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Preface


In Europe no valid claim can be made for a definite Jesuit style, its canons precisely laid down in Rome, and in the Americas there is even less justification for such a statement. The various regions adapted certain stylistic features, according to the exigencies of the time and place and the abilities of the builders, and out of them they created something original.1

A pair of full-length portraits by Peter Paul Rubens hangs in the National Museum in Vienna. One is of Saint Francis Xavier, missionary to the Indies. The painting shows him baptizing exotic figures, converting strange lands in the name of Christ. The other is of Saint Ignatius Loyola, healing souls and casting out demons. The portraits are larger than life, or so they seem. The presentation is monumental, the raiments richly colored, the gestures grandiose.

The portraits evoke the activist and the contemplative sides, the exterior and the interior, of the Society of Jesus. This antiphony pervades the lives and the work of Jesuits, but its expression varies across time and place. The Jesuit experience in the United States is of a different order from the rhetoric and iconography of Europe, and regional variations within the United States have to be respected in summarizing this experience.2

The crucial challenge, however, comes in framing the question at the outset. This book is not so much about the contrast between European and American Catholicism as it is about the interaction between Catholicism and the American way, as seen through the eyes of Jesuits in the United States. What Thomas Fleming wrote about the missing agenda of Irish American literature can be taken, with some adjustment for historical setting, as the program for this study of the Society of Jesus:

Most Irish-American novels tend to be hermetic. They explore the joys and sorrows, the pathologies and corruptions of the tribe and leave the non-Irish reader on the edge of sadness, not really giving much of a damn. The Irish-Americans themselves often boycott the best books for telling the truth and persuade the gullible that vaudeville turns like Edwin O’Connor’s “Last Hurrah” are the real thing. Only a few writers have perceived that the important story—in the last 30 years, at least—has been the Irish encounter with the other side of the hyphen, with America.3

My concern is with the curious encounter between two cultures that have much in common, made up as they are of layers of the pragmatic and the transcendental, but that also represent rival ways of life. My theme is the ambiguous meeting between a “nation with the soul of a church” and a religious organization with a commitment to the mundane.4

Late on a Sunday morning in New Orleans, in his office at a radio station owned at the time by Loyola University, Fr. Thomas Clancy reminisced about his years during the seventies as provincial superior—chief executive officer—of the Society of Jesus in the southern states. A Southerner himself, Clancy is a raconteur. The novelist Walker Percy was a longtime friend. His reputation as a man with a tale for every occasion has made him something of a legend from the Deep South to its northern borders. Clancy has a doctorate from Oxford, and he has written about the history of the early Jesuits. But now he was holding forth about recent times. He talked about coming to grips with problems inside the society that hampered Jesuits in their work with those outside the order.

After I was in for two years, we figured maybe we had 60 alcoholics, out of about 400 people. I said, if we could rehabilitate 40 of these 60 alcoholics, this would make up for every priest that’s left in the last twelve years. So let’s rehabilitate.

It was not a general thing. It was one-on-one. I would fly into Tampa. I would show up for a dinner [at a Jesuit residence]. And everybody would say, “What the hell is he here for?” And then, after dinner, I would grab this guy. You couldn’t tell them two days beforehand because they’d kill themselves drinking. So you say “Let me see you for a minute.” And the guy would go, “Uh-huh.” And you’d say, “I’m really concerned about your drinking problem. I personally think you’re an alcoholic, or pretty close to it.” “Well, who told you that?” he’d say. “Well, you know,” I said, “you drink an awful lot. I mean, accidents and so forth.”

He had an explanation for everything. So, after an hour, I say, “Well, listen, this is a plane ticket. Tomorrow morning, at 9:10, you’re going to Guest House [a detoxification center for clergy] up in Michigan.” He says, “I’m not going up there!” I said, “So-and-so will take you out. I’ve already arranged it.” He says, “Well, look, the reason I don’t want to go is that no one knows I’m an alcoholic!” I said, “You jerk! Everybody knows you’re an alcoholic! People in El Paso know you’re an alcoholic!” And so, he would go up there.5

Clancy, who was in his early sixties at the time of the interview, entered the Society of Jesus in the 1940s. His career spans the decades of growth before the 1960s and afterward the years of declining numbers, ideological furor, sagging morale, and efforts to regroup. He talked, always concretely, without interpretive adornment, with a palpable suspicion of generalizations, of the changes and the responses to them.

Early Sunday mornings, Clancy visits a penitentiary to say Mass for the inmates. “This morning I had eighteen male prisoners, and I asked one of them to read part of the service, and only two of them volunteered, and neither one of them could read.” He continued:

I have to talk to them. And they don’t want to hear me talk about social justice. Of course, they like to hear about capital punishment. They want problems solved that they have right now. They’re hurting right now. They want some kind of affirmation of themselves.6

The plain talk sounded elliptical. My acquaintance with Jesuits went back to the late fifties and early sixties: high school at Brooklyn Prep, now Medgar Even Community College; higher education in St. Louis and Washington—nine years altogether of Jesuit schooling. But I had been away for a while, and now familiarity was mixed with strangeness, in part because I wasn’t sure what I was looking for, and in part because Jesuits themselves had changed. The years since the sixties, after the Second Vatican Council, were a puzzle; the waning years of immigrant Catholicism when I had grown up, with “Jebbies” at the helm of the ethnic subcultures, had drifted into nostalgia; and the centuries before, when Jesuits set out from Spain and Portugal and Italy as “hammers of the Protestants” and as missionaries to the Indies and Brazil and the wilds of North America, seemed antiquarian curiosities.

There was a cryptic abundance to these impressions. The sense of mystery and possibility that comes when one’s own experience links up with glimpses of the unknown was powerful. So was the ambivalent perception of damaged goods, of things faded and submerged. “I’ve reached the point,” Flannery O’Connor wrote, “where I can’t do again what I know I can do well, and the larger things that I need to do now, I doubt my capacity for doing.”7

Catholicism is closer to a ponderous anarchy than to a monolith. G. K. Chesterton and James Joyce, among others, have said as much, and the mingling of bric-a-brac and sublimity in the Vatican collection expresses a certain unkempt grandeur that has been a feature of the church even during its severest periods of centralization. The mélange of diversity and cohesiveness makes it difficult to grasp what has changed and what has stayed the same in Catholicism. Survival has not meant stability. After acquiescing to the claim of his inquisitors that the sun was still fixed in cosmic space, Galileo muttered “Eppure te muove!” (“Yet it moves!”) He might as well have been speaking about the church itself.8

The Society of Jesus is a mutation within Catholicism. One of the more rational pillars of the church, the order also retains some of its polymorphous sprawl. The origins of the Jesuits lie at the crossroads of sixteenthcentury Europe. Social transformations that had been gestating for a millennium converged and picked up speed.9 Jesuits bear the marks of the epoch of their founding. They incorporate more acutely than other groups in Catholicism the tensions between modernity and tradition.

Over the past few decades three things have happened to the Jesuits: They have lost about a third of their manpower. The society has changed from a rule-governed hierarchy to an organization that looks more like a role-driven network in which Jesuits search for, rather than being assigned to, jobs and tasks. And the normative world of the Jesuits—their sense of meaning, purpose, and community—has altered as well.10

In order to understand these changes, it is necessary to backtrack a bit. My primary focus is neither on the early days of the Society of Jesus, when it expanded rapidly across the globe, nor on the most recent period—the years since the sixties during which it has undergone a decline in membership and a rethinking of its mission. I concentrate on the decades from around the turn of the century to the verge of the Second Vatican Council. This period was the fulcrum time between past and present. Analysis of these deceptively quiet years reveals, as if in slow motion, the accumulation of tensions inherited not only from the Counter-Reformation but also conflicts that had been building up since the French Revolution and the onset of industrialization in the nineteenth century.11

The Society of Jesus has been extraordinarily influential. As late as the 1980s, a leader of the Italian Communist party could declare, somewhat enigmatically but without sounding ridiculous, “Il modello della nostra cultura politica sono i gesuiti”—“the model of our political culture is [formed by] the Jesuits.”12 The order is by no means representative, in a statistical sense, of the pressures of modernization, nor has it customarily been at the vanguard of this process. Still, the saga of the Jesuits encapsulates not only the multiple strains in Catholicism but also aspects of the metamorphosis of the West.

In some quarters it is customary to think of religion as a matter of abstractions and absolutes—of universal, Platonic certainties. It is a short step from this view to a vision of the religious temper as a manifestation of fanaticism and closed-mindedness. For all their reputation for militarism, Jesuits—“the swift, light cavalry of Christ”—lean the opposite way. This characteristic style is as much a cultural property of the organization as it is a psychological manner of individual Jesuits.13 As a multinational institution that has been in existence for nearly half a millennium, the Society of Jesus has cultivated a tolerance of diversity and cultural eclecticism that for some observers borders on incoherence and casuistry.14

Although a depiction of the “typical” Jesuit as Hamlet with holy orders would be misleading, it is true that many Jesuits incline toward self-scrutiny and subtle distinctions. They tend to deal not in generalities and certainties but in the refractory and the ambiguous. It is this awareness of—indeed, this taste for—complexity that the Italian Communist recognized in the order. It is the knotted humanity of the Jesuits, he suggested, that has encouraged a sympathy for compromise and that has elicited fascination in return.15

The clash between tradition and modernity is reflected in the Jesuit experience as a distinctive, never quite resolved but nonetheless recognizable pattern, embedded in particulars. Nuance is crucial. The concreteness of this counterpoint makes the experience accessible. The profusion of specifics and the crisscrossing of purposes also make for elusiveness. One man’s moral complexity may be another’s equivocation.16 In the eyes of their critics, Jesuits have often been seen as little more than nimble reactionaries.17

What is this experience and how is it related to the dialectic between tradition and modernity? Imagine modernization as a mix of three elements.18 The emergence of Western Europe involved the consolidation of the political power of nation-states, a process that took place over the protests of forces pulling in the opposite direction, toward a decentralized order.19 The rise of Europe also involved the deployment of investment capital for economic growth. This change was resisted by sectors that favored a more distributive, egalitarian order. Both developments engendered characteristic lines of division: one between political elites and contenders for power—regional interests, minorities, and so on—and the other between social classes. Both entailed tangible, more or less computable outcomes.20

A third ingredient of modernization was less palpable but equally critical. The cultivation of human capital meant systematic education. In this field Jesuits were innovators and came to excel. The Jesuits’ dedication to pedagogy assumed still greater proportions in the United States, where they trained large numbers of immigrant and postimmigrant Catholics and some non-Catholics as well. By the end of the 1980s there were more than one million graduates of the twenty-eight Jesuit colleges and universities in the United States.21

The tension intrinsic to this component of modernization may appear less substantial than the conflicts engendered by state building and the accumulation of physical capital. Jesuits were not alone in believing that learning and virtue were reconcilable. It was Samuel Johnson who stated that “the end of learning is piety.”22 Nor were they alone in assuming which took precedence if conflict did arise. It was Ralph Waldo Emerson who argued that “character is higher than intellect.”23

Despite these earnest resolutions, however, discrepancies between knowledge and ethical mettle did not disappear. Secularization came to be defined as the attenuation of the bond between knowledge and morality. Not only did the ties between cultural development and political and socioeconomic progress come to seem vague and naive; in the eyes of many traditionalists and not a few neutral observers, the connection between learning and values came undone.24

The change can be understood by imagining another grand process—democratization—set alongside each of the three components of modernization. With regard to the political dimension of development, it makes intuitive sense to associate democratization with forms of decentralization. By the same token, an emphasis on economic distribution connotes social democracy. Though not uncontroversial, such correspondences are at least defensible.

Democratization becomes more enigmatic when applied to culture. Yet, obvious or not, it is the extension of democratization from the political and economic to the cultural sphere that has thrown the Society of Jesus into the most serious crisis in its history. It is the pervasiveness of this process that makes the predicament of the Jesuits part of a larger drama.

The conceptual difficulty comes from the slipperiness of “progress,” “development,” and similar notions when applied to moral change. Without such trend-like constructions, democratization loses meaning. Consideration of two points may help at least to clarify the problem.

First, Jesuits sometimes understood the dialectic between knowledge and virtue as a union or harmonious balance and at other times as a creative tension; the resolution was unsteady. Intellectual and ethical change of some sort, to some degree, was acceptable.

Second, for Jesuits, cultural advancement has involved something besides stern didacticism or a psychological game of contrarities between knowledge and virtue. Rectitude has also meant mastery of the passions and corporate loyalty. The cultural realm is therefore multidimensional rather than bipolar and divorced from organizational realities. Furthermore, self-control and institutional allegiance are themselves ambiguous. While discipline matters, so does liberation. The bedrock intuition of Jesuit spirituality stresses the supremacy of affection, shaped and refined but not, ideally, suppressed. It is this rhythm of the emotions that formed the ground base of the Society of Jesus beneath democratization and that was interrupted by it.

The political and economic quarrels involved in modernization clearly represent conflicts in the public realm. Cultural democratization, whatever it means, is not so readily categorized. It spans the shifting interstices between the public and private spheres.

As far as Catholicism and the Jesuits are concerned, two features of cultural democratization are especially problematic. One involves the difficulty of upholding an ethical heritage in schools that have become inexorably secular.25 The dilemma is perpetuated by rival loyalties: to the teaching magisterium of the church on the one hand and to the marketplace of ideas on the other.26 A related dilemma has to do with the family and the areas of sexuality and the status of women.

Both school and the family are pivotal to Jesuits because they perform socializing functions, transmitting norms from one generation to the next. They are considered to be the building blocks of social order. The family in particular is seen as the redoubt of hierarchy, inculcating preconscious understandings and shaping firm identities, no matter what inroads democratization might make in the public sphere. It is the primal school of the affections.27

From this perspective, ideals that are supposed to govern conduct—far from being spectral entities—are inextricably bound up with idiomatic structures of authority and intimate hierarchies like the family, and with the role of women. The decay of traditional values is not an abstruse turn in the history of ideas. The apparently vaporous process of cultural democratization means the democratization of everyday life.28 It is the down-toearthness, the immediacy and sensuousness, of this development that gives it such resonance among Jesuits. The boundaries between public and private spheres, that once seemed secure, that preserved a zone of authority for religious organizations and a haven for their members and for those to whom they ministered, and that permitted them to exert a modicum of influence on the secular world, have been reshaped.29

In Europe and parts of Latin America, less often in the United States, Jesuits have at times engaged in the politics of symbolic and moral causes and have assertively defended their material interests. The Society of Jesus has also been subject to spasms of inner turmoil that, in addition to affecting its work ad extra, have an importance of their own. The variable connection between the inner and outer worlds of the order is a major thrust of this book.

Beneath the legend of political intrigue and derring-do, of black popes and back-door machinations and exquisite duplicity, the power exerted by Jesuits has been largely indirect.30 The Society of Jesus is the carrier of a moral culture whose logic is driven by contradictions straining toward integration, toward transcendence of a kind. The tension between virtue and knowledge, I have argued, has fueled the dynamism of the order.31

A plausible though incomplete account of the crisis of the Society of Jesus would point toward the erosion of its dominant position on the knowledge side of the equation. Jesuits worked themselves out of a leadership role in education by training generations of laypeople who eventually surpassed them and whose offspring, with wider options available, no longer sought the expertise of Jesuits in such numbers. Jesuits empowered their pupils. The Society of Jesus has left behind a variety of cultural institutions and objects, and the order has become, in effect, its admirers. But Jesuits themselves have been left behind.32

The trouble with this line of reasoning is that it fails to consider changes in the ethical component of human capital formation and, more broadly, in the hold the Society of Jesuits has exercised over the moral and social imagination of Catholics.

The rationale of character formation associated with the Jesuits is one of recurrent conflict between aggression and compassion—between courage and affection; between the church militant and the church maternal. A correlative struggle can be discerned between the need to preserve a durable identity, something like a psychic anchor, and the need to navigate within the implacable diversity, the catholicity, of the church. Traces of this dualism can also be detected in episodes of an almost sepulchral asceticism set alongside the joyous effulgence of the baroque.33

The psychic economy of Jesuits, then, encompasses tradeoffs between divergent and seemingly contradictory goals. This imparts a nervous energy to individual Jesuits, as well as some instability to the society.34 These tensions are patterned, structuring principles. The contradictions underlying Jesuit life are overarching polarities and animating countercurrents. It is when such antinomies become less compelling, when the inherited categories of behavior and meaning give way, as happened with the age-old division between male dominance and female subservience around the time of Vatican II, that the dynamism of the hierarchy faltered and Jesuits became disoriented.35

The challenges faced by Jesuits have institutional as well as psychological ramifications. Jesuits are engaged in corporate activity as well as intrapsychic management. The Society of Jesus is both a service agency and a socialization mechanism. In addition to the difficulties encountered in trying to train their members, Jesuits have confronted obstacles in their efforts to translate individual “character” into collective action.

Part of the problem of institutional design is historical. The organizational hierarchies that suited an earlier age, presumably reflecting the selfdiscipline and sense of order of Jesuits themselves, no longer provide credible models for professional networks and formidable bureaucracies such as those of modern universities.

Another aspect of the problem is more circuitous. In contrast to many institutions with expressly political or economic goals, the bottom line of the Society of Jesus is relatively soft. “How does one measure,” one Jesuit asked me, “the progress of sanctifying grace?” Jesuits come up against the paradoxical question of how altruism is to be rewarded and the slightly more amenable problem of how generosity and benevolent impulse can be channeled into reliable behavior. The order’s goals are multiple and some are incommensurable; feedback is uncertain. There is no unequivocal chain, no causal bridge, from micro-intentions to macro-outcomes, no algorithm for assembling collective outputs out of the depths of individual character. Yet the link between motivation and behavior, and procedures for corporate action, count supremely in organized religious life. Otherwise, Jesuits might as well return, like troglodytes, to solitary contemplation.36

Within Catholicism, and among the Jesuits, the indeterminacy inherent in the problem of aggregating the dispositions of individuals into a cohesive organization, when the goals of the enterprise are diffuse, has generated three responses. Although they may be compatible with it, none of these alternatives corresponds to democracy. One has been an insistence on hierarchy, as if top-down control were needed to focus and shape the profusion of subjective wills. A second reaction has been the flip side of this: piecemeal, expedient empiricism, a casual pragmatism, a seemingly haphazard adaptability.

A third response has been symbolic. It has meant reliance on collective aesthetics—that is, on allegory, parable, and metaphor as emblems of communal suffering and purpose and as signs of identity. From this viewpoint, the religious institution itself is something of a shell. The work of storytelling, the implicit framing of the community and the myth-making go on without respect for organizational charts or dogmatic correctness.37

It would be a mistake to reduce Catholicism to opera and the Society of Jesus to spectaculo.38 Still, it is helpful to take an interpretive as well as an analytical view of the cultural devices—the instructive rhetoric and riveting fables—that made sense of the mission of the Society of Jesus and fostered the allegiance of individuals to the collective enterprise. Instead of searching for ladders between the micro- and macrolevels of the institution—levels that are nebulous to begin with—one can envision the order as an ensemble of delicately aligned dimensions, a configuration vulnerable to change, encompassing cultural as well as organizational and psychological realities.39 What might these cultural filaments be?

Through the years leading up to Vatican II Jesuits operated within a symbolic framework that gave tacit meaning to the hardships of immigrant and postimmigrant Catholics. This cultural membrane encompassed two not altogether compatible visions. The family was at once the primary human unit, joining intimacy and order, and an allegory—sometimes simplistic, in other versions more sophisticated—of the larger collectivity. The family has been to Catholic social order what class has been to social conflict in Marxism, and what the individual has been to the capitalist market, and the voluntary association to democratic theory.40

The other image cast the Society of Jesus itself as a peripatetic band of virtuous achievers who stood apart from the entanglements of the familial environment and from ecclesiastical routine. The figure of the homo viator as an emblem of the pilgrim soul predates the Society of Jesus. But among religious orders it is one that the enterprising, cosmopolitan Jesuits, known for their versatility and mobility, developed to an exceptional degree. It was a vision with powerful associations in the polyglot yet parochial world of immigrant Catholicism.41

Jesuits gave themselves to the task of providing meaning and hope, not certainty or happiness. They did this through their mystique as a kind of itinerant family, enfolded within the provisional settlement of the larger community, as well as through the training they provided in skills and critical thinking. When the set of myths began to lose meaning, and when their expertise became less precious, Jesuits entered into turmoil. How this metamorphosis came about is the story that unfolds in the following pages.

One doesn’t plow straight through a book of this length; one deals with it. Here are some tips.


	Among the myths that have come to enshroud the Society of Jesus is one to the effect that Jesuits are extraordinarily articulate. Many Jesuits can give polished and moving renditions of their lives and work. Jesuits can also be as oblique and reticent, as normal and boring as the rest of us when it comes to matters that concern them most. 

	The world of the Jesuits is not all words, not is it simply the sum of inner states. It composes a material culture, too. I hope there is enough descriptive accuracy and implicit conceptual architecture, as well as oral history, in my reconstruction of preconciliar, mostly East Coast and Midwestern Catholicism—the boiled food and lumpy sofas, the sidewalks inlaid with chewing gum, the tasseled offwhite window shades and the polychrome statuary—that a good deal of analytical commentary can be foregone. This means that it is probably only a venial sin to skim the Introduction. 

	It is natural for Catholics of a certain age to view this time, from the receding of the immigrant era to the beginning of the sixties, as encapsulating a childhood and an innocence irretrievably lost, the years of crayoncolored saints, batty nuns, and the thin white smoke of incense. “Bittersweet” is the buzzword for that wistfulness.42 Opposed to this is the notion of the modernity, the growing-up into assimilation, by which that tradition was transformed out of recognition. In fact, however, it may have been the other way around. Catholic childhood, a time of marvels, cannot be equated with innocence, any more than can fairy tales be understood without knowing about magicians, witches, and the folly of adults. It is the belief in the innocuous progress of the postwar years, of “the American century,” when both prosperity and traditional Catholicism were at high tide, that in retrospect seems quaint in its materialism and tidy idealism.43


	This story is about a way of life unfolding over the course of about half a century, at multiple levels. Demographic, organizational, cultural, and psychological changes are intertwined. Yet changes in one dimension—say, the institutional—do not always mesh instantaneously with changes at another—for example, the psychological—and patterns of causation are complex. The impression can be like that of watching fast and colorful action through a lens that keeps scenery and figures at various distances all more or less in focus. It is tempting to view everything from a single angle. Thus, one might reduce the narrative to a kind of manic psychodrama, with interludes of lyric quietism, or to an analysis of organizational stagnation, or to an interpretation of the dynamics of the symbolic capital of the Society of Jesus. None of these perspectives is wrong, but each is incomplete. 
 
 
The bulk of the financial support for this study came from the National Endowment for the Humanities. Generous financial assistance was also furnished by the German Marshall Fund, the Social Science Research Council, the Fulbright Commission, the Horace H. Rackham School of Graduate Studies and the Institute for Social Research at the University of Michigan, and Arizona State University. My former colleagues at Vanderbilt University stimulated me to think about the parallels between the unsettled traditions of big-city Catholicism and the unmaking of the Old South.44

Peter Dougherty, my editor, guided a complicated project to completion, and convinced me that the Finnegans Wake of footnotes belonged at the back of the book. Eileen DeWald, Robert Harrington, and Sue Llewellyn gave superb long-distance support during the finishing stages. Robert Mester and Patti Webb provided indispensable research assistance; Joyce Meyer and Deborah Eddy transcribed dozens of interviews. Saint Genesius, patron saint of secretaries, works in mysterious ways.45

This book has been about eight years in the making. The fondest memories from this time are of half-a-year’s stay in Dublin. I wish to express my gratitude for the hospitality extended to my family and myself by Colette Delaney and Paddy Hannigan, by Helen and Kevin Burke, and by Tom Garvin and the late John Whyte.

Whenever I got to feeling sorry for myself about the occasional rebuff suffered in trying to find out “how this outfit really works,” I considered how other institutions might have reacted to similar snooping. In the land of the Jesuits, I came across very little of the unction of the horrified, almost no “Here, let me give you some literature” ploys. On the whole, Jesuits reacted generously and thoughtfully to my importunings. In reporting on his research about the adventures of an eighteenth-century Jesuit and the Chinese covert he brought back with him to France, Jonathan Spence captured an experience not unlike my own:

Unlike some modern guardians of our fate, [Fr. Jean-François] Foucquet did not attempt to prove his own innocence by erasing the past from the record. Instead, he carefully kept and filed away every memo and letter that came his way, even if the material did not show him in a pleasant light. He copied and recopied many such items, convinced that the record in its totality would vindicate his views of his own rightness. I don’t happen to think that Foucquet was right in the way he treated Hu, but I am only able to make that judgment because he lets me. Thus even if I believe I have confronted him successfully Foucquet remains, in a way, the victor.46

My greatest debt is to the individuals, most of them Jesuits and former Jesuits, who have taken part in the study, through interviews, arranging access to archives, and commenting on preliminary drafts. They are too numerous—more than two hundred—to mention here by name. None of them bears responsibility for my errors of fact and interpretation.

This book is dedicated to my wife Josefina and our daughters Graça and Julia. They put up with “all those church books around the house.” Josefina saw all along what the project meant to me. I am more grateful than I can say for her willingness to see it through good times and bad.

PMcD
Aldeia de SãO edro,
Portugal
Summer, 1991



Introduction


Of the many changes associated with the Second Vatican Council—the conclave of cardinals, bishops, heads of religious orders, their advisers, and assorted observers that took place from 1962 to 1965 and that divided an archaic from a partially updated church—two stand out. One was the globalization of Catholicism. The shift from a Eurocentric to a multicultural vision corresponded to a tipping of the demographic scales within the church from the Northern to the Southern Hemisphere. A second change was the accent on social justice.

Several aftershocks of these changes—notably, the falloff in religious vocations—were unanticipated. Yet the changes themselves were cumulative rather than wholly unprecedented. They were prefigured in earlier transformations. For more than a century prior to Vatican II the migration of European Catholics to North America had been propelling a massive demographic realignment. By the 1950s English-speaking Catholics had become economically dominant, with considerable organizational clout, in the midst of a legacy that was still Latinate. A parallel change involved the participation of immigrant Catholics in the industrialization of the New World. An uprooted peasantry and an emerging working class were thrust into a culture of prodigious abundance.

The American offshoot of Catholicism grew in numbers and wealth. The dispersion of Catholics from the European matrix posed challenges to a church that, institutionally and doctrinally, was straining for control in the wake of the French Revolution. Urbanization and the growth of the working class drew the attention of ecclesiastics to the social question. At the heart of these geographic and social movements was a pair of preoccupations: the striving for material improvement and concern with safeguarding the family. These were the supreme imperatives of American Catholicism as they were for most newcomers to the United States. 1

The connection between the pair of goals was uneasy. Change on one side—an increase in family income, for instance—might alter the division of labor and power between husbands and wives and between parents and children. The nexus of mobility and tradition was dynamic, and such equilibrium as might be attained was unstable. Historical transformations of momentous proportions were acted out from day to day in the intimacy of the household.2

Three things were at stake. One was the split in gender roles over the allocation of domestic labor, of child rearing and in general of work in and outside the home. The family and the status of women in the family resonated with abiding values against the mutability of the wider world. They took on a near-mythical fixity that became all the more appealing with the vagaries of migration. How were these hierarchies to withstand and adapt to the American enterprise?

Another locus of contention was the division between generations. The aspirations of second- and third-generation ethnics differed from the expectations of those who had come before. The spread of education and accelerating social mobility stretched the bonds between successive cohorts of the Catholic subculture.

Still another source of tension lay in the fact of migration itself—in the uprooting and mixing together of people from largely parochial backgrounds in a great cosmopolitan venture. Their traditions differed, their intercourse was complex, and the transition they underwent was multidimensional. The diversity of origins and the proliferation of opportunities were vertiginous. For a while the binding element was Catholicism.

It seemed that there was so much in us that only storms, terror and the fury of life could purify; so much in us of the achiever, the macho, the frantic and the appetitive, the willful failure. Indeed we were a complicated lot.3

This book is a study of the prelude to revolution. It encompasses the period from around the turn of the century, when the Catholic church began to take the social question seriously while at the same time clamping down on intellectual dissent through the antimodernist crusade, to the mid-sixties, when the Second Vatican Council inaugurated its attempt at aggiornamento (“updating”). It concentrates on the largest male religious order within Catholicism, the Society of Jesus.

Revolutions in the accepted sense involve the overthrow of institutional power and the dispossession of material property. Nothing like this transfer and redistribution of physical capital happened with Vatican II. Nevertheless, something approaching a revolution took place among the Jesuits. Change came about not in the face of pressure from the outside but largely as a result of discontent in the leadership and among the ranks with what came to be seen as an overly embroidered and increasingly counterproductive tradition.

Equally as significant as the genealogy of the revolution was its substance. Catholicism is perhaps the largest Western institution in which authority has been bound up with questions of sexuality and the segregation of roles by gender. In the sixties, rebellion against authority was fused with attacks against the regulation of sexuality. The church that, in the United States, had ridden out—and prospered from—political and economic reforms was hard hit by the crisis in the protocols of everyday interaction and by the challenge to privileges that had been thought to be private “since time immemorial.”

The multiple collisions of the sixties were the outcome of emotional as well as intellectual and moral transformations. While many of its manifestations were at the time scandalously physical, involving the rejection of restrictive codes of dress and speech, change also involved an upheaval in mental constructs and moral values—in meanings, goals, and the framing of human endeavor. The revolution that struck the Jesuits was both corporeal and resonant of a transformation in intellectual and ethical positions that had been solidifying since the Counter-Reformation and the reaction of the Catholic Powers to the Enlightenment and the French Revolution. Underlying a growing but still somewhat clerk-ish split between intellectual and ethical standards of conduct and social order were profound fissures between moral composure, emotional expression, sexuality, and male identity.4

Almost inevitably, the excitement surrounding the Second Vatican Council obscures the years leading up to it. While in retrospect it is virtually impossible not to view these decades as a prelude to a revolution of sorts, the period is also of interest in its own right. It constitutes an interlude—a bubble of stability—between the trauma of migration and the belated encounter with modernity. It is this deceptively becalmed period in American Catholicism, from around the turn to a bit after the middle of the century, that stands as anomalous in balance with the tumult that followed and the wrenching transformations that preceded it. This problematic, tensionridden slice of tradition forms my main subject. The revolution itself is something of an anticlimax, and the very recent years of an attempted Catholic restoration are scarcely treated at all.5

Founded in 1540, in early modern Europe, the Society of Jesus quickly gained a reputation as a shaper of human capital. Jesuits set themselves up primarily as a network of educators rather than as an organization with an unequivocal product. However bent on bringing a measure of rationality and renewed acceptance to a corrupt church, Jesuits never made a clean break with the past. Instead, they fixed on the papacy as the embodiment of tradition. Nevertheless, their commitment to the development of human resources set the Jesuits apart from wholly obscurantist elements in traditional Catholicism.6

The Society of Jesus has had chronically to reconcile loyalty to an ancient hierarchy with outreach to the secular world. Through most of the nineteenth and the first half of the twentieth century, the European branch of the Society of Jesus remained the product not only of the CounterReformation but of a virulently conservative reaction to the French Revolution. In the United States, however, while these quarrels were not completely forgotten, distinctive tasks and conflicts were layered over them, and the responsibilities that the Society of Jesus took on in North America differed from those facing its continental counterpart. The selective conservatism of the American branch of the order mirrored the dispositions of its immigrant constituents at least as much as it did the ideological battles of continental Europe.

Diversity, contradiction, and even discontinuity—the order was abolished a few years prior to the French Revolution, only to be resurrected in the early years of the nineteenth century—have made for a picaresque history. Tradition for the Jesuits has been a series of fleeting equilibria, and the geographical heterogeneity of the order has fostered variation in its operations and its ideology even during periods of composure. Although some of the mystique of the Society of Jesus may stem, as Jesuits themselves used to observe, from the fact that every fifth Jesuit seemed to be writing about the exploits of the other four, it is true that much of the history of the order reads like a tremendista novel, replete with heroics, disasters, dizzying ups and downs. An enduring paradox of the Society of Jesus is the coexistence of its volatility and longevity.7

Recent Jesuit history is summarized in the next section by way of background to the central themes of the book. Before entering into this chronicle, however, it is worth highlighting the key changes undergone by the Society of Jesus. One of these is quantitative; the others are harder to put numbers on.

Figure 1 shows the ascent and decline of membership in the Society of Jesus from the second decade of the century, just after the American “assistancy” (region) gained separate administrative status from the English branch, to the beginning of the last decade of the century. Membership in the international order peaked at over 36,000 men in 1965. By 1990 it had fallen below 25,000. In the United States during the same period membership fell from more than 8,000 to fewer than 5.000.8

[image: Image]

FIGURE 1. Membership in the Society of Jesus (in thousands), 1910-90

The numbers for the society worldwide and for the society in the United States appear to rise and fall in tandem. On closer inspection, however, a significant twist emerges. Figure 2 traces the growth and dropoff in American Jesuits as a percentage of the world total. The Americans increased steadily as a proportion of the global society from the turn of the century until the sixties. Then, approximately one out of four Jesuits was an American. Their relative magnitude has since slipped, to less than one out of five. Jesuit numbers have fallen overall, and the decline of the Americans has been especially pronounced in the wake of the rising numbers and the expectations that accompanied them prior to the Second Vatican Council.
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FIGURE 2. American Jesuits as Percentage of Total Membership in Society of Jesus, 1910-90



A fuller account of the factors contributing to the downturn will be given later in these pages. For now it is the swelling in Jesuit numbers, not the decline, that merits attention. The first lesson suggested by the statistics is the brevity of the American moment in Catholicism. The ascendancy of the Americans spanned no more than a decade or so from the early fifties to the mid-sixties. After that, the momentum in recruitment, not only among the Jesuits but for other religious orders as well, passed to the Third World.

The growth side of the curve matches the period covered in this study. The demographics behind the trend are so important for understanding the ideological and institutional evolution of the Society of Jesus in the United States that a word of explanation is needed. Briefly stated: The approximately one hundred years from the middle of the nineteenth to the middle of the twentieth century—the “golden century” of growth in the immigrant church—corresponded to the high tide of the cult of male celibacy in American Catholicism. The expansion of clericalism had its roots in the German, and particularly the Irish, segments of the immigrant and postimmigrant communities.

The idealization of female virginity was nothing new in the church, especially in its Mediterranean and Latin American branches.9 In the United States during the nineteenth century the cult of domesticity and delicacy became normative for married women, particularly although not only for Catholic women.10 But none of this translated in like measure into the sanctioning of celibacy for men, certainly not for Latin males, among whom vocations to the priesthood were notoriously few and whose adherence to the vows of ordination was in any case an object of skepticism on the part of the laity.

By contrast, famine, land hunger, and rules of inheritance that favored one son to the exclusion of other male offspring combined with a legacy of sexual asceticism to generate large numbers of applicants to the priesthood among Irish men and boys.11 In a cultural afterlife for a code whose demographic rationale was disappearing, the pattern thrived in the Irish American enclaves of the United States. Religious vocations were also numerous among German Americans. Aside from whatever contribution an authoritarian family structure might have made to this growth, the sheer volume of immigration from Germany overtook the flow from other nations during the final decades of the nineteenth century, and vocations to religious life among German Americans increased in absolute terms. While Irish immigrants dominated the influx between 1830 and 1870, Germans became the largest group from 1870 to 1890.12

Male celibacy was a form of popular heroism in the subculture of immigrant and postimmigrant Catholicism.13 It inspired prodigies of hard work and organizational inventiveness, and it waved the banner of tradition. But much of what was taken for clerical tradition and providential expansion was the byproduct of a demographic fluke. The numbers could not be sustained.14

American Jesuits were profoundly affected by this confluence of demographic incentives and cultural forces. The ideological climate that shaped Jesuits in the United States was predominantly Latin. But the institutional landscape—with the crucial exception of the parallel system of Catholic schools—was overwhelmingly American. Neither the confessional nor the militant leftist parties of continental Europe were present in the United States.15 The American political environment channeled the partisanship of Catholics into outlets that, to the Roman mind, seemed perilously nonsectarian. The energies that European Catholics invested in Christian Democratic parties and Catholic trade unions went into the ethnic but officially secular Democratic machines of the cities of the United States. As if in compensation, American Catholics supported an infrastructure of private education that surpassed the system of Catholic education in Europe, and it was to the secondary and higher reaches of this network that Jesuits in the United States devoted most of their labors.

Finally, the emotional and psychosexual disposition of the Jesuits in America was characteristically Irish, with a strong admixture of German severity.16

The ideological template and the institutional realities of immigrant Catholicism went separate ways. Although a Latin ambience suffused the life of the community as a resplendent liturgy, in its intellectual guise religious culture was confined mostly to theology, which had little to do with daily concerns or social policy. Organizations and associational rituals on the other hand—the offices of political clubs, union halls, communion breakfasts, and the like—had clear significance for personal contacts and breadand-butter issues. A pragmatism persistent in its disregard for ideas typified the politics of the Catholic enclave.17

Religious professionals, including many Jesuits, nurtured an affective orientation of obsessive restraint, and strict sexual decorum was taken as a model for the laity. Ritual and personalism—a busy mixture of formality and face-to-face interaction—characterized the world of immigrant Catholicism. A folk minuet of propriety and tribal populism governed everyday life. These habits defined the quotidian relations of authority and the modes of collective expression. They stood at a second remove from—in effect, taking the place of—ideas and overt sexuality.

The ideological, organizational, and sexual components of the immigrant way of life did not so much clash as hang together in unsteady suspension. Their compartmentalization smoothed the interaction of the subculture with the American scene. A de facto privatization prevailed over ideological rigidity and outright political reaction. It shielded tradition, preserving it in the form of an underlying inertia of popular customs that were only loosely connected to religious dogma in the theological sense or to political platforms. The effect was to foster adaptability without the loss of cultural identity.18

These demographic, organizational, and cultural trends were also associated with a pair of collateral and less conspicuous changes. One of these touched on the Society of Jesus as an organization, the other on the inner life of Jesuits.

On the organizational side, it is instructive to consider the Society of Jesus as an arrangement for satisfying three types of needs for its members, in addition to providing services to others. When an organization like the Society of Jesus fails to meet these needs, its survival is threatened.

The most tangible of these is mastery, the sense of exerting control over an area of performance such as, in the case of Jesuits, education. While not all Jesuits are involved in education, the bulk of them have been and continue to be teachers. To the degree that the order has a bottom line, it is reflected in enrollments, graduations, grades, academic budgets, and the like. By the 1960s the Society of Jesus in the United States was becoming a victim of its own success. The growing sophistication of Catholics, many of them educated by Jesuits, together with the increasing size and complexity of the schools, undermined the capacity of Jesuits to determine the course of their pedagogical and other institutional activities. They no longer had a corporate sense of dominating their environment.

Meaning is a less tangible condition of the survival of organizations such as the Jesuits. Specific tasks make sense within a larger set of goals. Otherwise, individuals tend to pursue objectives that may or may not coincide with those of the organization. In service organizations in which profit does not constitute the payoff and in which the ethos encourages sacrifice, overarching goals help sustain motivation.19 Virtue is not the sole reward of altruism. Sustained idealism works by fulfilling evidently needed functions and generating gratitude and even a modicum of power by association with a cause and corporate success, and it may depend as much on belief in the effectiveness of prescribed behavior as on zeal or charitable impulse.20 It was the wider rationale of services, and with it the role of the priesthood, that was shaken with the demise of the immigrant subculture in postwar America and the revision of the conceptual framework of Catholicism during Vatican II. The sense of clerical mission waned together with the Jesuits’ air of competence and control.

Last, organizations such as the Society of Jesus must provide emotional support for their members. Although this function is hardly confined to religious groups—one thinks of the bonding that occurs among men in combat—solidarity is critical to an organization that, besides doing its job, stands as a family for its members. The society is more formalized than a social movement and many small groups, yet it is also an organization that has to furnish affective sustenance to its members. Though from a narrowly bureaucratic perspective this function might seem less tangible than the imperatives of mastery and meaning, it can scarcely be thought of as abstract. An important element of this support was the prestige and élan that accrued to Jesuits as leaders of Tridentine Catholicism, the CounterReformation movement-fortress that took shape at the Council of Trent (1545-63). The diminution of the communal ambience of Catholicism with the suburbanization and social mobility of the postwar years, coming as these changes did alongside the decline in managerial capacity and the questioning of a venerable world view, cut into the tacit bases of emotional support and threw the Society of Jesus into crisis.

The gradient from mastery through meaning to emotional gratification goes roughly from hard to soft organizational properties. Mastery would seem to be the sine qua non of organizational viability. Even if its bottom line eludes precise estimation, the Society of Jesus resembles any organization that is in the business of converting part of its surroundings into a predictable output. But just as clearly Jesuits participate in a special class of organizations not only because of the relative immateriality of the order’s goals but also because of the commitment it requires and the sense of belonging it engenders in return.21

Religious orders like the Society of Jesus strive to mesh the dimensions of action, understanding, and emotion that intersect much more casually in the ramshackle comprehensiveness of Catholicism. The Society of Jesus is altogether too complex for this integration to be attained in practice, yet the ideal is more serious than mere rhetoric. It resembles a motivational metaphor.22 As the metaphor approximates not only a preference but a perception of organizational reality, an institution becomes virtually indistinguishable from an enveloping way of life, grounded in behavioral, cognitive, and affective reinforcements. Besides being a mechanism for action, it constitutes a context of understanding and a habit of feeling. The perceived integration of the three dimensions makes change along any one of them hard to disentangle from the rest. Around the time of Vatican II, all these supports came undone for the Jesuits.23

The predominantly psychological traits that comprise the matrix out of which the Jesuit outlook has developed can also be thought of in three dimensions. Like the institutional and cultural properties of mastery, meaning, and emotional support, these more individualistically psychological features underwent change with Vatican II. And, like their organizational counterparts, they have rarely been in equilibrium.

A major rationale of the lengthy training of Jesuits—it may take up to fifteen years—has been to inculcate a set of values and goals that are supposed to stay with the members of the order and guide their actions in distant places and institutional contexts outside the reach of centralized surveillance. This is character as consistency: dependability, endurance, willpower, internalized obedience. Character is also understood as conscience, as the discernment of choices and the adherence to convictions that might fly in the face of institutional demands.24

The distinction between consistency and conscience is not axiomatically invidious, with the latter ranking above the former. Character as consistency may require loyalty to a set of norms, of which organizational rules are a special case, that engenders a sense of reliability even in the view of those who reject these norms. It entails the construction of a sense of personal continuity, a creation of the self that tends to be deeply problematic in times marked by rapid cultural change, such as the formative years of early modern Europe, and not unlike the more recent decades of the postmodern era.25 Similarly, character as conscience may facilitate adaptability to unforeseen circumstances—a kind of common sense and trust in individual judgment—rather than signifying a principled rejection of conformity. Still, there remains an unresolved tension between consistency, often bound to obedience and corporate loyalty, and conscience, whose connotations are more plainly individualistic.26

The clash between these understandings of character has furnished the Society of Jesus with a restless energy, and it has occasionally burst forth in the shape of severe conflicts between hierarchical authority and an anarchistic streak in Catholicism. Officially there is not much legitimate middle ground between obedience and rebellion; flexibility is not organizational pluralism or personal autonomy. Crosspressure of this kind parallels the agonistic pulls at the heart of Ignatian spirituality. It also helps account for the swings between turbulence and orderliness in Jesuit history.27 Its various manifestations will be a leitmotiv of the following pages.

The Jesuit frame of mind is thus both tenacious and precarious. What might trigger a shift from creative tension to turmoil? Whether as consistency or conscience, character stands midway along a continuum that runs from the superficial to the abiding—between mere opinions and preferences, which arc changeable, and identity, which is close to immutable. Character is arduously constructed. Identity, to simplify, is virtually given, inherited.28 It serves as a ballast in the recurrent struggles between character as consistency and character as conscience. Identity is both psychosexual and, in the case of religious groups such as the Jesuits, corporate.

Changes such as the erosion of the ethnic ghettos, transformations in family structures, and the hugeness of organizations may fracture the social underpinnings of identity and set in motion crises of character, not to mention brusque changes in opinion. To some extent, the balance between character as consistency and character as conscience depends on collective buttressing and a prerational sense of identity. Constancy without conscience tends to be associated with dronelike obedience. Conscience without consistency, a flitting from one cause to another, impedes commitment and vitiates collective life.29

The triad of identity, character as consistency and character as conscience has in one way or another always been in conflict among Jesuits. Their inconclusive dialectic has provided the order with much of its dynamism. Vatican II precipitated a sharp alteration in the intrapsychic balance of Jesuits—specifically with regard to the anchoring of corporate and psychosexual identity.

Categories such as these are heuristic devices for making sense of the highly charged transformations that burst on the Jesuits in the 1960s. The historical foundations of identity shifted out from under the Jesuits. Some of these antinomies—the inherited polarity in gender roles, for example—persist institutionally but, like rhymed poetry after the advent of modernism, they came to lack not only acceptance but also, even among practitioners, the conviction of times past.

This process can be unraveled in concrete terms. In some instances in the course of its history the Society of Jesus seems to have been in control of its fate. The order produced cultural artifacts of great value; Jesuit pedagogy is perhaps the most enduring monument to its creativity. But on numerous other occasions, heroics and system alike proved futile, and on still others Jesuits simply didn’t know what they were doing. These misadventures were not fatal, however. Such setbacks did not differ wildly from the commonplace inefficiencies of organizational life, and even if Jesuits failed to learn with maximum efficiency from their mistakes, these defeats entered the collective wisdom of the order, building its reputation for tenacity. They proceed by trial and error. It took them several decades to develop an organizational formula for evangelizing the natives of Latin America—“the reductions” that gathered tribal peoples into regulated enclaves—only to see the settlements abolished several decades later.30 Historians used to write that in the glory days of the order scarcely a column of soldiers, explorers, and trappers sallied forth from the French settlements in North America without a Jesuit or two at its head. As Jesuits themselves like to point out, such accounts neglected to mention that they were lost.31

Yet even when they were lost or experimenting with eclectic abandon, Jesuits usually had a firm sense of mission. The series of changes in which the Society of Jesus was caught up during Vatican II can be visualized as a peeling-away from the outer to the inner layers of Jesuit reality, from action and purpose to the self. For a time, not only did Jesuits not know what they were doing—they didn’t know who they were.32

So we took ship, somewhere in the late fifties, with a sublime wideeyed confidence. The world looked stable; not at all like molten water; the church was a sound vessel; the Jesuits a skilled crew. 33

The experience of the Jesuits in the years leading up to the council can be divided into two phases. The first opened in the early decades of the century and closed around the mid-forties. This period witnessed the collapse of the ancien régime in Europe, economic depression, the rise of fascism and communism, and the absorption of immigrant communities in the United States.

In Europe the Jesuits set up “centers of social research and action.” The first, and the one that became a model for the rest, was the Action Populaire in Reims.34 During the 1930s the superior general of the society enjoined the American Jesuits to “marshal forces against communistic atheism and work for the establishment of a Christian social order.”35 The chief experiment along these lines in the United States was the Institute of Social Order, headquartered for most of its existence in St. Louis. (Soon after World War II, similar operations were launched in Latin America and the Philippines.)36 This period also saw the inauguration of schools of social work affiliated with Jesuit universities at Fordham in New York, Loyola in Chicago, and elsewhere; the simultaneous opening of faculties “of commerce and finance”—the early business schools—in the same locations; and the training of selected Jesuits in the social sciences.

The waning years of the nineteenth century and the early decades of the twentieth encompassed countertrends that mirrored persistent tensions within Catholicism and between Catholicism and secularism. Besides efforts to preempt radical labor movements, the founding in 1909 of America, the Jesuits’ “journal of opinion” in the United States, signaled an attempt to reach out to a modernizing environment, These were also the years of the backward-looking pontificate of Pius X, who followed his predecessor’s condemnation of “Americanism” in 1899 with a repudiation of the generic heresy of “modernism” in 1907. Ventures in dialogue with a world in intellectual ferment, undergoing colossal structural transformation, were conducted under ecclesiastical surveillance and, in the United States, largely from within the confines of immigrant ghettos.37

Although the size and the diversity of the subculture defeated impeccable control, the drift of enclave Catholicism was toward mildly progressive authoritarianism. Priests cared for the flock and received deference in return. Jesuits attuned to the ultramontane pretensions that were widespread among the brethren in Europe propagated a conservatism with an ideological edge, but most settled for apolitical discretion.

The mores of the enclaves, particularly as they were crystallized in traditional family structures, seemed sufficiently hierarchical, and the Catholic minority itself was still insufficiently secure, that efforts somehow to overcome the larger culture remained hypothetical and indeed unintelligible. The effective campaign of the church militant was not offensive but rather one of self-congratulation. Entente was preferable to warfare. Catholics kept to themselves; intermarriage was rare. Most of the time, the world was within walking distance, and propinquity governed what doctrine could not.

Organizational developments were driven at least as much by demographics and market demand as by dogma. Intellectual dissent was rare, yet organizational expansion and innovation went on apace. Women were able to enroll in the numerous professional schools Jesuits had attached to their universities long before female students were admitted into their undergraduate colleges. Expedient reforms like these responded to the demand for applied education on the part of the immigrant community, at the same time that they helped finance the classical parts of the curriculum.38

Ideological niceties were lost in the press of business, as was much intellectual curiosity. The fact that institution building in the United States was self-funded also gave American Catholics a measure of autonomy.39 As for the Jesuits, the confidence that the Society enjoyed from the Vatican gave its members a good deal of operational discretion. Unlike ordinary priests, Jesuits were not under the rule of local bishops. The result was a certain freedom in the field that got the job done and was largely devoid of ideas. On the one hand, doctrinal conformity was vigorously pursued. On the other hand, theological debate tended to be so stratospheric that its effect on day-to-day activities went largely unnoticed. Ordinary faith was reinforced through a seemingly unintelligible but emotionally comprehensible liturgy in which individual expression and participation were submerged in a collective cadence. Ideas were academic and European; institutions were home-grown.40

Efforts originating in Europe to develop a social doctrine that advocated a “vocational order” as an alternative to capitalism and communism were pursued up through the thirties and early forties. Skepticism about economic liberalism and political democracy, both identified with Protestantism, and dread of a socialism that was equated with a stridently anticlerical communism characterized the undertaking.41

Cast this way, the problems themselves sounded un-American, and the vocabulary of the proposals for solving them never took hold in the United States. “Corporatism” as propounded by Catholic political theorists had a medieval flavor. Their ideas about social peace seemed to have more to do with maintaining the preindustrial harmony of guilds, in an organic and static hierarchy, under a halo of religious community, than with managing the boisterous mobility and booming productivity of “America, Inc.”42 What Americans understood as business organizations—as capitalism—continental Catholics took to be “estates,” status groups, and occupational categories that were low on mobility and had a strong antimarket slant. There were no Christian Democratic parties in the United States that might serve as interlocutors between the two interpretations of corporatism.

The corporatist model, elaborated by German Jesuits attached to the Gregorian University in Rome, became compromised with the policies of the authoritarian regimes in Italy, Portugal, and Spain, and its formal trappings fell into disrepute with the victory of the democracies. Yet corporatism of a de facto variety, involving capital-labor bargaining, comanagement schemes, and a directive Keynesian role for government gained acceptance in Western Europe—in Germany and France, for example—and to a lesser extent in the United States as reconstruction proceeded during the Cold War. Despite the differences in legal contexts, there was common ground between Catholic and secular versions of corporatism in their focus on bureaucracies and organized interests as the fundamental units of civil society, in place of diffuse classes and atomistic individuals. Shorn of their antiquarian rhetoric, social engineering and managerial dirigisme emerged in the guise of a depoliticized pragmatism that paid off for consumers.43

The prosperity ushered in by the postwar boom further undermined the appeal of a social doctrine that presupposed conditions of scarcity and prized stability over growth and mobility. All the same the number of Jesuits increased through the remainder of the forties and most of the fifties and early sixties. In part because of the need to process large numbers, and in part as a reaction against what was perceived as a swelling and insidious materialism, the training of Jesuits continued to be regimented. Secondary and higher education pretty much monopolized the activities of the society in the United States. The social magisterium was peripheral to the growing attraction of religious life; the number of Jesuits engaged in “the social apostolate” remained small. Despite occasional exhortations by the leadership of the order, the social analysis and action undertaken by Jesuits during this time were marginal to their other commitments.44

This second period, then, which got under way as soon as the end of the war was in view and which lasted through the early sixties and the beginning of the council, was characterized by a conservatism or indifference with respect to economic and social issues and by a sustained asceticism regarding questions of personal morality.45 But it was also during this time that some American Jesuits, led by John Courtney Murray, began to cultivate relatively enlightened political ideas. Murray provided legitimation for religious tolerance and political pluralism and helped rid Catholic political theorizing of much of its antimodernist verbiage, making possible a rapprochement with the liberal tradition. A conservative in matters of economic policy and personal morality, Murray nonetheless managed to reconcile institutional Catholicism with “the American proposition”—that is, to demonstrate the compatibility between parts of the Catholic tradition and Anglo-American pluralism.46

In one respect the innovation was anticlimactic. Catholics had been living under the American dispensation as fervent patriots and were striving for further assimilation without troubling themselves about the theoretical propriety of one political system or another in the light of church doctrine; on the whole they seemed oblivious to the need for justifying what they had already welcomed in practice.47 It was the way Murray reached his conclusion about the soundness of pluralism, through an affirmation of historical change, as much as the live-and-let-live conclusion itself (that pluralism was, after all, acceptable) that proved to be pathbreaking for Tridentine Catholicism. A methodology that stressed the need to come to terms with historical processes departed from the ideal of eternal verities and unchanging principles as the standard against which institutional arrangements, and by implication moral laws, were to be judged. Murray’s stress on the dynamics of intellectual discovery contrasted with the ideal of a static revelation and reinforced his approval of an anti-triumphalistic, minority role for political Catholicism.

This appreciation of historical contingency and process was to become the hallmark of Vatican II. Acceptance of the pluralism advocated by Murray cut the legitimacy out from under roughly half a century of antimodernist defensiveness and organizational encapsulation that had fortified the Counter-Reformation, anti-Enlightenment tenor of Catholicism. It is the tightening-up and the crisis of this intellectual and institutional environment that forms the context of my study.48

The years following the council, like those before, can be divided in two. After an initial euphoria that exceeded the tempered optimism of men like Murray, the coincidence of the council and the turmoil of the sixties traumatized the Society of Jesus. Like many other religious groups, the Jesuits moved toward the left on public controversies; a few became active in the antiwar and civil rights movements. In Latin America some embraced liberation theology. The political liberalism espoused by Murray began to look tame and antiquated balanced against calls for a drastic overhaul of social structures.49 Departures mounted, the number of recruits fell. The reduction in numbers facilitated the customization of training. This process had been underway in any case as the norms of the old template system of formation were rejected and as men entered the society, on the average, at a later age and with higher levels of education.50

This third period of downsizing and comparative radicalization lasted through the tenure of Pedro Arrupe, a Basque who acted as the order’s superior general from 1965 to the early eighties. When a stroke incapacitated Arrupe in 1981, the papacy took the unprecedented step of appointing caretakers to run the society until a new general was elected in 1983.

A fourth period dates from the beginning of the eighties. The leadership of the order has tried to improve relations with the Vatican and the ecclesiastical establishment, without jettisoning the reforms of the Arrupe years. Membership has continued to decline in industrial societies, but growth is vigorous in parts of the Third World, particularly in South Asia.51

We brought a weighty cargo aboard. You must understand, to grasp the depth of our foolishness, that we were enterprising, disciplined, respected abroad, even subjects of a glittering folklore. We were also men of the world: travelled, mature to a degree. Quite a crew. And yet foolish, far from the wisdom required for a steady crossing and a safe outcome.52

A major contention of this study is that reforms internal to the Society of Jesus—in governance, in the training of younger Jesuits, and in particular with regard to the expression of emotion—are more significant, even if more tortuous and less visible, than the revamping of the order’s preferences on political and social issues. These internal reforms and the psychic and organizational struggles they have provoked distinguish post- from preconciliar Catholicism more fundamentally than do calls for social justice and political activism. The stoic spirituality that undergirded the sacrifices of an earlier time was to some extent undone by the achievements it helped to produce.

What changed with Vatican II was not so much the social ideology of the Society of Jesus—this goes back, in outline, to nineteenth-century critiques of capitalism35—as the cultural ground and the social code, the assumptions about the hierarchies of daily life and mastery of the emotions on which Jesuit identity had come to be built. The old ethic of long-suffering and natural organic order lost plausibility. No equivalent blueprint took its place.

Thus, the transformations undergone by Jesuits—stirring quietly from the turn of the century until the depression, then becoming more visible in the postwar period and picking up speed with Vatican II—can be thought of as layered over and loosely connected to one another, with those toward the inside being more threatening and painful than accommodations taking place nearer the surface.

One bundle of changes was political. These encompassed the acceptance of religious toleration and political pluralism vis-à-vis denominations and systems of government at variance with institutional Catholicism.

For the Society of Jesus, whose mission had come to be shaped by a Counter-Reformation militancy and an anti-Enlightenment conservatism, the political turnabout was major.54 John Courtney Murray had to endure some years of silence, ordered by the Vatican and enforced by Jesuit superiors, before his ideas were vindicated. But vindicated they were. Openness toward other religions and governments was not applied, as Murray foresaw from his own experience, in equal measure to the intramural structures of the church. Almost certainly, this is one reason why the change with respect to political and religious liberty, controversial as it was, went through.55 Another set of changes took place in social and economic philosophy. The encyclicals issued during the Vatican II era nudged the ideological center of gravity of Catholicism to the left. There was an admixture of precapitalist traditionalism in this posture, going back to the teachings of nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century popes, with a strong whiff of nostalgia for a rustic steady state. Some of the pastoralism and medievalizing fustian had been dropped by the 1930s. The audience envisioned for Quadragesima Anno in 1931, or rather the ultimate target of the encyclical, was the Catholic working class of industrial cities. However, the imagery of left versus right misses the increasingly dominant orientation, which was geopolitical, from a Eurocentric to a more global, North-versus-South perspective. The movement was encouraged by the demographic momentum of Catholicism in the Third World in conjunction with preexisting strictures against mass consumerism and materialism.56

Whatever its ideal preference for one type of regime over another, the church has had long experience dealing with a variety of political arrangements. Similarly, the social doctrine of the church could be sufficiently commodious to accommodate a diversity of understandings without generating firm commitment among the poor or serious discomfort among the powerful, or vice versa. Alarm and support depended on the attention given to social issues, relative to traditional moral peculations. A hallmark of Catholic social thought, as compared to moral theology, was ambiguity. Conciliation was the dominant theme. After Vatican II the dominant rhetoric took on a progressive cast.57

A third set of issues touched both the institutional and ideological core of Catholicism. These have involved questions of sexuality and authority that are intimately linked in the patriarchal church. Alterations in the church’s position regarding political regimes and religious denominations and in its policies on social and economic issues could be treated as matters of opinion. They did not cut to the doctrinal quick. But questions regarding sexuality and affectivity went deeper, and in no other area of the church were personal and organizational dilemmas so closely linked. 58

Choices in this domain are nowhere near so malleable as are preferences on political and social questions. Although a number of changes, in emphasis and to a degree in substance, have taken place in the social and political thought of the Society of Jesus, Catholicism has budged scarcely at all in the areas of sexuality and authority. In a patriarchy the institutional consequences of reforms in what might seem to be merely symbolic quandaries about the role of women are very great. The connections between gender inequality, psychosexual identity, and organizational authority are, or used to be, extraordinarily tight in Catholicism. Change here poses a crisis of individual and corporate identity and purpose, centered on the working out and sustenance of a male role and personality in opposition to women. Identity has turned out to be vastly less mutable than opinion. The issue is doubly explosive: psychically visceral and bound up with institutional stratification. The dual menace is licentiousness and the usurpation of authority.59

The notion that recent changes in the Society of Jesus have unfolded with increasing difficulty, with each successive layer being more treacherous than the previous one, makes sense once it is recognized that the dynamic parallels the turn, sanctioned by the Second Vatican Council, away from the Ptolemaic cosmology inherited from traditional scholasticism. Just as the earth was supposed to be the core of a series of concentric spheres that made up the heavens, so the family and gender relations stood at the epicenter of social creation.60

The concept provided a tangible, experiential analogue for the larger world and the position of individuals in it. The family was seen as transcendent in its particularity, at once local and universal, the elemental social organism. This made it intuitively graspable, in local terms, as a phenomenon that incarnated a global communion and cause. The imagery was especially vivid for immigrant Catholics living out the twofold drama of primary group preservation and economic mobility. The family was the last bastion of religious authority and social order. The household economy was perceived as the kernel of a global community.

It might also be noted that since the church is not a typical producer organization with an unequivocally economic bottom line, it has been able to finesse and give ground on political and social matters insofar as they do not affect the organization so directly as questions of internal authority and sexuality. In the Society of Jesus, the symbolic and psychic resonance of familial imagery has had a clear institutional equivalent. Hence, issues of power and sexuality and the links between them are extremely sensitive. The abandonment of positions on these issues would come closer than alterations in social and political theory to a paradigm shift capable of transforming the being of Catholicism.61

While the link between gender hierarchy and power is exceptionally strong in Catholicism, it is not unique. Conflict about change in this area, acute in the church, can be visualized as an instance of a broader struggle over the expansion of demoralization that took place earlier in political and economic realms, toward the domestic and otherwise private sphere. The process, unfolding with the evolution of mass society, has involved a movement toward and a battle over the democratization of everyday life that is not exclusive to Catholicism or the Society of Jesus.62

The symbolic charge with which Catholicism invests the family, the role of women, and allied matters exhibits elements of both continuity and change. The family has been constant or at least steadier in importance than other areas of concern.63 The adamancy of the church regarding this bundle of issues might be laid to the appeal of holding fast in the midst of flux. However, “the family” is not only a sign of a hoped-for stability of the intimate but also a metaphor for broader collectivities—for social, political, and global community. Variations on this metaphor reflect different understandings, loosely characteristic of different historical circumstances, of the linkages between personal morality and public order. The metaphors vary in the closeness or distance imputed between private and public spheres. They have acted as guides to framing the myriad problems that Jesuits have faced in serving the immigrant and post-immigrant subcultures of Catholicism. Four such variations emerge in Catholic lore and Jesuit usage, in rough chronological sequence from the past to the present.64

The earliest depicts the family as a microcosm of good government, a blueprint for patrimonialism. Distinctions between public and private are incidental, matters of scale rather than qualitative differences. The fit between the two spheres is tight. The best rule is personal, the best regime is monarchical. The model is literal and integralist. Its most grandiose application is the joining of church and state. Failing this, it surfaces as a yearning for a prelapsarian or heavily agrarian utopia. The family is not only a metaphor for community; it is a model of social hierarchy, elite rule, and moral behavior.65 Society is homologous with the family, only bigger. The family encapsulates a cosmology, a way of life. Historically, the model crystallizes the self-contained world of the immigrant enclave.

A second, Aristotelian variation is considerably more widespread across denominational and cultural lines. The family is seen as a linchpin of social order. The connection between family and governance, while attenuated and far from the one-to-one bond of the integralist vision, remains critical.66 The model tolerates diversity but not discontinuity. The family acculturates successive generations in virtues and skills—respect for authority, work discipline, and so on—without which the larger society could not function and which the state itself could not instill except at the cost of intolerable control. The foundational model is better geared to an industrializing ethos than the nostalgic ruralism of the integralist vision. It smacks less of parochialism and superstition, it allows for a realistic pluralism in forms of government, and it is compatible with a pivotal mixture of traditional and modernizing values: the inculcation of the work ethic and respect for authority.67

The foundational model shares with its primitive counterpart a conviction that the family has a direct if long-term impact on politics and society. It is a stable or very slowly moving center around which the realms of the secular world orbit at faster speeds. It supplies the outer spheres with 4reconscious norms. If these steadying customs and pieces of wisdom had to be purposively invented, the larger world would wobble and begin to oscillate wildly and eventually collapse. The family is a moral gyroscope. Without it, governability would vanish. The model is Burkean in its reverence for tradition and the remedial powers of the local. It is organic, too, in the belief that individuals and small primary groups are not only part of but contribute to the functioning of the larger whole.

It bears stressing that the foundational model does not require a simplistic congruence between family structure and political organization. The family acts like a pivot rather than a scaled-down state. Around this hinge, variation in political form is possible. Without it, however, any political form is likely to be unstable. The family is no longer viewed as a realistic metaphor, a kind of diorama, of social order but as an indirect cause of it. This vision of the family, which presupposes resilience, gives the core unit adaptability.68

A third construction of the family is a weakened version of the second; its intellectual lineage can be traced to the Augustinian vision of the two cities. It reverses the belief in the impact of micro-level roles and values on the macro-order. Here the family is besieged, an embattled bastion of virtue on the brink of disintegration under the pressures of mass society. It is a countercultural sign that no longer influences a society gone out of control, rather than the cornerstone of a subculture engendering a broad stability, much less a miniature state. Now the family has lost its capacity to project norms outward. Successive generations—the more recent, the more susceptible—are in jeopardy of becoming entranced by the technology of the second industrial revolution, by the ruinous values propagated by the mass media. Although the temporal correlation is imperfect, the defensive image of the family and of social decay does in fact appear to be associated with the later stages of industrialization.69

Privatization is one reaction emerging from this vision of the family as an island about to be swamped by permissiveness. Politics is severed from the personal realm. Another reaction is defensive but activist: political mobilization against forces like the state and the media that seem bent on reducing traditionally autonomous zones. Recognition that the family may no longer be the primum mobile of the social order, to be replaced by class or perhaps by some inchoate technological repertory and a proliferation of social movements, is another response.70

A fourth model is more expansive and archetypal. The family becomes the family of man, the human community. The world is an ecumenical global village, its biota intricate with harmonies, sharing a common fate. Stewardship and conservation take priority; long-standing antagonisms between tradition and progress are obsolescent in a new age of solidarity. It is the population of this world to which many of the postconciliar encyclicals are addressed.71

This image of communal diversity, catholic with a small c, has both traditional and modern connotations. It resonates of meditations from the perspective of geological time and from the Mediterranean basin at the origins of the church. It corresponds as well to a growing internationalization of the economic order. It also comes close to blending with another understanding of the human condition, and particularly of the role of the Society of Jesus, in Catholicism: that of the pilgrim whose dwelling is the world instead of a particular locale.72

A twofold pattern of contrast and holism underlies the perception of communities as variously triumphant, as pockets of security against chaos, under siege, or at mystical peace. The second and the third—the Aristotelian and the Augustinian—are agonistic, stressing tension and conflict between inner and outer, private and public worlds. They display masculine tendencies. The fourth, family-of-humankind model is irenic, and the first—though potentially explosive—espouses an integration of private and public realms. They have a feminine cast.

To recapitulate: the familial metaphors are first of all emblematic of variably strong and weak linkages between private and public spheres, between “morality and politics.” In addition, their temporal evolution is an allegory of the church’s perception of its fluctuating fortunes over the course of secularization—roughly, a declension from the Constantinian ideal of the union between church and state and an edenic pastoralism. Finally, the pulsation between agonistic and irenic orientations, between conflict and conciliation, is symptomatic of dualities within the Society of Jesus itself.

Variations in understandings of the family as a metaphor of social order and solidarity track the changing fortunes of ethnic Catholicism in the United States fairly well. Through all these variations, the family has signified the repository of traditional values. Jesuits as defenders of this order were closely tied to this collection of sexual and social norms.73

Alongside this domestic imagery is a cluster of symbols that has set the Society of Jesus apart from the secular clergy and members of other, more monastic congregations in Catholicism. “Mobility” stands in contrast, and in partial complementarity, to “family.” Krom the outset, the leadership of the Society of Jesus conceived of the order as a group of men who combined strict obedience with the capacity to move from locale to locale and from one type of work to another. Unlike parish clergy, Jesuits were supposed to be on the move, or at least available to change places and jobs. Mobility was functional as well as geographical. “Mission” was understood to mean both a task on which Jesuits could be sent and a foreign destination.

The imagery associated with the commitment of the Society of Jesus to availability and movement was cosmopolitan. “There are missions,” wrote Jerónimo Nadal, one of the first Jesuits, “which are for the whole world, which is our house. Wherever there is need or greater utility for our ministries, there is our house.” “The principal and most characteristic dwelling for Jesuits,” he continued.

is … in journeyings…. Since this is the case, they consider that they are in their most peaceful and pleasant house when they are constantly on the move, when they travel through the earth, when they have no place to call their own….74

On the other hand, as the references to “house,” “dwelling,” and the like indicate, mobility presupposed the preservation of community and of familial ties. This sense of belonging was often bolstered, in a mild paradox, by militaristic rhetoric. In mundane terms, the network was held together by an insistence on regular correspondence.75

The two metaphors of family and of pilgrimage, while complementary, are also in tension. Through all its variations, the family connotes the primacy given in Catholicism to communitarianism and to the survival of the species. The homo viator suggests individualism and a certain solitary salvation.76

While the Society of Jesus never lost its cosmopolitanism, in practice Jesuits often became accustomed to living out their lives in one place, carrying out the same chores year after year. During the period of immigrant Catholicism, this meant for the most part attachment to the high schools, colleges, and universities of the order. The legend of mobility often came down to an apotheosis of self-abnegation and bravery in harsh, forbidding places made endurable by companionship. It meant the celebration of male spirituality that simulated a quest and trials that were only bearable in common. One Jesuit, writing of a Good Friday devotion restricted to males as it was conducted in Chicago during the 1930s, captured this ambience and the bonding that resulted from it:

The massive doors of “our” church closed and were barred. Inside the church was packed with men, only men, in dark suits, hat in hand or a cap tucked into a pocket, and somewhere a rosary they were never without. A tremendous black cloth that hung from the ceiling of the sanctuary hid the altar. On the altar steps were chairs for the overflow crowd in the pews and standing in the aisles. I was fortunate to have had a place on the top altar step facing the sea of reverent faces…. The music of the famous organ thundered and rolled through the cavernous church, leading a thousand male voices in well known Latin hymns as tribute to the power and majesty of God…. It was an age of Faith without questions, doubts, arguments or irrational options about life and death. At three o’clock the men emerged, newly energized by this spiritual experience they took home to wives and children, that made life more Catholic for all.77

Collective representations are not institutions or social structures. Taken alone, they risk becoming vacuous dramatizations or being limited to literal accounts of power relations in small groups.78 Questions of family structure, of sexuality, of the role of women—together with the continuities and conflicts expressed in age and generational differences—stand at the center of the tensions and obsessions within the Society of Jesus. But they are not the whole story. The interplay between parochial attachments and cosmopolitan influences is also crucial in situating the work of the Jesuits in the American Catholic subculture of the immigrant and postimmigrant years. These factors are not without cultural resonance. But they take us beyond a focus on psychosexual symbolism and interpersonal microworlds toward the contrast and partial compatibility between the European cultural matrix from which the Society of Jesus came and the institutional landscape in which Jesuits settled. The question bears on the adaptation of multiple European legacies to the American context.

At the time that the social magisterium received its initial formulation with the encyclical Rerum Novarum in 1891, North America was still mission territory in the eyes of the Roman Curia. The Catholic population of the United States, while growing, was smaller than that of Europe, and the attainment of economic hegemony by the United States was some decades in the future. The cultural dominion of the Roman authorities remained firm. Theological currents flowed from Europe to the United States.79

After two world wars the demographic and economic bases of Catholicism had altered drastically. The American Catholic subculture had expanded and was on the verge of assimilation. Corporatist prescriptions had lost their luster because of their association with the discredited regimes of Latin Europe, much as Marxist ideals were tainted by Stalinism, and the southern and eastern European provenance of both schools of thought offended the palate of Anglo-American liberalism.80 In theology and philosophy American Catholic intellectuals continued to be shaped in the European, particularly the French and German, mold. But on economic and social questions American and European Catholicism followed separate paths. Confessional parties and labor unions of Christian Democratic inspiration were as foreign to the American political landscape as were socialist ideologies and organizations.81 Conversely, the near-transcendent bountifulness of the United States and the relentless optimism of its citizens baffled the leaders of European Catholicism, including those responsible for managing the Society of Jesus.

American exceptionalism failed to arouse grave alarm so long as the acceptance of democratic and capitalist values by the faithful did not jeopardize their allegiance to Catholicism. If proof of fidelity were needed, it could be found in the growth of religious vocations coming from the American branch of the church.82 If it seemed intellectually laggard, the American context was nonetheless innocent of the ideological polarization and anticlericalism that plagued the church in continental, especially Latin, Europe. The failure of Catholic institutions of higher learning in America to rank with their secular peers was compensated for by the geographical coverage of the system and the doctrinal fidelity it ensured.83

On the whole, then, intellectual exchange between Jesuits in the United States and Western Europe during the decades preceding Vatican II was confined to theology and philosophy, and it was decidedly asymmetrical. The European influence on the life of the mind was as overwhelming as it was virtually nonexistent in social and political practice; influence ran almost entirely one way in the former domain and was practically absent in the latter.84

The distinctiveness of the American condition that shaped the operations of the Society of Jesus in the United States was founded on a relatively flexible structure of economic opportunity, a comparatively open system of political participation, and a certain though far from complete separation of religious from economic and political power. In contrast to North America and, indeed, most of Northern Europe, the countries of southern, Latin Europe were characterized by rigid class hierarchies, closed political systems, and a proximity between Catholic ecclesiastics and political and economic elites. The identification of the church with the defense of economic hierarchy and political exclusion in Latin Europe reinforced intransigent reaction on one side and anticlericalism on the other. The intertwining of economic, political, and religious power left almost no middle ground between ins and outs. Revolution was pressed as an alternative to an inflexible social order.85

Economic, political, and religious-versus-secular divisions were less strictly superimposed in other parts of Europe. Especially toward the north—in the Netherlands, Germany, and Belgium, for example—where Catholicism did not exercise a near monopoly over religious affiliation, the church kept its distance from national, usually Protestant, elites and encouraged the formation of Catholic labor organizations and political groups. The preservation of moral order was not identified with the defense of the economic status quo, and moderate social reform was promoted.86

Three structural traits, then, differentiated northern European from Latin Catholicism. There was no religious monopoly, a condition that encouraged economic and political elites on Catholic and Protestant sides to compete for rather than coerce the allegiance of the middle, working, and peasant classes. Religious animosities were not equated with diametrically opposed social and political philosophies.

Second, although economic stratification was fairly steep, in northern Europe the franchise was extended, permitting a struggle for economic advancement through, rather than outside, the political system. By contrast, access to political participation was nonexistent or came later in the countries of Latin Europe.

Third, while social hierarchies perpetuated a sense of class differences, the Catholic business and middle classes in northern Europe were sizable enough to make organized bargaining a feasible operation, not just a paper, “corporatist” ideal as it was in Spain. Portugal, and Italy, where polarization between classes prevailed. To the north the tonic was social welfare and moral sobriety, high on class consciousness but wary of revolution and disorder.87

These differences with Latin Europe made the northern European current in social Catholicism seem less bizarre in the North American setting. The Catholic subcultures of Austria and Germany bore some resemblance to the religious enclaves of their counterparts in the United States. Religious coexistence that allowed for a certain neighborly fraternization was the norm; tolerance rather than total segregation was acceptable.88 German immigrants settling predominantly in the Midwest brought over elements of moral traditionalism and working-class mutualism. The intellectual features of the reform tradition were secondary to the pragmatic legacy of Catholic unionism and associationalism in the old country.89 In contrast, while the Italian immigrants cherished ritual and popular liturgy, they brought nothing in the way of Catholic social thought—a construct that, if it caught their attention at all, they almost certainly associated with the defense of the upper classes. The aesthetics of the liturgy, along with the institutional infrastructure—the schools and the parishes—of the Catholic subculture, outweighed the intellectual content of Catholicism for most of the laity and, probably, for clergy and religious as well.90

The Irish stream in European Catholicism became so powerful in North America by virtue of numbers, language, and early arrival that at first glance it may seem to have washed over the northern and southern continental currents. But the dominance of the Irish did not go unchallenged, and it did not last. Far from being singular, the success of Irish Americans was broadly similar to that of other groups, particularly the Germans.91

Some of the historical memories borne by the Irish—for example, the struggle against landlordism—had parallels in the background of other Catholic immigrants. The Irish were closer to earlier American settlers by reason of their experience with colonialism. Their precocious expertise in mass political organization, before the onset of industrialization, was reminiscent of the sequence of political mobilization undergone by Americans since the jacksonian era.92 But German Catholics underwent a comparable experience during the Kulturkampf of the last decades of the nineteenth century, and this persecution honed their organizational skills.93

The adherence of the Irish to democracy was neither anticlerical nor class-consciously revolutionary. In this, too, they resembled the northern Europeans. They did not reject capitalism in principle. Their social resentment had been directed against foreigners who controlled property and opportunity more than against a set of economic principles. They were outsiders pressing to get in more than revolutionaries bent on overturning the system.94

While devotionalism among men as well as women was a hallmark of the Irish, their piety stood out more in contrast to the laxity of Latin males than it did when compared to the Germans.95 The Catholic church had a confessional monopoly in Ireland, and Irish immigrants carried this piety with them to the United States. Piety took active form in church attendance that regularly surpassed not only comparable behavior among many Protestant denominations but also the rates of electoral turnout in the general population—a demonstration of the church’s capacity for social organization that was not lost on political managers. Religious zeal among Irish and Irish American families was also reflected in the very high incidence of religious vocations. Popular idealism was channeled into clerical life.96

Irish American religiosity and sentiments of nationalism were well publicized. The annual Saint Patrick’s Day parades were a stroke of public relations genius. For the most part, however, this visibility was an East Coast phenomenon, and dissemination of the myth to the rest of the country was speeded by the adoption of stage Irishness on the part of the motion picture industry.97 Concentrated in the Midwest, German Americans were in fact more assertive than the Irish in promulgating social Catholicism.98 Overall, it is their resemblance to Catholics of Irish descent in adapting to American conditions, and their numbers in the Society of Jesus, as in the American clergy generally, that marks the historical record.99

The Irish and the Germans preserved their religious identity in the United States while adapting to its political mores. In Ireland the affinity between politics and religion at the psychological and quotidian social levels was sufficiently close so that a confessional party was not needed.100 and the parochial bond between ward and parish carried over to the United States, where the obstacles against forming such partisan organizations on a national scale were overwhelming in any case. The influence of the church over the popular hierarchies of everyday Catholicism—the family and the parochial-school system—reduced the need for the creation of a Europeanstyle confessional party.

Religious doctrine and political opinion were compartmentalized within the subculture. On the whole, Irish American politics was ideologically shapeless. In contrast to the Spanish case and the Latin syndrome generally, religious fealty among the Irish was not identified with economic and political beliefs. The Irish had been more united against their economic and political oppressors than they had been stratified socially among themselves. Fervor organized around the primacy of class struggle was difficult to sustain in an atmosphere of piety and backslapping.101

The Latin ethos, on the other hand, bred rigid views on social hierarchy, political exclusion, and economic dominance, but as a matter of course it allowed for considerable latitude in personal and sexual morality.102 Vocations to religious life were uncommon; class politics flourished. Conversely, Irish religion bore an almost preternatural resemblance to the privatized ethos that had evolved from American puritanism: strict in matters of personal morality but comparatively tolerant and opportunistic about economic and social policies. Irish American as well as German American Catholicism tended to be authoritarian en famille, while maintaining a penchant for bargaining and compromise in the public arena.103

The mainstream of American Catholicism during the decades of immigrant absorption was Irish, with a rising influx from Germany. Nativist animosity was strong; discrimination reinforced a measure of working-class solidarity in the Irish American ghettos. Nevertheless there was a genuine commonality between the host and the transplant cultures, manifested in the appeal of nationalist sentiment and patriotism over class identification and in the Irish facility for mass politics.104 Even the nature of their religiosity, whose ritual and organizational trappings set them apart, turned out to be compatible with the American political and economic scene. Sociability was layered over a strict sexuality. For the most part, politics and personal morality were kept separate. More of the heroic and sacrificial strain in the Irish legacy went into the priesthood than into politics, and this was made up of moral fervor and practical service.105

On balance, then, the energies of immigrant Catholics went into institution building. A mania for problem-solving that bordered on the intellectually oblivious was both a blessing and a curse. The Americans were immunized against the schematic abstractions of continental social and political theory, and they looked out efficiently for their own.106 But the pragmatism and parochialism of immigrant and second-generation Catholics did not equip them for critical insight into the American dream. Suspicion of alien ideologies was prone to translate into anti-intellectualism. The clergy, including the Jesuits, were numerous and respected, and their moral injunctions were obeyed or at least considered to be legitimate.107

On the other hand, the church’s political and social admonitions were selectively received. The parish church transmitted a distinctive moral and sexual ethos, and the network of educational facilities, with Jesuits at the helm, equipped Catholics to cope with industrial society.108 But there were no Catholic vehicles such as separate political parties for translating the social magisterium into policy. The Irish- and German-dominated immigrant communities could realize many of their objectives at less cost by accommodating, and in places taking over, the existing political machinery at the same time that their religious associations stayed intact. The settlement worked for a while. Very few members of the subculture were spurred toward intellectual or artistic achievement out of anguish over a gap between institutional accomplishment, social mobility, and religious or ethical principles, over which a tribal sentimentality, robust and maudlin, fell.109

Two other factors separated American from European Catholicism and affected the conditions under which Jesuits in the United States operated. One was the question of race. The issue was age-old in Europe and a version of it began to take on vicious proportions during the thirties, as antiSemitism revived in the form of Aryan eugenics. But the American problem of “interracial relations” between blacks and whites was barely visible in Europe, and only slightly more so to the faithful in the United States, since blacks made up an exiguous proportion of Catholics. No doctrine had been formalized. The issue seemed peculiarly American rather than Catholic. Eventually, the vagueness of Catholic teaching in this area worked to the advantage of church progressives. The lack of guidelines and prohibitions emboldened a few American Jesuits to take courageous stands in favor of racial integration in the thirties and forties, ahead of some liberals in the Protestant denominations.110

What might be called the arcadian syndrome also had a European analogue but, like the question of race relations, it was suffused in the United States with indigenous connotations. For Catholics and other minorities, the “land of opportunity” meant social mobility and assimilation into the American way. For Catholic immigrants in particular, success came through the growth of manufacturing and the proliferation of blue- and white-collar jobs in cities. In time the process called forth the expansion of governmental action to contain the hardships wrought by industrialization.111

The response of Jesuits to this economic and political transformation ranged from rejection to ambivalence. Purists attacked capitalism for abuses they thought would lead inexorably to communism and moral laxity, and they railed against a swelling public bureaucracy. They advocated a return to rustic simplicities and dreamed of the restoration of a manorial way of life, self-sufficient like a feudal demesne that stymied the state-building ambitions of monarchs and fended off modernity and the market economy.

Pastoralism enjoyed a vogue from the beginning of the century through the thirties. Beyond an appreciation of Gregorian chant and neo-Gothic stained glass, however, it did not resonate among the majority of American Catholics who were city dwellers. It had some aesthetic but few directly social or political consequences.112

Ambivalence was more common than revulsion among Jesuits. Industrialization was assumed to be irreversible. Though not without its attendant problems, it was taken for granted, as was the development of democracy in the American case. The practical task was not merely to come to terms with economic and political innovations but to take advantage of what was desirable in them. Again, the dominant posture was one of outsiders looking in, gazing through the shop window, rather than of prophets turning their backs on modernization.

Nevertheless, escapist as much of it was, the rejection of industrialism proposed by the neomedievalist minority cannot be dismissed as an inconsequential aberration or as peculiarly Catholic. With the Latinate jargon removed, and with the glorification of a Eurocentric feudalism excised, the writings of this handful of Jesuits reverberated with anxiety over the loss of a yeoman America that struck a chord among Protestants as well as some Catholics. Images of village assemblies, of the “city on the hill,” and the spirit of small towns—the frame houses, the smithy and the spreading oaks, the paths edged with wildflowers—were not far distant in spirit from the communitarianism of the papist urban ghettos. Generations of recently citified males who knew nothing of European history could share in the drama of innocent competition, under unchanging rules in which individuals might excel and shine like heroes, on the green fields of baseball parks.113 Intellectuals and cultural leaders from the postbellum years of the nineteenth century through the 1930s and indeed beyond also experienced pangs at the loss of an earlier America, sentiments that to them expressed communitarian yearnings buried in anonymous cities. Some were Southerners, others were metropolitan political commentators with genteel leanings, still others were immigrants from eastern Europe who confected an America of gentle lawns and leafy towns that expressed popular longings for safety at the end of a history of wandering.114

Mirages of agrarian harmony, of self-reliant homesteads, invocations of the principle of subsidiarity—in effect, a gospel of local control—against the depredations of an intrusive state, and paeans to the family differed in detail. But each in its way was a cry in defense of collective identity. The agrarian vision that enjoyed some popularity in the twenties and thirties was more of an aesthetic than a social ideal for American Catholics, and it was peripheral to the programs that Jesuits developed to deal with the consequences of industrialization. Yet there is one thread that binds together preindustrial, industrial, and indeed postindustrial thinking in Jesuit commentary. The pastoral ruminations of Jesuits in the early decades of the century might better be understood as images of a purified domesticity than as designs for a frictionless polity, and as talismans of the countercultural potential in a subculture headed toward assimilation.115



PART ONE



Ordina quest’amore, O tu che m’ami.

—Jacopone da T’odi

The towns of French Lick and West Baden nestle together in the Cumberland foothills on the Indiana side of the border with Kentucky, sixty miles northwest of Louisville. Toward the end of the eighteenth century, while chasing Indians in the area, the explorer George Rogers Clark came across bison trails that led to salt traces and mineral springs. By the middle of the nineteenth century a local entrepreneur was bottling “Pluto Water” in homage to the god of the underworld. Nowadays the street that runs south from the grounds of the French Lick Springs Golf and Tennis Resort bears the name Larry Bird Boulevard, in honor of the town’s favorite son. There is an ice cream and soda shop across the way.

About a mile up Broadway Boulevard, just off Highway ISO, stands a colossal round building that was once the West Baden Springs Hotel. From the turn of the century until the Great Depression, the structure was touted as the eighth wonder of the world. It was “the Mecca for fun and pleasure in the Midwest.” Al Capone and his entourage frequented the casino. The Monon Railway had summer runs from Chicago, Indianapolis, St. Louis, Cincinnati, and other towns and cities in the region to cater to the vacation crowds. The Cubs and the White Sox used the resort area for spring training.

“The principal feature of the hotel,” reads a local history, “is the Grand Rotunda, with the largest and finest promenade in the world. This immense Rotunda is covered by a glass and steel dome 200 feet in diameter, having an inner circumference of 600 feet, the center of the dome being 130 feet from the ground. This dome has the distinction of being positively the largest ever constructed in the world.”1 The rotunda, fitted with statuary, fountains, and tropical plants, was flooded during the day with a northern glow, and at twilight the building took on the aspect of Xanadu, set in the heartland of America.

Over Labor Day weekend in 1943 more that two hundred Jesuits from across the United States convened under the dome at West Baden. By that time the old hotel had been the property of the Society of Jesus, in use as a seminary, for nine years. Although a good many resolutions were passed, the Indiana meeting itself did not produce great changes in the Society of Jesus. The significance of the West Baden gathering was that it lay at the watershed of seminal events and social changes that ultimately transformed the order. The social and intellectual aftermath of World War II pushed the Jesuits into unexplored territory—in the direction, as it happened, of the Second Vatican Council.2

For more than a decade a scattering of Jesuits had been engaged in “the social apostolate.” Their efforts had been improvisational, the results uneven. The objective now was to pull ideas and resources together. The times were pivotal, yet the leadership of the society was unsettled. Wlodimir Ledochowski, the Polish aristocrat who had governed the society since World War I, had died in 1942, and the war prevented the calling of a congregation of Jesuits to select a new leader. During the interim, until 1946, the American Jesuits were managed by the “American assistant,” the Very Reverend Zacheus Macher, a dour Californian who had directed the growth of the University of Santa Clara.3

As recently as 1941 nearly nine million Americans had been out of work. By 1943 full employment was attained. The desolation depicted in The Grapes of Wrath, published in 1941, was replaced by the expansive optimism of the musical Oklahoma!4 Economic depression was vanishing with the war effort, yet the boom in consumption and mobility was still some years away. A few Jesuit colleges and universities, their cash-flow problems aggravated by the draft, feared that with so many men in uniform they would not be able to survive the drop in enrollments if hostilities lasted much longer. This led them to reconsider their prohibition against admitting women.

For the most part, however, the massive institutional and demographic changes that came to be identified with the postwar boom remained pent up. Anticipation ran high. Immigration to the United States had crested just prior to World War I. By World War II many immigrants and their children had weathered the depression and were approaching prosperity. Almost imperceptibly the social bases of enclave Catholicism and with it the subculture of the ethnic ghettos were beginning to slip away.5

Nineteen forty-three was also the year of Divino afflante Spiritu. An encyclical drafted by the German Jesuit Augustin Bea, this document opened the way to Catholics for critical and historical study of biblical texts, an enterprise in which Protestants had been engaged for nearly a century.6 It prepared the intellectual ground for the aggiornamento that was to take place twenty years later. The next year, in Pius XII’s Christmas address, a pope for the first time extolled the virtues of democracy.7

Except for the likelihood of a surge in enrollments once the war was over, it was scarcely possible to foresee what was to come. Memories of economic hardship were vivid, and Jesuits lived in a conceptual universe bounded by the categories of scholastic philosophy. Like every “house of formation,” the seminary at West Baden was set in the countryside, a refuge from the lures of the city. Frugality reigned. Only rarely were the men allowed to listen to the radio. Debating tournaments, athletic competitions, and the occasional screening of films brought in from the outside after being vetted by the patres graviores, the senior fathers, served for recreation. The regimen was largely monastic.

Austerity was associated with success. By the standards of the time the Jesuits had done well by their immigrant and postimmigrant clientele. A few of their schools had been hurt by the depression, but almost all of them stayed open. Enrollments held steady or showed modest increases. Except for a downturn attributable to the draft, the number of Jesuits had grown, not spectacularly but with comforting regularity. At the time of the West Baden meeting there were approximately 4,500 Jesuits in the United States, slightly more than half the number which the American branch of the order would reach at its peak in 1965. The scale of operations was small. The pace of change was slow, or so it would come to seem.

A system of high schools, colleges, and universities, spread through the United States, overshadowed the lesser activities of the American Jesuits. Social ministry made up a miniscule portion of their work. The marginality of this line of activity was not without advantages. Precedent came in isolated fragments rather than as a seamless tradition. One strand of experimentation was made up of a miscellany of initiatives—the Jesuit schools of social work in Manhattan and on the North Shore of Chicago, and later in Boston and St. Louis, parish work among immigrants in East Coast and Midwest cities, chaplaincies in prisons and hospitals—some dating back to the turn and the early decades of the century, and a few to the century before.

Professional schools like those at Fordham were quickly integrated into the Jesuit educational establishment. In exchange for the training they provided, these faculties became cash-cows for the universities in which they were located. The market in social services and the need for personnel trained in these areas burgeoned during the depression. Within the order, however, the professional schools did not have the prestige of the liberal arts colleges. Though few Jesuits worked in them except for the obligatory deans, they enjoyed more respect than chaplaincies and parish chores, which were plainly incidental to the thrust of the society. The schools “belonged” and their activities added up; revenues were generated and graduates were produced.8

Another influence on the Jesuits’ ventures in social ministry was formal and more centralized. It came from Europe, filtered through Rome, in papal encyclicals about the social question, in response to the rise of fascism and communism on the continent and toward the East. The schools of social work in the United States arose out of local conditions and were created by enterprising Jesuits who recognized the demand for training in the new white-collar occupations. They taught practical skills, and they were eclectic triumphs of institution building. The legacy of Catholic social thought, codified in Rome, was ambitious in a different way. Its agenda was ideological as well as practical. The social encyclicals envisioned an intellectual and educational project that rose above training and implementation and aimed at shaping policy. In Europe this meant working through churchsponsored organizations—Catholic trade unions, Christian Democratic parties. Catholic action groups—that had virtually no equivalent in the United States. It was revulsion at the idea of communism, which rivaled Catholicism in its claim to totality, and a distaste for the vulgarities of capitalism that drove this counterattack.

The dream of a political economy that was distinctively Catholic and that offered an alternative to capitalism and communism entered the United States from continental Europe during the mid-thirties in the guise of an attempt by the Jesuits to introduce a blueprint for a “Christian social order.” The effort, taken seriously by few American Jesuits and understood by hardly any, all but died in the planning stage. It was resuscitated in the early forties with the establishment of the Institute of Social Order, an operation the Jesuits hoped would combine social philosophy, propaganda, and action. This was the grand design the assembly at West Baden was called to inaugurate.

Then there were the labor schools. These stood apart from the faculties of social service and, to a degree, from the Institute of Social Order. They emerged in the latter half of the thirties, in the New York area, in Philadelphia, and in a scattering of other places such as Kansas City, Missouri, near Jesuit colleges or high schools, offering night courses to workers who were about to organize industrial unions under the facilitating legislation of the New Deal.

The labor schools were organizational curiosities. Some proved to be useful and fairly durable. Unlike the schools of social work, they were not spontaneous developments. Unlike the Institute of Social Order, they went their own decentralized way. They came into being at the urging of a papacy worried about the communist menace and anxious not to repeat in America the often-antagonistic relationship with working-class militants that had characterized church-labor dealings in nineteenth-century Europe. Jesuits saw themselves as competing with communist organizers for the loyalty of at least the Catholic share of the urban working class. But they could not bring themselves to mount a coordinated crusade. The labor schools were pretty much one-man shows, run by generally flinty Jesuits impatient with theory, usually imbued with anticommunism, and irritated by their low standing vis-à-vis the society’s accredited educational institutions. They were mostly ignored as well by their European brethren, who shared their anticommunism but who were baffled by the political terrain on which the church stood in the United States.

The decades preceding World War II revealed two partly disparate trends to Jesuits with an eye on social problems in the United States. The Catholic population increased enormously on the wave of immigration and the undercurrent of high birthrates. But especially during the thirties, Catholics, most of whom belonged to the working class, suffered economically.

The social work faculties, the Institute of Social Order, the labor schools-not to mention the schools “of commerce and finance” that were precursors of business administration departments—and the law schools were all geared toward accommodation, of a kind, with industrial society. There were practically no social incendiaries among the Jesuits then. Yet many Jesuits resisted a wholehearted embrace of industrial capitalism. Some kept their distance on progressive grounds. They were Roosevelt Democrats for whom the principles of laissez-faire economics were tied to Protestant individualism. Some were leery of a government that provided a modicum of welfare but that threatened to intrude on the prerogatives of the church. Others went in a different direction, toward the past. For them the object of criticism became industrial society itself. They dreamed of a return to selfsufficient farm communities.

The prose poems in which some of these idylls were described made them out to look more like European fiefdoms than frontier patches and homesteads cleared and settled by an American yeomanry. But the arcadian imagery was not wholly fanciful. Through the thirties, the Rose Hill neighborhood in which Fordham had been established in the Bronx was still semirural, before the boulevards and other monuments to urban planning had been set in-place; and as late as the twenties, before the subway lines made development profitable, much of Brooklyn was exurban scrub and potato and onion fields.99 The pastoral evocations also touched off reminiscences, sentimentalized but not so distant, of “happy times among our own” in the misty vales of Ireland.1

Nonetheless the shrinking of the rural sector as a way of life was undeniable. The few Jesuits who persisted in this vision found themselves in the company of aesthetes and reactionary diehards without political influence.1 What was infinitely less clear by the early forties was the future trajectory of the new industrial society. Full employment was a welcome surprise but presumably transient. The Jesuits at West Baden met in anticipation of renewed class conflict once the wartime boom was over. The divisions between rural and urban sectors had subsided; the United States had become an urban nation. But antagonisms between capital and labor were expected to resurface.

If there was a common assumption among Jesuits who thought about such matters, it was that the working class, like the Catholic community itself, would continue to grow. The subculture would expand without becoming diluted. Postwar prosperity and the assimilation it fashioned undid this expectation. For the time being, however, the overlap between workingclass status and Catholicism allowed socially concerned Jesuits to get a hearing that the busy and politically not-very-conscious majority of their peers might not otherwise have given them.

Three other developments—mostly nontrends before the forties, since the movements looked infinitesimal then—turned out to affect the American Jesuits powerfully after the war.1 One was the increase in white-collar occupations, especially the service sector. Another was the related acceleration in the growth of higher education. The enactment of the GI Bill spurred an upsurge in college matriculation. The rapidly increasing proportion of Catholics attending colleges and universities, from a pool that was also growing in absolute size, placed enormous strains on the Jesuits.

A third trend was the growth of female participation in the work force. Immediately after the cessation of hostilities, many women returned to full-time housekeeping in an apparent restoration of the antebellum balance. But the long-term trend was upward, and it picked up speed two decades after the war.1

These changes transformed the socioeconomic composition of the Catholic community and the bases of family structure. They shifted the focus of social concern from the transition to industrialism, and from the struggle between management and labor, toward a panoply of other controversies. Issues that had been taken as private became matters of public dispute. Democratization cut into the household and into the church. Political currents coursing through the society at large worked their way into the interior of the Society of Jesus.

But this is to get ahead of the story. In 1943 such changes lay in an unimaginable future.



CHAPTER 1
Parishes, Prisons, and
Schools of Social Work


I

Hell’s Kitchen on the West Side of midtown Manhattan was among the rowdiest of the Irish neighborhoods—Red I look by the Gowanus Canal in Brooklyn was another—clustered in the cities on the Eastern Seaboard during the nineteenth and through much of the twentieth century. A few Jesuits, apparently no more than three, led by William Stanton, set up temporary residence near the district in the 1890s. The expedition took place soon after Leo XIII had issued the first of the major encyclicals on the social question. Among Protestant ministers, stirrings of the social gospel were already evident, and journalists had for some time been publicizing the horrors of the slums crammed with immigrants.1

The Jesuits’ foray was a reconnaissance detail; their task was to preach missions-the Catholic equivalent of revivals—during the weekends to assist a pastor who, though not a Jesuit, was “a graduate of Ours.” The contrast between their academic surroundings, where they taught a classical curriculum to high school boys, and the Hell’s Kitchen setting struck the Jesuits forcefully.

Across a narrow court in the rear of the priest’s house loomed up a dingy building whose upper story windows were boarded up, as no one would live on the third floor where a woman had been murdered. Around us the tenants sang, fought, and swore whenever they sounded too deeply the depths of the foaming cup; and more than once was the silence of night broken with cries of “Help,” “Murder,” or the brawling of a notorious “gang𔄣 that infested the parish, and gave the neighborhood the dubious reputation it enjoyed in police court circles.2

Amid this violence priests and patrolmen tried to establish themselves as symbols and enforcers of order. Irish or of Irish descent, the police were tough but not alien, and the priests were lettered and therefore paragons of gentility, due respect. “Usually when the hubbub became intolerable,” Father Stanton observed,

the pastor rebuked the roisterers from his window, or, when mild means failed to bring about peace and quiet, he went down into the streets or alleyways and there by threats, expostulations and the menace of his imposing presence secured a truce from disorder and riot. A better reign of law, order, and sobriety soon began to be apparent to all, especially to the policemen, who admitted that the pastor was doing the work of a squad of officers.3

As a rule the respite was only momentary. The piety of the parishioners of Saint Ambrose did not extend to abstention from drink. After the preaching of a weekend mission, so it was claimed, 250 men enrolled in the Holy Name Society, and most of them presumably took the pledge. But temptation was ubiquitous; every block was studded with bars. In an effort to reinforce the newfound sobriety of the devout, four police officers were stationed “in disguise [as layabouts] standing at the corners of 54th Street and 10th Avenue, from 11 p.m. until an hour after midnight.”

The parishioners were soon back to carousing. Although repelled by the noxious ambience of the place, Stanton and his colleagues do not seem to have fallen into condemnation of the laxity of the poor. The Jesuits recognized that alcohol provided one of the few means of relief from exhausting work. The “social glass” enabled the men to express themselves in conviviality or to vent their frustrations in occasional brawls after long hours of having to behave themselves:

Turbulent in their cups, blasphemous in their rage over check or reproof at home, neglectful of their children, and a source of misery and scandal to all, these unhappy souls kept their respect for the priest, and doubtless would have died to defend him, or the faith that yet possessed their hearts…. Saturday night came on apace, and with it came pay-night drinking. In this, and other parts of New York, there is usually a saloon on each of the four corners made by the streets that at right angles cross the long avenues. In and out of these well-lit bar rooms move too many of the poor, the weary, the homeless, or the vicious of the big city. For five or ten cents they can procure the Horatian “ex lex et bene potus” state [lawless and deep in their cups], which they fancy brings recreation to their tired bodies, or releases their spirits from the remembrance of the week’s toil, or perhaps frees them for a time from their sense of hunger and misery. But much of the dissipation comes from the social glass, from the drink pour rire. Pails and half kegs of frothy decoctions are brought home, or into stables, or, as we found to our sorrow, into the junk shops and wharf houses not far from us.4

By the Jesuits’ account the neighborhood was a raucous shambles. The men were almost all unskilled laborers. Many were stevedores, casual workers called out intermittently from lines that formed in the morning on the docks.5 The single women, if they could, found employment as chambermaids. Families lived at close quarters, the tenements stank, the sidewalks were loud and, although not filthy, irregularly clean.6 The Irish custom of marrying late or not at all guaranteed that a fair number of males would be roaming the streets on weeknights and Sunday afternoons, in varying degrees of intoxication and sexual frustration. The women, unwelcome at the pubs, drank at home.7

In Stanton’s view the neighborhood seemed to lurch from one catastrophe to another, always on the brink of disintegration. Once, when a policeman tried to haul a drunk to the station house, a riot nearly ensued.

One of the mob seized an empty iron ash barrel, and hurling it at the doughty policeman, knocked him insensible before us. The prisoner was freed, and in the twinkling of an eye, everybody rushed away and disappeared on the avenues or behind their own doors. It looked like a murder, and none of them cared to be accused of having a hand in it. Silence, a strange silence, just as a sudden death casts over a place, filled the entire street. The gang had been sobered at the sight of the officer falling in his blood to the ground. He was, however, not fatally injured. The numbers on his helmet and its leather band had saved him from the full force of the blow inflicted. We did our best for him and returned to consider the ways and means of reforming such ungodly characters as we had just beheld in full Saturday night revel.8

Most of the problems that preoccupied Jesuits in social ministry during the following decades were previewed in Stanton’s description. Family life was precarious. The environment not only provided innumerable occasions of sin; it also deprived the inhabitants of opportunities to obtain the skills that might ensure their survival and perhaps gain them a measure of comfort and decency. There was little virtue and less material consolation in being poor.

Whatever dramatic heightening he may have resorted to in detailing the ways of the habitués and denizens of Hell’s Kitchen, Stanton did manage to suggest the Jesuits’ own confusion as they struggled to find ways to help the immigrants. He diagnosed the problems but could not find solutions. The missions were doubtful mechanisms for saving the souls of the immigrants and of no use for their betterment in the here and now. The place alternated between pandemonium and prostration. Camping in the slums, rather than providing treatment-a concept that barely existed at the time—was a salvage operation on the part of the Jesuits.

Stanton refrained from righteousness. While his analysis was conventional, he conveyed a sense of dismay and frustration instead of blaming the victims. The care he lavished on local color had the purpose of reminding his fellow Jesuits, most of whom worked at some remove in the schools, about the continuing poverty of many urban Catholics. What is most remarkable is the impression Stanton transmits from up-close inspection that the real menace of the disorder in places like Hell’s Kitchen was not revolution of the poor against the rich but self-destruction. The immigrants were feckless, wallowing in drink, unable to help themselves or to correct the conditions that kept them in poverty. Almost none of the dread of class warfare that permeated the social encyclicals drafted by European Jesuits appeared in Stanton’s documentary.9

The adventures and picaresque calamities that befell the Jesuits in Hell’s Kitchen, though extreme, were not completely unrepresentative of their work in urban communities in the United States during the high tide of immigration. The clientele was composed almost exclusively of Catholics—in this case Irish, in others Italian or German—who settled in urban areas. The stevedores and their families lived in misery, and they were susceptible to the coercion and bribery of the thugs and criminals who ran the docks. But other immigrant Catholics—some of the transport and construction workers—were slightly better off, and as the nineteenth passed into the twentieth century modest signs of progress and mobility appeared in the neighborhoods.10

In the 1920s the Jesuits had a struggling parish downtown on the East Side in the Bowery, centered around Nativity Church, that catered to Italian immigrants. Fr. Dominic Cirigliano, a young curate, noted that while the area was still poor it was no longer a rank slum. “Twenty-five years ago it was a ‘City of Iniquity’ and the dives and cabaret halls and the tempter’s gentle voice induced the careless passerby to sin.” By the end of World War I the neighborhood had improved. McGurke’s Suicide Hall, named after the customers who drank themselves into the grave, had closed. So had the Granite Club for prizefighters, the Owl Hall for “midnight wanderers, and Little Jumbo for reckless desperadoes.”11 While Cirigliano neglected to mention that some of this improvement must have been due to the passage of Prohibition by the Protestant majority, the immigrants he dealt with were no longer the dregs of society. Some upward movement had taken place. Even so, poverty was extensive, and the area retained a few unsavory customs. Especially at night, Cirigliano observed, “one must keep close to the buildings for fear of getting hit on the head with bundles or other things thrown from the windows above.” Worse than these physical hazards and deprivations were the perils of religious pluralism in a strange land. For Cirigliano and his fellow Jesuits the chief menace was the cauda serpentina, the snake’s tail, of Protestant proselytizers, inspired by the social gospel, who “began by gaining the body first” in order to wean the soul from what they viewed as “centuries of ignorant and superstitious environment.” Father Cirigliano resented their resourcefulness and professionalism. He complained that “the Protestants have wealth, we have poverty; they have countless social workers hunting up children and parents, we have none; they have all kinds of natural attractions for mother and child, we scarcely have any; we have to cope with worldliness and with the power of gifts and money.”12

The sense of an embattled church with growing needs and never enough resources stayed with American Catholicism well into the middle of the century. But the social foundation of this defensiveness was changing. The ignorant “mariners,” as immigration officers classified them, of the docks of Manhattan were close to the bottom of a motley horde. While many Catholics continued on their rough-and-tumble course, an emerging sector—a proto middle class—was both docile and buoyant, expecting better times. They sacrificed for the education of their children, and they supported the projects of priests and nuns without question. This stratum of the subculture promoted a life of hard work in the hope of happy endings. Migration liberated them from economic fatalism, and they strained for a heroic reversal of their experience in the old world. Some connection appeared between effort and reward. Their hardy optimism brimmed over into pageantry and a pragmatic devotion to education. Parishioners found the wherewithal to erect stupendous neo-Gothic churches, laced with stained glass, embellished with alabaster and marble finishings, stuffed with pastel-colored plaster statuary, and redolent with flowers in smoked glass vases set around raised altars. To almost every one of these churches was attached a kindergarten and an elementary school staffed by nuns, supported by the collection plate, raffles, and bingo nights. Ambition was joined to religious celebration.13

The Jesuits’ accounts of their experiences in the slums of New York City can be treated as an only slightly folklorized anthropology of this ethnic skein. The same material was transmuted for commercial purposes into the slapstick and romance and moralistic denouements of the vaudeville shows, nickelodeons, and silent film shorts that began to enthrall immigrant audiences soon after the turn of the century. The immigrants were on their way to assimilation, yet they showed few signs of secularization or anticlericalism. They clung to the traditional rituals, to the warm candles, the curling incense, and the rolling Latin of the liturgy, and the hushed dark interiors of the churches with their solid oaken pews. The immediate past of poverty and hooliganism was mythologized into bittersweet sentiment.14

Jesuits like William Stanton, who seems to have been reasonably typical, spent most of their time outside the desperate slums of the East Coast. In contrast to the Jesuits, the diocesan clergy and “the good sisters” were considerably more numerous and spread throughout the parishes of the big cities. The Jesuits had virtually no leverage with the “notorious junkshop gangs” and “ungodly characters” of Hell’s Kitchen. They had no schools in such areas. And aside from the few sorties into administration like the operation at Nativity church, parish work was something that the Jesuits customarily left to the diocesan clergy.15

Nevertheless, in those days the cultural and physical distance between the truly wretched and the immigrants clinging to the fringes of respectability was not overwhelming, and the Jesuits were in no real danger. They shared much the same dense parochial world. Stanton proposed no remedies for the misery he encountered. On the other hand he was reluctant to castigate the slum dwellers. The dominant drive, he suggested, was to escape the slums. Some tried to do so through drink. Others managed to keep their families intact and set their children toward success within the enfolding family of the parish church and school. The Jesuits concentrated on what they saw as the future of the Catholic community and on what they felt they did best; after a fashion, the order was cost-effective. It was in high school and college education that Jesuits performed their characteristic service.16

II

Teaching did not take up all of the Jesuits’ time, however. A few French and German, and later Irish American, Jesuits established a base for early versions of social work in the prisons and hospitals that the municipal authorities began to erect to deal with the immigrants who began entering New York in large numbers about a decade before the Civil War, with the onset of famine in Ireland. Through the nineteenth century and on into the twentieth, most of these facilities were located on islands in the harbor and in the East River where the sick, the insane, the destitute, the criminal, the luckless, and the otherwise undesirable could be quarantined. Across the river in Brooklyn the Jesuits built a high school on the foundations of what used to be a jail and. before that, an insane asylum. Before the Statue of Liberty was erected on it, Bedloe’s Island (today Liberty Island) was a site for hangings, The French Jesuit, Henri DuRanquet, remembered accompanying twenty-five convicts to the gallows.17

The largest of the hospitals was on Blackwell’s—later Roosevelt—Island, along with an almshouse and, for a time, a mental hospital. On nearby Randall’s Island there was a foundling hospital, a prison to take in the overflow of inmates from Blackwell’s, and a reform school, called the House of Refuge, for orphans and young vagrants. The incidence of mortality on Blackwell’s Island was high. The common diseases were cholera, typhoid, smallpox, and tuberculosis, with a smattering of leprosy. Six funerals were the daily average. “Our work,” DuRanquet wrote, “is something like a permanent mission, enabling a good many poor people to square their accounts with Almighty God.” Some of his fellow priests died of diseases contracted from the inmates.18

The Jesuits comforted their captive audience, engaging in the corporal works of mercy, visiting the sick and the imprisoned and administering the sacraments. “I spend about three hours every evening,” DuRanquet reported, “in visiting them from cell to cell…. I speak to them through the bars. When you can thus speak to these people, one by one, you can do a great deal with them. A number of Protestants become Catholic, on the average, one every month. I try to get them books. While speaking to them through the bars I hear their confession. I say Mass for them only once a month, and often give forty or fifty Communions, eight or ten being First Communions.”19

Warding off the incursions of the Protestants and preparing the poor for death were the main accomplishments of the Jesuits. They proselytized and consoled. Even then, however, there were glimmerings that prison and hospital work along traditional lines might not be the most productive use of their skills. Another priest who worked on Blackwell’s Island, Ernest Ryan, was ahead of his time in the advocacy he brought to his work. He operated like a ward boss on a small scale, exploiting loopholes in the law for his clients. He cultivated his cronies in the legal profession, negotiated sentence reductions, and arranged bail.20

On weekends Fr. John Hart, who taught at Xavier High School in downtown Manhattan, used to take a rowboat across to the House of Refuge to teach catechism there. He came to a mixed judgment about the correctional system. Like Xavier, the House of Refuge was run as a military school, complete with uniforms. Hart extolled the discipline, similar to the ethos inculcated in Jesuit schools, that the system instilled in the youthful inmates. Nevertheless, Hart observed, “nature is strong.” The place was isolated, and Hart recognized the difficulty that some of the boys had in adapting to the schedule of a bustling metropolis when they were released. The reformatory encouraged punctuality and respect for procedures but also a certain dependence, prolonging childhood.

The activities of the Jesuits around Hell’s Kitchen, at Nativity Parish, and in the prisons and hospitals of New York City were all devoted to Catholics. Despite the reputation that Jesuits brought with them of cultivating the European upper classes, they were concerned with poor, some of them destitute. Catholics. During this period there were very few well-off Catholics in the United States for Jesuits to bother with.

Usually these charitable operations were not run by the Jesuits and so they were marginal to the society’s operations. Accounts of the Jesuits among the human wreckage of New York, like those of William Stanton, were published as “edifying letters,” following in the line of the cartas edificantes that Jesuits had sent centuries before from outposts in North and South America and Asia. But few Jesuits actually pursued these activities. Rank-and-file members of the order were not expected to take up such work in great numbers.21

Nevertheless the precedent was kept alive, as was the sense of adventure and sacrifice in the service of hard cases, and a sensitivity to class distinctions never seems to have been as acute within the American as it was in some European branches of the order, where the Jesuite de salon was a legendary figure. The main difficulty appears to have been less an insufficiency of motivation-many Jesuits were accustomed to hardship—than bewilderment about how such efforts might be structured for efficient results. The question came down to organizational strategy and practical imagination.

III

The schools of social work that began to emerge in the early days of the century under Jesuit auspices were more representative of what was to become the dominant thrust of the order in the United States. Not only were they linked to the existing network of colleges and universities and hence more structured on the Jesuits’ own terms; they were also geared to training a clientele of the upwardly mobile rather than to comforting society’s losers. Their educational and organizational talents gave the Jesuits a chance to reach a receptive audience on a regular basis.

The beginnings of these institutions can often be traced to the enthusiasms of one or another enterprising Jesuit, responding after a fashion to the doctrinal mind of the church. Although the authorities of the order had to be consulted and give the go-ahead, planning took second place to daring in filling the needs opening up in the market for urban services. The schools that succeeded responded to a demand for training in the new white-collar occupations. The fact that some of the ventures were incubated at the periphery of the order’s main operations probably gave them freedom to experiment. None of them fit the liberal arts program laid down in the Ratio Studiorum, the traditional guidebook of Jesuit education. In such cases, the legacy of Jesuit adaptability might be invoked. The beginnings of some of the professional schools were only a little less haphazard than those of the prison and hospital chaplaincies. In most cases they seem to have searched out and quickly found a viable balance between innovation at the margins of the order and incorporation into its academic establishment.22

A striking feature of the early undertakings in social ministry, particularly social work education, was how many of them spun off as specializations from a broadly labeled “lay apostolate,” a set of activities that involved giving retreats and organizing devotional associations“confraternities, sodalities, and the like-for the growing Catholic middle class. Some of this entailed individual spiritual direction. Like psychoanalysis, it was directed at a comparatively articulate clientele. Manual laborers rarely participated in this development, even though they were thought of as its eventual beneficiaries. The social work schools were born out of an exuberant amateurism that evolved from pastoral care into professional training.23

The career of Terence Shealy exemplifies the pattern. He had been brought up “amid scenes of wild grandeur and beauty” in County Cork, had written a poem entitled “To My Mother in Ireland for my First Mass” that made the rounds of the Catholic press, and by the first decade of the twentieth century had established himself in New York as an exceptionally eloquent speaker.24 He helped set up the law school at Fordham. In 1909 he was directing retreats for “Catholic gentlemen” from the New York area. Many of them were alumni of Jesuit schools, and they contributed to a fund that by 1911 enabled Father Shealy to open a retreat house, Mount Manresa, on Staten Island.

Under Shealy’s leadership, the initiative that started out as the Laymen’s Retreat Movement became the Laymen’s League for Retreats and Social Studies.25 He had taken to heart the directives of Leo XIII, originating in the final decades of the nineteenth century, about the perils of capitalism and the appeals of communism. He railed against both, though there was little doubt about which was thought to be the greater danger.26 “The objects of this work,” outlined in a statement presented to John Farley, then archbishop and later cardinal of New York, “are to prevent the spread of false doctrines and to combat Socialism, especially among the laboring classes.” Archbishop Farley welcomed the undertaking. “The new feature, i.e., Social Studies,” he responded, “is highly to be commended for reasons too obvious to the man of the world to call for special mention. Social questions are uppermost in the minds of thinking men today, and calling for solution such as only careful study by the members, and clear exposition by the leaders of your League, can deal with successfully.”27

In 1911 Shealy inaugurated the league’s educational activities with a series of twelve lectures defending the idea that “Socialism, in its Principles, is Irreligious and Immoral.” A columnist for the Wall Street Journal, Thomas Woodlock, presented a course of six lectures in defense of the proposition that “Socialism in its proposals is impracticable and impossible.”28 The goal of the School of Social Studies was “to promote the study by Catholic men and women of the great social questions which are of vital interest in our time, and thus to train a corps of competent writers and lecturers who will spread among Catholics a sound knowledge of social facts and of the Christian principles in the light of which these facts must be interpreted. ”29 The model of enthusiastic laymen operating under the guidance of the clergy was in line with the strategy, officially called Catholic Action, then favored by the papacy.30

The school—more accurately, a speakers’ forum composed of dedicated volunteers—lasted nearly eleven years, ceasing operation with Shealy’s death in 1922. It succumbed to the drawing power of the School of Sociology and Social Studies, which Shealy had also founded at Fordham University in 1916. Loyola University in Chicago inaugurated its school of social work at almost exactly the same time.

By this time an institutional formula had come into view. The tide of immigration was at its crest. Some of the newcomers were in desperate straits, and many of them needed help. Others were college material, and almost all the men and some of the women were in search of jobs. The antimodernist mentality inhibited the Jesuits from pursuing what urges they might have felt toward academic excellence of the sort prized at some Ivy League and state universities. The idea at both Fordham and Chicago was to prepare tuition-paying students for jobs as city or state social workers. They granted professional degrees, certifying graduates for white-collar positions. This was the most institutionally durable outcome of the early Jesuit explorations in social ministry.31

IV

Terence Shealy was an orator and an organizer, not a scholar. He published little on social issues himself.32 Other Jesuits who taught in the embryonic schools of social work and sociology departments did, however, produce books that convey the tenor of thinking about social issues which they tried to communicate to their students through the early decades of the century.

The books were of two kinds. One was an assemblage of practical remedies, how-to manuals for community action and self-help, often with documentation on the social ills of the day. The other type might also take the form of edited volumes interspersed with commentary. But whether compilations or original works, those in the second category were more conceptual. They were geared primarily to the interpretation of papal social doctrine for an audience of American Catholics.

Fr. Joseph Husslein favored the theoretical approach. Born in the German-American community of Milwaukee in 1873, Husslein belonged to the same generation of Catholic social thinkers as Monsignor John Ryan, the “Right Reverend New Dealer” who wrote the landmark letter for the American bishops on the state of the economy in 1919.33 He had been associated with Terence Shealy at the founding of the school of social work at Fordham, and he returned there to teach during the late twenties. Most of Husslein’s long caree—he died in 1952, at the age of 79-was spent in St. Louis. There he founded the school of social work at the local Jesuit university. Beginning in the 1930s he edited a line of texts on social problems directed at students in Catholic colleges; among the best known were two stout volumes on papal social teaching, entitled Social Wellsprings.34

It was just before coming to Fordham that Husslein began his work as a social commentator. Between 1909 and 1911 he published more than a dozen articles in the national Jesuit magazine America; many of the pieces were concerned with the dangers of socialism. He joined the staff of the magazine in 1911 and kept his affiliation with its editorial board until the end of the twenties. In 1912 he published the first of his ten books of social commentary and analysis, a series that terminated thirty years later with the second volume of Social Wellsprings in 1942.35

Husslein’s output spans the period of social Catholicism defined by Rerum Novarum (1891), the first of the social encyclicals, punctuated by Quadragesima Anno (1931), and brought near to a close with the approach of prosperity during the postwar era. Papal pronouncements were the source of his framework, and the immediate inspiration for his early writing was the experience of accelerating social change—industrial concentration, mass mobilization, and the collapse of the old regime in Europe and Russiaculminating in the upheaval of World War I. The Great Depression prompted Husslein to compile his commentaries on the encyclicals themselves.

Husslein aimed much of his fire against “the selfish spirit of rationalistic capitalism that sprang into being after the Reformation and continued its development until the great world war.” The besetting sin of modern economies was liberal individualism:

The gospel rule of charity, the laws of justice and the sanctions of religion were all obliged to yield to the overmastering considerations of profit, rent and interest: in a word, to the absorbing ideas of personal gain. This became the sole motor power of the entire system as the idea of religion was eliminated from … business transactions. … It is the economic expression of liberalism and rationalism, and therefore of modern paganism pure and simple.36

What had been lost with the rise of individualism and the “merciless exploitation of capitalism” were not merely religious values such as respect for authority but communal association and fraternal sentiments as well. In Husslein’s view the precapitalist world of Europe was both more ascetic and more egalitarian—spiritually and materially more democratic, or authentically populist—than the systems that followed. Its key institutions were the guild, which Husslein took to be the precursor of labor unions, and the family.

These social units complemented one another. The corporate bodies were an extension of the household; the public sphere complemented the private realm:

Each guild constituted, according to the mind of the Church, one great family. Spiritual as well as temporal benefits were sought by the members during life, and masses were offered for their souls after death. Apprentices, journeymen and masters were still united by identical interests. Poverty, as it exists in our day, was practically unknown.37

The egalitarianism that Husslein attributed to the medieval system derived not only from the supports the guilds and ecclesiastical institutions, such as the monasteries, gave to their members and dependents in time of need—a kind of floor below which individuals were not supposed to fall-but also from prohibitions against the accumulation of wealth—a ceiling above which individuals were not supposed to rise. These were norms of social control and distribution, the analogues of political checks and balances.

The object was to prevent any single man or group of men from controlling the labor market or monopolizing a local trade. Every man was enabled to gain an honest livelihood, and no man was permitted to grow enormously rich through the labor of others.38

The paradox of the argument consisted in the combination of economic egalitarianism, promoted by the guild system, and the hierarchy that characterized the other key institution of that lost era, the family. If Husslein’s reconstruction of the medieval order is taken literally, the factor of utmost importance in the scale of everyday social stratification—the elemental building block-seems not to have been class, or even the distinction between the temporal and spiritual spheres, but rather gender and the dominance of male over female necessary for “right order.” The family, stable and hierarchical, was the linchpin of society.

In a ringing paragraph Husslein stressed the contrast between the ideal of the patriarchal family and the breakdown of this ideal brought on by rampant individualism:

There are in fine many phases of the great woman problem. Some of these are intimately connected … to a false idea of equality and independence. If woman sets aside her modesty, as many people openly advocate; if woman loses her domestic affection, her religious instinct and devotion, her womanliness; if she no longer recognizes her true ideal in the Mother of Cod, whose soul was wrapped in her Child and Savior, and whose heart was obedient to Joseph her husband, then paganism has returned and the deluge is upon us.39

The subversion of domestic stability was encouraged not only by abstract notions of individualism but also by economic circumstances that impelled women to work outside the home. The oversupply of labor precipitated by the entrance of women into the market threatened to drive down their husbands’ wages. For both economic and moral reasons the place of women was in the home:

“Women,” as Pope Leo XIII warns us, “are not suited for certain occupations; for a woman is by nature fitted for home work, and it is that which is best adapted at once to preserve her modesty, and to promote the good bringing up of children and the well-being of the family.” Conditions which drive the mother from the home into the factory, likewise expose the children to every form of vice and irreligion. It is the duty of the State, furthermore, to prevent the employment of women in occupations detrimental either to their physical or their moral well-being or the well-being of their children.… While the adult woman workers should receive at least a living wage, the adult male laborer should receive no less than a full family wage. This will either enable him to marry or to support, in Christian decency, the wife and children whom God has already given him.40

In summary, the communalism Husslein wanted to revive was a mixture of corporate egalitarianism and familial hierarchy that was to foster economic security, moral virtue, and social order. Personal rectitude, inculcated in the home, was the foundation of social stability. The organization of daily life at the level of the family was a microcosm of the larger society.

As for economics, Husslein avowed that his program was anticapitalist in its attack on the free, impersonal, frighteningly abstract, and curiously righteous market of nineteenth-century theory. His idealized medievalism gave the critique a more properly preindustrial slant. From either perspective capitalism was “an economic monstrosity of pagan selfishness.”41 Its riches were seductive, as the inequality it fostered was cruel. His criticism of socialism was slightly less scathing. As a political platform it was atheistic, and it preached class hatred. But in spirit socialist doctrine amounted to a later-day Catholicism in its detestation of individualism, its horror at the atomizing effects of the market, and in its advocacy of communal solidarity and welfare. Socialism at least seemed to retain an ethical drive. The danger of capitalism was that its evils made socialism of the atheistic variety attractive. Catholicism was closer to a socialism defined as fraternity than to a capitalism that was ruthless in its pursuit of progress:

Suppressed Catholicism is at the center of the great social unrest. Suppressed Catholicism is the spirit struggling for liberation beneath the crackling, breaking, bursting shell of an unnatural and un-Christian social order. It is the pre-Reformation spirit of social freedom, which the Church alone can prevent from degenerating into lawlessness or injustice once it has achieved its liberation.… Catholic state action in favor of the people is even today confused with Socialism, to the great gain of the latter, whose borrowed plumage hides its real nature. … Whatever popularity Socialism may possess is entirely attributable to its camouflage Catholicism.42
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