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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTIOR

Throughout history men have dreamed of & tiwma in
which there would be justice for all, that poverty woulsd not
be, a time in which a man could live in dignity and be froo
to go as far in this world as his interests and abilities
directed him~-a time in which all men would be secure to live
cut their lives on this planet. This dream probably is zs
0ld as mankind itself, but until recent times it reomained
little more than that--a beautiful but remote possibility.

In the seventeenth century this dream of a good
soeiety was viewed anew. Thig was the time of the grouwth of
the modern utopian idea that accompanied the slow formation
of the centralized states of Europe. Its imagery was raticn-~
alistic, far removed from the ecstatic visions which accon-
panied the religiously inspired rebellions azitating feoudal
society in its last moments. As the traditional patchwork of
autonomous social institutions in VWestern Europe was replaced,
in the interests of efficiency, by an increasingly ceniral-
ized system of rule, men began to conceive of a society that
would drive this tendency to its conclusion and be governed
completely by rationality. But not only tha inerensing
rationality of political power inspired the thinking of
socigl philosophers; they were stirred by the growth of a
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new bourgeois style of life that emphasized caleunlation,
foresight, and efficiency, and made regﬁlarity of work an
almost religioua ocecupation,

As soon zs men began to look ab the state as "a work
of art,"” as "an artificial man, created for the protection
and salvation of the natural man," (Hobbes, Leviathan), it
took but one more step to imagine that this "work of art"
could be rendered perfect through foresight and will. Thomas
Campanella, a rebelliouas Calebrian monk of the seventeenth

century, conceived in his City of the Sun of auch a perfect

work of art, In Campanella's utopia, ungquestionably designed
from the most idealistic of motives, one seesg the tralts of
many pre-Marxist utopias. Salvabtion is imposed, delivered
from sabove; there is an alihpowerrul riler called ths Great
Mataphysicus {surely no more absurd than the Beloved Leader);

only one book exists in the City of the Sun, a book which is

nafurally called Wisdom. Sexual relations are organized by
state administrators "according to philosophic rules,” the
race being "managed for the good of the commonwealth and not
of private individuals. . . ." Education is conceived along
entirely rationalistic lines, snd indeed it must be, for
Campanellsa felt that the Great Hetaphysicus, as he forces
perfection upon history, has to deal with recaleitrant mate-

the people, he writes in a sentence that betrays both
1

riala:

= N il
his bias and his pathos, is "a beast with a muddy brain.

; . . 113
1Lewis Coser and Irving Howe, "Images of Socialism,



It is here that one comes upon a key to utopian
thought: the galling sense of a chasm between the scens and
the subjects, between the plan, ready and perfect, and the
people, mute and indifferent. (Poor Charles Fourier, the
salesman with phalanxes in his belfyy, comes hone daily at
noon, to wait for the one capitalist-~he needs no ﬁore than
one~-~who will finance utopia}. Intellectuwals who cannot
shape history try to rape it, through either actual vio-
lence, like the Russian terrorigts, or imagined violencs,
the sudden seizure of history by the utopian claw. In his

City of the Sun, Campanella decrees--the utopian never cea-

ses to decree~-that those sentenced to death for crimes
egeinat the Godhead, liberty, and the higher magistrates are
to be rationally enlightened, before execution, by special
functionaries, so that in the end they will acquiesce in
their own condemnation., Let no one say history is unfors-

-

Seen.

Thus from the seventeenth century on, utopias have
been imagined in profusion. All pre-Marxist utopian thinking
terided to be ahistorical, to see neither possibility nor need
for relating the image of the good soclety to the actual
workings of society as it is.' For Fourier it is simply a
matter of discovering the "plan" of God, the ordained social
order that in realizing God's will ensures man's hapriness.

The imagined construction of utopia occurs outs;de the order

The Radical Papers, ed. Irving Howe (New York: Doubleday and
Company, inc., 1966}, pp. 14-15.




or fux of history: it comos threugh fiat. Ones utopia is
established, history grinds te a standstill 2nd the rule of
ratioualibty replaces the confliet of elass or, sz the uio-
pilans might have preferred to say, the confliet of possions.
Friedrich Y¥ngels describes this process with both synpathy
ardl shrewcnesas:

Socieby presented nothing bnut wrongs; Lo rensve
these wiag the task of reason. It was necescsary, bhin,
to impose this upon society from without by rvapc"and;
and whvnuver TOoSlUle, by the cxamnie of model experi-
ments These new social systoms were foredoomed as uto-
pilan; the more completely they were worked outbt in
detail, the more they ecould not avoid drifting off into
yure phanbtagies . . . .
- - - -4 3

UB can le va 1t to the llteparv mmall fPJ to
golermnly quibble over these phentasies, which today only
meke va smile, and to crow over the superiority of theiy
ovm bald reasoning, as compared with such insanity., I3
for us, we delight in the sbtupencdously great thoughta
and germs of thought that eVeryuhere break out thr ugh
their rhantastic covering . « . .c

[} [ « = 9 &

Given the desire to impose utopis upon an indiffer-~
ent history, a desire which derives, in the main, fron a
deep sense of alienation from the flow of history, 1t fol-
lows logically encugh that the utopians should for the most
part think in terms of elite politics. August Comte speci-
fies that in the "State of Posgitive Science" society is to
be ruled by an elite of intellectuals. The utopia to be
inavgurated by the sudden triumph of rezson over the vagar-
ies and twists of history--what other recourse could 2
lonsliy, isolated utopian have but the elite, the small cors

” - - . y 3 n
of intellect that, like himself, controls and guides?

21pid., p. 16.
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Claude Henride Rouvray, Compte de Saint-Simon, living in the
afterglow of the Prench Revolution, begins to perceive the
mechanics of class relations and the appearsance for the first
time in modern history of the massez as 2 decisive force.
But in the main, it seems generally brue that reformers who
lack some organic relationship with major historical move-
ments pust almost always be tempted into a more or less
benevolent theory of the ruling olite.3

In short, from the seventeenth centupry on, this
dream of & more just--a good society--bsgan to be thoupght
and talked about as never before. That it was was primarily
due to the humanism that aroge out of the Renaiscance where
man once again largely put himself at the center of the uni-
verse heore on earth. Man beceme an architect, a conatructor
and thus, the utopiass. They failed to materialize because
econditions werse nct right nor even possible prior to the
nineteenth century for such a drastic change to occur. How
could 4 Greece exist without slaves, for instance, and still
be Orsece?

What proved to be the great breskthrough was, of
courss, the Industrial Revolution. & whole new situsation
was ereated. GCOreat concentrations of people now lived in
cities and worked in factories. Froduction because of
machines was constantly going up-~but this was not the ideal

socielty. There were times or prosperity--but there werse also

3ivid., p. 17-



bad times that particularly the workers were ill able to
adapt to--often starving with no one to protect them save
private charity. Throughout the eighteenth, nineteenth, and
early twentieth centuries, Western economies followed the
boom or bust cycle with the majority of the porulation fre-
quently ill-off, Their champions were soon to come.

Behind it all remained the dream of an overwhelming
sbundance of goods and services which men had dresmed of
throughout the centuries of Western civilization. Another
dréam was that it would be possible to approach nearer to
the ideal of social justice and individual freedom for all
without distinctions of class, creed, or color. This dreanm
had realistically appeared incapable of realization until the
beginning of the industriel age. Before the development of
powered machinery, the hard physical labor of the vast major-
ity of the population was recuired to produce enough for the
mefe survival of these individuals and the continuance of the
social order. The thinking of the pre-industrial period was
still apparent in Malthus' summary conclusion that the poten-
tial for populstion increase would inevitably ensure that men
would always be in danger of starvation.

During the second half of the nineteenth century it
becane incraésingly eclear that in the fubure productivity and

total production would rise so fast that an abundance of

goods and services was certain. The dates predicted for

reaching sbundance varied, but as the decades passed a grow-

ing number of economists and social critics came to agrese .



about its inevitability. It is little known that
John Maynard Keynes, the influential twentieth-century econ-
omist, shared this viewpoint: "In the long-run . . . mankind

is golving its economic problem. The econcmic problem is

not~--if we look into the future~~-the permansnt problem of tha
human race. " _

Thia certainty of abundance removes & hitherto impas-
sable obstacle in the age-long drive toward social Justice
and individual freedom. Social philosophers and theologians
have argued for centuries that the ideal of justico and free-
dom could have no firm basis until each individual enjoyed
his natural right to resources sufficient for . his subsistence.
Thomas Jefferson argued that every man needed to possess
enough landed property to ensure his subsistence if he were
not to be, in effect, a slave, both physically and mentally,
in the service of his employer.

The emergent potential of abundance and the ideal of
freedom and justice were brought together, perhaps for the
first time, in Edward Bellamy's lastingly influential novel,

Tooking Bac%ward,-published in 1888. The central theme of

Bellamy's book is the concept of an absolube "suarantee' to
"obundant maintenance,” or in other words, a guaranteed
income concept operating in a well-established gsociety func-
tioning on abundance economy principles and not according to

the divisive cconcmic theory of scarcity. This proved ©o be

kﬂbbert Theobald (ed.), The Guaraniteed Income (Yew
York: Doubleday and Company, 1967), PpP. 27-20.




way ahead of its time and, in fact, is still considered by
many beyond plausability today. But the recognition that
the Western world was well on its way to being an economy of
abundance as a result of the Industrial Revolution, and that
this abundence was reaching the top segment of society and
then filtering dovn to the growing middle c¢lass with a feow
crumbs thrown to the lower c¢lezss, led to widespread protest
throughout the nineteenth century. In Englend, such men as
William Lovett, Robert Owen, Jeremy Bentham, and John Ruskin
beceme champions of the working man in his gsearch for a more
fair "take" out of the system--economic, political, and
social. Parliament complied with their demands to a very
limited extent.

It is8 in the latter half of the nineteenth century
that the opening wedge of the real possibility of tho "good’
society" began to emerge as a possibility. For example, in
Ingland the e¢limate was of & society with deep cleavages.
The_ﬁealthy entrepreneurs held the reins of power and were
beginning to pass on benefits to the middle e¢leass. For exam-
ple, take the Second Refonm_Bill of 1867, in which men who
owned property or lived in unfurnished lodgings worth 10
annually were given the franchise, thus excluding the working
man. The reform measures in England aided the middle class
but largely left the demands of the working man unfulfilled.
This was the case of workers throughout the world. These
conditions led to a resurgence of a worldwide demand, felt

particularly throughout the Westernized world, for the adop-
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tion of sceialism to replece the ineguitable capitalistic
system. This, of course, was nothing new, as pleas for it
have been made throughout history, but prior to the 1900's
schemes for a more equitable distribution of the wealth hagd
seemed doomed from the start.

It is in this wnstadle environment that in the lat-
ter half of the nineteenth century Marx turned everything
upside down with his Communist Manifesto (18,8), ana

Das Capital (1867-189lL). He beceme the leading thinker of

his age and indeed is stil) e vital force today. His theo-
ries of the class struggle, labor theory of value, and inevi-
table fall of capitalism are adhered to by half of the civi-
lized world today. Though he denounced his predecessors as
utopian socialists, still wﬁat he envisaged could well be
¢lassified as in the stream of utopian thoﬁght.s

The difference with Marx was, of course, dus to the
tremendous impact of his ideas upon the world. Marx was able
to avoid two of the major difficulties of his predecesgors:
shistoricism and the elite theory. Past utopias which obvi-
ously were without equalitarianism, which were dominated by
an aristocracy of mind, could never have any wide appeal for
most saw that ultimately they must quickly degenerate into a
system of useful slavery.

Marx wag the first of the major socialist figures who

saw the possibility of 1inking the untopian desire with the

SCoser, op. c¢it., pp. 17-19.
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actual development of social life. By studying capitalism
both as an "ideal" structure (pure capitalism being of course
an econonmic system where the means of production and distri-
bution are determined by private decision in a free market in
contrast to socialism where the state collectively owns the
means of production and distpibution) and a "real" dynanic,
Marx found the sources of revolt within the self-expanding
and self-destroying rhythms of the economy itself, The uto~
pians had desired a revolt againat history but they could
conduct it, so to speak, only from the space platform of the
imaginary future; Marx gavelnew power to the revolt against
history by locating it, "scientifically," within history.

‘The development of technology, he concluded, mads
possible a society in which men could "realize" their human-
ity, if only because the brutalizing burden of fatigue, that
sheer physical exhaustion from which the great masses of men
had never been free, could now for the first time be removed.
This was the historic option offered mankind by the Indus-
trial Revolution, as it is now being offered again by the
Atomic Revolution. Conceivably, though only conceivably, a
society might have been estéhlished at any point in histori-
cal time which practiced ad'equalitarian distribution of
goods; but there would have been neither goods nor leisure
enough to dispense with the need for a struggle over their
distrivution, which means bureaucracy, police, an oppressive
state; and in sum the destruction of equalitariahism. Now,

after the Industrial Revolubion, the machine might do for
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humanity what the slaves had done for the Greck patriciate.6

Part of lMarx's success was that he wasgs one of the
first political thinkers to see that both industrislism and
"the mass society! were here to stay, all social schemes
vhich ignored or tried to convert this fact were t o him not
merely irrelevant, they were not even interesting, Thus he
foresaw what was c¢rucial: that the great decisions of hig-
tory would now be made in.aimaSS society, that the "stagze"
upon which this struggle would take place had suddenly, dram-
atically been widened far beyond its previous dimensionsg.

But most important of all Marx saw the proletariat as
being the agent to lead the transition to socialism. It was
this that was grasped upon by all his avid followers-~-to use
this proleﬁgriat to achieve socielism ending the capitalistic
system. The question was when and what were to be the tac-
tics? Marx had held history was a science and that the des-
truction of capitalism was inevitable but as time went on and
there were no inevitable successful proletarian vprisings
some began to doubt Marx's %alidity. 1t was et this point,
late in the nineteenth century, that a division occurred
within the Marxist world--they were now divided into two
camps--the Revolutionary Socialists or the Orthodox Marxists
and the Evolutionary Socialists or the Revisionists.

Burope was the first real testing ground for Marxism.

Those on the Continent generally were the Revoiutionary

S1bia.
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Socialists. They defended the materialistic interpretation
of history, bthe doctrine of the class struggle, and the
desirebility and inevitability of the violent destruction of
capitalism. Until Haprxis death neither Marx nor Engels would
rermit any tampering with the accepted progras and it was not
until the latter!s death in 1895 that new leadcrs appeared.
From that date until the Russian Bolshevilk Revolution of 1917
Kark Kautsky was the leading theorist of revolutionary
socialism, The hiastory of the movement during these years is
filled with struggles over points of dogma and tactics; the
principle one being the one over the question of leadership,
ending with the rise of Lenin to undisputed power and the
Yexcommunication" of Kaubtsky.

At the same time there was another group called right
ving socialists by some, who represented another strand of
Marxist thought. Their socialism was relatively free from
dogmatism in contrast to the more orthodox sociallsts.
Mthough acknowledging the inspiration of Marx, they have in
fact abandoned his most distinctive teachings, and have
worked with now more end now less enmity with liberal demo-
erats. The kind of socialism supported by this group is usu-
slly called "evolutionary."

While its practitioners agree with Marx that social-
ism inevitably develops out of capitalism, they believe that
this developmens nesd not involve violence, buat niay e Lrought
about by the Xkinds of reform supporied by non-socialist par-~

ties. Hence they worked for the passage of legislation to
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improve the condition of the workers and to effect a more
equitable distribution of the wealth--in brief, for what is
called comprehensively welfars legislation. As leadership of
these sacialists passed lergely into the hands of conserva-
tive trade union membors, socialist party programs in Western
Burope came to be quite respectable in all but extreme right
and left quarters.

The chief thinker of the "evolutionary” or "revision-
ist" socialists was Edward Bernstein, who began his exemina-
tion of Orthodox Marxism just before the turn of the century.
Although Bernstein was criticsl of Marx's theory of value and
of the economic inbterpretation of history, his devastating
attack vas agalnst Marxts prophecy of the irresistible pas-
sage of society from capitalism to socialism. As Bernstein
saw it-~and he provided an abundance of figures to support
his point--the day of deliverance, instead of being about to
davn, was in fact receding. He denied that the poor were
growing poorer and the rich richer--the middle class, he
asserted, far from being depressed into the ranks of the pro-
letariat, were growing in numbers and thus becoming capital-
ists of sorts:

It is not only useless; it is the greatest folly to
attempt to conceasl this from ourselves. The number of
members of the possessing classes is today not smaller
but larger. The enormous increase of social wealth is
not accompanied by a decreasing number of large cavital-
ists, but by an increasing number of capitalists of all
degrees. The middle classes change their character but
they do not disaprear from the social scale. !

| Trone V. Lancaster, IHasters of Political Thought,
Vol. 3 {Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 19597, p. 306.
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Teking note of the steady improvement in the condi-
tion of the workers, Bernstein denied the need and the desir-
ability of sudden and violent revolution. Rather he sew the
principle task of socialist leaders to be to organize the
worxing classes politically and to develop thnem as a demo-
cracy, and to fight for &ll reforms in the state to raise
the working tlasses and transform the state in the direction
of democracy. This of course was guite novel and even here-
tical for most Marxists of the period.

In spite of the moderation of the views held by
Bernstein and other continental Yrevisionists," their expres-
sion was never quite free from a haip-splitting repellent to
English and American students.

Finally in the 1880ts there emerged a reformist
group which was ultimately to be the model of the viability,
adeptability, effectiveness, and success of evolutionary
socialism. The group called itself the Fabian Society and in
the beginning it seemed to be not unlike other protest or
reformist groups which were springing up all over England at
the time. The difference was that this group, though always
small in numbers; was to hafé a tremendous impact throughout
England and the rest of the democratic world. To be specific,
the ideas of the Fabian Socialists can clearly be seen as
influencing the movement toward the.welfare.state in Amcrica
and this is the maln thesis Lhis paper aims to prove--that
the ideas and programs of the Fabian Socialists were first

implemented in Britain and later in the United States, par-
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ticularly since the advent of PFrantlin Delano Rocsevelt znd
his New Deal. It is the author's contention that these ideas
and programs of the Pabians are comparable to a developing
roverent in the United States toward the welfare state or as
others would term i%, thé good socieby. Phisg, then, is what
the writer seeks to prove.

First, the Fabian Society will be examined ih ordor
to ascertain its history, its impact, ideas and its prograns.
What werée its accomplishments and its moals? Its stated pin
was the elimination of poverty, equality of opportunity, that
it wanted the British public to be convinced of the need to
move towards socialism through the demoeratic process. One
can see its impact in unemployment legislation, social secu-
rity, mediecal care, and housing. All these areas will be
exanined.

Secondly, by the turn of the century there energed &
comparable reformist movement in the United States~~though
not nearly so successful as the Fabians. This group is col-
lectively called the progressives and the extent of their
influence is noted by the fact that the period of time of
their influence is called the Progressive era, 1900-1920.
They, too, sought to reform or to reconatitubte society, and
they,-too, had their predecessors as the Fabians did. 1In
this case it was the legacy of the Populists. The central
question of the day was whether the United Statesz was to have
widespread social justice or continue with injustices? This

was the time when the vorking man had next to no protections--
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he was at the mercy of kis employer, and this and a host of
other prodblems the progressives sought to slleviate as dia
the Fabians. They, too, sought to better the social and
working conditions of society., Most important initially
were the muckrakers who exposed the problems, as Upton

Sinclair did in his book, The Junsle (1906). Teddy

Roosevelt, William Howard Taft and Woodrow Vilson are oub-

standing examples of progressive presidents and the accome

plishments of their administrations-in furthering the causs
of the good society will be noted.

Thirdly, PFranklin Delano Roosevelt's New Deal will be
examined, During Roosevelt's time, there was a marked zccel-
eration of the powers or functions of the national government.
The United States, like Brifain, was well on its way to becom-
ing a welfare state, end the New Deal program showed the
effect of the Fabian and progressive impact. More particu-
larly, one sees the impact of the Fabians in unemployment,
soclal security and housing legislation, and glsgo in farming
and labor legislation. All these areas will be examined,
both as to specific progrems and the philosophy behind them
which were reflective of evolutionary socialism.

These, then, are the basic areas that will be exam-
ined in this paper. By examining them it will be shown that
Fabian thinlting has pervaded American progroams.

One more point might be mentioned. Whether Fabian
thinking-~that of seeking the good socliety where all.meﬁ can

-develop'their full potentialities, where no one need fear
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starving-~is to be achieved through graduazlism, that is, by
legislation enacted through the democratic process working
within the capitalistic system, succeeds in either the United
States or Britain depends in large part upon the willingness
of the governments to respond to the electorate's demands.
The other cholice is to bypass the democratic process~-to
choose the path of violence, destruction, and revolution.
There is currently a great deal of unrest and disenchantment
within the United States concerning working within the demo-
cratic process--all of which was made manifestly clear in the
election year of 1968; for example, take this statement of a
young radieal, Tom Hayden, a co-ordinator of demonstrations
in Chicago at the 1968 Democratic Convention:

Wetre going to create 1little Chicagos everywhere the

candidates appear.
Our goal is to underscore the illegitimacy of the

government and to show that it doesn't have any hope of
governing without social change, beginning with ending

the war.
There's coming a time when the American movement wiél

become more violent for defensive and survival reasons.

So in the deepest sense of the word, democracy is on

trial, for there are two ways to achisve the good society.

Either to work within or outside the capitalistic system or a

modified capitalistic system. If the latbter cholce is taken,

a resort to violence, chaos, and anarchy with the probable
betrayal of the ideals of individual freedom and social jus-

tiece will almost surely follow. To choose the path of vio~-

8rThe Threat of Iittle Chicagos,” San Francisco
Chronicle, Sept. 2, 1968. '
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lence would be to reject the evolubionary brand of soecialisn,
to lose control of the system, and then what would be the
position of the individual in the good society? Would he
actuslly benefit? Which path will be taken will be up to
the majority of the people--pernaps, for there are always

demagogues.



Chapter 2
THE PABIANS

‘Though in the 1880's soveral socialist movements gob
under way in England, it was the Pabisns who were to prove
the most enduring and the most pervasive. The Fabian Society
became the exeception to the rule, for of the hundreds of
socialigt socleties that sprung up in the 1880's in England,
most had died within the decads.

The Society began rather-inauSpicious?y. The date
was October 2, 188BY4; the scene was the drawihg room of
Edward Pease, a young man of twenty-six, then a pariner of
sorts in a stock-exchange firm, sn occupation which he con-
sidered immoral, as he had become & devotee of William Morris
and all his work. Seated in his draving room were sixteen
fellow intellectuals, among them Frank Podmore, the future
biographer of Robert Owen. This group, most of whom were in
their twenties, had been meeting together for several years
for the study and discussion of current problems of social
ethics. They were highly educated men and women, widely read
in the works of elassical political economy and the recent
iiterature of land-taxation #nd soccizlism. They were influ-
enced particularly by the doctrines of Henry George, the var-
jous British interpretations of Marx, and the developing col-
lectiviem in John Stewart Mill's exposition of the individual-

19
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ist doctrine.!

They had come to assemble and talk sbout a 'Fellow~
ship of the New Life,' as projected by their guest spesaker
of the evening, Thomas Davidson, Davidson, Xnown aa 'the
wandering scholar,t was a Scottish schoolmaster who had emi~
érated to America gnd there developed a cloudy idealistic
philosophy which demanded that its acdherents should pledge
themselves to live according to the high ideals of love and
brotherhood, fouhding'wheﬁever possible communities in which
such a life could be led. It was this type of monastic
socialism which Davidson proposed to the group. The histor-
ian of the Fabian Soclety, Rdward R. Pease, déclared that
what Davidson really had in mind was "something in the nature
of a community of superior people withdrawn from the world
because of its wickednsss, and showing by example how a

higher 1ife might be led."2
Davidson was clearly not of the stuff of which cru-

saders are made, and the Fellowship ahoﬁld bz seen for what
it was, a precursor or the occasion for the founding of the
Fabian Society, not its raison dfetre. |

At the second meeting of the Fellowship a resolution
was adopted to the effecﬁ “fhat an associsation be formed whose

ultimate aim shall be the reconstruction of society in accord-

1Jrancis Coker, Recent Political Thousht (New Yorlx:
Appleton Century Co., Inc., 1934}, p. 101.

2Lane W. Lancaster, Masters of Political Thousht,
Vol. 3, {Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1959), p. 307.
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ance with the highest moral possihilities."B Two veeks later,
this vague objeotive was given concreteness when it wzs unan-

imoualy resolved:

) The members of the society assert that the competi~
tive system assures the happiness of the few at the
expensc of the many and that society must be reconsti-
tuted in such fi menner ag to seccure the eaneral welfare
and hapriness.™

This overarching goal remains the goal of the Fabiau Society
today.

Thus out of the cloister, the less contemplative mem-
bers of the Fellowship organized the Pabian Society es an
independent group on Jenuary l, 188, taking its name from
the tactics of the Roman General Fabius Cunctator, in his war
against Hannibal. The distinctive policy of the Society in
going shead cautiously, in choosing the proper moment to act,
and in the meantime winning rollowers wherever they might be
found, is indicated in the Fabian motto:

Por the right moment you must wait, as Fsbius did
most patiently, when warring against Hannibal, though
many censured his delays; but when the time comes you
must strike hard, as F?bius did, or your waiting will
be vain and fruitless.

-The question might now be asked, Just what sort of an

environment did the Pabian Scciebty emerge in? The time was

that of the late ninstsenth century, in the 1880ts. Europe
wag alive with the adherents of Marx. The Revolutionary

Socialists were in full bloom in Germany, in France, and

31bid. bypig.

Sﬁargaret Cole, Tha Story of Fabian Socialism (New
York: John Wilay And Sonsz, 19 s Ps 13,
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throughout the rest of Europe. But when one turns to England,
there is a somewhat different situstion.

Stated simply, Ingland had its ovm political eulture,
its ovm conditions, in which revolutionary sociasliswm had no
great appeal in the 1880's. Initially, when Marx had writ-

ten his Communigt Manifesto in 1848, it had seemed England

night come within the revolutionary Marxist fold. As early
as the T8L40's, Fngels predicted the cﬁllapse of the capital-
ist system within the next decade or so as a result of eco-
nortic ¢risis and the spirit of revolt in the working class
as manifeated in the Chartist movement:

I think the people will not endure more than another
erisis. The next one in 1846 or 1847 will probably bring
with it the repeal of the Corn Laws and the enactment of
the Cherter. What revolutionary movements the Charier
may give rise to remains to be seen. But by the time of
the next following crisis which, according to the analogy
of its predecessors, must break out in 1852 or 1853, the
English people will have had enough of being plundered by
the capitalists and left to starve when the capitalists
no longer require their services. If up to that time the
Fnglish bourgeoisie does not pause to reflect--and to all
appearances it certainly will not do so--a revolution 6
will follow which none hitherto known can bs conmpared.

Friedrich Engels' revolt, however, did not occur.
British industry, fer from collapsing, expanded by leaps and
bounds. Trade revived, there was a great increase in exports
and imports, an astounding inerease in productivity through
the use of machines which, while chiefly benefiting the capi-

talist classg, did reflect itself in improved conditions among

6Barry W. Laidler, Social Feconomic Movements {New
York: Crowell, 19461}, pp. 173_7&’.
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certain sections of the workers. For example, Parliament
fixed the hours of the working day of factory hands within
rational limits. 1In addition, in certain trades, labor
unions rose and became & power in their own vight, though
those who were in labor unions constituted a minor portion
of the working c¢lass.

Engels is much more perceptive here. Surveying the

situation, he said:

The truth is this, during the period of England's
industrial monopoly the English working class have, to
g certain extent, shared in the benaflts of the mono-
poly. These benefits were very uncqually parcelled out
among them; the privileg ad minority pocketed most, but
even the great mass had at least a temporary share now
and then. #And that is the reason why, since the dying
oub of Owenism, there has been no socialism in Ingland.
With the breakdown of that monopoly, the English work-
ing class will lose that privileged position; it will
T'ind itself generally--the privileged and leading minor-
ity not excepted--on a level with ita fellow workers

abroad. And that is the reason why there will be
socialism ggzain in England.

His words were prophetic: Englendts fortunes
declined. Therefore, by the early 1880's, various evenis
and circumstances had prepared the way in England for a
grester interest in socialism. Among these events were the
extension of the elective franchise to industrial workers by
the fet of 1867, followed by popular disappointment over its
effects on the government's policy in dealing with urgent
problens of taxation and industrial regulation; the financial

depression of the 1870's, and the agitation over the land

TIvida., p. 176.
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guestion. (The contention here being that unearned incore
from land and produce therecof cught to be used for the bene-
fit of soclety as & whole rather than solely going to the
rich.) In addition, in 1880, lenry Hyndman publishied

England For All, in which Marx's main doctrines were pro-

pounded. Hyndmon's importance lies in the fact that he made
available to Englishmen the firat English translation of
Marx's theories, for prior to 1880, Marxt's doctrines had
been accessible only to those Englishmen who read German and
French. Thus, Marx's reading public expanded. Also, most
important as motivators for socialism were two influential
thinkers of the day, Henry George and Johm Stewart Mill.

The extent of the influence of Henry George, the
American, upon the burgeoning movement towards socialism in
England is indicated by George Bernard Shaw, a leading Fablean.
Shaw stated that he was greably influenced by the economic

writings of Henry George whose Progress and Poverty (1819),

"beyond all question had more to do with the socialist

revival of that peried in England then any other vook."8

Henry Georze's views were set forth in Progress and
Poverty and became at once a best seller on both sides of the
Atlantic. Two years later, he was vigorously lecturing in
England. It must be seen that George's political thought
arose out of his observations of conditions he saw as he grew

to maturity on the Pacifie Coasf in the pericd follouing the

8Ipid., p. 204.
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American Civil War. As he grew up, he had been impressed
with the existence, side by side on the California frontier,
of abject poverty and fabulous riches. He reached the con-
clusion, in what amounted to a "conversion,' that poverty
aceompanied progress because the basic natural resource,
land, bhad fallen into the hands of the fow who could extract
from others what price they wished for its use. It was obvi-
ous to him that the greater value of one piece of land over
another was attributable'to its greater fertility or its moro
advantagsous location, and that the landlord had no right to
profit from qualities he had nob created. His solution for
this anomaly was the proposal that society should confiscate
this differential by a tax amounting to its entire value.
Since it was his view that this tax alone would be sufficient
to meet the needs of society, hias Ffollowers in the United
States were called "single-taxers."

The Fabians were later to incorporate his ideas in
their thought, though from the beginning they recognized that
George's views of a single tax on land would not be applica-
ble to English conditions, As they said:

Land may be the source of all wealth to the mind of a
settler in a new country. To those whose working day was
passed Iin Threadneedle Street and ILombard Street, on the

floor of the Stock Exchange, and in the Bank of England,
land appears to besr no relation at all to wealth, and
the allegation that the whole surplus of production goes
automatically to the landowners is obviously untrue.

George!s political economy was old-fashioned or absurd;

and his solutivn of the problem of poverty could riot
withatand the simplest cepriticism. Taxation to extinetion
of the rent of Fnglish land would only &affect a small
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fraction of ¥ngland's wealth. 9

Though the Pabians rejected the land tax panacen, George's
nention of it did lead them to find differential welues
other than economic rent in profits, salaries, and dividends,
so George cannot be rogarded as a negligible influence here,

£lso, Henpry George stronzly influenced and motivatoed
the Fabiang in the social politieal area. Members of the
Fabian Society frequently spoke of their debt to him.

Edward R. Pease, historian of the Fabian Society, had this to

say of George and his work:

Progress and Poverty gave an extraordinary impetus to
the political thought of the time, It proposed to redraogs
the wrongs suffered by the working classes as & whole:
the poverty it considered was the povmrty of the wage
workers as a class, not the destitution of the unfortunate
downtrodden individuals. It did not merely propose, like
philanthropy and the Poor Law, to relieve the acute suf-
fering of the outcasts of clvillzatlon, those conderned to
vwretchedness by the incapacity, the vice, the folly, or
the sheer misfortune of themselves or their relations. It
suggested a method by which wealth would correspond
approximately with worth, by which the reward of labour
would go to those who laboured; the idleness alike of rich
and poor would cesse; the abundant wealth ecreated by mod-
ern industry would be distributed with something like
fairness and even equality, amongst those who contrlbuted
to its production. Above all, this tremendous revolution
wag to be accomplished by a polltlcal method, applicable
by a nmajority of the voters, and capable of bein% draited
as an Act of Parliament by any competent lawyer. 0

Thus George's glowing picture of a society without
want, where poveriy would be erradicated, fired the imagina-

tions of the Fabian Socialists. Although they found George's

) 9rdward R. Fease, History of the FPabian Society
(London: George Allen and Umwin, 192)), Te 21.

101pi4., p. 20.
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means for gebtting rid of unearned wealth by & land tax inap-
plicable to England, theoy were inspired to thinl of othepr
solubions. In short, Goorge gave them the ideal--that pov-
erbty could be srradicated, that justice and well-being of o
society could b¢ reslized by working within the existing
political system. There would be no neoed Tfor revolubtion.

A second major influence on fubture Fabians was John
Stewart Mill, who is often characterized as & transitional
figure from individualism to soecialism. It is the mature
John Stewart Mill vwho was of interest to the Pabians. First,
Mill is important because he made socialism respectable by
his aympathetic consideration of what he called communisr in

the later editions of his Principles of Political Economy.

There he went so far as to say that, if private property and
enterprise were shown necessarily to anbtail the distribution

of wealth in inverse proportion to the labor expended in
creating wealth:

. « « the remuneration dwindiing as the worlk grows harder
and more disagreeable, until the most g‘-atlgulng.and
exhausting bodily labor cannot count with certainty on
being able to earn even the necessitiss of life; if this
or cormunism were the alternative, all the difficulties,
great or, gmall, of comminism would be but as cust in the

balance.
In his Autobiography (1873), Mill went on to expound

on the beliefs of himself and his wifer

greatest enorgy that tyr-
ual which most socialist
we yet loolzed forward to

While we repudiated with the
anny of society over t‘he__in'dlv:a.d
systemgs are suppoged to involve,

111aidler, op. ¢it., p. 180.
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a time when society will no longer be divided into the
idle and the industrious; when the rule that they who do
not worlz shall not eat will be aprlied not to paupers
only, but impartially to 211; vhen the division of the
product of labor, instead of depending as in so preat a
degree it now does, on the zceident of birth, will be
made by conczrt on an acknowledgzed principle of justice;
and vhen it will no longer be, or be thought to bo,
impossible for human beings to exert themselves strenu-
ously in procuring benefits which are not to be exclu-~
sively their owm, but to be shared with the society they
belong to. The soeial problem of the fubture we consid-
ered to be how to unite the greatest individual liberty
of action with a common ownership of the raw material of
the globe, and an egual gartnership of all in the bene-
fits of combined labor.!

This was his good society, where meﬁ would act from unsclf=-
ish rather than selfish motives.

Mill went on in the same vein in the last year of
| his life when he planned a book on socialism, though he only

completed the first four chapters, which were published in

the Fortnightly Review in 1879. In these chopters he main-
tained that the arrival of manhood suffrage would sooner or
later lead to a thorough discussion of the foundations of the
system of private property, snd that in fact, this discussion
wes alrezdy taking place. Here he admits thatb:
The intellectual and moral grounds of socialism
deserve the most attentive study, as affording in many

cases the guiding principles of improvements necessary
to give, the present economic system of society its best

chance.13 )
Mill concluded with a statement that there must be a

change in the attitude of the state to property, if a new

social order were to be brought about:

1:
121pid., pp. 190-81. 31bid.
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A proposed reform in laws and custons is not neces-
sarily objectionable becsuse its adortion would imply
not the adapbtation of all human affairs to the existing
idea of prorerty, but the adaptation of existing idoas
of property to the growth and improvement of human
affairs. « . . Society is fully entitled to abrogate or
alter psrticular rights of property which, on sufficient
congideration, it judges to stend in the way of public
good. And assuredly the terrible case wnich the social-
ists are able to malze out against the ecornomic order of
gsociety, cemands a full consideration of sll mesns by
which the institution may have a chance of being made to
work in a manner more beneficial to theft portion of
society v?&ch at present enjoys the least share of its
benefits.

And so the temper of the times in the 18030's were
ripe for the rise of socialistic societies. Since the 18)0's
the English working man had seen some of their worst evils
ameliorated through social legislation. Their demand for
immediate and violent change as in the days of the Chartists
had given way to a struggle over improvement through the bal-
lot, through legislation, and through the strengthening of
co-operatives. So the trend was to work within the sysbtem;
change would be gradually brought about. It is in this imnme-
diate setting that the Fabian Society was born.

By the end of the 1870!'s security suddenly came to an
end., A depression was at hand., The triple bubble of pros-
perity, progress, and well-being had been broken. A great
nurtber of the working class found themselves oubt of work,
without wages and once their small savings and union benefits
were gone, dependent on charity and the cold rigidities of

willed tradesmen made common cause with the
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Npiff-ralf" who cermongtrated in Trefalgar Square and broke
shop and club windows in Pall Mall.l®

At the seme time, the stream of social legislation
shoved signs of drying up, 2nd it appeared that the impetus
of the parties, partiecularly the ILibesral Papty, towards
social vreform was eoming to an end. Into this situabion
then, socinlist societies suddenly sprang up. The most
dmportant of these were: the Social Demoeratic Pederstion
(vhich was organized by Hyndman and his friends), the Social~-
ist Ieague, the Independent Labour Party, and the Fabian
Society.

As was stabted earlier, initially, there was no jJusti-
fication for assuming that the Fabian Society would be any-
thing lasting nor necessarily influential. But the Society
did have several things in its favor. It altracted a very
high caliber of membership and since membership was genersally
small, those selected were industrious, hard workers who
often already had distinguished themselves in other areas and
so were a definite contpribution to the Society. Secondly,
tha Snciety was deeply invelved in reseszrsh end produced
exhaustive studies which were carefully documented and put
into the right hands in Parliament in order to influence some
perticular pilece of legislation., At times they even manned
There was a definite difference here of a

Royal Commissions.

study produced by the Fabians from that of one by a typiecal

15¢ole, op. eit., p. 13.



kY|
interest group. The Pabiane had the reputation of providing
objective, solid, reliable resecarch and so Lheir Tindings
were carefully looked at, often buttressing an 1, P.'s argu-
ment. In fact, some Fabians have had znd do actually now
hold office in Parliament, as for instance the curront
Foreign Minister, Michael Stewart. The Fabians from the
beginning have been a vital force in British polities.

It is now time to look at the Pabian Society and at
Fabianism itself. If one were to very broadly and rapidly
ask what the Socialists in Britain and the Fabian Socialists
in particular stood for, then this brief suwmary from one of

their Tracts would secem to state it well:

The very notien of Socialism implies the means of
production applied to first things first., It involves
that the first claim upon the social dividend shall be
the provisgion for all of a basic standard of living, sub~
ject only to their willingness to serve the needs of
society according to their powers. It involves thet,
within the limits set by our command over the powers of
production, none shall go hungry, or ill-clad or iil-
housed, save by his own fault, and that, as far asg is
humanly possible, no child shall be prejudiced in his
chance of & good life by being brought up in a mean or
sordid enviromment, or under conditions of ill-
nourishment of mind or body. It inv01ves,'acco?dlng§y,
that the whole fund of natural ability which e;xsts in
a people shall be given the chance o? rroving its capa-
eity, and that we shall no longer stifle a large part of
this ability by denying to it the oprortunity of know-
ledze and of training for leadership. It means that the
whole society shall be organized for plenty, and that no
usable resources of manpower or of capital shall be
allowed to run to waste. Leaders yes--men and worien cho-
sen for special ability in social administration end con-
trol, but to come from the whole peorle on the basis of
the widest possible diffusion of ovrortunity from child-

P R

hoogd years r»ight inte adulv life.

B

16pabian Society, A Word on the Fubturs to §g%tish
Socialists, Tract Series No. 256 (London: Fabien Society,

Hay 19, 1942), P« 3.
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In exemining Fablanism itself, the iniftisl difficulty
is the fact of actually defining the Fabian doctrine. This
is so because Fabianism has been a constantly evolving,
expanding type of philosophy, and so no definite statement as
to what Fabianism is can be made. In fact, there never has
been any Fabian dogma and dogmatically preseribed principles
of action asmong Fabians., This the members of the Society
insisted upon. In addition, no Fabian was ever compelled to
obey any Fabisn resolution or to act on any Fabian pronounce-
ment or recommendation. If a Fabian were to reject a Fabian
policy, he faced mothing worse than the "black looks" which
Pericles found to be the supreme peril in fifth-century
Athens--or at most a pained letter from the Ganeral Secre-
tary,17 In addition, rarely was concerbted political action,
as a pressure group like the Anti-Corn Law League, open to
the Society. Here one falls back on Sidney Webb's "the work
of individual Pabians”, for who is to decide when an individ-
ual Fabian was acting politically as a Fabian, as a member of
& Labour Party Committee, as a County Councillor, or just as
a private citizen? Some would even contend that the Fabians
were soO eager to compromise, and their programs so practi-~
cally oriented, that in fact there was no discernible philos-
ophy at all.

This view can be rejected for, indeed, there is a

i 3 $ 2 At a7 S werm Ak
digecermible philoserhy e¢alled Fobianism, Yo, 1T was nov

17¢ole, op. cit., p. 326.
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created in an idealogical vacuum, nor was its aim specula-
tion. Its aim was ever practical; the Fablans were out to
reform society so that the good life could be enjoyed'by
all. Under these practical eims the philesophy, the goals,
and The ideals lie.

From the original Fabian Basis, one cen discover

much of what the Pabians sought then and now:

The Society consists of Socislists. It therefora
ains at the establishment of a society in which egual—
ity of opportunity will be assured and the economic
pover and privileges of individuals and e¢lasses abol-
ished through the collective ounership and democratic
control of the economic resources of the community.
It seeks to secu¥§ these ends by the methods of poli-

tical democracy.
This is not a full statement of Fabianism dbut it is a good

sbarting point, for from it can be discerned several of the
ideals of Fabianism. '

The overarching goai of the Fabians was to achieve
the good society for all through the establishment of Social-
ism, to reconstruct the whole sociefy in England so that all
could live a more full, just, and equitable life. But this
is not tangible. The Fabians were not interested in being
theorsticians. Now there must be a turning away from &
macroscopic to a microscopic¢ view of Fabiznism. What were
its ideals? |

First would be the ideal of the cormunity theory of
value which is an outgrowth of the extention of the Ricardisn

theory of rent and Henry George's single-tax doctrine. In

181bid., p. 339.
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this theory of value the Fabians in Fabian mssays (1889),

found their rational or ethical explanation for this devel-
oping socialization in thought and proctice. Thus they had
rejected the lasbor-value doctrine of classical economists as
Florx, for the Fabians regarded value as the creation of
society rather than of laborers.1?

Under the Ricardian theory, the rent of any given
piece of land is in general the eguivalent of its superior
advantapges, its site, fertility, or resources--over the worst
available land at the time. The landowner, under & sysbtem of
unrestrained private ownership, retains the revenue under
which these advantages produce, even though they are not due
to his efforts or talents. The Fabians here parted compoany
with David Ricardo and Henry George, extending this inter-
pretation to other differential values--to values in the
forms of incomes from movable capital-~to profits, salaries,
and dividends. They showed that under the unregulated, com-
petitive system a capitalist, in a manufacturer's trade as
well as in land, retains a suprerior level of his carital,
which is not due to his superior ebility or service but to
the locstion of his business, the general incresse in popula-
tion, or the grovwing praspefity of" the people.

It is here that the heart of the matter lies. Vher-
ever there is a gain in excess of the ordinary, the Fablans

would contend, it may, with little effort, be described as a

19coker, op. cit., pp. 102-05
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rent of some kind, and as rents are something that just hap-
ren, these gains should, if possible, be approvriated for the
corvnunity. Thus, 211l the community would shere in the values
it created. Vzlue was not the ereation of the laborer but of
the communuity as a whole, and the excess rent should be sharcd
by the state or community as a whole.

As an outgrowth of this theory of community wvalue
mention must be made of the Fabian view of rents of ability,
which reflect their view of the nature of man. Rent of abil~
ity to them was manifested in profit; it represented the
benefits beyond the usual one derived from labor. George

Bernard Shaw, in his airy way in the Fabian Essays, defined

rent of ability as "the excess of its produce over that of
n20

ordinary stupidity
This quite naturally would lead to the assumption
that most men were of ordinary stupidity and, therefore, of
very ordinary honesty and with = more than ordinary aversion
to labor. It is this negstive view of man that is of some
concern, for though the Fabians always declared that one of
their first principles was of the good 1lifs for all-~that the
aim of society should be to échieVe the greatest happiness
for the greatest number--they really seemed to have no trust
nor faith in the great mass of humanity. The aim of the
Fabians was to educate English society to advocate socialism.

adevs now in recunstructing

4]

Tha Tabianz were to be the 1
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20G. Bernard Shaw (ed.), and others, Febisn Essays in
Socialism (London: Walter 3cott, 1889), p. 9.
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sccieby-~it seemns to have been a rather closed pgroup--the
unwashed were not part of it but caught up in the movement

towards so.cialism..z1

A second ideal of the Fablans-~a goal around which
their whole philogophy centers--igs that of the ¢limination
of poverty. It is here that the Fabians and Pebianism have
made their greatest contribution to the world, for it was the
Fablans who changed the climate of opinion in England to the
belief that poverty could indeed be eliminated, that it was
feasible, and the means to its eliminatlon would be through
specific action-~through a system of social security sabove
2ll but also through such lesser measures as unemployment
legislation, housing legislation, provisions for health care,
reduction of hours, and minimum wsges. A very important
part of this argument for the eradication of poverty, which
was to be brought about by the concerted action of society as
a whole, the meuns in effevt being socialism, was the Fabian
provision for "A National Minimum of Civilized Life."22 It
is in understanding the rationale behind this that one finds
2 key to the Fzbian attitude towards poverty which was dras-
tically different from that of the rest of English society.

To see this, one must look at the setting of England in the

21 g1 exander Grey, "Fabianism," The Socialist TFradi-
tion, (London: Longman's, Green And Company, 1946}, p. 392,
and Lane W. Lancaster, "The Fabians," Masters of Political
Thought, Vol. II (Boston: Houghton MIfflin Company, 19597,

pp. 319, 327.
azcole, op. e¢it., p. 331.
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188013,

In the 1880's, mid-Victorian fthought no longer viewed
"the poor"' as a group to be taken for granted by the rest of
scciety. Victorian prosperity, with its steompower and fac~
tories and new fortunes and widening markets, was marrcd by
the fact that it falled to provide so mueh as a decent live-
lihood for the hundreds of people living in the streots
because they had no other place to go~-viectims of the Indus-~
trial Revolution. "The assoclation of poverty with progress
is the great enigma of our time," said the American
Henry George, vho advocated a land-tax and made a socialist
of Bernard Shaw,23

The contrast hung over the comfortably well-off all
the time. Writers such as Engels would not let them forget
the fact of poverty in the midst of riches. In the 1870's
and 1880's, it was difficult to pick up a periodical without
finding something in it about the problem of poverty. It was
ealled various things--"the mig-Victorian consciousness of
sin" or "the starting-point of progress,” as sald the Chris-
tian Socialistts Canon Barnett, and then went on to indicate
that this was coupled with uneasy fear about what the under-
privileged might do if the privileged did not find the ansver
2k Thig, too, might inspire future Fabians.

first.
In the 1880'3, the traditional remedy for many esgainst

23Ruth Adam and Kitty Muggeridge, Beatrice Webb (Hew
Yorlc: Alfred A, Inopf, 1967), p. 101.

2h1pia., p. 102.
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a bad conscience about the poor was to buy them off" by giving
them money, and charitable societies grew up like mushroons.
Bztween 1880 and 1890 alone, one hundrzsd and thirty-six new
ones were founded in England.25

It is heroe that an important personaze of the Fubian
Society enters the scene. Beatrice Webb, one of the most
influential members of the Fabian Society, often called with
her husband, Sidney, one of the founders of the welfare
state, in 1883 joined the Charity Organization Society, seek-
ing to investigate the causes of poverty. She found thzat
social workers were unable to answer this queation. Her
approach to the problem had been set when she' read

Herbert Spencer’s Social Statistics (1876). His concept of

the "social organism" convinced her that social evils could
not only be diagnosed by scientific examination, but also

eradicated, and thus sobiety made perfect:

The fact that this implied the sacrifice of the indi-
vidual to the social good--when there was any conflict of
interest--greatly appealed to Beatrice, though it was
ignored by that great philosopher of 1nd1vldualnsm,
Herbert Spencer. Her own purltanical inclinations were
always prompbting her to extinguish her individuality and
she 1onbcd to discover an object for this 'higher sacri-
fice.! YNow she decided that the scientific investipga-
tion of social 1nsgltutions was to be her 'worth-while

purpose in life.
So Beatrice went about her work as & social investi-

gator seeking the causes of poverty. She joined the Charity

Organization Society because she thought it:
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« » « 2n honest though short~circuited attempt to epply

the scientific method of observation and experiment, rea-

gggin%rggdtﬁg;ﬁfi;::iiogsi;_g?tha. task of delivering the
The results were not guite what she wanted. Boatrice found
that a basic stumbling block was the faet that the Society
had no standards by which to messure the liwves of those dowm
and out.

In sum, the Charify Organization Society did not ful-
£ill her expectations. Her talents and those of many others
were to be more fully utilized by the Fabian Society. The
jmportance of the Charity Society lies in the fact that in
working for 1, Beatrice learned that whatever the cause of
poverty--if it could be explained by the popular theory of
“delingueney, drunkenness, uwnwillingness to work or a lack of
practicable thrift," or whatever the cause might be, it was
not to be found in urging thevpoor to pull themselveS'ué by
their own bootstraps. 4&nd from her job as a rent-collector,
Beatrice learned that it was not encugh to clear slums and
relocate the poor in sanibary surroundings in the hope of
transforming them into God-fearing and thrifty workers,
because in order to be that you needed a job which would bring
in a living wage, &and most of her tenants failed to qualify
for this condition.aa

This last point is at the heart and soul of Fabian-

ism, the idea behind the propossl of a national minimum income.

271pig., p. 103. ' 281pig., p. 108.
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This slogan, "The National Kinirmum," whic¢h tho Fabians used
from the 1890's on, was used to describe the political and
social policy they were putting forward, a policy they con-
siceresd to be merely an extension of a long series of state
interventions which had regulatead factory conditions and pub-
lic health. It was gradually being recognized, they claimed,
that the State had a duty to preserve certain standards below
which no citizen should be allowed to £all.2? The ond to be
sought was a3 national minimun income so that every man wonld

be in a position to leave that slum and be able to work and

enjoy the Tfzuits of a pood life.

In other words, the Fabians wore arsuing against the
fact that a man ecould work and work and still remain at the
point of starvation. No, they said this socliety can do betier

than thst. The resources are available and they rust be

redistributed nore equitably throughout the porulation. Thus,

the state mmst tax and guarantes to all a decent way of life,

eand an allowance for maintainance must be settled zccording

to the needs of the oecupation and the rmeana at the nati
conag d.30 Such was the tenor of the argument. B2ut letl no
one say Lthab the Pabians had really gone radical, for they
vere not advocating the abelition of wages nor eaualily of

incone-~-st ieast the majority was not. .as the Fablans them-

ard f*i,-\—»'\ igh Prli-

2978, M. HeBricr, Pabian Socialis:
rigse Lniversivy

tics, C°t~1 318 (Combridce, soplend: Cano
Fraza, 1902), p. 107.

30Lancaster, op. c¢it., p. 322.
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selves stalted:

~ In fact, so far as we are from seeking to abolish the
wage-syastem, so understood, that we wigh to bring under
it all those who now escape from it--the employera and
those who live on rent and interest, and so mole it uni-
versal, If a man wants freedom to work or not to wori,
Just as he likes, he had better emigrate $o Robinason
Crusoe's Island, or else become a millionaire. To sup~-
rose that the indusirial affairs of a complicated indus-
trial state can be run without strict subordination and
discipline, without obedience te others, end without
definite allowances for maintenance, is to drecam, not of
socialism, but of Anarehigm.3

The Fabiansg were not advocating any hezven on earth;
they were not advocating equal wazes for all. As they stated,
the Fabian Society:

« « » resolutely opposes 211 pretensions to hamper the
socialization of industry with egual wages, egual hours

of labor, ecqual official status, or equal authority for
everyone.

This rejection of equality of incomes was the general view of
the Society save with a small minority led by the vociferous
George Besrnard Shaw. |

1t was Shaw's view that one man's income should be no
more than another's, That the profit should go back to the
cormunity., He recognized no rent of ability, saying that a
larger income--that is, one larger than, to use his unflat-
tering descripiion, that of a man of "ordinary stupidity,”
Just happens and that the receiver may not properly elaim
that his superior ability or industry entitles him to any

unusual recompense, Hence, Shaw wouléd lump all men together,

recognizing no difference in ability or anything else betweon

Mipia. 326ray, op. cit., p. 399.
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men. That was his view of man--no one should be especially

revarded because he was more gble and took the initiative.

Shaw &id not shrink from saying

A1l should be paid egually.
w33

that "Socialism means eguality of income and nothing else.
This view of equality certainly did not sit well with
the majority of the Society. Even Shaw in later years
appeared to have agreed that equality of incomes was more of
an ideal te be worked for than an essential eondition of a
Socialist State.t
The Fabian view of equality is rather broadly stated
in the Society's Rules, the only document to which a Fabian
must pledge his allegiance in order to becoms a member of the
Fabian Society. Paragraph One stabtes the Society's goals:
The Society consists of Socialists., It therefore
aims at the establishment of a socieby in which equality
of opportunity will be assured and the oconomiec power
and privileges of individuals and classes abolished
through the collective ownership and demoeratic conirol
of the economic resources of the comrmnity, It seeks to
gecure these ends by the methods of politiecal damocracy.35
The Society definitely stood for equality of oppor-
tunity. It fought to equalize opportunities so that every-
one could rise to as high a place in the esducational or
economic ladder as hig talents and interest directed him:
It {Socialism) invoives, aceordingly, that the whole
fund of natural ability whieh exists in a people shall
be given the chance of proving its ecapacity, and that

we shall ne longer siifle a large part of this ability
by denying to it the opportunity of knowledse and of

33MCBriar, op. cit., p. 57-58. 3u1bid.

350016‘, .Opa Cit'-, jo 339.



43

training for leadership.36

However, the Fabians did not stop there. Besides
calling for equality of opportunity for all to rise sduca-
tionally and economically, most Fabians also called for
social eguality, or as one Fabian put it, "parity of estcem
for a1l,"37 They were calling for:

+ « « & human fellowship which denies and expels dis-
tinctions of elass and 2 sociagl system in which no one is
80 much richer or poorer than his neighbors as to be
unable to mix with them on equal terms., As Frofessor
Arthur Lowis has put it succinctly, 'Socialism is about
equality.' And by equality is meant not simply equality
of opportunity on the American model, but equality of

stat*%g in the widest sense--subjective as well as objJeet-
ive.”? ‘

This more fully developed conception of equality took
into account that not everyone could rise to the top. Rather,
each man must follow his ovn tastes and so a bricklayer who
feels suited to his job must nobt be judmged inferior or
unequal to & doctor. A man must be judged on his character,
not on his wealth. By narrowing the gap between the rich and
the poor, gll would have a decent standard of living; all men
would be in a position to enjoy the fruits of the good life.
It was this wider view of equality, beyond mere equality of

opportunity, that was envisaged since the beginning of the

36Refer to pass 31 in this thesis for the full quote.

3'7Hax-garet Cole, "Education and Social Democracy,’
New Fabian Essavss, ed. Richard Crossman {New York: Frederick

A, Pracper, 19521, b 99.

380,- A, R. Crosland, "Tranaition From Capitalism,”
Kew Fabian Eszays, op. cit., p. 61.
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Pabian Socielty., PBach man was to be judgmed the‘equal of ano-
ther, though Shaw's view that all were equal in ability or
should have equal incomes was never the accepted view.Bg

Finally, another ideal of the Fabians was that of
gradualism. They advocated a piecemeal transition of the
society from capitalism to socialism through gradual changes
within the existing democratic political system. They would
be the last to condone a revolutionary #pproach to socialism:

The youns socislist is apt to be catastrophicidin wisg
views--to plan the revolutionary program as an affair of
twenty-four hours, with Individualism in full swing on
Monday morning, a tidal wave of the insurgent proletariat
on HMNonday afterncon, and Socialism in complete working
order on Tuesday. A man who believed that such a happy
dispateh is poasible, will naturally think it absurd and
even inhuman to stick at bloodshed in bringing it about.
He can prove that the continuance of the present systen
for a year costs more suffering than could be crammed
into any Monday afternoon, however sanguinavy. . . . The
experienced Social Democrab converts his too ardent fol-
lower by first admitting that if a change can be made
catastrophically it would be well worth making, and then
proceeding to point out that it would involve a readjust-
ment of productive industry to meet the demand created by
an entirely new distribution of purchasing power, it
would also involve, in the application of labor and
industrial machinery, alterstions which no afternoconh's
work could effect., . . . Demolighing a Bastille with seven
prisoners in it is one thing; demeolishing one with four-
teen million persons is gquite another. I need not enlarge
on the point; the necessity for cautious and gradual
change must be obvious to everyone here, and could be made
obvious to everyone elsewhere il only the catastroPhistsho
were courageously and sensibly dealt with in discussgion.™

398e0 Fabian Kssays, New Fabian ¥asays, and espe-
cially Richard Tawmey's discussion of equality in his books,
Equality (¥Mew York: Harcourt, Bracs and Company, 1931) and
The Radical Tpadition, ed. Rita Hinden (New York: Random
House, 19&l.), p. 176,

hoﬁeorge Bernard Shaw, "The Transition to Social Democ-
racy," Fabian Essays in Socialism, pp. 225-26.
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In sum, the Fabians were gradualists. They sav no
sudden capitalism one day and full socialism the next. It
wags to be gradually achieved--plece by piece. Their middle
class origins and their conviction that the Zeitpeist favored
successive instellments of practical socialism coribined to
make the Fabians the mildest of revolutionaries. Repudiating
violence, and sternly resolved to be constitutional, they
thought of themselves as the agents through whom the pudblie
were to be prepared to accept collective ownership and man-
agement of the nmation's land and capital., They considered
this to be a perfectly respectable policy. Once every level
of society had been permeated with socialist views, the
Fabian program could be enacted with 1little or no disloca-
tion through established political institutions., Or, as
Edward R. Pease, the historian of the Society, so aptly
expreszed this ideal of gradualism:
Socialism in England remained the fantastic creed of
a group of fanatics until Pabian Essays taught the workw
ing classes of England, or at any rate their leaders,
that Socislism was a living principle that could be
applied to existing society and political conditions
without a cataclysm, either insurrectory or even poli-
tical. Revolutionary rhraseology, the language of vio-
lence, survived, and still survives, just_as in qrdlnary
politics we use the metaphors of warfare and pretend
that our political oprvonents are hostile enemies. But
we only wave the red flag in our songs, and we recog-
nize nowadays that the real battles of socialism are

fought in coarmittee rooms aﬁ1Westminster and the coun-
¢il chambers of Town Halls.

That last quote well expresses the thrust of the

whole Fabian argument. Their program was realizable. These

UWlpgase, op. cib., p. 237.
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ware not speculative, sbstract theorizers--prather, their
theory represented that of middle class reformors. larx was
their man and soeialism their aim but they wore not going to
get themselves tied up with jargon or theorizing. They were
out to effect changes~~to reconstruct society, gradually if
need be. In England, they saw the policy of gradualism must
be adopted in order to effect the type of society they envi-
sioned. Their theory represented what they stoocd for, but
implicit in it was a sense of compromise, That is, if they
could not get a national minimum or if absolute equality of
opportunity was impossible to achieve at that time, the
Fabians were willing to take less than the optimum because
they felt a smgll gain was a step towards another. This was
in contrast to the Continental Soeialists who wantoed all or
nothing.

The record of the Fabian Socialists was somewhere
between all or nothing. The first thing they did of any

importance was to write Fabian Essays in 1889. This book, a

collection of essays on socialism, was written by seven lead-
ing members of the Society: George Bernard Shaw, Sidney lebb,
William Clarke, Sidney Oliver, Annie Besant, Graham Wallas,
and Hubert Bland, and had aﬁ impact far beyond their expecta-
tions. As a society, their primary goal was to present the

case for socialism. In Fabian Essays, they sought in clear,

plain language to create a logical, factual argument for
socialism. The essays pointed out that the movement towards

socialism was not to come sbout cataeclysmically, but rather
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would be merely an evolubionary outgrowth of existing social
and political institutions. They sdught to show that social-
ism could be pradually achieved within a democratic frame-
work. A good indication that their program and cuase weore

popular was the fzet that Fabian Essays becane a beat scller.

The success of Fabian Essays showed hew greet a

demand there was for a clear statement of a socialist pro-
gram, But convineing the publie of the need for socialism
was not their primary goal., Right from the beginning of the
Society in the 18801's, they had called for enactment of their
program which included an eight-hour~day and nationalization,
as well as a national minimm income. In addition, the
Fabiang had ¢slled for social security, unemployment ingsur-
ance, education for all, and tax reform. From its inception,
the Fabian Society had a well-worked-out program.

Their means to all this they called "permeation." By
permeation they meant that Fabians should join all organiza-
tions where useful socialist work could be done, and influ-

ence them. In this manner they would spread their influence

in the widest possible way, despite their relatively small
memborship. This, the majority of the Society felt, would be

the best way to enact their program, rather than forming a

third party or being a pressure group. As Beatrice Webd said

of this policy, "We want things done and we don't much care

which persons or party gets the credit."t2 The Fabians con-

thdam and Muggeridge, op. tlt.; p- 133,




L8
centrated thelr efforts first within the Liberal Party, then
the Independent Labour Party, and finally within the Labour
Party.

The first resl effort at permeation on the national
level was at the Liberal Party's Newcastle Conferoncs in 1891.
The Fabians felt the moment was ripe for permeation and so
went to work to get their program adopted. Thoy went so far
as to c¢claim that the resultant Newcastle Program of the Lib-
eral Party was Fabian in origin end inspiretion. The claim
seems to be much exaggerated. The program was definitely
radical, including provisions for Home Rule in Ireland, "full
powers” for the London County Council and all other munici-
palities, including taxation of ground values, and compulsory
powers to local authorities to acquire land for allotments,
small holdings, village halls;‘and laborers! cottages; also
shorter Parliaments, free schooling for all, the abolition of
plural voting, the recognition of the need to psy M. P.ts,
end "mending or ending" the House of Lords.

The fact remaing, however, that it is guestionable
whether this was due mainly %o the Fabian impact. A recent
dock strike and worker unrest was an impetus for radical
reform, and there was nothing in the program that went beyond
the radicalism of the Liberals present. DNevertheless, part
of the Fabian program was ineluded in the Newcastle Program.
However, this vietory of the Fabians turned out to be a hol-
As one author put it, the. problem was "that it was

low one.
no more than a paper victory and meant nothing to the leaders
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was apparent almost immediately aftsr the electiOn."uB'

Prooll of this lay in the fact that the Liberal gov-
ernment, during its period of office from 1892 to 1895, did
not press for social legislation., Not until 1894 were any
measures inbtroduced, and these went down to defeat. This
inactivity of the ILiberzl government must be set against the
growing pouer of the left-wing groups in the Trades Union
Congress, and the increasing propaganda for establishing an
Independent Labour Party during those yesars. Both the trade
unions z2nd the Fabians had become disenchanted with the Iib-
erals, who were oblivious to their demands, and so the
Fabians saw their policy of permeation of the. Liberals was a
feilure. Therefore, an alliance of a great variety of
"Socialist" and "Labour” groups, including the Fabians,
formed the Independent Laboﬁr Party in 1893. Though ini-
tially a wesk body, from its membership would come the domi-
nant part of the Labour Party, which was created in 1909};?4

From 1895 to 1905 the Conservatives wers in power.

Few reforms ensued. However, in 1897, a Worlman's Compensa-

tion Act was passed vhich made the employer liasble to workmen

for accidental injuries suffered in the course of employment.
In 1902, an Education Act was passed, which the Fabiens sup-
ported. Then the reforms stopped. The government concen-

trated 1ts energies on the unpopular Boer VWar. The Fabians

were divided within. Many of the younger members of the

ll'Bcole, OP e« Cit., P L}.S"’Z.}.?o MIbido, Pe ’.I.Bo
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Society co-operated with the Independent Labour Farty or left
the Pablans %0 stay in the Independent Labour Pariy. At
igsuc were free trade, opposition to the Boer YWar and inde-
pendence. The Independent Laboupr Party stood for all three,
whercas the Pzbiansg did not.

Then in 1905, just before the Liberals returned to
power, the Balfour Government established a Royal Commission
on the Poor Law, 1905-1903, to inguire into the problem of
adminigstering poor relief. Beatrice Webb was asked to sit on
this Commission by Prime Minister Balfour. Beatrice Webb
felt the Poor Law of 183l ought to be abolished and super-
ceded by a proper evaluation of all the variocus causes of
destitution~-old age, accident, sickness, feeble-mindedness,
unemployment--and the establisbment of specific provision by
the State to deal with each of them. This is implied in the
later phrase, social security. She said that this is the
commmunity's responsibility. Poverty has social causes. She
felt the answer was not to treat the poor as one class and to
give them a1l the =ame treatment, by throwing them into the
workhouse until they found a job. She felt strongly that the
aged and the unemployed must be dealt with differently. In

addition, she objected to the stigma placed upon the poor,

for once in the workhouse, the franchise was taken away. She
argued that the poor, too, could be productive citizens. In
Abolisgh-

fact, by acting wisely, poverty could be prevented.

L5

ing the Poor Law would be a goed beginning.

h5ﬂcﬁriar, op. ¢it., pp. 263-70, and Cole, Op. cit.,
p. 139.
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Thouzh Beatrice ilebb brought witnegses before the
Commission to back up her wviews, the Commission's firdings

vere not in accord with hers, although they showed her influ-

e —

ence. The Majority Report did not recommend abolition of the
Foor Law. The change they called for was the transfer of the
administering of it from the Board of Guardians to special
Comiititees noninated by County Councils and Gounty Borough
Councils, in part {rom amongst their nmembers and in part fron :
outside. The Majority Report, however, did show Beatrice's
influence when, though it dezlt first with the moral causes
of unemployment like drunkenness and gambling, it then devoted
more space to the social causes of unemployment: casual
employment, dead-end employment, unhealthy trades, low wages,
and unemployment due to e¢yclical fluctuations. Also, though
elements of the deterrence and eligibility principles would
remain, the Commission did recommend that State publie works
as labor exchanges and unemployment insurance should be pro-
vided in times of exceptional distress.
It was a far cry from the testimony of Mr. J. S. Davy
before the Poor Law Commission concerning the deterrence
principles
Work should be both irksome and unskilled. You have

got to give him gomething like corn grinding or flint

crushing, which is laborious and wholly unskilled. . . .

He (the unemployed man) must stand by his accidents, Rg

mast suffer for the general good of the body politic.™

This was his reply when asked if the deterrence rrinciple,

k6Ivic8riar, op. cit., p. 267.
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(designed so men would not be on the public payroll), bore
harshly upon men thrown out of work by a trade depression.

The Pabians wero a definite influchece on the Cormis-
sion, although they {failed to have the Poor Law abolished.
They were the spokeswmen of a rising movement of discontent.
Labor was increasingly expressing its discontent by striles.
Things were changing. In 1905, an Unemployed Workman's Act
had been passed. The public and politicians were realizing
the old ways of dealing with the poor needed changing.

Beatrice's views wers embodied in a Minority Report
she wrote which was signed only by the Labour members of tho
Commission and one convert, a churchman, Rev.' Ruassell Wakefiold.
She then began a vigorous campaign to have the Minority Report
adopted. To achieve a wider base, a broad all-party organiza-
tion was created: The National Committee for the Breskup of
the Poor Law. In 1910, it became The National Commuittee for
the Prevention of Destitution. The Independent Labour Party,
and later the Labour Party, were champions of this, as well
es the Fabians. No longer were the Fabians trying to permeate
the Libersls; they saw efforts in that direction to no avail.

In the end, the Liberals, in particular Lloyd George,
cutmanguvered then. Recognizing that many in England sup-
ported reform but were not ready for something like the Vebbs'
vision of an entirely new social system, in vhich the cormu-
nity was responsible for keeping its socially inadequate mem-
bers with their heads above water, as one of the regular

duties of the State, Iloyd George had gone to Germany and



53
returned enthusiastic about the working of the schere of
health insurance established by Bismarck in 1899, At the
same time, Lloyd George and Winston Churchill were beginning
to be interested in the plans for unemployment insurance
which had been worked out by a protéess of the Webbs,

Williem Henry Beveridge, in 1907, after a study of municipal
schemes in a number of cities on the Continent.

The result was the National Insurance Act of 1911
which provided compulsory unemployment and health insurance
for a large segment of the population. The insurance was to
be financed jointly by the employer, the employee, and the
government.

The Webbs thought they had been defeated. An alter-
native scheme had passed. They objected to the employee
having to pay, claiming it shoulé be financed out of public
funds. What they failed to sse was that part of thelr pro-
grﬁm was being enacted. Could they really have expected, at
that point, to get a State Medical Service? They seemed to
have been too idealistic in having it all their way or ﬁot
at all.

The passage of the National Insurance Act, which was
a major piece of reform legislation in tnis period, points up
the difference between the Liberals and the Socialists.
Prior to this, the Fabians had tended to identify advances
towards the wellare state with advances toward gopialism.
The contributory principle, together with the subsidies tg

private enterprise provided for in the Insurance Act, showed
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this identiflication was no necessary one, and that there were
ways of establishing a welfare state which did not involve
greater equality or complete social contpol.h7

Permeation of the Conservatives and Liberals died
from that dute. Increasingly, the Independent Labour Party
end the Fazblans were involved in the affairs of the Iabour
Party. World VWar I and suprort of the war broughit them
together as never before., From 191l on, only pacifists
remained in the Independent Labour Party because the rest who
supported the war had joined the ranks of Labour. By ths
end of World War I, one can see the definite influence of the
Fabians in the Labour Party. Prior to thig, they had had a
contradictory on again, off again relationship with Labour.
Some Fabians had argued that the Tabour Party was irrational
and not socialistic enough for them, whereas other Fabiansg
strongly supported Labour., But working together for the
adbptiqn of the Minority Rerort and other campaigns had
brought them closer.

In 1915, Sidney Webb became the Fabian representative
on the Labour Party Executive, the directing group of that
party, and became a close associate and friend of
Arthur Henderson, who had replaced Ramssy HacDonald as Labour
Party Chairman. During the war years, Webb became a closa
advisor of Henderson on both domestic and international

issues., In 1917, Gamille Huysmans, Henderson, Webb and

LTMeBriar, op. cit., p. 278.
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MacDonald collaborated in writing Interpational Government,

one of the earliest blueprints of the League of Nations.hg

The new Labour Party's constitution of 1918 and its

accompanying manifesto, Labour and the New Social Order, nust
be considercd among Sidney VWebb's most skillful pieces of
permeation, It was so comprehensive a program that succes-
sive programs were only to modify it zccording to circum-
stances. As G. D. H. Cole wrote:

Labour and the New 8Scocizl Order is seen to contain
in substance by far the greater part of what has been
put forward in respect of home poliey in subseguent
Labour programes, and of the actual policy which the

Labour Goverﬁgent of 1945 began vigorously to carry
inte effect. "

S8imilarly, Henry Pelling has gone on to say:

Labour and the MNew Socizl Order . . . was of great
importance because it formed the basis of Labour Farty
policy for over tggrty years--in faet until the gencral
election of 1950. ¥ £

What the new constitution did was to commit the party

to socialism for the first time. This was an acknowledgement
of the fact that in the years before World War I, the Labour
Party had been steadily moving in the direction of socialism.

In T.abour and the New Social Order, the commalitment to

socialism was spelled out. It was to come gradually and con-

stitutionally. Then the program comes--the "four pillars® of

48¢ole, op. eit., p. 170.

i19Samuel H. Beer, British Politics In The Collectivist
Ace (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 19651, p- 155,

501bid.




55
the new Sociglist civilization: (1) The Universal Enforce-
ment of the National Hinimum, {2) The Democratic Control of
Industry, (3) The Revolution in National Finance, and (L)

The Surplus Wealth of the Conmmon Good.

Subseguent paragraphs set out these four principles
in grezater detail, The first was to include all the propo-
sals for wages, hours, health, safety, housing, education, -
public works, and the prevention of unemployment, which the
Fabian Society had from time to time advocated. The sécond
meant control of industry by a democratic State, including
nationalization of coal distribution, and a call for common
ownership of the land. These two demands for state ovnership
were to be accompanied with extensions in political democracy
by adult suffrage and abolition of the House of Lords. The
third principle called for a steep increase in taxation and
death. duties so that "equality of sacrifice" might be. The
fourth envisaged Democratic Go-operation and a common plan,
scientifically evolved, for solving the problemg of mahkind,51

No vast, suddeu enactment of this program was possi-
ble, for Britain, as the rest of the world was in the throes
of what began as a recession or economic slump and became by
the 1930's a Great Depressiﬁn. Under these circumstances,
obviously, thers were no funds for such a grand design.

With the economic boom brought on by World War II,

many of Britaints problems appeared to have been solved.

51cole, op. cit., pp. 173-Th.
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Uncder the lesdership of the MNational or Coalition Govern-
ment~~z2 coalition of Labour, Liberals, and Conservatives
which governed Britain until 1945--full employrmeont had been
achieved, the standard of 1living was up, social services had
been expanded widely so that Britain, despite a war that made
greater and greater demands on her material resources, was
also able to better the lives of many of the BEnglish people.
As the war drew to a close, there was a growing realization
that a return to mass unemployment, human squalor, human
misery, and gross inequality rmust never be allowed again. As
early as 1941, Britain's wartime goverrment had directed
Sir ¥William Beveridge to recommend changes in the existing
programs for social insurance and a2llied services.

The result was the Beveridge Report, issued in 1942.
The Coalition Govermment, having orderced whnat it thought was
an innocuous, technical survey of socizal insurance, suddenly
found itself saddled with what was, in effect, a declaration
of Human Rights, a manifesto, and a program., Not only were
the five Giant Evils--Want, Diseass, Ignorance, Squalor, and
Idleness~-indicted, but the means to remove them were boldly
proclaimed. There was to be a truly comprehensive system of
socigl insurance, enjoyed not merely by industrial workers
but by all citizens, as of right. The principle of a National
Minimum was put forward. Assumrption A of this report postu-
lated a comprehensive health service freely available to all.
Assumption B looked to the family and called for children's

allownnees. Assumption ¢ made full employment the essential
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basis of the whole system. The dreams of the Fabians were
about to become peality.

In 1945, Labour came to power with a strong mandate
to carry out the Bzveridge Report, which they had campaipned
on. B8everal acts of Parliament soon extended and reorgan-
ized the whole system of social welfare. VFor example, the
Hational Insurance Act of 1946 provided almost everyone in
Greau Britain with a large measure of pesrgonal protcction
from childhood to old age. Major clauses of the Act included
provisions for sickness and unemployment insurance, widow's
benefits, maternity benefits, guardian's allowances, death
grants, and retirement pensions. A Family Alowances Act of
1945 provided five shillings for all children after the
firat, under fifteen years of age. The Industrial Injuries
Act of 19li6 extended workmen's compensation so that all per-
sons employed under contract are protected.sz

Early in 1946, Farliament passed the National Health
Services Aect, which went into effect in July, 1948. This
Act, because of its wide range and comprshensive structure,

has been called:

. + «» perheps the greatest single achievement(of the
post-war gsocial revolubtion. It was a social 1nv§ntion
which BritaiEBpioneered in and other nations sasdmired,

even envied.

52001gwin Smith, A History of England (3d ed.; New
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 19667, D. 7190.

53Harry Hopkins, The New Look, A Social Histoqg of
the Forties and Fiftieg in Enzland (Bosbon: Houghton Hifflin

Company, 196l), P. 12.
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Under the Nationol Health Service fct, everyone in
the population, repgardless of incorie, insurance status on
occupational class was to have access, without charge, to any
needed maintenance or care, in a hospital, to medical ser-
vices, and to special or national assistance, as in tho case
of the blind.

These four acts, the National Insurance Act, the Fam-
ily Allowance Act, the Industrial Injuries fect, oné the
National Health Services Act comprised Baveridpgets Social
Security Program. Its impact was described thusly by a

writer from the Daily Mail to his readers July 1, 1948, a few

days before the National Health Services Act was to go into
ef'fect:

On Monday morning, you will wake in a New Britain, in
a state which 'takes over!' its citizens six months before
they are born, providing care and schooling, sickness,
workless days, widowhood and retirement. Final;y‘it
helps defray the cost of their departure. All this, with
free doctoring, dentistry and medicine--free bath chairs
too, if needed--for lUs. 11d. out of yogf weekly pay
packet. You begin paying next Friday.-"

Finally, social security was a reality. What had brought it
about was that popular demand had been overwhelningly for it.
Support came from all political parties, The Fabians had at

last secn their hopes rade reality.

A second area the government moved into was naticnal-

ization, another thing the Fabians had long advocated. The

government nationalized the Bank of England, the coal mines

SU1vig., p. 124.
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and the railways, as well as c¢ivil aviation. All telephone
commmications passcd under public ownership in 1947. They
then nationalized the iron and steel industries, despite much
opposition, and here they ran into difficulties. Tae common
ownership of the means of production had lonz been held out
by socialists as the unique, indispensable cure for almost
every socisal evil, Its name had been continually pronounced
nuch as a Mohammedan pronounced the name of Allah., It had
been enshrined in the Labour Parbty Constitution since 1918
and the party platform of that year had called for national-
ization of railroads, coal, electricity, and insurance.

But it was seen that nationalization was not the pan-~
acea, Problem industries remained problem industries after
nationalization., Such was the fate of the iron and steel
industries. Economic crises buffeted the nationalization
program. The British govermment also had the additional prodb-
lem that it had become the employer of railway workers and
coal miners. But there was no decline in the rate of absent-
eeism, Strikes did not stop. 4&nd so Labour'!s problems grew.

In 1951, Labour faced a new election. The Labour
Government could claim it hed made vast strides towards mak-
ing Britain a welfare state. A comprehcnsive social insur-
ance system had been established which covered everyone. If
illness struck, no longer would a family's life savings go.
Wow a poor person could be well cared for, regardless of his
financial status. Another thing the Fabians had argued for

was a more equitable distribution of the wealth. Here they

[ ——
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could claim some modest success. World War II had doubled
the standard rate of income tax. Tﬁis had been succeecded by
peace~time income tax raises with a 25% tax on distributive
profits since 19}7. The result of these higher rates was a
certain flatiening on income rates and a shift auay from
regressive, indirect taxes which had been high before the
war., 55

Other areas in which Fabians had long made recormen-
dations for changes were agriculture, housing, and educa-
tion.5¢ The farmer benefited by the Agricultural Act of 1947
with subsidies. He now had his own secure place in the
planned and managed economy. Fabian studies had long advo-
cated more housing, and advances were made here. Finally, a
vast advance had come in the field of education with the pas~
sage of the Education Act of 194);, which provided for compre-
hensive reforms in education. And then a ziant stride was
made when, in April 1947, 211 children were reguired to
attend school until they were fifteen years old. County col-
leges were also established. Inroads were made into making
equality of oppertunity a reality, for now many more children
would be able to c¢limb up tﬁe educational ladder. This would
be, no matter wnat their finances or circumstances.

However, there was znother side. Upposition to the
government was growing and Lzbour, by the time of the 1951
divided within that pf@speats Welw dim fur

4 whe

election, wag so :

TP Sy

551bid., p. 164. 56g01e, op. cit., p. 300.
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maintaining power. Part of the problem was that they had no
program to offer the English people., £s ¢ne suthor put ib:

By 1952 Labour had exhausted both the ideaz and tho
impetus of 194i5. The vague and emasculated program with
which in 1951 it confronted the elections sugrested that
it had lost the courage of its convietions also, 27

For example, Lthey hedged on the isgssue of further nationali-
zation, The left wing of the party was doctrinaire and
insisted on it. The more pragmatic socialists were in favor
of going slow, being more flexible. They would rather be in
power, eventually achieving their aims than stand on princi-
ple forever, cutside of power. The iszue wasg not resolved
and so they faced the campaign with a fuzzy progrwa in con-
trast to the more positive, dynamic program of the Conserva-
tives. The Conaervatlves called for greater liberiy and a
more sound economy, elimination of controls, denationaliza-
tion, and so on. This was a popular program with the volers.

As a result, Conservative rule ensued from 1951 to

196li. The Labour Party remained split, which aided the Con-
servatives., However, Conservative rule was marked by an
expansion of the welfare state. A planned economy, 2 rore
equitable distribution of the wealth, full emrloyment, and a
just, social insurance system were now considered national
goals, not just Labour Party goals. About the only major
reversal of Labour policy was denationalization of the coal
and steel industries. The differences were more 1in degree

than in kind as even Harold Wilson claimed when he campaigned

5THopkins, op. eit., p. 285.
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For Teiune Minister in 1963:

Our Conservative opponents have recently bezun Lo

stress similar objectives, the difference is nob 2o much
4 L % 3 - - - P 3 - oy -

in siated endg as %g means, and irn the kind of gocliety
each would creaote.

By the time Harcld Wilson made that stotenent thers
wvee little doubt who was in control of the Tabour Yariy.
Hugh Gaitskill had presided over a party split dovm the nid-
dle. When Harold Wilson becamne leader o Labhour, the debate
was resolved. The party was committed to socialism on a
Pilece~by-piece basis., It would be flexible, rot dectrinaire.
The left-wing doctrinaire sceialists who oniy thouzht of all
or nothing as nationalization were rowerlesgs.

Wilson presented a fresh, bold program before the
English people at e time when they were beset with cconomie
erises. His campaign echoed John F. Kennzdy's when he said
hs wanted to see Britain moving again. He strsssed that he
wanted to restore the dynamic of the econony because:

Without a vast effort =zt inereasing our sconomic
expansion, we cannot solve the problem and assure to
everyone s decent and happy 1iife, cars for the arged,
the young and the weak, and crsate in the whole country
a physieal environment it for a cultured peonle, Our
progrems for education, for science, for social ser~-
vices, all depend on the economic dimamic., On the ofhsrp
hand, the econogéc dynamic will make no gznse without

social Turpose.
Then came the details. He calied for advances in

housing, public ownership, education, and on and on. The

58Haro1d Wilson, "The Relevance of British Social
Democracy,” Encyclopesedia Brittanica Book of the Year (1964},

p. LO.

591Ivig., p. 2.
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Fabizn influcnee was undaniable when he said:

Ve shall not put forth our full intellectuunl strenztn
as & nation when 30 many of our children ere virtuslly
gernled the chanee of higher eaucgt;on, vhen the systen
rejects cqguality of opportunity.,©0

al]

]wn

,.a.

Finelly, in his book, The Rolevence of Exitish Soci

L

(196}, Wilson spoke oub agzinat those who wanled guestion
whether socialism destroyed human freecdom:

Thera are those, pdr,mcul arly in tho U.S., who
believe that the asgertion of publ&a regponsibility for
the neans of full cmwloymone, asccial. advance, matoeorial or
spirittal, is a fatal step in the éirection of coimwumniarn.
It is ovr beliefl that a sociallsu approach to Britain's
problems, so far from heing a lurch in the dircction of
comuunism, neans the fullest flowering of democracy.

For whils we yield to none in our determination to fight
for the basie politiecal fresdoms-~frecdom of sreech, of
religion, of public meeting, of the ballot--wo belicve
thet no man is truly free who is in economic thralldon,
who is a2 glave to unemployment,; or economic ingecurity,
or the crippling cost of medicel treatment, who lacks
the opportunities, in both the material and the price-
less irpnaterial sense to a fuller life ﬁﬂg the fullest
realization of his talents and abilities.

No more fitting statoment could have been written ag
to the influence of the Fabian Society waich began so long
ago, one af'ternoon in Osnaburgh 3treet. The record of
Harold Wilson's aduinistration thus far has not been so full
of progress snd advancement. The eccnomy has been plagved
by erises. There have beesn labor problems. Zouality of
oprortunity hes had a severe test with recent arrivals of

Negro imigrants from the Commomrealth gountries. Thnen thers

60Ibid., p. 29.

aligen

61uarcld Wilson, The Relevance of Eritish Soc
{London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 19647, po. 108- U?,




vo the forgobten poor. & svlmerged one-~tonth of the povula-
tion, mozbly vhe vevry young and sged, mever geb enoush food
¢ assistance. OLd age pensions are barsly nbove subaistense
ievel =nd the London Economist stated, "One-hzlf a million
chiléren are in poverty."ee Howaver, Aall is not gloomy.
Britain is moving ghead in socigl security, housing, oduca-
tion, end partionlsrly in the areas of lmean Lreedunt.  lMore
people ave better off, there is & mors fair distvibution of
incore, and mora equality of oprortuvnity. Foverty is on its
wzy to eiimination. Purbther Judgment will have to come when
Witgon's term is up. Thus far, he has not had a free nand.

v b

&z Wilson indicated, without a vzst economic expansion, his

hands would be tied,
Although no major political development can have said
to hazve been due to Fabian influence, still thers is no doubt

that Fabiens hzve influenced British politics. When they

bezan, there was no social security. Thore was no talk of

equality. The idea that the poor should be left to starve

was prevalent. The Fsbians said no, and chapity was nobt the

answer, either. Poverty has social causes. If cen bo elimin-

ated. Tha Labour Pariy takes up the banner today and calls

for a national minirmum income, a Fabian ideal of long age

whieh has yet to be schieved. So, too, it calls for a fuller

life for all. The list goss on and on.

62"Bﬂitaln Rethinks the Welfare S3ate," America,
Vol. 117. Yo. 23 (New York) (December 2, 19674, T. 675.
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It seems undeniably true that the. Fabians have influ-
enced end do continue to influence British polities. For
instance, Wilson's Secrotary for Social Services,
Richard Créssman, is a Pabian, as is his Homo Secretary,
James Callaghan, and Defense Sscretary, Denis Healey. The
Fabian goal of socialism has yet to be fully achieved, bub
they have won 5ecause thelr cause is now ZIngland's. One
recalls Sidney Webb's statement sc long ago about "the incvi-

tability of gradualness™ in achisving the good life for a11.63

63colc, op. c¢it., p. 11. 1




Chapter 3

THE PROGRESSIVES

The year 1900 marked the beginning of a new era and
a new century. It was both a time of change and of conti-

nuity. America was chenging from a rurel, agricultural

nation to an urban, industrialized one. Its population was
chenging from a largely homogenous ﬁortharn BEuropean one to
& more heterogenous one, which was particularly due to the
great influx of new irmigrants from Southern and Eastern

EBurope. These newly arrived irmmigrants, by and large,

arrived with a different political tradition than most Amneri-
cans because Southern and Eastern Europe had more authoritar-
ian paternalistic govermments than the more democratic tradi-

tion of the Americans.

So, too, the old ideals of individualism end laissez-
faire were being questioned by many. .Fbr example, the Popu-
lists and Socialists had long said that capitalism must be
eliminated or modified. The call was out for mope equitable

wages and s0 on. Social justice become the ery voiced again

and again by the disaffected and their leaders. Perhaps the

most striking development of the Gilded Age was the energence

of corporations and labor unions. They marked the beginning

of collectiviam in fmerica, characterizing the tendency towara

bigness and organization, which arg hallmarls of this century.
66
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Coincidental with these changes was the emergence of
a social reform movemont, the progressive movement, vhich is
fhe subject of this chapbter. This movement for reform was a
product both of the grievances of the time and a fulfillment
of earlier reform movements whose inspiration can be traced
back to Thomas Jefferson end fndrew Jackson. From the days
of Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson, reformers had sought
to extend the fruits of democracy to an ever larger segnent
of the population. It was part of the American reform tradi-
tion to seek justice for all, to do away with inequities and
privilege, to widen opportunities so that all might live a
fuller, happier life. |

The immediabte predecessors of the progressives were
the Populists. The Populist revolt marked the beginning of
a new reform period which began in the 1890's and was to cul-
minate in the Progressive era. This revol?y, which was agrar-
ian based, was the initial response of discontented rural
Americans to the effects of massive industrialization.

Although this movement in the irmmediate sense must be judged

a failure, still it dié show there was growing support for its

demands., The high point of the Populist movement was ths
presidential election of 1892. The Populists had campeigned
long and hard for the adoption of their platform.

The Populist platform of 1892 had attempted to stale

ihe objectives ot various groups, which through it raised

their voices in protest. To ease the burden of dsbt for the

farmers and to raise incomes for miners, it promised the
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unlinited coinage of silver end gold at the ratic of sixteen
to one. Labor was assured some restrietion on immigration
and the eighit~-hour day on government projects. MNationaliza-
tion of the railroads, the telegrarh, and the telerhone, a
graduated income tax, and postal savings banks vere promised
to offset the power of monopolies. A single term for the
president, direct election of senators, and the initiative,
referendum and recall were included in order to restore to
the people control of government.

In 1892 James Weaver, the Populist candidate, ran
third. However, the election showed widening support for
the Fopulist program. Weaver gained more than a million
popular votes and the Populists became the first third party

since the Civil War to break into the electoral college with

twenty-two votes.i'

The two major parties recognlzed the significance of
this vote. In 1896 the Democratic candidate for president,
William Jennings Bryan, also ran zs the Populist candidate
for the Prssidency, and by 1896 the Demccrats had taken over
much of the Populist program. In the election of 1896 the
Republicans, who made no pretense of being Populists, won.
William McKinley became president, and from then on Populism
declined. In the immediate sense, Populism was a failure.
However, others who had power would take up many of its

deuntids 2v a future time.

T0oscar Handlin, fmerica, a History (llew Yoric: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1968}, p. 651.
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An assassin's bullet ushersd in that future tine

%

sooner %hsn anyone expected. Theodore Roosevelt came to the
presidency and therc was now, for the first time, a progres-
sive lesader in the White House who could do something about
these progressive and Fopulist demands.

Tas vrogressives, in both their progrems and ideals,
had some strilzing similarities to, but also glaring differ-

ences from ths Fabiens. PFirst, the similarities. Both arose

at relatively the same time, the late 1880's and early 1890's,
a time when there was widespread protest against the insgui-
ties of the day, both in England and the United States.

These were both middle-class novements, with the leadership
coming primarily from the upper ranks of the middle class.
This meant severz) things. PFirst, it reflected a sense of
regponsibility towards the less fortunate, this strand of

humanitarianism and compassion which has been in Anglo-Saxon

society from the beginning. Secondly, it meant their social
and economic reforms would be achieved graduslly, within the

denocratic process. These people had too much at stake within
the existing society to want to change everything radically
and put their positions in jeopardy.

Other gimilarities étand out. One was their optimism.

Both the Fabians and progressives felt that men could resorder

their society so that all might live a fuller, happier life.

_ 2Richard Hofstadter, The Aze of Reform (lew York:
Alfred A. Knopr, 1955), p. 20%.
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Tuey had faith in human, as well sas naterial, progress.
Taings would get better. All this would be done within tho
system, Violence was not to be resorted to. Both the pro-
gressive and Fabian movements wers adaptive, rragnatie,
undoginatic, ever changing, and developing movements. Just as
there was no Fabiazn "party line," so there was no progressive
"party line." For example, though at tho beginning trusts
end all forms of organization were anathema and the genoral
feeling was that they must be destroyed, as time went on
Theodore Rooseveltl!s view that organization was not an evil
in itself, that its worst aspects could be curbed by public
regulation and so on, beceme the majority view. Thusg prozrcs-
sivism, like Fabianism, is characterized by its pragmetism

and cammot be viewed as ons whole, consistent movement,

Rather, it must be examined in its various stages in order to

fully understand the movement.

So much for the similzrities. Now the differonces

between the two movements. First and foremost was the fact

cr
f )

that the Pabians were outspolkenly commitied to establishin
Socialism in Enpland, whereas the vast majority of the pro-
gressives remained champions of Capitalism and Individualisn,
The idea was to reform the existing capitalistic system, to

) - ot m ernt ik
make it more workable so that socialism or violent revolution

would not be such a threat.> Also, the progressive ideal wa3,
e P
in the main, a return to a rural, competitive, free enterprise

31biga., p. 237.
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system where the individual was self-sufficient and reipgned
supreme in contrast to the Fabian ideal of a co-operative,
urban, industrialized society. The progressives wers really
looking backward to America's idyllic past, hoping to res-
tore it. This was in contrast to the Fabians wno saw that
the individual could no longer be self-sufficient and so
advocated state intervention in order to roalize the publie
vwelfare. As time went on, these differences would lessen,
but in the beginning of the movements the differences betieen
the Fabians and progressives were glaring. The central ideal
of the progressive movement was the search for the realiza-~
tion of social justice. A second important beliefl of the
progressives was a belief in positive govermment. Finally,
the progressives wore commitied to fulfilling the derocratic
ideal, that government should be by and for the people and
not be run in the interests of the plutocrats.h

This first ideal, that social justice be realized,
was ths keystone to the whole movement. Without it, the
movement would not have been. The long hours, the dedica-
tion displayed by many in the face of small gains, would not
have been possible were it not for the belief of the progres-

sives that it would be all worth it if they could better the

hotis L. Graham, An Encore For Reform (1ew Yorlk:
Oxford University Press, 19671, p. 5; wWiniroc A. Harbison end
Mfred E, Kelly, Thae Amucicsn Constitution: Lts Origins and
Develovnent (Mew York: W. W. Korton and Company, ?5hbl, P,
%32-33; and Alan Grimes, 2merican Political Thought (Few Yori:

Henry Holt and Company, 19557, p. 387.
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lot of the underprivileged and exploited, if they could see
that each man, as Theodore Roosevelt expressed it, got a
"sgquare deal." As Roosevelt once said:

We are no respecter of persons. If a labor union
does wrong, we opposc it ag firmly as we oppose a cor-
poration which does wrong, and we stand ecually stoutly
for the rights of the man of wealth as for the age
worker. We seck to protect the property of every man
who acts honestly, of every corporation that ropresents
wealth honestly accumulated and honestly usecd. We seck
to stop wreongdoing and we desire to punish the wgongdoer
only so far as is necessary to achieve this end.

Reinforcing this view, Roosevelt went on to say:

Let us strive steadily to secure Justlce as between
man and man without regard to the man's position, social
or otherwise., Let us remember that justice can mever be
Justice unless it is equal. Do justice to the rich man
and exact justice from him--justice to the capitalist and
Justice to the wage-worker. . . . I have sgn equally
healthy averszon for the reactionary and the demagogue;
but I am not going to be driven out of fealty to my prin-
ciples because certain of them are championed by, the
reactionary and certain others by the demagogue.5

Roosevelt and his fellow progrsssives stood for
social jJustice for all. Since this was so great a part of
the progressive movement, and since it is the strongest point
fof'eomparison with the Fabians, the meaninz of and motives
for social justice need elsboration.

First, the ideal of social justice was not motivated

solely by humanitarien reasons. Rather, the progressives

feared that to neglect the victims of industrialisn would

invite social disintegration and ultimate catastrophe., In

SHaro1d Howland, Theodors Roosevelt and Iiis Tines
{New Haven: Yale Unlversity Press, 1921}, p. 107.

6Ibig., p- 108.
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order to forestall this possibility, they bacame the chau-
pions of social justice--in a limited manner. This attitude
vas well expressed in a lebtter Theodore Roosevelt wraote in
1906 to William Howard Taft, about the tasks of Ancrican
politicel leadership as he envisaged them for the next

quarter century:

I do not at &ll like the social conditions at pre-
sent. The dull, purbind folly of the very rich, their
greed and arrogance, and the way in which thoey have
unduly prospored by the help of the ablest lawyers, and
too often through the weakness or shortsightednsss of
the judges or by their unfortunate possession of meticu-
lous minds, these facts and the corruption in business
and politics, have tended to produce a very unhealtny
condition of excitement and irritation in the public
mind, which shows itself in the enormous increase in
socialistic propaganda. Nothing effective, because noth-
ing at once honest and intelligent, is being done to com-
bat the great amount of evil which, mixed with a little
good, and a little truth, is contained in the outpourings
of the Cosmovnolitan, of McClure's, of Colliers, of
Tom Larson, David Graham Phillips, of Upton Sinclair.
Some of them are socialists, but they are all bullding up
& revolutionary feeling which will probably take the form
of a political campaign. Then we may have to do, too
late or almost too late, what had to be done in the sil-
ver campaign, when in one sumier we had to convince a
great many good people that what they had been labopi-
ously taught for several years previous was untrue.’

Though Roosevelt did mol speak for the more radical

progressives, still his was the gensral view. These men

wanted social justice but in a sense it was being forced on

them. If they did not give in and reform the system, the

redicals would force their hand and destroy them. Thus, they
took the midale road, that of reform within reason.

Another reason for the progressives advocating social

THofstadter, op. cit., ppé 236-38.




Justize, besides the humanitarian reason, snd the proctical
ong, was that they felt that the Ansrican system was out of
balance and that the proper balance muat be reatored., Thal
is, Woodrow Wilson and others felt that the "iroace of life"
wag no longer being run. Imerics had been cormmitted to
Yideals of absolutely free oprortunity, where no man isg sap-
rosed te ba under any limitations except the limitations of
bis mind . . . where men win or loss on their merits." By
various means, the new system of organization had destroycd
this body of ideals. But "Amsriea will insist npon recover-
ing these ideals which gshe has always professad."s

The motivations behind the ideal of sociel Justice
ware many and varied. But more importantly, what did socizl
justice mean to the progressives? Whet concepts were enbod-
jed in that catch~all phrase, social justice? One answar is
to comparc the progressive and the Fabian ideals of social
justice.

There are a nunber of component puwts to this con-

cept, socisl justice. PFirst would be the ideal of equality.

The Fabian position is well knowm, for they heve long been
champions of equality, and at the very least, equality of
opportunity.g The progressive opinion was more ambiguous.
Many progressives were long and hard champions oFf eguallty.
Take this statement of Theodore Roosevelt in 1910:

and

eThe quotations in this paregraph are WODdPEtﬂ 3
wonds, in Hofstadter's book, Ths Aze of Reform, rr. 222- 3.

it

9800 page 31, supra passim.
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At every state, and under =211 circumstances, the
essence of the struggle is to equalize opportunity, des-
troy privilege; and give to the 1ife and citizenship of
every individual the highest possible value both to him-
solf snd to the commonwealth., I stand for the sguare
deal. But when I say that I am for the square deal I
mean not merely that I stend for fair play under the
present rules of the gsme, but that I stand for having
those rules changed so as to work for s more subsbtantial
eguality of opportunity and of reward for egually good
service.

However, all progressives would not agree with this
view, For progressivism, as C. Vamm VWoodward has written,
"generally was progressivism for white mon only.“11 Most
white progressives remained unzffected by the plight of the
Negro and adopted prevalent racist ideas. They also did not
champion the immigrant's cause. These two groups seemed to
be outside their interests. Eguality of oprortunity was to
be sought for some, not for 21l in society.

Secondly, both the Fabisns end progressives were
gredualists. They meant to seek reform piecemeal and legit-
imately. A typical statement of this attitude were these
remarks by Woodrow Wilsons:

¥hen we have freed our government, when we have res-

tored freedom of enterprise, when we have broken up the
partnerships between money and power which now block us
at every turn, then we shall see our way to accomplish
211 the handsoms things which platforms promise in vain

if they do ?gt start at the roint where stand the gates
of liberty.

1 030?!1811{3, Opc Cit .y P- * 9? -

110ar1.Rcsek (ed. ), The Progressives, T§§ American
Heritege Series (MNew York: Bobbs-ilerrill Co., 1967}, pe x11.

12gpsham, op. cit., p. 166.
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So the progressives were comnitted to gradualism.
However, it woﬁld be & mistake to say that they were both
committed to gradualism and leave it at thet, The Fabians
were committed to a thorough reorganization of the social
fabric, to acnieving socialisn gradually. ©Tae progressives
were never cormitted as o group to socialism, no» to eny
radical reorganization of the society. They were more for
social reform than social reorganization,

Thirdly, the progressives and Fabians advocated a
"balance between the public good and the private gain."13
This reflected the influecnce of a book that both groups
admitted influenced their thinking, Henry George's Progress

and Poverty, in which was expounded the community theory of

'value.1LL The Fabians had tasken this idea up immediately.
They saw George's single tax on land as too simplistic, nob
recognizing it was apt for the American experience, but yet
the Fabians did believe in George's community theory of value
and the idea that poverty was preventable through redistribu-
tion. The progressives also believed in the cormunity theory
of value and were for redistribution of income in a vague way
and were for preventing poverty, though whether they thought
it possible is debatable. The Fabians were more definitely

committed on thiS'point.15

13Ibid., pe e 1ﬁSee pages 33-35, supra.

of Theodors Rooszevell, Ths
Yoprl:: Harper and Erothers,

15George Mowrry, The ?ra

.

Yew American Nation Series (Lisw

1958), p. 98.
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A seccond fundemental ideazl that both the Fabians znd
progressives believed in was a cormitment to positive govern-
ment. The progressives, unlike other reform groups, followed
the lead of the Populists in rejecting the Jeffersonian idesl
that that govermnment was best which governed least. They
felt govermaent should step in and be involved in the crucial
problema of the day, particularly when the states and local
governments were incapable or neglected these neads. In tak-
ing this stand, they saw govermment-as a positive good, some-
thing that actively looked after the welfare of the body pol-
itic rather than the laissez-faire attitude of govermnment
stay out. By inference, this ideal rejected the old indi-
vidualism and meant that the government would become ever
more important in the lives of the people.

The increasing demand for positive government devel-
oped concurrently with a third major ideal of the progres-
sives, a demand for a nmore popular govermment, an ideal the
Fabizns did not concentrate on. This demand that government
must be govermment in the intsrests of the people as a whole
rather then the special interests or plutocrats, was one

that runs throughout American history. Reform movements

have consistently argued for greater popular control of the

government and the progressives were no exception. They

felt that in order to achieve a positive public policy, it
would be necessary to make the politicai process more popular

and more democratic. If bosses and businessnen controlled

cities, the stahe legislaturcs, and the United States Senate,

|!
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if judges refused to validate as constitutional poprular and
positive legislative programs, then the answer was to cir-
cumvent the rower of the bosses and busincessmen and in mnak-
ing all public officials more responsive to the public will.
Tne demand for the direct election of the Sz2nate, Tor the
direct primary, the Australian ballot and corrupt practices
legislation, for the initiative,; referendum and recall--thesc
werc demands that would make government more responsive and
public offieclals responsible to the majority of the people.16

Or so the progressives thought. The record has showm
that these "radical" experiments in democracy were destined
to realize neither the hopes of progressives nor the fears of
conservatives. Many a progressive leader looked upon the
initiative and referendum, the recall, and the primary as thse
greatest constitutional reform since the days of 1787.
Through them the rascals would be thrown out of office, and
the intelligent will of an enlightened people would find
expression. Same frightened conservatives, on the other

hand, believed that direct democracy would mean the end of

lawful representative govermment. President Taft said of the

initiative that "the ultimate issue"” was "socialism,” and he
denounced the recall of judges as giving "enormous power for
evil" into the hands of corrupt bosses and "stirrers up of a

social hata.“’T

163r1mes, op. e¢it., p. 377.
17Hapbison and Kelley, op. cit., p. 638.
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Actually, there was no decisive change for good or
evil &5 a resuvlt of these democratic reforms. Because the
poovlse could initiate laws did not mean that this nationts
laws were the idegl. The cures for democracy's problems
werc secen Tto be not merely to have more democracy.

This perhaps was the greatest weakness of the pro-
gressive movement. It concentrated too much upon the reform
of the mechanics of government, and too little upon the deep-
seated social and economic ingtitutions which gave rise to
governmental corruption,18 The party boss was too often mere
scum upon the surface of urban poverty, and the corrupt or
stupid legislator merely the too accurate image of srecial
interest groups, organized minorities, or even deficient pub-
lic intelligence or morality. These were not evils to be
cured by stripping the speaker of his powers or abolishing a
party convention.

This last point shows the basic difference between
the Fsbians and progressives. The progressives were ena-
moured of means, to brealk up a trust, or of having the ini-
tiative. They stood for mild social and political reforms.
The Fabians were more interested in ends, for they wanted
to strike st the roots of a'problem. They wanted to elim-
inate poverty and create an ideal society. The Fabians stood
for thoroughgoing social reorganization, not mere reform of

the existing system, which the progressives advocated.

181pi4.
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The-progressive progran, like the Fabiants, wsas

pragnatic end evolving continuously. President Theodore
Roosevelt's program was called the "Sguare Deal,"
Rooscvelt!s objective was a square deal for all. The fov-
ernment, he thought, was fundamentally e referes., Its first
obligation was to be fair so that no competitor could vio-
late the rules or gain an unfeir advantage over his antago-
nists. Each person deserved an opportunity to do his best

and each was to be judged on his merits.1?

The first area in which Roosevelt sought te apply
these principles was in his relations with business and

labor. Roosevelt, in this area, stated his p&sition clearly:

'l am for labor,' or 'I am for capital' substitutes
something else for the immubable laws of righteousnecss.
The one and the other would let the class man in, and
letting him in is one thing-that will quickly eat the
heart out of the Republie.20

Thus, he sought to favor neither, rather to take the

niddle course. Because at that time big business was all-

powerful and organized labor was still & fledzling, Roosevelt

concentrated his efforts on attacking the abuses of big busi-

He sought

ness. His first effort was in the antitrust area.

to revitalize the Sherman Antitrust Aet of 1890 which had

solemnly warned:

Every contract, combination in the form cf trust or
otherwise, or conspiracy in restraint of trade or con-
merce among the several states, or with forelgn nations,

20iowry, on. cit., p. 101.
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is hereby declared to be illegal.21

The first major target was the Norihern Securities
Company, a mamioth effort to unite the rallwvays of the North-
west under Jawes J, Hill and J. P. Forgan, Rooscvelt brought
suit against the company under the Sherman law, and in 1901
the Supreme Court ordercd the company dissolved. The judges
held that although 2 holding company was not itself a con-
spiracy, the process of forming one was illegal if the intent
was to restrain trade. The decision was the signal for fur-
ther prosecutions. In the next four years, this administra-

tion secured indiciments against twenty-five trusts, includ-

ing those in beef, o0il, and tobacco. Yet Roosevelt did not

ettack indiscriminately. He did not believe all trusts were

evil and should be broken up. For example, in 1907, when he
feared a deepening of the financial e¢risis, he acquiesced in
Morgan's acquisition of the Tennsssee Coal and Iron Company

for United States Steel, a move that reduced competition in

the steel industry.
This move reflected Roosevelt's growing belief that

it would neither be in the interests of the nation nor pos-

sible to break up all the trusts. Rather, the better answer

vould be to let the corporations remain, but curb them from

abusingz their power by public regulation. As George E. MHowry

atated it:

2lgapvey Wish, Contenrorary fnmerica (Hew York: Harper
& Brothers, 1955), p. 60. |
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It is one of historyt's small ironies that Roossvelt
never once in his public life zrgued that trust busting
would cure the industrial problem. As a matter of rec-
ord, from the time he was governor of lew Yorlk to the
end of his life he believed in govermment regulation snd
not dissolution of gliant corporations. He stated his
position elearly in his first message to Congress, reafl-
firmed it at Fittsburgh on July bk, 1902, end azain all
across the counbry in the campaign of that fall. At
Pittsburzh he declared that the growth of large industry
was netural, inevitable, and beneficial, and that the
nation could no more turn back by legislation than it
could turn back the Mississippi spring floods. But, the
§reside?t added 'we can regulate snd control them by

evees.

Public regulation, then, was his answver to the trust
problen. However, throughout his term in office, he simulta-
neously pursved his trust busting activities. VWhy? The ans-
wer lies in the fact that while the path to effective regula-
tion was blocked by & stubborn, conservative Congress, the
only way for Roosevelt to bring the arrogant capitalists to
heel was through the judicious use of antitrust laws.

In the field of publie regulation Roosevelt was most
successful with the railroads, perhaps because with them it
was a clear case of interstate commerce and the country was
soundly sgainst the abuses of the railroads which had been
graphically pointed out by both the Populists and muckrakers.
A major achievement in this area was the Hepburn Act, whose
main provision granted the Interstate Commerce Commission the

power to set reasonable rates on complaint of a shipper.

This bill was a breakthrough. Prior to this, government had

not been able to intervene in business but with the passage

zzﬁbwry, op. cit., p. 132,
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of this bill one could sce there was definitely going to be

e more active involvement of the federal goverrnment in the

23

control of the economy.
Roosevelt alsc concentrated his efforts on soeial

wellure legislatlion. Tne FPresident, shoartly after adontion

of the Hepburn Act, signed two other significant measurcs--

the Pure Food and Drug Act and the Meat Inspection Amendment

to the Agricultural Appropriations Act. Each was necessi-

tated by the callous disregard of the public's health by tha

industries concerned. Each also reflected a sharvened oware~

ness by responsible men that federal regulgtion was the only

means of safeguarding the people's hoalth asainst Irresponsi-

ble businessmen.
Roosevelt also fought in the interests af the publiec

welfare in other areas, as in his fight for national control

and develorment of the nation's natural resources.

By the year 1907, the conservative Republican major-

ity in Congress had had their fill of Roosevelt and approved

nv nmajor domestic legislation during his last two years in
office and repudiated him on several occasions. Nevertheless,

Roosevelt =z=nd his fellow progressives refused to give up.

The President appointed a number of new investigatory commnis-

sions. He made further sters in conservation. And ho repeat-
edly lectured Congress and the people on the need to nitigate
the harsh inequities of capitalism by welfare msasures. He

23Handlin, op. ¢it., p. 729.
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wes outraged by the Supremoe Court's ruling in Lockner vs.
Yew York {1905), which held that a meximum-hours law for
bakers was unconstitutional on the grounds that it was en
unreasonable interierence with the right of free contract
and an unreasonable use of the siate's police poter. - And
af'ter a Few York tenement law was invalidated and a worlmen's
compensation law declared unconstitutional, he wrote Justice
William R. Day that unless the judiciary's svirit changed,
"We should not only have a revolution, but it would be abso-
Jutely necessary to have a revolubtion, because the condition
of’ the worker would become intolerable. "2l

In a message Roosevelt sent to Congress on
January 31, 1908, the most radical Presidential message up to
that time, Roosevelt charged that businessmen had revised the
doctrine of states! rights for their own selfish interestis
and to avoid all meaningful regulation, He said there was
"no moral difference between gambling at cards . . . and

gambling at the stock market." He called for stringent regu~

lation of securities, imprisonment of businesgsmen who flouted
the law, and a comprehensive program of business regulation.
He cams out for worlman's compensation, compulsory arbitra-
tion of labor disputes, and acceptance of big unionism as a

as

countervaliling power to big business.

2iLouis B, Wright, znd others, The Demogratic Exner-
jence {Chicago: Scott, Foresman and Company, 19031, p. 303,

25Tbia.
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Roosevelt left office in 1909 with none of this
adopted. However, one cannot call the rccord of the Square
Deal a failure, It is true that much of it was not enacted
into law during Roosevelt's term in office, but there was =a
rcason for tnat. His reformis were not passcd largely because
although the people wanted change, many politicians did not.
During Roosevelt's terms, control of bolh the House and Sen-
ate lay in conservative Republican hands and, as a result,
major progressive reforms were nobt passed. Vhat Roosevelt
got through was a result of his compronising with the consocr-
vative cozlition of Republicans and Domocrabts, for he must
get their support or risk defeatb.

By working together with the conservatives, some
progress was made on his progrem. No¢ longer would businezss
be all-powerful and unchecked in relation to Iabor, for exam-
ple, because of his antitrust activities. But the record of
Roosevelt must primarily be seen net by listing his reforms,
but as a preparer of the way for others to move towards a
welfare state. When Roosevelt left office it was realized
that a return to a coﬁplete laissez-faire system would no
longer be possible. People were demanding the right of the
government to intervene in the interests of the public wel-
fare. Finally, Roosevelt's Square Deal was important because
no longer were the social problems of the nation the concern
ef a few reformers. Auosevelt had brought the social prob-
lems of the nation into the full light of public serutiny to

be dealt with., There was no going back. The Square Deal

W L Y
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had left its mark.

The years 1908-1912 were years of growing progressive
strength. In 1910 Congressional and State elections, pro-
gressives, whether running as Republicans or Democrats, had
made impressive pains. But also in this period the Republi-
can party began to split down the middle. Williarm Howard Taft
was now President and within the first year of his term
Teddy Roosevelt and his fellow progressives found they had
made a mistake in believing that Taft would carry out their
program. Taft increasingly ellied himself with the conser-
vatives. As a result, toward the end of Taft's term,
Roosevelt and Taft both battled for leadership of the party
in the 1912 election.

Degpite this turn to the right by Taft, the record
shows gome progressive actions during his administration.
Twice as many antitrust cases were brought during his admin-
istration than during Roosevelt!s. Both the Sixteenth and
Seventeenth Amendments were ratified by Congress in the
early months of 1913. The Sixteenth Amendment, which pro-
vided for a federal income tax, could fuifill the ideal of a
more equitable distribution of the wezalth. The Seventeenth
Amendment provided for the direct election of the Senate,
fulfilling the ideal of a more popular government. Finally,
the Mann-Klkins Act of 1910 was passed, which established the

Jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission over all

comrmnications and strengthensd it by allowing it to suspend

racves.
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In short, during Taft's administration, some fominva
steps were taken in the progressive program, The question
must then be asked, why? Taft had merely pledzed hirgelf as
wanting to consolidate the Square Deal but thene steprs went
further. The answer is that most of these were due not to
tho efforts of Taft, who gave half-hearted suyport, but
rather to an alliance of insurgent Republicans and progres-
gsive Democrats who now had the strength of numbers in Con-

_g;rna"ess.s.'?6

The 1912 election was a tightly contested one, which
revealed a deepening schism in the Republican party.
Roosevelt tried to take the nomination away from Taft, and
when he failed formed the Progressive or Bull Moose parly.
Opposing Roosgevelt and Taft was Woodrow Wilson, a newcomer
to politics who ran as the Democratic candidate. The unpop-
ular, bumbling, canservétive Taft was foredoomed to defeat,
and so the race bscame a choice between two progressives,
Rocsevelt or Wilson.

Roosevelt's program was knowm as the lNew National-
ism. It was a well thought-out program and reflected the
evolution of his political thought from mild to radical pro-

gressivism. In the last years of his presidzncy, Roosevelt

had set forth his idea that the federal government shoulc be
a dynamic force in the soecial and economic affairs of m~on.

By 1909 he had adopted a program demanding broad federal and

261pid., p. 305.
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economic regulation but had not yet formulated a coherant

political philosorhy to justify such a program. This wes

suprlied by Herbert Croly in his work, Promise of imerican
Life (1909).

Croly®s thesis not only summarized the most progres-
sive thought of the time but also became the rationale of
the Mew Nationalism, and even of Vilsonian prozrassivism
after 1915. In American thought, Croly said, there were two
opposing views on what role government should play. The
first was the Hamiltonian view, identified with the aristoc-
racy and special privileged, which said government sheculd
intervene directly to alter existing economic relationships

or to establish new ones. The seccond was the Jeffersonian

view that govermment should pursue a policy of strict laissez-

faire with regard to economic activity. This weak government
concept was identitPied with democracy and a program of equal
rights and opportunities. Croly said this was wrong and
ealled boldly for a new orientation in progressive thinking.
What he demanded was nothing less than that the progressives
abandon their Jeffersonian prejudices against strong govern-
ment znd adopt Hamiltonien means to achieve Jeffersonian, or
democratic endsv27

After reading this book, Roosevelt began at once to
translate Croly's scholarly treatise into living politicel
in a famous speech atb

principles all could understand.

E?Arthur 8. Link, UOOdrow ilson and the Fror?essivn
Era (Héw York: Harper and Brothers, 1934), p. 19.
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Osowatomie, Konsas, on August 31, 1910, Roosevelt sounded the
¥eynote of his two years'! campzign. The old nationalism, ho
said, had been used "by the ginistor . . . special inter-
ests.” What he proposed was a new nstionaliswm, a dynamic
dermovracy, that would recognize the inevitability of concen-
tration in industry, and bring the great corporations under
complete federal control, that would protect and encourage
the laboring man, that, in brief, would do many of the things
associegted with the modern concept of the welfare state. "Ve
are face to face with new conceptions of the relations of
property to human welfare,"” he declared. " . . . Froperty
(ig) subject to the general right of the comwunity to regu-

late its use to whatever degree the public welfare may

require it."20

This, in geﬁeral, was also the program and theme that
Roosevell proposzed during the campaign of 1912. The Progres-
sive Platform of 1912 on which he campaigned included meas-
ures like a minimum wage for women, prohibition of child
labor, workman's compensation, and social insurance. On the
pelitical level the Progressives called for adoption of the
initiative, referendum, and recall, as well as the institu-
tion of a nstion-wide presidential primary in order to insure

popular control of government. In the economic field, the

major demands were for a federal trade commission to exercise

sweeping, regulatory authority over business and industrial

2B1p: 4.
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activity and a tariff commission that would sot ratss on a
scientific basis and guarantes that benefits of protoction
accerued fo workers as well as cmploycvs.ag This, then, was
the New Nationalism. The governmendt would now be a vital
force thnat could effect change so that it could redlly serve
the welfare of the people. The Fabians would have nadded
their heads in agreement.

The other major contender for the rresidencey,
Woodrow Wilson, had no such well-defined program or philoso-
phy when the campaign began. Like Roosecvelt, he had a gen-
eral commitment to the goals of scecial justice, but unlile
Roosevelt, Wilson felt they should be accomplished only by
the states and localities. ;his stand rcflected tho Iact
that Wilson was a progressive of the Jeffersonian persuassion,
undisturbed by Croly's challenge. PFundamentally a statef’s
rights Democrat, Wilson believed that the federal pouer
should be used only to sweep away special privileges and
srtifieial barriers to the develorment of individual ener-
gies, snd to preserve and restore competition in busincss.
Thus he was for a relatively weak federal government.
Wilson, throughout the compaign, scemod to be search-

ing for an issue. He found it when he met Louis D. Brandeis,

. . * 4y +3
one of the leading progressive lawyers in the country, who

also was the chief spokesman of the philosorhy of regulated

7 SR O ~-2 1 Lennionie pecedon for
competition, unhompercd eNLETPrisSs, aind eCcOnLALG Leuton

291vid., p. 16.
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the small businessman, And it wvas Brandeis who clarified
Wilson's thought end led him to believe that the most signif-
icany question facing the American reovple was the preserva-
tion of economic freedom 3n the United States,30

Brandeis tavght, and Wilson acreed snd reiterated in

his speeches, that the main tegsk ahend was to previde the
means by which business could bé set free f{rom the shackles
of monopoly and special privilegze. Roosevelt claimed that
the preat corporations were often the wmost efficient uuits of
industrial orgsenization, and that all that was necessary was
to bring them under striet publie centrol, by c¢lose regula-
tion of their activities by % powarful trage commission,
Wilaon replied:

Az to the monopolies, I know that they are so many
earg in a juggernaut, and I do not look forward with
pleasure to the time when the Juggernauts are licensed
and driven by commissioners of the United States.

Monopoly, he added, developed amid conditions of unregulated
competition, "We ean prevent these processes through reme-
dial legislation, and so restrict the wrong use of competition
that the right use of competition will destroy mnnopoly."31

In short, Wilson was calling for an end to big busi-

nes3 and monopoly so that free compstition could be restored.
Another basic difference between the New Hationalism and New

Fresdom, Wilson's program, was illustrated by Wilson's savage

atbtack on Roossvelt's labor program. The idea of the fedsral

government's moving directly into the economic {ield, by giv-

30ipia., p. 20. 3¥1bid., p. 21.
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ing special protection to workers, or farmors, os Roosevelt
was beginning to see as right and just, was as sbharrent to
Wilson in 1912 as the idea of class legislation in the inter-
est of manufacturers or shipowmers. Aé Wilson said, the phi-
losophy of ifmerica was eguzl righbs for all and special priv-
ileges for none--"a fres field and no favor."

I do not want to live under a philanthropy. I do
not want to be taken care of by the government. . . .
2Eddgu§gtgg$2:n§egz?ggolent government, We want a free
So, under Vilson, the execuéive power would not be
widely expanded. It would mainly be directed at bresking up
the monopolies so that free competition could be restored.
In this way the farmer and small proprietor could once again
prosper. Wilson's administration would thus judge social
policy from the viewpoint of the small proprietor and the
independent farmer, who were his chiefl suprorters. Jeffer-
soniang, not only in ends, but in means, they considered
restraint on bigness the most effective protection for indi-~
vidual liberties. The New Fresdom aimed to rectify the
injustices industrialism had caused, by a return to the ear-
lier values of economic snd political demoecracy. And so the
attempt to apply these values in practice would be the task

of the Wilson administration.--

The choice, as Wilson said, was between his New Freeo-

324pthur M. Schlesinger,. Jr., The Crisis of the 01d
Order (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1957), p. 206.

33Handlin, op. e¢it., p. 732.
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don, or slavery and enchainment under Roosevelt!s liew Nation-
slism: "This is a second struggle for emancipation o . « If
Anerica is not to have free enterprise, then she can have
I'reedom of no sori 1-rhw:it‘.f.nrtax::-.31L it wﬁs Wilson's belief that
econoiiic demoéracy was absolutely essentiml to politiecal
denocracy that gave ultimate meaning to the slogan, "The New
Fresdom.,"

The election of 1912 brouzht to office Woodrow Wilson
and the New Freedom, rather than the New Nationalism. In mak-
ing that choice, the voters had rejected Theodore Roosevelt's
proposals for centralizing power but at the same time revealed
their desire fto extend the agtivities of the goverrment for
the protection of the individual. What now of the record of
his adninisbtration?

At the New Precdom's core was the destruction of
monopoly by downward tariff revision, releniless enforcement
of strengthened antitrust laws, and the fresing of banks from
dependence on Wall Street. Wilson began at once to fulfill
thess steps.

His first move was Qrastic tariff preduction to destroy
the Republican system of special privilege to industry and
producers of important raw materials. The result of his lead-
ership was the Underwood Tariff, the first substantial reduc-
tion of tariff schedules since before the Civil Var.

By the time Wilson signed the Undervwood Act, he was

3Urink, op. cit., p. 21.
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already deeél:y‘ engaged in a more ambitious and giffieult
undertaking, the second step in the New Freedon's campaign,
to deatroy monopoly and unleash the potential economic ener-
gies of the American people. This was the struggle for &
new currency end banking system what would bresk the old dom-
inance of Wall Street on the economy. There was widespread
agreement about the urgent need for a new banking end cur-
rency system but 1little consensus about the right solution.
01ld Guard Republicans wanted a decentralized reserve systen
under private control. Bryan Democrats and progressive
Republicans called for a reserve system and currency supply
owmed and controlled by the government. After much disagree-
ment, finally a compromise was worked out and the Federal
Reserve Act wag adopted in December, 1913.

The measure created twelve Federal Reserve Banks
owned and controlled by private bankers but responsible to a
seven-member Federal Reserve Board created by the President.
The reserve banks were authorized to issue currency from a
sound, yet reasonably flexible base and to perform numerous
other central banking Tunctions. Provision was also made to
meet the seasonal needs of agriculture.

Thus, the Federal Reser?e Act ereated g system of
mixed private and public power. It was no oub-and-out vie-
tory for the progressives, but it was a large step in the
direction of establishing a workable reserve system, destroy-
ing the concentration of credit in Wall Street, and giving

the country an elastic currency suited to expanding business

i i B A, T
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needs, 2all high priority progressive goals,

Wilson's next great objective was revision and
strengthiening off the Sherman Antitrust Act., This, along
with the downward revigion of the tariff and creaticn of a
new banking and currency system, would complets the New Frece-
dom prograri. There would be no legislation to give special
benefits to labor, no rural-credits measure, no such conser-
vation progrsm as Roogevelt had enviszged. Child labor,
wonien's suffrage, workmen's compensation, and all the rest
would have to come, if they came at all, by actions of the
individual states. In at least one area, moreover, there was
positive repudiation of social justice in 1913. Uith the
President's acquisscence, tﬁ; Secretary of the Treasury and
the Postmaster General segregatbted some Negro employees, thus

setting back the concept of~equa1ity.35

A second blow csme to the socisl justice group when
President Wilson refused to lend his support in the Senate
for a child labor bill which had already passed the House in
191ly, cleiming it was uncomstitutional for the federal power
to be extended in this area. But by 191l;, the progressive i
movement had gathered too much momentum to be long halted by
presidential indifference. While the child labor forces were
regrouping for a second assault, new pressures were bearing
so heavily in the Wnite House that Wilson had either to

accomnodate them or risk loss of his oftice in 1916. 'The

35wright, The Democratic Experiencse, op. c¢it., p. 307.
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result was a movement toward the New Nationalism, first evi-
denced by the passage of the Federal Trade Cormission Act,

Wilson's original measures included lepgislation to
outlaw specific unfair trade practices and to create a fed-
eral trade commission with only fact-finding powers. Fro-
gressives in both parties did not think much of the first
‘measure and refused to support the other because the commis-
sion would not have the power to act on its findings. ¥Wilson,
at this point, began to listen to the progressive sids. Con-
versstions with Brandeis convinced him that it was impossible
to outlaw every conceivable trade practice. Wilson became
convinced that gomething like the Rooseveltian solution was
the only alternative. He 1o;;_interest in the first measure,
knovm as the Clayton Antitrust Bill. As finally adopted in
191k, it was full of ambiguities and qualifications. Mean-
while, Wilson espoused and pushed through his Attorney Gen-
eral's, Louls D. Brandels, measure, the Federal Trade Con~
mission Aet. This act called for the ereation of a Federal
Trade Commigsion empowered, in effect, to define unfair trade
practices on its own terms and to suppress them on its own
findings, subject to broad cgurt'review; The Federal Reserve
Act had given first proof that Wilson might be willing to
consider expanding federal power over economic affairs. The

Federal Trade Cormmission Act was a sure sign that he had

' 3 e s < 24
noved toward Gynaaic use of the rederal authority.-~

361bid.
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Furfher indications that Wilson was deliberately -
emvarking upon new rolicies aimed at bringing the prograssive
movement to froition wore evidenced prior to the election of
1916. He became morc sympothebic to the needs of labor. In
Janusary, 1916, Wilson nominated Brandeis to the Suprene
Court. 0ld Guard Republicans protestsd bitterly to his
appointment of such an advanced progressive. Brandeis had
upset legal tradition in 1908 by presenting a mass of sociol-
ogical data to the Supreme Court in his succesaful defense of
the Oregon law egstablishing maximm worlking hours for women.
But Wilson forced Brandeig!' confirmation. HNext, he came out
for a languishing rural-credits bill that he had condemned as
clags legislation two years before.

Then, suddenly, the legislative log Jem was broken.
Under aduninistration pressure, the Kern-McGillicuddy Bill, a
model workmen's compensation measure for federal employces,
drafted by the American Association for Labor legislation,
was resurrected and passed by Congress on August 19, 1916,
and quickly signed. Next, Wilson, through strong support
behind the child labor bill, won its adoption., Enacted in
the suwrmer of 1916, it was declared unconstitutional two
years later in Hammoer vs. Degenbart,

Wilson reconciled himself to the Rooseveltian policy
of co-operation between business and government bY urging,
successiully, the creation of a tariff commission because he

feared that Burore would dump its surplus goods in Americ=z

at the end of thé war.,
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The flow of nationalistic, social justice legislation
continued right until election day. The Ravenue Act adopted
in the late swmer of 1916 increased income taxecs sharply znd
imposed a new estate tax. The President, in September, per-
sonally pushed through Congress the Adamson Bill to establish
the eight-hour day for railroad workers.

In sum, the Wilson Adnministration had come full eir-
cle. It was now the advocate of positive federal powey te
achieve social justice. And so when Wilson was running for
re~election in 1916 he could claim, truthfully, as he diq,
that he and his party had, in fact, put the Progressive plat-
form of 1916 on the federal statute books. By 1916 the
Wilson Adninistration had, indeed; pushed through the most
inposing program of reform legislation in American'history;37
And when Wilson promised more sociel justice; the progressives
from all sides flocked to his side and re-clected him FPresi-
dent. Progressivisr, however, was to die with the U. 8.
entry into World War I. It would remain for another mah,
Fr.nklin Deleno Roosevelt, to advance further towards the

welfare state with his New Deal, the subject of the next

cha'pte'l".

3?Link, Woodroir Wilson and the Progressive Era, op.
ceit., p. 230,




Chapter |
THE NEW DEAL

Sullen men lived miserably in Hoovervillesz, huddled

gainst icy blasts, waited in grim lines for bread and
soup, pondered a desperate march on Washington to eol-
lect bonus payments. Farmers, fighting bitterly against
dispossession, moved toward open violence. Buginessnmen,
stricken with panic, pleaded for govermment aid. Labor
was disorgenized and impotent. Intellectuals were
clutching at Communism or at Fascism. And our national
leadership? Clinging with frightensd obstinacy to the
theory that the forces which brought the depression would
bring the revival, Herbert Hoover resisted the demand
that the @ovennment act. It was the winter before the
Few Deal.

The election bf 1932 ;ade Franklin Delsno Roosevelt
Pregident of the United States. He had ecampaigned on the
premise that, once elected, he would offer a "New Deal” to
the American people; What exactly this would be was not made
¢lear. In the four months between Roosevelt's election and
inauguration, the depression reached its lowest ebb. During
this period there was little constructive leadership. Fresi-
dent Hoover thought that everything justifiable had been done
in the domestic field and was interested in spimulating for-~
eign trade. Roosevelt could not accept Hoover's analysis of

the domestic situation and was not prepared to work for a

1Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., "The Broad fccomplish-
monts of the New Deal," The Iew Deal: FRevoiulion or Evoiu-
tion, ed. Edwin C. Rozwenc.(Bogton: D. C. Heath & Company,

1-9 9  } p" 290
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return to sa international gold standard, inhe keystons of
Hoover's plans.? As the nation drifted without leadership,
silver shirts, white shirts, khaki shirts, and other orpgen-~
izations sgstrove unsucceséfully Tor mass support.

{ was hard to undersstimate the need for action,
Meny questioned whether America could solve its probloms dom-
oeratically, and whether capitalism as a sysbtem was vioble.
The national income was less than half of what it had been
four short years before. Nearly thirteen million Americans--~
about one quarter of the lebor force~-were desperately seeck-
ing jobs.3 The machinery for sheltering and feeding the
unemployed was breaking down everywhere under the growing
burden. Finally, a few hours before the insuguration, every
banit in America had locked its doors. It was nmow not just a
matter of staving off hunger. It was sceing whether a repre-
sentative democracy could conquer economic collapse. It was
a matter of staving off violence, even (at least some so

thought ) revolution.t

Whether revolution was a real possibility or not,
faith in the free enterprise system was certainly waning.
Czpitalism, many thought, had spent its force; democracy
could not rise to economic crisis. The only hope lay in gov-

ernmental leadershiv of a powsr and will which representative

ZWright, ‘the Democratic kxperience, op. eit., p. 374,

3ppthur M. Schlesinzer, Jr., The Coming of the New
Deal (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1959}, p. 3.

hlbid;
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institutions secmod inpotont to produce. 3Sc.s loshed ervi-
ously on Foscow, others on Beplin cnd l’:o::-'a.5 L owan in thiag
milieu that Franklin D. Rooscvelt boesra phanldens &n
March L, 1933.

Roosevelt underscored the whole thrust of his Kew
Deal when ke sald in his Inaugural Address: "This nation

6.

asks for action and action nou." The Yew Daal was a rese-
ponse %o erisis. "Our primary tasht is to jut jeeile to
work."T Iike the Fabian. and progressive prograns, tho Yeouw
Deal was a. response to pressing problems, only thia time tho
problems were much more acute, for it uns no longer a rero
matter of reform of the existing systen. The very survival
of the system which had br'o!{;n dovm was being tested. Rocov-
ery under the cepitalistic systom must be broupht zbout op
otherwise it would be prey to choozing the path of violenco
and revolubion as had occurred in Germany under Hitler and
in Italy under lussolini.

The New Deal, which was both en idecal end a rrogres,
had meny affinities and dissimilarities vith both

and progressives. First, one sees the ginilarities.
ds aa the

PR ]

Dealers as a group had nearly jdenticel backproun

' 1 - ¥ A
progressives and Fabians. They camie largely from the FlesAy

5Ibid.

3 mantzlin Deleno Hoosavell
bGerald D. Fash led ), TEATESD iy Sinee
(Englewood ¢liffs, New Jorsey: ent:

1967); je 32-
Tibid.

- . 1
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clags and were mostly lawyers, ccllege professor»s, econo-
mists, or social workers. Like the Fabians and progres-
sives, they loved stimulating conversation. The common bond
which held them btogether, as Avthur M. Schlesinger, Jn,
quotes Herman Kahn noting, was that they wers all at kome in
the world of ideas. They were accustomed to enalysis end dia-
lectic; and they were prepared to use intellipoence as an
instrument of government. They were more than specialists.
As Kahn hes further pointed out, they wero--or considered
themselves-~generalista, capable of bringing logic to beoar on
any social problem. They delighted in the play of the froe
8

mind.
<

The New Dealers by no means belonged to z single
school. Indeed, they represented diverpgent and often clash-
ing philosophies all the way from laissez-faire liberalism in
the tradition of Grover Cleveland, dedicated to sound money,
fiscal orthodoxy, and tariff reduction, to those who called
for a soeially planned economy and sought to counter the
anarchy of competition by government-business collﬂbOPﬁtion-9
The progressives also had represented a2 wide spectrui of
thought, whereas the Fabians had not.

Other similarities stand out. All three movemenis
were chavacterized by their optimism and rejection of dogrma.

They were uninterested in pure theory. They left others to

8Schlﬂsinger, op. cit., p. 18.

Y1bid.
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ergue the finer points of capitalism or gocialism. They were
all pragnatists who sought a middle way botwesen capitalism
end communism. Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr. well nected the
character of the New Deal:

The whcle point of the New Deal lay in its belief in
activism, its fa2ith in gradualness, its rejection of
catagtrorhism, its indifference to idoology, its convie-
tion that a managed ond modified capitalist order
achieved by piece-mezl experiment could combine personal
freedon and economic growth. 'In a world in which revo-
lutions just now are coming easily,' said Adolf Berle,
tthe New Deal chose the more difficult course of medera-
tion and reoullding. '"The course that the new Adminis-
tration did take,' said Harold Ieckes, 'was the hardest
course. It conformed to no theory, but it did f£it into
the American system~-a system of taking action step by
step, a system of regulstion only to meet concrete needs,
e system of courageous recognition of change.

Rexford Tugwell, rejeet1n5 laxssez-falre and communism,
spoke of a 'third course,’

Therco were alsec a number of areas in which the lNew
Deal differed from both Fablanism and progressivism. One was
that both the progressives and the New Dealers were not com~
mitted to either collectivism or to establishing socialism in
America, ag the Pabiens were in England. Frances Perkins,
Roosevelt's long-time friend and Secretary of Labor, made a
pertinent comment on Rooseveltts thinking:

I ¥new Roosevelt long enough and under enough circum-
stances to be quite sure he was no political or economic
radical, I take it that the essence of economie radical-
ism is to believe that the best system is the one in
which private ownership of the means of production is
abolished in favor of public ownership. But Roosevelt
took the status quo in our economic system as much for
granted asg his family. They were part of his life, end

10arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., "Sources of the New
Deal, " Paths of American Thousht (Boston: Houghton Mifflin

Company, 1963), P. 319.
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go was our system; he was content with it. He felt that
it ought to be humane, fair and honest, and that adjust-
mentes ought to be made gso that people would not suffer
from poverty and neglect, and so that 211 would share. !

The greatest single difference betwecen the MNew Deal

and progressive period was that under the Hew Deal, tho role
of the fedoral government in bobh the sconsry and the lives
of its people was greatly expanded. The welfare state had
definitely emerged. The progressives had constantly talked
about trust busting and of devices to bring the govermusnt
closer to the people. The New Deal centered its interest on
social and economic reform, rather than political reform.

For the first time in the history of the repuylic, the fed-
eral government was assuming ‘a responsibility for the welfare
and security of its people--for employment, health, and gen-
eral welfare. The New Deal assuwmed the responsibility of
guaranteeing every American a minimum standard of subsistence
instead of allowing people to starve. The govermment now was
an instrument for economic change. All this, and much more,
the progregsives would not have conceived possible.

So much for an overview of differences and simileri-
ties between these three movements. What exactly did the lew
Deal stand for? What were its ideals and how well did it
achieve them? These questions nust be answered before an
assessment of the movement can be made.

The New Deal was not a philosophical movement. The

To.e

11 ¥rances Perkins, ThelRoosévalt € Knew (New Yori:
The Viking Press, 19L6), p. 328-29.
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Kew Dezlers weres men vho were dedicated to solving the prob-
lems of a depression. They had to act., Tike the progres-
sives and Fabiana, they were not given to writing philosophiec
treatises. Feverthaless, goals did undsriie the New Deal
program. In his Inaugural Address, Roosevelt referred to
these three objectives of the New Deal as "Relief, Recovery
and Reform."12

Rooseveltls conception of relief went far beyond what
President Hoover believed the federal govermaent should do.
Hoover basically was an advocate of individualism and gelf-
reliance. The indivicdual should be responsible for his oun
welfare. When the depression struck in 1929, Hoover sgaw the
economy lagging and unemployment growing, but he refussd to
do much gbout this except to gay that recovery was just
around the corner: "Our joint undertaking," he said on
May 1, 1930, before the United States Chamber of Commerce,
"has succeeded to a remarkeble degree.” The irtensity of the
slump ;’has been greatly diminished." "I am convinced,"
Hoover- said, "that we have now passed the worst and with con-
tinued unity of effort we shall rapidly recaver." 3

So Hoover thought recovery would be soon and, in any
cese, it was not the federal government's responsibility to
take over relief. In 1931, Hoover said that if Americaz meant
anything, it meant tﬁé princivles of individual and local

12w1’ight, OpL. Cit'¢3 P 3761

13 esing ; ¢ the 01d
Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Crigls of the Ol
é‘g?I: De 16;'

Opder {Boston: Houghton Hifflin Company, 1
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responsibility and mmtusl self-help. If we break down these
principles, we "have struck at the roots of self-government."
Should federal aid‘beAtha.only alterriative to starvation,
then federal aid we must have; but "I have faith in the Amer-
ican peopls that such a day shall not _c_ome:."1LL

Moazrathile, thousends of Americans were introduced to
a new and humiliating mode of existence--life on the relief
rolls., Most of the unemployed held out as long as they
could. But with savings gone, credit exhausted, and work
unobtainable, there seemed no alternative except to subdue
pride and face reality.

The systenm was, in t?e'main,-One of local poor
relief, supplemented by the resources of private welfare
sgencies. Even in 1929, public funds paid three-quarters of
the nationts relief bill; by 1932, the proportion rose to
four fifths. In larger cities, social workers had had some
success in improving standards of relief cars, replacing the
0ld "overseers of the poor" by public welfare departments.
But in smaller cormunities, there was often no alternative %o
the poorhouse. And the whols patchwork system had an under-
lying futility: it was addressed to the care of unemploy-
sbles--those who could not work in any condition--and not at
g1l to the relief of mass unemployment.15

By 1932, Hoover had to "give in" a little to the

popular will. He had said that helping individuals by fed-

M1via., p. 170. 151big., p. 169.




107
eral food or relief payments would undermine the initiative

of the Amewican people. But by 1932, even men of the "busi-

ness world,” wrote Herbert Hoover, "threw up their honds and

; 16 ;
asked for government action.” As voluntary action proved

inadequate to counteract the deepening depression, Hoover
moved step by step toward federal regulation. In

December, 1931 and January, 1932, the President co-operated
vith leaders of the Senate and House in creating the Recon-

struction Finance Corporation (RFC), & temporary pump-prining

agency with substantial capital. Designed to ease the credit ;
stringency, the RFC was to supply banks, inéurancc companies,
and large industries with loans they were unable to get
through normal channels. Hb;Var hoped that such relief would
stimulate recovery throughout the economy.17 Hoover's strat-~
ey of recovery aimed to bring prosperity back by providing
relief at the top of the economic system., Aid to the indi-
vidual might tide him over from meal to meal; that was a task
for municipal or private philanthropy.

Roosevelt'!s view on relief was markedly different
from Hoover's. Part of the reason that Roosevelt was ready
to act forcefully on reliﬂf'was that by ths time Rooseveltl

assumed office, the nation as a whole was clamoring for

relief, and, if the federal government did not act, the

alternatives wers ominous. For in 1932, the third winter of

L T [ qi__
f rescurces, public and privave, awin

16ypight, ibide, p. 372.  'IHendlin, ibid., p. 866.



1086

dled toward the vanishing roint. In Wew Yorlk City, entire
ferrilies were getting an average of $2.39 a week for relief.
In vast rural areas there was no reliefl coverage at all. "I
don't want to steal," a Pennsylvania man wrobte Governor
Pinchot, "but I won't let my wife and boy cry for something
to eat. . . .+ How Jong is this going to keep up? I cannot
stand it any longer. . . 0, if God would only open a way."18

Clearly, the unemployment problem had to be boldly
dealt with. Roosevelt promised thrdughout the campaign that,
if elected, the federal govermment would assume responsibil-
ity for relief where locel aid had broken down. He also
called for greatly expanded gelief payments. The avorago
relief stiprend in 1932 was about fifty cents a day, and
Roosevelt would not accept this.19 Besgides admitting to the
scope of the problem and the federal government!s responsi-
bility toward the relief of the unemployed, Roosevelt had =
mofe fully developed view of relief than Hoover had.

Where Hoover had been content to see the unemploysd
go to the breadlines for sustenance, Roosevelt and his advi-
sors said no, the unemployed who are employable must have
jobs, rather than charity in the form of a relief payment.

As Roosevelt once said to Congress, the dole was:
. ¢« « & narcotic, a subtle destroyer of the human
spirit . « «» « I am not willing that the vitality of our

people bes further sapped by the giving of cash, of market
baskets, of a few hours of weekly work cutting grass,

18schilesinser, The Crisis of the 01d Order, p. 17h-

19schlesinger, The Coming of the New Deal, p. 263.
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raking leaves or picking up papers in the public varks.
The chcralOGavernment must and shall quit this business
of relief.?

Instead of the dole, Roosevelt thought that the able-~
bodied unemployed should be prut to work. Since the private
sector was unable to provide jobs for the unemployed, it must
become the federal governmentt's responsibility to provide
jobe. As Roogeveli said in his Inaugural Address:

Cur greatest primary task is to put people to work.
This is no unsolvable prodlem if we face it wisely and
courageously. It can be accomplished in part by direct
recruiting by the government itself, treating the task
as we would treat an emergency of a war, but at the samou
time, through this employment, accomplishing greatly
needed proi?cts to stimulate and reorganize the natural
resources,<

.

Roosevelt would seek.to relieve the unemployed through

work relief and public works projects, rather than the dole.
He recognized the federal government's direct responsibility
for the welfare of individuaiAcitizens, including the unem-
ployed. He would offer imaginative programs to deel with the
problem of relief, How far he had gone beyond Hoover's nar-
row view of relief is seen in this excerpt from his Second
Firegside Chat in 193l:

To those who say that our expenditures for public .
worke and other means of recovery are a wasite We cannoc
afford, I answer that no countey, however rich, can
afford the waste of its human resources. Demoralization
cavsed by vast unemployment is our greatest extravagance.

Morally, it is the greatest menace to our social order.
Some people try to tell me that we must make up our minds

20y7i1lian E. Leuchtenturg, Franklin D, Roogevelly and
the New De=l, The New American Nation Series (Few York: Har-
per and Row, 1963), p. 124. '

21Nash, op. ci%., p. 33.
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that for the fubure we shall permanently have wmillions
of unemnloyed just =zs other countries have had them for
over a decade. What may be necessary for those coun-
tries is not my resyponsibility to determine. But as for
this country, I stand or fall by my refusal to accept as
a necessary condition of our future a permanent aruy of
the unemployed. On the contrary, we must malke it a nat-
ural principle that we will not tolerate a large army of
unemployed and that we will arrange our national economy
to end our present unemployment as soon as we can and
then to toake wise measures against its return. I do not
went to think that It is the destiny of _sny American to
remain permanently on the relief rolls. 22

A second major objective of the New Dzal was economic
recovery. This ideal proved to be the most elusive of all,
and also one of the most crucial. The tide of depression had
to be reversed and economic recovery brought about or tho
few who questioned the viabi}ity of a democratic eapitalistic
system could prove to be z microcosm of thoge who would
demand overthrow of the capitalistic system in favor of a
totalitarian one. No one stated ths challenge more exactly
than John Maynard Keynes, the noted British economist, in his
letter to Roosevelt at the end of 1933:

You have made yourself the trustee for those in every

country who seek to mend the evils of our condition by
reasoned expﬂriment within the framework of the existing
social system.

If you fail, rational choice will be greatly preju-
diced throughout the world, leaving orthodoxy and revo-

lution to fight it out,
But, if you succeed, new and bolder methods will be

tried evarywhere, and we may date the first chapter of
a new economic era from your accessiocn to office.

It was sgreed that general economic recovery must be

221pid., pp. L2-1i3.
233¢hlesinger, The Politics of Usheaval, p. 656.
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brought about. But how? This was the question. Roosevelt
indicated his over-all approach to economic problems in a
campaipn specech in 1932: )

The country needs, and, unless I mistake its temper,

the country demands bold, persistent experimentation.
It is comaon sense to take a method and try it. If it
fails, admit it frankly and try another. But above all,
try something. The millions who are in want will not
stand by silently forever while the things to satisfy
their needs are within easy rescch.ol

One theory of how to get the economy moving again
vas to restore purchasing power to the consumer through gov-
ernment spending, In the interim between Roosevelt's elec-
tion and inauguration, Roosevelt and his "Brain Trust,”
Raymond Moley, Adolf Berle, and Rexford Tugwell, worked out
this strategy for economic r;c_overy:

As they saw it, nothing had hapyened to diminish the
rich American resources. The productive industrial equip-
ment was still there, even if idle. If fear were first ovenr-
come, how could the machine actually be made to work again?
First, the Brain TPrust felt, by providing cold and hungry
people with the means to get shelter and food. Somehow,
cash must be put into thelr hands so that they conld buy
what they needed. Factories would have te start up to
replace what people had bought. People working in factories
would be paid and could go on demanding more goods. Thus, an

upward surge might replace the downward drift of the past few

&waard Zinn (ed.), New Deal Thoushi (Few York: The
Bobbs-~}azrrill Company, 1966}, p. B3.
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What was necessary, then, first of all, they rea-
soned, was greatly increased relief payments. The govern-
ment must furnish these either by simply handing out money
or by setting up public works to Ffurnish jobs.

Besides government spending, obthor prorosals were
made to securc economic recovery. One was for the govern-
ment to pursuc an inflationary policy. Others, showing tha
New Freedom influence, said basic ecdonomic difficulties
derived from failure to enforce the Sherman and Clayton Acts.
Roosevelt would later ask that banking laws should be made
more strict in some respectsﬁ controls over the stock
exchanges and the comodity markets should be tightened, and

the abuse of the holding-company device should be corrected

by closer control of its use, especially in the field of

public ub ilmtles.26

One of' the most controversial ideas about how to
bring recovery has yet to be mentioned. This was cenbtral-
ized plamning in the framework of business-government part-
nership. The New Deal called for & rejection of the old
laissez~faire, competitive, unregulated economy. Roosevelt,
during the ¢ampaign of 1932, had spoken of the 111 effects

of lack of planning:

25papaphrase of Rexford Tugwell's analysis from his
boolk, F.D.R,: Architect of An Bra {Hew York: The Hacmillan

Campany3 1567), p. 82.
26wrighﬁ, op, eit., p. 376.
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« « « W& connot review carefully the history of our
industrial advance without being struck with its hap-
hazardness, the gigantic waste with which it has becn
accomplished, the supsrfluous scrapping of still use-
ful equipyment, the tromendous mortality in industrial
and commercial undertakingzs, the thousands of dead-end
trails into which enterprise has been lured, the prof-
ligate waste of naturazl resources. PMuch of this waste
is the incvitable by~product of progress in a society
which values individual endeavor and which is suscep-
tibles to the chenging tastes and customs of the people
of which it is composed. But nuch of it, I believe,
could havc been prevented by grcat§$ foresight and a
larger measure of social planning.

Roosevelt then went on to say:

e «+ o« that which seems more important to me in the long
run is tho prohlem of controlling by adequate planning
the creation and distribution of those products wBéch
our vast economic machine is capable of yielding.

Althougn the Roosevelt Administration'was committed
<

to the idea of centralized planning, the ¥New Dealers dif-
fered strongly in their views on the scope and degree of
planning. Rexford Tugwell, the most radical of Roosevelt's
edvisors, argued for an all inclusive type of planning. In

his view, planning would mean abandonment of laissez-faire

capitalism and business:

To take away from business its freedom of venture and
of expansion, and to limit the profits it may acquire, is
to destroy it as business and to make of it something
else. That something else has no name, we can only won-
der what it may be like and whether all the fearsome pre-
dictions concerning it will come true. The traditional
incentives, hope of money-malting, and fear of money-loag,
will be weakened; and a kind of civil-service loyalty and
fervor will grow gradually into accepbance, New indus-
tries will not just happen as the sutomodbile industry
did; they will have to be foreseen, to be argued for, to
seem probably desirable features _gf the whole economy
pefore they can be entered upon.<’

281pia., p. 81.

272inn, op. cit., p. 79
291bia., p. 89.
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Tupwell further elaborated on what centralized plan-
ning would bring zbout. Besides bringing recovery, the econ-
omy would be rational and there would no longer be gross ine~

Taere would no longer be viclent contrasts of wellw~
leither

quities.
boing or irrational allotments of indivigdnal liberty.

would there be unconsidered exploitation of human or natural

resources,

But all would net fare well. As Tugwell seid:

But it would certainly be ons of the characteristics
of any planned economy that the few who fare so well as
things are now, would be required to give up nearly all
the exclusive prerequisites they have come to consider
theirs as right, and that these should be in some senge

socialized,3

Add to this, Tngwellts vision of planning where:
« « « planning for production would mean planning for
consumption too; that something more is involved than
simple limitation to amounts which can be s0ld at any
price producers temporarily happen t¢ find best for
themselves; that profits must be limited and their uses
controlled; that what really is implied is something not

unlilkte an integrated group of enterprises rg? for its
consumers rather than for its ovmers. . . .

Ahd of course the government, which was guided by
expert planners and long-range economic goals, should make

the importunt management decisions for the whole economy and

not be content to act &s a mere referee. Allocation of

resources, priorities in production, profits, wages, prices--
all should be determined by the government in behalf of the
whole nation, not the more powerful or persuasive interest

groups. Like Berie, Tugwell Tfelt that management had to be

301bid-, D. 85’ 31‘Ibid., P 88.
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was the main, if elusive, object; for not until World War II
would full recovery be realized.

Besides relief and recovery, a third najor idesl of
the New Dezl was reform. Social znd econonic reform was
advocated for- a number of rcasons. One was the humanitarian
one. Roosevelt spoke of wanting:

+ « « 80 do vhat any honest Government of any country
would do; try to increase the security and happiness of
a larger nunber of pecople in all occupations of life and
in all parts of the country; to give them more of the
good things of life; to give them a greater distribution
not only of wealth in the narrow termsg, but of wealth in
the wider terms; to give them places to go in the sume
mertime-~recreation; to give them assurance that they
are not going to starve in their 0ld aze; to give honest
business a chance to go ahead and make a roasonesble 3l
profit, and to give everyone a chance to earn a living.
<

This was a long-range goal of Roosevelt's, as it was
also of the Fabians and progressives. They all belicved it
was possible to reform the system to bring to fruition this
goal of a better, fuller life for all. Roosevelt particu-
larly was interested in freeing the individuel from the prob-

lems of economic insecurity. He wanted 2ll Americans to be

economically secure about their homes, their jobs, their
futures, and their old age. Roosevelt elaborated on what he
meant by security when he called for a greater physical end
mental and spiritual security for the people of this coun-

try. He then went on to say:

Security means a kind of feeling within our individ-
ual selves that we have lacked all through the course of
history. We have had to take our chance with depressions

BkSchlesinger, The Politics of Ugheaval, p. 652.
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and boom times. I nave believed for a great meny years
that the time bas come in our civilization vhen a great
meny Q% these chances should be eliminated from our
lives.

The Social Securiby Act was an importantﬂstep in the fulfill-
ment of Roosevelt's dream of ecenomic security,

But there were other reasons for the Woseveltian
reforms. Roosevelt himself stated thst the Social Sccurity
Act was framed not only in the interest of the individual,
but also in the interest of the economic stability and the

well~being of the nation as a whole:

This law, too, represents a corncrstone in & struc-
ture which is being built but is by no means complete.
It is a structure intended to lessen the force of pos-
sible future depressions, It will act as a protection
to future Adminigtrations against the necessity of golng
deeply into debli to furnish relief for the needy. The
law will flatten at the peaks and valleys of deflation
and inflation. Tt is, in short, a law that will take
care of human necds and at the same time provide the
United Statgs an economic¢ structure of vastly greater
soundness.3

Frances Perkins further elaborated on the implica-

tions of the Social Security Act:

The President's Committee on Economie Security, of
which I had the honor to be chairman, in drawing up the
plen, was convinced that its enactment into law would not
only carry us a long way toward the goal of economic sec-
urity for the individual, but also a long way toward the
rromotion and stabilization of mass purchasing rower
without which the present economic system cannot endure.

That this intricabte connection between the mainte-
nence of mass purchasing power through a system of pro-
tection of the individual against major economic hazards
is not theoretical is evidenced by the fact that Ensland
has been able to withstand the effects of the worldwide
depression, even though her prospsrity depends =0 1argely

35:[1)16..-, pp. 652-53.

36\il1iam E. Leuchtenburg (ed.), The Mew
bia, S. C.: University of South Carolina Fress,

Deal (Colum-
1565%, p- 79.



upon foreizn trade., English economiasts agrce with
employers nnd workers that this ability to weather
adverse ¢conditions has been due in no small part to
soeial insurance benefits and regular payments which
have servad to maintain neceasary purchasing power.

Our sccial security program will be a vital force
working acainst the recurrence of severe deprcasions in
the futura. VWe can, as the principle of sustained pur~
chiasing power in hard times makes itself felt in every
shop, store and mill, grow old withoutf being haunted by

B e e U U

the spectre of a pbvevt§~ridden old age or of being a
burden on our children.37

In short, reform would be good both for tho well-
being of the individual and the nation. Roogevelt was deter-
riined that every effort must be mede to bring about recovery
and to prevent future deprcssions.

Finally, besides the economic and humanitarian ren-
gons, there wac a political reason for the New Deal advoeat-
ing veform. Gerald lash in his book, Franklin D. Moosevelt,
status, "Perhens the chief executive took this step rot alto-

gether willingly, and was responding to the pressure of éis-
sident grours on the Right and Lert."3®  Ex-President Hoover
and hig followers charged that Roosevelt uas developing into
en autoerat. Disenchanted businessmen formed grours, such as
the Americun Liberty League, =nd attoacied the sunport of

somo enbittered political moderates, 1ike Al 3mith, who sim-
rly hated Rocsevelt. At the same time, others complained

that PDR wuag neither doing enough to hely the masses ror to

overcome ths depression. Perhars the most vocal of these

digaenters were Senator Huey P. Long of Louisiana, founder of

n

3711)1!1-3 p-o E)Sn BBNaSEl’ Opv Gi.t., pp- 5"6-
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Share-the-lizalth movenent, and 2 porular radio priest,
Father Charles E. Coughlin, who was urging Roosevelt to make
drastic mondtary reforms. DMeanvhile, Earl Browder and the
Americen Commnist Party were conderming Roosevelt and the
Kew Deal completely, saying Roosevelt had made the nistske of
trying to save American capitalism. £s a result, Hoosevelt
was under great preassure to try something new to bring adbout
recovery. A case can bc made that as the national elections
of 1936 approached, the pressure from these groups of the
Ieft and Right led Roosevelt to embark on a number of impor-
tant reforms.39

VWhat is most striking about the three basic ideals
of the New Deal is how much they have in common with one
another. The ideals of relief, recovery, and reform all were

seen as means to economic recovery end the means to a fuller,

happier 1ife. From relief, one sees the idea that s man must

be able to maintain his dignity and pride by having the pright
to worl for his bread. What would be given to him would no
longer be charity, but would come of right. One can carry
this all the wey to that most imporitant reform of the HNew
Deal, the Social Security Act. In this was embodied perma-
nently the ideal of socisl rights which was first seen in

the relief program. There was no doubt during the Iew Deal

period that rugged individualism and laissez-Taire had come

to an end. The government was now actively involved in the

39Ibig.
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econcnmic affairs of the naotion; the governmental functions
vere expending rapidly; and govermment in the inlerests of
the general welfare had now become reality. The New Deal
program saowed the commitment of Roosevelt ta the three
ideals he had enunciated Inavguration Day: BRelief, Recov-~
ery ond Reform.

Onice in offiice, Roosevalt went to work immediatsly on
his relief program. He and his advisors felt relief must be
given; but they hoped that public works would socon make it
largely unnecessary. He spoke of the emergency in a special
message on March 21, 1933:

It is escential to our recovery program that measures

be immediately enacted aimed at unsmployment relief, A
direct attack on this problem sugnests three types of
legislation.

The first is the enrollment of werkers now by the

Federal government for such publie employmeni as can
quickly be started.

The sscond is grants to the States for relief work.

The third extends to a broad public works labor-
creating program . « »

I shall make recommendations to the Congress pres-
ently.40

On March 21, 1933, Roosevelt gent a message to Con-
gress requesting the establishment of the office of Federal
Relief Administrator. On May 12, 1933, Congress subhorized
2 half billion dollars for direct relief, to be channeled by
the Federal government through state and local agencies.
Roosevelt chose Harry Hopkins to head the nsw Federal Emer-

gency Relief Administration (FERA). Through the state wel-

fare departments and under the guidance of professional

hOTugwell, op. ¢it., p. 96.
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socinl workers, Harry Hopkins, a long-time friend of
Roosevelt's, who was called the most powerful man in the
Administration by the time of Roosevelb's second term, began
gt once ta spend widely and generously the funds mppropriated

by Congress.u1

Yot he still was not doing enough. As winter
approached, Hopkins recognized that unless the govermnment
acted quickly, millions faced extremo privation;he

In June, 1933, a massive work relief project was
started. The Public Works Administration {PWA)} was estab-
lished with an appropriation of $3.3 billion under Title II
of the ¥ational Industrial Rscovery Act (WIRa). U3
Harold L. Ickes, Secretary of the Interior, was made adnin-
istrator,

The immediate results were disappointing. Feor one
thing,; a good deal of time was reguired for the planning and
designing of such programs as dsms, waterworks, parks, power
plants, public buildings, and river and harbor improvements,
Jobs were not quickly forthcoming.

Something else was tried. As Harry Hopkins explained

1t:

When the story of this depression is finally written,
it will be found that it was the social workers who,
wiile struggling to get aid to the unemployed under the
relief system, were denouncing its inadequacy. It was

Q}Leuchtenburg,'Franklinrg; Roosevelt and the Mew
Deal, p. 121.

ualbid. u3Tugwell, op. ¢it., p. 97.
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they who demanded thst these people wvho were coning to
them be lifted oul of this system--a system whlch.they,
vith others, saw was reluzing millions to the level of
chronic destitution. Thoge administering relief saw
that it was the wrong way to get aig to.the‘millions of
unemployed and that it was fraught with grave hazards
to all that industrious self-sustaining men and women
held sacred. It is to their enduring glory that they
denanded that the use of relief for the able-bodied be
abolisghied. To me it is unthinkable that 2 stute or a
nation or a people wonld continue this type of relief
& monent longer than is absolutely necesszary.

It was out of a gense of what was happening to these
people that the Civil Works program was evolved by the
President. The Civil Works Administration was create&lto
rrovide irmediabe employment for four million people.

Harry Hopking was authorized to set up the Civil
Works Administration {CWA) to look for and carry out projects
that required little preparation and no heavy materials, so
that they could be started aﬁ once. He called on local offi-
cials everywhere %o find out what needed to be done locally.
Such projects could give jobs immediately--repalring strects,
cleaning up parks iIn the cities, building small dams, and
naking dirt roads in the country-~all to be paid for by the
federal government. The CWA was supplanted presenily by the
better organized Works Progress Adminigtration (WFRA).

Other work relief projects were started. A Civilian
Conservation Corps (CCC) was set vp to put unemployed younz
men into camps to carry out reforestation and erosion-control
projects. Also, in 1935, the Resettlement Administration (RA)
was created. Rexford Tugwell was made hezd of the RA. As
the title suggests, Tugwell wanted to resattle urban slum

dwellers in autonomous garden ¢ities and submarginal farmers

thinn, op.“cit., rp. 153-55.
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in new, productive farn villsges, with co-~operation a guiding
concern for both groups. His greatest momaments were threc
suburban preen belt cities and a few dozen new farm comuni-
ties.

The RA would not compromise with existing evils.

Almost along, it fought for equzl benefits for Yegroes. It
k5

was the only New Deal agency to set up group mnedical plana.,

Soon, however, it antagonized every interest. With
restricted prerogatives, plus a tenant-vurchase program at
odds with its earlier orientation, the RA moved into the
Departiment of Agviculture in 1937 and became ths Farm Sscu-
rity Adninistration (FSA). Congress gleefully destroyed it

<
during the war, replacing it with an attenuated Farmers llome
Adminiatration (FHA).

As time went on, the reliefl program was increasingly
oriticized. The CWA and the WPA were vulnerable to ridicule
because many of the projects were not really necessary and
also because they were not carried ocut very efficiently.
Rexford Tugwell well-answered this charge:

Unless allowances were made for the half-starved con~
dition of ths workers to begin with, it wes easy to erit-
icize their poor performance, 'Leal-raking' became a
byword and a good deal of bitter huwmor was used on
starved men who seemed to lean on their tools more often
then they used them. Vhat was also ignored waes a fact as
apparent to critics as to anyone else. Getting projects
finished was only a secondary purpose. The first consid-

sration was to give menlgarnings that they could take
home to their families.™

hSTugwell, op. ¢it., p. 60. 461bid., p. 98.
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Besides direct relief and work-relief projects,
Roosevelt tried other measures to bring sbout economic racov-
ery. Ths credit measures were intended to assist those vho
were losing farms, homes,; or businesses, Bacause,'as things
vere, bthey could not pay their debts. The Farm Credit Admin-
istration, a Home Owners!'! ILoan Corporation, &nd an enlarge-
ment of the Reconstruction Finance Corroration were all
quickly authorized.

Az a result of these measuren, farm income began to
rise. The governmment wes taking care of hundreds of thou-
sands of defaulted mortgages, both farm end non-farm. In
two initial acts creating thﬁ Federal Farm Mortgapge Corpora-
tion and the Home Ouners' Loan Corporation, the government
offered to refinance mortgages on long terms at low inter-
est. In addition, the Federal Housing Administration Aet of
193l introduced the plan of the guaranteed prepackaged mort-
gege~-one that could be paid, principal and interest, by
uniform monthly payments. This government guarantee of a
high percentage of the total cost of homes in the low-price
range congtituted the most ;mportant change in the histery of
American home ownership. Now the man with a steady job could
afford to buy where he had had to rent before.H7

Planning was another area in which the lew Deal
sought to realize the goal of economic recovery. Three major

experiments in plsanning were begun during the Hundred Daya:

h'TWI‘ight: Op. Citt’ P 3—77'



the Agricultural Adjustment Administration (AAA), the
Fational Recovery Administration {¥RA), and the Tennsesazes
Valley Authority (TVA).

The Agricultural Adjustment Act, passed in May, 1933,
was an omnibus bill, suthorizing almost any progrsm desired
by the Administration. As first implemented, co-operating
farmers in the basic crops, by voluntary, contractual agree-
ment, reduced production in rsturn for sufficient govermment
payments to provide parity prices {agriecultural prices on
par with, or proportionate to, ovér-all prices in a normal
period}. The payments came from taxes on processing compa-
nies, and thus, in most cases, indirectly from the consumer.
The Agricultural Adjustment zdministration was supplanted in
193l by acts setting up mandstory acreage controls on tobacco
and cotton. The AAA received the active support of large
farm organizations. With more idealism than immediate suec-
¢ess, the actual operation of the program was placed in the
bhands of loeal committeemen, who helped persuade farmsrs to
"sign up", and also determined, fairly or unfairly, the
allotments and the base of the payments. To please the advo-
cates of land retiremént (e%en Hoover had aecepted this), a
amall Land Poliecy Comnittee of the AAA begen purchasing sub-
marginal farm land for reforestation or recreational uses.

Although portions of the AAA were invalidated by the
Suprems Court early in 1935, its principles of acreage reduc-
tion, supported prices, and occasional stabs at land retire-

ment {soil bank) have remained at the heart of govermient
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agricultural programs. The AAA broughi benefits to almost

all commercial farmers. But in limiting acreage and provid-
ing theo strongest possible incentive for more efficient land
use, and thus for better technology, it fofced sharecroppers
off the land &nd worsened the plight of farm laborers. It

also bypassed harassed farmers in several miror crops, and,

basing paymentis on production instead of need, inevitably
aided most generously the already large and prosperous
faraers., Even the grass-roots prineirle invited all types
of local chicanery, and too often reinforced class and racial
injustice, while the idea of enforced scarcity horrified many
urban liberals.ha

A second enduring ag;icultural program involved
direct government price controls and, in principle, direct
subsidies paid from the federal treasury. In a minor way,
this began in the fall of 1933 by means of an executlve order
and in line with a permitted alternative in the Agricultural
Adjustment Act. The RFC established a farm subsidiary, the
Commodity Credit Corporation {one of two New Deal CCC's),
whieh lozned money directly to farmers on the security of i
their crops. By authorizing loans that exceeded existing
prices, and assuming 211 risks involved, Roosevelt used the
CCC to place supports under farm prices. Reminiscent of the

o0ld warehouse receipt plan of the Farmer's Alliance, this

began the support, storage, and markeling adveniure of the

hBConkin, op. e¢it., p. L2.
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federal governmuent.

As g result of these develorments agricultural
ircomez, including govermment payments, stood up better in
the depression of 1936-37 than did the income of other sec-
tors, although recovery was still a far-off goal.

As stoted earlier, the first AAA was declared uvncon-
stitutional by the Supreme Court in 1936. In 1938, the well-
organized farmers won substential new support in the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938. The second AAA provided
price supports and continued conservation payments, condi-
tioned on the acceptance of acreage or marketing controls
for crops with a surplus. By referendum, all the farmers
growing a major staple ¢nop.;oulé vote for or against con-
trols. By this, and a restored local comnittee system, the
grass-roots approach continued. The price supports were
still administered through CCC non-recourse loans. Sur-
pluses soon necessitated export sales at government loss or
slse vast storage expenses. Some surpluses could be justi-
fied by the Secretary of Agriculture, Henry A. Wallace's
ever-normel granary, based on Joseph's experiences in Egypt.
Before there was an ever-normal, permanently glutted market,
World War I1 came to the rescue.

The second AAA permanently established the main fea~
tures of the New Deal Agricultural policy and addad 2 naw

ecrop insurance program. No significant alternatives have

491vid.
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yet been adopted. Many farmers, as a resuli of the New Deal,
were on their way to recovery. The imbalance between indus-
try and agriculture was being corrected by raising farm
prices. Many were able to keep their homes and were more
secure in their income. But not all fermers were on the road
to recovery. As stated earlier, these rrogroms were prima-
rily aimed at the larger, more prosperous farmer.

Most dramatically, most farmers acceptod the fact
that the federal govermment conld limit their production, in
return for price supports. This would not have hesppened
thirly years before. Farpers were beginning to realize that
the free, glutted market was‘not the best answer, and many
accepted price surports from the federal governnment.

Industrial recovery in 1933 seemed to depend on lig-
uidation of the surpluses that halted manufacturing. The
experience of World War I and the proposels of various trade
aagsociationg for suspension of the antitrust laws suggested
to the President the idea of providing induvstry with the
machinery for self-regulation, price fixing, and planned pro-
duction. To offset that concession, Roosevelt asked for pro-
tection of labor and for a publlc works program to raise pur-
chasing power.

The National Industrial Recovery fAct (NIRA) actually
provided two main mechanisms for recovery. The first, public
works, was placed in the Deparitment of the Interior under
Harold Yckes. A much nmore imaginative man than is usually

conceded, Ickes required careful planning of projects, zeal-
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cunly guarded against waste and politieal influence, and
eventually secured the maximum benefits from alvays too linm-
ited funds., His siccessful Public YWorks Administration (TWA)
soon allocated over three billion dollars, but the actual
construction proceeded too slowly to have any drastic effcet
on recovery. BHere, the New Dezl simply expanded the even
more czublous public works program of the Hoover Administra-
tion.SO

The National Recovery Administration (¥RA), on the
other hand, represente& a vast potential, either for the
imposition of central economic plans upon private organiza-
tions, for a government-protgcteﬁ business eoﬁmonwaalth, or
for a better-regulated atmosphere for open and fair competi-
tion., The planners, gsuch asg Tugwell,‘never really had a
chance, and lost all their battles. The NRA never really
tried, in any extensive or coherent iray, to force rublic
goals upon an unwilling business community.s1

The purpose of the bill, the President sald on
June 16, 1933, was to put psople back to work., It was %o
raise the purchasing power of labor by limiting bours and
increasing wages. It was to elevate labor standards by mak-
ing sure that no employer would suffer competitive disadven-
tages as a resuli of paying decent wages, or establishing
decent working conditions. Above all, it represented an his-

toric experiment in government partnsrship with business.

5°Cankin, op. cit., p. 35. 511bia.
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Rooscvelt emphasized:

It is a challenge to industry which has long insisted
that, given the right to act in unison, it ¢ould do much
for the gencral good which has hitherto been wnlawful.
From teday it has that right.

History probably will record the National Tndusirial
Recovery Act as the most important and far recaching log-
islation cver enacted by the #merican Congress.

The results were not what Roosevelt had anticipated.

To establish and maintain fair labor standards, the NIRA pro-
posed that each industry; through its trade association,
agree to a code of "fair competition® defining wazes, hours,
end minimun prices. Labor would be represented in tho making
of such industry agreements by representatives of its own
choosing without any pressure from the employer. The public
<
would &lso be represented so that the interesta of the con-
suners of the industry's products were not lost sight ofl.
The National Recovery Administration (IRA} was sst up to
edminister this section of the law.
When the bill became law in June, 1933, the president
appointed retired General Hugh S. Johnson head of the NRA.
A spreading blue eagle was adopbted as the symbol of coorerat-
ing firmns; those who signed fair competition codes were to be
allowed to display the blue eagle symbol on their stores,

plants, or merchandise, and the public was strongly urged not

= = - e, £
to patronize non-signers. However, the negotiation oi codes

proved difficult and time comsuming. In July, 1933, Presi-

dent Roosevelt, to speed matters, announced a blanket

5230h1esinger, The Coming of the Xew Doal, p. 102.
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Rational Reemployment Agreement, and under thia plan, mil-
lions of Mmericans were working under the soaring blus eagzles
within a few months. The oripginal idea of cooperative ugree-~
ments between the employer, organized lasbor, and consumery
representetives were all but lost in the haste. Turthermore,
consurners ware unorganizod and unable to protect their inter-
ests as management and government droew up a flood of codes.
As time passcd, thousands of cases of non-compliance with the
¢odes were reported. Labor was extremely restive because
industry often oprosed labor's right to organize as author-
ized by the NIRA, and the country was plasued by strikes.
Employers began to fear that{they hnd made a mistake in
agreeing to negotiate with labor in drawing up the codes.,
The public also began to feel that it was being fleeesd by
prices that were rising faster than incomne.

Criticism of the NRA grew. It had not brought eco-
nonie recovery. For a season in 1933, the NRA had actually
helped generate employment. The shortening of hours and thoe
consequent spreading of work under the President's Reemploy-
ment Agrecment gave jobs to something like two million work-
ers, snd a general lift to demand. Beyond this, however, the
NRA's atrietly economic contributions to recovery were lim-
ited. It represented a holding action, not a positive stim-

ulus, All did not work together for the general welfare.

Indeed, insofar as it eventually held up prices and held down
production, the NRA constituted a hindrance to recovery. As
] Willism Seroyan said, hearing a radio amnouncer say that

i -
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aspirin was a mcember of the NRA:
« « a Mayboc the NRA is s member of espirin. Auywey,
together they make a pretty slick team. Thoy are dead-
en%ng o lot df;pain, b%t'thay arentﬁ_grév%gting any
pein. Everything is the same everyvhere.

Roogevelt was secretly relieved when the HRA was
déclared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court in 1935, on
the grounds that it transferred legislative functions to the
prosident and that it made improper use of the federal powers
over interstate cormerco.Sl

Bafore leaving the NRA, it mist be stated that the
more enduring achievements of the NRA lay not in the eco-~
nomiec, but in the social field. Here, the NRA accomplished
a number of recforms. It established the principle of maximum
hours mnd minimum wages on & national basis., It abolished
child labor. It dealt a fatal blow to sweatshdps, It made
collectivé bargaining a national policy and thereby trans-
formed the position of organized labor. It gave new status
to the consumer. It stamped out a number of unfair trade
practices. It set nmew standards of economic decency in Amer-
jcan life--standards that could not be rolled back, whatever
happoned to the NRA. But it did not achieve its basic reason
for existence: recovery.ss

In the hope that federally sponsored, regional power

develorment programs would stimulate recovery, Roosevelt

enthusiastically aprroved the creation of the Tennessce Val-

53Tbid., p. 17k Shtandlin, op. cit., p. BB81.

55Schlesinger, The Coming of the New Deal, p. 17h.
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ley Authority. Of 2ll the early New De2l messurea, the TVA
was the wmost Iinaginative in conception end one of the most
successful in operasion. This wass the one great sucecess in
planning, although it did not bring rocovery, eit‘n’er.sé’

Two government plants Tor the mamfacture of nitrates,
built during Vorld War I at Muscle Shoals, on the Tennesuee
River, had long been a source of controversy., Senator
Georgoe W, Norpris had hoped the govermment would retain and
operate them along with Wilson Dam, from which they drew
power. Bub Coolidge and Hoover had vetoed bills to that
effect, preferring to sell out to private owmers. In
May, 1933, the Tennessece Valley Authority Development Act put
the plant end dam in the hands of a public authority which
was to use them for flood contrel, for the generation of
power, and for the economic development of the whole region.
The success of this measure in salvaging both the natural and
huwnan resources of the area encouraged the construction of
the Hoover (1936), Romneville (1937), and Grand Coulee (1944)
Dams. But Roosevelt's suggestion in 1937 of six regional
developrments in other parts of the country bore no fruit.

By then, planning had lost its attractiveness and the empha-
sis in Congress had shifted to competition.

Other recovery measures weve tried. The President
pursued an inflationary policy in devaluing the dollar in
June, 1933, hoping to restore the price level of 1926.

st

Séconlcin’ Op. cit-, P- lf-'g’
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Prices rose slightly, but not nearly so nuch as ithe Adninise
tration had expected; both the Presidsontis fiscal and mone-
tary program had no significant effoct. 57

Roosevelt instituted a2 number of financial refomaa
in the hope of bringing about general economic stability so
that recovery could be realized. These ineluded various
banking restrictions ané the establishment of the Securities
and Exchangs Commission. The Securities Exchange Act of 193k
set up the Securities and Exchange Cormmission (SEC) to reg-
ulate trading practices, to force full disclosure of informin-
tion, and teo regulate margin requirements on stock purchases.
Stockbrokers and investment bankers complained bitterly about
the restrictions this legislution would place on them. Bub
despite bitter debate in Congress, the bill was passed in
June, 193l, and the die-~hard opponents of all governrumental
regulation of the financial community were decisively
defeated.

Thereafter, the goverrmeni incrsasingly moved away
from plaming to regulation of the business conpminity as =&
means 0 ensure fair competition and, hopefully, recovery.
The Antitrugt Division of the Deparitment of Justice, undsr
Thurmond Arnold, put teoth under the Sherman and Clayton
Acta.58 Other regulation measures included the Public Util-
ity Holding Act of 1935, which gave the Federal Power Com-

mission the right to set rates, prohibit most pyramiding,

5Tianalin, op. cit., p. 872. 581vid., p. 881.
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and subjected sceurities of such enterpriscs to the control
of SEC.

While the New Deal had greaily improved stability
and security in the national economy, it had not brought
satisfactory recovery, nor did it cnd the Great Depression,
In 1939, there was still no assurance that the defects of
1929 had bsen rectified, The economy had followed e waver-
ing course. The level of business activity and of national
income Bad risen unsteadily between 1933 and 1937, although
construction lagged seriously. Then followed a serious
recession in 1937, which lasted into the sunmer of 1938, with
manufacturing, exports, and prices slwmping once morc. Tho
recovery of 1939, while welcome, was not firm encuch to
assure Americans that their troubles were over.

The long-term economic failure of the decade reveclaod
the full impact of the Great Depregsion. In the ten years
after 1929, the real national output of all goods in the
United Stabtes rose by only six percent, and that was entirely
due to an increase in the labor i‘orc_e,.s9

The most visible form of the failure was uneriploy-

ment. Throughout the decade, the number of jobless never

sank below one sixth of the potential labor force, with a

result that a large part of the rorulation was unable to con-
. 60

sume, and gome of 1t was literally destitute,

Almost as important an indication of ths defects in

591bid., P 871-

6071p54.




the economy was the persistence of the farm problem.' The
depression in agriculture was elready ten years old in 1929.
It dsepened in the next four years; and prolonged drourht
and Gust storms in 193: and 1935 intensified the misery.
Between 1933 and 1937, there was w rise in farm prices and
inconmes, but only enough to get back to the 1930 level. In
1938 and 1939, there was another sYip end another recovery,
but no escape from the difficulties that had burdened agri-
culture since 1920--excess production, low prices, inadequate
income, For the farmers, as for the unemployed, the Great
Depression endured for the whole decade.

The Few Deel pumped roney into its relief and recov-
ery programs, but its efforts were too small and intermittent
to be effective. The Few Deal failed to generate erough
demand to counter the tendencies of the productive system to
contraction, Recovery would remain an elusive goal until
World waé II came and the economy wag expending once again,
But it must also‘bé gaid that when recovery did come, it was
much more soundly based. The United States had a stronger,
more stable economic and social foundation,61

In 1935, Roosevelt launched a second lew Deal which
emphasized reform, rather than relief or recovery measures.
The Second MNew Dezl embraced 2 wide range of reforn legisla-
tion as a consequence of widespread political discussion. 1In
the president's mind, the most important legislation of hie

631hid., p. 386 and Handlin, op. c¢it., pp. 870-73,
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seduinistration was the Social Security'Act,62

The Social Security Act created a national system of ;
ol@-ame insurance in wiich most employees were compelled to

participate. At the age of sixty-five, worlkers would receive

retirowont annuities financed by taxes on their weges and
their enployerts payroll; the benefits would vary in propor-
tion to how much they sarned. In addition, the federal gov-
ermment offered to share equally with the states the care of
destitute persons over sixty-five who would not bs able to
take part in the old-age insurance system. The act also set
up a fedoral-gtate system of unemploymwent insurance, and pro-
vided national aid to the states, on a matching basis, for

care of dependent mobhers and children, the criprled, the

blind, end for public health services.
This act was a breakthrough in the development of the

modern welfare state and a new lendmark in American history.

Roosevelt saild, in signing the act:

The passage of this act with so few dissenting votes
end with so ruch intelligent public support is deeply
significant of the progress which the American pecople
have made in thought in the social field and awarensss
of methods of using cooperation to overcome social haz-
ards against which the individual alone is inadequate.

During the fifteen years I have been advocating such
1&g131at10n 2s this I have learned that the American peo-
ple want such security as the law provides. It will make
this great Republic & better and a happler place to live--
for us, cur children and our children's children. It is
s profound and sacred satisfaction to have had some part 6
in securing this great boon to the peorles of our country. 3

62yright, op. cit., p. 380.
63Leuchtenburg, The New Deal, pp- 85-86.
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Roosevelt later ssid of the Social Security fet:

It does not reprosent a complete solution of the
problemns of economic security, but it does rep“escﬁt a
substantial, necessary beginning. . . . This is trulgl
legislation in the inte rest of the national welfare.>t

Now lhe power of Congress to legiglate for the gencral wel-
fare had a new meaning. It was established that the indi-
vidual had ¢lear-cut sccial righta.és

A succession of reform nmeasures in 1935 followed the

passage of the Social Becurity Act. In the regulatory field
the Fublic Utility Holding Act was passed. A Banking Aet and
Revenue Act {Wealth Tax Act) were passed, also, The ainm of
the Revenue Act was to redistribute tho tax burden from the
poor to the rich, but the finished bill was considerably
watered down. Not until the war years was there a substan-
tial change in the distribution of income.0

As a result of the Supreme Court declaring the RIRA

unconstitutional on May 21, 1935, the Roosevelt Administra-
tion rut its support behind the Wagner Act (National Labor
Relations Act). This act would replace the labor provisions
of the outlawed NIRA. The Wagner Act created a new National
Labor Relations Board (NLRB) for administrative purposes and

upheld the rights of employees to join labor organizations

and to bargain collectively through representatives of their

6li1piq.

65Uri«ht, op. cit., p. 381; Conkin, op. e¢it., p. 60;
Leuchtenburg, ?ranklin.D. Boosevelt and the llew DPs2l, pp.

132-33.

661big.
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own choosing. The Wagner Act, like the NIR4, was a bold step
ferward in breaking down the inequality of bargaining power
between employecs and employers. It was one of the most
drastic legislative innovstions ¢f the dscade. Big labor, in
one swesp, almost gained equality with business, It threw
the wolignt of govermment behind thz right of labor to bargain
collectively, and compelled employers to accede peacefully to
the unionization of plants.67

The reforms continued until 1939. From 1937-1939,
Roosevelt and Congress embarked on another round of legisla-
tion to pull the country out of economic crisis. This
included the Bankhead-Jones garm Tenancy Act, the VWegner-
Steagall Housing Act, the administrative rcorganization of
certain departments, and the greaticn of the Second AAA, The
Pinal major MNew Deal measure, the Pair Labor Standards Act of
1938, consolidated soms of the early gains of the ¥RA and, in
the main, completed Rooseveltls weliare program. The NRA
codes forbade child labor and oftcn set minimum wages and
maximun hourg., The New Deal aimed at thsse same gosls on a
permanent basis. The bill passsd in June, 1938. Under the
act, the labor of all children under sixteen was prohibited,
the minimum wage was set at twenty-five cents an hour, and
beyond forty-four hours a week, overtime was to be paid.

Iike other welfare measures, many workers (agricultural and

small retail, for ezample) were exempt from the provisions

6z§euchtenburg, Franklinig. Roosevelt and the lew
Deal, p. i,
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P this setry, but it was a beginning.

This concluded mont of the Few Deal refomm nicasures.
In 1938, a much more revolutionary reorganization bill was
rejected by Congress. Other far-reaching reforms, such as
seven new TVA's, were shelved by Congress. In 1939, the
House rejected even mild housirg and spending measurses. The
New Dzal, which had begun in a burst of energy, simply
petered out in 1938 and 1939. Afver 1939, Roosevelt incresrs-

ingly concentrzted his efforts on foreign policies.



Chepter 5
CONCLUSION

Admittedly, the good soclety wag not achieved 2g a
result of Fabianism or the progrzssive or Hew Deal nove-
ments. Ho society has yet achieved this long-standing ideal.
But as a result of movements such as these, a beginning has
been made., A bstter 1life for all is now seen as a distinct
possibility instead of as a remote utopian dream. The abun-
dent society can be realized for all. Groups such as the
Febien Socialists paved the way towards the development of
the modern welfare state, one route towards the good societby.

Throughout thisg thesisg, the author has sought to
point out that the ideals snd programs of the Fabisn Social-
ists were first implemented in England and thern in America.
The suthor has contended that these ideas and programs of
the Fabian Socialists are comparable to a developing move-
ment in the United States toward the welfare state. A final
surrzation of the major ideals and prograns of the Fabians
will once again show the valigity of this thesls.

The overarching goal of the Fabians, as it was also
of the progressives and New Dealers, was to assure a fuller,
happier life for all meén. Six subgoals were geen as neces-
sary to achieve this icdeal. First, the Fabians called for
the elimination of poverty. This was a basiec tenet of the

141
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Fabians. They felt that thers could be no gencral happihess
and woll=being until poverty was eradicated from this eartn.
They fought strongly for its elimination. The Fabians felti
that the nost effective way to strike out at the roots of
poverty would be through the establishment of a national min-
imun income. They were among the first to advocate this.
With a netional minimum income, ezch man would be in a posi-
tion to move out of that slum and into & job he was mors
suited for. Fach man would then have some dignity and not be
subject to degredation and/or destitution.

Because the Fabians were prasmaitists, they did not
leave the matter there. Vhen they saw thst a national min-
imum income was unlikely to ;ass in Farligment in the noesar
future, they did not bury their heads in the sand and wait
for the propitious moment. Instead, the Fabisns fought for
the elimination of poverty step by step. As a result of
Febian propaganda, the Fabians changed the climste of opinion
in England to the belief that poverty could, indeed, be eolim-
inated. Also, the Fabians shoved that it was fensible to
eliminate poverty, and that the mcans to its elimination
would be through specific action~-through a system of soecial
security sbove all, but also through such lesser measures as
unemployment legislation, housing lesislation, prowisions for
health care, reduction of hours, and minimum wages. And so
they fought slrungiy for these., A crowning achievement of
the Pabiansg came in 1946, when several acts of Parliament

extended and reorgenized the whole system of gocial insur-
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snce, Now everyone had the right to free medical care.
Vorkingmen would be compensated for injurics. Families were
given allowances for children. The aped had some means to
live on.'

The progressives did not really arpue for the elim-
ination of poverty. They wanted to relieve social distress
but they were less interested in really grappling with the
wvhele problem., Ingtead, thoy often devoied their ener~ies %o
political reform. A notable excertion was Theodors Reoseveld
vwhio, by 1912, advocated worimen's conmensation, the eliminn-
tiviy of child labor, a minimum wape for woisn, fhd seelnsl
inattranee. oodrow Wilson went alon: with thin Lo a lindted
degreo. By the end of bis vresicdency, the Rer rn-seGlllience:s
Bitl providing workmen's couspensabion had been passed.  Also,
a2 child 1abor bill was enacted and the Adauson EL1l wos

passed, which established an eight~hour éay fer railrcad

:'4

worlters., Despite these reforms, 1t is ceriously ous tod o

reforms would wlti-

wd

shother these men really thought thair
nately result in the elimination o rowvsriy. Ib secens thoy
were not looking that far ahcad.

The Hew Deal is somewhobt ¢ifferent. The authne con-

tends that Franklin Roosevelt was tryin:g to eliminase yoverty

4 3

er by ster. As he himoelf s2ld in a ¢empai-n nddress

%]

etroit, Michigan, October 2, 1932:

o

-
-

Kow, my friends, the rhilosorhy of social justice

1see p. 57, supra.
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that I am going to talk about this Sabbath day, the rhi-
losophy of social justicoe through social action, calls
definitely, prlainly, for the reduction of poverty. And
what do we moean when we talk about the reduction of rov-
orty? Ve mean the reduction of the causes of poverty.
When we havo an epidemic of disease in these modern duoys,
what de we do? We turn in the fiprst instance to find
out ths sources from which the disease has come, and whon
wve hove found those sources, those causes, we turn the
energy of our attack uron them.

Y& have pot beyond the roint in modern civilization
of merecly trying to Lfipght an epidemic of discase by tak-
inpg care of the victims after they are stricken., UWe do
that; bubt we do more. Ve seek to pnevent it; and the
attack on roverty is not very unlijre the attaclk on dig-
eaze. Ve are ssgelking the csusecs and Llﬁg wve hove found
thenm, we must turn our attack upon them.

The Social Security Act of 1935 ig the best exrmnle
of Rooszeveli's preventative war on poverty. Instsad of hav-
ing the aged go on relief, there wore 0ld age rensions that
would come to them of right., It was not charity; the wuericer

had contributed. The aet alzo provided for thc unemployed,

and dependent mothers and children., These people would no

longer be forpotten. They had rights. Roosevelt saw this as

the Fabians did, too.

A gecond Fablian goal was equality of orpurbunity. As

one Pabian so aptly described this idesl:

It involves, accordingly, that the whole fund of nat-
ural ability that exists in a,peop‘» shall be given the
chence of proving its eapascity, and that we sheld ne
longer stifle a large rpart of tuis ability by deaying it
the opportunity of Anomleo"e and of training for leader-
ship. It meens that the whole society snall be orgonized
ffor rienty, =nd that mno uganls prerources of mannowvar op
of capital shall be allowed to run to waste. Lendera
yes-=-men and women chogsen for arseeial ability in social
edminiztration and contrdl, but to come frow the whole
peorle on the basic the widest rossible diffusion of
oprortunity fron chllonOuo ye&rs rlghb inte adult life

.

EBOZwenﬁs op. cit., 1. L47. 3sce r. 31, supra.
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This goal has not been fully attained either in Fag-
land or Amsrica. Hecent sdvances in education in Eneland
have gona fer in meking this goal pessibdble. In 1947, 211
children in England were reguired to attend school until age
fifteen, and this was a gisnt stride, but IEngland has fer to
go.

Progressive programs sought equality of opportunity.
Theodore PFovsevelt saw the gevernment as a moderator between
business and labor. He sgaid:

Lot us strive steadily to secure justice as between
man end man wvithont regard to a man's position, soecial or
ouhcrw1se. Let us remember justice can never be justice
unless it ig equal. Do justice to the rich man and oxact
Justice from hxmn—justlce to the capitalist and justice
to the wage-worker., <

Hoodrow Wilson was also a believer in cquality of
opportunity. He wanted to reestablish the fair rules of the
gome s0 that the cempetitivé free enterprise systewm ccvld be
in balance again. This was the "New Freedom.,"

Franklin Roosevelt also strongly believed in egquality
of opportunity. Because of this belief, Roosevelt felt that
labor should no longer have an unegqual bargaining position in
American life., S0 he encouraged thoe passage of the Wagner
Act, wnich thnrew the weipgnt of goversuwient benind the rignt of
labor to bargain collectively.

It seems that both the progressives and New Dealers

saw the struggle for equality of oprortunity largely in

ltsse p. 725 supra.
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tere of business yg. labor, because that was a pressing
fssue of the day. They scem not to have concerned themselves
rmuch with this issue in its broadest sense as neaning the
opprortunity for all to have the chance to achieve their full-
est potentialities in a society organized for plendy.

Neither Fngland nor America has yot fully achieved
this ideal. Part of the reason may be that both nations have
not yet totally rejected the competitive economics of scar-
city ideology. The ideg that you cannout really 21dow your
neighbor to get ahead of you still remains. The economy of
abundance, thouph possible, is not yet accepbtable to the
individual.

A third Fabian ideal was that of gradualism. Like
the Fabians, both the progressives and the New Dealers sought
evolutionary change within the democratic system. These were
not revolutionaries. Part of the reason the Fabians sought
evdlutionary'change was because that was the only way they
could see their program being enacted. PFlus, they all had a
stake in the existing society. Iike the Fabians, the pro-
gressives and MNew Dealers were pragmatic gradualists.
Theodore Roosevelt called for a Sscurities and Exchange Con-
ﬁission, social insurance, and acceptance of big unionism,
bet was willing to zceceprt lesser gains because that was the
only realistic thing to do. From the start, I'DR wanted a
social security act, but in the First Cne Hundred Days,

Roosevelt concentrated on emergency measures because he had

to.
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However, there was one major difference here. Tho
Fabisns believed that, as a resuli of gradualism, Britain
would beecome & socialist atate, their ubopia. The Amaricans
never went that far., They wanted to chart a middle course
betireen laissez-faire capitalism and soécialima. They would
buktress or modify capitalism and male it workadble; but thoy
would not rejeet it and individuwalisn.

A fourth Fabian ideal was that of a moro equitable
distribution of the wealth. 4As a result of this, moro could
live a fuller 1life. Both Britain and the Tnited States have
had @ifficulty in attaining this goal, largely due to the
fact that those in power are reluctent to tax themaeslves out
of existence. The graduated income tax has been the basic
means to attain this goal. During Taft's adninistration, the
Sixteenth, or Incoms Tax, Lmendment was pagsed, which pro-
vided for a federal income tax. Thisg was a major stcp for-
ward in allowing a redistribution of tho wealth. In 1935,
the Wealth Tax Act was passed under Rcosevelt, a bill which
sought to reverse the tax burden from the poor to the rich.
The result; however, was a watered-down bill., So in America,
as in England, there has been some redistribution of the
wealth, but nothing nearly as extensive as that envisaged by
the Fabian Socialists.

Algo, during FDR's presidency, an attempt was made to
redigtribute the nation's wealth away, predominently from
business to other ailing sectors of the economy. So the AAA,

TVA, and RA were established. It has helpsd.
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A £ifth Fabian ideal was their belief in freedom and
democracy. The Pabians saw no incompatibility betwsen

socieglism and freedom and democracy. As Harold Wilson said:

There are those, particularly in the U.S8., who
believe that the assertion of publie responsibility for
the means of full employmeni, social advonce, maternal
or spmrltual, ig a fatal stepr in the dircction of cou~
munism. It is our belief that a socialist approach to
Britain's problems, so far from being a lurch in the
direction of communism, mesng the fulleot flowering of
dcmocracy. For while we yield to none in our determi-
nation to Pfight for the basic political frecdons--Treoa-
dom of sypcech, of reliricn, of public nectinc, o the
ballot=~~un believe that no man ig truly frec who is in
economic taralldon, who is 2 slave to unemploiiient, op
economic inzecurity, or the crlxpjlnF cost of medieal

o

treatment, ul lacks the owpertunitics, Sn Lt o

mntcrﬁal and the pricelens immaferisl gense to 2 fullep
Jife and %he fullest realization of niu tolnnbs and
abilities

It almost goes without saying that both the propgrog-
sives and MNew Dealers believed in freedon and domocraey. mad
there was one significant difference. Vhere the progressives
stressed the sxtension of political demoeracy--the diract
election of Senators, the primary, the recnll nnd referandume-
the llew Dezlers, like their Fabian counterpartn, concentrated
on economic denmoeracy. They were cognizant of the fact that
political democracy was derpendent upon the exislence of econ-
omic democracy, beczuse they say a man was not truly free if
he had no bread to eat. Roosevelt would see that relief was
given instend of talking about a direct rrimary.

Lastly, a sixth Fabian ideal was a belief in positive

governnent. Govermnsnt is seen as a positive good. Ths gov-

5See p. 63, supra
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ernmont activoly intervenes in the interests ol the peneral
welfare. It assumes a responsibility for those who are dos-
titute. The government acts. The welfere state emerges.

In Mmerica, this positive view of the state was just emerging
in the progresgive pericd. The movemont away from Yaissoz-
faire and individualism had bepgun with Theodore Rooseveltla
Square Dsal regulatory measures in the interests of the gen-
eral welfare. From then on, no lenger was a man golely res-

pensible to himself. But neither was the score of povern-~

mental action that wide., For in the progressive period, a

total bresk from a lTimited, negabivistic concept of govern-
ment had not becn made. There were toc many people who
objected to these progressive programs as outside the sphere
of acceptable governmental action, and so nmuch of the pro-
gressive program was not enacted until the New Deal period.
Attitudes had to change before Theodore Roogevelt's soecial

insurance program could be enacted.

Under Roosevelt, the welfars state came Into its owm.
There was no longer any doubt vhether the United States had
g pogitive govermment. The N¥ew Deal assumed the reasponsi-
bility for guaranteeing every Amcrican a minimum standard of
subsistance, a long-time Fabian goal. Roosevelt said that he
aceanted the responsibility for the veople's well-being.
The government of the United States was making sure that no
one would go hungry or c¢old, snd that everyone would have =z
decent place to live. This undertaking gave “ordinary”" peo-

ple a sense of security they had never had before; a formerly
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bostile world bocams more frierndly. This tazk wus not com-
rleted at once; time was needed. DBubt beginnings wore mads,
end there were sharp changes from older, careleas ways.

Only the wealthy had been free from the fear of want until
then. This one endeavor was the furthest advance toward
equality ever made in thisg country.6
By 1938, when the New Deal ended, therc was no doubt
that Roosevslt had made significant progress btovords making
the United States a welfare state. In three arcss--social
security, labor protection, and housing, significant advances
had been made. Also sgriculture, through subsidized produc-
tion end price control progrems, now had a more just distri-
bution of the wealth of the country. So, too, did organized
labor, Roosevelt did make gignificant progress in fulfilling
his goal:
« » » Lo do what any honest Government of any country
would doj btry to inerease the security and happiness of
g larger number of people in all occuratiuns of life and
in alil parts of the countwy, to give them more of the
good things of llfe, to give them a greater distribution
noet only of wealth in thes narrow terms, bubt of wealth In
the wider terms: to glVe them placeg to go in the summer-
time--recreation; to give them agsurance that they are
not going to gtarve in their old age; to give honest
business a chance to go ghead and make a reasonable 7
profit, and to give everyone a chance to earn & living.
This statement clearly shows the Fabian influence.
Roogevelt had tried to make life better for more of the Amer-

ican people through his relief, recovery, and reform programs.

6Tugwell, op. ¢it., p. vii.
TSchlesinger, The Polities of Upheaval, p. 652.
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A start on eliminating poverty and bringing sbout security
was made with Roosevelt's Social Security program., Throush
the Weslth Tax Act, Roosevelt had tried to have a more oqui-
table distribution of the wezlth. Finally, Roogcvelt had
tried to balance or equalize opportunities in this country
so that business, labor, and agriculture could compete feirly
and equally for the distribubion of the wealth. He was ever
sgainst privileége, again ms the Fabians werc. If the Fabi an
Socialists are considered the architects of the welfare state
in Britain, Boosevelt, too, is considered the architect of
the welfare state in the United States.

In the interim, the Rooseveltian reforms have bcen
expanded and enlarged upon, A national minimima income is now
being talked about seriously. This, too, has been advocated
by the Fabians from the beginning, both because it keeps up
demand and purchasing power and because it is the just,

decent thing to do. There is no doubl that the program and

ideals of the Fabian Soclalists hawe had, and continue to

have sn impact on the American experience in this century.
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