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INTRODUCTORY TALK: (Following an introduction by Father Joseph Lynch, S.M.}

Every once in a while I get impressed with the way our sins catch up
with us., So now we'll make a few mistakes together! The subject that we are
going to talk about today is on the fromtiers of thought, so we can afford to
make a few mistakes. We want to think about the subject together, rather than
have me simply tell you wh:ot the subject is. In the letter of convocation thatb
we had, there were a certain number of points ~utlined and today we want ¢o talk
about the notion of the social virtues, the history of the socizl virtues, the
nature and significance of the soelal virtues, and soeizl charity and the other

soecial virtues in the practical order. We®ll do that in the two discussion pericds.

Introduction to the Social Virtues
The whole series, as you know, is on the subject of social charity. Now

it's rather difficult to make a three day series out of social charity because
the literature on sociél charity is closer to three words than three days. The
first example I know of the use of social charity is in the Encyclical of Pius ¥
"On Restructuring Social Order,” the one we know by the name Quadragesime Anpo.
In that Eacyclical he: ‘mentions the word “social charity" some eight or ten times.
ut 2ll he says about it, really, iz that it is the soul of social justice. 5o
there's the literature on social charity-~that it's the soul of social jJustice.
Later, in another Encyclical, "Aetheistic Communism," without using the word
"gocial charity™, but evidently speaking sbout it, he geve a clue to his thought.
He said that man in society can imitate the divine perfecticn in ways that would
not be possible for him were he to live alome. Now that's a rather interesting
theughts Ve know that the cobject of charity is always either God or the image of

Cod. There is no other thing that can be the dbject of charity, God or the imay:
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T God., And it is as the image of God that we become an object of charit

But if what Pius XI said there is true, that mon in society imitates the divine
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perfections in ways that weuld not be possible to him were he to live al
means thalt you can sse society as an image of God in an aliogether exclusive wuoy
way that dose not sha% up anywhere else in creation. Aznd il it's true, itho

secclety is an image of CGod which we do not find elsewher re, then that socicty /o

worhly of love, hecause wherever the image of God dsz, in tha

which we use that phrase--possession of intellect and will,
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on this thought. He was busy explaining social justice and only mentioned social
charity because it is the soul of social justice and without it, the role of
soclal justice would not cnly be unproductive, it would be dangerocus, as we are
going to see later on in the series.

Now let's spend a little time trying to see what these new virtues that
Pius XI mentioned, social charity and social justice, really are. There are a
great many people who think that they are just words, just like the words, for
instance, "social problem-." You can't give a definition to ''social problem,"
it's kind of a blanket which would cover any number of things but there is no
question of giving a definition of it. And a great many people thought when Pius
XI used those words, "Social justice and social charity" that he was talking in
those same ambiguous ways- .

The Development of "Social Justice"

There was a use of social justice that was fairly close to that. The
word is not a new one. The word you can find going back to 1850, and its mean=
ing as a general rule was limited to what we call nowadays, sociel legislation,
welfare legislation. That was social justice. No idea of a scientific concept
at all--gimply a category, a class of legislation and of problems. Now when Pius
XI in his Encyclical "On Restructuring Social Order,” used the word "social justice"
and "social charity" he meant to be scientific, to be giving a real definition,
so to say, real in technical name, to a virtue which he wanted to discuss and
which he wanted to expand. Nowwe have to see what social justice is before we
can even think of seeing what social charity is, because it is our only key. As
I told you, the literature on social charity is what I have given you so far. So
far as I know, no one has really developed the idea since. But in the doctrine
of Pius XI on social justice we can see what he meant by social charity and that's
what I'11 be doing in this series.

Let’s take social justice first then, The idea, the scientific idea, the
concept of a speeial virtue which would have to do with the social order is as
0ld as organized human thought. It goes back to Aristotle, But in a very primitive
sort of way. Aristotle, in the fifth book of his Ethics, begins with a dis-
cussion of what he calls legal justice--not social justice, but legal Justice.

And he explaius that legal justice consists of all virtues; not i. themselves,
but towards another. And you can see how interested he was in the subject when
he goes on t0 say that it's not this virtue in us that we are going to talk about.
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He brought it up omly in order to show that he was going to talk about something
else. HNow that®s where is stayed for 1,500 years. There was a paragraph then
on legal justice in philosophy, in morality and the most anybody did was to copy
that paragraph for 1,500 years, even a little more.

The first break in a long history of neglect of this wirtue came with St.
Thomas Aquinas in about 1220, the 13m'éenturya In his commentary on Aristctle.
while pretending to limit himself to the text of Aristotle, he actually wvent beyonrd
it. He said that this legal Justice of Aristotle was not only all of virtue insofar
as it refers to another, but also wgs a special virtue, and this is important.
It wes alse a special virtue that had the common good for its direct object. [Now
that would make it importantw~the most important good that we have here on earth
is cwr common good. And philosophers ave evidently interested. But St. Thomas
hims{1f dié not ask any more questiogs. He did not tell how social justice, which
has the common good for its direct object, could be practiced. He did mot tell
what it looked like. He simply indjcated what its end was., Its direct object
was Yh2 common good and that made it very important. DBut he didn't say anything
elsesjasout it, and no one else did for another 700 years.

We come to a real analysis of.its content in that Encyclical which I-
told you about, in that Encyclical ,which is called "On Restructuring Social Order."
The ac: of social justice, is the title of that Encyclical, restructuring the
social order. Pius XI's idea was thip {we are going to move very rapidly here
but I think you will Be able to get eﬁough with our subsequent discussiors) the
virtues of justice and charity are always complementary. Charlst is always the
soul, of justice and the veason they are complementary is that they both deal
with the same value but in different ways. Both always and everywhere deal with
persons, with the image of God. There is no question of justice with regard to
animals or with regard to inanimate things. Justice always presupposes perscns.
Now what is really involved in these two virtues of charity and justice? Ve can
separate the two very nicely by saying that charity is the obligation we have towards
the value of the humzn personality in itself, as the image of God. Every hunan
person, no matter what his color, no matter what his social class, no matter what
his circumstances, by the very fact that he is a person, an image of God, is worthy
of our respect and ouwr love in that theoretical and abstract sense. We often
miss the idea that love can be scmething purely intellectual; it doesn’t have to
be something emoticnal the way it is among us.’ So charity is the attitude, the

duty, that we have towards human dignity. personal worth whersver it is Fouznd.
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Now what is justice? That comes because of the fact that this personal
-worth that we were talking about now has to be made. ''e are not like God. Goil
is self-sufficient, from the beginmning, from all eternity to eternity he is God.
There 1s no such th'ng ad development within the divine nature. But in our
particular image of God it's quite different., When we are born we have exactly
nothing to offer. In the course of our life we are supposed to come to personal
perfection. So y>u see we have a journey to make, we have a task to perfori.
I remember when we were studying psychology at Catholic University, we had u very
good professor, Dr. Allers, and he used t¢, once in a while, give us some wery
good insights int> things. In trying to explain this question of human develop=
ment he chose as his example a 1little child, three or four years old, maybs even
less, who would be playing in a room and would get its mother's latest magazine
and a pair of selssors. The child would go to work on the magazine with the scis-
sors. Now when the mother comes in and finds that magazine scattered all over the
floor with the pages not only out of sequence but unsalvagable--no way of putting
them together again and she had a story ia there which she was very intérasted
in following-~he says now when the mother comes in that rcom and firds that
child if she spanks it, she's not a good psychologist. That little child is trying
to accomplish the task of giving new forw to matter. It's one of the g}eat humar
tasks, and that child is try ng to accomplish that human task. The fact that
it doesn't have anything to offer, that's an accident. But if it's allowed to
give a new form to matter on that level, before very long it will be giving a
new form to matter on a higher level. %he -other may have to sympathize with her,
she may have to buy another magazine. But she has to sympathize with her; because
the child is developing., A good example, we all thought, of how little we
have to begin with when we start our human dignity. Our human personality can
be observed only by our wothers, not even by our fathers. A father 1cdks at a
baby, he says, ""Cop, maybe it wili be President." But the mother sees a human
person there from the beginning. We, then, must make our personality. We amst
develep our im ge of God in us and that requires tools. We huve to be zble tn
give a new form to matter. We have to be able to make things. We have to be
able to possess things. We have to have relationships which are satisfying. We
have to have people who will accept us. Our rother always starts the process
of course. But unless there are others added as we go along we don't develop,
So all of those tools which we use to develop our sense of worth--possessions,

accomplishments, good name, love of others for us-~all of those things enable us



to build up our perscnality amd to become iun actuality, the image of God which

we were only inpotentiality when e started. Now just as charity is the attitude
which we must have towards the human personality as such, as the image of God, s0
Justice is the attitude we must have towards all these supports of human dignidy-—
towacds property, towards the friends of our family, ete, If we rob ancther man

of his friends by calumny, ete. we hurt him in justice. If we run off with his
wife, we hurt him in justice. Everything that enables a human persomali:ty to

raise himeelf to an understanding of himself, to an understanding of his worth,

and thus to become more an image of CGod, all these things that are used in life,
those are all the ofject of Justice whereas the value of the human personality
itself, this great value of intelligence and will which is the image of God himself,
that is always the object of charily. Now if it is true that justice is the attitude
that we must have towards every su port of human persomality then we come, in

the vision of Pius XI, to a very important point.

Society and Justice

Of all the things that we can think of which man builds his digmity on,
his worth, his personality=--of all the things that we can think of, scciety
is first, most important, most extenslve and most powerful in its influence., If
we are members of good socleties--a good family, a good neighborhood, a geod city.
a good nation, a good Church~~if we have those societies around us and we develop
in them, we have a far greuter chance of becoming this image of God in actuality
than we have if those societles are in any way suffeving. Take a child whe grows
up in a family that is broken, where no one cares about anyone else or who gvous
up in a soclety that has been falsified as the Communists falsify society, against
God, against liberty, etc. Immediately. omce you have a society whick is ne
longer built for human perfection, you h ve lost one of the greatest props, onc
of the greatest supports of this human personality which you must develop during
1ife in order to become like te God, So if society is this support of humen dignity
vhich is most necessary, which is most decisive in forming the human personality
there must he a virbtue which keeps it in liue, just as the virtue of individuzl
Justice keeps property in Iime. So there must be 2 virtue which keeps socicty
in line with humen perfection. *®nd that justice is Piuns XI's social justice. In
the szne way in which we owe to a man his property, his goodname, his friends,

kis loved oneg--and we camnot herm him in those things=-s0 we owe fo all of our

i

neighbors a goud sceiety and ve must not harm them by disgorgandsing lhat sccizfy.

If it is disvrgermized, we aust try to rebuild it. So that the virstue which tries
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to bring socliety into line with the common good, that is into line with human
perfection, that virtue is soclal justice. e owe it to curselves and to others
to have that socicty in line with human perfection.

Pius XI gave an example. First in the Encyelical '"On Restructuring Sccial
Order" itself, he is speaking of a family wage and he says that in case the
particular organization of an 'ndustry wouldn't allow this family wage which we
had always said was owed by justice-in-exchange, commutalive justice as we call it, if
an industry were so badly organized that it was impossible to pay a fami.y wage--
there just wagn't enough money in it-=then, of course, the employer couldn't
pay it. But Pius XI says that if in the present state of the industry it is
impossible to pay a family ware then social justice demands that changes be
introduced into the induptry which prevent unjust competition and make the family
wage possible. Now I had a lot of fun with that passage when it first came out
asking people what social justice demanded. And almost everybody w-uld answer that
soclal Justice demands a family wage. See 1if individual justice can't give it,
then social jJustice gives it. Actually that wasn't what FPope Pius has said at
all, He said that if in this given organization of the industry it 1s impossible
to pay a family wage, then social justice demands that c¢hanges be introduced.
There's the justice~~the changing of that industry, the restructuring of that in-
dustry so that it could pay a family wage. That is the object of the social
Justice--change--as I said, the title of the Encyclical itself "On Restructuring
the Social Order."

There's anocther famous example in the Encyeclical ""On Aetheistic Com-
munism," the follow-up onme in which Pius XI says "It happens all too frequently
under the salary system,'--you notice he's always talking about structure, "under
the salary system," he's not talking about this pay envelop or that pay envelop,
but the salary system~~''s6 it happens all too often that under the salary systen
that an individual employer is helpless to insure justice." Same esituation as
the other one. He goes on with a little more detail: "Unless with a view to its
practice he organizes institutions with other emplcoyers to prevent unjust competition
and to make the practice of justice possible." If this is true, then the employers
have the duty to found, to promcte, and to enmcourage such organizations as a
normal instrument for the practice of justice, a normal instrument of the practice
of individual justice. They can't pay a good wage until the industry is fully
organized and when the industry is fully organized they can't pay a gevod wage but
it's what we call a material sin: "...it happens all too frequently under the
salary system that the individual employer is helpless to ensure justice." Now
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if the individuval employeir is helpless what can he do? Nothing! He’s finished
in the dndividual order. So in the individual order he pays an unjust wage; but
it's a materially unjust wage. He wanis to pay a just wage but can‘t. So he
pays what he can, It's waterially unjust--he won*t go to hell, but all the workers
go to the poorhouse! In the individual order it's finished. As St. Thomas
explained, n0 one is held to that which is impossible. Now the impossibility weas
there in the individual order: under the system the individual is helpless. Duw
the individual is never helpless in the social order, He can, with the other eu~
ployers organize institutions which change that industry and which make a just
waze possible. So there you have the picture of social justice. There is a jus-
tice which deals with pay envelops, with individual friends of individuals, with
the props that are the individual possession of each ~ne who is supported, vhe
is propped up in his personal dignity. but there are other relationships which
are specifically social, which cannot be done by a single individual. The single
individual in both of those examples of Pius XI was helpless. He became unhelp-
less, he became able to work, only when he got other people in, when he organized
ingitituions with others, when he changed the indsutry with others. $£o that

once he crganizes with others, and once he starts working on the structure itself,

then he c¢an remove injustices which for the individual are completely impossible

" %o remove., So you see there is the picture,

Sogial Justice and the Common CGood

Now this sccial justice is a much better, much more full, concept than

the legal Justice of Aristotle. There®s somcthing to Aristetle’s idea~«that lieoga

Justice, peneral justice, is all the virtues insofar as they are referred to anctber

Evidently the common good of our society is going to be uade up of a certain

number of things, There are the material resources of nature which are Ixed--

we can't &o much about them. Then there is our ability to tramsform those

resources, there we can do a great deal, technology we call it. Then we have

all the acts of all the virtues--the way Aristotle saw very clezavly~-bocause evary

act of every virtuve will make our society better, will meke our society more

livecable, more human and itherefore wmore perfective. And then finally--whati

nobody ssw unp till Pilus Al--~there is the fact that all of those aciions can be

crganized together into institutions, and can be reorganized into better instituviions

when the institutions suffe?@ Sc¢ those four things-~the resources of nalure. ouv

ability to transform them, the acts of ail the virtues, and then our power
i)

tuwrn those acts inio structurs, inte iastitutions--those are the coppoe:
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you want,of the common good. And wehn Aristotle aid that general jusiice con-
sisted of all the acts of all the virtues you can sze that he was saying in =
certain way that it had to do with the common good. But he didn't say th.c and

it was not developed, St. Thomas was the one who pointed out that ®is gesn =
Justice that Aristotle talked about was the virtue that had the common gocd cis
dircet object, in other words, to improve, safeguard the common good itself as

the mould of our perfection. 4nd he didn't say how you could do it, except by
repeating what Aristotle had said that every act of every virtue would help

us along. It was only Pius XI in 1931 who completed the picture and showed

that it was our ability to structure ouractions intc institutions, to make those
institutions conform to human perfection, it was that which was the object of
social justice, the act of social justice. Then the object, the necessity of that
act would be to structure that society so that it conforms to human perfeciion.

8o that it brings men along to become better images of God., There you have a
very brief resume, a brief su.mary of, as y u can see, well over 2,000 years of
human thought. You can't insist too much on the fact that before 1931, you
couldn't have talked about social justice in any way that made sense, you couldn®t
have know what the terms were, although the problem was op:n from Aristotle on
down. Aristotle had opemed the problem up in the 4% century before Christ. And
here only in 1931, we begin tc get a complete picture of the answer. 1 insist

on that because it is important to know that you are dealing with something that
was not only important--~if it's common good it's important~-but also extremely
difficult. 200 years and ore the best minds of the Western world hal that problem
open and it was one of their biggest problems. The common good was always one of
our biggest problems. Byt only in our day are we coming to a coherent theory of
how we can meet that problem aund with what tools. So that is the doecirine of

social Justice.

Now Social Charity...

Now ve don't want to talk about that except, as Aristotle did, to intro-
duce our subject. “ur subject is social charity. You have seen this. thatsociety
is important in the development of human perfection. Pius XI has a very good
description of that importance. He said (this is actually his Secretary of State
who wrote it, but we happen to know that he was iastrumental in even the termine
clogy) that the institutions of human life take so tight a grip on our develop~
ment that they largely determine whether and to what extent individual perfection
is even open to each one. We can see how that would be true. What chance would

a child, for example, in an astheistic country, violently and totalitarian, in a
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total'ééfheiséic country, what chance would a child have of coming to a kuiowledge
of God? if §¢ciety idmited its perfection, limited to what extent it could attain
péffeééion?z~The subjeet therefore is important. It was difficult, It took all
those centuries to get it worked out. And it's becoming more and more important
with every passing year. We'll see in one of the subsequ:nt talks how everything
at the present time is becoming bigger and bigger, more complex, more integrated,
how the proccss of socialization, as John XXIII called it, is increasing with
every passing day. And with every increase of socialization you can see immediately
you have a greater need for tiis virtue which controls socializaticn, which structures
for human perfection. And if we can't structure it for human perfection, then
the bigger it gets the more it oppresses us, the nore it deprives us of the
possibility of perfection. So with every passing moment this doctrine of social
Justice is becoming more important. And by the same token; it becomes important
that we should know what is the soul of this social justice and howwe can handle
it.

Now let'’s pay attention to the few details we have. It's very seldom
that on an important subject you can have the complete literature available.
But you have it in your hands. The complete literature on social charity is
first in "On Restructuring Social Order.”" It is the statement that social charity
is the soul of social jJustice and besides that it is 10 mentions of the name
itself, but always in combination with social justice, so that you domn't have
any more information. He mentions social charity with social justice because sogial
charity is the soul. Then in the next Encyciical which explained that one because
there had been a great deal of very futile discussion about this sacial justice
and social charity, in that one Pius XI 1ifted the veil a little on what he was
thinking, when he pointed cut that society is the image of God in a way that
exists nowheres else. Therefore society as such, as an image of God, has to
be an object of love. Now let's work with those two ideas. That's the literature,
where do we go from there? Perhaps we can take something that will come later
on, but perhaps we can take it here just as an iutroduction.

When Karl Marx began analyzing the society of his time, the soci ty of
the early Industrial Revolution he found tremendous injustices. Among other
things, as you kuow, the factory owners found that children five or six years
oifl could reach into the threads and tie them when they broke much better than
the older people with hair on their hands. So these factory owners went out to

hire children five or six years 0ld as well as a great wmany women in the weaving
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industry, ete. And they fully .xpected-~they mever a saw any reason to expect
anything different—-tﬁat those people would work as long s thsy could keep the
factory open, in other words, as long as it was light. And they didn't see any
reason for paying them anything more than was necessary to get them back to werk
the next 'ay. You've all read about the Industrial Revolution, about the tremen-
dous injustices that grew up before men had a chance really to think their due
processes through, and lMarx saw that. He saw that this new capitalism as it was
then called, this economics which dealt with inpersonal relationships like the
market, value, capital, lubor, wage, etc., that these impersomal relatiocnships were
killing not only men and women, but even imnocent children, five or six years
o0ld andhe had to try to correc that injustice. e all know how he tried to correct
it. He decided that the only thing you ¢ u 4 do was tc throw the whole thing cut
and start over, to destroy everything that was there by violent revolution and
then to rebuild a society that would be just. Now let's jJust look at his reaction,
for a moment and see what it seems to imply. The first implication was that you
couldn't do anylhing with what was there. If the only solution was by violence
to destroy everything that was there and then to bulld something better, evidently
what was there had no value whatsoever. It was something that could only be .
destroyed. HNow let's think of the common good in the sense that we mentioned
before, Evidently he wasn't going to destroy the resources. What he would destroy
would be man's relationships with one another--the way in which institutions were
made, the way in which capital was exerci:ed, the way ir which factories were
organized, etc. So if we look at the common good with its four elements-~the weslth
and resources of nature, our power to transform them, our relatimnships with one
another in all ways, all the virtues, and above all. our way %o organize, our way
to organizing our actions so as to accomplish tasks bigger than we are--evidently
what he wanted to destroy really was th.t last thing. He wanted to destroy the
way capital was crganized, the way in which it worked, the m-thods it used, stc.
beecause it was those things which determined the sogiety, and determined the
injustices he saw., Now, with that provision, Karl Marx saw a society which wes
evil. He wanted to destroy that evil completely, to get it out of the way and
then to remake a new sociely with the wealth and resources of nature that would
be left.

What are we to thiak of that approach? Wasg it a failure in justice? No,
you can't say that it was. The organiz .tion that Marx saw and that Marx con-
demned and that Marx wanted to destroy, that organizetion was evil. It was
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bringing in very young children, as soon as they could be taught how to do
something in sequence, because the smaller they were the easier they could get in
among the threads., I used the word five or six there before evidently as an extreme.
Evidently most of them were not that; they were mostly children 8, 10 or 12 years
old who could be guided easier. But there was no age limit. If there were
younger ones to tie the threads, the younger ones were taken, So the thing was
evil, tremendously evil, and we can sympathize with Marx that he wanted to destroy
that evil and wanted to start the thing over. Where do we have to stop sympathizing
with him? i In the fact that he misunderstood his problem. If the’Eemmon good

is arganized~-~-he would have admitted that--then you can®t destroy everything

and start over. You have to start with what you've got. And we come heére to
something that sounds very much like charity., Remember, "Charity covers a multitude
of sins." We love our friends, our relatives, with their faults. We don’t love
them because of the fact that they have no faults. I have a friend who is very
exigent about his friends. As soon as somcone doesn't measure up he kicks him out
and looks for someone else who is better. Of course, he is always changing. I

tell him, '"Well, lock, my friends are integrated, both sinners and saints. And

I have a lot less trouble. I can keep them all." So that's what charity does.

It's integrated; it takes things as they come. It tries to find what's good in
people, and it loves what's good in them. It knows that people are not saints and
that even the saints are hard to live with, It knows that and it accepts that
anyhow. 5o that just as we accept our friends with all their faults, so the first
lessen of social charity is that we accept our society with all ite faults, It's
our society; it's the only common good we have. If we try to destroy that we have
lost our common good and vwe can't be without that., So that we must-~there's no

way out of it--we must maintain our common good in order to perfect it. Ané you
see then why social charity, which accepts the common good the way it is, is the
soul of social justice. Because the moment you stay with your society, that moment
social justice gets yau and you have to try to perfect it, you have to try to make
it better. I have a very good friend in Columbia whom I happened to be with one time,
a number of years ago, although the political disorganization is there now, so

he'd probably do the same thing now. I was there during a time when Columbia had
an extremely jimportant election. The Catholics felt that it very much depended on
Christians coming out ahead of what they call the liberals, the anti-clericels, the
secularists., This family which is a very pious family and also very rich, has its
own private chapel, and they asked for special permission to have exposition of the
Blessed Sacrament the whole election day. They made very sure that every hour of
that whole day some member of that family was there praying for geood elections.
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and not one of thew voted! There was not a vote thut cume from that house. They

all were busy praying that the votes would be good. You can see right away the.e's

a misunderstanding there. They don't understand their cowumon good. They huve a
completely false approach to it. Now the same thing can be said of Karl Marx.

I suppose he was as much interested in justice as the, were. But his remedy uvas

just as inef ective-~less pious, but just as ineffective. He faliled im not keeping
his society, and therefare, in not getting into it. I asked him afterwards, I was
curious, I sa&i, "Well, now will you mind telling ue why y~u don't vote, why ymu

don't get intoc politics, if pclitics needs attention so mucih?" They said it was

so dirty that they couldn't afford to be in it. Their conscience can't accept thut
sort of thing. Politics is unjust, it*s dirty, it's venal, and we won't hive anything
to do with it. Now what about tho.e people? They were falling against social charity
exactly the same way that Marx was fuiling. They were not ac.epting the only

common good that exists--the only on., there was no other one. and that ome had to
be accepted with all its fauits, the same way we accept our friends. And “nce we
have accepted it, then social justice demands that we change it so that we cun get
rid of its fuults. There you have the picture how sccial charity is the soul of
social justice.

Who Is Obliged?

And anyone who says that politics is too dirty a business to be in, and
I'm sure you've all heard that from someone or other, that person may be a very
virtuous persom, but only on ome condition, that is, on Chesterton’s conditioms for
ignorance. He, in one of his books, had occasion to use the word "our innocence,"
“until we have lost our innocence." Then he put a parenthesis (that is our in-
vincible ignorance), closed the parenthesis and went on. So insofar as this person
would be ignorant of what socliel churity was he might be virtuous, at least he
wouldn't go ©> hell. But insofar ac he would know what social justice would be,
he could not say without sin, that politics is so dirty that he won't get in it.
Just vecause it‘'s dirty and because it's yours, because it's the common good that,
yours, you must get into it, you must stay with it and then as goon as you stay
with it you must change it because it's dirty. There you have a complete machinery
if ycu want, a complete instrumentality to get hold of society, to get hold of
our gocial life and to meke something out of it. Now that machinery, that framewcrk
was not there before 1931, Everybody knew that you ought to try to make things
better. Everybody kmew that a bad society as a bad thing, but there was no clear
scientific conception cf how you®d have to go about it, how to make the society
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better and above all whether the e was any obligution to do so. In the past,
woé always thought of social action, social effort as a kind of ophion--you could
take: it or leave it alome. Some people like thut sort of tiing. It's very good
for those who like ite But those who didn't-like it could walk away. Not any
more! In the measure in which e come to understand social justice and social charity,
everyone of us will have to be in one way or another involved in our scciety.
First, in accepting them as they are, and then, once we have accepted them, we
are obliged to get rid of their faults, to try to work to make them better, to
make them more perfect instruments of human perfection. That®s as far as we want
to go now.: I think ve can have sume questions,

But y 'u see now whit we are dealing with. It's something quite new. Le
are on the edge of thought here.. People are beginning to think these things over
for the first time in buman history and as I told you the materials are very scarvs-
And you have to work with your head. You can't work with books. . There will be
bocks, but they are not written yet. Just as a little teaser if y-u want, I°'ll
take back what I said. The books are being written, but in the most-outlandish
place yau‘EVer saw. You'd think that books about this would be written for seminaries
and religious comminitiés and things like that. You know what they are being written
for? Business! For industry, by men who are making .oney not by men who are trying
to perfect and protect Numan nature--what you call human relations at the present
time and it's a tremendous thing. You go into any library and ask for their books
on human relations in industry. You are going to find shelves and shelves of books
because there are so many of them coming out. Men who are trying to think how you
ha.e to respect human nature as it is when you try to gct human nature to work. So
the thing is being done. But it's not being done by people who are moralists, by
people who hive this preoccupation of huwan perfection. It's being done strangely
enough by jeople who want to make money, and have discovered that in order to make
money they are going to have to act human. Now I think that's a very sad thing, thut
we whose business it is to safeguard human perfection have left these ideas fall
almost without a flop and that other people who are making money have picked them
up. Now what do we want to talk about? |
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SECOND TALK:

Now let's sec ‘what we've done briefly before e start again. ‘e saw
sonething of the history of the development of social justice and social charity
as clear and precise ideas, scientific ideas, - The words "soclial justice” existed
before but not as a clear idea. Since Pius XI it is a very definite virtue, as clear
and as preecise and as scientific in its definition as any other virtue. Social
charity was not so developed, It was left to the theologlans and so far it has not
been devel ped consistently in the same way that Pius XI himself devel~ped social
justice. But we can see the outlines, We can see at least the field that we should
work in and what would have to be said about it. Then we made some ap:lications
in order to ‘explain that. It's a rather difficult concept. 'We had enough
applicati-ns; I think, to give ywm the idea of what the significance of th=ye
virtues would be and their importance. Now tnis afternon e wanted to develop the
idea 1i a little further.

Social Prudence

Ye have two things here, the nature and significance of the social virtues
in general and finally social charity and the other social virtues in the practical
order., Let's comsider first of all soclety virtues in general. ''e can see in these
two, social justice and social charity, certain common lines which would be true of
any social virtue. And then history has a social virtue in it, The moralists
alwvays recognized a social nrudence and they divided that soecial prudence into
three categories, so to say, three divisi-ns, thrce classes of action. There was
political prudence which was of two kinds, regnative and political, but the simple
word political prudence is enrugh. The older ideas th.t the king was somebody special
hardly w-uld hold water at the resent time. The king is a humin belng who happens to
have a job and in those times, coming down from the earliest Western ohiloso "hies,
there was a failure to s.e that human dignity belonged to the human person as such.
They tried to ut men's dignity in something else, in the fact that he was s
citizen, that he was a king or somebody special like that. And other people who
didn't have that purticular characteristic were simply excluded from the common good.
I imazine all of you who have resd Aristotle, Plato, or Seneca kn~w that very well.

In pagan philosophy, in classical philosophy there were certain people who did not
participate in the common good--women, children, foreigmers, slaves and mechanica,
in that order. The worst of all were the mechanics, the people wh~ worked by theilr
hands but weren't slaves, who were, as we would say, free woarkers, Aristot’e very
clearly says what's wrong with them., He says at least the slave has a reflected
glery from the citizen, He belonged to somebody whoe's worthwhile. A mechanic has
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nobody, s0 the best tling.y u can d~ is become a slave.  So you get there a comp etely
foreign frame of mind. ‘e don't participate that.part of their philosophy at all,
But yru can s:e whut it was. It was an attempt to build human worth on something
thit they understood, and something they understood was eitizenship. Because they
were trying to do th=t, th ose whn were ot citizens were less than human. &nd we
know the terrible definition of Aristot e, "A slave is useful for the wants of iife,"
in other words,; a slave is a thing that y-u employ, it's not a human being. So there
was a very limited conception ~f where man's dignity really lay in his value as the
imag~ of God, not in being a citizen or anything else., So certain of their categories
very rigid categories, very well preserved, simply have nn meaning. Aristotle and
those other people after him went to great lengths to sh w how the king because
he exenplified citizenship in the fullest extent was a perfect man, you know, better.
There's nothing quite so evident in history as the morals of kings and they are not
good! But for that philosophy it was important that the king should be a perfect
rnan because he best exemplified citizenship and for them citizenship was the perfeetion
of humanity. So sometimes we desert our philosophers and that's one of the places
we desert them, So for us social prudence is just political prudence, we don't have
to have regnative and political, just political, Then there was economic prudence,
and then there was a military norudence,

Social Prudence in Modern Management

Now strangely encugh we have rediscovered those three divisi -ns in modern
managenent., Ve can distinguish nowadays three different kinds of organizstions, If
welfare purposcs, thc perfeecti~n of the people inside the organization, is the primary
ourpose, then we ~all that an organization of life-~-the family, state, cities, neigh-

borhood,; tribes, Church. All of those organizations have for their goul the per-
fectinn of the penple inside them. Thatmakes a particular kind of organization and
it's guided in a certain way. Ihen y~u can also have, besides the perfection of
people inside the organization, you c¢an have the perfection of people outside the

organizatin. <Then y-u have an organization of service. Any kind of business is an

organization of service., The faculty of a university is an organizatinn of service.
Then you can have an organization which is concerned with the organization of the
means for thnse two. See both of these, perfection of penple inside and perfection
of people n~utside the organization, would require means. And those means have to
be adapted t~ those two purposes. But we have certain organizations where the
means themselves become important. You all know the definition of a suceessful
army: It's the one that gets their first with the most. A military organization
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dewends on th effect venes:s of its m»ans and its orginization because it is with its
means and its organizations that victory is achieved, S0 you have three kinds of
organizations: 1) organizations of life, that’s the political prudence of St. Thomas;
2) orgaﬁizations of s~rvice, that's the economic prudence; and, 3) organizations
of struggle, that's the military prudence. 5o that actually in this way we bridged
a few centuries of human thought. In socia’ prudence we have some pre-thinking
of some thinking that's being done now for the first time in the field f justice~
different kinds of organizations thit are fundamentally different in the kind of
authority you have in them, in the kind of obedience yu give in them and in the way
in which they are organized, etc. So there was a social rudence in history and you
can real that in any moral book. But that's the only social wvirtue that was cver
developed,

The legal justice which is the scame thing as social justice, oniy a primitive
name, was ncver developed by St. Thomas as legal justice. It was simply named and
at the most it was given by St. Thomas the goal, the purpose of being at the direct
sorvice of the common gnod. But nobody ever developed the meaning of leszal justice
in the same sense that I just showed you. That doctrine of social jJustice is now
being developed. In fact, Pius XI simply gave u_. the old term. If y-u wanted to
see how he did it, it®*s in an Encyclical called Studiorem Ducem. He uses the word
legal justice and social justice and he applies legal justize to the courtroom and

social justice to the social order. So he simply gave the term to the lawyers and
never usad it again, That's the only place Pius XI ever used the term legal Jjustice
and he handed it over to the "awyers. It's courtrcom Justicey legal justice, fron
now on. #nd the thing which was legal justice in history now 1s social justice,
only with some body; with some meaning, with scientific definition,

Social Virtues in General
Now we have three social virtues then, social prudencs, social justice and

social charity. FPrudence was always there. Social justice or social charity were
developed or named in the words of Pius XI and since the work of pPius XI we've
begun asking some other questions. If three of the virtues have social twins,
would it be possible tiat all virtu s have one? 1In other words, instesad of having
a morality which is Jargely i dividual but has » few social virtues in it, 1s there
a whole social morality alongside the individual morality? That®s a question which
is becoming more and more clear as time goes on. In what way does it become cleax?
From the structure itself of the social virtues that Pius XJ pointed out and that

we know from history and from prudence. In <rudence there was, in that division
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I told y:u about which no longer exists and is valid, the regnative prudence which St.
Thomas sald was architectonic, structural. And the political prudence was executive.
So that y'u can sece that both deal with the structuring of action of smociety. And

of c-urse cnce y~u get into the soclal justice and social charity of Pius XI, the idea
of structure is tremendously evident. The direct matter of these virtues is change,
structural change, and the title of the Encyclical is "On Restructuring the Social
Order.”" So once y u sce thut point, these virtues have two things i common: some
kind of a commnn goal, common activity in the pursuit of a common goal, and then

they have some structure. they are bound together. One man can't do them; only
people in society can dothem., Then you can see that evidently other virtues could
have that characteristic besides justice and charity.

Social Fortitude
Take courage, for example, fortitude. We all have heard of such a thing as

organizational morale, which is a quite different thing from courage. It's easy to
see that it's different. %ou can have some quite brave men, tremendous individual
bravery and put them under ordinary leadership and they will go to piec=s. You can
take some very ordinary Joes, who are afraid of the dark, put them under good leader-
ship and they'll tackle anything. The sccial bravery and the individual bravery are
two different things. And you work at them in different ways. For bravery, individual
‘bravery you would give encouragement, you would try to give ideals and so forth.

For morale, you might put on a good show-~these are two different things--to get
their sense of belonging, a sense of worthwhileness in the thing they are trying to
do together. So it's very probable that in this sense the concept of organiz:ational
morale, we're dealing with a social fortitude, which has the same relati nship as
social justice to individual justice or as social charity to individual charity.

It¥s about structures; it's about things that are d-one in common.

Social Temperance

And in the same way it is quite possible that we can locate social temper-
ance in any kind of organization. Well, let's take an example of what is obwiously
a certzin lack of tem-erance. Mike Quill, before hz died, when he was making his
demands on the New York subways, his tactic was to be intemperate, to demand more than
he expected to get and to keep insisting on that up to the last minute. The tactic
was, if y~u want; intem erance. Now there is a real effort on the part of any
organization not te have those exorbitant demands on gll sides, but to try to ask
for things that people know that they can get. So in any business, in any group

action, there is an attempt on the part of everybrdy, if they are interested in the
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organization, to .lay the gane by the rules, so t» say, to expeet no more than they
are likely to get for the common good. Anytime all the people in the or-anization
start asking for everything they can get, that organization goes to .ieces. I
'imagine a good exam;le would be the Commnon Harket in Europe and De Gaulle's idea
of French grandeur. Ihe two don't go together. You can have a Common Murket, y u
can have a united Burope, but in getting that y-u have to limit your ideas of
grandeur. And it's because he's trying; to get both of them together that we have a
lot of tension in Europe and we won't arrive at u united Uurope. [hat would be a
certain example of a luck of social temperance, how much yu want to ask of the
group. Anytiue a group of people are working together, they will ordinarily try to
1imit their deirands to what all can get. And thot desire to limit demands to what
all can get is a kind ~f temperance. All yu have to do is to ask for everything
you can get, and nobody gets anything. Like a theatre, for example, when somebody
sh~uts fire, If they al' want to get out at the same time, nobody gets out, It's
only insofar as they are willing to wait their turn that anybody can get out.

So there is a social temperance and what we wind u - with is a kind of
social virtue different from the individual virtue in every virtue we have named.
Social justice has nothing in common for matter, for the way you do it, or for the
time limit, with individual justice., If you owe a man 10¢ at 10:00 on Tuesday, then
if you haven't paid him 10¢ at 10:00 on Tuesday, then y~u are unjust. But y~u couvld
never do sncial ju-stice that way. Take the example that Pope Pius XI gave of changing
an entire salary system to make a just wage possible. That evidently couldn't be
done overnight because you must organize, promote and support such organizations viih
the other employers as a normsl means. It may take years to just organize and promote
those organizations before they get anything done. So you see it is not something
that can be done at 10:00 on any day. But individusl justice is defined that way--
you owe somebody sciething at 10:00, at 10:01 you're unjust if you haven't done
it. So the things don't look the same, they don*t uct the same, they don't act with
the same things. Individual jusiice deals with a wage or a piece of property; social
Justice deals with social structure, with society itself. Sc the probability is that
what Pope Pius XI pointed out tc us is really a whole new morality which has to be
written for the first time zlongside the traditional morality. In another context
Pope Pius XI used the expression: "The pastroal theology of another day is now
no longer enough," It was in connection with what he ten called Catholic Action.
But it can apply to this. Pastoral theology, the moral theology of ancther date,

is no longer encugh. “e have to move on. We have to see aspects of the truth tisl we
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nev r sav before. But as I mentioned in the first talk, it's unfortunate that our
moral books, the books of the seminary and study, don't reflect any of this. The
books that y-u want that will reflect this are in a different field entirely, they
are in the field y~u call management, the theory ~f administration and of managemente-
a purely secular enterpris which has no Christian influence at all except by
accident, That is unfortunate, and sooner or later we hope that the moralists will
tale over and will try to direct these people who are atrying to think through the
problem of management, in other :'ords, the problem of trying to direct human effort
towards the attainment of commnn goals. You can see in that very statement, "to
direct human effort towaris the attainment of common goals,” that it is a moral
pr-blem., And the people who are thinking about it n~w are ot moralists. The
moralists are thinking aboul something else. I don®t know what it is. 5o when you
come then to the nature and significance of social virtues, which is the secrnd topic
on our list for today, I think we've answered that to a certain extent. The nature of
social virtues is that they always deal with organized activity, with human pursuit
of comuo~ goals, of common perfection and the thing that scts them off is that
structuring of activities,

Structure and Habit

Now we might spend a few moments on that idea cof structure, so that it becomes
a little clearer to us. In the individual order, we have a thing called habit.
For instance, when we are vaery small our -other tcaches us tn tie our shoes and it's
a job, it takes quite a while! Suppose that that first experience that we had of
tying our shoes-=vhich may take weeks before she gets around and gets itﬁao that

we can do it-~suppose that had to be gone through every time we wanted our shoes
tied. You can see there®d be no room in life for snything else. We have time in
our life for other things because tying our shoes becomes a habit and more than likely
none of us ever thinks of tying our shoes cvery time. ‘e do them, while we're
thinking of something else. And that’s only one example, & very ridiculcusly simple
example, but our whole ’ife is like that. If we didn®t have habits, we would be
absclutely astymied. We®d be paralyzed from ~ne end of the day to the other just
tying our sﬁoes; or just getting in shape to perform an action. It's because wc are,
so to say, trained, because we have stored up in our own nerve complexes all of these
habits that we c¢an live all during the day thinking about the goals that we have,

But if we once had t~ think thr ugh every step, if we‘had to perform every step
consciously, we would be completely paralyzed, Without habits we are hopeless. Now
what are those habits? They are structures, structures of individual actions.
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A g od example is a man wio would learn to play the piamo, a great artist vh- has
become great by practice. Whut does his practice consist in? It consists in
organizing his neve impulses. le may practice scales one lay., He may practice
rhyihm one ay. He may practice finger movements, accent, all kinds of things that
he practices one after another. And as he nractices them he stores them up in his
memory bank, whatever that i1s, and they are there for him to use. ‘hen he comes to play
he just reads the music and all of these habits are in action because he stored them
upse If y u haven't gone through that work, if y u haven't dnne all of that practicing
to store up habits, there's no use trying to play. You've all heard the joke, I
imagine, where someone asks a man whether he can play the violin, and he says, "Why I
don't know, I've never tried." The answer always is, if you haven'. tried, you don't
know, because it is a questirn -f building u; habits, and until y-u've buit up those
habits, you can't nlay,.

Now our wh~le life is like that. Until we bui’d up the habits which we use
every minute of the day, we can't live. Ve can transfer that same thing now to the
social order. In the social order also there are habits and we zall those habits
“institutions." Just try t~ think for a moment of the tremenlous amount of confidence
in the predictable actions of men that w u'd be represented, for example, by a
prisoner of war in Japan who would get extra rations for his companions in tisat
warcamp by writing a check for the keep:r. He wanted to buy some riore f od and he
didn't have any oney, so he wrote a check. This is a rcal case! The mwrison guard
accepted the check, brought him the forod and cashed the check in New York. He sent
it in the mail and got the money. Imagine that, a piece of paper which would just have
a signature on it and which could be counted on by all the psople concerned in that
operation to make food available to th-se people who needed it. Evidently there's
someth‘ng in there besides paper and ink. There is a whole organization of 1ife. A
check means something, a signature on a check means something, something which would
have a predictable response. HNow that check was a very simple example, in one way,
of an institution. In another way it was very complicated. For example, in the
example the check was signed with a pen; but if it was a Chinaman who was doing it,
he'd sign it with a brush pen. Now the fact that you use a pen or a brush, that's an
institution. It's a thing vhich has been built up over the centuries.

When you go into a sftore hers in this country you ask what the price is of
something and then somebody behind the counter will tell you what the price is, and
then you either buy the thing or yosu walk out., That's incredible! There are some
places in the world where if you did that, you'd be locked up, you'd be crazy. What
you do is you walk in and say, "I'd take it but it’s epoiled, it's not good." Then



-2l

the other pers-:ns says, 'Well, of course I could give y u a littie reduction on it."
Then you say, '"Oh, no, nothing you could do would make me interested in it now because
it's rot worth it." You start walking out, '"No, come, come backoeeo"==what y u call
bargaining. That®s the way y-u do it. You'd never go in and ask what the priee is.
If you ask what the price is they'd tell y-u s:mething twenty times what it should be
and if you paid it you®d be stupid z2nd they would be the first ones to despise you be-
cause you don't know how to live. Uhereas in a fixel price tradition y-u gc ahead and
ask what the price is and then you expect them to tell you what the price is and then
when they tell y-u, you cither accept it or you d n't. But if you may ask which 'ne
is the simpler of the two?

e had a man in China before the Communists. And he vrote a story back on how
you do business in China. IHe said when a missionary comeas, it’s the same as when
a chicken fence here has walked in am-ng a group of foxes., He's a socurce of income
for the community! So when he wanted a plece of land to build 4s chureh ong
his missionary compact oﬁ, he said, "I don't know how you'd do it in the ‘lest. Maybe
you'd go and ask somebody what they'd want for the land; but over here that would be
suicide. that you do over here, is you let your number one boy know that this barren
swamp back of the woods wou dn't suit your nurposes if it were given to ycu with
money to build on. And then as that word gets around, he lets it be known to all
his friends that if you had offered, 310,000 a square foot he still wouldn®t consider
it because that land is too valuadble to alienate, This goes on for maybe five or six
months. Nobody knows about it except the 10,000 people in the surrounding villages.
And after everybody is quite clearly convinced that the missicnary won't take the
land at any price and that the man wh~- owns it won't let it go under any consideration,
the deal can be carried through with remarkable simplicity." HNow you'd ask which
is the more complicated, this burgaining or the fact that you can walk into a stors
ask what the price is, be told, and either buy it or walk out. Which is the nmore
complicate&? Fixed price! The other one is simple because you build it as you go.
Nothing is understood, notliing is structured. You go in and you try to get the best
deal under whatever cirecumstances there are. ‘hsreas when you go into the store and
ask what the price is, that's an indication of what the real balue of that thing is.
You're taking that all for granted. But look what orgamnization is behind that.
And you simply say, if you find it too expensive, "No, I can't afford that, I*1ll
have to get something cheaper.” They don't run out after you, they don®t grab
your coattails because they know that you can't a’ford & is thing and that that®s the
price of it. That's a tremendously complex social structure, yet it looks simple.
The reason is that it is such complexity, such structure, which akes cur 1life simple,
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which makes it possible to live, An activity which in the case of th:t missi nary
might require threc or four years of delicate nsgotiations with us might be done in
15 minutes., That means that all the rest of those three or four years is available
‘for something else. e have structured 1ife ther fore, it has b-come simnle in the
same way that tying our shoes becomes simple, we h-ve set up social habits. This
relationship betwee the man whe writ s the check, and the bank which is wil' ing te
cash it and the one who exiects to be paild, that relati-nship has been structured
and it has taken centuries of hard work on al® sides to get that struecture solid so
that cverybody knows exactly what the rules are, exactly what everything means., It
is on the basis then, that all of that work has been done, th:t we can now write &
check and hand it to a stranger and expect that annther group ~f strangers in s-me bank
ave going to h nor that check and do what is expected.

So yu s:e what society means. Jociety is a con lex of habitual acts, of
expectations that are assured, so to say==when y~u do this you get this result.
Thercfore, when y u want this result all you have to do is to do this, Whereas if
you didn*t have that structure, it might take y u two m nths, or two ycars or ten
years to get to th t result because you'd have to do everything yourself., In the
same way you'd be paralyzed if you had to learn to tie your shoes ~very morning,

8o you'd be paralyzed if you had to explain what it meant whenever you wrote a check.
S0 there's the vision of sotiety-~thut ve can live togother because we have built up
common expectations of habitwal actions, of actions that are always the -ame. They
always have the same significan:e and people count of that like we count on it. Because
we can count of th-se common expectations e can livs, ¥You can see then uhy sociely
becomes important for humar perfection. If it weren't for those structures all of

us would be exactly like thase rare individuals who are somehow lost in their ezrliest
infancy and were taken cure of by animals. That exists. Thore have been cases where
children abandoned or somehow lost have been taken care of by wild animuls. They
grew up and were disenvered later on. They had the form of a human being, btut they
had none of the capacities. They couldn't even learn, even though they were eight

or nine years old. By the time they were found they can never leain a language. The
connections are missingj the possibility of learning is missing. There have veen one
or two 2xamples of that in history. They have been great scientific discoveries and
curicsities. But there's no chance 7¥r a fully human life with other people.

They didan't have a society arcund them. They are not able to perfect themselves.

They are like pecple who die in infancy«~they never develop. So a society is, for
that resson, our greatest single r:source in coming to perfection., It makes things
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nossible that w~uld not be possible otherwise. It makes it possible tc do things
within reasonable time limits so that we can carry out s goals with them. If it
weren’t for that we would be entirely preoccupied our whole life long with the

details. ile would never get t~ goals, and it's only insofar as we arrive at our

g~als that we respcet curselves. So there's the nature an' significance of social virtues.
And they become very important. UWe're goi g to see that tomorrow=-—the special
significance of social charity in our times. VUe're living in a time when organizations
are becoming more and more important, bigger and bigger and always our goals are
becoming greater. That mesns our need for these organizations, for control of
organizati-ns is becoming bigger also.

Social Charity and the other Social Virtues in the Practical Order
Now, finally, social charity.,and the other social viritues in the practical

order., Ye're going to have to do some tremendous re-learning whkin we get these social

virtues clear in our cwn minds. Luckily until we do that we are in Chesterton’s
definition of innocences We don't know, But I'1l)l give you s-me examples. I

know people, and you do toe, who . would never think of being jealous in their personal
life, who if they meet someone who does something better than they do, they are happy
that soriecne else has qualities that they don®t have. They are willing tc accept
themselves the way they are and they are hapjy that other people can do things better,
They are quite happy and jezalousy is foreign to their noture. If you want to see a
wonderful example of human mut :tion, make that person president of s-me Catholic sociely.
And then let some other socialy in the same field dc something better. You are going

to see immediately a reaction of jealousy. Immediately! The things that we would
never think of doing in our own private iives because we have private rules of virtue
which take care of them, are completely overiurned when we get into social obliga=-
tions. And you®ll find pesople with what vwe call organizational patriotism. It is
ordinarily, ard I mean ordinarily, exercised by trying to repress other organizaticns
whereas your individual perfection is never done in that way unless you are pey-
chologically in trouble. There are some people who can't feel any worth themselves
unless they have got their foot on somebody else®s neck. Some of those really confimmed
raciets are like that. It's not a problem of social order; it's a problem ol psychology.
The r:al racist is one who has made his personal werth depend entirely on the fact

that he is not a Negro--that®s something that he can handle. And of course if you

try to tell him a Negro is e¢jual to him you give him a psychological erisis which is
tremendous and he won't go along. To admit that is to admit that hs has no worth
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hirmself, Some people work that way. Now that's the normal way in organization,
Je haven't any rules, so to say, to guide our conduct and we have allowed our organi-
wational loyalties, our organizational responsibilities, organizational rivalries,
organizational jealousies, our jurisdictional rights, we have allowed them to get
avay from us because ‘e had no rules f~r them-=-ve didn't know what social virtucs
were,

Certain movements at the present time, Zike the Better World Movement which
we will talk about later on, have taken as a kind of mission t~ try to get Catholic
organizations to be Christian. That's really what they are trying to do. They are
trying to make Catholic organiz.tions Christian. Because onc of the greatest
difficulties they find in the way of Christianization of the world is that organiza-
tions as such are not Christian. They are jealous. They are competitive in the wrong
sense., They are suspieicus of one another and you have there a whole field of life
where we don't vorry about our wvirtues, or where we call them by other names., If
yo~u ask someone, for instance, why he is trying to run down another organizationg or
why he is trying to just drive it out of existence, or why he is trying to do this
or that he would always tell y u that it is loyalty to his owm organization. That he
has to or it's his ob _igation as President, or he must defned the rights, or he must
safeguard the jurisdiction, and soc on. They'll have words like that wihich explain
their actions, but not which explain thelr results. The results show quite simply
that 've don't have in ocur intellectual bagguge when we deal with social conduct
the kind of rules we have for individual conduct. And when we come to know these
social virtues, come t- apply them, we are go g to fnd that we have an increased
control over these organizational tasks ju t as we have a better control cover our
personal activities when we know the individual virtues,

I*ll give you an example of that better control. I've had occasion on
numerous occasions, in fact, to raise funds in a town where I uasn't quite at home,
in a town whore I didn’t know all the rules. Now my first pre-occupation always is
to get the right organization to start. You get the wrong organizstion to start aund
your name is mud. They'll de a certain picking order in the organizations; you get
the right cne and you can get the collaboration f the others, You get the wrong cne,
and nobody else will look at you. You have to learn where the rivalries and the
jealoueies and the jurisdictional disputes are under possidle ¢ontrol--if you miss _
that key yru are lost, Now you can see right away there are a great many very good goals
that ve never arrive at be ause we run into these jurisdiectional disputes, these
organizational rivairies, One famous historical example was the rivalry--always for
the glory of God, of e¢ourse--between the Jesuits and the Franciseans in the Far bast,
There was a time when the Far East looked as if it could be converted to Christianity.
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And the reason it was not was that the Francisecans didn't like what the Jesuits
vere doing. You all know tse story, I imagine, it's nothing new to you. But there is
a good example. And I assure you it wa: all for the glory of God at all times.
None of them had the suspicion that they were doing that for unworthy motives,
in other words, for organizational motives. Yet there you have a wonderful historical
example and that's not an isolated example, You always can ;ive examples about Jesuits
because they are used to it. But you can do the same thing about most other religious
societics, And if y u pget down on a low enough level where y-u'd be dealing with
loca’. nee s or diocesan needs you could always find it for every soeci:ty, wvhere
organizational jurisdictional disputes, jealousies, rivalries or wvhatever you vant,
have boen us:-d for the glory of God. Of course, you can see right away much of the
work of the Council on the coordination of the pastoral task under the Bishop, the
coordination of the religious and the diocesan work, is simply a confessi n that that
wvas not done in the past, that there was something that was lacking in the past
and ordinarily the reason it was lacking is what we are talking about here--
jurisdictional, organizational considerations which we didn't know how to handle,
We looked upoa them as virtue=~patriotism to our own organization, loyalty to ocur
own organization--and not knowing h~w to handle it, that got interpreted as rdvalry,
envy, someti es open opposition, attempts to destroy. So it has a very great meaning
iﬁAthg pfaptical order, for ourselves, that we can be nore integral Christians. Not
too long ago I was talking to someone about a person who was rather well known in
these corporate aggressions, you know, the social attitudes towards other organiza-
tions. I dqg't know how it came up, but the person I was talking to, he was
talking French, said, "Il est Catholique, il n'est pas chretien." "He®s a Catholic,
but not a Chfistian!" He meant on thut conduct, the social conduct., Now often-
timcs, I think, not !mowing these social virtues, we fit in tht category--ue are
Catholics but not Christians., Oftentimes the question that was asked this morning
about the ghetto organization is an expression of that. '‘e are by ourselves not
because we are trying to learn, as I said this morning, but because we depreciate
the other organizations around us and they are possibilities to do good. So there,
those are the main lines that are on the paper for development this afterncon. I
don't want to talk too long because I think you get it clearer if y v can ask
questions about it., You have now the ~ain lines that we are talking 2b ut and if
we wil Jjust get some que tions to develop it better, good. If not I may talk some

more.
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These talks are su posed to get more practical as we go on now. We had
some idea of the theoretical aspect and there is probably one other theoretical con~
sideration we ought to go intc before we go ahead. I can do it as a kind of review.
As we saw yesterday the particular busine s of social charity is to respect, accept,
and to love our common good, the community of life in which we live; and then when
that community is thus respected and accepted, in our allegiance we have to stay
with it even though it has certain deficiencies. 'We love it as we love cur friends~-
with their faults. Aad then once we stay with our organizstion, cur community, our
common good in that way because of our acceptance of it, because of our attachment
to it, our love for it, then social justice takes over of which social charity’is
the soul. Social justice requires that we adapt that community, that organization,
that comwon good, as much as possible to the necessities of human perfection, of
human development so that we can arrive in our societies at a real human development,

a real human perfection.

Social Charity

Now, as I told you yesterday, the literature on social charity is rather
restrictive. The formal material which has value is pretty much in the Papal
encyclicals. The word occurs and the idea also without the word in the Emcyclicals
of Pope John XXIII. The ideas cccur in the Council. But the technical developmesnt
and scientific analysis and elaboration of the concept has not caught on the way we

wonld have expected it. And I told you yesterday two of the reasons why it had not
caught on. The theologians, the moralists are & little worried about the concept
of social charity and social justice, first of all because they don't see how
society as such has personal characteristics, can be an object of love and they
don't see how the word charity can be applied to something whichk evidently is going
to be human, not divine. Nan's organizations, his institutions., go far beyond the
Christian civilization and when you apply social charity as a technical term to
all organizations of human perfection you step on the theologian's toes. They
wvanted to reserve that woird for only the supernatural. Those are two of the pre-
judices which have made them very hesitant about taking up these new ideas, and
developing them-

Where Two or Three Are Gathered Together.., .
Now we can go a little further with the theoretical development. Father
Lombardi in the Better World Movement likes to do this. He says that when we interpret
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the serinture text, "Where two or three are gathered togecther in my name, there am

I in the midst of them," we usually interpret it wrong. We think that once we have
established our unity, then Christ comes into that, whereas the much more fundamental
truth is that once you have seen the doctrine of social charity, in forming that unity
we have placed Christ there. It is the unity itself, the community of life itself
which is Christ., Where charity and love are, there is God. Not that He comes in,
but He is there. And in that sense, you see, that expression, '"Where two or thres
are gathered in my name, there am I in the midst of them,” would be the group itself,
not that Christ comes into the group, but the group itself is an image of Christ.
Pope Pius XI said of all society that in society man imitates the divine perfections
in ways that would not be possible to him were he to be alone. So that as soor as we
are together, as soon as we have a community of 1life, as soon as we compenetrate cne
another's actions and goals and ideals, we are already closer to God. Not that He
has to come inte it, But that union, the unity, that community of life is an image

of God and for that reason it is worthy of love as we saw.

Special Significance of Social Charity in Our Tinmes

For today's work we have th: special significance of social charity in our
times=--Conciliar times which we will talk about tomorrow and then the regular life
of the world whether inside the Church or out in this 20% century. Is it true that
we have a very special need of sécial charity and social justice in our times? Yes,
very much true. Probably the best way to see it is in the general disorientationm,
since most of us are educators, the general disorientation of the young which we
notice all around us. The world has beco:.e simply too big for them to feel that they
can handle it. They feel left out, they feel alienated as some of us said yesterday,
the organizations seem too big and too imperscnal, too unmanageable and they revolt.
They feel that too much is being asked of them. That fact that the organizations
are becoming bigger, that the coitrol of human life is becoming more complex, more
technical, more difficult to acquire, that certainly is true.

The modern world has been made by a serles of very great changes imn the way
people live, the way that they conduct their affairs, changes so great that we can
call them Revolutions. You've all had occasion te go through these with your students,
in your teaching of history, if you are teaching history, or which you certainly
have seen in your own studies. The modern woerld is often thought to begin with the
discovery of the Western hemisphere, the new world by Columbusj that's at the
beginning of the 16% century, 1492, 1500, so it just gets over intc the 16% century.
That discovery of a New World opened up horizons, opened up possibilities to the old

countries of Europe and we know that they went out and colonized this new world
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and sct up trade with the rest of the world, with the Old ¥World. That's the reason
that they found the New World; they were looking for the old one. ZSurope wasa't
very rich or very powerful in those days and the great civiliz.tions were in the ¥ar
East so that it was very important for merchants to be able to get ovir to the Far
East and get the silks, gold, spices and t'ings like that with which they could do
business. And it was in order to open up those riches of the East that the era of
navi-ation began which opened u- the irew World., '/'e call that the Geographical
Revolution. The discovery of a whole new world, of a ncw place, farms to multiply, to
settle, and with that already the population of the world began growing. There was
more room, more possibility and shortly after that we have a number of Technical
Revolutions, the Agricultural and the Genetic Revolutions, when we discovered thut

we could control the growth of crops, the rotation of crops, the use of hybrid strains,
the use of insecticide, fertilization--all of those things changed age-old patterns
and made it possible to grow much more food than ever before. And immediately

after that came the Industrial Revolution which we all know about=-the use of
machinery, the use of power (origimally watcr and then steam power) to drive those
machines, which emancipated man from hand tools and honl labor and which made it
possible for him to increase production enormously and for that reason to feed a much
bigrzer population. The population was growiing as a result of the iiedical and
Sanitation Revolutions which came about the same time. The Revolutibn of lediecine~=
the discovery of the cause of aliments, disease in germs, viruses, the ability to
control them, the discovery of sterilization, of vaccination, of immunization, all
kinds of discoveries so that men lived longer--~all of these different revoluticns
were preparing the modern era. It hadn't co.e yet. Only in this present century

we began to really develop the powers that we have been getting over the centuries
with these new revolutions. We have the Second Industrial Revolution, that changed
into electric power instead of steam, the building up of a whole new industries that
weren't known before like the petro-chemicals and the mechanization of almost all
production. Then we have our present Technological Revolution which all of us know
very welle-—gpace exploration, atomic emergy, antibiotics, automation=-things which

were not thought of before and which are now changing the whole way of life.

The Management Revolution

With every one of these revolutions (and now there's another one, a very
important one. at the beginning of the century), as these techniques became more
complicated, us the production became more expanded, multiplied, the necessity of
management became more exigent and men sat down and thought out how they could run
their affaire, how they could run an industry, how they could manage a state, how

they cculd maraze an organizaticn of any kind. So that with the beginning of the
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century you have for the first time a conceitrated attention of how to get people

to work together. Of course, that was always a preoccupation but it was never a
seientific thing; it was always a personal thing. And some men like Caesar and
liapoleon ecouid do it and other men couldn't do it. But there was no way of knowing
how they did it, nor was there any way for them to pass on their knowledge to others.
The vocabulary wasn't there; the concepts weren't there. At the present time, though,
in order fto meet this bigger and bigger world which is growing up around us, the more
and more conplicated world, more and more specialized, a world that present us with
bigger and bigger tasks, we've been learning more and more how to get men to engage men
in common tasks, how to get them to work together and to get them to work %together

at tasks that are bigger than they can handle alone. So there®s no question. This
world in which we are living is becoming in a remarkable way more complicated,

more difficult to manage, and along with that, we have been becoming more clever,
We've been getting the material necessary to manage it and it is this facte-that

the world has been changing so rapidly into a different scale of magnitude and that
our methods are following, that=--we're learning how to handle ite--it is largely

this fact that has alienated the younger people from their civilizatior, that makes
them feel they are left out, they haven't got anythi.g to say and that no matter

what they do they can't influence anything because it's all bigger than they are.

So that's the first thing. The social charity and soecial justice about which

we have been speaking are tremendously important for us because of the f.ct that we
live in.this new world which is expanding at such a rapid pace, which is growing so
rapidly.

Perhars, if we want to later, if we have the time, I could take through a
few .ore details, indications how this growth is occurring. It is so big that often~
times we don't even realize it. All of us know that the prinecipal means of trans-
portation in the world didn't even exist whem we were younger. The airplane is some-
thing which was invented and developed and it tock over the whole of passenger
transportatione«within our own lifetime, within one lifetime. Other whole aspects
of life, like television would certainly have a shorier history; the new ones, space
exploration, and atomic energy even shorter. So ycu can see tholt we have a more and
more complicated world, one that is resching out for bigger and bigger tasks, which
has more and more people in it--that's one of the easiest ways of understanding
what's been happening. We try to trace the growth of population and in no other way
can you understand so quikkly and so clearly what has been happening to the world.
The population has been growing and it grows in direct relation, absolutely direct
reiation, to pessibility so that in the whole history before the time of Columbus,

before the beginning of t:is modern world, population remained pretiy much the same.
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Ther: were fluctuations, but production was limited, d=finitely limited. As soom as
a group of people went beyond the power of their production, either a famine came
‘or they found it necessary to look for new land to grow things in or somebody next
“door came over and tried to take their land and the result was they were pushed back
down and most of them killed off and then they were oble once more to start growing.
The whole of history is a period of cycles like that. A period of prosperity when
the people are below the productivity of the land, and as they get prosperous, as they
grow ur past the productivity of the land, then comes a famine, a war or something
else to put them down again and then they start another period of prosperity. That
happened whether y: u talk about tribal peoples or whether you talk about great
empires. The time of the cycle was more or less, but it was alwaye a cycle. The
world's population didn't increase much before the modern world. It stayed
Just about the same with periodic catastrophies which reduced the population to a
point where it could once mnre grow within the limited means as they existed. Such
a thing as the great famine in Asia, in India at the present time, that's completely
and absolutely normal! Th:.t's the way history was all the time. The unusual thing
is that it should be possible to do something about it. The fact that President
Johnson could promise 3 million extra bushels of grain and fund them $300 million for
developing the human potential and that over the course of the year we will sell some
eight or ten million bushles of grain to the Indians to make up for the defieit,
that's possible for the first time in our times. Before that the saie thing happened,
the same kind of famine, on the same scale relatively, but nobody cculd do anything
about it. There were no means there and they were needing help all over the world
so that populati~n was a stable characteristic of the earth. It's omnly in our time
that it is not.

Now we have some chalk, I'll show you what that means. (Father sketfhed_g billion
the following chart:)
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at fheiedge of the graph we want to make, and divide this thing into three parts.
Why divide it into three parts? ‘ell, at the year 1963 there were 3 billion people
in the world. We want to represent those 3 billion people so we divide it into three
parts and each part into ten's like that so that each one of those marks from top %o
bottom is 100 million people. And with the 30 of them you would have 3 biliion
pecple in the year 1963 abort here. We'll put along the bottom the same size of
marks and also three just for fum, to have a reference, and here that mark will be
a hundred years: - We're trying to see how things have changed, how the world has
changed, how things are bigger and more complicated, how they are handled at the
present time. Now on that scale where you have here 30 marks of a hundred years
each and here 30 marks of a hundred million people each; you could draw a curve of
population for the top cormer down to here that goes to a 1,000 years before Christ,
the time when Solomon's temple was begun. Solomon's temple was begun about 1,000
years B.C. and so that at that time, 1,000 years before Christ and we can see popula=
tion growing up to 1963 when it went off the scale. The line over there would be
the year 2,000, 34 years from now will be that line and we are then 34 years out.
Now the thing about that line is that it stays in the margin, it stays alomng the edgs
it doesn't go vertically, it goes horizontally! Considering that in the time when
Seolomon built his temple there may have been 75 to 100 millior people in the world-
And there were not many mere at the time of Christ at the year 1. And then you
can keep on going through the carly Middle Ages, the Dark Ages, the Late iilddle
Ages, the %time of the Protestant Reformation, etc. and you'd come to the time
we spoke of eas the beginning of the modern world, the beginning of the 16t century,
about 1500. ; And about 1500 you would have this situation: about 400 million
people in the world, an educated guess, and 1500 would be five of these marks out.
So at this point 4 up and 5 out we could indicate the population at the time of
Columbus and at that point then you go back in history as we saw to the time of
Sclomon's temple and you can keep on going back as long as you want, because no
matter what your theory whether you have billions and billions of years behind that
you keep on going and you never get above that line. It always stays about the same.
Population remains pretty much equalized because, as I sald, as soon as it grew a
little bit, it got beyond the means of productiom, and there came a famine which put
it down, or there came an invasion--gome one who was looking for land that they
wouldn®t have a famine. That was the picture then of human society in its growth
during =11 the aves from the time of Columbus on back to creation--never, never any
change, A big empire like Rome or Persia--it made nc difference. They simply

reached out and pulled in those people who were starving anyhow and wers able o
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pitch a littk bit of what they didn't eat and bring it int~ the central vlace and
" live much better, but they didn't increase the produection.

Now after this point, at the time of Columbus we begin stepping inte the
‘wodern world, but it takes about 3 centuries before the modern world really hits us.
before we reach the big change which has come in the present century, in the 1900°s.
‘e are here in the 1500's and we saw certais revolutions. There was the Geographical
Revolution that sent population up, more places to go. The Agricultural Revolu=-
tion grew more food, and as more food was available people didn't die so soon.
At this point in history, by the way, the average length of life was 27 years.
The average life span was 27 years for the most advanced reoples, for others it was
lower. And then as this line goes up, the life span goes up, then you have then the
Industrial Revolution, you have the iedical an! Sanitation Revolution, that goes
up through, we ssid, 1963 when it goes off the line and we have 34 years left to
the end of the eentury, till 2000 and when that 34 years is represented, you have
to have as much extra space, in other words, about three feet up on the next floor,
for 34 years so you see what's happened. One whole kind of history exists for the
beginning of the modern world. Below that y~u have a subsistence history-esmall
institutions, small groups of people, small production, very limited possibilities
of organization and work. Past that line you have a completely different kind of
history, where y'u can see it is growing not only rapidly but inecreasingly so that
at the present time every single yesr will add as much to the population as there
were in the whole world at the time of Christ. So when Christ said "Go teach yec all
nations, baptizing them..-" he was talking bout a historical task; you'd have from
that time on to the end to do it. He was talking about a task the same size as
we get now with each passing year. Th:t task is added to our task each passing ycar
because at the present time, the popul.tion of the world increases from 75 to 80
million people a year, as many as there were in the whole world at the time of
Christ. And when you get to that next stage, you remember threc or four feet up on
the next floor, that population will be increasing over 100 million people a y=ar,
becanse with each year it increases more since it's a percentage of = bigger group.
Now that's fact, that the popuvlatiom can increase like that, that it is a different
world than that one. That reflects in a kind of sunmary way, the kind of resultant
of all the things that we were talking about here, the different technical
revolutions, the different abilities that we dissover to govern bigger and bigger
groups of mer, to tackle bigger and bigger tasks, and you can see it's all part
of history. That's the way history is-

If we don't learm to do bigger and bigger tasks. we're lost because
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the tasks are bigger and bigger. I like to explain the dynamics for that by saying
that on the subsistence part, the horizontal part, the human race had more and more
time to do less and less, because as you got something that was done you had less
still to dos The other part, what we call the Age of Development, the vertical part,
we have always less and less time to do more and more. And if you want to see a
very, very’literal application of that that linme that reaches the top of that black-
board after how many centuries there were from creation, we don't know hovmany there
were, maybe ten. thousand years, maybe a hundred thousand years, we don't know, the
Bible is not a chronology in that semse, we don't have any idea at the moment, there's
a good deal of controversy about how old the human race really is. But whatever age
it has, it took that long for the line to reach the top of the board. It's going to
cover the same distance, exactly the same distance, in 34 years. That's what you
mean by saying less and less time to do more and more, because the need to organize
that extra population is going to be equal to the need to organize the one that's
there. You had maybe ten, twenty, thirty, forty, thousand years to do the first one;
you have 34 for the next! So you see what we are talking about. The world is
becoming more and more complicated, more and more extended, the tasks are becoming
greater, and for that reason our ability to handle them, our ability to organize,
must become sreat, because organiz.tion is simply our way of (how did we say for
Browning, '"Man's reach must exceed his grasp") it's a way of increasing our grasp
to keep u_ with the thing we have to do, So there's the background. There's a
very special need, a very special significance of social justice and social charity
for our times.

Now let's looﬁiéome of the specific things. What I gave you there is back=
ground, the general background of history which shows you that with yesterday's
methods you are helpless tc’ay. And I think for educators that's very interesting.
If you hand on to the students, to the children in the school, yesterday's methods,
the ones you grew up with, then you must expect the beatniks, and the t.enage
manifestations, the alienated people, the ones who don't know what do to with the
world, because they feel crushed, they feel lost, the feel left out, this world is
moving too fast. You had a chance to feel at least some of the necessities for
increasing your vision. They are thrown against it without any preparation whatever,
except what preparation you give them. That's the real problem of the teenagers
at the present time, They are coming into this growing world without any kind
of preparation except what we give them and maybe we haven’t been thinking enough
about that., UWe've been so busy trying to get our own reach extended, that we havea't
thought about them. There’s a real problem about educat) ng young people at the
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present time. And this question of social justice and social charity is going
to be a very great part of the solution. If we can give them a vision of the society
which enables them to feel somehow in charge of it, they are going to be somehow &
lot more balanced. If we let them find out, if they do find out, that society has
become so big, so complicated, so impersonal, so im.ovable, that they just don't count,
so to say, then they will have to seek some sort of fulfillment, as they call it,
in other manifestations than regular duties of life.

Socialization

Some of the examples of this increase in bigness. Pope John XXIII called
it "socialization." He scandalized a lot of people with that word, but it's a word
that's necessary. It doesn't mean socialism. Socialism is a doctrinaire position;
socialization is this fact that the world keeps getting bigger by the minute and that
the organizations that govern it must be getting more complicated by the minute. Now
what are some of the things that have grown outside? One of the most obvious is
business, the giant corporations. A thing like General liotors, it's rather interesting

to note, is a private corporation which has a bigger annual budget than all the
governments of the world except four. There are only four govermments in the world
that have a bigger budget than General Motors and General Motors is a private
organization. Now just imagine an organization in private life which could become

that big. It was in fact the one that began the Management Revolution. The methods
that are used universally now in business were invented by Sloan, the president of
General Motors; in order to govern this octopus, to try to keep it together, and

he did keep it together. It's one of the most successful of human undertakings.

But it means socialization on a scale never before attempted. The space and atomic
programs which we watch on the television are bigger than anything undertaken including
General Motors. The problem of development, the necessity of bringing two~-thirds of
the population of this world to this new world where pecple can eat as much as they need.
I think I mentioned yesterday, and can't insist too much, that the great surprise about
India .t the present time, that its famine may involve 20 or 30 million deaths

if we don't do something, that great famine is not at all surprising, that's the way
people always live. The surprising thing is that we ave not that way, that a part

of the world, a third of the world, has got to a place where it does not have famine.
Because up until the beginning of this century such famines were ordinary. They

were commonplace. They wers the machinery of nature, sc to say, keeping that line
horizontal. And at the present time we don't keep the line horizontal. Iit's going

up and these famines when taey occur now are tremendously striking to us. The

idea that a national of some 400 million people wouldn't have enmcugh to eat strikes
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us as extraordinary because the world today is not like that of the past. This
world of ours, a complicated vast world with its unlimited resources, is something
absolutely new in history.

Now we have a problem, and jJust imagine how big this problem is. e have
the problem now of trying to extend our world out to the other two-thirds, to give
these technigues of running Gencral Motors to people who ten years ago didn’t wear
clothes, in Afri-a, for example. It‘’s a task which is staggering. You can't think
how it can be done. But it's there. It has to be done. Ve have to find the means.
We have to find the organization to do it. So you see why it is important that we
learn more and more about social virtues, social means, as we go ahead. The United
Natioms despite all its weakness is an aspiration towards a unity on the oniy scale
that will eventually count to the local scale. And even people who don't want
anything to do with it in the sense of embracing its goals, up until recently have
tried to get in. At the present time China doesn't seem tc want to'get in if they
let her in but that's a passing case. Certainly the ideal of each nation to belong
to that United Naoti:ns, even though it's in its beginning, and not very effective, it
is already powerful enough to be an almost necessary force. Now those are only
sotie examples and anyone could multiply those e:xamples : endlessly. The world is
becoming bigger. The world is becoming more c¢complex. The world is becoming more
uncontrollable by the minute and we must also by the minute find better means of
control, better means of organization to ueet this coastantly growing task. This
need was not felt before.

" In the time when the Chureh in the United States was srowiung up, so to say,
when we were building ouﬂschcols and our churches, and living almost in a ghetto,
without much influence on the nation as a whole, it was quite possible to preach an
intense individualism, so that we still live with the effects of that individualism.
If you wanted to find a sudden concentration of Catholics, if you wanted to get a
group of people in the world that has more Catholiecs than usual, well, look
for the groups that are enemies of the United Ratioms, for example, or lock for the
John Birch Society. You'll find that the Catholics are a larger percentage there
than they are in the general population, because there was a time when their preserva-
tion, their identity, so to say, depended on individualistic action and that
still is in their blocd. At the present time, there is no neced for that individualistie
action, In fact, it's a distinct liability. We must take ocur regular place in
the ordinary institutions of life if we want Christianity to mean anythling in those
institutions. #“nd now we are gradvally undoing the various Catholic technical,
social, economic institutions we built up in the paste~not so much in America, more

in Surope--in crder to take their place in the regular organizations that euabrace
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the whole of mankind., ELven the Encyclicals are extending their audience., I believe
Pius XI 'as the first one who addressed an Encyclical not only to the Bishops but to
all the Christian people, that was with this one I told you about, the ome "Cn
~Restructuring thgSocial Order.” Then when John XXIII ca.e along he addressed his
not only to all the Christian people but to all men of good will; in other words,
everybody in the world, because even the Church can no longer be a separated thing.
It has to take its place in the world, this world which is constantly becoming
greater and is constantly needing gfeater influence by Christians if it is to be
influenced at all.

Now as a result of all that increasing socialization we hove an iancreased
danger of alienation, what we were talking about before with young people. It's not
only young people who feel that-~-they feel it most-<but there's this danger of aliena-
tion also for alults. There are greater psychological strains nowedays in life.
Sometimes, of course, such a thing is dfective when you see that the statistics on a
certain discase are increasing, it might mean that there are most incidents of that
disease, it might mean that we are discovering more cases that were always there,
it might mean that for the first time we are taking care of the thing. 5o when we
notice, as we must notice, th:t the incidence of psychological difficulties are greater
in the modern world that could mean that more people are going nuts. It could also
nean that we're giving them more attention so that we catch then sooner and take care
of them better. I think it does seem to be both. 'e are working harder at it., but
also there are more people who are in trouble. Psychological strain comes from
this alienation, this feeling that the world is toc big, that things are getting out
of one's power, that as a result one has no sufficient value, he is not able to
carry his role, he is a failure, and so on. And that brings on these psychclogical
strains. At the present moment it's just as fashionable to talk about your psy-
chiatrist as it used to be to talk about your operations. That was the great coan-
versation formerly, you talked about y ur operations. Now you talk nbout your psy-
chiatrist. So it's one exsmple of this danger of alienation, this strain that comes
from living in tbis modern world of ours. And what we need is, then, greater
contrel and the control that we need is in these social virtues that we are talking
about. Y“e have some other examples-

A few years back there were "the outsiders,” the British like that
expression, "the outsiders." people who don't belong to this human community, so
to say, who are special and who write books about their specislity. Then there
are the beatniks, of course, juvenlile delinquency, the new breed, the teen culture.
as we call it--all of those things are greater or lesser revolis zgaimst this tre-

mendous power, if you want, of the organized world around us. There are other
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manifestations which are not so normal. It's in this world of ours that such things
as Nazism grew up, or the absolutist communism, the absolute state. Those efforts

to control life completely are, so to say, deviant manifestations of this necessary
effort to control life better. So that such a manifestation as the communist
attraction for the whole world would hardly have been possible in the past. People
weren't thinking that way. At the present time they can hold out an zttraction for
everybody, because everybody is feeling the weight of tnis tremendous socializa=-
tion of life and in trying to meet that, some people make mistakes. Then not omly
is there increasing danger of alienation, there is increasing pessibility of achieve-
ment. This world of ours is a wonderful place to live in, We can do things that
people formerly couldn't even think of. For instance when I came to this first talk
I had intended-=they told me it would be at 1:00--to leave Rome at 9:00 in the
morning, to get here and give a talk at one. It's presently possible, Later I made
a change. They wanted a talk down in Dayton at 5:00 in the afternoon. All right,

I left Rome at 9:30 in the morning and I was in Dayton at 5:00 in the afteraoon.

You can do that just by buying a ticket now. But fifty years ago you couldn't

have thought of it unless you were going to be a saint, bi-location. But the world
has changed. We do things now th.:t formerly were simply impossible. *hen Pope Paul
VI came over here to the United Nations practically the whole country watched him

on television. It would have been impossible to even think of that before., Now

it's normal, ordinary. Just as you can have spectacular things like that which

don't mean too much but which show you how the world has changed, so there are actual
things you can do that were impossible formerly. Our effort now to help India feed
this famine is an effort which has quite reasonable chances of succeeding. Before
this century, it couldn't have succeeded; no matter how much you had tried and how much
you had wanted you couldn't have dome anything about it. At the present time, we
have the power. e have the surplus. We have the transportation. We have the good
will, so to say, which permits it and over there, there are sufficient facilities
and transportation which at least come close to meeting the problem. So a problem
as big as that, famine in a nation of 400 milliom, can be met in our day, Even

25 years ao we couldn't have met it, and go back beyond a century you wouldn’t have
known enough about it to try to meet it because communications didmn't exist well
enough. So we are in a world where bigger things are possible, A thing like the
United Nations is more possible now than it was bofore. It¥s still very difficult,
but it's possible. A thing like the Council which we just finished is rot only possible
but is tremendously successful at the present time. It would have been quite hard

to do a thing like that before the age of the airplane, for example.



«38-

And so as we see bigger tasks there a little on the periphery of life, we can
have bigger tasks on the very center of life. Ve can hope at the present time to
- build a Christianity which was not possible before. This Ecumenical Hovement--
Just imagine it if we had done some of the things which ‘re are doing now ten years
ago--it's = completely different mentality and it's possible in our world to have that
mentality, to have that different mentality in ten years whereas before you couldn't
have had it in ten centuries. Now there are some efforts to theorize about this
different kind of world. And one of the best and most successful is Father Teilhard
de Chardin, as well as we know of him. His great contribution has been a theory of
evolution on a kind of longer, a broader scale. He felt that the progress of God's
creation which you can measure in astronomy and the material world and then in the
biological world, and in human affairs, in the intellectual world, that that
evolution is finished as far as the basis is concerned. Ye're not going to have any
new physical evelution or ary new biolegical or intellectual evolution., When he
looked at Aristotle almost 2,500 years ago and what we've got now, he didn't see much
progress. So he thought that it's not golng to be there in a bigger and bigger brain,
in a bigger 2..d bigger capacity, that we are going to make further progress--his new
evolution will be in the social order, socialization. “nd in this new field of social
effort there will be a growth, a perfection of human nature, as big as the difference
of our present intellactual stature and the physical world from which we came, in
other words, as the little poem says, '"With the ancestry from which we sprang, I'm
glad we sprang." So that's the social world we're talking about. Teilhard de Chardin
is correct. That will be the avenue, the highway through which the further progress
of creation will take place and through which man will become more the image cf God.
So there's the answer to the first point in your little outline for today--~the very
special significance of social charity in our times. Social charity and soclal jJjusti ce.
the whole complex of the social virtues, are the tools with which we can handle this
bigger world and - we need these tools to handle this world as much as we need our
individual charity and individual justice to handle our personal relations. If
wé don't have that social charity and social justice, this bigger new world is golng
to escape from us, it's going to destroy itself and us because it can't be controlled.
That?s another advance. For the first time human nature can destroy itself utterly

and completely. That couldn't be done before; it can be done now.

Some Practical Applications cf Social Charity

Now the next thing we have here is what happens even to justice without
charity=-~the case of K.rl Marx, We said a little about it yesterday. And then.
contemporary phenomena involvimg a deficlency of social charity. Let's do a little
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bit now by way of application. Let's returan to that example we gave of Karl Marx.
Remember, we said that thiz social charity has as its object the image of God in
society. Remember, if Teilhard de Chardin is correct, then any improvement we make
in the image of God, any way in which we bring human nature eloscr to that image,
that's going to come not in a bigger brain box, but in a better organiztion of society,
and in better human perfection which will come as a result of that organiztion.
Therefore the acceptance of our society becomes a very important thing. It was
always important, but it becomes more importaut as the society becomes more over-
powering. Whenever we cut ourselves off from cur soclety--~we luckily can't do it
completely and we always still retain something from the society--we're not any
more contributing to it. A good example of that would be, at least from our point
of view, De Gaulle's treatment of the Atlantic Alliance. He says he is not going to
get out of the Alliance but that he is going to stay in. He likes all those advan-
tages that the Atlantic Alliance gives, but he won't do anything to help it. And
the questiom will have to be, of course, whether he can have those advantages without
doing anything to help. We are all like that a little bit about our society. All
of us want to keep the alliance. All of us want to have the advantages that come fro
it, and more or less, all of us will try to get out of the obligations., So that it
is impertant for us now, as educators espeeially, to get a clear vision of these
newer virtues which are only being opened up to us now, and to be able to pass them

on to our students.

The Case of Karl Marx

Karl Marx, when he faced bis society, he fournd injustice in it. The
Industrial Revolution was just beginning. Men didn't know how to handle it. They
didn't have the means even to handle it. They only knew strict lire authority; they
didn't have any staff aythority. Anybody, any personnel officers inm their outfit,

human relations, personnel officers~-those didn't exist, so the only way the man at
the top could take care of human needs was to take care of it himself and he was busy
making money. So that there were tremendous injustices and when Karl lMarx saw those
injustices he jumped to the conclusion that this new thing, the Industrial Revolution
and Capitalism as a result, was itself the cause, that there was no way of having that
without having the injustices. His solution was, therefore, destroy it, tear it down,
tear down the society that sustains it, and build a new socciety, a new indusiry,

even a new kind of man. That was his project and we know that he had quite a bit

of influence in the world. The project, however, was doomed to failure from the
beginning because it started wrong. Whenever you want tc correct an injustice,

you must first accept the situatior in which that injustice occurs. Once you
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accept it then y~-u can gradually get rid of it. There has been a movement in the
world which has done exactly that. What we call the Managemeat Revolution now is
doing in a constructive way what ilarx tried to do in a destructive way. It is
‘trying to see how you can direct the coordinated effort of men while respecting their
quality as men. But what Marx missed then was not a doctrine of justice. Marx had a
very clear idea of justice, certainly we cannot say he didn't have a thirst for
justice. The probability is he created more injustice than he corrected. But the
voint is that he was trying to correct it., His failure was in not acceﬁting the
society which he wanted to correct, in rejecting it and trying to destroy it before
he would do something different. He didn't have that power. Ve must first accept our
society, then we can change it just as we must accept ourselves before we can make i
ourselves better. The people who can't accept themselves will never make themselves
better. You have to accept yourself just the way you are with a pretty realistie
idea of your shortcoming and then say, "Now with this, how far can I go?" But if
you say, "I can't be what I am, I must be something different," you are in trouble
from the first step. That's what Marx did in the social order. He destroyed the
existing organization of economic life, tried to destroy it, in the supposition
that he would then be able in the free field to build something which was
worthwhile.

The first thing is that in destroying it he's taking a lot for granted.
People who know how to fix a thing, ordinarily don't destroy it first and the people
who want to destroy it probably don’t know how to fix it. That's an antecedent
thing. Then if a person doesn't have the ability to correct what is there, what
ability can you hope for in creating something entirely new? It is always =
temptation to think that in an entirely new situation you'd be hetter but you'd
have to also review the facts. The facts are that those people who want to throw
over the society that is there, whether they be Karl Marx of the 19® ceantury or
whether they be the young people of today, the ones who want to throw over the soclety
are precisely the ones who are not working at it, always. And we must teach the
young people and we must tesch ocurseives that in order to prove to ourselves that
we can do something to make ocur society better we have to be willing to work at the
society as it stands. And to work at it, you have to accept it. And it's very
easy if you have this visior of social charity. In social charity, wherever men
are brought together for common good, for common advancement, there is God.
That grouping. that working together. that commorn acceptance of goals and common
efforts to reach them, that is in itself something which is an image of God, which
should be respected, which should be loved for itself. People are doing their
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best, and then after that you can help the.. Now really, ome of our principal
reasons for getting into this matter w-uld be to help the young people we are dealing
with. HMost of us are educators and perhaps in the course of the discussion we can
tackle that problem. How can we give to the young people who feel alienated, who
are outsiders, who are rebels against the whole of the world, how can we give thenm
a sense of belonging to this world ? First of all, how can we tell them that thay
are big enough to live in it and to work with it and lead them to take up their
obligations in it? That will do, I guess, for the exposition.



FOURTH TALK: SOCIAL JUSTICE, SOCIAL CHARITY AND THE COUNCIL

Now we want to do a little bit of telescoping. Some of the people won't
be able to stay tomorrow for the whole time s0 I was thinking I would start a
little bit already of our last topic--social justice and charity and the Council and
its follow=-up, and then tomorrow we'll have only one talk from 1:30, we'll say,
going to about 4:00. That way the people can get away and we'll huve covered the
ground. The first thing, let's see, u« bit of the relationship of this social
Jjustice and social charity to the work of the Council and to what is necessury as
a followup and then we'll continue that tomorrow.

The whole Council itself, of course, is an exercise in social justice and
social charity. '“hen you think cof it, the task that Pope John proposed to the
Church of aggiornawento, of bringing itself up to date, so to say, is precisely
in our field. It was a structural change and a structural change that very much
took for granted that it worked with what it had. There were no great efforts to
dencunce the past. There were no condeunations; no reeriminations even in feilds
where recriminations had been tiue order of the day for centuries, Suddenly it was
out of place to put any blame. lNobody talked about blame; they only talked about
what they could do from now on. So you have thut burying of all discussion of blame
as a perfect exauple of social charity, of accepting the situation the way it is with
all its faults, as the busis for a legitimate effort to do souething better. And
then the task of restructuring, of aggiornamento, that's clearly, if you could see
it; a task of social justice, of restructuring the whole orgaunizutional aspect,
if you want, of the Faith. Now that of course was a very profound change which
happened in a very few years and most likely it was the result of a personality.
Most things are the result of a single personality who comes ut the right time and
Pope John seems to have been that. He had himself a certain vision of being
a providential person and socmetimes he spoke of that. But at any rate he had a
let of fun with the people who elected him, he said that they were trying to get
a papa de pasago, a Pope of transition, and what they got was a papa_de pasedio,
one who ran all over the country. And the changes he brought about were remarkable.
Ye were right in the midst of it there in Rome and we couldn®t believe what was
happening, but there is was. And it happened overnight so to say.

There were two jokes which were current in Rome which were what you call a
befere and ufter study. Neither one is very reverent, but no jokes are very revereant,
The before joke: Jjust before the Council there was quite a disturbance in the Biblical

Institute and the Holy Office, A certain nusmber of professors had a very short
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tenure and that got into a joke, a rather bitter little joke. One biblical scholar
was supposed to have come to Rome and he got off at the railroad station and went
out to get a taxi. The taxi cawe u; dutifully and he opened the door and he said,
"Do you kiow the way to the Bliblical Institute?” The driver said, "Do I know the
way to the Biblical Institute, hell man, I used to teach there!'" That showed the
tenure of the teachers in the Biblical Institute. The other joke alsc inwolves the
Holy Office a little bit. A representative of the Holy Office was supposed to have
been wandering about around the world~eyou know, seeing how tihings were and he caume
back to report. Pope John asked him how things were going. He said, '"Oh terrible,
there are threats of war, there?s all kind of disunity, there's hatreds where Satan
isc.." and the Pope said, "Not Satan, the separated angel!" There you have the
two extrewes. A place where even biblical scholars had to becowe taxi drivers
because of relentless oppositi:n and a place where even the devil couldn®t be
called a devil. That change, those two jokes illustrate something that really
happened. From a mentality of condemnation, of resentment, of keeping a distance,
overnight you had a mentality of dialogue, of no blame, of trying to work things
out together from wherv we were. And thut was very largely the personality of Pope
John himself. 8o the first thing about the topic is thut this social charity that
took place in the aggiornamento of the Church is there right from the beginuing and
that willingness to accept tie world the way it was, without condemnation, without
blame, is perhaps the greate:st single mark of the change of mentality which made
the Council possible and w .ich made it fruitful,

Now that charity was exercised first of all in relation to the institution
wihich is the Church itself. There were a certain number of resentments built up
against the . tructure of the Church itself even from within. The Council did not
begin by condemning them. There was a certain amount of lack of contact with the
world, the relation of the Church itself with the world, and finally there was a
lot of adjustment, changes to be made in the world itself as it was related to the
Church and to the Faith. Now those two tasks were undertaken all of them involving
acceptance and all of them involving profound changes in structure.

The Ecumenical Spirit

In the Church itself, remember, at the beginning there was a great deal
of speculation especially among the Protestunts about what this so called Ecumenical
Council would do, whether it would try to work out unity. The assurance that was
given at that time was that it would try to revitalize the Church's own image of
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itself, thut it would try to becowe a wore perfect Church and in that effort to
perfect itself; then you would have th: conditi-ns set up thut would make the
Christian unity possible. So thut from the beginning tie idea was to reform the
Church itself, but without condemnation, just reforuming the Church itself. Evidenfly
every reforam is a kind of condemnation, but no condemnati-n was ever formulated.
Once more a wonderful example of social churity, of accepting institutions the
way they are, exuctly the way they are, with all their faults in order to make
them better,

Apd the same thing is true of the relations with the world., There were
certain aspects of the Church's discipline which were very umpleasant to the
world, notibly those aspects involved in what bccawe the Declaration on Religious
Iiberty and the attitule towards the non-Catholic, then we called them sects, now
we call thew Churches. At thut ‘time no one would have thought of saying the non-
Catholic Churches, it was the non-Catholic sects, now we say the non-Catholic
Chiurches. The whole relatinsnship of the Church had to be restudied, so to say. We
huzd to find out what in those relationships were causing more harm than good, were
driving people away, instead of attracting them to the Church of Ged. And finally
the world itself as we have seen had gone through tremendous changes and wost of
those changes required some kind of relaticnship with the Faith, So that there was
an atteupt not only to reform the Church, to reform its relationships with the world,
but also to reform the world. The vast part of the Council, the Pastoral Con=~
stitutions on the Church in the Modern World calls for a great deal of reformation of
the world in itself.So we will then try to consider the role of social justice and
social charity in the Church, in its apostolate and in the world. Now in what
way does this effort of acceptance and the call to unity, the call to cohesion,
show up in the Council? I'11 just give you a few of the things. We could evidently
tak about many more, but we won't have time,

Ecumenism

There is the whole question of Ecumenism, of trying to approach the
problem of Christian unity from a different standpoint thaum we had in the past.
In the past unity was pres.rved by safeguarding t:e rock of Christ from error. In
other words, error was tirown out so that what was left would be pure. I don't
suppose there was any former Ecumenical Council that didn't condeun something. Yet
Poep John told the Council from the beginning that there were to be no condemna-
tions, no anathemas, that the relationship of the Church to other believers in
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in Christ, believers in God, ‘and eventudlly non-believers, was to be ome of mutual .
respect and mutual worship of ‘God and an-effort to help one 'another in every way
possible. “Sd"that s the first thing, this whole movement'of Ecumenism.and that has
had a treméndous effect. I know souething about the LEecumeénical Movement as it
developed in the Protestant field because it began in a field I ‘know souwething about,
the university student field. 'The Ecumenical Movement in the Protestant Churches
began among the university students. Their World Student.Christian Federation is
not like the Catholic federation, the Pax Romana.; The Catholic seminaries always
tried to withhold their students, not only from hospitals butialso from student
movements., And the result is that the Catholic Student movements are always without
a théological element, except insofar as that can be put in from-outside by the
chaplains. The student movement itself is completely devoid of ‘theology. A very
great tragedy, but that's not so with the Prstestants: They always have had their
thedlogical students in the regular’student movements and in.a eertaln sense they
were predominant:’ They were a uore ‘sérious type of student and they gradually took
ovér the more principal charges. There's the®Ecumenical Review which has been at
the very center of the Ecumenical #ovement. 'That's nothimg more than a student
paper; that*s'the monthly of th:ut student federation, ‘World StudentChristian Federa-
tion and 417°the leaders of the werld Council of Churches were trained in that
federatiofi., So the gradual bu'lding up of a desire for Christian unity in a very
limited sense, in a very special sense, in the World Council’ of Churches is the work
of 'a good 40 or 50 years of effort. And just overnight the Catholic Church from being
souwe thing completely outside that wovement became the one movement to which every-
body was iooking 80 that at the present time you can't conceive of any FEcumenical
movement which is not somehow built around the Church, arcund Catholic participation.
B.fore Pope John XXIII, before the Council, no Ecumenical movement ever took into
account the Catholic Church. They thought it was immovable, that it couldn't
participate. I give that to you as an exauwple of how completely the change caume
in. The students because of that f .ct the movement began in the student field, even
the Catholic students, were always closer to it than the rest of the Church so that
the difference between tie attitudes towards one another before the Council and after

it is quite indescribable. We have a complete rewolution there.

Collegiality of the Bishops
The collegiality of the Bishops is another example of social charity. Of
course we kpnow that the collegiality was matter that was past due. Vatican 1
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would have taken it up, but it was stopped by the militury invasion of Rome and
ncver closed, so that all they could do was to take the first chapters on the Church
wnich dealt with Papal infallibility. We were left with that truncated trsatise, so
to say, as the only direction and the rest had to be completed. So the question of
coliegiality was not entirely a new thing. It was old business, held over, but
even s0 it's profoundly warked by this sense of unity, of omeness, not only in
the human race as such, but in the very wmiassion of the Church. There is a willing-
ness to give power to regional councils. The NCWC, National Catholic Velfare
Conference, began as the National Catholic War Council in the First Jorld var
and after the war, quite normally, the bishops bad thought it was worthwhile, it was
good and they proposed thut it be continued, that it be continued as the National
Catholic #Jelfare Council, instead of War Councile<keep the same initials and con=-
tinue & very useful thing. But thut name was not accepted. They had to change it teo
Nutional Cutholic Welfare Conference, a "conference" being something without power
whereas a Council would have had power. So from that attitude, see cven before
the Council you had a difference there. The SELAM, the Council of Bishops of Latin
America was set up with real power, although rather sketchy, cven before the Council
but during the Council it was clearly indicated thut those regional councils should
have real power, a clear indication that the collegiality of the bishops would wmean
something very clear, something very positive. Then the indication of the synod
at Rome, all that points to the fect that we have a new vision of the government
of the Church by the episcopacy, by the bishops as a whole, the collegiate bishops
as a college united with power, but attaining a kind of authority which is quite
different from the kind of authority we had been used to, the authority of the Hely
Office.

Communi tarian Liturgy
Then in the communitarian liturgy. There was a long preparation for the

Council, an effort to get a greater incorporation into the liturgy, but the
Constitution on the Liturgy thrust the people of God into the active worship in a
way that we hardly could have hoped for even before the Council came. ZXven the de-
votion to the Blessed Mother as a chapter on the Church instead of as a separate
treatise~«~there’s a feeling there of t.e unity of the faith, of the organic nature
of our relati nship to God wiich is quite different frow the spirit which had

m.de of the devotion to the Blessed Virgin one of the most marked cuuracteristics
of Catholic life but also one of the wost individualistic. If you were ever in

a Latin American country at the time when they had a procession of the Virgin you
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saw somethings ' The wen would fight for the front places where you carried the Virgin's
statue. They would run alongside and pin’'dollar bills, pesos, on their statue.
And wost of those who were fighting for the front places and who were pinning
their pesos were communists. They were politicians who never got into Church other-
wige. A coumpletely popular manifestation of some pious emotion, even if it wasn‘t
faith which meant very much to them but which meant nothing at all to the Church
practically because they did not feel themselves as part of the Church. In this
new way of looking at the Blessed Mother in dogmatic union with the Church on earth,
with Chri:t's présence on earth, in relationship with Christ, that will, without
taking away any of the devotion we have to her, will, I think; give a much wmore
unified, a much more organic Church in the future where the great popular elements
will contribute to the organic vitality of the Church instead of withdrawing.
It's strange how far you can go with that 'individualistic outlook. I don't know
for sure, I've never been able to quite find it out, but I think and I have reasons
for thinking that in Rome people still come in after Mass on Sunday and ask for
Communion,  ¥'think they do. I'm sure they don't go anyplace else for Mass. No
matter how much we try to get everybody in for Mass, there's always one or two who
come up after li:ss for Communion. Sometimes it's because the confessional has been
busy and they got through after Communion but sometimes the confessional is not
busy and they still come in some place from outside and ask for communion after Sunday
Mass., In other words, those people have translated even the Blessed Sacrament
into a purely individualistic code. They don't like to go to Communion during the
Mass because nobody notices. If they go afterwards, they get a lot of attention.
And I'm rutionalizing of course, Ii'm trying to understand, but I am sure there's
something there which I haven't yet solved. These people, rather than go to
Communion with everybody else where they aren't seen, come up after Mass and, of
course, then a great m.ny of people stay at Méss until the blessing after Communiocn
and I don't think they ever hear Mass. So it's possible to do that even with the
Blessed Sacrument and it's not surprising that they did it with the Blessed Hother.
So the effort to bring the Blessed Mother into the organic understanding of the
Church itself and to link our dewstion to her with our membership ir the Church is a
good indication of this unifying tendency, of the vision of the people of God as
a thing which is the object of charity, the object of love, which we want to build,
which we want tc edify as St. Paul said in his Epistle,, to build up.

Cultural Plurality in Mission Work
Then the insistence on cultural plurality in mission work. You see
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I'm just speaking of different aspects of the Council and showing how in each one
of them you have the same preoccupation to respect the organizations that exist
and to strengthen them. A greut many people thought that the Blessed liother was
being downgraded and you have a certain amount of resentment even now. This is
not true, There was no downgrading. There was an effort to insert that devotion
into the full organic life of the Church., And so for mission work. In the ordinary
course of mission work, without thinking too much; we were exploiting European
culture as much as Catholic faith and sometimes mare. The missionary went out to work
in cultures different from theirs and to take the message of the faith. Quite
frequently they took the message which was as much temporal and cultural as it was
religious. Quite unconsciously of course. They took it for granted that whatever
they were doing was Christian, that their own cultural forms were Christian forms.
Actually we know and know very well that Christianity is not limited to any cultural
form and the Council is very strict on that, that the Catholic faith is not limited
in any way by culture or to culture. So the missionary work from now on will certainly
try to preserve whatever it finds. And only if that which it finds is completely
vicious, is against the law of God, will it try to substitute it, One of the things
that struck me most forcibly was to first see the Cathedral in Nagasaki, the first
Catholic cathedral in Japan after the opening. It has been made a national monument
by the Japanese government and, of course, being a dutiful person, I went to see
this nationsl Christian monument when I went there. It's a most painful exauple of
pseudo~Gothic you ever saw in your life, translated into this country which has some
of the wost beautiful temples in the world, the teuples of pagan religions., But
here is this Christian temple, pseudo-Gothic and rampant pseudo=Gothic which has
unfortunately become a national monument., It could have been so much bettier. The
new cathedral for Tokyo, by the way, is different. It really tries to become in-
digenous and with a certain amount of success. So perhaps it's already in the new
tendency to accept a culture where it is because we love it, because we accept it,
because it is this expression of this people of God, even if they have not found
God completely. Taking what is there we can bring God's message to it and trausform
what is there, not try to substitute it.

The End of Janseniasm
And of course the whole treatise on the Church in the Worid is the end of

Jansenism., Jansenism is a Liing which has lived very long in the Church, much longer
than the word. It was Manichaeism aut one time and Albigensianisu and then  Jansenism
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and quite frequently it was religious life. It was a treuwendously wvital and long-
living thing, which could be characterized sowewh:t along these lines: a depreciation
of human nature, in other words, human nature fell, it was the enemy of God; a general
depreciation of human nature and of its powers, even its power to come to God; a
depreciation of the world, considering the world as a place of evil and a place of
contamination, a place where even if you tried to be there for a good reasong; you
still had to be on your guard, you h d to protect yourself, and certainliy not a place
for comuitment where you- would actually eubrace it and give yourself to it. That
whole attitiide ‘of other-worldliness, which we call Jansenism, was practically ended
by the Council. ' Instead of having a depreciated human nature, we have the People
of God and developed with a great deal of enthusiasm and inspiration. Instead of
a world that is %o be distrusted, we have on that is #o be made, which is our way to
God. The spirit that brought about Jansenism is an adwirable spirit, an understanding
of our nothingness in relation to God, but it said things the wrong way. We can
never say the world is no good for an even simpler reasons: it's the only way that we
have toc God. We can never say that human nature is no good for another very simple
reason:  God made it. And in changing all of that, in accepting the world as it is,
and insisting that it is owr way to God, asking of course that it be changed, that
it be created, that it be mude better, the Council gave us a marvelous exsuple of
social ‘charity which Marx so admirably lacked as we saw before.  He felt that the
only way he could destroy the world was by destroying it,.and starting over. The
Council tells us to take the world the way it is, that we must dedicate ourselves
to the transformation of it into God's world, starting from where it is now., There's
the whole attitude towards socialization which you huve in the Council and which
began already under John XXIII. This attitude accepts this bureaucracy that we see
growing up ‘all around us, the increasing of men, and it recognizes the siuple fact
that it does peruit us to do bigger tasks and because it permits us to do bigger tasks
it is by no means to be condemmnsd, it's to be accepted. In the past uwany Christians
were intensely individualistic, as I have told you, if you wanted to Jjust get a
higher proportion of Catholica than you have in the overall population then seek
out some individualistic cause like anti-United Nation societies, or the John
Birchers and you have that proportion. They simply have their own kind of atiitude
towards social affairs, too much of an individualistic attitude.

At the present time in the Church's acceptance of socialization and attempi-
ing to guide it, we h.ve an excellent exauple of how the Church has embraced
organization for itself, as a way to work out human perfection and once it has

accepted that, to try to make it as Christian as possible. Those are a few exaumples



=50=
only. Je comld go on for a long time. I picked out the ones that vere wost obwvious,
the ones you could see most clearly but everyone of these movements we've been talking
about exemplified in one way or another, and usually very vividly, the priuciples we‘ve
been talking about here. Let's review them once more very briefly. That the doectrine
of social charity is that man's organizations, wan's common efforts, this wnily is
an image of God. Pius XI's words are "Man in society mirrors the divine perfections
in ways that would not be possible to him when he lives‘alone." so that the buman scciety
is an image of God which exists no wheres else and as an image of God it is worthy of
love. How could you do that? Remember, theologians are suspicious of anything being
an object of love. The thing is that society is not a thing; society is a coordinated
human action and because it is coordinated human action we can attribuie to it
personal qualities, among other things, the image of God. It's only in society that you
can have p ternity and sonship which are names of God.  In the society of the family
we have that as the only place it exists in creation, the angels can't manage it.
But human nature can manage it in society, in the society which we call huwan love
and marriage. Fatherhood and Sonship are names of Ged and those names would not be
any place else in creation if the human family would be removed from it. So social
charity is to accept our union, cur organization of life as an image of God, thexe~-
fore as = means of going to God, and social justice is precisely that second cne. ' Once
we h ve accepted our society, once we have stayed with it, then we must try to
perfect it. Ye gave an example of one who would say of politics, '""This politics
is too dirty; I won't have anything to do with it."” He can't do that. In social
charity he must stay with it, and then because he stays with it, he must try to make
it clean. And the second part is social justice, the first part is social chariity.
And we saw a Scriptural text which is very useful for our purposes, that "When two |
or three are gathered together in my name there am I in the midst of them.” That
", ..there am I" does .ot mean Christ will come in after you're there; it means that
in being joined together, in that unity, in that community, there is Christ. Vhere
charity and love are, there is God. The unity itself; the community itself is already
an im ge of God irrespective of the persons that are in it. You must love the perscans
too, but you must aleo love the family, the State, the enterprise in which you wake
& living, those things must be accepted, wust be respected and once accepted and
respected loved, Then we must try to make them better, more fitting to use as
instruments of human perfection. So there is a rough outline of some of the aspects
of soecial charity and social justice that the Council touched.
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