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INTRCDUCTION

Ever since Werner Sombart first posed the gquestion
in 1905, countless historians have tried to explain why
there is no socialism in America. For the most part,
thié work has focused on external factors--on features
of American soclety rather than of American socialist
movements, Socialists and non-socialists alike have
discussed the importance of the frontier in providing the
U. S. citizenship with.a safety valve and in keeping urban
unemployment to a minimum. They have pointed to the flu-
idity of class lines in the United States--a fluidity
which, whether real or imagined, impeded the development
of a radical class consciousness. They have dwelled on
the American labor force's peculiarly heterogeneous char-
acter, which made concerted class action more difficult
than it might otherwise have been. In short, most
historians have looked everywhere but to the American

socialist movement itself for explanations of U.S, soc-

ilalism's failure.l

Such external explanations are not unimportant but
neither do they t%ll the full story. They ignore or over-
look one supremely important fact: Socialism has indeed
existed in the United States. It would be absurd to over-
estimate the strength of the early twentieth century

1



gosialist movement; from 1900 through 1520, the U.5.
Sociallst Party remained an essentially minor organiza-
tion, which never gained more than minimal pelitical
power. During this time, however, the EP did manage to
establish itaelf ag a visible and, even more imporiant,

an expanding politicsl pa:ty,z Aided by a broadlv-based
American discontent with the nation's hardening corporate
order, the Socialist Party increased i{ts membership from

a scanty 10,000 in 1902 ko a respectable 109,000 in the
early months of 1919.3 Throughout the latter half cf

this same period, the socialists could boast a party press
that included over thres hundred publications with an
Aaguaregate girculation of approximataly two million.? EBach
Election Day demonstrated that the SP--althoogh still
attracting & very small percantage of the natlon's total
vote--was alowly but surely broadening its electoral base.
Each May Day showed that, while the socialists never won a
mejority in the American Federation of Labor, they com-
manded the allegiance of significant sectors of the labor
movement, It can be argued, furthermore, that Ethe spocter
of socialism haunted Amerlcans to a far greater extent than
the 5P's numerical strength might Lndicate. Even a brief
Perusdl of the newspapers of this period suggests how
seéricusly the Soclalist Party was taken: It is difficule
to econstrue the energetic and recurrent anti-socialist

Polemics of the American press as simply opportunistic
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attempts to bludgeon a purely marginal movement. Intel-
lectuals throughout the country avidly debated the pros

and cons of the socialist creed; as Charles Beard wrote

_in 1913, it would have been "a work of supererogation to

attempt to prove that men and women presumptively engaged
in the pursuit of knowledge should take an intelligent
interest" in socialism, a subject which was, he added,
"shaking the o0ld foundations of politics...and penetrating
cur science, art and literature."5 Finally, political
progressives and reformers of every ilk used the more mild
of socialist ideas in their platforms and writings, and
occasionally even put such ideas into practice.6
To be sure, the American SP differed greatly from
the ideal type of socialist party conceived by Sombart.
The Socialist Party bf the United States could not lay
claim to the kind of pure proletarianism that Sombart con-
sidered essential to any socialist movement; indeed, most
of the party's members did not even consider this a worthy
goal. But the American socialists' "failure" to build a
movement that even resembled Sombart's idealized notion
of a class~conscicus party--a failure which they shared
with most of their European counterparts--did not render
their party any less significant. Nor 4id such a failure
render their partyiany less successful. 1In the first two
decades of the twentieth century the American socialist
movement, whose very existence Sombart refused to consider,

grew if not by leaps and bounds at least by inches.



The success ©of the socialists in establishing a
viable--if minor--political party in the early twentieth
century suggests that historians must examinge not only
external but also internal factors if they hope to explain
the absence of socialism from contemporary American poli-
tics. The effects of the frontier, of class mobility, of
an ethnically divided working class may explicate why
the Socialist Paxty did notlgain an immediate mass Lol-
lowing; they cannot explain why the growing and confident
American socialist movement of the Progressive Era suddenly
fell apart. For that, we must turn to the internal workings
and problems of the socialist movement itself.

Three historians have attempted to do just this, but
each in an ultimately unsatisfactory way. In 1952, Daniel
Bell arqued that the failﬁre of the U.S. socialist movement
had its roots in the SP's inability to solve what Peter Gay

tl-‘?

later termed "the dilemma of democratic socialism. The

Socialist Party's Achilles' heel, according to Bell, was
that it was simultaneously committed to and incapable of
operating within the democratic channels of the American
political system. Bell writes:

The socialist movement, by its very statement
of goal and its rejection of the capitalist
order as a whole, could not relate itself

to the kpecific problems of social action

in the here-and-now, give-and-take political
world. It was trapped by the unhappy problem
of living 'in but not of the world,' se it
could only act, and then inadequately, as

the moral but not political man in immoral
society. (Italics in original.)8
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This"unhappy problem,” Bell argues, appeared most clearly
during the years of World War I, when the SP leadership,
in accordance with its own moral sense, took a strongly
anti-war stance, and thereby discredited itself among

intellectuals and trade unionists alike.9

Bell’s thesis simply will not stand uwp under ¢lose
scrutiny., In the first place, ?he Socialist Party experi-
enced little decline during the war years; indeed, in some
areas the party's anti-war position greatly increased its
strength and popularity. Even more important, Bell's
image of the socialist as a visionary, divorced from "real"™
political 1life, is a fallacious one, 9The key to comprehend-
ing the pre-1920 Socialist Party, as we shall see, is to
understand that its leaderg were not only in but very much
of the world--in fact, tooc much so for many of their politi-
cal supporters. Thoroughly political men, they had what
Moses Rischin has called a "sure sense for the arithmetic
of idealism.“}? Relating only teco well to the “here-and-
now, give-and-take" of America, they simply will not con-
form to eithexr our own image or Bell's ideal type of the
Anerican radical.

In The American $ocialist Movement, Ira Kipness

escapes Bell's pitfall only to blunder into one of his own
making. Accordiﬂg to Kipness, the Socialist Party collapsed
in 1912, when the right- and center-wing socialist leaders
expelled Big Bill Haywood from their midst. With this

single Stroke, Kipness writes, the right-wing of the SP
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"killed its own movement; the departure of Haywood’é
énarcho-syndicalistlsupéorters from the party meant also
the departure of the pérty from American life,ll Kipness'
thésis is highly suggestive, foxr it calls attention to the
sectarian nature of the early twentieth century Socialist
party. His explanation is, however, also wrong, As James
Weinstein has shown in-copious detail, the events of 1912
had little effect on the u.S. socialist movement. Aftex
this date, the party retained its electeoral and trade-union
support, and socialists continued to play a visible role

12

in the nation's political realm. No explanation, than,

that places the death of the Socialist Party in 1912 is
credible. Something other than the withdrawal of Haywood
and the syndicalists from the party must have been involved.
James Weinstein offers the alternative thesis that
the disscolution of the Sccialist Party resulted not from
the walkout of the syndicalists in 1912 but from the in-
finitely more disastrous departufe of the communists

Seven years later.

At the end of 1919, the Socialist Party was
fractured in three directions and intoc many
parts . . . . Socialist influence in the
labor movement . . . was all but destroyed
from the split, and the socialist press,
struggling to make a comeback after wartime
suppression, was permanently debilitated,
In the decade that followed the split, the
lines drawn in 1919 were erected into walls,
and the movement. became one of hostile and
warring sects.

In ascribing disaster to the socialist-communist split,

d Weinstein jis correct: As we shall see, 1919 was indeed
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the great divide, the year in which the future impotence
of Aamerican socialism was ensured. Weinstein's interpreta-
tion, however, contains one fundamental flaw. As he sees
it, "the movement for a split in the Socialist Party . . .
sprang forth suddenly, and with little or no internal im-
petus.“14 The sole cause of the American socialist civil
war, Weinstein argues, was the Russian Revolution--an event
that occurred thousands of miles away. To bhe su?e, the
Bolshevik seizure of power held romantic allure for many
american gocialists., But it seems dubious that one distant
revolution--even one as momentous as the Bolshevik seizure
of power--could have destroyed the Socialist Party had it
not been for cerxrtain deeper, longer-standing divisions.
Weinstein's explanation is a superficial one. The Russian
Revolution;was tha precipitant of the American Socialist
Party's split and subsequent decline; it was not and could
not have beenr the sole cause.

We are, then, left with three ultimately inadeguate
explanations of the sudden demise of a growing socialist
movement. The other-worldliness of the socialists, the
expulsion of Haywood in 1912, the Russian Revelution of
1917~-none will satisfactorily explain the death of social-
ism in America. What, then, was responsible?

In attemptiﬁg to answer this question, this thesis
will focus almost exclusively on the history of the New

York City local of the Socialist Party, from its founding



in 1900 through its cellapse in the several years after

1919. A part can never truly reflect the whole, and this
‘j is eépecially s0 when the whole is the 8P and the part
New York., According to the Socialist Party's constitu-
tion, every territorial organization possessed a high degree
of auvtonomy--possessed, in fact,
the sole jurisdiction of the members residing
within their respective territories, and the
sole contxol of all matters pertaining to
the propaganda, oxganigation, and finangial
affairs within such state or tervitory.
Such a high degree of decentralization may make the history

of any SP local inherently atypical. This may seem gven

more the case when the subject of the study is New York—-

a city larger, more varied and more polyglot than any other
in the United States. The difficulties and risks involved
in drawing general conclusions about the socialist movement
from such a leocality cannot be ignored.

Still, if a single city's socialist wovement may be
unrepresentative in some respects, it may also allow for
close and detailed study. The historian may delve more
deeply into complex attitudeé and events--and may pinpoint
Jmore accurately their causes and effects-~than could other-

""'_"fise be the case. Furthermore, the history of Local New
_'York--no matter hqw atypical-~determined to at least some
eXtent that of thé national 8P, The largest of the SP's
lbranches, Local New York served as one of the party's most

Critical foundation stones; indeed, the national organization
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sometimes seemed to depend almost as much on its New York
members as vice versa. ' Finally, there are good reésons to
pelieve that the New York soc¢ialist movement was not as
unrepresentative of the national one as it might at first
appear. The most important ¢of these was the presence of
Morris Hillquit at the helm of the New York Socialist Party.

Hillquit was not simply the leader of the New York SP; he

vas a leader of the national paxty as well. Eudgene Debs
might have been the §P's standardbearer, its most conspicu-
ous and adulated figure, but it was Hillquit and his ally
Victor Berger who actually molded the party in their image.
Gradually, their ideology became the SP's ideology, their
pelicies the party's.ls The presence of Hillgquit in the
New York socialist movement, then, ensured that the ¢ity's
tactics would never be faf out of line with the country's,
for Hillguit had his hand in both, Likewise, the most
vocal and visible leadexr of New York City's léft—wing opposi-
tion could lay claim to being a national figure. Wever as

well-known as Haywood or Debs, Louis Boudin nonetheless

.%grvéd as the theorist of the naticonal socialist movement's

§ more radical wing. Just as he and Hillquit sparred in

& New York, so too did they spar in the nation. To a great

extent, the country's disputes mirrored the city’s.
A 4

With this inimind, we may ask the question which the

- -remainder of this thesis will attempt to address: What

4 . CAused the strange death of socialism in New York City? In
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i answering this question, we must go back to the very
peginnings of the Socialist Party, for the collapse of

New York socialism, although sudden, had deep roots indeed.

From its first days, the New York 5P was both divided within

itself and estranged from many of its trade-union followers,

i Among the party’s members, a right-left cleavage arose early--

1 a cleavage based not on the minutiae of dogma but on the very

fundamentals of socialism itself. Wwhat was the proper class

composition of a soclalist party? What trade-union and

electoral policies should the party follow? What attitude

should the party take toward distinctly non-radical reform

measures? On these questions, the socialists divided into
two camps: those of "constructive” and "revolutionary” so-
cialism. The constructavists had the upper hand in Local

New York, but the revolutionaries were never guelled. From

1901 until the First World War, these two groups engaged in
constant and acid debate over the widest possible range of
bpth'theoretical and tactical issues. At the same time, the

congtructive socialists also met with heated opposition from

E 2 f39§§ﬁahtial portions of their frade-union following. The

ialist-controlled unions included in their ranks many

workers whose radicalism extended far beyond that of the SP/

Nion. leaders themselves. These laborers represented a
L =3 !

1 :ﬁuigﬁgéf;ggcohd front of the left opposition, prodding the
-_ﬂ?:ﬁﬁﬁﬁHQtiViStS to be more militant, chastising them when--

'"‘yﬁﬁ;“as usually the case--they were not.
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The First World War concealed for a time these deep

internal rifts. Often considered by historians as social-
} ism's downtall, the war actually granted the socialists a
respite from sectarianism and allowed them to reach a

pinnacle of strength. From 1914 to 1917, the war was the

one iLssue on which everyone--right or left, union leader

or union member--could agree. For three years, harmony

replaced dissension, and the New York socialist movement

benefited greatly. The peace, however, proved an illusory

one. At the end of 1918, old disputes guickly reappearedqd,

but this time in even fiercer form. For years, large num-
bers of the SP's mempers and large blocs of its trade-union
support had expressed deep diszsatisfaction with socialist

leadership. Now, the Russian Revolution set the spark to

their long-smoldering rebellion, and the Socialist Party
¥  burst into flames. In 1919, the SP split into two, and the

3 New York City communist movement emerged.

Morris Hillguit believed the split would strengthen

§ the Socialist Party; a swall but unified redical organiza-

~ “tion, he reasoned, would ultimately go further than a large

ggfﬁivided one. 1’ Events soon proved him wrong. Intra-
-~ Party sectarianism had previously weakened the socialist
§ -Tovement; inter-party sectarianism now finished the job.

4 ..—4.» i \
3¥mihe.late 1920s, the socialist movement in New York City

*gaﬁidead; what remainced was no more than its ghost.
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CR T T

] GROWTH AND ETHNICITY;
; A PORTRAIT OF THE

NEW YORK SOCIALIST PARTY

1501-1914

On the eve of World war I, as at the turn of the ceﬁtury,
the New York Socialist Parxty ;emained a decidedly minor politi-
cal force, its strength far below that of either the Democrats
or the Republicams. During its first thirteen years, Local

New York neither attracted more than five percent of the city's

total vote nor boasted more than 5,000 dues-paying members. !
J_'}ngg;théless, the period between 1901 and 1914 was one of
s}';éﬁéxessiye growth for the New York SP. Membership rolls
'i.zlgfagvally grew longer; electoral returns showed steady progress;
réégfunion support rapidly mounted. Such numerical and
éﬁi&g;ional prOgress—-ﬁhich took place particularly among
‘ﬁ"fIéyo,ooo Jews who comprised over one-fourth of New

FOTk Siﬁgpplationz -~impressed socialists and non-socialists

~xaggerated, but his general sentiment was widely

_Thirteen years of rising socialist insurgency had

12
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convinced many New Yorkers that the SPs future was a

promising one.
Local New York's expanding membership alone tended to

back up such widespread expectations. Voting for a socialist

il et il il

Joining

;‘party entailed neither great time nor great effort.

a radical party, on the other hand, required commitment--
the commitment to pay dues, the commitment to propagandize
one's fellow union members or tenement dwellers, the ¢commit-

ment, as Michael Walzer has noted, to cede one's Saturday

nights to the cause. As the years passed, increasing pum-—

bers of New Yorkers proved willing to make such sacrifices.
Early in 1904, Local New York considered 922 men and women
to be members in good standing.4 By 1912, the number of
egrplled membexs had reached approzimately 5,0005-—an in-
___'dréase of over four hundred percent at a time when ﬁew York
‘,‘Cfty“s population grew by less than one-fourth, 6 1o be sure,
'"cal New York's leadership sometimes expressed concern over

drty's rather steep drop-out rates. The Central Com-

s in an attempt to overcome this problem, sent out a

Yet the party's net growth tended

_rshadow its occasional losses. In general, SP leaders

The extent of socialist expansion became all the more

;ithbcal New York's electoral campaigns. The New York
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party's leadership recognized that votes cast for an SP

candidate did not necessarily imply deep and unswervable

commitment to the socialist cause. Electoral results,

however, 4id provide one measure of the party's progress

among New York's citizenry. In addition, such results

determined the degree of serious consideration the public

would henceforth accord the SP. Local New York's leaders

thus placed a great deal of emphasis on campaign activities,

and as the party enlarged, this emphasis only grew more

marked. In the summer of 1904, Local New York held only

three or four open-air campaign meetings each night.® By
1912 the number had jumped to fifty per week,’ and by 1914 it

had reached eighty, with crowds--at least acgording to the
10 ;4

New.York Call--averaging between 150 and 300 persons.

~addition, each campaign culminated in a so-called “wmonstexr

. %ﬁ?sﬂmeeting," held two weeks before Electicon Day, and a

smoristex parade" in which upwards of 10,000 people partici-

-

Eifd.ll Such activities brought ever-increasing dividends.

In 19035 and 1506, for example, the two
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municipal ownership campaigns conducted by William Randelph

Hearst on the Independent Party line sent the socialist.

AEAa gy

vote plunging to one-third of its 1904 tally.14 In general,

3§ however, Socialist Party strength increased throughout these

This

3 years despite the presence of various reform parties.
trend culminated in 1914, when New York's Lower East Side
residents elected Meyer London,.one of the city's leading
socialists, to the U.8. Congress. The New York $P hardly
threatened the major parties' pelitical dominance, but it
had come a long way.

_3:: Responsibility for this impressive Socialist Party

.ﬁébeth rested primarily with New York's Jews, who formed
éﬁé backbone of the SP's membership and its electoral base.

:E6cdl New York's records do not reveal exactly how many

fembérs of each of the city's immigrant communities joined:
but intimations of strong Jewish participation--
‘of a Jewish majority--everywhere appear.t® Julius
;' Local New York's secretary, noted in a letter:

AS you know, next Wednesday is the lst of May . . .
z?he demonstration is to take place at 2:30 p.m.
‘The Jewish contingent will get a large crowd out:
Ithey have a large number of members and organiza-
tidns to take part, but the Goieshe Eunch A |
‘am afraid will make a poor showlng

Wf@t‘_e_this letter in 1912, but he could have said much
in virtually any year: Jewish names dominate the
5. 3

Nd Correspondence of the SP from its birth through
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Jews prevailed not only among the SP‘s inner circle
but among its larger constituency. In 1900, for example,
the ten assembly districts in which large nunbers of Jews
resided--those in the working-class districts of the East
side--contributed fifty-~eight percent of the socialist
vote; on a basis of the proporticnal population in these
districts relative to the city's population as a whole,

they should have provided only twenty-eight percent of the

:i,total.l7 The situation changed little with each succes-

aive election. 1In 1902, these districts again gave the

"jSocialist Party fifty-eight percent of its vote, and in 1904

ithey. furnished a full three-fifths of the socialists' tally.!®

§ The Jewish socialist vote omly grew more marked in later
l?ears. In 1912, when only four percent of the city voted

\SOGIallSt 19 thirty-one percent of all Lower Bast Side resi-

dents -gave at least one SP candidate their votes, 20 By 1914,

21

k-ca aCthltY echoed Cahan's feelings, To a far greater

i
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The Jewish attraction to the Socialist Party stemmed

3 first from the horrendous -conditions under which these

| immigrants lived and worked. Like many other foreigners,

E'Jews arrived at Ellis Island expecting to find "the promised
1and.” They found instead the Lower East Side, the most
filthy, congested, and unhealthy section of New York City.
In this area, which composed only one eighty—secopd of the
city’s total acreage, lived over one-tenth of New York's
inhabitants, often in tenements that housed some thirty
fémilies,23 Street-cleanexrs rarely ventured into the neigh-
ﬁo:hood, leaving pavements hidden beneath mounds of trash.

.ﬁhﬁﬁiééﬁse stalked everywhere, leaving one out of every seven-

sgfiﬁgﬁﬁjresidents infected by tuberculosis, 24

"-g."Eeatures of work life combined with those of neigh-

such work was familiar to these men and women; almost

1 hiy

y=f ye percent of all Jewish immigrants had, some time

;Ebﬁ sh.employers~-members of an earlier immigrant

i i - ¥

ation ‘who held the new Jewish throngs in great contempt
Dderstand their religious customs and needs. Even-
ish entry into the garment trades became a self-

_ Phenomenon. Jews sought garment industry jobs
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pecause they wished to work with other Jews, who provided

some point of reference in'an unfamiliar world.

The Jewish immigrants had little trouble finding employ-

o i i e

ment in New York's clothing industry, which was undergoing a
‘periOd of 'rapid expansion at the same time that Jews were

4 pouring into New York. In 1880, New York City claimed 1,081

: élbthing factories, employing a total of 65,000 men and women,

| or close to thirty percent of the city's industrial work force. 26

Thlrty years later, sewing machines ran in 11,172 factories--

3
;i'over ten times the 1880 figure--and the number of workers in

the Lndustry ‘had jumped to 214,428, almost half of New York's

8 tgtai number of manufacturing workers.?/ Even these statistics

'ﬁuﬁderestimate the extent of New York's garment industry,; offi-

ial data collectors simply did not have the means to compute

weatshops or their own homes. It is safe to say that

- ~The clothing industry, furthermore, was still

cing -rapid growth in the early 1%00s. No matter how

oyment in the needle trades cxeated the potential

e l
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stretched from fifty-six to fifty-nine hours exclusive of over-

{time, but during the garment trades' busy season, Jews in

clothing factories often worked as ﬁaﬁy as seventy hours per
Eweek.zs Despite such a weérisome scheduyle, the Jewish factory
iworkers -- who comprised the best paid sector of the industry's
Juork force -- earned far below thé minimal annual budget that
.?thg.state had judged necessary to sustain a New York family.29
;;skilled male workers in the industry's shirtwaist factories,
.fpr'e#ample: earned from fifteen to twenty-three dollars per
:wéeg,;;Females had even more cause to complain: In the same

workplaces,even the most experlenced women earned a weekly pay-
30

j'check of no more than nine dollars.
o Other Jews labored not in factories but in tenement homes

a;shOps, completlng pre-cut garments for the contractors

_who i;tually mobbed the industry. “Take the Second Avenue

ops as the train speeds by.... The road is

- -1lke a big gangway through an endless workroom

: ere vast multitudes are forever laboring.
rning, noon, or night, it mg%es no difference;
the' scene is always the same.
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;
iwhich often lacked running water or toilet facilities.

i Long hours, low wages and abysmal conditions made the
! \
iJews a potential socialist constituency, but not an actual one.

¥ rne Jews would not have participated so actively in the New
JYork city Socialist Party had they not also possessed a strong
and coheren£ radical tradition. In the late nineteenth and '
‘early twentieth centuries, each successive wave of Jewish im-
miérants to American shores contained-a progressively larger
4 nuﬁbér of men and women who had taken part in the East Furo-
;béﬁézégcialist movement. In Poland, some of these had joined
3 Socialist Circle of Raron Liberman, the so-called father

3 thie

i

5ﬁ~aéyish‘80cialism. In Russia, a vexy few had enrclled in

'éhgﬁPéoble“s Will, a terrxorist group that could claim respon-

fgibiiity'for Czar Alexander I's assagination. Most radical

A large portion of the movement,

emoved to American soil following a series of govern-

A,

'Pfhigh'éstéem. It was these socialists, after

o P

issia had organized Jewish unions and fought to
: 33 ' '
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Not surprisingly, then, the Jews of the New York City

sweatshops turned almost instinctively to socialism. Discon-
ftented with the realities of American life -- with the sweat-
shops and the tenements aﬁd the endless exploitation -- the
fJews seized on their East European heritage for use in the
,@New world. &8¢ strong did the socialist-Jewish nexus become
;;hat it even sucked in Jews who had had no previcus contact
:‘;ith radical movements. .On the streets of the Lower East Side,
ﬂﬂ radical past had combined with a poverty-stricken present to
‘}create a powerful attraction to socialism and the New York SP.
Local New York fared less weli among other ethnic groups.
$rcalians suffered much the same economic conditions as 4id
%Jews in the early years of the twentieth century: They, too,
f¥w6rked backbreaking hours, received scanty wages and resided
;Jin»misérable gquarters. Yet the SP could not interest Italian

} workers -in party life. 1In 1914, Julius Gerber wrote that "of
_&thé'ﬁationalities to be found in this city, the Italians are
;:felatively and proportionately the weakest in organization."34

: Tﬁéf%ﬁéfs prior, an SP organizer had reported to his branch
f”thaéiﬁhe Italians of New York's West Side felt so great an in-
;;aiﬁ¥§%énée'to soclialism as;to make future party work in the
{;ﬁEﬁaﬁéﬁéﬁfd.35 New York's socialists tended to blame such
‘“qpﬁfhfﬁcn‘the Italians' religious affiliations; in 1913, for
“eiéﬁpié, organlzers told the Local's Executive chmlttee that
;_ltallans ‘would not 30ln the Socialist Party “owing to the
.strong ant1 ~8ocialist attltude of the Catholic clergy 36

f ¥ore likely, however, Italians did not part1c1pat9 in party
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1ife because their 0ld World traditions and experiences had not
{prepared them to do so. Unlike the Jewish artisans, the

iltallans came to the U.S. from backward agrarian areas. Their

education was scanty, their organizational experience limited,

% their social traditions land- and village-oriented. These

; formexr peasants found stability in the New World not througnh
Q:political organizations or. trade unions or workmen's circles --
; all of which seemed alien institutions -- but through family
P;and village ties. The Scuthern italians, then, were less than
3 1ixely Socialists.>’

| The Irish, too, generally steered clear of the New York
Q-Socialist Party. According to one historian, the Irish formed
ﬁjonly one percent'éf the New York party during the years:before
ﬁJWOrld War I.°0 This low level of participation might at first
& seem somewhat surprising; in the 1870s and 1880s, afte; all,
Iinyolvement in Irish nationaliét groups —- such as the Irish

' Republican Brotherhood and the Irish Republican Army -- helped

& lead the Irish immigrants to form a fairly militant trade-union

‘movement. But the Irish's relative acclimation to American
:;polipical and economic life by the turn of the century pre-
 fﬁented this labor movement from turning to socialism. Unlike
lTépper_immigrant groups, the Irish believed themselves to be
;:wel}frePrESEHt&d in municipal politics; their link, after all,
HftPITammany had been, long established. 1In addition, the Irish,
;{ by. 1900, hag alreadQ noved several rungs up the economic, lad-
¥ der. As their tenure in the United States lengthened and

# thedr material status improved, the Irish felt less and less
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inclined to involve themselves in radical movements. They in-

Yotead relied upon active norn-socialist trade unions and Tam-

. , . C . 3
y Hall to safeguard their economic and political interests. 2

¥ man

Germans comprised a far larger portion of Local New
?York's total membership than the Italians or Irish did, but
;Pthe nunber of German socialists grew only slightly between
.1900 and 1914. This lack of progress reflected in part the
;lprecipitous plunge in German immigration that began around
éilQOO. It alse, however, mirrorad the changing policial orien-
?ftation of those ‘Germans who came to the United States. 1In the
$1570s and 18B0s, many German immigrants were committed socia-
j;lists, who Tled their homes after Bismarck declared their party
‘Tillegal. When the German government restored the SPD's legal—:
f-ipy in 1890, however, this flood‘of socialist immigration
{'abruptly halted. German soclalists stayed in Germany; those
;=Germans who did come to the United States had little interest

& in.radiceal causes.

‘ Despite their lack of success among these immigrant
groups, however, the New York socialists expressed great satis-
$ faction with their party's development. The socialists regarded
-thgir failure to expand the SP's ethnic working-class base
'é?ngqnd the city's Jewish pepulation as a minor problem, which
Jl}%dﬁid in time correct iself, 1In a mere fourteen years, the
socialists boasted; the party's membership rolls bad guin-
“ ‘t“§1ed and the-pargy's vote -- although still a tiny percen-

§ t39e Of the total -- had increased some two hundred percent,

Most important, an SP leader had marched triumphantly into
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4ine U. 5. Capitol to take his seat. New York's SP leaders

jregularly pointed tc such achievements in the party's press,

: it5 written propaganda, its internal records. At the same

Fiime, they pointed to the phenomenal growth of a set of insti-

f;tutions outside the party itself: the New York socialist

¥ rrade unions.
Not surprisingly, the socialist trade-union movement

¥ was synonymous with the Jewish one. Leaders of unions that

f were not predominantly Jewish shared their members' distaste
i'for'the Socialist Party, and the political sympathies of their

2 unions reflected this fact. But among one set of vnions --

¥ those in the garment trades -~ the Socialist Party reigned
% quprema. During the first two decades of the twentieth cen-
j-tdry, almost eighty percent of the city's garment workers were

(-Gégiéh men and women, whose political attitudes carried over

#'intd their labor organizations. The Jewish unions formed

-%f§3§ 6rganizationa1 mainstay of New York City socialism ~-

; }%ﬁgi‘were large; they were important; and they were clossaly
;;}iﬁggito Local New York,

I ' The garment unions' growth paralleled in time the New

; f§5§kisp's. In the 1880s, labor organization in the industry

§ ric.existea only sporadically. Workers responded actively to
ff?ﬁﬁéir exploitation during these years, but in spontaneous and
ggﬁéﬁﬁazard ways. When dissatisfaction mounted, garment labor-
- %&S7would form a union and call a strike; when the walkout
§-ended, the union would disband. Such patterns of labor ac-

“EIVity continued until 1888, when New York's Jewish socialists

"‘f???féd the United Hebrew Trades -- an organization which
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“”gét'out +o build@ the Jewish union movement from above. Even
iﬁyith the efforts of this organization, the development of -
jg{able urrions in the fragmented and seasonal garment industry
#gook time. In the first few years of the twentieth century,
éﬂhoﬁever; the UHT finally mamaged to create permanent unions
ifin the clothing trades, and by 1913 these unions could claim
‘%ansiderable success. In March of that year, the garment in-
;-dugéry‘s labor organizations boasted 200,000 members in New
ngork, most of whom belonged to the International Ladies Gar-
;'m;ﬂt_wOrkers' Union, the United Cloth, Hat and Capmakers

f gnion of North America or the International Fur Workers'
?fUniqn;QI These 200,000 men and women represented almost two-
Cfthirds of the New York industry's total nuwber of employees,
?”Making the garment workers, along with the longshoremen, the
?Imost'heavily unionized séctor of the city's labor force.42
:'During the next few years, the prosperity of the needle-trades
:fﬁp}ons only increased further. In 1914, men's garment workers
.féuqﬁed the RAmalgamated Clothing Workers of America, soon to
;fpépome one of the nation's most influential labor organizations.
$ At the same time, the three older unions in the industxry en-

E fplled ever more members gnd gained ever greater strength.
i.BY?1916, the TLGWU alone had 80,000 workers in its ranks and
:?had become the third largest union in the aFL.%3

These exceptipnally strong unions maintained close ties
X to the New Yofk SP.\ The socialists had helped found the

§ Jewish trade-union movement, and they continued to play an im-

portant role in setting its direction. Meoyer London, for eamle,
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?acted as the garment unions' attorney from 1900 to 1913;
?Morris Hillguit took over the job for the next two decades.
;In this capacity, the two men not only represented the unions
;in their legal battles but also formulated union demands,
‘inegotiated with manufacturers, and gserved as intimate advis-
;ors to the unions' leaders. -According to the official hisg~
{Jtorian of the ILGWU, Hillguit was “"the sage behind the scenes"
;;of that union: "No amount of research can trace the extent
;ﬁof his influence on the International.... He was as important
%'as any figure in its destinies."44 Likewise, the trade union
E'--.._,]_‘:,saujlers, by virtue of their organized power base, automatical-
gfly gained access to the top echelon of Local New York's hier-
ffafchy. The leadership of the party and of the garment unions
?;iﬁféftwined themselves so thoroughly that sometimes it was
fad;ff;cult to tell which was which.

; U With a leadership so closely connected to that of Local
f?ﬁéﬁwark and a rank and file so enamored of the socialist
f;céggé, the garment unions prédictably did all in their power
 ;§5_aid the 5P, This meant, first of all, enunciating clearly
i;ﬁﬁﬁfbften the unions' approval of socialist goals and poli-
Fiéjégl The garment unions wrote clauses into their constitu-

45 They

';ﬁéﬁﬁg-asserting the primacy of class struggle.
E?&Eéﬁéé vociferously within AFL conventions for a general
?;Labdf‘éndorsement df socialist tenets. They regularly passed
;EEééélUtions 1audin; the SP.46 Even more important, these

g labor Organizations gave considerable financial aid to Local

E”NEW Yoxk -- purchasing, for example, fifty percent of the’
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"stock that financed the New York Call.47 Finally, the Jewish

{ : rade-union movement formed the core of the party’s electoral

'Qimachine- Union members, organized into special political ac-
ftion committees, supplied the bulk of the manpower needed to
? collect funds, canvass potential voters and watch the polls.
; Récognizing such financial and electoral assistance, New
}’XQEE Call editor Algernon Lee situated the party's strength
{:nin the mass of men and women of the Amalygamated, the ILGWU
‘and other valons. " Expressing much the same belief, one

successful SP candidate -- himgelf a former ILGWU official --
;:rémarked, "I consider myself a tailor-made assamblyman'u%Q

::By dint of their strength, treasury and numbers, the Jewish
;Itrade unions were‘able to give New York's Socialist Pafty an

'éxtgaOrdinary amount of support.

| The existence of this trade~union base fused with the
:.égééth of the SP itself to give New York socialists an out-
'Jidp# on the future as cheerful as it was distorted. Local
j:ﬁé% York might have in¢reased both its membership rolls and
'fik%félectoral tallies. 1t might have gained the support of
Iiée ;nfluential and expanding Jewish trade union movement.
i;I£ ﬁight have appeared a.vibrant and vital -- if still decid-
'%igd}?;minor ~-=- political force. But beneath the rosy picture
Tidf.&éw York SP growth lay a darker onme of conflict and dis-
 :§§ﬁsion. When not mounting Election Day rallies and May Day
| parades, LOCai New‘York's membership spent much of its time

em§r°iled in vicious and bitter debates over the:very funda-

b mentals of socialism. It was this constant sectarianism,
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FmOTe than any other factor that caused the eventual collapse
_;_ a party whose program and ideology were winning over in-
f??eaSing numbers of New.iorkers. The socialists' failure £o
Amaintain their momentum grew from their failure ever to‘

& .chieve internal harmony.



s CHAPTER II

?ﬂ SHADES OF RED:
ap.
3 DISSENSION WITHIN THE 8P, 1901-1914

Fl )
E P Thé_fadicals who founded local Wew York in 1901 were
j;ﬁell acquainted with the troublesome effects of sectarianism.
j'géfore the turn of the century, almost all belonged to the

};SOCiélisf tabor Party, an organization marked as much by its

| e
intefnal conflicts as by its Marxian doctrines. Throughout

0

?%he SLP's heyday in the 1890s, members disputed every conceiv-

e et L e e

: f;ple subjeck: political activity, tra&e—uniou policy, propa-
'§ gpnda techniques, educational work. Heated debates and occa-
'gﬁﬁéional fistfights arose over seemingly insignificant issues.
EE‘;Eersonal invective and political intrigue dominated the most
;E?ﬁmundane of party meetings. Secessions occurred at a disqguiet-
= R

-

f;ing rate.
Conflicts within the SLP had their roots in the party's

‘German-socialist orientation. The Germans, who constituted a

®ajority of the SLP's membership, also held a virtual monopoly
In 1883, the party’s secretary

| g

by
Ay

Jfon its leadership positions.

RN

truth: The Socialist Labor

4 oas s -

~ admitted, "Let us not conceal the

Party is only a German colony, an adjunct of the German~-

3 The German socialists in the

e e L O
' Li 4 e b3t

Speaking Scocial Democracy.”
United States, however, retained a far greater allegiance to the
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tenets of Karl Marx than did their brethren across the seas.
Taking dgreat pride in their Marxist heritage, the German Sirers

regarded themselves as the sole protectors of revolutionary

} socialism in America. Largely because of this, they refused
to share control over the SLP with cothers and often &did not
gven welcome non-Germans into the Party. In particular, the lead-

ership believed that the many Jews in the SLP were not properly

committed to Marxian theory; they could, then, only corrupt the
party's purity.4
Members of the SLP who did not hail from Germany --
most of whom were Jews -- c¢ouvld hardly find haven in such a
party. These members felt slighted by the SLP's leadership,
which did not hesitate to show its disdain for the non~Germéns
within the party by simply ignoring their existence. The
Germans c¢onducted all SLP meetings and reccrded all SLP minutes
in their native language; those who had no knowledggjof German
simply c¢ould not partake actively in party life. 1In addition,
the German leaderyship often went oaut of its way to heap abuse
on the Jewish elements of the party. Within the SLP, a veri-
table caste structure existed -- a caste structure which could
'-_not but excite rebellion on the part of the Jewish untouchables.
In addition to the second-class treatment accorded them,
- ancther more substantive factpr prompted some of the SLP's
Jews to challenge the partg's leadership. Whereas the Germans
insisted on maintaining at all costs the purity of Marxian prin-

C¢iples, many -- although not all -- of the SLP's other members

émphsized the need to "Americanize" the party in order to
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create a mass socialist movement. The Jews, after all, general-
ly had far less attachment to the tenets ¢f scientific socialism
than did those who came from Marx's fatherland. Tt was not that
Jewish socialists lacked familiarity with Marxian principles;
indeed, Russian Jews had provided George Plekhanov, the origi-
nator of Russian Marxism, with much of his ipitial sﬁpport in
the 1880s. As time wore on, however, increasing numbers of
these Russian Jews began to c¢reate a socialist movement of

their own, distinct £rom that formed by Plekhanov and his fol-
lowers. Instead of merely concerning themselves with the goal
of universal socialism, Russia's Jews -- as organized in the
Bund ~-- actively worked to rid the Czarist regime of its virulent
anti-semitism and to promote a kind of non-Zionist Jewish |
nationalism.S Conditions in the United States did not necessi-
tate such a fight, but many Jewish immigrants continued to bring
to socialism a somewhat improvisational style. In Fussia,

they had adapted and modified Marxian soclialism in order to
create a mass movement; 1in the U.S. they wished to do the same,

Hence, many of the Jews - although, again, by no means all of

T them «- believed that the Germans' rigid adherence to revolu-
- tionary socialism served only to limit the party's growth.

-Morris Billguit, for example, complained that the Germans

"were but little in touch with the Bmerican population, and
moved almost exclusively wlthin thelr own limited circle."6
He advocated that the SLP abjure its “dogmatic adherence to all
Canons ¢f scientific socialism" and adapt Marxian i1deas to meet

s . . 7
the peculiar conditions of American society.
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This difference betweéen the SLP's German and Jewish mem-
bers manifested itself most clearly in the debate over the
party’'s trade-union policies, a debate that ultimately led to

the formation of the Socialist Party's New York branch. Re-

i N

garding the leaders of the American Federation of Labor as

A _ :

4 "essentially hired men of the capitalist class"8 and the organ-
3

- ization itself as “a cross between a windbag and a rope of

.y

73 sand,"9 Daniel DeLeon and his German supporters proposed in

18%6 the creation of a new and revolutionary labor federation.

=
]
e

The Jewlish socialist leaders argued vehemently against this

plan, asserting that a declaration of war upon the AFL "would
only serve to antagonize existing trade unions, while accomplish-

ing little itself.":?

DeLeon, however, decided to brave inter~
nal opposition; at its convention of 188%s6, the SLP founded the
Socialist Trade and Labor Alliance.

The move led almost immediately to a split within party
. ranks. In 1897, the New York SLP's Jewish branches guit the

11

‘ party, spewing abuse at DeLeon and the STLA, After a few weaks

in political limbo -- Abraham Cahan, the leader of the rebellion,
' 2 .
called it 1likes being "without a synagog"l -- the Jews met in

. .convention to decide upon a future course of action. Here,

three Jewish socialists, who two months earlier had organized

' the first New York unit of. Bugene Debs' New Social Democratic

after much debate, agreed to give Debs' organization a try.
ith their decision, the first section of the New York Socialist

arty was formed.

e
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Three years later, another largely Jewish group., dubbed
the "Kangarco Faction," departed from the SLP for much the same
reasens as had the (Cahanites, This sacession assumed a diffexr-

ent and more violent form since the XKangaroos, based in New

i York and led by Morris Hillquit, had intended not to leave the
3

K party but to capture it. Claiming the support of a majority
:' of the SLP, the Kangaroos stormed the party's headquarters on
;5 July 10, 1899, only to be met in full force by the German member-
}: ship. One contemporary wrote of the incident that followed,
i

E. 8 The delegates pummelled each other until blood

= was seen flowing from many wounds. Men were

b 3 sprawling on the floor, others were fighting in

f the corners, upon the tables, chairs and upon

s the piano, Hugo Vogt having ¢limbed upon the

latter, {elling and fairly foaming from the
mouth,..13

The pattle failed to resolve the conflict. Two Socialist Labor
rParties soon appeared, each with its own newspaper (both named
pecple}, its own headguarters, its own National Exetutive Com-
nittee. The capitalist courts finally decided the dispute,
awarding both the name of the organization and the title of the
newspaper to the Germans. Hillquit's supporters, like Cahan's f
earlier, found themselves on the outside of the SLP.

In 1901, the Kangaroos and the Social Democratic Party
joined in a marriage that seemed to have been made in heaven.
Morris Hillguit wrote some years later,

Dissensions and anéaqonism, s0 characteristic of

the Socialist movement in every country in their

formative years, were the principle features of

the American Socialist organizations until the

middle of 190) when all organizations, with one
exception {the SLP]... united.l4
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At that point, Hillguit wrote, conflict within the socialist
ranks disappeared forever, making way for universal harmony and
general bliss. Indeed, s¢ it must have appeared to contempor-

ary New York residents, who watched the SP's growth with much

P

% surprise an@ not a little alarm. Nevertheless, sectarianism

% and dissension centinued to wrack the city's socialiét move-

? ment. Hillguit and Cahan had left the SLP pecause they dis-
j: agreed with its stress on revolutionary socialism. Some of the
;: soclalists who defected with these two men, however, did so

:“ not pecause thev disputed the SLP's militant policies but he-
3Q1 : cause they could neo longer tolerate its supercilious leader-
,é?; - ship. These men and women remained firmly committed to Marxian
Qg?fi principles despite having deserted the SLP. Hence, the dié—

putes that had previcusly tormented the Socialist Labor Party
arose again in the new SP. Despite its relative success, Local
New York spent much of its time in the years beforgfﬂorld war I
engaged in vicious and vltimately self-destructive debates ovex
the relative merits of evolutionary and revolutionary socialism,
The forces of evolutionary or "constructive" socialism
controlled New York's SP, as they did the national party. Led

by Morris Hillquit -- "Socialism’s political boss"1® -= the evo-

lutionists emphasized the gradual nature of the socialist
political program. Previously, these men had felt alienated
by the harsh rhetoric and Lnabashed revolutionism of Daniel
DeLeon; they were not about to repeat in theix own party what
they had so detested in his. The Hillguitians thus made no

- bPretense of including abrupt social change on their political
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"'-=.§g=enda- Right-thinking socialists, Hillquit said in a 1908

do not expect socialism to be ushered in by one
sudden and great political c¢ataclysm, nor do
they expect it to be established by a rabble
made desperate by misery and starvation.l6

E i_‘*fect them, 17

This perfection of American society, the constructive
m to the nation. Indeed, the constructavists maintained,

. 8
g into the present order;"l as a result of recent government
ions, Americans already lived "at least in the cutskirts of

ral? In these circumstances, the socialist

'Socialist gtate.
andate became a twofold one. First, socialists had to con-
tantly work for the enactment of further reforms: wages and
fhrs legisiation, women's suffrage, workingmen's insurance.
In this way, more socialist threads would be added to the
ébric of American life. But the evoluticnary socialists of
, ;

New York recognized tﬁat no capitalist government would go so
;ar as to-iﬁstitute Ehe cooperative commonwealth itself. The
ﬁembers‘of the Socialist Party, then, needed to gain elective

woffice and, eventually, government control. The SP would not

-use its power to socialize the economy immediately; socialists could not
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e

{n.such significant ways provoked the wrath of a vocal and
owing growp within Local New York. These men and women simply

d- not accept Hillguit's off-asserted helief that "Marxismis

wel

‘not a final revelation. They regarded the evolutionist

“sp from a socialist organization into a reform party. Of this

oup of left-wing socialists, Louis Boudin was the most

It is the implication of the suddenness of the
change, and the violent manner in which it will
be brought about 'as the culmination of a struggle,
that arouses their oppoesition. The change ¢ould,
should and would come in all imaginable ways, but
nene of them will be sudden or violent. For they
are all violently opposed to violence. Angd not
only physical violence, but any kind of violence
or disturbance. Therefore, socialism will come,
according to their notion, as a gradual enlarge-
ment or a gradual diminution of capitalism, but
never as anh overthrow, more or less sudden, more
or less violent, ghysical, social or economic, as
Marx imagined it.22

According to Boudin, history did move in such sudden ‘leaps.
~ Socialism would come not as the culmination of a plethora of in-
significant changes but as the result of a swift and sudden

revolution, Although this revolution could involve violence,
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Wﬁkyorg's left wing more often conceived of it as a peaceful
r-gsformation that would follow an SP Election Day triumph,
::ms should not go igﬁored;'théy could provide needed ameli-
cation of working-class suffering in the period before the
e;dlution. But neither should such reforms become the bhe-~all
d[énd~all of party life, as the evolutioﬁists seemed to gde-

re. The SP's first priority was to prepare for revolution

The theorxetical debate over the proper course of Ameri-

socialism found its echo in a wide variety of smaller intra-

A

ility of gradual change necessarily differed sharply from

hich usually generated the most anger. Throughout the years be~

Every so often, New York's evolutionist leaders nodded

“their heads in the direction of labor. On these pccasions,

t the SP should direct its propagands ef-

“they would assert tha
- Y
forts toward the city's workers whose material interests most

-~ €oincided with the party's goals. In making such statements,

however, the New York leadership tended to refer not to the
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The unfortunate 'slum proletarians' whose energies,
hopes and ambitions have been crushed out by risery
and destitution, can only rarely be relied on to
rally to the virile battle cry of socialism.24

.hg machinists, printers and builders but not among the waiters
3f€érmen whom the members of New York's I.W.W. tried to organize.
In practice, Local New York was actually most interested
“in attracting not even the labor elite but the city's middle

professional classes. Hillguit and his supporters believed

e constructivists argued, that the leadership o©f the Soclalist
arty -~ the writers, the‘speakers, the organizers -- 4id and ‘
ﬁst come. Without such leadership, New York City socialism
ould forever remain a marginal.movement.25

Hillguit did not doubt that non-workers could be at-
racted to a socialist party. Capitalism, he believed, ex-
fploited and alienated all classes of society, even the capital-
sts. The salary earner, who sach day experienced a decline in
iis e;onomic position; the small manufacturer, who found it
increasingly difficul? to compete with the nation's trusts:
ithe intellectual, who;as oftep as ndt belonged to the ranks of
the unemployed; the capitalist who was “more the slave than the

’ 11 2 -
‘mastey of his wealth 6-— all could and would turn to the SP

if approached correctly, if shown that soc¢ialism was a tenable,
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- forts tolconvert members of the middle classes to its phil-
bsoth* Rillquit himself probably spent more time debating
college=profe556rs, religious leaderxs, and profegsional re-
:%@rmers in front ¢of educated and prosperoué gudiences tﬁan
he 4id speakiﬁg to the city's workers.28 He clearly relished
such activity; Hillguit entitled the chapter of his auvto-
: biography that dealt with his work among the middle classés
"The Golden Age," 1Furthermore, those intellectuals Qnd pPro-
l fessionals £ouched by these efforts d4id not find themselvés
i‘unappreciated. Such recruits could be assured of gaining al-
;1most imﬁediately both leadership positions and public réles.
= The muckraker Charles Edward Russell, for example, joined
the New York party in 1908 only to be named its candidate‘
for governor two years later. J. G. Phelps Stoke, a mil-
lionaire reformer and philanthropist, enrolled in the Local
in 1806 and at once became one of its delegates to the
National Executive Committee. The New gork socialist leaders
clearly placed a high premium on attracting and retaining
middle- and even upper-class recruits.

The left win? of the New York S$SP, however, harshly
criticized the leadership's courting of non-working-class
elements. This faction, conéisting of both intellectuals

and laborers, protested the increasing middle-class
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gendencies of the Local and demanded that the SP be kept a

predominantly working-class party. The controversy raged

.'in 1908 when a group of cloakmakers proposed the founding of

. a special workers' school, entitled the Proletarian Scciety.

The New York SP already maiﬂtained the Rand School for Social
science, which offered courses'in socialism, governmént,'
 pconomics and American history. This school, however, had

at its head the middle-class evolutionists who were soO
anathema to the initiators of the Proletarian Society. The
socliety, unlike the Rand School, was to be "throughly prole-

n9 Its planners took

tarian in its direction and personnel
as the school's motto the French socialist slogan, "Workers,
trust your brains"; they might have added, "do not trust
those of the intellectuals.” In a letter to the New York
‘Call -- printed under the headline "Vive le Proletariat” -~
one of the Proletarian Society promoters argued that "the
party standard bearers, sometimes misnamed 'leaders',” ig-
. nored the SP's working-class mern.bers.30 It had thus becone
necessary to establish an organization

to c¢reate internal propaganda for the preserva-

tion of the true principles of socialism, to

extend education, te foster self-development,

and to encourage facility of expression on the

part of the comrades of the rank and file.31

The Proletarian Society seems never to have gotten offi-
cially under way. kPerhaPS'the leadership ensured the school's
stillbirth'by viciously -dttacking "the principles of prole~-
tarian'éupfemacy"32; perhaps the job of organizing a new in-

stitution simply proved too difficult or time-consuming.
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whichever the case, the very proposal of the Proletarian
flsooiety.demonstrated that some'degree of passionate opposi-
-“tion'to the leadership's middle-class orxientation existed
Iwithin the party. Moreover, the Proletarian Society contro-
"iversy showed that this opposition came not only from left-
wing intellectuals like Boudin but from working-class mem-
-Epers of the New York S5P. . Although the revoluticonary
__gocialist intellectuals supported the‘Proletarian Society,
‘they 6id not originate tﬁe plan; rank-and-file members were
grumbling too.

The perceived middle-class tendency of the party leader-
ship was only one of several issues thatprovoked disseunt dur-
ing the vyears before the First World War. Egually important,
R the New York SP leadership's electoral strategies met with
considerable opposition from some of the party's more radi-
.cal members. This is not surprising, for election campaigns
brought out Local New York's moderate character more clearly
than did any other SP activity. In theory, New York's SP
leaders regarded political campaigns as the best possible
opportunities to spread propaganda and educate workers in
socialist doctrine. 1In fact, the $P candidates only rarely
mentioned soclalist teachings, concentrating instead on the
practical reforms socialists would institute if placed in
pOWaYr . Socialistszrunning for office spent most ¢f their

campaigns attacking slum housing, proposing social welfare

measures, and calling for c¢lean government. The Hillguitians

established this pattern as early as 1901, the vear of



42

Local New York's first municipal campaign. For this initial

election, the SP Mmicipal Cooraittee, chaired by Hillquit, vrepared

-propaganda leaflets entitled "The Tenement Evil,™ "The

ganitary. System," "Vice,"  "Municipal Government” and "Public

33 Lest party members complain about this ap~-

granchises.”
parent 5P preoccupation with municipal reform issues, the
committee also published an internal report explaining the
campaign literature:

We feel that the votexs have a right to ask:

"Just what would your party do, if it were en-

trusted with the govermment of this city?"” and

that if our platform does not offer an intelli-

gible answer to this question, it will not re-

ceive serious c¢onsideration from the people to
whom we appeal .34

In addition, the New York socialist leaders saw no reason not
to emphasize reforms: The cooperative commonﬁealth, after
all, represented but the culmination of a long series of
gradual reform measures. Thus, the Hillguitians believed,
the erasure of the tenement evil or the improvement of the

sanitary system formed important parts of the socialist

program.

Local New York's leadership did more, however, than aerely stress

reforms; it specifically siighted socialism's ultimate goal.

During -ome of his many campaigns for Congress, Hillquit .is-

sued a broadside that read in part:

Even if youiare not a socialist, if you are

tired of pafing 10 cents a leoaf, vote for Hillguit
~... Never mind whether you accept all-his varty’'s
program. It is the cost of today's living and to-
morrow's that is.worrying yvou, and Hillguit offers
the only relief.35
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. In this same campaign, the New York socialists consistently
gtressed Hillguit's business acumen and financial status.
1t was little wonder that even the generally staid Rational
pxecutive Committee felt compelled to censure Hillguit for
these campaign practices.

within the city itself, many socialists levelled acid
criticism at Local NWew York's electoral policies and charged
the leadership with rank opportunism. The Local's papers.
contaln no evidence of organized protest against SP campaign
practices, but individual letters of complaint £ill the
party's correspondence books. 1In 1911, for example, a party
member fumed that one of the speakers at a socialist cam-
paign rally had proudly announced, "X know nothing about
Marx and I don't give a damn for Marx." The letter-writer
~ continued:

I nave long been of the opinion that a knowledge

of Marx is not reguired by your Executive Com-

mittee of campaign speakers, for if it was, the

awful exhibition ©f ignorance made by some of

them would not be officially telerated....

When the attempt that is now being made ‘to

make the S.P. a movement of reaction...has been

put under foot by the revolutionists, we will

noe longer be called upon3 as we now are, to

apologize for socialism.
The complainant received for his efforts a note from the
Local's secretary, explaining that the Executive Committee
had tabled the missive "as they did not consider it of

37 The electoral policies of the

_sufficient importancé."
‘New York SP continued unchanged; the grumblings continued un-
abated. In 1914, to use another example, a rank-and-file

member attacked the Local for distributing an editeorial
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written by William Randolph Hearst that supported Meyer London

3‘? V“-for office. This member wrote:

We tried to get votes for London by the silliest,
the stupidest arguments known. But worst of all,
see the first column of that page that the S.P.
saw fit to send out. Vote independently. Forget
parties, and vote for men only.... Is it for this
that we have worked so long, have sacrificed so
much to build.up our party? So that we may play
the game 0f the vile and unclean Bearst, that we
may urge the voters to vote for London...([because)
even if he is a bit radical, never mind, it won't
do any harm!38 :

At the same time that some SP members complained directly to
the local organization, others made their views known through
organs of the party press. Boudin and Henry Slebodin,
anbther left-wing .intellectual, wrote several attsoks on
Local New York's campaign practices, attacks that appeared

in both the New York Call and natioconal socialist journals.39

Perhaps the Yiddish. humor weekly, Groiser Kundes, made the

basic point most sharply; it portrayed the Sccialist Party
ags a gorpse, slain by its own "Bluffitis," "Demagogitis,"
and ”Tammanyitis."40

Although criticism of the New York SP's electoral pol-
icies never assumed organized form, as did condemnation of
its middle-class tendencies, the intensity of the former was

" egually great. On this isssue, too, a deep, perﬁaps unabridg-

able, divide seemed to separate the party's revolu£ionary
socialists from it% constructivist leaders. The left-wing
group claimed a number of prominent intellectuals in its
ranks ~- Boudin and Slobodin are only two examples -~ but it

also included rank-and-file party members. This ultimately
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jethal-canbination was evident to an even greater extent in
rhe opposition toward the leadership’'s trade union policies.

New York's leaders often stated that trade unionism
could contribute to the socialist cause. By developing
among workingmen a gsense of class COnéciOUSness -- a belief
that their interests necessarily conflicted with those of
their employers -- trade unions had the potential to turn
the politically unaware iﬂto committéd socialists. Despite
this assertion, however, the New York leaders adamantly
refused to involve themselves in the internal workings of
trade organizations that had yet to proclaim their socialism,
according to evolutionary socialist theory, the labor move-
ment consisted of "two arms" -— the economic and the
political. New York's SP should concern itself exclusively
with the latter of these, which was, in any case, the more
inportant. The economic aspect of the labor movement re-
mained strictly off-limits. As Hillguit said in a debate
with Big Bill Haywood:

I congider it a grave mistake for our party or

party members as such to direct the internal

affairs of the economic organizations of labor

from the outside.... As Socialists, we have no

reason or justification for taking sides in

purely internal controversies of the economic

organizations,.4l
Hence, Hillgquit said, New York's sgocialists should not express
preference far the:industrial over the craft form of organ-
ization; they should not attempt to breathe the spark of mili-

-tancy into staid labor leaderships; they should not found

or even support dual unions. According to Local New York's
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leadership, SP labor activity should confine. itself to per-
suading union members to vote socialist and to proﬁiding
proper union struggles with financial support. Otherwise,
as the official organ of £he New York SP editeorialized,
"the Socialist Party is not responsible for what happens
within the unions."42
This view ran directly counter to that of the revolu-
tionary socialists within the party. Louis Boudin believed
that trade unions represented "the most important factor
from the Marxian point of view in the final overthrow of
-capitalism‘."43 This could only be the case, however, if labor
. unibns were militant and organized along industrial lines, Con-
--Serﬁative craft unions could not develop thé:unity and
class consciousness that alone would lead workers to vote
the socialist ticket. They could not compel a resistant
capitalist class to accept an SP electoral victory. ©Wor
could they prepare the workers for the administration of in-
dustry in the cooperative commonwealth. &according to such
left-wing leaders as Boudin and Slobodin, then, the social-
ists needed to do all in their power to set New York's
unions on‘a militant path. If that meant interfering with
some¢ other "arm," so be it.
This opposition view commanded the support of at least
some of the party‘? rank and file. 1In 1913, discontented
- 8P members formed the Industrial Soclialist Propaganda
League, an organization based in Branch 3 of the Local. Six
‘league members explained in a letter to Local New York's

secretary that they had founded the new organization because
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the Party as a whole repudiates the realities. of
the c¢lass struggle [and] is afraid of helping

- develop real economic .initiative and class organ-
ization of BAmerica's wage workers at the point of
production on the basis of real, militant and
direct effective combat...44

fhe League hoped to counteract such conservatism and lead the
paréy into the.arena of active industrial struggle. |
The leaders of the party expressed a curiously detached
:éoncern over the establishment of the League. Hillguit and
‘his fellow evolutionists &id not becone truly alarmed until
Branch 3 invited Daniel DelLeon to give a speech on the
merits of industrial unionism. Deleon's views on the proper
trade union pblicy of a socialist party accorded in many re-
'spects with those of the SP left-wing digsenters. Although
‘the revolutionaries within the New York SP placed-less am-
phasis than DeLeon did on the importance of dypal unilonism,
the& shared with him a basic belief thatJSDCialists should
constantly encourage union militancy and radicalism., To
£he SP leadership, however, Deleon's trade union éolicies
were anathema; indeed, these policies had largely caused the
desertion of Hillguit and Cahan from the SLP. Accordingly,
Loéal New York's Central Committee dissolved Branch 3 and
called off the Deleon lecture. The immediate problem had

heen solved.

The larger difficulty, however, had yet to be over-

come. Algernon Lée, the editexr of the New York Call, wrote
‘to Hillquit shortly before the Branch 3 affair, "We shall

have our hands full, during the coming months, to prevent
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Local New York from falling into the hands of queer elements."45
But neither a few'months nor a few bureaucratic reshufflings.
could remove the “queer elements” from the New York-Party}
Alongside New York's practical evolutionary socialists, an
active left wing had developed —~—-a left wing of intellectuals
and workers who were irked by the Hillguitians' respecta-
pility and committed to the principles ¢of revolutiocnary
change. These vocal and highly persistent left-wingers
presented a strong challenge to the Local's moderate leader-
ship throughout the years before World War I. 1In doing 30,
furthermore, they were not alone. At the same time that
revolutionary socialists were making theirlpresence felt
within the party, numerous Jewish garment workers were do-

ing much the same within the socialist trade unions. These

- workers' opposition to socialist leadership was no less

.

heartfelt, no less real, and no less potent than that of

the revolutionaries themselves.



CHAPTER III

THE PROTOCOL OF PEACE?:
DISSENSION WITHIN THE ILGWU, 1909%-1916

On the evening of November 22, 1909, thousands of

shirtwaist workers streamed into the Lower FEast Side’'s
Cooper Union to attend a meeting of the ILGWU. For the
past several months, these shirtwaist workers--about
seventy-five percent of whom were young women--had grown
increasingly dissatisfied with their working conditions.l
Long hours, low wages and sexual exploitation had prompted
several shop strikes; these stoppages had, in turn, only
heightened the waist makers' rebellious mood. Thelworkers
had come to the meeting to hear SP and ILGWU officials
discuss the best means of remedying the industry's workiﬂg
ills. The leadership's proposals, héwever, seemed hardly
adequate, Meyer London and others spoke words not of
militancy but of moderation; rather than calling the workers
to action, they counselled patience. "For two hours,” one
worker later wrote, “attentive audiences were cau£ioned to
use due deliberat%on, toc be sober in their decision.”
Suddenly, a teenage shirtwaist maker named Clara Lemlich

burst forward from the audience to gdeliver a fervent Yiddish

50
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plea for an industry-wide walkout:

I' am a working girl...{and) I an tired of listening

o speakers who talk in general terms. What we are

here for is to decide whether we shall or shall not

strike. I offer § resolution that a general strike

be declared--now!
The audience responded with thunderous cheers and
overwhelming assent. Two days later, 15,000 waistmakers--
leng thought, by virtue of their sex, to be the most
unoxganizable of all garment laborers~;walked out of their
workplaces and into socialist meeting halls.

Quite apart from dramatics, the Lemlich incident
perfectly illustrated the widely varying attitudes which
the leadership and the rank and file brought £o union work
in the garment industry. Notwithstanding thelr impeccable
'Socialist Party c¢redentials, the garment unions' officials
always displayed caution and moderation in their trade
policies. They disclaimed the strike, strove for industrial
harmeony, and accepted--indeed encouraged--~the mediation of
trade disputes by the non-socialist state. In short, the
garment union leadership of New York City urged accomcdation
-rather than militancy. Like Lemlich, however, the workers
themselves often expressed great impatience with their
leaders’ policies. Schooled in socialist thought by the
Russiah Bund, re-radicalized by the conditions of the garment
industry, a sign%ficant proportion of the rank and file
charged ;ts leaders with collaborationism and advocated

greater wmilitancy in trade-union activity. Although this
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leadership-rnembership conflict appeared in each of the
three Socialist-controlled garment industry unions after
1909, it unfolded with particular force in the largest and
most powerful of these--the ILGWU.

The intra-ILGWU controversf began with the shirtwalst
makers"' strike, -but it did not become truly bitter until the
next year, when the union's leadership signed the Protocol
of.Peace.%-This agreement, which egtablighed an intricate

gsystem of collective bargaining in the industry, arose out

‘of a cloakmakers’ strike and soon spread to the needle-trades™

other branches. During the negotiations for the Proteocol--
negotiations conducted with the aid of several prominent
liberal Jews, including Louis Brandeis--ILGWU attorney Meyer
Londoh clearly expressed the socialist leadership's point .
of view:

We do not cdme to control your business; we do noﬁ

come to control your trade. I, personally, would
have liked to see a state of affairs where mankind

should contrel everything in a cooperative effort

but I realize in the year 1510 and in the cloak

trade it isg hardly possible of realization,sand

I have advised my clients...[of] that view.

Accordingly, the socialists settled for something
less than the cooperative commonwealth. It is true that
the Protocol granted the union several of its important
demands:. Most critically, the employers belonging to the
industry's Protective Agsociation agreed to recognize the

ILGWU as the legal bargaining agent of-the women's clothing

workers. These manufacturers also increased the striking
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workers' wages and shortened their work'week. In return,
howevef, the so¢ialist leadership surrénderéd much.that
-militént traée unionists considéred éséential. The union,

for instance,'agreed to forego its demand for a closged

shop, accepting instead'the Brandeis-inspired "preferentia;
shop,” by which employers agreed to “give the preference to
union men, Qhere the union men are equal in efficiency to

any non*ﬁnion apélicants."s Far more crucial than-even this
concession, the ILGWU surrendered the weapon that unionists
generélly considered the most powerful in their arsenai: |

the right to strike, Of course, the signers of the Protocol
reali%edltﬁat industrial disputes would inevitably arise and
that they would have to be gettled in somé maﬁner. The
Protocollthus established a Board of Arbitration and a

Committée 6f Grieﬁances, on both of which an ;impartialé

public rebre#entative was to hold the swing vote. These

bodies were alone responsible for enforcing the Protocol aﬁd
-mediating conflict within the industry. The socialist
leadership had substituted public arbitration foxr worker
rebellion as the primary means of effectipg short;term-
industrial change.

In essence, the Protocol of Peace, far from a socialist

dﬁcument, was an exceedingly liberal ohe, bent updn establishing
a plurallstlc systbm of lndustrlal government and an equllbrlum

of class 1nterests. The Protocol assumed that 1ndustr1a1

dlsputes resulted frOm ignorance and mlsunderstandlng rather
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than from inevitable c¢lass antagonisms. If well-inten-
tioned employers and employees could. meet within an
institutional framework, the Protocol posited, they‘would
be able both to maintain industrial harmony and to promote
business prosperity. Traditional enemies would become
pa:tﬁers, and everyone would benefit.
The notion appealed to reformers of the day; Jewish
socialist Melech Epstein later wrote; .
" The ILGWU had acquired a prestige unknown to the’
“other unions. Protocol was on everybody's 1lips...
The YLGWU was heralded as a trail-blazer of & new
principle in labor-management relations wvital to
the entire country.?
As Melvin Dubofsky has carefully shown, the union's
signing of the Protocol met with much‘approval from New York's
middie-class liberals. The workers themselves, however,
expressed little admiration for this precedent-setting
experiment in industrial government. Rank-and-file members
needed no profound knowledge of Marx to recognize that the
Protocol ran directly counter to both their own immediate
interests and the underlying socialist principle of class
struggle. To many workers, indusitrial peace dig not seem
a f£it socialist end; nor did a partnership with the employing
class seem & fit socialist means. As Meyer London's official
biographer writes:
Werkers schooled. in the agitapién of twenty years
could not but reveolt at {the Protocol's] innovations.
These men had been taoght never to trust the good

intentions of the employer; fnever to believe his
promises, never to take stock in his code of ‘ethics.
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In fact, the Protocol would probably not have been signed
at all had not.a State Supreme Court Justice issued a per-
mangnt injunction against the union's pickets. In these
straitened circumstances, the leadership glossed over the
Protocol's no-strike provision, and the rank and file
accepted the agreement.9

The launching of the Protcocol, however, only made
moré apparent the split between the militant elements of the
rank and f£ile and the conciliatory union leadership. Within
months, garment workers began to feel constricted by the
Protocol; soon after, they started openly to flout its
provisions. These violations were necessary, rank and file
mempars argued, because garment industry.employers congistently
contravened both the letter and the spirit of the agreement.
According t0 many of these workers, the manufacturers directly
violated the contract's terms by illegally discharging em-
ployees, refusing to pay for overtime and religious holidays,
and levelling retaliatory measures against active shop chair-
men. In addition, the workers claimed their bosses evaded
the - Protocol by sending increasing amounts of their work
out of }own, where the agreement was not in effect.

The union leadership admitted such transgressions
occurred, but counselled the aggrieved workers to do no
more than take the%r complaints to the Protocol's adjudi-

cating boards. These boards, however, simply couléd not

“handle the deluge of grievances brought againsgt the industry'sg
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manufacturers. Unfinished business chronically jammed the

committee's dockets; decisicns were months in coming. In-

83 Yogrn s i Al

dustrial justice seemed unobtainable by peaceful methods,

Q;.“‘< and workers increasingly defied the Protocol--and the
socialist leaders who had forged it--by turning to the
strike. In 1911, ladies' garment workers participated in
70 unauthorized strikes; fhe next year, the number rose to

10 The leadership responded to these spontaneous work

160,
stoppages not by reevaluating their commitment to the 1910
agreémgnt but by disciplining the workers responsible.
In at least one instance, the'leadership'itself nsed scabs
to break a shop strike.ll

Such actions could not help but arouse the wrath of
the garment workers. New York's cloakmakers, in particular,
attacked the leaders of the International and the &P for
collaborationist poclicies. The Naye Pogt, a cleakmakers'
weekly, proclaimed in 1912: "A union which obtains the
support of the manufacturers' association has no moral right
to eiist."12 Later that year, the same publication described
the union's leaders as "reactionaries™ and "traitors"™ who
had made themselves--and the workers wigh them--"slaves to

L13

the Protocol. The leadership did not azllow such remarks

-to- go unenswered. John Dyche, President of the ILGWU,

[y

accused his critics of "ignorance and dogmatism plus demagogy."l4

He then hastened to assure the manufacturers' Protective

Assdciation that the dissidént workers "do not in the least
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express the opinions of the responsible leaders in our
organization, but rather voice the sentiments of irrespon-

wl> The manufacturers

siblé énd irreconcilable elements...
probably did not need to be so advised. As early as 1911,
Protective Associationattorney Julius Cohen observed that two
different policies were struggling against each other within
Ehé union: f[O]ne is the policy of constructive statesmanship,
and the other is‘the policy of constant and continuous war-
fére with the manufacturers because of 'the 'war between the

1 , . . .
classes. ' ¢ Coben also recognized on which side of this

battlé the SP/union leadexrship was fighting. In 1912 he wrote

.to'Hillquit: "The Socialistic view, as defined by men like

Qbu;'is not inconsistent with the view.of true efficiéncy...
{Iln working to develop the Protocol, you and I o¢cupy common
ground.“l7

This groﬁnd, however, hecame increasingly shaky over
the course of the next vear. Prior to 1913, opposition
to'the Protocol, although strong, had no organizational
base. In that year, however, the sitwation change&.dramati—
'caily.' In January, Dr. Isaac Hourwich, an economist deeply
opposed to the Protocol, became Chief Clerk of the Joint
.Board 6f‘Cloakmakers of New York, a body that represented
over 50,000 workers, more than half of the union's total
membership. Houﬁwich soon convinced‘a najority of the
'Joint Board to challenge the authority of the union's

leadexrship to administer the Protocol in the cloakmaking
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industry. If the cloakmakers themselves could gain the

‘right to administer the agreement, Hourwich reasoned, they

wotld also gain the right to violate it. Not surprisingly,
the union's leaders 4id not take kindly to Hourwich's power

bid, and they set out to remove him from the ILGWU's ranks.

“Meyer London successfully recaptured a majority of the Joint

Board,- and this body proceeded to .demand Hourwich's resig-

hation. Yet both London and the Joint Beard had ﬁndérestimated

the depth of the cloakmakers' support for their Chief Clerk.

These workers had come to see Hourwich as their champion in

_the anti-Protocol battle, as their best hope te destroy the

hated agreenent. "Revolutionary Socialists...do not believe -
in agreements with the bosses," Hourwich had trumpeted.

18 The workers

"Are we going to put an end to thé Protocol?"
answered with a resounding 'yes'. In a referendum, they
overruled--by a vote of 6,553 to 1,948-~the Joint Board's

gismissal of Dr. Hourwich, If that vote had not made their

. sentiments clear encugh, the cloakmakers organized mass

meetings, marched in street demonstrations, and, as a last

step, entirely rancsacked the union's headguarters,.

* Some rank-and-file members, of course, supported the

‘leadership. This was particularly true of the cutters, the

most highly skilled and conservative of the union's workers.

But the cutters formed a distinct minority of the ILGWU's

. mempership; they tended, too, to be the object of the

.majority's scorn no less than of its envy. The leadership’s



59

more potent allies ley amony the emplovers. As Hourwich gained

ever-intreasing power in New York, alarmed manufacturers

-? threatened an industry-wide lockout. Notwithstanding the
é continued support of the cloakmakers, Hourwich wavered in the
face of this threat. BPBelieving that the cloaimakers could
:E not successfully brave a lockout, the Doctor acceded in
_éi' Jaﬁu&ry 1914 to a second Joint Board reguest for his resignation.

Hourwich's departure, however, failed to guell the controversy
within the union'es ranks. Locals 1; 9, and 11 recalled those
of their delegates who had voted to accept Hourwich's resig-
nation, and New York representatives to the ILGWU convention
of Juna 1%14 attacked in grathing terms the union's leadership.
Indeed, these representatives voted overwhelmingly in favor

of 8 ragolution--only narrowly defeated by the national

% : ponvention=--repudiating the Protocol as a hindrance to "the

ki o

historic misgion of the working class te do away with ﬂapitaliam.“zu

LU
- ..'.'-. -
an ik |y
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L

E The cloakmakers had lost their lsading crusader. They had

lpst their only powerful representative in the union's official-

Ei; dam. But they had not lest their inclination to protast

f;{ vociferously the SF and ILGWU leadership's moderate approach
.%ﬁ; to trade union work.

:%“ In the spring of 1%915--after approximately a year of

;& . relative guiet-—the conflict botween the union's leadership

and its rank and file flared up once more. The new round
of squabbling, which was not to end until the Entrhnﬂﬂ of

the U,5. into World War I, resulted from the anncdncement
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of the Protective Association that the employers intended
to abrogate the Protocol and sever all relations with the

The ILGWU's leadership, horrified by this possibi-
Backed

Cunion.

1ity, tried desperately to salvage the agreement.

A R

l'by the New York City public, the union persuaded the garment

YA pr,

industry employers to participate in a special Council of

Conciliation that it had previcusly convinced Mayor John

ST

Zearcd

Mitchel to sponsor. This committee, composed of six

pfominent New Yorkers including Iouis Brandeis, was to hear

From
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each side's position and then negotiate a settlement.
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the very beginning of the hearings, the union's leadership
made ‘clear its propitiatory attitude. In an opening state-
ment to the Council, union attorney Hillquit declared:

We have heard no end of reproaches about radicals
belng in control of the union and carrying on the
Protocol as a contention of their theory of the
class struggle. I beg to say that when it ¢omes
down to a gquestion of c¢lass struggle and radicalism
or conciliatory spirit, the record speaks for itself.
If the present administration of the union has stood
for c¢lass struggle...we would not be here before ygf
gentlemen. It was we who maintained the Protaocol.

" Hillquit went on to disavow the strike as a labor weapon

and to argue that the Protocsl represented the only means

of maintaining industrial peace. “"Nothing should be easier,"

‘he concluded, "for the men and the empléyers in this industyy

than to arrive at an understanding which will produce bene-

A
ficent results for each.“22

Hillguit's rhetoric could not have had a less appre-

“-clative audience than New York's garment workers. Aside
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‘from protesting once again the Protocol itself, many workers

scathingly attacked the leadership for accepting--indeed,

soliciting--the.aid of a capitalist government. Did not the

leadership realize, these militant socialists demanded, that

the interests of such a government conflicted directly with

the workers’ own? As Hourwich wrote on July 15:
So. sophisticated...seems to be the faith of the
Socialist leaders of the Union in 'social justice!
that they would readily accept 'any other pexson of
racognized standing in the community' as arbitrator
including Mayor Mitchel, who has exhibited his
capitalistic bias against labor...,

Rank 'and file protest, however, again failed to net any

results, The union's leadership continued to plead its case,

and the council proceeded to negotiate a settlement that kept

the heart 0f the Protocol intact.

Only a year later, however, the garment-wérkers wowld
finally dance in the Lower East Side's streets. In the
spring of 1916, the Protective Association unexpectedly
locked out 25,000 cleoakmakers; the union responded with a
‘general strike invoiving over 60,000 workers. Hillgquit and
the rest of the leadérship would have liked to negotiate a
revised version of the Protocol, but this time they bent to
the will of the rank and file.24 They s0 acted partly because
the manufacturers themselves cherished an animus against the
agreement, an animus that could only have been overcome through

1
the union's granting of substantial concessions. Furthermore,

" the rank-and-file mwembers of the union were growing even
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more restive than they had shown themsgelves to be in the
past. During the strike, meetings of shop chairmen in the

shirtwaist industry culminated in brawls between the young

" women workers and the union officials. Such fights resulted
-mainly from the varying degrees of militancy advocated by
- the young-women workers on the one hand and the ILGWU leadex-

-ship on the other. Compounding this, moreover, was a growing

sens¢ among the waistmakers that the union officialdom
either ignored or condescended to women workexrs. "“The officers
of the union," one shirtwaist maker complained,

boss us worse than the bosses. Now they tell us
‘20 g0 to work. The next minute they withdraw that
order. The women workers comprise...{a large per-
centage! of the union members throughout the-
country....Why shouldn't we have something to say
about what concerns us most??

‘The women demanded that wembers of their sex be preomoted to

- leadership positions within the union and that the shirtwaist

locals be treated ddentically with the ILGWU's other sections.
Several of these other, predominantly male locals, however,
were themselves revoelting against the union's leadership.

In particular, an incident subsequently labelled the "Moishe
Rubin rebellion® contributed to the leadership's decision

to abrogate the Protocol. This rebellion occurrgd in
Cloakmakers Local Union 1, nicknamed "Mexico® by tbe leader-

ship because of what Epstein termed its "wild revolutions.”

. 1 ) .
"Rubin, a long~time follower of Hourwich, had become secre-
"tary of Local l--the largest in the union-=—in January 1916,

and almost immediately convinced its members to defy the
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= o . authority of the union's Joint Board. Dissatisfied with the
1915 agreement in particqiar and the Protocol system in
general, Rubin denounced the union's leadership, demanded
wider autonomy: for each local, and calied a multitude of -

- shop strikes. Then, in early July, Rubin proceeded, with -
Hourwich's aid, to turn Local 1 inte an independent union.
‘The defection alarmed the ILGWU's leaders, and their

©attitude ét the bargaining table changed acpordingly[ The
union's largest local, after all, had just seceded, and
others-~in particular those of the shirtwaist makers--might
take its cue. Under the circumstanees, the abrogation of
the Protocol must have seemed almost necessary. Indeed, the
maneuver succeeded; once the Protocol had been scrapped‘
in all the women's garment branches, the members oﬁ_Local
Union 1 returned to the fold.

By the end of 1916, then, the union was united under
a ney agreement that had removed the Protocol's arbitration
machinery and given the xright to strike back to thé.workers.
In reality, the differences in attitude between‘the leader-
ship and the rank and file remained unchanéed. The official~

dom £till coveted not workers'! revolution but industrial

harmony: "After a while," Hillquit told the Jewish Daily Forward
in 1916, "when bot? sides become accustomed to the new [post-
- Protocol] situation, they will réalize that neither the bosses

nor the workers ought to make use of their new rights,“zT
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. The leadership, furthermore, still stressed the same moderate
.goals; as Hillouit told an audienge at the Rand School, "The

‘principle purpose of a labor union is to secure proper and

decent working conditioms to its members."28 These views
differed diametrically from those of the more militant mem-

bers of the rank and file. "Isn't it possible," pleaded one

(ILGWU member,"to make our trade unions not only trade unions

29

_put idealistic ones as well?" In different ways, with

different words, many garment trade unionists asked this

- identical question from 1910 to 1916, and most were hardly

satisfied with the answer they received. Only in 1916 did

- worker discontent temporarily dec;ipe, allowing the differences

that separated leadexrship from rank and file to recede from

- view, Such internal harmony set in partly because the Protocol

" had been remo?ed. But the relative gquiet also resulted from

the American entry into World War I. On this matter, bhoth
union members and union leaders~-as well as both the right

and left wings of tha SP itself--c¢culd wholeheartedly agree.
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CHAPTER IV

THE PECULIAR INTERLUDE:

LOCAL NEW YORK DURING WORLD WAR T

Most historians have viewed World War I as an . -
wigualified d;saster for the American socialist movement.
Bs Paniel Bell writes, "[tlhe final gust that shattered
the old Socialist Party was the whirling sandstorm of the

European war."l Bell and others arque that, during the

‘war years, the party suffered greatly from the repres- .

gion and persecution directed against all those -- es-

pecially radicals -- who dared to oppose the American war

effort. They further assert that, from 1914 to 1918, strife

within the SP began in earnest, as many membpers gquarrelled
with the leadership's anti-war position and some deserted
the party altogether. Finally, these hisgtorians claim
that the party's wartime stance spelled the downfalli of
socialism's influence among American workers, whose
gconomic status greatly improved as a reéult of the war
effort.

The history of Local New York duriég the World War
substankiates nonelof these conslusions. Despite govern-

ment and popular repression, the New York SP reached its

"apex of strength and influence between Iéld and the

65
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beginning of 1418, The leadership's strong anti-war position

Etuught a new element of unity to the city's socialist move-
ment, thus facilitating concerted action toward comoon goals.
Digsenters existed, to be sure; some socialists supported
outright the war, while others called for even stronger
policies against it. But thesa voices of opposition com-
manded little attention and less support. For the first
time, the vast majority of both the Socialist Parcty's and
the socialist unionsz' members found themselves firmly in
line with their lesdership. The internal harmony did not
ilast long: rather, it represented & peculiar interlude in
the party's history. By the middle of 1918, the socialist
leadership had retraced its leftward steps, and divisions
!ﬁﬂrgﬂd once again. But in the few shoxrt vyears before
this happened, New York City's socialists enjoved a period
¢f intense &ctivity and siccess -- a period unlike any
they would ever see again.

World War I itself did not overly astonish the socialists.
Most acceptad, after all, the premise that the competitive
struggles of capitalism bred armed conflict. "The capitalists
of each country,” Hilguit wrote in 1912,

gtrive not only to preserve and extend their own

markats, but also to invade those of the riwval

nations and to conguer new markets ,.. the
ﬁpectg‘: of war is thus ever hovering among

Lhem.
In addition, many socialists believec by L1512 that this

"hovering specter" would soon alight, Hillguit, for example,
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noted the growth of standing armies, the ballooning of
military budgets, the heightening of international tensions.>
He drew the conslusion that all these phenomena made in-
creasingly likely the coming of war,

But if the outbreak of the World War did not undoly
amaze the socialists, the response of their EBuropean
breathren did. At numerouos Second Internatiopnal congresses
before World War I, the sccialists proclaimed their cpposi-
tion to any and all capitalist conflicts. Yet when the
Earcpean nations actually declared war, each of their social-
ist parties -— succumbing to patriotic péﬂsinns and popular
prassures -- supported the mobilization. Such conduct greatly
confused American sccialist leaders, many of whom held con-
sidarable admiration for their European counterparts. Ac-
cordingly, the New York scocialists responded to the cnset
of the war not by attacking directly the conflict itself
but by tryving to excuseé the Eurcpsans' behavior. In'iugust

1914, the New York Call admitted the European Marxists had

Ffailed® but explained that they had "done their best" in

a difficult situation.? A few weeks later, Hillguit ex-
panded cpon the rationale in an artiecle entitled "Socialist
View of the War and Why They Failed to Stop It." The World
War, Hillguit Expl?ineﬂ. arase out of “murderous European
capitalian” and its imperialist yearnings. European socizl-
isks were

powerless to prevent the [war] .... They could no
mope reaist the brutal logic of capitalist warfare



than they could ascape the class war and horrors
of the capitalist regime .... Reluctantiy but
irriﬂisgably they were drawn into the insane
vortex.

3 - The interrational soclalist movement, Hillgwit hastened

- to reassure his readers, had not suffered “spiritually or

morally® from tha European a:tinn.ﬁ
Eventually, the party regained its aplomb, shook off
5;311 its precccupation with the Europeans, apnd began to articulate
Pﬁ a policy of strong opposition to the war. In Janoary 1%15, Hill-
-5 :E- quit wrote an article designed to convey the ocfficial party
f?ﬂ line. Significantly, the article neither made excuses for
= i& the sopialists supporting the war nor left leeway for the
3 @;j Bfmerican SFP to follow their lead. "The ghastly carmage
:i :%{ in Burope,® Hillguit wrote,
5 Ell hzs no redeeming faatures. It 1s not a war for
e democracy, culturs or progress. It is not a
= f; fight for sentiments or ideals, It is a gﬂld-
. blooded butchery for advantages or powsr.

;&i This newly-fortified arqument led Hillquit to denounce

:%: strenucusiy American preparedness afforts. Increased military
;}- expanditures, Hillgquit explained, berefited only military

: - suppliers, the so-called "armor ring." While munitions manu-
facturers accupulated profits, the U.5. as 2 whola both

»éi invited war and brutalized ite national life, "A military

g

‘kdidd
0y

power is a despotie pﬂHEI,"E Hillguit stated firmly, one

T
&Rl

that encouraged inﬁumnnity, prevented social progress, lived

-I
=t
e

for war. Preparedness etfforts neaded to be nippad in the

bad, before militarism averéame the nation.
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in line with these strongly artionlated beliefs, Hillguit
amphasized — ag did other socialists both in New York and
acroes the nation =— the SP's speclal role &= peacamaker.
Hillguit drafted for the National Executive Committee a com-
prehensive peace preogram that -- much like Woodrow Wilson's
yet-undevised Fourteen Points -- disallowed indemnitjes and
annexations and advocated the establishment ©f an inter-
national league. In other, more distinctly socialist sections,
the program also demanded “social changes in all countries
to éliminate the economic causes of war®® and called for total
disarmament. Both local and national socimlist leaders had
taken their stand: They would condemn the war in the strongest
tarme, Bstrive to avert American involvement, and support —
indeed, try to initiate -- peace negotiations.,

HBaving formulated thair.paiicie5, the socialists turned
with reki=ndled enthusiasm to active propaganda work. The
minutebooks of New York's Central Committee reveal just how
seriously the socialists took their mission to preach against
the war. Dmring these first years of conflict, the socialists
reported holding hundreds of meetings -—— gome under the auspices
of the entirzre Local, others under those of individoal branches.
A typiczl set of Central Committes minutes reads in part:

The delegates of the LEFtiEh Eranch report that

they are to hold an anti-preparedness meeting.

The delegates of the Bth A.D. [Agitation District]

report that they held an anti-war meeting which

wad successful. The delegates of Hufngarian York-

ville moved that the Central Committes reguest the

dHationsl Executive Committes to set aside a "Peace

Dav" when all locals w%#l hold peace demonstrations.
The motion was passed.-
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Union: Square, Cooper Union, the Harlem River Casinn, the
nearest street corner -- all become sites where members of
the Socialist Party would speak of the human horrors and
':n_; pepitalist origins of World War 1. For the firet time in
_thﬂi: party's history, furthermore, the New Yark socialiste

viawed an lsspe as s=o important that they even consented

=% to share their scapboxes with other radicals. Hillguit,

- i-h Boudin and Fraina all spoke at meetings with Fmma Goldman;

T r i e
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fﬁéjﬁ occasionally Carlo Tresca, the I.W.W. agitator, would alsc
sk, 3
L%I The socialists, hﬂﬂeuér, did more than talk. In
% Congress, Meyer London proposed a bill in 1915 instructing
£ the President to convene a neutral nations' congress to
: mediate the conflict == not in the uvsual diplomatic fashion
E. but in accordance with the principles prescribed in the
f 5F paare program. Although Congress ignored London's rescle-

tion, the hew York socialists did not. The East Side Agita-
tion Committee sent a cablegram to each of the Europaan
socialist parties urging support for the London PIEFGEE].lE
ST Meanwhile, the Central Committee persuaded the national SP

to print and circulate petitions endorsing the billi13 Thesa
e wers not the only petitions New York 5F members carried;
garlier in the war: for example, they had collected signatures

14

ta support an embargo on munitions exports, Finally, the

hew York sccialists wrote. (5F printino presses spewed forth

B s k|

scores of new laaflets on such subjects as disarmament, the

'.'... :I-;.
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evils of preparedrness, the socialist peace program. New
York's socialists had always_held a cartain fondness for
the printed word, but In these first years of the war they
evan outdid themselves.
b In the midst of all this-activity, a faw dissenting

& volces issued from the party's left wing, Louis Boudin

' maintainad that the party's anti-preparedness and anti-war

L e positions reeked of insincerity and cant. The leadezship

had only taken such atances, Boudin insmlsted, becauss it
had felt pressured by the party's rank and file. Were this
rank and file ever to relax its gquard on the party's “opportun-
istic lasaders and leaderlets," the latter would begin to act
guite differently -- they would, in fact, begin "msintaining

an attitude and preaching doctrines which might easily land

w13 poute Fraina, 2 recent

us in the preparedness camp.
recruit to Hew York's left wing, went even further. He

denied outright that Billguit or the other New York leaders

had ever taken a strong pomition against militarism and the

war. 1lndeed, Fraina charged that "in this, as in other matters
of paldey .., Hillemit is in full agreement with the reactionary
elements of bourgeols prﬂgreasiviﬁm,'lﬁ These individual
eritigues, however, failed to . attraect any mass suppert. Insin-
cerity proved difficult to verify; bourgeous attitudes among

5P leaders seamed ‘nowhere in evidence. For the first time

i thelr careers, Boudin arid Fraina found themsalves pro-

testing in & vaguum, During the New York SP's first thir-

taen years, socialist minutes and records overflowed with
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accounts of left-wing opposition. In 1914, such acoounts

-abruptly halted. The records-from the initial war vears

gonelusively show -- more by what they do not say than by

what they do —-- that dissent had yielded to unity in Local
Mew York.

Thiszs =situation did not change substantially once the
United States entered World War I. The Congressicnal
declaration of war hardly caught the New York soclalists
undware. On March 4, 1917, the Central Committes had dis-
cussed the increasing likellhood ef U.5. entrance into the
war and had decided that such entrance would not halt the
Local's anti-war efforta. ‘Declaring that "relentloss
opposition to war is and must always remain a cardinal
feature af socialist propaganda," the committes dencunced
those ndcialist; who "give primises of cooperation with the
runling classes in case of actual war.* 7 Unlike these
"enemicss of the scocialist movement," the New York SP pledged
only to increase the scope of its anti-war propaganda, to
enlist the support of organized labor, and to battle the
enactment of conecription or censocrship lawﬂ.lE In April,
Hillgquit and Algernon Lee redrafted this program in slightly
more poetiec form for the national SP's emergency convention
in' §t. Louis.

Neither the 'declaration of war nor the 5P's rasponss
tg it did anything to increase-the scope of laft-wing

dissent. Leon TrotEky, living in Mew York until late March,
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urged the Socialist Party to adopt more daring tactlics in
its fight against the war. 1In particular, he suggested
that the sccialists publicly declare thefr intention to
transform the international conflict into & ¢ivil one by
agtively resisting government recruiting and by fomenting
industrial strikes. Some NHew York spcizlists undoubtedly
agreed with Trotsky, but it seems that they did not wview
the difference bebwsen the two programs as worthy of debate.
At this stage of the conflict, btoo, indications of left-wing
dissant were conspicuously absent from accounts in the
Loczl's records. By moving to the left, the New York leader-
ship had unintentionally but effectiveély taken the wind out
of the reveolutionary socialists' sails.

It is true that in ridding itself of substantial lafe-
wing dissent, the New York SP inevitably incurred some right-
wing opposition. When the U.S5. became a belligerent, & small
group of party leadere annocunced their support for the war.
Indeed, the majority of the EP leadership had anticipated
this development. In 1916, for example, Algernon Lee had
obgserved in his diary: "It seems that once a country is
involved in a serious war, few of 1ts ... intellectuals can

wld ﬂ:tualfy. Les was to

excape the infection of chauvinism.
be pleasantly surprised by how few party members lived up

to his prophecy. Yourndlist John Spargo — who latar
referred to Hillguict as thé "spdkesman of American Socialism

upholding the impodent claims of the guilty Hohenzollern
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ﬂynasty"zu —— laft the party immediately after the U.S.

! entarad the conflict. Muckracker Charles Edward Russell
wag expelled. And Congressman Mever London announced that
§ he would do nothing to obstruct or weaken the American

:-j- war effort. Such examplas, however, ware sCarcely Commen.
The wvast majority of party members =-- and even the vast

majority of party intellactuals —— fully approved of the SP's

J2 o it 7
i i

opposition to the American Har.ﬂEElaratinp+ Accordingly,

{ they approved of their party's increased anti-war activity

as well.

: = Before April 1917, Central Cosmittee minutes mentioned

B S approximately three or four indoor meetings each weak, Follow-
; ing American entry into the war, the numbher of such meetings

- 5 i imwediately soared to a weekly average of twelve. %! The

= Mew York Sccialists maintained ﬁn figures on cutdoor mestings --
both their Freguency and their spontaneity probably hampered
= such recordkeeping -- but their number probably skyrocketed

as well, 22 Finally, the Seclalists began to hold mass

meatings in Madison Sgquare Garden, with audiences that even

-1 non-gocialist newspapers estimated at some lﬂ,ﬂﬂﬂ,z3

Most

?E- aften, the socialiste simply protested the war's continuation,

'fg' using arguments and rthetoric similar to those employed before
the U.5. became a belligerent. Occasionalily, however, Local

; v Hew York's speahar% yielded to the temptation te protest not

only the war but also Weodrow Wilson's rationale for ic.
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i
= Epeaking at Madison Sqguare Garden, for example, Hillguit
i

3 declared:

L_ We are told that we are in war to make the

world safe for democracy. What a hollow

158 phrase! We canpot ... force demogracy

| 8 upan hostile countries by force of arms.
' Democracy must come from within oot from
without, through the light ﬂfziaasnn andg

; not through the fire of guns.

I} Even more freguently, the socialists intoned against conscrip-
;_:;%- tion. The draft, the socialists insisted, was constitutionally
i.EE* guesticonable and morally wrong. In accordance with this
;5':% pelief, they circulated and sent to Congress petitions for

the repeal of the draft law and unsuccessfully uvrged a
recalecitrant Meyer London to propose a bill to that affect.

The New York socialists also strove to enlist the
€ity's trade unions into the struggle against World War I.
Members of the SP oppesed all forms of union cooperation in
wartime programs but they railed especially hard zgeinst
the no-strike pledge to which the AFL leadership had agread.
Disregarding their own negotiation of a no-strike prowvi-
sion in the Protocol of Peace, New York's socialist leaders
claimed that Gompers' pledge constituted a fundamental
departore from trade-union prineciples. HNothing could be
gainaed from such a departure, the socialists added; the war,
after 211, was a capitalist struggle whose primary victims
ware the workers themsalves.

In accordance with these beliefs, the socialists

‘lobbied the unions to reject both the no-strike pledge and
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other forme of wartime cooperation. As Hillguit told
the ladies' garment workers:

there is not one among our employers, as among

the employing class generally, who is not ready

toc take advantage of the world-calamity to coin

the miserv of tha war, the misery of his fel low-

men intp dollars and fortianes for himself, to

accumulate vast fortunes ... and at the same

time try +to hold down the workers to the Icuegg

possiblie level on the plea of patriotic duty.
The socizalists, however, did not confine their afforts to
those labor organizations that had already proclaimed thear
allagiance to socialism. Epgakerﬂ traversed the city, addraes-
sing all those unions to which the SF could gain access and
reapeating Aillguit's words te audisances less cnnv;ncaﬂ.zﬁ
Pamphleteers produced pieces, distributed to hundreds of
thousands of workingmen, decrying wartime cooperation and

27

the no-strike pledge. Members of the SP's Anti-Militarism

Conference organized demonstrations and parades to protest
the AFL's wartims palicias.za

New York's socialists realized they were fighting
an uphill battle. Workers were no less immune than other
citizens to the wave of patriotism sweeping the nation.
Even workers who had originally opposed American involve-
mént in the war soon became enthralled by Woodrow Wilson's
crusade for democracy and 8 Just world. Equally important,
wartime prosperity, and the National War Labor Board's
likeral trade-union policies had brought auhitantial gaing
to the working class. Employment opportunities had

ingreased, wages and worklng cenditions had improved,

unions had grown. In these circumstances, 1t is
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;' not surprising that the New York &SP failaﬂ to convert any
new unions to its cause.

The garment unicns, however, leapt to the aid of the
;% . Socialist Party. These unions, too, had achieved great

gains as a resplt of the war: Government orders for army

-ﬁﬂ:: uniforms poured inté the trade, enabling ‘the unions to attain
almost without effort better wages and shorter days. Yet
such sconomic gains deflected neither the leadership nor the
rank and filsa From its new Bocialist nruzida. The Amalgamated
Clothing Workers commented that the party's oppositioh to

khe U.S. way sffort "windicated” Aperican Enﬂia]im.zg The
ILGWY agreed, denouncing World War I as a "fratricidal con-
flict brought about by the greed and jealousy of kings and
rulers"30 ang boycotting a2 national trade-union conference
organized by Eamuel.GumperE to assert labor's support En%

the war. These unions also harshly eritieiszed the AFL's
wartime policies. Advance, the newspaper of the Amalgamated,
stormed:

Think of it: Pacause the nation is engaged
in a war against a foreign enemy, the private
employer is to be permitted to exercise his
powers of uppre_sginn over the warkers to his
heart's cantent.

Advance spoke for workers and leaders allike. Unified trade
unions had jcined a unified party to protest and fight the

War.

The cutspokenness and constant activity of the social-

igste moon began to irritate the American people and alarm
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both the federal and municipal govermnments. Prior to
Rpril 1917, the socialists had enjoyed relative fresdom
to oppose the war., Inm 1%15, the New York police com-
missioner had said;, "I Jo not see how a peace mesting in
Union Sguare is in any way objectionable,” snd most citizens
ﬂgrﬂgﬂ.Jz By 1917, howevar, the situation had changed con-
siderably. The government prosecuted socialists; the police
harrassed them; crowds of hysterical ecitizens lent federal
and municipal officials a helping hand. Thase efforts did
impede socialist activity to some extent; more important,
‘however, they provided the socizlists with & common grievance,
Mass repression unintentionally unified the Socialist Party
even fuarther.

The oovernment's contribution to this repressicn
began with the passage uf the Selective Service Act, which
included & provision prohibiting agitation against the draft,
New York's socizlists, not realizing that worse was to come,
atbtacked this provision at every possible opportunity. On
June 1%, L1917, Congress passed the Espionage Act, which
prohibited any person from willfully helping the anemy,
inciting rebellicn in the armed forces or attempting to
cbhatruct the government's recruiting efforts. 1In additaon,
the Espignage Act gave the Postmaster General the authority
£t withhold from the mails printed matter urging "treason,
tpgurrection, or forcible resistance to any law of the
United States, =27 Thi power to deny publications sscond-

ciass mailing privileges, although not included im the act,



was gquickly assumed by the Postmaster General.

The government quickly set to enforcing the Espiocnage
Act. Federal officials in New-York returned indictments
against party leaders and rank-and-fiie members alike.
Scott Nearing, Max Eastman, John Reed, A.I. Shiplacocff and
Filoyd Dell all fell into the. former group; their indict-
ments could, perhaps, have been expected. But other arrestees
were more like Morris Zucker, an unknown sccialist whom a
jury sentenced to fifteen years imprisonment for anti-war
beliefs expressed in an informal conversation. 1In all,
government officials sent so many socialists to jail on

Blackwell's Island that the New York Call facetiously exhorted

24

prisoners there to reguest a local charter. Meanwhile,
the U.S. Postmaster General took action against most of New

York's socialist percdicals. . The New York Call lost its

second~class mailing privileges in November 1917 and did nct
regain them until June 1921. The humorous Jewish weekly,

Der Grosser Kundress had its privileges revoked because of

an article that satirized, among other things, the govern-
ment's censorship policy. An issue of The Masses, a social-
ist magazine run by a group of Greenwich Village intellectuals,
was banned from the rmails, while several others wers delayed.
The soclalists also had to cope with harrassment from
New York's police ¥force and citizenry. Local New York's
minutebooks list nimerous occasicng upon which pelice
officers disbanded socizlist anti-war meetings and dem-

onstrations. The Commissioner of Polige officially condoned
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such behavior, arguing that "inflammatory speeches” made
by those who sought to "use the right of free speech to
ecloak disorder® should be banned.35 Given such serntiments,
it wag not gurprising that the police did little to curb
some of New York's more farvently patriotic citizens.
Although mob violence never reacthed the heilghts in New York
that it did in smaller cities and towns, private citizens
did disrupt 5P meetings and pummel 5P zpeakers. In partie-
ular; membera of the Anerican Frotective League and other
patriotic organirations committed acts that one SP member

claimed “"inaugurated a reign of terror similar to the

Black Whndreds i Russia, 3D

For the most part, New York's socialists responded

with defiance. On June ¥, the Ceniral Committes noted

that:

Delegates af 46 A.D., Teport that they heve very
successful street mestings and that one of the
speakers was arrested by soldiara and was after-
wards released by the magistrate in the night
court and that soldiers are interfering with
their meetings which they will try to have an

ar aven greater number of .37

This rasponse was, in many ways, typical. ZLocal New York

held special mestings to protest government censorship.

It set up bureaus to provide party members with legal

counsel. It scathingly criticized the govarnment, its
laws, its nffinialé. The MHew York socialists belisved,
according to a lengthy resolution adopted in 1918, that
the gowvarnment was persecuting them nol for dislayalty

to the tnited States but for their “"leyalty to the stroogle
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a8 Repression, the

1 againgt privilege and exploitation.”
= resalutjon declared, would only strengthen socialists'

dedication to their cause. To 3@ large extent, the raso-

ol e

lution proved accurate. The repression in New York did
sg“: not succeed in destroying the Socialist Party or demoral-
1 i ifzing it= members; rather, it suoceeded only in driving
the gocialists closer together ‘by presenting them with

- a common enemy and by making them feel like martvrs for
a just cause.

Local New York's new determination and unity contri-
buted to the great success of the socialists' 1917 elec-
toral campaeign. The socialists nad nominated Aillguit
for mayor, and he entered the four-way race with an all-
opt emphasis on immediate peace. In his opening spoech,
given before some 10,000 people at Madison Sguare Garden,
Hillguit announced his slogan == "A Vote for Billguit
iz a Vote to Stop the War" -- and sounded the campaign's
keyvnote:

Capitalism has forced war upon the whele world

including the socialists. The socialists will

bring peace to the whole world inacluding the
capitalists. We are for peace. We are unalter-
ably opposed to the killing of our manhpod and

the ﬂralning of our resources in a bewildering

pursuit for democracy which has the support of

the men and classes who have habitually,robbed

and despoiled the people of America...

Looal New York's mﬁmb&rs and its broadér constituency
regponded with an enthusiasm unprecedented in the city

SP's annals. As one historiam puts it, “Rather than
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carrying chn the ‘'usual propaganda campaign' which Hill-
guit had expected, the SBocialists rapidly imparted a spirit

- : of religious revival" to the naca.iﬂ Each of the garment

- upions donated monay and manpower to the socialist -cam-
= paign. Left-wing socialists paid tribute to the quality

- 3 and militance of the Billgquit bid.'!

Lower East Bide
T Jews formed spontanaous parades of thpusands and marched
o through the streets for I:tl:u.u':s.“lj

A5 the campaign progresssd, increasing numbers of

) |..I_-_

= ‘Hew Yorkers came to balieve that Hillguit had & chance
to win., The New York World ceported on October 21 that
& } Hiliguit had "gained strength at an alarming rate® and
_%: that Tammany, which had praviously concentrated its fire
i_ E 2 ‘on Ancumbent Mayor Mitchel, was now desperately “trying
e .ﬁ?' to cut the ground from under the Sccialistic p:ﬂgram.“43
z The Business Men's Leaque of the City of Hew York sent
'i?. a lettaer to its members warning them that Hillguit's
1. ﬁiq candldacy was "not a joke but a serious menage.” The
League ordinarily opposed Tammany, but this was no ordinary
3 elaction year. "The next mayor of New York," the League
wrote, "will sigher be Hylan, a Democrat, or Hillguit,
a8 Somiellss:" it added that businessmen "must be guided

:T' lt::nrrdiﬂqu."It qillqult himself wrote a friend on Sctober I3
f? that he believed he could win the race —- & race he con-

sidered "the greatest test of American socialism and rad-

fcaliam auer."gE

Af it burned oot;, the vote Tor Hillouit did noct

guite live up to either socialist expectations or non-
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socialist fears. fHillguit finished third in the contest,

receiving 145, 332 votes ko Hylan's 313, 856, Mitbhel's

- TIAW T T S

155, 497 and the Republican candidate's 55.13&.45 Yet
1 Hillguit's tally reéepresented no mean achievement. -Hiil-

guit had polled almost twenty-two percent of the total

B
??ﬁf vote; previous sogizlist candidates in citywide elections
j:{%- had attracted no more than four to five p&rceﬂl.‘? Even
:%{JZ “more important, in those districts where he ran best --
. . the Lower East Side, Harlem, Williamsburg and Brownsville --

= Hillguit swept into local office other socialist candidateas.
5?22;_ The party elescted seven of its nominees to the Board of
Aldermen, ten to the Rssembly and one t0 a municipal court
fudgeship. It was an impressivée showing, and the sogial-
ists knew it. Hillgquit, for example, assessed the cam-
paign by saying it had established the Socialist Party
‘25 a "permanent factor in the politics of the city."qa
Within one year of Hillquit's prediction, however,
the Socialist Party succumbed once more to iptra-party
conflicts. Tha renewed battles grew primariivy from Lenin's
sgizure of powar in Ostoour 1917. While all initially
supported the revolution, the lsft and right wings of the
Socialist Party interpreted differently the Solshevik
uprising’'s mandate, The revalution persuaded the right
Wing to abandon ite anti-war stance at the same time it
convinced the left wing to reassart its oppasitionm.

In tha iagt year of the war. theé divisions that had sep-
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arated the two groups until abouc 1514 began to reappear.
Initially, the Russian Hevolution seemed an unlikely
event to shatter the Socialist Party. When Lenin assumed
power in Detober, the entire spectrum of New York's gocial-
ist movement responded with enthusia=m. In a menmocir of
Now York's Lower East Gide at the time of the revolution's

announcement, pne JewliEh Soclalist wrote:

All cthe coffee houses in the Russian quarter were
everflowing with people, with song, with bright
eyen and bright gz=zes.

It is the Russian Revolution!

The Bevolution has triumpheadl

Tha truth has triumphed!

The truth of the folk, the trugh, the great eruth
of humankind —- of Revolution!

Thé leadership of the party shared the popular excite-

mant. Morris Hillguit wrote in the spring of 1918 that

the Jglsheviks had "rendered a tremendous gervice to the, ..
gause of apcial progress by shaking up the old world and

by their telling f£ight for a great and bold .'iu:i.e-_eel."ﬁ'l:t
The Jewish unions alisc hopped on the Bolshevik bandwagon.
The T1oWU, for example, hailed the revolution as "the

first time in the history of the world that the workers

showsd the determinaticn not to alldw themselves to be

‘defranded of "the fruits of their victory by their master

51

classes. " 1n thess first months, Local New York érgan-

ized meetings, demonstrations and parades in support of
the Bolsheviks. Together, ite members fought for the
U.8. recoonition of Russia and against a U.S5. invasion.'

The Bolshevik revolution, however . weakened ‘the
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right wing's opposition to the war. Az the armies of

the- Central powers advanced deep into Russian territory,
these socialists began to believe the Soviet governmant
could only survive if the Allies dafeated Germany. - In

Marech 1918 President of the Amalgamated Sidney Hillman
decliared that the Fussian Revolution had given the "struggls

w32 This sentiment

againet German militarism new meaning.
wis widely shared in right-wing ranka. Algernon Lee,

now & socialist alderman, signed a cable in 2arly March
beseeching the German soclalists "vigorously to oppose"
their "ruler's afforts to crush the Ruseian revolution.==°
Lass than one month later, he and five other sogialist
aldermen voted to support the Third Liberty Loan. And
in June 1918, the General Executive Board of the ILGWU
jtself purchased §100,000 of these Liberty Bonds, asser-
ting the sogialist movement's need to defeat the Garman
Kaiser.

The isft wing's opposition to the war, however,
remained 38 gtrong as evar. In meastings of the Central
Committee, these more radical socialists called for the
aldermen's rnsignatiuns.i‘ proposed that. the sogialist
leadershizs "be communicated with and reminded to abide
‘by the S5t lLouis regﬂlutiun."SE and re-affirmed their own
‘anti-vwar stand. Tﬁ the laft wing, the Hussian Revolution
proved the value and importance of militancy. Mo one

had expectad 2 revolution in agrarian, underdeveloped,

Crarist Russia; that such an upheaval occcurred was due



BE

- solely to the determination and militancy of the Bolshevik
party. New York's left wing judged the Russian Revelution

= | to mean that for a2 gocialist party te succeed, it needed revolu-
tignary will, revolutianary tactigs, revoluticnary dmatrinu.ﬁﬁ

i Sow wds no time to support the u&r;_ rather, it wasg a time to

" ineremse militant agitation against it.

‘“'ﬁ Hence, by the last yvear of the war, New York's

i : Socialiet Party had once again split in two. The lssue

{? in 1918 concerned socialist attitudes toward the war,

but it would be wrong to see the new conflict as funda-

mentally different from the old one, The same leaders

took the same sides and argued about the game broad prob-

lem: how radical, how militant should the MNew York Soc-

ialist Party be? And yet, the old conflict had been given

one new twiet., The Russian Revoliution had provided the

left wing of the party with 2 hew determination -- the

determination to either convert the party te revolutionary

principles or leave it. For all but three years of its

existence, dissension had brewed within the Socialist

Party's ranks. In 1515, the mounting controversies would

finally erupt.




CHAPTER W

THE GREAT DIVIDE:

1919 AND THE SOCIALIYST PARTY SPLIT

Ninetean=-nineteen should have been a banner year for
New York's socialists, In the months after the armistice,
the economic gains which workers and unions had achiewved
during the war rapidly dissipated. Wage hik&q inﬁq&d behind
inflation: unemployment mounted steadily; employers laid
planse for an open-shop drive. In response, New York's
workears--relagsed from their patriotic obligations and no-
strike pledge-—virtually exploded, Four days after the
Armigtice, the Amalgamated Cleothing Workers caljsd a general
gtrike, invalving 50,000 of the city's tailors. Not long
after, other laborers joined the garment workers on Kew York's
streets. Longshoremen, harbor workers, actors, printing
pressmen, railway shopmen--all rebelled against their emplovers
within a year of the war's end. It was the New York socialists®
golden opportunity, the moment of worker discontent and re-
bellion they had ang awaited. But in 1919, the socialists
had cther, more pressing matters on their minds. 1In that
yaar, the intra-party dissension that had built up for almost

two decades came to a climax. In the wake of this battle,

a7



american communism was born.

The Russian Revolution was, of coursa, a critical
factor in the decline of the 5P. RAs James Weinstein has
_j £ ghown, the Holshevik leaders eéncouraged a left-wing ra-
;f.' ballion in the Amsrican socialist mﬂuement.l In the months

- after the Armistice, tha Bolsheviks still anxiously awaited

: 3
: EJ&? ancther revelution. Lenin had read enouvah of Marx's writings
; hé' ta belisve that the survival of his own communist regime
_f T_' depended upon the creation of other, more industrially
-j ;%; dewloped workers' states. Hence, he constantly reiterated
;? ;;é " to sorialists around the world the need for a revolutionary
e program, conducted by revolutionary socialists according to

{: a revolutionmry timetable. In his "Latter to American

i Workingmen,” published in the December 1918 iszue of

The Class StruHﬁle--tha New York left wing's bimonthly

e periodical--Lenin stressed that the Bolsheviks would remain

B 5:_ “iny a belpaguarad fortrass, go long as no other international

(4 -
: : gocialist revolution comes to our assistance with its arnies."z
P Eﬂ. Accordingly, Leninm scathingly attacked reform socialists,
-

who claimed to believe in the class struggle but who "revert

again and again to the middle-class utopia of ‘tvlass-harmony'

and the mutual 'interdependence' of classes upon one nnnther.“3
ﬁg ﬁ“ The international socialist movement needed revolution rather
Ef. than reform, actian rather than words. The international
eoclalist movement needed to rid itself of constructivists,

American socialists took Lenin's words to heart. They




would not have done so, however, had they not already Selisved what
Ianin preached. In Mew York, 2 vocal group of party members
had fought reform socialism for almost two decades. They
had protested the constructivists' mlection strategies,
;:f trade wiion policies, middle-glass orientation. They had
3 asserted the need for a2 revolutionary party, with its base
;'ﬂf in the working c¢lass. They had constantly challenged and
gefled Hillguitian leadership. Max Eastman, & lung-timﬂ
menber pf New York's left wing, wrote in the Liberator:

Thers 18 no use pretending that this split in

the Socialist parties is pew...It has always

baen exactly the same--on the one hand revolu—

tionary Marxians, on the other reformers and

dilutera of Marxian theory. !
Eastman 2xaggerated a bit; although the split had always
been egsentially the same, it had not been exactly so.
Previously, the Socialist Party had experienced conflict,
dissension, power struggles--but ng full-scale rebellion.
The Russian Revolution changed this by making such & re-
bellion seem both possible and absolutely necessary. In
this sense, the rise of the Bolsheviks precipitated the
socialist Party split. But the roots of this split—-the
cleavage between revolutionary and reform socialism--had
long existed. The left-wing revolt of 1819 had its own
internzl impetus, an impetus which the Bolshevik uprising
pnly srrengthened.!

Outright left-wing rebellion struck Local New York

later than it did other sectlions of the SP. By the and
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of 1918, Boston's and Chicago's revoluticnary socialists had

ol | T B
1

organized themselves into official bodies, designed Lo grasp

ecantrol of the party macninery. Hew York's left wing, mean=
ﬂ;: while, still suffered from diffuseness and a lack of formal
structure, This situation changed abruptly in Januacy 1919,
E?’f hen Local Hew York held a meeting to discuss five soclalist
aldermen's support for a temporary victory Arch along Fifth
Avenue. Jolius Gerber, secratary af the Local, ran this
meeting in a highhanded fashion, refusing to call on knowr
{efr-wing socialists and prohibiting the proposal of con=
demnatory rusulutinna.ﬁ AE s=laven-thirty that evening, after
having spent several hours vainly trying to get the £loor,
the left-wingers decidad to bolt the assembly. Gathering
in another room, they alected a City Committees of Fourtesn.,
whose duties included drafting a left—wing manifesto and
arganizing a campaign to win over the Party's rank and file.
with the c¢reation of this comuittes, New York's
jaft wing finally asgumed organizational form. Tha revo-
iutionary soclaliste gstablished themselves as ab indepen—-
dent force within the &P--a gind of party within the parky.
They retainsd their membership in Local Hew York; indeed,
they participated scrively in all facets of party 1ife. At
rhe same time, hgwever, the revolutionary socialists organized
The Left Wing Section of the Creater New York Locals of the
gocjialist Farty, a sagtion that pript&d its own membership

cards, assessed its own dues, and set up its own citywide
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governing committess, Ewentually, the left wing hoped, it
would not nead n separate caucus within the Soclalist Party;
aventually, it hoped to ba the party itself.

As part of this attempt to gonvert the Socilzlist
Party to revolutionary principles, the newly-organized left
wing adopted, on February 15, a deoument that scoon became
known as the Left-Wing Hunitesto;ﬁ Drafred by John Reed
and revised by Louis Fraina, the manifesto attacked the
raformist leadership and set out the left wing's own program
in terms guite similar to those revolutionary socialists
had used for decades. In reviewing the events of the past,
Fralna and Reed condemned the construct ivists for "inertia,”
"lack of vision,"” and "sausage sncialism."? The authors
reviawad the theory of step-gt-z-time socimlism--the right-
wing beliaf that sach measure of social legislation wrested
from the state brought the Cooperative Commonwealth a
notch closer to rezlization. Such beliefs, Feed and Fraina
charged, bad caused the right-wing leadership to lose
sight of socislism's original purpose and ultimate aim:
In stressing "petty-bourgeois social reformism," the party
had failed to act as the vanguard of the working claas.a
left-wing secialists, Fraina and Reed asserted, could no
longer allow such a state of affairs to persist.

Shall the 3ocialist Party continue to feed the
workers with social reform legislatian at this
eritical period? Shall it approach the whole
guestiorn from the standpoint of votes and the
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election of representatives to the legislatures?
..+58ha81]1 it talk about the Cost of Living and Taxa-
ticn when it should bg explaining how the worker
is robbad at his job?
Clearly not, Fraina and Reed answered themselves. But
what, then, should the socialists do? The altarnatives
presented in the Left-Wing Manifesto corresponded exactly
to thore traditinnaliy proposed by the SP's revoelutionary
mambers. First, the socialists needed to promote vigorously
industrial trade unionism--the only form of labsr organizatlon
that could instill in American workers a sanse of class
consciousness. Industrial unions alone, however, would not
attract the reqguisite number of laborers to the revolutionary
socialist cause. In addition, Fraina ard Reed counselled
socialists to conduct energetic poalitical campaigns, buk with
ardiffarent purpose from that which guided the Hillguitians.
SF membars, the manifesto declared, should regard each
campalign
not mearaly as a means of electing officials to
political office...but as a year-round edocational
campaign to arouse the workers to class-conscious

aeconomic and political action, and to keep alive
the hurninglﬁdaﬂl of revolution' in the hearts of

the peopla.
Revolutionary spirit, Prasina and Reed concluded, formed

the key ingredient of social revolutior:; if the socialists
possessed the !nrﬁar, the latter would inevitably coma,

Mew York's left wing could, perhaps, only have
expressed such revoluticnary cptimlism in the years immediate-

ly following the Russian Revelution. -Aside from the sense of
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poundless confidence implicit in the manifesto, however,
little about the docurment was new or different. Granted,
Fraina and Resd included one reference to the dictatorship
of the preletariat, a phrase that American socialists had
never previously used. As Theodore Draper points out,
however, the reference seemed to be "tacked on almost as

11 feed and Frains could just as easily

an afterthoughe.”
have written the greater part of the manifesto in 1910

ag in 191%. Prior to World War I, New York's revolutionary
sceialists had stressed the importance of industrial
pnionigm. They had regarded electoral campaigna primarily
as avenuves by which to spread revolutionary doctrine. Thevw
had denigrated the value of working for reform measures
rather than for the vltimate goal, If any one document
provides definitive proof of the continuity between pre-
Worlé War 1 dissent and popt-World Wdr I rebellion, it is
the Left-Wing Manifesto of 1919,

Even bhefore the publisation :r_f the manifeste, glim-
merings of lzft-wing revolt had appeared, most notably in
the Jewish Branch of the 2Ind Agitation District. Hewvolu-
tionary socialists had begun a rebellicn in this branch
in January 1519, mwch toethe dismay of both its own right-
wing members and the Local's right-wing leadership. In
complaints to Local Mew York's Central and Executive Com-

mittees, the reform sopizlist members of the branch accused



the left winc of disrupting meetings and preventing the
accomplishment of partvy work. According to the constructivists,
the left-wingers compossd a minority of the branch's member-
ship, and yet they "did just as they pleqaed+"12 Using
"anarchistic tactics and filthy language," they had succeeded

| in driving away a good portion of the branch's respectable,
sl constructivist ca;dhnldﬂra,la

The left-wing socialists, for their part, denied

4t TU L

all such claims. They asserted that Julius Gerber had

==

concected & set of falsehoods and put them in the mouths

g I-',:i' il
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of accomodating branch members in order to destroy the section.
When asked why Gerber would wish to do this, the spokesman

for the left wing replied that the branch housed many

revolucionary socialists and that the Wew York leaders thus
wighed to eliminate .i.t.l5 Mo evidence exists either té prove
or te refute this charge of conspiracy, but the left wing
did predict the cutcome of the conflict correctly. Local
Wew York's Executlve Committee decided to '‘recrganize’ the
branch, a suphemism for assigning lts members to other party
sections in an attempt to splinter the opposition.

if Local Mew York's leaders believed this maneuver
would deflect further rebellion, the party's left wing soon
proved them wrong. After the publication of the Lefc-Wing
Manifesto, New York's revolutionary socialists began active

agitation in all party locals and soon succesded In CRpEUring

about one=half of them. Complaints from reform soclalliats
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throughout the city poured into the Local's Executive Commit-
tee. “Wo the undersigned,™ members of the Ird-5th-10th
A.D, wrote, "appeal to you for relieaf from what we feel is
s situation upder which we can no lbnger funetion as
Eﬂﬂiﬂ115t3+hlﬁ The petitioners explained that the left wing
had taken over their branch, and had subsequently initiated
"an anarchist program"™ which they could not accept-lT The
Bth A.D. reform socialists specified in greater detail the
revolutionaries' crimes:
They sowed dissension among the members by constantly
hurling the charge of "traitor" on anyone who either
digsagresd with vhat they termed "revelutionary ideas"
or with their pernicious activities....They created
an atmosphere of haostility against the party no less

bitter than the hostility existing against the two
nld political parties. Defending the party was

egqiivalent to defending the enemy of the working class...

The Bth A.D.'s reform socialiets could tolerate such behavior
so long as they retained control of the branch. Eventually,
howevaer, the left-wingers began to caucus beforsa meetings

and vote as a blogc., “The result," the right-wingers com-
plained, "is that any proposition the gorganizad oroup is

19 Tha 8th A.D. reform

bent on cerrying is usually carried.”
socialists should have bsen grateful; the result of such
caucusing in other branches was far worse. In the 17th A.D.,
for exampls, r&furw and revaolutionary socizlists regularly
apant their time hurling chalirs at each nthar.zu

The party leadership eyed such fracticusness with

ingreasing Alarm. All over the city,. left—wing agitaticn

1€
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had transfsrmed even the most active branches into at

best debating societies apd at worst boxing rings. Worse
yet, the leadership belisved the revolutiocnaries threazensd
its own control of the party. The 5P had housed a milirtant
left wing for some time, but never such a decermined and
organized one. Panic-stricken at the sight of branch after
branch succumbing to left-wing influence, tha party leaders
decided to use their power before they lost it. Beginning

in mid-April, the New York Executive Committee methodically

.recrganized each branch that had fallen under left-wing

control or that threatened to do so in the near future.
One month later, the Committes Etarted to suspend individual
left-wing branches that it could not successfully recrganize.
Finally, in late #ay, the Executive Committes decided that
each of the twenty-two branches affiliated with the city's
left—wing organization should be suspended from the Lﬂc&l.zl
One day after the Executive Committae suspendsd the
left-wing branches, the New York Call published a lengthy
article by Marris Hillguit explaining the party's action.
Describing the left-wingers as "temperamental® and “"un=-
balanced, ™ Hillguit blamed them for paralyzing the party
at a mom=nt of great npp'nrtunity.22 instead of battling
capitalism, Hillguit intoned, the sneialiata now faught
enly themselves; "Lhe hatred engendered by the internal

quarrels consumes all their enarglas."zj Hillguit readily

admitted that right-wingers had participated in the
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partisan infighting as greatly as had cthe left. This was

only natural, for the reform socialists rightly saw in

the left wing's activities a profound threat to the party's
continued axistence. HRevolutionary socialism, Aillguit

gaid, had never suited the conditions of Amarican lifa,
gonditions which demanded a program with a "realistic .'m.s.*:l.:.ﬂ.."‘:a"1
The leadership needed to suppress the left wing, Hillguit
declared, "not becausa it iz too radical, but beczuse it

is essentially...non Socialist; not becavse it would lead

25 o,

us too Far. but because it would leaad us nowhere."
Billguit reasoned, the constructivists could not succumb to
revolutionary socialism, but neither could they continue to
waste time and sffort fighting it. The solution was clear:
onily let the opposing camps separate, and the sccialist
movement could again progress. Two parties, homogenecus
within themselves, could inflict far greater wounds upon
capitalism than could a single organization torn by dissent.
The time had come, Hillguit concluded, to “"clear the ﬂﬂcks.'zﬁ
Aillguit's article did more than provide a rationale
for the suspension of the city's left wing; it also spurred
pocialists across the nation to follow Mew York's lead. At
a meeting of the Mational Executive Committee in late May,
the 2F leadership sugpended the seven left-wing foreign

) \
language federations and expelled the entire Michigan organi-

zation., A few weeks later, the Magsachusetts and Uhio
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parties and numerous locals, including that of Chicago,
guffered the sape fate. Within six months, the party's
leaders had either expelled or suspended about two-thirds

af the SP's mumbarship.i?

Throughout the country, as in
Wew York, the Socialist Party had split, and cthe communist
movement emerged.

Hillguit had expected that the expulsion of the left
wing would bring harmony and peace to the Socialist Party.
In New ¥York, howsver, events soon disproved this prophecy.
A new interrnal battle arose in 1920--this time focusing
primarily on the 5P's relation to the Third International,
As we have seen, the right-wing sociallists hHad initially
grad#ted the Russian Revolution guite warmly. By the end
of 1919, however, the identification of Belshevism and
American revolutionarv socialism was complets. Under
constant attack from the Bolshevik leadership for thair
reform policies, the construct ivists gradually withdrew
their support of the Soviet state and the Third International.
Hailing the rise of the British Labour Party as "a more
thoroughgoing revalutien than the Balshevik énup d'utnt,“za
Hillguit and the other 8P leaders decided against affiliating
with the revolutiopary, -Sdviet-led Comintern, This decision,
however, aroused the wrath of many who had chosen to remain
within the New York Socialist Party. They regarded Ekhe
Billguitians' policy as a bétrayal of the only workerg'

stats in the world, a state with which all socieslists should
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23 During 1920, a number of these

ba proud to identify.
Wew York socialists-~led by Alexander Trachtenberg, Benjamin
Glassberg and Ludwig Lore--held meetings and demeonstrations
supporting SP affiliation with the Third International. "
At the same time, these members of the New York &P
obijected strenucusEly te 8 further rightward drift in the
leadershizs's domestic policies. This drift resulted from
the expulsion of Hew York's five socialist asssmblymen,
whose pledges of party membership were deemed inconsonant
with their oaths of affice. Hillguit responded to the expul-
glong by proposing to rewrite the party's bylaws and program.
Most netably, he convinced the National Executive Committes
to delete sections of the program that called for repudiation
of tha war debts, resistance to conscription, and the expul-
sion of party members in public office who supported military
appropriatiens. TIn addition, Hillguit defended the five
sociallsts during the legislature’'s hearings not by aseerting
the righteousness of the socialist cause but by stressing
the party's traditional adherence toc democratic valu&s.al
To men like Trachtenberg and Glassherg such behavior reseked
of cﬁfruptiun. The former charged that Hillguit was kowtowing
to the Assarbly by trying to "paint the Soclalist Party as

REE

4 nice. respactable, goody-goody affair,.. The latter

characterized Hillguit's akttempt "to capitalize on the existing

american prejudices and illusions about Uemocracy and Republican

. 33
Governmant" as a “"disgraseful surrender.”
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These disagreementes over the proper relation to the
Third International and the proper response to the assembly-

men's expulsion caused yet another split in the S5P's ranks.

“In June 1921, Trachtenberg, Glassberg and Lore led a group

of gogialists-—-most of whom resided in New York--out of the
5F and into the Commanist Party. This defection, of course,
depleted the Socdialist Party still further; by the end of
1521, over two-thirds of Local New York's wartime mambe;s
had departed.”  Morris Hillquit wrote in 1920 that "all in-
dicatione paint to a steady develspment and large growth
of the movement within the immediate futura,“35 If Hillguit
himezlf believed his statement, then he was the only one.
All indications pointed not to &8 steady development but to
a dramatic decline of thé MNew York ZSccialist Party.

With the Bocialist Party shrinking daily, one might
think that the communist movemant would have rapidly gained
in atrength and influpence. In fact, the comunists fared
as badly as did ths socialists in the years immediately
following the split. For both these groups, the tradition
of fracticusnass proved too strong to disappear. Just As
the socialists continued to suffer internal dissenﬁinn after
the initizl split pf 1919, 50 too did the communists. Following
their expulsion frdm the SR, the left-wingers further meparated
into two organizations, the Communist Party and the Communist

Labor Party. The programs of these two parties reveal few
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differences in ideclogy or ‘policy; both organizations re-

mained largely faithful to the ideas expressed in Fraina's

B it

and Aeed's Left-Wing Manifesto. Nonethaless, the CP and

the CLP found it impossible to wnite, The largely immigrant
memberahip of the CF feared that CLPers would ssize all
power in a unified party:; the largely Amsrican membership

: 3 ;
of . the CLP feared the raverge would occur. . Congequently,

-2
I'r-

h
— 3
Tl

fﬂ”z the two organizations continued their ssparate sxistances
affji and spent much of their time attacking each other.

= = Meanwhile, the Communists had to contend with

= extremely injurous external forces. As the strike wave

'fi af 1919 continued, Americans vﬁlceﬁ increasing fear and
55:f=* goncern about radical activities. In Mew York, the state
legislature created in March 191% a Joint Committee to
Ef::ﬂt Investligate Saditipus Activities under the chairmanship of
‘;: %;- Clavron Lusk. Io June, the committee began to gather

,;;r T material on the "reds," primarily through a series of spec~-
3 . tagular anti=communist raids conducted over an sight-month
period. The largest of theses raids took place on November B,
when over 700 policemen and special agents swooped down on
the headgquarters of the CP and CLP, seized mountains of
radical literature, and arrested hondreds of pecple. Ariong
those the state progecuted--under a criminal anarchy law
used only once before--were such important Hew York communists
as Baniamin Gitlow, a léader of the CLP; Harry MWinitsky,

the CP's sxecutive secretary] and Gus Alonen and Carl Pavio,
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editors of The Clasg 5truggle. The New York Communist parties

went underground immediately following these raids. "Con-

sidering the law as it npow stands," explained the editors

of the Communist, "it must be said that open discussion of

- Communism 18 now a crime 1ln the United Status.“j?

i % The effects of the Red Scare on the communist move-

: ment were nothing short of cataclys#mic. Nationaily, member-

ship in the two communist parties decreased from an estimated

i 5 70,000 in 1919 to 16,000 in 1920. No figures exist for the
g: = Mew York sections alone, but the percentage drop in their
membership was probably comparable; if anything, the inti-
midation, deportation and arrest nf radicals that ravaged

the party across the nation assumed theair most severe form
in New ank-lg In addition to depleting thé parties them-
gelves, the government's repression made communist organizing
gfforta impossible. Conspiratorial organizations, by defini-
tion, cannot conduct mass propaganda, cannot participate

in electoral campaigns, cannot engage thomselves in trade-
upnion work. Alexander Bittelman, 3 New York commumist, ad-
mitted in 1921 that, while they ware underground, tha CP

and the CLP did 'not exist as & factor in the class siruggle}“lg
Furthermore, as they grew increasingly removed from American
1ifa, the communists became ever more attached to their
Bolshevik bruthran: " The Sowiets themselves bear partial
responsibility for this. ARe the years passed, the Bolshevik

leaders grew increasingly dictatorisl toward the other
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members of the Third Intermacticnal; indeed, Gregory Zinoviev,
the head of the Comintern; stated flatly that the Soviets
balisved it "obligatory to interfere® in the internal sffairs
of the world's communist parties.qn But New York's communists
proved guite willing--even eager--to accept such

Spviet direction, The U.85. communists frequently requested
the Soviet Union to settle their internal disputes, allowed
the Third Irternstional to hand-pick their 1saders, regarded
the U.5.5.%, as their native ﬂnuntry.*l In efféct. the American
pommunists' politlical and paycholegical identification with
the Bolsheviks strengthaned in the sames measure as their

owr sehse of accomplishment decreased. Small, divided and
jsolated, the communist parties had to live vicariously.

By the end of 1921, however, the Comwmunist's prospects
began to lodk somewhat brighter. Inm May, the Comintern had
forced a merger between the two communist parties--z merger
that did not quell all communist sectarianism but at least
muoted it to some degree. Furtharmore, as the Red S&ara
passed, the Commmists edged towards the formation of a legal
party . Max Eastman, the best-known intellectual supperter
ef the Communists in New York attacked the CP in mid-1921
for continuing to divorce itself from American life. Other
Communists——especially those who, like Lore and Trachtenberg,
had only recently guit the SP--echoed Eastman's uhaxge.qz
As @ result, the New York communists formed in the fall of

1921 the Worker's League, which nominated Sen Gitlow for
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mayor. Shortly thereafter, the communists created the
Worker's Party as a legal outgrowth of the illegal CP,
and in April 1%I3 they finally dissolved the CP altogether.
Degpite theze faint glimmers of Communist revival,
however; the New York radical movement of the early 1920's
could not compare with that of the previous decade. The
sgctarianism that had always characterized the New York
Socialist Party had finally exacted its toll, and the
gofialist movement almost entirely collapsed. In the place
of one visible and growing party, there now exigsted two al-
most ingignificant ones. In the place of freguent but
unually-unﬂrﬁanizaﬂ intra-party dissent there now existed
constant and institutionalized division. In fact, only
gne remnant of radical strength still remained in New
York. Despite ths splits, despite the S5P's own vastly
reduced membership, the Socialist Party still commanded
the alleglance of New York's garment unions. The goestion

was: For how much longar?



= CHAPTER VI

= T THE FINAL CONFLICT:
CIVIL WAR IN THE ILGWY

The split of the Secialist Party in 1519 nacessarily
axtended to New York City's garment unions. Since their
Founding nnnvantinﬁa; these unions had maintained closs
ties to Looal New Yn}k; they had loocked te it for leader-
ship, given it their support, lent it their strength. Yet
for all these years, a significant number of workers
within the unions had expressed desp discontent with the
modarate policies that the socialist leadsrs pursued. Such
rank-and-file disfuiet only intensified in the post-war
years, primarily as a result of the recession which hit
the industry in 1920. How, unlike before, the workers
khad an option: If thay disliked socialist leadarship, they
could turn Eo the comminists, whose party longed to
seize control of the unions for itself. In the 15%20s, then,
the garment uniong begame the battlegroond for yet another
apisode in the continuing war betwean constructive and
revoluticnary socialism., This episode, however, would be

the last--or at least the last of any consequence. The

105
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sectarianism that raged within the garment unions during
'E - the 1%20°'s utterly destroyed neadle-trades radicalism——
and, withit, the hope for any potent anti-capitalist move-
ment in New York Cityl

The canflict ketwsen the socizlists and the communists
unfolded with particular force in the most powerful of the
garmént unions--the ILGHWU. Members of this union, like
workers in the leksesr neadle-trades labor organizations,
confrontad a severs aconomic downturn in the sarly 1920=.
The contracting system, which had declined slowly but
steadily in the 1910s, returned in full force during the
recession, since many manufacturers found they could no
longer afford to produce their own garments. Unefployment
rose sharply, &3 incressing numbers of employers dioined
an exodur to gpen-shop towns. Wages and hour® worsaned,
when those manufacturers left in New York abrogated the
agreements they had previonsly signed with the unian. These
economi¢ ills revived the old controversles betwasn the
ILGWD's Jeadership and its rank and file, Many ILGWU
members believed that only through militant action could
the union hope to arrest the downward spiral of working
conditions. The leadership, however, followed exactly the
opposite path. In an effort to limit the growth of con-
tracting, tha union forged a wirtual alliance with the large

manuyfacturers. Ocosionally, the union loaned these employers
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money: more often 1t either encouraged them ta strengthen
their industrial associations or helped tham to improve
the productivity of their workers, even if this meant
ganctioning the use of Hpeed-up.l Such policies could only
anger much of the ILGWI's membership, for not only did
thay seam unsocialist, but they also proved remarkably un-
succassful.2

Just as new economic conditions intensified divisions
within the ILGWU, so too did an expanding union bureaucracy.
The TLGWU's leadership had always operated at a safe distance
from the rank and file, but in the early 1920s Workers
becams increasingly aware of an oiled and polished unicon
machine. [LGWU officials, for example, often placed sup-
porters in the best shops--or even gave them money from the
union treasury--in exchangse for their cooperation, I some
locals, the sStuffing of ballot boaes to retain power became
COmman préctiﬂe.a As Melech Epstein, & prominent Jewish
socialist, later noted, "demccracy was gradually giving
way to power groupings" within the I].'.al:;r-ill.l'."I The influence
of the ordinary rank-and-file member over union activities
suffered sccordingly.

In 1920, dtiantent over the bureaucratic pature and
the conssrvative policies of the ILGWD led ta the creation
of the Shop Delegate League, an opposition group designed

to express rank-and-file grievances against the leadership.
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The members of the Ladies Waist and Dressmaker Union
Lecal 25 who founded the league claimed that the reigning
ILGWY leadership was deviating from the socialist-democratic
ideclogy that was supposed to be the unjon's kaystone. They
proposed a plan, imported from the shop stewards' movement
in Britaln, to recrganize the JLGWU aleng shop rathezr than
craft lines, with a committee of each shop's d=legates
forming the govarning body of the union. The adharents of
the loosely=-knit leagus movement-—wnich spread co at least
thrae other locals-——hoped that this new structure would
turn the ILGWU in a more militant direction by giving tha
workere, rather than the paid offic:als, direct concrol avear
union matters.s

It ig in this larger context of rank-angrtile opposi-
tign to the ILOWU lesdership--opposition bearing a distinct
resemblance to that which had arisen before the war——that
the rise of the communists within the union should be under-
stood. Commnists had been present in the ILGRY as sarly
a5 1919, the yvear the American Communist Party was formed.
The dctivity of these men and womeh, however, remained
extremely limited until 1%21, when the CP emerged from the
undarground and the International directed it to adopt
the strategy of "boring from within." The purpose of this
pilan was to napturh the Socialist Party's traditional bases
o* support, particularly-the more radical trade uniens, and

use them ko further the communists' cause. As one communist
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newspaper said, the party wanted to place its members "at
strategic points so that in the time of revolutionary
;}__ grigis we may seize control of the organization and turn
.3}1 * the activities of the union into political channels,"®
In accordance with their mew instructions, the
:E communists in the ILGWD set cut to establish control over
.T?"Ei tha shop delegate movement, which eeamed ko tham the best

bage from which to bore. They anter2d the leaguas in in-

:ﬁ creasing numbers and bagan to act ag a faction within them,
;:FIE caucusing prior to any det¢ision that the leagues had to
Eﬁ_EH maks and then voting as 8 bloc at the meestings. Through
?fﬂﬁ?j this method, the still relatively saall group of communists
5:'%:‘ within the union began to win control over the entire shop

delegate movement. In turn, they used this control to connect
the leaguss to the Trade Union Eﬂqutlunal.lmngu&, a CP

organization designad to carry out the Third International's

L union policies by directing and ecoordinating the activities

.T: of party members within established labor organizations.
Within the firet year of its operation, the TUEL

; chose the garment trades unions as its principal area of

2 L-; activity. As Benjamin Gitlow, chairman of the Heedle Trades

o Committae of the Communist Party wrote, the TUEL decidad

s on this particular focus because

the majority of meambers in these unlons were the

sort of foreign-born who had been for years under
sofialliezt influsnce and hence asattuned to oure
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ldeclogical approach,..[and because the Communiat
Party] already had some 2,000 of our mamhers scat-
terad in these unions,8

The choice was a wise one; reflecting knowledge of the

Eituatiun within the garment unions and especially within
the ILGWLE. Aided by the TUEL and based in the Shop Dele-
gate Leagues, the commupist members of the women's cloching
union began an all-out drive for control of the ILGWU-=-a
drive which fascinated and attracted increasing numbsrs of
WOrREDE.

Fart of the Ccommunists' appeal lay in their harsh
eriticizm of the uwnion leadsrship's relatively conservative
trade policies. In its atvampt to gain support, the left
wing claimed that the econsmie hardships being :suffered by
the workere wera primarily due to the gocialists' policy
of class collaberation. In an article entitled “The Socialist

Party Gomperists,” the Communist Daily Worker contrasted

its own concept of unionism with that of the socialists:

The former [communist viewpolint] holds that the
amancipation of the workers can he achieved only

by the workers themselves. The latter [spcialist
viewpaint] believes in peace between capital and
labor. The one maintaines that the workers must
always carry on a persistent struggle not ocnly for
battar conditions of livina but for their comolete
libaration. The other places its hope upon the good
will of the capitalists ratcher than upon the struggle
of the workers...This Gomperist philosophy,..is the
cause of the chaos, the demoralization, the helpless-
ness of our union organizations.?

The words rang true to the men and women who had taken sart

it the Hourwich affair; the Moishe Rubin rebellion, the
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Shop Delegate league. Prilor to the war, these warkers

had raised ocbjections to the union-manufacturer partnership
astablished by the ?rutucél of Peace. Pollowing the war,
?i-i they had denounced in a similar vein the union's practice
TR of aiding in all ways possible the larger emplovers. Now
the communists were attacklng the union's leadership for
those same policies; but in far more cnhereﬂt, far more

- =2 pithy terms. In the communists' rhetoric, then, the workers

heard schoed their own long-standing criticisms and their

1
3 ; own long-standing cemplaints.
;_ 3 The laft-wingers, however, gaipned rank-and-file
;%; ;: support not only through their critigues of socialist trade
?:5 }i_ practices but through their advocacy of a different kind
:. 5= of leadership than the socialists seemed willing, or even

able, to provide. Where the socialists had turned bureau-
cratic, the communists smphasized democratic unioniam and
the restructuring of the union along shop rather than craft
lines. Whers ths gocialists had begun to build a machine
within the snion. the communists stood readv to tear it
down. Where the socialist Landﬂfﬁ had erected barriers
between themselves and the rank and file, the communists
tried to appear as one with the masses. Hariy workers, then,
regarded the communists as represeénting s new promice of

demoeratic, militant unicnism--4 promlse that the stodgy
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right-wing bursaucrats ceould not fulfill. The rightists

had begun to seem routine to the rank and file; in contrast,

TR

there was nothing routine of uninsgpired about the image

which the communists projected., Their insistent callas for

. ks

-,; ﬂemdcracy and militance touched a respansive chord among
the many workers who had grown digenchanted with the manner
Jﬁ'ha ~ in which the union was being :'T.u'.l.l'I:r

| The union leadership's reaction to the incipient

leftist movement within the ILGWU only anhanced the communists'
credibility among rank-and-file members., Men like Hillguit
had always harbored deep animosity toward the revolutiocnary
goclalist group, which had challenged their leadership and
digsputed their views. This hatred had grown even more all-
consuming Singe the formation of the CP, a party whoss very
existence both threatened and incensed the soccialistz. By

the sarly 1%20's, then, the socialist leadership was in

no mood to tolerate the existence of communista within its
pnions. Accordingly, the socialists summ;rlly dividad

Local 25--where the communists had achieved their greatest
influence-=in an attempt to isolate the radical waistmakers
from the more centrist dress. workers, [The action was a

dismal £ailure; in one stroke, the socialists had confirmed
the left wing's partrait of them as conservative bursau-
‘grats, removed frém the union's rank and file. Workers in

the ILGHU objected strongly to the leadership's undemocratic

and arbitrary treatment of the union's dissidents, and, in
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ever greater numbers, these workers turned toward the
commumist opposition. The division of Locsel 25, rather than
containing the laft wing, enabled it to expand its influence
througheur the union and especlally intc the three largest
ILGWU locals--22, 2 and 8,11
The right wing, however,.ignored the lessons of
this incident and proceeded with policies that only served
to substantiate the communists' accusations of corruption
and tyranny. On October 8, 1923, the socialist leadership
deposed the 1% leftists on local 22's communist-dominated
executive board on the ground that they had discussed union
matters with a CP functionary. In the next day's New York
Times, Abraham Baroff, General Secretary-Treasurer of the
ILGWD, explained the reasons for the action:
A union member may ke a Republican, Democrat,
Spcialist or Communist but we cannct permit union
business to be transacted in an outside organization
opposed to tha International Union. The T.U.E.L. is
modelled after the Fo Klux Elan, but in another
quUise. It'"e a pity we did not clear UE_thiE sEitua- 13
tion two years ago., when the germ was first planted.
In acoord with this belief, the union leadership
declared the TUEL & dual union and ordered that 211 its units
in the 1LSWU locals disband. The right wing argued, not
withont some justification, that the TUEL members aimed not
o influsnce axisginq policy im order to bonefit the worker
but rather to achieve completa control over the union in

line with the Communist Party's political gosls. Most
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workers, however, found this a4 less than convincing asser-

tion. The communist lsadership could rightly claim that
it ﬁﬂd avoided a dual union policy at every turn, and this
factor seems to have been decisive in the workers' minds.
The majority of tha rank and file concurred with the communist
leaders in viewing the suspansions as the desperate attempt
of a doomed leadership to rétain its powsr. As the
Daily Worker characterized the situation,

In great fear of the tremendous growth and

prestige gained by the militants, this motley

crew of labor bureaucrats and their sccialist

patellites have [formed a hnla allisnce for
suspensions and expulsions.l

The strategy of the fhird Intaernational usé clearcly
paying off. Incfeasing numbers of workers began jumplng
on the communist bandwagon, some cut of mincere cpnvictinn
that the socialists' policies were harming the union,
athers out of rage at the wndemocratic methods of the right
wing. Charles fimmerman, ong of the foremost leaders of
the ITLGWU leftist faction, wrote in 1927: "We Communists...
ware helped by the brazenness of the udministratinn.“li
Indeed, by the end of 1824 the left-wingers had obtained
a majority on the executive boards of Locala 2, 9, and 22,
giving them control of approximately seventy percent of
the union's New York Clty ﬁamberahip.ls
o ths ﬂnciLlints, Ehis was an unacceptabls state

of affairs, demanding immediate correction., As a manifesto
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prt out by the ILGWU lsadership stated,
The so-¢alled Worker's Party, the American section
of the Communist International in Moscow, has set
before itself the definite task of discrediting and
destroying gur internmational union...We have reached
the conclusion that our international union must puot
an end, with a firm and unfaltering arm, to the
Communigt demoralization in our midst. The Communists
have declsred war uponm us and our reply to them muest
be-—Warl Whoever is with the Communists is an enamy
of aurge and for such there is fno room within our rankst8
The issue chosen by President of the ILGWD Morris= Sigman
&g begin Kis all-out attack revoelvad ardound a 1925 May Day
demonstration called by Locals 2, 9, and 11, at which Moissaye
Qlgin, a well-known Jewish communist, spoke. The demonstra-
tion, which came close to being a Workera' FParty aifair,
ended with a speech by Olgin that denounced the union's
leadership in the strongest terms and urged all workers to
pacome memberz of the Communist Party. Sigman's responge
was immediate and drastic: the ILGWU suspended every leftist
officer of tha three locals, reorganized the locals them-
selves, and subjected their headguarters to guasi-military
raids in the hope that, by taking over the left wing's
phvsical locations, the ILGWU leadershin would be better
able to bring the recalcitrant membership into line.
Rlthough the Socialists succeaded -in seizing the
boildings of Locals 2 and %, the left wing rebuffed them
when they arrived at their third destination. Local 22 be-

came the headguarters of the leftist drive for reinstatenent
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into the union, a drive directed by a newly formed Joint
hoticn Committes (JAC). While "scores of young Communists
from the ecolleges, Bronx housewivas, and party membars from
the entire city joiped the left-wing garment workers in

17 the JAC began to function asg

guardince the headquarters,
an independsnt union, collecting dues, negotiating with
amplayare, calling shop strikes. In its efforts, the JAC
comuanded the support of the vast majority of the laft-wing
locals' former members, who refused to register with or

pay dues to the newly organized Sprialist-led locals and
wino [locked, in numbera as high as 40,000, to JAC-called
mass meetlngs. The JALC, nenetheless, refused to declare
ttgeif & dual wunion; it adhered to the policies set down
by the Third International and emphasized that it aimed
only to reinstate the left-wing locals.

The 16-week struggle for reinstatement sharply
accelgrated the Socialist-communist r:f'.'nr.tflilr.:t+ Previously,
relatively little actual violence had taken place; the
strugglis had instead been characterized by such chenoimenz
as the '"fainting-brigades", groups of left-wing women who
pretended to pass out at sogialist meetings, thereby
causing pandemonium and breaking up the assemblies. But
with the creation af the JAC a genuine war for membership

broke ourn, complete with threats, violsnce, and the use

of professional strong-arm men.
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The events of the four months of war convinced

Sigman that he had to retreat. The garment center had
been turned into a wvirtual battle zone by the hired thugs
of botk sides, who roamed the streets locking for blood
o spill. Economic eonditions were rapidly deteriorating,
as employers took advantage of the internal dissension
te iower wages and increase working hours. Most important,
the socialists were cglearly losing the fight for the
workers' allegiance. Tn September 1925,  the TLGWU adopted
a peace plan which affirmed the principle of politiecal

" tolerance, reinstated the communist locals in their previous
form and scheduled new logal electiena. In thesse elections,
the laftizts gzined majorities in Tour locals; =snabling than
t& take over the Hew York Joint Board;  the gingle most
important segment of the union. The communists were clearly
pilaying their cards correctly; the prospsct of total capture
of the ILGWU loomad large on the horigzon.

¥et, within one short year, the copmunists in the

1LGWU had reduced themselves to virtual insignificance.
The sudden reversal stemmed from the left's disastrous
handling of a general nlqakmﬂkers striké called on July 1,
1325-——2 2B-wielk nﬁrihn that brouvght severs hardship to
almost 40,000 garment workers and resultsd in little or no
egconomic gain. Initially, the wulknut15eﬂmed like a golden

opporeunity for the leftists. Had they managed the strike
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in Hew York affectively, the Communists would have vastly
gnhanced their reputation throughout the international union.
As the New York Times pointed out,

flast fa}l] the Joint Board was given over to

the left by President Sigman's administration to

run according to their best iuﬂgament. This atrike

will be their first test case.!
Paradoxically, however, the influence of the Communist Party
itself proved decisive in dooming the walkout and thus, the
antire left-wing cause in -the union. Even more paradoxically,
the communists® loss proved not to be the socialists' gain.
When the strike ended and internal peace finally arrived,
it became apparent that anything approaching true secialism
ne lenger had a place in the ILGWO.

The communists called the 1926 scrike in response
to the pﬁblicatinn of & Governor's Commission report that
proposed ways to stabilize the carment industrv and made
recomuendations for the next ¢loakmakers' contract. The
commission advocated the adootion of the kev union demand:
a limitation on the number of contractors with whom any
jobbar could deal. This reform would have nhased out the
notoricus auction system and greatly alleviated the wage
aarners’ plight. The release of the report persuaded
many scocizlists that they at least had a basis for negotia-
tian with tha menufzcturers. Morris Rillguit. for example.

urged the accestance of arbitration amd cauticned the left

wineg:
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And you may be Socialisats and Anarchists and
Commumists, as much a8 you want to, and ba ay
gealoaus and enthusiastic in your political

beliefs as you want te be,..but what I want to

impress upon you is the thing that itiseama to

me you have forgoiten....¥You know it 1s easy to

destroy, it is hard te rebuild,l®
Tha Comrunists, however, found certain parts of the report
totally unacceptableé, notably a suggestion that the
enployers be given a right to "raorganize” (L.e. to fire)
ten oercent of thelr work force sach year and a recommenda-
tion that the workers not be granted a8 forty-hour meek.zﬂ
The workers' obiectiona to-these two aspacts of the report,
together with the ﬂnmprnmising effect that the accaptanca
of a government-inspired settlement would have had on the
capmunists, convinced the left-wing Joing Bosrd to call
out its members.

At firgt, the =trike ssemed a succeéss: Ehe sﬁnps
ware uniformly shut down. Unfortunataly for the communists,
however, events went needlessly downhill from there. In
the eighth week of the strike, Zimmerman and Loudis Hyman,
the other leftist leader in the ILGWU, reached an informal
agreement with the inside manufacturers' association,which,
if not spectacular, was at least respectable. The terms
of this agreement included a forty-hour waek, a ten percent

wage hike and a compromise on. the reorganization issue by

which employers would gain the right to fire five percant

‘of theilr werkers each vear. Hyman and Eimmerman favored
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a settlement but they had to get the approval of the
communist spparatus first. As they soon discovered, this
apparatus was in no mood to make peace.

The reason for the rejection of the agreesment bv
the Communist Party's Needle Trades Committee had nothing
to do with the terms themselves. Father., it resulted from
intense factionalism within the party, with sach of
saveral different groups trying to appear more revolutionary
than the next in order to gain Mascow's approval., As Epstein
later commented, "Pactional strife preciuded elementary
r&asaning,“‘l Hone of the various factions felt able ko
endorse an agreement which, however good for the workers,
might make it appear insufficiently Bolshevik. Zimmerman's
iater recollections of that fateful meeting are telling:

The minuts quuchuwitz got through saving. "Mavbe

we sould have ootten more." William Weinstone. a

member of the Politburo, was on his faet shouting,

“They didn"'t get mora. If thers i= a possibility

of getting more, go and get more.” Ben Gitlow

couldn't afford to lst Weinstone get ahead of hinm

in militancy so he jumped up and echoed, "Sure,

get going. Try and get more®... At that staae

of the course, Charles Erumbein, the party's

state director, could not sit back and let himsalf

be putclassed.. .50 he took ug the cry, and the

whale thing kept escalating. 2
The Communist Party's rafusal to take advantage of the manu-
facturers' wish to save a part of their seaszon doomed
the strike to failure. As so00n as the spason ended, the
erployers once again hardened their line and the strike

dragged on, A yeasr later, the admittedly partisan Sigman
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i commanted that "z union can't act on instructions from

a7 Mosoow, . .1t must have its freedom and agt as economic
conditions unrrant,“zj In this case, Slgman's as=ertian
sapmed correct. and the rank and File beosan orafduallv to
adort his ooint of view. The Communist Partv's decendanov
on the Bolsheviks--a decendency which had developed during
the years of frustration after the split--had come back
ta haunt the nesdle-trades' left wing.

By November, the communists realized that the
strike had to be settled, no matter what the terms.
Although the walkout continued against the jobbers
and contractors, the left wing did reach an agresment
with the imside manufacturers——an agreement which could
enly be regarded as a severe defeat. The new pact gave
employers the right to reorganize ten percent of thelir
shops three times in two and a half years. In addition,
the agreamant postponad the dnetitution of the forty-hour
waek until 1939 and recognized the demand for lamitation
of contractors only "in principle.® The contract provisions
were worse than those recommended by the governor's commission
six months earlier, & point which the emboldened sooialists
did not hesitate to ralse. Forsaking the united front; the
richtists bagan tg berate openly the joint board for its
mismanagement of the. Strike, a mismanagement which they

aecribed to the left wing’™s link to the Communist Party
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and the Third International, In curn, the leftists sccused
tha socialiscs of cooperating with the employers to sabotage
the walkout.

Finally, the socialists believed themselves in a2
position to take over Fforcibly the direction of the
gtrike against the jobbers and contractors. On Dacember 13
the General Exacutive Board of the International declaraed
its=lf in control of both the strike ;nd the loecal union
machinery. ©Charging the leftists with devastating the ILGWU
for their own political ands, the rlght wing reclaced Ehe

compunist 0fficers af the Joint Board and the four leftist

‘loczls with their own men and proceeded to zubmit the

remaining disputes to arbitration.

Still unwilling to give up the fight, the left

1w1ng declared its removal illegal and continued to function

as a regular union. Their hour, however, had passed. The
Socialists responded by reguiring all workers to register
with the (now) right-wing locals. Most of the rank and

file proved willing b0 do this, having grown prograssively
disanchanted with the left as the strike wore on. Those

who retained their original support for the communists

ware soon forced to abandon it: the Socialists convinced

the employers to compel workers to join the newly constituted
locals under pressure of beinc fired, Both groups soon
brought in thugs to line up union members on their resvective

sides, but the fierce and physical fight that ensued over
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registration was ultimately shor¢-lived. The socialist-
employer partnership added the finishing touches to the damage
that the Communists had already done themselves by mishandling
the general strike. The.civil war had ended; technically,

the sncialists had won.

In realit?, howewver, socialism within the ILGWU had
seen its final hour. Ths struggle ‘betweenthe communists
and the sccialists led to the expulsion or withdrawal of
many thousands of the ILGWU's more militant rank-and-filers,
who had previsusly provided -the union with much of its
radical ocutlook. Some ¢f these garment workers had left
the ILGWU out of support for the communists;.others had
quit out of disgust with both sides. In either case, these
workers' departure depleted the union's ranks of many of
its mos£ active members. Meanwhile, those formerly militant
trade unionists who remained within the ILGWU had lost
much cf their passion for radical volitics. These members
had watched as the Communist Party subordinated their
battle to a seemingly irrelevant connection to the Bolsheviks.
They had watched as the socialists resorted to unconstitu-
+iornal suspensions and overt alliances with the capitalist
class in order to remove the left-wing threat. They had
watched as communists and socialists alike hired gangsters
and thugs tb keer straying members in line and puil defecting
ones back into -it. In the process, these workers had seen

'theiz fondest radical hopes and dreams uttérly destroyed,
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] Never again would the ILGWU members be able to retrlsve

E their formal moralistic and idealistic belief in the

; socialist cause. Never again would a Clara Lemlich rush up
.T-_ to & stage and start a general strike.
::ﬁ Compounding this loss of militance by the rank angd

e 5 file was a distinct rightward ahift on the part of the union's
teaders. These leaders had never baen revolutionaries, but
they had bean socimlists. After the civil war, however,
the leaderahip's socialism rapidly degenerated into mere
anti-communism. In a letter he wrote to Morris Hillguit
on December 21, 1926, WHorman Thomas aptly predicted the
effacts of such an obsession with the CP, "It is Eh&rnuthy
unhealthy,® Thomas noted, after congratulating Hilloguit
for endine the ILOWU strike,

that the one issue on which a oreat manv of

our comrades tend to arouse themselves. the one

that brinaos into their eyes the old light of

battle is their hatred of Communism.
Thomas warned that "a purely negative anti-Communist position"
would ultimately kill the soecialiist cause "bhody and soul."
pngd then, Thomas continued, no alternative would remain to
“"the crazy leadership from which the cloakmakers have suf-
fered" on the cne hand and the "selfish, calculating, plot-
ting, unideslistic leadership of the average AF of L union”
on the f;n-tlrh:*.!r.zIl ;

Phomas ' forecsst cams Erue to 2 remarkable extent.

in attempting to separate themselves clearly and distinctly
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from the communists they so déspised, the garment unionsg'
leaders veered far away from socialism--so far that they
eventually cut their long-standing ties to the SP. In
1933, the ILGWﬁ, along with many other formerly left-wing
unicns joined the mains£ream 5f American poli£ical life
by jumping on the New Deal bandwagon. These unions viewed
the NRA both as a means of-withétanding the depression.and
as an opportunity to recoup the leosses they had suffered
ag a result of their struggle with the communists. To
be sure, the NRA did enable the vast majority of these
labor organizations to expand at phenomenal rates. The
ILGWU, for example, increased its membershiv from 40,000
in 192825 to 200,000 in 1934?6 and regained the industrial
power it had lost during the civil war. There was, however,
a price. In the process 0of endorsing Franklin Roosevelt's
Xew Deal, the ILGWU ceased te be a radical oppositiocnal
forece, with deep links to socialist peolitics and ideclogy.
In 1933, then, New York's Socialist Party suffered
yet another blow, as.the old progressive unions left ics
ranks and thercby doomed it to virtual oblivion. The
needle-trades unions had been the only bulwark left to the
Socialist Party, which had lost most of its membership and
much of its Spa%k in the split of 191%. The ILGWU, in
particular, had been the last major force of socialist

trade unionism in New York. HNow the broadsr effects of the
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gplit had caused the garment uniona, too, to desert the

party, leaving it with virtually no support. In the following
years, the party's leaders sSsamad to spand more tlme attacking
the communist cause than they did tryinc to rejuvenate their
owh. Hillguit, for example, constantly reiterated the theme
that "the Soviet regime has been the greatest disaster and
calamity that has occurred to the Socialist anEmEnt.“zj

Ha and other long-time {Iﬂl'.'tf. members ruthlessly assailed

any attempts to make the 5P more militant as reeking of
communism. Even Norman Thomas admitted that the socialists
appeared "guicker to see the sins of Communism than the

gina of Eapitulism.'zﬂ The socialists' was a sterile pro-
gram, sulted to a sterile party. After thirty years, the

socilalist movement in New York City was dead in all but name.



CONCLUS TN

In our own times, a coherent socialist movement is
nowhers to be found in the Onited States. Americans ares
more likely to speak of a golden past than of a golden future,
of capitalism's glories than of socislism's greatness. Con-
formity averrides dissant; the desire to conserve has over-
whelmed the uroge to alter. Such a state of affairs cries
put for explanation. Why, in a iﬂﬂilt? By no means perfect,
hag a radical party never attained the status of a major
political force? Why, in particular, did the socialist move-
mant naver become an alternative to the nation's established
partiss?

In anawaring this qunatiun. historians have often
eallad attantion te various charecteristics of American soec-
isty that have militated againgt widespread acceptance of
radical movemehts. These societal traits--an ethnically-
divided working clas=;, a relatively fFloid class structure;
an economy which aAllowed at least somé workers to enjoy what
Sombart termed "reafs of roast beef and apple pi5“1-~pre-
wentsd the early twentieth century socialists from attracting
an immediate mass following. BSuch conditions did not, how-

ever, completely checkmate American socialism. Th the per-

127
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iod betwean 1901 and 1918, the Socialist Party established
iﬁ}? ‘itself as a visible--albeit a minor--political organization.
. Itas growth, although not dramatic, was steady and sure;

L#;' ite outlock on the future was decidedly optimistic. Yet

:E;éa in the years after World War I, this expanding and

: cohfident movement almost entirely collapsed. Conditions

of American scciety will npot explain such a phenomenon:
L-L.".' we must look further to f£ind the causes of U.5. socialism's
;?:L demise.

;Q_{{ Grantad that one city is not a nation, the experience

of New York may yet suggest a new solution to this critical

problem. Here, the disintegration of the Socialist Party
-; i in 1919 and tha socialist trade-union movement in the

iate 15208 represanted but the culmination of a decades-

"3 iong process of internal decay. From the New York socialist

B movement's birth, sectarianism and dissension ate away at
?E ;ﬂ its core. Substantisl numbers of SF members expressed deep
e = and abiding dissatisfaction with the brand of reform socialism

5 advocated by the party's leadership. To these left-wingers,

| b

cgonstructive socialism seemed to Btress insignificant
reforms at the axpense of ultimate goals. How, these

revolutionaries angrily demanded, could the SP hope to

attract workers 1if it did not distinguish itself from the

many progressive partles, 1f it did not proifer an enduring

ERET

1 and radiant ideal? Row, the conetructivists angrily replied,

B could the SF hope fo attract workers if it did not promise
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them imeedidte banafite, 1! it did not concern itsalf

with their present burdens? The debate raged fiercely,

but it did not rage mlona, At tha same time, the

néﬂdie-¥raﬂes unions seethed with dissension over the

proper policies and tactics of & socialist labor

organization. Radicalized Jewish garment workers damanded

milTitant union action, attacked labor-management cooperation,

perceived the strike as their most powerful weapon., Socialist

union: leaders, on the other hand, followed cautious trade

policiss, advocated industrial government, hesitated to stake

their powerful organizations on tha outcome of a walkout.
Over tha years, the two controversies only graw

more bitter, feeding off each other and off themselvas.

For a briaf time during World War I, the iﬂﬂiuliltu aof MNew

York achieved unity; during their common fight against

the war effort, the deep and critical issues dividing them

lay temporarily submerged. The war years, hovever, were

but an aberration, the socislists' newfound unity but a

precarious truce betwean two sworn enemies. That both

the Socialist Party and the secialist trade-union movement

distinagrated under the pressure of the Russian Revelution

i not surprising: The way had long since bean paved for

just such & collapse.

Through its own internal feuding, then, the 5P

axhavgted itself foraver end further reduced labor Eaﬂjcalism
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?.
1 in Wew York to ths position of merginality and insignificanca
from which it has never recovéred. The story is a sad but
- also a chastening ocne for those who, mora than half a pentury
_{ after socialism's declina, still wish to change Amsrics.
‘iﬁi Radicals have often succumbed to the devastating bane of

sgctarianism; it s easier, after all, to fight one's
felilows than it is to battle an entrenched and powsrful
foe., Yet if the history of Local Mew York shows anvthing,
it iz that Zmerican radicals camnot afford to become thelr

own worst enemies. In unity lies their only hope.
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