UNIVERSAL
LIBRARY

OU_160607

AdVvVddl
1VSHIAINN






OSMANIA UNIVERSITY LIBRARY
€l No B3] / K98 S Accession No. | LTS 6
Author RL\WV\ J R
Tite Socied  Recomstuchon
\9 s

This book should be returned on or before the date last marked below,







SOCIAL RECONSTRUCTION



¢ine O

THE MACMILLAN COMPANY
NEW YORK - BOSTON : CHICAGO + DALLAS
ATLANTA - SAN FRANCISCO

MACMILLAN & CO., LimiTeD
LONDON - BOMBAY * CALCUTTA
MELBOURNE

THE MACMILLAN CO. OF CANADA, L.
TORONTO



SOCIAL
RECONSTRUCTION

BY
JOHN A. RYAN, D.D,, LL.D.

Professor of Moral Th?aiﬂogy at the Catholic University
of America; Author of ““A Living Wage,”’
‘‘Distributive Justice,” etc.

Mew Pork
THE MACMILLAN COMPANY
1920

All rights reserved



CopyriaHT, 1920,
BY THE MACMILLAN COMPANY

Set up and electrotyped. Published September, 1920.



FOREWORD

The lectures composing this volume were delivered
at the Fordham School of Social Service in the last
two months of the year 1919 and the first two
months of the year 1920. They were not written
out beforehand, but were taken down by a stenog-
rapher, and revised by the author for publication.
Owing to the manner in which it was composed, the
book exhibits obvious crudities of style, but the be-
lief is entertained that this defect is partially offset
by the spontaneity and personal character of the
discourse,

Joun A. Rvan.

The Catholic University of America,

May 25, 1920.
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SOCIAL RECONSTRUCTION

CHAPTER 1

GENERAL FACTS CONCERNING THE
PROGRAM

Reception.— Authority.— Comments.— Beneficial Effects.—
Viewpoint and Content.

IT is a great honor, indeed, to be invited as the
first lecturer in this series of lecture courses which
are to bear the name of the man' who has just
been so beautifully eulogized by the President of
Fordham University. 1t is a great satisfaction to
me to contribute something to the work of this
School of Sociology and Social Service, for I know
how badly schools of this kind are needed. I know
how great is the work that they can do, and that the
pupils can do, for sound charity and sound social
service, and ultimately for the Church and the Cath-
olic religion. The efforts which the faculty of Ford-
ham University have made to build up this school,
which is a pioneer in the field, at least in the East,
are deserving of every assistance that any one is able
to give. Although I was somewhat doubtful

1 The late Thomas M. Mulry.
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SOCIAL RECONSTRUCTION

whether what I have to contribute is of very much
value to students in the general field of social service,
and although I could find plenty of work to occupy
my time if I did not come here at all, I thought I
should be shirking my duty to the great enterprise
which you are carrying on here if I did not make
some sacrifice to accept the invitation. And let me
also say that I am particularly glad to codperate in
the work of this school because it is so much the wish
of the Archbishop of New York that the school
should expand and succeed.

The topics which I am to discuss lie mainly
in the field of economics. While economic subjects
and problems are not the direct business of persons
who are pursuing a course in the school of Social
Service, yet they are of extremely great importance
and interest. Social workers constantly come into
contact’ with the economic causes and relations of
the problems with which they are dealing. The
greater their knowledge of the economics of these

problems . . . and the more they know of Catholic
doctrine concerning economic practices and institu-
tions . . . the better equipped they will be for the

complex tasks of social service.

The general subject of these lectures is the
Bishops’ Program of Social Reconstruction. This
document was issued in response to the general need
which men felt after the war for programs for the
reconstruction of social rel~tions. The word “re-
construction ” was derivea from the field of battle,
or rather from the general situation in the warring
countries which had been brought about by the

2



GENERAL FACTS CONCERNING THE PROGRAM

destruction there. It was and is obvious that these
countries have to be reconstructed in a social as
well as in a physical way, and so people got to talk-
ing about social reconstruction: “ we shall have not
only to reconstruct the countries of Europe which
have been devastated as regards their buildings and
factories and roads and houses and the like, but we
shall have to reconstruct society, because social rela-
tions have not been what they ought to be; they
have not been what they can be made to be.” The
Bishops’ Program appeared in response to that gen-
eral idea. I think that word * reconstruction” has
perhaps not been well chosen, because none of us, I
take it, believe that we are going to have so great
a change as that word implies. We expect and hope
that there will be a considerable amount of reform,
of readjustment, of improvement, but no change so
great as to justify the use of the word reconstruc-
tion. However, it is a convenient term, people have
adopted it generally, and there is nothing to be gained
by insisting upon a more precise expression.

Some have criticized the word “ social” in this
program because they say the Program, as a matter
of fact, is one of merely industrial or economic re-
construction, for it deals almost entirely with eco-
nomic problems and proposals of reform. This ob-
jection has likewise some merit, but people have got
into the habit of applying the term * social ” to the
industrial field, especially when they talk of “the
social question.” Most ef them mean industrial
questions. At any rate, the economic problem seems
to be the most important of the social problems.

3
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Those of you who are engaged in the work of social
service, I suppose, won't agree with that proposition ;
you would say that a strictly social problem that is
not economic is really more important than an
economic one; but we won’t go into any discussion
over that. The fact is that the term social recon-
struction has come to be applied generally to pro-
grams for any reformation or improvement of
society.

The Bishops’ Program was issued by the National
Catholic War Council, and appeared on the 12th of
February of the year 1919. That date was
selected, deliberately I believe, by the National Cath-
olic War Council because it was the birthday of
Abraham Lincoln. This Program is properly called
the Bishops’ Program, because it was issued by the
four bishops who then constituted the Administrative
Committee of the National Catholic War Council.
They were Bishops Muldoon, Schrembs, Hayes and
Russell. The National Catholic War Council, as
I presume most of you know, is composed of the
Archbishops of the United States. It was organized
through the united action of the Hierarchy at the
latter end of December, 1917.

To-night I am to speak of some general facts
associated with the Program, especially with its ap-
pearance and its history.

The first of these that is worth considering is the
very wide and very favorable attention and notice
which the Program received almost immediately
after its appearance. I do not think that any other
document that was ever put out from a Catholic
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source in this country, attracted nearly as much at-
tention. The daily press gave it a very considerable
amount of notice. I do not mean that any daily
newspaper published it in full, or published any con-
siderable part of it, but most of the important daily
papers gave it a rather good summary —in fact,
most of them printed the summary which was pro-
vided for them by the Catholic War Council. Let
me say in passing that the success of the Catholic
War Council in getting notices from the daily papers
for this Program was due mainly to their good press-
agent work,— a circumstance that holds a lesson for
us Catholics in many other departments of activity.
Very often we do not get the notice that we ought
to get simply because we do not go about it in the
right way. We have not the expert known as the
press agent, or we do not have him functioning in
time to get the notice that we otherwise might have
obtained. The Catholic papers all gave the Pro-
gram a generous amount of space, some of them
publishing it in full; the secular weeklies gave it a
respectable amount.of attention and space, and some
of them had articles on it by their special writers.
The labor and the social press perhaps gave it greater
publicity than any other single group of papers out-
side of the dailies.

The amount of unfavorable criticism that it re-
ceived was remarkably small and insignificant. So
far as I know, only two papers have criticized it
unfavorably, though there may have been others
which did not come to my attention. This does not
mean that the other publications which might have

5
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been expected to criticize it agreed with it; it simply
means that they did not think it worth while, or
wise, to voice their disapproval. Perhaps many of
the papers which would have expressed themselves
otherwise, were deterred by the fact that this Pro-
gram appeared with the names of four Catholic
Bishops attached to it. Perhaps from that circum-
stance they got the idea that after all these doctrines
must be more respectable than they seemed to be on
their face.

The principal dissent from this Program,— and
I mention this not because of its value in itself but
because it will lead up to the question of the author-
ity of the document,— was voiced by Mr. Ralph M.
Easley, the Secretary of the National Civic Federa-
tion, and the editor of its official organ, The
National Civic Federation Review. In two num-
bers of his paper he devoted considerable space
to the Program. The substance of his criticisms in
the first article was that the bishops who put out
this Program of social reconstruction had been de-
ceived and misled by the radicals in the Church, the
“ near-Bolsheviki,” as he called them. Immediately
the Secretary of the Committee on Social Recon-
struction of the N.C.W.C,, Dr. O’Grady, wrote Mr.
Easley a letter, which the latter published in the
next number of his paper, pointing out the many
misstatements and mistakes in Mr. Easley’s first
article. Tt had been asserted that the Program had
no official authority, but merely represented the in-
dividual views of the bishops whose names were at-
tached. Dr. O’Grady pointed out that these bishops

6
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published the Program as the Administrative Com-
mittee of the N.C.W.C.; that the N.CW.C. was
composed of the archbishops of the United States,
and that the archbishops of the United States, were
organized into the N.C.W.C. with the approval of
the great majority of the bishops. Hence Mr.
Easley was wrong in asserting that the Program
was merely the views of the individual bishops who
wrote it. In his second article, Mr. Easley quoted
some unknown Catholic with whom he had conferred
on the matter, to the effect that the four bishops
merely * approved in a general way’ the contents
of the Program. As a matter of fact, the bishops in
the “ Foreword” which they signed say that this
Program “ is issued ” by them as the Administrative
Committee. That is to say, they declare that they
are producing it, which is quite different from say-
ing, ‘“ we approve in a general way what follows.”
It is a much stronger degree of approval. This
anonymous person whom Mr. Easley consulted also
said that even this mild measure of approval, this
approval in a general way, was to be taken as re-
ferring to “ the general purposes of the particular
measures advocated in the Program,” but was not
to be taken as an approval of the specific measures
themselves. On that point I would refer again to
the “ Foreword ” which the bishops signed. After
recounting very briefly the problems that confront
us since the war, the bishops say, “ in the hope of
stating the lines that will best guide us in their right
solution this Program is issued.” Therefore, the
bishops thought that they were putting out a Pro-
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gram whose specific measures stated at least the
general lines of reform, of reconstruction. They
were not merely concerning themselves with the
ends without any reference to the means. Anybody
can describe the ends that are desirable, and most
people agree in a general way as to what are ends
which we should seek in trying to reconstruct or re-
form industrial relations. The great difference of
opinion concerns the means which we are going to
adopt, and the bishops gave an outline of the means.

It is true that these facts do not show that the
Program has the stamp of official authority — I
think no intelligent Catholic claims that ; on the other
hand, it represents something more than the indi-
vidual opinions of the bishops who issued it. Even
if the Program had been taken by the Hierarchy of
the United States when they assembled in Washing-
ton last September, and formally adopted by them, it
would not have official authority in the strict sense,
because no group of bishops has legislative authority
except when they meet in a provincial council or in
a national council. When the bishops merely meet
as a group, not formally as a national or provincial
council, they have no legislative authority ; they have
no disciplinary authority : nothing that they do be-
comes by that fact any more binding on Catholics
than it was before; but what they do will have, of
course, a great deal of moral authority, inasmuch
as it will indicate what the bishops think as a group.
I mention this merely to show that those persons who
think it desirable to get some kind of formal official
authority for this Program are laboring under a

8
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misapprehension. However, the Program has a
great deal of moral authority, inasmuch as it comes
from four bishops who must have realized that they
were representing in a general way all the archbishops
and bishops of the country. We must assume that
they took sufficient account of this fact beforehand,
that they did not fail to realize that their action in
putting out this Program would be taken as more or
less the action of the whole Hierarchy. We must
assume that they did not do this thing lightly, that
they weighed all the implications that would be at-
tached to their publication of the Program.

Several of the most able and distinguished mem-
bers of the Hierarchy in this country have been en-
thusiastically in favor of it, and no bishop has spoken
any public word against it. This I think is sufficient
for all practical purposes in the matter of authority,
and in a pronouncement which is without formal
legislative or disciplinary significance, the practical
authority is after all the main consideration. It can
be stated very briefly. In the first place, the Pro-
gram has come to be generally recognized by
Protestants as well as Catholics as expressing the
general opinion and viewpoint of the bishops and
priests of the United States. That is what most
people think ; and they conclude that it is therefore
not out of harmony with the doctrine of the Church.
In the second place, the appearance and reception of
the Program have been a great source of support to
certain proposals which hitherto had been considered
rather advanced. That is a definite, practical effect
which is important,— at least for the persons who

9
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are advocating those things ; it gives them the hope
that they cannot again be successfully denounced as
wanting in orthodoxy. The charge that the Church
in America is the * tool of capitalism ” will not mis-
lead many intelligent men in the future.

I have some selections here from the comments of
different persons and publications on the Program
which are worth considering, I think, because of the
light that they throw upon the views fhat are held
in various quarters concerning the social teaching
to men who have been advocating certain principles
and attitude of the Church. The first of these is
the brief statement which Bishop Muldoon, the
Chairman of the Administrative Committee, pub-
lished in The Nation in reference to a very fine
article on the Program by Mr. Raymond Swing.
This writer had expressed the opinion that the Pro-
gram was ‘‘ the product of astute calculation ” on the
part of the bishops. 1In reply, Bishop Muldoon says:

“However much men may differ about certain minor
details contained in the Program, it is based upon the im-
mutable principles of justice and charity which the Church
holds, has held, and will ever hold. The duty of the Uni-
versal Church is to instruct the citizens of each State in
the application of these principles. And although at times
the Church has found it difficult to make its voice heard
above the clamor of materialism, yet she has ever been
watchful for a suitable opportunity to impress her lessons
of justice and charity upon all peoples, but especially upon
captains of industry. That opportunity came at the close
of the war. To us it appeared that the world, and in par-
ticular the United States, was willing to listen to repre-
sentatives of the Church, which throughout all the ages
has striven not only to protect the workman but to fur-
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ther his progress in all ways consistent with Christian
morality. In this you have the reason why the Bishops
have brought forth once again the old, old principles of
justice which the Church is bound to preserve and to
teach as best she may.”

This is a brief but sufficiently comprehensive state-
ment of the relations between the main doctrines of
this Program and the general social teaching of the
Church. The Bishop repudiates the idea that there
was any fine calculation back of the publication of
the Program, and asserts that it was published
mainly because the after-war-period seemed to be a
good time to reassert the old doctrine;—not to
produce something entirely new.

As representing the prevailing view of the Catholic
papers, I take a brief selection from the Western
Watchman :

“Quite a stir was caused by the pamphlet on Social Re-
construction published by the bishops of the Catholic War
Council. We are glad that it is not being ignored,
for without a doubt it is the most sensible declaration
thus far issued. But it does try one’s patience to read
the comments of ignorant critics who affect surprise at
what they deem a radical departure from the past on the
part of the Church. There is nothing novel in this evi-
dence of interest in the problems of living men, and the
authors had but to adapt traditional principles to the ac-
tual situation to formulate the program contained in the
meritorious pamphlet.”

Then we have the statement of Mr. I'rank P.
Walsh, formerly joint-chairman with Mr. Taft of
the War Labor Board. He speaks from the view-
point of a man who has been a great champion of
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labor, and regarded as perhaps more radical than
most Catholics who have been interested in this
question :

“Those who are pledged to the cause of organized
labor and who are faithful also to the Church will be
helped and inspired as churchmen no less than as work-
men by this pronouncement on social reconstruction.
None know better the weaknesses and dangers to which
all humankind are subjected, and the need of the re-
straints of conscience which religion can bring to bear.
With a new enthusiasm we can go among our associates
and say proudly, ‘I am a Catholic.” Many thousands of
workmen for whom the call of the Church was growing
faint will be brought back to a firmer reliance and a
deeper adherence. The workers are grateful for any
sign that those in high places are heeding their call for
justice, for opportunities to lead full and free lives, to
develop the best that is in them. This pronouncement is
a sign to the millions, a sign that will be eagerly hailed,
that here is indeed the Living Church.”

Here is a statement by Mr. John Fitzpatrick, a
labor leader of Chicago, who last autumn was very
much in the public eye as one of the organizers of
the strike against the United States Steel Corpora-

tion :

“It would be useless and foolish to blink at the fact that
many workers have been more or less estranged from the
Church during recent years by reason of their preoccu-
pation with the struggle for economic justice and indus-
trial freedom. This struggle has grown so sharp that
for many it has come to color all their views, and there
have not been wanting plausible propagandists who have
striven to show that the Church is on the side of special
privilege in the battle between privilege and democracy.

12



GENERAL FACTS CONCERNING THE PROGRAM

We who are both Catholics and members of organized
labor have insisted that this was not so, and that the
Church would triumphantly meet the new conditions in
such a way as to prove that the spirit of Christian brother-
hood is still a dominant and decisive force in the world.
And to-day we are rewarded by a pronouncement that
is undoubtedly the greatest ever put forth by any religious
body on this subject.”

From the labor side also have come one or two
brief expressions — at least, I shall read very briefly
from them — which are significant as giving the
viewpoint of extreme radicals. Mr. Upton Sinclair,
a Socialist, calls the Program a *‘ Catholic miracle,”
and “ amazingly radical.” While his opinion is not
worth very much from the viewpoint of an intelli-
gent knowledge of what he is talking about, it has
this value: it indicates how much better the Bish-
ops’ Program is than anything that he ever ex-
pected from the Catholic Church. Another state-
ment is from the Seattle Union Record :

“We are glad that the Catholic Church is seeing the
coming of a new day. Of course, we do not disguise
from ourselves the fact that the bishops chosen to formu-
late a reconstruction platform were mnaturally bishops
somewhat in advance of others in these matters. We do
not expect all the bishops to side forthwith with the
working class in their struggles. But just as the pro-
nouncement a year ago of the Federal Council of Churches
(Protestant) has given a standard which can be used to
great advantage in educating the membership and the
clergy of Protestant churches, so this official pronounce-
ment of the Catholic Church can be held up to strengthen
many who are starting on the road to an understanding
of the new world that is to be.”

I3
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Let me cite two expressions from industrial ex-
perts, Mr. McConaughy and Mr. Swing. Mr. Mc-
Conaughy says:

“In providing for an immediate and gradually increas-
ing participation by labor in the management of industry,
the reconstruction program of the Catholic Bishops points
to the only visible methods of saving our industrial civili-
zation. . . . It is in its recognition of the importance of
the participation of labor in industrial management that
the Program reaches the foundation. Participation mcans
education, and industry is to-day threatened from two
different quarters by its worst foe, ignorance.”

In effect Mr. McConaughy declares that the Bish-
ops’ Program emphasizes the thing that is most
necessary, most desirable, in our industrial system,
namely, greater production through some arrange-
ment, some organization, of the conflicting forces
that will enable them to produce more. Instead of
fighting each other for a division of the amount that
they are producing now, which is quite inadequate,
they ought to cooperate in such a way that both will
have more without strife. While we believe in giv-
ing labor an opportunity to organize, to bargain col-
lectively, to make bargains through their freely
chosen representatives, and while we concede that
they should have good wages and not excessively
long hours, yet we must admit that these methods do
not in themselves result in a notably greater produc-
tion. It is still a part of the general philosophy of
the trades unions, and a philosophy that is neces-
sary to them, that they must be strong enough to get

14
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their share of the joint product. That is what the
union is for. It is essentially a fighting organiza-
tion, not a codperating organization. It must pro-
tect the workingman in the division of the product,
and of course, safeguard his health during the proc-
ess; but, so far as the product is concerned, the la-
bor union’s main business is to enable the laborer to
get a fair share. It has nothing to do directly with
greater production. That is not any formal part of
the labor union’s program or philosophy. And yet,
we must have more production if the world, or the
greater part of the world, is going to realize what
it thinks can be realized in the way of greater op-
portunities and better conditions of living. So, that
is the note which Mr. McConaughy emphasizes in
the passage just cited.

Another special writer who is an economic ex-
pert and industrial engineer, Mr. Raymond Swing,
says:

“It is more than gratifying that one of the greatest
envisagings of this situation should be within the institu-
tion which, rightly or wrongly, has been reputed to be
most conservative. The bishops have made an assertion
no less striking than profound. They have seen to the ul-
timate economic goal —a socicty in which all property
ownership is according to merit —and they have bravely
proposed to proceed to it by immediate and consistent
strides. They have made a contribution to both classes
of the industrial state, to men many of whom they touch
in a peculiarly intimate way. And the promise of the
counsels of influential Catholics in these next months is
one the country must accept with a very keen thankful-
ness.”

IS
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A very brief paragraph from an article by a pro-
fessor of political economy in the University of
California, Mr. Solomon Blum:

“Here is a comprehensive plan to be considered. It is
liberal, it represents the best thought of political econo-
mists, it shows the way to progress without violence.”

A statement from a very clever journalist, Mr.
William Marion Reedy, editor of the St. Louis
Mirror:

“Why is it [the Program] put forth at this time?
Because the Catholic Church is very close to the people
and knows what the people are thinking and feeling.
The Church is getting into the situation, prepared to meet
a heavy social shock. It is no longer going to leave to
its ‘separated brethren’ the task and the glory of doing
something for the salvation of man in the here and now.
The Catholic Bishops’ Manifesto is the biggest sign I
have seen that the social discontent is widespread and deep
and ugly, and that something must be done to appease it,
other than indulgence in denunciation, police suppression,
the censorship and deportation.”

Mr. Herbert S. Bigelow of Cincinnati, one of
those preachers who have gone out into the field of
social discussion and activity, and is no longer, 1 be-
lieve, the pastor of an orthodox church —T mean
orthodox even in his own denomination — used the
following words in the People’s Church in Cincin-
nati:

“The recent pronouncement of the Roman Catholic
Church on social reconstruction is the most radical state-
ment of social faith that has ever been issued by any re-
ligious denomination, a document, which in its courage

16
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and radicalism of thought, presents a striking contrast
even to the program of the American Fedcration of
Labor.”

An extract from an editorial note in the New
Republic:

“One of the most important signs of the times is the
new interest exhibited by the churches in the industrial
problem. The latest evidence of this tendency toward
broader views is afforded by this report of the Adminis-
trative Committce of the National Catholic War Council ”
Then follows a summary of the main contents and this
conclusion: “If this sort of thing goes on unchecked we
shall soon arrive at a pass where the real stand-patter
will be quite unable to find a spiritual fold.”

The implication of this 1s that the Catholic Church
has been the principal home or refuge in a religious
way of the stand-patters; but now, says the writer,
in view of these industrial proposals of the Bishops’
Program, the stand-patter won’t feel at home there
any more, and if this sort of thing goes on, he won’t
find a religious home anywhere; for even the few
other churches which formerly were friendly to thé
reactionaries will also have closed the doors against
them. -

The list of quoted statements may fittingly be
closed by one or two from the ablest discussion of
the Program that has been written by any Protes-
tant. They are taken from an article by William
Hard, in the Metropolitan Magazine, January, 1920 :

“The Four Bishops hold fast indeed to the institution
of private property, and they castigate Socialism without
compromise ; but they, nevertheless, advance an economic

17
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program which they themselves properly describe as *in-
volving to a great extent the abolition of the wage-system.’
The American Federation of Labor does not propose to
abolish the wage-system at all. It is content that wage-
earners should remain wage-earners. The Roman Catho-
lic Church in America, for reasons which flow from the
foot of the cross to this instant hour of the sins of the
world, proposes to abolish the wage-system ‘to a great
extent’ and proposes to make wage-earners more than
wage-earners. It proposes not merely to make Capital-
ism good, but to make it less. . .

“We do not see simply an economic program by wise
persons. We see the oldest and largest of churches
brought by its human social situation to a new refresh-
ment of its ancient gift of prophecy for the poor. What
it may all mean in the end, who shall even try to say?
Immediately I note that the Four Bishops have answered
the challenge of Socialism with a program not essentially
unlike the program with which Raymond Robins in these
columns answered the challenge of Bolshevism. I note
that they, like him, do not think that force is a final an-
swer to Marx. And I note that the final answer which
they propose is the hewing of a voluntary way through
private property and through separate possessions for the
ordered flowing of the spirit that has always flowed in
“hristianity toward mutual help —toward a merging of

ifts and powers — the spirit that rose in St. John Chrysos-
jom fifteen hundred years gone by and made him exclaim:

hose chilling words “mine” and “thine!”’”

‘¢ Mine’ and ‘thine’ may be taken to be necessary, and
thfey may cven be taken to be appointed; but they have

en taken too far. They have chilled too much. The

hole world turns back to the warmth of some little
easonable approach to ‘ye are members one of another.'”

‘

I think this is a sufficient survey of the comments
to give you an idea of how the Program has been re-
ceived by the different elements in the community.

18
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You will note in many of them, that is, in those com-
ing from non-Catholic sources, an element of sur-
prise at the appearance of a doctrine of this kind
from within the Catholic Church. Such exclama-
tions are based on ignorance of the Church’s tradi-
tional teaching. Some of them are due to isolated
expressions of ultra-conservatism by some priest at
some time or other. Expressions of this kind are
not an indication of the general view of the Catholic
Church, any more than individual expressions of a
radical character.

What are some of the good effects of the Pro-
gram? Probably no other single prénouncement by
any group of bishops of the Church in the United
States has done as much good to the Catholic cause.
It has destroyed at one stroke all plausibility for the
charge that the Church is “ the retainer of plutoc-
racy.” The laboring class is by this time in the
main disabused of this notion, because the labor
press has devoted a great deal of space to the Pro-
gram, and spread the knowledge of it pretty gen-
erally among the laboring population. Liberals, and
especially the intellectuals, have been considerably
shaken in their belief that the Church is generally a
friend of the privileged classes. I do not say that
all the intellectuals and all the liberals have com-
pletely changed their views on this point, for it
would take something more than one document to
do that; but I say that their view that the Church is
essentially allied with all kinds of conservatism, con-
servatism in industrial matters as well as every
other, has been considerably disturbed by the ap-
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pearance of this Program, and by the fact that it
has not been opposed by any authority in the
Church.

In this connection, the new interest which has
been aroused in the traditional and social teaching
of the Church among members of this intellectual
class is not the least of the educational services of
the Program. Those of us who know something
about the social teaching of the Church, and the
social institutions which were promoted by the
Church in the periods of her greatest power, feel
that one of the best contributions we could make to
the social history of our time, and the social welfare
of our time, would be to have the knowledge of that
teaching and those social institutions made known to
this age. I do not know of a single economic his-
torian who does not think more highly of the
Church, and more highly of medi®val institutions,
as a result of his study of the economic institutions
and theories of the Middle Ages. Cunningham,
Ashley, Gibbins, Hasbach, and many others have
shown exactly that reaction. So I say that one of
the good effects of the Program will be to get these
intellectual people interested in this traditional social
teaching of the Church.

Worthy of note is the fact that the bishops who
issued the Program showed a considerable amount
of courage and vision in taking the responsibility for
such a specific and thorough scheme of social re-
form. Possibly they would not have issued it if
they, like the rest of us, had not been at the time
breathing the psychological atmosphere of the war.
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At any rate, they disregarded the suggestions of
cautious conservatism which must have occurred to
them before they nrade their decision. Their cour-
age and vision have been amply vindicated by the
reception accorded to the Program, a reception
which has doubtless been very much more favorable
and more general than they had dreamed of before-
hand. Very few of the Catholics who at the outset
were inclined to question the wisdom of the publica-
tion of the Program are now of that opinion. If
there be any such, if any Catholics think the so-
called radicalism of the Program is not in accord
with the minds of the higher authorities of the
Church, they will be reassured, or disillusioned, if
they read the account of a recent interview with
Pope Benedict by Mr. Philip Gibbs, and also the
Pope’s recent letter to Cardinal Lugon of Rheims.
The substance of the letter was that the proletarians,
that is, the wage-carning classes, are feeling to-day
that they have a right to a greater amount of the
good things of life than they had formerly, and that
they are much more powerful than they were for-
merly ; and the Pope says that their aspirations in
this direction are right, and that the clergy should
not oppose these aspirations so long as they are kept
within the limits of justice and charity. The Pope
specifically recognizes this new spirit amongst the
wage-earners, and this new determination to be
something more in society than they have been in
the past ; and he approves this determination so long
as it does not go.beyond the bounds of justice and
charity, which unfortunately it is doing in many
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cases even in our own country. In the interview
with Mr. Gibbs, which was published in the New
York Times, and some other papers, a few months
ago, Mr. Gibbs says:

“T noticed that throughout our conversation the Pope’s
thoughts seemed to be concentrated mostly upon the con-
dition of the working classes. He spoke of the people
rather than of their rulers and of the poor rather than of
the rich.

“When, for instance, I referred to strikes and other
symptoms of social unrest in many countries, he said:
‘The people have been irritated by a sense of injustice.
There are many men who have made money out of this
war. Those who grew rich out of the war will have to
pay; the burden of the taxation will no doubt fall heavily
upon them.””

The important thing about that statement, I think,
is not so much the Pope’s remark “ that those who
made money out of this war will have to pay,”—
that is obvious — but the statement of Mr. Gibbs
that he noticed throughout the conversation that the
Pope’s thoughts seemed to be concentrated mostly
upon the condition of the working classes, and that
he spoke of the people rather than of their rulers
and of the poor rather than of the rich. Of these
two statements the former is the more significant.
I have been trying to find a statement which Car-
dinal Manning made some thirty-five or forty
years ago, to the effect that the Church henceforth
will have to deal with people rather than with their
rulers, with the masses rather than with the heads
of states. We who are democratic-minded, espe-
cially in the United States, accept that statement or
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prophecy of Cardinal Manning with a good deal of
satisfaction: to us it is simply a commonplace. We
know that the people are the important elements in
every state and in every society,— not their rulers.
The rulers are all temporary figures, the most pow-
erful of them, but the people remain ; and the people
are claiming greater social opportunities and a
greater share in social power of every kind.

The point of view of the Program is that the
social changes which are likely in America after the
war are not nearly as many nor as great as those
which are probable in Europe; for the thinking of
the people in this country and their ways of living
have been less disturbed by the war, the industrial
destruction and losses are not nearly as great, and
the social and industrial conditions of the people
here are so much better than those of the people in
Europe, that there will not be the same demand for
sweeping changes. In Europe the war lasted so long
that a great number of the people began to think
that something had been tremendously wrong with
the social and political situation that had prevailed
before the war. We were not in the war long
enough to give any considerable number of the peo-
ple here revolutionary ideas. The Bishop’s Pro-
gram proceeds on the theory that the changes which
will take place in America will not be revolutionary,
and it proposes to discuss merely some measures of
reform, and certain problems and agencies created
by the war.

Accordingly, the Program has three general divi-
sions. There are a few pages which present five
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programs on social reconstruction that had already
been issued ; the second part discusses certain prob-
lems and agencies created by the war ; the third pre-
sents proposals of social reform, mainly immediate,
but some rather far distant which seem to be feasible
and which are not radical. Of the five programs of
social reconstruction presented three are British and
two American. The three British ones are the Brit-
ish Labor Party Program, which has received far
more attention than any other except that which the
Bishops produced themselves ; the program issued by
a small group of British Quaker employers, who
have been for a long time more liberal-minded in
their treatment of their working people than most
British manufacturers; and that of the Interdenom-
inational Conference of Social Service Unions.
This Conference comprised some ten denominations,
including Catholics, who spent about a year in get-
ting up their program. The two American pro-
grams presented are those of the American Federa-
tion of Labor and of the National Chamber of Com-
merce. These five programs, I think, include all the
important proposals that have been made in the field
of reconstruction, either before or since the Bishops’
Program appeared.
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CHAPTER II

PROBLEMS AND AGENCIES ARISING OUT
OF THE WAR

Land Colonization.— The National Employment Service.
— The National War Labor Board.— Women in In-
dustry.

THE primary business of social reconstruction has
always been conceived as restoring the institutions
which have been destroyed by the war. Hence we
find that the agencies which were cooperating with
the War Department in ministering to the wants of
the soldiers and sailors during the war, such as the
National Catholic War Council, the Y. M. C. A,
and others, have been devoting the enormous
amount of money which they received since the ar-
mistice was signed to the business of reconstruction
as related to the problems and needs created by the
war. For example, rehabilitation of wounded sol-
diers, social service activities extended to the soldiers
in the camps and in the hospitals, and finding them
employment. All these things had to do with the
reconstruction of institutions or persons or relations
which had been disturbed by the war. That was
the primary business of reconstruction. But in this
work of reconstructing conditions and institutions
which had been disturbed by the war, all of these
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agencies have been reaching out and working in cog-
nate fields. For example, the National Catholic
War Council is not only doing the ordinary work
which is immediately related to the wants of the re-
turning service men, but has been establishing social
centers in the foreign population districts in many
of the cities.

The Program, therefore, starts with these prob-
lems created by the war, and also with certain agen-
cies which were set up by the government during the
war, on the theory that these agencies may be of
value in time of peace. Last January it seemed to
most persons in this country that the problem of
finding employment for the returning service men
was going to be a very serious one. It was feared
that very many of the returning soldiers and sailors
would not be able to get back their old jobs, and that
many of them would not want their old jobs again.
It was thought that many of them would not want
their jobs again because they had got accustomed to
out-door life, and would not care to go to work in
shops and factories and in urban occupations gener-
ally. It was also thought that many of them had
become so impressed with the consciousness of what
they had done for the welfare of their country and
for civilization that they would not be satisfied to
become once more wage-earners or salary-receivers
— that they would want to be in a more independent
position. In view of these expectations and as-
sumptions it was thought that a scheme for the sys-
tematic placing of the returned service men upon the
land would be of very great help to them, would sat-
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isfy the desire of those who wanted to be independ-
ent, and would also meet the wants of those who
would like to live an open-air life. Those who have
lived on farms know that there is plenty of fresh air
if nothing else. Secretary Lane prepared a bill to
cover these points. The bill provided, in brief, that
Congress should employ as many of the returned
service men as desired employment upon the arid,
swamp, and cut-over timber lands of the country,
clearing the lands and preparing them for cultiva-
tion. When the land had been prepared, the gov-
ernment would assist these men to become culti-
vators of the farms either as owners or as tenants on
long-time leases. Whether working for wages in
the preparation of this land or as farmers after-
wards, the service men would live in groups, settle-
ments — not isolated as most farmers do live in this
country.

The objects of this scheme were to provide em-
ployment for the ex-service men, to reduce the
amount of general unemployment which it was
feared would take place in the country after the war,
and to increase the amount of farm products and the
proportion of farm owners as against tenants in the
country. As a matter of fact, there has been little
need, apparently, for this institution, so far as the
ex-service men are concerned; for no great number
of them expressed a wish to go on farms. Nor has
it been needed yet as a means of reducing unem-
ployment. Possibly before the scheme could be put
into operation on any considerable scale, say four
or five years from now, there might be plenty of
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unemployment, and it might be quite useful to meet
that situation.

In any case, the main benefit of the land coloniza-
tion scheme, whether for soldiers and sailors or men
generally, is that it would increase the supply of
food in the United States. Our population has been
increasing faster than the food supply, and the coun-
try population has been increasing much slower than
the city population. Between 1900 and 1910, the
urban population increased 34.8 per cent., whereas
the rural population increased only 11.2 per cent.
That means that the number of persons producing
food is increasing much slower than the number of
persons who consume food and are not producing
any themselves. It is true that the food supply
could be kept up without colonizing these arid,
swamp and cut-over timber lands, by more intense
farming of the land that is already under cultiva-
tion, by the restoration of abandoned farms, of
which there is a very great number along the At-
lantic seaboard, and by the cultivation of farms that
are only partially cultivated now. If you will con-
sult the statistics of farms given in the United States
census, you will find that the number of acres not
under cultivation in farms is even larger than the
number that is under cultivation. Now it does not
follow that all of these farm acres that are regis-
tered as out of cultivation could be made productive,
but probably a great percentage of them could. So,
we are not entirely dependent upon the cultivation of
this fresh, untouched land in order to get the

necessary increase in food supply, but this land
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would be one important means to that end. It is es-
timated that there are almost three hundred million
acres of these three classes of land — that is, arid
land that requires irrigation in order to be produc-
tive, swamp lands that require draining in order to
be accessible, and cut-over timber lands from which
the stumps will have to be pulled before they can be
made productive. The number of acres of swamp
land is surprisingly large. We who live in the
North and East of this country do not realize how
much land there is in this category alone,— some-
thing like sixty million acres. The total number of
acres of land under cultivation in this country is
something less than five hundred million acres; so
that, if all of these three hundred million acres were
made productive, the amount of acres in the United
States producing food supplies would be increased
more than 50 per cent.

The number of farmers who are tenants is in-
creasing faster than the number who are owners.
There are, I believe, two or three States in this
country in which the number of tenants is almost
as large as the number of owners, and these are the
richer States of the Middle West. Now tenancy
is a very serious danger in this country. Of course,
it may be a step towards ownership, as, for exam-
ple, when a son rents a piece of land from his
father and eventually becomes the owner of it, or
when a tenant rents a piece of land from anybody
else than a relative, but is able to become the owner
within a few years; but the great majority of ten-
ants in this country are persons who cannot hope
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to become owners of land. Hence the proportion
of tenants is increasing all the time, probably more
rapidly in the last ten years than any preceding
period of the same length.

The scheme of colonizing these new lands, car-
ried out on a large scale with government assist-
ance to the cultivators to become owners, could
reduce somewhat that bad proportion which has
become prominent in the relation between tenants
and owners. It may be worth while to bring be-
fore you very briefly just what this land coloniza-
tion plan proposes to do:

“Under the first of the two plans of codperation be-
tween State and Federal Government, the Statc is to pro-
vide the land for settlement, and the United States is to
provide the money necessary to meet the expenses of
reclamation and subdivision and the necessary improve-
ments and equipment and to perform the necessary work
and have charge of all settlement work. The Federal Gov-
ernment is to collect the payments from the settlers and
repay to the State the cost of the land.

“Under the alternative plan the State is to furnish not
only the land but a considerable part of the capital to be
spent in the work of reclamation and for farm implements
and stock and other necessary equipment. Under this
second plan the State Soldier Settlement Board has the
option, under the supervision of the Secretary of the In-
terior, of controlling the preparation of the land as homes
and its settlement in accordance with certain principles
stated in the Act.

“The farms to be provided are to be of an unimproved
value of not more than $15,000. The allotments for farm
laborers are to be of an unimproved value of not more
than $1,500. The maximum public expenditure upon each
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farm is to be fixed by agreement between the State and
Federal agencies charged with the handling of the matter.

“The United States is to advance funds to the Soldier
Settlement Board to make loans to approved settlers for
making improvements and purchasing equipment. The
funds for this latter purpose, called ‘ short-time loans,’ are
not to exceed $3,000 to each settler. The Board is to be
held responsible for seeing that the money advanced is ap-
plied by the settlers for the purpose for which it was loaned.

“The manner of sale of the farms is to be such as to
afford equal opportunity to all qualified soldiers desiring
to purchase. The contract shall provide for immediate
payment of 2 per cent. of the sale price of the land, in-
cluding reclamation costs and in addition not less than 10
per cent. of the cost of the farm improvements. The
balance of the cost of the land and of the reclamation
costs is to be paid in forty-four years, together with in-
terest on deferred payments at the rate of 4 per cent.
The amount due on farm improvements is to be repaid in
a period not to exceed twenty years in annual payments
sufficient to return the annual sum and interest at 4 per
cent. on deferred payments. Short-time loans are to be
repaid in a period not exceeding five years.”

Catholics ought to be especially interested in any
good land colonization plan, because there are alto-
gether too many of our people in the cities. The
proportion of Catholics already in the cities, or
going to the cities, is increasing faster, I think, than
the urban population as a whole. I do not think
that this is a healthy trend; I do not think it is a
good thing for our people to concentrate in the
cities. The objection that it is not desirable to
have Catholic families isolated in the rural districts
without churches and priests, does not apply to the
land colonization plan that we are discussing; for it
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provides for the group plan of settlement. It would
be quite possible for Catholics to form, or to be-
come a part of, one of these groups in sufficient
numbers to support both a church and a Catholic
school. The main advantages of the group fea-
ture are as follows:

“The early settlers on the Western farms often under-
went severe hardships that settlers of to-day would shrink
from — hardships that would have been often unnecessary
if saner methods of settlement had been adopted. The
sons and grandsons of those settlers know of the early
trials and disappointments only by hearsay, if at all; but
the valuable farms which they have inherited are real
And so it is not to be wondered at if they are slow to see
the need of giving greater assistance to the soldier farmer
of to-day than was given to the veterans of the Civil
War.

“But the individual soldier addressing himself to the
problem without appreciable capital cannot unaided build
the dams and dig the trenches necessary to make an irri-
gated farm out of a stretch of descrt land. If the thing
is to be done economically, a hundred or a thousand farms
must be prepared at a time.

“Similarly one farm cannot be created from a vast
swamp. The whole swamp must be drained at one opera-
tion.

“The individual settler can make a farm out of a cut-
over area, but it is a back-breaking operation. Power
machines can be obtained to pull stumps, but they repre-
sent a considerable investment of capital. They can be
used to advantage only when large areas are to be cleared
of stumps. They are too expensive for the individual
settlers to employ. And so clearing cut-over land is a
matter for group rather than individual action.

“Where the soil, once cultivated, has been allowed to
deteriorate and cultivation has been abandoned, it may
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require two or three years of building up before profitable
crops can be obtained. Here again the individual settler
without capital is unable to cope with the situation. He
needs guidance and credit in order that he may plan wisely
and wait patiently, and these can most profitably be fur-
nished to settlers in groups.

“But even after the land is prepared for cultivation and
crop-growing, there are many advantages accruing to the
settlers who act in unison. Houses and farm buildings
must be planned and bought and built, and this planning
and buying and building can be done much more cheaply
and satisfactorily when it is done wholesale.

“ Better grades of livestock will be produced if the
breeds are standardized for the whole community. Better
prices will be obtained for livestock and crops if codpera-
tive marketing is practiced.

“ Farming is a seasonal occupation. At certain times of
the year the farmer needs outside assistance. A great
deal of the extra labor which the farmer calls in is casual
labor — hobo labor. The hobo is without family ties.
He is a social outcast. He is a social menace. But in
properly organized farm communities a place is reserved
for farm labor. Laborers’ allotments of an acre or two
are provided for the laborer where he may keep his cow
and chickens and garden. He may marry and bring up a
family and lead a normal life, spending his spare time in
his garden when he is not able to secure day's wages.
The plan enables the farmer to have a reliable labor sup-
ply and it enables the laborer to lead a human life.”

Unfortunately Congress is not likely to put the
land colonization plan into effect. Probably the
main reason is that the soldiers showed no great
interest in the scheme, and the politicians in Con-
gress have no important practical reason therefore
for adopting it. Moreover, Secretary Lane’s bill
has been considerably mutilated in the Committee
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on Public Lands of the ouse of Representatives.

We think of the social question most of the time
as an industrial question, as one that relates to
urban industries mainly, but a large part of it is
rural, is agricultural. The food problem is one
part of that agricultural question, the probability
of an enormously rapid increase in the price of farm
land is still another; the problem of codperation
among farmers is still another; and these do not
exhaust the list. The Bishops’ Program deals only
with the problem of land settlement.

Among the agencies created by the war which the
Bishops’ Program recommends to be continued, is
the National Employment Service. This institu-
tion was created in January, 1918. Between that
date and the first of March of the year,
1919, when the service became considerably crippled
by the failure of Congress to provide a sufficient
appropriation, an extraordinary amount of work
was accomplished. Nearly a thousand offices were
established in different parts of the United States,
and nearly four million men and women were given
employment. The object of it when it was founded
was to supply the war industries with operatives,
and in that it succeeded very well. It cooperated
with the state employment bureaus, with the muni-
‘cipal employment agencies and with the private
agencies. If the business of finding jobs for the
men who want them, and finding men for the em-
ployers who desire help is to be adequately carried
on, it will have to be done through a national
agency. I do not mean that the state, municipal
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and private agencies ought to be abolished — not at
all — I think there is a place for all of these; but
not all three of these agencies together are suffi-
cient to carry on the work of bringing the jobless
man to the manless job. They must be supple-
mented and coordinated by a national system. Un-
fortunately the present Congress has seriously ham-
pered the work and the development of the National
Employment Service by refusing to provide it with
sufficient funds. Indeed, it seems to be the general
policy of the present Congress to discredit and
cripple every good institution set up by the present
national administration. However, some of the
Congressmen who voted for crippling the Employ-
ment Service are not now quite so confident as
formerly that they acted wisely in this matter.
The second war agency which the Bishops’ Pro-
gram recommended to be continued was the Na-
tional War Labor Board. Just as the National Em-
ployment Service was organized in order to provide
men for the war industries, so the National War
Labor Board was organized in order to keep the
war industries going by preventing industrial dis-
putes, strikes and lockouts. The Board, as many
of you know, was organized on rather a simple
plan. There were six men representing the em-
ployees and six representing the employers, with an
additional person — or rather two additional per-
sons who were the joint chairmen of the Board, one
representing the workers and the other the employ-
ers, although in theory they were representing the
general public. As a matter of fact, each repre-
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sented one side; Mr. Frank P. Walsh was chair-
man on the labor side, and Mr. William Howard
Taft on the employers’ side. The Board proceeded
upon a few general but very fundamental and impor-
tant principles. One of these was that labor is en-
titled to a living wage, that is, that male adult labor-
ers should receive a wage sufficient to maintain their
families in health and reasonable comfort. In fact,
the language in which this principle is stated by
the members of the War Labor Board is almost
identical with that of Pope Leo in his encyclical,
* On the Condition of Labor.” It can be inferred, I
suppose, that Mr. Frank P. Walsh was responsible
for that. Another principle was that labor should
be free to organize and bargain collectively with
employers. Another was that union labor should
not interfere with non-union laborers who did not
wish to join the union.

The Board prevented a very great number of
strikes ; it adjusted a very large number of disputes;
it determined what living wages were, or the num-
ber of dollars per day necessary to enable a man to
support himself and family decently — did that de-
liberately through experts who made actual studies
of the cost of living. It enforced what was prac-
tically compulsory arbitration in all of the indus-
tries over which it had supervision, namely, the
industries that were directly or indirectly related to
the carrying on of the war. The Board had this
power’ to set up living wage standards and enforce
them, to prevent strikes and to enforce decisions,
because it was supported by the war powers of the
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President. In fact, there were only three cases in
which the awards and decisions of the Board were
rejected, two of these by the employers and one
by the employees. In all three cases the rebellious
persons were probably sorry that they objected.
One case was that of the Smith & Wesson Arms
Company of Springfield: it refused to accept the
decision of the War Labor Board, not only in the
matter of wages but on the question of dealing with
its employees as a group. The Smith & Wesson
Company wanted to deal with the employees indi-
vidually. Well, the War Department promptly took
over and operated the concern. The Western
Union Telegraph Company refused to accept the
decision of the War Labor Board, and Congress
passed a law putting the telegraph business under
the control of the United States Post Office Depart-
ment. Some employees in Bridgeport refused to
accept the wage award made by the Board, and
they were promptly told by the President that if
they persisted the immunity from the draft which
they had been enjoying as workers in a war in-
dustry would be taken from them, and they would
have to go into the war like anybody else: also they
would be black-listed so that they could not get
employment in any industry that was under the
charge of the War Labor Board.

The Bishops’ Program does not propose that a
Board having such powers should be enabled to
operate, for under our form of government a Board
of that sort would not be legal in time of peace.
The Federal Government has no power directly
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to regulate industries at all. It could not pass an
eight-hour law, for example, nor a wage law, nor
any law directly regulating industry. The only
power it has over industrial relations is derived
from two little clauses in the Constitution: one is
called the commerce clause, and the other is the
taxing clause. The commerce clause authorizes the
Federal Government to regulate conimerce among
the several States. Under that authorization Con-
gress has very considerably interfered in industrial
and business relations. For example, it passed a
law preventing any railroad from requiring its em-
ployees to work more than sixteen hours out of the
twenty-four, on the ground that it was regulating
interstate commerce. The brakeman on a railroad
is an instrumentality or part of interstate com-
merce. The regulation of his hours of labor under
the head of or with a view to safety, is a regulation
of interstate commerce. The law which Congress
passed requiring cars to be equipped with safety or
automatic couplers was passed under the same au-
thorization, that it was regulating interstate com-
merce; but Congress could not pass a law requiring
every factory to put in safety devices or forbidding
any manufacturing establishment to work its em-
ployees more than eight hours in twenty-four, be-
cause that would not have any relation to interstate
commerce. Therefore, it is not within the power
of Congress to set up an arbitration board and au-
thorize it to fix rates of wages, or enforce com-
pulsory arbitration in all disputes. Probably Con-
gress could do that in connection with the railroads;
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in fact, a bill before the Senate last winter for
restoring the railroads to their owners had a clause
in it making strikes illegal. If that were held con-
stitutional it would be on the ground that it is a
regulation of interstate commerce. Aside from
that case of the railroads, it is very improbable that
Congress has the power to set up an arbitration
board which would have anything like compulsory
powers.

What the Bishops’ Program recommended was
that Congress should continue the War Labor
Board in existence, and give it “all the power for
effective action that it can possess under the Fed-
eral Constitution.” Congress did not see fit to ac-
cept this recommendation. It not merely crippled
the Board as it did the Employment Service, but let
the Board go out of existence and put nothing in its
place. This is probably the worst example of in-
competency of the present Congress. In the last
few months we have had a perfect epidemic of
strikes, friction of all sorts between employer and
employee, unprecedented unrest, with a large amount
of ink spilled over the subject of revolutionary agi-
tators and bolshevism, and all those other manifes-
tations which we are led to believe would mean
the very destruction of our form of Government;
but Congress did nothing to provide any agency to
deal with the situation.

What could Congress have done? Why, it could
have provided a tribunal that would be on the
ground to mediate between employer and employee
whenever a dispute was threatened. It could do
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what it did several years ago through the Newlands’
Act, which provided a tribunal which did mediate
between railroad corporations and their employees
with vast success, and which prevented a great
number of strikes. Congress could set up a simi-
lar body to act in connection with industries in
general. The Secretary of Labor, Mr. Wilson,
brought before the late lamented (or not lamented,
atcording to our point of view) Industrial Con-
ference which was held in Washington a rather
elaborate scheme of this kind. It provided for
fifteen boards in the fifteen principal industries, the
boards to be composed of an equal number of em-
ployers and employees. In case of a dispute this
local board would try to intervene and bring about
a settlement. If the local board could not settle
the difficulty, for example, in the steel industry,
the case was to be appealed to a supreme board,
a court of appeals from all of these fifteen boards.
That board was likewise to be composed of equal
numbers of the two bodies, employers and em-
ployees, and also include a third group appointed
by the President, so that there would be an im-
partial element in the organization.

In its report on the steel strike, the Senate Com-
mittee recommended a national board of mediation,
conciliation and arbitration to prevent, so far as
possible, futuredisturbances of this kind. These
and other senators would have done the country a
much greater service had they acted upon this prin-
ciple several months ago, when they were urged
not to kill the War Labor Board. Possibly the
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experience of the steel strike and the coal strike
will arouse Congress to the vital need of establish-
ing a national board of mediation and arbitration.

The final subject that we are to discuss this eve-
ning is that of Women in Industry. This belongs
under the head of problems created by the war.
The Bishops’ Program is very brief on this subject.
It makes two general observations and lays down
two general principles. The first observation is
that in so far as women are to be displaced from
the industries in which they entered during the war,
the process should be carried on in such a way as
to bring them the least possible hardship; and the
second general observation is that women ought to
get out as soon as possible of the industries which
are bad for their health and morals. The two prin-
ciples of general application which the Program
lays down are these: first, that the proportion of
women in industry should be kept as low as pos-
sible ; and, second, that women should receive equal
pay for equal work with men.

The first of these statements or declarations, that
the proportion of women in industry ought to be
kept as small as possible, probably has displeased
many persons; but if we view the function of
women in life according to traditional Catholic
teaching and according to sound social doctrine, we
shall have to admit that that principle is absolutely
correct. If the great majority of women should
be home makers rather than operatives in industry,
then this declaration is absolutely correct. We
know, as a matter of fact, that the majority of
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women who are in industry are there only tem-
porarily; that the great majority of them do not
expect to stay there permanently. Therefore, the
endeavor should be to keep the proportion as small
as possible. Now ‘“as small as possible,” does not
mean reducing it to, say, one-twentieth of its pres-
ent volume. That is out of the question: it means
relatively to the existing situation. Now the ex-
isting situation is that the proportion of women in
industry is increasing all the time. The increase
in the number of female wage earners greatly ex-
ceeds the increase in the female population. When
it is said that the proportion of women in industry
ought to be kept down to the lowest practical limits,
that must be understood as relating to the present
trend; and unless we are prepared to admit that
it is the normal function of woman to be a worker
in industry outside of the home all her life, we shall
have to admit, I think, that the recommendation is
substantially sound.

The second general principle which the Bishops’
Program laid down is that of equal pay for equal
work. At first sight, this seems to contradict the
living wage principle. According to