
nomics seem to prove. They may dis- 
turb your social philosophy. Here tiiey 
are: 

(1) There is no such thing as over- 

production. 
(2) Underconsumption did not cause 

the depression. 
(3) The greater the total production 

the better the condition of labor. 
If these propositions are true, as they 

appear to be, the following conclusions 
derived from them are inevitable. There 
are some important provisos and excep- 

tions, but they are none Ihe less truths, 
unpalatable though they be. 

(1) Shortening hours does not benefit 
labor. 

(2) Raising wages does not help the 
unemployed. 

(3) Forced raising of wages and short- 
ening of hours will not end a depression. 

What does history show about this 
ancient problem of the hours of labor? 
Ten thousand years ago your ancestors 
lived bestial lives in an endless search 
for food. Three thousand/ years ago 

myriads of miserable slaves toiled cease- 

lessly to build a useless pyramid, until 
death released them. Two thousand 
years ago Roman ships were driven by 
galley slaves, chained to their oars. Five 

hundred years ago a hundred peasant 
women plied the needle from dawn till 
dark, that one fine lady might be 
clothed for a life of idleness. They were 

blind at 30 and dead at 40. In the new 

factory system of Europe not much more 

than a hundred years ago children of 
5 and 6 years worked from 4 in the 
morning until 10 at nignt, tne nine 

creatures dragged from their beds before 
daybreak to stand at the machines for 
16 hours. They died from exhaustion 
by thousands. For years the British 
Parliament debated the wisdom of pro- 
hibiting employment of children under 
9 more than 12 hours in cotton mills. 
In the early American mills the overseer 

stood ip the aisles and flicked with a 

rawhide whip the consumptive woman 

or the little child who faltered at the 

14-hour task. Until modem times'miners 
worked 14 hours a day, seven days a 

week. The 12-hour day and the seven- 

day week are recent memories in 
America. 

THE history of mankind is a sad story 
of exploitation and overwork. But 

all through the dark annals there runs 

a silver thread, the heartening fact of 
continuous progress toward shorter 
hours and higher wages. The hours of 
toil have been cut from the 14 of a 

century ago to the nine hours of our 

time. Wages have moved from the 10 
pence a day of the peasant worker to 
the $10 a day for the American brick- 
layer. No student of social progress but 
knows that this steady rise of wages is 
the finest achievement of civilization. 

It is an unhappy circumstance that 
the nature of this progress toward a 

decent life for all men should be griev- 
ously misunderstood. Men misread the 
plain facts that underlie their own im- 

proved condition. By very reason of this 
unhappy correlation between increased 
production and shorter, better-paid toil 
they have come to believe a monstrous 
error, the general theory of overproduc- 
tion as a social menace. 

The causes of depression are not an 

issue here. This writer admits that 
after 25 years of study he has no satis- 
factory explanation of depressions. This 
much is certain: The causes of depres- 
sions will be found in our complex credit, 
valuation and capitalization processes. 
They will not be found in general over- 

production, for there is no such thing. 
The more efficient the productive proc- 
ess, the greater the total product or 

social dividend to be divided among all 
the people. This is the fundamental 
law. 

The economic order is a vast machine, 
of marvelous productivity and equally 
extraordinary delicacy. At intervals the 
machine breaks down. When this hap- 
pens, the entire processes of consump- 
tion and distribution are so paralyzed 
that temporary surpluses of products 
develop, and we have the sadly familiar 
phenomenon of want in the midst of 
plenty. This leads to the erroneous 

belief that these surpluses, wholly a re- 

sult of depression, were the original 
cause. Therefore whatever reduces pro- 
duction helps to restore prosperity and 
whatever compels spending and waste 
improves conditions, culminating in the 
melancholy spectacle of hogs slaugh- 
tered and milk poured out and wheat de- 
stroyed in a hungry world. 

There cannot be any general overpro- 

duction. There may be, rarely, overpro- 
duction in certain lines, and overproduc- 
tion at unnatural prices and valuations 
is undoubtedly a factor in depression. 
Four million automobiles could not sat- 

isfy the demand in 1928, while a million 
and a half cannot be sold in 1933 at 

greatly reduced prices. This is a break- 
down in distribution, not overproduc- 
tion. Prosperity is always greatest in 
times of greatest productivity, misery in 
times of lowest production, as now. 

THIS monumental misinterpretation of 
the economic process might truly 

be called the father of economic lies. 
In one direction it Inspires ponderous 
articles by pseudo-economists giving 
awesome figures of excess productive 
capacity in our steel and auto and tex- 
tile plants. This reached its finest flower 
in the incomprehensible gibberish of 
technocracy. In another direction this 
error appears as the “fallacy of spend- 
ing,” the false idea that blind spending 
assures prosperity, a theory as old as the 
Greek philosophers and as new as the 
recurrent drives for senseless spending 
in our time. In this form the fallacy 
is used to defend every form of destruc- 
tive waste from a $10,000 bill for flowers 
at a wedding to an unnecessary govern- 
mental bureau. It was used to encour- 

age the profligacy of the French nobility 
until at last the overburdened people 
sent the lot of them to the guillotine. 
What would the doughty philosopher 
Voltaire say if he could know that his 
Apologie du Luxe helped to cause the 
French Revolution? Believe it or not, 
an academic economist in 1931 proposed 
to end the depression by having every 
family spend $5 more a week. 

This error appears in its most harm- 
ful form in the theory that there is a 

fixed and rigid volume of work to be 
done, so that any development that re- 

duces the need for labor is a menace to 

wages, employment and prosperity. This 
belief guides the policy of organized 
labor and dominates the philosophy of 
those high in authority in our Govern- 
ment. It has bred a progeny of ill-fa- 
vored offspring. One is the bitter oppo- 
sition to the introduction of machinery 
which has marred the record of labor 
from the riots to prevent the use of the 
power loom more than a hundred years 
ago to the protests against bottle-blow- 
ing machinery. Without one of these 
improvements most of our present popu- 
lation would never have been born. 
Without the other, we would not have 
the huge preserving industry which em- 

ploys many hundred times the number 
of displaced bottle blowers. Another 
offspring is t^e notion that time off for 
spending is jflbessary to proper “con- 
sumer power* The most sinister of all 
these children of error is the theory 
that a nation can create prosperity by 
arbitrary reduction in hours and blind 
increase in wages. 

What are the facts, in this vast welter 
of conflicting economic forces? The 
first fact is that in all history shorter 
hours and higher wages have been wholly 
a result of economic improvement, and 
never a cause. Wages now, as always, 
are merely the workers’ share in the 
t/vtol enoiol nvArlnof TTvorv o rH.mnn 

improvement in labor’s condition has 
been labor’s share in an increased na- 

tional productivity. Whether they like 
the relationship or not, whether they 
are properly recognized as such or not, 
the workers are partners of the capital- 
ists and the landowners In a joint enter- 
prise. This is a platitude if yon like, 
but one that Is often forgotten by all 
parties to the enterprise. 

THERE Is less land per capita than 
ever before, more mouths to feed, 

more bodies to shelter. Yet there Js an 

astonishingly better living for alL In 
the main this is due to one simple 
economic phenomenon, the displace- 
ment of labor by machines, the im- 
provement in processes which "threw 
men out of work,” made possible by the 
uncounted discoveries of inventive 
genius, from the slant-eyed Oriental 
who discovered the wheel, through 
Archimedes, Watt and Edison, to the 
last American who has invented a “zip- 
per” and benefited humanity by throw- 
ing button factories “out of work.” 

Progress has been pathetically slow 
and irregular. At intervals rapid 
strides have been made, as in the^ early 
days of the Roman Empire and in our 

own time since 1825. 

Any increase in productivity tends to 
be divided fairly justly among the three 

partners In production. The capitalist 
class cannot long confiscate the share 
that belongs to labor by economic law, 
even though in the past the employer 
has had all the advantage, in making 
the contract. Undoubtedly the battles 
waged by such noble figures in history 
as Richard Oastler, Robert Owen, 
Francis Place and the Earl of Shaftes- 
bury served the great cause of social 
betterment. Even so, the ghastly ex- 

ploitation of labor over the centuries 
has been due much less to capitalistic 
gteed than to economic law. The heart- 
breaking conditions of the early days of 
the factory system reflected the produc- 
tive power of the workers. In our times 
the possibility of continued exploitation 
is very small. 

One exception should be noted. In a 

few industries conditions may be so 

adverse to labor that the workers cannot 

obtain justice, and there may be some 

classes In the population that are sub- 
ject to continuous abuse. Children in 
nearly all industry, women when they 
are recent entrants into industry, newly 
arrived immigrants and colored workers 
in certain areas may be in this class. 
Here the full force of law should be 
exerted in protection. 

So we must face the fact that shorter 
hours and higher wages do not increase 
prosperity. They flow from increased 
production. When a nation abandons 
the free play of competitive forces and 
embarks on a policy of regulation of 

hours and wages, it is playing with 
edged tools that may cut deep into the 
social body. Such a policy can have but 
one ODjecuve, ana uiai is me esvaDiisn- 

ment of shorter hours and higher wages 
than those the partners in production 
have arrived at in the great arena of 
competition. The one logical result is 
a reduction of total output and a lower 
standard of living for labor as a whole. 
It is still the law of life that man must 
earn his bread by the sweat of his brow. 
The “push-button civilization” is a fig- 
ment of the imagination of armchair 
thinkers who find time to write be- 
cause the long hours of labor of real 
producers have made leisure possible. 
No people can increase their well-being 
by quitting work. 

A special condition in this country 
makes regulation of hours perilous. We 
have the most elaborate and expensive 
machine investment per worker on earth. 
An hour cut from the work week means 

more than a proportional cut in output. 
It means an hour’s idleness for a ma- 

chine whose cost is measured in interest 
on the investment before the machine 
wears out. A 30-hour week means a 

plant idle for 138 hours in 168. But 
there will be two shifts or three. Quite 
right; in many industries the only solu- 
tion of the increased cost of idle equip- 
ment is through additional shifts, as 

many mill-owners have discovered since 
August 1. But a reduction of hours 
from 44 to 30 without a reduction in 
weekly pay means a flat increase of labor 
costs of 47 per cent. The “share-the 
work” program does not mean three days 
a week for two men instead of six days 
a week for one. This form of stagger- 
ing employment has been adopted 
already by nearly all our major Indus- 
cries since iusi. its value lies in its 

keeping down the numbers of the 
totally unemployed,- reducing bread 
lines and the numbers dependent on 

charity. It has not restored prosperity. 
The share-the-work reformers demand 
a compulsory reduction in hours for all 
workers, with a legal minimum wage 
equal to the old wage for the longer 
week. 

^ REALLY drastic share-the-work 
program would be an attempt to 

give labor two of the three bonuses of 
increased productivity, shorter hours 
and higher wages, by cutting down the 
total national output. It can be done 
in one way, by starving out of existence 
the surplus population unable to get 
subsistence. A universal 30-hour week, 
with wages uncontrolled by law, would 
in the end lower our standard of living 
below the level which American laboa 
demands. Add to the loss of produc- 
tive power the enormous total of loss 
already accruing from seasonal work, 
weather conditions, casual employment, 
vacations, and the growing number of 
holidays, these latter steadily moving 
toward the condition of many other 
countries, in which they constitute a 

material factor in economic backward- 
ness. A 30-hour week would slowly dis- 
sipate our capital equipment, drive us 

to the production of necessities only, and 
destroy our ability to compete with other 
nations. 

The increase In the labor costs, re- 
flected in higher prices, would reduce 
consumption by workingmen and all 
others. An increasing portion of A 
diminishing product would go abroad to 
pay for indispensable imports. Foreign 
peoples, with longer hours and lower 
wages, would undersell us in all markets. 
Still higher tariffs would be necessary, 
further increasing the cost of living. 

Add to the 30-hour regulation a legal 
minimum wage and see a sinister social 
situation develop. The productive effi- 
ciency of millions of workers is tragically 
low. All of us deplore a $7 wage for a 
60-hour week, but this unhappy condi- 
tion frequently measures efficiency. A 
30-hour week with a stiff minimum wage 
would breed a growing mass of perma- 
nent unemployables. We would end up 
with that social canker, the dole. 

In the face of these sobering facts the 
Senate, on April 6 last, passed by A 
vote of 53 to 30 a bill establishing the 
30-hour week In all manufacturing in- 
dustry. The Secretary of Labor officially 
supported the measure with these words: 
“I am definitely in favor of the principle 
of the bill. President Roosevelt like- 
wise is in sympathy with the principle 
and purposes of the measure.” William 
Green, president of the American Fed- 
eration of Labor, objected that the bill 
did not cover all industry in America. 
Most astonishing of all, the head of 
America’s greatest electrical manufac- 
tory gave his approval, with the sug- 
gestion that the hours be changed to 33, 
while the leader of the greatest auto- 
uiuuue enterprise gave ms approval oi 
the legal 32-hour week, but wanted this 
to be averaged over six months, with 48 
hours permitted in any one week. This 
latter proposal, later adopted in many 
N. R. A. codes, is an unhappy arrange- 
ment calling for weeks of 48-hour labor 
followed by. weeks of unpaid idleness. 

The bill escaped passage by the House. 
Some members discovered the obvious 
truth that its passage would close all 
our factories exposed to European com- 

petition, and their insistence on an 
amendment stopping our remaining im- 
ports blocked the bill. 

^^OMMON sense frequently convinces 
where economic reasoning is futile. 

It is apparent that if the millenium 
could be achieved in this fashion the 
magic would have been discovered be- 
fore the Senate found it in 1933. The 
sensible English or the practical French 
would have hit upon it before this. They 
have been struggling with poverty for a 

thousand years. 
Do not be misled by the apparent 

prosperity of industries on very short 
hours and high wages. Henry Ford's 
famous recipe for permanent prosperity, 
a seven-hour day and a $6 minimum 
wage, has become 40 hours a week and 
50 cents an hour for many of his em- 

ployes. If an industry can grant excep- 
tional terms to employes it is because 
of monopoly or other favorable condi- 
tions and the favored workers have 
tneir advantage at tne expense oi tne 

consumers, including other workers. The 
short hours and extraordinary wages in 
the building trades have caused unem- 

ployment for the workers themselves, 
and paralysis of the construction indus- 
try, while other workers 'live in tene- 
ments for lack of housing. 

Oen. Hugh Johnson wrote that a 
restoration of consumer power might 
possibly be accomplished by "an aver- 

age work week of 32 hours with a mini- 
mum wage of 45 cents an hour for the 
lowest paid type of labor.” But the first 
code approved under N. R. A. called for 
40 hours a week and at 32>/2-cent wage, 
with a 20 cents rate for learners. In the 
permanent and temporary codes ap- 
proved thus far a majority provide for 
40 hours or more. We find 54 hours 
for restaurant workers, 48 hours for 
groceries, drug stores and butcher shops, 
and 45 hours for laundry workers. We 
find wage rates as low as 15 cents, 25 
cents, and 30 cents for important in- 
dustries. Even the producers of articles 
of luxurious consumption such as cigars 
and candy are permitted to work long 
hours at wages far below 45 cents an 

hour. Furthermore, almost every code 
thus far adopted is silent regarding the 
rates of wages of workers already getting 
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