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What Are the Real Issues
Confronting Us?

NEW YORK, N. Y., SATURDAY, OCTOBER 12, 1940.

By JAY LOVESTONE

HE greatest and gravest issue before the workers of this country and of all other

lands is: What evaluation of and what reaction to fascism shall we have? This
is a twofold problem: What do we think about it and what are we going to do about
it? However, before examining this problem, let me dispose of some other questions
which, tho comparatively secondary, are nevertheless of major practical significance.

First, on aid to the Allies. What aid? What Allies? Today, American "'moral aid"
te England is great and is being given generously. Today, American "material aid"
is being given not only profusely, but above all profitably—for cold cash or hard
gold—or over-age destroyers in exchange for vital naval and air bases. No credit is

being extended to England. Not a thing

has the United States given England for

nothing. The only ally England has left is Haile Selassie. Therefore, the question is:
Shall we be for American aid—along the lines above indicated—to England? No one
should hem or haw or even grunt in answering this question. It should be answered

by an unmistakable yes or no—without any maybes, perhapses, buts, ifs or even how-
evers. Without taking back a single syllable or soft-pedalling a single note of
condemnation of British imperialist traditions, motives, interests or practises in the

colonies or in the metropolis, | am for aiding England in its fight to defeat Hitler
imperialism. | hold that to refuse the speediest, best and maximum aid to England
is at best nothing else but unconscious sabotage of the war effort being made so
heroically by the British people against the savage hordes of Nazi imperialism. To be
against, or even to be indifferent to, such American assistance to England today is
to be against or to be indifferent to the war effort of the British working class fighting
a life-and-death battle to preserve their unions and political organizations from total

destruction by the. Hitler juggernaut.

Look at Germany, France and Norway.

Are we unconcerned about what happened

to labor organizations in these lands? Of course not! We must be internationalists
in deed at least as much as in phrase. If we are vitally concerned over labor move-
ments AFTER their destruction. we surely should be at least as much concerned about
them BEFORE their destruction—when we can still do something or at least get some-
thing done to prevent instead of merely to lament their being wiped out.

Parenthetically, | might also ask: How can any international socialist in one and
the same breath rejoice at successful British resistance to Hitler and applaud the
Independent Labor Party for supporting the war effort in England and yet, here in
the United States, tacitly or openly oppose aid to England in this same war effort?
| might further inquire: How can especially self-proclaimed uncompromisers, in one
and the same breath, denounce the Lavals, Petains, Weygands and Cagoulards for
refusing to fight the Nazi armies (thus betraying the French people), and also de-
nounce the Bevins, the Morrisons and the Churchills for following the opposite course,

for battling the Nazis to a finish? To me it is clear: Those socialists who denounce
or refuse to aid British resistance to the Nazi Reich are, IN EFFECT, tho not in their
conscious effort, helping to repeat and complete the betrayal of humanity's best in-

terests begun in France.

It is high time that all of us discard phrase-padded blinkers. Let us look the situ-
ation straight in the face, just as it is. In England, it is the vilest anti-labor forces
that don't want to see the resistance to Hitler strengthened but do want to sabotage
every war effort; in the United States, it is, to my regret, altogether too often, the
revolutionary socialist who is either openly or covertly against America helping Eng-
land score a victory over the Nazi plunderbund. In England, reaction sabotages the
war effort "because every step towards victory is seen to be a step towards revolu-
tion" {Left, publication of the I.L.P., August 1940); in the United States, too many

of the very few genuine radicals shriek or

groan against labor's seeking to boost aid

to England on the qround that advocacy of such aid and the giving of such assist-
ance to England are a betrayal of all basic working-class interests and principles.

History does play cruel jokes these
politically purblind. Here it is necessary

days—especially on the sel-deluded and
to refresh memories. From the very hour

that Hitler rose to power, our organization was against selling war materials to the
Nazi Reich. We demanded the severest economic sanctions against Nazi imperialism.
Would anyone propose today to treat England in the same way as Germany, that is,
to refuse to sell Britain war materials? Or would anyone propose that we, today, treat
Nazi Germany as England is being treated, that is, to try to sell Germany war sup-
plies? | assume that the answer to both questions is an emphatic NO. | assume that
the Nazi conquest of continental Europe, with its resulting destruction of the free la-
kor movement and all democratic rights in half a dozen countries, has not caused
anyone in our ranks to propose a change of our policy towards Nazi Germany.

Yes, | not only accept, but | advocate moral and material aid to England. 1 ad-
vocate such aid because it can only help bring about British military success which
would undermine Hitler's power and prestige. At this point, let me stress my full
agreement with Fenner Brockway when he says: "Such British military success, in so
far as it lessened the prestige of Hitler, wou!d assist the final revolution in Germany,
but it would not stimulate an across-frontier revolution as would a social uprising in

one of the occupied countries” (Left, July

1940). There is just this to be added: There

is not the slightest chance of a successful social uprising in Germany, in France or in
any other occupied country as long as the victorious Nazi armed power continues
intact. Denial of American aid to England would help keep Hitler's power intact
and, therefore, would play into the hands of blackest counter-revolution—Nazi imperi-
alism. On the other hand, American aid to England tends to help break Nazi power.
Hence, American aid to England tends to help the realization of the first prerequisite

(Continued on Page 4)
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Problems and Issues Behind

Split in N. Y. State C.1.0.

Wide Differences on Labor Unity and Stalinist Menace Seen
As Real Forces Behind Break Ap parently on Roosevelt Issue

By DONALD GRAHAM

New York City.
HE struggle between the Hill-
man Torces and the Lewis-
Stalinist block in the C.I.O. came
to a head at the New York State
Industrial Council convention held
in Rochester, September 20 and 21.
The struggle, which had been brew-
ing for many months, resulted at
this convention in an open split,
with the Hillman forces in control
of the machinery of the state C.1.0.
The Stalinists, led by Michael Quill
and Joe Curran, and a smaller
number of non-Stalinist Lewis sup-
porters led by Allan S. Haywood,
walked out over the issue of control
of the convention. This walkout re-
ceived the endorsement of John L.
Lewis himself, who declared the con-
vention “illegal.”

CONVENTION
FIREWORKS

Both groups claimed a majority
of the 638 delegates who attended
the convention. However, in deter-
mining the seating of the delegates,
the Hillman forces had the distinct
advantage of controlling the pre-
convention apparatus thru President
Gus Strebel of the state C.I.O, and
the majority of the credentials com-
mittee of the convention. The Hill-
man leadership claims that it was
ready to seat all delegates until Al-
len, Stalinist member of the creden-
tials committee from the State,
County, and Municipal Employees
Union, began to challenge some 37
of their delegates on the ground
that they represented unions which
had become affiliated only since last
June.

Realizing that this challenge
would give the Stalinist-Lewis com-
bination a majority, the Hillman
group then challenged 91 Stalinist
delegates of the National Maritime
Union, American Newspaper Guild,
United Office and Professional
Workers Union, and United Federal
Workers Union, on the ground that
credentials had come in later than
the date set by the rules and that a
number of unions had not paid suf-
ficient per-capita taxes to be entitled
to the number of delegates that
came to the convention.

Since the Hillman block, consist-
ing of the Amalgamated Clothing
Workers of America, the Textile
Workers Union and most of the
delegates of the United Retail and
Wholesale FEmployees Union, had
approximately 300 delegates, the
Stalinist unions about 250 delegatzs,
and the Lewis delegates the remain-
ing balance of power, it is obvious
that the actual control of the con-
vention and the selection of the in-
coming officers and Executive Board
depended upon the seating or un-
seating of the challenged delegates.

The fight therefore revolved about

Education and Democracy

e

By GEORGE S. COUNTS

(We present below in a series of two
articles the most important sections of
the brilliant Presidential Address deliv-
ered by Dr. George S. Counts at the
recent convention of the American Fed-
eration of Teachers in Buffalo. Dr.
Counts was reelected president of the
A. F. of T.—Editor.)

E in America, the very symbol

of democracy in the modern
world, cannot permit ourselves the
luxury of comforting optimism.. We
must realize that the tables have
already been turned, that twelve
months packed with revolutionary

events have passed since last Aug-
ust, that seven very long years have
come and gone since Hitler came to
power in 1933. We must catch up
with history. We must face the fact
that, at least for a period, the great
hopes that inspired us all but yester-
day are gone. Gone is the hope that
the Russian Revolution would ex-
tend the domain of human freedom
on the earth; gone is the hope that
the peoples of Europe would recon-
cile their differences and devote
their matchless energics and talents
to cultural advance; gone is the hope
that the world was one time made
safe for democracy. To all who de-
rive their values from the great lib-
eral, humanistic and democratic
heritage of western culture, the fu-
ture is dark and forbidding. The
American people must prepare them-

GEORGE S. COUNTS

selves to defend this heritage in a
world dominated by totalitarian
philsophy and organized by the
physical might of a few great mil-
itary states. In such a world, a na-
tion must be strong or perish.

TWO CRUCIAL
QUESTIONS

In meeting this challenge of the
dictators, in guarding the spiritual
heritage of the western world
against the resurgence of calculated
barbarism, in building and manning
the defenses of American democracy,
the teachers of the country, and par-
ticularly the American Federation

of Teachers, have a heavy and spe-

are in a position to ask the confi-
dence of the American people, we
must take our stand without hesita-
tion or equivocation of two crucial
rquestions.

First, we must recognize the nec-
cssity of powerful military defenses
—defenses capable of protecting our
independence and our institutiont
from any possible attack by foreign
arms. . . . Regarding the methods
and principles of defense, we shall
disagree and dispute for some time.
But regarding the necessity for
such defense, there is and there will
be little variance of opinion.

Second, we must make clear be-
yond any doubt that we are utterly
opposed to every form of totalitarian
movement and doctrine, including
both those that have been imported
from abroad and go by the names
of communism, fascism, and Naz-
ism and those that grow out of our
own soil and cloak the totalitarian
spirit under the garb of American-
ism—those domestic movements that
encourage resort to violence and
harbor the idea of dictatorship or
divine mission of any class, order
race or person. Every one of the
current forms of totalitarianism
has some merit or appeal; other-
wise, under no circumstances could
it rally millions to its standard and
set a world in flames. Yet, whatever-
its claims to democracy, we must
recognize that each is hostile, with
an implacable hostility, to the essen-
tial spirit and the general pattern
of democracy, to the spirit of a Jef-
ferson or a Lincoln, to the very idea

cial responsibility. But before we

(Continued on page 3)

this question. FFrom Thursday night
till Saturday afternoon—the con-
vention was scheduled to end Satur-
day night—the fight continued on
the report of the credentials com-
mittee amidst a terrific uproar. No
business could be transacted. The
Stalinist delegations shouted:
“Lewis is our leader,” “We want
John L. Lewis,” “We want demo-
cracy.” They booed Hillman lustily.
The Hillman supporters countered
with: “We want Roosevelt.” They
jeered at tha Stalinists: “Stalin is
our leader,” and “Go back to Mos-
cow.” The 91 delegates challenged
by the majority of the credentials
committee were kept out of the hall
by a cordon of 40 policemen, and
from time to time, the police would
be called in to quench a disturbance
in the hall or to eject a delegate
who refused to obey the chairman’s
altempt to maintain order.

FAILURE TO REACH
AGREEMENT

On several occasions, the conven-
tion was adjourned, while a commit-
tee of five consisting of Allan Hay-
wood, Quill, Strebel, Hugh Thomp-
son and Louis Hollander, attempted
to reach some sort of settlement. No
agreement was reached. The Hill-

manites claimed that the Stalinists |

had offered to drop all challenges
provided the Hillman forces with-
drew their resolutions endorsing
President Roosevelt for a third term
and denouncing all totalitarians,
communist as well as fascist. The
Stalinist - Lewis combination de-
nounces this as “a deliberate lie”
and claims just the contrary, that a
Hillman representative had sug-
gested that all delegates be seated
providing that al! «csolutions, ex-
cept the one endorsing Roosevelt, be
withdrawn. This much is evident:
the issues dividing the Hillman fac-
tion in the C.I.0. and the Lewis-
Stalinist forces are now so many
and so sharp, and the need for both
forces to dominate the state appa-
ratus in preparation for future bat-
tles so great, that any formula for
compromise was out of the question.
In essence, the issue could only be
settled by a decision giving either
onz side or the other control of the
State prganization. It was indeed a
struggle for state power!

The relationship of delegates at
a C.I.O. convention is no real in-
dication of the relationship of actual
membership. There are more mem-
bers in the three unions supporting
Hillman than in all the Stalinist in-
ternational unions in the state put
together. The Stalinist unions are
inflated by paper membership and
paper locals. Most of them are not
based on closed shops, as is the
Amalgamated. The credentials com-
mittee read off delegations from
many locals of unions, such as the
United Office Workers and the State
County and Municipal Employees,
with memberships of 25, 45, etec.
Single locals of the A.C.W.A. have
more members than entire interna-
tional unions led by the Stalinists.

1t should be remembered that the
Amalgamated for years helped to
create the present situation where
the Stalinists can claim large dele-
gations and numerous international
unions. It is because of this in-
flated, mythical membership in the
C.I.O. that the Daily Worker can
claim a majority of three or four to
one against Hillman. This is done by
subtracting the real membership of
perhaps 150,000 in the Hillman block
from the fantastic figure of close to
a million members in the entire
state C.I.O. What the Daily Worker
fails to explain is why the remain-
ing 800,000 had so few delegates at
Rochester. By such amazing arith-
metic, the anti-Hillman forces had
only one delegate for every 2,500
members!

To indicate the technique of rais-
ing the temperature of a convention
to the explosion point, one should
examine the speech which Michael
Quill, Stalinist leader of the Trans-
port Workers Union, delivered to
the convention just prior to the
walkout. Quill accused the conven-
tion of being steamrollered under
the inspiration of “a Wall Street
politician.” “This i= not a labor con-
vention. This is a political group to
support a man who has double-
crossed and betrayed the American
workers. This is packed conven-
tion. . . . You can pass the Roose-
velt resolution now. But it will not
be worth the paper it is written on
Election Day.” He declared the con-
vention had been packed by “gentle-
men with bulging hip-pockets.”
When the chairman asked Quill to
point out any such gentlemen with

bulging hip-pockets so that they
could be removed from the conven-
tion hall, Quill was unable to do so.
Yet later, Allan Haywood, John L.
Lewis’s personal representative, de-
clared: “They have packed the con-
vention with a mob of gangsters.”
Just prior to the vote on the
Roosevelt resolution, the delegates
(Continued on Page 2)

It's Only a

|| Beginning ...
A\\T°HE underlying effects of
conscription are going to
be slow in appearing . . . An army
of continental size is bound to take
on more day-to-day importance, to
have its influence on politics, to
give - greatly increased power to
the officer class. The first year's ex-
perience will draw relatively few
youths from college, will scarcely
cause a ripgle in business. However,
the real -oal is universal service—
the requirement of one or more
years of mililary service from every
youth who reaches 21. The pras-
ent plan is just a start."—Unii~d
States News, Sepi. 27, 1940.

| WHATS THE ANSWER?

Drawing by C. Leroy Baldridge

“I say, old chap, from what war are you a refugee?

—from Common Sense

Violators of

Denied U. S.

Wagner Act

Contracts

Jackson Opinion Sustains New Policy
Voiced by Hillman for Defense Group

Washington, D. C.

Concerns violating the Wagner
Act are barred from government
contracts, Attorney General Jackson
ruled in an informal opinion last
week. Findings of the National La-
bor Relations Board will be taken
as determining such violations “un-
less and until these findings are re-
versed by a court of competent juris-
diction,” Mr. Jackson added.

The labor policy of refusing gov-
ernment contracts to companies in
violation of the Wagner Act had
been announced some time before by
the National Defense Advisory Com-
mittee thru Sidney Hillman. It was
formally adopted by the War and

Protests Hit
Butler Ukase
In Columbia

New York City.

Sharp protests from leaders in
educational, literary and political
circles accumulated last week
agamnst the pronouncement of Dr.
Nichoias Murray Butler, president
of Columbia University, that faculty
membhers who disagreed with what
he called the vniversity’s “war pol-
icy” shonld resign. Dr. Butler 'made
his statement at a special meeting
of the faculty ~aled on his order. He
told the assembleds taculty members
that Columbia had thrown its re-
sources into the na‘ional-defense ef-
fort and into the war “between
beasts and human beings,” by which
he presumably referred to the con-
flict in Europe. Academic freedom,
he went on, had no meaning whatso-
ever for students and, as far as the
faculty was concerned, it was entire-
ly subordinate to ‘“university free-
dom, which is the right and obliga-
tion of the university itself to pur-
sue its high ideals unhampered and
unembarrassed by conduct on the
part of any of its members. . . . ”
Those who disagreed with the uni-
versity’s position—apparently fixed
and determined by Dr. Butler him-
self—were duty bound to resign, he
insisted. This point he stressed by
actually comparing the university to
a church with its articles of faith,
dogmas and discipline. “No reason-
able person would insist on remain-
ing a member of a church, for in-
stance,” Dr. Butler said, “who spent
his time in publicly denying and de-
nouncing its principles and doctrine.”

Dr. Butler’s threat of another
jingoistic campaign of heresy-hunt-

Navy Departments a few days later.
Mr. Jackson’s ruling was made pub-
lic by Mr. Hillman, with the com-
ment that the Defense Commission
had asked the Attorney General for
a ruling.

A preliminary survey indicated
that over fifty important concerns
holding government contracts in de-
fense work might be affected by the
ruling, among them being such out-
standing organizations as the Beth-
lehem Steel Company, the General
Motors Corporation, the Ford Motor
Company, the Goodyear Rubber
Company, Swift and Company, etc.
It was not certain, however, whether
the ruling applied to existing as well
as to future contracts. At the De-
fense Comumission, it was said that
the Justice Department was study-
ing the question.

In 1938, John L. Lewis, Sidney
Hillman and other C.I.O. leaders at-
tempted to get Congress to pass a
law barring violators of the Wagner
Act from government contracts, but
their efforts were fruitless, It was
then suggested that he same object
might be achieved by an administra-
tive ruling. According to reliable re-
ports, John L. Lewis recently con-
ferred with Mr. Roosevelt on this
question at the White House and
indicated that if the President.took
acion, he (Lewis) would come out
with a declaration in support of the
third term candidacy.

In commenting on the Jackson
ruling, Mr. Lewis declared that it
was bound to have a big effect on
the C.I.O.’s policy but he refused to
make any statements of a political
nature,

In Congress, threats were voiced
of legislation to void Attorney Gen-
cral Jackson’s ruling as a “danger
to national defense.”

ing and repression, recalling that of
1917 which resulted in a public scan-
dal and a number of resignations
from the faculty, as well as his cu-
rious definition of academic freedom
which turned a free university in a
dogma-ridden church, drew fire in
many quarters. He was sharply de-
nounced by Bennett Champ Clark on
the floor of the Senate as an “old
scnile recationary,” a “pothouse Re-
publican politician,” who was mak-
ing a ‘“brazen, outrageous, infam-
cus” effort to suppress freedom of
thought and of teaching. H. G.
Wells, world-famous British author
on a visit; here, stated publicly that
he dissented with Dr. Butler and dis-
sented above all from his idea of
academic freedom. Sharp criticism
(Continued on Page 2)
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n Nearer War

Russia’s Role
In NewLineup

Still Unclear

Shift of War to Near East,
Africa Expected With Slow-
ing Down of Nazi Plans

Hitler scored a journalistic sen-
sation of the first order—and a di-
plomatic triumph of still uncertain
proportions—last week when he fi-
nally prevailed upon Japan to sign
a ten-year political, economic and
military treaty with Germany and
Italy which definitely brought To-
kyo into the Berlin-Rome Axis, The
three powers guaranteed one ano-
ther full assistance in the event
that any other nation—undoubtedly
referring to the United States—en-
terad ihe Furopean or Far Eastern
conflicts, The pact recognized the
dominance of Germany and Italy in
the establishment of a “new ovder”
in Europe, and Japan was given rec-
cgnition as the leader in the estab-
lishment of a “new order in

\\ N the inside [in Washington],

odds that the United States can
active participation in war are
narrowing. A shift from present non-bel-
ligerency to more open war efforts is re-
garded as not a long one to make. . . .
The word 'war' in relation to the United
States position is entering openly into the
conversations of important officials here
for the first time."—United States News,
October 4, 1940.

avoid

Greater Asia,” with a free hand in
tke British, French and Dutch pos-
sessions in that part of the workd.
Article V set forth specifically that
in no way was the individual rela-
tionship between any of the con-
tracting parties to Soviet Russia to
be affected, but Russia’s position in
the new Axis alignment was by no
means clarified.

The pact followed by a few hours
the action of President Roosevelt in
placing an embargo, effective Octo-
ber 16, on the export of all scrap
steel and iron except to the western
hemisphere and Great Britain, The
move was obviously aimed at Japan
which obtained over 90% of such
vital war materials from the U.S.A.
in 1939,

In Washington, a sharp rise in
war feeling came with the. week’s
events. In a dispatch published in
the New York Daily News of Sep-
tember 28, 1940, John O’Connell
wrote: “The mass belief here tonight
is that the United States is on a
toboggan, hell-bent for war, and that
a crisis of war or peace will ex-
plode in the nation’s face before the
Presidential election on November 5.
Swift on the heels of the word that
Japan had signed a military pact
with Germany and Italy, the war
atmosphere in Washington became
more tense in every branch of the
government.” However, the official
attitude of the United States to the
new three-power alliance, as enun-
ciated by Secretary of State Hull,
was that it merely confirmed pub-
licly a relationship already long ex-
isting in fact.

The official extension of the Ber-
lin-Rome Axis to include Tokyo
could mean only one thing, informed
observers  believed—that  Hitler,
balked in his attempt to crush Bri-
tain before the end of the year, was
now revising his strategy in terms
of a much longer drawn-out conflict
in which the United States might
come to play a decisive role in the
Far East as well as in Europe. Such
a move had probably been included
in the strategy originally mapped
out when the war started on the pos-
sibility that it might be needed, altho
first the stagnation of the war in the
early months and then Germany’s
Lhightning victories after April 10 had
relegated it to the background. With
the new situation, it became of ma-
jor importance again. Its chief pur-
pose was to act as a deterrent upon
further American intervention in
Europe and the Far East. It was ob-
viously the latter aspect that ap-
pealed to the Japanese, as well as
the necessity felt in Tokyo of find-
ing new sources of supplies to off-
set the American embargo.

Russia’s position in the new align-
ment became more uncertain and
precarious, especially since the pact
between Berlin and Tokyo seemed
to be the very thing that Stalin had
hoped to avoid by his alliance with
Hitler last year. Informed Nazi
sources said that Russia’s sphere of
influeice had been decided upon by
tne three signatories of the Berlin
alliance so that there could be no

idea of ‘“encroachment” of one
power on the sphere of influence of
th: others. These sources also

stressed that Berlin was taking
steps to bring about an ‘“under-
standing” betwden Moscow and To-
kyo. However that might be, it was
clear that Russia was now virtually
encircled and that, when and if it
(Continued on Page 2)
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of some 13 international unions, led
by the Stalinist Transport Workers
Union delegation, left the conven-
tion. Some five delegates of the Fur
Workers Union, and two delegates
of the Schenectady Transport Work-
ors loeal and some others remained
with the unions supporting Hillman,
Eleven delegates  of  the  United
Automobile Workers Union remain-
ed to vote for the pro-Roosev it
resolution and then left to join the
other faction,

After adopting the pro-thivd terme
resolution, the convention thon car-
vied (he resolution denouncing al?
totalitarvian  regimes,  fas ond
communist. Gus Strelel wa, veotoeet
od president, and John MeMahon of
the Textiie Workers Unien  wan
olected  secectary-treasurer of  the
state (O, The constitulion was
rovised, striking out that seetion ve-
quiring a more or lers even repre-
sontation of 21l interastional unione
cn the B tive Roard, A hoard of
17 viee-preaidents was {then elected.

=1

BARIC ISSUES AND
DIFFEREXCES

The sienitieance of the convention
is that it dramatized the irrecon-
cilability of e Iillman and Lewis-
Stalinist forees in the C.LO. The
split in New York State presages o
national split. and the inevitability
of such a split was discussed freely
amongst the delegates in the cor-
viders of the convention. The fun-
damontal issue of division is not, as
many think, the endorsement of
toosevelt’s candidacy in the conming
clections. It is generally known that
morve or less unwillingly, Lewis him-
gelf will come out, just prior to the
elections, in support of Roosevelt.
Many of the delegates of the John
L. Lewis faction at Rochester would
have voted for the pro-Ronsevelt re-
solution, as in the case of the U.A.
W. delegates who stayed to vote for
that resolution. If it were the Roose-
velt issue alone, that would result
in a diminishing of the acuteness of
the inner struggle after Election
Day. Moreover, if support of Roose-
valt were the basic issue, the anta-
gonism  hetween the Hillman and
Lewis elements would not be quite
so sharp, and a sharpening division
between Lewis and the Stalinists
would have already begun. But this
is not the case. Lewis is working
with the Stalinists even more open-
ly and publicly than ever before.

The most important issue is the
one which never came before the
convention, but determines the na-
tional linc-up. Tt is the following:
Hillman is in favor of reunification
of the C.LO. with the A. F. of L.
He has worked together closely
with the A. F. of L. leadership in
the National Defense Advisory
Council. He has conciliated the A,
. of L. by giving the building-
trades unions of the A. F. of L. sole
recognition in the defense indus-
tries, to the great rage of John L.
Lewis and Danny Lewis, who pro-
tested violently against this delibe-
rate blow to the CLO. dualist con-
struction union. Hillman has ap-
pointed AL F. of T wetal-trades ve-
presentatives to the National De-
fense Tabor Advicory Board and ex-
luded sueh Stalinist-led unions as

the United Po Fleetrieal and
Machine Wockers Union.  He has
ignored protests frem Matles and

de-
the

John 1. Lewis in which they
manded  rvepresentation for
U.R.I.M.W.U.

Lewis and the Stalinists have, as
their greatest common tie, a pro-
found and thorogoing hostility to
labor unity. Lewis knows that his
pretension to  domination  in  the
American labor movement will evap-
orate the moment the C.1.O. reenters
the A. I°. of 1.. He will be swamped
by three or four to one in a united
labor movement. The  Stalinists
know that in a rcunified labor move-
ment, their totalitarian hold on more
than a dozen international unions
would be broken the moment sub-
sidies and protection and ecncourage-
ment from above ceased. It is for
this reason that Lewis and the Stal-
inists cling to one another like lov-
ing brethern. If the Stalinists were
to become fervent advocates of labor
unity, John I.. Lewis would sudden-
lv find resolutions denouncing fas-
cists, communists, and totalitarians
much to his liking. Hillman is un-
able to support Lewis's anti-unity
position today. He is the Adminis-
tration’s labor chicftain of national
defense, For reasons of defense, he
must attempt to achieve some sort
of relationship of unity and con-
ciliation with the A. F. of L. With-
out the cooperation of the A. F. of
1., Hillman’s role as defense com-
missioner would come to an end in
a miscrable fiasco. His entire carecr
as a “great labor statesman” is thus
at stake. He thercfore cannot re-
concile himself to the Lewis anti-
unity policy.

A second issue dividing Hillman
and Lewis is the increasing deter-
mination of Hillman to fight the
tétalitarian Stalinist allies of Lewis
in the C.I1.0. Thus, on two major
issues, Hillman takes a sounder po-
sitin. But it is necessary to keep in
mind that Hillman arrives at his
position by reason of the pressure of
the Roosevelt Administration and
his own position in the nation-wide
defense set-up, and not because of
deep devotion to principles. For the
need of labor unity and of coping
with the mecnace of Stalinism in the
trade-union movement were just as
urgent for the welfare of Ameriean
labor three years ago as they are
today. Yet, during these three years,
Hillman found no difficulty in work-
ing hand in hand with Lewis and
the Stalinists.

A third issue dividing Hillman

ms and Issues

Behind Split in N
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N.Y. State C.1.0.

Labor Must Be Represented
On Draft, Appeals Boards

"OW that peace-time conscription has become a law, two immediate

practical problems confiont organized labor. One is the need to

build safeguards against the use of the draft to undermine labor's strength

theu intimidation and discrimination. The other is to protect the civil
vights of workers under the military-service system.

Labo: has consistently expressed the fear that the power given to
cmiployers under the conscription law can be used to strike at the labor
mievement. This threat arises undor the provision for deferment. In order
to apply for deferment of scrvice on the grounds that he is engaged in
an essential ozzupation, a wo.kor rust present two affidavits, one signed
by his immadiate superior and the cther signed by the head of the cnter-
».ise. Anti-union employers will use this power to intimidate active union
workers by declaring them non-essential to the industry and subjecting

them to immediate draft.

Labor can offset this threat only by being on the alert in the shops
and by having representation on all local draft boards and appeal boards.
Unions everywhere should demand that labor be given a voice in the
deliberations of these boards. Labor should urge local people who are
sympathetic to the problems of workers to volunteer to serve on the
coards. Only thru representation can unions prevent widespread dis-
criminations against union workers and the depletion of organized labor's

ranks thru the draft.

and Lewis is the subserviency of
ilillman’s attitude to the Roosevelt
Administration. Hillman’s opponents
in the C.1.O. look upon him as “sell-
ing cheaply.” Hillman makes no de-
mands. He attempts to secure no
concessions as the price of support.
Anything the President wants re-
ceives his blessing, Lewis, on the
other hand, is ready to give his sup-
port for a price. IFor example, Lewis
is ready to support the national-de-
fense set-up but, in return, he de-
mands such concessions as refusal
of defense contracts to the firms
which have violated the National
Labor Relations Act. The Stalinists
represent a third tendency on this
issue. For Hitler-Stalin reasons,
they would give Rooscvelt and the

national-defense program no sup-
port whatsoever, even if defense

contracts were refused to the Beth-
lechem Steel Corporation, Lewis can
be won over by the Administration
by such concessions, but what do
Stalin .and Hitler carec whether
Bethlehem Steel violates the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act and re-
fuscs to deal with Lewis?

In the coming national convention
of the C.I.O., which will take place
in the middle of November, these
issues will come to a head. Hillman
will be able to organize around him
a block consisting of the Amalga-
mated Clothing Workers, the Textile
Workers Union, the United Retail
and Wholesale Employces, and the
tubber Workers Union. He will
have considerable support among
the United Automobile Workers, for
the large group of Execcutive Board
members led by Walter Reuther are
with Hillman. This explains the
sudden appropriation of $50,000 by
John 1. Lewis to start a IFord or-
canizing campaign, and the assign-
ment of leading Lewis officials like
Smethurst and Widman to help or-
eanize both Ford workers and work-
ers in aireraft. To the innocent ob-
server, such solidarity is indeed
touching. Actually, it is related to
the coming struggle for power in
the C.1.0O., in which control of the
U.AAV. will play an important part.
Uistory is playing a vengeful jolke.
1t was none other than Hillman who
was sent into the auto workers
union to swing it against those who
favored trade-union unity and were
¢.itical of the regime and methods
of John L. Lewis. Now that Hillman
is in favor of trade-union unity and
¢vitical of the Lewis domination of
the C.1.O., his supporters in the auto
workers union arc being treated by
Lewis with the same technique that
Hillman so succcssfully employed.

Should Hillman take so large a
seetion of the C.I.O. with him, it
would leave Lewis holding the bag
with his few large unions and a
larger number of Stalinist-domina-
ted internationals. Lewis’s depen-
dence on the Stalinists would then
bocome even greater at a time when

Protests Mount

Against Butler
Columbia Ukase

(Continued from page 1)

was also voiced by James Marshall,
president of the New York Board of
I'ducation; Dr. Paul Klapper, pres-
sident of Queens College; John
Haynes Holmes, pastor of the Com-
munity Church and chairman of the
American Civil Liberties Union; and
other outstanding public figures.
Particularly impressive was the
statement of John Dewey, retired
Professor of Philosophy at Colum-
bia and one of those who had pro-
tested against the 1917 dismissals.
“I can hardly believe,” Professor
Dewey said, “that Dr. Butler in-
tended to place the university in a
realm such that it is above the stu-
dents and faculty and has the right
to control their beliefs in a way in
which churches set the creeds to
which their members must conform.
Such an idea seems to be identical,
as far as it goes, with totalitarian-
ism.” Professor Dewey was followed
by Charles A. Beard, noted historian
who resigned from the Columbia
faculty in 1917 over questions of
acsdemic freedom. Beard declared
that the statement he made then
fully applied to the present situa-
tioh created by Dr. Butler’s pronun-
ciamento,

the delestation of Stalinism among
the masses of workers grows from
day to day. Instead of using them,
as he pretends, he becomes their
prisoner. In the carly days of the
C.1.0., Lewis is said to have passed
off eriticism of his encouragement of
Stalinist infiltration in the C.I.O.
by the following contemptuous ref-
orence: “A good hunter needs a pack
of dogs to catch birds.” The answer
then given to him was that the hun-
ter had better beware of the fleas on
his dogs. Morcover, this particular
species of dog has a habit of eating
the birds. But things have developed
rapidly since then. The pack has
grown up, and it is now discovered,
perhaps too late, that the hunter
has mistaken wolves for hunting
dogs. No longer satisfied with mere-
ly eating birds, they arc getting
ready to chew the hunter.

Farmer’s Share of

Food Dollar Falls

Middlemen Take Increasing Percentage

Washington, D. C.

HNE farmer's share of the con-

sumer’s food dollar is lower to-
day, the Farm Rescarch Cooperative
reported in Washington recently,
than before the first World War and
is in fact lower than at any time
with the exception of the period
1951-34,

In June 1940, the latest date for
which the U. S. Department of
Agriculture series is available, the
farmer’s share of the worker’s food
dollar, figured on the basis of a food
budget. compriging 58 representa-
tive items, was lower than in any
recent year since 1934:

1955 ...

1956
193
1958 ..
1040 (JUNC) oo

39¢

This inerease in the shave of the
worker’s food dollar going to mid-
dlemen and processors is espeeially
significant in connection with the
problem of how farm income can be
cffectively increased.

In recent years, even when cash
income from farm marketings has in-
creased slightly, the farmer’s share
of the consumer’s food dollar has
continued its downward trend. And
the ratio of prices reccived by farm-
crs to prices paid by them, that is,
the buying power of the farm dollar,
has declined:

1910-14 ...
1935 ..

. 100
86

1936 . 92
1937 9
1938 .. 78
1939 7
1940 (June) . o 77

To tuke certain food articles, the
farmer's share of the consumer’s
pork dollar, in June 1940, was down
to 51¢, as compared with 59% in
1935, and 67 in 1937.

Forty-one peveent of the dairy
dollar went to farmers in June 1940,
as compared with 45% in 1935, and
A8 in 1937,

O

Only 53% of the egge dollar went
to farmers in June 1940, tho they
received 6695¢ in 19356 and 599 in
1957,

The farmer got only 369 of the
white-flour dollar in June 1940, as
compared with 39% in 1935, and
5264 in 1937,

Only 149 of white-bread expen-
ditures went to farmers in June
1940, as compared with 17% in 1935
and 20% in 1937.

IFarmers got 47% of the navy
bean dollar in June 1940, as com-
pared with b5% in 1935, and 51%%
in 1937.

Fifty-scven percent of expendi-
tures for white potatoes got to the
farmers in June 1940, as compared
with 42% in 1935 and 54% in 1937.

The year 1937 stands out in most
of these comparisons as having af-
forded the farmer the largest share
ol the eonsumer’s food dollar in re-
cent times. The income of workmen
in industry also recached its post-de-
vression peak in this same year. The
buyving power of the farm dollar had
also reached its recent high.

Arnold ‘Consent Decree’ Plan
Puts Labor in Straitjacket

Assistant Attorney General Strives for Control of Unions

By MATTHEW WOLL

(This is one of a series of articles on
“Labor and the Anti-Trust Laws” by
Matthew Woll, vice-president of the
A. F. of L—Editor.)

I* course, Thurman Arnold is

very kind He says: “I am not
opposed to labor, T want to be help-
ful. Why don’t the labor unions
come to me when they are in doubt
regavding their procedure and T will
advise them.” Now the building
trades ave primarily concerned in
this matter beecause the indictments
so far sceured arve mainly against
those in the building and transporta-
tion trades, altho others arve indi-
reetly involved. Ienee, the building
trades become greatly concerned in
this matter and a committee was
formed and called to see Mr. Arnold
on this subjeet. As a result of these
conferences, he outlined a poliey
that he would pursue in connection
with the enforcement of the laws
under consideration.

ARNOLD'S CONSENT
BECREE SYSTEM
John P. Coyne, president of the

Building Trades and Construction:
Department of the A. F. of L., pre-

sented Mr. Arnold’s program and
prozedure to the operating engineers
convention a few weeks ago. Since
that time, further conferences have
been held and another statement of
policy has been issued by Thurman
Arnold. Not long ago, this was pre-
sented to the convention of the Penn-
sylvania State Fedevation of Labor
by Mr. Coyne, and in that Mr.
Arnold said:

“First, the labor organization may
submit to the Department of Jus-
tice a full statement of the facts
about any activity which it has un-
dertaken or desires to undertake
which restrains interstate commerce
in a way the union considers reason-
able. If the Department finds that
such activity violates the law, it
will so inform the union which there-
after must act at its peril in the
event that it disagrees with the De-
partment’s position. If the Depart-
ment is not in a position to state
positively that the practises are il-
legal at the time the plan is
submitted either because of lack of
personnel to investigate or for any
other reason, and the union decides
to go ahead with the proposed ac+
tivity, any future action on the part
of the Department will be thru civil
proceedings.”

And then he added: “In any such
case, a labor organization may pro-
pose a decree to the Department
with the assurance that, if the pro-
posal appears to be in the public
interest, the Department will submit
the plan to a court with a recom-
mendation that it be incorporated in
the consent decree”; and further:
“When the Department has secured
or is in the process of seeking a
criminal indictment of violation of
the anti-trust law, the criminal pro-
ceeding may sometimes be dropped
and replaced by a satisfactory con-
sent decree, In these cases, however,

the criminal proceedings cannot be
terminated by 2 mere promise to re-
frain in the future from unlawful
acts charged. If the Department
were to pernmit so easy an escape
from the penalties for law violations,
the deterrant features of the statute
would become a dead letter. How-
cver, when defendants in a criminal
action propose to the Department a
deeree which not only terminates the
acts complained of, but provides
safoguards against their resumption
which are clearly more constructive
than probable results of successful
prosecution, the Department believes
that the public interest is best
served by the acceptance of the de-
cree and discontinuance of the prose-
cution.”

POISON UNDER
SUGAR COATING

All this sounds very innocent and
very nice. It is an attempt to have
labor swallow beautifully colored,
sweet-tasting castor oil, but it is
still castor oil. In this instance, in
fact, the medicine Mr, Arnold in-
tends for his vietim is much worse
than castor oil; it is a poison that
will slowly destroy our trade-union
organizations.

He tells us: “If you feel that you
are violating the law, if you feel
vou are guilty of any of these re-
straints (only some of which I have
mentioned), why come to me, come
to me and I will tell you whether
vou may go ahead or not. T will give
vou the green or the red light.”

Now what does this mean? All
our economic endeavors,
policies and functions of our or-
ganizations are now to be deter-
mined by Thurman Arnold in his as-
sumption of power to give us ad-
visory opinions and judgments as to
what we may or may not do!

No court in the land is clothed
with such power; no department of
government is given such authori-
ty. But we are now advised by Mr.
Arnold that it is within his authority
and discretion to give not only ad-
visory opinions but even immunity
against prosecution as well—a pow-
er that may mean life or death to
the organization involved. Thus, he
advises: “If you come and do as
I tell you, everything will be all
right. If you are doing what I think
is unlawful, you can go in the other
room and write out a consent de-
cree. If it is to my liking, I will go
to court and have it adopted as the
judgment of the court so that you
be forever bound by its restriction
and limitation. If T am in doubt or
because I haven’t the personnel to
investigate you: case, you may go
ahead with the . ssurance that I will
not prosecute you criminally, but if
your acts become unlawful in my
judgment, then thereafter I will ap-
ply the civil method against your
proceedure and by that means force
you into a consent decree.” ‘

Mind you then, here we are, or-
ganized labor being by the force of
power of government, by threat of
prosecution, compelled to bring our

the very!

difficulties to Thurman Arnold to
determine whether we may or may
not proceed. Where is all this to
fead us?

I have already indicated the num-
ber of indictments with which labor
is confronted. Within the proesent
year labor will have to spend over
a million dollars defending itself
against those indictments unless we
ave willing to rush into the arms
of Mr. Arvnold for mercy and com-
ply with his wishes without a trial!

INCOURAGEMENT
TO EMPLOYERS

That isn’t all. By these actions,
the flood-gates to proseeution on the
part. ef employers have been opened
vide. Bear in mind that a prosecu-
tion of labor by the government in
no way prevents the employer from
vesorting to his c¢ivil remedy, his re-
rovery of damages, punitive in char-
acter, triple damages for every of-
‘ense that we admit in our consent
decrees or that Mr. Arnold finds
us guilty of ultimately. Even if the
indictments are found by a jury not
to be well-founded, nevertheless evi-
dence will have been produced, a
case will have been built up that
will encourage employers to go into
the eivil courts and sue our organ-
‘zations for damages. The law so
far as civil proceedings are con-
corned, is quite different from that
of criminal proceedings. In criminal
proceedings there must be proved
guilt beyond the shadow of doubt,
while in civil cases there need only
be preponderance of evidence,

And so, we are confronted with

a most dangerous situation, The
door is opened wide for a multipli-
city of suits, for perils to labor that
a most stagger the mind.
a T called these dangers to Mr. Ar-
nold’s attention in my conference
vith him. I said to him: “Supposing
that you are as friendly to labor as
you say you are and that you want
to enforce this law leniently accord-
ing to your conception. You will not
be perpetually in this office, some
other Assistant Attorney General
will follow you, and he will carry on
from where you have left off. And
if we have an administration not
friendly to labor, the precedents you
have outlined, the policy you have
carried thru, will prove a most dan-
gerous weapon in the hands of ene-
mies of labor, and you can’t guaran-
tee us against that danger, do what
you will.”

He answered by saying: “I am tak-
ing care of that.”” And yet, when
pressed for an answer as to how he
might bind or control his successor
in office, he reluctantly admitted he
could not do so.
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Labor Vote for
Roosevelt Shows
Some Decline

New York City

VTIIERE has been a sharp drop in

President’s Roosevelt’s support
among oveanized labor but he is still
the cheice of a eensiderable majority
of trade unionists, a mnation-wide
vell by the American Institute of
Public Opinien shows, according to
Dr. George Gallup, its divector.

“The poll reached a cross-section
nf labor-union groups and put this
question,” Dr. Gallup writes:

““If the Presidential election were
held today, would you vote for
Roosevelt or Willkie ??

“Each voter was also asked how
he voted in 1936. A comparison fol-
lows:

LLABOR UNION MEMBIRS

1936
IFor Roosevelt 80%¢
For Landen . .0 . . 209¢
m
loday
Tor Roosovelt e 64
For Willkie RIS { {1972
“Approximately  one in  every

cight (12¢7) said he was undecided
at this time.
“The greatest defection from the

New Deal has come in the ranks of -

the A. F. of L., the poll indicates.
Altho John L. Lewis of the C.I.O.
has been ecritical of the Administra-
tion and opposed a third term, the
C.I1.0. members reached in the sur-
vey were more for Roosevelt than

the A. F. of L. members.

. Roosevelt. Willkie
A.F.L. members ... 62% 38%
C.1.0. members  ..75% 259

“A comparison with the 1936 vote
shows an 18-point drop in Roose-
velt’s strength among A. F. of L.
members included in the poll and a
drop of 10 points among C.I1.0. mem-
bers.

“A recent institute study of polit-
ical sentiment by income groups in-
dicates that whereas Willkie leads
Roosevelt by a large margin in the
upper-income level, he trails behind
in the lower level.”

Japs Jg; Axis;
U.S.SeenMoving
Nearer to War

(Continued from page 1)

came into conflict with Hitler, it
would have a war on both fronts on
its hands. Comment in the controlled
Russian press was ambiguous. Rus-
sia had been advised in advance of
the pact, it was said, but the alli-
ance “doubtlessly means further ag-

gravation and expansion of the
war.” On the other side, the con-

trolled German press printed warn-
imgs that the United States and
tussia would now have to decide
whether they were on the side of
Britain or of the “new world order.”

The Battle of Britain continued
as furiously as cver, but by last
week i was already clear that the
Germans had lost hove of a quick
victory and were prepared for a
Winter’'s siege. “General Hunger
will march on England,” a spokes-
man for the German High Command
cconomice section told the press. The
Naz® air force had three objectives,
it was stressed in Berlin: to keep
London from “catehing its breath,”
to iuwteifere with war production,
and to blockade imports. Intensified
“total war” during the next few
weeks, as well as a widening of the
conflict avea, were predicted after an
emergeney conference betweon Hit-
ler and Musselini at the Drenner
Tass towards the end of the week.
Jut there was little reason to be-
lieve that the Axis powers would
have any better success with their
new plans than they had been hav-
mg in their air attacks on Britain.

In  Britain, the long-expected
shake-up of the cabinet took place,
resulting in the retirement of Ne-
ville Chamberlain, the symbol of
Munich. At the same time, Prime
Minister Churchill enlarged his inner
cabinet to include Laborite Ernest
Bevin and Sir Kingsley Wood. Mr.
Bevin’s admittance to the inner
group gave Labor three of its eight
members, the two others being Cle-
mont Atlee and Herbert Morrison,
the latter of whom became Home
Secretary.

There wene unmistakable signs
during the week that the Nazis, frus-
trated in the assault on Britain,
were shifting their attention to
Africa, the Mediterranean and the
Near Kast.

Unions Must
Be Alert to
Draft Perils

By ARTHUR G. McDOWELL

(Arthur G. McDowell is secretary of
the Labor League for Thomas and
Rrueger~ Editor.)

HE reality of peace-time mili-

tary conseription in  America
has raised for orguanized labor new
problems to solve. More than any
other act, conseription means a rev-
olutionary change in our jobs and
our lives. Organized labor, almost to
a man, opposed the enactment of
military servitude; now that the bill
has become law, what can the trade
unions do, how can the organized
working men of America best pro-

toet  themselves against its  con-
sequences ?
Despite any sugar-coating, con-

scription is essentially an anti-labor
edict; the fact that it was sponsor-
ed in Congress by two such notori-
ous labor-haters as Senator Burke
and  Congressman  Wadsworth is
evidence enough. Conscription gives
to the anti-union employer a weapon
far more powerful than the use of

company unions or labor spies
because, today, if the employer

morely wishes to get rid of an act-
ive unionist in his plant, all he has
to do is refuse to grant any worker
under 36 years of age a certificate
that he is “essential to industry”—
and off goes the unionist into the
army! On the other hand, the petty
straw-boss and the anti-union work-
er are safe—they’ll keep on work-
ing at their jobs.

There is only one answer to this
kind of discrimination—a militant
determination on the part of the
unions not to tolerate it, to foree the
employer to grant certificates
honestly and fairly. Bargaining com-
mittees in the shops will have to set
up special committees to meet with
the employer or the management
and exercise at least equal voice in
the certification of those necessary
to industrial production. Experienc-
ed bargaining committees in a plant
are as essential to smooth produc-
tion as are technically skilled men
and are frequently harder to train.
The first line of defense of unionism
against emasculation by conscription
will be in the shops where the body
of shop stewards, bargaining com-
mittees and experienced secondary
union leadership must be prevented
from being dispersed and lost. The
slo/gan of anti-union employers will
be: “Pick off the officers first!”
Union power in the shop must be
extended and defended to prevent
this.

One of the chief dangers of con-
seription is its use to break strikes
and smash unionism. The history of
conseription in FFrance illustrates
how this can be done. During any
important strike, cvery striker (who
after his period of training is auto-
matically in the U. S. Army Re-
serve) is immediately ordered into
service and, under threat of court-
martial, forced to scab directly or
indirectly on his fellow workers.

Organized labor’s chief job is to
urge the immediate repeal of con-
seription. The first step in this
direction will be taken at the polls
in November when thousands of
workers will vote the socialist ticket
—for Norman Thomas and Maynard
C. Krueger, the only candidates who
have counsistently opposed peace-
time conscription. Both Pvesident
Roosevelt and Mr. Willkie demanded
the passage of the draft against the
expressed wishes of organized la-
bor, as well as the churches and mil-
lions of other Americans. Only Nor-
man Thomas led organized labor’s
fight against conscription on the
political field.

A YEAR SUB

ORKER'S

a national scale.

ized labor.

St. Louis Firm on “‘Unfair” List

HE St. Louis Labor Advocate, one of the most vigorous labor
papers in the country, asks us to publicize the fact that
Electrical Workers Local No. | of that city is waging a stiff
battle against a notorious anti-union concern, the Edwin F. Guth
Electrical Company of St. Louis, which sells electrical fixtures on

Local No. | is naturally anxious to make its struggle known
to the labor unionists and sympathizers thruout the country so
that the above-named concern may be known as unfair to organ-

Well call this fact to the attention of our readers. In coming
issues of this paper, we will report the situation at greater length.
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Another View on Destroyer
Transfer Controversy

Says FDR Move Was No Danger to Peace of America

By B. HERMAN

O less than three out of four
editorials and a total of five
items in the September 14th issue of
the Age treat with disapproval the
trade of fifty American destroyers
for British naval bases. I feel that
it is necessary to present a contrary
view. For in its discussion of the
question, the Workers Age has failed
to mention the most essential as-
pects of the transfer:

1. That both the U.S.A. and Eng-
land gained by the deal. In actuality,
the U.S.A. gained more, because it
received in return what under normal
circumstances could not be acquired
for the cost of a thousand destroy-
ers, old or new—the turning over in
actual fact and reality of every
British footho'd in the western hemi-
sphere.

2. That Great Britain was in des-
perate need of the destroyers in or-
der to help beat back an invasion by
Hitler which is regarded by every-
body as imminent. Moreover, Church-
il had publicly requested the trans-
fer, and Roosevelt could not dare
to face the coming election in Nov-
ember with the rvecord of having
turned the British down cold. It is
a lot oasier for Norman Thomas to
go into an election in November
(possibly in the midst of a Nazi in-
vasion of England) after having
“democratically” opposed the wish-
es of two thirds of the American
people on the question. Roosevelt
can’t afford such dictatorial luxur-
ies, at least not at this moment.
But the threatened Nazi invasion,
and the desperate plight of Eng-
land in the face of it, constitute the
crux of the question. If we share
the “universal hope” that the Brit-
ish will repel the Nazi invasion,
then I can see no valid reason for
being unsympathetic to the aid giv-
en to Great Britain in this instance.
There is not even the argument of
the setting of dangerous precedents,
for as Attorney General Jackson has
shown in the statement on the legal-
ity of the transfer, there are prece-
dents for the transfer of warships
during time of war as well as for
the method by which the transfer
was effected, I don’t doubt that a
clever lawyer could make a pretty
good case for the opposite point of
view to that of Jackson. That, how-
ever, only proves that by abstract
technical-legal discussion you get

nowhere, For, disregarding all of
Jackson’s legal precedents, the fact
is that there is no precedent for the
menace of Hitlerism to the freedom
of all the peoples of the earth and
to the entire world labor movement.
It is therefore impossible to discuss
the destroyer transfer without rela-
t'on to the vast magnitude of that
menace. I do not favor any action
that would help Hitler, no matter
how objectively or indirectly. I
therefore cannot oppose the destroy-
er transfer which I regard as harm-
ful to Hitler, helpful to Ingland,
beneficial to the U.S.A., and at the
same time, definitely not an act in-
volving the U.S. in war.

The major objection to the trans-
fer of the destroyers is that it is a
step leading to war, that it is, as
the Workers Age says cditorially,
“dangerous to the peace and se-
curity of the American people”. Or
as Norman Thomas is reported by
tho New York Sun to have said:
“We should give Hitler no pretext
tor declaring war on us.” But who
is it that menaces the ‘“peace and
socurity of the American people?”
Obviously, it is Hitler, and especial-
ly should he be victorious over
Great DBritain. Wherein then does
the transterring of fifty destroyers
to England (and on a very profit-
able basis to the U.S.A., mind you!)
in order to tight Hitler, menace the
p.ace and security of America? As
far as T can sece, it menaces Hitler’s

security—which is a 2ood thing.

The proponents of the theory that
the destroyer deal is a step leading
to war argue in this fashion: “What
if fifty aged destroyers are not
enough? Then fifty new ones will
have to be sent, then battleships,
artil’ery, and then the U.S. army.”
The trouble with this argument is
that it regards the sending of fifty
destroyers to Britain as if it were
some kind of dangerous habit one can
get into, like drinking gin: one drink
leads to another, and then another,
until finally the poor victim is ly-
ing under the table. Actually, there
is no great danger that Roosevelt
is going to turn over the American
fleet as a gift. Transferring de-
stroyers by the fifties and the hun-
dreds doesn’t develop into a habit
like drinking, prevarication and
stepping over lines on a pavement.
The danger of the U.S.A. getting
into the war does not arise because

of a process of such gradual steps.
It is entirely conceivable that the
U.S.A. could refrain from any aid
to Britain whatsoever, even em-
bargo England, and remain as scru-
pulously neutral as Norway, Hol-
land and Denmark—and then awake
one fine morning to find itself in-
volved in war with Hitler, because
Hitler had become ready for it.
What is .overlooked entirely is that
it requires at least two to make a
war. You can defeat at home all
those who are for American involve-
ment in war, but you have not there-
by solved even half the problem.

A much better argument can be
made that transferring the destroy-
ers helps in considerable measure
to keep us out of war, and for two
reasons. First, since the danger of
war incrcases should Hitler succeed
in the invasion of England, there-
tore it follows that if Britain should
be able to defeat, or at least crip-
ple Hitler, and if the acquisition of
fifty  destroyers (which almost
doubles the fleet of British destroy-
ers around England) helps in some
measure to accomplish that purpose,
then to that degree is the danger
of American involvement lessened.
What would happen if Hitler suc-
ceeded in invading England? Tven
the most earnest advocate of keep-
ing America out »f war would not
rountenance the turning over of the
British fleet to Hitler. They would
call that “defeatism”, and make
comparisons with the debacle of the
French, Then where would the Brit-
ish fleet go? Obviously, to Canada.
Thus, the zone of war would be
shifted to this continent. If that is
the case, the danger of American
involvement increases many times
over with a victory of Hitler. Thus,
every act of assistance to England
to stave off a Nazi invasion is not
just another step leading us to war,
but up to a certain point, prevents
the shifting of the war to American
waters. He who does not see that
has not given much thought to the
consequances of a defeat for Eng-
land in the battle now going on.

The second aspect of the ques-
tion is as follows: The acquiring of
a ring of naval bases running from
Newfoundland to British Guiana
makes more difficult any attempt at
invasion of the U.S.A. To that ex-
tent, the transaction makes the

(Continued on Page 4)

WORKERS AGE

No War Alliances! Defend

America in Americal

THE biggest fact in American foreign policy today is the Anglo-American al-
liance, which the Admnistration no longer takes the trouble to hide or deny.

Aad it is the most ominous and sinister fact as well.

We all sympathize deeply with the

British people in their hour of peril and

admire their courace and teonacity in the face of incalculable danger. We all fer-
vently hope they will emerge victorious in their death struggle with Hitler Germany

and we would like to do what we can to

help them, altho some of us may want to

go further in this respect than the rest of us think quite prudent or advisable. How-
ever, all that has nothing to do with the idea of an Anglo-American alliance—or
as some put it more hopefully, Anglo-American union. In our opinion, an Anglo-
American alliance, and all the more so an Anglo-American union, runs directly counter
to the best interests of the American people. From a different angle, it also runs

counter to the interests of the masses of

the British people.

Most immediately, of course, an Anglo-American alliance throws wide open the
fatal road to war. Various types of aid to Britain may or may not speed American
involvement in war; that is subject to debate and discussion. But it seems to us
that no one who is at all aware of the realities of the situation can blink the fact
that an alliance with a belligerent during the war itself makes ultimate involvement
inescapable. From this angle, the "aid-short-of-war” policy of the Administration
appears in another light: its intent and significance lie not so much in the actual
aid extended to Britain as in its effect in building up step by step a war alliance be-

tween the two countries.

An Anglo-American
ment in the tangle of

allianc2 means not only war now. but continuous involve-
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Conflicting Factors
By WILL HERBERG

FTYHE article by B. Herman in this

issue of the Age and Peter
Rosg’s article in the last issue raise
problems that seem to me to de-
serve extensive discussion, particu-
larly in view of the fact that some
of the answers they give to these
quastions strike me as being quite
wrong. As I see it, these questions
are:

1. Do we favor aid to Britain? If
so, in what way and to what de-
gree?

2. What is our estimate of Presi-
dent Roosevelt’s main line of poliey,
in foreign affairs and in those
branches of domestic policy that,
like defense, are closely linked up
with forcign affairs?

B. What is the direction from
which the main danger of involve-

ment in war comes at the present

European power-politics and wars of the future. For, how-|time? And the main danger to free-

ever this war may end. one thing is fairly certain: it will not bring to an end the dom and democracy in this country?
hd i
interminable clash of ambitions and rivalries in Europe. An Anglo-American alliance

would thrust the United States right into
istic power-politics. Every European issue

the very heart of this jungle of imperial-
would become an American issue; every

European conflict, an American war. Do the American people relish this prospect?

An Anglo-American alliance would greatly weaken our defensive position. With
proper defenses, we are impregnable in this hemisphere. But once we undertake far-
flung commitments overseas, in Europe, Asia or Africa, once we extend our lines
of defense beyond this hemisphere, we are in a precarious position, as every respon-
sible military authority will testify. The Philippines have long been regarded as the

Achilles heel of American defense. How

much more disastrous would it be for us

to take over joint responsibility for, with joint use of, British bases in Singapore and

South Africal

Fundamentally, American vital interests—the interests, that is, of the great mass

of the American people, not of selfish,

profit-seeking imperialist groups—are not

located primarily in Europe, Asia or Africa, where British Empire interests .are very
largely to be found; our interests are centered in this hemisphere. Our great mission

is to keep out of the rivalries and conflicts

of the Old World and build a self-sustain-

ing economy of nlenty. welfare and security in the New. The closer we link our in-
terests with those of the British Empire, as we have done, for example, in virtually
underwriting continued British domination of its colonial possessions in the Carib-
bean and off South America. the more are we bound to alienate the Latin Ameri-
can nations, who rightfully look forward to the end of Old World influence in this

hemisphere. And it is upon close union and cooperation with the Latin American
nations that so much of our security depends.

As for the British angle in this Anglo-American alliance, we refer our readers
to the leading article in the London New Leader, official publication of the British
Independent Labor Party, reprinted in the last issue of this paper. The New Leader

points out with great force and justice

that an Anglo-American alliance at this

time would have the inevitable effect of throwing the reactionary influence of
American imperialism into the scales of British war policy and thus frustrate every
hope of Britain embarking on a revolutionary course at home and on the continent
in cider to defeat Hitler. We are not interested in having America play any such

role.

While there is skl time. the American peoole must make i's voice heard: No
Anglo-American union or alliance! Defend America in America, in this hemisphere!

Education, Democracy
In the Social Crisis

Only Positive Dynamic Can Meet Fascism

(Continued from page 1)

of a socicty of free men. Moreover,
if any one thinks for a moment that
the American people, American la-
bor, or American teachers, in the
light of recent developments in the
world, will accept the leadership of
any organization that equivocates on
this issue, he is unfamiliar with the
elements of social psyehology and
the mind of his own countrymen.
Also, if anyone thinks that he can
play a game of hide-and-seck on
this issue, pursuing the course of
secrecy, anonymity, evasion and con-
spiracy, he is only deceiving himself
and betraying the labor movement.

NEED OF DEMOCRATIC
DYNAMIC

But our central task is ncither to
build the military defenses of the
nation nor to belabor the dictator-
ships. We know that the disasters
which have befallen the democracies
of Europe can by no means be at-
tributed entirely or even larvgely to
the designs of evil men. We know
that the peoples of these democracies
weighed the professed leaders and
programs of démocracy and found
them wanting. We know further
that, if American democracy has no
adequate positive program to offer,
if it holds out no great promise of
a better world, if it allows itself to
become the symbol of special privi-
lege, if it is unable to put the un-
employed to work and release the
productive energies of our country,
it caunot meet successfully the total-
itarian threat. Each of the dictator-
ships expresses, defends and ad-
vances social faiths which, however
hideous to us, in the eyes of its fol-
lowers is a great and challenging
faith. It may be faith in the char-
isma of divine mission of some sup-
posed superman, whether he goes
by the name of Il Duce, Der Fuchrer
or Veliki Vozhd; or it may be faith
in some body of mystical doctrine
organized about the proletariat, an-
cient Rome or Homo Teutonicus.
Each presents to its devotees a
great hope, a great cause, a great
destiny. Each promises, not quiet
and comfort, but, in the manner and
spirit of the great leaders of men
from the beginning of time, sacri-

ce, hardship and even death. The
dictators have held out to the youth
of their lands the challenge of the
conquest of continents, of the build-
ing of new heavens and new earths.
And they have done this at a period
in history when continents can be
conquered and when new heavens
and new earths are possible—indeed
when they are inevitable.

In the face of this challenge, what
has democracy offered youth? In
some cases, the dole or a job prof-

fered in the spirit of the dole, a bit
of charity grudgingly given and
carrying the stigma of incompe-
tence and failure, a gesture caleu-
lated to generate a sense of in-
feriovity and bitter frustration. In
other cases, we have counselled the
vouth to be patient, to wait for the
return of better times, to watceh the
years, their years, slip by in futil-
ity and helplessness. Little wonder
that some of our most sensitive and
idealistic young men and women,
cither deprived of their own birth-
right or moved by the deprivations
of others, have joined the totalita-
vian camps. And they have done this,
not because of any deep-scatod hos-
tility to the values of democracy, but
becavse they felt that apologists of
demoeracy had failed them. Tndeed,
many are so deeply committed to
democracy that they have followed
the dictatort because they nourish
the delusion that in some curious
way they wera2 battling in the cause
of human liberation.

The nature of the democratic
failure, however, has been widely
misunderstood. Some of the crities
are fond of chiding youth for their
“softness,” for their inability to
“take it,” as did their forcbears who
fought and died in the cause of lib-
erty and who explored and econ-
quered a continent. American youth,
no less than their fathers and mo-
thers or their brothers and sisters
in the totalitarian states, arc cap-
able of taking punishment, of toil-
ing long and hard, of postponing
marriage and children, of giving
themselves completely. Democracy
has faltered, not because it has de-
prived youth of the things of the
flesh, but because it has denied
them the things of the spirit. Many
of the youth of today, besides being
materially insecure, are spiritually
restless and starved. These young
people crave the one thing the dic-
tators have offered in abundance—
the opportunity to toil and sacrifice
for a cause—the opportunity to
make their lives significant,

ARMIES ARE NOT
ENOUGH!

The defense of our democracy
may require powerful armies and
navies but armies and navies are
not enough. If our democracy is to
save itself, it must do far more than
appropriate billions of dollars for
arms, build tanks, airplanes, and
battleships, master the correlated
military skills and knowledges. It
must remove all sense of bitterness,
cynicism and frustration from the
hearts of youth and arouse hope,
conviction and enthusiasm. It must
assert itself as a positive and ag-
gressive social faith, prepared to
battle with every form of totalita-
rianism for the loyalties of men.

LW.F. Honors

Trotsky, Calls

For Fight on Stalinism

(We publish below a declaiation issued joinily by the International Work-
ers Front Against wWer and the Internaiional Revolutionary Marxist Center on
the occasion of the assassination of Leon Trotsky by an agent of tie Russian

G.P.U —-Editor.)

HE socialist organizations adhering to the International Workers Front Against
War and the International Revolutionary Marxist Center bow before the
memory of the great Leon Trotsky, victim:of cowardly assassination by the Stalin-

ist G.P.U.

It remains for those whose political conceptions were so sharply criticized by
the former leader of the Russian Revolution to emphasize the imperishable character
of the departed revolutionist: his indomitable energy, his unwavering intransigence,
his unshakable confidence in the final victory of the proletariat. Those who were in
disagreement with Leon Trotsky and his organization will nevertheless never pe able
to forget the magnificent example of his readiness for struggle, of the depth and
breadth of his theoretical work, of his extraordinary contribution as a Marxist writer
to the working-class movement as a whole. Even his errors played a progressive role,
for they forced the revolutionary vanguard to rid itself of certain inevitable methodo-
logical by-products of the first wave of imperialist war and revolution whizh shook
the old capitalist world. The revolutionary socialist organizations which, within the
labor movement, opposed Trotskyism, have been unanimous in their denunciation of
the crimes of his assassin. The murder of Lenin's colleague is but a new episode
in the series of terrible sacrifices that must be considered as the manifestation of
a virulent gangrene: Stalin and Stalinism have introduced into the labor movement
immorality, duplicity, and- the technique of destruction of the type known only to
the most barbarous epochs and the most savage societies in history.

The fascist butchers who are trampling over Europe need not be envied by the
Moscow butcher. Every oppositional tendency is struck down by the daggers of his
bandits or the revolvers of his police—we mention the anarchist, Berneri; the socialist
Marc Rein; the Marxist internationalist, Kurt Landau; the leader of the P.O.U.M.,
Andres Nin; the Russian Old Bolsheviks; the Polish, German, Hungarian, Czech
communists. And finally, now, Leon Trotsky, the surviving witness and spokesman for

the generation of October.

Now, after the murder of Leon Trotsky, the revolt of free minds who have had
enough of Stalinist crimes must be transformed into a powerful internationalist united
front for the restoration of human values to socialism. All honest militants, all inde-
pendent workers, must gather to drive pitilessly from the ranks all fascist methods.
Across the world conflagration which raises the question of the socialist revolution,
all the healthy forces of the proletariat will be united behind this inflexible slogan:

To fight against Hitler fascism and capitalism generally, we must hunt out and
destroy every trace of Stalinism in working-class organizations!

This mecans that the leaders of de-
mocracy must believe in it them-
selves and place its commands above
all else. This means also that the
democratic faith must be translated
into programs that deal with the
present realities and assure the
more complete fulfillment of the
great promises of democracy—into
programs that bring opportunity
and justice to all. In view of the in-
comparable ethical superiority of
the democratic faith, the task of
leadership here should be far easier
than that of the dictators. After all,
each of the totalitarian faiths is
false and spurious at the care; each
violates something that is greatest
and finest in the human heart.
This part of the job of defense be-
longs to us. At any rate our major
responsibility lies here. At no time
in our history, however, have we
done this job well. On the one hand,
in the traditional school, in an effort
to teach patriotism, we have gen-
erally pursued the blind, formal and
uninspiring course of putting the
intellect and all the creative fo-ul.

ties to sleep. We have developed su-
perficial loyalties, conveyed under-
standing of neither past nor pres-
ent, and cultivated the disposition to
follow the stercotypes and not the
spirit of democracy. On the other
hand, in the progressive movement,
as a reaction against tradition and
in a spirit of intellectual emancipa-
tion, we have often delighted in
shaking old loyalties, but have failed
to arouse new ones. We have known
all of the questions, but none of the
answers. Or rather, we have known
that there are no answers. We have
given to the young all of the doubts
but none of the sffirmations of life.
Both thg loyalty .to stereotypes of
the traditional school and the scorn
of loyalty of the progressive move-
ment, both the neglect of under-
standing of the one and the one-
sided intellectual emphasis of the
other, constitute an urgent invita-
tion to the dictator to take over. In
both the traditional and the pro-
gressive schools, our work has
lacked life, vision, seriousness. deen
oval purpose. It was said long ago,

Revolution Can
Smash Hitler

A\ E are still looking for

allies in the wrong
places. Qur allies are ordinary
people, not fascist dictators.
And since the ordinary people
of Europe are now ruled by
fascists, we must organize re-
volutions. . . . Since we are
fighting fascists, we must
work for left-wing revolutions
in Europe. That is only com-
mon sense.'—London Daily

Express, July 23, 1940.

and truly, that where there is no
vision the people perish.

Our first obligation in repairing
the spiritual defenses of our de-
mocracy is to identify ourselves with
the democratic faith, frankly and
positively, and without reservation.
This faith, product of centuries of
struggle by many and diverse peo-
ples in different parts of the world,
has a number of articles. The first
and most fundamental of all is the
affirmation that the human heritage
of earth and culture belongs, not to
any particular class, caste or race,
but to all men—the affirmation that
all men are created cqual. The sec-
ond, which serves to guard and ful-
fill the first, is the declaration that
ordinary men and women, farmers,
carpenters, mechanics, housewives
and even teachers, can and should
rule themselves. These two articles
taken together constitute the faith
that the individual human being is
the measure of all things and is
both deserving and capable of free-
dom. Thruout most of history, the
very idea that the undistinguished
rank and file of mankind, the “hew-
ers of wood and drawers of water,”
should aspire to such power and sta-
tus has been regarded as treason.
Nay, even as blasphemy! And so it
is today wherever totalitarian phi-
losophy prevails. When the protag-
onists of such philosophy do formal
homage to these great articles of the
democratic faith, they do so only
for propaganda purposes and in or-
der the more utterly to destroy
them.

We must identify ourselves vig-
orously with the democratic faith of
our peoples, with our great tradition
of liberty and equality. Altho our
life has been marked by ‘grievous
exploitation of certain elements of
our population at every period of
our colonial and national existence,
the long and sustained struggle on
the part of the ordinary American
citizen to attain the full status of
manhood constitutes the most im-
pressive record of its kind in his-
tory.;No one of the dictators of the
Old World, who now daily pronounce
the doom of democracy, ever breath-
ed the spirit of personal indepen-
dence and dignity that has charac-
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1 want to answer these questions
briefly but clearly, and in this way
present my views on some of the is-
sues now under discussion.

NOT A SIMPLE
PROBLEM

The problem of aid to Britain is by
no neans a simple one, by no means
one that can be answered with a
simple affirmative or negative. As
I see it, our attitude on aid to Brit-
ain is governed by two principles,
to some extent contradictory and
certainly on occasion pointing in dif-
ferent directions. These are:

1. We want Britain to be aided
against Hitler. We realize it makes
an immense difference who wins
not only to the British masses but
to us as well, altho, of course, by
no means to the same degree or in
the same way.

2. We want to keep America out
of the war in Europe (or an exten-
sion of it in Asia). We believe that,
under present circumstances, in-
volvement in foreign war would be
the worst possible disaster that
sould befall the American people.
Hence, every step taken or policy
followed by the American govern-
ment must be tested from the point
of view of keeping America out of
foreign war as the paramount and
overriding consideration.

Where, then, does this leave us?
Insofar as the problem can be pre-
cisely formulated, it means that we
should approve those forms of aid
to Britain that involve relatively
little danger of war for us and re-
ject those which, no matter how use-
ful to Britain, do involve relalively
serious danger of war. I know that
this formula sounds vague, inconclu-
sive, “pragmatic”, and will not be
satisfying to those who crave abso-
lute answers. But I submit that ab-
solute answers are impossible in the
nature of the case, or possible only
to those who take one of two ex-
treme positions: that no aid what-
ever, of any sort, should be given to
Britain, or that all aid whatso-
ever, even that bringing with it im-
minent danger of involvement in
war or even war itself, should be
extended.

TWO TMPOSSIBLE
POSITIONS

No one I know of takes the first
position. No one proposes that all
aid to Britain should be peremptorily
cut off. For example, no one pro-
poses that the right of Britain to
purchase munitions, planes and other
war materials in America for cash
should be cancelled by the imposi-
tion of an embargo on British pur-
chases. Britain’s right to buy such
supplies in this country is aid of the
most vital sort, and conceivably
brings with it some danger of war
involvement for the United States,
both directly and in opening the way
to further moves. But I have yet to
hear of any one (outside of Stalin-
ites and Nazi sympathizers) who
proposes to clamp down an embargo
on Britain.

As to the second position—aid to
Britain no matter what the conse-
quences for us—only those who are
ready to urge war “if necessary”
can possibly take it. To my knowl-
edge, no one has taken such a posi-
tion in this discussion.

So, whether you like it or not,
you simply have to balance consid-
erations of safety and expediency
in passing judgment on any con-
crete proposal of aid to Britain.
There is no other realistic way.

Now, as I have shown, there are
some forms of aid to Britain that
no one opposes, because the danger
of war involved in them is relative-
ly secondary. On the other hand,
there are some forms of aid that

this fierce assertion of equality, re-
marked Ly so many foreign visitors
to our shores, has given to our his-
tory whatever distinction it has. 1t
is the most precious thing we pos-
sess and should be converted into a
tremendous resource in our defense
of the democratic faith. The fact
that we read daily in our newspa-
pers of outrages committed against
this tradition, outrages that make
us weep, gives us no grounds for
the gepudiation of our heritage and
for the vindication of totalitarian
doctrine or aggression in any form
whatsoever. It merely means that
the threat to our liberties comes
from at home as well as from
abroad. With all of our deficiencies.
thn home that demecraey will survive
in the world rests profoundly with

nnmnty for generations. This spirit, : us.

Some Remarks on the
Aid-to-Britain Issue

Must Be Reconciled

would obviously and manifestly
mean inviting war. Such a one
would be—I take the example of-
fered by B. Herman in his article—
throwing open American ports to
British warships. There are other
examples that any one could give,
but the point is clear enough. The
problem is to find a more or less
safe middle course, I know how dis-
tasteful such a formulation must be
to certain people, but I can’t help
it. It’s a formulation they must ac-
cept unless they are ready either
(1) to clamp down an absolute
embargo on Britain and bar it from
any purchases in this country, or al-
ternatively (2) to have America get
‘nto the Furopean war if necessary
to save Britain from Hitler. These
ire the absolutes; .everything else
is a middle course.

Peter Ross is thercfore wrong, in
my opinion, when he says in his ar-
ticle: “Those who fear that aid to
England will lead to war should
categorically refuse to support any
and all steps that may discriminate
against one of the belligerents. . .
Those who fear that aid to England
may lead to war with Germany
should campaign for strict neutrality
and equal treatment of both bellig-
erents.”” Despite surface appear-
ances, there is no logic to this state-
ment. Some forms of aid to Brit-
ain involve only a minimum dan-
ger of war, others an immediate and
present danger. Does Peter Ross
really mean that all forms of aid
are EQUALLY dangerous, and that
if you approve one you must neces-
sarily approve all?

ONE WAY OF GETTING

INTO THE WAR

Ross tends to take this strange
position because he thinks that the
only way measures of aid to Britain
may lead to war is by provoking
Germany to declare war on us. And
since, as he points out quite cor-
rectly, a German declaration of war
is extremely improbable under pres-
ent circumstances, and would in any
case be determined not by the le-
gality of certain acts but by the.
relation of forces, he concludes that
the American government can do
anything and get away with it. But
he is gravely mistaken in his no-
tion of how war may come to this
country. I will illustrate with an
example.

Suppose the “carry” provision of
the present neutrality law is re-
pealed in an effort to aid Britain.
Then it will be legal for American
ships with American crews to car-
ry munitions and other war mater-
ials to Britain. Even if the neutral-
ity law were so amended, Germany
would not declare war on the Unit-
ed States. That is true. But consid-
er what would happen. American
ships carrying British supplies would
vertainly be torpedoed by German
submarines, and American lives
would be lost in increasing num-
bers. What effect that would have
on public opinion at home is not
hard to foretell because we already
have the experience of the two
vears that led to our entry into the
first World War in 1917. Public
opinion would be violently inflamed;
the war fever would mount to the
point  of explosion. The United
States would be driven into the war
not by a German declaration, but
by popular demand right here in
America if the Administration
would need any such demand to en-
courage it. So you see there are
more ways than one of sliding down
the steep descent to hell, and these
are the ways we must guard
against,

A DECISIVE
QUESTION

In the same connection, I would
like to ask Peter Ross and those
who shave his view that either you
support ail forms of aid to Britain
or you support none, the following
question: “Are you for repeal-
ing the ‘carr:’ provision of the pres-
ent neutra.ity law in order to aid
Britain? 1f you are not, thea there
are some forms of aid to Tritain
of which you do not approve. if you
are, then & you think that with the
‘carry’ elavs.: repealed and American
shipg permitted-to carry British mu.
nitions thra waters infested with
German submarines, the TUnited
States could long ke=p out of war?
Or do you regard keeping out of war
as merely a secondary consideration
to aiding Britain?” i

The other problems referred to
in the early paragraphs I will dis-
cuss in another article.
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VOTE SOCIALIST!
End Hunger in the Midst of Plenty!
Jobs and Security for Alll
Keep America Out of Warl
For Socialism, Peace and Freedom!

Vote for

Norman Thomas and Maynard Krueger
for President and Vice-President

L _

WILLKIE DAMNS HIMSELF
ENDELL WILLKIE is making it abundantly clear thru his own words

that he would, if anything, be an even worse choice for the Presi-

dency than Mr. Roosevelt himself.

Two of his recent utterances are especially significant, his remarks
in Texas and his address at San Francisco. In Texas, he sank to a level of
petty demagoguery disgraceful to any self-respecting man. He actually
told the inhabitants of that cattle state that all would be well with them
if only the navy ceased buying "unsanitary"” Argentinian beef and bought
American beet instead! He seemed ignorant of the fact that the navy
had already been forbidden by law to buy foreign beef and that in no
case had the Argentinian purchases amounted to more than a drop in
the bucket. Worse, it seemed to have escaped his limited grasF of na-
tional problems that hurling such gratuitous insults at a powertul Latin
American neighbor was not exactly the road to the pan-American
solidarity and cooperation upon which so much of our security depends.
Anything to score a "point' against Roosevelt!

At San Francisco, Mr. Willkie's performance was even more
wretched. In an effort to find an issue on which to attack Mr. Roosevelt—
with whose present interventionist foreign policy he is in total agree-
ment—he went back to 1933 and denounced the President for "wreck-
ing"" the London Economic Conference of that year. That, the Republican
candidate declared in solemn tones, was the beginning of our troubles.
By refusing to help the European countries to "stabilize™ world trade and
international exchange, Mr. Roosevelt had "contributed to the downfall
of democracy in Europe", so that he "must bear a direct share of the
responsibility for the present war”. And more along the same line.

In making this charge, Mr. Willkie was levelling his guns at precise-
ly that aspect of the Roosevelt Administration which in the early days of
the New Deal gave genuine hope of a new direction of governmental
policy. For in 1933, Mr. Roosevelt, having become President of the
United States at the moment of the deepest crisis in its history, faced a
momentous choice. Either he would continue the pseudo-"international-
ist" course of his predecessors and hope to regain prosperity by dabbling
in fantastic schemes to "reestablish’ a largely fictitious "normal world
cconomic system”, or he would place domestic reform first and proceed
to put our own house in some semblance of order. Mr. Roosevelt, to his
eternal credit, chose the latter course and embarked on the truly remark-
able First New Deal, the far-famed "Roosevelt Revolution™. For this Mr.
Willkie now upbraids and denounces him. But in doing so, Mr. Willkie
only shows the caliber of his own mind and the brand of his own policies.

In his San Francisco address, the Republican candidate also had a
great deal to say about the New Deal on the domestic scene. With his
rather juvenile “cleverness”, Mr. Willkie evidently rhought he was deal-
ing an annihilating blow against the Administration by quoting none
other than Winston Churchill himself in a virulent, if rather threadbare
attack on the social, financial and business policies of the New Deal.
Winston Churchill is the leader of the British war effort, which practical-
ly all Americans admire and fervently hope will prove victorious; his
name, therefore, has acquired a certain glamor—and what more felling
than a quotation from Winston Churchill against the New Deal? Really,
Mr. Willkie should be a high-school debater; that's where his talents
would shine in all their brilliancy.

Every intelligent, liberal-minded American knows that Winston
Churchill, for all that he is heading the British war effort at the moment,
remains a die-hard Tory, a bitter-end reactionary. By appealing to him
to bear testimony against the New Deal, Mr. Willkie again gives evi-
dence of the true cast of his own political thinking.

The Democratic political managers are right. The more Mr. Willkie
talks, the surer Mr. Roosevelt is of victory in November.

THE REAL ISSUE BEFORE US

(Continued from page 1)

for the conditions in which the revival of an effective genuine socialist movement and
the victory of socialism would at least stand a chance—the break-up and the break-
down of the hitherto triumphant Nazi military machine.

It is unnecessary for anyone to engage in long discussions about the character
of this war. It is rooted in the aggravation of capitalist contradictions, in the decay
of the bourgeois system. It started as an imperialist war for the redistribution of the
world's resources and markets among the imperialist tycoons. In so far as the motives
and interests of Nazi and British imperialism are concerned, the driving objectives of
the war continue, in varying degrees, unchanged. There is no problem of putting faith
in Hitler or Churchill. There is no.problem of hailing Roosevelt as a Messiah or of
damning him as the devil incarnate.

This war, as Churchill also has so emphatically stated in his last speech, is a
continuation of the first World War. There is no question in our ranks about the
capitalist causes and the imperialist character of the war as such. But questions do
arise and differences do multiply with regard to the attitude we should take to the
CONSEQUENCES of the war. It is my conviction that a Nazi victory would, for a
while at any rate, tend to freeze, so to say, European history—that is, to provide the
European bourgeoisie, led and dominated by Nazi imperialism, with sufficient force to
preclude any possibility of victorious social uprisings, of successful struggles for na-
tional or social liberation. On the other hand, a victory over Nazi imperialism would
tend to unfreeze the European situation, would not provide European reaction with
a powerful gendarmerie, would tend to tarnish the myth of fascism as a savior of
the old order, and would thus at least provide some elbow room for a mighty
struggle for social liberation, particularly in the heart of Europe—in Germany. Should
the defeat of Nazi Germany materialize, all sorts of possibilities and avenues would
be wide open. The latter, in itself, does not ASSURE success for socialism. A German
victory, however, does tend to assure defeat for the workers of all countries. Such
triumphant reaction, spreading from Europe thruout the world, is of major concern
to the American workers.

Some might say that | am exaggerating the difference between the consequences
of a victory for one side and those of a victory for the other side. It is my convic-
tion that the differences in consequences are so great that no one can exaggerate
them—practically speaking. These differences involve class relations; they involve the
conditions of millions of human beings. They involve the immediate future of the
European and interrational labdr movements. To me it is not unimportant that in
every country the most reactionary sections of the bourgeoisie are the ones who em-
phasize the limitations of the difference between the contending forces. The "ap-
peasers” in all countries, by warning us against exaggerating differences, seek to blind
us to the Nazi menace and invite us to make peace forthwith with Hitler. It would
be best that the genuine radical should not fall into such a trap or into such company.

Before labor can play an independent role in any situation, let alone in so deci-
sive a situation as a world war, it must have the possibility to exist as an organized
distinct entity. This means, first of all, that we must fight for such conditions as will
insure us the right to such existence. There is no problem here of confidence in or

WORKERS AGE

Socialist Policy on the War

By BERTRAM D. WOLFE

HE basic problems that divide
us today are three: the nature
of fascism, the character of the pres-
ent war, and the proper methods to
use in the struggle against war
and totalitarianism. To this, there
may be added a fourth practical
question which cuts across the other
three, namely: Is the effort to keep
America out of the war so funda-
mental that we must subordinate
all our slogans, tactics and activi-
ties to that as the central effort, or
is keeping out of war a practical
matter of a secondary order which
must be subordinated to other more
urgent tasks? In this article, I wish
to discuss the first of the above
problems, the nature of fascism.

SOME FALSE THEORIES
OF FASCISM

To some, fascism is Hitler. It is an
emanation from Germany. If Ger-
many is licked, fascism is licked,
and the world will go back to pre-
fascist, democratic capitalism.

To others, fascism is “counter-
revolution on the march.” For them,
the duty of the revolutionist is sim-
ple: aid Great Britain to administer

On the Nature of Fascism

chaos: such was the alternative pre-
sented by modern conditions since

|

on the basis of Ersatz materials,
barter and autarchy. The richest

the turn of the last century. By its|land, the United States, plowed un-

nature, capitalism could create the
economic conditions for such unity,
but could not itself serve as unifier,
except on the basis of military con-
quest, subjection and tyranny. Eng-
land, by virtue of its island and
world position, could not serve as
the unifier of Europe, even tho it
was victorious in the first World
War. All it could do was to block
unification, “Balkanize” central Eu-
rope, make confusion still worse by
the treaty of Versailles, continue the
outlived and untenable game of
“balance-of-power” politics on the
continent, helping Germany to re-
arm, playing off Germany against
France and both against Russia.

Only the masses, by putting an
end to the last war by their own
action, by taking their destiny into
their own hands, could have created
a healthy, free basis for a united
Europe, a Socialist United States
of Europe. But the masses—for
many reasons not to be gone into
here—missed their chance. There-
upon, a second world war became in-
evitable.

In technique, in productive capac-

a military defeat to counter-revo-
lution on the march, or there is no
nmore hope of revolution or social-
ism in the world. A military victory
of Hitler signifies the end of the pos-
sibility of struggle, at least for our
generation,

To yet others, fascism is “a new
economic, political and social or-
der.” The aifferences between capi-
talism and fascism are ‘“‘as import-
ant and fundamental as the differ-
ences between capitalism and social-
ism.” Between fascism and imper-
ialist capitalism there is an abyss.
Socialism is not on the order of the
day, but is some remote music of
the future. We can do a bit of “edu-
cational work” concerning it, but
our only practical task today is to
defend the old order of capitalism
with all its faults against the at-
tacks of the new order of fascism,
defend it by all means, economic,
uiaterial, moral aid, military aid and
participation of this country in war

ity, in economic power, in all but
colonies, Germany is the second
strongest power in the world,
stronger than England or France,
second only to the United States.
When the masses missed their
chance to unite Europe from below
thru freedom and socialism, it be-
came inevitable that Germany would
try to unite it “from above” thru
closed economy and conquest. By
virtue of its geographical position,
by virtue of its economic power,
by virtue of the explosive force of
its grievances, Germany was the in-
evitable candidate for the post of
“unifier” of Europe.

Even if Germany fails to defeat
England, it is ‘inconceivable that
England should be able to conquer
the continent and impose unity and
its own overlordship from above. At
best, it will try once more to sub-
divide Germany and further “Bal-
kanize” Europe, initiating a new and

“if necessary.” worse militaristic fever, making
5 : - th i in-
All three of these positions are ev?tarll)elzt world war in Europe in

held by leading members of the
LL.L.A. All three of these views
were advanced by members of its
Nationa; Committee at the Labor
Dav meeting. All three of these
views coalesced in +*heir practical
conclusions and united to vote for
Herberg’s resolution as analyzed and
underscored by Lovestone. Between
them, they made up a decisive ma-
jority of the National Committee
meeting. All three of these views
are, in my judgment, wrong in
theory, and, as I shall try to show in
subsequent articles, lead to disas-
trously wrong conclusions in prac-
tise.

The only real antagonist that Ger-
many has in its attempt to unify
Europe from above by conquest is
the movement of the masses for so-
cialism; the only real alternative to
a prospect of further wars, endless
wars until Europe’s culture and
economy are utterly destroyed, is a
Socialist United States of Europe.
The older imperialisms, for reasons
which 1 will discuss later, suc-
cumb to Hitlerism while fighting
Hitler. The only irreconcilable an-
tagonist to totalitarianism in all its
forms is socialism. Win, lose or
draw, no other outcome of the Eu-
ropean war can possibly give any-
thing but the conditions for yet an-
other and yet another such war. No
burning hatred of Hitler, no indig-
nation or hysteria, no war fever,
no preference for his defeat rather
than his victory, will permit us to
blind ourselves as to that fact, or to
deceive the masses as to what is in
store for them, regardless of who
wins, until they take their destin-
ies into their own hands and solve
the problems created by the decay of
capitalism and Europe’s outgrown
boundary lines in their own fash-
ion.

WAR AND FASCISM
SPRING FROM DECAY

The present world war, like its
predecessor, springs not merely
from capitalist rivalries, but more
fundamentully from capitalist de
cay. The two world wars of our cen-
tury differ from previous capitalict
warsa:

1. In their scope. They are genu-
ine world wars.

2. In their roots.

3. In their outcome and the alter-
natives with which they confront
mankind.

We are living at a time when
capitalisin has completed its progres-
sive development and is in full de-
cay. For over a half century, this
has been so. For over a half cen-
tury, any one of a handful of great
powers could alone supply all the
markets of the world with goods.
In closing decades of the nineteenth
century, national wars in Europe be-
came lost in imperialist wars, so
that Lenin was forced to write: If
we could separate Serbia’s struggle
or Belgium’s struggle for independ-
ence from the imperialist conflicts
in which they are mere puppets, we
would support their efforts—but we
cannot.

National economic units—once so
important as against mere local
units—themselves became anachron-
isms. The small nations of Europe,
the old political subdivisions, became
hopelessly and irrevocably out of
date. The conditions of production
and transport and trade cried aloud
for an all-European economy, as a
basis for a world division of labor.]like Brazil, the government burned
Either a “United States of Europe” | millions of bags of coffee annually.
or endless war, disintegration and;Germany transformed its economy

IMPERTALISM LEADS TO
TOTALITARTANISM

For over a half century, as we
have already noted, any one of a
handful of great powers could by
itself supply all the markets of the
world with goods and capital, and
use all the world’s available sources
of raw materials. From this fact,
it followed inevitably that depres-
sions would become longer and
deeper until they tended towards
chronic crisis, and that wars would
become world-wide and inevitable in
their nature — that imperialism
would become the heart of economic
life and war “an instrument of na-
tional policy.”

From the constant expansion of
the powers of production, the capi-
talist order was forced to shift to
the systematic organization of
planned scarcity. In advanced coun-
tries like England, the government
withdrew millions of spindles from
textile production, and paid for their
standing idle. In backward countries

and continue to have, very profound differences with Roosevelt on foreign-policy
questions. We never saw eye to eye with him in his placing any embargo against
Republican Spain and his simultaneous policy of selling war supplies to Japan. We
never had even half a good word for his previous toleration of the “appeasers” of
Hitler and Hitlerism. We have demanded, and we continue to demand, far more
friendly and non-imperialist relations with the Latin American countries. But the mere
fact that Roosevelt wants to aid England—and that we also do—does not take away
our independent role from us. For instance, it would be equally silly and unfair to
say that international socialists who don't see their way clear to advocating aid to
England, or who are even opposed to aiding England, have given up their indepen-
dent position merely because Hitler is also opposed to such assistance. In stressing
this, 1, of course, don't overlook one very important differentiation: denying aid to
England entails objectively counter-revolutionary consequences, while aiding England
has objectively revolutionary consequences.

| am not proposing that labor should give the Roosevelt Administration either
a blank check or a rubber check. The latter double-dealing would only hurt the labor
movement, Let labor face independently the issues of foreign policy as well as of
domestic policy. Let labor take a position on every question on the basis of con-
sequences for its best interests. If the Roosevelt Administration should happen to
pursue, in any field to any extent, a course more conducive to our working-class in-
terests, then so much the better. Such an eventuality would at least place fewer ob-
stacles to our courze and cause. Only impotent ultra-leftism breeds suspicion of and

collaboration with either Churchill or the Roosevelt Administration. We have had,

hostility to such eventualities.

der crops, restricted acreage, paid
for not growing things, tried to stab-
ilize on the basis of a permanent
10,000,000-headed unemployed army.
The trend to senile stiffening dif-
fers in the different countries ac-
cording to historical conditions, but
the trend itself is accelerating and
universal.

From the expanding world market
capitalism in all countries (even
in England) developed closed mar-
kets, protective tariff walls, embar-
goes on exports and imports, sub-
sidizing of uneconomic crops and
industries, exclusive seizure and
monopoly of coal, oil, minerals, raw
materials, the closing of whole areas
and even continents by political reg-
ulation and armed domination of
such “spheres of influence.” In
short, the whole world, and not only
Germany, at unequal rates, some
more in one sphere, some more in
another, is developing from world
division of labor to an untenable and
strangling autarchy.

All this undermines the economic
basis of capitalist freedoms. From
the free movement of men, mater-
ials, money, the world began to de-
velop towards passports, visas, in-
ternal passports, industrial conscrip-
tion, abolition of freedom to enter
or leave a country or to move free-
ly within it, conscription of all man
power and woman power (has not
the President of the United States
even proposed labor camps for
girls?), forced child-bearing, even
abolition of free movement of gold
and capital. Rigor senilis, and stiff-
ness of old age, is setting in in the
midst of the most vigorous pro-
ductive and transportation appara-
tus the world has ever seen.

And most important of all, in the
closing years of the last century,
there already became visible the out-
lines of super-burocracy and super-
militarization, of colossal armies,
navies, and universal conscription,
of the huge military budgets, of the
arms economies, which go with im-
perialism and which more and more
shift war from an occasional out-
come of capitalist competition into
the raison d’etre, into the heart and
core of national life, into the main
purpose of the state and the main
object of all activity. Thus, the very
nature of decaying capitalism leads
directly towards totalitarianism.
For totalitarianism is at bottom
just this: the dedication of the total
population, of the total resources, of
the total budget, of the total means
of opinion, of the total national feel-
ing, of the total cultural life, to the
preparation of gigantic wars. The
militarization of economy and the
militarization of life—that is totali-
tarianism, This trend is universal in
all capitalist lands, and also in the
Soviet Union. The trend is acceler-
ating in all lands.

The masses having failed to es-
tablish socialism when the condi-
tions were already ripe, the first
world war became inevitable. That
war only speeded up the trend to
decay and totalitarianism. The fail-
ure to end that war in democratic
and socialist fashion by the action
of the masses, made the second
world war inevitable. But the sec-
ond world war is still further has-
tening the totalitarian trend—even
in countries not yet involved. In
fact, the most rapid trend in that
direction, the most startling—tho
not yet the most advanced—is taking
place right now, during the last few
months, here in our own country.

The rate of that development var-
ies in different lands due to such
historical factors as these: (1)
whether “sated” or “hungry” pow-
ers; (2) whether a belated nation-
alism is fused with imperialist
chauvinism; (3) geographical posi-
tion, economic resources, and his-
torical traditions; (4) whether a
country has been’ defeated or vic-
torious, and other such things.

The rate of this decay varies, but
the direction does not. The trend is
universal. We dare not deceive our-
selves or the masses by telling them
that a victory of England will re-
verse that trend. In a later article,
1 will examine the concrete differ-
ences between the two camps in the
present war, but one thing we must
be clear about, that the trend to
totalitarianism is being accelerated
by this war; that it is developing
fastest at this moment in our own
country, and has American roots
and sources here; that it is univer-
sal; that it will continue with ac-
celerating speed; that the main dan-
ger of totalitarianism in a country
like the United States comes from
within; that there is only one out-
come of this war which can check and
reverse that trend; that if we can-
not persuade and organize the mass-
es to find their own solution of the
problem by taking their own destin-
ies into their own hands, this war
will generate is generating, the
germs of the next, and will accel-
erate, is accelerating, the trend to
militarization and totalitarianism;
that the prospect is one of deepen-
ing enslavement, deepening depres-
sion and endless war until the mass-
es cut their way out of the closed
circle, or until civilization as we
know it, perishes in the flames.

But there is a way of conductirg
ourselves, in England, in Germany,
in the conquered countries, and in
the United States, which will lead
in the opposite direction. In other
articles, I shall discuss the concrete
things to be done now which will
lead on that other road.
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Who Are Reliable Allies
In Fight Against Hitler?

By GEORGE PADMORE

(These paragraphs by George Padmore, well-known Negro socialist leader.
are taken from the September 6, 1940 issue of the London Tiibune —Editor.)

London, England.

. EBOUE, the first French colonial governor to revolt against the

Petain sell-out, is a Negro. This is no accident. Felix Eboue, who is

a distinguished West Indian and formerly governor-general of Guada-

loupe, knows that there is no future for black intellectuals under Nazi-

dom. The other French colonial administrators, being white men, can

hope to find a place for themselves under Hitler's controlled Vichy
regime; but no Negro can have such illusions. What is the moral?

Blacks, like other oppressed colonial peoples (including Hitler's Eu-
ropean natives), are prepared to throw in their full weight in the strug-
gle if they too are included among those for whom we are supposed to
be fighting to liberate from capitalistic plutocracy, fascism and its twin-
brother, imperialism.

It is time for our left-wing and progressive friends in Britain to
realize that they can never hope to have real security and peace, even
when Hitlerism is destroyed, if the Empire remains half free and half
slave. Let Britain show by deeds—not words—that she is worthy of this
moral leadership, and she will find thousands of Eboues from among
the ranks of her colonial subjects, for they know what the denial of
freedom means.

.Another View on the

(Continued from Page 3)
U. S. A. more “secure.” If that
is true, how can we ignore
that phase, and speak of the destroy-
er transfer merely as something
menacing the “security of the Amer-
ican people ?”

I totally fail to comprehend the
argument about not giving Hitler a
“pretext” for declaring war on us.
The entire history of Nazi aggres-
sion reveals one thing clearly—Hit-
ler needs no pretext for waging war.
He certainly didn’t need any to in-
vade Austria, Czecho-Slovakia, Den-
mark, Holland, etc. The only thing
he requires for aggression is rea-
sonable assurance that he has force
to get away with it. If he has that,
you can be sure that he will try it,
pretext or no pretext. In such a sit-
uation, what can one do that is not
a pretext to Hitler to declare war?
Nothing, short of complete surrender
to Hitler. In that sense, Denmark
kept out of war, by being swallowed
whole, like an oyster. Totalitarian
rulers, who have no public opinion
at home and no possibility of an ar-
ticulate opposition, require no pre-
texts for war. It is Roosevelt, subject
as he is to popular protest, who re-
quires a pretext. Therefore, instead
of advising Roosevelt to give Hit-
ler no pretext for declaring war, the
advice should be given to Hitler to
give Roosevelt no casus belli. As a
matter of fact, Hitler has already
received such advice repeatedly from
his emissaries in this country. In
this respect, the reaction of the Nazi
and Italian press to the transfer of
the destroyers is very significant.
Instead of taking advantage of the
opportunity presented by the de-
stroyer transfer to threaten war, de-
vastation and destruction upon the
U.S.A., their major emphasis has
bern on the desperate plight of
Great Britain which led her to give
up her foothold in this hemisphere
for the sake of some “leaky old
tubs”. They pretend to be shocked
at the surrender of Great Britain’s
interests to the American plutocrats.
It is obvious that if Hitler was in a
position to wage war against the
U.S.A. at the present time, he would
not exercise such remarkable re-
straint. On the contrary, he would
consider Roosevelt’s spitting into
the Atlantic Ocean as a sufficient
pretext for opening up hostilities!

Another and more logical argu-
ment against the destroyer deal that
I have encountered is that it weak-
ens the defense of the U.S.A., with-
out at the same time guaranteeing
the victory of Great Britain. In this
argument, it is assumed that, even
with the additional destroyers, Eng-
land will be in a short period of
time overrun by the Nazis, the Brit-
ish fleet captured, and an imme-
diate invasion of the U.S.A. by Hit-
ler would then ensue. All this must
be assumed to prove the dangerous
consequences of weakenjng the de-
fenses of the U.S. by the transfer
of fifty destroyers. Actually, every
one of these assumptions is very un-
likely. But even if what is assumed
could take place, the ring of naval
and air bases obtained by the U.S.A.
in the deal would be worth more
than the fifty destroyers. In which
case, the argument about weaken-
ing of American defense falls to the
ground. But if the argument of
weakening of American defense is

FOR

RECREATION
Join the

Destroyer Question

Says F.D.R. Move Was No Danger to Peace

a valid one, what then becomes of
the criticism of Roosevelt’s exces-
sive armament program in the
Workers Age? You can criticize
Roosevelt for weakening the defense
of America, or you can criticize him
for an excessive program of defense,
but you can’t do both at the same
time!

I am sure that, in presenting this
point of view on the destroyer trans-
fer, there will be some (and here I
do not refer to the editor of the
Workers Age, who knows better)
who will shake their heads sadly,
and murmur: “Another one joins the
company of those who are beating
the drums of imperialist war.” In
doing this, they will think that they
have disposed of a difficult prob-
lem with great ease and dispatch.
In reality, this is the very thing
we should be careful to avoid. By
doing that, we would with one stroke
read out two thirds of the popula-
tion from the anti-war camp into
the interventionist camp, which is
not a particularly wise thing to do.
Because there are interventionists
who are in favor of the destroyer
transfer does not mean that every-
one who favors it is against keep-
ing America out of war. Statistically
more than 90% of the population are
for keeping America out of war.
Over 60%, if we can believe the
polls, are in favor of the destroy-
er transfer. Unless we believe that
the U.S.A. is peopled by millions and
millions of schemers who say they
are for keeping America out of war
but don’t mean it, the only logical
conclusion that can be drawn is that
there is no contradiction between
advocacy of aid to England and ad-
vocacy of a policy of keeping Amer-
ica from getting involved. How much
aid can be given England without
involving the U.S.A. in the war is
a highly debatable question. And
you will not find the answer to that
particular question in all the writings
of Marx, Engels, Lenin or Luxem-
burg. T can see where certain types
or magnitudes of aid mean actual
war. For example, the opening of
American harbors to British war-
ships would constitute aid to Eng-
land bearing with it direct American
involvement, because it would make
overy American port a sphere of bat-
tle. Obviously, such aid is out of the
question. But if we are to character-
ize all those who favor the trans-
fer of destroyers to England as
pro-war, we do not by such argu-
ment convince two-thirds of the peo-
ple of the country to oppose that
particular type of aid to England.
Rather we convince them that they
are pro-war. For the sympathy for
Great Britain and the desire to give
some sort of assistance is mounting
steadily from week to week. You
cannot eradicate that sympathy by
dubbing it “pro-war”. Nor should we
want to diminish that sympathy.
Therefore the only logical approach
is to show how it is possible to be
for aid to England and anti-inter-
ventionist at the same time, to ex-
amine each instance on its merits,
and to avoid “amalgams” like a
plague.

(The second part of B. Herman’s
article, dealing with the methods used
by President Roosevelt in effecting the
destroyer transfer, will be published in
the next issue of this paper.—Editor.)

The Best Protection. ..

For Workers and Their Families

can be offered only by consolidated forces
of the workers.

HEALTH INSURANCE
LIFE INSURANCE
MEDICAL CARE

® HOSPITAL AID

SOCIABILITY

WORKMEN'S BENEFIT FUND

714 Seneca Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y.
organized 1884




	v9n36-p1-oct-12-1940-WA
	v9n36-p2-oct-12-1940-WA
	v9n36-p3-oct-12-1940-WA
	v9n36-p4-oct-12-1940-WA

