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of its member, Tom Mooney, serving a life sentence in a
California prison. Discussions of the plight of class war
prisoners make labor bankers feel uneasy. Except where
the Communists are directly concerned, as in the anthracite
coal strike, there the labor aristocracy openly allies itself
with the capitalist class. All of which the "socialists" con-
done or openly support.

"Socialists" in the Limelight.

ONLY once did these "socialists" occupy the limelight at
this seashore labor affair. That was in their toe-kissing

role during the special memorial services held for the late
Sam Gompers.

Morris Sigman, head of the International Ladies' Gar-
ment Workers' Union, couldn't wait until Gompers died. So
he presented "the old man" with a bust of himself at the
El Paso, Texas, convention last year. This year Max Zarit-
sky, on behalf of the "socialist" needle trades officials, pre-
sented a bust of Gompers, who fought socialism during all
the years that he headed American organized labor, as a
gift to the convention. President Green announced the bust
would be turned over to some museum, no doubt a fitting
place for the preservation of such relics.

But it is from these very needle trades organizations
that the greatest encouragement comes in the present strug-
gles between the left and the right wings. It is against the
Sigman terror in the International Ladies' Garment Workers'
Union that the left wing has consolidated its power and is
marching forward to victory. Similarly in the furriers' and
capmakers' unions. The same ferment develops within the
Amalgamated Clathing Workers of America, but this union is
still without the A. P. of L., although it had scouts at Atlantic
City feeling out the possibilities of getting on the inside.
These needle trades unions can be depended on to send
some left wing delegates into the A. F. of L. in the near
future.

Only once did the tinder of an idea strike fire in the
convention that was not of left wing origin. That was when
John P. Frey, editor of the Moulders' Journal, and president
of the Ohio State Federation of Labor, who claims he has
had Karl Marx's "Capital" in his library for the last twenty-
five years, wanted to get a statement on wages adopted by the
gathering. "A fair day's pay for a fair day's work" has always
been the A. F. of L. slogan, and when the executive council
made its report on "wages" it certainly did not intend to
change it. The report dealt exclusively with wage reductions
in the textile industry, where organized labor had failed ut-
terly to put up a successful struggle against repeated slashes
in the pay envelope. Now it pleaded with the employers
that "wage reductions diminish purchasing power of the
group of workers in the textile industry which is reflected
in the business of the whole community and extends out
into the industrial fabric of the whole nation." Instead of
wage reductions the labor officials offered as their solution of
the problem, the elimination of waste through more effici-
ent management, to be achieved through "intelligent co-op-
eration" between the capitalist and the wage worker.

It was here that Delegate Frey injected himself into the
proceedings by offering an amendment declaring that, "So-
cial inequality, industrial instability and injustice must in-
crease unless the workers' real wages, the purchasing power

of their wages, is increased in proportion to man's increasing
power of production."

Frey declared that, "We never could discover what the
fair wage was or what the fair day's work might be, because
we differed with our employers. Only within recent years
many of our representatives adopted a still more unsound
statement of the basis on which wages should be computed—
a living wage. I don't know what a living wage is. It is
unfair that we should base our wages on our own conception
of our cost of living rather than upon the value of what we
are creating."

Delegate Lynch of the printers, who tipped the right wing
of this reactionary gathering, rallied to the defense of Frey
in part as follows:

"The productive power in this super-age in which we
live, this abundance which we are enjoying, is due to a very
great extent to labor saving machinery and the effect of
labor saving machinery will not be regulated entirely by the
wage. This definition should include not only increases in
wages, but also be accompanied by further reductions in the
hours that the wage earners work."

Since the Duncan-Woll group at the head of the resolu-
tions committee felt itself tied up in a knot, it plead-
ed that the question of "wages" be referred back to it. This
wish was complied with and the committee came back ac^
ceptihg the Frey-Lynch suggestions.

See Far-Reaching Implications.

mHERE are far-reaching implications indeed in this declara-
•*• tion that the worker's real wages must keep pace with
his increasing power of production. The contrary is every-
where the actual case. Wages are being reduced in the
textile iadustry in spite of increased production. The con-
vention knew this; heard the bitter story from the lips of
Thomas F. McMahon, head of the United Textile Workers
of America. Efforts to cut wages in the face of increased
production, was the burden of the story brought to the
convention by John L. Lewis, president of the United Mine
Workers, in reviewing the bitter industrial war in the an-
thracite coal fields in the neighboring state of Pennsylvania.
Steaming fresh from the financial pages of Wall Street's pet
organs, the delegates of the Bakers' Union brought the news
of the new $600,000,000 merger of mergers in the bread in-
dustry, with its increased prices for bread and the "open
shop" war against its workers resulting in lower wages.
Everywhere labor-saving machinery is reducing skilled
labor to the role of unskilled workers, with higher produc-
tive capacity, but at reduced compensation. But no effective
steps were taken by the convention to combat this situation.
Words of sympathy for the anthracite miners, promises to
beg the government at Washington to make an investigation
of the bread trust for the bakers, to probe conditions in the
textile industry for the mill slaves of New England. No-
where even the faintest symptom of class action that might
carry even this theory of wages into practice. Everywhere
signs of militant aggressions on the part of the great exploit-
ers to tear down all wage standards.

But that is the price of loyalty to the flag of Wall Street.
Sam Gompers, who kept the A. F. of L. loyal to American
capitalism for forty-three years, still lives. Only the grow-
ing, militant left wing will be able to shatter this power of
the grave that paralyzes labor's fist, so that it falls but
gently upon the head of the class foe of the workers.

Why the Anthracite Strike?
By Benjamin Gitlow

/"VNE hundred and fifty thousand miners are out on strike
^ in tke anthracite industry. The strike started when
their two-year agreement with the anthracite operators ended
on September 1. The strike is mainly for the establishment
of the check-off system and a 10 percent increase in wages
for contract miners and one dollar per day increase for day
laborers.

There are no evidences of a strike in the whole 160 miles
of anthracite territory. The industrial war is as peaceful
as are the idle mines with the smoke languidly rising out
of the high chimneys and dying slowly out in the air. The
mules are in the open, unshod, munching hay and enjoying
the freedom of fresh air, sunshine and no work. The miners
hang around the corners in the mining towns in groups,
talking and evidently unconcerned about the fact that they
are not working and not earning any wages. The capitalist
newspapers call it a vacation. John L. Lewis, the president
of the United Mine Workers of America, calls it a suspension.
The operators call it a conspiracy to ruin the anthracite
business.

Lewis Guards Bosses' Property.

When a strike takes place in the bituminous fields there
follow violence, struggle, pickets, sheriffs, injunctions, arrests,
militia, mass demonstrations. In the anthracite, there is
nothing of the sort. The ten thousand maintenance men
who handle the power houses, the boilers, the pumps and the
drainages, and do all the work to keep the mines in good
shape, are on the job. J. L. Lewis has agreed before the
strike began that they should remain in order to take care
of the property of the operators. These ten thousand men
are not worried. For their part the strike could go on for-
ever.

Are the miners in the anthracite different from the
miners in the bituminous fields or are the operators unwilling
to use the same methods that are used by the bituminous
operators? "Why the Anthracite strike?" is a question the
answer to which ehould be illuminating to all and especially
to miners and members of the United Mine Workers of
America.

Anthracite is hard coal. It is found and dug in the
United States only in the anthracite field that lies in the
state of Pennsylvania. It covers approximately 160 miles of
territory from Scranton on the north to Shamokin on the
south. In the 480 square miles of anthracite territory there
are billions of tons of anthracite coal. It is estimated that
there is under ground in the anthracite enough coal at the
present rate of consumption to last at least two hundred
years. About 70,000,000 gross tons (2,240 pounds to a ton)
are sold every year. Seven large coal companies own and
coni>ol between 75 and 80 percent of all the anthracite coal
mined. These companies own about 90 per cent of the future
supply of coal. The companies are owned by the railroads,
or controlled by them. The railroads are owned and controlled

by the powerful financial interests of Wall Street. The gi-
gantic anthracite coal industry is therefore a link in the
chain of gigantic monopolies that have grown up in the United
States. There are many independent mine operators. Most
of the independent small operators are at the mercy of the
railroads and the large land estates. They must ship their
coal by the same railroads that are engaged in the coal
mining business. They must pay royalties to the landed
estates for every-ton of coal mined because they do not own
the land wherein the mine is situated but lease the privilege
of digging coal from the large land estates that do own
the land.

Morgan and Rockefeller Run Coal Mines.

That the Morgan and Rockefeller interests own the Unit-
ed States is proved by the anthracite coal mining industry.
The Morgan group of banks in 1922 had directors on the
boards of practically all the large anthracite coal companies
and railroads. The First National Bank of New York in
1922 had five directors on the Delaware, Laekawanna & West-
ern Railroad, two on the Lehigh Valley Railroad, two on the
Wilkes-Barre Coal Company and one each on the boards of
the Lehigh Valley Coal Company and the Lehigh Valley Coal
Sales Company, the New York, Susquehanna & W-estern Rail-
road, the Erie Railroad, the Central Railroad of New Jersey
and the Pennsylvania Coal Company. The grip of this Morgan
Bank on the anthracite industry is quite complete.

The Rockefeller interests, however, are not left in the
cold. The National City Bank of New York had connections
with seven other large producing, transporting and distribut-
ing firms. The decision of the United States Supreme Court
ordering the dissolution of monopolies in anthracite has been
as effective as its decision against the Standard Oil Company.
The anthracite industry is only another proof of the fact that
industry in the United States is ibeing concentrated and cen-
tralized mainly in the hands of two powerful financial groups,
the Morgan and Rockefeller groups.

Huge Profits for Bosses—No Raise for Miners.

It is estimated that in 1922 the coal companies made a
profit of $1.48 per gross ton and $1.32 per net ton. A fair
profit, considered at the rate of 6 percent, would give a
profit of 22 cents on the gross ton. This gives a profit to
the coal mining companies of approximately 40% percent.
This profit does not include the profits of the railroads for
hauling coal and the profits of the wholesale and retail dis-
tributers. The large wholesale distributers are part of the
monopolistic chain of the anthracite industry.

It is difficult to get the figures showing the profit made
by the railroads in hauling a ton of coal. To New York City
the average freight charges, including lighterage charges per
ton of coal, is $2.95 per gross ton and $2.63 per net ton.
Some estimate that to haul a ton of soft coal over the same
distance would cost only 85 cents. The independent com-



16

panies in particular complain about the high freight rates.
The railroads interested in the coal mining industry have
70 per cent of the tonnage they haul made up of anthracite.
These railroads have earned an average of 13 percent on
their capital stock in 1919 and 16.12 percent in 1920. During
the same years all the steam railroads in the country were
earning six and one-third percent in 1919 and six and one-half
percent in 1920. The railroads which represent only another
branch of the anthracite monopoly are evidently making very
handsome profits on each ton of coal hauled over their lines.

Now let us consider the handsome profits realized by the
wholesalers and retailers. In 1922-23 the wholesalers and
retailers together charged $3.97 per ton extra as their charge
for getting the coal to the consumer. The handsome profits
realized by them are accounted for by this big charge. These
figures are startling, and they prove to what an extent the
workers are being robbed and exploited. In 1919 the whole-
salers increased their profits from 25.5 percent to 66.6 per-
cent in 1920. The retailers increased their profits from 16.1
percent in 1919 to 25.4 percent in 1920.

Add to this the interest that goes to the bankers on
bonds, mortgages, etc., and you add still more to the enor-
mous profits made out of the industry.

In 1909, $7,969,785 were extracted as royalties from an-
thracite mines. In 1919 the royalties jumped to $11,405,158—
an increase of 43.1 percent. The story of the Stephen Girard
Estate that has its office in Pottsville should be food for
much thought to every worker. In 1830 Stephen Girard
purchased 30,000 acres of anthracite coal land at about $6.00
per acre for a total of $178,000. A. C. Dodson, testifying
before the Senate Committee on January 24, 1919, stated that
in the Locust Mountain lease (which comprises 390 acres of
Jhe original Girard purchase) there were ten million tons
to be mined with the expectation of a mining profit of one
dollar per ton. At that date the royalties averaged $1.04 a
ton. Eight million tons remained to be taken out at that
rate. The figures are as follows:

390 acres at $6.00 per acre ($2,340)
10,000,000 tons at $1.00 $10,000,000

8,000,000 tons at royalty of 8,320,000
2,000,000 tons already mined 660,000

$18,980,000
An investment of $2,340 can return in its life time ap-

proximately $18,980,000 or over eight hundred and ten thou-
sand percent.

All the facts presented indicate that the anthracite coal
industry is a very lucrative business. Bankruptcy is not
staring it in the face. All the claims of the coal companies
that an increase in wages will ruin the business unless it is
accompanied by a corresponding increase in prices is non-
sense. The anthracite business is an unexcelled business for
big profits. It is no wonder that the Morgan and Rockefeller
interests can induce the government to prevent for a long
time the publication of the report of the United States Coal
Commission wherein the facts herein stated are made known.

Lewis Strikes—to Raise Coal Prices!

When an industry of this kind, owned by monopolistic in-
terests that are most aggressive in their opposition to striking
workmen, rests idle while 158,000 men are out on strike,
something must be involved. The Morgan and Rockefeller
interests are not friends of labor. The victims of their wrath
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and their bloody regime on the field o£ industrial warfare
are many. One has only to consider the bitterness of the
struggle of the miners in West Virginia against the same
interests in comparison with the pacific calmness of the an-
thracite struggle, in order to ask what are the reasons for
such an unusually peaceful strike in a basic industry of such
wealth, power and arrogance?

John L. Lewis, president of the United Mine Workers of
America, in a speech on the anthracite strike before the con-
vention of the American Federation of Labor, charged the
anthracite operators with mulcting the public of over 15 mil-
lion dollars by mixing the sizes of anthracite coal in a way
to enable them to dispose of the small sizes at a handsome
profit. Mr. Lewis, however, did not tell the whole story. An-
thracite coal is divided into two classes, the big sizes and the
small sizes. The big sizes are called domestic sizes and the
small sizes are called steam sizes. The big sizes constitute
about 75 percent of the total production. The demand of the
market is mostly for the big sizes and the prices paid for
them are much higher than for the small sizes. For many
years there was no market whatsoever for the small sizes.
Any one going to the anthracite district can see mountains of
black dirt around the mines. These are the culm banks.
Later it was discovered that by washing out this dirt the
smaller sizes could be sold. It costs very little to wash out
the small sizes from the culm banks. In addition, the coal
companies have recently been stocking the smaller sizes,
waiting for a favorable opportunity to unload them upon the
market for favorable prices which would mean handsome
profits that could otherwise not be realized. It is estimated
(the coal companies have taken great care to prevent check-
ing up on culm banks) that about twenty-five million tons
of culm bank coal is on hand. Only during abnormal situ-
ations can the coal from the culm banks that has been lying
around for years be disposed of at very handsome prices.
During the war a lot of culm bank coal was sold. The temp-
tation to realize, out of waste, profits that will mount into
millions of dollars is too good to be left out of consideration.

Poorest Coal Goes to Miners.

The only way to unload this coal upon the market is to create
an abnormal situation. Raise the bugaboo of a scarcity and
the job is done. Millions of dollars will then be mulcted from
the workers who will be freezing because the inferior grade
coal, having been washed by the rains and baked by the sun
for years, does not possess the heating and' burning qualities
of freshly mined domestic-size coal. In addition no one will
complain if you adulterate the good coal with a large percent-
age of culm bank rubbage. The buyer will be satisfied just
as long as he is able to get coal. Then prices can be raised
by the distributers and the public can be gouged. How to
create the abnormal situation is not difficult. All one has to
do is to get a strike called in such a manner that the mine
properties will not suffer and everything will proceed accord-
ing to plans.

When President Lewis talks about a shortage of coal he
should not forget that the coal pockets, in addition to the
enormous stocks of culm bank coal, were filled with domestic
sizes at the railroad loading yards before the strike was
called. Besides, the wholesale distributers, who are a link in
the anthracite monopoly, had stored their bins and pockets
with coal to capacity. The anthracite coal strike is a con-
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spiracy between the officials and the coal operators. It will
benefit only the coal interests. The strike will not benefit
the miners out on strike. It will cause untold hardships to
the workers in the eastern states that depend upon anthracite
coal. The anthracite strike is the logical outcome of the
policy of class collaboration.

Classes Cooperate—Workers Give, Bosses Take.

John L. Lewis is a firm advocate of the policy of class
collaboration. John L. Lewis does not recognize the nature
of the class struggle. He pretends to be firmly convinced that
the interests of the workers are compatible with the interests
of the bosses and that a friendly partnership is not only pos-
sible between them, but a goal for the labor movement in the
United States to attain. la the bituminous fields, the John
L. Lewis policy has resulted in cultivating the growth of the
non-union fields and in eliminating the union fields. Every
soft-coal miner knows that John L. Lewis' present policy is
not building up the organization, but ruining it. John L.
Lewis best expresses his policy of class collaboration in his
book "The Miners' Fight for American Standards," as follows:

"The policy of the United Mine Workers of Amer-
ica is neither new nor revolutionary. It does not
command the admiration of visionaries and Utopians.
It ought to have the support of every th ink ing bus-
iness man in the United States, because it proposes
to allow natural economic laws free play in the pro-
duction and distribution of coal
Real cooperation between the men and the owner-
ship can be attained, all the more so because they
have a common interest in resisting the onslaught
of the irresponsible elements which dominate the in-
dustry in regions where labor is virtually enslaved.
Once the operating side casts aside the shop-worn
cant as to the responsibility of the union for all the
maladjustments in the business, and that every in-
efficiency traces back to the miners, or their working
and wage contracts, they will be surprised to find
what a degree of cooperation wil l be theirs for the
asking."
John L. Lewis is convinced that the policy of the United

Mine Workers of America should have the support of every
business man in the United States. It is a policy that looks
out for the interests of the business men. It does not inter-
fere with the natural economic laws of capitalism which in
the anthracite coal industry make it possible for the most
fabulous profits to be wrung out of the sweat and toil of the
workers. John L. Lewis further states that if the ownership
only desire, they will be surprised what cooperation will be
theirs for the asking. The miners, according to Lewis, have
a common interest with the ownership of the mines. The
anthracite industry is owned and controlled by the Rockefel-
ler and Morgan interests. What common interests can the
workers in that industry have with the owners? The work-
ers, through the John L. Lewis policy, have the right to strike
during a strike that will last months. In that period the
anthracite monopoly will pocket millions of dollars in profits
that would otherwise be unrealizable.

John L. Lewis in that very same book further elaborates
on the policy of class collaboration to point out that the
policy of ' the United Mine Workers of America is in the
interest of the economical mines, with good equipment and
competent management. In other words the policy of John
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L. Lewis is in the interests of those mines that can afford
good equipment and management. It is in the interest there-
fore of the mines supported by big capital. It is in the interest
of the mines in the hands of Wall Street. The policy pursued
by John L. Lewis in the anthracite strike proves that con-
clusively.

John L. Lewis is as much interested in protracting the
anthracite strike as are the mine operators. That is why he
concluded an agreement with the operators to keep the ten
thousand maintenance men on the job. Let him take those
men off. The moment he does, a struggle of intense bitter-
ness will flare up in the anthracite. But why do that? That
would not be in the interest of the mine owners. Their prop-
erties would suffer. Their profits from higher prices and
culm-bank coal would be eaten up.

Lewis Gets His Stick of Candy.
What will be the reward for John L. Lewis? The reward

for John L. Lewis will be the check-off. The coal companies
will collect the dues for John L. Lewis. This will be a fine
arrangement and one that will greatly benefit the anthracite
operators, because of the numerous strikes that take place in
the various collieries, the greatest number of which happen to
be "button" strikes called by the men to force the non-union
workers to join the union, pay their dues and obtain buttons
which indicate that the worker has paid his dues for the
month. The button strikes are a source of constant irritation
to the operators. John L. Lewis is anxious for the check-off.
It assures him that the flow of per capita tax from the an-
thracite will be steady. With the closing down of the union
fields in the bituminous the check-off becomes of vital neces-
sity to the money chests of the United Mine Workers of Amer-
ica. With the check-off enforced there is no need to worry
about the condition of the miners! The flow of per capita
to the union office will go on uninterrupted.

Lewis and Operators Win, Miners Lose.
The anthracite strike will therefore help the Morgan and

Rockefeller interests to eliminate some independents in the
anthracite and will enable them to pocket millions of dollars
of profits while the mines are idle. The miners will remain
out on strike for many months. They will probably go back
to work without any material advantages gained. The check-
off will be won by Lewis. The strike is a John L. Lewis
strike, a strike led by the policy of class collaboration. It
is cooperation between the officials of the union and the
owners of the mines for mutual self interest. It does not in
the least help the worker or attempt to solve their intoler-
able conditions.

Ever since 1902, when President Roosevelt interfered in
the anthracite strike of that year, the anthracite industry has
been in the care of the United States government. The gov-
ernment has taken care to protect the interests of the owners
of the industry. In 1902, machinery was established for the
settlement of disputes in the industry. The board of Concilia-
tion was formed. It has been most unsatisfactory in the
settlement of disputes. It provides for a policy of class col-
laboration. The United Mine Workers Union does not ask
for the elimination of this board. The United States Coal
Commission asks for its continuance.

Government Suppresses Coal Facts.
The United States Coal Commission was appointed by

the president for the purpose of determining the facts in the
anthracite industry. It was given a sum of $600,000 dollars.
It has not yet published its report. A few mimeographed



18

copies have been distributed, but the reports have not yet
been made available to the general public. The reason is ob-
vious. It is to the interests of the anthracite mine owners
that the facts should not be known.

The United States Coal Commission, in its recommenda-
tions on the anthracite controversy, proposes nothing that
would benefit the miners or hurt the operators. That it is
looking out for the interests of the whole coal industry (soft
as well as hard) is evidenced in its last recommendation that
the renewal date for the anthracite agreement shall be suf-
ficiently fir from the renewal dates of the bituminous agree-
ments that suspension in both industries at once shall not
be invited.

This division of the miners' forces advocated by the *Un-
ited States Coal Commission is in line with the policy of
Johii L. Lewis. No general strike in the coal industry. While
the anthracite is striking and the West Virginia fields are in
the throes of a bitter struggle, the bulk of the coal industry
is working and producing coal. This policy of John L. Lewis
is 'ostered by the government and plays right into the hands
of the coal barons.

Lewis Machine Helps Jail Progressives.

That the government is keeping its watchful eye on the
anthracite strike is evidenced by the reception that was given
to \he campaign started by the Progressive Miners' Committee
in the anthracite. The Progressive Miners' Committee revived
many of the issues that were once advocated by the United
Mine Workers but which have been relegated to oblivion since
the assumption of the presidency by J. L. Lewis. The six-
hour day and the five-day week, and the nationalization of
the coal mines are among the demands once raised by the
United Mine Workers. These, together with other proposals,
were raised by the progressive miners in an effort to make
the anthracite strike a real struggle in the interests of the
workers. Some of the other demands were, a minimum wage,
a general strike of all the coal miners, unity of the railroad
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workers with the anthracite strikers, no settlement without
an increase in wages, and the calling out the maintenance
men to prevent the prolongation of the strike.

The moment the campaign started for the raising of
these demands, authorities began to suppress it. Inciting the
local authorities were none other than the agents of John L.
Lewis in control of the district union organizations in the
anthracite. The meetings of the progressives were broken
up and their speakers arrested. Patrick Toohey and Alex
Reid were sent to prison as vagrants for six months. The
reactionary officials of the Lewis machine appeared in court
and testified against the progressive miners and urged that
they be jailed. The Federal authorities were on the job
also to see whether or not some of the progressives could be
deported. The capitalist press raved against the reds. When
the progressive miners were sent to prison, Rinaldo Cappel-
lini, president of District One, the largest district of the Un-
ited Mine Workers in the anthracite, sent a letter congratulat-
ing the chief of police of the city of Scranton. The anthra-
cite strike is a clear demonstration of where the policy of
class collaboration leads to. It leads to the unity of the re-
actionary bureaucrats with the employers and their govern-
ment against the militant progressive workers. It works to
the advantage of the union officials and the capitalists. Tn
the anthracite it means millions in the pockets of Morgan
and Rockefeller, it means a guaranteed per capita through
the check-off for the Lewis bureaucratic machine, and for the
miners it means months of idleness with suffering and star-
vation. For the progressive militants, it means persecution
and jail.

The anthracite strike is a powerful argument for the
elimination of the policy of class collaboration and the adop-
tion of a militant fighting policy. The anthracite strike
clearly demonstrates that the advocates of class collaboration
are the agents of capitalism and that their rule must be
eliminated from the American labor movement.

Class Divisions in the United States
By Jay Lovestone

A N analysis of the class divisions in the United States is
•̂  timely and instructive for two special reasons at this
moment.

The World War destroyed the last shreds of the "happy
isolation" that American capitalism once boasted of. The
rapid development of Yankee imperialism within the last
decade has made the conditions of the United States and
those of the rest of the world more closely interdependent
than ever before. Hence, the rapidly crystallizing realign-
ment of classes, of political forces, in the United States as-
sumes today a paramount international significance.

A Cross Section of America.
Since the United States is the world's leading financial

and industrial country, many tend to have a distorted pic-
ture of the proportions of its urban and rural populations
and its class composition. It was not until 1920 that the

American census showed a majority of the population resid-
ing in cities and towns of 2,500 or more inhabitants. In
1920 the census reports disclosed that 51.4 percent of the
total population reside in cities and in towns of 2,500 or more
inhabitants. That is, 54,304,603 of the population was urban
and 48.6 per cent or 51,406,017, was rural. Even today there
are only fourteen out of the forty-eight American states the
majority of whose population is urban.

But with the rapid American industrial progress the
tendency towards the majority of the population in the Unit-
ed States being urban has become marked in recent years.
In the last decade America's urban population has increased
28.8 percent and its rural population only 3.2 percent. The
severe agricultural depression which the United States had
recently experienced for five continuous years strengthened
this tendency considerably. In 1922 alone there was a net
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migration of 1,200,000 from the country to the cities, largely
because of the dire economic straits in which the farmers
found themselves.

The Gainfully Employed Population.

According to the 1920 census, there are in the United
States 41,614,248 persons, ten years of age and over, engaged
in gainful occupations. This marks an increase of slightly
more than 9 percent over the total gainfully employed in
1910. The persons engaged in gainful occupations now con-
stitute 39.4 percent of the total population.

If we examine the industrial distribution of the gain-
fully employed we find that 12,818,524 or 30.8 percent of the
total are engaged in the manufacturing and mechanical
industries; 10,953,158 or 26.3 percent in agriculture, for-
estry, and animal husbandry; 1,090,223 in the extraction of
minerals; 3,063,582 in transportation; 3,126,541 in clerical
occupations and the remainder in trade, professional, domes-
tic and personal service, and public service (not elsewhere
classified).

The Trend of Industrialization.

In the last decade America's population increased 15.6
percent. At the same time the persons engaged in manu-
facturing industries increased 31.6 percent and those engaged
in agriculture decreased 13.5 per cent.

An examination of this tendency over a longer period of
years is illuminating. Since 1870, there has been a steady
decrease in the proportion of those gainfully employed in
agriculture. In 1900, 35.7 percent of the total gainfully
employed were found in agriculture. In 1910 the proportion
fell to 33.2 percent and in 1920 it declined to 26.3 percent.
With the continuous development of capitalism there came,
not only the start of huge industrial establishments drawing
the farming population to the cities, but also the end of
free land.

Production in American industry has been taking on an
ever-greater social character and more and more resorting
to the use of highly-developed labor-saving machinery. In
this respect American agriculture has been lagging far be-
hind. The development of labor-saving machinery in agricul-
ture has been limited by the individual production which
prevails in American agriculture—the individual farm unit.
The world war has only increased the gap between the de-
velopment of efficiency and organization in American agri-
culture and industry. Thus the individual farmer is growing
more and more helpless before the powerful bankers and
manufacturers who are securing a stifling strangle-hold on
the land as well as the means of production and exchange.
The increasing proportion of deserted habitable farm houses,
the rising migration from the country to the cities, the
mounting rural bankruptcy figures of recent days are further
eloquent testimony of the pauperization of the farming
masses and of their consequent exodus to the industrial
centers.

From 1910 to 1920 the number gainfully etaployed in
agriculture decreased 1,705,924. In this period the number
gainfully employed in the manufacturing and mechanical
industries, extraction of minerals, transportation and cler-
ical occupations increased 4,130,497.

The proportion of persons engaged in manufacturing and
mechanical industries rose from 22.5 percent in 1900 to 27.8
percent in 1910 and 30.8 percent in 1920. In transportation
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the proportion of gainfully employed rose from 6.9 percent
in 1910 to 7.4 percent in 1920; in mining and quarrying from
2.5 percent to 2.6 percent and in the clerical occupations
from 1,737,053, or 4.6 percent of the total gainfully employed
in 1910, to 3,126,541 (7.5 percent) in 1920. The development
of large-scale production and of vast systems of exchange
tends to create a need for clerical help and primarily ac-
counts for the increase in the last category of the gainfully
employed population.

The Tendency Towards Proletarianization.

The gigantic strides made by the United States in its
industrial development have brought in their wake thorough-
going changes in the class composition of American society:

Recent years have seen a positive rise in the numerical
strength of the wage-earners. From 1910 to 1920 the total
number of wage-earners—manual and clerical—rose from
22,406,714 to 26,080,689—an increase of 3,673,975. Today
these elements constitute 62.7 percent or the decisive major-
ity of those gainfully employed. These are the wage-earners
engaged in the manufacturing industries, extraction of min-
erals, building trades, transportation, as stationary engineers
and stationary firemen, in trade, clerical occupations, as
hired-out farm hands, etc. In 1910 these elements constituted
only 58.7 percent of the total gainfully employed.

Of these wage-earners the industrial proletariat forms
the largest and the constantly growing section. The United
States census shows that the industrial proletariat—the
wage earners in mining and quarries, manufacturing, build-
ing trades, transportation and stationary engineers and fire-
men—increased from 12,800,325 in 1910 to 15,540,486 in 1920.
Within this decade the proportion of the total gainfully
employed which was found in the ranks of the industrial pro-
letariat mounted from 33.5 percent to 37.3 percent. Today
the industrial proletariat is nearly sixty percent (59.5 per-
cent) of the whole wage-earning group. In the preceding
census year the industrial proletariat was 57.1 percent of
the wage-earning masses.

While the industrial proletariat has been increasing, the
agricultural proletariat—the farm-laborers hiring out—has
been decreasing absolutely and relatively. From 1910 to
1920 the latter decreased from 3,143,773 (8.2 percent of the
total gainfully employed) to 2,600,612 or 6.3 percent.

Similarly, the wage-earners engaged in domestic and
personal services have been decreasing absolutely as well
as relatively. In the period 1910-1920 such wage-earners
declined in number and percentage from 3,185,907 (8.3 per-
cent) to 2,902,955 (6.9 percent) of all those gainfully em-
ployed. These wage-earners, like the agricultural workers
who are hired out are steadily being absorbed into the ranks
of the industrial, the unskilled, the machine proletariat. Such
wage-earners seldom become clerical workers or small busi-
ness men.

And a consideration of the non-wage-earning elements
reveal further instructive evidence of the change in the class
alignments in the United States. The group of employers
and self-employed among whom are to be found the farm-
owners, the manufacturers, bankers, railroad magnates, mer-
chants, etc., has also fallen absolutely and relatively in the
last census period. In the years 1910 to 1920 this group
engaged in gainful occupations decreased from 13,175,711




