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CLIPPINGS

This month, we devote our entire space on
this page to reprinting major portions of the
remarkable article by Aneurin Bevan from the
British Tribune of April 16. The article by the
left-wing leader was entitled "America Must Be
Told: 'You Go It Alone.'"

BY ANEURIN BEVAN
VER SINCE the war, British diplomacy has

been influenced by one dominant con-
sideration—fear of American isolationism.
[This] lays us open to indefinite blackmail.

If the United States is led to believe that,
in the last resort, we shall always bow to her
wishes, then from the outset we exert no lever-
age on her policy.

In Washington they have become quite
cynical about it. "They'll tag along in the
end,” they say.

We have paid a heavy price for this night-
mare fear of American isolation,

We succumbed to pressure from the United
States and allowed the Ruhr industries to be
restored to their former owners. We did this
against the facts of history and in spite of our
instinctive distrust of the consequences.

The fruit of this folly is now apparent. A
reactionary government has been financed into
existence in Western Germany, and all the
evidence available points to a revival of
Nazism. :

Schumacher, the leader of the German So-
cialists, reproached us—the British Socialists—
for this policy, and the reproach was justi-
fied. . . .

Again, we permitted ourselves to be rushed
into the acceptance of an inflated arms pro-
gramme which was beyond our means. To this
we sacrificed a part of our cherished social
services, faced rising prices, and in the end it
proved impossible to carry out. But it weak-
ened the Labour movement in Britain by
creating dissensions among its members.

The same panic caused the US.A. to be-
lieve that a German army was essential to the
defence of Europe. To that we have sactificed
whatever prospects there were of working-class
unity in France, and we are in danger of seeing
the same lamentable result in Britain.

We were led to stigmatise Revolutionary
China as an "aggressor” in Korea, and this is
now held to stand in the way of her formal
recognition. . .

HE THREAT now comes from Washington
that the paymaster will stop payment
unless we dance to tunes approved by him.

And now the squalid and pitiful story is
working up to its climax. We are to be invited
to scupper the Geneva Conference before it
assembles.

The Conference was the only hopeful thing
that emerged from the Berlin Conference. But
this was scarcely ended before the United
States made it clear that in no circumstances
would recognition for Revolutionary China be
traded for peace in Indo-China.

Why then is China invited to Geneva? Is
it only to give her a venue for surrender?
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Are we to have negotiation or bullying?
Peacemaking or warmaking? The hand of friend-
ship or the threat of the H-Bomb?

We want to know. And we want to know
now before the Conference starts. . . .

The only card we can play at Geneva is
recognition of China, in return for peace in
Indo-China. And that means peace on the
basis of national independence for the Indo-
Chinese.

They must be independent of everybody,
France as well as China, and that goes for the
United States as well. The independence of
Indo-China cannot be traded away.

Peace cannot be based permanently on
colonial exploitation. Peace is not to be founded
on the assumption that the status of the
colonial peoples can be frozen where it is
now.

The rule of collective peace in the world
must provide for social progress and for the
attainment of self-government by subject
peoples. Otherwise their legitimate struggles
for nationhood will endanger peace. Peace
and injustice can never live long together.

THERE ARE no qualifications to this. If the
Indo-Chinese elect to go Communist, they
should be allowed to do so.

It is here that the collision with American
policy occurs. She regards every extension of
Communism as an accession of strength to
the Soviet Union. And so it well may be, if

the treatment accorded to China is the pat-
tern to be followed.

. . The demand that we should join an
alliance for the containment of Communism
in South East Asia is not sought as an instru-
ment for the prevention of war, but rather
as an extension, into the international field, of
the defence of American social, political and
economic values. .

The military threat is a cover for counter-
revolutionary measures. We are being asked
to join, not an alliance for the preservation
of peace, but a bulwark against political and
social progress.

Where that progress is arrested by colonial
powers or by black reaction the struggle takes
on a more and more revolutionary colour. We
are then asked to oppose it in the shape of
resistance to Communist aggression.

It is an old story and by now we should be
familiar with it.

This new move by the United States, there-
fore, brings us up against the old dilemma.
Should we agree in the end, or should we
carry our opposition to the point where it
might mean a break? :

The answer is quite simply that we shall
never be able to make America understand
our aHitude and adjust herself to it until we
are prepared to break with her unless she
does.

The Alliance with America was forged in
the hope of preventing war. It was not in-
tended as opposition to Communism as such.
If America wishes this, then the Alliance is
distorted beyond its original purpose.

We should tell America so in the plainest
possible terms. If after that she persists, then
she must do so alone.

The American Socialist
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War In Inao-China

Who Started It?

HE PRESS is filled with news of
Indo-China. The dramatic con-
frontation of French imperialism by a
Vietminh army, and the defeat of the
French troops in this battle, is one
aspect of the news. The Dulles defeat
at Geneva is another.

But our wealthy and spacious Amer-
ican press has hardly found room for a
word as to the basic facts of the war in
Indo-China. Who started it? Who has
the support of the people? What are
the war aims of the contenders? These
questions are shunned; they are un-
touchable. That is because U.S. pro-
posals to intervene with troops don’t
even have the excuses to back them
up that were used in the case of Korea.
Here are the facts:

1. The only aggressors in Indo-China
are the French. No two interpretations
are possible.

French aggression is almost 100 years
old, starting with “preferential treat-
ment” for French nationals by Indo-
China’s rulers in return for helping the
emperor of Annam to regain his throne,
and eventually winding up with turn-
ing Indo-China, against the will of the
weople, into a French colony.

But, more specifically, the present
hostilities were initiated almost eight
years ago by the French armed forces.
What had happened was this: After
France fell in 1940, the Vichy govern-
ment authorized Japanese troops to
occupy Indo-China. The Japanese, late
in the war, installed puppet govern-
ments. Their chief puppet was an
emperor-playboy called Bao Dai. Dur-
ing the war, an underground move-
ment, nationalist and communist, arose
against the Japanese.

AFTER Japan’s defeat, the country

was occupied by the British in the
South and by Chiang Kai-shek in the
North. But the real power in the
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North, enthusiastically supported by the
people, was Ho Chi Minh and his re-
sistance movement.

Ho Chi Minh announced the estab-
lishment of the Republic of Vietnam
in the North, covering the most de-
cisive section of the country. In the
South, British policy was to help re-
store French imperialism to power. It
proved impossible for the French to
unseat Ho Chi Minh and finally, in
1946, the government of France
reached an agreement with him and
recognized the Republic of Vietnam
as a free state. Ho Chi Minh went to
Paris and signed the Fontainebleau
agreement.

But this proved to be nothing more
than a shabby ruse on the part of
French imperialism. Even while Ho
Chi Minh was in Paris, Admiral
d’Argenlieu, High Commissioner over
Indo-China, worked out a new govern-
mental setup, built up French military
strength, and in November 1946 opened
the war by shelling the city of Hai-
phong. That is how the war began.

2. The overwhelming majority of the
people of Indo-China suppori the Viet-
minh and oppose the French.

There can be no doubt of this. After
cight years of war, the Vietminh ac-
tually governs an area inhabited by
20 million out of the 27 million people
of Indo-China. It was only in 1949,
after three years of fighting, that the
French tried to set up a “government”
for Vietnam. They chose as their pup-
pet the very same “emperor” who had
been the Japanese Quisling during
World War II: the pleasure-seeking
traveler, Bao Dai.

The French. are completely dis-
credited, and the pro-independence
sentiment is so overwhelming that even
the puppets, Bao Dai and the “kings”
of Laos and Cambodia, have been

"compelled to make demands upon the

French for greater autonomy.
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EGGY DURDIN wrote in a recent
profile of Ho Chi Minh in the
N.Y. Times Magazine that his popu-
larity is so great that even the Bao Dais
and other French puppets have to be
careful of what they say about “Uncle
Ho.” Imagine a war in which the heads
of one side can’t freely attack the chief
of their opponents because he is too
popular even on their own side of the
lines! That is enough to demonstrate
that there is no Indo-Chinese base for
a war against Vietminh, and that Amer-
ican bayonets gripped by unwilling
French hands alone make that war
possible.

3. The charge of Chinese “aggres-
ston” has absolutely nothing to sup-
port it.

The war in Indo-China went on for
four years before the Chinese Commun-
ists were anywhere near the Indo-
China border; they were concentrated
in the north of China. Moreover, even
to this day, there has been no proof of
charges that the Chinese have sent any
troops into Indo-China. It seems rea-
sonable to assume that there is much
Chinese military aid in the form of
weapons and supplies going to Indo-
China, but who can blame them for
that? .

Right now, 75 to 80 percent of the
French effort in Indo-China is paid
for by U.S. dollars, and there are even
U.S. military advisers, technicians and
pilots in Indo-China. How can France
and the U.S. carry on this way, four
and five thousand miles from their own
borders, and deny the Chinese the right
to back a brother-movement on their
own border? Especially when their
southern neighbor is being invaded by
governments which have openly sworn
to destroy the present Chinese regime!

HESE ARE the facts of the Indo-
China war. Are socialists the only
ones who see these facts? Not at all.
I. F. Stone deserves heartiest applause
for reprinting the remarkable speech of
Senator Ed Johnson (Dem., Col.) in
his May 3 Weekly. Johnson had pref-
aced his speech with a flat statement:
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“I am against sending American GI’s
into the mud and muck of Indo-China
on a blood-letting spree to perpetuate
colonialism and white man’s exploita-
tion in Asia.” In his full speech, he
said among other things:

A few hours ago the President
said in Kentucky that regardless of
how this war started, it was now
the free world versus communism.
I wish it were that simple. . . .
Senator McCarthy thinks every critic
is a communist. In world affairs, our
diplomats seem also to be making
that basic McCarthy error. . . .

At what point, and to what de-
gree, has this war, which every
record shows to have been a war for
freedom and independence, a war
against imperialism, at what point
did it suddenly become a war of
communist aggression?

Johnson then proceeded to outline
the big fact of the new Asia, colonial
revolution:

Asia is in revolution—revolution
against colonialism. The promulga-
tion of what we in America believe
are the .inalienable rights of every
man, and the right to walk as equals
with dignity in the world commun-
ity, is sweeping Asia. . . . It was large-
ly on the crest of this popular tide
that Mao Tse-tung rode to final
victory. . . . Russia was not a factor
in Mao’s success; in fact, it did
nothing for him until after Chiang’s
defeat. . . .

They [our allies] know that the
war in Indo-China is not a war of
communist aggression. They know
that the forces opposing France's
colonial rule in Indo-China are just.
They know [that American aid to
the French] might well justify China
in  helping her southern Asiatic
neighbor with . . . arms and muni-
tions.

Suppose, for example, Mexico
were conquered and held by an
Asiatic power. Suppose the people
of Mexico rose up and struck down
their oppressor. Then suppose an
even stronger Asiatic power inter-
vened, to support the status quo. . . .
Would we not feel obligated in the
name of freedom to give our Mexi-
can neighbor revolutionists all aid
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and comfort? And if the other Asia-
tic power embarked troops in Mexi-
co, would not we also feel justified
in sending our forces to drive them
out?

Toward the end of his speech, Johfl-
son spoke words that should penetrate
the conscience of every American:

The only way to combat an idea is
with a better idea. What better idea
is being advanced by our sending
tanks and bombers to slaughter the
people of Indo-China? . . . Have
we so completely abandoned the
principles of freedom? . . . What
kind of people have we become?

(44 HAT KIND of people have we

become?” This question—posed
in a speech which is admirable coming
from a U.S. senator no matter what his
motive in making it may have been—
this question is the one which Ameri-
cans will sooner or later have to an-
swer. Every American who wondered
why the people of Germany did not
rise up against Hitler’s atrocities must
now ask himself: “Why don’t I pro-
test the Indo-China policy, why don’t
I protest against the foreign policy
which threatens the world with H-
bomb war? Why am I—and after all
I do not have as much to fear as did the
Germans under a fascist dictatorship—
why am I silent?”

Robbery Without Risk

HE CURRENT revelations about
the Federal Housing Administra-
tion are very instructive, and it is worth
examining the tangle of evidence and
scandal to get the true picture.

The FHA was established in 1934 as
part of a Roosevelt administration na-
tional housing act. From the beginning,
it gave hardly any direct aid to the
homeless or ill-housed. It was designed
to build up the construction industry
and, as a matter of fact, like the NRA
industry codes of that time, it was
practically written by representatives
of industry. In theory, it would aid
those in need of homes by encouraging
construction,

The conception behind the original
law was that home-building could be
encouraged if the risks were taken out
of the construction game. Thus the
government guaranteed 90 percent of an
approved mortgage. This guarantee was
not extended to the home purchaser,
but to the builder, the banker, the
mortgage holder. In other words, in-
stead of saying to the family that
needed a home: “You go ahead and
buy it, and if you run into sickness or
unemployment, we’ll back you up fi-
nancially,” the government said to the
building and real estate interests: “You
go ahead and build, and if you have
any trouble collecting, we’ll pay you,
take over the mortgage and foreclose
ourselves, if necessary.”

The CIO Political Action Commit-

tee has pointed to the “demand of free
enterprisers that government take the
risk while they get the profits. It was
in response to that demand,” PAC
pointed out, ‘“‘that the original pro-
visions which permitted the present
‘scandal’ were written into the law
setting up the FHA.” And, although
you might think that where the risks
are taken out of an enterprise the
capitalist will be content with smaller
profits, actually the profits became
higher as the risks went down!

The essence of the present scandals
is that what has been done is not il-
legal at all. The giveaway, the crooked-
ness, were all written into the act, and
that’s why it is doubtful that any of
the money will be recovered or that
there will be any real punishment. How
could it be otherwise with a law that
was written by the building industry,
and a “housing administration” which
has been increasingly staffed, as the
years went on and the atmosphere be-
came more reactionary, by outright
agents of the building interests?

HE CROOKEDNESS works as fol-
lows: The builder goes to a bank,
loan association, or other institution
and gets a loan, securing this loan by
an FHA guaranteed mortgage. The
banker does not feel impelled to in-
quire too closely into the value of the
security, of the property which he is
mortgaging, because he has a govern-
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ment guarantee of repayment, and he
gets his 5 percent regardless. The build-
er, who has given inflated figures on
the cost and value of the property,
pockets the difference between his
actual and declared costs. The rents or
selling price are jacked up on the basis
of these fictitious costs. The banker
pockets his, the builder pockets his,
neither has assumed any risk at all, and
the entire burden is loaded on the poor
guy for whom FHA was supposedly
intended—the home purchaser or rent-
er.

Are the FHA officials at fault? Not
at all, in their view of the matter. They
are only carrying out the provisions of
a law which does not empower them
to. do anything else. For example,
Deputy Assistant FHA Commissioner
Le Grand W. Perce has testified that
FHA had no power to reduce mort-
gages, and never did lower them if
actual costs turned out to be lower
than the appraisal.

How much has this steal cost the
working people? Here are some indica-
tions: A housing official judged that
about 70,000 tenants may be paying
higher rents because of inflated FHA
loans, but added that they probably
would never get any money back, and
would not even have their future rents
lowered. Senator Capehart, conducting
the probe, estimates that $500 million
of windfall “profits—over and above
regular profits—fell into the hands of
manipulators from this source. Senator
Byrd estimated the jacking-up of rents
to be from 15 to 25 percent. And the
story was told of a New York builder
who, with a $1,000 cash outlay, ob-
tained a $4.5 million FHA-insured
loan and built a project costing $4
million. He thus had a $500,000
“windfall” which he pocketed over and
above ‘“‘normal” profits.

The law was revised two years ago,
and some of the most flagrant features
were eliminated, but many of the
crooked procedures continued their
legal life. At that time, representatives
of the CIO and various consumer
groups protested vigorously, but their
cries fell on deaf ears. Yet precisely
those sections of the law which they
protested are now making scandal head-
lines.

NE INDICATION of the crooked-

ness of Big Business public relations
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is the manner in which the very same
interests who profited dishonestly from
the FHA now use the scandal to try to
discredit “public housing.” In reality,
this entire mess has nothing to do with
public housing. It was precisely as a
substitute for genuine public housing
that the FHA came into being, and has
profited the few at the expense of the
public for twenty years. Genuine pub-
lic housing has represented only a tiny
fraction of new construction during
all these years.

Testimony before the Senate com-
mittee was that, under the present pri-
vate housing setup, “slums are being
created faster than they can be elim-
inated.” After the end of World War
II, there was released a big pent-up
effective demand for housing. Private
contractors, rent-gougers and real es-
tate sharks utilized this situation to
squeeze the market for all it was worth.
It is doubtful that the people got, in
actual value terms, much over two-
thirds the value they paid for. At the
same time, genuine public housing was

kept down to practically nothing by the
real estate lobbyists and their friends
in politics.

The demand for some change in this
shameful situation was so great that
even arch-conservative Senator Robert
Taft gave his name and support to a
public housing bill which called for
construction of 135,000 units a year
by the government. As a measure of
how low government has fallen, the
Eisenhower housing proposal, as com-
pared to that of Taft, called for only
35,000 units a year, and even that
proposal now looks as though it is
dead.

Like the monarchies of the past, in
which the kings gave out huge land
grants and trade monopolies to their
favorites, the Big Business administra-
tion gives added wealth to the favored
few. Unlike the monarchs of the past,
present governments do not rule by a
presumption of divine right, but sup-
posedly in the interest of the people.
The result has not been more honesty,
but more hypocrisy.

Ambush on

HEN AN ARMY permits its

enemy to dictate the conditions
of battle, it is quickly outmaneuvered
and surrounded. The army of the Po-
tomac is in that position. Commanded
by Robert Stevens, it has walked into
a trap.

Fervent anti-McCarthyites like to see
an “‘exposure” of McCarthyism in the
present hearings. There is some truth
in this; McCarthy and his vaudeville
team have had considerable trouble,
and we hope they have more. But the

the Potomac

prime feature of this controversy is
that all of the parties have accepted—
nay, proclaimed—the sanctity of the
McCarthy vigilante committee and the
validity of its operations. The only
Army charge is the use of pressure to
help Private Schine.

The McCarthy-Army controversy
arose out of two events: the Major
Peress case and the Fort Monmouth
hearings. Even the most limited kind
of an Army attack on McCarthyism
would have to challenge the smear-
work of McCarthy’s committee in those
two cases. Particularly in the Fort
Monmouth case, McCarthy is vulner-
able, and has been exposed by many
of the nation’s most conservative news-
papers. But the Army has refused to
attack.

Those who think that McCarthy
can be halted by an exposure of his
rudeness, pressure tactics and dis-
honesty are nourishing an illusion. He
is concerned only with power. Mc-
Carthy has demonstrated his aggressive-
ness and his power over all government
departments on almost every day of
the hearings. Only an equal show of
determination can weaken him.



Death and taxes, we have been told, are
inevitable. But death, at least, is a burden
which falls equitably upon poor and wealthy.
Taxes are another matter.

Shifting Tax Load:
Who Is Getting
The Burden?

by Harry Braverman

HIGH INCOME

GROUP
(oveRr $ 5,000)

ON May 16, 1912, at the height of the progressive and
socialist movements in America, the Sixty-second Con-
gress proposed the following amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution:

ARTICLE XVI

The Congress shall have power to lay and collect
taxes on incomes, from whatever source derived, without
apportionment among the several States, and without
regard to any census or enumeration.

A year later, this amendment became law, and it repre-
sented a significant victory for the popular movement of
the day. For it was designed to give to the federal govern-
ment the power to reach into the vast and secret hoards
of wealth being accumulated by a few plutocrats as a
result of the trustification of U.S. industry then under
way. And, for a number of years, the income tax amend-
ment was used—even though feebly—for that purpose.

Since that time, however, there has been a vast increase
in government spending, an increase due almost entirely
to the militarization of our country and our economy (and
hardly at all due, as some think, to “welfare spending”
which has never risen very high as a proportion of the
entire economy).

TAX RATES HAVE RISEN
ONLY 6076 SINCE 1939

TAX RATES HAVE RISEN

LOW INCOME -
GROUP FULLY 609%
(unbeEr $ 500) SINCE 1939
‘.ﬁ

How Income Tax Rates Have Risen on High and Low
Income Groups Between 1939 and 1953

IN 1939, federal income tax rates were

still of a somewhat “progressive” char-
acter—that is, they mounted rather steeply
as incomes got higher. In that year, tax
rates on individuals with incomes under
$5,000 were still low, as they should be:
only 1.2 percent of incomes, on the average.
At the same time, tax rates on incomes
above $5,000 were about 10.5 percent. In
the first stage of the war, taxes on high
incomes were raised, but then, as soon as
employment was at a high level and wages
began to rise from depression depths, the
Democrats and Republicans put through a
series of tax programs which have effectively
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shifted more and more of the burden over
to the lower-income groups.

Tax rates on the upper incomes were
lowered very sharply as the war drew to a
close, but the high rates on workers that
began (for the first time since the passage
of the income tax amendment four decades
ago) in World War II, have never been
lowered at all. For a short time after the
war, these rates went down just a little, but
have since been boosted again to close to
their wartime peak. Tax rates on the up-
per-income groups, by contrast, have been
cut to almost half of their wartime peak.

Thus, as the above chart shows, income
taxes on lower incomes are fully six times
as high as they were before the war, while
tax rates on the upper incomes are only
80 percent above the pre-war level. And
this doesn’t begin to take account of tax
evasion, which is high in the upper-income
level and practically nonexistent among
workers who pay by employer deduction.
Nor does it include other forms of taxation
which are levied on all sorts of things the
worker’s family must buy, and which there-
fore, percentagewise, bear much heavier on
the low-income than on the high-income
family.
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The tax structure has come to be one of the most
important determinants of the distribution of income and
wealth in the U.S. economy. Fully 27 cents out of every
dollar of product turned out in this country in 1953 was

taken by the federal, state and local governments. Most
people, thinking that we have what is called a “progres-
sive” tax structure, which takes heavily from the rich and
lightly from the poor, probably have the wrong idea about

AT THE beginning of this year there was

a “tax reduction” and the administra-
tion now has another bill in the hopper
lowering some taxes. These tax cuts have
been incredibly unfair to the mass of the
people and equally incredibly generous to
the wealthy. In order to give a clear picture,
we present here a series of charts, which
show the way the pie is being cut.

On January 1, federal income tax rates
were reduced. But if you are in the lower-
income brackets, chances are you won’t
even notice the difference. The tax reduc-
tion total comes to some $3 billion. But the
lion’s share of the savings goes to those
with incomes over $5,000 a year, as shown
in this chart:

INCOME TAX REDUCTION
OF JANUARY 1, 1954

70% oF Tax cuT
GOES TO HIGH
INCOME GRouUp

30% OF TAX CUT
GOES TO Low
INCOME. GROUP

At the same time, the excess-profits tax
expired, with a loss of income to the Treas-
ury of about $2 billion a year. All of that
tax saving went to corporations, so that we
now get a picture of the division of the
total tax cut of January 1 which looks like
this:

DISTRIBUTION OF $5 BILLION
TAX CUT OF JANUARY 1

829 OF TAX CuT
GOES TO HIGH
INCOME GROUP

18% OF TAX CUT
GOES To Low
INCOME. GROUP
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The Pie Is Cut

By the Wealthy

In Their Own
Interest

THE STORY OF THE
$7.500,000,000
TAX REDUCTION

These charts have been divided along the
$5,000-a-year income line, with those above
called “high-income” and those below “low-
income.” But the high-income group is
small and the low-income group consists of
the big majority. Only about one out of
four taxpayers makes over $5,000 a year.
A small number of people get a big saving
to divide among themselves, while the other
three-fourths of the people have to share
out the small cut of the pie. Thus the
savings for each low-income taxpayer is
very small, and vice-versa for the wealthy:

SAVINGS PER TAXPAYER
(TAX CUT OF JANUARY 1)

#$ 369 sAVING PER
HIGH INCOME
TAX PAYER

Low INCOomE
TAX PAYER

NOW, the administration has come up

with its plan to lower taxes on cor-
poration stockholders. This would save them
about $750 million in its first year of opera-
tion, and later will net stockholders much
more. Since almost all stock is owned by

the wealthy, this tax reduction is naturally
very unevenly distributed between the un-
der- and over-$5,000 income groups, the
division of the pie looking like this:

TAX REDUCTION ON
DIVIDENDS

87% oF TAX cuT
GOES TO HIGH
INCOME. GROUP

13% OF TAX CUT
GOES TO LOW
INCOME GROUVP

In fact, the entire administration tax
bill, HR. 8300, gives the under-$5,000
families only about 5 percent of the savings,
the over-$5,000 group gets 42 percent of
the savings, and the corporations get 53
percent:

TAX BILL H.R. 8300
(How it is divided)

987, oF TAX CuT
GOES TO HIGH
INCOME GRouP

5% OF TAX CUT

To complete the picture, you must keep
in mind that 33 million taxpayers have to
share that little 5 percent slice of pie, while
the big hunk goes to the corporations and
to the much smaller section of the popula-
tion that makes more than $5,000 a year.

Charts by Parker.



where that money comes from. Misled by deliberately
planted stories about “80-90 percent” taxes on upper-
income groups, many would guess that the low-income
groups pay only about ten cents on the dollar, while the
upper pay the lion’s share. In fact, in 1948 when a study
was made, it was found that all income groups below
$5,000 a year pay in the neighborhood of 20 to 25 percent
of their incomes in taxes of all sorts, and that the income
groups above $5,000 averaged only about 28 percent of
their incomes in taxes.

In actual fact, the tax structure of the U.S. is extremely
unfair, and is getting worse all the time. The above figures
for 1948 don’t begin to tell the story, because in the
years after that the tax structure was really loaded down
with gimmicks that favor the rich. And at present, we
face an Eisenhower-General Motors tax plan that is fan-
tastically brazen in its favoritism toward upper-income
groups.

HANGES in the tax structure are now in progress
under the heading: “tax reduction.” The adminis-
tration is proceeding on the theory that, so long as it is
not asking to raise taxes but only to reduce them, it will
be easy to get away with great injustices, since people won’t
get so aroused over an inequitable distribution of the
lightened load as they would over unjust spreading of a
new tax load. Perhaps they are right in this calculation,
but the fact remains that this type of move can have just
as bad an effect on the distribution of income as if new

Unreported Income

HO CAN EVADE income tax payments? It is gen-
erally known that the wealthy evade payment of large
quantities of taxes by all sorts of financial jugglery, including
holding large sums of money in undistributed profits, register-
ing income as capital gains instead of in other forms, etc. But
what is not so well known is that large numbers of weathy tax-
payers welsh on big portions of their taxes by the simple method
of not reporting their incomes at all, For those who get income
in the form of wages and salaries, this is pretty much impos-
sible; their income is registered at the source and the tax pay-
ment is deducted in advance. But for receivers of business
income, interest, rent and dividends, it is another matter.
Here are the facts as established by the National Bureau of
Economic Research, most reputable organization for income
research in the country, for the year 1946. The Bureau com-
pared the amounts actually reported on income tax returns for
the nation as a whole with the Department of Commerce
personal income series, and came up with the following percent-
ages of unreported (and hence untaxed) income:

Source of Income Not Reported

Civilian Wages and Salaries 5%
Entrepreneurial (Business) Income 29%
Interest 63%
Dividends 249
Rent 55%

Altogether, recipients of business income, interest, dividends
and rent failed to report fully 30 percent of their incomes in,
1946, or close to $15 billion, and there is no reason to believe
that the picture has improved since then. -

taxes were thrown on the backs of the people in an unjust
way.

The administration tax program is set against the back-
ground of the so-called “tax reduction” of January 1.
This comes as a result of the expiration of the excess
profits tax, which was not renewed, and of a ten percent
reduction in income tax rates, which, because it reduces
rates “evenly” across the board, saves a person in the
over-$5,000 income class $7 for every $1 it saves for
a person in the under-$5,000 class.

Now the administration is pressing a really brazen tax
bill, which is frankly moved by a spirit of favoritism
toward the rich. Almost all the tax reductions contained in
the bill go to the wealthy, the corporations and the busi-
ness men. The chief provisions are the dividend taxation
relief, the fast write-off for new plants and equipment,
extended carryback of losses for tax purposes, and a tax
bonus for research expenditures by business. The details
of how these provisions work are technical and they are
unimportant. The important fact is that these tax savings
will enrich the very wealthy by another few billions of
dollars annually, and give practically nothing to the work-
ing people.

The Republican cabal of financiers and industrialists did
not arrive at this result by accident. They have even
worked out a theory that tax savings should go primarily
to business, in order to stimulate greater business invest-
ment and thus avert depression. But they have thus far
been unable to give any guarantee that the money placed
in the hands of Big Business will in fact be turned back
into the economy. In reality, that doesn’t depend upon
how much money the business men have, but upon a host
of other factors. If the tax savings are given to the mass
of the consuming population, on the other hand, one
knows that almost all of that finds its way rapidly back
into the economy in the form of purchases, and if that
doesn’t avert a slump, it at least softens its effect upon the
people.

THE LABOR leadership is very aroused, as it should be,

over the Republican tax plan, and union publications
are devoting a lot of space to exposing its inequities. Un-
fortunately, however, they did not in the past show similar
opposition to Democratic tax plans of the previous ten
years. For actually the present inequitable tax structure
began to grow that way during World War II.

Up to the mid-point of that war, corporate tax pay-
ments grew at a faster rate than personal tax payments,
which come mostly from the mass of the people. But in
1943 came the turning point, and after that the rates of
taxes on corporate income turned down, while the rates
on personal income only leveled off. Thus in the five years
after the end of the war, corporate taxes went way down,
and the rates are today lower than at the World War II
peak. The rates of personal taxes did not go down much
at any time after the war, and today are actually higher
than they were at the World War II peak!

This trend was developed under Democratic adminis-
trations, and the labor leadership was very soft in its op-
position, thus showing the harm that can result from tying
labor to a capitalist governmental apparatus and making
commitments at the expense of the rank and file.
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Only once has there been a genuine mass
socialist movement in the U.S. That was
the Debs-led Socialist Party, which at its
peak got a million votes. What was that
movement like? Recent work by historians
makes it possible to get a better picture.

Heyday of Socialism:

Founding of
A Great Crusade

by Bert Cochran

N OUR APRIL issue we reviewed Dr. Quirit’s book on

the origin of American socialism from the post-civil war
period to the formation of the Socialist Party in 1901.
There exists a companion volume to this book: “The
American Socialist Movement,” by Ira Kipnis, published
a year earlier by the Columbia University Press, a really
first-rate study of the American Socialist Party in its
heyday. This latter book covers ground that has never
been dealt with properly before, and is outstanding in its
scrupulous scholarship, its wide and careful research, and
its grasp of the subject matter.

The volume takes its place with such superior social
studies of recent years as “The Bending Cross” by Ray
Ginger, “The Legend of Henry Ford” by Keith Sward
and “John L. Lewis” by Saul Alinsky, all of which have
this much in common: they reveal a greater scientific
understanding of social relationships and class forces than
past American literature in this field. This more mature
understanding derives from the considerable experiences
accumulated by the labor movement in the last decades
which has seeped in among the intellectuals and presages,
in our opinion, the higher consciousness that will permeate
the labor and radical movements in the next phases of de-
velopment.

Our story opens when 125 delegates representing 6,500
members met in Indianapolis in 1901 to found the So-
cialist Party of America. The contrast was startling be-
tween this gathering and the conventions of De Leon’s
Socialist Labor Party in this period. Delegates were in their
twenties or early thirties; those past middle age were the
exception. Four-fifths were American-born. Without ques-
tion, this was the most representative and impressive
gathering of socialists that had taken place up to this
time in America.

As a result of the two years of bitter wrangling between
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the two organizations that finally united to form the new
party (the Debs-Berger Social Democratic Party and the
split-off section of the Socialist Labor Party led by Hillquit
and Job Harriman), and also as a possible reaction to De
Leon’s over-centralized, dictatorial regime in the SLP,
the Socialist Party was organized as a loose federation with
autonomous powers granted the state organizations. Many
delegates were anxious to have a minimum of “outside
interference” in their local affairs.

With the exception of a small right wing led by Victor
Berger and the Milwaukee organization, the whole party
seemed united in the first few years behind its main body
of leaders who stood on a platform of a slightly watered-
down socialism of the European-Second International
variety. The party doctrine ran along the lines that, since
the workers were engaged in a constant struggle with the
employers for possession of the goods they produced, they
would in time realize that their battle for higher wages
and better working conditions was part of the general class
struggle. This would make them class conscious, and they
would thereupon join the Socialist Party.

T THE 1893 congress of the Second International,
Wilhelm Liebknecht had declared: “Just as tactics in
themselves are neither revolutionary nor reactionary, so
the state machine is not in itself reactionary. It is nothing
but an instrument for exercising power.” This attempt to
take Marxism back to its pre-Paris Commune period
formed the basis of the American Socialist Party thinking
on the question of socialism’s road to power. To displace
capitalist power, it was only necessary to win the existing
machinery of government. “When ten million American
citizens will quietly drop a demand for the means of
production and distribution into the ballot box, the capi-
talist army will have no foe but themselves, and their riot
bullets will be as harmless as children’s marbles.” (Ernest
Untermann, Sparks of the Proletarian Revolution) This
thought was repeated by the main Socialist publicists. At
the same time, the SP theoreticians insisted that the party
was revolutionary, but they juggled with the explanation
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of the word to such an extent as to virtually rob it of
any special meaning.

Both theory and practice thus poised the party for what
was considered its most important, indeed its only goal:
“To organize the slaves of capital to vote their own
emancipation,” with the thought that socialist progress
could be accurately measured by the size of the Socialist
vote and the number of candidates elected to office.

ICTOR BERGER, who with Morris Hillquit domin-

ated politically the opening convention, was already
a full-fledged right winger by this time. A month before
the convention, his paper, Social Democratic Herald, de-
scribed approvingly Bernstein’s revisionist challenge to
Marx. Berger wrote that “the tactic of the American So-
cialist Party, if that party is to live and succeed—can only
be the much abused and much misunderstood Bernstein
doctrine.”

While the SP in this period was indifferent to govern-
ment ownership under capitalism, regarding it as nothing
but an extension of capitalism, the right wingers viewed it
as a step toward socialism. Gaylord Wilshire, “the million-
aire socialist,” held that government ownership was social-
ism, and the 1902 Wisconsin platform called for govern-
ment purchase of railroads. But even nationalization proved
too radical a demand for the right wing, and they soon
broke the demand down to a municipal level, calling on
the Socialist Party to go into each city election with a plat-
form advocating home rule, municipal ownership of public
utilities, better schools and hospitals and civil service re-
form.

It was not very long before Victor Berger and his sup-
porters were explaining that socialism was not a working-
class movement at all, but a movement of all mankind.
Besides, social progress was not carried by the workers,
but by the intellectual “cranks” of all classes who saw
clearly that they must lead. “Class consciousness is the
idol of narrow-minded, dogmatic, pseudo-scientific social-
ists of the orthodox type.” Berger warned that the So-
cialist Party must not follow the path of the fanatical
abolitionists who rejected Henry Clay’s “wise proposals”
to end slavery gradually through purchase. The choice was
that of evolution through right reason, or of disaster
through violence. Working-class revolution would not lead
to socialism, but to the dictatorship of a Caesar.

But this was the development of the next few years. At
the founding convention, Victor Berger and his “Mil-
waukee Socialists” still appeared to be a tiny minority of
conservative right wingers, out of tune with the thinking
of the rest of the delegates and destined to play no special
role in the party’s direction and work.

TWO OTHER matters are worthy of mention before

we leave the unity convention. Algie Simons, a mem-
ber of the right, who considered himself the farm expert
of the party, introduced a plank into the platform stating
that the interests of farmers and workers were identical.
‘Whereupon, several delegates advocated a series of im-
mediate farm demands along familiar Populist lines: gov-
ernment grants of land, government-operated grain ele-
vators, nationalization of railroads, telegraph and tele-
phone. This produced a storm at the convention, as the
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whole subject was vividly connected in many delegates’
minds with the sellout of 1896 and the debacle of the
Populist movement. Two years earlier the Berger crowd
had set off a similar storm in the Social Democratic Party
with its farm planks, and were answered heatedly by the
left that the danger threatening socialism was that it would
compromise its principles in a lot of horse trades:

Every progressive party of the past 35 years—the Greenback
Party, the Union Labor Party and the People’s Party—had
been disrupted by the prostitute of American politics, the
Democratic Party. . . . Unless the SDP builds on sharp, clearly
defined, class-conscious lines, with compact disciplined or-
ganization, the old hag will don a new dress, paint her cheeks
a catchy red, and once more beguile those in a hurry to
“win.” . .. When development and education have reached
their proper stage, winning will take care of itself. The danger
is abortion. (Social Democratic Herald, June 3, 1899)

The opposition to any trading with Populism was so
vigorous at the convention that the plank was deleted.
Instead, a special farm resolution was adopted telling the
farmer that the development of machinery had made him
little more than a wage slave and that only socialism would
win him the full product of his labor. While very likely
the Socialist Party could not devote much time to winning
the farmers in its early days, and even the Wisconsin or-
ganization which was making the fuss didn’t do anything
with the farm problem beyond passing out leaflets at the
State Fair, this debate illustrates both the strong and the
weak sides of what was to develop shortly into the party’s
left wing. Its members were steadfast in their adherence
to class-struggle principles, but they had great difficulty
at times in applying them, and they often revealed a ten-
dency of taking refuge in general avowals for socialism
to cover the gaping holes in their ideological armor and
lack of an answer to the specific problem at hand.

HE ONE THING that all Socialists were completely
sold on was the necessity for the organizational in-
dependence of the party. Political campaigning was con-
sidered the most vital principle of the socialist movement,
and all voiced unalterable opposition to union labor par-
ties, which were viewed simply as traps designed by the
capitalists to stop the growing Socialist vote. Branches were
instructed to nominate a full slate of candidates in every
local and national election, and if for any reason the local
or state organization could not make such nominations, it
was ordered to boycott the election. No member was ever
to support or vote for candidates of any other party.
Socialists who violated this fundamental principle were to
be suspended or expelled.

In fact, Socialists repeatedly intervened to prevent the
formation of local labor parties. When a number of Chi-
cago unions attempted to form a labor party in 1901, 200
Socialists packed the meeting, secured passage of a reso-
lution “that the laborers of Chicago do not need the help
of a gang of grafters meeting in the wine room of a saloon
to organize a labor party for them,” and then promptly
adjourned the meeting. In St. Louis, the Socialist-con-
trolled Central Trade and Labor Union rejected local
motions for a labor party. Job Harriman was requested
to go to Arizona in 1910 and help eliminate the newly
formed labor party there, duplicating “the splendid work
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the Los Angeles comrades have done in averting the forma-
tion of a labor party as a rival to the Socialist Party.” For
a brief time, after the poor showing in the 1908 elections,
the right wingers toyed with the idea of a labor party,
but they soon dropped it under the strong pressures in the
party and the increased vote in 1910.

Although almost all radicals today advocate the forma-
tion of a labor party, this does not imply that the position
of the Socialist Party was necessarily wrong, as conditions
were very different at that time. In the period of its
glory, the SP was the only significant labor political move-
ment on the scene, and small labor party developments in
one or another locality represented very probably division-
ary movements from the main stream rather than possibili-
ties for organizing the labor political movement on broader
lines.

While in retrospect it can be seen that the Socialist
Party was set up on none too firm foundations, at the time
the weaknesses had not yet clearly revealed themselves.
Prospects appeared boundless and hopes for the future
were very high. For the first time American socialism
represented a going concern, and Socialists plunged into
the class struggle with unexampled vigor and optimism.
They became the spark plugs of countless strikes, the
moving spirits of union organizing campaigns, the po-
lifical activists in the localities.

THE SOCIALIST Party began to grow and prosper

from the moment of its formation. Under the more
energetic administration of William Mailly, the left winger
who replaced Greenbaum as national secretary in 1903,
22 organizers and lecturers were sent out from the national
office, 50 to 100 soap boxers were continually in the field
earning what they could raise from the sale of pamphlets,
books and newspaper subscriptions. State committees were
encouraged to conduct their own organization and propa-
ganda campaigns.

The bitterly fought railroad
strike of 1877, during which
strikers took over the admin-
istration of entire cities, was
the harbinger of a period of
labor radicalism in America.
The socialists of that time
were very influential in the
unions, and in the unemployed
movement during the panic
of 1873. It took 25 years for
the diverse socialist groups
and militant unionists like Debs
to gather into the Socialist
Party which became a mass
movement in the early years of
this century. It was in battles
like that portrayed in this old
engraving, which shows the
Maryland National Guard fir-
ing upon B & O strikers at
the corner of Frederick and
Baltimore Streets in Baltimore
on July 20, 1877, that the
workers learned the lessons
that led to the first mass so-
cialist movement in American
history.

JUNE 1954

At the 1902 AFL convention in New Orleans, the So-
cialists introduced a resolution “to advise the working
people to organize their economic and political power to
secure for labor the full equivalent of its toil and the
overthrow of the wage system,” and were defeated by the
narrow margin of 4,899 to 4,171. In May of the same
vear, Socialists became active in the great anthracite coal
strike in Pennsylvania. They kept four full-time organizers
in the field, distributed large sums of money for strike
relief, and were establishing Socialist locals at the rate
of one a day, with the membership of these locals sky-
rocketing from about 25 to 340 each within a matter of
weeks. As a result of this activity, the Socialist vote in
Pennsylvania soared from 4,800 in 1900 to 22,000 in
1902.

But to illustrate the division already developing within
the Socialist ranks, much of the Socialist press pointedly
ignored the strike. The Social Democratic Herald carried
only one item during the entire seven-month strike, an
article by Berger recommending public ownership of the
mines. And the Milwaukee party refused to distribute the
strike relief subscription blanks on the ground that “the
state was in the midst of an important campaign . . . and
it would not have been good generalship to have distracted
their attention from the battle.”

Even more bitterness arose the following year in con-
nection with the epic Cripple Creek strike in Colorado
called by the Western Federation of Miners to enforce
the 8-hour day which had been passed as a state law the
previous year, but was ignored by the governor and the
state authorities. Willlam Haywood relates in his auto-
biography how Socialist members of the Western Federa-
tion of Miners charged that right-wing state leaders looked
on the strike as a “border feud” of little importance, never
mentioned the union conducting the struggle, and con-
tented themselves with advising the miners to go into the
AFL and to vote the Socialist ticket.




BY THE FALL of 1903, the Socialist Party was so split

over its programmatic positions that the National
Committee voted to abandon a project for an election
“campaign book” on the ground that “the campaign book
would infallibly contain statements to which each of us
would take exceptions.”

With the 1904 convention, the party was definitely split
into three loose factions: a large amorphous left wing,
whose most prominent personality was Eugene Debs; the
center, led by Morris Hillquit, boss of the New York organi-
zation, and the right wing, led by Victor Berger, with its
seat in the Wisconsin organization, The composition of the
1904 convention showed that the trend had already set
in toward converting the party into a playground of middle-
class reformers and intellectuals—a trend that was to be-
come increasingly pronounced with passing years. Of the
120 delegates, 20 were editors of Socialist newspapers, 15
lawyers, 7 professional lecturers, 5 paid party organizers.
The remainder of the delegation was made up of craft
workers, professionals and small business men.

Mailly, in his report as national secretary, lashed out at
the organizational madhouse that was the Socialist Party
and warned that the organization had to be tightened up.
“Of the writing of books, the making of speeches, and
the editing and publishing of papers, there is no end, but
there is an appreciable lack of application to the ex-
ecutive branches of our party work.” If the party was to
take advantage of growing socialist sentiment, its organi-
zation would have to be revised and its leaders stop seek-
ing personal prestige and begin cooperating with one
another.

The right and center leaders immediately set up a howl,
with Berger in the lead of the pack. They denounced
Mailly as a bureaucrat, a dictator, a man interested in
socialism only because of his salary. Mailly thereupon of-
fered his resignation, and a wheelhorse of the right wing,
J. Mahlon Barnes, was selected by the National Committee
to replace Mailly after the 1904 elections. The drift to the
right, already unmistakable at this convention, was still
held in some check by the continuation of an uneasy co-
operation between the left and center.

Events in the country were at this time making it
increasingly difficult for the Socialist Party to prosper on
simple reform lines. There was a growing opposition on
the part of the hard-pressed middle classes to the power
of the corporations and trusts. In an attempt to curry
favor with and head off this steadily rising opposition, re-
form and municipal-ownership leagues sprang up all over
the country. In most important city elections, one of the
two major parties made big promises in the way of re-
forms and elimination of graft and corruption, or new
reform parties stepped into the breach to carry the banner
for honest government, fair taxes and elimination of vice.

{
A

THE SOCIALISTS suddenly lost their monopoly of the

reform market and found themselves competing for
votes in municipal and state elections with powerful re-
spectable parties, which had platforms promising the same
immediate benefits, and which had a better chance of
election. The Ohio Reform Movement cut the 1905 vote
of the Toledo, Cincinnati and Cleveland Socialist parties
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50 to 85 percent below 1904. The two Hearst municipal-
ownership campaigns of 1905 and 1906 cut the New York
Socialist vote to a third of 1904. Judge Edward F. Dunne,
Democratic candidate on a municipal-ownership platform
in the 1907 Chicago mayoralty campaign, cut the So-
cialist vote in half.

This critical turn of events became the precipitant that
broke up the unofficial left-center bloc and led to a
rapprochement of the center and right wings. The Mil-
waukee “Sewer Socialists” met the new competition of
middle-class reformers by promising even more reforms and
emphasizing more strongly their own respectability. Wil-
liam A. Arnold, Socialist candidate for mayor in the 1906
municipal campaign, announced that “the business in-
terests of Milwaukee will be safer in the hands of an ad-
ministration made up of Social Democrats than they have
been under the Republican and Democratic administra-
tions.” Berger personally assured the city’s industrialists
that a vote for the SP was a vote against strikes. “I can
say from actual experience that the Social Democrats in

this city have opposed almost every strike that has ever
been declared here.”

In the same 1906 election, the center, in its big “Hill-
quit for Congress” campaign in New York, gave every
indication that it had become converted to the right’s
theories. Socialism was played down, and the business
integrity and stability of an attorney already worth $100,000
was pointed up. Victor Berger’s theory of a two-armed la-
bor movement—in which each party member devotes one
arm to economic work through his union, and the other
arm to political work through the Socialist Party, with
neither arm “interfering” with the other—became accepted
theory for the center. The Hillquit crowd also swung over
to the right on the position that economic development
would automatically teach people to vote Socialist and that
strikes were futile.

Increasingly, the new bloc discouraged agitation for
industrial unionism and independent political action inside
the AFL, and began soft-pedaling criticism of the AFL
leaders. Hillquit now discovered that class consciousness
had nothing in. common with ‘“class hatred,” and quieted
any middle-class fears of revolution by explaining that there
was nothing to get excited about, as the bad word simply
meant a long series of reforms which in the distant future
would add up to a change in the social order.

THE NEW united right-wing leadership thus pitched
its main appeal straight to the middle classes and
adapted its labor policy to the purpose of forging an al-
liance with the AFL bureaucracy. The new line began
paying off in middle-class support. J. G. Phelps Stokes, a
reformer, who had been active in the Hearst municipal-
ownership campaign in 1905, a member of one of New
York’s most aristocratic and wealthy families, joined the
party in 1906. In Chicago, another millionaire philanthro-
pist, William Bross Lloyd, joined up. But the biggest catch
of all was millionaire Joseph Medill Patterson, later to
become publisher of the New York tabloid Daily News.
The National Committee ordered Patterson’s letter of
adherence to the party printed for mass distribution, while
state and local conventions vied with each other to circum-
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BIG BILL: William D. Haywood, shown when he was Secretary-
Treasurer of the Western Federation of Miners. Haywood went on to
become a left socialist and a founder and most prominent leader of
the Industrial Workers of the World.

vent constitutional restrictions so as to be able to immedi-
ately accord Patterson high rank in the party. Hillquit
was probably on solid ground when he boasted before the
1907 International Socialist Congress that “in the United
States, probably more than anywhere else, socialism is re-
cruiting adherents from the better-situated classes of so-
ciety.”

Although the party was attracting more members of the
middle classes, its rate of growth slumped badly in this
period and it was having a hard time holding on to its
membership. With the right wing aggressively pushing its
positions and building its caucuses, the left, which had
been largely quiescent up to this time, grew restive and
alarmed, and internecine warfare broke out in most of
the localities and state organizations. The struggle in
Colorado is a good example of the civil war that was be-
ginning to wrack the party and provides an insight into the
makeup of the two major protagonists.

As Colorado had a strong left-wing base in the Western
Federation of Miners, the right felt it was a tough nut to
crack and sent in a whole committee, “The Social Crusade,”
to do a faction job. The leaders were Reverends Winfield
Gaylord and Carl Thompson of Wisconsin, and J. Stett
Wilson of California. The crusaders enjoyed the full co-
operation of Local Denver, which had a middle-class mem-
bership and had adopted the practice of permitting en-
trance to paid workers of the Democratic and Republican
parties. Our crusading reverends toured the state showing

lantern slides of “Our Martyred President, William Mc-

Kinley,” and giving lectures on “The Life Message . . .
Health, Happiness and a More Harmonious Life.” The
crusaders did not confine themselves only to the spiritual,
but organized locals of four or five farmers each through-
out the rural areas and thus temporarily gained control of
the state committee.
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E COLORADO MINERS who made up the left

wing were not disposed to take kindly to the antics
of the Social Crusaders, or Local Denver, neither of which
gave any substantial support to their bitterly fought strikes.
At one point, the Teller County-Cripple Creek locals with-
drew from the state organization and called upon all
locals to join them in organizing a new state setup. The
Teller County Socialists charged that capitalism, in an
effort to stop the socialist movement, had “fostered in her
lap a great brood of conscienceless political coyotes whom
she has quartered on us”; that the “cockroach element” of
Local Denver wanted a loose, tapeworm form of organiza-
tion and a privately owned press, so that irresponsible
careerists could club the party into submission.

The faction fight, now raging throughout the party and
leading to full-scale ruptures in Minnesota, Nebraska,
California, Ohio and Washington, broke into the open
on a national scale with the hotly contested elections for
the National Executive Committee in January 1907. The
complete victory of the center and right demonstrated the
left’s weakness and disorganization. The strength of the
right wing arose from the fact that most of the prominent
names were on its side, that it had the support of the
biggest papers, like the dppeal to Reason, Wilshire’s Maga-
zine, Chicago Socialist and New York Worker, and pos-
sessed firm control of most of the party machinery. As
the party based itself increasingly on the middle class, and
recruiting became heavier among these elements, the right-
wing position grew more secure. In contrast, the left forces
were amorphous. Their weakness derived from a number
of causes: no well-known leaders outside of Debs, no ef-
fective press, and serious errors in its program, reflecting
the immaturity of the movement in those years.

Debs was the most popular leader in the party, but out-
side of occasional articles and the general impact of his
election campaigns, he did little to weld the left wing into
a cohesive and effective force. Many have remarked with
regret that unfortunately Debs, while a remarkable orator
and magnificent agitator, was no theoretician. Actually,
this was not the seat of the trouble. Debs was as much a
theoretician as most others in the pre-war Socialist Party.
His political instinct and understanding of the American
labor movement was superior to practically all the rest;
and his tactical proposals and judgments were generally
good.

However, the very peculiarities of his temperament,
which made him the irresistible personality that he was,
conspired to make it impossible for him to assume the
burdens of a political leader. Debs couldn’t stand the end-
less squabbling, the maneuvering, the factionalism involved
in the political struggle. He steadfastly refused to run for
party office and stayed away from all conventions, except
to make his acceptance speeches. Under the circumstances,
it was hardly surprising that the direction of party affairs
fell into the hands of the right-wing party boss