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It Is, and'a'GoVérn'm'ent Off-icial:"‘Mérshéls -Sdfﬁéﬁhprésswé
‘Facts to Prove That It Is Not the Less a Labor Question

Because There Housekeepers Union.

HE problem of household service is
primarily a labor problem—not
only in the very general sense,
because it is a problem of human

effort, but in the much more specific
sense—a problem of hired labor, of rela-
tions between employer and employe, a

i

problem of labor contract, of wages,
hours, and other conditions of life and
work.

The obhservation seems trite enough un-
11l the attitude of the public to the situ-
ation is examined. Some years ago I
- had the opportunity to discuss the prob-
lem of domestic service from the point
of view
an exceptionally intelligent and sympa-
" thetiec audience at the New York Teach-
ers College. The general attitude of the
press and of influential publiec opinion
was such as to explain why this point of
view is not taken more frequently. I had
no complaint to make as to the amount
of notoriety suddenly acquired—I received
almost as much of it as if I had cracked
the skull of a strikebreaker—I could not
-have shocked the sensihilities of ‘the pub-
lic more by a brick. An important met-
Topolitan daily reported the Jecture un-
der the sensational headline: ‘ Bold man
defends servant girl "—indeed the general
tenor of the press notices was such as
to emphasize the ‘‘ nerve’ necessary to
yresent labor’s gide of the servant girl
problem.

That there is the housekeeper’s side of

of the domestic servant before,

the story, and that it is well worthy of}

study. need not be denied. Also, the gen-
eral sociological nature of the problem
is by this time {fairly well understood.
It is agreed upon by most serious stu-
dents of the problem that the entire or-
ganization of our home represents largely
a survival of mediaeval cenditions, now
practically unknown in other branches of
productive effort, at least in civilized
communities: that the backwardness of
the technical organizaiion of our home,
and, therefore, also of its economic organ-
jzation, is due to the large supply of
cheap or free female labor for which
there is no demand outside of the home,
that, furthermore, the backwardness in
the development of the home causing an
antiguated labor contract, with an ex-
ceptional restriction of the worker's per-
sonal liberty, makes for social discrimina-
tion against this vocation, and causes that
lack of servants wnich is one aspect of
the problem.

it was, I believe, my personal contri-
bution to the study of the problem to
point out that, sociologically speaking,
(that is, taking in at one glance iarge and
organic changes of social life,) there is
an automatic correct ive to this problem

jn the new fields of endeavor opened to’
; energy and the consequent move-
ment of {emale wageworkers away from|

woman's

domestic service into those other fields.
For with the rapid decrease in that large
supply of cheap labor the technical prog-
ress and economlic reorganization of the

home becomes an urgent necessity, to be
solved by the technlcal genius of the twen-
tieth century, even as the problem of

rapid transportation was solved in thel

' nineteenth.,
It is not at all difficuit to imagine a

degree of progress in the organization of
our home when the private servant, first
an absolute necessity, then a convenience,
later a luxury, will finally become as ex-
tinct 2as a dodo through the operation of

a remedy which may be succinctly sum-
marized in two words, * sclentific house-
keeping.” )

There are, however, two important lim-
itations to the practical usefulness, if not
tho Scientific accuracy, of this prophecy.

The, first is that of time. Sociological
changes take ages, and it is not in the
" npature of sentient humanity to be satis-
fied with visions of a future golden age
when conironted with live, throbbing eco-
nomic and social problems.

Secondl} even the entire disappearance
of the servant in the liouse, even the dis-
appearance of the private home itself, if
_it were likely to happen, would not solve
the problem of domestic service, for si-
multaneously Wwith it there is a rapid de-
velopment of institutional life, where a
new problem of household service ariges,

Tor, after all, what is a social problem?
If T may be permifted to indulge in the
scientific vernacular of modern socilology
—a, social problem I3 a condition of soclal
.. maladjustment. Its manifestations are
- discomfort and pain, finding outward ex-
pression in dissatisfaction and complaints.
To judge by this formula, there is a
formidable problem of household service,
- Tor surely there Is no dearth of discom-
fort, dissatisfaction, and complaints.

This is a matter of common observa-
tion. But unfortunately little more than
eommon observation is as yet avallable,
and a thorough study of the facts .of
household service is the first step towarad
&g solutiern. Ne large iavestigation of
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‘domestic service in this country has evorl

Is No

been undertaken.
There is no intention to throw any dis-

credit upon the very useful and sugges-,
tive methods made by Prof. Lucy Salmon,
Miss Gall Laughiin, Miss Frances Kellor,
or the energetic workers of the Boston
IKducational and 1ndustrial Union, or even
such individual studies as was under-
taken by Miss Pettengill by means of the
masquerading methods made classical by
the American reporters. As Miss Rheta
Dorr has well stated, '* We have not yet
reached the point of sending agents to
inquire: ‘How many servants do you
keep? What are their hours of work,
and what kind of sleeping accommoda-
tions do you furnish them?' At least we
have not yet done it on any large scale.”

Perhaps the only reliable data covering

the entire United States which we pos-)

sess are those of the United States Cein-|
sus. Unfortunately, they do not go ver;y“' !
deeply into the problem. The American
peopie have not yet seen fit to require
of the Census 8s extensive a study of the
sociological phenomena as s glven to
commercial and industrial life. Neverthe-
less. the Census data are extremely valu-
able as far as they go.

To begin with, they tell us that there
were in 1900, 1,460,000 servants and 107,-
000 waliters, making a total of 1,565,0600.
If to this group we ‘should add 158,000
housekeepers and stewards, 320,000 lauy-
dresses, and 100,000 untrained nurses, we
obtain the gigantic total of 2,146,000 per-i

THE CAUSE
OF THE TROUBLE

S
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ditions of the kitchen—the workshop of
the household worker; finally, there are
the grievances pertaining specifically to
the treatment of the wageworker, but
analogous, if noc simlilar, problems of ad-
ministration are not infrequent in the in-
dustrial field.

Perhaps tihe most distinctive detall is
that. of Lhe living conditions—food, shel-
ter, and sleéping accommodations. These
are - (questions swhich at present but
rarely arise I:: the industrial field, though
in the past living out was a common
feature of the industrial wage contract,
and is still common in commercial em-
ployments in England.

These material problems, in my con-
viction, are much more important than
the purely psychological problem of <o-
cial status. Moreover, it must be ad-
mitted that, at the bottom, the causes of
Lthe social status are largely found either
in the present -material conditions, or in
the inevitable survival of the psycholog-
ical results of past material conditions of
domestic service. |

Are the grlevances justifiable? Unfor-
tunately, no definite answer can be given
to this question for lack of definite ma-

terial scientifically gathered and scien-;

tifically interpreted. It is a coinmonpiace
to assert that the undersupply of house-
hold. labor is caused by a social preju-
dice in spite of material advantages, but
after all it is the accepted opinion of the
enmployers only.
would agree to this.~ —-=alization is ex-

Frightful Result of Unscientific Household Serivee.

|

‘tifie investigation.

gsons in the household occupations, and«
the list is far from complcte.

It may not be generally known that this
represents the largest occupational group
outside of farmers and agricultural la-
borers; that it is more than four times as
large as the total number of miners,’
whose condition was studied carefully
and repeatedly; that it is more than eight
times as large as the total number of
cotton mill employes, to whom a twelve-
hundred-page volume is devoted, published
a few days ago by the United States Bu-
reau of Labor.

One million eight hundred and filty
thousand of these, or SG per cent., are
women, rapresenting the very largest
group of woman labor whieh was inves-
tigated by the National Government at
a cost of §$300,000, specially appropriated
by Congress. They represent more than)|
one-third of all women employed in re-
munerative occupations.

Nearly 140,000 of them are under 1i6
yvears of age; thus we have the elements
of a large child-labor problem, which as
yet remains almost untouched by scien-

The particular grievances and problems
in this brancin of wage labor are to a
large extent no different from those in
other branches, though, in addition, spe-
cific grievances are not lacking. They
are concerned first with wages, hours,
Sunday rest, and similar conditions of the
Iabor contract; second, with the condi-
tions of work, such as the hygienic con-

rtremely doubtful.
‘thorough knowledge of a- very few indi-
‘vidual cases.
'trial Iabor such Intimate personal knowl-
-edge, because of its narrow limits, was
‘never
‘deductions.-
tions of household service are subject to

‘not tell you how wide these are.

condition of household service is that the

Each one of us has a

But in the field of indus-

considered .sufficient  material for
The truth is that the condi-

fluctuations which are as wide as i.he
fluctuations of woman’s character. I need

In some homes the  conditions may be
ideal, the hours short, the food excellent,
the wages satisfactory: in others just the
opposite of all this. Were a thorough
studv of these conditions made it is mmy
suspicion that the general picture would
he very far from that gentimental view
which so many perfectly sincere ladies
wish to ccnvey. In any case the peculiar

new employe has often little or nothing
to base his opinion on in advance of
actual experience except it be a certain
shrewdness in estimating human nature,
acquired in the course of many years.
May
sufficient explanation of the extreme mo-
bility and inconstancy of domestic ser-
vice, the greatest grievance of the em-
ployer?

Industrial labor has dlseovered only
two effective methods for remedying such
specific grievances of the labor contract
and the conditions of labor. These arco:

Whether the employes |

not this circumstance alone Dbe ai

First, co-operative efforts, technically|
styled collective bargaining, operating

‘through ‘the organization of labor unions;
and second, compulsory regulation by sn-
clety through the authority of law: labor
legislation. . i

It has been tacitly assumed that neither,
of these two methods is applieable to the
conditlons of domestic service.” This apw\
pears to me to be a serious mistake. Thdt‘
special difficulties arise because of spe-
cial conditions, no -one will deny. But
these difficulties are not unsurmountal]e. !

When a few years ago I dared to make
the suggestion that the hours of labor ofn;
our household workers should be regu-.
lated by law, the suggestion raised a ver-
itable storm of protest. It was dismissed
as an impossibility, a dreafn. It "was
pointed out triumphantly that only a
man thoroughly ignorant of the conditions
of hqme life could devise such a-“plan.
The inquisiti\e wanted to know whether
T have 'ever employed any servants.
Others were quite sure that I must be o
bachelor. You canot sgueeze three meais-
into eight hours, said one editor, and dis-
missed the preposterous suggestton there-i
with."

Such arguments appear simply childish
to say the least, to one who does not lose
sight of the comparative point of view.
The situation is not unique; it has num-:
erous analogies in the history o! alI labnr
legisiation. LT 4

There never was a new Ia.bor la.w that;
was not met with the identioa] argummtl
that 1t was thoroughly imp*ractlcal 1:hp¢’lt1
it tried to change a condltion that ‘was |
absolutely -essential to the industry, that '
it would destroy the Industry altogether. I
This was argued against legislation pro-
'hibiting night - work; this was argued
agalnst all ehild-labor legislation, against
all modern legislation limiting hours of
labor for women, providing seats for de-
partment store ‘employes, or even . 'oro-
tective glass hoods for tram car em-
DPloyes. It was essential to run the fac-
tory full blast all through the nurht* it
was essential that the women work moie
than ten hours; that the industry emnly
children of ten or even eight; that ali
salesgirls stand throughout the’ day, and
that the motormen be’ exposed to the in-
clement weather, until ordered differentiy
by legislation. .

Furthermore, the .analogy need not £o
bejond the domain of household service.
To the European. observer, new to the
ways of. this country, the existing cqndi-
tions of domestic service would often ap-
pear to be absolutely impossible and in-
compatible with any degree of* middie-
class comfort, To the German it would
appear to be absolutely unthinkable that
a gentleman should polish his own shoos,
shake ‘his own furnace, or' even sift nis
own ashes. A Russian refudds to compye-
hend how a middle-class American with
an income of §1,500 or $2,000 can lead the
life of a gentleman without a servant in
the house at all, '

Moreover, we may find interesting analn-
gies even in our own country. . Even if tha
condftions of household’ service required
continuous service, and even 'if the limi-
tation” of hours would necessitate reloys
of workers,- the objections ‘against it
might apply to a house with one servant,
less to the household with more than
?one servant, and not at ail to the insti-
tutional household with a large force of
household employes.

Supposing that such a law were to be
adopted and an exception made in favor
of bhouseholds with only ,one employe,
what would the chances be of the smaller
"household obtalning an efficient, self-re-
'specting employe? And if this should
force such families as must have hired
‘domestic labor to some sort of limited co-
operation, would that be such a very bad
thing after all?

Unfortunately we have no means of
even estimating the proportion of housec-

hold workers who are employed by insti- |

tutions rather than by private families.
The statistics of families and dwellings
presented by the twelfth census are very
unsatisfactory,
arc lmpossible,

- According to the data available there
were 223,000 households other than pri-
vate families, or less than 114 per cent.
of the total number of households. They
represented a population of 2,500,000, or

314 per cent. of the entire population of |

the country.

Proportionately, however, a very much
larger percentage of the household work-
ers are employed by the many and rap-
idly Increasing institutions, such as ho-
tels, boarding liouses, restaurants, lurch
rcoms, clubs, hospltals, asylums, honies,
boarding schools, dormitories, &c. Tie

one fact that there were in 1000 more |

than 100,000 swaiters and waltresses s
sufficiently significant,

The tremendous importance of this
rapid development of Iinstitutional .iife
for the solution of the problems of house-

and careful conclusions'

hold service has never, as far as I amn

aware, been pointed out. That there are ]

many differences in tha soeial and eco-

—

'gable.

‘vate houseliold appears

'enough it must live up to it or vanisi, -
and if its existence is socially necessary .

_galning througlh unions
‘hold will also prove to be the leader in |

\the profession'tl advance.

.are not insurmountsable.:
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private families on the other, is

true. Nevertheless, the essential likeness

¢f the work performed, and the identicaw
t

source of the labor sunply is sufficien

assurance that co-operation and unity of|
action between these two groups is entire- 4

ly feasible.

It is quite evident that legislative reg-'
ulation of the conditions of labor in
these large households is entirely prac:i-
Thus, to carry further the anal-
which was utilized before, the pri-

not unlike :he
small and antiquated shop which nro-

O8Y,

-teésts- against labor and factory legigla- |

“tion ron the ground that
up to it.

it cannot live
But when the law is stringent

it usually manages to live up to it.

In the other method of Improving J:-
‘bor conditions, that of co-collective »ar-
the large house-

nomijec status-of 'labor in these large col- |
lective households on one hand, and’ ille;
quite !

| \What will these standards aim at, and
'what will they be? A little ratioaal !
;speculation as_ to the future may here
| be indulged in. Primarily they will daal
with hours, of course, as all collective
iba.rgaining does, for the indeterminate
'length of service, if not of actual labor,
'Is perhaps the greatest objection to o-
‘mestic service that labor advances,

But only next to this will come—is com-
ing—the destruction of the mediaeval,
patriarchal relation between the em-
ployer and employe. - The fiction of bz2ing
|a member of the family—at £3 or £4 per
week—has been definitely abandoned in
the large households, which may be one
of the most important reasons: for thair
|g1 cater popularlty among the working wo-
men. Why should we assume for a mo-
ment that 2 modern household worker.is
more ready to change her family affili-
'ations at a moment’s notice and in har-
:monv with the employment agency’'s a-l-
'vice than would be a faithful lap dog or
'even a thoroughly domesticated cat? The
| domestic servant, if at all huiman, has his

Palatial Apartment of the New Maid.

The. isolated
position of the domestic workers made
all collective efforts among them well
high lmposslble, and if' all household
workers were . in that isolated posxtion
the hope of their, unionizatlon ‘would be
practieally useless But unions of .hotel
employes, are not at all impossible, nor
have thes ‘remained - unkno“n in this
country or abroad. B -

Even if the first efforts’ of umonizing,
female employes’ of ‘such households will
not prove easy, and will meet' the
same difficulties- which lie in the way of
union$ of ‘all wage-working women, they
In actual life
the employes of these iarge households
already have mfluenccd the cond1t1ons of

or her family affiliations, not based upon
a wage contract.

That a human and reasonably humane
employer is preferable to one of the
other kind, is true In domestic service
as it is in manufactures or mining. But
sentimental mistresses can no more be
relied upon to solve the problem of
domestic service than welfare work will
solve the larghkr labor problem of factory,
shop, or mine.

My suggestion that the exclusion of the
servant from the house of the employer
is necessary before domestic service will
prove more popular with the women of
the working classes has also met with
| brotests and derision. But such excluse-
ion is already the rule in a great many
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were even heuds of families. © Naturally
the proportion was much greater :or
married or widowed women than for
single ones. (The percentage being 45.0
for married women, 382 per cent. for
widowed or divorced. and only 15.6 per
cent. Tor single women.) Tt was largest
for negro women. as was to be expected
for other racial reasons. because the de-
sire of the negro woman for independence,
the employer’'s preference not to have a
colored person iive in the house, and also
the married negro woman's \nliingnc‘
to remain a wage ecarner.

But it is still more interesting that this
custont was twice as frequent
native white women than among the for-

eign women, It was greatest in Southern
cities, being &0 per cent. in New Orleans,
and 63 per cent. in  Atlanta, but it
amounted to 14 per cent. even in New

York, and was higher in Western cities,
(22 per cent. in Kansas City, 27.4 per cent.
in Cincinnati, and 20 per voni. in Indian-
apolis.) Thus the necessary dissociation
hag alrveady taken place to a very large
degzree. The tendeney i \'icp'mi with
alurm by a  great many consonati\e

housokecpc:s. but in 0o far as it his re-
‘tained in domestic  service  In

twenty-sevon cities alone 27,000 married
cor widowed women who otherwise might
|n0t find it pousible to remuain there, this
| has actually relisved the stringency'in
the labor marlket.

Thus labor's aftitude toward the prob-
lem of domestic service is after all quite
simple. You-must, it virtually says to the
empioyer. improve the conditions in this
field of hired labor if you want a larger
“supply of labor to the field; if yvou want
“to attract us yvou must make conditions
~more attractive. What could be simpler?
The assertions of thousands of housc-
“keepers that the conditions are already
sufficiently favorable and attractive do
not matter onec iota; it is for the persors

employed te decide so or to shun the
field.

Furthermore, few of tiie people who are
ready with their solution of the probicin
appreciiate the fact that unless there is a
radical change in the condition of domes-
tic service. eitlier by union action or hy
legislation, the difficultics must rapidly
grow, for the differences in the. advan-
tages of industrial and domestic must he-
come greater. And for this reason: Back-

ward asg is this country in the field of
social and labor legislation, the interest
in the legal protection of labor has re-
wently been awakened., and the next

decade or two will sce a feverish aotivity
in that direction,

Protection against accidents and occu-
pational diseases., compensation for
dents sustained, industrial hygiene, insur-
ance against disease and invalidity, old
age pensions—all these problems are earc-
fully studied and must lead to action in
the neaf future. In all these mecthods of
protecting the interests of labor, only in-
dustrial labor is considered in this coun-
try, and g]omestic labor is as yet disro-
garded. Not so in IZurope, and rightly so,
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‘domestic scrvice in private homes by es-,
tablishing certain standards as ideals.!
and protective labor legislation and c.i—’
rect union action will further help in!
the establishment of such standards, .ne’
absence of which in the private homes qt;
present Is one of the greatest objections
to ithem from . the employe 8 point or,
view,

)

)

Ehe New Jork Eimes

Published: January 8, 1911
Copyright © The New York Times

If She Dines with the Family.

_collective houscholds, and, in fact, is
h:racticed even in private households
I more frequently than is usually admitted.
’ The extremely Interesting census re-
| port on statistics of women at work shows
that in twentv-seven selected cities out
" of 328,000 female servants, 67,000, or over
20 per cent. lived at home, exclusive of
those who boarded, and nearly & per cent,

for the aquestions considered are of de-
'cided interest to the two nillions of wage
earners in the field of domestic service.

YWe are not inclined to associate acci-
dents with work in the kitchen, and yet
there are several clements of danger in
the work, as haundling hot water, other
hot utensils, hullding fires, inhaling gas,
climbing stepladders, &c. Domestic work
-is usually recommended for its healthful-
ness, and we forget that there are nu-
merous occupational ailments connected
with the work, even disregarding the
housemaid's knee, which has bhecome al-
most obsolete since the introduction of
the carpet sweeper.

‘“ No one,” sayvs Miss Rheta Dorr, ‘* has
even suggested to legislators that sweep-
ing and beating carpets might be includ-
ed among the dusty trades; that bending
over steam-washtubs and almost immedi-
ately afterward going out into the frostyv
air might be harmful to threat and lungs."”
The criticism ig correct, provided it ig limn-
ited to this country, for domestlc service lIa
included in the various forms of insurance
against accidents, sickness, and old age in
Germany and other European countries.

The charitable housekeeper who is lost
in self-admiration because she i3 willing
to keep the servant during the first few
days of sickness before removing her to
a hospital, might profit by learning that
the German employer of household help
is required by law to contribute one-third
- of the cost of sickness insurince and olie-
' half of the cost of old-age insurance.

Need we emphasize how these pro-
gressive measures for the protection of
the industrial worker will affect the sup-
ply of labor for the home, unless the lat-
| ter is elso willing to move forward? ‘Lus
difference in wages alone cannot remove
all these disqualifications, for after all it
is a peculiar feature of female labor that
it gives a high valuation to other condi-
tions of the wage contract in making its
preference for this or that industrial field.

In short, equalizatlon In the status of

the household worker with that of the
worker in other industrial fields is the

requirement which labor presents, as yet
largely unconsciously;” but the demand
:‘wm beoome clear and unconsclous in the
m B R -_ fa':,'_.';}:
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