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THIS ESSAY IS THE RESULT of half a century’s experience on the political left and in academia. The most productive of these years were those spent working on the three journals with which I have been most closely associated. The first was Studies on the Left,  published in Madison,  Wisconsin,  from 1959 to 1963—and then in New York from 1963 to 1967. That journal came to an end when the editors concluded that it had served its initial objectives and that,  as the New Left began to disintegrate,  it was time to move on. The second was Socialist Review  (originally Socialist Revolution),  which I initiated in 1969 and worked on intensively until 1974. And the third is In These Times,  originally a weekly newspaper and now a bi-weekly newsmagazine,  which I started in Chicago in 1976.


These three publications shared one underlying imperative: to help integrate the left and its principles into the mainstream of American political and intellectual life. Each of these journals made a bit of progress in that direction,  and working with their editors,  while sometimes frustrating,  was always intellectually stimulating. This was especially so in regard to my symbiotic relationship with Martin J. Sklar,  who greatly influenced my thinking about all three journals,  and my occasionally divergent relationship with John B. Judis,  who joined the staff of Socialist Review when he was a graduate student and also worked for many years as a senior editor of In These Times.


In writing this book,  as the following pages make abundantly clear,  I have relied heavily on the work of dozens of historians,  political activists,  and philosophers. But I have also relied on the advice and opinions of friends who have read all or parts of the manuscript to help me clarify arguments and unravel the many examples of my tendency to write in shorthand. They have made this essay more readable,  and,  I hope,  more accessible to the uninitiated. My greatest debt here is to my wife,  Beth Maschinot,  a person who insists on explanations or clarifications when they are needed. Others who have read all or part of the manuscript,  and who have made helpful suggestions include my old friend Bill Domhoff at U.C. Santa Cruz; my friend and former colleague at In These Times,  Miles Harvey; and my sister,  Lois Sontag. My agent,  Sam Stoloff,  made me scrap one chapter and suggested the book’s title after I sent him some terrible ideas of my own,  and Jill Rothenberg,  my editor at Westview Press,  made many useful suggestions. They have helped to make the book more intelligible and reader-friendly,  for which I am deeply grateful.




James Weinstein
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I


FOR MORE THAN HALF A CENTURY,  the American left was debilitated by its troubled relationship with the Russian Revolution,  and by the impact that Communism had on left political movements throughout the world. Once a leading source of the ideas and programs that helped humanize American capitalism,  socialists in the United States were relegated to the sidelines during the New Deal even as reform movements and mainstream political actors adopted many of their earlier proposals. In this essay I examine how these old socialist ideas and programs came to be understood as an integral part of our political culture,  and why—despite the left revival of the 1960s—a coherent left has failed to transcend its earlier contributions and respond creatively to the changing nature of corporate America. Put starkly,  I hope to explain why there are leftists in the United States but no coherent left—and to suggest where the left might go,  now that the collapse of the Soviet Union—and China’s turn to capitalism— have cleared the intellectual obstacles from the road ahead.


In fact,  it was the Cold War that in retrospect seems more like an end—or rather a detour from history—a time when the left was disoriented and the political life of the nation became one-dimensional. Promoted by our nation’s leaders and the media as a period of historical contestation—a fight to the death between capitalism and communism—the Soviet threat (and its identity with socialism) now appears to have been grossly exaggerated. Now,  the Cold War itself can be seen as an historical hiatus—a ritually choreographed standoff that afforded the American ruling class with protection from dissent and an organizing principle for its retrograde foreign and domestic policies. Similarly,  the Cold War provided the Soviet Union with a rationale for the Communist Party’s unquestioned rule at home and in Eastern Europe. In short,  the fear and conformity of the Cold War was a godsend to the rulers on both sides of the Iron Curtain.


True,  at times the threat of war seemed real enough,  and at times military confrontations were devastating. The war against Vietnamese independence alone cost several million Indochinese lives,  as well as the death of more than 58,000 American youth. But even in that situation underlying priorities were never challenged. Indeed,  Cold War and the threat of nuclear annihilation were the health of the state on both sides of the Iron Curtain. And while the Vietnam War did create an ephemeral left,  it did so only after Americans became aware of the toll it was taking on both sides. When the war was over,  things went back to business as usual.


All that has now changed. The difference between ritual Cold War tensions and the terrors of the new era—real and faux—is all too clear. Now we confront a true enemy,  an unpredictable,  amorphous,  almost intangible seething mass of freelancers,  many of them highly educated and civilized,  others feral,  but all acting out of rage against the enhanced American Empire. These popular forces confront American-style capitalism spontaneously,  through nongovernmental groups that ignore national boundaries and operate with little institutional control. Unlike the old enemy,  the new ones mount deadly terrorist attacks on symbols of American military and commercial power,  are secretly and informally organized,  and are widely dispersed. As such they offer few clear targets for political or military engagement.


This represents a real threat to the social stability that post-industrial capitalism requires to function smoothly. And it offers the opportunity for megalomaniacal right-wingers to promote their militarist policies and dreams of perpetual world domination—as the Bush administration’s actions show all too well. For all of democratic society,  and especially for the left,  this new (and certainly transitory) stage of history is costly and frightening. It is the price we pay for fifty years of political and intellectual stagnation,  a time when the political dynamic of capitalism was detoured and frozen onto a Cold War sidetrack.


As I will argue,  communism never posed a challenge to capitalism in the United States. Quite the contrary,  the Russian Revolution and the formation of the Communist International disrupted and distorted the socialist policies and ideas that had engaged corporate capitalism before 1917. In those earlier years socialists had created an influential movement,  one that played a major role in humanizing American society as it emerged from the period of ruthlessly competitive industrialization into the era of corporate domination. During this process,  class-conscious capitalists had accommodated and assimilated many socialist ideas and programs as they rationalized and stabilized their changing society. And many socialist principles,  once denounced as un-American,  came to be seen as natural characteristics of our social system. The source of these ideas and programs,  however,  has been obscured. The role played by the once robust and dynamic left has faded from our collective memory.


But what about the threat from Russia and China? Didn’t these Communists menace capitalism? Certainly,  that is what the revolutionaries who seized power in Russia intended,  and that is what the Bolsheviks attempted immediately following their revolution. Except in Hungary,  however— where Bela Kun led an ephemeral Communist regime in 1919—these attempts were total failures. After 1920 the Russians established a non-market,  nominally socialist,  inward-looking,  defensive regime,  much as China would do after 1949,  when the Communists took power there.


The Soviet and Maoist regimes did discard their native capitalists. But they neither could nor did realize socialist principles. Instead,  they created highly centralized,  bureaucratic societies in which the party acted as a surrogate for the capitalist class and mimicked many of the more retrograde methods of Western industrialization. Under its own monopoly control,  the Russian party established a closed non-market system and called the result “real existing socialism.” Similarly,  the Chinese under Mao Tse-tung followed suit. But—as their defensive formulation implies on its face—Soviet leaders must have understood that while their revolutions were made by socialists,  their regimes had little in common with Marx’s ideas or the underlying principles of the traditional world movement.


For the most part,  the Soviet Union (and later China) functioned outside the world capitalist market,  but their unique systems never threatened the West. True,  Western capital could not invest in the Soviet Union or China or trade freely with those gigantic countries,  and that did appear hostile to Western capitalists. And,  of course,  the Soviets and China supported anti-colonial movements in the undeveloped world,  which also was experienced as hostile by Western colonial and neocolonial powers. But while communist support and rhetoric initially served some colonial independence movements well,  none of the newly independent former colonies created a government along Soviet or Chinese lines,  and none followed the Soviet lead in organizing its economy. On the contrary,  from their inception all but two newly independent countries—Cuba and North Korea—sought to integrate themselves into the world market dominated by the Western powers and Japan.


In fact,  while Soviet and Chinese leaders might rage and threaten the West,  they,  not the West,  have been the true “paper tigers.” Incapable of fighting an aggressive war of conquest against any Western power,  even had they wished to,  the Soviets and Chinese have always followed a strategically defensive foreign policy. Stalin,  the poster child of paranoid nationalism,  did see enemies everywhere. Many were real,  but his overriding principle was the protection of his own turf. As World War II ended,  he feared that his country—which had lost 20 million citizens and seen most of its industry reduced to rubble—would once again fall prey to the hostility of the West. He especially feared the United States,  whose industry and military power had grown greatly during the war,  and who had dropped atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in an apparent first step of a new war aimed at him.


Stalin’s solution to this fear after World War II was an agreement with the Western powers that created a massive Soviet buffer under strict Soviet control in Eastern Europe and left the rest to the West. In his own way,  Stalin observed this agreement. When Communists in Italy and Greece moved to take power after the second World War,  for example,  he ordered them to pull back. Even in regard to China,  he pursued a policy of not antagonizing the West by discouraging Mao Tse-tung’s efforts to defeat the pro-Western Chiang Kai-shek. (Of course,  Stalin also opposed Mao because he feared him as a rival who,  unlike his domestic enemies,  real and imagined,  could not be killed at will.)


The Cold War was widely seen as a titanic struggle for world domination,  and certainly in terms of the weapons with which each side confronted the other it appeared to be just that. But while the military and political leaders on both sides needed the Cold War and made much of it,  the military standoff was never more than an insanely dangerous bluff. In short,  despite its frequently aggressive bombast and its overt and covert support of foreign Communist movements,  the Bolsheviks had neither the ability nor the desire to fight a war. Nor were their proclamations—no matter how real in the minds of many on both sides of the political fence—more than a mask for a backward society whose espousal of socialism was politically indispensable but essentially cynical. After seventy years of Soviet power,  Soviet communism fell peacefully of its own dead weight,  having succeeded in doing little more than paving the way for a corrupt replay of what Karl Marx called the primitive accumulation of capital. (Similarly,  with greater success,  the Chinese are undergoing a more controlled transition to capitalism.)






II


As a lifelong Socialist,  and one-time Communist,  I have always been concerned about the movement of history. And as a pathological optimist,  I have always viewed American history as tending inexorably,  if fitfully,  toward a more inclusive democracy. Like many Americans who experienced the twentieth century,  I see history moving forward,  driven by the progressive interaction between capitalist and socialist principles. Before World War II,  labor’s right to organize and the extension of civil liberties were foremost. During the Cold War,  African-Americans and their allies on the left finally won an end to legal segregation and a modicum of social equality,  women made impressive social and political gains,  and—inspired by those movements—gays and lesbians came out of seclusion and demanded recognition in the mainstream of American culture.


Still,  as these movements on the left struggled for a more egalitarian society,  progress was impeded by the politics of the Cold War. By equating opposition to corporate domination of public life with disloyalty,  our country’s rulers disoriented the left,  stifled public discussion of the most basic public policy issues,  and transformed the left into a plethora of single-issue movements. This removed the progressive dialectic from our political culture and has steadily narrowed the difference between the major parties. Without vigorous debate over alternative values and principles,  the left has receded from view. Our political system has been converted to one focused on personality,  appearance,  and the ability to raise money for trivial,  brain-numbing television and radio commercials. Candidates for national office,  chosen by small cabals of people with access to the huge sums of money needed to run media-driven election campaigns,  dominate the electoral arena. People who can throw several million dollars of their own money into campaigns for public office push to the fore.


In short,  it has become more and more difficult for working people,  or associations who represent their interests,  to participate meaningfully in national politics. As working people are excluded from this process,  fewer and fewer of them bother to vote. Those concerned about popular disinterest in politics implore people to do their duty as citizens,  and the corporate media pompously insist that if you do not vote you have no right to complain about the result. But with few differences between the major parties or their candidates,  and with the left and the socialist ideas that shaped it absent from popular discourse,  more citizens retreat into private life,  increasingly ignorant of the impact of public policies on their lives.






III


What then has socialism meant to those who have appreciated the virtues of the Western democracies while simultaneously being repelled by the pervasive militarization,  corruption,  inequality,  and superficiality of our market-driven system? And what,  if anything,  does socialism mean now that its once-dominant perverters have collapsed or peacefully turned to their own forms of capitalist accumulation? In proper historical context,  the argument is simple. From capitalism’s earliest beginnings,  two sets of principles have provided the social dynamic of modern society. Especially after industrialization began in earnest,  socialists challenged the heartlessness of raw competitive capitalism and fought for the kinds of reforms that at first were seen as threatening capitalism’s existence,  but that in the end saved the system from itself.


In capitalism’s earliest years,  it is true,  utopian socialists did not contest capitalists in the public arena,  but simply removed themselves from the mainstream of capitalist development. As the social solidarity of feudalism was dismantled and capitalist individualism developed,  utopians came to America not as individuals or families who would integrate into society,  but as fully formed artisanal communities intent on escaping the social fragmentation that followed the breakup of feudal estates. These utopians did not want to make capitalism more humane,  but only to avoid it by isolating themselves in their own traditional communities. In the pre-industrial years of the new nation,  the social capital that these communities brought with them served them well. But the utopians’ initial advantage over frontier individualism did not last. As industrial development accelerated,  the self-contained utopian communities were surpassed by the more dynamic world around them. Their communities dissolved,  and their members sought opportunity in the dominant society. I will look briefly at this experience in Chapter 1.


The next wave of socialism shared with its predecessor the principles of democratic egalitarianism. But it emerged in tandem with industrialization,  and,  like children of abusive parents,  socialists had a love-hate relationship with capitalism. Early on,  this second wave of socialists was barely noticed by the larger society. But it was not for lack of effort on their part,  nor—in the long run—were their efforts wasted. By the early twentieth century,  socialists and their ideas had not only gained a wide following among working people,  but also the attention of America’s rulers as they helped to shape the new system of large-scale corporate capitalism and its transformation of the country from a backwater of small-scale competitive businessmen—urban and rural—into the industrial behemoth that it is today.


In this process,  capitalists epitomized the principle of market-driven rapacious individualism,  while the socialists’ first principle was the promotion of humane social policy. Karl Marx explained again and again that socialists’ long-range goal was to create a society based on democratic principles. But he understood that a fully developed capitalism alone could create the technological and social basis for such a society. Advanced industrial capitalism,  in other words,  was a prerequisite for socialism. Within American capitalism,  therefore,  socialists were the most consistent—and insistent—advocates of reforms that moved society toward greater equality and democracy.


By 1914,  when World War I erupted,  the Socialist Party of America had reached its greatest strength. Many of its ideas and much of its program had already been assimilated by progressives of both major parties and were helping to rationalize and stabilize the new corporate system. Later,  in the New Deal and post–World War II years,  many programs first proposed by Socialists became mainstays of American public policy. Indeed,  as we will see,  the Socialist Party’s success on the programmatic level was so great that it led many adherents to question the party’s further usefulness.


But to those steeped in its principles,  socialism was more than specific policy proposals. The party’s “immediate demands” were an expression of its principles as they applied to the current stage of capitalist development,  but were neither its ultimate goal,  not its driving force. As American capitalism accepted and internalized many socialist principles it reached industrial maturity. But as capitalism moved into its current period as a post-industrial,  consumer-driven society,  socialists have had little new to say.


This is not entirely their fault. From the perspective of the left’s long-range viability,  moving forward was made extremely difficult,  if not impossible,  by the ways in which the Russian Revolution inspired a worldwide political movement that not only split the left,  but also redefined socialism in the popular mind to mean (at best) a lower standard of living minus democracy. As the journalist John Reed wrote,  the Russian Revolution “shook the world,” but not in the manner he perceived. While hundreds of millions of people throughout the world initially hailed the Bolshevik victory as a democratic overthrow of Russia’s despotic czarist regime,  the revolution occurred in a country that had none of the industrial,  cultural,  or social prerequisites for democratic egalitarianism. In short,  the Soviet experience forced socialists in the West to engage in a hopeless rear-guard effort to move forward just as popular interest in socialism—in conformity with Soviet reality—moved backward.


To me—even when I was a Communist—socialism has meant the fulfillment of the promise of American democracy. And as an historian,  I have studied the ways in which socialist principles of associational democracy have gained meaningful expression in our society and helped to democratize our nation’s advance from the laissez-faire individualism of the late nineteenth century to the corporate liberalism of the twentieth century. The Soviets’ not-entirely-unsuccessful attempt to industrialize under tightly centralized state control could not transcend American reality. Indeed,  its often-expressed goal of catching up with the West was a long step backward from this process. Clearly,  the Soviets had little to offer those who had reached the level of industrial development to which the Bolsheviks aspired. Communist domination of the American left,  therefore,  stifled socialist thought and creativity and diverted it into barren disputes over the nature of the Soviet Union and into sterile debates over revolutionary strategy among self-styled Marxists of various sects.


Fortunately,  such debates have now passed away. History has dissolved them (though the habits they encouraged still survive on the margins of the left). In any case,  my purpose is to circumvent the old debates and to take a fresh look at the ways in which the movement for socialism contributed to social progress in the United States during the Progressive Era (1900–1917) and the New Deal years (1932–1940). I also look at the movement’s weaknesses and limitations,  and,  perhaps more important,  how the left might contribute to the next stage in our democratic develop-ment. This will require brief examination of the movement from the early years of utopian communities,  through the heyday of engagement with the makers of corporate America,  and into the future of our dein-dustrializing era.


The possibility of a new beginning now exists—if not for a movement that calls itself socialist then for one embodying the underlying principles that gave the old movement its impetus. That,  ultimately,  is what this book is about.






















1
THE FIRST ROUND: A HOME OF THEIR OWN
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I


WHEN MOST AMERICAN H I S TORIANS think of socialism, the labor struggles of the late nineteenth century and the early years of the twentieth spring to mind. In these decades industrial capitalism changed the face of the United States. Our modern trade union movement took shape. Industrial workers formed political parties. And the Socialist Party of America come together and grew rapidly. Those years were also a period of raw, violent strikes—and the strikes’ more-deadly suppression—a time when new class relations took shape and the political movement for socialism emerged alongside the labor movement as a new entry in the political life of the nation. In America, as in Europe, socialism was a spectre haunting the new corporate ruling class.


But the first wave of socialism was different. It began migrating to America more than a century before Karl Marx’s work became available in the United States in the late 1860s. These early utopian socialists, unlike their successors, had little interest in changing society at large. They came, mostly in the early 1800s, as self-contained communities attempting to escape the social fragmentation and the individualist ethos that accompanied the gradual emergence of capitalism at the end of the Middle Ages. This was a defensive and conservative period in socialism’s trajectory. It was a response to the breakup of feudal estates and the earliest stages of industrial development in Europe, when the traditional communitarian protections of the old order were under attack and when peasants, thrown off their estates, were left to fend for themselves as individual wage earners bereft of the social support afforded by the old system.


 Marx shared the utopians’ fierce opposition to the harsh and often brutal conditions of life and work imposed by total dependence on wages. But his attitude toward the new entrepreneurs differed from theirs in one fundamental respect. While the utopians sought to escape capitalism’s unrestrained individualism, Marx welcomed the revolutionizing of production that capitalism entailed. To him capitalism was an unprecedented progressive force that was creating the social and material conditions for a post-capitalist society of equality and abundance.






II


Feudal society, of course, had not been idyllic. In feudalism, lords of the manor were, well, lords of the manor. Born to their dominant roles they “naturally” enjoyed superior claims to the surplus created by the labor of serfs and artisans. And, of course, they lorded it over those born to lesser stations. Still, feudal estates upheld the ideals of social responsibility, and utopian communitarianism echoed the more humane aspects of life on the manor. Not surprisingly, therefore, utopian communities were inward-looking and apolitical. They sought to preserve their traditions by erecting barriers between themselves and the new, more dynamic but also cold-hearted, society that surrounded them.


In feudal society private capital had hardly existed. The lord of a manor did not own “his” land or its resources in the modern sense of individual ownership. Instead, as historian E. Harris Harbison has pointed out, “a human chain of holders of rights, from serf through lord of the manor to overlord and king” bound all together in a largely static community. Each person had a fixed relationship to the land, and each was bound to others in a web of traditional duties and obligations. Common ownership coexisted alongside traditional individual rights in the holding and use of productive property. Peasants’ rights, either to land on agricultural manors or to the means of their trade in urban guilds, were considered inalienable—they could neither be bought nor sold. These rights might look to us like modern individual property rights—the peasant possessed his house, his garden, and his strips of arable land, and the artisan, likewise, possessed the tools of his trade—but these rights existed only as long as peasant and artisan lived on (and belonged to) the manor. Because individual ownership of land—protected by codified property law—was an anomaly before capitalism undermined feudalism, the peasant could not sell his house or his land, nor the artisan his shop. 


Other rights were more obviously communal. Peasants had the right to use parts of the manor’s common land for grazing their stock and for gathering their firewood, which was their only fuel for cooking and heating. Artisans had the right to an equal share of the available raw materials, as well as equal opportunities in the carefully protected local markets.


In this society, economic individualism—the private ownership of in-vestable capital—was a radically new idea. Capitalism destroyed established common rights, and as it did, communities were broken up and peasants were thrown off their ancestral estates and left to fend for themselves. Therefore, when utopian socialism appeared in Europe, Harbison tells us, it did so largely as a reactionary defense of traditional communities against the development of the small-scale private ownership that preceded the development of the modern national state. Utopian communities, therefore, were inward-looking and apolitical. And because utopian movements preceded the formation of national states and civil society, religion provided their main social bond, as well as the context for their ideology. Thus Protestant sects, with their new, more egalitarian interpretations of the New Testament, were the basis of early communist societies seeking to create the kingdom of God on earth.


In short, while Marx’s followers in the late nineteenth century sought to engage capitalism and to create a society that transcended it, the early socialist communities simply wanted to be left alone. They wanted only to pursue communal agriculture and artisan production, and America was an ideal place for them to do so. America abounded in large tracts of cheap, sparsely populated land, ideal for the establishment of the self-contained societies that utopians desired. And America’s principle of religious freedom provided escape from the persecution that radical Protestant sects had endured in the rigid, church-dominated societies of their old countries.


These conditions acted as a magnet for many of Europe’s communi-tarians. Until the mid-nineteenth century, this country’s numerous socialist communities came fully formed from Europe. Only after the European movements inspired them did immigrants and converts organize new socialist communities in America. These latter groups became significant by mid-century when the Oneida colony, led by John Humphrey Noyes, and several Fourier and Icarian colonies took root in the context of widespread native religious revivalism, but few prospered and fewer lasted.






III


Even though they suffered discrimination and religious persecution in Europe, many immigrant communities had become wealthy in their native lands. Indeed, after selling their property in Europe, some brought a good deal of money with them. But the social capital these sects brought with them was just as important to their success in the New World. These groups came with the advantage of strongly shared beliefs, high levels of mutual trust, and the experience of working closely together on coordinated projects. In the chaotic, disorganized frontier, where most colonies located, these characteristics initially gave the utopians strengths that the isolated small farmers and artisans of the individualistic frontier lacked. And although the religious colonists established largely subsistence economies, their standards of living were high, and their property well-improved and developed. They were, however, averse to change and bound by tradition. As time went on the rapidly developing world around them caught up and surpassed their level of development. By the mid-1800s, pressures from the larger society—and the opportunities and new technologies it provided—began to draw many utopians away from their own communities and into the world at large.


The first of these transplanted communities, the Ephrata colony, came early, some sixty years before the American Revolution. It was brought from Germany to Pennsylvania in 1713 by its spiritual leader, Conrad Beizel. These radical Christians, with the gospels as their guide, held all things in common and lived a strictly celibate life. Without children to distract them from their daily labors, they worked efficiently and were highly productive. Their high standard of living and well-organized community eventually attracted nearly a thousand more followers from the Old World. Beizel was a strong, inspiring figure who ran Ephrata largely as a one-man show. Since he lived to a very old age the settlement prospered for many years. His successor was less charismatic, and the colony slowly ran down after he died. By the 1850s its property was in the hands of trustees and the community had all but dissolved.


Sixty years later, in 1774, an English import, “Mother” Ann Lee, arrived with a handful of followers. She soon established the first Shaker society, at Watervliet, New York. She died ten years later, but her successors were more talented and fortunate than Beizel’s. They founded eleven new Shaker settlements within five years of her death, and by the 1830s there were many more, with a total of some 5,000 members. A. Ja-cobi, an author who visited four of these and lived for a while in two others, wrote that “in point of order, neatness, regularity and economy,” the Shaker colonies were “in advance of all the other societies.”


The Shakers, too, were strictly celibate. They were “of such a nature,” Jacobi wrote, “as Christ said should be among his true followers.” To become a senior member of the church order, one had to surrender all personal property to the “family” (as each separate community was called), but each Shaker family was an autonomous entity. Some were very prosperous, others merely comfortable. A celibate community, however, could maintain itself only by recruitment, and after a generation, as recruiting fell off, the Shakers’ numbers dwindled. Toward the end of the twentieth century only one Shaker community remained and it had only two surviving members, both of them very old.


Mother Lee was followed in 1804 by George Rapp, who came to America with 600 adherents to escape severe persecution in Germany. Rapp bought 5,000 acres of land in eastern Pennsylvania, where he and his flock established a settlement called Harmony. It grew to number some 1, 800 souls. Like the Shakers, they, too, were industrious. And, like some other transplanted religious colonies, the Rappites prospered, outgrew their first location, and went west—to a larger tract of land that Rapp bought for them in Indiana.


Another German, Joseph Bimeler, founded the colony of Zoar in Ohio in 1817. Zoar was named after the town to which Lot fled seeking refuge from Sodom. Its articles of association were signed by fifty-three men and 104 women and provided equal political rights. Initially too poor to raise children, the members adopted celibacy so that they could pour all their energies into developing their land and industries. This was not a matter of principle, but “an indispensable matter of economy.” At first, as John Humphrey Noyes wrote in his History of American Socialisms, “Their little town presented the anomaly of a village without a single child to be seen or heard within its limits.” By 1874, however, Zoar’s three hundred-odd members had accumulated more than a million dollars worth of property. Prosperity allowed them to give up celibacy—but it also weakened the Zoarites’ commitment to communalism. In 1898, well past the heyday of American utopianism, the community divided its assets among its members and dissolved.


The most successful and long-lived of the utopian experiments began in 1846, when yet another German—Christian Metz—brought his flock to Buffalo, New York. Metz and his followers, who called themselves the “society of inspired people,” were guided by the New Testament, as interpreted through their spiritual mediums. They had prospered for a hundred years in Germany, but as radical Protestants they had been increasingly harassed for their religious beliefs. When the pressure became too great, they came to America to enjoy the religious freedom of the New World.


Metz and his sister, the two primary “mediums,” led the society for more than thirty years. During the 1850s their colony swelled to about a thousand members and, like the Rappites, outgrew its first settlement. So Metz and his followers also decided to move west. After buying 25,000 acres of land in Iowa they relocated and changed their name to the Amana colonies, which from their inception in Iowa constituted the largest and richest utopian community in America. One member was said to have brought $100,000 to it, a huge sum in those days; others contributed as much as $60,000.


Operating under the principle—adopted from the French philosopher St. Simon—of “from each according to abilities, to each according to needs,” and handing down skills in the “Old World Tradition—from father to son and from mother to daughter”—Amana’s residents established a large, self-contained community of farms, woolen mills, a calico plant, meat shops, cabinet shops, wineries, community kitchens, and many other industries, including household appliances. The colonies lasted in their communal form until 1932, when by a vote of the people they dropped the communal way and, as their current guidebook says, “took the great step into the system of free enterprise that surrounded them.” Only then did they separate religious and secular matters. They transferred ownership of homes to individual families, closed up the communal kitchens and dining rooms, auctioned off their commonly held tools, and distributed their garden seeds to individual families. Today, the Amana colonies still exist as seven prosperous villages in Iowa. Proud of their heritage, the colonists are nevertheless very much a part of capitalist America.






IV


The first wave of utopian colonies succeeded for many years because of their religious and social coherence. A second, more secular, wave of communitarian experiments was different. They were open and diverse and were meant to be examples for others to reproduce. And even though none of this secular second wave of utopian colonies survived long enough to establish itself on a sound footing, these later communities not only became better known to contemporaries, but their ideas also had a more lasting impact on later socialist development.


The first of these second-wave communities was established by Robert Owen, a British industrialist who has been widely credited with coining the word socialist in 1827. Owen was the most successful of the European utopians in propagating his ideas in America. ( John H. Noyes called him the “father of American Socialisms.”) Yet his attempt, in 1826, to establish a socialist community at New Harmony, Indiana, collapsed in its first year. 


Owen initially gained fame and fortune as a benevolent employer at his textile mill in New Lanark, Scotland. He claimed that his success as a manufacturer was based on the belief that a person’s character is shaped by his environment. “Man,” Owen wrote, “becomes a wild, ferocious savage, a cannibal, or a highly civilized and benevolent being according to the circumstances in which he may be placed from his birth.” At New Lanark, he put this idea to the test by improving the conditions under which his employees worked and lived, and by doing so transformed his workforce, to their benefit as well as his own.


The New Lanark mill that Owen took over was typical of its time. Work was so hard and wages so low that few adult employees could be recruited. Instead, the mill was operated by some 500 children taken from orphanages in Edinburgh. Some were as young as six years old. Working from six in the morning until seven at night, many of the children did not long survive, while many who did grew up stunted or deformed. The village was no better than the mill. Many of its residents fell deeply in debt to the local usurer, or to the tavern-keeper or store-keeper. The village, as described by Owen, was filthy and the inhabitants were a drunken, brutal, and criminal lot.


As resident manager and major stockholder of the mill, Owen had the power to introduce reforms. He started by remodeling the village. First, he banished village merchants who sold inferior goods at exorbitant prices and replaced them with company stores that sold high-quality goods at cost. Then he removed the taverns to the village outskirts, had comfortable new houses built, and cleaned the streets. Next he stopped recruiting pauper children and established model schools for all those remaining in New Lanark. In the mills, he shortened hours of work, increased pay, and abolished all systems of punishment for delinquent workers.


Owen met resistance to this process at every step. Superintendents of different branches of the mill were suspicious, and after years of pitiless exploitation workers had learned to distrust employers. Only in 1807, after President Jefferson imposed an embargo on British cotton in a dispute over trade, and the consequent crisis in the English cotton industry, did Owen find a way to win his workers’ confidence. The mills were shut down and there was nothing for the workers to do but oil the machinery, but Owen continued to pay out their wages. Four months later, when the mills reopened, morale was high. Productivity increased substantially, and, since profits also rose, even Owen’s stockholders were happy.


Owen was now widely praised, and as his fame spread throughout Europe, he worked out a plan for a more humane capitalism and tried to convince other British capitalists and government leaders that his approach was better for stockholders as well as workers. But when he presented his plan to his business peers and to Britain’s religious leaders, they listened politely and ignored his advice. Ever the optimist, Owen simply turned his attention to the New World.


Fortuitously, just as Owen was thinking of moving to America, the Rappites at their Harmony colony in Indiana had decided to move once again, this time back to Pennsylvania. At Harmony they had built a complete new village of some thousand members and they had again prospered. But hostile neighbors and the high incidence of malaria in southern Indiana were too much for them to bear. So they hired Richard Flowers, a prominent member of an English settlement in their vicinity, to find a buyer. For a fee of $5,000 he returned to England and sought out Owen. The timing was perfect. Owen agreed to buy the entire town of Harmony, including all its houses, factories, and mills, and 30,000 acres of land for $150,000. For their part, the Rappites, who had purchased new land on the Ohio River in Pennsylvania, happily built a steamboat and moved in detachments to create yet another colony.


“Out for big game” and with “boundless enthusiasm,” as the historian T. D. Seymour Bassett told us, Owen arrived in New York on November 4, 1824. A great public relations man, he stepped off the ship talking “like a presidential candidate to everyone who would listen.” For six months he sought out prominent and influential politicians, businessmen, educators, and clergymen. As a wealthy English manufacturer, Owen was allowed in early 1825 to speak twice to members of both Houses of Congress in the chamber of the House of Representatives. President James Monroe, the president-elect, John Quincy Adams, and the justices of the Supreme Court were also present, and later that year, Owen buttonholed the new president, Adams, and gained interviews with his busy Cabinet members. Much encouraged by the “polite expressions of interest and good will” accorded him, Owen misunderstood this “as signs of understanding and approval.”


Meanwhile, in the spring of 1825, he closed on the deal to acquire the ready-made material for America’s first experiment in secular cooperative association. As the Rappites departed, people who had heard of Owen’s venture flocked to the settlement, now renamed New Harmony. Unfortunately, the recruits were a diverse lot who lacked both the ideological glue, the mutual trust, and the experience of working together that allowed New Harmony’s previous owners to succeed. Most of Owen’s recruits were pioneers from west of the Appalachians, many from nearby villages. These backwoodsmen, as Bassett wrote, “knew how to make a living under frontier conditions,” but a speech or two from Robert Owen and a few direct conversations were not enough to teach such rugged individualists the principles of his new social system. On the other hand, the small group of Eastern recruits, while familiar with Owen’s ideas, knew little about the reality of frontier living. Unaccustomed to the heavy manual labor required to keep such a settlement running efficiently, these city folk were not of much use in the day-to-day work of New Harmony’s farms and factories.


Both groups started out filled with enthusiasm, but within six months the honeymoon had turned sour, and Owen made things worse by departing to proselytize elsewhere after the first month. In his absence the colony suffered from incoherence and quickly split into hostile factions. As the members fell into disarray, productive activity ground almost to a halt. Disagreements were apparent at the first committee elections, and as they developed, crops and stock were neglected while the members quarreled over dwindling supplies. By the time Owen returned five months later, the recruits were living on his capital. He attempted to set things straight, but it was too late. After writing five new constitutions in six months, New Harmony had split into three separate groups. Owen was forced to admit defeat.


Almost twenty years later, in the early 1840s, Albert Brisbane took up where Owen had left off and inspired a more robust movement. Brisbane was the son of a wealthy landowner in Batavia, New York. He had spent the years from 1828 to 1834 studying in Europe. As Bassett told us, Brisbane “sampled and rejected the theories of Hegel and the St. Simonians before he discovered, in 1832, what he had been looking for—Charles Fourier’s complete system of social philosophy.”


Back in America Brisbane spread Fourier’s doctrines, which were a communitarian scheme of liberal reform. First, he Americanized Fourier’s ideas by publishing a book of his own, in which, as Basset wrote, Fourierism became the social reform that “claimed to embrace and justify all the partial reforms of the day.” In 1842 Brisbane converted Horace Greeley and inaugurated a paid personal column in Greeley’s penny daily, the New York Tribune. With Greeley’s strong backing in the Tribune, “associationism” (as Fourierism was commonly called) won the support of New England’s leading intellectuals at Brook Farm, a wellknown trancendentalist community, as well as the widespread interest and support of other liberal reformers in western New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Wisconsin.


Brisbane’s version of Fourier’s writings was well adapted to the widespread spirit of reform that swept America in the decades before the Civil War. Between 1842 and 1845, the excitement he created led secular reformers, as well as Universalist and other liberal Christians and millenarian revivalists, to form several dozen Fourier “phalanxes,” or colonies. But the phalanxes had deviated in two major ways from Fourier’s theories. While Fourier advocated a strictly secular community, Brisbane promoted nondenominational Protestantism—which, in the American context, was a necessity. And while Fourier insisted that phalanxes required heavy initial capitalization, his American followers encouraged experimentation with what Fourier and Brisbane viewed as insufficient resources and preparation.


Brisbane condemned the rapid formation of these phalanxes as false starts and refused to participate in their organization. He worried that they lacked the capital, equipment, and members required by Fourier’s system, and his fears were quickly realized. Inexperience and poor planning doomed nearly all the new colonies. Nor was economic insufficiency the only reason for failure. As the breakup of the Wisconsin Phalanx at Ceresco (now Ripon) demonstrated, a colony lacking the shared faith of a strong anti-individualist ideology could not withstand the pressure of mid-nineteenth-century capitalism, even if it was relatively successful. The Ceresco Phalanx was the only Fourier colony that increased in value during its short existence. Yet, the Wisconsin attempt was a social failure. As a member of Ceresco explained, “The love of money and the want of love for Association” proved too strong. When the property became valuable as a result of the members’ hard work, they simply voted to sell it, take their profit, and move on.






V


Just about the time the utopian socialist movement in the United States was losing steam, Karl Marx wrote The Communist Manifesto. The social ideals that underlay this document were in large part an extension of utopian principles, but Marx’s approach to socialism was different. While the religious utopians sought to escape capitalism’s wanton individualism and to salvage the best of feudalism’s communal social relations, Marx embraced capitalism’s democratizing potential despite its dehumanizing aspects. And while the utopians shunned the larger society and attempted to create their own self-sufficient alternatives, Marx saw capitalism as a system that would create the prerequisites of a universally democratic society. Unlike the utopians, who tried to stop the historical clock, Marx saw capitalism as an essential stage in historical development. He sought to achieve socialism by transcending capitalism, not by avoiding it and escaping from society at large. In this sense, his socialism was materialist, while the utopians, who wanted to create their own little worlds outside of history, were simply idealist.


But Marx celebrated capitalism’s dynamism with obviously mixed feelings. In the Manifesto, he wrote that during capitalism’s rule of scarcely one hundred years it had “created more massive and colossal productive forces than have all preceding generations together.” In just one century, he wrote, capitalism had subjugated nature, developed machinery, applied chemistry to industry and agriculture, created steam navigation, built railways, canals, and electric telegraphs, and cleared whole continents for cultivation. “What earlier century,” Marx asked, “had even a presentiment that such productive forces slumbered in the lap of social labor?”


In Capital (his major work) Marx wrote that capitalism’s “historic mission is the ruthless development of the productivity of human labor.” But as greater productivity led to the growth of capital, constantly growing investment, and with it the expansion of the wage-earning class, the system would eventually reach a point where further increases of investment would “enable the entire nation to accomplish its total production in a shorter time.” At that point, with a declining amount of labor needed to produce all of society’s goods, the total number of gainfully employed workers would also diminish. Then, Marx believed, unemployment would eventually “put the majority of the population on the shelf ” and this would cause a revolution.


Of course, Marx could not foresee the development of vastly expanded state-supported military production or the forced expansion of consumption that have combined to prevent unemployment on the scale that he envisioned. But in any case, he did understand that by constantly increasing productivity, capitalists were creating the basis for an equality of abundance—not just for the handfuls of people living in isolated utopian communities, but for the entire society.


None of this meant that capitalists were revolutionizing production for the common good. Though they were putting “an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations” and “pitilessly [tearing] asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man to his ‘natural superiors,’” they did so without providing any new bonds between people other than “naked selfinterest [and] callous cash payment.” In their rush to increase productivity, Marx wrote, capitalists were “drowning the most heavenly ecstacies of religious fervor, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism in the icy water of egotistical calculation.” And by converting “personal worth into exchange value” and eradicating the “numberless inalienable chartered freedoms” of pre-capitalist society, capitalists were setting up “that single unconscionable freedom—Free Trade.”


All previous ruling classes, Marx wrote, strove to conserve the old modes of production in unaltered form. But capitalism could not exist without revolutionizing its instruments of production, and, thereby, the relations of production—and along with them all the social relations of society. Thus, Marx wrote in the Manifesto, the capitalist era is distinguished from all earlier ones in that it causes incessant disturbance of all traditional social relations and everlasting uncertainty. “All fixed, fastfrozen relations, with their train of ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions are swept away, all new-formed ones become antiquated before they can ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned.” In this process, Marx saw capitalism stripping the halos from “every occupation hitherto honored and looked up to with reverent awe” and converting everyone, even “the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the man of science into its paid wage laborers.”


Even so, this awesome process was to be humanity’s salvation. For as capital increases, so in the same proportion does the modern working class. And by reducing everyone in every occupation and skill to dependency on wages, capitalism also creates and prepares a class that is capable of governing itself, and all of society, on a more humane basis. In capitalist society, people who depend on wages for their livelihood— “who must sell themselves piecemeal”—are like every other article of commerce in one respect: They are simply commodities. Therefore, they are “constantly exposed to all the vicissitudes of competition” and to all the fluctuations of the market. But they are a special kind of commodity—one that can act on its own behalf. So, Marx observed, as this new class develops, it begins to defend itself. Its members learn how to fight for their interests, to create their own rights, and to modify capitalism’s ruthless tendencies. And because they gradually come to encompass all the knowledge and skills required to run society, working people also become capable of running society without the help of a ruling class.


In the early stages of industrialization, Marx wrote, workers resisted the process of proletarianization as individuals by slacking off. Then they resisted together as workers of a single factory and they broke machinery. Next they reacted as operatives in a single trade and formed trade unions. And over time, as industry developed and industrial cities were created, the working class not only increased in number, but also became concentrated in greater masses. This enabled workers to see the potential power in political action. From this process, trade union federations and labor parties emerged. And thus the workers, educated in organization and politics, were being forged into a potential ruling class—or so Marx asserted.


As this process implies, socialism becomes possible only when two conditions are met. First, capitalist development must reach the stage where the rational use of industry would make it possible to produce all the necessities of life for the nation’s entire population. And second, working people must come together in a political movement that encompasses all the technical skills, organizational experience, and political knowledge required to manage and direct the life of the nation. According to Marx, capitalism is naturally and incessantly moving in this direction. And because of this, socialism is no longer just a good idea—a utopian wish—but is grounded in the possibilities provided by historical development.


But what exactly is socialism? Marx wrote about its possibility, but because he believed that the future belonged to those who would make it, he himself made few efforts to produce blueprints for the future. He did, however, suggest some general socialist principles inherent in his analysis of capitalist development. Socialism, he implied, required a fully developed civil society—a society of citizen associations that bring people together to participate in the process of making their own social lives and history. And he suggested that in socialism the state’s coercive (police) power would be reduced to the minimum required for the administration of things that cannot be coordinated locally or by informal associations—such things as the establishment of uniform standards, the conservation and distribution of limited natural resources, and the protection of civil rights and liberties through a judicial system.


In short, for Marx socialism was to represent the fulfillment of the democratic promise inherent in capitalist development. Its specific nature would be determined by those involved in the political process of transcending market relations as the ruling principle of society. How that is done would depend on the culture of each country and the nature of each national movement. Living people make history, Marx wrote, but they do so within the parameters of their own experience. And while the will to make your own history is essential for any actor on the social scene, it is not enough. The experience of the utopians in America bears this out only too well. Many of them, no doubt, were unconcerned with changing the world. They wanted only to live their own lives in accord with their principles, and for that they should be admired. Still, trying to stop the tide of history was impossible and all of their efforts came to the same end. But Marx and his followers had a more ambitious goal, and the end remains unknown, as we’ll see in the next chapters.
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THE MODERN SOCIALIST MOVEMENT BEGAN its development in America during the post–Civil War decades. Inspired by Karl Marx’s writings and the first International Workingmen’s party,  the early American movement consisted largely of immigrant German skilled workers. Like the utopians of pre–Civil War years,  these new socialists were acutely aware of their isolation from the mainstream of American political life. But unlike their predecessors,  they strove to assimilate themselves and their movement into the world around them. It wasn’t easy. In Europe,  in the late 1850s,  the modern socialist movement was beginning,  while in America the fitful process of creating an Americanized party lagged behind. Not until the turn of the new century did a thoroughly American amalgam of populism,  Christian socialism,  and trade unionism come together to form the Socialist Party of America.






I


When trade union leaders in Britain and on the Continent formed an international association to link up their national movements,  Marx had already written the Communist Manifesto. But he was not among the association’s initiators. As his biographer Franz Mehring wrote,  Marx,  who estimated the importance of his intellectual work too highly to engage in “frivolous or hopeless organizational efforts,” did not normally participate in such activities. Nonetheless,  when a French trade unionist asked Marx to represent the German workers at the founding meeting of the new International,  he agreed. He did so,  he explained to Engels,  because he saw evidence of a working-class revival,  and,  as he wrote to his friend Josef Weydemeyer,  because “this time . . . there is the possibility of doing some real good.”


That being so,  Mehring wrote,  Marx “considered it his primary duty to guide [the new organization] along the right lines.” The initiators seemed to agree. They asked him to write the inaugural address for the International Workingmen’s Association founding meeting in September 1864. Marx did so and wrote a speech that served as a general statement of the International’s historic purpose—and that secured his intellectual leadership of the new movement.


Word of the new International soon reached American shores,  and a wide spectrum of American radicals and reformers were exposed to Marx’s ideas for the first time. As in Europe,  so in America the International brought together veterans of nineteenth-century worker,  liberal,  and utopian movements,  many of whom had their own—often long-held— visions of a more humane and egalitarian society. They accepted Marx’s grandiose ideas about building a political movement for socialism,  but most of the International’s recruits came because they needed help defending themselves against the harsh reality of industrial capitalism. Some were motivated by the financial panic of 1857 and the massive unemployment and misery it had left in its wake. Others were inspired by the American Civil War,  which,  with its promise to end slavery in America,  had become a rallying point for labor in Britain and on the Continent. Still others simply saw this as a way to realize a dream of forming a workers movement that would unite workers across national lines.


In the minds of the American radicals and socialists,  of course,  the Civil War was uppermost. Many of them saw it not simply as a fight against slavery,  but also as a fulfillment of the promise of the American Revolu- tion,  and as a benefit to all mankind. As Harriet Beecher Stowe (author of the classic anti-slavery tract,  Uncle Tom’s Cabin),  affirmed,  this was a “war for the rights of the working class of society as against the usurpation of privileged aristocracies.” That,  she wrote,  is why the War Between the States—“like a shaft of light on judgment day”—had divided people,  both in Europe and America,  “between right and left.” On the right were the “privileged classes,  nobles,  princes,  bankers and great manufacturers.” On the left,  were “the common working classes of Europe—all [who] toil and sweat,  and are oppressed.” European workers,  especially those in Britain,  had fought successfully to prevent their governments from aiding the Confederacy. They did so,  Stowe wrote,  “because they knew that our victory [against slavery] was to be their victory.”


At the 1864 conference in London,  delegates took special note of the American war. They approved a letter that Marx had drafted congratulating the American people on reelecting President Lincoln and affirming that slavery’s abolition would benefit all working people. The delegates also condemned Russia’s brutal suppression of the Polish patriots’ struggle for independence and called on the leading European powers to help the Polish people liberate themselves from the tsar.


Initially,  in Europe,  the press treated the London meeting and the formation of the International as a joke. But,  in his History of Socialism in the  United States,  Morris Hillquit wrote that this attitude changed as the new organization gained wide support among workers. Soon a frightened European bourgeoisie was exaggerating the International’s strength and calling it a “great European menace,” intent on instigating an immediate political revolution. Every labor struggle and political event in the years immediately following the London conference,  Hillquit tells us,  was portrayed by the press as part of a Communist conspiracy against the status quo.


In the United States,  however,  nothing like this happened. The International’s American branch was all but ignored by those in power. After all,  the American sections never reached beyond the outer margins of mainstream society. Native-born,  or even English-speaking,  members were rare. The first group to affiliate with the International’s American branch was the Communist Club of New York,  a small organization of recent German immigrants,  most likely refugees from the failed 1848 revolution. These Communists became Section One of the American branch in 1869. In rapid succession seven more groups joined,  but only one of them—a club of Irish radicals—had English as its first language. Four sections were German,  one was French,  and one Czech.


In the next few years,  thirty-odd new sections were admitted to the International’s American branch. Of these,  Section 12,  an organization of native-born Americans,  was admitted in 1871. Its two most prominent members were Victoria Woodhull and her sister,  Tennessee Claflin. Woodhull and Claflin were wealthy early feminists. They amazed Wall Street by founding their own stock brokerage firm—with the help of railroad magnate Cornelius Vanderbilt,  who was infatuated with the vivacious Claflin. These “Bewitching Brokers of Wall Street,” as they were called in the press,  also published a newspaper,  Woodhull and Claflin’s  Weekly. In it they published interviews with Marx and English translations of his writings,  including the Communist Manifesto—and they scandalized America by advocating free love.


Woodhull,  the more intellectual sister,  was a strong advocate of women’s rights. The first woman to testify in favor of women’s suffrage before a congressional committee,  she also supported proportional representation, the breakup of monopolies,  low interest rates,  environmental conservation,  an income tax,  public education,  and the eight-hour workday. When the sisters joined the International,  their Weekly became Section 12’s official organ,  and a major voice of the International. But because of their social views,  it also became a major source of dissension,  especially among several sections of socially conservative European immigrant workingmen. 


Both in Europe and in the United States,  the first International had a stormy,  faction-riddled history. Friedrich Sorge,  the leading figure of the American branch,  complained that “reformers of every station and species,  of every type and shade” signed up. These included money reformers, land reformers,  language reformers,  and tax reformers,  most of whom joined the American-born sections in the hope of winning converts to their particular cause. These diversions were bad enough,  but the most debilitating split was that between socialists and anarchists.


Like nineteenth-century reformers in general,  anarchists came in many varieties. Most shared with socialists the belief that human society can reach its highest level of development in this world,  or—in religious terms—that we can achieve the kingdom of god on earth. They also shared with socialists the goal of a classless society in which the coercive power of the state is eliminated. But,  like some utopian socialists before them,  the anarchists were implacably hostile to participation in capitalist institutions,  especially the state. Believing that amelioration of capitalist oppressions only helped stabilize the hated system,  anarchists shunned— in principle,  if not always in practice—any advocacy of reform. For the same reason,  they also generally opposed working within the mainstream of the trade union movement,  preferring instead to organize their own separate,  or dual,  unions. And they viewed running candidates for office with special scorn—unless it was done simply to gain a platform for educating the public about the evils of capitalism.
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