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REMEDY FOR THE PRESENT WORLD-WIDE
... ECONOMIC DISCONTENT

(By Arxcumsnor ReEpwoun.)

Lo what extenl does justice demand a change in
the present cconomiic systein? Ilow can the extremes
of penury and wealth Le avoided? Tiow shall that
class war now ravaging Russia and threatening the
world be averted? Tt seems in accord with right rea-
son to affirm that the world’s peace, and the peace of
each Btate, depend on the securiug for the inhabitants
of the earth: an eyuitable distribution of tho worlds
goods. Now, it may be found on inquiry that, if the
income of wealth be justly divided, the whole problem
receives a sound practical solution. What classes of
men are the chief contributors to the production of
wealth?  Four—namely, land-owuners, capitalists, husi-
ness men, and laborers. Fach of these four classes are
distinet and necessury factors of production, though,
of course, the same individual may occasionally dis-
charge several of these Funections. The problem is: iIn
what proportion does justics claim that the wealth
created should be shared among the four?

One discerus at a glance the number of urning
questions which the consideration of these four classes
of preducers opens up.  Waiving most of them in this
Himited article, we may note that, in the main, pri-
vate ownerships. whether of land or of the other means
of production, and also the taking of profits and work-
ing for wages. are justifiable in accordanece with the
principles of Christian economy.  Bur it s undeniable
that the great and Tong-established Catholic principles
of the cssontial equality of ail wen and the sacreduess
of human personality, the recogunition of which all
sound systems of hwmwan welfare pestulate, do not
barmonise with many current commervial principles,
as Dvr., Ryan in his able book, /Jistrifiutive =Tustire,
ciearly shows,

No project of recomstruction. no plans tor the dis-
tribution of the national wealth but st bog
the question of the land. the scurre of all materisl
goods.  Uuquestionably the land ix badiv distributed.
England, for iustance, s not owned by it imbabitants.
Can anyone conceive a stalile and peaceful community
in which a prime necessity for existence and welfare
Is the exclusive possession of a comparative few? The
land tenure of private ownershin -=c abiv represented
by Leo XITT. in hisx fumous Encvelical /b Conditione
Opificenm—would, it ceems. be the bedt remedy, Tt
would allow the individual full nse awnd secure possession
of his helding. fuli ownership of improvements and
free power to frausmit and transfer. Thus it would
remedy many defects of the present svalem and pro-
mote both individuai and social weltare,

The claims of the other three classes of producers
—the capitalists, business men, aud laborers—ave so
mterconnected that it ix impossible witliont confasion
to take them together. We nay at once =tate here—-as
was stated efsewhere—tlial the root of the present, dis-
content ix the nielanchaly fact that, even apavt from
land, oiher forms of capital too ars concentrated in
the hands ol a few, who are thus alide. anud often do
(in the oft-quoted words of Leo XI11.) “lay upon the
teeming masses of the lahoring poor a veke little better
than that of slavery itself" ilence the depiorable
division of the State into two nations, ever al variance,
ever a meuace to order and stability, and a cause of
seriolls weakness.  Ilitherto we have had class legisln-
tion in the interest of clasz, There ix no wnity.  The
gravest sign of the times is the permanent  elasning
of interests which will inevitably leacd to eivil war un-
less remedied in time. lLet us ook caudidly at this
indubitable fact: la great and overwhelming nwnbers
exists a landless lack-—property class, unable to get
decent homes, to cducate their ehildren properly, to
practise their rteligivn, to safeguard their Lhealth, to
previde for their ofd age, and), consequently, depen-
dent on omployers for their sustenance and on the
State-aid, fe., a fine levied on the rest of he 01m-
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munity. But such a fact is a disgraco and. an outrage
on any eivilised community. Who is responsible for
it? The responsibility falls on the covetous human
heart, unchecked inwardly by religion or outwardly
by the law, which seeks and takes by every-sort of
usurious practice, payment for goods not delivered,
risks not run, services not rendered, The responsi-
bility falls on the teachers who abandoned Christianity
and sald that the love of money was the source of all
good and not.the root of all evil. No justice can be
secured, no peace can be established, until conscience
and law combine to forswear that false doctrine, to
restore the worker to his human dignity, to guarantes
his decent livelihood. The remedy for the disease of
Capitalism s, not a system of State insurance, which
would only change the form of the worker's depend-
ence, but the transference, by one nrethod or another,
to the laboring class of income-bearing property. It
may be done by a system of profit-sharing or co-opera-
tion. Until this s done Dr. Ryan writes: “‘The
workers do not enjoy a normal or reasénable degree of
independence, self-respect, or self-confidenze.  They
have not suflicient contrdl over the wage-contrace and
the other conditions of employment, and they have
nothing at all to say concerning the goods that they
shall produce or the persons te whom their produst
shall be sold. They lack the incentive to put forth their
best efforts in production. They cannot satisfy ade-
quately the instinet of property, the desire to control
some of the determining forins of material possession.
They are deprived of that consciousness of power
which is generated by property and which ¢mtributes
so powerfully towards the wmaking of a contented and
efficient life. They do not possess a normal amount of
freedom in politics, nor in those civie and social rela-
tions which lie outside the spheres of industry and
pelitics.  In a word the worker without capital has not
sufficient power over the crdering of the State.”’

No need, then, to abolish the rights of property,
but need te insist upon the duties and responsibilities
of property. Tn any country where, owing to the
tenure of property. the buik of the peaple have not a
fair shave in the goods of the carth, the rights of pro-
perty are heing abused. The notion—so thoroughly
human and Christian—that man is nef. the absolute
owner of his property, but the steward, must be em-
phasised. Ile is not allowed to do what he likes with
his own. but only to do what he ought, and his obliga-
tions are extensively regulated by his social cireum-
stances. He must nol—by excessive accumulation—be
choked with superfluiiy, while his neighbor starves,
or struggles In want. Tt s necessary to urge the duty
{whether based on strict justice or on charity) ineum-
hent on possessors of superfincus wealth to alleviate
human misery. No man can logically deny this duty,
who admits that men are intrinsically sacred and essen-
tially equal by nature and in their claims to a reason-
able livelihood from the common heritage of the earth.
And, after all, the wants that a man supplies out of
his superfluons goods are not necessary for his rational
exiztence. Far the most part that superfuocus wealth
brings mercly irrational enjoyiment, greater social pres-
tige, or increased domination over his fellows, “Whai
comparison is there between its importance aud that
of his neighbor’s needs, connected as they are with hiw
humane hiving ?

But Dives seated on his money-bags lends a deaf
ear o this salutary gospel. Because the obligations,
though real, most real, are somewhat, indeterminate,
the millionaire finds*scores of excuses. So, in default
of conscience, justice must turn to the State and invoke
Ltha civil powers to insist on an equitable distribution
of the country’s possessions.  3{ moral influence proves
insuilicient, selfishness must be curbed by force. How
the State may Dbest do this, let the wisdom of states-
men quickly devise, or else the 1Tave-nots may attempt
to wreck the State, by direct action, heedless of their
deliberations. Tt is a fact that organised society has
never failed to safeguard preperiy. but it has never
formally faced the rveality that excessive wealth in

© private hands is an evil both for the rich and fir the
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