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100 Wallace: Quixotic Crusade 1948

Despite his strong views on the subject, Wallace remained
aloof from the organizational problems of the party. Having
delegated this function completely to Beanie Baldwin, he de-
voted himself to policy issues and campaigning——an action
which was not solely the result of time pressures. Viewing
political organization only as a means to an end, Wallace, in
his own words, was simply “not interested.” He left the vital
organizational tasks almost completely in Baldwin’s hands,
and Beanie was under constant, almost irresistible, pressure
from the New York City extremists opposed to Wallace’s view
that this be made a broad party of the people. When non-
Communist leadership and talent failed to respond on the
organizational level in adequate numbers, the left-wingers
were able by default to take over to a considerable extent. As
Wallace viewed the dilemma, “the broad mass is always slow
to act, the narrow, rabid group will act, but by their very ac-
tion, will keep the others away.”

Coupled with the failure of old New Dealers and eastern
Liberals to respond to the organizational demands of the
New Party was a similar lack of response from the midwest-
emn inheritors of the La Follette tradition. As Rexford Tug-
well wrote in the Progressive a year after the campaign:

If there had been a flood of Progressives [to the Party]
—energetic, determined, dedicated—where would the
Communists about whom we hear so much, have been?
- - . They would have been lost as they were always lost
when they tried to claim President Roosevelt, or . . .
when they made approaches to old Bob La Follette . .
The reason Communist workers were so prominent in the
Wallace campaign was that the Progressives were . . .
sitting it out; wringing their hands, and wailing.

The real tragedy [was the] withholding of support [and}
leadership by those who should have offered it.
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Professor Thomas I. Emerson of the Connecticut People’s
Party citing the difficulty of determining who was and who
was not a Communist, summarized the problem: “Com-
munist workers were undoubtedly involved and did much of
the work [of organization] . . . . There was a lack of non-
Communist talent and leadership to submerge the Commu-
nists . . . [but] the Communists probably lacked the strength
to take over.”

Given the rift over organization and the failure of the
moderates to respond in greater numbers, what sort of or-
ganization emerged? To what extent was there coordination
of the various groups involved and integration of the various
levels? The strategic design followed a pattern more closely
akin to British than to American major party practice, with
national headquarters assuming supervisory powers over
those state and local organizations already in existence. In
unorganized areas personal contacts were established or re-
established by the campaign manager Beanie Baldwin, in an
attempt to secure a complete coverage of the nation. Field
organizers were dispatched from New York to assist in areas
where local know-how was lacking or deficient. There were
five of these trouble shooters, the chief of whom, Barney
Conal, had received his training in a research and organiza-
tional post with the American Federation of Labor.

One of the most pressing problems was that of establishing
adequate communications. If there was to be national-local
coordination, a two-way transmission channel was a neces-
sity so that local problems and policy could be forwarded
to New York and the decisions made there in line with na-
tional strategy, then dispatched to the local groups for execu-
tion. Baldwin’s remarks indicated that this formidable task
was never accomplished satisfactorily. As campaign manager
he was unable to get out into the field and had to remain in
the New York office to receive the emergency calls from local
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chiefs. Time was so short and the local groups so pressed by
their ballot deadlines that no regular system ever emerged.
Chief reliance was placed upon reports of the field organizers
and upon sporadic phone calls from local leaders.

Consequently, national headquarters remained poorly in-
formed regarding developments and problems in the field.
The lower echelons, in their turn, failed in many instances to
receive adequate or timely tactical plans that accorded with
over-all strategy.

In any evaluation of organizational work, the conclusion
must ultimately be reached that the Progressive Party was
not too successful. The policy determination split over the
broad versus the narrow approach was never successfully
resolved, although, as Wallace suggested, this was possibly a
dilemma whose horns could not have been avoided. Deliber-
ately or not, the party wound up with a fatal narrowness.

Although the national organization was able to establish
broad lines of authority over its state and local groups, it
failed to integrate them through any successful control mecha-
nism. The major parties’ ability to operate successfully with-
out any strong chain of command appears to rest on the
power of their local and particularly their state committees.
These committees possess the ability to conduct effective cam-
paign operations on their own. Being strong, they can afford
to be individualistic in manner and even in direction. How-
ever, lack of central control in the Wallace party was magni-
fied by the continued weakness of most of the Progressives’
state and local organizations.

The Progressives had only one strong local party—the
American Labor Party. Hence it was necessary for their
weaker units to operate along parallel lines if they were to
be at all effective. Central command was necessary to insure
that strength of unity would be afforded their endeavors.
Moreover, the weak links had to be located, so that they
might be given reinforcement. Had it not been for the vigor
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and initiative of the individual trouble shooters, it appears
there would have been almost a complete lack of policy
coordination among state, local, and national bodies.

The details of organization on the state and local levels
were as varied as the forty-eight states themselves. But out of
this myriad array of varying problems, techniques, and de-
grees of success, an extremely broad classification of patterns
emerges that may be examined through the activities in only
five states.

First, there were the states where the party hoped to make
use of existing party machinery—New York with its Ameri-
can Labor Party and Minnesota with its Democratic Farmer-
Labor Party. Second, there were those where organizing had
already begun during the previous year, such as California
with its Independent Progressive Party and Illinois. Finally,
there were the forty-four remaining states, where the task
would be to start from scratch and build organizations to
fight the petition battles for places on the ballots as well as
in the election campaigns. Connecticut was a typical exam-
ple of building from the ground up, and Colorado exempli-
fied a complete and open rift along the lines of the broad-
narrow right-left cleavage referred to above.

In New York State, the American Labor Party had been
born of the 1936 campaign coalition of anti-Tammany Labor-
Liberal sentiment mobilized for the re-election of President
Roosevelt. In the ensuing years it had built for itself a strong,
deep, and durable machine on the sidewalks of New York.
Never able to attract any substantial following upstate—even
in the industrial cities of the Mohawk Valley and Lake On-
tario Plain—the ALP’s power in the metropolis was such
that it could regularly turn out some 400,000 votes in every
state-wide election.

What were the foundations of its metropolitan machinery?
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First, there was, in the Eighteenth Congressional District, the
personal following of Representative Vito Marcantonio. In
an area predominantly populated by low-income groups of
Italian, Jewish, Puerto Rican, and Negro lineage, Marc had
employed an orthodox if modernized ward-level approach to
the hearts of his voters. In his New York office he established
an amazing multilingual assembly line for the efficient mass
processing of myriad requests. Nor was the Representative
himself ever too busy to talk to the lines of constituents who
flocked there for advice, for favors, and for assistance. Cou-
pled with this were Marcantonio’s steady and vocal espousal
of causes favored by these submerged groups and his ability
to keep the forces of Democratic and Republican opposition
divided.

But the American Labor Party machinery was far broader
than the Eighteenth District, even though Marcantonio was
its sole congressional representative until the Isaacson victory.
The New York County (Manhattan) organization had been
building for many years—again on the traditional ward-
service pattern. At the base of the pyramid were some thirty
local precinct clubs, with at least one in each of the sixteen
assembly districts. Each with its own headquarters, officers,
and executive committees, these clubs formed the nucleus for
a multitude of personal services. For instance, at income tax
time these clubs would advertise free assistance in filling out
returns. No questions were asked—no indoctrination at-
tempted—no party affiliation checked—there was only a con-
sistent effort to impress the voters that here was a legitimate
and a friendly political group. Numerous other errands
were performed—assistance to tenants in curbing unlawful
landlord practices and aid in securing immigration papers
for relatives or in arranging transportation for those flying
in from San Juan, Puerto Rico. As Geraldine Shandross,
county committee executive secretary, put it, “This assistance
was placed on the basis of principle . . . and since the
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Democratic Party had begun to fail in its endeavors of a
similar nature, the ALP gained acceptance, if not adherents.”

Within these local clubs themselves, monthly meetings were
held, policy discussed, and decisions arrived at. According
to ALP information, these meetings were open, and anyone
desiring to pay one-dollar-per-year dues could become a full
member. Policy could originate at these lower levels and pass
up through the county committee to the state committee for
action. For instance, the party. request that President Tru-
man intervene in the 1949-50 coal strike on behalf of the
miners was said to have come from the club level.

This sense of participation on the part of the members
explained, at least in part, why they proved such valuable
workers in the 1948 campaign—donating their services as
watchers at the polls, as drivers of cars, and as ringers of
doorbells. There were problems, of course, for this minority
party—the lack of patronage and favors to dispense, the lack
of free-flowing funds, and the strength of the propaganda
forces combined against them by both major parties. And with
no scrutiny of the political beliefs of prospective members,
infiltration to influence policy may have proved relatively
simple. For instance, in Albany County the O’Connell Demo-
cratic machine, with different motives, sent 1,500 infiltrators
to dominate the 1948 ALP primary, nominating its own
local candidates, who then withdrew, leaving vacant the Row
C spaces on the ballot. Despite all these handicaps, the ALP
had, by 1948, established itself on the state political scene.

The preconvention battle in New York revolved around
the questions of who would dominate, who would support
the Wallace candidacy, and what would be its campaign
vehicle. As noted in a preceding chapter, the Amalgamated
Clothing Workers, with their claimed strength of 135,000,
had withdrawn early in January from the American Labor
Party, as it backed the Wallace candidacy. Three months
later, Mike Quill, flamboyant president of the Transport
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Workers Union, earlier in the third-party ranks on the CIO
National Board, dramatically reversed his position—resigning
from the ALP he had helped found, with a denunciation of
“the screwballs and crackpots who will continue to carry on
as if the Communist Party and the American Labor Party
were the same house with two doors.” These withdrawals
left Vito Marcantonio clearly in command of the ALP
machinery—with its ballot place already promised the
Wallace-Taylor ticket as soon as its state committee could
legally make the formal endorsement.

At this time there was, however, a question about whether
or not the ALP would serve as the exclusive third-party vehi-
cle in the Empire State. When O. John Rogge, New York
City attorney prominent in many Liberal causes, issued the
call in March for a New York State Wallace-for-President
Committee that would include PCA and upstate components
as well as ALP, his action was interpreted as the start of a
drive to place the Progressive name on the November ballot
separately. Marcantonio, however, was quoted in the New
York Herald Tribune as saying, “There will be no fifth line
on the machine!” (in addition to Republican, Democratic,
ALP, and Liberal lines) Although PCA delegates outnum-
bered those from the ALP at the April Founding Convention
of the New York Committee, a majority favored the Marcan-
tonio position.? No attempt would be made to qualify under
the Progressive label, and the ALP would become the ex-
clusive vehicle for the crusade in the Empire State. As Marc
had dictated, there was no fifth line on the ballot.

Events in the second state where the Progressives hoped
to utilize an existing party—Minnesota—will be described

*The New York Times, April 14, 1948, reported that of 1,031
delegates the PCA had 310 from New York City and 121 from up-
state, the ALP 159 city and 74 upstate, and the unions had 161,
with the balance divided among youth, student, Jewish, and Negro
organizations.
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in greater detail in the following chapter. It suffices for the
present to note that the left wing of the Democratic Farmer-
Labor Party under former Governor Elmer Benson met
defeat at every turn. In control of the state executive com-
mittee, but not the larger state central committee, this fac-
tion was unable to outmaneuver the rightwing Humphrey-led
group. Convention arrangements were voted out of its hands,
and county convention support failed to materialize. Finally,
refused seats in the state convention, the left-wingers con-
vened a rump convention, whose choice of pro-Wallace DFL,
electors was later invalidated by the state Supreme Court.

But what of the states where new organizations had begun
to blossom during 1947? In California, as noted earlier, the
third-party movement had started in a drive among left-
wing Democrats to secure the Democratic presidential nomi-
nation for Henry A. Wallace. There was considerable dis-
satisfaction reported on the West Coast—particularly among
labor leaders such as those of the International Longshore-
men’s and Warehousemen’s Union, who condemned President
Truman’s earlier actions concerning the railway strike. More-
over, it seemed possible that a large segment of the Liberal
wing of the party might back the Wallace movement. James
Roosevelt, eldest son of the late President and state chairman
of the Democratic Committee, was reported favorably dis-
posed, as were such Liberal members of Congress as Helen
Gahagan Douglas and Chet Holifield.

This hope faded however, when Roosevelt ultimately de-
cided to join his previous opponents on the state committee,
Edwin Pauley and William Malone, in an endorsement of
President Truman’s policies. Nevertheless, union agitation
continued, and the decision was made to press for a third
party. The strategy was this: If the leftists could still force
the selection of pro-Wallace delegates to the Democratic
National Convention, they would do so, but in the event that
they should fail, the necessary machinery for a third party
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must be already in motion in view of the early deadline for
a place on the ballot.

Accordingly, in August, 1947, a Joint Trade Union Con-
ference for a Third Party was held in Los Angeles. Although
this body discussed a new party, it took no action.® But the
day after it had adjourned, in a building just across the street,
with many of the same personnel present, the Organizing
Committee of the Independent Progressive Party of California
was founded by some six hundred delegates and observers.

What were their hopes of success? They lay chiefly, ac-
cording to Progressive Party organizer Barney Conal, in the
“fluid politics” of Southern California. Party discipline was
rendered feeble by the state cross-filing system and by the
absence of political machines, except in San Francisco. There
were no clubs, no bosses, no precinct workers of the tradi-
tional Democratic-Tammany type. There were no ward, as-
sembly district, or county committees with entrenched ma-
chinery. Lines of party authority ran directly from precinct
committeeman to state committee to state executive commit-
tee at the higher level.

With many of the precinct leaders favorable to Wallace
and no entrenched apparatus to overturn, a strong new move-
ment seemed possible. Moreover, of the three main state
political groups outside the Democratic Party, one had al-
ready committed itself to the crusade, and the others were not
completely unfriendly. These three main groups—the Town-
sendites, the EPICS (“End Poverty in California”) of Upton
Sinclair, and the “Ham and Eggers”—had been linked with
the Democratic Party by Franklin D. Roosevelt to turn

®There were 1,236 delegates representing 51 AFL, 116 CIO, 19
railroad, and 11 independent unions and 34 veterans’, 22 youth, 205
Townsend, 45 Jewish, 13 Negro, 18 nationality, and 58 Progressive
Citizens of America groups according to Jack Young, “California
Started Something,” New Masses, October 14, 1947.
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California from the Republicans. They were now somewhat
loosely tied to it as a Progressive, even “Radical,” fringe. Dr.
Francis Townsend had announced in May, 1947, his support
of a third-party endeavor.

Another unusual factor in California stemmed from the
state’s “political fluidity.” Progressive-Party strategists felt
that an ideological approach would be possible. With party
loyalty so weak and with a vast influx of foreign-born popu-
lation, particularly into the Los Angeles area, they felt they
could reach many independent and uncommitted voters—
especially Mexican-Americans—on the basis of Wallace’s
program, as well as his Latin-American ties—his earlier
tours, his link with the Good Neighbor Policy, and his ability
to speak Spanish.

In this favorable climate, the Progressive Party began to
build what was to become its broadest state organization. Par-
ticipating in this construction were Townsendites, leftwing
CIO unions—chiefly the International Longshoremen’s and
Warehousemen’s Union and Marine Cooks and Stewards—
the leftwing Democrats, and eventually the Progressive Citi-
zens of America. Of these groups, the Townsendites were the
best organized. They possessed clubs and politically minded
members. Both had gone through many a campaign, many a
petition drive. Dr. Townsend himself had some practical sug-
gestions to make: “Give your public a personal stake in the

outcome . . . top the opposition with a better organizer in
each district . . . . Women make better organizers than
men.”

On the other hand, union participation proved disappoint-
ing. Although a considerable number of small locals pitched
in, it soon became apparent that the International Long-
shoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union had the only really
effective organization. Nevertheless, there was already estab-
lished, as Wallace announced his candidacy, an active Cali-
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fornia machine—its strength concentrated in the Los Angeles
area, its success about to be measured in the petition drive
for a place on the ballot.

Among the states with no third-party organization prior
to 1948, Connecticut was one of twenty-five in which there
had been an active Progressive Citizens of America move-
ment during 1947. Even before that, the Nutmeg State had
housed a branch of the National Citizens Political Action
Committee, the group which had tried to broaden the labor-
based CIO Political Action Committee. Although there had
been new-party talk late in 1947, the actual tasks of organiza-
tion did not get under way until the December announce-
ment. With the decision to back Wallace, the Connecticut
Political Action Committee, as happened in other state
committees, lost many of its members as well as its director.
Regardless of these withdrawals, the majority was still en-
thusiastic and proceeded to organize a provisional Wallace-
for-President Committee with Professor Thomas I. Emer-
son, of Yale Law School, at its head.

The first problem was to secure a new director for the
headless forces. From Washington’s Capitol Hill came Charles
B. Calkins, secretary to Senator Brien McMahon, to volun-
teer his services. Beginning a state-wide tour to establish con-
tacts, in order to build a network of organizations in every
one of Connecticut’s 169 towns, Calkins found considerable
indication of discontent in Connecticut—the two main is-
sues of peace and labor relations being the same as else-
where. Along with private conferences, a series of open meet-
ings was planned to keep public opinion informal on the
Progressive issues, and to keep discontent bubbling under
the Truman administration. Meanwhile, the provisional com-
mittee proceeded with an interim organization. Constitutional,
finance, and campaign committees were established and oper-
ations started.

This preliminary work was all designed to lead up to an
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April founding convention. But the night before the conven-
tion was to open, Calkins, who had played such a leading
role, fell victim to his overexertion, dying of a sudden heart
attack. The unexpected loss almost disrupted the delegates,
but after some confusion the convention began. Slowly a new
machine—a People’s Party—emerged for the Nutmeg State
battle.

Organizations were planned for each of the state’s five
congressional districts. Each district was to have a finance and
a campaign committee which would supervise the work of the
existing town organizations and which would in turn report
to corresponding state groups. The task of organizing down
to the ward and precinct levels was delegated to the town
groups. Actually, according to Professor Emerson, not too
many of these groups were successful in this respect, and it
was here that the party mechanism broke down.

It was hoped that the lower levels would be stimulated by
two factors—personal appearances of the candidates and
preparations for the drive to get on the ballot. As in most
states, the link between organization and petition drive was
expected to aid both these aspects of the party’s work. But
in Connecticut, reported Emerson, this “didn’t pan out too
well.” While Wallace’s appearance at a New Haven rally
was successful from the financial viewpoint—to the tune of
some $35,000 or more—it did not appreciably help the
task of organizing on lower levels.

The next step in the campaign was a state nominating
convention at which a platform was adopted, the Wallace-
Taylor slate endorsed, and candidates for state and local
offices decided upon. District organizations selected their own
congressional candidates, but the convention chose the repre-
sentative-at-large nominee as well as a six-man slate for
state offices. The nomination for governor went to Professor
Emerson on the understanding that he would withdraw later if
the Democrats put up an acceptable candidate. Only Chester
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Bowles seemed to fit this description, and when he later
received the Democratic nomination, Emerson did in fact
withdraw. In addition to these matters, the state convention
selected delegates to the national convention and discussed
the problems of organizing for the petition campaign.

On paper it appeared that Connecticut had set up a com-
prehensive state-wide establishment, but such was not the
case. In this state, as in so many others, there were two main
failures—the failure to convert an impressive superstructure
into precinct-level reality and the failure to secure organized
labor support. In Connecticut, the nonparticipation of the
United Electrical Workers, powerful in the Bridgeport area
particularly, was most damaging. The People’s Party re-
mained for the most part a top-level white-collar affair.

In Colorado, the failure to achieve adequate breadth
stemmed from the difference of opinion between the right
and left wings of the party concerning the type of structure
to be built. Broad-base organization was desired by the
center and right wings, led by Charles A. Graham, a Denver
lawyer serving as state Wallace committee chairman; a nar-
row base was sought by the left wing, under Craig Vincent.
Despite the fact that Wallace made a personal appearance to
urge strongly the broad position, the leftists won out in a bitter
all-night convention session. Having lost the decision, the
moderates walked out, and Graham refused to accept the
chairmanship of the newly formed Progressive Party of
Colorado.

The Colorado action threw into bold relief both the
contrasting opinions and the groups holding them. Those who
wanted breadth cited the American Labor Party in New York
as a successful example of party membership open to all.
Only in this fashion, they argued, could the party build
rapidly enough for the 1948 campaign. The advocates of
narrowness urged a well-disciplined party core—a compact
cohesive group which would be able to build for their
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primary goal, the 1952 campaign. The similarity of this
position and that of the Communist Party was remarked at
the time by at least one reporter—Howard Norton in the
Baltimore Evening Sun. The narrow-base advocates won,
despite Wallace’s entreaties to make this “a broadly based
party of the people.”

The states examined reveal the general organizational
pattern followed by the Progressives elsewhere. The pre-
liminary organization—initiated late in 1947 or early in
1948—usually consisted of a series of local committees for
Wallace, who then established a state-wide Wallace com-
mittee. The latter, having set up a provisional apparatus,
would summon a state-wide convention, at which the party
would be officially launched, a platform adopted, the na-
tional candidates endorsed, and local candidates decided
upon. Then, employing the twin techniques of petition drives
and mass meetings with name speakers, the dual task of get-
ting on the ballot and obtaining funds was intertwined with
the attempt to set up a real party machine. Although fine on
paper, the over-all outcome was one of failure—the party
neither gained the breadth of support, mor did it organize
down to the ward and precinct levels. The sole exceptions—
and qualified exceptions at that—were in New York, where
the American Labor Party provided some depth, at least in
the city area, and California, where a degree of breadth was
attained. In no instance where the party had to start from
scratch in 1948 was it able to achieve either of these goals.
And within a few short years both the American Labor Party
and the Independent Progressive Party would have com-
pletely vanished—following Wallace’s withdrawal from the
party of his creation.

Whereas the state organizational ventures of the New
Party followed established political paths, their work to line
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up various functional groups was something of a departure
from the American geographical norm. These “associated
groups,” including the National Labor Committee for Wallace
and Taylor, Women-for-Wallace, the Progressive Youth of
America, the Nationalities Division, Farm and Veteran
groups, and Businessmen-for-Wallace, were designed on a
functional basis to appeal to the specific voting segments sug-
gested by their titles.

Unlike attempts made previously to garmer the support
and endorsement of labor leaders, the National Labor Com-
mittee for Wallace and Taylor was established to promote
rank-and-file affiliation. The committee consisted of some one
thousand trade unionists all across the nation. Although
Albert J. Fitzgerald, United Electrical Workers president,
was the chairman, the bulk of the actual work of the com-
mittee rested on the shoulders of Executive Secretary Rus-
sell Nixon. During the campaign, Nixon, on “loan” from the
United Electrical Workers, was paid in part by the union
and in part by the National Committee.

Early in 1948 UE strategists formulated plans for an
organization that would reach “all branches of the labor
movement.” Nixon submitted to the Chicago Convention
a “Report on Organization” in which he expected that:

Labor’s support for Wallace and Taylor [would be] based
in the trade unions on a grass roots rank and file basis
.+ . . The foundation of this support is found among
the local union officers, grievance men, stewards, and ac-
tive rank and filers.

Unsuccessful in their attempt to secure leadership endorse-
ment, the Progressives would attempt to carry the campaign
directly to the workers and to the locals, in the hopes of
wooing them away from their chiefs’ political direction. A
complete hierarchy was blueprinted. On the lowest levels,
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shop committees were planned for plants and locals. Their
task was to distribute literature, raise funds, register voters,
and get out the vote. On the next level, there were to be state
and area committees. These were to coordinate the work of
the shop committees in their respective areas, as well as to
prepare literature adapted to local conditions and arrange
for mass meetings. One of their most important duties was
to see that the relatively weaker areas of organized labor
would be covered. For example, it was hoped that consider-
able Wallace support could be recruited from among the
comparatively unorganized workers of the Baltimore indus-
trial area. )

Finally, on the industry level, a dual approach was
planned. As Nixon explained it in his “Report . . .”:

In the industries covered by several unions, it was pos-
sible because of leadership sympathetic to Wallace for
“New Party” supporters to work within the trade unions
themselves . . . .

Where this [was] not feasible, the organization of sup-
port for Wallace on an industrial basis [was to be] or-
ganized, not on a basis of competition with the interna-
tional union leadership involved, but merely as a campaign
organization of the workers supporting Wallace and Taylor
in these industries.

The four main areas in which this second type of organiza-
tion was attempted were the automobile, railroad, Maritime,
and steel industries. Less attention was paid coal miners,
textile and garment workers, and printers.

In the auto industry, a National Auto Workers for Wallace
Committee was established, which proved successful in form-
ing approximately one hundred shop committees across the
nation. A similar committee was set up among railroad
workers at the outset of the campaign and was reported to
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have distributed about one million pieces of literature. Along
the water fronts of the East Coast—the territory of the Na-
tional Maritime Union—an attempt was made to establish
both shore and ship committees to spread propaganda and
to conduct fundraising drives. And finally, among the steel-
workers, a concerted effort was made in western Pennsylvania
to found a steelworkers’ conference. This conference called
a convention, attended by several hundred delegates, and set
up a national Wallace committee for the steel industry.

Within this broad framework, what were the techniques
employed? The strategy stressed action on current issues.
For instance, the Progressives actively aided and supported
strikers in various plants and localities. They allied them-
selves with the Packinghouse Workers in Chicago and the
Chrysler employees in Detroit. They set great store by the
distribution of literature—total handouts were estimated at
more than three million. The main emphasis in this literature
was placed on portraying the New Party as the only true
friend of labor—playing up the Taft-Hartley Act and the
Truman threats to draft railroad employees as evidence of a
bipartisan big business coalition. “The collection of cam-
paign funds in small sums from large numbers of workers”
was also a “basic organizational task.” And finally, the labor
committee placed emphasis on the task of getting the workers
to register and turn out to vote.

On paper this added up to an impressive campaign among
organized labor, but in reality the committee’s accom-
plishments were limited. Even among those unions whose
leaders were friendly to the Progressives, it never succeeded
in working up enthusiasm among the rank and file. There
were three major factors that made the labor committee’s
task a hopeless one: First, there were the general conditions
of prosperity—high wages and full employment—that made
labor unwilling to change horses. Second, there was the
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Communist label that rightwing labor leaders successfully
pinned on the heads of those unions supporting the Progres-
sive Party. Finally, there was the fear of a Republican victory.
Few felt that Wallace had any real chance of victory, and
Truman seemed by far, from the labor viewpoint, the lesser
of the two evils.

Among the unfriendly unions a fourth factor entered into
the outcome. This factor was intimidation—the use of threats
and even violence—to keep union members from even attend-
ing third-party meetings. One such example emerged at a
western Pennsylvania Wallace rally. Here, Barney Conal, an
on-the-scene organizer, reported that a steelworkers’ local
stationed checkers at the door to count off on union lists the
names of those attending.

But what of the ladies? How did they respond to the peace
banner borne by the Wallace crusaders? A major attempt
to organize their endeavors came in the Women-for-Wallace
group.

Prior to the declaration of the Wallace candidacy, several
local women’s clubs had been established in favorable locali-
ties—New York City and Southern California—under lead-
ers such as Elinor Gimbel and Elinor Kahn, to plan a
women’s program that would be integrated with the na-
tional party organization. Formal organization of the national
Women-for-Wallace movement, however, was deferred until
the April party conference in Chicago. The emphasis was
placed, by these delegates from more than twenty-seven states,
on altering the traditional secondary role accorded women
in the major parties. In the Progressive Party, they would
achieve complete equality—filling roles as “leaders, as candi-
dates, and as door to door campaign workers.” Informing the
group that their “major job was to organize the millions of
women voters .behind the New Party,” Chairman Elinor
Gimbel also promised that “for the first time in our political
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history, there is going to be a nmew party which will have
women not only as organizers, but have them in at the very
beginning . . . to give it guidance.”

The women’s appeal was aimed at groups all across the
nation, but particularly in the smaller towns—with the Wal-
lace foreign policy views expected to strike a responsive chord
in the minds of wives and mothers. Party leaders anticipated
that it would prove much more difficult to Red-bait a woman,
since the average member of a women’s club in a small mid-
western town seemed unlikely to be called a Communist. Mrs.
Gimbel herself embarked upon a nation-wide tour of the
“whistlestops”—FEast Coast, West Coast, Middle West, almost
everywhere except the Deep South. Countless luncheons and
other affairs served to raise both funds and, it was hoped,
women’s support. Although the Women-for-Wallace group
was successful in obtaining a great deal of political action
from women—Ieg work and doorbell ringing on the house-to-
house level—and although it was quite successful in raising
funds, its successes were largely localized—in the metropol-
itan New York and Southern California areas where the
women’s groups had the advantage of pre-existing support as
well as superior leadership. Despite their hopes, the small
towns and the “whistlestops” never seem to have responded
to the rallying cry of “Peace, Freedom and Abundance.”

Was there a greater response from the potential leaders of
tomorrow—the youths and students brought together in a
third association, the Progressive Youth of America?

The organizational pattern here was not markedly different
from that of the women’s groups. Active and well represented
in New York and other metropolitan areas such as Philadel-
phia, Baltimore, and Los Angeles, the Young Progressives
failed to gain any following across the nation as a whole.

The conservative cross section of youth that constituted col-
lege America in 1948 exhibited far less interest in the peace
and progress issues raised by Wallace than might have been
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expected from nonacademicians. There was general apathy
over the possibility of future war or depression and a much
greater concern over immediate job prospects. The few stu-
dent political groups in existence were more attracted to the
pseudoliberal Harold E. Stassen, than to the allegedly radical
Henry A. Wallace. Few crusaders emerged from the Halls of
Ivy—particularly in the midst of increasing pressures for in-
tellectual conformity.

Perhaps the most interesting and unique contribution of the
Young Progressives was their July National Youth Conven-
tion at Philadelphia immediately following the Progressive
Party Convention. Modeled on much the same pattern as tra-
ditional party affairs, but with the platform rather than the
candidates holding the center of the stage, the young conven-
tion was almost equally big, noisy, and frustrating. While it
served to drum up enthusiasm among the already convinced
delegates, it boomeranged as a means of attracting converts to
the cause. The success of newspaper columnists in label-
ing this organization “Communist-dominated” undoubtedly
served to completely alienate any persons who were still
politically undecided.

Moreover, the inability of the youth organization to plan
its agenda sufficiently well to complete a platform left an
impression far from inspiring. The prolonged wrangling—Tlate
into Saturday night and all day Sunday—over trivial details
and bits of minutiae was maddening. In two days the Phila-
delphia youth convention failed to act on a single matter of
importance. It wound up ignominiously in the dark of Con-
vention Hall—the lights turned out on its windmill battle of
semantics.

Another of the associated groups—the Nationalities Divi-
sion of the National Committee—was pitched on the level of
recent immigrant groups. Organized at the Chicago confer-
ence by some eighty representatives of twenty-four different
nationalities, headed by Zlatko Balokovic of the American



