of God himself* 

Bearing In mind that St* Thomas writes as a theologian and 

not as a oanonlst, we must aooept the definitions whloh he gives 

us and bswars of interpreting his terms In thslr familiar jurldlo 

ssnss. Furthermore, we must not be surprlssd If the Angello Dootor, 

In speaking of ownership, uses various terms Interohangeably 

when the context oannot fail to make his meaning olear. we must, 

however, distinguish carefully his uss of dominium, possosslo and 

proprlstas. 

Quoting St* Ambrose (DO Trlnltate, lib.I), St. Thomas tells 

(1) "Aetna Justltlae per comparetlonem ad proprlam materlam et 
ebjeotum tang itur oum dlolturj Jus suum unloulque trlbuens; 
quia, ut Isldorus, dlolt, 'Justus dloltur quia jus oustodlt'*" 

II II, 58, 1. 

(4k ecnoluded from page (*£•) 
"quae Infertur nooumentum proximo In rebus, sollloot de 
furto et raplna." II II, 66, 1, prol. 
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(1) 
us "Dominion denotes power." Dominium, therefore, the 

specific quality or faculty of the domlnus. signifies simply 
>.-uX^»«A CAXI^XU^, 

the power of one being- over another^ whether the latter be a 

person or a thing* In this broad ssnss, St. Thomas uses 

dominium to signify man's power over his own acts, ' over his 
(3) (4) 

l i f e and members, 'over his rsputatlon and honor, 'over other 
(5) men, 'and finally over Irrational creatures. If the term Is 

used generally to signify ssveral spsoles of domination It Is 

because a l l hare a oommon foundation In the Intelligence and 

free wil l of man, 'as ws shall see later when we dlsouss the 

reasons why man may posssss external things* Regarding man's 

dominion over his fellow-man, St* Thomas makes a necessary 

distinction between the dominion of the ruler directing his 

subjsot for the latter'a welfare or for the oommon good, and 

the dominion of the master directing his slave, ad proprlam 
(7) utllltatem sul. that i s , for the master's util ity* ' 

(1) "Praeterea, slout Ambroslus dlolt, 'domlnus sst nomen 
potestatls. '" Ibid*, 66, 1, obj. 3, 

(8) "Bz hoo oontlnglt quod homo est domlnus sul aotus, quod habet 
dellberatlonem de suls aotlbus*" I II , 6, 2, ad 2. 

(3) "Corporis msmbra In nullo reslstere possunt Imperlo anlmae." 
I, 81, 3, ad 2* 

(4) "DO opere virtuoso allquls apud alios et reverent lam mororetur 
et famam, et apud solpsum bonao oonsolentlao glorlam*" II 11,75,1, 

ad 2* 
(5) "Servus In quantum servus sst allquld domlnl." lbId*,57,4 ad 2* 
(6) "lomo est domlnus sul aotus quia habst dellberatlonem do 
•alt aotlbus." I II, 6, 8, ad 2* 

(f) "Tune vero domlnabltur allquls alt or 1 ut llbero, quando 
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Fr. Spleq, 0*P., ' refers to this as a distinction between 

dominium jurisdiction la and dominium proprletatla. ths latter 

term being applied to dominion over anything whloh Is for the 

master's own use, whether the object be animate or Inanimate* 

Although the term dominium propria tat Is Is not used by the 

Angel lo Doo tor, the eenoept of dominion ad proprlam ut l i l t atom 

sul. as dlstlngalshsd from dominion of jurlsdlotlen or authority, 

Is ths one whloh St* Thomas makes ths basis of his treatise on 

ownership* In Its broadest connotation It Is a mere pot est as 

tttendl.'although he wil l at times uss It In a mors restricted 

ssnss* In every oase, howsvor. It Is used In the subjective 

ssnss of a faculty and mr9t to Indicate the thing possessed. 

In •• 66, 1, ad 1, St* Thomas uses dominium synonomously 
w l t t t oossesslo; "the dominion over a l l creatures Is proper to 

God.. Therefore the possession of oztornal things Is not natural 

to man."' ' Possesslo. however, differs from dominium in that It 

(1) Dominium et Droit do Proprlete. In the Revue des solonoos 
PhJl'bsophTquss «t foeoioglqueiyiigl. p.62. 

(8) "Iomo habet naturals rerum dominium, quantum ad potestatom 
utendl IpslB." II II , 66, 1 ad 1* 

(8) "Dominium omnium oreaturarum est proprium Del...Ergo non 
est naturalls homlnl possesslo rerum exterlorua." 

eoiieiudea from page (&*) 
(7)"dlrlglt Ipsum ad proprium bonum ejus qui dlrlgltur, vsl ad 

bonus oommune..allquls domlnatur alloul ut servo, quando oum oul 
domlnatur, ad proprlam utliltatem sul, so11loot dominantIs, 
retort*" I, 96, 4* 
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signifies not only tho faculty of possession, as In the above 

passage, but also the artlole possessed. Thus In artlole 2 of 

the same question, St* Thomas says: "ths division of possessions 

Is net according to the natural law."'*)lore the objective use 

is evident. Poosesalo. moreover, does not extend to the dominium 

jurlodlotlonls but Is restrlsted to the dominium proprletatla 

mentioned above* The oommon juridlo notion of possession as ths 

dstentlon of an objoet without dominion is forslgn to the mind 

of St* Thomas* To express suoh a oonoept he uses rather 

oooupatlo. detentlo or auotlo. 

We shall have occasion to investigate the notion of 

jaroprlotas at length when we oome to ths discussion of private 

ownership.'s'Iere it wil l suffioe to stats i t s relation to 

dominium and possssslo. Father Sploq, O.P., in his excellent 

artlole on this subject dosorlbes ths use of proprietas in 

St* Thomas as the "miss en aote du droit abstralt du possession."'3^ 

8t« Thomas does not use the term at a l l In treating of the natural 

right of ownership In artlole 1. It Is In article 2 that he spsaks 

(1) "Sooundum jus naturale non est dlstlnotlo possssslonom*" lbId.ad 1 

(8) Page iSLf 

(!) Dominium. Possosslo. Proprietas. ohos 3* Thomas et lea Jurlstes 
Bomalna. In the Rev. dea So. Phil, et Thool*. 1929, p.269 sq. 
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of the "proprietas possesslonum" or the right of man to 

"possess any thing as his own*"' 'lore It is not a question 

of the "suam" whloh was defended In the preoeding artlole *2' 

but of the "rem proprlam". from whloh other men are to be In 

some way excluded. 'Both as regards tho faoulty and the thing 

possessed Its use Is more reotrloted than that of either 

dominium or possesslo. 

In this treatise we shall use the English term, "ownership". 

In the subjective ssnss of dominium prop rlo tat Is . and the term, 

"Property", In the objective sense of the thing owned or 

possessed* Where gxsatsr prsols Ion Is necessary we shall speak 

also of dominion and possssslon or make use of the latin termin­

ology* 

Bearing In mind the above distinctions, wo are better able to 

appreciate the profundity of St* Thomas's first objection to 

man's exercise of the prerogative of ownershipj "Ho man should 

ascribe to hinsslf that whioh Is God's* Bow the dominion over 

(1) "Tidetur quod non lloeat alloul rem allquam quasi proprlam 
possldore* Qmne enlm quod est oontra jus naturals est lllloltum* 
Bed secundum jus naturale omnia sunt communis j oul quldom 
oommunltatl oontrarlatur proprietas pos sesslonum*" art* 2, 1* 

(8) "Putabat exterior a bona esse prlnolpallter sua." art. 1, ad 2* 

(3) "peooat autem si alios ab usu l l l lu s rel Indisorete 
prohlbet." art* 2, ad 2* 
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a l l external oroatures is proper to God." lx 'Although St* Thomas 

himsolf w i l l answer the objection, as we shal l see in Chapter I I , 

w© must have a proper understanding of dlvino ownership, or 

bet tor of divine dominion, if human ownership is to be Intel l igible* 

The anolont Hebrews, in oommon with other Semitic people, had 

a oommon name for "god". Eloaim, which they applied not only to 

the true God but also to tho false gods of the i r neighbours.'2^ 

His proper name, however, Yahweh. "I© Who Is,"*3) they considered 

too saorod for oommon use} whore the sacred text Indicated 

Yahweh. they read instead Adonaj*^) Ths l a t t e r , the p lura l of 

magnitude of ad on. "master", is rendered in the Greek version as 

gurlos and In the Tulgate as Domlnus. "The Lord", therefore, Is 

tho "Master of Masters"* 

The psalmist pays t r ibu te to this magisterial power of God 

whan he exlafcns, "The Lord ruleth ra©; and I shall want nothing," 

and again, "The earth is the Lord's and the fullness thereof: 

the world and a l l they that dwell t h e r e i n . ' 5 ' S t . Thomas explains 

tho appropriateness of t h i s name, If God is most properly 

(1) lam c l t . , p . 22 

(2) of* PRAT, Jehovah, in Dlotlonalre de la Bible, Paris 1912, 
vol* III* part 2, ool. 1220. 

(3) Bzod* 3. 14 

(4) Exodus, 6.3* 

(5) Psalms, 22.1, 23.1 
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called Tahweh because le Is subsisting being;1' Is Is also 

properly called Adonal. or Lord;*salthough the name lord 

signifies the divine substance only indirectly, f3) 

But what Is tho precise basis for this divine dominion over 

a l l creatures? "It Is manifest that dominion belongs to God 

fox a proper and single reason, namely beoause le llmself 
(4) made a l l things and maintains over a l l supreme sovereignty*" 

Dominion signifies the power whloh one being has over an other; 

but God's dominion over creatures Is dominion over their very 

essenoe whloh le llmself has produced.'6)AS a result of this 

ths creature stands In relation to the Creator as to the 

(1) "Boo nomea, qui est* trlpllol rat I one est mazlme proprium 
nomen Del* Prime qutdem propter suam slgnlfloatlonom* Hon 
enlrn slgnlfloat formam allquam sed Ipsum esse*" I , 13, 11* 

(8) "Soqultur quod Deus non sooundum ratlonam tanturn sed 
reallter s i t Domlnus*" I* 13, 9 , ad 5* 

(8) "Hujusmodl non signlfleant substantlam dlvlnam dlreoto, 
sed Indlreotej lnquantum praesupponunt lpsam; siout dominium 
praesupponlt potestatem, quae est dlvlna substantia*" I, 13, 7* 

(4) "Manlfestum est quod dominium oonvenlt Deo sooundum proprlam 
et slngularem quamdam ratlonam, quia so 11 loot Ipse omnia feolt 
et quia summum In omnibus obtlnet prlnolpatum*" III Sent.11,1,3. 

"In Deo fundatur ratio domlnl1 In rat lone oreatorls.*st ratio 
est olara, quia oum habet dominium a so, et non ab alio oommuni-
eatus., habet dominium et prlnolpatum super oreaturas sooundum 
quod naturallter ipel subjeotae sunt, et hoo est quod ab 11 lo 
habuerunt esse*" John of St.Thomas, De Religions. Dlsp I II ,ar t .3 . 

(8) "Oreatlo est produotlo alloujus rel sooundum totem substantlam, 
nullo praesupposlto quod sit vel Inoreatum vel ab alio oreatum," 

I , 65, 3 , o. 
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prinoiplo of his being,1'In other words, completely subjeot to 

l i s sovereignty* Ood "owns" l i s creatures In the fullest sense 

of the word, for creation oan bo the work of God alone. (&) 

This dominion,, moreover, whloh Ood has over l i s creatures by 

virtue of the aot of creation, must be Inoommunlnahle* For It 

oonslsts In a relationship between tho creature and the unique 

prinoiplo of being* 

Created things, however, are subjeot to God In another way 

than by virtue of oreatlon* They are subjeot also to the Divine 

Government or Provldenoo* '"By Thy Providence, Father, Thou 

govemest a l l things*"'^Belng Is not the only good that God has 

given oreated things. Is has also given them the added good 

of ordering them to their proper ends and particularly to their 

final end, whloh Is the divine goodness.'5' This ordering of 

(1) "Oreatlo In creature non s i t nisi relatlo quae&am ad 
oreatorem slout ad prlnolplum sul ease." 1,46,3 

(8) "Producers autem esse absolute perttnet ad ratlonam 
ereatlonls. Unde manlfestum sst quod oreatlo est propria 
aotle Ipslus Del." 1,46,5* 

(8) "Xsoesse est omnia quae habent quooumque modo esse, ordinate 
esse a Deo In flnem." 1,22,2 

(4) "Tu autem, later , gubernas omnia provident la*" This Is 
St* Thomas's rendition of the Tulgatej Tua autem provident Is 
gubernat. (Wis. 14*3) 1,82,1, sed oontra* 

(8) "In rebus autem oreatls invenitur bonum non solum quantum 
ad substantlam rel sed autem quantum ad ordinem earum In flnem} 
et praeoipue In flnem ultlmum, qui est bonltas dlvlna." 1,22,1* 
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oroatod things to their proper end pertains to the divine 

Intelleoti "The plan of ordering things to thslr end pre* 

ezlets In the divine intellect."*1 'It is therefore properly 

oalled Provldense, as the prinoiplo part of the virtue of 

prudence, whioh has as i t s objoot to order things to thslr 

ends. Is known by that name*'2'Provldenoo, however, pertains 

not to the divine Intelleot a ion*, but also to tho divine will* 

"Provldenoo Is In the intelleot, but it presupposes the willing 

of tho end* Por no one orders things to be done for an end 

unless he wil ls the end«"'3'Two things, moreover, pertain to 

the divine providence: the ratio ordlnls. whloh is provldenoo, 

s Implicit or i and the ezeeutlo ordlnls. whloh Is oalled the 

divine government * The former Is eternal, thelatter as a 

transient sot of God having i t s effeet In time. Is temporal*'4' 

Ood, therefore, ezerts a twofold dominion over oreatures: 

one, by the communication of being, whloh pertains to the 

( l) ibid* 

(2) "Provident la eet principal lor inter omnes partes prudenla 
quia omnia alia quae requlruntur ad prudentiam ad hoc neoessarla 
sunt ut allquld roote ordlnetur In flnem*" H a , 49, 6 ad 1* 

(8) "Providentla est In Intellootu, sed praesupponlt voluntatem 
finis* Bullus enlm praeclplt de agendls propter flnem, nisi 
velIt flnem." I, ZBt 1, ad 3» 

(4) "Ad providentlae ouram duo pertinents scllloot ratio ordlnls. 
quae dioitur providentla et dlsposltloj et exooutlo ordlnls. 
quae dleltur gabernatlo* Quorum prlmum est aeternum; 
sooundum temporals*" Ibid, ad. 8. 
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the divine essonoej the other by virtue of the divine 

provldenoo whloh directs oreatures to their proper ends, 

whloh pertains to the divine Intellect and will. Both, 

however, pertain to the divine goodness, whloh by oreation 

has communicated to oreatures goodness, quoad substantlam, 

and by divine provldenoo brings them to tho perfeotion of 

being**1) 

(1) "Oum enlm sit opt 1ml optima produeere, non oonvenlt 
summae bonitate Del quod res productas ad perfeetun 
non perdueat. Ultima autem perfootlo est in 
oonseoutlone finis* Undo ad divlnam bonltatem 
pertinet ut alout produxlt res In esse, lta etiam 
eas ad flnem perduoati quod est gubernare*" 

I, 103, 1* 
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What is the end or purpose of this dominion of providence? 

Prom ine par? ox ine creature it is. as we hare seen, the 

creature's perfection* In this respect it may be oalled a 
(1) 

dominium auotorltatls. But from the part of God it oan be 

but one thing, namely God himself* "Wherefore, since God does 

not wish things other than himself except for an end, whloh is 

his goodness, it cannot be said that anything ether than hie 

goodness mores his will* And so, just as he kuowa things other 

than himself by the knowledge of his own essence, ao he wills 
(2) 

things other than himself by willing his own goodness*" God, 

therefore, makes use of oreatures to further his own ends. He 

rules them by his proridenoe, so to speafc, "ad proprlam 

utllitatem sul." In other words, he exercises orer them a 

dominium proprletatls. ox ownership, apart from that which he 

enjoys by right of creation. 

How is this dirine dominion or ownership of oreatures 

exeroisedf By law* "Laŵ  says St*Thomas/is nothing other than 

(1) p.26 

(8) "Undo quia Deus alia a so non relit nisi propter flnem, qui 
est sua bonitas, non sequitur quod allquld allud moreat 
voluntatem ejue nisi bonitas sua* Et slo, slout alia a so 
lntelliglt lntelllgendo essentlam suam, lta alia a se rult 
rolendo bonltatem suam*" I, 19, 2, ad 2. 
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the dlotate of practical reason in a ruler who governs some 

perfect community. But it Is erldent that, supposing the world 

is ruled by dlrlno prorldonoe, the entire community of the 

unlrerse is gorerned by the dlrine reason. And so that ratio 

of the gorernment of oreatures existing In God as ruler of the 
(1) 

unlrerse, has tho nature of law." Insofar as this law exists 
(8) 

in God, it is oalled eternal. But "as all oreatures whloh 

are subjeot to dlrine prorldonoe are ruled and measured by the 

eternal law, It is erldent that all partioipate to some degree 

la the eternal law insofar as from its impression they are In-
(3) 

ollned to their proper aots and ends." Rational oreatures, 

howerer, participate In the eternal law In a more excellent 

manner because by the light of natural reason they are able to 

discern what Is good and what Is evil; whloh participation Is 
U) 

known as the natural law. 

(1) "Blhil est aliud lex quam dlotamen praetloae ratlonis In 
prlnolpe, qui gubornat allquam oommunitatem perfeotam. 
Manifostum sst autem, supposlto quod mundus dlrlna prorldoutia 
regatur, quod tota oommunltas unlrersl gubernatur ratlone 
dlrlna. St ideo ipsa ratio gubernatlonls rerum In Deo siout 
In prlnolpe unlrersltatls existens legis habet ratlonem." 
I II, 91, 1. 

(2) "Bt quia dlrlna ratio nihil oonoipit ex tempore, sed habet 
aeternum conceptual, ut dloltur Pror* Till, Inde est quod 
hujusmodl legem oportet dloero aeternam." ibid. 

(3) "Undo oum onmla quae dlrlnae prorldentlae subduntur, a lege 
aeternam regulentur et mensurentur, manlfestum est quod omnia 
participant aliquallter legem aeternam, Inquantum sollloet ex 
Impression© ejus habent Inollnatlones In proprlos actus et 
fines*" Ibid. 2. 

(4) "Lex naturalls nihil allud est quam partlolpatlo legis 
aeternae in rationall oreatura." Ibid. 
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Irrational oreatures also participate in the eternal law 

ao cor ding to their nature. "But whereas a rational creature 

participates in it intellectually and rationally, and so the 

participation in the eternal law on the part of a rational 

creature is properly called law - for law is something pertaining 

to reason* in an irrational creature the participation is not 

rational and therefore cannot be called law except by similitude. 

Motivated by instinot and not by reason, irrational oreatures 

are more aoourately described as governed by the laws of nature. 

Bow just as God leads rational and irrational oreatures to 

their proper ends by different means, so are those ends different 

in themselves. ?or although the ultimate end of all oreatures 

(2) 
i s the same, their proper ends, by whioh they attain their 
ultimate end, are different. Thus the proper end of man i s 

(3) eternal beatitude whioh oonsists in the contemplation of the 

( l ) "Sod quia rationalle or eat or a partloipat earn rational i ter 
et r&tionablliter, ideo partloipatlo legis aeternae in creatura 
rational! proprie lex'vocatur, nam lex est allquld ration!a; 
In oreatura autem irratlonall non partloipatur rational i ter; 
node non poteet dlol lex n ie i per slmllitudlnem." Ibid. , ad 3. 

(8) "31 ergo loquamur de ultimo fine hominis quantum ad ipsam 
rem quae est f i n i s , s le in ultimo fine hominis omnia al ia 
oenveniunt; quia Deus est ultimus f i n i s hominis et omnium 
aliarum rerum." ib id . , 1, 8* 

(3) "Ultimas autem f in i s vocatur beatitudo." ib id . , 3, 1* 
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dlrine eesenoe. This beatitude* however, Is not the 
(8) divine essence I t se l f but an aot of the human intel leot* 

Thus the divine essence i s said to be the ultimate end of 

man, materlallter. while beatitude i s h is ultimate end, 

formalIter. Irrational creatures, however, although sharing 

with man the same ult lmute end materlallter. have not the 

necessary facult ies for the attainment of man's proper end* 

They have howerer their own proper aot from whloh they receive 

their perfection. ' "The less noble oreatures exist for the 

more noble oreatures; as those oreatures whloh are beneath man 
(4) 

are for man." In man's servioe therefore, irrational 

creatures attain their proper end, and through man their f inal 

end. for, "the proximate end does not exclude the f inal end. 

Wherefore the fact that corporal oreatures were made for 

spiritual oreatures does not exclude their having been made for 

(1) "Ultima et perfect a beatltudo non potest esse n i s i in 
visione divinae essentiae." ibid.* 0* 

(8) "Sooundum quod beatltudo hominis est allquld ereatura in 
ipso existens, neeesse est dioere quod beatltudo hominis s i t 
eperatio*" ib id . , 8. 

(8) "Sic Igitur et in partlbus unlversl unaquaeque creatura est 
propter suum proprium actum et perfeetionem." I, 66, 2. 

(4) "Creaturaa lgnobiliores sunt propter nobll lores; siout 
creaturae quae sunt infra homlnem sunt propter hominem." ibid. 
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the divine goodness." ' 

3 t . Thomas thus presents to us a vision of the universe in 

which every creature, inanimate and animate, vegetative, 

sensit ive and rational, has I ts proper funotlon to perform and 

i t s proper perfection to seek* Every creature in the universe 

owes i t s being to the Creator. Every creature is also subjeot 

in a l l things to the divine Providence whloh directs each to 

i t s proper end by the dietates of the eternal law, step by step 

throagh an ascending hieraroby unti l the entire universe returns 

to the divine goodness whence i t came. Thus does he vindicate 

the words of the Psalmist whioh he quoted at the beginning of 

his treat i se , "The earth i s the lord's and the ful lness thereof: 

the world and a l l that dwell therein." He has established the 

feet of God's absolute ownership of the universe, and that by 

two t i t l e s : 1) creation* by which he has dominion over a l l 

being} 8) providence* by which he orders a l l oreatures ad 

uropriam ut 111 tat em sa l . We cannot question therefore his 

assertion in the f i r s t objection of art ic le one) The dominion 

over a l l external oreatures i s proper to God. "Tu solus Domlnus.'" 

But must we by the same token conolude that ownership of any kind 

Is impossible for man? Is the prerogative of ownership 

(1) "f inis proxlmus non exoludit flnem ultiraum. Un.de per hoc 
quod creatura corporal is facta est quodammodo propter 
spiritual em, non removetur quln s i t facta propter Dei 
bonitatem." ib id . , ad 2* 

http://Un.de
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incommunicable? Here we are not concerned with what titles 

man may possess to ownership but whether or not the name 

"owner"* or domlnus* may be predicated of him. 

In his commentary on the Metaphyslos of Aristotle, St. Thomas 

tells us* "One thing may be predicated of different objects in 

several ways: 1) according to a reason that is altogether the 

same* and then it, is said to be predicated of them nnlvoeally* 

as 'animal' is predicated of a horse and an ox; 8) according to 

reasons altogether different* and then it is said to be pre­

dicated of them equivocally, as 'dog' is predicated of a star 

and an animal} 2) according to reasons partly different and 

partly not differentt different, in that they imply different 

habitudes} one, in that those different habitudes refer to one 

and the same thing} and that is said to be predieated analogically. 

that le* proportionately* as eaoh refers to the one thing 

according to its habitude."'1' in reply, then, to the question 

whether thoee things whloh are said both of God and creatures 

(1) "Allquld praedioatur de dirersis multiplioiter: quandoque 
quidem secundum ratlonem omnino eadem* et tunc dicitur de els 
onlvooe praedioari* slout animal de equo et bove* Quandoque 
vero secundum rationes omnino diversas; et tunc dioitur de els 
aoquivooe praedioari, slout canis de sidere et anlmali. Wuaddo-
que vero eeoundum rationes quae partim sunt diversae et partim 
non diversae: diversae quidem secundum quod diversas habitu-
dlnes important* unae autem secundum quod ad unum allquld et 
idem ietae diversae habltudines referuntnr; et illud dioitur 
'analoglea praedioari', idest proportionaliter, prout unum-
quodque sooundum suam habitudlnem ad illud unum refertur." 
Meta* IT, 1, (635). 
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are said univooally* he states* "It is Impossible for anything 

to be predicated of God and creatures univocally*• .If anything 

is said of God and of oreatures* It i s said in accordance with 

some order of the creature to God, as to Its prinoiplo and 

oause in whloh preexist a l l the perfections of created things* 

And this mode of communication Is the mean betwesn pure 

equivocation and simple uaivooatlon* 'or in these things whloh 

are said analogically* neither i s the ratio one* as in uaivooatlon* 

nor totally diverse, as in equivocation; but the name whloh i s 

thus used dultiplely signifies different proportions to the 

same thing*"* 

Applying this principle to the first t i t l e to divine dominion, 

oreation, it Is evident that in this sense no man can be said 

to have dominion over oreatures* "External things can be con* 

side red in two ways, f irst as regards their nature, and this 

i s not subject to the power of man* but only to the power of 
( g ) 

God whose mere will a l l things obey. ' God's second t i t l e to 

( l) "Imposslblle est allquld praedioari de Deo et oreaturis 
snivoce* Quia omnia effectus non adaequans virtutem causae 
agoutis* reoiplt slmilitudlnem agent is non secundum eadem 
ratlonam sed defioienter.*.Et eic quid quid dioitur de Deo et 
oreaturis dioitur secundum quod est allquls ordo oreaturae ad 
Deum* at ad prlnolplum et oausam, in qua praeoxistent exc e l l en­
ter omnes rerum perfeetlonoe* Et lste modus communitatis 
medium est inter puram aequivooatlonem et slmplicem uaivocatio-
nem. Beque enim in his quae analoglee diountur est una ratio, 
slout In univocis, neo total iter dlversa, sicut in aequlvocls; 
sed nomen quod slo multiplioiter dioitur* slgnlfloat diversas 
proportlonos ad allquld unum." I, 13* 5. 

(8) "Sea exterior potest dupliolter oonsiderarl: uno modo 
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oreation* however* i s the divine providence by which the 

divine Inte l lect and wi l l make use of created things* And 

here St. Thomas finds a basis for ownership of created things 

by mans "Secondly, as regards their use, and in this way man 

has a natural dominion over external things, because by his 

reason and wi l l he i s able to use them for his own profit ." 

Man* therefore* Is an owner, or domlnus. In the s tr ic t sense of 

the word* But the term i s applied to him not univooally, as 

his power over creatures i s dependent on the divine providence, 

nor yet equivocally, because he i s able by his intel l igence and 

wi l l actually to make use of created things* but analagoosly, 
(3) 

IftflPlUl propir^ipnaMtataB re.PlflUf* 

Here i t i s not our purpose to establish man's de facto 

(l)"Alio modo quantum ad usum ipslus re l ; et s ic habet homo 
naturale dominium exterlorum rerum* quia per rationem et 
voluntatem potest uti rebus exterior ibus ad suam utilitatem 
quasi propter se fac t i s ." Ibid* 

(8) "Sunt allqua media divinae pr ovldentlae; quia Inferiors 
gubernat per superiors, non propter defectum suae v l r tu t i s , 
sed propter abundantlam suae bonitatls} ut dignitatem 
oausal ltat is otlam oreaturis oommunioet." I* 82* 3* 

(3) "Terminus analogus est analogus secundum analoglam interise* 
cam, s i ratio s ignlf lcata est una eeoundum quid lastriseouus. 
Terminus analogus secundum analoglam lntrinseoam dioitur 
analogus analog! a proportional! tat i s proprlae*" GREDT, 

Continued from pervious page 
quantum ad ejus naturam* quae non subjaoet humanae potestatl 
sod solum divinae* oui omnia ad nuturn obedlunt." I I II , 66, 1* 
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ownership or dominion over created things. That wil l be 

the task of the succeeding ohapter. In the present chapter 

we have merely endeavoured to show that while God's dominion 

over the nature of external things* by virtue of creation 

(potest facers) i s inoommunloable* there i s no intrinsic 

repugnance that his dominion over the use of external things 

(potest ut l ) should be communicated analogically and in a 

secondary sense to man.'''"' 

( l ) "Dives i l l s reprehendltur ex hoc quod putabat exteriors 
bona esse prinoipaliter sua* quasi non aoeepisset ea ab 
alio* s c i l i c e t a Deo." II II* 66* 1 ad 8* 



( 4 6 ) 

Chapter I I 

HUMAH GWHiiRSHIP 

"le t us make man to our Image and 
l ikeness and l e t him have dominion 
over the whole earth*" 

Gen.1.26. 

As was suggested at the end of the preceding chapter* 

man's ownership of external things* in an analogous and 

secondary sense* implies two things: f i r s t , man's subjective 

capacity to exercise ownership} and second* the entrusting 

of external things to man by God, the supreme owner of a l l 

oreation. The elaboration of these two points i s the purpose 

of the present chapter* together with a discussion of their 

corollary: man's right to ownership* 

St. Thomas approaches the question of human ownership 

in the usual manner of the Summa by giving f i r s t the data 

of divine revelation. In the argument sed oontra he 

quotes Psalm 8: "(Thou hast made him a l i t t l e l e s s than 

the angels, thou hast crowned him with glory and honor: 

and hast set him over the works of thy hands.) Thou hast 

subjected a l l things under his feet ."(8) Again* in the body 

(1) Ila* 66, 1* e* 

(2) vv. 6-8* St. Thomas quotes only v*6. 



( ^ ) 

of the a r t lo le , he quotes Genesis 1*86: "Let us make man to 

Our image and likeness: and l e t him have dominion over the 

fishes of the sea* (and the fowls of the air* and the 

beasts* and the whole earth* and every creeping creature 

that moveth upon the ear th . )" To th is l a t t e r text we might 

well add that of i t s exeoutlon: "And God created man to his 

own image: to the Image of God he created him: male and 

female he created them. And God blessed them, saying: 

Increase and multiply, and f i l l the earth* and subdue it* and 

rule over the fishes of the sea* and the fowls of the air* 

and a l l living creatures that move upon the earth. And God 

said: behold I have given you every herb bearing seed upon the 

earth* and a l l the trees that have in themselves seed of the i r 

own kind, to be your meet* ' 

In the three passages quoted above a parallelism can be 

noted* In each ease there i s f i r s t the insistence on man's 

oreation in a state Superior to that of other earthly 

creatures: "a l i t t l e less than the angels" (Ps.8.6), "to 

oar image and likeness" (Gen.1.26) and "to his own Image" 

(Gen* 1*87). Consequent upon that i s the statement of 

his dominion over them: "thou hast subjected a l l things 

under his feet" (Ps.8.8), "let him have dominion over . . 

the whole earth" (Gen.1.26), and " f i l l the earth* and subdue 

(l) Gen*1*87*89• 
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i t* and r u l e o v e r . . . a l l l iv ing orea tures" (Gen.1.28). All 

three are a c lea r indicat ion of man's superior nature and 

of the close connection between t h i s faot and the exp l ic i t 

grant of dominion over axl external oreatures* "Man* the 

image of God* i s thus endowed with a sovereignty analogous 

to that of God over the en t i r e universe. ' 

But according to the Angelic Doctor, not only has man 

e x p l i c i t l y been given dominion over a i l oreatures* but "man 

has a na tura l dominion over external things*" and again* 

"the possession of external things i s na tura l to man."*8) 

We must look therefore for Indicat ions of an iraplieit grant 

to man of dominion over Infer ior oreatures of which the 

exp l ic i t grant in Gen. 1.28 le but the confirmation. 

"An object ," Says St. Thomas, " i s oalled an Image in 

that i t i s an imitat ion of another. In a perfect image 

nothing i s lacking t o the Image tha t i s present In tha t of 

(1) "L'hommo, Image de Dieu* est done pourvu d'une souveralnete 
analogue a oe l le de Dieu BUT l ' un ive r s e n t i e r . " SPICQ.CP., 
La gus t les - I I* Paris 1934, append. 2, La. The o W e §& Pro^t 
JUL ££|UUUUUJfl» ?• E 8 1 * 

(8)' "JEt s i c habet homo naturale dominium exteriorum rerum." 
"Possesslo rerum exteriorum est homlnl n a t u r a l l s . " I I I I , 

66* 1* 
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whloh the Image i s the expression. It is evident that there 

i s found in man some similitude whloh i s deduced from God as 

from an exemplar; yet there i s not a similitude according to 

equality because the exemplar Infinitely exceeds exemplifi­

cation. And so the image of God i s said to be present in man 

not perfectly but imper fec t ly . "^ The Son is "the perfeet 

image of God* perfectly representing that whose image he is* 

And so he is called imago, and never ad lmaginem. But man* 

because of his similitude i s oalled Imago, and because of 

the imperfection of the image i s oalled ad lmaginem."*8' 

M«n* moreover, "according to th is is most to the Image of God* 

that his intel lectual nature I s most capable of Imitating 

God* But an in te l lec tual nature imitates God most closely in 

that God knows and loves himself. ®' Irrat ional oreatures* 

(1) "Imago dioitur ex eo quod agltur ad Imitatlonem a l t e r i u s . . 
In perfecta Imagine non deost allquld imagine quod inest 1111 
de quo expressa es t . Manifesturn est autem quod in homlne 
invenitur aliqua Dei almilltudo quae deduotlur a Deo slout 
ab exemplari; tamen est Similitude secundum aequalltatem* 

Juia in infinitum excedat exemplar hoc tale exemplatum." 
* 93, 1* 

(2) "Primogenitus omnis oreaturae est Imago Del perfeota* 
perfeote lmplens i l lud oujus imago es t . Bt ideo dioitur 
Imago et numquam a£. lmaginem. Homo vero et propter simill tu-
dlnem dioitur Imago, et propter imperfectionem simlll tudlnis 
dioitur aj, JjajgJsne&.rt ibid*, ad 2. 

(3) "Cum homo secundum Intellectualem naturam ad lmaginem Del 
esse dieatur* secundum hoc est maxime ad lmaginem Dei 
secundum quod intel lectual Is nature Deum maxima imitare 
potest . Imitatur autem intel lectualio natura maxima Deum 
quant am ad hoc quod Deus seipsum in t e l l i g i t etamat." ib id . , 4* 
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however* not being possessed of intelligence and will* are 

not made §1 lmaginem Deli for although they are in some way 

similitudes expressed by the exemplar* in that they have 

being - life* their similitude i s according to genus only 

0* secundum ac eld ens oafflfuĵ f. Man* however* having a simili­

tude to God secundum, aoo^defts, Pjgojgrlgm. sjgej&eX - both being 

Intellectual substances - i s truly mode &&. lmaginem Pel*'1) 

Man* therefore* by his very nature as an intellectual 

•ubetanoe made to the image of God, possesses, though 

Imperfectly and analogously* that same relation toward 

Irrational nature as God himself - with the necessary exolusion 

of that unique divine prerogative of oreation and preservation 

in being* But this* as we have seen*'8' i s the relation of 

sovereignty and of ownership* by virtue of the divine provldenoo* 

Man* therefore, may truly be given the t i t l e of domlnus: as 

regards irrational oreation he is a "petit seigneur". 

Men has, moreover* the power to make this sovereignty 

effeetlve. "When one is constituted in any dignity he has 

not only the exoellenoe of status but also the power of 

(l) "Son quaelitet similitude, etlamsi s i t expressa ex altero, 
•ttfficit ad rationem imaginia. 31 enim similitude s i t 
secundum genus tantum, vel secundum al l quod ace id ens commune, 
non propter hoc dicetur aliquid esse ad lmaginem alterlus* 
Requiritur autem ad rationem lmaginis quod s i t similitude 
secundum speelem* vel ad minus secundum aceidens proprium 
speoiel.#«9ie ergo patet quod solae Intelleotuales creaturae, 
proprle loquende. sunt ad lmaginem Dei." I, 103, 8* 
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governing thoee who are subjeot to him."'1' An Intelleotual 

being* he is endowed with the intelleotual faculties of 

Intelleot and will*'8' By virtue of the former man is able 

to comprehend the nature and purpose of things,^ by virtue 

of the latter he desires and wills those things presented to 

him by his Intellect as good.'4' Being thus endowed with 

faculties analogous to the divine Intelleot and will* ' by 

whloh the divine providence operates, man also is able to 

dlreot things to their proper ends and his own utility, thus 

exereieing a providenoe or dominion over them. "A rational 

creature Is so subjeot to the divine providenoe that he le 

not only governed by it but also can comprehend the order of 

(1) "Allquls ex hoo quod est In aliqua dignitate const it ut us, 
non solum quamdam status excellentlam habet, sed etiam quam-
dam potestatem gubernandl aubditos." II II, 108* 1, ad 8* 

(8) "In solo Deo intelleotus est ejus essentia. In omnibus 
allis oreaturis intelleotual!bus lntelleotus est quaedam 
potentla Intelligentis." X* 89, 1* 

(3) Objactum lntelleotus est quod quid sit." I* 67, 1, ad 8. 

(4) "Quaedam vero inelinantur ad bonum oum oognitione qua 
oognoeount ipsam boni rationem* quod est proprium lntelleotus; 
et haeo lncllnatlo dioitur voluntas." I, 69, 1* 

(5) Analogous both because of their limitations and because 
they are faculties. 
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providenoe and therefore is able to provide for and rule 

over ethers*"'*' 

"And thus man has a natural dominion over external things 

beoause through his reason and will he can make use of them 

for his own utility."'2' God, however* has not given man the 

dignity of domlnus and the faculties of intelleot and will In 

vain. He hae also oommltted to him active dominion over 

ersated thinge: "Samper enim imperfeotlora sunt propter 

perfeotlora. And by this argument the Philosopher proves 

that the possession of external things is natural to man."'3' 

Man has been entrusted with this dominion as the agent and 

instrument of divine providence* "Two things pertain to 

providence: the order of disposing things to their end and the 

execution of this order., AS to the second, there are certain 

agents of divine providenoe, for God governs inferior beings 

throagh superior ones, not beoause his own power Is deficient* 

but beoause of the abundance of his goodness that he may 

(l) "Creatura ratlonalls sic divinae providentlae subjaoet 
quod non solam ab ea gubernatur* sed etiam rationem providen­
tlae uteumque oognoeoere potest, undo slbi eompetit etiam 
aliis provodentlam et gubernatlonem exhlbere." XII C.G., 113* 

(8) "fit sie habet homo naturale dominium exteriorum rerum, quia 
per rationem et voluntatem potest utl rebus exterloribus ad 
suam ut111tat em quasi propter se faetls." II II, 66* 1* 

(8) "Semper enim imperfeotlora sunt propter perfeotlora.. St ex 
hae ratlone Phllosophus probat quod possesslo exteriorum rerun 
est homlnl naturalls." ibid* 
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oemmunieate to creatures the dignity of causality."*i; Man 

exercises this dominion first over his own actions. "Beings 

endowed with reaaon move themselves toward their end beoause 

they have dominion over their actions throagh free will whloh 

is the faculty of the will and of reason* " ^ It Is in this 

freedom* moreover* of whloh he is the unique earthly possessor* 

that his exeroise of dominion over Inferior nature is founded** 

Por he hae need of them as instruments by whioh he is freely 

to attain bis last end; while they in turn have need of him as 

the f999 medium through whom their last end is attained* 

The divine providenoe hae ordained that man should attain 

his last end freely. "It would be repugnant to the divine 

. providence if that were taken from any being by whioh it is 

made like to God. But a voluntary agent is like to God in 

that he aote freely) for It has been shown that free will 

exists in God. Liberty therefore is not taken away by 

(1) "Ad provldentiam duo pertinent) scilicet ratio ordlnls 
rerum provlsarom in flnem et exeoutio hujus ordlnls* quae 

Subernatlo dioitur.* Quantum ad secundum, sunt, all qua media lvlnae prorldentlae) quia inferlora gubernat per superiors* 
non propter defectum suae virtutls* sed propter abundantiam 
suae bonitatis, ut dignitatem oausalitatis oreaturis etiam 
eemmunleet*" I* 88, 8* 

(2) "Ula ergo qui rationem habent* selpsa movent ad flnem, 
quia habent dominium suorum aotuura per liberum arbitrlum 
quod est faoultas voluntatis et ratlonis." I II* 1, 8* 

(3) "Dominium quod maxlme pertlnet ad poteetatem liberam, 
formaliter invenltur in voluntate eo quod de lllo dicemur 
habere dominium quo utimur oum wolumus." JOHH OF ST. THOMAS, 
Corson Ehllosophleus. Ill, 18, 8, 
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providence*"*1^ But when i s a man really free? "Liber est 

qui sul oausa est."*2 ' He le free only when he can exert a 

providenoe over himself* making free use for his own ends of 

al l those things whloh are necessary to him) when he i s not 

dependent upon another for those things whioh are essential to 

the preservation of that liberty but possesses them as his own* 

But of what has he need? Of al l that he must use for the 

perfection of his nature* "An intelleotual substance uses al l 

other things for himself: either to the perfection of his 

Intelleot ae he explores the truth in them) or for the praetioe 

of virtue and the explanation of knowledge* as the artist makes 

known his ooncept of his art In corporal matter) or even for 

the sustenance of the body whioh i s united to the intelleotual 

soul, as i s evident in man* It is manifest* therefore, that God 

has provided al l things for the use of intelleotual substances." 

(l)"tfeset Igitur divinae provldentia repugnans si alloul rel 
subtraheretur illud per quod assequltur dlvinam simllitudinem* 
Agene autem voluatarlam assequltur dlvinam simllitudinem In 
hoo quod libere agiti ostensum eet enim liberum arbitrium 
in Deo esse. Bon igitur per providentlam subtrahitur 
voluntatis libartas." XII C.G** 73* 

(8) "Liber enim est qui sul oausa est*" ibid.* 118* 

(8) "Intelleotual is substantia omnibus al l i s utltur propter 
se: vel ad lntelleotus perfeotlonem, quia in els veritatem 
Speculator; vel ad suae virtutls exeoutlonem et soientlae 
explieatlonem, ad modurn quo artifex explloat artis suae 
oenoeptlonem in materia corporail; vel etiam ad corporis 
sustemtstionem quod est unit urn anlmae Intellectual!, s i cut 
In hominibue patet. Manifostum est igitur quod propter 
substantias intolieotuales omnia divlnltus pnovldentur." 
Ibid* 
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Hot ewer thy in this passage is the insistence that God has 

provided material things for al l man's needs. Hot only those 

of his body whloh requires adequate food* clothing and shelter 

for Its Individual preservation - and a more generous allowance 

for the reproduction and preservation of the speoies; but also 

those of the spirit whloh makes use of material things in the 

realm of the sol bile, or science, for the perfection of the 

Intelleot* in.the realm of the aglblle. or moral virtues, for 

the perfection of the will* and finally in the realm of the 

factlblie, or art and work, by whioh man puts on matter the 

mark of rational being. God has destined material things for 

tho perfection of the whole man* 

It i s , moreover, of the nature of irrational oreatures that 

they should serve rational oreatures* "That being whioh has 

dominion over i t s own aots i s free in acting. But that whioh 

by some necessity i s moved to action by another is subjeot to 

servitude* Every #ther oroature, therefore, i s naturally subjeot 

to servitude while only an intelleotual nature is tre9» But in 

any regime the free are provided for beoause of themselves, the 

slaves beoause they are useful to the free. So therefore by 

divine providenoe intelleotual oreatures are provided for beoause 

of themselves, and the other oreatures for the former."'1' 

(1) "Quod dominium sul aotus habst liberum est in agendo* • Quod 



(rO 

This service of Inferior oreatures to man* however* by 

whioh he makes use of them to attain his last end* is but 

pajrt of ths greater scheme of divine providence by whioh all 

things are returned to the divine goodness from whloh they 

eame. "One observes in nature an order of epecies by grades* 

Mixed oreatures are more perfect than the elements* plants 

than minerals* animals than plants* and man than other 

animals*"*1' Of all God's creatures, however* only rational 

oreaturea can attain the final end of the universe by their 

(8) 
own actions. But* says St. Thomas* "When oertain beings 

are ordered to a certain end and are unable to attain that end 

through themselves, they should be ordered to those beings 

which do attain that end as ordered to it beoause of themselves* 

But man is a j^icpo^ Kotrpos . In him are found* in a sense, all 

(1) "In rebus naturallbus gradatim speoies ordinatae esse viden-
tur; sieut mixta sunt perfeotlora element is; et plantae eor-
poribus minerallbus) et anlmalia plantis; et homines aliis 
animalibus." X, 47, 8. 

(2) "Sola oreatura intelleotualis ad ipsum ultimum flnem 
uaiversi sua operatlone pertinget* scilicet oognosoendo et 
amando Doom*" H I C«<*** 111* 

(3) "Quandooumque sunt alia ordlnata ad flnem aliquem* si qua 
Inter Ilia ad flnem pertingere non poosunt per seipsa* 
oportet ordlnarl ad ilia quae finem consequentur, quae propter 
ee ordlnantur in flnem." Ill C.G., lis. 

Concluded from page ( £T5) " ~ — - - — — - - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ 
(l) autem quadam neoessitate ab alio agitur ad operandum, servl-
tuti subjeetum est. Omnia igitur alia oreatura naturalier 
servituti subjeota est, sola vero natura intellectualis libera 
est." Ibid* 



things* And just as in this faot i s found a basis for his 

domination of material nature**'1'' so too In th i s way Is 

material nature elevated to i t s last end. By h i s use of 

material things he makes them* as i t were* a part of himself 

and thus brings them Into contact with the divine goodness 

whloh he alone* as a tree and rational being* i s able to attain* 

Man thus beeomes the medium between the material and the divine* 

the aetlve instrument of divine providence in ordering material 

nature to the end of the universe. 

Thus does St. Thomas by a threefold argument show that "the 

possession of external things i s natural to man." It i s 

natural because i t pertains to man's nature, made as he i s to 

the image and likeness of God, a tr99 agent, endowed with the 

facult ies of Intel leot and w i l l . It i s natural also from the 

nature of external things, whioh, being irrational creatures 

and therefore incapable of attaining God by their own aots, 

have been oreated for man. It i s natural too in the wider sense 

of the order of nature, from the operation of which St . Thomas 

deduces that God has provided irrational oreatures for the uss 

of man. 

( l ) "£t ideo secundum modum quo domlnatur his quae in seipso 
sunt* seoundum nunc modum oompetit e i domlnari a l l i s . " 
X, 96* 8. 
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Bat the notion of dominion is not completed by the 

establishment of man's eapaolty for ownership and the actual 

entrusting of external things to him. A third element must 

be considered whloh le properly a corollary of the other two* 

namely, man 'a right of ownership. However evident the 

inference might have been to the scholastic mind* today* when 

In non-scholastic cireles the discussion of ownership i s almost 

entirely in terms of rights* a further clarification of this 

aspect i s necessary* 

What is the meaning of the term "right" in Its modern 

philosophical usage? Cathreln defines i t for us as "potestaa 

moralie in rem suam".'1' We must look in vain in St. Thomas, 

however, for such a usage. In the first of his four articles 

on the subject "De Jure", he states that Jus has a fourfold 

signification: the objective sense of ipsa res jus tat the 

derived meaning of the ratio iurjg,, or law) and finally the 
to \ 

more remote connotations of court and the decision of a judge* ' 

(l) "Jus sensu strioto aeoiptnm reote definltur 'pot est as 
moralis in rem suam'." CATHREIH* Phllosophia Moral i s . n.284. 

(8) "lta etiam hoc nomen Jus primo lmpositum est ad signifi-
oandum ipsam rem jus tarn) postmodum autem est derivations ad 
srtem qua oognosoltur quid sit justamt et ulterius ad slgni-
fioandum locum in quo jus reddltur* slout dioitur aliquia 
esmparare In jure) et ulterius dioitur etiam quod jus 
reddltur ab eo oujlus offiolum partlnet justltiam faoere* 
l leet etiam id quod deoernit* s i t inlquum." Ila Ilae, 67* Lad 1* 



In I t s primary* or objeotlve, meaning i t i s the object of 

the v ir tue of j u s t i c e 1 1 ' and i t s consideration in th i s sense 

i s fundamental to the understanding of any principle of 

justice enunciated by St. Thomas. 

The notion* however* of "potestas moral i s" , or moral 

faculty, i s not al ien to the mind of St. Thomas. It i s 

oonyeyed frequently enough by the use of suoh terms as "lioltum"* 

"potest" and "potestas"* Thus In discussing what we would ca l l 

the "right of private property"* St. Thomas asks "Dtrum l lceat 

alloul rem allquam quasi proprlam possidere."*2 ' The use of 

"licitum"» in i t s several forms* i s particularly appropriate to 

oonvey the notion of a moral faculty. For a right i s a faculty 

not in the physical sense of the intel leotual potencies by 

whloh man i s able to use external things* but rather in the 

moral sense of a relation because of which i t i s lawful for 

man to make external things his own. "Right", therefore* in 

the sense of moral faculty* i s practically synonomous with 

l l o e l t v . It i s a faeulty or potency only insofar as i t 

s ign i f i es the power to perform a certain action morally* It 

has as i t s object not the substance but the quality of the 

( l ) "Justitlae prae a l l i s vlrtutlbus determinatur seoumdum . 
se objeotum* quod vooatur justum) et hoc quiden est jus . Eta.de 
manlfestum est quod jus est objeotum jus t i t i ae ." ib id . , o. 

(8) II II* 66* 8* 
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action* 

But the moral faculty oannot be divorced from the physical. 

There le a causal relation between the two* The physical 

faculty i s evidence of a finality* whioh i s the basis of any 

notion of Jus. "Quod autem allquld debeat fieri* hoc 

provenlt ex necessitate alloujus f inis ." ' Prom the finality 

Implied In the physical faculty we proceed by induction to 

the notion of a ratio ordlnls. or law* whloh orders to the 

subject of the faculty whatever i s required for the fulfillment 

of i te end. And it le in this law* ordering to the subject 

his las, or that whloh is due him* whioh makes lawful the 

sxeroise of the physical peteney. Man's right of ownership* 
or /as ad rem, is therefore the term of a relationship of 

the Jus, in the objeotive sense* to Its subject* 

(1) X II, 99, 1* 
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In this relationship must be placed the ratio formal!a 

of human ownership. In God .might and right are synonomoua. 

But in man, where the two are so often i n conf l ic t , the 

notion of physical potency cannot be taken as synonomous 

with moral potency. Between the two must oome the law, 

ordering the exercise of the physical faoultyto i t s proper 

end and to the oommon good I ' 

If "the possession of external things i s natural to man", 

we may therefore say that man has a natural right of owner* 

ship or that his right of ownership I s of the natural law. 

For the natural law I s nothing more than a participation on 

the partv of rational oreatures In the lex aeterna, or ratio 

ordinia of providenoe, by which God rules the universe*'2 ' 
f^) But as a l l human law must be derived from the natural law; 

i t i s important that before we attempt to diaouss property 

rights conferred by the o iv i l law, we should understand 

thoroughly the nature and scope of man's natural right to 

(1) "Lex quaedam regula est et men BUT a actuum, secundum quam 
inducitur al lquls ad agendum* vel ab agendo retrahitur." 
I II , 90, 1. 

(2) "In Ipsa (rational! oreatura) participator ratio aeterna 
per quam habet naturalem inclinationem ad debit um aotum et 
flnem; et t a i l s partloipatio l eg i s aeternae in ratlonall 
creatura lex naturalls dioitur." I I I , 91 8* 

(3) "Ommis lex hums nit us poslta in tan turn habet de ratione 
l eg i s inquantum a lege naturae derivatur." I I I , 95, 2. 
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ownership. We must therefore consider the subject of th i s 

right of ownership, i t s objeot, and the t i t l e by which this 

right i s exercised* 

I t should f i r s t be noted that only a person oan be the 

sabjeot of a right. A r ight , as we have seen, i s a potestas 

mora l i s* I t pertains not tp the physical order of inst inct 

but to the moral order of law. I t is a faoulty given by 

law to one who la bound by law to at ta in a certain end. How 

this presumes not only that the subject of the right be 

capable of comprehending his end^1) but alao that he be 

endowed with free w i l l by which, unlike the brute; he moves 

himself toward his e n d . ' 2 ' I t implies not only the Indepen­

dence whioh comes from individuality of substance but also 

that which comes from rationality and l iberty . But according 

(1) "Participatio legis aeternae in creatura rational! 
proprie lex vooatur) nam lex es t allquld rat ionls; in 
oreatura autem irrational! non partioipatur rational!ter; 
unde non potest dlol lex n is i per simllitudinem." 
I I I , 91, 8, ad 3 . 

(8) "Quae vero havent no t i t ! am f i n i s , dicuntur seipsa 
movere* quia In e l s est prineipium non solum ut agunt, 
sed etiam at agunt propter finem." i b i d . , 6, 1. 
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to St* Thomas, i t JLs precisely th i s independence whioh 
"(1) constitutes what we, c a l l a "person. 

Brute animals have not the right of ownership because 

they are not persons. They are moved by forces which they 

do not w i l l toward an end which they do not comprehend*) 

They are incapable not only of ownership but also of use, 

In the s t r i c t sense of the term. Although the.various grades 

of irrational creatures depend for their existence upon 

inferior grades - the animal upon the plant or other animal, 

the plant upon inorganic matter * they cannot be said to use* 

or s t i l l l e s s to own them* "To use i s to apply a principle 

Of action to the action. But to apply anything to something 

else pertains only to one who has i t subject to hiB w i l l ; 

but t h i s can only be done by one who has the knowledge to 

refer something to another, whloh pertains to reason. Only 
(8) a rational animal therefore consents and u s e s / ' 

(1) "Persona ig i tur in quacumque natura s ignif ioat id quod 
est dietinotum in natura Il ia*" I , 29 4. 

"Sed adhuo quod am special! or! e t perfaotiori mode 
Invenitur particulare et indlvlduum in substantiis 
rationalibus, quae habent dominium aui aotus; et non 
solum aguntur slout a l ia sed per se agunt ••• fit ideo 
quoddam speciale nomen habent singularia rationalis 
naturae; e t hoo nomen est persona." i b . , 1. 

(8) "Ut! e s t applicare aliquod prlncipium actionis ad 
actionem, slout oonsentlre est applicare motum appetitivum 
ad allquld appetendum, ut dictum est (quaest. praeo., art , 
1, 8 e t 8 ) . Applicare autem aliquld ad alterum non est n i s i 
sjus quod habet super i l lud arbij.rlum; quod non est n is i ejus 
qui so l t refe rre aliquid in alterum; quod ad rationem pertin*. 
Bt ideo solum animal rationale uonaentit et utltur." I u ig 



The P oper subjeot of the rl^ht of ownership therefore 

Is man* Be alone aoong aninel oreation le a person* But 

when we say that man has s natural right of ownership, what 

do we mean by man? Do we mean one particular man* or man­

kind taken as a whole, or every nan? We mean that the right 

Of ownership over e l l Irrational oreation l e enjoyed by the 

•human rase a a a whole, while «vexy individual man, token aa 

a member of the c o l l e c t i v i t y , hue a right to auuh property 

ss I s n© lossary for hi i to attain hlu end* 

The donation o: Inter!or creature to Adas, Aeaorlbed In 

Genuals 1* 88, was not made to Adam as an individual but in 

ale 4*faulty as head and representative of the entire human 

raoe* God had oreated *da*i as "the principle of the entire 

human ufeolee" jut't as God le the prinoiplo of the entire 

universe*"^) Our i l i tit [ .rente, moreover, - and I t wae to 

them* not to Adam alone that dominion was g iveof l - were ^-de 

by Ood "not only ao aingultor ptraons but al&o as piiuulples 

Of the entl. e human mature whloh wi.» to be hante" on by then 

to posterity*1 ' fhe foundation, moreover, for this g i f t was 

(1) "Ip»e prlnolplum totl ut» .»<«ui«i, * iout Deua piinuipium 
totloa onlvoml*" I , 08, 8* 

(B) "And Ood bleesed them, saving; Xnoreau* and multiply >nd 
f i l l Uae earth, and subdue i t , and rule over eto*" 0eu/,l*26* 

' ' "Prim! pa rentes fuuruut a Duo in^tituti^non aoluai ^iuut 
quaedam personae singulares sed eicut quaedam principisv totius 
humanae naturae ab e l s ad pobteroe derlvandae." II 11 ,94 ,1 ,3 . 
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their human nature,made t o the Image and l i k e n e s s of Ood. 

But t h i s Image i s not pecul iar to t h e i r individual nature; 

I t i s oommon to the speoies*' ' Dominion over external th ings , 

therefore . Is the oommon property of the human race . And the 

raoe i t s e l f may be spoken of as endowed with the right of 

Ownership beoause i n i t s c o l l e c t i v i t y i t cons t i tu te s a 

moral person* 

But "rational oreatures are directed by Ood to their aots 

not only according to the speoies but a l so according to the 

indiv idual ." ' ' God exerc i ses hit; providenoe over man not 

only for the preservation of the human race but a l s o for the 

preservation of the individual human soul.* ' I t i s not only 

a l l men who He haa decreed sha l l f r e e l y a t t a i n t h e i r l a s t 

end but every man* And to every man l a due those things 

which are necessary for him to a t t a i n h i s proper end. The 

r ight of ownership 1& the natural r ight of every member of the 

speoies as a l l , without except ion, are made to the image and 

l ikeness of Ood* 

(1) " l n t e l l e o t u s a t r a t i o e s t potlsslme hominis natura; quia 
secundum earn i n specie o o n s t i t u l t u r . " 1 11 , 31 , 7 

(2) "Oreatura a t i o n a l i s d l r i g i t u r a Deo ad> suo ac tus , non 
solum secundum a{jeuiem, aad etiam secundum individuum." 
I l l J*G. 113. 

(3) "Anima r a t i o n a l l s non oOlum secundum apeoiem e s t 
perpetu i ta t i s oapax, s i c u t a l l i a e creuturae, sed etiam 
secundum Individuum." i b i d . 
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But are not these two concepts of individual and col lect ive 

right lrreoonoilable? JSot i f we have a proper understanding 

of the relat ion of the Individual to the co l lect iv i ty* 

There exists in every human person a twofold polarity by 

whioh he la drawn not only toward his own particular good 

but toward that of the community. Has f inal end Is beatitude, 

an individual good. Tot he can attain this end only as part 

of oo l leot iv l ty . He i s one with his fellow man because ho 

shares a common nature, because he has incurred a common 

gui l t throagh has f i r s t parent, Adam, beoause he enjoys a 

oommon redemtion through the second Adam, Christ* His 

final destiny i s to be a member of a ce l e s t ia l sooiety, the 

JCingdon of Heaven. On earth he l ives as a member of c i v i l 

society, the s ta te , and i s sanctified by membership in a 

superns ti&ra-l society, the Church which i s the Mystical Body 

Of Christ. Although governed by Ood, beoause of himself, he 

la destined to attain his last end, or his particular tood, 

Only through the community* "A particular good is ordered to 

the common good as to an end; for the being of the i art i s 

beoause of the being of the whole; and therefore the good of 

a people Is higher than the good of one man* But the highest 

good, whioh i s Ood, Is the common good sinoe upon him depends 



up 

the good of a l l c r e a t u r e s . " ' 1 ' 

The right of the individual to possess external t h i n g s , 

therefore, has i t s foundation i n the r ight of the community 

of whioh he i s a member, and" with which he shares a common 

nature and des t iny . As such i t i s and mutt be a H a l t e d 

r i g h t ; l imited by h i s ovm needs, by those of bis neighbour, 

by the oommon good. I t i s i n the l a s t , moreover, that the 

synthes is of man's twofold po lar i ty i s r e a l i s e d . "He who 

seeks the good of the multitude, consequently seeks his own 

good, and f o r two reasons: f i r s t , because his part icu lar 

good cannot be rea l i sed without the good of the family, or 

of the o i l y , or of the kingdom, wherefore Valerius Maximus 

said of the ancient Romans that 'they preferred that there 

should be poor people i n a wealthy s t a t e than that there 

should be wealthy people i n a poor s t a t e . ' Secondly beoause 

since a man i s a part o f a home or a s t a t e , i t i s necessary 

that he consider what 10 good for him insofar as i t leads to 

ths good of the multttudo* For the d i s p o s i t i o n of parts i s 
(2) 

good according to i t s r e l a t i o n to the whole. 

(1) "lonum part iculars ordinatur i n bonum commune si cut i n 
flnem; e se enim part is e s t propter esse t o t l u s ; unde e t 
bonum gentle est diviniuB quam bonum unius hominis. Bonum 
autem aummum, quod e s t Deus, e s t bonum oomtaune, quum ex 
eo universorum bonum dependeat." I l l B*G. 17. 

(8) " H i e qui quaerit bonum commune mul t i tud in i s , ex 
consequent! etiam quaerit bonum suum, propter duo: prlmo 



(A) 

The subjeot, then, of the right of ownership Is nan, 

considered both as an i ni l vidua 1 and col lect ively . In 

considering the obje ot of the right of ownership we must 

observe two things} the material object, or those things 

whloh are sabjeot to nan's right of ownership; and the 

formal objeot, or the precise aspect under whloh the 

possession of external things nay be said to be natural 

to man* 

AS to the former, i t i s evident from what we have seen 

above concerning the subjection of irrational creatures to 

man that his right of ownership extends to the entire 

material univera* .although the extent to whioh they are 

subjeot to his physical power must vary. St. Thomas, however, 

observes that the latter has decreased because of original 

sin* before which a l l animals obeyed him In the way that 
( i ) 

domestic animals do today** ' Jut a l l material creatures are 

(1) "Xnobedientia ad nominem eorum quae el debent es .e 
aubjsota* subsecuta est in poenam ejus, so quod ipse 
fa i t iaobediens Deo*" X, 96, 1* 

rz) 
Oonoluded from page {t>J) 

"quidem quia bonum proprium non potest esse s ine bono communi 
vel famillae, vel o i v i t a t i s , aut regni. Unde e t Valerius 
Maximus d i d t de ant!quia Komonis quod 'malehant esse pauperes 
In di vlte imperio quam divi tes in paupere iuiperio.' Seoundo, 
quia oum homo s i t pars domus ve l o i v i t a t i s , opportet quod homo 
coneideret quid s i t abi bonum ex hoc quod est prudans circa 
bonum multitudinls. Bona enim disposlt lo partlum acoipitur 
secundum habitudinem ad to turn." II I I , 47, 10 ad8* 



in some way of service to man, either administering to his 

bodily needs or serving in the elaboration of h is so ient l f lo 

knowledge.^ If ainoe the f a l l many can be subjected to his 

wi l l only at the price of severe labor, i t i s not that man 

la oka the moral power over them but that he must win them by 

t o i l as the price of original sin* "Cursed i s the earth in 

&hx/ work* With labor and t o i l ahalt thou eat thereof a l l 

the days of they l i f e ,"* 2 * 

The right of the individual to the common heritage of 

the race extends to a l l that is required for the attainment 

Of hi8 end* To keep his body al ive he must assimilate to 

himself the chemical elements of the inorganic world through 
(Z) tho medium of e i ther plant or animal l i f e . 1 ' By so doing 

he makes them a part of himself, his "own" in the most 

intimate sense of the term* But his right to ownership 

extends to more than what i s necessary to supply the immediate 

needs of hanger* Ood does not provide for man in the same 

immediate way that he provides for the birds of the a ir and 

the beasts of the f ield* Kan had been destined by Ood to 

(1) "Xndigebat tamen e l s ad experimental em oognitionem 
sumraendam de naturls eorum*" i b i d . , ad 2* 

(8) Oen. 8*17. 
(3) "Maxime necessarius vldetur ut animalia plan Us utantur 

in album, et homines anlmali bus, quod sine mortif ioatlone 
eorum f ier i non potest." II IX, 64, 1. 



T 
( i ) 

provide for himself and for his dependents* He must 
wrest from nature a sufficient store of the necess i t ies 

to secure his existence 
Of l i f e to t ide him through the winter/ to make provision 
in time of flood or drought 

for his care in sickness or old age* Furthermore, he must 

be possessed of goods in sufficient quantity to allow him 
the 

to l ive with /dignity whioh becomes one made to God's Image 

and to enjoy the IteJLaanB necessary for the development of 

his in te l l eot and the worship of Ood* All these pertain to 

his perfection as a rational oreatura. He must, moreover, 

often provide not only for himself but for others; for in 

the normal exercise of his right to parenthood he w i l l be 

charged with the care and education of h is children, for 

whose oontinued sustenance in the event of his death pro­

vision must be made* 

This Obligation of man to provide for himself and others 

In the numerous contingencies that human needs give r ise to , 

demands more than access to the fruits of nature* I t i s not 

by the chase, f ishing, and gathering of wild ioods that man 

eatt support himself and his dependents decently in any but 

tropical climates* I f he i s t o "Increase, multifly and f i l l 
(8) 

the earth", he must have access to the means of production. 

He must hive the l ight to t i l l the s o i l , to t o o l s , and even to 

maohinee, whloh in this day of concentrated population are 

indispensable means of subsistence* Only when ht> thus has 

(1) Rationalia creatura exoel lentiori quo dam mo do divinae 

|t?ft*1jfta!i«k$K ̂ t ^ P f l M f .iSK-Ph,a §1" !ntl ae 

IS) 8Bn. i . 2 8 . ' ' 
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access to the material things upon which his existence and 

that of his family depend, can he be said to freely provide 

for himself and others, freely to at ta in his end* 

Man's right to ownership, therefore, extends to a l l that i s 

necessary to the conservation of his l i f e , in the widest sense 

of the teat . ' "Those riches are natural to man," St. Thomas 

t e l l s us, "by which he is aided in f i l l i n g his natural needs, 
(8) such as food, oloVthing, vehicles and housing". ' But he also 

has a right to suoh "true riches as take away need and bring 

sufficiency to thslr possesor, so that a man may be suff ic ient 

onto himself for well l iv ing."^ 3 ' 

But what Bhall we say i s the formal object of the right of 

ownerahipT In what dist inct ive way does man exerdse his natural 

dominion over external things? "An external thing can be con­

sidered i n two ways: f i r s t , according to i t s nature* which i s 

not subjeot to human power, but only to the divine power whioh 

(1) "Secundum hano inclinationem pertinent ad legem naturalem 
ea per quae vita hominis conservator." I XX, 94, 8* 

(8) "faturales quidem divit lae sunt quibus homlnl subvenitur 
ad defeotua natura lea tollendos, s icut eibus et potus, 
vestimenta, ve hi oul a, et habitacula e tc ." X I I , £, 1* 

(I) "Terae divi t lae sunt ex hujasmodi rebus quibus subvenitur 
neoessitate naturae ••• quia possunt to Here indigentiam et 
faoere suffloientiam habeutl eas, at s c i l i c e t homo s i t s ib l 
saffloiens ad bane vivendum." Pol. I , 7* 



r 
a l l thing obey; secondly according to uhe use of the th ing , 

and in t h i s respect man has a natural dominion over external 

things'because by his reason and w i l l he can use them for his 
(1) own u t i l i t y as though they were made for him." This pr inc ipa l 

of usage as aynonomous with natural ownei shxp is given a further 

c l a r i f i c a t i on i n ths reply to the f i r s t objection Of the same 

a r t i c l e (66 ,1 ) : "Ood has Ordered cer ta in thingga £hr the cor­

poral sustenance of man* and because of t h i s man has a natural 

dominion over things as to the rower of using them*" St, Thomas 

thus rules out any claim to ownership pertaining to the order 

Of creation and l o s t r i e t s man's r ight to the order of provid nee. 

But here he does not go so far as to discuss the speci f ica t ion 

Of this r i g h t , which w i l l be the subject of the following 

a r t i c l e . He defines man's natural r ight of ownership as a 

potestas utendl,by which man d l reo t s to h i s own ends the i r r a t ion ­

a l oreatures committed t o him by providence, ffao, therefore , i s 

the formal object of the natural r ight of ownership. Every man 

l a endowed with the natural right 00 use suoh material things as 

he needs in the attainment of his end* 

(1) "fies ex te r io r potest duplioi 'coneidiersri : uno mode quantum 
ad ejus na turara, quae non sabjaoet humanae p o t e s t u t i , sed solum 
divinae, oul omnia ad nutum obediumt; a l i o modo quantum ad usum 
ips ius r e l ; et s i c habet homo natura le dominium ext riorum rerum 
quia per rationem et voluntateAupotest u t i rebus exter ior ibus 
ad suam uti l i tatern, quasi propter se f a c t i s . " I I I I , 66, 1* 

(8) "Deus habet pr incipals dominium omnium rerum; et ipse secundum 



But by what t i t l e ? What is man's claim t o the use of material 

things? I t cannot be work; beoause although work i s a condition 

of use, i t presupposes a primary right to make use of a thing 

by work. Kan's t i t l e to ownership i s founded in human nature 

i t s e l f , by which man i s a diminutive "domlnus", made t o the image 

and likeness of Ood, yet needing irrational creatares to attain 

his end; and in the order of divine providence whioh has not 

only ordered inf~erior nature to man's needs but whioh ha6 also 

made man the instrument of providenoe and the intermediary be­

tween irrational oreation and Ood. I t i s therefore a connatural 

right, inalienable, independent of merit or demerit. I t l a not 

man's actions whloh are the basis of this right but his needs* 

"It i s ths due of any crated thing that i t have that whioh i s 

ordered to i t , as that a man should have hands and that other 

animala should serve him." 

So s t r i c t i s man's t i t l e to external things that i t i s even 

the object of the divine just ice . St, Thomas defines just ice 

(1) "Debitum es t alioul rel creatae, quod habeat id quod ad 
ipsam ordinatur; si out homlnl quod habeat menus, et quod el 
al ia animalia servient." i# 21, 1, ad 3 , 

(Concluded from page ( 7#J. 
(2) 

suam providentiam ordinavit quasdam res ad corporalem hominis 
sustentationem: et propter hoo homo habet naturale rerum 
dominium, quantum ad utendi ipe i s ." II I I , 66, 1, ad 1. 
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as "the constant and perpetual w i l l of giving to each h i s 
(1) due." He distingjui ties between commutative j u s t i c e , whioh 

Obtains between equals,* ' and d i s t r i bu t i ve j u s t i c e , "acoord-

to whloh a r u l e r or dispenser give a to each one according to 

h i s d i g n i t y . " ' 3 ' I t i s t h i s l a t t e r j u s t i c e whioh obtains 

between Ood and man; but then only analogously, for "although 

in t h i s way Ood gives one his due, Ood s t i l l i s not a debtor; 
(4) because he himself i s not ordered to others but others to him." ' 

Man's r igh t of ownership, by v i r t u e of whioh he exacts material 

things from Ood, i s therefore not absolute bat r e l a t i v e ; as i t 

l e dependent upon the divine wisdom which has ordered these th ings 

to him. I t i s , however, a t rue r ight , and the object of the 

divine j u s t i c e , "Ood p rac t i ces ju s t i ce when he gives to each one 
( 6 ) 

what i s due him according to his na ure and condit ion.1" ' 

(1) "Convenientur def ini tur j u s t i t i a quod e s t constans et 
perpetua voluntas jus Buum unicuique t r lbuend i . " I I I I , 57,1* 

(S) "Hunc ordinemdirigit oommutatlva j u s t i t i a , quae consist! t 
in his quae mutuo f iunt i n t e r duas personas ad invicem." I I IX, 
61* 1* 

(3) "Alia quae consis t ! t t in distr lbuendo; et d io i tur j u s t i t i a 
d i s t r i b u t i v e , secundum quam a l l q u l s gubernator vel dispense t o r 
dat unicuique secundum suam dignitatem." I* 21 , 1* 

(4) "Iiicet Deus hoc modo debitm a l lou l de t , non tamen ipse es t 
debi tor ; quia ipse ad a l i a non ordinatur , sed pot ius a l i a in 
ipsum." i b id , ad 3* 

(5) "Deus operatur ju s t l t i am quando dat unicuique quod s i 
debetur secundum rationem suae naturae et oondi t ion i s . " i b i d . 



( ^ ) 

If the right of ownership gives man, independently of any 

extrinsic t i t le ) , a claim upon the divine justice for whatever 

i e necessary for his well being, It i s evident that this right 

must take precedence over any claim of human Justice. I t must 

be respeoted not only by those, who, being given the eaasof the 

oo mm unity, have the duty of dispensing material things to i t s 

members, but also by each Individual member himself* Whatever 

t i t l e to ownership the c i v i l courts may recognise can but be 

a specif ication of man's primary t l He given him by the divine 

justioe under the natural law* Any disposition of property 

by positive law whioh violates this primary human right in any 

individual i s manifestly unjust* Por just ice , whether human 

or divine, has a single object; that w hi oh is just* ' 

In this chapter we have endeavoured to show how the Angelic 

Doctor establishes man's natural dominion over external things* 

Although t h i s dominion i s analogous, i t is a true dominion or 

ownership. I t i s baaed upon the natural order, and i t Is a 

right whioh everyone who possesses human nature enjoys* I t 

oonsists in the right to use external things for one's needs, 

whether they be needs of body or of soul , founded in man's very 

nature, i t i s inviolable by any human authority. Beoause i t 

pertains t o man by virtue of his humanity, this natural dominion 

(1) "Specialiter just i t iae prae a l l l s virtutibus determinatur 
eeoundum se objeotum, quod vooatur justum." XI H , 57, 1* 



</*> 

(1J, has been oalled by recent authors "human property", both 

to distinguish i t from the divine property and from the 

several forms of property recognised by the c i v i l law which 

are based upon an extrinsic t i t l e* Following our intention 

expressed earl ier in this work,' 'we have used the term 

"ownership" to signify dominion in i t s subjective sense, 

restricting the term "property" to the thing owned or possess-

ed. We have therefore headed this chapter "Human Ownership", 

and s h a l l , as occasion ar i ses , henceforth refer to man's 

natural dominion by that name* 

Having thus discussed the legitimacy of human ownership, 

It remains to us to consider by what means t h i s may bo 

actualized. In the f i r s t art lo le of Question 66, St, Thomas 

has treated only of ownership in general. In the following 

ar t i c l e he treats of the specific ways in whioh man real ises 

his dominion over external things* This wil l be the topic of 

discussion of the succeeding chapters* 

Froprietatls Privates Apud Pi v. Thomam Aquina tern* frlbourg,1924i 
0* REBARD. ^ropriete PrJve"e et Proprleto Humaine'* Paris 1926; 
E. MOUBXEH* De La Proprlete Capitalists a La Propriete Humaine, 
Paris 1936* 

( 2 ) bo-tt. %i. 



Chapter JJX 

PRIVATE OWMBHSHIP 

"Let no man call his own that /,» 
whioh Is oommon." St. Ambrose; ' 

Having disposed of the first part of his treatise on own­

ership* In Question LXV1, artlole 1, "Whether the possession 

of external things la natural to man", St. Thomas now prooeeds 

to complete his treatise, In artlole 2 of tho same Question, 
(2 

"Whether It is lawful for a man to possess anything as his own* 

The legitimacy of human ownership, or possession, has been 

determined. He now considers the lawfulness of private own­

ership, or property. 

We use the term "ownership" for both possession and property 

for both possessor and proprietor "own" things, though in 

different ways. The possessor owns a thing beoause he is 

a man, and by virtue of his human nature oan oall external 

things hi8 own. St Thomas has shown in the proceeding 

artlole that man's exercise of ownership over Irrational 

(1) Sermon LX1T, Do Temp; also found in Deoretals, Dist 47. 

(8) "Utrum lloeat alloul rem allquam quasi proprlam possldore. 
11 11, 66, 2. 
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nrenturee neither does violenee to the ri :htr of Ood* beoause 

It i s n secondary end enalogoua ownership In accord with the 

divine willj 'nor to any "rights" of the Irrational oreatures 

themselves* beoause they hove been nade for nan. The prop* 

rioter* howovor, olftins ownership by an extrinsic t i t l e ar-ft 

sa i l s his property his own* not In referer.ee to Ood or to 

Irrational nature, but In referenoe to hie fellow man* The 

thing owned le not merely hie (sun). In the sense of being 

subjeot to him, but i s his alone (propria), In the sense 

that ths ownership pertains to him individually, to t: e 

exolusion of a l l other persons* Whereas St. Thomas, in 

ope*king of human ownership* In artlole 1* avoids entirely 

the uss of the second of these two posseeelve pronouns; 

In artlole 8, where he discusses private ownership, he uses 

propria, in various forms* no less than eleven times* Thus 

things privately owned are "res propries", private ownerehlp 

i s "proprietas possessiomim", or "proprietas"! the aot of 

owning le "appropriare'% or "rem quasi proprium possldore"* 

Property, then, Is distinguished from possession* It i s 

not, however, i t s opposite but ono nf i t s spselss} V e 

speoiflo dlfforenoe being individuality, expressed by 

(1) "Dives reprehend!tur e hoo qou putabat exteriors bona 
* , 8 f J f f f ^ i p 3 U t ? r Pr*?,*1*??1 ?°° «oc«Pi«®«fc ab al io , seililSeli' a Deo*" II 11, 66, 1, ad 8* 

http://referer.ee
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St. Thomas In the phrase "quasi proprlam". Property, or 

"proprietas possessionum", is opposed to communism, or 

"oommunitas possessionum", under whioh things are owned 

not individually but in oommon* To be consistent in our 

use of the term ownership, we shall refer to the former as 

"private ownership" and to the latter as "oommon ownership". 

Common ownership, however, admits of two meanings. If 

community is taken in the absolute sense of the human race, 

then common ownership means the right of the race as such and 
to 

is opposed/ private ownership either by an individual or a 

oolleotivlty, even though that collectivity be a sovereign 

state. If community be taken, however, in the polltioal 

senae of oivitas, or the state, then oommon ownership means 

social ownership and is opposed to private ownership either 

by an individual member of the community or by an aggregate 

who do not represent the community. In this treatise, unless 

it be necessary to distinguish between common ownership in the 

absolute and in the relative sense, we shall use the term 

generioally. 

This distinction between private and common ownership is 

according to the subjeot, or ratione subjectl. St. Thomas also 

(1) " Enfin, au regard de la oommunaute Internationale, la 
propriete de 1 Etat lul-meme (oe mot pris au sens le plus 
large) n'est, au-dela de la 'suffisanoe' dee besolns de la 
nation, qu'un pouvoir de procuration et de dispensation, une 
simple 'propriety privee'; et 11 y a lieu de lui appliguer, 
toutes proportions gardees, les memos charges qu'a la prop. 



<* •> 

gives us another dist inction, rati one actus* "Two things 

ars oompetent to man in respect to exterior things* One 

l e the power to procure and dispense them* The second 

thing that i s oompetent to man regarding external things 

i s their use." We have already seen that the right of 

ownership consists essent ia l ly In the power of using: 

potest utl* But use, whloh in i t s generio sense i s "the 
(2) 

application of a thing to some operation", admits of 

two interpretations. It oan be taken in the sense of 

admljai strati on. or productive use* or in the sense of 

fruition, or consumptive use. I t i s in the la t t er sense 

that St. Thomas speaks of use In the present ar t i c l e . 

(1) "Clroa rem exteriorsm duo oompetunt homlnl: quorum 
.'vw est p&ttffrtae procuran&i et dispensandi...Aliud 
vero quod oompetit homlnl oiroa res exteriores est 
ususipsarum." 11 11, 66* 8* 

(8) "Usus rel alloujus importat applleationem rel i l l i u s 
ad aliqusja operat ionem. * 1 11, 16, 1. 

Continued from Page ( ) 

r le te iadividuelle ou a tout a autre propria'to i n s t i t u t ­
ions l i e , dans lHnteret du Bien oommun." RETARD, La 
Theorle de L'Institution, Paris 1930, P.53S. 
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It is use in the ultimate sense of human ownership, the 

application of external things to human needs* But suoh 

use of external things is normally possible only after ex­

ternal things have been made usable by human labour* 

Wealth, to be enjoyed, must first be procured. That it is 

productive use whish St* Thomas has in mind, when he speaks 

of ths power of procuring, is evident from the contrast he 

makes between the solicituda of the private owner "ad proour-

andum allquld" and the indifference of the communist, 

**—' (1) 
"laborem fusions" i or again when he compares "proourare" to 
"adhlbere studium"* ' But with this power of procuring ir 

(1) *Uagl* so l l i o i tus est anusquisque ad proourandnm allquld 
quod s ibi ccmpetlt, quam quod eat commune omnium vel multoru.., 
quia unusqul8que laborem fusions, rellnquit a l ter l id quod 
pertinet ad commune*" 11 11, 66, 1. 

(2) "Ad perfeotionem eplsoopalis status pertinet adhlbere 
studium ad proximorum salutem,.Sed s i salutem aliorum 
proourare non posslt , conveniens est ut suae ealutl 
intendlt ." 11 11, 185, 4 . 
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reasonably adjoined the power of dispensing or distributing 

the wealth whioh is aoquired, of administering its consumption 

"To dispense properly Implies the distribution to individuals 
ID 

of a thing whloh is oommon to them." It is in this aot of 

administration, or of procuring and dispensing, that man 

appears as the agent or Instrument of divine providenoe, 

rather than in consumption in whioh he is more its object. 

Ownership* therefore, whether oommon or private, is conven­

iently divided into administration and use* 

In this distinction, however, it should be borne in mind 

that St* Thomas Is speaking of property in lta subjective sensa 

He speaks, indirectly, of production and consumption; but he 

does not, as do the socialists, make any fast distinction 

between productive and consumptive goods* Furthermore, as we 

shall see, although he seeks the oommon good as earnestly as 

any socialist reformer, he proposes to achieve it by invert­

ing their traditional formula of "oommon ownership and privets 

use", to read "private ownership and common use." 

Ths discussion of this subjeot of appropriation follows 

naturally upon th« atabllshment of man's right of possession. 

It answers the question of how this right is to be exercised* 

(1) "Dispensatlo proprle importat oommensurationem alicu.lue 
communis ad singula." 1 11, 97, 4. 



Ths problem had been stated for St. Thomas by Aristotle who, 

in the sseond book of his Politics, observed, "Three alterna­

tives ars conceivable: The members of a State must either 

have 1) all things or 2) nothing in oommon, or 3) some things 

In oommon and some not* That they should have nothing in 

oommon is clearly Impossible, for ths Stats is a oommunity, 

and must at any rate have a oommon place* But should a well 

ordered State have all things, as far as may be, in oommon, 

or soms only and not othersT For the citlsens might conceivably 

have wives and ohlldren and property in oommon, as Socrates 

proposes in the 'Republic' of Plato* Whioh is better, our 

present condition, or the proposed new order of society?"* ' 

St* Thomas, like Aristotle, was confronted by the fact 

that men actually do possess private property* Opposed to 

this fast he had not only the arguments of Plato and the 

communists, but also, apparently, his own teaching on human 

ownership whioh he had elaborated in the proceeding article. 

And in addition, the patrletlo tradition, as manifested In 

the writings of many of the Fathers of the Ohuroh seemed to 

opposs privats ownership and favor oommunity of goods. It was 

(1) 
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his task, therefore, to determine whether private ownership 

wss in keeping with the natural law, from the viewpoint both 

of human rights and of the oommon good; and whether it could 

be reconciled with the teaohlng of the Fathers of ths Churoh* 

St* Thomas deals with ths f irst problem in his answer to 

the f irst objeotlon propossd In artlole 2: "according to the 

natural law a l l things ars In oommon; but private ownership 

is oppossd to this oommunity of goods."' '"Community of 

goods," he te l l s us, "Is attributed to the natural law not 

beoauss ths natural law states that a l l things must bs possesssd 

in oommon and nothing privately owned; but beoause the division 

of possessions i s not according to natural law but rather 

according to human agreement, which pertains to positive law, 

as was said above (q.59, a, i .^ )• Therefore privats ownership 

is not contrary to the natural law but is added to it by 

tho device of human reason* "f2) 

St* Thomas had already suggested the basis for this solution 

when discussing ths condition of man In the stats of original 

(1) "Sooundum Jus naturals omnia sunt oommunlaj oul quldam 
oommunltatl oontrarlatur proprietas possessionum*" II II , 66, 
8, obJ. 1* 

(2) "Communltas rerum attrlbultur Juri naturalI non quia Jus 
laturale dlotet omnia esss possldsnda oommunlter, ssd quia 
ssoundum Jus naturale non est dlstlnotlo possssslonum, sod 
magls ssoundum humanum oondletum. quod pertinet ad Jus positivum 
ut supra dlotum est (̂ *?> a>^fS j * Unde proprietas possssslonum 
non est oontra Jus naturals ssd jurl natural1 supsradditur par 
adinventlonem ratlonls humanas," lB*d, ad 1. 
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Justice. "In the state of innooenoe the wills of men would have 

been so ordinate that they would have made oommon use aooordlng 

to thetr needs of things subjeot to their dominion, without 

any danger of discord*n(i'In other words, their natural inclina­

tion would have been suoh that division of property would not have 

been necessary, and ths end of property, the oommon ut i l i ty , would 

have been achieved under oommon ownership* Origins! s in, however, 

has made a change In human relations* It has not essentially 

affected either human nature i tse l f or the faculties of the 

soul; but it has diminished the Inclination of human nature to 

virtue*'s)Thts vulnus naturae, or disinclination to virtue 

is found in al l four faculties of the soul* Thus in the 

intelleot, In place of prudence we find ignorance; In the 

wi l l , Instead of Just lee we find mallee; in the Irascible 

appstits, infirmity displaces fortitude; In ths eoneupisclbls 

appetite, temperance, or the moderation commanded by reason. 

(1) "Xn statu innocentlae fuIssent voluntates hominum slo 
ordinatae, quod abeque omni perloulo dlsoordlae oommunlter 
usI fuissent, ssoundum quod unicuique eorum competeret, rebus 

fuse eorum dominlo subdsbantur*" X,.98, 1, ad 8* It Is evident 
hat uol here signifies both uss and administration, as St* 

Thomasvs contrasting oommunity of possessions under original 
Justice with their division under original sin* 

(8) "Primum bonum naturae (ipsa prlncipia naturae, ex quibus ipsa 
natura constItultur, st proprletates sx his oausatae, slout 
potentlae anlmae et alia hujiusmodl) neo to11Itur neo dlminu-
Itur per peooatum. Sod medium bonum naturae, so i i icet ipsa 
naturalls inolinatlo ad vlrtutem diminultur per peooatum*" 
I IX, 88, 1. 
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glvss way to oonoupisoenoe.^True, original sin has brought not 

the destruction but merely the diminution of virtue; and many 

men, notably the religious communities, ars sufficiently 

virtuous to praetioe oommunity of goods*^'But oommon ownership 

demands that the majority of men be sufficiently endowed with 

the four cardinal virtues that material wealth wil l be wisely 

administered and Justly distributed, that eaoh wil l do htn 

share of thework and none will seek what Is not his due. Ths 

damage dons by original s in, however, is too widespread for 

suoh an Ideal economy; and therefore, observes St* Thomas, 

"In this stats (of fallen nature) It Is necessary that with 

ths mult ipl l oat ion of owners a division of possessions be made, 

beoauss, as ths Philosopher says, 'oommunity of possessions 

is ths occasion of strife'."*3* 

(1) "Sunt autsm quatuor potentlae anlmae quae possunt esse 
subjeota virtutum, sc i l icet ratio, in qua est paradentia; 
voluntas In qua est Justitia; irasolbllls in qua est fortltudo; 
oonouplsolbllls in qua est temperantla* Inquantum ergo ratio 
destltultur sue ordine ad verum, est vulnus Ignorantlaej 
inquantum vero voluntas destltultur or dine ad bonum eat vulnus 
malitiae; inquantum vero Irasolbllls destltultur suo ordine ad 
arduum, est vulnus inf imitat ls i Inquantum vero oonouplsosntla 
destltultur ordine ad delletablie moderatum rat lone, est vulnus 
concupiscentlae*" X IX* 85, 8* 

(8) "loo (oommunitas possessionum) etiam modo apud multos bonos 
Tiros osssrvstur*" X, 96, 1, ad 5* 

(8) "In statu isto, multlpllcatis dominls, nsoesss sst f ieri 
dlvlslonem possssslonum; quia 'oommunitas possssslonum sst 
oooaslo disoordlae', ut Phllosophus dlolt." ibid* 
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private property, then, is to St, Thomas, not one of the 

prerogatives of human nature In whloh man should glory* but 

a eendesoenslen to the weaknesses of human nature eaused by 

original sin* Ths Platenie ideal of oommunity of goods (though 

not of wives and children) le s t i l l hsld up to man as an objeet 

of counsel for those eapable of following a more perfect way 

of l ife* But the stats of fallen natura makes oommon ownership 

impracticable ae a norm for sooiety In general* 

We have reviewed this teaohlng of St* Thomas on property 

under original Justice, beoauss It facil itates a proper under­

standing of the relation of private property to the natural 

law* Aeoordlng to the Angelic Doctor, natural lam* is "that 

participation of the eternal law In a rational oroature, by 

whloh he has a natural Inclination to a due aot and end*" '*) 

The objeet of the natural law, as of any law. Is ths Jus, or 

right, whioh i s a "thing equated to another person aeoordlng 

to some kind of equality".* 'But this squat ion of one thing 

to snother Is posslbls in two ways; from the nature of the thing 

(1) "In Ipsa (rationalI oroature) partleipatur ratio aeterna 
per quam habet naturalem Inellnatlonem ad debt turn actum et 
flnem; et tal is partloipatie legis aeternae in rationall 
oreatura lax naturalls dioitur*" X XX, 91, 2* 

(8) "Jus, slve Justum, sst a l l quod opus adasquatum alter! 
ssoundum allquem asqualltatls modum*" IX II , 57, 2* 
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i tself; or from human eonsent, either privately or publicly, as 

when a whole people agree to the proposition, or when it i s so 

ordered by the publle authority* The former Is thOobJeot of the 

natural law* The ratio ordlnls of ths lattsr , when expressive 
M*WMiMlM*M*» *M*«M»M*M«N»M w ** 

of the oommon wi l l , i s known as positive law.'1) 

Positive law, in turn. Is either divine or human, aeoordlng 

as it is determined by a divine or a human legislator* The 

authority of the former Is evident. But what is the authority 

of human law? "The human wil l can, by oommon consent, make a 

thing Just, provided that It bs not of i t se l f eontrary to 

natural Justice: and i t is In suoh matters that posltivs law 

has It8 plaoe."' 'Its function, moreover. Is twofold* First, 

to dsduoe from thyself-evident general principles of natural 

law thoss conclusions whioh are not Intuitive but can be 

(1) "Duplloiter potest alloul homlnl esss allquld adaequatum; 
una quiden mode ex ipsa natura rel, puta oum allquls tan turn 
dat ut tantumdem reoipiat, et hoc vooatur Jus naturals* Alio 
modo est allquld adaequatum vel oommensuratum aiteri ex 
eondlote, slvs sx oommunl plaoito, quando so11toet allquls 
rsputat ss eontentum s i tan turn aootplat* Quod quidem potest 
f ieri dupl loiter: uno modo per al l quod privatum oomdletum, 
slout quod flrmatur a 11 quo paoto inter prlvatas personas; 
alio mode ex eondloto publioo, puta oum totus populus oonssntlt 
quod allquld habeatur quasfî daequatum et oommensuratum alter I; 
vel oum hoe ordlnet prlnoeiB , qui ouram popull habet, et ejus 
personam gerlt; et hoc dioitur Jus positivum." H II , 57, 8* 

(8) "Voluntas humana sx oommunl eendloto potest allquld faeere 
Justum in his quae sooundum so non habent allquam repugns*lam 
ad naturalem Just Itlam; st in his habet locum Jus positIvum." 
ibid*, ad 2* 
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arrived at only by a process of ratloolnatlonv^'And secondly, 

to order to the oommon good certain things conducive to i t 

whloh are of themselves Indifferent.'2)There are therefore 

In human law, as In divine law, "certain things whloh are 

commanded beoause they are good snd forbidden beoauss thsy 

are ev i l ; and certain things whloh are good beoauss they are 

commanded and evil beoause thsy ars forbidden."(3)Human law, 

therefore, although a division of posltivs law, beoause it has 
l t B >ot to formal is In the will of the lawgiver, extends also 

to certain derived principles of the natural law whioh have 

their force ex necessitate rel . although the necessity i tse l f 

be not Immediately evident* 

But a thing may be commanded by the natural law in one of 

throe ways* It may bs commanded by a self-evident principle. 

(1) "Slout In rations speoulatlva ex prinelplls Indemonstrablllbus 
naturaliter oongltls produountur oonoluslones diversarum 
solentlarum, quarum oongltio non est nobis natural!ter Indlta 
ssd psr Industrlam ratlonls Inventa; lta etiam ex praeoeptls 
lsgls naturalls neoesss sst quod ratio humane prooedit ad aliqun 
magls particularIter dlsponenda*" X XX, 91, 3 . 

(8) "Undo Phllosophus diolt, quod 'legale Justum sst quod sx 
prinoiplo nihil dlffert, sic vel alitor; quando autem 
ponltur, dlffert. '" XI IX, 57, 8 ad 8* 

(8) "Undo enim Jus divlnum per haee duo dlstlngul potest,slout 
st Jus humanum* Sunt enim In lags dlvlna quaedam prasoepta 
quia bona et prohibits quia mala; quaedam vero bona quia 
praeoepta, et mala quia prohibita." Ibid., ad 3 
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as* for example: Thou shalt not kill the innocent. It may 

be oommanded by a neoessarlly dsrlved prinoiplo, v.g*,: 

Thou shalt not eommlt adultery* In either oass the thing 

eemmanded, or forbidden, has of Itself an absolute relation 

to nature* Or a thing may be oommanded not rat lone sul but 
v w wmmmmimmmmmmm «MMMM** 

In or dine ad allud* "The natural right, or Just, Is that 

whloh Is b. Its very nature ad Justed to or oommunsurate 

with another person* Vow this may happen in two ways; f irs t , 

as It Is considered absolutely...secondly, not aeoordlng as 

It is considered absolutely, but aeoordlng to something 

resultant from l t ." ( l ) 

low It Is evident that If the resultant good is In the 

order of an absolutely necessary conssqusncs, we are s t i l l In 

the domain of natural law; for natural law Is ths order of 

necessity, Independent of any human will* Thus fornication 

is opposed to the natural Jaw beoause It Is neoessarlly oppossd 

to the proper education of the offspring*'8'But ths resultant 

(1) "Jus slvs Justum naturals sst quod ex sul natura est 
adasquatum vsl oommensuratum alterl* loo autem potest con— 
tlngere duplloltsr: uno modo ssoundum absolutam sul consid© 
eratlonem; alio modo... non sooundum absolutam sul rationem 
ssd ssoundum allquld quod ex ipso sequltur." II XX, 57, 3* 

(2) "Fomloatlo autem simplex Import at lnordlnationem quae 
verglt In nooumentum vltae ejus qui ex ta l l oonoubltu 
nasolturus." II II, 154, 8* 
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good may, on the other hand, be In the order not of absoluts 

but of moral nsoesslty* It may require an aot only out of 

expedienee and congruence; In whloh event it cannot be said 

to effeot, of Itself, an obligation on the human conscience, 

low then does suoh an aot oome under the domain of law? 

When its oongrusnas, or Its moral nsoesslty, is so universally 

rsoognlsed by human reason that it Is made a rule of oonduot 

among all peoples* In other words, when it beeomes a part 

of the Jus gentium* 



The Jus Gentium* or Law of Nations, takes its name from 

the collection of laws oommon to non-Roman peoples which 

was used by the Praetor Peregrinua in settling disputes 

among foreigners in Borne. "It was not to be considered as 

a primitive law whioh lay embedded like firat prinoiples in 

human nature; ..it was what the nations had derived from 

primitive prinoiples, not by any force of logic but by the 

simple evolution of life. The human race had found by 

experience that the observance of the natural law entailed 

the establishment of certain institutions. The authority, 

therefore, whloh these could boast was due to nothing more 

(I) 

than the simple struggle for existence." It is under­

standable* however, how the Jurists, less oonoerned with 

philosophical prinoiples than the theologians, came in 

time to include under the Jus gentium not only those in­

stitutions favorable to the natural law but even the 

principles of the natural law Itself; although distinguish­

ing jus gentium from Jus naturale, whioh latter term 

they applied, improperly, to the operation of irrational 

nature. "By the jus gentium they generally mean all things 

whloh the nations universally observe, whether they prooeed 

from the natural law or from another source. They therefore 

ascribe to the Jus gentium those things which are really of 

(1) JARRETT, Medieval Socialism, London 1955, p.12. 
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natural law, as when they exemplify the Jus gentium In these 

words: "Velutl erga Deum rellglo; ut parentlbue et patriae 

parcamua; ut vim atque Injurlam propuisemus." For it is 

osrtalnly of natural law to worship God, obey one's parents 

and to be able to repel force by force...Moreover, they so 

widely interpret the Jus gentium that they sometimes call it 

the Jus naturals." 

It is in the latter sense that St. Thomas seems to speak 

of the Jus gentium when he disoussee the question. "Whether 

t n e Jtta gentium is the same as the jus naturale." Con­

trasting the jus ex natura sua adaequatum with that equated 

eeoundum allquld ^nod ex ipso seijUltur, he remarks "There-

fore that law which is oalled natural, according to the 

first mode* Is common both to us and to other animals. But 

the Jus gentium Is distinguished from the natural law, so 

(1) "Per jua gentium vero generaliter intelligunt omne illud 
quod gentes universae observant, sive a natura proficlatur 
slve aliunde- Unde juri gentium asoribunt ea ^uae vere sunt 
juris naturalls, quando ibidem illud jus gentium exemplifi-
oant his verbis: "Velutl erga Deum reilgo: ut parentibus et 
pstriee paroemus: ut vim at^ue injur!aci propuisemus." Certum 
enim est juris naturalls esse, Deum oolere, parentibus 
obedire, vim vl posse repellore Praeterea, oum tarn 
late usurpent jua gentium, ipsum aii^uando appellant jus 
naturale." 
F. SYLVIUS, Commentarlum in Ham Ilae S. Thomas A^ulnatls. 
57,5. 

(2) "Utrum jus gentium sit idem cum jure natureii." II II. 
57,3. 
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understood, as the Jurist says, beoause "the former is oommon 

to all animals while the latter is common only to men among 

themselves.' But to consider anything by comparing it to what 

follows from it Is proper to reason: wherefore this same is 

natural to man in respeot to right reason which dlotates it. 

Henoe the jurist Gaiue says: 'whatever natural reason decrees 

among all men, is observed equally by ell, and is oalled the 
(I) 

right of nations.'" 

A.more precise use of the Jus gentium, however, is found 

in St. Thomas's explanation of St. Isidore's division of 

human law into Jus gentium and jus civile. Human law, says 

(1) "fit ideo jus quod dioitur naturale, secundum primum 
modum, commune eat nobis et aliis animalibus. A jure autem 
naturale sic dicto reoedit jus gentium, ut Jurlseonsultus 
dlclt, quia 'illud omnibus animallbus, hoc solum hominibus 
inter se commune est.' Conalderare autem allquld oomparando 
ad Id quod ex ipso soquitur est proprium rationis: et Ideo 
hoc idem est naturale homlnl eeoundum rationem naturalem, 
siuae hoc diotat. Et Ideo dioit Cajus jurisoonsultus, ' Quod 
naturalls ratio inter omnes homines oonstitult, id apud 
omnea perse^ue custoditur, voooturyue jus gentium.'" ibid. 
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St- Thomas* being baeed on the natural law, is divided into 

olvil law and the law of nations, aeoordlng to the two ways in 

whioh it is derived from the law of nature* "To the Jua gentium 

pertain thoee things whioh are derived from the law of nature as 

If conclusions from prinoiples*• .But those things whioh are 

derived from the law of nature by way of partioular determination 

pertain to the olvil law, aeoordlng to whioh a etate determines 
(8) 

what le convenient to it."' ' Here the Jus gentium is distinguished 

from the Jue naturale in its proper sense of partloipatlo legis 

aeternae in rati email oreatura. But is it distinguished from the 

Jus naturals in its strlot sense of ex sul natura adasquatnmt Oar 

answer must be in the affirmative* For St. Thomas statsa that to 

the law of nations pertain those things derived from 

(1) "In rebus autsm humanis dioitur esse allquld justum ex 
so quod est rectum ssoundum regulam rationls. Rationis 
autsm prima regula sst lsx nature* .Undo omnis lsx humanltus 
posits intantum habet de ratlone legie inquantum a lege 
naturae derivatur." X IX, 95, 8* 

(8) "Ad Jus gentium pertinent ea quae derivantur ex lego 
naturae* slout oonelusiones ex prinoipiis...Q,uae vsro 
derivantur a lege naturae per modum partioularis dator­
mina tionis, pertinent ad Jus civile, secundum quod qunellbet 
olvitas allquld slbi aooomodo determinat •" ibid*, art* 4* 
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the law of nations pertain those things derived from the law 

of nature not tam^uam oonoluslpnes, but slout oonoluslones. 

In other words, the Jus gentium does not pertain to the order 

of strict necessity which is the order of the natural law. 

Commenting upon this partioular passage of the somma, 

tfrancisous Sylvius makes the following observation: 

Tiat is properly and strictly called the jus gentium 
which was introduced not from nature but from the oom­
mon agreement of all men: and so the precepts of the 
decalogue do not pertnin to the jus gentium. Nor does it 
matter th^t the;, are elicited as conclusions (tan^uam 
eoncluslonea) from the principles of the natural law; 
for they are elicited as conclusions whloh ere necessary 
aimpIloiter and they follow from them altogether indep-
dentiy of human use or acceptance* But here Bl» I'homas 
aaya those things pertain to the Jus gentium whioh are 
derived from the natural law BJLJJ, conclusions (slout 
oonclualones) which are not altogether necessary but 
very prob&big* and which depend upon humun use or 
acceptance to be strengthened b,, the force of obliga­
tion; sinoe the„ do not otherwise involve matter (2) 
neceseary to man simpllclter in orcer to his end." 

(1) "Communiter uootoros diount quod idem eat jus naturale 
slout jus neoessarlum, id est jus naturale est 11md quod 
est necessarlum, puta y,uod non dej>endet ox voluntate 
aliqua."' I1. de VICTORIA, Commentaries a l£ aeouncia seoundae 
de sento Tomaa* 67, 2. (Salamanca edition, 1984, v.ill, p.7) 

(2) "Alio modo propria et striote jus gentium dicitur, ^uod 
non a natura sed ex oommunl j opulorum consensu fuit 
introuuotuffl: et sic praeoepta aecalogl non pertinent ad jus 
gentium. Ne^ue refert ûoci elioiantur tan^uam oonoluslones 
ex prinelplls juris naturae; eiiciuntur enim tan^uam 
oonoluslones aimp;loiter neceesarlae, et ex els conse^uunter 
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Sylvius, moreover, points out that in distinguish lag be­

tween the Jus gentium and the Jus naturale, in ^*57, a.5, 

although st. Thomas uses the terminology of the jurists, 

he must not be considered as thereby accepting it ae uni-

vooal, nor should his argument establishing the jus gentium 

in its legal sense be applied to strict theological usage. 

It must be ebserved that here Bl* Thomas follows the 
Jurists who by the natural law understand all that which 
is instlnotive to a nature having some cognition of ends. 
... According to this, the division of things and property 
which were introduced by the *tus gentium, can be said to 
be of the natural law, that is to say in a secondary way 
according is the natural law embraces the Jus gentium. 

The Theologians, however, snd with them Bl. Thomas, 
from another consideration often speak otherwise not only 
of ths natural law but also of the Jus gentium. For since 
brute animals, as they are not properly oapable of injury 
and injustioe, so (are ^capable) neither of right nor 
justice; they ascribe the natural law to men... 

Wherefore it must be said that the Jus gentium neither 
is the same as the natural law, nor is it contained under 
it, but under positive law. 

probatur primp; The natural law is simply and absolutely 
just* and necessary from the nature of the object, nor does 

oonciuded from page f£ 
prorsus independenter ab homlnum usu vel reoeptlone. ^uod 
autem B. Thomas hie ait ad jus gentium pertinere ea quae 
derivantur ex lege naturae alent oonoluslones ex prinelplls; 
ut de jnre gentium proprle sou strlote aooepto verum sit, 
intelligi debet de lis quae ox lege naturall derivantur tam-
qusm oonoluslones non omnino necessaries sed valde proba-
biles, et sb homlnum usu sou reoeptlone dependent ad hos ut 
vim obllgandi fortiantur; oum allequin non versentur olroa 
materlam simplioiter neoessariam In ordine ad Ipsius flnem." 
Com. in lam Ilae, 96, 4. Opera, Omnia, vol 11, p.b2i, paris 1714 



it in any way depend upon the will or consent of m&n; but 
the positive law is not necessary absolutely and from the 
nature of the objeot, but aeoordlng to utility and congruence 
it has been introduoed by the will and consent of men. But 
t h e i n a gsntlum le not simply and absolutely neoessary, but 
was TEfroduoea by human agreement*•• Seoundoj The natural 
law ie binding upon all people and at all times, but the 
Jus gentium does not bind all nor always; for not all prison­
ers of war are made slaves, nor did the division of goods 
always obtain*•• Tertlo: Natural law is either a first prin­
ciple known of itself, or a conclusion deduced from it by 
some necessity, apart from any approval of men. But the 
Jus gentium is neither suoh a prinoiplo, nor is it a oon-
oTusion so deduoed neoessarlly, but only inferred as useful 
and expedient, in whioh, as congruous to human society, all, 
or nearly all peoples agree* Therefore the Jua gentium 
dees not perteln to the natural law* <*' 

(1) "Advertendum autem quod B. Thomas hie sequetur jurlscon-
sultos* qui psr jus naturae intelligunt omne id quod est ex 
lnstinotu naturae habent is aliquant oognltlonem finis... secun­
dum haeo, rerum dlvislo et proprietas quae jure gentium fult 
introduota, potest dlol esse juris naturalls, posteriori 
scllloot modo* ssoundum quern jua naturale compleotitur jus 
gentium* 

%uae oum lta elnt, alia tamen consideration* Theologi* et 
oum illla B* Thomas, ssepe aliter loquuntur tam de jure na­
tural 1 tam de jure gentium* ^uia enim bruta anlmantia, slout 
non sunt proprle oapacia injuriae et lnjustitlae; lta neo 
juris et juetitlae. Jue naturale aseribunt homlnibus*. 

"quibus praemiesis; dloendum est, Jus gentium neque esse 
idem cum jure naturall, neque sub 11 lb c'ontlnerl, sed sub 
Jure positive. 

"Probatur prime, jus natruale est simplloiter et absolute 
justum, et ex natura rel neoessarlum, ne^ue ulle modo pendet 
ex ho milium beneplaoito vel consensu; jus autem poaitivum non 
est absolute et ex natura rei neoessarlum, sed secundum utili-
tatem et oongruentlam est ex hominum beneplaoito et oonsensu 
intreductum! atqui jus gentium non est simplloiter et absolute 
necessarian, sed ex homlnum voluntate fiut introduction... 

"Seoundo; Jus naturae omnes et semper obligat, jus autem 
gentium neo omnes neo semper} neque enim omnes bello capti 
flunt eervl; neque rerum division semper obtlnult. 

"Terfio: Jue naturale, out est prlmum prlnolplum per se 
notum, aut consluslo quae ex lllo neoessitate absolute dedu-
oltur, sine ulle homlnum beneplaoito: Jus autem gentium neque 
eet oonolusio sic neoesssrio dedeota, sed solum collects tan-
quam utilis st expediens, In quam* ut humanaO sooietati oon-
gruentem, consenserunt omnes, aut fere omnes gentes: ergo 
Jue gentium non est naturale." Com, in H a m H a e . 57, 8, op. 
oit. Ill, p*275. 
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This note of oongruanoe or expedience as the ratio formalis 

of the jus gentium is further stressed by Victoria In his 
J M M * * * *m«W*MltM*M*M 

commentary on the same article An St. Thomas: 

Tiia Ja*. goat inn does not follow necessarily from the 
natural law nor is it necessary simplloiter to the pre­
servation of the natural law; beoause if it followed 
neoessarlly from the natural law It would be part of the 
natural law itself. It Is evident thst if it followed 
from the natural law necessarily, by a rigorous conse­
quence, it would fellow that the Jns gentium pertained 
to the same order of necessity as the natural law and 
consequently would be of natural law, just as simple 
fornication is against the natural law beoause it follows 
from it by rigorous oonssquenoe. Nevertheless the Jus 
gentium is necessary -or the preservation of the natural 
law* It is net however altogether neiessary bpt nearly 
necessary, because the natural law ean be preserved but 
pporly wit. out the Jus gentium* For with great difficulty 
would the natural law be observed if there were no law 
of nations. (*' 

Now human ownership, being based upon man's absolute need 

of material things for ths preservation of his life and the 

attainment of his ends as a rational creature, la in the order 

of strict necessity and therefore pertains to the natural law 

in the strict sense of the term. And man's right of ownership 

is consequently Inalienable by any human law, whether that law 

be the civil law or the Jus gentium itself* But two things 

pertain to ownership, as we have seen above: use, or the potestas 

(1) "Respondeo quod/gentium non neoessario sequitur ex jure na-
turali, nee est neoessarlum simplloiter ad oonsdrvationem juris 
naturalls, quia si neoessario ssqusretur ex jure natural1, jam 
esset jus naturale. Patet, ^ula si neoessario sequatur ex jure 
naturali per bonsm oonsequentian, ut heri diximue, sequeretur 
quod siout naturale jue est neoessarlum, lta at jus gentium, et 
psr oonssquens ssset jus naturals, siout simplex fornicatio est 
oontra jus naturale quia in bona conso^uentia eequitur ex jure 
naturali. Nihllominus tamen Jus gentium est neoessarlum ad 
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ntendl; and administration, or the potentas proourandl dt 

dlaeneendl* The former* taken In its strict sense of con­

sumption, or the application of material things to immediate 

needs* ie clearly in the order of absolute nsoesslty* and 

for eaeh individual* The latter* however, while of absolute 

necessity as regsrds the race, or the oommunity, cannot be 

said to bs of the same degree of necessity as regards the 

individual. For manifestly, although the oommunity cannot 

survive unless BOme of its members are produoers, an indi­

vidual member of the oommunity may lesd a oomfortabie, al­

though not a complete* human life by ualng the fruits of 

another's production. 

We may therefore draw as a neo as eery conclusion from the 

natural right of ownership, and thereby reduce to the natural 

law itself, the right of man, simplloiter. to procure and 

dispoee of material thinge* But whether this sdministratlon 

of material things be vested In the oommunity as suoh, or in 

each individual, or in some individuals - in other words ths 

determination of the subjeot of administration - cannot be 

said to be a matter of neoeseity, provided that sufficient 

produotion for oommon use be maintained. And being outside 

concluded from previous .page. """ 
oonservationom juris naturalls* Et non est omnino neoessarlum, 

sorveretur, si non asset jus gentium." op. cit., p. 12. 
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the sphere of neoeeslty* or of rigorous consequence, it Is some­

thing indifferent to the natural law* It will receive its 

morality from the human will; either that of an antheratlve 

legislator* in which ease it will pertain to civil lawj or by 

the oommon ooneent of mankind, in whloh event it will be part 

of the lus gentium* 

But In q.66, a.l ws are still In the domain of the natural law* 

When St* Thomas repliee, therefore* to the question of whether it 

ie lawful for anyone to possess any thing as his own, he first 

distinguishes between the two forms of ownership* administration 

snd use* "As to the latter, man Should not have external things as 

his own (propria*), but rather as common, so that anyone may 

easily communicate them to others in their need*" Beoause use is 

(1) "ounntum ad hoe non dehet homo habere res exterlores ut 
proprias, sod ut communes, ut sollieet de faoili allquls 
eas oommunicet in neoessitate eliorum." II II, 66, 8, o. 
ad fin* 
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a matter of s t r i c t necessity, i t cannot be appropriated, in the 
(1) 

sense of arbitrarily excluding others from i t s exercise . She 

discussion of how this oommon use i s to be realised w i l l be the 

subjeot of Chapter Y* Here i t suff ices that we establish the 

principie* 

But as to the formsr, "the power of procuring and dispensing; 
(2) • * i t i s lawful for man to possess things as his own*" Lawful, 

not i n the positive sense that private property has been instituted 

by the natural law; "because aeoordlng to the natural law there i s 

no dist inction of possessions,*^0) But lawful in the negative 
f 4 

sense that "private property i s not contrary to the natural law."1 

(1) "Pecoat (dives) s i a l ios ab usu i l l i u s rel indlaorete 
prohibeat." i b i d . , ad 2* 

(8) "Unum est potesta* proourandi et dispensandi:. et quantum 
ad hoo lioltum es t quod homo propria poasideat." ib id , o* 

(3) "Quia secundum jus naturale non es t d l s t lnot lo possess­
ionum." i b i d . , ad 1* 

(4) "Proprietas possessionum non est contra jus naturale." ibid* 
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Xt i s thus t h a t the Angelic Doctor reoonollee the i n s t i t u t i o n 

of property with his teaohing on human ownership which he had 

elaborated in the preoeding a r t i c l e * He has shown that whatever 

abuses there may be i n p rac t i ce , there i s no oonf l io t i n pr inoip lo , 

and t h i s i s the important point for the moral is t , between human 

ownership and pr iva te property. In a l a t e r a r t i c l e he will sum 

up his teaching in the following words: "According to the na tura l 

law I n s t i t u t ed by divine providenoe, infer ior beings have been 

ordained to the r e l i e f of man's needs. The d iv i s ion , there fore , 

and the appropriat ion of things, es tabl ished by human law, places 

no obstacle to the use of such goods for t h i s end*"' ' Thus a l so 

dees he r e fu te , as i f by prophetic v i s ion , the dogma of Proudhenj 

"Properly i e thef t*"* 2 ) Property., indeed, i s theft i f Jfct v io la tes 

man's na tura l r ight to the use of exterior things* Xt i s no t , 

However, thef t i f i t be limited to the administrat ion of ex te r io r 

things i n s t i t u t e d by human reason as a means to t h e i r wider use* 

The idealism of the s o o i a l i s t and the realism of the ind iv idua l i s t 

are thus harmonised in the Thonietlo d i s t i nc t i on between admlnis-

s t r a t i o n and use* "Ho one t r u l y knowns unity who does not also 

know d i s t i n c t i o n * " ' 8 ' 
(1) "secundum autem naturalem ordinem ex divina provldentla 

lns t l tu tum, res infer lo res sunt ordinatae ad hoc quod ex his 
subveaiatur himinum ncoess i ta t i* Et ideo per rerum dlvisionem 
et appropriationem ex Jure humano pro oed en tern, non iupedi tur 
quln hominis neoess i t a t l subveniendum ex hujusmodi rebus, i b id 7, c . 

(8) "Propriete o ' e s t l e vol" in Qu'eat-que o ' e s t La Propr le tef 
(3) "Peraonne ne oonnait vraiment 1 ' unite s ' i l ne connait aussi 

l a d i s t i n c t i o n . " I , HAHITAII. Distingue Pour Unir, Par is 1932 v l . 
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By thus showing the non-repugnance between private ownerehlp, 

in the Thomlstlo sense, and human ownership, St. Thomas has 

demonstrated the lawfulness of the former* But in what sense 

is It lawful? Is It lawful only in that it has been determined 

by eivil law, end is therefore subject to abolition at the will 

of the legislator? Or Is it founded rather upon that oommon 

agreement among men, based upon a oommon recognition of its 

suitableness to the oommon good* whloh places it outside ths 

sphere of the legislator and under the protection of the Jus 

gentium? 

That private property was instituted by the Jus gentium was 

ths oommon teaohlng of the medieval theologians. Thus ws read in 

the Digest "By this Jus gentium the nations determined the founding 

of soverign government, the distinetion of domain, the plnoing of 

boundaries to fields." St. Thomas, moreover, uees the institution 

of property as an example of the Jue gentium when di sous sing the 

latter in 57, 3. "For example, private property: if a oertain field 

be considered absolutely, it matters little whether it belong to 

one man or another; but if it bs considered with respeet to its 

adaptability to oultlvation and its peaceful uss, In this respsot 

there is a oertain fitness that it belong to one man and not to 

another." ^ It le to this article, and the preceding one (on 

(1) "Sx hoo Jure gentium discretes esse genteo, regno otndita, 
deminia distlnota, agris terminos positos." I Digest., 1* 
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the distinetion between natural and positive law), that he refere 

us when he statss that "the distinction of possessions is rather 

aeoordlng to human agreement* whloh pertains to positive Isw, as 

was stated above*" * Therefore when St. Thomas says that, 

"Private property is an addition to the natural law devised by 

human reason,"1 ' he is merely affirming the universal observation 

of men as to the eminent suitability of private property to the 

polltioal economy. It is this suitability, or utility, founded on, 

although not following with striet neeeseity from human nature, whlo h 

hae led to the establishment of property aa a generally universal 

institution snd thereby attributable to the law of nations*"Sinoe 

those things whloh are of the fas gentium natural reason diotatee 

as implying a proximate equality, It follows that they need no 

speeial institution, for they are Instituted by natural reaaon 
<*) 

itself." 

(1) "Secundum jus naturale non est dlstlnotlo possessionum sed 
mag is ssoundum humanum oondiotum* quod pertinet ad Jue positlvum* 
ut supra dlotum est*" Ibid, ad 1* 

(2) "Proprietas possessionum non est oontra jus naturals ssd 
Juri naturali supsmdditur per adinventionem rationis humanac." 
ibid* 

(3) "Quia sa quae sunt Juris gentium naturalls ratio dietat, 
puta ex propinquo habentla ae qui tat em, inde est quod non indigent 
aliqun speoiali institutions, sed Ipsa naturalls ratio ea 
instltult." ibid*, 57, 3, ad 3. 

•Conoluded from previous page,-~— 
(8) "Puta proprietas possessionum: si enim considerstur lets 
agar absolute, non habet undo magls sit hujus quam illlus: sed si 
oonslderetur per reepeetum ad opportunltatem oolendi, et ad 
paoifieum usum agri, ssoundum hoc habet quamdam oommensurationem 
quod sit unius st non alterius." n IX, 57 3 
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Were the relation of private property to the oommon good an 

absolute Instead of a proximate equality* it is evident that the 

division of goods would nave been neoessnry even in the state of. 

original Justice. "Oraee does not take away nature but perfects it." 

And the same would be true, with even greater foroe* of thoss 

oommunl ties of men and women who have adopted oommon ownership as a 

means of perfeotion. But if private property was not necessary in 

the state of original Justice, nor Is it necessary for some under 

fallen nature* why should it not have been ohosen rather than oommon 

ownership? Beoause property, of any sort, begets solicitude, whioh 
(2) 

is an obstacle to the perfect love of God. "Tot there is n 

difference," says St. Thomas* "whether riches, either abundant or 

moderate, are owned privately or in oommon* For solloltude about 

one's own riohes pertains to private love, by whioh one loves him­

self temporally; but solloltude over things that ars owned in 

oommon pertains to the love of oharity whioh "seeks not its 

(1) "Cum enim gratia non tollat naturam sed perfioiat." X, 1,8, ad 2* 

(2) "Paupertas est slout instrumentum vol exeroitium pervenlendi 
ad perfeotionem.. .1st autsm paupertas perfeotionls instrumentum 
Inquantum per remotionem divitiarum tolluntur quaedam oharltatls 
impendimenta; quae sunt praeelpue trie* Quorum prlmnm est 
sollioltudo quam ssoum divitiae afferent." IX XX* 188, 7* 
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(1) 
own", but Is intent on those things whioh are oommon*" 

Religious perfection, however* is not the vocation of the mass 

of men} and even religious communities might well find difficulty 

in living a oommon life if to their religious duties were added 

the responsibility of marriage and parenthood* 

Tor the majority of men* both experience end a proper under­

standing of fellen nature show that private property le imperative* 

"Xt le even neeeeeary for human life* and for three reaeonet first 

beoause eneh one is more solioitous in procuring what is his alone 

than that whioh le oommon to all or to many: beoause saoh.avoiding 

work* leaves to his neighbour that whioh pertains to the oommunity," 
Man is by nature a working animal. (g\ 
"Man Is b o m to labor as the bird to fly."* 

(1) "Different autem eiroa hoe utrum divltiae abundantes vel 
moderntae in proprio vol oommunl habeantur. Ham sollleltudo 
quae circa prepriae divltiae adhleetar pertinet ad amorsm 
privatum* quo quis temporal!ter ee amat; sed sollleltudo quae 
adhibetur eiroa roe oommunes pertinet ad amorsm eharltatls, 
quae non quarrit quae sua sunt, sed oommunlbus lntendit*" Ibid 

(2) "Sst enim neoeeearlum nd humenan vltam propter triat prime 
quia magls sollioitus set unuequieque ad proeurendum allquld 
quod sibi soli eompetlt* quam id quod est commune omnium vel 
multoruai quia wnusqwlsque, laborem fugiene, relinqult alterl 
quod pertinet ad eommune*" XX IX* 66, 2* 

(3) "yob 0* 7* 
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ItoocdbBKAganadHMaeKjex̂  Born naked, unable to 

east In their natural s tats many of the frui ts of tho earth 

ill-equipped by nature to defend himself against agressors, 

in need of spsolal protection against ths elements, slow to 

mature, feeble in old age, often debilitated by Illness - l i f e 

would be Impossible for him had not nature, by giving him 

intelligence and manual skill* mads him a workman.Partioularly 

true Is this since his fa l l into sin*. Work has been given him 

not only ae a neoeesity of nature but also as a penance: "Beoauss 

thou hast eaten of the tree whereof I commanded thee thou 

shouldst not eat, oureed i s the earth in th y works with labour 
(1) 

and t o l l shalt thou eat a l l the daye of th<y l i f e ." Hor has 
the Christian dispensation removed the burden of this universal 

law* St* Paul* who throughout hie apostolic oareer worked with 

his hands, has givsn us this admonition* "If any man wil l not work* 
(2) 

neither let him eat."' Hot only la the Individual's l i f e 

dependent upon the fruit of his t o i l , but the designs of providenot, 
(3) " 

expressed in the oammand; "Increase and multiply and f i l l ths earth, 

eannot bs achieved exeept by human toi l whioh makes possible ths 

support of an everinoreaalng population* We may be oertain* there­

fore, that there is no soiontlflo achievement or mechanical 

invention whloh makes possible a more abi 
oome under the order of divine providenot 
and the inventor* i s but the instrument* 
XT} gin. a. IV 

invention whloh makes possible a more abundant l i f e , whioh does nd 
divine providenoe of whloh man, the workman 

(2) X These. 9*10 
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But mnn is also a "lasy animal", "i)nu3qulsquo laborem fugleiia 

rallnqult altorl quod pertinet ad commune." Although he recog­

nizes tho need of toll, he flnd3 work of any kind, bo it mental 

or physical, difficult. True, at times, and in some men fre­

quently, enthusiasm for creative activity or the motive of 

fraternal charity may make even hard work seem attractive; while 

experience shows that a life o; Idleness means for most men the 

loss of their sense of well-being* But at the same time, infirmi­

ty, or the wound left in th<3 irasolhlo appetite by original sin, 

gives man a habitual inclination to avoid whatever la hard and 
to) 

oppressive. ' Unless driven by soma neoesslt;, or lured on by 

{3) 
the hope of some Immediate reward, men tend to become so?t, 

leaving to others what is not neoe sary for them to do themselves. 

(1) "TJn animal paresseux". SPIOQ, op. cit., p. :518 

(2) "Inquantum vero irascibllls destuitur suo ordlne ad arduum 
est vulnus lnflrmltatis*" I II, 85, 3. 

(3) "Mollis dioitur qui racedit a bono propter tristltias 
oausatas ex do?eotu dileotationum, quasi oedens deblli 
moventl." II II, 138, 1. 
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The precise disadvantage of oommon ownership, therefore, is 

that by robbing man of tho necessary incentive to work, It 

encourages idleness and thereby Is an obstacle to the quantity 

and quality of production whioh th3 well-being of the community 

demands. If 3t. Thomas opposes socialism it Is not because his 

viewpoint la individualistic but beoause he knows that under 

social ownership the objectives of the socialists cannot be 

realised* 

What incentive, than, does ^t* Thomas propose? Self-interest? 

"Magls sollioitus est unuaquisque ad procurandum allquld quod 

slbl soli oompetlt." The Angelio uoctor has descended from the 

domain of metaphysics, according to whioh he established the 

principle of human ownership, to that o* psychology to find 

Justification for the appropriation of external goods* In his 

commentary on the Politics of Aristotle, he tells us: "It Is 

necessary that possessions be privately owned as to the dominion 

of property, but in some way oommon* Bor from private ownership 

it follows that administration of possessions is divided when each 

one has the oare o4* his own property. And from this oome two 

advantages: of whloh one is that •••disputes among men are avoid* 

ed».; and the other that each one will the greater increase his 

property, being intent upon and solioitous for those things he 
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possesses as his own." The delight and satisfaction whloh a 

man finds In ownership are hard to describe, "for this delight 

comes from the faot that man loves himself; and because of this 
to) 

wishes himself good."' How else are we to explain the diligence 

of the farmer or Indopandent craftsman, the constant concern of 

the businessman, whioh contrast so sharply with the proletarian-

lsed wage-earner who is constantly agitating for shorter hours? 

The former never tire of work, because their natural repugnance 

to the discipline of l^hor Is ov roome by their delight in the 

faot that they are ever Increasing their substance, to whioh is 

added the satisfaction which comes from enjoying the fruits of 

one's own toll* 

Yet Is this not a strange motive for a Dootor of the Church 

to urge, especially one who haa written so beautifully of 

(1) "Oportet enim posaeBiones simplloiter esse propria quantum 
ad proprletatem domlnl1, sed secundum allquod modum communes* 
ax hoc enim quod sunt propriae possesslones, sequitur quod 
procuratlones possessionum aunt dlvlsae, dum unusquisoue curat 
de possessions sua. 3t ex1.hoc sequuntur duo bona* quorum, 
unum est quod .*.non fiunt llgitls Inter homines** Allud bonum 
est quod unusquisque magls augebit posstsslonem suam insistsns 
el sollioitus taaquan propriae." I Pol*. II* 

(£) "Br diclt Quod not potest de faclli enarrari quantum sit 
delaotablo rwpotare illquld esss sibl proprium. Venit enim 
haee deleotatio ex hoc quod homo amat solpsum; propter hoc 
enim vult slbi bona*" ibid* 
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love of God and neighbour, and who has oalled solicitude over 

temporal things an obstacle to tho perfect love of God? 

St* Thomas, following Aristotle, replies to this objection 

in the same passage, saying: "lor is it vain that anyone 

should have love toward himself, but natural* Yet sometimes 

one is Justly blamed for his self-love. But what is blameworthy 

is not that one simply loves himself, but more than he should; 

just as lovers of money are blamed, although all men love money 

to a degree; but lovers of money are held In disrepute beoauoe 
(1)' they love money more than they should." 

Self-love, properly understood, Is not only blameless but 

of obligation* for oharity obliges us not only to love God 

but those things which belong to God, including one's self.* 

Although man is bound to love God more than himself, aa the 

(3) 
principle of beatitude, and his neighbour beoause of God, 

(1) "Bee hoe est vanum quod allquls habet amioitlam ad seipsum; 
sed naturale est. Quandoque tamen juste vltuperatur allquls 
ex hoe quod eet amator suiipsius* Sed quando hoo in vltuper-
ium dioitur, non est hoc simplloiter amare seipsum, sed magls 
quam oportet; slout et amatores pecunlarum vltupor mtur, quae 
tamen omnes allquo modo amant; quia amatores pecunlarum vltuperant-
ur Inquantum amant eas magls quam oportet." ibid. 

(2) "Alio modo possumua loqui do charltate secundum proprlam 
rationem Ipsius, prout scilicet est amloltla hominis ad Deum 
prinoipaliter, et ex consequent! ad ea quae sunt Bel; inter 
quae etiam est ipse homo qui charltatem habet." II II, 25, 4. 

(3) "Hit ideo ex charltate magia debet homo dlligere Beu, qui eat 
bonum commune omnium, quam seipsum; quia beatltudo out In Deo 
slout in oommunl et fontall prlncipio omnium qui heatiMidlnem 
partlclpare possunt." Ibid., 26, ». 
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he is nevertheless bound to love his own spiritual nature 

more than that o>: hi neighbour* Moreover, hir oharity 

must extend even to hi.:, own body became by the works he 

performs through the instrumentality of hia body he oomea 

to the fruition of God; by which fruition beatitude redunds 

(2) 
to the body Itself. Suoh self-interest, then as prompts 

a man to take the necessary oare of his own body and provide 

for its proper sustenance is not only blameless but praise­

worthy* It is only when self-love is inordinate, when It is 

opposed to th'3 love of God, or when it places the love of 

material things above the spiritual welfare of one's neighbour, 

(3) 
that it Is displeasing to God. 

Solicitude, on the other hand, is a h^blt by which the mind 

is quick to exeoute a due undertaking; and therefore pertains to 

(4) 
the virtue of prudence. Solicitude about those things whioh 

are of necessity, whether for soul or body, is a 

(1) "Slout unites est potior quam unio; lta quod homo lp^e 
particlpet bonum divlnum est potior ratio , dlllgendl quam 
quod alius assooietur ipsl In hae partiolpatione. Jit Ideo 
homo exoharitste debet magls seipsum dlligere quam proxitnum." 

(8) "Per opera quae per corpus aglTUS ad perfeotam Bel frultlonam 
P08sumus venire* Undo ex fruitions animi redundnt quaedam 
beatltudo ad corpus..St Ideo quia oorpu3 allquo modo est 
partloepe beatltudlnis potest ex dlleotiono oharitatis amarl*" 
Ibid., 25, 5, ad 2. 

(3) and (4) at foot of following page. 
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necessary virtue. The words of Jesus, moreover, "Be not 
(1) 

solioitous for the morrow," are not to bn taken, ^t. Thomas 

tells us. In the sense that nothing la to bo reserved for the 
(3) 

future; but rather should be interpreted according to St. 

Jerome; "Let thought of the present be enough for us; let us 
(3) 

leave future things, which are uncertain, to God." While 

poverty, as an Instrument of perfection, is reoommended to 

(4) 
those who ire oalled to follow the oounsels, only that 

solloltude over external things is sinful whioh leads the soul 

to reverence riches and to seek them by unlawful means.* ' 

(1) Matt* 6. 34. 

(8) "Quod Bomlnus dloit: fHolite solllciti esse In orastlnum*, 
non intelligitur quod nihil r^servetur in futurum." II II, 188,7, 2 

(3) "Sufflclt nobis praesentls tomporis oogitatio; futura, quae 
lnoerta sunt, Beo relinquamus." Com* In Matt. 6. 34. 

(4) "Ad perfectlonem oharitatig aoqulrondum prlmun fundamentum 
est voluntarla paupertas." II II, 186, 3* 

(5) "Dioit Augustinus, 'Hon hoc dioit ut ista non procurmtur, 
quantum necessitatis est; sed ut non lata intueantur, et1 propter 
ista faalant quldquid In tfivangelii praedioatione facere Jubentur." 

lb. 188. 7. 

(3) "Consociatlo In plena paitlcipatlone beatltudlnis, quae est 
ratio dillgendl proxlmum, eat major r-jtio dlligendl quam p »rti-
oipatlo beatltudlnis per redundantlam." Ibid., 86, 5. 

(4) "'Sollioitus dioitur quasi aolers oitus,' inquantum soill -.et 
allquls ex quadam solertla animi velox est id prosequendum ea 
quae sunt agenda* Moo autem pertinet ad prudentiam, cujus prae-
oipuus aotus est circa agenda praecipere ae praeconsillntis et 
Judioatis." ibid., 47, 9. 



The second argument given by St. I'homas to establish the 

advisability of private property is that It 1 •* oonduolve to 

publio order! "Secondly, beoause hum in affairs ore conducted 

In more orderly fashion If eaoh man la charged with taking 

oare of some partioular things himself, whereas there would 

be oonfuslon if everyone had to look after any one thing 

indeterminately*" True, if ownership were not the basis 

for thin division of function, the required diversity of tasks 

might be provided for by the public authority. There would he, 

however, considerable difficulty both in finding suitable men 

for the various tasks and for determining their proper emolu­

ments without giving rise to discord and contention. Moreover, 

although m»»n 1B a social animal and depends upon the public 

authority to order the mem" era of the community toward the 
(2) 

common good, it Is the part of the publio authority 

(1) "Ordinatlus res humanae traotantur ei singulis immineat 
propria oura alloujus rel proourandae; asset autem confusio 
si qullibet indistinote quaelibet procui-iret." II II, 66, 3. 

(3) "naturale autem est homini ut sit animal soclale et polltlcum .** 
31 ergo naturale est homlnl quod in socletate multorum vlvat, 
neoesse est in homlnlbus esse per quod multltudo regatur*" 
De Reg* Prin. I, 1* 
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to fulfil only neoessary functions and not to assume tho3e whloh 

are properly in the domain of the Individual. Manifestly, 

the highly complicated economy of modern Industrial civilization 

Is based upon a higher degree of interdependence than that of 

the Middle Ages* But the principle still holds true that the 

economic order be based upon private Initiative, the government 

giving the economy only such direction and stimulus as the common 

good may demand* 

The fruit of a properly ordered economy Is peaoe, whioh St* 
(2) 

Augustine has defined as the "tranquility of order." This Is 

the third reason which 'rt, Thomas gives in favor of the Institution 

of private property: "Thirdly, because a more peaceful state la 

ensured to man if each one Is content with his own* Hence it Is 

to be observed that quarrels farise more frequently where there 
(3) 

13 no division of property." "Bfo man," 3t* Thomas tells us, 

"has neace in his heart a-* long as he does not possess what he 
(4) 

desires"* We must distinguish, however, between the laok of 

(1) "MultIs enim existentibus homlnlbus et unoquoque id quod 
est aibi oongruum providmte, multitudo In diversa dispergeron-
tur nisi etiam esset allquls de eo, quod ad bonum multltudlnls 
pertinet ouram habens*" Be Reg* Prln* I, 1* it. Thomas thus 
shows the proper end of sooiety to be those things whioh o£ their 
nature are common* 

(2) Be Oiv* Bel., 19, 13, c. prln* 

(3) "Tertlo, quia per hoc magls paclfioua status hominis con^ervatur 
dum unusquiaque re sua oontentns eat. Undo vlderaua quod inter eoa 
qui oommuniter et ex indivlso allquld poasldent, fnquentlus Jurgla 
oriumtur*" II II, 66, 2, 

U ) lbld.!n29,hfr hHh&t °°r p c a t u a i Quamdiu non habet i* quod vultl 
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peaoe whioh is a sti>,ulu3 to hard work and that whioh comes from 

a sense of injustice or prompts a man to seek Increased wealth 

through favoritism and unjust means* It Is the latter whioh are 

responsible for strife between individuals and classes with result-
(1) 

ant damage to the peace of the community* Where the perfect 

charity existing in the wills of men made It possible for them to 

dwell in perfect harmony under community of goods, before the fall; 

the malice induced by original sin, together with concupiscence, 

makes it impossible "or the majority of men to live in harmony in a 

communistic sooiety* "In a state having all things In common, 

aooording to the Sooratic Ideal, there would be mutual accusations 

and disputes and all the other evils whloh .ioorates says now existi 

in society* for the oitizms would quarrel with one another because 

all did not work equally hard nor receive the same reward, and on 
(2) 

many other scores*" True, many evils now exist In the social 

order where property is divided* "But if anyono rightly considers 

the matter, these are not due to the faot that property is 

(1) "Soorates per suam legem auferret a singulis oivibua follcltateme 
quia volebet quod non haberent allquld proprium*.Hoc autem est 
ImpossibSLevuod tota oivltas sit fellx nisi vel omnes vel plures 
partes oivitatis felicitatera habeant." Pol. II, 5* 

(S) "In clvltate habenta omnia communla, slout ioorates dixit, 
iavenlentur mutuae socusationes et disoeptatlones, et omnia alia 
mala quae Socrates dlolt nunc esse in civitatibua* Blsoeptahunt 
enim elves ad Invlcem de hoc quod non aequallter laT>orant, noc 
aequaliettyr fructum roclplunt, et do rami* la etiam allis. ibid. 
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not In oommon, but rather to the raalloe of man. for we see that 

those who possess some things in common have many more dlssonslona 

than those who possess things separately ...Man should consider not 

not only what evils are avoided by those who have things in common 

but also what good Is prevented* for the lawgiver should tolerate 

oertain evils lest the oommunity be deprived of greater good," 

following Aristotle, 3t* Thomas mentions in his Commentary 

on the Polltlos a fourth reason for private property whioh he does 

not discuss In the corpus^ artloull. of q*66, a.2. "It is most 

desirable that a man should give or be of aid to his friends, to 

strangers, or to anyone possible; but this can be done only when 

(2) 

men have private property*" Thus those who would set up a com­

munistic state would make impossible the exercise of the virtue (7 

liberality* "For it oould not be known whether any man was 

liberal nor oould any man perform an act of liberality, through 

the absence of private property, the use of whloh is the objeot 

of the virtue of llherality* 

(1) "Sed si aliquis note oonslderet, nihil horum fit propter hoc 
quod poesessionea non sunt commune^, sed propter malitiam homlnum* 
Vldemus enl i quod 1111 qui possident allqua in oommunl, multo 
magls dissident ad inioera, quam 1111 qui habent separitas 
possessionem....Homo non solum debet oonslderare quot malls 
priventur 1111 qui habent communes poaseasiones (et uxores), sed 
etiam quot bonis priventur* Bebot enim lecl lator sustlnere 
allqua mala ne privantur majoro bom*" ibid*, 4. 

(2) "Valde deleotablle est quod homo donet vel auxillura ferat vel 
amicls vel extraneis vel quibusournque aliisj quod quidem fit per 
hoc quod homo habet propri im possessionem*" lMd* 
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The generous man L> one who spends and gives what ia his own* 

But what a man gives of those thlnga whioh are oommon partakes 

(1) 
little o' liberality." In the present article, however, the 

problem for st* Thomas la not whether property should be private 

as a means to liberality but whether the virtue of Christian 

Oharity, o? whioh llberallt/ la but a natural counterpart, does 

not demand that men he so generous as to call nothing their own. 

Of the many pat i^tio writers who aeeralngly attacked the Institu­

tion of prlv its property, >t* Thomas cites two in whose objections 

the Christian attitude to property IT summed up* 

He first quotes it. Basils "The rich who deem as their own the 

oommon property they h ive seized upon, are like thoee who going 

beforehand to the play prevent others from coming, and appropriate 
(2) 

to themselves that la intended for oommon u^e*" In the third 

objection, the Angelic Bootor oi^es the testimony of .3t* Ambrose: 

"let no one oall his own that which Is common."(3) 

(1) "Hon enim poterlt esse manifostum de allquo an sit llberalls, 
neo allquls poterit aotum llberalitatla exeroar?, ex quo non 
habet proprias possessionem. In quarum usu oonsi itit opus 
llberalltatis* Prodigus homo propria expendlt et dat. Quod 
autem allquls det oommunia non eat multum llberalitstis:" Ibid. 

(2) "Praeterea tiaglliua dlclt, exponena pr^ediotum vorbum dlvltls: 
Sicut qui preveniens ad speotn.'ula prohi'horot adv nienten, 
approprl mdo slhi quod ad ooraiminom u um ordinate, similes 
siint d^vites, qui communes, quae praoocoupaverunt, lestimant 
sua esse*" II II, 60, 2, ohj.8. 

(3) "Praeterea, Ambroslus dloit, et habotur In Beoretla: "Proprium 
nemo dioat quod est commune*" ibid*, ohJ. 3. 
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Both objections are dealt with aocordlng to the dist inction made 

in the oorpus art lcul i between the appropriation of administra­

tion and that of use* Thus the playgoer is reproved not that 

he precedes the others but in that he prevents their use of 

his place* "And similarly the rieh man does not aot unlawfully 

i f although he aatioipates someone In taking possession of a 

thing whioh at f i r s t was oommon property, he shares i t with 

others; but he sins i f he indiscriminately excludes others 
f l ) from using l t . " l x # st* Ambrose, moreover, St* Thomas t e l l s us , 

"is speaking of ownership as regards use, wherefore he adds, 
(2) 

"He who spends too much i s a robber*1" 

But i f the Christian dispensation has not abolished private 

property, i t tolerates i t only on condition of the widest 

oommon use* "Hence Basil sayst 'Why are you rich while another 

Is poor, unless that you may have ths merit of a good steward-

(1) "Bt s imi l i ter dives non i l l l o l t e agit s i praeoooupans 
Possessionem rel quae a prinoiplo erat communis, a l i i s stiam 

oommunlest; p»eeat;autem s i s l i o s sb usu i l l l u s rel Indlsorete 
prohibaat," Ibid*, ad 2* 

(2) "Ambroslus**.loquitur de proprietate quantum ad usum; undo 
3u\d;t: *F1JUS <vam sufficeret sumptul, vlolenter obtentum eat." 
sd 3 . 
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ship and he the reward of patience??." Moreover, with the 

Christian it is not a question of mere l i b e r a l i t y . "Those 

things which anyone possesses in superabundance must, by the 

natural law, be devoted to the sustenance of the poor . " ' 2 ) 

The discussion of how th i s common use is t o he achieved 

under a system of p r iva te ownership wi l l be the subject of 

the l a s t two chapters of t h i s work. In the present chapter 

we have endeavoured to show how S t . Thomas has jus t i f i ed the 

i n s t i t u t i on of pr ivate property, quantum ad potestatem procu-

randi et dlspensandi. demonstrating that i t i s opposed nei ther 

to the natural law nor to the divine pos i t ive law, but ra ther 

i s required by the jus gentium. Man's r ight to pr ivate pro­

perty, therefore , is not a na tura l r igh t in the s t r i c t sense 

of the term because i t is not based upon a s t r i c t necessi ty 

of na ture . If i t he ca l led a natural r i gh t , i t can only he 

in the wider sense of moral necessity based upon the short­

comings of human nature wounded by or ig ina l s i n . As such i t 

can never take precedence over man's natural r ight -jQf human 

ownership. "Those things which are of human law cannot dero-

(1) "Unde Basi l ius ibdiem d i c i t , 'Cur tu abundas, i l l e vero mendicat 
n i s i ut tu bonae dispensat ionis merita consequaris, i l l e vero 
pa t i en t i ae premiis coronetur? '" i b i d . , ad 2. 

(3) "Res quas a l iqu i superabundanter hahent, ex na tu ra l i jure 
denentur pauperum sus t en t a t i on i . " ih id . 7 . 
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gorate from what i s of natural or divine law* But according 

to the natural order established by divine providence, in­

fer ior things are ordained for the purpose of succoring man's 

needs by their means* And therefore the division and appro­

priation of things whloh are based on human law, do not pre­

clude the faot that man's needs have to be remedied by means 

of these very things*•• If the need be so manifest and urgent 

that i t is evident that the present need must be remedied by 

whatever means at hand (for instance when a person be in 

some imminent danger snd there be no other possible remedy), 

then i t i s lawful for a man to succor hi3 own need by means 

of another's property, by taking It al t bar openly or secretly: 
(1) nor i s this properly speaking theft or robbery." 

In apparent contradiction to the above dootrlne of St* 

Thomas, we have the statement of Leo XIII in the Bncyolloal 

Rerum Novarum that "every man has by, nature the right to 

possess property as his own*"' ' "It must be within his right," 

(1) "Ba quae sunt Juris humanae non possunt derogare Juri natu­
ra l i ver Juri dlvlno. Sooundum autem naturalem ordinem ex 
diyAn^ previa©a*la instltutum, res inferlores sunt ordinatae ad 
hoe* ex his subvenlstur hlrcinun neceasltati* E t ideo per rerum 
dlvlslonem et appropriatlonem ex Jure huraano procedentem non 
Impedltur quln hominis neoessi tat l s i t subvenlendum ex hujus-
modl rebus*.* 31 adeo s i t evidens et urgens neoessitas ut mani-
festum s i t Instantl neoessitatl de rebus occurentlbus esse sub-
real endum (puta oum lmminet personae periculum et a l i tor sub-
venirl non potest ) , tunc l l c i t e potest al lquls ex rebus a l l en i s 
suae neoessitatl subvenlre, sive manifesto sive oooulte sub-
l a t l s : neo hoe proprle habet rationem furt l v e l rapinae*" ibid. 

(2) "Possldore res privatise ut suas, Jus est homini a natura 
datum*" Lettres ApoBtollqnea de Leon XIII. v o l . I l l , p.28. 
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the Sovereign Pontiff tells us, "to have things not merely 

for temporary and momentary use as other beings have them, 

but in stsble snd permanent possession." This private 

ownership, moreover, "is according to nature's law;" |4""in 

the law or nature herself," is found, "the foundations of the 
t%\ .been 

division of property. This "right of property... has/proved 

to belong naturally to Individual persons*"*4' Indeed "private 

ownership Is the natural right of man*" »5' 

The solution to this apparent difficulty is found in a 

consideration of the position the jus gentium holds in re­

lation to the natural law and the civil law* The position 

it occupies is that of a middle ground between the two, par­

taking of some features of each. Being immediately derived 

(1) "Bona homlnl tribuere neeesse est non utenda solum, quod 
est osmium anlmantlum commune, sed stab 111 perpetuoque Jure 
possidenda*" Ibid* 

(2) "Qua ex re rursus effioltur, privates possesslones plane 
esse secundum naturam*" p. 24. 

(3) "la Ipsius lege naturae fundamentum reperlt partitionls 
bonorum possdssionesquo privates." p.26. 

(4) "Quod igitur demonstravimus, Jus dominii personls singu-
larlbus natura trlnutum." Ibid* 

(5) "Bona privatlm possidere*.Jus est homlnl naturale." p.36. 
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ex humano condlotn. It can in a sense be oalled posit ive law* 

But on the other hand, this human agreement has been reached 

hot by the deliberation of l eg i s la t ive bodies but by the 

spontaneous recognition of peoples the world over of the 

general sui tabi l i ty of oertain Institutions to the peace and 

trder of sooiety as well as to the needs of Individual human 

l i f e* Now we have seen that a l l human law whloh Is val id must 

be derived In some way from the natural law* The o lv i l law, 

in ita own specific character, is derived by way of partioular 

istormlnatloos of the natural law* Distinguished from i t ore 

thoss secondary principles whioh are derived not as determina­

tions but as conclusions from the natural law* Some are neces­

sary conclusions* They oan be reduced to the natural law and 

are therefore of natural law in the s t r i c t sense* Others are 

not necessary conclusions, in the sense of an absolute necessity, 

but are derived because/of a relative or moral necessity for 

the proper operation of the natural law* Beoause they are not 

derived by way of s t r i c t logic , they need, to be binding on 

the individual console nee, some greater certainty* This i s 

supplied by the oommon agreement of mankind; and in this sense 

*** ^U8 gentium i s of positive law. But, on the other hand, 

as conclusions derived from the natural law, although not 



by way of absolute necessity, they bear a close af f in i ty to 

the derived prinoiples of natural law which are of natural 

law in the s t r i c t sense. We may therefore properly speak 

of the Jus gentium as pertaining to natural law in the broad 

sense* Or, to sum up, the Jus gentium, viewed from ths 

point of i t s immediate binding foroe, pertains to positive 

law* viewed from the point of I ts manner of origin, i t 

pertains to.natural law* 

We have seen the difference of ppinlon whloh existed in 

the Middle Ages regarding the proper interpretation of the 

ius gentium. Today the Jus gentium i s generally taken in 

the sense of internet lonal law, that i s , the c i v i l law whioh 

governs relations between Independent s ta tes . What the 

medieval theologians oalled the jus gentium la now commonly 

referred to as natural law, with the qualifying dist inction 

of praeoopta seoundarH* Thus Hold In states; "Considered 

from the viewpoint of their force and effioaoy, the pre­

cepts of the natural law are of two orders. Some are oalled 

primary which nature absolutely demands beoause without 

them the moral order i s rendered impossible. Others 

are oalled secondary, toward whioh nature 
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i s greatly inclined because without them the,,morel order i s 

l o s s perfect, and whlda she demands hypothetic a l l y . Thus 

nature desasdj the unity of nr.rri.ge, insofar as i t excludes 

polyandry, absolutely; but inuofar as i t excludes polygwy* 

nature demsmde the unity of marxlaga only hypothetiaaily."* ' 

private property, then, in the modem termiuology, i s a 

seoondary precept of the natural lsw. por evidently aooiety 

oau ex i s t without i t , as has been shown at varloua time5In 

history and whioh soviet Boesia demonstrates today* But, as 

St* Thomas has told us, private property i s tuoessasy for the 

higher etoudard of l iving whioh human dignity demands, and 

for the peace and order of soc ie ty , which Soviet Russia and 

i t s inhuman tyrveuy also demonJtrates today* when the Holy 

father, therefore, vindicates against the Marxist reformers 

the right of > rivets properly as one of natural Liw, he 

(1) "Conoidurate vl et offio&oia praeoepta naturae dupliois 
generis sunt, a l ia diountur pri.iarla. quae nature absolute 
e x i g i t , quia s lue 1111a or do e»oralIt> 1 edditor iapoeal & l i s , 
1 , 1 1 a s^ooPdarle. in quae natura valde quidem lnol inat , quia 
sine l i n e or do taorali,-, eat miuus jorfeutue, quae tamen 
hypothet ic ea&glt. ;Jio unit a tern matrimonii, quatenus oxuiudit 
poly and rl am, nature absolute e x i g i t , matrlmonlum autem unit a tern, 
qua tonus exoludlt polygyny i, bypothetloe exigit*" 
MQUW iSCHMITf, 3e tr inofpl ls Tt-»«o^Oflao Mora U s . Innabruak 

http://nr.rri.ge
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i s de daring that a s o c i a l i s t s tate i s so opposed to human 

nature as to be unworkable, except at impossible sacrif ices 

and that to conilscute private property earned by years of 

t o i l in the name of such a falae Utopia i s to deprive man 

of his natural right to the fruit of his labor* 

Thus understood, the teaohlng on property in the Encyclical 

Rerum g ova rum i s not only l a no wise at variance with the 

teaching of St. Thomas but i s clearly of Thomietio inspiration. 

Thus after stating that "private ownership i s the natural 

right of sea," in the text quoted above, the Sovereign Pontiff 

goes on to establish his statement with an argument from 

neiessity in vfrioh he quotes the Angelic Doctor himself: 

"To exercise that right, especially as members of sooiety, 

i s not only lawful but clearly necessary. jTt i s lawful for 

man to posses a vthlsgs as his own* I t l a even necessary for 

human l i fe*" The reader wil l recognlae the underlined sentences 

as the familiar word8 of St. Thomas in q* 66, a* 2* But the 

neoeesity whioh St* Thomas gives as the foundation of the right 

of private property i s not the absolute but the hypothetical 

neoeesity of the modern moralists; a view whloh the Holy Father 

(1) "JSoque uti Jure, maximi in socletati v i tae , non fas modo e s t , 
sed place neoessarlum. Lioltum est quod homo propria posaideat* 
BBt enim neoessarlum ad hamaaam vTram*w l . o i t* , p* 

The rendering of plane neoessarlum as absolutely necessary In 
oertain English translations is hardly conducive to a proper 
understanding either of Leo XIII or the Angelio Doctor. This 
Is the reading given by Susslein, op. oit* p. 
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makes no attempt to correot. I t i s in this sense, therefore,, 

of re lat ive necessity that we should interpret the other 

texts in which the sowereign Pontiff refers the right of 

private ownership to the natural law* 
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Chapter XV 

PaSVATjS PROPERTY: Jus In re. 

"Ue makes his own that portion 
of nature*s field which he culti­
vates, the portion on whioh he 
leaves, as It were, the impress of 
his own personality." 

Leo XIII 

In our study of the problem of ownership we have discussed 

man*8 right to external things In two successive degrees: 
M s right to possess external things; secondly 

first A his right to possess external things as_ his own (tamquam 

proprlas). Both, however, are In the nature of abstract prin­

ciples; while they establish the llcelty of man's possession 

and appropriation of external things in general, they do not 

tell us why this partioular thing should belong to this parti­

oular thing should belong to this particular mans In other 

words, thsy pertain to the Jus ad rem and not to the Jus In re. 

The latter Is the subject of the present chapter. 

We prooeed to the Jus In re from the Jus ad rem In the same 

fashion In whloh we proceeded from human ownership, or the Jus ad; 

rem simplloiter to private ownership, or the iH£ £i £®S proprlam: 

by specification. In the former case we specified the mode of 

ownership, that it be private rather than common, in the present 

instance we are oonoerned with the means of ownership, or by what 
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specific title man makes a partioular objeot his own* 

Here we are not conoerned with ownership in the wide 

sense of use. Manifestly, the only title required for that 

Is extreme necessity, as described by St. Thomas In q. 66, 

a. 7, whloh we- quoted at the end of the preceding chapter. 

Rather, we are conoerned with ownership In Its restricted 

sense of administration, or private ownership. And beoause 

we are considering the latter particularly from the viewpoint 

of Its objeot, we have referred to this form of ownership as 

private property, the better to distinguish the Jus In re 

from the Jus ad rem. 

Human ownership, we have seen, pertains to the natural law 

and Is based upon the metaphysical principles of order and 

finality. Private ownership, on the other hand, pertains to 

the Jue gentium, and Is based upon a psychological fact, 

namely that it Is beet fitted to the weaknesses of fallen 

nature* What law, then, shall we say governs private property? 

Insofar as It IS a determination of human ownership It pertains 

to the natural law; Insofar as It Is a determination of private 

ownership It pertains to the Jus gentium: but to what law does 

It owe Its specific naturs? Commenting on q. 66, a. 2, ad 1, 

"The distinction of possessions Is rather according to human 
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agreement, thloh pertains to the positive law," Cardinal 

Cajetan makes the following commentary: "In private ownership 

we distinguish two things: first, that one thing belong to 

one man and another to another; secondly, that this field belong 

to this man uni that to the other* AS to the first, private 

ownership Is aeoordlng to the Jue gentium; for this Is deter­

mined by reason, as is shown several times In the oorpus artlculi. 

AS to the seoond, it la of positive law: since before this thing 

be appropriated by one man and that by another, it matter not If 

the oontrar.% be d^no. ^r 'r has been defined that positive law 
(2) 

is that »hion in It:* principle ia indifferent." Cajetan, how-

over, here uses jus positIvum In ItB restricted sense, as is 

erldent from the definition. For following Isodorus, St. Thomas 

divides human, or positive, law Into the Jua gent1 ma und Jus 

olvlie. the latter being properly concerned with those things 

which are indifferent; "Hbo®* things whloh are derived from 

the n tural law by way of partioular determination pertain to 

(1) "Jlstinotlo rerum..magls secundum humanum oondlotum, tuod 
pertinet ad Jus positlvum." II II, 66, 2, ad 1. 

(2) "Ad hoc dioitur ;uod In proprietate possessionum Invenluntur 
duo: prlmo, quod allquld sit unius et axlquid alterlus; secundo, 
quod hlo ager sit lstlus et ille Illlus. ^uoad prlmum, proprlotas 
possessionum est a Jure gentium; dlotat enim hoc ratio, ut in 
litters multlpllolter ostendltur. 4Uoad secundum, est a Juro 
positive: quonlam antequam alt hoc approprlstum hulo et Illud 
alteri, nihil dlffert an contrarlum flat; deflnltura est ecfcm quod 
Jus positlvum est quod a principle nihil J Iffort.ex V jjithla." 
Com. In II II. — — — 
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the civil law, according to whloheaoh state determines what 
(1) 

Is suitable to It." Private property, then, In the 

restricted sense of the Jus In ret Is determined by the civil law. 

Does this mean, however, that the civil law may aot In a purely 

arbitrary fashion In determining the conditions of private owner­

ship? On the contrary, although the determination, insofar as it 
(2) 

is a determination, is left to the discretion of the lawgiver, 

It must at the same time be in accord with natural Justice. "The 

human will can by oommon agreement make a thing Just In those 

matters which of themselves have no repugnance to natural Justice; 

and this Is the sphere of positive law... But If anything is of 

itself opposed to natural Justice it cannot be made Just by the 
. (3) 

human will." The olvil law, therefore, la laying down the 

conditions for acquiring property, must first have regard for 
whioh that 

distributive Justice, according to whloh Is oommon to society 

(1) "<4uae vero derivantur a lege naturae per modum particular Is 
determination^ pertinet ad Jus civile, secundum quod quaellbet 
olvitas allquld slbl aooomode determlnat." I II, 95, 4. 

(2) "Phllosophus loquitur ("Justum legale est quod a principle 
quidem nihil differt utrum sic vel aliter flat") de 1111s 
quae sunt lege poslta per deterrainationem vel specifIcationem 
quamdam praeoeptorum legis naturae-." Ibid, 2, ad 1. 

(3) "Voluntas humana ex oommunl condloto potest allquld faoere 
Justum in his quae seoundum se non habent allquam repugnantlam 
ad naturalem Justltlam; et In his habet locum Jus positlvum.• 
Sed si allquld de se habeat repugnantlam ad Jus naturale, non 
potest voluntate humana fieri Justum." II II, 57, 2, ad 2 
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(1) 

Is distributed among Its members proportionately. The laws 

for individual appropriation, therefore, must manifestly not 

Interfere with the primary right of each Individual to the 

common use of external things. But more, their scope should 

be suoh that they leave open as far as possible to all the 

members of sooiety the opportunity to acquire ownership. For 

Just as the right to human ownership, or use. Is based upon a 

strict necessity of human nature; so too the right of private 

ownership, or the Jus ad rem. Is founded upon human nature, 

although In relation to Its defects, and not, as we have seen, 

by way of strlot necessity. Its claim, however, Is superior to 

that of the civil law, Just as the claim of the natural law Is 

superior to that of the jus gentium. 

Regard also must be had for that other speoies of Jus ties 

which oonoerns not the relation between the whole and Its parts 

but between the parts themselves. "For a twofold order may be 

considered In relation to a part. In the first place there Is 

the order of one part to another, to whioh corresponds the 

order of one private individual to another* Thle order is dir­

ected by commutative Justice, whloh Is conoerned about the mutual 

(1) "Alius ordo attendltur totlus ad partes, et hulo ordlni 
assimilatur ordo ejus quod est commune ad slngulas personas; 
quern quidem ordinem diriglt Justitia distributive, quod est 
distributive oommunium secundum propCotionalltatem."lbld,61,l 
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( I ) 

dealings between two persons." Not only should the lawgiver 

assure to the Individual the opportunity to aoquire property 

but he should so frame his legislation as to guarantee the secure 

tenure of property whloh has been Justly acquired. 

But methods of aoqulring property may be many. In the case of 

oonfliot of claims, how shall the lawgiver be guided? is ths 

matter so entirely indifferent that it should be left to his 

srbltrary Judgment, or is there some hierarchy of titles, 

'some metaphysical principle aeoordlng to whioh he should be 

guided in determining even the order of "iatius and illlus"? 

To answer this question properly, we must review briefly 

what we have already seeb concerning the foundation of human 

and private ownership. The former is baaed upon two things, 

the order of providenoe and nature of man, who being endowed 

with Intelligence and free will can use, potest uti, external 

things and accumulate them to meet his future nedds. Now 

although man needs no other title to use than the needs of his 

rational nature, work IS none the less a condition of that use. 

For not only is use itself defined as the application of a thing 

(1) "Potest autem at! aliquam partem duplex ordo attendl: unus 
quidem pertis ad partem; oui aim!lis est ordo unius privatae 
personae ad aliam; et huno ordlnem dirigit commutative 
Justitia quae consistit in his quae mutuo fiunt inter duas 
personas ad lnvioem." 11 11, 61, 1. 
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(1 ) 

to some operation, but apart from those few fruits whioh 

in thslr natural state are ready for human consumption, man 

ma Ices flnsl use of external things only after the application 

of labor, whether that be the work of the hunter or fisher, the 

•farmer, or the craftsman, we may say, therefore, .nat *»OVK iw 

in general reqWlreO by the natural lew as a condition for 

human ownership. 

when we oome, however, to private property and the domain 

of the Jue gentium, we find that work is the end of individual 

appropriation. For the firat reason given by St* Thomas for 

ti e neoeesity of private ownership is that under suoh a system 

more work will be done. Is it not but logical, therefore, to 

expect that when we oome to the final specification of the 

right of ownerehip by olvil law, that work will be given ae 

the primary title to private property? 

Unfortunately, tit. Thomas has not given formal treatment 

to the problem of the acquisition of property or that of the 

titles to ownership. In q. 66, a.5, ad2, he discusses briefly 

ths question of occupation, defending the lawfulness of 

keeping a res nnllius or a res dsreliota, whereas the finder of 

(1) "Usue alloujus rsl importat applloationem rel illlus as 
aUq-uam operstlonem." 1 11, 16, I* 



(13. ) 

ID 
a hidden treasure must dispose of it according to tue civil law. 

Again, in la Ilae, q.105,a*2, he mentions methods of acquiring 

property recognized by custom; suoh as division of unsettled 

lands, by lot, or proportionately; the periodic restoration of 

property to its original owners; its transfer by gift, sale and 
(2) 

inheritance. But in neither passage is he formally oonoerned 

with the problem in Httestion. . e has, however, given us several 

indications of his views upon the prinoiples involved, and from 

them we are able to construct a theory not alien to the spirit 

of the Angelic Doctor. 

Ownership le direoted to human aotivity (potest uti). Now 

all human aotivity in regard to external things Is divided into 

the realm of the faoere and that of the agere. The former is an 

action which is transient, terminating in the external thing; 

(1) "Circa res inventas est dlstinguendum: quaedam enim sunt 
quae numyuam fuerunt in bonis alloujus*.et talia occupant! 

oonoeduntur; et eadem ratio est de thesaurle antlquo tempore 
eub terra oocultatis, quorum non extat allenis possessor; 
nisi yuod leges oiviles tenetur inventor medletatem domino 
agrl, si in alieno agrl lnvenerit. ^uaedam vero res inventae 
fuerunt de propin^uo In alloujus bonis; si pro derelictis 
habeantur, et hoo oredat Inventor, licet sibi eas retineat, 
non oommittit furtum." 

(2) "Prl'.o enim ipsae possessiones dlvisae erant in sinrulos; 
dioitur enim Num 33.53: 'ago dedi vibis terram in possessionum 
quam eorte dlvldetis vobis.* &t ^uia per possessionum irreg-
ularitatem plures oivltates destruuntur, ideo circa possess­
iones wiiai «wi'|vmwf miriTinftmre • ihmniftWfti.it i u i h u i m i n frw.^a »••• i • m ^ n T j 1 T 

giir.wull.mmri rsgulaudas triplex remedium lex adhibuit; unum 
quidem ut ssoundum numerum homlnum a equal! tar dividorentur. • 
allud ut possessions8 non in p.erpetuum alienentur. .tertium ut 
proximi suooedant morientibus." 

http://ihmniftWfti.it
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(i) 
the latter remains in the agent himself. corresponding to 

(2) 
these activities are the virtue of the praotloal Intelleot. 
art and prudence, which are defined respectively as the "recta 

( 3 ) 

ratio faotlbilium" and the "recta ratio aglbiliura". AS 

virtues, both havs ths good as thslr objeot. "But some habits 

are virtues in this respect only, that they oonfer aptness for 
that they 

a good work; others/not only oonfer aptness for a good work but 
(5) 

also confer the use." Art whioh has no regard for the appetite 
but only for the thing to be made, belongs to the former category; 

while prudence, being oonoerned with the good of the agent belongs 
(6) 

to the latter. 

(1) "Differunt enim agere et faoere; nam agere est secundum 
operationem manentem in ipso agente, slout est eligere, 
intelligere et hujuemodi: unde soientiae actlvae dioumtur 
solentiae morales. Faoere autem est secundum operationem 
quae tranait exterius ad materlae transmutatlonem, siout 
seoare, arere, et hujusmodl: unde soientiae faotivae dlountur 
artea meohanicae." Metaph., 6, 1. (1152) 

(2) "St haee est ratio vel mens practice: quae ^uidem non solum 
prlnoipiatur aotivae operation!, i±uae non transit in oxteriorem 
materlam, sed manet in agent1, ut oonouplscere et irasoi; sed 
etiam faotivae, quae tranait in oxteriorem materlam, siout urere 
«\ seoare*" Eth. 6, 2, ad fin. 

(3) "Ars est •reota ratio faotlblllum*, prudentla vero 'recta 
ratio aglbllium.1 1 11, 57, 4. 

(4) "Virtus oujusllbet rel dioatur in ordine ab bonum." Ibid., 55, 3. 

(6)'Allquls habitus habet rationem virtutis ex hoc solum ^uod 
faolt faeuitatem boni operls; allquls autem ex hoc quod fecit 
non solum faeuitatem boni operis sed etiam usum." ibid., 57, 4. 

(•) "Ars autem faolt solum faeuitatem boni operis; ^uia non 
respioit appetitum; pruuentia autem non solum faclt boni operis 
faeuitatem, sed etiam usum; respiclt enim appetitum, tan^uam 
praesupponens rectltudinem appetitus." ibid. 



(n%) 

Now St. Thomas has already told us that the use of external 

things must be oommon. Moreover, although he admits thf.t the 

potestas diapendandi, whioh pertains in part to the agibile, or 

to use, may be appropriated, it is in the technical sense of 

supervising their right disposition, whioh pertains properly 

to ths realm of the faotlblle. Man la not t; e dispenser of his 

possessions for his own good, but rather for the {.ood of the 

work, whioh is their wise distribution. But the potestas 

proonrandi, whloh is concerned solely with the teonnlcal task 

of preparing external tl.ings for human use, clearly pertains 

to the order of the faotlblle, or art. As the dispensatlo can 

only follow upon the proonratlo, the right of private property 

10 founded primarily in the former. It pert?ins not to man's 

moral nature, to prudence or to the order of aglblllum; but to 

his intelleotual nature, to art, and to the order of making. 

Therefore while t e consumer has a natural ri^ht to use 

external things for the neeaa of his morr.1 nature, the right 

°* ownership In its restricted sonde of individual appropriation, 

pertains only to the workman or to homo faber. "Here is the 

metaphysical element in human nature whioh in a general way 

makes personal ownership a matter of necessity and whioh is the 
(1) 

ground of the proprietary right." 

(1) MAfilTAIN, Freedom In the Modern world, appendix I, pperson 
and Property." jshgl. Trans., new xork, ly36, p. 196, The 
aame notion is developed in Art and scholasticism, chapter lv. 
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In what way Is i t a matter of necessity? Ad bonum operis. 

If good things are to bs made for the oommon use, the ar t i s t 
(1) or workman, must have control of the materials needed for 

his art , must be a responsible agent, iree to fashion the 

objeot of his art according to the dictates of his habitus. 

"It Is of the necessity of manipulation, without whloh no 

natural product Is of service to man, that there i s the 

necessity of private ownership* And i t i s because the service 

of men implies good service and not had that an a r t i s t i c pro­

blem merges into and becomes a problem of morals* It i s 

immoral to deprive men of what they need. Men need goods, 

but in order that goods be well made there must be individual 

appropriation of ths means of production. It Is thus that the 

denial of private property becomes a breach of morals.•• Where 

there i s no private ownership in the means of production, there 

i s Injustice, and therefore a breach in the moral law, beoause 

the quality of things made or services rendered Is reduced and 

men are deprived of what Is due them*" '*""' 

(1) An "artist" i s anyone possessing an "art", be that a praotloal 
art, a l ibera l art or a f ine *Jrt. All are workmen in the sense 
that a l l make things for the common use. Marl tain (Art and 
Scholasticism) states that In the Middle Ages "artists" were 
those possessing the l iberal ar t s , while those practising the 
fine arts were olassed with the artisans or craftsmen* 

(8) Ol l l , Brio, Work and Property. London 1937, p.108. 
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But art i s more than a reason for individual appropriation, 

whloh pertains to the moral order. In the metaphysical order 

the sxeroise of art Jj. individual appropriation. "In the 

ont©logical and immanent order each person possesses a pro­

prietary right over himself, over his nature and h i s aot ion . . 

This i s in the metaphysical order the root principle of owner­

ship, but i t oan only pass to the ownership of material and 

external goods by way of the fac t !b i l e , the exercise of art 

or work* It i s of the very essenoe of t h i s aotivity to imprint 
(1 } on matter the mark of rational being*" 

This extension of man's dominion over external things i s of 

the order of oause to of fset . By workman makes a thing his l a a 

twofold way* It submits to his power, and is thus said to be 

hie as are the actions by which he subdues i t* ' But i s also 

his in a mere speoial way, because by the exercise of his art 

hw gives i t a new form* placing In i t a similitude of himself'3 ' 

(1) JURITAIH, op. e i t . , p* 196. 

(2) "fiff actus autem dioitur in oausa duplioiter. tho modo 
secundum quod causa habet dominium super ef fee turn, siout 
setue uostrl dlountur esse in nobis." Be veritata* 87, 7* 

(*3) "Alio modo sooundum sul simllitudinem* secundum quod oausa 
produclt ef fee turn elbl simllem; et hoc contlngit quatuor 
modlsl* t e r t l o quando similitude effect us est la oausa non 
secundum esse naturale, sed sp ir i tua l s , tamen qui e turn, s i cut 
similitudinea ertiflelatorum sunt in mente a r t i f l c i a , forma 
enim domus in aedlf loot ore non est natura quaedam.. sed est 
quaedam intentio i n t e l l i g i b i l l s in anlma quiescens." ibid. 
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and leaving upon i t "the impress of his own personality*" 

It i s in this sense that the a r t i s t ' s work i s said to be "creative". 

And although we restr ict man's participation in the divine 

dominion to the exercise of providence, true creation being 

incommunicable to man, we find in the a r t i s t ' s claim to the 

fruits of his art an analogy, though a most imperfect one, with 

the t i t l e of God to the universe beoause omnia per lpsum fasta 

aunt. Against Ood's claim, the a r t i s t ' s are nothing. But who 

among men shall have a better claim to a particular thing than 

he who has formed i t by h is art? "That whioh has thus altered 

and improved i t , becomes so truly a part of i t s e l f as to be in 

a great measure indiQtinguishably inseparable from i t . Is i t 

Just that the fruit of a man's sweat and labour should be enjoyed 

by another? As effects follow their oause, *SO i t is Just that 

the results of labour should belong to him who has laboured. ' 

But an efficient oause may be either principal or instru­

mental* The former operates by virtue of i t s own form, to whioh 

(1) "Jam vero oum in par and i s naturae bonis industrlam mantis 
viresque corporis homo insumat, hoc ipso applioat ad sese earn 
naturae corporeae partem, quam ipse peroolult* in qua velut 
for mam quandam personae suae lmpressam r e l l quit." M,Q XXII, 
3smH2X££m» !• oit., p.84. 

(2) "vtulbus autem rebus est me 11 or faot us, i l l o s ic solo 
lnhaerent miscenturque penltus, ut maxlmam partem nullo paoto 
Sint separabllee a solo . Atqui Id quern quam pot ir i i l loque 
perfrul, in quo al ius desudavlt, utrumne Just i t ia patlatur? 
Quomodo effectae res oausam sequuntur a quo effectae sunt, 
s ic operas fructum ad eos ipsos qui operam dederlnt, rectum 
est pertlnere," ibid. 
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the effect le assimilated; the la t ter i s moved by the prinoiplo 

agent and not by i t s own form. Therefore the effect produced 

by an Instrumental cause i s not assimilated to the instrumental 

oause but to the principal agent. '"Thus a eoueh Is not assimi­

lated to the tool but to the art whloh i s in the mind of the 
_(2) 

ar t i e t ." gy. logical necessity we must say the same of the 

human agent who works not as his own master but in another's 

employ* He is not the owner of the objeot of his art beoause he 

Is the instrument of the master. At the same time, however, 

he le s t i l l a person and cannot be reduoed to the level of an 

inanimate Instrument whioh has no intention with regard to the 

effect . Por "the animate instrument not only i s moved (by the 

principal agent) but alee in a way moves himself inasmuch as by 

his own wi l l he moves h i s members to operate; and therefore his 

intention i s required by whioh he subjects himself t o the 

principal agent."*5' He therefore enjoys the proprietary right 

(1) "Duplex eet oause sgens, principalis et instrumentalis. 
Prinoipalie quidem operator per virtutem suae formae oul asslml-
lstur effect us . . Cause vero Instrumentalis non agit per virtutem 
suae f ormae eed solum per motum quo movetur a prinoipali agente* 
Unde effectus non assimilatur instrumento sed prinoipali 
agenti. I l l , 68, 1* 

(2) "Leotus non assimilatur securi sed art i quae est in mente 
art l f io ie*" ibid* 

(3) "Instrumentum animatum, slout est minister, non solum 
movetur sed etiam seipsum quodammodo movet, Inquantum sua 
voluntate movet membra ad operandum; et ideo requirltur ejus 
intentio , qua se subjlolat prinoipali agenti." ibid* 64, ad 1* 
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in proportion to the degree in whloh his art makes him master 

of the effect; and consequently has a claim in Justice upon the 

employer for the products of hie skill whioh he voluntarily 

alienates*^ "By virtue of this dignity (whioh is proper to 

him as a Person), the Individual appropriation radically 

required by the faotlblle still operates for him on the side 

ef the product, that is the profits, for whioh the fixed wage 

is a substitute."{2) 

Ths Thomlstio view of the relation between labor and property 

thus repudiates ths Liberal oonoept of labor as a oommodlty to 

be purchased, like any raw material* at market prloe and giving 

the workman no proprietory right either as regards the product 
(3) 

or the profits* But should we, on the other hand, identify 

it with the Marxist theory of value? Shall we say "that which 

determines the magnitude of the ralue of any artlole la the amount 

(l) "Lee materials ouvrables, les outlis, les ateliers ont beau, 
lion 

realiser des produits dent oe patron est maitre* 11 

equivalents/ 

(2) ]£ARITAIH« op* o i t . , p.199. 

roduits dent oe patron est maitre, i l aliens 
son travail, et 11 a droit a una retribution 
WtAtiL Philoaoohle Soclale. 1, p.327, Paris 1919* 

(3) "Labour was likened to a oommodlty and thus i t s price oould 
be ordinarily no more than i t s east of production* suoh wages 
ss would enable the workman to l ive and rear a successor. 
The responsibility for this gloomy doctrine fa l l s on Turgot. 
Say and Riearde." BEVAS, Politlqal Economy. London 1907* p*473* 
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of labour, or the la hour-time, socially necessary for i t s 

pr odontic*"?'1' The Marxist view seems closer to that of the 

Thoalete than doee that of the Eoonomio Liberals beoause it 

gives supreme importance to the human element in production* 

Things are of eoonomio value in one sense only, in that they 

minister to human needs; and they are made useful by the human 

labor that fabricates them (in the case of manufactured 

articles) , produces them (in the oase of animal* vegetable 

or mineral produce ), or distributes them to suit human con­

venience. Thus ultimately, a l l eoonomio value i s reducible to 

labor. Marx, however* errs in failing to recognize the superior 

quality of the labor of the skilled oraftsman* or of the entre­

preneur, which represent not only the aotual expenditure of 

labor in a given piece of production but also the labor involved 

in the acquisition of the required ski l l s and in the constant 

worry and care involved in management. Capital, moreover, even 

when divorced from management, at least represents the fruit of 

past labor and therefore i s , in a sense, an aotlvs instrument of 

production. Where a system of Just prices'2 ' obtains, there i s 

no "surplus value", in the sense of a return in no wise related 

(l)MAKX, Capital, iSnglish edition, New York 1887, p.4. 

(2) "Garius vendere vol villus em ere rem quam valeat, est 
ssoundum se in J us turn et lllloltum*" II XI, 77, 1* 
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to work* 

But not only is work the metaphysical basis of appropriation 

but every t i t l e to ownership i s , or should be reducible t o i t . 

Oooupation presupposes the intention of work to be done and 

provides the workman with the material necessary for his art . 

Inheritance i s but the right of the workman, who i s also a 

family man, t o make proper provision for his children out of 
CO 

the fruit of his labor. Contraet. be i t unilateral or bi lateral , 

i s but the right of the workman, who is a member of society, to 
(p) 

exchange with his brethren the fruit of their respective labours."* 

To the o l v i l law pertains the function of giving the necessary 

determinations to th is natural law of appropriation. That law, 

however* wi l l be Just only insofar as i t respects labor as the 

primary t i t l e to ownership; and i t w i l l be conducive to the 

oommon good to the extent that i t encourages the making of 

things for the common use. Any law which interprets property 

rights spart from their relation to labour and thereby places an 

obstaele t o Increased productivity* i s manifestly unjust as It 

goee against the primary right of man to the oommon use of 

external things* 

(1) "laturallter lnest maribus in specie humana so l l l e l tudo de 
oertltudlne prol ie , quia e l s immlnet eduoatio prol i s ." 
i b i d . , 114. 8. 

(S) "Potestate vero privatarum personarum subduntur res possesaas; 
et Ideo propria auotoritate in his possunt s ib i invicem ecramu-
Aieare, puta emendo, vendendo, donando et a l l i s ftujusmodi modls " 

"Von onlm suffioeret unus homo ad exercenda omnia quibus XTJW-V.; 

humana soeietaa indlget; et ideo d ivers i s o f f i o i l s opportet 
occupari diversos .* wuodlibetum 7. 
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Chapter V. 

COMJOK U3E. 

"It is the bread of the hungry 
that you hoard; the garment of the naked 
.hat you keep in yo r oloaet; the money 
of the poor whloh you bury In the ground." 

St. Basil. 

Having demonstrated that the administration of external 

things should be in private hands, in the interest of increased 

productivity and the order and peace of the community, St. 

Thomas now prooeeds in the latter part of q.66, a.2 to disouss 

their use* "The second thing that Is competent to man regard­

ing external things Is their use. In this respect man ought, 

to possess external things not as his own but as common,, so 

that he is ready to communicate them to others in their need. 

Hence the Apostle says (1 Timothy, vi.17,18): "Charge the rich 

of this world.•••••to give readily, to oommunlcate to others.'" 

The use of external things is, as we have seen, their 

application to human needs, as distinguished from their pro­

duction and distribution* Use, insofar as it concerns the 

direction of things to their proper ends, pertains to the 

(l) "Aliud vero quod competit homlnl eiroa res exte lores est 
usus ipsarum; et quantum ad hoo not debet homo habere res 

exteriores ut proprias, sed ut communes, ut sclliset, de facile 
allquls eas oommunioet In necessitate aliorum. Unde .apostolus 
dieit: "Divltibue hujus saeoull praecipe....facile tribuere, 
communicare de bonis. '" II II, 66,2. 
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( l ) 
virtue of prudence* Its realm i s the ag lb l le , as opposed 

to the faot lb l le whioh is* the realm of art* But Insofar as I t 

i s the use of external things, i t i s the proper object of 

the virtue of l ibera l i ty . "Bene uti hie rebus (quae extra 
(2) 

nos sunt) pertinet ad llberalitatem." Liberality ia a 

potential part of Justice; potential because i t i s lacking the 

ratio debit! legal!a which pertains to the notion of s t r i c t 
(3) 

Justice. "Justice gives to another what i s his; l ibera l i ty , 
(4) 

what Is one's own." It i s not In the order of s tr ic t debt 

but rather conducive to a greater honeatas. although without It 

the essence of honesty can be preserved.(5) I ts proximate 

matter i s the interior passions by which man has an affection 

for money; money being used in the sense of any material 

(1) Prudentia est circa ea quae sunt ad flnem," II II , 49,6. 

(2) II II, 117, 1. 

(3) "In vlrtutibus quae adjunguntur alloul prinoipali vlrtuti 
duo sunt conslderanda: prlmo quidem quod virtutes iilae In 
allquo cum prlnclpall virtute conveniant; accundo quod in 
allquo defioiant a perfects ratione ipsius...Dupliciter 
allqua virtus ad alterum existens a ratione Justitlae deficit; 
uno quidem modo a ratione aequalls; alio modo Inquantum deficit 
a ratione debltl." ibid., BO, 1. 

(4) "Justitia exhibit alteri quod est ejus; sed llberalitas 
exhibit id quod suum est." ibid., 117, 5. 

(5) "Aliud vero debitum est neoessarlum slout conferens ad 
majorem honestatem, sine quo tamen honestas conservari potest; 
quod quidem debitum attedlt llberalitas." ibid, 80, 1. 
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(1) 
wealth* Its function is so to regulate these passions that 

an inordinate love of money will not keep a man from using his 
(2) 

wealth as he should* The liberal man, therefore, is one 

who uses his wealth properly, but particularly by giving 

freely to others* Por although the right acquisition and 
(3) 

stewardship of wealth pertains also to liberality, its 
(4) 

perfection is in giving. liberality, however, is not a 

motive for giving, but rather the virtue which facilitates 
(B) 

giving as one should* 

Opposed to liberality are the vices of prodigality and 

avariee, the former ohiefiy by excess and the latter chiefly 
(6) 

by defeot. The prodigal man is one who falls to acquire 

and preserve the wealth necessary for his state In life, but 

(1) "Propinqua materia llberalltatls sunt interiores pssslones 
secundum quaa homo afi'icitur eiroa peeunlam*" Ibid., 117,3 ad 3. 

"Et Phllosophus dlcit 'pecuniae omnia didimus quorum 
dignltaa numismate mensuratur.*" 117, 2, ad 2* 

(2) "Ad liberalitatem pertinet praeoipue ut homo propter 
inordlnatam affeotionem non prohibeatur a quooumque debito 
usu ejus*" 3, ad 3. 

(3) "Ad liberalitatem pertinet non solum uti peounia sed etiam 
earn praeparare et conservare ad idoneum usum." ibid., ad 2. 

(4) "Llberalitas maxlme laudatur ex datlone." ibid, 4. 

(5) "Pit autem uti actio llberalltatls non per modum lmperantis*. 
sed psr modum exequentis medil*. vel per modum removentis 
prohlbens." CAJiSTAN, Oommentarlum In Ham Hae, q. 117. 

(6) "In moralibus attenditur opposltlo vitlorum ad lnvicem et ad 
virtutem secundum superab undent iam et defeot um. Differunt autem 
avarltla et prodigalltas secundum superabundantlam et defectum 
diversimode." II II, 119, 1. 
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particularly who spends money too freely upon himself or 

others without regard for Its proper use. ( The avaricious 

man, on the other hand, has an Immoderate love for wealth 

whioh makes him too sol ioitous in acquiring i t and too 
(2) 

reluctant to part with it when the occasion demands. The 
result is that the prodigal man f a i l s to provide properly for 

(3) 
himself and others; while the avaricious man sins directly 

against his neighbour, "beoause in external wealth one man 

cannot have a superabundance unless another goes short, for 
(4) 

temporal goods cannot be possessed at the same time by many*" 

(1) "Ad prodlgalitatem pertinet excedere quidem In dando, 
defioere autem in retlnendo et acqulrando." ibid* 

"Apostolus monet div i tes ut f ao i l e trlbuant et commun-
ieent sua, secundum quod opportet; quod non faolunt prodigl*"2 ad 

a 
"Circa prodlgalitatem attendimus quod super flue consumit 

dlvltias." 3, ad 2* 
(2) "Supra debitum modum vult eas (divitias) aoquirere vel 
retinere." US, 1* 

(3) "Prodigus pecoat In selpsum dum bona sua consumit, unde 
vlvere debet; pecoat etiam in alterum oonsumendo bona ex quibus 
aliis debet providere." 119, 3, ad 1* 

(4) "Avarltla••secundum hoo est directe peooatum In proximum 
quia in exterioribus divltlls non poiest unus homo super-
abundare nisi alter defiolat; quia bona temporalia non possunt 
slmul possidere a multis." 118, 1, ad 2* 
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Every man's possessions should be sufficient to enable 

him to live 1! berally. That Is, he should have enough wealth 

to enable him to provide properly for himself and his dependents, 

and to carry out the duties of his station, without being driven 

to penury by the insufficiency o f his means* "Socrates says 

that the possessions of a city s ould be such that its citizens 

can live temperately* But it would be truer to say that they 

should bo sueh as to enable them to live well.*For some live tem­

perately, yet miserably and in great want..The better determination 

is that they should be rieh enough to live temperately and liberally. 

For on the one hand, if it be said simply to live liberally, It 

would follow that a man might live in superfluous pleasures. On 

the other hand* if it only be said that he should live temperately, 
(1) 

he might live in need and in distress." This is the " good 

life" which God has intended for man. God has stocked the earth 

with an abundance of goods in order that man might have sufficient 

wealth to meet all his phyaical needs; and to live, moreover, 

liberally, that Is, free from that concern about material things 

which keeps man from the things of the spirit and is an obstacle 

(1) "Dieit enim Socrates quod tanta debet esse possesslo 
civitatis ut ea possint elves vivere temperate; sed planius 
dioeretur si diceret, quod tanta debet esse possesslo oivitatis 
ut ex ea vivatur bene;;continglt aliquem temperate vlvere qui 
tamen mlsere vivit, Id est cum magnia penurla*.Mellor determin­
ate eat ut dicatur quod tanta debet esse possesslo ut vivatur 
temperate et llberallter..Ex una enim parte si dicatur quod 
debeant vivere llberallter, sequentur quod homo In superfluis 
delitlis vlvat. Ex alia vero parte, si dicatur quod debet 
vivere temperate, sequeter quod posslt homo vlvere cum penurla 
et labors." P ol. 11,6. 
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to a happy social intercourse. The "necessities of life" 

imply much more than what is required to keep body and soul 

together* They include all that man needs for the full develop­

ment of his Individual and social life* Whatever Is useful for 

that end comes under the category of "necessary". 

Strlot neoeesity, to be sure, is that "without which a thing 
(2) 

cannot be". A man is in suoh necessity when he has only that 

without whioh he cannot sustain himself, his family and his 
(3) 

dependents. But necessary also in the broad sense is that 

without which a man cannot c onvenlently live in the state proper 
(4-6) 

to his person and that of those whose oare is entrusted to him. 

Conveniently is here interpreted broadly to include a consider­

able margin without which life would not be strietly Inconvenient 
(5) 

and yet with whioh it does not constitute luxury* 

(1) "Yalde deleotablle est quod homo donet vel auxllium ferat 
vel amlcls vel extraneis vel qulbuseumque allis." M. 11,4. 

(2) "Hecessarium dicltur duplloiter: uno modo, sine quo allquld 
esse non potest." II II, 32,6. 

(3) "Allquls In artioulo necessitatis oonstltutus haberet 
solum unde potest sustentari, et filii sul vel alii ad eum 
pertlnentes*" lb. 

(4) "Alio modo dioitur allquld esse neoessarlum sine quo non 
potest convenienter vita transigi secundum conditionem et 
statum propriae personae et aliarum personarum quarum cura 
ei ineumbit." Ibid. 

(6) "Hujusmodi neoessari! terminus non est In lndlvlsibili 
oonstltutus; sed mult is odditis non potest dljudicari ease 
ultra tale neoessarlum, et multis subtractis, adhuc remanet 
unde posslt convenienter allquls vitam translgere secundum 
proprium statum*" ibid. 
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All tha t i s necessary. In the sense whloh we have explained 

the term, i s the objeot of human ownership, or use. Every man 

has a na tura l r ight t o the use of whatever i s in any way needed 

by h i s na ture . The exercise of that r i g h t , however, i s , as we 

have seen, conditioned. God has given man a i l tha t h is nature 

requi res , but he can enjoy i t only by work. To f a c i l i t a t e a 

bet ter exploi ta t ion of material goods and a degree of production 

which wi l l make a higher standard of l i v ing poss ible , men have 

ins t i tu ted the eystem of pr ivate ownership of the means of 

production. Each man i s to be charged with the administrat ion 

of a port ion of the e a r t h ' s goods which are to be his own 

r e spons ib i l i t y . He has the r igh t of accumulating, and disposing 

of, a l l the material wealth he can honestly wrest from na ture . 

But although t h i s wealth i s his to administer beoause h is work 

has l e f t upon I t the impress of h is human personal i ty , It. i s h is 

l £ £S£ QhlJ l £ ikS. extent jhat XL I& n*oessary £o. him.. All t i a t 

he has in excess of the reasonable ne^ds of his s t a t e in l i f e 

i s superfluous wealth. His r igh t of use, although conditioned 

by work, i s founded upon the needs of his nature and oannot be 

extended to what i s superfluous. The use of external things i s 

(1) "Dioo superfluum*.quod est supra id quod est necessarium." 
I I I I , 32 ,5 . 

Here again we must d is t inguish between l i f e and s t a t u s , i . e . 
superfluum naturae and superfluum personae.. 

(concluded from previous page:) 

(6) What i s necessary for l i f e i s neoessarlum naturae sen 
absolu te ; what i s required by s ta tus i s neoessarlum personae 
sou condi t innate . 
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not subjeot to Individual appropriation, "AS to this (use) 
(1 

man should not have external things as his own but as common." 

The better to appreciate the reasonableness of th i s doctrine, 

whioh may sound revolutionary to modern ears, we should recal l 

what we said in Chapter II about the subjeot of the right of 

ownership (2 ) . It i s f i r s t of a l l to mankind in general, and 

to individual men only by their partlolpation in a oommon human 

nature, that Cod has given external things* They have been 

given, not as ends, but as jaeaas to man's las t end, eternal be­

atitude , whioh he wi l l share in the supernatural society of 

the Kingdom of Heaven* It i s , moreover, only by participation 

in human society here on earth that man i s able to attain the 

state of natural well-being. The individual, l e f t to his own 

resources, could hardly acquire the bare necess i t ies of l i f e . 

Whatever he enjoys above and beyond i s primarily a social good 

in whloh the oommunity allows him to share to a greater or l e s s 

degree* The order of commutative Justloe Is maintained by 

relating that share to man's labour and allowing the individual 

to dispose of what he has acquired at his own discretion. But 

distributive Justloe demands that what i s superfluous to the 

individual be at the service of the community unti l the needs 

of every member have been satisfied* 

(1) "Quam;am ad hot? (usum) non debet homo habere res extsriores 
ut proprias, sed et communes*" ib id . , 66, 2. 

(2) p. 61. 
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It is for this end, a wider oommon use, that private 

property has been instituted* But If private property is an 

aid to increased production and to the peace and order of the 

oommunity, It at the same time admits of grave abuse if its 

end, the oommon use, be not kept constantly In view* For 

although man needs the stimulus of necessity to make him work, 

there will always be many whose intelligence, health or years 

are insufficient to the task of earning a living unaided. 

There will, moreover, be many who, driven by avarice, will 

appropriate more than their share of the means of production 

and thereby deprive others of ths opportunity of supporting 

themselves by their own efforts* There will also, beoause of 

the fact that wealth multiplies opportunities for growing 

richer, be a tendency toward dividing the community into 

economic classes w ich will be a barrier to the unity of the 

community and which will result in a substantial part of the 

community ieing condemned to live at a subhuman level of 

existence* It was precisely these evils that Plato and the 

socialists desired to remedy by insisting on oommon ownership 

of property. St. Thomas and Aristotle, agreeing with their 

objeotives, insisted that human experience taught that the means 

they proposed would fail. They proposed Instead a system whioh 

would combine the advantages of both socialism and individualism, 
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that would occupy a middle ground between the two; namely, 

private ownership and oommon uss , Thus, St. Thomas says, 

"if possessions are private, and i t i s ordained by right laws 

and customs that the c i t l sens share their goods with each other, 

such a aystem w i l l have the good that comes from both the community 
(1) 

and distinction of possessions," 

How the use of private possessions i s to be made oommon w i l l 
(2) 

be determined by the good Judgment o f the legis lator* in certsin 

communities the law states that some things shall be common 

as to use ipso faoto, while others shal l be oommon at the discretion 

of their owners* I t i s more in accord with the system i t s e l f , 

however, that the oommon use be made effect ive as far as possible 

by the owners themselves, and therefore Aristotle s ta tes , "it i s 

the special business of the legis lator to create i n men this 
(4) 

benevolent disposit ion," We shal l leave to the following chapter 

(1) "Si poasesslones sunt propriae, e t ardinetur per reotss leges 
et oonsuetudines quod elves si hi invicem oommunl cent de suis 
bonis, hsbebit t e l l s modus Vivendi bonum quod e s t ex utroque: 
s c i l i c e t ex communltate possessionum et distinctione earum."11 Pol. 4 

(2) "Quoraodo sutem usus rerum propriarum posslt f i e r i communis 
hoo pertinet ad providentlam boni l e g i s l a t o r i a l ibid* 

(3) "In qui bus dam dvltstibUB bene d i spos l t i s est hoo statu turn 
quod quaedam s lnt Ipso faoto communis quantum ad usum, quaedam 
autem flant oommunia per voluntatem ab ips l s dominie," Ibid* 

(4) "Quomodo autem oives s i c snimati reddi possint, haee sunt partes 
la tor i s legum." Aristotle , tol l t i c s , 11, 4 . at. Thomss' commentary 
varies somewhat from this , being based upon the older Latin text 
whioh readsi "Quemodo autem flant tales (possessiones communes) 
l eg l s la tor i s hoc opus proprium e s t . " 
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the discussion of the funotion of the state In the matter of 

ownership and confine ourselves here to the pert which tho 

individual should play in rendering the oommon use e f f ec t ive . 

That way i s pointed out for us by Aristot le 's commentator: 

"Thus property w i l l be divided, but beoause of the virtue of the 

oit!sens who wi l l be liberal snd beneficent toward one snother, 

i t w i l l be oommon as to use, as i s said in the proverb that 
(1) 

friends have a l l things In common*" 

Libsrsl i ty , we have seen, although regulative of giving, does 

not provide the motive for giving* I t s virtue consists in giving 

eeoundum quod oportet* The sot of l ibera l i ty , therefore, must be 

oommanded by a superior virtue the objeot of whioh i s the quod 

Oportet* But as we g i v e , s t r i c t l y speaking, only to others. I t 

follows that the virtue or virtues commanding the aot of l ibera l i ty 

must concern our relations with others. How of the four cardinal 
(2) 

virtues, only Justice, ex ratione sua. Is ad alteram. It i s thin 

virtne, therefore, of which l ibere l l ty I t s e l f i s s potential part, 

aiding in i t s proper oxeoutlon, upon whioh the oommon use must 

be founded* 

(1) "Et hoc modo emnt possssslones divisae, sed propter virtutem 
oivlttm, qui erunt in invloem 11 be rales e t benefloi, erunt com­
munes sooundum usum, siout dioitur in proverb!o, quod ea quae 
sunt smloorum sunt communis." 11 Pol . , 4* 

(2) "Oum homen Justit lae aequalitatem 1. portet, ex sua rations 
Justitia habet quod s i t sd alterum." 11 11, 68, 2. 

"Aotionee quee sunt hominis sd solpsum suffiolenter r e o t i f i -
oantur r e o t i f i o s t i s passion lb us per a l ias virtutes morales, 
Ssd sotlones quae sunt sd slterum indigent special ! rect i f loat -
lone, Et ideo eiroa eas e s t sped a l i e virtus ." lvt* 

«B*.U, ad 4 . 
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In the preoeding chapter ws oonBidered the two speoies of 

Justloe whloh concern relations to a single individual. These 

are oommntatlvo. whioh obtains between individuals themselves; 

•** distributive, whioh obtains between the oommunity as a whols 

and ths Individual* Corresponding to the latter, however, Is a 

third species of Justloe, properly oalled legal, but also oalled 

by St* Thomas general, and known popularly in our day as sooial 

Justloe* It governs ths relations of the individual to the 

oommunity, and has as its objeot not that whloh la proper to the 

individual but that whioh is oommon* Striotly speaking, an aot 

is oommanded by legal Justloe only when it le determined by the 

lawgiver, snd lacking this determination its claim cannot be 

vindicated; for it la the determination of the lawgiver, distri­

buting what is oommon, whloh gives riss to the corresponding 
(2) 

obligation in the individual to perform a epeoiflo aot* 

(1) "Justitia ordinat hominem in oomparatione ad allum. .uno modo 
ad allum singular!ter oonsideratum; alio modo ad allum in oom­
munl* .Et ssoundum hoo aotus omnium virtutem possunt ad Justitiam 
pertinere, ssoundum quod ordinat hominem ad bonum commune. Et 
quantum ad hoo Justitia dioitur gone rails. Et quia ad legem per­
tinet ordinare in bonum commune..inae est quod talis Justitia, 
pmsdioto modo generalie, dioitur Justitia legal!a. "II IX, 67, 5* 

(2) "L»aumone..estdue a autri d'une maniere generale au nom de la 
Justloe generale ou soclale..Mais tant que la loi humaine n1 inter-
vie nt pas pour preolaer les exigences de oette Justloe socials, 
l'sumone, tout en s'inspirant ds la Justloe, n'est pas encore, 
sous telle forme determlnOe, un devoir de Justloe." L'Ami du 
Clarge. "X'aumdne est-elle due en Justloe ou en oharlte?" June 
II, 1 W 3 . pp. 391-390. 
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But failing this specific determination by the legislator, the 

natural law still requires that the individual be at all times 

ordsred to the oommon good and perform suoh notions for the 

oommon good as ths oireumetsnees demand* 

Is ths common use of superfluous goods oommanded by oommuta-

tive or by sooial Justloe? In other words is it in the nature 

of a debt to the individual who ie indigent, or to the oommunity 

as a whole, the good of whloh demands that no individual be in 

want? If it be of oommutatlve Justloe, it must bs beoause of 

some claim upon the part of the indigent to the partioular 

possession of the possessor by whioh it is due to the former 

rather than ths latter."Nomen Justitiae aoqualltatem Importat." 

At first glance it would seem that the indigent possesses no 

right to the superfluous goods of any individual unless by 

special decree of the lawgiver beoauss, as St* Thomas tails us, 

"As many are In need and not all oan be relieved by means of 

the ssme thing, the dispensing of relief to those in need is lsft 
(1) 

to the disoretlon of tho owners." We must distinguish, how­
ever, between degrees of necessity, "in extreme nsoesslty all 

U) things ars oommon." And if the man so constituted oan preserve 

his lifs only by ths uss of my possession, whloh I have appropriated 

(1) "Quia multi sunt nseessltatsm patlsntes, et non potest ex 
eadem re omnibus subveniri, oommittitur arbitrio uniusoujusque 
dieponsatlo propriarum rerum, ut ex els subveniat neoeesltatsm 
patientibus.* XI XX, 66, 7 

U 1 I 7 * **"* ,*trWBa* •••••BlUtt" °*aia sunt oommunia." ibi4. 
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aeoordlng to the olvil law specifying tho Jus gentium, thsn it 

beeomes his by the higher title of the nsoesslty of nature upon 

whioh nil possession is based* "Through suoh nsoesslty that 

(1) 

beeomes his whloh he takes to sustain his own life." More­

over, here there ie no question of my right of property, 

potestas disnsnsandi, "He who ie suffering suoh (extreme) need 

may take from snother what is required for to sustain his life, 
*•**•» (8) 

if he oan find no one who is willing to give to him*" Nor 
is ho guilty of theft in taking what belongs to him by the 

exigency of the natural law:"He can lioitly relieve hie needs from 

another*s possessions by taking them either openly or secretly. 

Hor has sush an notion the formality of theft or robbery."'3' By 

giving to him, therefore, what is his by virtue of a higher right 

and not by disposition of the lawgiver, I perform an aot of 

commutative Justloe* Suoh seems to be the mind of the Angelic Doctor 

si though he dees not formally ascribe this action to one species 

of the virtue of Jus ties rathsr than the other* It Is in this 

sense also that he is interpreted by oertain of his modern 

(1) "Per talem neoessitatem effioitur suum illud quod quis 
aeelplt ad sustentandam proprlam vitam." Ibid*, 66, 7, ad ft* 

(2) "Lioet el qui talem neoessitatem patltur aooipere do 
aline© ad sul suetentationem, si non invenlat qui slbl dars 
velit." ibid*, 82, ? ad 2. 

(9) "Holts potest allquls sx rebue allenis suae neoessitatl 
Bubvenire, sive manifests sive oooulte sublet!s. Nee hoe 
proprle habet rationem furtl vel rapinae." ibid., 66, 7* 
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oommentators. fhus father Spleq, O.P. writes, "the obligation 

of giving of one's superfluous possessions i s not imposed by 

eenmmtative Justloe (suoh i s ths sense of striet Justloe among 

modem writers), because a partioular poor man hae not the right 

to the property of a partioular rieh man, exoept in the ease of 

extreme necessity.11 And again, L*Am! du Clerge* "As regards 

an indigent in the classical ease of extreme neoeesity, alms­

giving i s an net of strlot Justloe* We have ho need of Insisting 
(2) 

upon this well-known point." 

But i f extreme nsoesslty be required from the part of the 

Indigent to constitute an obligation of commutative Justloe, 

what i s required upon the part of the possessor? "On ths part 

of ths givsr i t i s to be considered that that which i s demanded 

(1) "D*une part L'obligation de donner du superflu ne s»impose 
pas sn Justloe commutative ( te l eat le sens dei Justloe 
strioto, ones les modornes), pulsque te l pauvre n'a pas un 
droit s tr iet aux liens de t e l riehe, sauf Is oae d* extreme 
neeessite." In Justloe. 1* o i t . p. 906* 

(2) "Bnfin n l'egard d'un indigent dans $e oas ojaesique de la 
misere extreme, 1'nnmome est on note de striots justloe* Nous 
n'avons pas besoin d* insister sur oe point blen connu." l . o i t . , 
p. 095* 
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of him as an alms be superfluous to him: aeoordlng to Luke 

11.41, 'That whloh remnlneth, give alms.'"*1* Ytt in what 

ssnss superfluous? Superfluum natures or superfluum personae? 

this question was mads ths point of a special treatise by 

Cardinnl Cnjetan in whioh he refuted the theory held by oertnin 

fifteenth oentury commentators, notably Abbot Sicuius, a 

"famous doetor of oannon law," St* Antoninus, of the Order of 

Preachers and Arohblehop of Clorenee; and Baptists Trovamala, 

author of the Rosslla Casuum. Ths latter hold the opinion, 

Cnjetan states, that aeoordlng to the teaohlng of St* Thomas 

in XXn Ilae, q« 02, "man is not bound, out of neoeesity for 

salvation, to give alms unless both these conditions are 

fulfilled, namely, that ths giver has some thing that la super­

fluous, not only to nature, that is, lifs, but also to person, 

that is, ths becoming status both of himself and those whose 
.upon him 

ears is ineumbent/and that it, appear the poor man be suffering 

extreme neeesslty*"(2) 

(1) "Ex parts quidem dnntls oonsiderandum est ut id quod est 
in sleemosynas erogandum sit el superfluum, seelndum illud 
Lao. xi*41, Quod supsrest, date eleemosynnm*" XX XX, 02. 6* 

(2) "Aiunt quod sooundum S. Thomsm ibidem, homo non tenetur 
do neoessitate salutis facere eleemosynnm, nisi oonourrentibus 
his duasus oonditlonlbus simul, soilioet, quod dans habet 
aliquod superfluum, nsdum naturae, idest vitas, sed personae, 
idest dsoentiae status, tam sibl quam suis, quorum soilioet ei 
oura lnoumblt, et quod appnreat pauper patlens extremam neoess­
itatem." De Bleemosynno Praeoepto, 1.5; quoted from Sorlpta 
miosophion, Qpusoula Onooaomieo-soolnUa* Rome IBSA « 
Ut. nlso Commentary in Um IIA,. ^ ^ » » ^ »* 
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This proposition, as is evident, includes two statementst first, 

that the preeepc le of obligation eub gravl (prescinding here 

from the nature of the esligation, whether of commutative Justloe, 

eoelal Justloe, or oharity) only in oaeeo of extreme necessity; 

and secondly, thnt it extends only to goodtwhleh are superfine 

personae. Xt is with the latter proposition, however, that we 

are immediately concerned. 

St* Thomas diseueses this question in q*02, a*6. Distinguishing 

first between nsoessitas naturae and noooBBltas personae. he 

states that no one is obliged to give that whioh 1B required to 

sustain his lifs snd that of his dependents, exoept in the 

extreme neoeesity of ths Charoh or State, in whloh ease he should 

risk the lives of himself snd his family as ths oommon good le to 

be preferred to hie own good.* ' Nor 1B one obliged to give of 

that whloh ie necessary for one1 s personal dignity, as no one is 

obliged to live inconveniently**8' Three exoeptinns, however, are 

(1) "Hiel forts talis casus immineret ubi, subtrahend© sibi 
daret alloul megnae personae per quam Eoelesia vel respubllea 
sustentareturs quia pro tells personae liberatione solpsum et 
sues l&udabiliter mortis perioulo exponeret, oum bonum oommune 
sit proprle preferandum." II XI, 32, 6* 

(B) "Xnordinntum autem asset si allquls tantum sibl ds bonis 
propr!Is eubstraheret ut allis lnngirstur, quod de residue 
non posset vitam trnnsigere convenienter sooundum proprium 
statum et negotla ooourentia; nullus enim ineonvenlenter 
vlvere debet." ibid* 
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made to this rule, first, when one changes his status to 

enter religion, for then one gives all for Christ; eeeondly, 

when one eon easily reeoup one's loss; thirdly in the case 

of the grave necessity of the state or the extreme neeeseity 

of an Individual.(*) "In these oases one would praiseworthily 

give away what would seem to pertain to the dignity of his 

position, In order that a greater neoeesity be relieved*"' ' 

Here the disputs ssntsrs around the use of the term Inudnblliter. 

Poos St* Thomas thereby signify that to give what one needs 

absolutely in the extreme necessity of the Church or stats, or 

to give what one needs conditionally, in the grave necessity of 

the state or the extreme neeeseity of a private person, is only 

of oouneel? "Praiseworthily is not distinguished from of preeept 

but from blameworthily. Therefore the eenee is not that the giver 

does w e U not from the force of the preeept but rather from the 

(1) "Ab hos trie sunt excepienda. Quorum prlmum eet quando 
aliquis statum mutat, puts psr rellgionie ingressum; tune enim 
omnia sun propter Christum largiens, opus perfeotlonie faolt.. 
Seoundo quando ea.,tamen do fattill resaelrl possunt, ut non 
oequatur maximum inaonveniens. .Tertlo, quando oocurit extreme 
neoessitas alloujus privatae,rvel etiam allqua magna neeessltas 
reipublioae." ibid. * ^ ^ 

(2) "In his enim oasibus Inudnblliter praetermltteret allquls 
id quod nd dseentiam sul status psr tine re videretur, ut majori 
neoessitatl subveniret." ibid* 
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worthiness ef the counsel: but the sense is that in these oases 

he does not wrongly but rightly* And it is svidsnt both from 

the title (of the artlole) snd the matter, that this is the 

intention of the Author* Prom the title,, beoause in this artlole 

the dieousslon le who ther one should give of that whioh is 

necessary, and not whether the giving be of preeept or counsel, 

from the matter, beoauss it is oertain that net only the grave 

nsoesslty of the republic but also the extreme necessity of en's/ 

individual., necessitate that the oommon good be plneed before 

private good and ths life of one's neighbour before the dignity 

of one's position."**' We must conolude, therefore, that not only 

dees the neoeesity of nature take precedence over the legal title 

to the superflua pereonae but also to the suoerflua naturae: and 

that eonssquently the obligation of commutative Justloe to suooor 

those in extreme necessity who have no other means of preserving 

their lives, extends to what is superfluous not only to the 

possessor's position but also to all beyond the hare necessities 

of life* Only thus oan ths natural destination of goods to the 

Bervlee of man he maintain©d. 

(1) "Iy Inudnblliter non sumitur ut dlstlngultur oontra ly ex 
deblto aresoopti. ssd oontra ly vltuperabilltor. lta quod non 
est sensus sued non ex vinculo praeoepti, ssd ex hone stats 
eonollli bene fuoereti ssd est sensus quod non malo sed b«no 
faoeret in his cas!bus. Et patet hano esse intsntlonem Auotoris, 
ex tltulo ot materia. Ex tltulo quidem, quia In hoo artioulo 
dlseutltur an lloeat de neoessario dars st non an sit in prae-
eepto vel In oonslllo* Ex materia autem quia constat quod tam 
magna neeessltns reipublioae quam extreme neoessitas alloujus 
ooourrentis neoessltat. .pmeponere bonum commune private et 
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Aooording to the same prinoiplo of the hierarchy of needs, 

whatsvsr is superfluous to ths person ie due those who have only 

what is necessary for nature end not what is necessary to the 

person* Ihis is the eeeond point oontestsd by St* Antoninus and 

the other writers of his period* Cnjetan, however, shows that 

thslr position is based upon a misinterpretation of the words of 

ths Angelic Doctor. At the end ef nttiele 6 in whloh he discussed 
tl) 

the question, "Whether to give alms is of preeept," St. Thomas 

makes ths following statement: "So, therefore, to give alms of 

«.'. .up.rfluo*. s a * u 1. ., p w..pt, « 1 to el*. * J » to M » (g) 

who is in extreme neeessity* Otherwise, to give alme is of counsel." 

(1) "Utrum dure eleemosynam sit in praeeepto." XX XX, 32*0* 

(2) "Sie igitur dare eleemosynnm de superfine est iM praeeepto, 
et dure el qui est in extreme neoessitatl* Alias autsm eleemo­
synam dare est in eonslllo." ibid* 

Concluded from previous page 

"Titan proximi opportunls ad deoentlam status, ut patet." 
CA«tAW, Com* in Ham lino. 02. 6. 
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3t. Antoninus and ths others of the same opinion interpreted this 

text in the sense that the phrase el qui est in extreme neoessitate 

qualified the subjeot dare olaomoaynam de superfluo. But as 

Cajetan points out, the obvious interpretation ef St* Thomas's 

words aeoordlng to the rules of grammar is that two things are of 

preoept, namely, to give alms out of one's superabundance, and to 

give elms to anyone who is in extreme neoeesity/ ' Shot the 

master General of the Sominioans properly Intorprote hie illustrious 

predecessor is svldsnoed by many texts of St* Thomas whioh Cajetan 

refers to in his opuseulum. for our present purposes, hew ever, it 

is necessary to quote but one in confirmation both of the prinoiples 

involved and the proper interpretation of the two contested texts 

in articles 0 end 6* In his commentary on the fourth book of the 

aenteneoi. he sums up ths whels problem of the preeept of almsgiving 

in the following lueid words: "Sines the use of riohee is ordered 

to the relief of the nooessities of the preoent life** it is evident 

(1) "Dixit enim in praeeepto est dare eletmosymem de superfluo 
et dare eleemosynem el qui est in extreme neoessitate. Due ergo, 
graraofttiealiter intelligendo, praeoipi dixit: et quod detur 
eleemosynam ds seperfluo, et qo*_ed detur eleemeeynam patient! 
extremam necessitate*." Do Blosmosynae Praeeepto* l.oit., 
p. 10*11* 
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that he who does net uss his wealth for the relief of the needs 

ef the present l i f e , or who uses.them inordinately, departs 

from virtue* Bat the order of suoh rel ief should be determined 

according to two. things3 f i r s t , on the part of those who are 

aided, f i rs t one's sef$, then one's dependents, and finally 

strangera. Seoondly, em the part of the neeessity i t se l f , ths 

order should be suoh that f irst absolute neoeesity should he 

relieved before any conditioned neeessity, whloh ie when one 

needs something tor the proper conservation of his position* 

She preeept of the law therefore obliges to this , that what one 

possesses above the perfect rel ief of himself and his dependents 

(namely ef the household of whieh^s master) in respsot to both 

neteesithtf&s, he i e to spend on elms in relieving ethers in 

rsspeet to both necessit ies . . And likewise the preeept of the 

lew obliges that also the absolute neoeesity of strangers bs 

relieved before the conditioned necessity of one's self or one's 

relativee. Xt le therefore commonly held that to give alms of 

one's supernBundanee 0ernes under the preeept; and to give elms 

to him who Is in extreme neeessity* But to give of that whloh i s 

neoeasary aeoordlng to secondary nsoesslty, end not of that whioh 

is'required by primary neoeeflity, because thie would be oontrary 

to the order of oharity." M *** ^°iu«w ***g* 
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Xt is in this same distinction between absolute end 

eonditioned neeeseity that we find the baeis for the distinction 

between the obligation to give out of one's superflua naturae 

to one in extreme neoeesity, snd to give out of one's superflua 

personae to those who are in grave nsoesslty in ths sense of 

neoossitas personae. Both ars oommanded by preeept. But the former 

is, as we have seen, of commutative Justloe and destroys ths 

discretionary power, or potestas dlspsnsandi of the possessor. 

(1) "Cum autem usus dlvitiarum sit erdlnatus ad subveniendum 
nseessltatibus praessntin vitae (quae quidem subvsntlo debet 
eese ordinate), patet quod qui divitiio non utitur ad 
subveniendum prassentls vitae neeeesltatblus, tel ordinate 
utitur, a virtute reeedlt* Ordo autem subventionis talis 
debt attaendl quantum ad duo* Prlmo ex parte eorum quibus 
subvenitur, ut prime sibl, postea sin! eonjunetls subveniat, 
et delude extranele* Seeundo, ex parte necessitatis, talis 
debet esse ordo, ut prius absolutes neceasltati subvenlatur, 
quam alueui nsoeesltnti eondieionatne, quae est oum quis 
indigot allquo ad sul status decentem eonssrvatlonem* Bt idee 
prneaeptum legis ad hoe obliget, ut illud quod supersst alloul 
post wubventlonem perfeotam sibi st sibl eonjunetls (puta 
familiae quam gubernare debet) reepectu untriusque necessitatis, 
In eleemosynas sxpendnt ad subveniendum nllls respsotu 
utriusque diotnrum neoessltatum** Bt similiter praeoeptum legis 
obligat quod etiam neoessitatl extmneourm absolutae prime 
subvenlatur quam neoessitatl propriae vel propinquorum 
eonditionatae. Xt idee dioitur eomnmniter quod dare eleemosynsm 
do Buperflue eadit in praeeepto} et sic dare eleemosynsm ei 
qui est in extreme nee e a si tat 6 > Bare autem do eo quod est 
neeessarium neoessitate seeunda, non autem de eo quod est 
neeeesarlum necessitate prima, quia hoo esset oontra ordlnem 
earitatis." In XI Sent* diet* 16, q.2, a.l sol* 4* 
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The latter, howe ver, barring a specific decree of the legis­

lator, is left to the discretion of the owner, as Is evident from 

q*66, a.7: "The dispensing of their own possessions for the 

relief of the Indigent is entrusted to the judgment of the 
CD 

respective owners*H But clearly, if the matter be left to 

the discretion of the proprietor, it cannot be a case of com­

mutative justice, else the indigent would be justified in 

taking what was his regardless of the possessor's wishes* 

Yet If a man In extreme necessity has a right in commutative 

justice to what he needs to maintain his life, because " the 

use of riches is ordered to the relief of the necessities of 

the present life," why has not the man in conditioned 

necessity a similar right under commutative justice to that 

he needs for a decent living? The reason given by St* Thomas 

that, " many are in need, and not all can be 

(1) lam cit«, p.142, note 1. 
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rel ieved by means of the same th ing , " 'po in ts to a problem 

In administrat ion but does not, of i t s e l f , indicate why the 

obligat ion should not be referred to the same v i r t u e . The 

solut ion must be sought In the fact that as man has a-n sbsolute 

r ight t o his l i f e , his r ight to what is physical ly necessary 

to preserve his l i f e is also absolute . I t is h is absolutely 

and. individual ly , apart from any consideration of h is socia l 

na tu re . But his r ight to the amenities of l i f e , to tha t which 

is required ad sul s ta tus deoentem conservatlonem, Is not 

absolute but conditioned. I t Is conditioned upon his membership 

in socie ty , in which alone, as a soc i a l animal, he i s able to 

achieve a standard of l iv ing sui ted to the dignity of h i s person* 

This condition in no wise changes the na tu ra l destiny of external 

goods. But it does mean that man receives them not d i r ec t ly as 

an Individual goo d, but ind i rec t ly by par t ioipatlon In the 

common good of soc ie ty . Now while what i s of absolute r ight 

per ta ins to s t r i c t or commutative j u s t i c e , what i s of condit loned 

r i gh t , by pa r t i c ipa t ion In the common good, per ta ins ra ther to 

that species of jus t ice the function of which Is to d i s t r i b u t e 

what Is common: which I s , as we have seen d i s t r i bu t i ve jus t i ce 

on the par t of him who has the care of the community, and lega l 

or social jus t i ce on the part of the pr iva te Individual who Is 

(1) i b id . 
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eharged with the dispensation of that whloh is oommon* The 

duty, therefore, of dispensing one's surplus to the indigent 

in eonditioned neoeaslty is a duty of social justloe* 

for ths vindication of this right of social justloe the 

poor man cannot take the law into his own hands, as his right 

to what is superfluous to the rieh must be determined* But if 

the rieh man, upon whom the duty of dispensing his surplus 

first falls, does not use his wealth for the common good, he 

doea the poor an injustice which the government is duty bound 
(1) 

to rectify* Yet the oommon use will hardly be effected if 

justice be the only virtue upon whioh It is based, or if ths 

distribution of surplus wealth be judged solely from the view­

point of rights, four oenturies before Christ, Aristotle, to 

whom we ore Indebted for the principle of private ownership 

and oommon use, mads the following observation regarding social 

and commutative jus ties: "It seems that friendship or love is 

the bond that holds states togethery and that legislators set 

(1) "fundatur legale debitum in hoo easu super ipsa dlvitiarum 
Justitia, quae oum in genere boni utllls Bint, superflultas 
non dlspsnsata sed retenta oontra untlusque utiusque utllltatem 
oooupatur: nam et oontra retlnentem oooupatur,quia sua est ut 
sibl prosit dlspensatio: at oontra indigentium utllltatem ooou­
patur, quia quod in eorum usum oedere debet, oooupatur. Et ut 
Basilius dixit, Ipsorum indigentium est ex debito, licet non de 
faoto* 3t ideo lndlgentlbua fit injuria'non dlspendando super-
flus. Quam injur lam prlnoeps, qui oustos justi est, ex officio 
auferre potest et debet, si constat evldenter-" CAJETAN, Com. 
M IIam IIae- 1 1 8» *• — 
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mors store by i t than by justloe; for concord Is apparently 

akin to friendehip, and it is oonoord that they espeoially seek 

to promote, and faction, as being hoeti l i ty to the state, that 

they eepeolally try to expel. If people are friends, there is 

no need of justloe between them, but people may be just and yet 

need friendship. Indeed It seems that Justloe, in i t s supreme 
(1) 

form, assumes the oharaoter of friendship." Commenting on 

thlB, St* Thomas remarks, "It therefore seems to pertain muoh 

more to moral philosophy to be concerned with friendship than 
(2) 

with Justice." 

St* Thomas treats expressly De Amloltla in q*114* "A man 

should be properly ordered to other men in oommon conversation, 

net only in deeds but in words: that hs oonduot himself 

beoomlngly toward everyone. There should therefore be some 

epeeial virtus whloh observes this flttlagnssB of order. And 
(0) 

this is sailed friendehip or affability*" This virtue is a 

f^) Sthlos. IT, oh.X* English translation by J.S.c. Veldon, 
D.D., London 1892, p.246* 

(8) "Uulto ergo magls ad moralem pertinet oonsiderare de 
amloltla quam de Justitia." in If Ethic I. 

(0) "Oportet autem hominem convenienter ad alios homines 
ordlnarl in oommunl oonvereatlone, tam in faetls quam in 
dlotls; ut soilioet ad unumquemque ae habet eeoundum quod 
deoet* St ideo oportet esse quandam speolalsm virtutem quae 
hano convenientlam ordlnie obaervet. Et haeo vooatur amloltla 
ssu affabilltas." IX II, 114, X. 
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potential part of justice and la akin to l ibera l i ty from whioh 

i t Is distinguished ratione mater lae. The former disposes one 

to give to another what material things are due him; the lat ter 

to give him ths external signs of friendship in word and deed 

whioh proper social intercourse demands* Friendship, however, 

in th is sense of the term was unnamed by Aristotle who 

described i t as a mean between obsequiousness and surliness or 
(1) 

contentiousness. He distinguished i t , moreover, from true 

friendship, whioh it resembles, the latter implying affection 

as wel l . Among the Latins the virtue was known as a f fab i l i ty . 

St. Thomas ca l l s i t either a f fab l l l tas . or amloltla; in the 

latter oase, however, with a qualifying hujusmodl or praedicta 

to distinguish i t from friendship in the s t r i c t sense. For 

St. Thomas distinguishes a twofold friendship: "One of whioh 

oohsists principally in the affection with whloh one loves 

another.• and what pertains to this friendship we have said 

above concerning charity. The other friendship. • consists 

only in exterior words or actions; and th is has not the perfect 

formality of friendship but only a oertain resemblenoe to i t , 

in that one oonduots himself properly towards those with whom 
(2) 

he converses." 

(1) 'The extreme states here appear to be opposed to one another 
rather than to the mean state, because the mean state has no 
name? Ethics, 17, 12*, 1* oit., p.126. 

(2) "Quorum una oonslstlt prlnolpaliter in affeotu quo unus 
allum diliget*. quae autem ad hanoe amloitiam pertinet, supra 



<\1f) 

Justloe concerns man's relations ad alterum. It renders 

another what i s his due* Friendship, or oharity, concerns man's 

relations not ad alterum simplloiter. but ad alterum ut proalmum. 

in other worde as his fellow man or neighbor. i t renders him 
(2) 

not his due but good. Whereas the obligation of justice arises 

from the thing possessed, the duty of oharity i s toward the 

person loved* Natural oharity admits of degrees based upon 

intimacy, but i t extends necessarily to a l l human beings; "For 

there i s a natural love among those who are of a common descent 

in that they share oommon customs and a oommon l i f e . And 

espeoially natural i s that love which a l l men have for one 

smother beoause of the likeness of a oommon nature, we therefore 

(1) "La justloe se rapports a autri; maIs, dans cet autrul, o'est 
la oharlte' qui nous fa i t envlsager les raisons de proxlmlte 
plus ou mo Ins grande." L'Aml due Clergjf, 1. o i t . , p .ssg . 

(2) "Son qullibet amor habet rationem amioltiae, sed amor qui 
est oum benevolentla; quando s c i l i c e t s i s amamus allquem ut e l 
bonum vellmus*" 11 11, 23,1* 

(0) "L1 obligation de la justloe se prend done, de la ohoBO memo, 
dee biens possedes* Le devoir de la oharlte s ' adreese a la 
personne memo du proohalne." 3PICQ, L'Aumgna; Obligation ds 
Justloe ou do Charit6; in Melanges de Mandonnet. r o l . l . ParTs 19SO 

(2) Concluded from page - /7$ 
de oarltate diota sunt. Allam vero amloltlam poglt quae 
consls t i t la s o i l s exterioribus verbis vel f ao t i s . uuae quidem 
non habst perfeotam rationem amioltiae, sed quandam ejus 
simllitudinem; inquantum s c i l i c e t quia decenter se habet ad 
a l ios oum quibus conversatur." 11 11, 114.1. 
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praise the philanthropists, that i s , those who have love for 

their fellow man, as fu l f i l l ing that whloh i s natural to man," 

Tho foundation of natural oharity, whether in the broad sense 

of friendehip or the more intimate sense of love, i s oommuno«w~ 
(2) 

t ion. But th i s oommon sharing in a natural good whioh is i t s 

basis , is also the motive force for i t s proper aot whioh is the 
(3) 

mutual sharing of a l l good things* It is for this reason that 
(4) 

the mutua benevolentla amioltiae le Indispensable to achieving 

the oommon use whloh is the end of external things. This natural 

love of man for man should bridge the differences whloh separate 

rieh and poor, fortunate and unfortunate, strong and weak, and 

assure that in the name of a oommon humanity no one should suffer 

want* Ea quae eunt amioorum eunt oommunla. nor oan justloe alone 

be sufficient for this task* Justloe, whleh i s ad alterum alienates 

the thing possssssd. But he who gives out of oharity i s s t i l l i t s 

possessor through the mutual bond uniting him with the objeot 

(1) "Est enim naturalls amloltla inter eos qui sunt unius gentle 
ad lnvioem, Inquantum oommunloant in morlbus et oonvlctu. Et 
maxlme es t naturalls amloltla i l i a , quae est omnium homlnum ad 
lnvioem, propter simllitudinem naturae specie! . Et ideo laudamus 
phllanthropos, idest amatores homlnum, quasi lmplsntes Id quod 
est homlnl naturale*" Ethic. Ti l l* 1. 

(2) "Convlvere requiritur ad amicltiam slout proprlus aotus ejus." 
Ethic. Ti l l* 5* 

(3) "Sails autsm mutua benevolentla fundatur super allqua commu-
nloatlone." 11 11 23, 1 

(4) Neo benevolent la su f f l c i t ad rationem amioltiae sed 
requiritur quaedam nutua amatio. " ibid. 
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of hie affection, indeed, he is the richer for giving; for he 
U) 

has reserved to himself the higher good of friendship. 

Ths perfeotion of love, however, is not the natural oharity 

through whloh we love our fellow man beoause he is united to 

us by human ties, but rather supernatural oharity, or oharity 

in the strlot sense of the term, through whloh we love our 

neighbor beoause he lsunlted by grace to Ood whom we love above 
(2) ' 

all things. Destined to eternal beatitude by participation in 

the divine beatitude, he is no longer the objeot of a merely 

natural affeotlon but is to be loved with the same love with 
(3) 

which we love God himself* Moreover, by his aotual or potential 

memberBhip in the Mystieal Body of Christ, he becomes our fellow 

member in a supernatural organism, thereby ef footing a unity 

with us more intimate than that of any natural social interoourse 
(4) 

and analagous to that of the members of our own body. 

(1) 7Dum enim lllquls peouniam oonoedit amlco et sibiipsi aoquirlt 
bonum honestum, manifostum est quod magla bonum sibiipsi 
attrihult." Ethic. 12, 9. 

(2) "Hoo enim debemus in proximo dlligere, ut in Deo sit." 11 11, 
26, 1* 

(3) "Propter hoo habitus oarltatis non solum BO extendlt ad 
dlleotlonem Dei, sed etalm ad dllectionem proxlml." ibid. 

(4) "Siout tota Eoolesla dioitur unum oorpus mystloum per siml­
litudinem ad naturale oorpus hominis*• lta Ohrlstus dioitur 
oaput Eeelesias seoumdum simllitudinem human! capitis." 
Ill, 8, 1. 
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<&ilt ho ugh our union with our neighbor wi l l be perfeoted only in 

heaven, we Blgnlfy i t in the most perfect manner here on earth 
(1) 

by participation In the sacrament of the Eucharist, of whioh 

St. Paul has said: "For we, being many, are one bread, one 
i ( 2 ' body, a l l that partake of one bread." Nor are we made one 

only with each other but also with Christ so that the least 

member of h is Mystloal Body becomes identified with him: "if 

you did i t to the least of these My brethren, you did i t unto 
(3) 

He." 

If the pagan philosopher, guided only by the light of natural 

reaaon, oould make friendehip, or natural oharity, the virtue 

par excellence for the achievement of the common use of thie 

world'8 goods, we need not be surprised that the Christian 

moralists, follow log Christ's teaohlng on the two great command­

ments, love of God and love of one's neighbor, should deal with 

the problem of oommon use chiefly in the l ight of the precept of 

charity. "As the Apostle says, 'He who loves his neighbor 
(4) 

fu l f i l s ths law:' for a l l precepts of the law particularly 

ordered to one's neighbor, seem to be ordered to the end that 

men shall love one another. But out of oharity i t follows that 

(1) "Saoramenturn corporis Chrlstl*. est saoramentum Eooleslae 
unl tat l s ." I l l , 67 ,2 . 

(2) 1 Cor. 10. 17. 

(3) Mat. 2o! 40 

(4) Horn. 13. 8 
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(1) 
wen share their goods with one another." True, spiritual 

gifts are to be preferred in themselves to material ones; and 

therefore the spiritual works of meroy are ranked above the 
(2) 

corporal works of meroy. But "It is better to feed a man 

dying of hunger than to preaoh to him; and the same applies 
(3) 

to one who is Indigent." Moreover, oharity demands that 
(4) 

we not only wish our neighbor well but that we do well by him. 

"But to wish and do well to anyone it is required that we oome 

to'his. aid in time of need, whioh is done by almsgiving. 
(5) 

Almsgiving therefore is of preeept." 

If the term alme has oome to be associated with the dreary 

oomfort of a publio almshouse. It is by the same corruption 

(1) "Slout Apostolue diolt: qui diligit pgoximum legem Implcvlt: 
quia scilicet omnia praeoepta legis, praeolpue ordinata ad 
proximum, ad hunc flnem ordlnari vldentur ut homines se lnvioem 
dlligant* Ex dlleotlone autem prooedit quod homines sibl 
lnvioem bona oommunloent." 1 11, 105, 2, ad 1. 

(2) "Prime, donum spirituals preemlnet corporallj seoundo.. 
spiritus noblllor set oorporl; tertlo*. splrltuales aotus sunt 
nobiliores oorporallbus, qui sunt quodammodo serviles." 11 11, 32, 3 

(3) "Magls asset pasoendum fame norlentem quam docondum;slout et 
Indigent!, (ssoundum phllosophum, melius est dltarl quam phllo-
sophari)." ibid. 

(4) "Ad dileetionem autem proxlml pertinet ut proximo non solum 
vellmua bonum sed etiam operemur, " ibid., 5. 

(5) "Ad hoc autem quod vellmus et operemur bonum alloujus 
requiritur quod ejus neoessitatl subvenlamus, quod fit per 
ellemoaynarum largltlonem." ibid. 
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of the original oonoept whioh has reOluoed the term ohtrlty to 

ths ministrations of the paid uool&l worker* lu the **s©e of fe*» 

ith there wae nothing nieemble about alue^glvlng** Xt was tho 

reeognized duty of those of mom** to use their abundanoe to aid 

the loss fotunots* It was *t noo a eoolel md a religious -.el,; 

• a work in whioh one gives to the needy out of oompaoelon be-

eeuse of God S (1) The needy were not limited to those in extreme 

poverty, hut Included a l l the poor, whom : t . Thomae desorlbSB 

as those who"hiro out their Inbourl* (8) The eompasslor. was not 

the cold, and often contemptuous* handing of a pittance t "the 

unworthy poor*, hut the reeognltlon of r> spiritual bond through 

menhership in tho r ystieal Body of Christ, no part of whioh 

oould Ire oontent while nother suffered* For did the foot that 

the giving of alms was referred to tho love of God ne i t s f i -

nal oause(S) detrnot from tho humanity of the gift* Xt rather 

guaranteed a oonstant motive for giving whloh no porsonol 

spite or peseloistio view of human nature oould destroy* 

Doubtless, many failed to observe tho preeept as perfeotly as 

they ohould* 

(1) "Opus quo detur allquld indigentl ex oompasslone propter 

Deum** Ibid. 1. 

(2) "Meroanarll, qui loesnt opnrae suae, pauperes sunt, de 
laboribufl auis vie turn quaerente© quotldlanum*" 1 11, 10t>, 2, 

ad 6. 

(3) " Quia nloericordlfi est offeotun ooritftus, ox eonsequen** 
t l daro eUociosynCTiteut rotu« oeritfttis , tuioerioordia modinnto*" 

A m *\>JL, > <>"•', 1 * 
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But the constant presentation of the necessity of alma-giving 

as a work neoessary for salvation oould not but have been an 

important faotor in effecting a large measure of oommon use 

of external things* 

The question of alms-giving is treated by St Thomas in 

his treatise on oharity, 11a, Ilae, q. 32* As the reader will 

have observed, many of our texts with whloh we established the 

duty of the oommon use as an obligation of social or commuta­

tive justloe are taken from this question of the Summa. Aooor-

dlng to the sohoolmen, following the Fathers, any gift made to 

the Indigent was classed aa alms whether it was striotly an 

act of justloe or an eef ot oharity*• For it became the Chris* 

tian to dispense of his superfluous goods not in the fashion 

of elvio functionary , nicely weighing the balance between 

his abundance and his neighbour* need, motivated only by a 

sense of duty toward a fellow oitizen, but rather "with de­

light, and promptly and in every fitting way, beoause of God; 

whloh eannot be done without oharity."(1) The preoept of alms­

giving wes extended only to superfluous goods, exoept in the 

oass of extreme necessity, as we have seen. Suoh gifts were 

ellolted by soeial justloe. Yet they are properly oalled alms 

when motivated by oompasslon and the love of God. 

(1) Dare eleemosynas materlallter potest esse sine carltate. ; 
formaliter autem eleemosyvans dare, idest propter Deum,aeleo-
tabillter et prompter et omni eo modo quo debet, non est sine 
earitate." ibid. 
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"There i s nothing to prevent an net whloh i s el icited by on© 

virtue being attributed to another as 001 sanding i t and order* 

ing i t to i t s ahd."(l) xt is properly attributed to oharity, 

moreover, as an aot of superior virtue, namely oherity, oan-

not he formally oof.'nnded by an aot of Inferior virtue, suoh 

as justloe, although m.terl' l l y an t*ot of nine-giving may be 

rn aot of ohnrlty, justloe, religion, penane© or l iboral i ty .^} 

The oounsol of oharity, distinct fro. tho precept only as re­

gards obligation, extends beyond the order of Justloe and *wh> 

liberality too lnolud* a l l exoept what i s n©c©»ery for l l fo lt» 

solf ,(o) and ©ver; to this for the horolo Ret of oharity in 

whloh one gives his own l i f e thot another fry live*(4) 

,o may distinguish, therefore. In th© set of tlas-eiving, 

as distinguished from tho preeept, four moor ding degrees* 

i i rs t , what la of «otinuit.«,tlwi Justloe : tYit whioh is given to 

n man in extroue nooeceity* rooondly, whnt i s of Booir1 Jus­

t ice in the strlot senn©: that which la ftlvos "ooorolng t th© 

express dir©otio' of th© lawgiver. Thirdly, what i s of suol* 1 

(1) "Wihll prohibot • otu*a qui est *r.pri© unius vtrtutln e l i e l -
t lve , attribul niteri virtutl aiout Ui\wr- nti ©t ordinanti ru 
suum flnem*** ibid* 

( 2) • Aotus suporlorle virtutls*** fortnollt^r aumptuc non in-
perotur ah inferior! virtuto. f/ntorialitor mto sumptun r c-
tu© superlorla virtutls potent imperrrl fb Inferior! virtuto* 
Cnjetan, Cog, in JQ&g JJJA* a*» l* 

0} *D© hujus modi ergo elnefiORynam dare est bo num. BOO non ea-
dit sub praeeepto, sod sub eonalllo** nuHms enim inoorvorilett-
ter vlvere debet." IX II, aa, e. 

Setee to» at wa-rt ™**\ 
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(4) "Non eet de neoessitate oarltatls quod homo proprium ©or-
porls exponit pro salute proxlml.. red quod allquls 
spent© ad hoo ee offerat pertinet ad perfeotionom earltatle*" 
Ibid., 26, S, ad 3. 

Justloe in th© wide sense, and striotiy of the nreoept of 

oherltr i that whloh is given out of one's superfluous goods 

to the indigent* Fourthly, what is of the oouneel of oharity: 

that whioh la given beyond th© demands of th© natural law of 

oommon uss* insofar as th© love of God motivates the giver >i* 

hie gift de an alme. whatever the n ture of the obligation* 

we need not fear, therefore, that inereassd measures taken by 

the state to insure the oommon use of property will eliminate 

from eoeiety the virtue of oharity* With the varying needs of 

man brought about by ©hanging social oonditlone, " to-doy'e 

Justice is yeaterday»B oharity} to-day's oharity le tomor­

row* a Justloe." (1) 

It should be borne in mind regarding the oommon use, both 

from the point of view of Justice and that of oharity, that 

the duty of giving of one's abundnnoe to the needy in no wise 

eaneels the duty of all men to work* Giving must at all times 

be regulnted by th© virtu© of liberality, th© proper aot of 

whloh is to giv© slout poortot. To give to those who will not 

work le to take from those who are in need through no fault 

of their own* It is a false oharity, moreover, whloh out of 

(ft) " in" Just loo" d"» nu Jourd* hui, o'ost la oharlte d'hieri la" 

Oharlte d*auJoud*hul, oUst la justloe do domain** GHXKT.o.p*, 

fnatfto© et Charite , In flavua des goienoen Phil.ot Thool../29.P*22. 
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regard for a man's physical needs encourages in him the 

vice of s lo th and allows him to neglect his duty toward 

himself snd society* Moreover, the best form of alms t h a t 

one oan give a man possessed of a l l h i s f acu l t i e s is the 

opportunity to earn his own l i v ing . This alone can giv© 

him the independence which his personali ty demands; snd in 

th i s way only can the dest iny of infer ior things to serve 

the needs of free men, who exercise a providence over 

themselves, be maintained* 

Nor should i t be imagined tha t to give a man a job la a 

poor subs t i t u t e for giving an alms, viewed from the point 

of view of the sac r i f i ce made by the giver.So to conduct 

one 's business tha t the most men can be employed at the best 

wages compatible with the consumer's welfare and the jus t 

needs of the proprie tor himself, i s the type of ohari ty most 

needed in our day when unemployment and period!o layoffs are 

the bane of the worker 's l i f e . No alms oan take the place of 

a job in giving a worker h is se l f - respeo t . Nor does the faot 

that the employer reoeives a re tu rn det rac t from the worthi­

ness of h is ao t . The pr inc ip le has been given us byJ3t. Thom-

as when speaking of t r ade - whioh the medieval/viewed with 

jus t suspioion. "Nothing prevents gain from being dlreoted 

to some necessary or even vir tuous end, and thus trading be­

comes lawful. Thus, for ins tance ,a man may intend the moder­

ate gain whioh he seeks to acquire by t rading for the up-
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or again, a man may take to trade for eome publio 
advantage, for instance l e s t hiB country laok the necessaries 

of l i f e , and seek gain, not as an end, but as payment for his 
(1) 

labor." The business man or manufacturer who regards his 

enterprise as a public servloe and conducts i t t o the best 

Interest both of consumer and employee, observing both the precept 

of a f a i r wage and that of a just prioe, practices the duty of 

almsgiving far more perfectly that he who, motivated only by the 

desire to make satisfaction for his s ins , gives indiscriminately 

without regard for the condition of the indigent or his own 

dub/ of bona diapensatlo. 

Indeed, furnishing work to those who are dependent upon wages 

for their livelihood i s the normal way for the man of means to 

f u l f i l not only the precept of almsgiving but also the common use 
(2 ) 

dictated by the natural law* Whoever does not himself possess 
(3) 

the means of production i s , as we have seen, classed among the 

poor to whom the owners of property have the duty of dispensing 

whatever they possess beyond their own lawful needs. He i s depen­

dent therefore upon the owner in a way analagous to that in which 

(1) "JSihil prohibet lucrum ordlnari ad a l l quern flnem neoessarlum, 
vel etiam hone stum. Et s lo negotiatio l i c i t a red detur. Slout 
oum al lquls lucrum mod era turn, quod negotiando quaerit, ordinat 
ad domus suae sus tent at! on em, vel etiam ad subveneendum indigen-
tibus: vel etiam cum allquls negotiation! intendit propter pub-
licam utl l l tatem, ne s o i l i o e t res neoessarlae ad vltam patriae 
deslnt, e t luorum expetlt non quasi flnem sed quasi stipendium 
labor i s . " 11 11, 76, 1. 

(2) See foot of following page. 

(3) Money, as the means of production par exoellence in cap­
i t a l i s t society oomes under this c las s i f i ca t ion . 
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man hlmsdf is dependent upon the divine providence, of which 

the property owner has bee on© the minis ter , s ibi e t a I l l s pro-

videna. But j u s t a s God provides for man In accord with the requi re ­

ments of bis nature , allowing him to produce things for his 

own needs, so too should the property owner normally exeroise his 

potestas dlspensandi by f a c i l i t a t i n g for the worker the production 

of umat he requires for a decent human l i f e . And only by the 

combined productive ac t iv i ty of both employer and employee can there 

be produced tha t necessary a bund an oe of material wealth out of 

whloh those unable to work must be supported according t o the 

same human standard. No dispensat ion of mere commodities, however 

well-intentioned i t may be, oan take the place of t h i s prior 

duly of organising the means of production for the common good. 

I t was the f a i l u r e to recognize the Thomistio pr inc ip le of 

the hierarchy of goods and the precise nature of the duty of 

ownership whloh gave r i s e to those abuses of almsgiving against 

whioh the Reformers preached so v io l en t ly . "The Roman Church, i t 

was held, through the example of i t s ru l e r s , had encouraged 

Concluded from previous page 
(2) "Pournir du t r a v a i l a a u t r u i , c ' e s t , pour le r i che , la facon 

normale de remplir l a fonction soc ia le de la fortune e t d 'aasocier 
le Ndrol t d 'autr i l ' MUX avantages de son j iopre d ro i t . Le ' d r o i t 
d 'autrui ' , ou la ' p ropr ia te humaine1 ne cundamne que la richesae 
egoiste e t s t e r i l e . " RENARBV Theorie de L ' ln s t l tu t lon , 1. c i t . . 
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luxury and os t en ta t ion : the members o f the Reformed Church must 

be economical and modest. I t had sanctioned the spurious 

charily of indiscriminate almsgiving: the true Christian must 

repress mendicancy and i n s i s t on the v i r t u e s of industry and 

t h r i f t . . I t had rebuked the pursuit of gain as lower than the 

l i f e of r e l i g i on. • the chr i s t ian must conduct h i s business with 
(1) 

a high seriousness as i t s e l f a kind of r e l i g i o n . " But the 

Reformers, In attempting to curry out t h e i r most Thomlstlo 

purpose, neglected the Thomistic teaohlng on avar ice , the just 

price and the common good. More important s t i l l , abandoning the 

Cat iOlie doctrine that the e v i l s wrought in human nature by 

Original Sin found the i r proper cure in the Incarnation, they 

exalted the principle of private property to an extent that 

the Thomistic principle o f oommon use must have seemed to them 

the sheeres t radicalism."The dootrlne afterwards expressed by 

Arthur young when he wrote, 'everyone but an i d i o t knows that the 
(2) 

lower c las ses must be kept poor, or they w i l l never be industr ious , 

was the t r l t e s t commonplace of Restoration economists. I t was 
(3) 

not argued; i t was accepted as s e l f - e v i d e n t . " 

(1 ) TAWNEY, o p . o i t . , p . 1 1 0 . 

(2) The Poo re 8' Advocate, 1654, p .6 . 

( 3 ) TaWNST, op . o i t . , p , 2 4 1 . 
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Sinoe St . Thomas' dsy the machine has opened up undreamed 

of, and I t would seem unlimited p o s s i b i l i t i e s for the "more 

abundant l i f e " . Furthermore, the twentieth oentury has 

witnessed the a r r i v a l of the "mass man", who now for the f i r s t 

time i s able by sheer weight of numbers t o force a more jus t 

d i s t r ibu t ion of the material things of l i f e * An increased 

sooial consciousness on the part of a l l c lasses may well point 

to a new reign of j u s t l o e . But even then the pr inoiple of 

Ar i s to t l e , which has been given a new meaning by St . Thomas, 

wi l l s t i l l hold t r u e : " I t seems that fr iendship or love I s 

ths bond that holds s t a t e s together , and that l e g i s l a t o r s set 

more store by i t than b y j u s t i c e . " Charity, St. Thomas 

has shown us, must Inform the v i r tue of socia l j u s t i ce if the 

common use Is to be a t t a ined . -And In our own day* the Sovereign 

Pontiff has eohoed the thought of these two great soc io logis t s 

as the olose of his encycl ical On the Reconstruction of the 

Sooial Order: "How completely deceived are those inconsiderate 

reformers who* zealous only for oommutstive Jus t loe , proudly 

disdain the help of oharity. ' Clearly char i ty cannot take the 

place of Just loe f a i r l y withheld. But even though a s t a t e of 

things be pictured in whioh every man receives a t l a s t a l l 

that i s his due. a wide f ie ld w i l l nevertheless remain open for 

ohar i ty . For j u s t i c e alone, even though most f a i t h fu l ly ob­

served, oan remove indeed the cause of socia l s t r i f e* but can 

never bring about a union of hearts and minds. Yet t h i s union, 

binding men together , i s the main pr inc ip le of s t a b i l i t y in a l l 
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institutions* no matter how perfect they may seem, whioh aim 

at establishing social peace and promoting mutual aid. In 

its absence* as repeated experience proves, the wisest regu­

lations come to nothing. Then only will it be possible to 

unite all in harmonious striving for the common good* when 

all sections of sooiety have the Intimate conviction that they 

are members of a single family'and children of the same Heavenly 

Father, and further that they are 'one body in Christ, and 
(1) 

everyone members of one another*' so that 'if one member 
(2) (2) 

suffer anything, all members suffer with It*"* 

(1) Rom. 12* 5. 

(2) 1 Cor* 12. 26. 

(3) "^uam ergo falluntur inoautl iili ref ormatores* qui so lam 

justitiam eamque commutativam servandam curantes, caritatis 
auxlllum superbe reliclent• Profeoto Justitiae ex officio 
debitae et inlque denegatae carltas vlcaria sucoedere neqult. 
At* etsi omnia sibl debita quisque homlnum supponatur tandem 
adepturus. Ampllsaimus caritati semper patebit campus: sola 
enim justitia* vel fldellssime exhibita, socialium certaminum 
causes quidem removers* numquam tamen corda unire animosque 
copulare poterit. lam vero quaeoumque ad paoem flrmandum 
mutuumque Inter homines auxlllum promo vendum sunt Institute, 
quantumvls perfects videantur, in mutuo animorum vinculo* quo 
sodales lnvioem uniantur, potissimum habent suae firmitatis 
fundamentum, quo deflolente, ut saeplus experlendo dldlcimus* 
optima quaeque praescrlnta irrita evadunt. It a que ~unc sol1^ 
vera omnium In unum commune bonum conspiratio haberi poterit* 
cum societatispartes intime sentiant se unius esse magne fa-
milliae membra eiusdemque caelestis Patris filios, immo se 
unum corpus in Christus, ' singuli autem alter alteruis 
membra,' ita ut ' si quid patitur unum membrum, compati-
antur. ©mala membra*' "Quadratesimp Anno, in Aota Apostoli-
cae Sedis . June 1931, p. 223. 
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Chapter VI 

THB 4T TB ;*ffl> 0' waRSHIP. 

"Where there Is no 
governor* the people 
shall fall." 

Pro v. XI. 14 

In the course of this study we have discovered in the 

writings of St. Thomas oertain definite prinoiples upon 

whloh to bose a Thomistic theory of ownership. re have 

learned from the Angelio Doctor that God, the absolute 

owner of all things, has destined materiel things for 

the service of man; th-1 man, made to tho imfcge of fjod, 

enjoys* by virtue of this order of providence, an analogous 

dominion over material oreation \h ich he is free to use for 

his legitimate needs; ti.ut although because of men's social 

nature the use of these things is to bt common, the proper 

ordering of sooiety demands th, t their administration be 

privfate; that the inequalities resulting from private owner­

ship are to be remedied by justice, but shove all by charity* 

These principles comprise, in substance, the teaching on 

ownership th&t Is found in the first tv;o articles of 4..60. 

Although in elaborating them we hove had occasion to refer 

to numerous other questions of the summa, as well as to 
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several other of the Angelic Doctor's works, it has been 

largely by way of explanation of the dootrlne contained In 

the articles themselves. Might we not therefore be content 

to close our investigation here, confident tht-.t we have at 

least outlined St. Thomas's teaching on property in its 

entirety? In answer to this question we must recall that In 

q.66, St. Thomas Is treating formally not of property but of 

theft. Having established that, under certain definite 

restrictions, man may possess t)ings as his own, he therefore 

leaves the subjeot of ownership and procedes to discuss whether 
U) 

taking occultly what belongs to another pertains to theft. 

If we ore to integrate his teaching on property, we must look 

elsewhere in his writings. 

Our guide in tils must be the principle which has determined 

the course of our investigation thusfer, namely order. We have 

seen that human ownership is based upon the order of divine 

providenoe, that private ownership is lawful insofar as it orders 

material things to the common use. n'e have seen the part that 

social justice end oharity must play in rendering tht-t order 

(1) "Utrum sit de ratione furtl oooulte aoolpere rem alienam." 
II II* 66, 2. 
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effeotive. But the ordering of means to ends, pertains, as 

we have seen to the virtue of prudence. Thus the individual 

who usee his wealth for his own needs and the needs of others 

practices not only justice and oharity, but prudence as well. 

If In meeting his own needs, he fails to heve regard for the 
(1) 

oommon good, he is not truly prudent; but he who uses his 

wealth for the oommon good, seeks his own good as well. And 

for the twofold reason that he can have no individual good 

without the oommon good* while as a part of the whole he shares 
(2) 

in the oommon good itself* 

Yet the prudenoe which direots things to one's private 

good and that wl ich directs them to the oonmon good are of 
(a) 

different speoies. 

(1) "quia igitur ad prudent!am pertinet recte consiliari, judi-
oare et praecipere de his per quae pervenitur ad debitum flnem, 
manifostum est quod prudentia non solum se habet ad bonum priva­

tum uniua hominis sed etiam ad bonum commune multitudinis." 
11 II. 47» 10. 

(2) "Qui quaerit bonum commune multitudinis ex oonuequenti etiam 
quaerit bonum suum, propter duo. primo ^uidem yulo bonum 
proprium non potest esse sine bono oommunl vel famlliae vel 
oivitatis aut regnl..Seoundo ^uia, oum homo sit pars domus et 
oivitatis, oportet quod homo oonsideret 4,uid sibl sit bonum ex 
hoo quod est prudens eiroa bonum multitudinis." ibid., ad 2 

(3) "Neeesse est quod prudentiae different apeoie secundum dif­
ferent iam horum finium. Unde soilioet una sit prudentia simpll­
oiter diota Huoe ordlnatur ad bonum proprium; alia autem oecono-
mica *uae ordlnatur ad bonum ooramune uumua vei famlliae; tertie, 
politics, ^uae ordlnatur ad bonum commune oivitatis vel regnl." 
II II* 47, 11. 
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The latter, properly known aa polity (politics), is oommon to 
( 1 ) 

all men, as all are bound to soak the common good. And yet 

the individual is not charged with ordering ti ings to the 

common good in the same way that he orders them to his own 

good. For the latter, he is fully responsible. As to the 

former, It pertains principally to him who has the oere of the 
/ (2) 

community and is found in the citizen/as in an instrument. 

This is not the place to make a study of Economic Liberalism. 

But we may be oertain that as surely as the Angelic Doctor 

rejected the proposals of the Comnunlsts as impracticable, he 

would have opposed with equal logio the theory ti.̂ t the oommon 

good is best attained when each citizen unrestrictedly seeks 

his own gain. True, the disposing of his surplus ^oods Is nor-
(3) 

mally to be left to the judgment of eeoh owner; and the private 

Individual has such dominion over his property that i.e ofan sell 

M 
or exchange It on his own authority. ̂  ' 

(1) "Quia uuillbet homo, inquantum est ratlonalis, particlpat 
allquld de reglmine eeoundum arbltrlum r&tionla, intantum 
oonvenlt el prudentlam (politioam) habere." ibid*, 10. 

(2) "Manifesto est quod prudentia v±uidem est in prlnolpe ad 
modum artls artla arohlteotonioae..in subditis autem ad_ modum 
artIs manu operantla." Ibid.* 12 

(3) "Oommlttitur arbitrlo uniusouJustus dlsjensatlo proprlarum 
rerum*" ibid., 66, 7 

(4) "poteatato vero prlvatarum personarum subduntur reB posaessae: 
st ideo propria auotoritnte In his possunt sibl invioem oomrau-
nioare. puta emendo, vendendo, donando, et al." I II, 105, 2. 
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Yet it is the lesson of history that unless the distribution 

of wealth is properly ordered by law the state will be en-
(1) 

dangered. in faot, as Aristotle has observed, "in the 

opinion of some, the regulations of property is the culef 

point of all, that being the question upon whloh all 
(2) 

revolutions turn." 

The reason for this need should be obvious to anyone with 

a cursory knowledge of human nature. Man should be so 

motivated by love of his neighbour aa "spontaneously and 

gladly to <-ive him his due, and even in superabundance; where­
to 

fore the-fulflillng of the whole (divine) law depends on love." 

But the hiird faot is that "bee use some are not so interiorly 

disposed that of their own record they do what the law 

commends, they must be exteriorly impelled to render justice 
(4) 

through fear of penalties." 

(1) "î uia per possessionum Irregularitatem p lure a olvltates 
destruuntur..ldeo circa posaessiones regulandas triplex 
remedium lex adhibult." I II, 105, 2. 

(2) St. Thomas's commentary on tnls passage reads; "i^uibusdam 
legislatoribus visum est maxlrae neoesuarium esse quod bene 
ordinetur de substantilo, Idest posaessionibus civium; ^uia 
ex his praeolpue oriuntur omnes sedltiones civltatum, ^uas 
prinolptiliter legislators removere intendunt." in pol. n , 6. 

(3) "QUI enim diligit aliquem, s^onte et deleotabillter ei 
reddit 4.uod debet et etiam Liberaliter superadd it; unde tota 
legis Impletio ex dilectione dependet." Ill C* Gent. 128. 

(4) ",<uia aliqui Interlus non sunt sic dispositi ut ex seipsis 
a^onte faciant ^uod lex jubet, ab exterior! traliendi *,unt ad 
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To vindicate tie rights of the victims of greed and injustice 

is the duty of the government. "The ruler, who is the • 

'guardian of justloe", ex offiolo oan and must remedy suoh 
(1) 

injustice." 

(1) lam oit. p» 

(4) concluded from previous pi^e. 
justitiam legla implendam; ^uod ^uidem fit dum tlmore 
poenarum..legem implent* ibid. 
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Yet even supposing that every member of the oommunity was 

of suoh excellent character as to carry on his affairs with 

both justloe and oharity, i t would s t i l l be necessary for the 

state (we here use the term in the sense of the government) 

to supervise the national economy. "If i t i s natural for man 

to l ive in the sooiety of many, i t i s necessary that there ex is t 

among men some means by whloh that group may be governed. JPor, 

where there are many men together, and each one Is looking after 

his own Interest , the group would be broken up and scattered 

unless there were also some one to take oare of what appertains 
(1) 

to the oommon weal," I t Is th is task of ordering the l i f e of 

the nation for the common good, rather than the vindication of 

justice, whiojl i s the primary duty of the s ta t e . Therefore, although 

(1J "SI ergo naturale eat ho mi i l quod in soole'tate multorum 
Vlvat, neeesse est in homlnl bus esse per quod multitudo regatur. 
Multis enim existentlbus hominibus et unoquoque id , quod est 
sibl oongruum, providente, multitudo in diverse dispergeretur, 
niai etiam asset al lquls de eo, quod ad bonum multitudinis 
pertinet, ouram habeas, "De Keg. Prin. 1, 1. 

BngliBh translation by Rev. Gerald Phelan, Ph.D. Toronto, 
1930, p. 3D. 
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both prudence and justloe are the virtues most proper to a 

ruler, prudenoe pertains more to the ruler, whose proper 

function i s to direct, and justloe to the subjects, whose 
(1) 

proper function i s to carry out the directions of the state* 

This duty of ordering the l i f e of the oommunity t o the 

common good, extends, moreover, and essent ia l ly , to the eoonomio 

order* The ruler must ever have in mind that the ultimate end 

toward whioh his government i s directed i s the eternal beatitude 

of his subjects* I t Is therefore his dub/ to promote suoh good 

l iving among his people as i s conductive to the attaining of the 

happiness of heaven. But for th i s good l i f e , two things are 

required. The f i rat i s virtue* "The second, whloh i s 

secondary, snd, as i t were, instrumental, i s a sufficiency of 

those bodily goods whose use i s necessary for an s e t of 
(2) 

Virtne* " I t i s therefore the duty of the ruler who i s 

(1) "Istae duae virtutes sunt maxime propriae regl , 
so i l ioe t prudentia e t Justitla. .Qui tamen dirigere magis 
pertinet ad regem, exequi vero ad subditts , idee regnativa 
magis ponitur speoies prudentiae, quae eat directive, quam 
j u s t l t l s e , quae est executive." 11 11, 50, 1* 

(2) "Ad bonum autem unlua hominis vitam duo requlrunturs 
unum principals quod es t operatio secundum virtutem (virtus 
est enim qua bene v iv i tur: aliud vero seoundarlum et quasi 
instrument ale , s o i l i o e t oorporalium bonorum suf f i c i e n t i s , 
quorum usus e s t necessarlus ad actum v i r t u t i s . " De Reg. 
Prln* 1, in . 
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charged with the oommon good to see "that there be at 

hand a suff ic ient supply of the things required for 
(1) 

proper l iv ing ." 

That St . Thomas should i n s i s t upon the presence of a direotive 

force charged with the proper ordering of the economy i s but 

in keeping with the general tenor of hie theological system In 

which the ides of order i s paramount* I t i s in the order 

of the eoonomio snd po l i t i ca l l i f e that he finds his seoond and 

third arguments for private ownership: "there would be confusion 

i f everyone had to look after any one thing indeterminately; 

quarrels arise more frequently where there Is no division of 

the things possessed*" It is understandable tha t the mind of the 

Angelic Doctor would inst inct ive ly reject the notion of 

s purely communist society, especially In the Marxist sense of 

one whloh would abolish the state} or rather in whloh the state 

would "wither away" when, after the experience of s o c i a l i s t 

l iv ing, "all have learned to manage, and independently are 

actually managing by themselves sooial production..snd. .the 

necessity of observing the simple fundamental rules of 

•very-day social l i f s in oommon wi l l have beoome a habit." 

(1) "Tertlo vero reuquirltur ut per regentis industrial 
neeesssriorum sd bene vlvendum adsit sufi ioiens copia." Ibid. 
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(1) 

But i f St* Thomas's view of human nature prevented his 

accepting suoh an idy l l io conception of Sooiety, might we 

not have supposed that his love e f order and his insistence 

upon the oommon use would have made him favor a form of 

state socialism, suoh as that advocated by Marx ©a the 

transition between capitalism and communism? In such s 

sooiety s strong government would have fu l l authority to 
organise the entire means of production for the oommon 

(2) 
good, snd to sdd to the stimulus of s graduated wage 

Basis the fear of summary punishment for these whose social 

consciousness was insuff ic iently developed to impel them to 

ful l productive ac t iv i ty . We find the answer to this 

difficulty in the second oardinal principle upon which ta© 

Angelic Doctor has based his theory of ownership. Man's 

(1) LBKII, The state and Revolution. English edit ion, in 
Handbook oT"MarxTi"m, p. 769. 

(2) Lenin,, f o i l owing Marx, distinguishes between Socialism, 
whioh l a the f i r s t phsse of Communist society, and the higher 
phass of Communism, or Oommunl em - to use a scholastic and 
non-Marxian expression - in the s t r l o t sense, in ths 
former there w i l l be eoonomio Inequality due to varying 
produotive oapaoity, for Sooialis gives "for an equal 
quant!ly of labor, an equal quantity of produota," 
Communism, on the other hand, establishes true equality; 
"from eaoh aeoordlng to his ab i l lb / : to eaoh according to 
h i s needs." op* oit* pp. 751, 752. 
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right to own i s based aot only upon the order of divine 

pro v. dance whloh has destined external things for his 

needs, but also upon human liberty by whloh man Is 

capable of exercising dominion, In contrast to the lower 

animals who oan only use in the wide sense but cannot 

own* although the divine governance orders a l l men to their 

last end, i t never does so at the expense of human freedom* 

Ood moves man toward good in two ways, "instructing him by 
(1) 

his law and aiding him by his grace." But gratla non 

t o l l l t naturam. God eaves no man's soul at the expense 

of his freedom* 

I t would be en inversion, therefore, of the entire 

order of divine providenoe i f to attain a higher degree 

of material prosperity m*n were forced to sacrif ice the very 

gif t upon whi oh his right to external things i s based. 

"Human government i s derived from the divine government, 

and should imitate i t . Ood, although omnipotent snd 

inf inite ly good, al lows, nevertheless, oertain e v i l s to 

(1) "^riucipium autem movens ad bonum es t Deus, qui e t nos 
instruit per legem et jurat per gratiau*" 1, 11, 90, prol. 

(2) "Humanum reglien derivatar a dlvlno regimlne, e t ipsum 
debet 1ml tari • Deus autem, quam via s i t omnipotens et 

summe bonus, permlttlt tamen allqua mala f l ex ! in unlverso 
quae prohlber© posset: ne ela sublatls , majors bons 
tollerentur, ve l etiam pejora mala sequerentur. Sic ergo 
in rag! mine humano 1111 qui praesunt, recte allqua mala 
tolerant,yne f l iqual bona lmpediantur, vel etiam ne 
allqua mala*pejora inourrantux." 11 11, 10, 11. 
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occur whioh he oould prevent) l e s t through removing them, 
greater goods be l o s t , or even greater ev i l s follow* They 

therefore who head human governments rightly tolerate certain 

evils l e s t they hinder certs!n goods, or even l e s t greater 
(2) 

evils be Incurred," neither i s order to be ssorificed 
a false l iberty; nor should l iberty be sacrificed in the name of 

III the name Of/an order, which, beoause i t makes impossible 

primary human values i s tbe soul of disorder. The problem 

of reconciling these apparently divergent tendencies - that 

of the individual to freedom and that of the state to 

Increasing sxeroise of authority - i s the task of prudence. 

Heedless to say i t w i l l not be accomplished by deserting 

the Liberalism of tbe nineteenth century for the Totalitarianism 

whloh eharaoterl ses the fourth deoade of the twentieth 
(1) 

century. "Virtue Is In the mean; in the extremes i s v ice ." 

The problem is not one of whether liberty or order shall be 

supreme, but of how so to order liberty that the essential 

liberty of a l l shal l be preserved* A» St . Thomas has shown 

that the right to administer material things i s proper to the 

individual, i t follows that the s tate should take upon i t s e l f 

only those economic functions which the individual i s unable 

to carry out properly without defeating the end of a l l administ­

ration* the oommon use. Thus the state may well reserve to 

i t s e l f the right of ownership over those natural resources, 

(1) "Medium oompetit v l r tu t i ; extreme autem v l t i l s . " 
Ethic. U , 7. 



(10)) 

the private ownerahip of whloh might hinder their neoesssry 

development for the oommon weal* More properly the s tate wi l l 

through neoesssry taxation take from the weslthy a part 

of their surplus for the maintenance of those necessary 

sooial services that the oommon good demands, I t should 

supervise a l l oontraots, whether of labor or of sa le , to 

make oertain that the rights both of worker and consumer 

to a f a i r wage or just measure are observed* I t should 

exercise i t s proper directive function In the co-ordination 

of those disparate branches of production upon whioh the 

oommunity depends for i t s necessary supply of goods* These 

functions, which wi l l be fewer or greater as the s ta te 

approaches a simple agrl cultural or a highly industrialized 

economy, are but applications of the single principle that he 

who has the oare of the oommunity must order the aotivity 

of i t s members to the oommon good. 

But i f we are to be true to the principle that eoonomio 

aotivity I s primarily private even though directed toward 

the oommon good, we must not make the mistake of Identifying 

the eoonomio order with the pol l t ioal order, both, insofar 

as they sre comprised by the social relationship, are 

communities* Materially they any be considered identical 

in that the pol l t ioal Includes the eoonomio. But formally 

they are distinguishable in that the economic order i s concerned 



only with the production and distribution of wealth while the 
p o l i t i c a l order is concerned 
with tho entire temporal welfare of men* As the eoonomio 

IB contained In the p o l i t i c a l , and i s inferior to i t by 

reason of the dignity of i t s object, i t i s necessarily 
(1) 

subordinate to the pollt ioal order* But Insofar as i t 

Is i t s e l f s community, although an imperfect one, and has 

I t s own common good, i t should pursue trait good as far as I s 

possible spontaneously subjeot only to suoh direction fsom 

the pol i t ical order as i s necessary to co-ordinate i t s 

activity with the l i f e of the state as a whole* Thus 

Marl tain, endeavoring t o suggest th© way in which the 

Thomistic social philosophy oould beat be adapted to the 

highly complicated modem Industrial economy, writes, "The 

economic snd pol l t ioal order of c i v i l sooiety would embody 

distinct snd compact soc ia l groups, be they oalled corporations 

or gi lds or what you wi l l* But eaoh of these l e s ser 

unities in the social order would have i t s own spontaneous 

l i f e not derived from the state* Thus, in the eoonomio 

sphere eaoh group would e x i s t as s moral person made up of 

(1) "Oportet enim quod pro port!o eorum quae aunt ad flnem 
s i t secundum proportlonem finium. • Est eulm oommunitas quoddsm totum: 
in omnibus autem t o t i s , t s l i s ordo Invenitur quod illud totum 
quod in se inoludit allud totum s i t princlpalius..Man! fee turn 
est autem quod oivitas inoludit omnes al ias oommunltates," 
Pol* 1* 1* 
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those who, as manual or Intelleotual workers or lenders 

of capital , collaborate in one organic task, these moral 

persons being endowed with as much autonomy as the organi­

sation of the social whole wi l l allow, and thus being 

something entirely separate from the publio services of 

the s t s t e . In this conception, whioh avoids e tat ism as 

much as possible, the organic 0!ty would be ruled not by 

the wheel© of a bureaucratic machine but by decisions 

taken by men ohosen as leaders of their several organisations 

and iavlngin their respective ranks a l l the privileges and 
(1) 

a l l the obligations of responsible office* " 

The development of this notion of the corporate organi­

sation of the eoonomio order pertains more to a treatise 

on society than to a study of property. Yet not only ie 

e proper ofdering of eoonomio aotivity necessary i f 

property is to f u l f i l i t s social function, but a proper 

understanding of the theory of property i s necessary for the 

establishment of a sound corporate economic order* The 

problem whloh confronts the Cathollo economic reformer 

today is not simply one of how to organize economic l i f e 

as to assure the wide-spread oommon use of commodities, but 

more properly how that l i f e can be organized to enable as 

(1) ©p. Clt. p.57 
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many Individuals as a r e capable, to ac tua l ize t h e i r r i gh t 

to own the means of production. For though oommon use 

i s the end of individual ownership, the r ight to possess 

as his own suoh na tura l resources as he requires for his 

own support i s a r ight given by the Jus gentium not to 

a favored few but to every individual* True, the 

actual izat ion of t h a t r igh t i s dependent upon the labor 

of the indiv idual . There are, moreover, ce r t a in forms 

of productive property which are too la rge for the 

individual workman to own and operate . But an 

economic order in which the ownership of the means of 

production i s concentrated in the hands of a few i s 

manifestly as unjust as one in whioh the use of 

commodities i s r e s t r i c t ed to a favored c lass while the 

majority are foroed t o l i v e in penury. 
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We have seen that it is the duty of the private owner to feed 

the man In extreme neoess ity and to glvs work, as far as l i e s 

in his power, to ths propertyless laborer* But barring the 

extraordinary case duo to misfortune, a man would be in extreme 

need only beoause he wae unable to find work; and he would be 

unable to find work only beoause he had not the necessary matsrial 

to work with, that ie , beoauss he had no property* By giving him 

a job, without at tbe same time giving him ths opportunity to 

become an owner, I remedy only half the injustice* True, X 

enable him to meet his baslo physlsal needs. But X deprive him 

of that moral good whioh his fallen nature demands, namely the 

Inoentive to Inoreaeed proiuetive aotivity whioh the possibility 

of ownership brings, and that peace ef soul in the possession 

of his own property whloh le a component of ths general peace 

of society. Moreover X deprive him of that artistic good of 

being able to make suoh things as his art dlotates are good* 

In both oases X interfere with his essential l iberties; and 

Insofar as he le dependent upon me both for his means of 

livelihood and ths direction of his art hs is that less a free 

agent, that less a man* 

We may wall ask, thsrsfors, whloh Is ths grsater evi l ; a 

sooial system in whloh the state, as owner of a l l ths means 

of produetlon, is absolute master of the destinies of i t s 
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subjeete, or one In whloh a few individuals exerelse this 

same power without being charged, ao is ths state, with ths 

responsibility for the oommon good* In the former there Is 

the disorder of Identifying the polltioal with the eoonomio 

power* But in the latter Is ths grsatsr disorder of subordinating 

the political power to the eoonomio power so that the oommunity 

is organized not in the interest of the oommon good but for 

the private good of the few who own the means of production* 

The resulting sooial evi ls are manifold* By eliminating the 

responsible workman ws have produoed not good things for human 

uss but only suoh pro due ts as wil l bring a profit to the owners. 

The complete dependence of tho employee upon the employer for 

his msans of oxlstsnoo means the dietatorship of the latter over 

the former's po l i t i e s , morality and religion* When production 

is temporarily unprofitable for the owning olass, production 

must oeass regardless of ths needs of the working olass for 

goods. 

Any attempt, therefore, at ordering the social economy 

for the oommon good, wil l ultimately be successful insofar 

as It Is the ordering of men who are free} and who are free 

beoauss they are owners. To insist upon suoh complete restora­

tion of property as would make impossible the necessary 

technical efflelenoy whloh Is required to provide a l l with a 
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decent livelihood would be to go against the primary end of 

ownership* But on the other hand. It is clear ly the duty of 

the state to effeot as widespread distribution of property 

ae la compatible with the Inequalities of human natura and 

to prevent any accumulation of wealth in thihands of private 

persons whioh is a threat to the oommon good of the economic 

order or of the pollt ioal order i tsel f . 

Only in this wsy oan the destiny of material things to serve 

mankind be realised* only in this way oan man's destiny to 

attain his final end through the free uss of material things 

be attained* only in this wsy too oan the peaee of sooiety be 

maintained* Commenting on the Pol i t ies . St* Thomas remarks 

concerning the^fall of Sparta, whloh beoause of the inequality 

ef wealth found Itself deprived of fighting men; "It Is 

advantageous that through the regulation of property a stats 

bs f i l led with men, whloh cannot be done otherwise* Beoauss 

If possessions are eonoentrated in the hands of a few, the 

rest, beoauss of their poverty will desert ths state." i1' 

In our own day, when the disappearance of the frontier has 

made immigration impossible, men desert the stats In another 

(1) "Opportunist est sued per regulates possessions olvltas 
vlrls repleatur, quod alitor f ier i non potest* Quia s i 
possessionos ad pauoos devolvantur, a l l l propter paupertatem 
desererent olvttatem." Pol* II , 13* 
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way} by refusing to produce children for Its continuance. 

Plus XX, therefore. Is but soholng the observation of the 

Angelic Boo tor and his classical prsdsoessor when he states 

in his encyclical On Social Reconstruction. "It Is true that 

there Is a formal difference between pauperism and proletar­

ian 1 em, nevertheless ths immense number of propertyless wage 

earners on tho one hand, and the superabundant rlohes of the 

fortunate few on the other, is an unanswerable argument that 

the earthly goods so abundantly produced In this age of Indus­

trialism are far from rUhtly distributed and equitably 

shared among the various olasses of msn* Every effort, therefore, 

must bs mads that at least In the future a Just share only of 

the fruits of production be permitted to accumulate in the 

hands of the wealthy, and that an ample sufficiency be supplied 

to the worklngmen* The purpose Is not that these become slack 

at tholr work, for man Is born to labor as the bird to f ly, but 

that by thrift they aay Increase thslr possessions and by 

prudent management of tbe sams may be enabled to bear the family 

burden with greater ease and seourlty, being freed from the 

hand*to-oouth uncertainty whloh Is the lot of the proletarian* 

Thus they will not only bo in a position to support l i f e ' s 

©hanging fortunes, but wi l l also have the reassuring confidence 

that, when their own l ives are ended, some l i t t l e provision wil l 

remain for those whom they leave behind them* These Ideas were 
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not merely suggested but statsd In frank and open terms by our 

Predeeessor. we emphasise them with renewed Insistence In this 

present Bnoyalloalj for unless serious attempts be made, with 

all energy and without delay to put them Into praetioe, let 

nobody persuade himsslf that the peaoe and tranquility of human 

eoeiety oan bs effectively defended against ths forees of 

revolution*" (*) 

fl) "in lleet verlsslmua sit proletarian! oondlelonem a 
pauperisms esse probe dlsoernendam. Ipsa tamsn Immanls 

multitudo preletarlorum sx altsra parte, ex altera vero quorundam 
praedlvttum tngentlsalmae open argumento eunt omni exoeptlone 
majorl, dlvltlas hao nostra, quam vooant "Industrialism!' 
astats tam ooplose partaa, hand reote esse distrlbutas diver-
sis que homlnum classlbus hand aequo applleatas* 

"Quare omni vl ao contention© enitendum est, ut saltern In 
posterum partes rerum ooplae aequo proportlone ooaeerventur 
apud 008 qui op lbus valent, satisque ample profundantur in eos 
qui eperam oonxerunt, non ut In laeore remiss 1 flant* - natus 
sst enim homo ad laborem slout avis ad volatum, - sed ut rem 
faalllarem pars taenia augeant; auetam sssiienter admlnistrando 
faolllus ao seourlus famlllae oner a snstlneant, atque emersl 
ex inoerta vitae sorts, cuius varietate jaotantur proletarll, 
non eelun vlolssltudlnlbus vitae perferendls slnt paras, ssd 
etiam post hujus vitae exltum lis, quos post se rellnquunt, 
quodammodo provlsum fore confidant. 

"Keee omnia a Daaessore flostro non solum Insinuate, ssd olare 

Jt aparte proolamata, hlsee Kostrls Lltterls etiam atque etiam nouloaausj quae nlel pro vlrlll ao nulla Interposita mora 
sus olp lent ur ad effeotum de due en da, ordlnem pub lie am, paoem ot 
tranqulllltatsm sooletatls humanae oontra novarum rerum conela-
tores effaeIter defendl posse nemo elbl perauadsat." 
ftuadrageslmo Anno. In Aota Apostolloae Sedls. June 1931, 

pp. 191, 190* 
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