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(IN TERRIS ET LABOREM)
Your Holiness, I: GREETINGS:

on land and in labour men must earn his sustenance by the sweat
of his brow *, for man is born of God and is the inkeritor of
God's gift, the earth* on which he is dependent and ovef which he
has been given dominion% As all are in agreément that "enly man is
capable of work™* and that only through his labour can man partake
of dominion over God's gift, the earth, inwﬁgcordanceAwitﬁ God's
intent and with natural law¥, it follows that the field of man's
wprk,.hiS"workbench“, in your own felicitous phrase,lies in the

great God-given garden of the globe itselfi- in brief the land of

the earth entife.

It is the blindness of some to the inaliemable right of all free

man to free access to'all the free land of the garden, that still

blinds humanity to the great light of God's truth "the land shall

not be sold forever - for the land is mine™ %,

However, it is not labour, the holy duty which God himself has
ordained for all men,that containg within itself ""the unceasing

measure of human toil and suffering, and alsc of the harm and

injustice which penetrate deeply into social life within individual

nations and on the international level*'sno, a holy duty that is

proclaimdd by God, the creator, and the tool which man must use

- fnv Anminisn aver the earth cannot obiectively contain harm, .
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injustice, toil, and suffering, for labour (or work) which
is_dﬁtifulg divine, just, economic, and moral, cannot at the

same time be its own opposite. Only if the duty of free

labour (or Work) is degraded by some other process can it
become slavery - that is true teil and suffering.causing

harm and injustice.

What is this process that degradés God's given duty tp work

into man's economic slavery?

Herein, in this questiaﬁ lies the beginning and the end of
@isdom, the alphé%omega that will resolve thé "many tensions,
conflicts and crises which in relationship with the reality of
work disturb the 1ife of individual societies and alse all

humanity*",

We are celebrating the hundredth and second amiversary of the
Georgian Gospel "Progress.amd Poverty', on the eve of the
greatest global material and spirituai‘crises the garden of
eden has ever experienced. These crises will, as gou rightly
say, ''require a re-ordering and adjuétment to the structures of

the modern economy and of the distribution of work¥'.
How is this to be achieved? Let us see.

It is not true, as your Holiness asserts, that God has ordained "

that “the heritage of nature ig limited*¥#. For th limit the
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or a less rapid increase in material well being

to 1limit God.- Ner, therefore, does it follow that economic

and technological changes ''will probably involve a réduction--

well developed countries*"., Only if nature and God are

1imited must we thus rob from Peter to pay Paul.

The nature of God, of the Kingdom of God on earth, and of man
himself denies limits to goodness, prosPérity, free will, or
increase. "Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth and

subdue it"* is the true and divine word of God.

Becauise man hés a duty td be fruitful and multiply and to
fill the world, subdue and dominate it, God has given him a
tool for this work and this, his tool, is work:- labour is
both at once thé duty and the right of man, if he is to
fulfill his created rolé as man., God, the archiﬁect, has
pianned aﬁd created the world for man and man is ordained by
ﬁatural law to have dominion over the landj;- this dominion as

you so rightly say he exercises through work.
Truly his labour is his prayer.

As you say, f(work) as an activity for man to carry out in the
world (shows) its very deepest essence. Maﬁ is the image of.
God partly through the mandate received from his creator to
subdue, to dominate, the earth. In carrying out this mandate

man, every human being, reflects the very action of the creator
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Furthermore, work (or labour) as your Holiness goes on @o say,

"presupposes a specific dominion by man over 'the earth" and in

Moreover it is profoundly true as your Holiness clearly sees
and says, that the earth (or land) is not only "that fragment
of the visible universe that man inhabits*" but also "by

extension®, however it can be understood as the whole of the

visible world as it comes within the range of man's influence

and of his striving to satisfy his needs*" or as the great

-prophet of the science of political economy states "land in

economy is in short all natural materials, forces; and

opportunities... a fertile field, a rich vein of ore, a
falling stream which subplies power... the term land necessargly
includes nd merely the surface of the earth as distinguished

from the water and the air but the whole material universe

outside man himself*™ in brief it is aii of God's ordained and

divine creation.

This lend is the “earth" over which man has been given dominion
by God. And by the sweat of his brow, this déminion over the
land is to be exercised; Of necessity therefore it follows that
if every man is ordained freely to labour, every man is freely
ordained to have full and f?ee éccess to the whole land as the

work place for his divinely ordained "workbench'.

Thus, this land "the earth"”, is the gift of God to all men.




Now, since both the church, through your witness, "is convinced
that work is a fundamental dimension of man's existence on
II 4:13-1/2 ea;th*“ and science through the natural law of Georgic
convinces the intellect of the fundamental truth of human work
on the earth therefore truly "what is a conviction of the
II 4-13-10?11 intellect is also a conviction of faith*" and therefore the

words that ordain man to work "placed &k the beginning of the

5 II 4:15—%5/ bible; never cease Lo be relevant®" and if they are relevant
. because the? never cease to.bg relevantu(for what convincés both
intellect and faith must transcend time and be forever relevant)

then it follows that work as a fundamental dimension of man's

existence is still now relevant and will remain of eternal

relevance both now and in the future while man exists on earth.

So that no matter what its fields or endeavour, nor thg

transmutations it may undergo in technological, automated,

or micro-chippéd means, 'mone of these phenomena $f

Yacceleration" exceeds the essential content of what was said
LE IX 4:15—30/ in that most ancient of‘biblical‘texts*" . Furthermore it is

33
' true that “this process is, at the same time universal: it

embraces all human beings every generation, every phase
of economic and cultural development, and at the samé time it is
a process that takés place within each human being, in each

E II 4:16-10/15conscious human subject*" so that if any man exists he has

both the God given duty and the human right to work.

e that shall not work neither shall he eat® is both a divine

ordinance and a matgriai fact.
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In order for divine jﬁstice to opefate in the field of work

it is necessary only for all men to have access to all the
fields of the world in order to work, so that “each and every
individual, to the pré?er extent and in aﬁ incalculable number
of ways' may take "parﬁ in the giant process whereby man

"subdues the earth™ through his work*",

But in what capacity is man to earn his dominion over the earth?
In justice, must every man not earn his right to dominion over
the earth by respecting the equal right of all other men to the

same opportunity to dominion over the earth?

And if every man has tﬁe duty and the right to work in order to
survive, is it not equally just that no man has a right to
dominion over the earth unless he carry out his duty and{his
right to work? 1If we can discern unegual rights to work or

inequalities of opportunity to work or umequal duties in work

or if we see those who dominate the earth but do notwork, do
we not thereby discern wherein lies the "increasing measure of
human teil and suffering and also the harm and injustice which

penetrate deeply into social life?*"

For is it not true, as was declared by the first national

“ignorance, neglect, or contempt of

assembly of France, that
human rights are the sole causes of public misfortunes and
corruptions of government*"? And is not the ignorance,

neglect and contempt of present day governments to the human
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face of the earth, which is God's gift to all men?
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not t wception and conclusion of all matters as the

prophet of the gospel of the good labourer on the good earhh

~ has stated "that we should do untc others as we would have them

4o to us - that we should respect the rights of others as

scrupulously as we would have our own rights respected:*

- For this "is mnot a mere counegl of perfection te individuals,

but it is the law to which we must conférm social institutions
and national policy if we would secure the blessings of

abundance and peace®",

II The Priority of Land

We now ask, is the earth the workbench of.the Eawd or is
it the work place? If we are to secure the blessiﬁgs of
abundance and peace we must respect the rights and duties of
all men to labour and to deny tc no man the opportunity and

the choice to work.

But since the only field on which méﬁ'ggg work is the earth,

it follows that he who dominates the land without working
denies his fellow man the right to work and_in the end the
right to exist. So that if man under natural law can only
dominate the earth through work he who dominates the land
without work is by logical reduction either himself the creator

of the land, or else an unlawful usurper of God's gift.

Naw: sdinre Ond srranted the asrth. na man can doaminate the earth
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through mere assertion of the right of ownership of the land.

For to assert ownership of land is to deny God's law that all
of creation is divine and a gift from providence. So that the
ouly just means of the domination of the earth is through work.

For by man's work and by the effort of his labour he will

- dominate the earth. By asserting owners dominion over the earth

without work one man may steal both the earth and the fruits of
another man’s work, This usurpation of the land by some who

assert an unjust dominion through land ownership-is the ohly

stumbling block to the achievement of social justice through

universal human rights to work.
But regret@ably, your Holiness stands mute in the fact of this
obvious, this evil, this flagrant, injustice:- private

ownership of the land.

It is not that "in some instances technology can cease to be

man's ally and become almost his enemy"*, But that some

landlotxds usurp and monopolize the ownership of the land, &he
gift of all men, that first causes injustice, toil, harm and

the social tensions we see all about us.

As your Holiness rightly proclaims "agriculture constitutes
through human wo?k & primary field of economic activity andr
an indispensable factor of production'*. Indeed only two
factors-of production exist - land and labour - the creato%'s

gérden and the created being, man. Fdr in as much as theré is
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so too, there is no prime conflict between man and his duty and

his right to work.

Further there is no fatal conflict between man and his tools,
his capital, his technolegy, his means of production. All
these are natural outgrowths of the divine ordinance that man

is to achieve dominion over the earth through his work.

The conflict arises only when something or someone PREVENTS
any man from achieving dominion over the earth through his
own wwrk. Conflictlonly arises when someone prevents any man
working. Conflict, depressionm, érisis, war all stem from

unemployment.

"This explains why the analysis of human work in the light of.

the words concerning man's "dominion" over the earth goes to

the very heart of the ethical and social question'®., What

causes unemployment?

What is ''the cause of—industrial depressions and of increase of
want with increase of wealth%?" Now, if we think of the land
as the prime or given factor of production'ﬁe can trace the
error inéipient in your Holiness's confusion between work place
and ﬁorkﬁench implicit in your Holiness’s assertion that there
is a division inherent between employer and employed between
capitalist and labourer. It is on this ontological confusion

that your Holiness falls into error. It is not that “the
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people into classes according to the tipe of work done*” nor

that "by broadening certain aspects that already belonged to thé

Testament Christianity brought about a fundamental change of

[a R

ol

ideas in this field*'., It is by natural law rather that man

produces,ﬁealth through the division of labour. As the prophet
of San Francisce "St. George" has said "the tso primary factors
of production are land_énd labour without which nothing whatever
can be produced.' To these essential factors is aﬁdé& when
production passes beyond primitive forms a third factor capital -
which cogsists of the product of land and 1abouf (wealth) used
for the purpose of facilitating thé production of more wealth...

there can be no labour until there is a man; there can be no

capital until man has worked and éaved; but land was there before

man came*”., .So if men is the worker, capital is his workbench

and land, and only land, his work place. Wherein lies thé th;eat_
of ‘unemployment if the worker has a workbench if not in the :
universal denial to him of a work place? If the workér
cbntributes his exertion and the caéitalist his workbench

what does the landlord contribute?

"The landowner furnishes - what? The superficies of the earth?
The latent powers of the soil? The ores beneath it? The rain?
The sunshine? 'Gravitation? The chemical affinities? What does
the landowne; furnish that involves any contribution from him

to the execution required in production? The answer must be -
nothing!"* And in justice and equity if nothing is contributed
te production nothing is due in dhsiribution. Yet the landowner,

usurper of God®s kinedom of the earth demands =25 "all hic' what




=]

Z IT 9:9-13

VB IIT 11:39-
1-10

'usurpatioﬁ by man of God's domain and "in doing this we must
alwayslkeep in mind thesﬁiblical ealling to suﬁdﬁe the earth
in which is expressed the will of the creator that work should
enable man to achieve that dominion in the visible world that
is proéer to him*", Your Holiness asserts that as a result of
historical events a great conflist afose "between Capital® and
*labour", thaﬁ is to say between the small but highly
influential group of entrepeneurs, owners or holders of the
means of production, and the broader multitude of people‘who
lacked these means and who shared in the process of production
solely b§ their labour. The ceonflict originated in the fact
that the workers'put their powers at the disposal of the

entrepeneurs and these following the principle of maximum profit -

tried to establish the lowest possible wages for the work done

by the employees*", Let us test this statement by appeal to
intellect and to faith, Intelleet tells us that.no workbench
can produce without a wrker but that a worker can produce
without a workbench and that futhermofe withouf a work place to
stand on neither worker nor workﬁench can produce at all.
Thereféfe ig ié not true ihat labour‘put_itself voluntarily at
the disposal of capital. It is true that landless workers
driven into the city by the exploiting and enélosing land owners
of the rural areas were and still are a#ploited through their
lack §f a work=place by thosé who owned the work-places and
subsequently thé workbenches and thereby forced the landless

préletariat into factories as wage slaves and landless workers.
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that man is to subdue the earth we know that these words refer
to all the resources contained in the visible world and placed
at man's disposél. However these resources can only serve man
thrcugh works"., That is to say that all the riches of thé
earth are freely open to man and_to every man provided that he
work. So we see the priority of the land and the primacy of
man's 1a$our astablished in relationship to each other and that
"eherefore what is a convickion of the intellect is also a
éonvictiou of faith*, I know through intellect and believe
thr;;gh faith in the priority of land subsisting and
underlying the primacy of labour as man's only title to the
fruits of the garden of this eartﬁ. Therefore, your Holiness

is wrong to assert that "+o enable through his work to make

these resources bear fruit man takes ovef ownership of small

parts of the various riches of nature*”. In this lies your
fundamental error, Holy'Father, for it neither convinces us
from 1ntellect nor inspires us thraugh faith, It is not true
that man can takes over the world by ownership: but that

"he takes all these things over by meking them his wcrkbench,
he takes them over through’ work and for work*", Your Holiness
is correct when you say “in every phase of the development of
his work man comes up against the leading role of the gift

made by nature, that is to say in the final adalysis by the -

creator*’, So that everything is as you say the result of

work, everything that is but the very i ft of nature itself:

the land, and its natural resources = because the land is mot

the result of work but the gift of fod. The land is the field

. .« e e 18 e waminl e Aaminian and no man mayv dare




LUy Cizim L0 eXCLUsive ownership of God's gift, the land.
This is as true and as just as to say thét no church may lay
claim to exclusive monopoly of the word of God which is like
the land, free and equal to allrmen. Therefore while all men
may uée the gifts of nature in their work no man may dare
assert an exclusive or inclusive riéht of ownership in any
gift of nature, resource, land nof portion of the wisible
natural world whiéh ié‘é.gift of God given to us - "totus tuos™
given by our one own God to all uf us, his children, all his
sons.and.daughters, world without end, from here to eternity,

from first to last, on earth as it is in heaven.

IIT PROPERTY AND THEFT:

"As we view the whole human famil ly throughout the world, we

cannot fail to be struct by a disconcerting fact of immense
propoxtions: the fact ®hat thle conspfcous natural resources
remain unused there are huge numbers of pecple whe are
unemplcyed or under-employed and countless multltudes

suffering from hunger*".

What appears as a dlsccncertlng fact to your Holiness proves

to us the correctness of the gospel of Henry George that no

- peace, no prosperity, no justice, nor love could exist on
earth while some men sinfully asserted in the face of God's
divine pfohibitian, their own unlawful "right" to own any
portion or any part of the earth and to hhereby deprive their
brothers of existence except on such terms as make

unemployment, hunger and despair, a necessary condition of




- IIX 13:
/33

Who prohibits the use of those "conspicous resources which

remain umised?'%

Who, indeed, but those who assert the "legal right" of human

property in land?

As your Holiness knows, man fought for four thousand years from
Prince Moses to President Lincoln in order te deny the right of

human property in labour.

After turmoil and civil war, exodus and social cpmmotion, the
slaves were freed and the scund of the shofar was heard in the

Synagogue "proclaiming liberty unto all the land and all the

‘inhabitants therecf*"

ot o = L

Now is the time fast approaching when the remaining twin

evil:~ the assertion of a right of human property in land

must itself sooh be forsaken.

As the supreme Pontiff, your Holiness truly discerns that

"wprking at any workbench, whether a relatively primitive or

an ultra-modern one, a man can easily see that through his work

he enters into two inheritances:- the inheritance of what is
given to the whole of humanity in the resources of nature,
and the inheritance of what others have already developed on
the basis of those resources™, But it is through his own
labour that man enters into this inheritance, not throﬁgh

primogeniture. purchase. ownership nor power. but throush
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God®'s gift of life and through man's own exertion of effort,

through holy labour does each man enter into God's kingdom.

The keys of the kingdom are held not by priest, ponﬁiff nor
landlerd not by capitalist, ﬁnion leader nor commisar, not
by secretary general, president nor premier. Not by state
nor church,/noﬁ mulﬁiwnational corporation, state employer,
employee, bmmeaucrat, plannér, soldier, nor policeman but by
God himself, creator Qf the ﬁniverse, ﬁho by the individual
gift of lgfe bestows the keys tp the kingdom of heaven
through the duty and the right to work for every man, to

every man, in justice.and in right, in duty and in peace

 "with malice toward nome and charity for all’, on earth as

it is in heaven.

X 11

"What constitutes the rightful basis of property?"* Your
Holiness admits that this social, this moral, this material

problem is a fundamental “thus the issue of ownership of

property enters from the begimming into the whole of this
historical process. The encyclical Berum Novarum which has
the socidl question as its theme stresses this issue also,
recalling and confirming the church's teaching on ownership,

on the right to private property, even when it is g question

of the means of production. The encyclical Mater et Magistra
did the samex', Your predessors in the supreme Magisterum
Leo XIII and the good John XXIII (of blessed memory) are im

error and your Holiness is also unhappily in error in the

e aS om BEenAL & o m # . 4 4822 . % om aewmnnne vammieaTd id A




right (of private property) as absclute and untouchable.
On the contrary, it has always understood this right within
the broader context of the right common to all to use the

goods of the whole of creation: the right to private property

is subordinated to the right to common use, to the fact that

goods are meant for everyone'™s,

In what lies your Holiness's error?
It resides in the confusion between the undoubted right of

all to common access to the resources of the whole of creation

and to the undoubﬁad right of each to private property in the

"goods" produced by the exertion of his individual human

labour on those resources,

Thus when your Holiness carelessly refers to "goods™ as
meaning "resources" you créate a conditionai, limite&, and
subordinate "right" to private property. How a "right”

which is conditional, limited, or subordlimate is not a right
but a revokable licence and thus if your Holiness is correst
to abrocate, superéede, revoke, or confiscate private property

is perfectly just and correct if ome accepts that “'private

property is sub-ordinate to the gight to common use™™.

In what way then are the communists, the socialists, the
collectivists of any party or any group wrong when they assert

the utilitarian or totalitarian right of "the greatest good
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against the state', and the sovereignty of the collective
over the individﬁal if the supreme pontiff, vourself also
asserts "from this point of view, therefore, in consideration
of humen labour and of common access to the'goods meant for

man, one cannot exclude the socialization, in suitable

eonditions, of certain means of production"?¥

How does this unholy writ differ in one jot and titike from
socialism, communism, fascism, multinationalism, or crude

materiglism?

No, your Holiness, in confusing "goods meant for man® with
“human labour™ and "common access™ you fall into the error

of excluding the minor premise.

That private property is an inalienable, inviolable,
irrévokable and natural right stems'from the undoubted right
of man to the fruits of his own laEaur. For, before hisrfall,
Adam had no need of labour "and God said, behold, I have
given you every herb beéaring see&,-which ie upon the face of
all the earth and every tree, in the which is the fruit of a

LI
"

tree yielding seed: fo you it shall be fpr meat™. And as

our redeemer Christ Jesus praved "Give us this day our daily
bread™. So that in the beginning mpt merely the earth but

the entire fruits of it were a gift of God.

But after his fall, God ordained to Adam "in the sweat of thy

face shalt thou eat bread™* and human labour to sulidue the




his word were sufficient to give Adam dominion to subdue the

world "and whatsoever Adam called every living creature that

Gen. 2:19 was the name thereof'*., For "in the beginning was the word
St. John 1:1 and the word was with God and the word was God*'". But since

(after the fall) human labour was the substitute God gave

Aﬁam for the word of God which Adem had disobeyed, the gift

of God's bread before the fall became the fruit of man's

labour after the fall. In the immefable mystery of the mass

end the miracle of transubstantiation God is eternmally redéeming

man‘through his own flesh in order to return Adam-to tﬁe holy
Gen 1:29 garden eastward in Eden where "to you it shall be for meat'™.

But until the entire earth has thus been,recsncecrated and

redeemed in toto, the right of private property in the fruits

o

nvinlate, absala te, ordained, and inalienable.

rin
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For in the sight of God "all men are created equal and that
they are endowed with certain inalienasble rights and that among
Doi these rlghts are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness™

is the gospel of work.

For, "what is it that enables man juspiy to sav.of a thing
"it is mine"? From what springs the sentiment which ackmowledges‘
his exclusive right as against all the world?" 1Is it not, “
primarily, the right of a man to himself, to the use of his
owri powers, to the employment of the fruits of his own
exertion?... as a man belongs to himself, so his labour when
put in concrete form belongs to him, and for this reason,

that which a man makes or produces is his owm, as against

a1t Fhe wnrld o t;m oandnao ar Fa dAsclbear Ea itze. o sychance




or to give. Neo-one else can rightfully claim it, and his

exclusive rlght to it invelves no wrong tb anyone else.

Thus there is to everything produced by human exertion &
clear and indisputable title to exclusive possession and
enjovment which is perfectly comsistent with justice and it
descends from the original producer, in whom it is vested

P Bk Ezz : by natural law*". So that it is cleai that private property

hap. I pg.334 _ . .

resides only in ﬁh&,fruits_of iabour and production and
cannot reside in the factors or means of preduction, The
earth belongs to man precisely in the same way as his labour
belongs to himself.but man cannct buy nor sell the earth as
he cannot buy nor sell himself. Man is inalienable both
from himself and from the earth:- these two factors of
production cannot be bought nor sold without alienating man
from God and thus denying holy wﬁit.

No man has a tight to sell himself or another intoc slavery,
for liberty is inalienable;- likewise ne man has 'a right to

“take or to give life, for life is inalienable, so too no man

has a right to give or to take property in land for the land

is the gift of God and inalienable from all men.

Therefore your Holiness falls into careless error, when you
state that "in certain developing countties, millions of

people are forced to cultivate the land belonging to others

and are exploited by the big land owners, without any hope of

ever being able to gain possession of even a small plece of

E IV 21:74=-78 1land of their own*". Why should any man "hope of ever being




gble to gain POSSESSLOD Oi fauu & mewes == —o
God, its only creator. 1t is profoundly true as you g0 on
to say that "land which could be cultivated is left

abandoned by the owners* .

Ts this not the main Primum Mobile of your owil "disconcerting
fact of immense proportions“ the fact that, while conspilcous
‘natural resources remain unused there are huge numbers of
people who are unemployed or under-employed énd c@untlessr
LE multithdes suffering from hunger*?* Truly as your Holiness
says "in many situations radical and urgent changes are
therefore needed in order to festare to-agriculture and to
_rural people their just value as the basis for a healthy
IV 21-78 economy within the social community®s development as & whole®".

Rut these "radical and urgent changes' are not *+he defense

of legal titles te 1and®, "“the right to work, to free
association’, "sharing in decisions” or "'gaining possession

*LE EE_Ob cit  of small pieces of land by peasants'¥.

The only real urgent and radical change required is to demy

the private ownership of lznd = for privalte property in land

:s the sole injustice that prevents the just solution to the
dilemna of poverty amidst progress. For in as much as the
rights to private property in the fruits of lsbour derive from
the rigﬁt of man to himself and 35 the only necessary and
sufficient title to property so "there is nc.other rightful
title in pgoperty because (lst) there is nb other natural

right from which any other title camn derive, and (2nd) because




the recognition of any other title is inconsistent with and

‘PP Ob Cit destructive of this.”™  Your Holiness is in error and
confusion when you assert "property is acquired first of

LE Ob Cit all through work in order that it may serve work*".

For
that is to say that man is made for the sabbath and not
that the sabbath is made for mén” Rather is it true that
property is‘acquired'in the fruits of wcrk through work
as a result of man's right to himself and therefore to the
fruits of his labour not in order that his own property

may serve work But that his own property may serve himself.

To assert that property is acquired “to serve work™ is to
justify the total acquisition of title to land and to the
labour of man in order "to serve work". As the prophet of
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pf the injustice of ?rivate property in 1and_is.the habit of
including all the things that are made the subject of
ownership in one category, &s property or if any distincticen
be made, drawing the line according to the unphilosaphical
distinction of the lawyers, between personal property and
real estate or things movable or immovab;e; The real and
natural distinction is between things which ére the produce
of labour and things which are the gratuitous offerings of
nature; or, to adopt the terms of political economy, between
wealth and land. These two classes of things are in essence
and relations widely different, and to class them together
as property is to confuse all thought when we come to
consider the justice or injustice, the right or the wrong of.

PP Ob Cit propertv™ . For as Henrv Georsze goes on to sayv "a house and




PP Ob Cit

LE
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the lot on which it stands are alike property, as being the
subject of ownership, and are likewise classed by thé lawyers

n nature and relations they differ

e

as real estate alike, yet
widely. The one is produced by human labour, and belongs to
the class in political economy styled wealth, the other is 2
part of nature and belongs to the class in political eqénamy
styled land"*, As you say, Holy Fathef, *in the first place
work is "for'man" and not man 'For wofk"*. That is to say man
is the subject of work and not to be merely subjected to work

as an object.

Man is the subject of work and work is "fer" him, because

after Adam's fall only through work could man order, subdue

derive title to property in the produce of the earth. Thus

the divine ordnanée of the inalienable right of private property

~in the production of wealth directly opposes‘materialistic,

utilitarian socialist or economistic thought;- labour; as

you truly say, seen in materialistic terms as a comnodity
carries with it "the danger of treating work as a special kind
of merchandise™* or as an inpersonal force needed for production
especially when the whole way of looking at the question of
economics is marked by the premises of materialistic economism¥
but them why is iﬁ that “'various iéeologic&l or power syétems
and new'relationships which have arisen at various levels of
society have allowed flagrant injustices to persist or have
created new oﬁeé*"? Is it not precisely because these

fdeclecical and power svstems have alienated and confused the




‘P Bk. 111
‘hap. Viil

nd!

right of man to private exclusive property in the fruits of
his own labour and have denied the right of humanity to the

freo and unfetiered access to all the resources of nature as

" Srudy any ideclogy or power structures that allow flagrant

injustices to persist or have created new ones and you will

find, Your Holiness, that the expropriation of private property

Y

he fruits of capital and lsbour and the alienation of

'
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capital and labour from the free access to mature is a prime
fact of such exploitétion, Only by these two means can
injustice in ﬁhe sphere of political economy arise. For in
as much as the praphef‘has saié "threé things unite to
production labour, capital and land, three parties divide

the produce the labourer, the capitalist and the land owner.

If withrﬁhe increase of pradﬁction the labourer gets no more

and the capitalist gets no more it is a necessary inference
that the land owner reaps the whele gain'. So do we see how

this injustice does march on.

"t 15 clear that recognition of the proper position of labour

and the worker in the production process depands various
adaptations in the sphere of the right te ownership of the
means of producti§n*“w That are these natural "adaptations
which are becoming necessary in the spheres of the rights of
ownership to the factors of production?? If not they be the

final fulfillment of the right of inalienable private property
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‘of the right of private property in the factors of production

be they either land or labour?

Therein lies the only necessary, sufficient and radically
morsl, just and satisfactory adaptations reguired to ensure
the just return of wages for the sufficient exertion of labour;
the just return of interest for the sufficlent input of

capital: and the just socialisastion of rent for the sufficient
& .

use of the land in the factors of production of the created

wealth of nations.

Only by means of the exertions of human lzbour applied to

nature’s land with the 21d of wealth¥s capital can the wealth

of mations be created.

It is in the just and due proportion end relations of the
three factors of production that property in the fruits of
labour will be secure, and the equaiity of social justice

be achieved in free and egsml access to the resources of nature
so that man maf work out his destiny oﬁ earth at his workben;h
in his wérk place, free and equal in the light of the

Christian cross and in the hope of eternal redemption.

TU INDIVIDUAL INSPEEATION

"

=
Within the broad coutext of humaen life, human rights
proceed from human duties and the rights of man are dependent

ot the duties of man




From the individual inspiraticn of the indwelling soul the

individusl 1ife is centred on the Pelagian

categorical imperative "if I ought I can'.

Following this call of the spirit the radical founder of

the natlonal movement for a united Italyrappealed to vour
predecessor in the supreme magisterum, Pius zg, to lead the
Italian peépie as the vicar of God to a free, theocratic,.
republican, catholic, and united Ztalﬁa He proclaimed from
the rostra of the' tribunes of the Roman republic '"mo war of
classes, no hostility to existing weélth; no want and
unnecessary or unjust spoilation of the rights of private
property, but a constant disposition to ameliorate the
material conditions of those classes least favoured by fortune™,
and for these patriot pains, the Pontiff called down upon the
republicans of Rome the shells of the Bonapartist French army
Cannoﬁ in the sack of the hely city in 1849, Yet Giusseppe

Mozzinil, Italian prophet of God and of the people, was right

[

n 1849 and today the Italian republic stands, united; free,
a member of his dream of the United States of Furope, and yet
the papacy itself is now bereft of temporal power, Italian

lands and rents and acknowledges tacitly the final division
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Thus in 1849 Mazzini was rvight and Pius IX was wrong.
generation

A
later in 1891 the radical American founder of
world-wide movement for the abolition of private ownersnlp
in the means of production land, appealed to your predecessor

inrthe supreme magisterum, Leo RIIT
of private proper

, to ackno
perty in land.
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in the a1l maker; it
pulses with the conviction of the fatherhood of God and the
Ibid brotherhood of man®™* and in all this ferment the Catholic
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ocur postulates are &all s

church stood mute, replying not th the earnest entreaty that
1 tul tated or implied in your encyclical,
they are the primary perceptions of tnunan reason,
bid
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fundamental teachings of the Christ
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earnestly seek the judgemen

i, which) we
of rel
Lome came there noune.

But answeir from

Yet, your Holiness, in 1891 Henry George was

right and Leo XILL



- M

if the.CatEolic church be a true mother and teacher it will
not now deny the sons of ﬁan yet a t“iié time, but accept and
ackncwiedge the truth prdclaimed in 1849 by Giusseppe Mazzini
repeated in 1891 by lenry George and now witnessed yet again
through the power of the hoiy spirit and through the words of
the Gospel

from your own humble sexrvant,

H.ILM.

DIC VOLENTE .

~ FINIS -

London - UK
October 1881
¢

=
=

(Ninetieth anniversary of Henry George

"Open letter te the Pope’)

24th October 1981




