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Introductory Note: This text is an excerpt from the draft of my current book project, Prophetic Encounters:
Religion and the Left in United States History. The goal of this book is to tell a coherent story about the role
of religion in radical social movements (particularly anti-racist, anti-sexist, socialist, and pacifist movements)
from the early nineteenth century to the present. | argue that the left was (and is) a continuous tradition
rather than a collection of unrelated social movements, and that religious ideas and institutions have always
been an integral part of this tradition. | accent the religious diversity of the left, and the fluid boundaries
between seemingly “secular” and religious forms of activism. My own Unitarian Universalist commitments
inform this approach insofar as Unitarians, Universalists, and other religious liberals often occupied the gray
area between religion and secularity. Also in line with my liberal theology, | insist that the practice of
interpersonal encounter was an ongoing source of religious meaning for left activists.

Most likely, my book will be organized into three major sections, corresponding to the three epochs
in which left activists achieved major changes in national policy: the abolitionist era culminating in the Civil
War; the social gospel era culminating in the social welfare policies of the New Deal; and the Civil Rights
era. Each section will be subdivided into five chapters: one on earlier “sources” of activism, one on
interpersonal “encounters,” one on “theologies,” one on “institutions,” and one on the diverse spiritual
“pathways” of activists. The material | am sharing with Collegium comes from the “theologies” and
“institutions” chapters of the social gospel section. Though that section will eventually address a variety of
movements, this material focuses primarily on activists associated with the Socialist Party of America
between 1900 and 1934. This is a rough draft, and you will notice several places where | need to fill in
certain points. | am at a stage where | would greatly welcome any feedback on my interpretation or
suggestions about additional people or anecdotes to mention. Also, | apologize for the length of this piece—

feel free to read just one of the two sections if you wish. Enjoy!



Theologies of the Socialist Party

Though scholarship on the social gospel movementypacally focused on
mainline Protestant denominations affiliated wtik £ederal Council of Churches, the
movement was in fact much broader. Methodists, @magionalists, and Episcopalians
worked alongside not only Unitarians and Univestalibut also Theosophists, Ethical
Culturists, New Thought teachers, and unaffilidtkedrals. Leading social activists
frequently changed religious affiliations during theriod between 1870 and 1935, and
even the most seemingly secular movements madeeinegse of religious ideas and
institutions. The coalition-building skills of sorkey leaders made it possible for social
gospelers to articulate two seemingly very diffétdeologies with minimal theological
debate. One of these theologies identified Jestlsedsey source for the social vision,
sought to reduce Christianity as a whole to thetpra of “following Jesus,” and
typically identified itself with the “primitive” Chstianity that had been suppressed by
Constantine. The other claimed that the new se@an was ushering in an entirely
new, universal religion, destined to supersedediianiity in the same way that
Christianity had superseded Judaism and paganism.

The idea that primitive Christianity implied a real economic vision was
articulated by a number of religious liberals ie #840s, among them the Gothic novelist
George Lippard and the mercurial editor Orestesv@son. By the 1870s it was the
common faith of radical labor leaders, many of whapupled their praise of Jesus with a

fierce denunciation of the mainstream church. le wrdely cited poem, for example,



Knights of Labor leader Terence Powderly drew arast between Jesus and
contemporary ministers: ““Christ taught humilitygHiaught no favoritism should be
shown./ He loved the poor./ He walked among the.péte denounced the unjust rich./
He took the side of the laborer in the unequalgsiel of life. . . . They do not practice
humility. /They play favorites./ They do not loveetpoor./ they do not walk among the
poor./ They do not denounce the rich./ They dotalé the side of the laborer in the
struggle of life.* [add Mother Jones, Eugene Debs]

Such exegeses relied more on working class intuttian on historical
scholarship. Paradoxically, some of the most imitiz works of social gospel
exegesis—books that inspired their readers to pag mttention to the social dimension
of Jesus’ teaching—were actually written as refatet of the more extreme claims of
early socialists. This was certainly the case fanEis Greenwood Peabodyssus
Christ and the Social Questipa book that is generally regarded as the fountdirgof
social gospel exegesis. A Unitarian professor avétd Divinity School, Peabody took
the radical social movement more seriously thantmcademic theologians of his day,
but he also insisted that the “supreme conceresifis’ was “not the reorganization of
human society, but the disclosure to the humanafits relation to God® Jesus’
message to the individual could certainly inspigkvfor social change, but it offered no
blueprint for a new society. This approach was edrfew decades later by Shailer
Mathews, dean of the University of Chicago Divirfghool and a leading figure in the

Federal Council.

! Cited in Craig, p. 42.
2 Francis Greenwood Peabodgsus and the Social Questin 77.



The socialists pushed back in the early decaddsediventieth century. Edward
Ellis Carr, editor of th&€hristian Socialistwas a fervent devotee of the notion that Jesus
was a socialist, and he filled his newspaper wxgeses to this effect. His usual style
was to publish lengthy exegetical pieces in instatits, with each issue’s article focusing
primarily on one or two key passages. In 1905ef@mple, Carr contributed his own
“Words of Jesus” and also published an expositidfTlbe Socialism of Jesus” by the
pseudynmous “Disciplus.” The volume for 1912 featltinternational Sunday School
Lessons” by Rev. William Prosser, with a format bat a content comparable to what
one might find in virtually any denominational papé the day. All of these exegeses are
stark in their assertion that the message of tepeje (and, in many cases, of the Old
Testament) is primarily about economic justice. @wmnting on Jesus’ call to “seek ye
first the kingdom of God,” for example, Carr assdrflatly that by “kingdom” Jesus was
referring to a system of “external government” atlto a more spiritual reality. The
Mosaic law itself had approached Socialism withe“best ideas of Single Tax possible
for the time”; Jesus himself had hoped for a “cagtgkevolution of human
government”; and the early Christians, unable tpesstate power, had built a socialist
“kingdom” in miniature. “The ‘kingdom’ took care @ own by co-operation in labor
and equality in distribution,” wrote Carr. “So wilie Socialist government.”

Disciplus’s analysis of the “socialism of Jesuseo$ a fairly complete picture of
how Christian Socialist Fellowship members did (diinot) understand the socialist
authority of Jesus. He began, curiously enougladserting a vague, mystical
Christology as the basis of his own religious esi#sm, which “dates from the time

when | learned to identify the ever-living Christhvthat Infinite Love which has been

% Edward Ellis Carr, “Words of Jesus lliChristian Socialis2/4 (February 15, 1905): 5.



present in the universe from the beginning.” Tluewersion inspired him—so he
claims—to read the gospels straight through ak @fmechanic (and such | have been),
were listening for the first time to these wordsaaghechanic.” Through this reading he
discovered not only that Jesus was critical ofritie, but also that he disparaged middle-
class thrift and prudence while praising “the quatispecially prized by the working
class—prompt and unsparing generosity manifestsaifiin the freest giving and taking,
borrowing and lending®In subsequent installments, Disciplus cited Jesassh rhetoric
about “scribes and pharisees” as evidence thatseaw’class-conscious’ . . . agitator of
the type ever held by the selfish majority of thatcolling classes most pernicious.
Despite his pose of naivete, Disciplus was not amawef alternative interpretive
possibilities. At a time when mainstream historiatics were increasingly attuned to
the apocalyptic dimensions of Jesus’ thought, Pissi disavowed a literal reading of the
second comin§.He stumbled even more over the Tolstoyan inteafiget of Jesus’
teaching about nonresistance. Since “Jesus wasilttebof systems,” he conceded,
“some good men” have insisted that he would suppayit “a loose, structureless kind of
co-operation.” But in fact, he insisted, the onfspage that supports anarchism is “Resist
not evil,” and even that must be interpreted iné'dubordination to [Jesus’] sole
absolute ethic, which is devotion to the welfaralbf Had he lived in an age of majority
rule, he doubtless would have supported governaeian on behalf of cooperation, for

the gospels make clear that he was a “man of @&Ciaind not a “mild dreamer”: “I|

* Disciplus, “The Socialism of JesusChristian Socialis2/15 (August 1, 1905): 5.
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Socialism of JesusChristian Socialis/17 (September 1, 1905): 2

® Disciplus, “The Socialism of Jesushristian Socialis2/19 (October 1, 1905): 2.



could not doubt that such a mind must prefer tifiecgfeness of socialism to the
ineffectiveness of anarchismydij

A similar blend of confident assertiveness and amiwrestling with alternative
perspectives appears in Roland Sawyer’'s “The S&a@nce of Jesus,” which was
featured in a 1912 issue devoted entirely to Sasygampaign for governor of
Massachusetts. Sawyer was a Congregationalistterimigo had been educated at
conservative Gordon Conwell Seminary [check toure ¢his wasn’t before a merger],
but by the time he espoused Socialism he had dtift& position of extreme theological
liberalism. He thus began his essay with an uépudiation of classical Christology:
“No one any longer thinks of Jesus as a ready-ramte angel or man, sent down from
heaven. We now know that he grew up in life asothen grow, acted upon by the
forces that beat upon his life.” Sawyer’s next maeéreshing in light of the implicit
anti-Judaism of many Jesus-oriented liberals, wag®ost a complete continuity between
the economic teachings of Moses and Jesus. Moedrew movement,” according to
Sawyer, was “a great struggle for human bettermiaif’ created “legislation to protect
the toiler,” prohibited interest and insured ecomeguality through the Jubilee laws.
All these provisions were “adopted by a democrnaierendum” and successfully
practiced for generatiorfs.

Jesus’ task, then, was simply to restore the Masade. Jesus’ promise “not one
yod or tittle [of the law] should be abolished” wé&s Sawyer, the foundation for a social
justice crusade. “Of all the great figures of theiant world Jesus was the first to arise

for the toilers and against the aristocracy, assdHe was the first class-conscious

" Disciplus, “The Socialism of Jesushristian Socialis2/18 (September 15, 1905): 5.
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teacher. . . . From each according to his capacitgach according to his need, was an
underlying principle in all his teachings.” Inde&jwyer almost conceded, among
contemporary radicals Jesus would have fit best thié pacifist anarchists inspired by
Kropotkin: “Jesus threw a bomb into the Roman cptioe of the state though it was a
bomb of love. He was the communist anarchist pncessample.” This was a significant
concession, for throughout 1912 the Socialist Ragy in the throes of a debate that
would culminate in the 1913 expulsion of the anetamembers of the Industrial
Workers of the World. Most likely, Sawyer’s preopeation with the anarchist critique
reflected his involvement in this debate. Like Dpdas, he quickly backpedaled. Jesus
was too identified with the “poor and lowly” to lbaptivated by merely symbolic or
“mendicant” approaches to social reform, and hirngness to allow his disciples to
keep their fishing boats proved that he was natra pommunist. On this basis, Sawyer
concluded that “the Socialists can well claim thate Jesus here today he would be one
of us.”

Beyond the pages of ti@&hristian Socialista Jesus-centered Socialist theology
appeared in at least a dozen books. Austin Bierbs\8ecialism of Chrisénticipated
the formation of the Socialist Party by a full déeaBouck White’sThe Call of the
Carpenterstaked out a position compatible with the left gvof the Party, and Upton
SinclairsThey Call Me Carpentezchoed the fanciful motifs #h His Stepseven
though its author’s anticlerical reputation madenn@hristian Socialists wary.In the

1920s Anna Rochester and Grace Hutchins, missemarid settlement house workers

° Ibid., pp. 10-13.

10 Austin BierbowerSocialism of ChrisfChicago: Charles H. Sergel, 1890); Bouck WHitee Call of the
Carpenter(Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday, Page, 1912); apdod Sinclair,They Call Me Carpenter
(Pasadena, Calif.: Upton Sinclair, 1922).



who gravitated from the pacifist Fellowship of Recihiation to the Communist Party,
sought inJesus Christ and the World Tod@yfind “in and through the mind and
experience of Jesus Christ the way of life forwmlials, churches, classes and nations
that shall lead toward a solution of our presenbfems.*! Their book included
extensive lists of discussion questions, suggesiiagthey assumed readers were eager
to sort out whaimitatio Christimight mean in their own lives. Perhaps the most
influential expression of the “socialist Jesus"dlogly came at the beginning of the Great
Depression, when Kirby Page argued@sus or Christianityhat organized Christianity
had “accumulated so many alien and hostile elenmsnte make it a different religion
from the simple faith of its foundet*Donald Meyer has rightly characterized this
volume as “one of the significant books of the @eys of the unreconstructed social
gospel.*?

Historians have generally made much of social gdgspeans to Jesus’ radicalism,
placing it in the long tradition of Protestant pitiism. But this theology typically
existed alongside another that looked forward ratien back, and was more explicitly
open to post-Christian spiritualities. For evergiabgospeler who claimed simply to be
following Jesus, another announced the emergenaaetv, universal religion that
would supersede traditional Christianity.

In the first volume of thénternational Socialist Revievpublished at the
founding of the Socialist Party of America, Socalsade leader J. Stitt Wilson declared

flatly that “God is no longer a great monarch atisgant throne . . . , but the immanent

™ Grace Hutchins and Anna Rochesflrsus Christ and the World Todéyew York: George H. Doran
Company, 1922), p. v.

12 Kirby PageJesus or ChristianityGarden City, N. Y.: Doubleday, 1929), p. 1.
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presence in all energy and life. . . . Christ isandying mediator paying debts to
offended deity, but the living revelation of theidie possibilities of every mart?
William Thurston Brown, who would officiate at GeerHerron’s controversial second
wedding, declared “The Beginnings of a New Religion1899, while George Littlefield
(whose Co-operative Fellowship slightly predatesl @hristian Socialist Fellowship)
promised that “Socialism will make religion real..and the soul of man will gloriously
flower out toward Divine Love when economic righisness is establishetf Everett
Dean Martin (a Congregationalist turned Unitaridmowvould become one of the
pioneers of the adult education movement) similddglared that “SciaLism IS

RELIGION: nota religion, just religion. There is only one religicand that is man’s
expression of his humanity. Religion is not a pietafallible revelation handed down
from heaven; it consists of the hopes and idealgltiag from the total reaction of the
external world upon man’s inner consciousnée8s.”

[I will eventually incorporate discussion of Johayties Holmes, Charlotte
Perkins Gilman, and W.E.B. DuBois as articulatdra similar position]

The founders of the Fellowship of Reconciliatiorrgvsimilarly capable of
blending traditional appeals to Jesus with visiohgniversality. Those whose opposition
to the war had resulted in repudiation by congiegatr denomination were particularly
open to new thoughts. In a 1918 sermon, for exaniaal Jones used an exegesis of
Luke 8:38-39 (in which Jesus tells a healed matrto follow him but to return home) to

call for a radically new ecclesiology. The Churbh,reflected, naturally wants to “spend

14 3. stitt Wilson, “The Present Moral Conflictriternational Socialist Revied (1901), cited in Anderson,
in Dorn, p. 48.

15 George Elmer Littlefield, “Why | Am a SocialistChristian Socialis2/11 (June 15, 1905): 1.

16 Everett Dean Martin, “Why | Am a SocialisChristian Socialis6/3 (February 1, 1909): 2.



its time in association with Christ.” But a “newpetience of God” was calling it to look
outward. Rather than teaching new members abalt, il®nes urged, the Church should
model itself on the Red Cross and invite all comerthe life of servicé!

By 1918, the Christian Socialist center of grawviid shifted from Chicago to
New York, and this shift brought new partners itite conversation about universal
religion. Freewheeling New Thought prophets gave wwaethical humanists, Reform
Jews, and university professors who were distirsitBptical about “primitive
Christianity.” Already in the third issue of thellésvship of Reconciliation’sVorld
Tomorrow Willard Sperry echoed the cautious approach sasléhat had been pioneered
by his Harvard predecessor Francis Greenwood Pgahdfthat we have in Jesus’ life
and teaching is not a code of ethical maxims irgertd anticipate the complex moral
problems of the twentieth century. . . . Our r@igihaving at once nothing and
everything to say to the problems of modern busiesl politics and war, is seen to be
not an ‘Imitation of Christ’ but an Experiment ithfist.”*® The Quaker scholar Rufus
Jones cautioned that “it proves to be a very diffitask to find one’s way back to the
pure, unalloyed teaching of Jesus.” Jedites’ Jones held, was a more reliable guide for
contemporary Christians, but even that was “thervagg, not the end, of the revelation
of God through humanity*®

Both Jones’s radical mysticism and Norman Thomdsiglicit Religion of
Radicalism” influenced a remarkable symposium iad in théVorld Tomorrowin
192342]. This issue features responses to three briefefga'young people either in

college or recently out” who “have an idealistiocisl outlook on life” but are unable to

Y paul Jones, “Reconstruction in the Chur@ytial Preparatiors/4 (October 1918): 15-18.
18 Willard Sperry, “Seeds of War in the Social Ordd?art I1l,” The New World/3 (March 1918): 68.
19 Rufus Jones, “The Essential Truth of Christiahityorld Tomorrowl/7 (July 1918): 158-59.



embrace either orthodox Christianity or classibalgm. The first posited a Roycean
view of religion as “loyalty to an ideal which trsgends this life.” The second began with
theodicy, explaining that “we see tragedies inrttass like the war, the famine in Russia,
all slums, and the San Francisco earthquake—saoshéfsed artistically by the hand of
man, some more crudely by Mother Nature. . . . edind it impossible to conceive of
any deity worthy of the name making such a meshkings.” But he or she was quick to
add that the result of this lack of faith was notigatory hopelessness” but its opposite:
“Love itself becomes to us a god to which we clvith the greater passion and fealty
because it is all we have.” The third “friend” matle same argument at greater length,
sandwiching it between a profession of love fordrisier minister father and an appeal
for unity among radicals. Even the rationalists akelptics, he or she concluded, can also
“live in the ideal” and identify “with what is spiual in all spirits.“%d3]

In the initial response, entitled “The Experien€é&eligion,” Rufus Jones’s
invocation of “religion” rather than “Christianitygstablished a conceptual framework on
which virtually all the other respondents builtnds affirmed that all people are “innately
religious” and that “the human soul reveals iteasial nature [in] a native tendency . . .
to seek for God.” In light of this reality, Joneaswconfident that the young friends’
tendency to “create ideals” would “keeps [them] ingwon toward the city of God,” and
toward a Father who was in turn seeking them auted could cite the Church Fathers
on behalf of his position. The “heart of the Gogpelssage,” he affirmed, is that “there is
something divine in man and something human in @od,we can find each other and

enjoy each other. He became man that we might bectiwme.” This position, of

2 «what Can We Believe? Three Friends of The Wontahibrrow State Their Difficulties,The World
Tomorrow5/5 (May 1922): 131-36.



course, was diametrically opposed to Karl Bartharp distinction between the
“religious” quest for God and the “Christian” reagbn by which God breaks into human
experience?

Though FOR member Reinhold Niebuhr would famousipeace the Barthian
stance a decade later, Jones’s position was eagalyaced by the other respondents
and, indeed, by FOR members generally. For sonmesian religion entailed a broader
ecumenism than that found in the Federal Coundiilmirches. W. E. Orchard explained
that the churches were in decline because the éosad emotion” of religion could not be
felt in churches divided both by theological artdrljical tastes and by “social standing.”
This in turn “makes impossible any growth of a abaistinct based upon religion.” As a
solution he proposed that “we could endeavor tolomwithin the denomination, in the
same Church, and shared by the same people, tioeséypes of worship in which
different Churches have specializéd Sarah Cleghorn similarly offered a poem in which
she built on a passage from the Episcopalian fttogffirm a religion including those
inside and outside the churches: “For the whadgesof Christ's Church militant’ / Is a
large prayer. | call it universal, / Like a brigtitcle in a crowd of dancers, / Where every
one, sooner or later, comes.”

John Haynes Holmes addressed the young “friendsé mhioectly, affirming both
their emphasis on the “problem of evil” and Jone#sv of God as a “necessity of
thought.” He then asserted confidently that heresdlved all the difficulties by means
of “a new conception of the Divine Being.” In ccamdt to the omnipotent Creator of

classical Christianity, Holmes’s God was an “evotydeity” who “has always been

2L Rufus Jones, “The Experience of Religioitie World Tomorrovs/5 (May 1922): 136-38.
22\, E. Orchard, “Church Worship of Tomorrovi;hie World Tomorrovs/5 (May 1922): 147-48.
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struggling, failing and beginning again, fallingdamsing again.” This proposal, of
course, resolved the problems of theodicy onlydgyriving believers of the assurance
attached to traditional views of God. But Holmededia final twist that revealed the
depth of his commitment to the sixth and seventblas of the socialist creed. Though
God had “failed much,” Holmes argued, “he has asiesucceeded once—namely, in the
fact of man.” Since God was incarnate in all of lamity, “in man we have the guarantee
of the ultimate victory of God, the successful ame of his creative efforts, for now that
man has come, God has found an ally for co-operatitis work.”?*

Thesei4] essays were not merely talk. By 1922, Fellowshgoners were well
aware of the Christic echoes in Mohandas Gandbkpériments with truth,” and in the
decades to come their attempts to emulate him welld them reconcile the “universal”
and “Jesus-centered” approaches to religion. Jayméts Holmes, meanwhile, spent the
1920s seeking to embody his new vision of religif@li®wship in his ex-Unitarian
congregation, now renamed the Community Churchest Nork.

At least one FOR member felt that even Holmes veagaing quite far enough.
Like Holmes, Bishop Paul Jones had fallen afodlisfdenomination during World War
l, losing his position as Episcopal Bishop of Salke City. By 1923 he had completed a
stint as an FOR leader and was working in campussiny at Antioch College. In a
review of Holmes'sNew Churches for Oldnd a few similar proposals, he argued that
the new religion would be best embodied not initusbnalized churches, but in
ephemeral fellowships like the FOR itself. The @msal religion, Jones explained, was
expressed most fully in the “hardly noticeable’rgfghat leads people to be “dissatisfied

with the personal and social imperfections in whiody live, spurring them to seek . . . a

24 John Haynes Holmes, “God’s Struggle with Eviltie World Tomorrovs/5 (May 1922): 141-42.



deeper unity in life.” This spirit could be seerually in the missionary, the trade-
unionist, and even “the social climber,” for alstinctions between sacred and secular are
“outworn.” “When that inner spirit begins to wonk & man urging him to seek for greater
truth, freedom and expression, there is no possibleof telling whether it will land him
in the Church or agnosticism, in a monastery @batatory, on a street corner preaching
salvation or on the opposite corner preaching conisnu.™>

The important thing, Jones went on, is that thatsgdso leads people to seek the
fellowship of small groups and thus achieve angnation of lives fused by a common
impulse and experience.” This in turn allows thenexercise power beyond their
numbers. Referring to the early days of the FellopysJones wrote that “a few
individuals go to prison rather than war and thei€h is shocked, then they talk about it
and the Church won't listen, then they are invitediscuss it and people are more
interested in these discussions than in the re@ilarch subjects. . . . Few are converted
and the Church still blesses war; but somethingdeas started.” To the extent that the
spirit is not captured by large and visible ingtaas, it cannot be defeated: “Organized
movements and institutions can be combatted, leuvibrid has not yet found a finally
successful way of thwarting the free spirit of Gearking in human hearts.” Small
fellowships were, in sum, “the divine process faviag the world.” And if this theory
“seems to leave too little place for the Churchivasknow it, so much the worse for the
Church.? These words, of course, point to the institutiastedllenge we observed in the
abolitionist period: was it possible to articulatéruly radical theology without losing

access to the institutional resources of the Ganisthurches?

% paul Jones, “The Breath Within the Clayie World Tomorrové/8 (August 1923): 242-43.
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Religious I nstitutions and the Socialist Party

In describing the transformative power of smalldeiships, Jones was thinking
only as far back as the origins of the FellowsHiReconciliation. But his point can be
extended back to the beginnings of the social daspe The institutional roots of
activism in this period can be traced to a myribdmall groups whose members
achieved an “integration of lives fused by a comnmopulse and experience.” These
groups included settlement houses, institutionafdmes, intimate “fellowships” of
committed activists, and non-denominational “pe@pdhiurches.” As | have already
suggested with respect to settlement houses, #ilest local gatherings institutionalized
the practice of encounter, providing new generatioindealists with the opportunity to
catch the spirit of radicalism.

One institutional form that pushed idealistic miers (and a few others) to a
radical social gospel was what | will call the téetship.” By “fellowship” | mean a
small, intimate group of individuals with a shaammitment to building the Kingdom
of God on earth. Most fellowships included lay andained persons; they appealed
particularly to idealistic young ministers who ob@ifat the restrictions imposed on them
by conventional churchgoers and wealthy churchopatrSince fellowships typically
included ministers serving dispersed congregatithey, gathered only occasionally for
“conferences,” either on college campuses or oal estates or retreat centers. Since—
unlike theological seminaries and institutional es—they included only the most

idealistic Social Gospelers and did not dependudside financial support, fellowships



typically had a radicalizing effect on their mengeks they “searched the scriptures”
together, fellowship members prodded one anothentorace ever more challenging
answers to Charles Sheldon’s question, “What wdaklis do?”

The fellowship that figures most prominently inditeonal histories of the social
gospel was the Brotherhood of the Kingdom. This avastwork of Baptist ministers,
including Walter Rauschenbusch, who met regularth@ Hudson River [family estate]
of Leighton Williams. This group was generally syattpetic to socialism; indeed,
Williams was a Party member. [need to fill in madedails]

Also located on the East Coast were a cluster eflagping Episcopalian groups,
among them the broad-based Church Associatiorh&Atvancement of the Interests of
Labor (founded in 1887), the Anglican inspired Ghan Social Union (founded in
England in 1889 and transplanted to the US in 1821 the more narrowly focused
Society of Christian Socialists (1889). Memberslbthese groups were inspired by the
energetic activism of W. D. P. Bliss, who served[C?], [CSU?] and the Society of
Christian Socialists as secretary and journal editstill need to read Richard B.
Dressner, “William Dwight Porter Bliss’s Christi&@ocialism,”Church History47
(March 1978): 66-82] Bliss, who left few personapprs to illuminate his life story, was
a study in contrasts. He affiliated with both tlihodox Marxism of the Socialist Labor
Party and the elitist and evolutionary perspeativihe British Fabians. Raised in Turkey
by Congregationalist missionary parents, he coedext Episcopalianism both because
he admired the Anglican Christian Socialists anchlose he yearned for the organic
church unity dreamed of by the Oxford movemenHE T CHURCH MUST HAVE A HIGH

CONCEPTION OF HERSELE Bliss declared in one manifesto for “church efic’



“Denominationalism is sin. Church Unity is a cryinged. It cannot be reached by
compromise, and compact, and human scheming. It @a$ve. The Christ must bring it
in, if it be His Church.*

Though these words resonated with many EpiscosmlBirss was hardly a
denominational loyalist. He encouraged young mamssto risk expulsion from their
churches by preaching socialism, rather than “dentle@amselves to become as hired
men of a parish® His Church of the Carpenter followed the Episcigwaliturgy
(because “we . . . start no new sect in the alreladgled body of the church”) but
welcomed persons “of any church or of no chuféAhd his preferred path to church
union relied on the anti-doctrinal liberalism of Anicta more than the English love for
ancient creeds: “Only the church of God not of thges or rituals, or schemes, will ever
become the one Wide Church of Maf.”

Bliss’s Society of Christian Socialists was largelit not exclusively
Episcopalian in makeup—in 1889-90, for exampl&dtuded Universalist activist Mary
Livermore as second vice president. In keeping Withlish usage, where “Christian
Socialism” was virtually synonymous with “Social §pel,” the Society interpreted
“socialism” more broadly than some party Socialstaild have liked. But Bliss’s
emphasis was on moving it to the left. Contineméaions of Christian Socialism were
“weak and vague,” and the true path required besgmmore “definite and scientific” in
keeping with the broader political moveméhin keeping with this principle, Bliss

emphasized an evolutionary path to socialism bdeddhat “evolution and Revolution
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are not contraries”; he supported ameliorativeaqalicies but also insisted that “we
only go to the root of the matter when we overththis system ¥ His political instincts
were as catholic as his ecclesiology. In 1890 leeraged Society members to join
either the Socialist Labor Party or one of the pigpbgroups, and indicated that his real
preference would be for a “new party” in which “tharmers’ Alliance, Knights of
Labor, Trades Unionists, Nationalists, Prohibitgisj Christian Socialists” could join
together®

In 1891, Bliss’sDawn published an article by a young Congregationatisiister
described as “the first representative of our Sg@éChristian Socialists in
Minnesota.®* George Herron, a fiery preacher with an oversiedsiah complex,
would soon inspire about half a dozen distinctlthekhips,” all of them quite
consequential for the subsequent development dddloelist Party. [need to integrate
material from the diss summary that Handy publishedH] The first, and most famous,
was the Kingdom movement. This fellowship was fyathered by President George
Gates of lowa (now Grinnell) College in 1892, shoafter his first meeting with Herron.
The initial retreat was a great success, and s@es®ad arranged with a wealthy
member of Herron’s congregation to endow a profe$sp for the young preacher. The
platform enabled Herron to lead annual movemenga&t, to speak regularly in Chicago
and other urban centers, and to launch a journabe/editorial board was (briefly) a
Who’s Who of the Social Gospel [list members?]. B institutional logic of the
fellowship soon clashed with that of the collegeridn’s colleagues resented the weeks

he spent off campus, while conservative donors wppalled at his radicalism. When his
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affair with the daughter of his patroness was dieced, Herron was sent packing. Even
the non-socialist President Gates could not suraiv@rinnell; he left in [date?] to
assume the presidency of Fisk University. (A moozlarate Social Gospel tradition
survived at Grinnell [fill in details from Luker].)

Out of the wreckage emerged a cluster of overlapfahowships. A significant
circle of Chicago-area ministers had been insgiseHierron’s visits to that city. In 1897
J. Stitt Wilson left the Methodist ministry to orgae the Social Crusade, a network of
mostly Methodists and Congregationalists who delthhemselves to public, outdoor
preaching on behalf of Herron’s theology and thitips of the Socialist Labor Party. Its
members included William Wise and James Hollingsndroth of whom would
participate in the Unity Convention of 1901, aslvasl future Socialist Congressman Carl
D. Thompson. Wilson’s move to California in [dasplarked a similar fellowship on the
West Coast that included among its members Lawr@moalund, whose [date] book on
the Cooperative Commonwealttad inspired both Edward Bellamy and a host of
Christian Socialistd® [Need to clarify if Gronlund really was in the samroup as
Wilson, and also how B. F. Mills fits into the pice.] Another circle, led by George
Howard Gibson and Ralph Albertson, relocated toralcommune in Georgia called the
Christian Commonwealth, where they launched thenglithat gave th8ocial Gospel
its identity>® Back in Chicago, a group that called itself simiply “Fellowship”
published theSocialist Spiritand included future party stalwart John Spargeelkas

Herron himself. Spargo and Herron soon gravitavea tharshly anti-religious style of
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socialism, even as Stitt Wilson [and Mills] alignég@mselves with California’s New
Thought movement [need to find out if Wattles wk® goart of this group] and the
Christian Commonwealth folks embraced Tolstoy'sifis. Still, all found a home in
the Socialist Party, suggesting the breadth gflaform as well as the ideological
ferment generated by socialist fellowships.

Other early fellowships were equally diverse. Aeatobscure Brotherhood of the
Daily Life, active at least in 1905, identifiedetsas Catholic in its broadest sense. Jew,
Gentile, Christian or Pagan, all are welcorfeThe Collectivist Society of New York
was organized in 1902 to produce and distributeastpamphlets. Though its members
were not exclusively religious, it sent its firgtrpphlet to 10,000 ministers and referred
to its standard of membership as a “confessiomith.f Generously supported by
insurance executive Rufus Weeks, a lay Episcopatiamcluded a large number of
Episcopal ministers as well as the feminist thed®isarlotte Perkins Gilman and Baptist
stalwart Leighton William$§®

Small fellowships do not, however, tell the whaierg of institutional activity
during the social gospel period. Much more thareth@itionist era, the new age was
marked by a spirit of coming together. Inspirecaliyew vision of social solidarity,
activists hoped to overcome the schismatic tenésraf their forebears, building
national organizations to transcend barriers afjia, class, and race. Already in the
nineteenth century, the inclusive spirit was eméddn the Women’s Christian

Temperance Union and the Knights of Labor. In tret iecade of the twentieth century,
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the same spirit gave birth to the Socialist Paftfxmerica and the Federal Council of
Churches, organizations that together represehtetuli breadth of radical and
reforming religious activism. Among the single-isggroups organized at the same time,
the National Association for the Advancement ofd@etl People and the American Civil
Liberties Union achieved a longevity unparallelgdabny of the abolitionist-era groups.
And the Fellowship of Reconciliation, a pacifisganization with strong ties to both the
Socialist Party and the Federal Council, proveldeahe single most important seedbed
of civil rights era activism.

All of these national groups had local roots infsptaces as Chicago, Boston,
New York, and San Francisco—to say nothing of @irtansas, and Kalamazoo,
Michigan [are those the best examples?]. By 1910), House had inspired [?]
settlement houses in cities ranging from [?] to [Reed to fill in by reading Davis,
Spearheads for Reforrham now inclined to put more of this materiatims chapter,
and include in the previous chapter a bare mininthum.

An “institutional church” combined the featuresao$ettlement house with those
of urban gospel missions and of the large “freeigregations that had been established
over the course of the nineteenth century for $ugh profile preachers as Theodore
Parker, Henry Ward Beecher, and David Swing. Tyfyidacated in large cities, they
abolished the traditional fundraising practice efyrentals and incorporated a dizzying
array of programs targeting the working class: satghens, social clubs, sewing and
cooking classes, kindergartens, gymnasiums. Willlamett Tucker, who may have
coined the term, had organized a club for workingnvlile serving New York’s

Madison Avenue Presbyterian Church in 1878, angrbmoted similar practices during



his subsequent professorate at Andover Semiliany1882 [or 1888—dates are
confusing], Episcopalian William Stephen Rainsfoethsformed Saint George’s, a
declining parish in New York City into an institatial church by abolishing pew rents
and persuading financier J. P. Morgan to fund cfab®oys and girls, a gymnasium, a
trade school, and even a cadet battaifdxot to be outdone, Cornelius Vanderbilt helped
Saint Bartholomew’s build a facility with three aadalf acres of floor space, and
programs including an employment bureau, medidgaicgland loan assocaitidh.

Another institutional church, the Baptist TemplePihiladelphia, even spawned a
university. By 1894 a national network of congrégas had organized themselves as the
Open and Institutional Church League, which aspioeshve “all men and all of the man
by all means, abolishing so far as possible thiéndtson between the religious and
secular, and sanctifying all days and all mearitkeéareat end of saving the world for
Christ.”

Institutional churches were founded for a varidtynotives. At least initially,
Tucker may have desired to exert social controt bieworking class neighbors: in 1878
he affirmed that his social club did not desire ¢t@mnge the relative position of men, to
make the rich poor and the poor rich but to te&elmtthe nature of their mutual relations
and the duties which it involve$?'Others just hoped to save their jobs by keeping
dwindling congregations afloat. When Graham Taplkecame the pastor of Hartford’'s
Fourth Church in 1880, its membership had decliogdst forty-five. He began

ministering to alcoholics and criminals in an effiar revive the congregation, and soon
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had a flock of three hundred famili&sThe membership of Saint George’s swelled from
two hundred to four thousand under Rainsford’séesliip. Both the evangelistic motive
and the reliance on wealthy donors may have maetbtae ideologies of institutional
church pastors, just as many settlement housereémwed Jane Addams’s example
of preferring pragmatic results over radical conmnant.

A few congregations, however, become bulwarksudy tradical activism. Most
of these were part of an overlapping network thailllrefer to as “people’s churches.”
Like institutional churches, people’s churches mhad pew rents and offered a wide
range of social services; unlike them, they escldetremominational affiliation and
theological boundaries—sometimes because theiofsalsad faced denominational
heresy trials. Most sponsored public forums—oftipldcing traditional Sunday evening
worship services—that brought a broad public imdoversation with politicians,
academics, and representatives of the era’s madisttasocial movements. The Forum
model had been pioneered by New York’s Coopertlitstia workingmen'’s college
founded in 1859 that offered free lectures on slitscience, and society in its 900-seat
Great Hall.

The first congregation to call itself “People’s Cthi’ did not quite fit this model.
Methodist John William Hamilton launched Boston&ople’s Church in 1876, building
it into the largest church of his denominationhe tity. Though the church was known
for its outreach to people of all denominationslid not transcend its Methodist identity,
but in fact helped propel Hamilton into the episaop More to the point, [need to clarify

Hamilton’s politics].
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Indianapolis’s Plymouth Church came closer to tloeleh, though it never
adopted the “People’s” monikor. When Oscar CarktmCulloch became pastor in 1877,
he set about making some of the same changes €l&réddon would initiate in Topeka
a few years later. He replaced a theologically eoretive creed with a constitution that
declared the congregation’s goals to be “publicshigr of God, weekly renewal of
religious sympathies and affections, mutual acqaaire and assistance, and the
alleviation by physical and spiritual means of ptydagnorance, misery, vice and
crime.” He also declared his desire to “make thigrch a People’s College” and to
“undertake in a small way” what Peter Cooper hddeaed in New York? [need to do
more research to determine just how radical thigoegation was; evidently the GW
Cooke article noted above focuses primarily oaatthat might be a good place to start.
Charles Lyttle p. 219 notes that the church absbab@efunct Unitarian congregation in
1880, and that after McCulloch’s death chairmanadderMcKay arranged for a new
building and affiliation with the Unitarians. Evidily McKay was the leader of only one
faction, because a UCC website says that Plymoetiged with North Congregational in
1884; McCulloch died 1891; merged with Mayflowerr@oegational to become First
Congregational in 1908—still UCC.]

A more radical, indeed quite idiosyncratic variauais San Francisco’s
Metropolitan Temple, also launched in the 1870séing minister Isaac S. Kalloch
was a Baptist whose ministry at Boston’s Tremomhple (a denominationally affiliated
free congregation) had ended with a sensationdleagldrial. The scandal drove Kalloch
west to Kansas, where he founded Ottawa Univeldiigck], and then on to San

Francisco. Metropolitan Temple, built with the sagmf a non-Baptist philanthropist
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from Los Angeles, soon claimed to be the largegtiBacongregation in the country.
Kalloch charged a dime for admission rather th&mtpa collection, and he began each
Sunday evening service with a “prelude” featuringtjral reflections. He also made the
hall available for public speeches, and in 1878ri&eorge launched his lecturing
career there with an address laden with biblicalges: “Shall the ploughers forever
plough the backs of a class condemned to toil?l Bf@millstones of greed forever
grind the faces of the poor? Ladies and gentlemennot in the order of the universe! . .
. Paul planteth, and Apollos watereth, but God gtve increase. The ground is
ploughed; the seed is set; the good tree will grow.

By 1879 Kalloch had developed quite a followinggdne was recruited as
mayoral candidate for the Workingmen'’s party, aalonovement that was inspired by
(but not directly affiliated with) Karl Marx’s Fitdnternational and that had taken a
strong position against Chinese immigration. Teysdaefore the election, he was shot
and injured by a political rival, and the resultsygnpathy vote propelled him into office.
Further scandal ensued seven months later, whdadka son shot and killed the
assailant. [Need to have one more sentence expdawhat happened next, and the
collapse of the workingmen’s movement.] Incideiks this, of course, only solidified
the link between socialism and violence in the pubbnsciousness.

Probably the two congregations that did the mosgtgpire the proliferation of
“People’s Churches” were those located in Chicagb®aint Paul. The former was
launched in 1880 by Hiram Thomas, who had receetiigned a Methodist pulpit rather
than face a heresy trial. It held services in atidreand an opera house, and promised to

provide a place where “strangers and those withaatigious home, and those of much
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or little faith” could unite in “the great law armtlity of love to God and man, and in
earnest efforts to do good in the world.” Undersapits commitment to religious
liberalism, the congregation promised to “requioetimeological tests” and noted that
“We think and let think *® Saint Paul's People’s Church was also launchea by
renegade Methodist, Samuel G. Smith, who preadietild, free theology of the
West” and later taught sociology at the Universityinnesota’’ [look at Smith’s
Democracy and the Chur@nd Thomas pubs to pin down their politics] Betw&887
and the beginning of World War |, at least thirtddaional People’s Churches were
launched in locations ranging from New York and Wigton to Lowell, Massachusetts,
lowa Falls, lowa, and Fairmont, West Virginia.

Given their lack of denominational accountabilitye pastors of People’s
Churches were relatively free to embrace socidpalitadicalism, though their
commitment to freedom of thought typically prevehteem from imposing their
allegiances wholesale on their congregations. lpeBa Debs’s hometown of Terre
Haute, Indiana, Rev. James H. Hollingsworth laudch®eople’s Church after, in
Debs’s words, giving “up his church and the brightgorldly prospects on account of
Socialism.*® He was one of a small cluster of Socialist mimisteho participated in the
Party’s founding convention and remained loyaltfer remainder of his life. Another
early party Socialist, William Thurston Brown, lailned a People’s Church after being

forced from the quite liberal Plymouth congregatiofRochester, New York
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[possibly incorporate something on John L. Scuddegople’s Palace in Jersey
City, since Scudder shows up as a pro-Socialis8@B8Homiletic Reviey

In Cincinnati, former settlement house worker HerBeeley Bigelow launched
People’s Church after a group of lay leaders detefiom the church in protest of his
“unitarian principles,” single-tax preaching, artteenpt to admit a Negro to membership.
Decorating its sanctuary with quotations from Lewstoy, [name] Ruskin, Henry
George, Abraham Lincoln, and Thomas Jefferson—disasehe biblical admonition to
“know the truth and the truth shall make ye freehe-teorganized church insisted that its
only “article of faith” was the “establishment diet brotherhood of man.” A multi-racial
congregation that included unskilled laborers awlish merchants supported Bigelow in
a series of political campaigns, and by the begmoif World War | he had joined the
Socialist Party. He gained a bit of national natyin 1917, when he was abducted by
Klansmen just before giving a Socialist speech eémticky, taken into a dense woods
and horsewhipped for his anti-war preaching. Held/tater serve in Congress as a New
Deal Democrat’ Bigelow’s contemporary Howard Y. Williams, oneSrith’s
successors at Saint Paul People’s, also walkelththbetween Socialist and Progressive
politics, serving as the first secretary of thedusafor Independent Political Action,
which steered non-party members to Norman Thonps'sidential campaign, and
[Farmer Worker?]

People’s Churches could be extremely large, if @plgemerally so. Two years

after its founding, Saint Paul People’s built actaary seating 2500-3000, perhaps the
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largest Protestant Church in the United Statelseatitne. George Elmer Littlefield
claimed five hundred members for his “Co-operateiowship” in suburban
Westwood, MassachusettsPerhaps the biggest of them all was the seconpl®so
founded in Chicago, this one launched by Prest@alBy in 1912. Absorbing a thirty-
member remnant of Hiram Thomas'’s congregation, Byaluilt his Sunday morning
attendance to 2000 by the 1920s; in the 1940s mestmipenvas 4000 and as many as a
million people tuned in to his weekly radio broastsa? [A bit on Bradley’s politics?]
Probably the most notorious pastor in this traditas Benjamin Fay Mills, a
traditional evangelist who had been converted twatism by George Herron. Mills
served a Unitarian Church in Oakland for five ydae®ore launching the Los Angeles
Fellowship in 1904. Attracting a thousand membuerigsi first few months, the
Fellowship blended revivalist style, socialist piob, and—increasingly—the theological
viewpoint of the New Thought movement. Members dgain simply by making a
financial pledge and committing themselves to tulsand unselfish living.” Once in,
they studied Whitman, Emerson, and the Bhagavaal-{gined the Fellowship’s
orchestra, or worked to establish daughter congieegaacross the country. A writer in
the Areng a journal identified with both the Social Gospetl New Thought movements,
described it as “perhaps the most significant amdarkable religious movement in the
world today,” yet within a decade Mills had renoaddis radical views and left his

congregation to a rapid collapse.
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A somewhat steadier personality was Alexander Kanetyiously a successful
Universalist minister who launched People’s ChwtWashington, D.C., in 1891 and
served it until his death in 1909. Kent was anvacsiupporter of the National American
Women'’s Suffrage Association as well as “a Sodi@ho] stood sweetly but fearlessly
for the social revolution.” The church welcomedvalio sympathized with its purposes
as members, and committed itself collectivetty Wwork for such changes in industrial
and social conditions as will open the doors of@ynity to the millions now born into
poverty and moral degradatiori*

Beyond the big cities, People’s Churches thrived vrariety of small town'’s.
People’s Kalamazoo, one of the few congregatiorssitaive to the present, . . . .

The stability achieved by this congregation wasertbe exception than the rule.
Alexander Irvine’s experience in New Haven may hlbeen more typical. He launched a
People’s Church because the Congregationalistsdavmitltolerate his radical preaching,
but he soon discovered that the new congregatmesd—- This church is a self-
governing community for the worship of God and $kevice of man”"—meant very
different things to different people. When the diumnvited William Jennings Bryan to
speak in New Haven, Irvine thought tickets showddiistributed on a purely egalitarian
basis, while the church committee assumed “selegung” meant they could reserve
the best seats for their friends. “An educated woh@ned because “she saw in our
simple creed an open door,” then left when shenkxhof Irvine’s friendship with an
impoverished coal heaver. The coal heaver himstlfdhen he discovered Irvine didn’t

believe in hell. The chairman of the trustees coteteIrvine with an “American Yogi”
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who gave him detailed instructions on how to bathe sleep that were “taken verbatim
from a ten-cent book on astrology.” Irvine joinéeé tSocialist Party during this time, in
part because he was accused of Socialism so tid¢ihé thought he should find out
what it meant. This allegiance drove out the SKig&ers and attracted a new crop of
Socialists who, in turn, left when they discovetlealt Irvine’'s sermons featured not
“economic determinism” but a search “for the hiddenings of the heart.” Ultimately,
Irvine retreated to a rural farm before launchirgaeeer as a socialist propagandist.

An important variation on the People’s Church waesexplicitly Socialist
congregation. These churches, probably without gxme, were quite small and as a
result they are difficult to track in the sourcksmany cases, it is not clear if a particular
organization is better described as a (predomipatdgtical) “fellowship” or a
(predominantly lay) “church.” As a nationwide fellship, for example, the Society of
Christian Socialists encouraged its members tonizgahemselves locally for more
intimate mutual support. The resulting group incdinati seems to have been a
congregation under the leadership of Rev. E. PteFosho edited a paper callétie
Golden Ruleand (according tdhe Dawn “has a larger congregation now that he has
been dismissed from his churci.The Chicago group, on the other hand, was led by
Rev. W. E. Sillence, but also included Rev. Dr. Kalif the Union Park Congregational
Church and Rev. J. P. Brushingham, described aspi@sident, preaching a full gospel

to his people and dealing with live subjects.” Beré must have been a core
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“fellowship,” though they had sufficient outwardreicted energy to rent Emerson Hall
for public services’

The prototype for socialist congregations was Blissvn Church of the
Carpenter, founded as the Mission of the Carpent&890 [check date]. Bliss’s original
model combined an Episcopalian liturgy, a noon metd “an informal conference as to
practical work” and a Sunday evening lecture. Aryater, he replaced the sermon with
an “informal address” intended to set the agend#i®noontime conference. The goal
was to meld working people and idealistic Christiarto a single “brotherhood” strong
enough to resist the “Common Foe, the growing paf&ammon, and Wrong, and
Injustice and every sirt® [Need to flesh this out more, and if appropriatd & story of
Herbert Casson’s Labor Church in Lynn, founded884, and Grace Community in
Denver, led by George Lackland and Aaron Heist.8eger 80]

Fellowships, people’s churches, institutional ches; and settlement houses all
flourished in the tumultuous 1890s. At the dawnhef new century, activists seasoned in
all these contexts came together to form the Setiaarty of America, a movement
whose balance of radicalism and inclusivity allovitet anchor the American left for a
generation. The Party does not figure prominemtiyjnost studies of the social gospel,
indeed, most scholars assume that it was a clesaiople of the secular left’s hostility to
religion. It is certainly true that the Party hadmyg leaders who held no personal
religious beliefs and many leaders (not alwayssdrae ones!) who were addicted to

vitriolic attacks on the churches. But it is alagetthat the Party was in large measure the
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institutional embodiment of the radical wing of thacial gospel. Without social
gospelers, of both the Protestant and post-Christaiety, there would have been no
Socialist Party.

The defining characteristic of the Socialist Pavgs its ambivalent response to
one of the persistent dilemmas faced by left in8anhs. Is it better to create an
ideologically pure vanguard, willing to speak triohpower without regard for
consequences? Or should leftists work with modesdtegmers to create a mass
movement that will gradually move to more radicaund? In the 1890s these
alternatives had been embodied by the SocialisbiLBarty’s Daniel DeLeon, who
preached an uncompromising Marxism, and the Pdpuligilliam Jennings Bryan, who
traded in the movement's radical agenda for thepaa of “free silver” and fusion with
the Democrats—only to lose the presidency anyhdwe. Socialist Party’'s founders,
drawn from both the radical wing of the Populistv@ment and the anti-DelLeon
“Kangaroo” wing of the SLP, agreed that neither Beth or Bryan offered a way
forward. What was needed, instead, was a thorougiigrican socialism, rooted in
indigenous reform traditions, willing to make ugestectoral democracy, but
unequivocally committed to the eventual overthrdwapitalism.

The desire for an American socialism is the keyrtderstanding the role of social
gospelers within the party. The party’s most infiti@ strategists—Morris Hilquit of
New York and Victor Berger of Milwaukee—were theiwes immigrant, atheist
Marxists, but they knew full well that men like theelves could not win elections
beyond their own immigrant neighborhoods. The idaaldidate, of course, was Eugene

Debs—an eloquent working man with a Jesus-censpeiuality who had demonstrated



his mettle during the [railway strike]. But mostmmnmigrant trade unionists steered
clear of outright socialism. Lacking native-bornrkiog class leaders, the Party turned to
the next best thing—popular preachers who couly vaters with the radical message of
Jesus.

Though a number of social gospelers had, in ten members either of the
Socialist Labor Party or Eugene Debs’s Social Deamcprior to 1901, the perception
that they were Christians first and partisans seégave them an aura of neutrality that
allowed them to play a mediating role in the Uriignvention that brought the two
groups together. George Herron served as tempohaiy of the convention and played a
pivotal role [in manifesto of union? Need to lodkHoward H Quint,The Forging of
American Socialisgrand Ira KipnisiThe American Socialist Movemgrgocial Crusade
veterans William H. Wise and James Hollingswortmensso present as delegates. . . .

Once the party was established, social gospeldtsdsaaturally into a role as
propagandists and educators. Universalist minGkarles Vail, who had already
published [?] in [?], was appointed as the Paffiys$ “national organizer” [which meant
what?]. Vail was one of at least four clerics whublgshed influential manuals of
Socialism during the Party’s first five yeardn Chicago, Charles Kerr, formerly
publisher of Jenkin Lloyd Jones’s raditatity magazine, launched the most influential
Socialist publishing house, churning out Marxistsslics, the sophisticatédternational

Socialist Reviewedited by former settlement house worker Algim&is), and “Why |

*9In an early history of the Christian Socialist/Baiship, Edward Ellis Carr claimed that ministersres
responsible for the five most important Socialisbks, listing Franklin Monroe Spraguescialism from
Genesis to Revelatip€harles Vail'sPrinciples of Scientific SocialisValter Thomas Mills’sThe
Struggle for Existen¢elohn Spargo’Socialism and Walter RauschenbusciCaristianity and the Social
Crisis. Interestingly, these five represent five diffgrdenominations; the inclusion of Rauschenbusch’s
work alongside four explicitly socialist books edts the high regard Rauschenbusch had among social
gospelers of all stripes. See E. E. Carr, “The Slam Socialist Fellowship: A Brief Account of @rigin
and ProgressChristian Socialis#/16 (August 15, 1907): 5.



Became a Socialist” tracts that often gave creditesus. [| need to check virtually every
fact in that sentenceJphn Spargo worked with George Herron and his Wweattother in
law to establish the Rand School of Social Sciendéew York City, where workers
learned socialist theory and organizing technidueas Unitarian minister George Willis
Cooke, [adjective?] Scott Nearing . . . Girard, Kas) was the unlikely home to [fill in
details on Mills & International School of Sociat@gomy, Wayland and Appeal to
Reason, and Kate Miller O’Hare]

Ministers were also in high demand as SocialistyRandidates. Job Harriman,
Eugene Debs’s first running mate, had served lréefla Disciples minister prior to
launching his political career [need to find a gtoal. At least half a dozen Protestant
ministers were elected to public office on the &bl Party ticket, among them Berkeley
mayor J. Stitt Wilson, Wisconsin Congressman Chadmpson, and Massachusetts
legislator Roland Sawyer [add other mayors]. Dozanse ran unsuccessfully [details
from CSF list?]. Ministers would play an even mpreminent role after the Communist
schism, with Norman Thomas heading the nationkétin every campaign from 1928 to
[date], and renowned theologian Reinhold Niebuhniag for Congress in [date?]. It
would be hard to name a political grouping, with #xception of the Black
Congressional Caucus, with as large a clericaliegent as the Socialist Party.

[SOMEWHERE—PERHAPS HERE—I NEED AN EXTENDED DISCUSSN
OF JEWISH SOCIALISTS]

Though the Party was all-consuming for some Sdaadpelers, others felt the
need for more intimate fellowship with Socialistaashared their religious

commitments. This was certainly the case for Re\e.ECarr, who launched the



Christian Socialisin tiny Danville, lllinois, in 1904. Its messadearr declared, was
twofold: to urge ministers and church members tteacate the Real Gospel of Christ”
while persuading Socialists “not to ignore nor tielithe tremendous importance of
religion.”® At the same time, Carr was unequivocal in his supfor the Socialist Party,
to which he hoped to recruit millions of Christienters® This vision had broad appeal.
By 1907 Carr had recruited to his editorial boardrsrural Socialists as Oscar
Donaldson (in Webster City, lowa), Lucien Rule (6@s, Kentucky), and Paul Castle
(Central Park, Mont.); transplanted Social Crusadsitt Wilson (Berkeley) and Carl
Thompson (Milwaukee); people’s church founder Gedntlefield (Westwood,
Massachusetts); New York area Episcopalians Rufesk#/and George Strobell; Rand
School teacher George Willis Cooke (an active Uaitg; and former Anti-Saloon
League evangelist Jacob O. Bentall (a former Bgp&Esven more impressively, he was
able to sustain the journal for eighteen yeard)ages the longest span of any explicitly
Christian Socialist publication in United Statestbiy® At its peak, it had perhaps
19,000 readers.

Carr may well have imagined, from the beginningt this journal would spark
the creation of a nationwide fellowship of Christi@ocialists. It was, however, Lucien
Rule of Kentucky who took the first initiative imeating what would become the
Christian Socialist Fellowship. By the summer 003%e had organized a local

fellowship and was promoting its constitution an@del for the national group. That

€9 “Knights of the Cross,Christian Socialis2/5 (March 1, 1905): 3.

®LE. E. Carr, “The Reason for ItChristian Socialis2/8 (April 15, 1905): 4.

®2The Dawn, The Socialist Spirit, The Social Crusadde Social Gospeand other journals of the 1890s
were all quite short-livedThe World Tomorrowwhich was not quite Socialist, lasted from 1948934
[check], and Adin Ballou'®ractical Christian which expounded an earlier version of socialisngured
from [dates].



document blended a very broad theology (“[We beljghat God, the Source of all life
and Good, and Father of Humanity, made and intetttedarth and its fullness for the
use and enjoyment of all His children, the sonsdawhhters of men, who labor with
hand or brain”) with fervent support for “the Imtational Socialist Movement as the
means of hastening that good time of God and Maiglwwe believe to be near at
hand.®® By September the pages of tBristian Socialiswere filling up with
correspondence on the Fellowship: while Anglo-Clt¢hd.L. Byron-Curtis wished for
less “sectarianism” and more emphasis on the lifyhit of the Incarnation,” Social
Gospel luminary Charles Sheldon wrote that “Saafal understand the pledge you
enclose | am ready to sign f*"(Interestingly, Byron-Curtis but not Sheldon showugp
in the published list of members a few years I&tém.June 1906 the Fellowship was
formally launched at a conference in Louisville.ift be good to look at Constitution in
summers of 06 or 07, for a statement on mission]

Within a few years, the new Fellowship was fundigrat the national, regional,
and local levels. Nationally, it hosted annual esahces in such cities as Louisville
(1906), Chicago (1907), New York (1908), and Toléti®09). These conferences
included business sessions (some of them tumulfubusplaced more emphasis on
speech-making. The organizers invited prominentalists and Social Gospelers to
speak as a strategy for getting them more investédte Fellowship’s mission; thus the
1908 Chicago conference featured both A. M. Sin{edgor of thelnternational
Socialist Revieyvand Harry Ward (author of the Methodist Socia&zt, which served as

model for that of the Federal Council). It also docted some of its sessions at Jane

83«A Christian Socialist Fellowship Christian Socialis2/16 (August 15, 1905): 7.
“The Christian Socialist FellowshipChristian Socialis2/19 (October 1, 1905): 6.
8 “Christian Socialist Fellowship Christian Socialis6/10 (May 15, 1908): 5.



Addams’s Hull Hous&® National conferences were also an occasion faeaah, as the
gathered Socialist luminaries were sent out togtred any local church that would
receive them: th€hristian Socialisteported thirteen such sermons after the 1908
conference.

On a regional level, the Fellowship establishetridissecretaries in 1906, and by
1908 these secretaries were energetically organreigional conferences in such places
as Old Orchard, Maine; Asbury Park, New JersetiBale; Buffalo; and Rochester.
These regional gatherings functioned much as hag@ri-1901 clerical “fellowships”:
those gathered in Maine, for example, were espgampressed with a bucolic setting in
which “the lichen-covered tree-trunks towered itite soft darkness of the summer
night,” while the Baltimore gathering culminatedtire formation of a local branch
including “one clergyman, several other professioman, one lady, and gentlemen of
various useful employments.” But they were alsgpgandistic occasions: six hundred
people attended the public portion of the Mainefence, and advocates of “personal
salvation, regeneration, premillenarianism, diviie@ling and adventism” were all
combatively present?

Prior to 1908, however, the national membershipdtt just 32, and the greatest
energy was in the two cities able to sponsor cayajien-like local groups. Chicago’s
Christian Socialist Fellowship Center was launcivétl a splash at the end of 1906,

holding Sunday morning services at the Masonic Temifhe founder, J.O. Bentall, had

¢ “Elaborate Preparations for Conference Sessidististian Socialis#/10 (May 15, 1907): 4.

67 «Christian Socialist Fellowship Conference at @cthard, Maine,'CS5/18 (September 15, 1908): 4;
“Baltimore Christian Socialist Fellowship ConferericCS 5/20 (October 15, 1908): 3; “Baltimore
Conference of the Christian Socialist Fellowship35/22 (November 15, 1908): 3; “Asbury Park
Conference of the Christian Socialist FellowshipS5/18 (September 15, 1908): 5; “The Buffalo
Conference,'CS5/23 (December 1, 1908): 8; “The Rochester Confeg 5/23 (December 1, 1908): 8.



just resigned from the Anti-Saloon League to devteself full time to Socialism, and
he promised to provide a church home for ChrisBanialists disgruntled with
conventional churché¥.Bentall also recruited music director Harvey Moyenose
Songs of Socialismvould soon be used by Socialists of many theo®gitripes. [checkK]
The original New York center was located at AmigpBst, which had already hosted
the Collectivist Society, and seems to have drawthat fellowship’s largely
Episcopalian membership. But its founding gathealsgp featured Union Seminary
Professor Charles Fagnani, a Presbyterian, whauedetthat “Socialisns Christianity;
and Christianitys Socialism; and if any man denies either of théseements, it is
because he does not see clearly what Socialison édse because he does not see clearly
what Christianity is.®° These two groups anchored New York and Chicagheavo
largest clusters of CSF members, though by 1908¢heral secretary claimed local
groups also in Denver, San Diego, Boston, Pittdipuxgwark, Milwaukee, Lake
Charles, Louisiana, Philadelphia, Winston Salenffdo, and Brooklyn’

The Fellowship’s rapid growth—to 260 by the anmeiference in May 1908—
undoubtedly reflected the great enthusiasm foptlsidential campaign of Eugene Debs
and Ben Hanford, who were nominated in Chicagogustv weeks before the CSF
gathered there. (It was also the founding sumnrathi® Federal Council of Churches,
which the Christian Socialists scarcely noticecepB himself attended the CSF
conference, praising the mostly clerical audiereesbftening his anti-clerical

prejudices: “l am glad I can call you ministerstoé Man of Galilee, my comrades, for it

8 J. 0. Bentall, “Christian Socialist Fellowship @’ Christian Socialis#/1 (January 1, 1907): 5.

89 «Christian Socialist Fellowship Center OrganizadNiew York,” Christian Socialis#/22 (November 15,
1907): 1.

0 “Report of the General Secretary of the ChrisSaialist Fellowship,Christian Socialis6/11 (June 1,
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isn’t long ago that | felt a great prejudice agaymi as a class.” Carr responded by
affirming that Debs was “speaking the messageeadom to this generation as Moses
and Christ did to theirs,” praise that provoked agw/spaper to report “Socialists Deify
Debs.”* Around the same time, Carr persuaded [#] minigtessgn a statement [details].

The published list provides the most comprehensigp of core clerical support
for the Socialist Party during the Debs era. Thatobvious feature of the list is the
breadth of distribution: no single denominationregion dominated. The Baptists had the
best showing in absolute numbers with 28, butwlas relatively weak given that
Baptists were the largest [or second] Protestambménation. Despite editor Carr’'s own
Methodist roots, the Methodists also had a reltiweak showing. The Episcopalians
did better, reflecting the abiding influence of #heglican Christian Socialist tradition.
But Congregationalists and Unitarians were propaoégtely better represented than
Episcopalians, while Universalists and Swedenbagfed the strongest representation
of all. Overall perhaps 1 in 25 Swedenborgian nbémss 1 in 45 Universalists and 1 in 65
Unitarians appeared on the list, compared to DB0IBaptists and 1 in 1800 Methodists.
[Need to recalculate these numbers after | get i@ m@mplete count of those who
switched denominations.]

These numbers point to a tension that would bed&wiistian Socialists for the
entire life of the Party. On the one hand, the mitgjof people who identified with the
label “Christian Socialist” were also members ofimfiae Protestant denominations
affiliated with the Federal Council. On the othant, the small liberal and post-
Christian traditions that would be excluded frora Bederal Council wemauchbetter

represented among Christian Socialists than ipdmpelation as a whole. The

" “Metropolitan Press Reports of the C. S. F. Caeriee,”Christian Socialis6/12 (June 15, 1908): 3.



institutional structures of the fellowship, peoglehurch, and free school all appealed to
people who had once been Christian and still adinlesus, and many of these folks
believed they deserved a seat at the ChristiaralgtcTable. What's more, the
boundaries between the mainline and liberal/posts@an constituencies was extremely
fluid. Typically, individuals gravitated from maink to liberal or post-Christian
traditions (or to an outright rejection of religipmvhile the influx of additional mainliners
preserved the overall ratio between the two grotipss, as individual members
gravitated in a dozen different directions, CSkléra faced the daunting challenge of
persuading mainline Christians that Socialism washeretical or fundamentally
irreligious and persuading party leaders that M&a been wrong to dismiss Christian
Socialism as “but the holy water with which theests consecrate the heartburn of the
aristocrats.” [need source]

To this end, E. E. Carr laid down a clear lineyarl, and most CSF members
stuck to it. “The Christian Socialist Fellowshiposiid stand,” he declared, “First, for
Socialism. It is no indefinite expression of megatément. It means world-wide
revolution. It stands squarely with and for theetntational Socialist Party, affiliating
particularly with the Socialist parties of the UrndtStates and Canada.For Carr,
identification with the Party also entailed comnetmito Marxist teachings on class
struggle and economic determinism [which he betidvad been taught by Jesus himself
in the parable of the sower—need to find this gudtevas possible, he believed, to
adopt both these positions on the basis of Chnistiealism rather than atheist
materialism. The paradoxical implication of thigpiined Rufus Weeks, was that

“properly speaking, therns no Christian Socialism.” As an economic doctri@ecialism

2 Carr, “The Christian Socialist FellowshipChristian Socialis2/20 (October 15, 1905): 4.



was the same whether held by Christians or athaststhe Christian Socialists had
chosen the name primarily to prevent its beingwéal by parties “created for the
purposes of hampering socialism” (as had happen&etirmany and Austria) or by
““vague thinkers or men of a hesitating temper”\{@s happening in Englant.

In line with this vision, both th€hristian Socialisand the CSF campaigned hard
for Socialist candidates, worked hard to reasskeptecs that their movement was “not a
sort of trap,” and worked strategically on behdlParty’s 1908 declaration that “The
Socialist party is primarily an economic organiaatilt is not concerned with religious
belief.” According to Carr, clergymen constitutedesast a dozen of the two hundred
delegates who made that decision, as well as “stofeactive laypeople, but they were
silent during the debate to allow the atheistsisoatn whether they wanted a broad-
based party. Once the neutrality plank had beesgga€arr was more vocal in spinning
its significance. The single-vote margin of victomg claimed, was misleading because
many “no” voters simply preferred an earlier vensibat described religion “as a private
matter, a question of individual conscience.” (Thlothis was the language favored by
European Socialists, Carr objected on the interggfrounds that it was anti-Catholic
insofar as it presumed a Protestant view of consei¢*

After the election, Carr launched an attack onahige-clerical lecturer Arthur
Morrow Lewis, claiming that the low Socialist vateChicago was a consequence of
Lewis’s Sunday morning lectures “ridiculing the adef God, slandering Christianity and
abusing men in the Socialist Party who still dargrtoclaim their faith in God and in

religion.” Carr even went so far as to warn thdesas Socialists left religion alone—and

3 Rufus W. Weeks, “What the Christian Socialists§t&or,” Christian Socialis6/11 (June 1, 1908): 1.
" E. E. Carr, “Editorial CommentChristian Socialis®/12 (March 21, 1912): 3-4; and E. Guy Talbott,
“Socialism, Labor Unions, and the Churc&hristian SocialisB/12 (March 21, 1912): 1-3.



were less critical of moderate reformers—“some oBety will be raised up to
accomplish the glorious work we might have doffe&fter a month of vitriolic debate, it
was Lewis who backed down, prompting Carr to prhisefor a “valuable Christmas
Gift to the Socialist movement of Americ& Curiously, though, Carr’s former friend J.
O. Bentall, still a nominal member of tliristian Socialiss editorial board, continued
to press Lewis’s side of the argument, insistirag thVhile it may not seem so at first
sight, the scientific method is best, and it wilhwut in the end *

As Bentall's surprising evolution suggests, thddvethip’s most challenging
battles had less to do with atheist party leadeas tith the shifting religious identities
of its own constituency. As early as 1905, E. Er@anself could not explain what the
word “Christian” meant without stumbling. The Fellship, he wrote in the months
before its founding, should stand “not for dogmatic sectarian Christianity, but for
Christianity in general.” In part this reflectecethondoctrinal theology that was
generally shared by Social Gospelers. Calling hiffiaa extreme liberal in theology,”
Carr still insisted that “the Words of Jesus—then8m on the Mount, the Golden Rule,
the Lord’s Paryer and many others—afford us the tedigious expression of our spirit.”
But, in equal measure, it reflected a Socialisttetyy for winning the seven million
nominally Christian families of Amerit#o the Party. Carr was happy to recognize “what
good there is in certain Pagan religions,” but dered “those who would sacrifice our
magnificent opportunity to make Socialists of th&i€tian people of America for the
sake of vague sentimentality concerning other $aithich are so little concerned here. . .

. The hope of America is not in applied Paganisat,im applied Christianity.” AlImost as
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soon as Carr had laid down a hard line, howevespftened it: “we should freely and
lovingly welcome to membership any Jew, Hindoogthrer religious socialist who is
broad enough to work with us under the name ofsl&&u

A related difficulty had to do with whether the @ian Socialist Fellowship
would compete directly with mainline denominati@msl congregations—institutions
that had, of course, already expelled several €lrhystian Socialists. Carr certainly
hoped to avoid conflict, and encouraged pastorsrggdenominational churches to
remain there: “Let not the pastor desert the floekause it seems slow or unruly.”
Recognizing that an “independent line” was sometimecessary, Carr urged that
nondenominational churches “take some other namepleg All Souls, Unity, etc.—
and leave the name Christian Socialist unhampeyettbominational associations.”
This, he hoped, would preserve a secure placem@htialism for mainliner§ Within a
year, though, Carr was enthusing about J. O. B&ngdén to turn the Chicago branch of
the Fellowship into a worshipping community. Behtir his part, promised that his
center “will not constitute a new denomination,dagxpressed a hope that he would
soon “see the day when Socialism will be treateallithe pulpits of all the different
denominations with as much energy and enthusiasta@talism is upheld at the present
time.” But in the meantime hasohoped “to establish a ‘Center’ in every city in
America”®

All of these struggles notwithstanding, tGaristian Socialisand the CSF never
lost sight of the larger goal of winning mainlineoi@stantism to the Socialist cause. One

strategy was the publication of denominational tsplassues,” published in mass
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numbers and featuring articles both by CSF memdnaisother Social Gospelers deemed
sufficiently sympathetic to Socialism. The Episdgaissue, for example, featured

Bliss, Weeks, and Byron-Curtis alongside Anglicandy Dearmer and the late bishop
Frederick Huntington; the Baptist issue includeghlighted Walter Rauschenbusch
alongside CSF member Leighton WilliaffisThe special issue tactic eventually extended
as far as the conservative Lutherans, the stamshdifatholics, and the miniscule
Swedenborgians, as well as virtually all mainlimetBstant denominations. The CSF also
sent delegates to denominational conventions;lin1B08, for example, they proudly
reported that their delegate had persuaded ther@esynod of the Reformed Church to
launch a three-year study of socialism. Anothenaed previously, was to arrange for
CSF members to serve as guest preachers in aspubitg as possible. Though this
took place on a large scale during annual confeégntwas also an ongoing practice for
both Carr and his wife. In one tour through lowd #hnois, for example, Ella Carr

spoke at Methodist, Congregational, Evangelical, @hristian Science churches, as well
as at a YMCA, a home, a socialist local, and fquera hall$? The founding of the
Federal Council solidified the realignment in tkeé&tionship between religion and the
left that had begun with the defeat of William Jeigs Bryan. For the entire nineteenth
century, the large Protestant denominations had bastions of moderate conservatism,
working closely with wealthy pewholders and bentgdes; and policing social as well as
theological dissent by means of heresy trials.0Bg ks this was so, it was possible if not
entirely comfortable for radical liberals to aligremselves with restorationist and

localist evangelicals. But now the major denomuadi—with the exception of the
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Southern Baptists were staking out territory thaswf not radical, at least somewhat to
the left of center.

Still, by the time the United States entered thetRVorld War, there was little
common ground between the Socialist Party and ¢aeral Council of Churches.
Building on a long-standing analysis of the linktvween militarism and capitalism, the
Party leadership staked out a stridently anti-vemitpon. Both Eugene Debs and Kate
Richards O’Hare went to jail for speeches denoupuiar policy, and in 1920 Debs
polled [?] votes—his highest total ever, in partdngse the adoption of woman suffrage
had doubled the electorate—on the strength of igaeifd free speech as well as socialist
votes. But this policy alienated many of the Partghgstanding religious supporters:
Edward Ellis Carr lamented that [quote]; Georgerbieisigned on with the Wilson
administration as a peace negotiator; and Chadgedni was still harassing a colleague
for pro-German sentiments [?] years later. Mostefa@dCouncil leaders, for their part,
embarrassed themselves with patriotic fervor. [gsdtom Fosdick and Mathews—Ilook
at Curtis]

The war was thus a frustrating time for a new gatne@n of activists who felt
deeply connected to the churches but could notatipipe war. We have already seen
some of their personal stories [allude to previchpter?]. Taken together, their
frustration led to the creation of an organizatiozt would do more than any other to
convey the spirit of the social gospel to a newegation. The Fellowship of
Reconciliation was originally founded by Europeagifists who hoped to forestall the
First World War. Brought to the United States iri39the young fellowship aspired to

be more than “simply an addition to the alreadyglbst of peace societies.” Viewing war



as “one out of many unhappy consequences of thieusthipoverty of society,”
Fellowship members committed themselves to “a gakst an order of society in
accordance with the mind of Christ.” Some alreadlgarstood this to mean socialism at
the beginning of the war; a great many more camerat to socialist principles as they
reflected together on the social injustices thatk lled to the waf*

Perhaps the most intellectually gifted of the yoamgisters who came to
Socialism through the Fellowship of Reconciliatisas Norman Thomas. Educated at
Princeton University—where he studied with WoodMson, among others—and
Union Theological Seminary, he had served a Preslyt mission in East Harlem until
his anti-war views jeopardized the mission’s furgdiMoved by the experience of his
brother Evan, who was sentenced to military prigoris refusal to cooperate in any
way with the war, Thomas signed on as editoflod World Tomorrowa semi-
independent journal launched by the Fellowshipdh8l As the title suggests, the
mission ofThe World Tomorrowvas to help Christians develop practices of
reconciliation suitable to the postwar world. Féwomas, this meant socialism as well as
pacifism: in his inaugural editorial, he observiedtt‘the war is stimulating and releasing
those deep currents of industrial and economicstinviaich have for many years been a
gathering force” and predicted a social and econgavolution as dramatic as the
religious revolution of the Reformation and theipodl revolution of France. But, rather
than pledging an allegiance to the Party, Thomsisted that “for the ills that beset our

race the spirit of Christ is the one sole medicarii&h
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Though Thomas’s general vision of Christian Sosmalwas shared by most of his
editorial successors, he stepped down as edit@rfaftr years, accepting a better-paid
position at théNation His work with the Intercollegiate Socialist Sdgié¢renamed the
League for Industrial Democracy in 1921) helped hwve rapidly in the ranks of a
Socialist Party that had been deeply traumatizetthéygleparture of Communists whose
support for the Russian Revolution was uncondifioRlaomas was chosen as the party’s
presidential candidate in 1928, in part because wbthe other viable candidates had
been born in the United States. Yet he had newdegsed the level of Marxist orthodoxy
that Edward Ellis Carr had regarded as the sinenguaof true Socialism, and he was
much more open than his predecessors had beentimgadion in a more inclusive
Labor Party. Under Thomas’s leadership, the Paetg@med (either as members or as
supporters) middle-class Christians who sharecethdgudes, even as it lost the support
of both zealous Communists and the conservativagmiinally Marxist unionists who
had provided its base of support before the warl®2, when Thomas polled his
greatest support as a presidential candidate, t@@miSocialists were perhaps the most
significant faction within the party, and the eighdusand members of the Fellowship of
Reconciliation constituted the nucleus of thatitactSeventy-five percent of Fellowship
members cast their votes for Thomas in that §&ar.

That was the high water mark of Christian Socialigwven as the Fellowship was
polling Protestant ministers on socialism, PregidRoosevelt was—in part because of
Socialist lobbying—implementing most of the refonmeasures that Party members had
long advocated as initial steps toward Socialisme By one, leading Socialists

transformed themselves into New Deal Democratthé&same time, the rise of Fascism
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and the authoritarian policies of Stalinist Rusparked new splits within the Party.
Norman Thomas tried, with limited success, to séeenddle path between those who
counseled solidarity with the Soviet Union and the#o preferred vitriolic
condemnation.

Thomas could not, however, save the FellowshipesfdRciliation from a bitter
split over pacifism. In the early years of the Gi@apression, many radicals anticipated
a global class war, and in that context Fellowst@pretary J. B. Matthews began openly
advocating armed resistance to capitalism. ReinNaduhr, more temperately, insisted
that in a fallen world the Christian’s task watosue relative “justice” rather than
perfect “love,” even if this meant the use of fortais was too much for the pacifist
majority of the Fellowship. A 1934 survey revealkdt a centrist plurality of the
Fellowship wasoth pacifist and socialist, with 40% espousing onlgifigm and 12%
espousing only socialism. The Council decided e only the latter minority,
removing Matthews from his position; Niebuhr resigrshortly afterwaréf In the
ensuing turmoilThe World Tomorrowhut down, to be replaced by an organizational
newsletter calleéellowship Both Matthews and Niebuhr renounced their sanali
within a few years. The FOR leaders mostly keptféith, but quietly; during World War

Il they focused on conscientious objectors and thenched a series of initiatives on
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racial justice. These efforts would eventually ba&gnificant fruit, but the immediate

result was the virtual disappearance of socialismmfthe theological conversation.



