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The M.C.F.— A New Third Party?
On M arch 5 and 6 some 350 delegates from  AFL and 

CIO unions, farm  organizations, consumer and white- 
collar groups, and leftw ing parties m et in D etroit and took 
the first steps tow ards setting up the M ichigan Common
wealth Parly. The driving force behind the Detroit con
ference was a group of youngish second-rank union leaders, 
m ostly from  the United Autom obile W orkers: Matthew 
Hammond, tool and die worker and president of Local 
157, UAW ; Paul Silvers, president o f Local 351, UAW ; 
fucker P. Smith, secretary of the United R etail W orkers’ 
jo in t board in Detroit and vice-president of the M ichigan 
CIO; Emil M azey (now in the A rm y), head of the power
ful Briggs Local 212, UA W ; Brendan Sexton and Frank 
M arquart oi the UAW ; M errill Case of the American Fed
eration of Teachers (A FL ).

The Conference laid plans to launch 26 0 ' “ Common
wealth Clubs in M ichigan in the next two m onths, and to 
hold a convention in Ju ly  at which the M ichigan Common
wealth Federation will be form ally  established and its basic 
p iogram  determined, and candidates selected for local and 
state elections this fa ll M eanwhile, it adopted certain basic 
principles, of which the m ost im portant are:

7 his party shall be open to m em bership from  all the 
cd'mmon people o f M ichigan who work fo r  a living, who 
are forced to ‘watch the pennies’ as they live, who renounce

the old-line parties, and who declare themselves ready to 
band together in a new party  to fight fo r  their common 
good and against their com mon foes. I t  shall especially  
seek to enroll trade unionists, working farm ers, consumers, 
and progressive professional and sm all business people.

“This party shall work fo r  the establishm ent o f economic 
democracy to parallel our po litica l democracy. I t  w ill 
fight fo r  the organization o f  an econom y o f abundance that 
w ill afford fu l l  em ploym ent and security to a ll who work 
fo r  a liv ing  in factory, fa rm  and office. I t  shall especially 
fight fo r  democratic control over those industries and m on
opolies where private ownership is threatening democracy, 
is in juring  the common welfare and is blocking the achieve 
m ent o f  the highest possible living standards.”

Elsewhere in this issue is a first-hand report on the con
ference by Frank M arquart. To his comments, I should 
like to add a few of m y own. F irst of a ll, the vagueness, 
not to say am biguity, of the above program — what does 
“ dem ocratic control” m ean? where does private ownership 
not “ in jure the common w elfare” ? etc.— shows that the 
conference was dom inated by trade unionists and not po liti
cal leftists. I t will have to define its principles more clearly 
if it is to develop into m ore than a left pressure group 
on the A dm inistration in power. Its m odel is the Canadian 
CCF, whose sensational growth has stirred the im agina; 
tions of the American left. The keynote speech at the con
ference was delivered by David Lewis, national secretary 
of the CCF. I t  is significant o f the trend that, although 
the conference was called to  consider “the prom otion of 
a Farmer-Labor P a rly ” , the delegates decided this was too
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M arxist and class-conscious a name and voted instead for 
a Commonwealth  party  The change seems to me an im 
provem ent: American workers and farm ers are not very 
class conscious, and a party  which wants to  attract them 
need not alienate them with its very name. Also, the 
“ farm er-labor” label is pretty stale now in American 
politics, nor is it assoicated, as the CCF is, with a tradition 
of contem porary success. The conference also followed 
the CCF in em phasizing a loose, democratic organizational 
structure, with a great deal of local autonomy, and in 
appealing to m iddleclass as well as workingclass interests 
— both of them good ideas. The rem arkable political 
backwardness of the American workingclass, however, ap
pears in the refusal of the MCF to follow the lead of the 
CCF in putting forw ard a socialist program . Such a p ro
gram  is no guarantee of progress, as the evolution of the 
British Labor Party  shows, but it is hard  to see how p ro 
gress can be m ade without it. The next few years will call 
for something stronger than a new New Deal if  labor and 
its natural allies are to advance, or even successfully to 
defend their present positions.

H a s It a F ar from  adopting a socialist program , the
Future? conference did not even em ancipate itself from

Roosevelt. It did not endorse him, bu t neither 
did it criticise him. And it adopted a form al p lank stating 
the party  would not run a presidential candidate in 1944. 
Chairm an Ham m ond made his own position clear when 
he took the floor to say: “As far as I am concerned, the 
best way of re-electing Roosevelt is the form ation of this 
party . That is the only way he w ill carry this state. We 
will bring thousands of voters to the polls. W ho do you 
think they will vote for if not for Roosevelt? Most of us 
w ill vote for Roosevelt no m atter who runs on the Republi
can ticket.” According to Labor Action  (M arch 2 0 ), 
although a large bloc of delegates were opposed to Roose
velt, “Not a single leading m em ber of the committee took 
the floor to challenge this point of view.” I think th is was 
a tactical e rro r; illusions about Roosevelt are very danger
ous now that h is policies have become so predom inantly 
anti-labor, and the place to begin to educate unionists about 
the facts of political life today would seem to  be such a 
conference as this. If  the MCF fails to m eet this issue 
squarely in its Ju ly  convention, it will have failed to lay 
a foundation for its whole fu ture work.

The attitude of the top leaders of the UAW towards the 
conference was either openly hostile (Thomas, Franken- 
steen) or non-committal (the R euthers). D irector Scholle 
of the Michigan branch of H illm an’s CIO Political Action 
Committee denounced the m eeting before it took place—  
although his attitude m ay be different now that the MCF 
has tacitly supported Roosevelt’s 1944 campaign. But re 
gardless of what the top CIO leadership thinks or does now, 
some kind of th ird  party , based m ostly on labor, seems 
pretty definitely in the cards in the next two years. The 
disillusionm ent of the rank and file with both old parties 
is becoming acute, and the top leadership is beginning 
to realize that when Government boards determ ine wages 
and working conditions, they need a po litical as well as 
a trade union organization to get anywhere.

In Chicago another embryo th ird  party has arisen, on a

more modest scale than the MCF but significant: the Amer
ican Commonwealth Party, recently formed as “ an experi
m ental pattern” by W illard Townsend, president of the 
T ransport Service Employees (C IO ), Len Levy, vice-presi
dent of the United Retail, W holesale & Departm ent Store 
W orkers (C IO ), and M aynard Krueger of the Socialist 
Party. Other such groups m ay be expected to sprout here 
and there in the future. The situation now seems to be like 
that in the trade union movement in the early thirties. 
Industrial unionism had become a pressing historical neces
sity. Leftists had been preaching the gospel fo r years, with
out apparently  getting anywhere. Then a bloc of top 
AFL leaders led by Lewis organized the CIO, and in a 
couple of years industrial unionism was part of the Am eri
can social pattern. I t seems probable that certain of the 
m ore progressive CIO top leaders will sim ilarly grasp the 
opportunity and found a national labor party  some time 
after the 1944 elections They may find it m ore difficult to 
keep it inside the fram ework of the stains quo, however, 
than was the case with the CIO. A political party  is a more 
explosive mechanism than a trade union, and the forties 
prom ise to be a more turbulent decade than even the 
thirties.

Bliven An indication that POLITICS is getting under
Furiosus the skin of those whose skins should be gotten

under was the veiled reference to “ a new journal, 
sharply leftist, devoted to  politics and economics” in Bruce 
Bliven’s attack on “ The Hang-Back Boys” in The New  
Republic  of M arch 6. (A ll the references were veiled; it 
was that kind of article.) Bliven says YEA to the Stalin 
regime, the Roosevelt A dm inistration, and W orld W ar III, 
and he is indignant that a few perverse souls continue to 
say NAY to some or a ll of these inspiring phenomena. 
He has evidently been bottling up his wrath for a long 
time, and he lets go in one glorious shotgun blast which 
peppers the target a ll the way from  Wisconsin isolationism 
to Trotskyism, from  Charles A. Beard to M ilton Mayer. 
I t m ust have been a great relief.

It is a little  late for a detailed reply to Bliven, and any
way m y fellow hang-backers have already retorted at
length— at m ore length than the specific gravity of Bliven’s 
article warranted, perhaps. I should like m erely to point
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out that the artic le  is a strik ing exam ple o f “to ta litarian  
liberalism ” , which makes a fetish of State control of the 
economy and has no to lerance fo r criticism  of this process 
from the viewpoint o f hum an freedom. Free criticism  
itself, in fact, is suspect by th is school. Bliven makes little  
attem pt to show that the war and  the S talin  and Roosevelt 
regimes are m ore deserving of being em braced than hung- 
back-from ; he thinks he has proved his po in t when he 
dem onstrates the “ negativistic” , uncooperative attitude of 
the hang-back boys. I should also like to observe, in 
John L. Lewis language, that it il l behooves one who him 
self supped at isolationism ’s tab le  up to a  few m onths 
before P earl H arbor to  attack his form er associates with 
such violence. And it ill behooves an editor who changed 
his paper’s po licy  on the war in the fa ll of 1941 “to  reflect 
the views of its owner, Mrs. Leonard K. E lm hirst . . .  a 
British citizen” (T im e, M arch 20, 1944), to read lectures in 
political m orality  to anybody.

W atch  the Tom G irdler has gone soft, or at least
"A v e ry  G a n g "  diplom atic, on labor unions, but he has 

a successor: Sewell Avery, who heads two 
of the 200 biggest non-banking corporations in the country 
—M ontgom ery W ard and U. S. Gypsum. He is also one 
of the leading gauleiters of the J. P. M organ industrial 
em pire and, according to Fortune, “ unquestionably the No. 
1 Chicago businessm an.”

On M arch 17 the N . T. Tim es carried  a two-inch news 
item of m ore significance than anything on the fron t pages. 
It was headed “ PULLM AN SUES CIO LOCAL” and it told 
of a $1,000,000 libel suit the Pullm an-S tandard  M anufac
tu ring  Co., which makes cars fo r its parent, Pullm an, Inc., 
had just filed against the weekly paper, The Keel, which 
the United Steelworkers of Am erica, Local 2928, distributes 
to its 3500 m em bers in the P ullm an p lan t a t Calum et 
H arbor, 111. The follow ing day another news report re 
vealed that Pullm an-Standard had  ju st announced it would 
refuse to sign a  union contract ordered by the W ar L abor 
Board because the contract contained a m aintenance-of- 
m em bership clause.

These little  news items are  im portant because, early  this 
year, Sewell Avery’s M ontgom ery W ard (1) brought a m il
lion-dollar libel suit against The Spotligh t, the weekly union 
paper of the locals of the U nited R etail W orkers (CIO) 
in his com pany’s stores and p lan ts; and (2) refused to 
sign a union contract ordered by the W.L.B. because it 
contained a m aintenance-of-m em bership clause. (H e had 
also refused to sign for the same reason a year earlier, and 
it had taken two personal orders from  President Roosevelt 
to get him to com ply.) The coincidence of Pullm an-Stand
ard  s and W ard’s actions becomes less m ysterious when one 
finds that Silas Straw n,Chicago’s leading corporation lawyer, 
is both counsel to P ullm an-Standard in its libel su it and 
also chairm an of the executive committee o f W ard, that 
1 ullm an s president D. A. C raw ford is also a director of 
W ard, and that Avery him self is a director of Pullm an.

The W ar Labor Board has so fa r  done nothing' to enforce 
its order requiring W ard to sign a contract, and as this goes 
to  press, the union has gone on strike to  force the WLB to 
take action. Sewell Avery is evidently organizing a con
spiracy, backed by enorm ous corporate assets and the  m ost

expensive legal b rains ob tainable on the m arket, to  defy 
the W ar Labor Board, sm ash A m erican unionism , and gag 
freedom of the press by the use of gigantic libel suits.

This last is a particu larly  serious m atter. I t is true  that 
Avery’s suits a re  legally  absurd— as a Federal judge in 
Chicago observed recently in  dism issing another m illion 
do llar libel suit Avery had brought against Business Week 
fo r its reporting  of his difficulties with the union. But, 
with plenty  o f legal funds behind them , their nuisance 
value can be great, especially against less well-heeled op
ponents. In  England, the libel laws have long been p e r
verted into an effective instrum ent for suppression o f free 
speech. The same m ay happen here.

The new committee which Time, Inc., is financing to 
conduct a two-year inqu iry  into “ the status of the freedom  
of the press in the U nited States” m ight well m ake this 
libel-suit technique of the Avery Gang one of its first ob
jects of study. The committee, incidentally, is headed by 
President H utchins of the U niversity of Chicago. Sewell 
Avery, incidentally, is a trustee of the U niversity of Chicago, 
and the University o f Chicago, also incidentally, is  one of 
the biggest stockholders of both W ard and U. S. Gypsum. 
Such are the com plications which confron t the earnest 
student o f the freedom  of the Am erican press.

"M a ssa c re  by  At last some influential A m ericans have 
B om b ing " spoken out against w hat W inston Church

ill elegantly calls “ beating the life out of 
Germ any” by saturation  bom bing of her cities. A group 
of relig ious leaders, including H arry  Emerson Fosdick and 
John H aynes Holm es, have signed a pow erful statem ent:

“ . . . In our time, as never before, war is showing itself 
in its logical colors. In the first W orld W ar, some shreds 
of the rules of war were observed to  the end. Laws of 
war are in trinsically  paradox ical; bu t so fa r as they went, 
they were witness to  the survival of some fragm ents of a 
C hristian conscience am ong the com batants. But today 
these fragm ents are d isappearing . . . C hristian people 
should be moved to exam ine themselves concerning their 
participation  in th is carnival o f death-—even though they 
be thousands of m iles away . .

The reaction against th is  statem ent was violent enough 
to betray a w idespread guilty conscience am ong Am ericans 
on this subject. The N . Y. Tim es, which pu t the statem ent 
on page one, reports it received fifty letters against to 
every one for. P ersonally , I th ink the clergym en are  right, 
no t only m ora lly  bu t also in m ilitary  and  political term s. 
It looks increasingly doubtful th a t bom bing w ill “ soften 
up” Germ any to  the extent once anticipated. (The current 
drive to get a ll ablebodied younger men into the arm ed 
forces, regardless o f their indispensability to war produc
tion indicates that m uch greater num bers of fighting in 
fantrym en are going to  be needed before the war is won 
than the h igh com m and had  calculated before all-out bom b
ing had been given a real test.) P o litically , indiscrim inate 
area bom bing stiffens a  people’s w ill to resist ra ther than 
cracks it, and also arouses a hatred  am ong the common 
people of Germ any that, in V era B ritta in ’s words, is “ steadily 
creating the psychological foundations fo r a T hird  W orld 
W ar” . F inally  the exclusive reliance on bom bing to  dam- 
age Germ an war production— and a t a time when a  large
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percentage of it is being turned out by foreign slave labor 
which hates the very system its products defend— shows 
the lack of any hum anly appealing war aims on the part 
of the United Nations. The mindless brutal battering of 
bombs is the only language our war leaders know how to 
speak to the common people of Germany.

The clergymen’s statement appears in the M arch number 
of Fellowship, organ of A. J. Muste’s Fellowship of Re
conciliation, as a foreword to Vera B rittain’s “Massacre 
by Bombing” . This thoroughly documented, 15-page article 
first appeared in England, where public protest against 
the Allied bom bing policy has been m uch m ore widespread 
than in this country. Miss Brittain has brought together 
a great mass of evidence, some of it almost unbearably 
painful to read. She examines and refutes the m ain argu
ments for the present “ a ll out” policy. (Copies o f 
“Massacre by Bom bing” m ay be obtained at 10 cents each. 
12 fo r  S i, from  Fellowship, 2929 Broadway, New York  25, 
N. Y.)

Some of her facts:
•  Those who have suffered bombing themselves, and 

know its horrors, are less eager to inflict revenge bombings 
on the Germans than those who have not had this experi
ence. A G allup P o ll in A pril, 1941, showed 45%  of those 
living in bombed areas in London in favor of reprisal raids 
— and 76% of those in unbombed ru ra l districts. (This 
m ay also be a factor in the greater public protest against 
m ass bombings in England than in this country.)

•  The R.A.F. has developed a technique of “ cascade” 
bom bing which has stepped up the “ra te  of delivery” from 
17^2 tons a m inute on Cologne in M ay of 1942 to 120 tons 
a minute in recent raids (or 80 times the in tensity o f the 
heaviest attack ever made on London).

•  Bombing at th is intensity starts fires so huge they 
actually suck up so much oxygen as to asphyxiate those in 
nearby shelters. Most of the 20,000 bodies removed from  
the ruins of Ham burg after one ra id  last summer had 
perished thus. Those who stayed in the shelters were suf
focated and then cremated. ( “The work of salvage is 
difficult because the tem perature in the cellars two weeks 
after the fire is still such that any introduction of oxygen 
makes the fire flare up again.” ) As for those who tried 
to escape by running outside: “ Women and children in 
light summer clothing who emerged from  the cellars into 
the storm of fire in the street were soon converted into 
hum an torches.”

•  According to German sources, 1,200,000 civilians 
have been killed or are “m issing” in a ir raids from  1939 
through October 1, 1943. (In that period, the num ber of 
British civilians killed was 50,000.)

•  Brittain quotes a letter to the press written by Bernard 
Shaw last fa ll: “The blitzing of the cities has carried war 
this time to such a climax of in fernal atrocity that all 
recrim inations on that score are ridiculous. The Germans will 
have as big a bill of atrocities against us as we against 
them if we take them into an im partial international court.”

•  She also quotes Brendan Bracken, Churchill’s Minister 
of Inform ation: “ Our plans are to bomb, burn and ru th
lessly destroy in every way available the people responsible 
for creating this war.”

QUERY TO MR. BRACKEN: H O W  MANY O F T H E  1,200,000 
GERMAN CIVILIANS YOUR AIR FORCES HAVE TO DATE BOMBED, 
BURNED AND RUTHLESSLY DESTROYED WOULD YOU SAY ARE 
“ RESPONSIBLE FOR CREATING T H IS  w a r ” ?

The Powerless People
T h e  H o le  o f  th e  I n te lle c t u fil  in  S o c ie ty

C. Wright Mills
W hile the United Nations are w inning the war, American 

intellectuals are suffering the trem ors of men who face 
overwhelming defeat. They are worried and distraught, 
some only ha lf aware of their condition, others so pain
fu lly  aware of it that they m ust obscure it by busy-work 
and self-deception.

Pragm atism  was the nerve of progressive American think
ing for the first several decades of th is century. It took 
a rather severe beating from  the fashionable left-wing of 
the thirties and since the latter years of that decade it has 
obviously been losing out in competition with more religious 
and tragic views of political and personal life. Many who 
not long ago read John Dewey with apparent satisfaction 
have become vitally interested in such analysts of personal 
tragedy as Soren Kierkegaard. Attempts to reinstate prag
matism’s em phasis upon the power of m an’s intelligence 
to control his destiny have not been taken to heart by 
American intellectuals. They are obviously spurred by 
new worries and are after new gods.

Rather than give in to the self-pity and political lam ent 
which the collapse of hope invites, A rthur Koestler p ro 
poses, in the New York Times, a Fraternity  of Pessimists” 
who are to  live together in “ an oasis.” Melvin Lasky, w rit
ing in the New Leader, responds to Koestler by urging in 
tellectuals “ neither to cry nor to laugh but to understand.” 
The president of ihe American Sociological Society, George 
Lundberg, ascribes contem porary disasters, and disasters 
apparently  yet to come, to the lact that the social sciences 
have not developed as rapid ly  nor along the same lines as 
physical science. M alcolm Cowley, of the New Republic, 
wonders why the war years have produced so little that 
may be considered great American literature. As for live 
political writing, intellectuals from  right of center to revo
lutionary left seem to believe that there just isn’t any. In 
a feeble attempt to fill the gap, W alter L ippm ann’s The 
Good Society, originally published in 1937, is reprinted 
and even acclaimed by at least one anxious reviewer. M any 
writers who are turning out post-war plans to suit every
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purse and taste busily divert the attentions of their readers 
from  current political decisions and bolster their hopes by 
dreams of the future. S tuart Chase and other proponents 
of a brave new post-war economic w orld achieve a con
fident note at the expense of a political realism  which 
worries even John Cham berlain.

Dwight M acdonald has correctly indicated that the fa il
ure of nerve is no sim ple retreat from  reason. The ideas 
current are not m erely fads sweeping over insecure in
tellectuals in a nation a t war. Their invention and dis
tribution m ust be understood as historical phenomena. Yet 
what is happening is not adequately explained by the po liti
cal defeat of liberal, labor, and radical parties— from  the 
decision in Spain to the present.

To understand what is happening in American intellec
tual life we have to consider the social position of its cre
ators, the intellectuals. We have to realize the effect upon 
them of certain deep-lying trends of m odern social organi
zation.

I
We continue to know more and m ore about m odern so

ciety, but we find the centers of political initiative less and 
less accessible. This generates a personal m alady that is 
particularly  acute in the intellectual who has labored under 
the illusion that his th inking makes a  difference. In the 
world of today the m ore his knowledge of affairs grows, 
the less effective the im pact of his th inking seems to be
come. Since he grows m ore frustrated as his knowledge 
increases, it seems that knowledge leads to  powerlessness. 
He feels helpless in the fundam ental sense that he cannot 
control what he is able to  foresee. This is not only true 
of the consequences of his own attem pts to act; it is true 
of the acts of pow erful men whom he observes.

Such frustration  arises, of course, only in the m an who 
feels compelled to act. The “ detached spectator” does not 
know his helplessness because he never tries to surm ount it. 
But the political m an is always aware that while events are 
not in his hands he m ust bear their consequences. He 
finds it increasingly difficult even to express him self. If 
he states public  issues as he sees them, he cannot take 
seriously the slogans and confusions used by parties with 
a chance to win power. He therefore feels politically 
irrelevant. Yet if he approaches public  issues “ realisti
cally,” that is, in term s of the m ajo r parties, he has already 
so compromised their very statem ent that he is no t able 
to sustain an enthusiasm  for political action and thought.

The political fa ilu re  of nerve has a personal counter
pa rt in the development of a tragic sense of life. This 
sense of tragedy m ay be experienced as a personal dis
covery and a personal burden, bu t it is also a reflex of 
objective circumstances. I t arises from  the fact th a t at 
the centers of public decision there are pow erful men who 
do not themselves suffer the violent results of their own deci
sions. In a world of big organizations the lines between 
pow erful decisions and grass-root dem ocratic controls be
come blurred  and tenuous, and seemingly irresponsible ac
tions by individuals a t the top are encouraged. The need 
for action prom pts them to  take decisions into their own 
hands, while the fact that they act as parts  of large cor
porations or other organizations b lurs the identification of 
personal responsibility. Their public  views and political

actions are, in this objective m eaning of the word, irre 
sponsible: the social corollary  of their irresponsibility is 
the fact that others are dependent upon them and must 
suffer the consequences of their ignorance and mistakes, 
their self-deceptions and their biased motives. The sense 
of tragedy in the intellectual who watches this scene is a 
personal reaction to the politics and economics of irrespon
sibility.

Never before have so few men m ade such fateful deci
sions for so m any people who themselves are so helpless. 
Dictatorships are but one m anifestation of th is fact. Mass 
arm ies all over the world are its living embodiment, and 
the Cairo and Teheran conferences are its m ost impressive 
symbols. The soldier m ay face death yet have no voice 
in the network of decisions which leads him to recapture 
Burm a or garrison India. Power is an im personal m onster; 
those who do the taking understand only its technique and 
not its end.

The networks of m ilitary  decision m ay be traced further 
up the line to the centers of political power. There plans 
are made by older men who do not face the chance of 
violent death. This contrast between the elder statesman 
and the young soldier is no t a popu lar topic to stress dur
ing war, but it is nevertheless one foundation for the modern 
m an’s urgently tragic sense of life. When the m an who 
fights and dies can also m ake the decision to fight in the 
light of his own ideals, wars can be heroic. When th is is 
not the case, they are only tragic.

Contem porary irresponsibility  m ay be collective; no 
one circle of men m ay make the m ost fateful decision, there 
m ay, indeed, be no single fatefu l decision, only a series 
of steps in a seemingly inevitable chain, bu t these con
siderations do not relieve the resulting tragedy. On the 
contrary, they deepen it.

The centralization of decision and the related growth 
of dependence are not, however, confined to arm ies, a l
though that is where they m ay be seen in their m ost imme
diate form . Organized irresponsibility is a leading fea
tu re  of modern industrial societies everywhere. On every 
hand, the individual is confronted with seemingly remote 
organizations and he feels dwarfed and helpless. If  the 
sm all business m an escapes being turned into an employee 
of a chain or a corporation, one has only to listen to his 
pleas for help before sm all business committees to realize 
his dependence. M ore and more people are becoming 
dependent salaried workers who spend the m ost a lert hours 
of their lives being to ld  what to  do. In  climactic times 
like the present, dom inated by the need for swift action, 
the individual feels dangerously lost. As the London 
Econom ist recently remarked, “ The British citizen should, 
be an ardent partic ipan t in his public  affairs; he is little 
m ore than a consenting spectator who draws a distinction 
between ‘we’ who sit and watch and ‘they’ who run  the 
state.”

Such are the general frustrations of contem porary life. 
F or the intellectual who seeks a public fo r his thinking—  
and he m ust support him self somehow— these general frus
trations a re  m ade acute by the fact th a t in a w orld of 
organized irresponsibility the difficulty of speaking one’s 
m ind has increased for those who do no t speak popu lar 
pieces.
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If  the writer is the h ired  m an of an “ inform ation in 
dustry,” his general aims are, of course, set by the deci
sions of others and no t by his own integrity. But the 
freedom of the so-called free-lance is also minimized when 
he goes to the m arket; if  he does no t go, his freedom is 
without public value. Between the intellectual and his 
potential public stand technical, economic, and social struc
tures which are owned and operated by others. The world 
of pam phleteering offered to a Tom Paine a direct channel 
to readers that the world o f mass circulations supported 
by advertising cannot usually afford to provide one who 
does no t say already popu lar things. The craftsm anship 
which is central to  a ll intellectual and artistic gratification 
is thw arted for an increasing num ber of intellectual work
ers. They find themselves in the predicam ent of the H olly
wood w riter: the sense of independent craftsm anship they 
would pu t into their work is bent to the ends of a mass 
appeal to a m ass market.

Even the editor of the mass circulation m agazine has 
not escaped the depersonalization of publishing, fo r he 
becomes an employee of a business enterprise ra ther than 
a personality in his own right. Mass magazines are not 
so much edited by a personality as regulated by an adroit 
form ula.

W riters have always been m ore or less ham pered by 
the pleasure and m entality o f their readers, bu t the varia
tions and the level to  which the publishing industry has 
been geared m ade possible a large am ount of freedom. 
The recent tendency towards m ass distribution o f books—  
the 25 cent “ pocket books”— m ay very well require, as do 
the production and distribution of films, a m ore cautious 
and standardized product. I t  is  likely that fewer and fewer 
publishers will pass on more and more of those m anu
scripts which reach mass publics through drug stores and 
other large-scale channels of distribution.

Although, in general, the larger universities are still the 
freest of places in which to work, the trends which lim it 
the independence of the scholar are no t absent there. The 
professor is, after all, an employee, subject to a ll that this 
fact involves. Institutional factors natu rally  select men 
fo r these universities and influence how, when, and upon 
what they will work and write. Yet the deepest problem  
of freedom for teachers is not the occasional ousting of a 
professor, bu t a vague general fear— sometimes politely 
known as “ discretion” , “ good taste” or “ balanced judg
ment.” I t is a fear which leads to self-intim idation and 
finally becomes so hab itual that the scholar is unaware of 
it. The real restraints are not so much external p roh ib i
tions as control of the insurgent by the agreements of aca
demic gentlemen. Such control is naturally  furthered by 
Hatch Acts, by political and business attacks upon “ p ro
fessors,” by the restraints necessarily involved in the Army’s 
program  for the colleges, and by the setting up of com
mittees by trade associations of subjects, like history, which 
attem pt to standardize the content and effects of teaching. 
Research in social science is increasingly dependent upon 
funds from  foundations, and foundations are notably 
averse to scholars who develop unpopular theses, that is, 
those placed in the category of “ unconstructive.”

The United States’ growing international entanglements 
have subtle effects upon some American intellectuals: to 
the young m an who teaches and writes on Latin America,

Asia, or Europe and who refrains from  deviating from  
acceptable facts and policies, these entanglem ents lead to 
a voluntary censorship. He hopes for opportunities of re
search, travel, and foundation subsidies.

The means o f effective communication are being expro
priated from  the intellectual worker. The material basis 
o f his initiative and intellectual freedom  is no longer in 
his hands. Some intellectuals fee l these processes in their 
work. They know more than they say and they are power
less and afraid.

In m odem  society both freedom  and security depend 
upon organized responsibility. By “ freedom ” and “se
curity” , I do not mean independence for each individual; 
I m ean m erely that men have effective control over what 
they are dependent upon. The ethics and politics of democ
racy center on decisions which vitally affect people who 
have no voice in them. Today, everywhere, such decisions 
are central to the lives of m ore and m ore people. A politics 
of organized irresponsibility prevails, and because of it, 
men in high places m ust hide the facts of life in order to 
retain their power.

When irresponsible decisions prevail and  values are not 
proportionately  distributed, you will find universal decep
tion practised by and for those who make the decisions 
and who have the m ost of what values there are to  have. 
An increasing num ber of intellectually equipped men and 
women work within  powerful bureaucracies and  fo r  the 
relatively few who do the deciding. And if  the in tel
lectual is no t directly h ired  by such organizations, then 
by little steps and in m any self-deceptive ways he seeks 
to have h is published opinions conform  to the lim its set 
by them and by those whom they do directly hire.

ir
Any philosophy which is sensitive to the m eaning of 

various societies fo r personal ways of life will give the 
idea of responsibility a central place. That is why it is 
central in the ethics and  politics of John Dewey and of 
the late German sociologist, Max W eber. The intellectual’s 
response to the tragic fact of irresponsibility has a wide 
range bu t we can understand it in term s of where the prob
lem is faced. The tragedy of irresponsibility m ay be con
fronted introspectively, as a m oral o r intellectual problem. 
I t m ay be confronted publicly, as a problem  of the political 
economy.

Along this scale there are (1) simple evaluations of our 
selves; (2) objective considerations of events; (3) esti
mates of our personal position in relation to  the objective 
distribution of power and decision. An adequate pholos- 
ophy uses each of these three styles of reflection in think
ing through any position that is taken.

(1) If  ethical and political problem s are defined solely 
in term s of the way they affect the individual, he m ay en
rich his experience, expand his sensitivities, and perhaps 
adjust to his own suffering. But he will not solve the 
problem s he is up against. He is no t confronting them at 
their deeper sources.

(2) If  only the objective trends of society are considered, 
personal biases and passions, inevitably involved in ob
servation and thought of any consequence, are overlooked. 
Objectivity need not be an academic cult of the narrowed 
attention; it may be m ore am ple and include m eaning as
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well as “ fact” . W hat m any consider to  be “ objective” is 
only an unim aginative use of already plotted routines of 
research. This m ay satisfy those who are no t interested in 
po litics; it is inadequate as a fu ll orientation. I t  is m ore 
like a specialized form  of retreat than the in tellectual o rien
tation of a man.

(3) The shaping of the society we shall live in and 
the m anner in which we shall live in it a re  increasingly 
political. A nd th is society includes the realm s o f in tellect 
and of personal m orals. I f  we dem and th a t these realm s 
be geared to  our activities which m ake a public  difference, 
then personal m orals and political interests become closely 
related ; any ph ilosophy th a t is no t a personal escape in
volves tak ing a po litical stand. If  this is true , it places 
great responsibility upon our po litical th inking. Because 
of the expanded reach o f politics, it is ou r own personal 
style of life  and reflection we are th inking about when we 
think about politics.

The independent a rtis t and in tellectual a re  am ong the 
few rem aining personalities equipped to  resist and to fight 
the stereotyping and consequent death of genuinely lively 
things. F resh perception now involves the capacity con
tinually  to unm ask and to  smash the stereotypes of vision 
and intellect with which m odern com m unications swamp 
us. These w orlds of m ass-art and m ass-thought are  in 
creasingly geared to  the dem ands o f politics. T hat is why 
it is in po litics th a t in tellectual so lidarity  and effort m ust 
be centered. If  the  th inker does no t re la te  him self to  the 
value of tru th  in  po litica l struggle, he cannot responsibly 
cope with the whole of live experience.

I l l
If he is to  th ink po litically  in a realistic way, the in

tellectual m ust constantly know his own social position. 
This is necessary in order th a t he m ay be aw are of the 
sphere of strategy th a t is rea lly  open to  h is influence. If  
he forgets this, his th inking m ay exceed h is sphere of s tra
tegy so fa r as to m ake im possible any transla tion  of his 
thought into action, h is own or th a t o f others. H is thought 
m ay thus become fantastic. I f  he remem bers his pow er
lessness too well, assum es th a t h is sphere of strategy is 
restricted to  the po in t of impotence, then his thought may 
easily become po litically  triv ia l. In  either case, fantasy 
and powerlessness m ay well be the lo t of his m ind. One 
apparen t way to escape both of these fates is to  m ake one’s 
goal sim ply that o f understanding.

Simply to  understand is an inadequate alternative to  giv
ing in to a personal sense of tragedy. I t is no t even a 
true alternative; increased understanding m ay only deepen 
the sense of tragedy. Sim ply to  understand is perhaps an 
ideal of those who are alienated bu t by no m eans disin
herited— i.e., those who have jobs bu t don’t  believe in 
the work they are doing. Since “ the jo b” is a pervasive 
po litical sanction and  censorship of m ost m iddle class in 
tellectuals, the political psychology of th e  scared employee 
becomes relevant. Sim ply understanding is an ideal of 
the m an who has a capacity to know tru th  bu t not the 
chance, the skill, or the guts, as the case m ay be, to com
m unicate them with po litical effectiveness.

Knowledge that is not com m unicated has a way o f tu rn 
ing the m ind sour, of being obscured, and finally o f being 
forgotten. F or the sake of the in tegrity of the discoverer,

his discovery m ust be effectively communicated. Such com
m unication is  also a necessary elem ent in the very search 
fo r clear understanding, including the understanding of 
one’s self. For only through the social confirm ation of 
others whom we believe adequately equipped do we earn  
the righ t of feeling secure in our knowledge. The basis 
of our integrity can be gained or renewed only by activity, 
including com m unication, in which we m ay give ourselves 
with a m inim um  of repression. I t cannot be gained nor 
retained by selling w hat we believe to be our selves. W hen 
you sell the lies o f others you are also selling yourself. To 
sell yourself is to tu rn  yourself into a commodity. A 
com m odity does not control the m arket; its nom inal worth 
is determ ined by what the m arket will offer. And it isn’t 
enough.

We insist upon clarity  and understanding in order to 
govern our decisions by their consequences. C lear under
standing of the po litical w orld and of our place within it 
is also indispensable if  we are to keep an app ro pria te  dis
tance from  ourselves. W ithout this distance m en collapse 
into self-pity and po litica l lam ent. We m ust constantly 
shuttle  between the understanding which is m ade possible 
by detachm ent and the longing and working for a  politics 
o f tru th  in a society th a t is responsible. The problem s 
which m ake a difference, both personally  and po litically , 
arise in the active search for these goals. The solutions 
which m ay be tru th fu l and adequate require  episodes of 
detachm ent from  political m orality  and from  considera
tions of self.

The phase of detachm ent m ay be isolated from  its po liti
cal context and in the division of labor become an end in 
itself. Those who restric t themselves to w ork only such 
segments of in tellectual endeavor m ay attem pt to  generalize 
them, m aking them the basis fo r po litica l and personal 
orientation. Then the  key problem  is held to  arise  from  
the fact th a t social science lags behind physical science 
and technology, and po litica l and social problem s are  a 
resu lt o f th is deficiency and  lag. Such a position is in 
adequate.

A lienation m ust be used in  the pu rsu it of tru ths, bu t 
there is no reason to make a po litical fetish out o f it. M uch 
less m ay it serve as a personal excuse. C ertainly m ore 
secure knowledge is needed, bu t we already  have a great 
deal o f know ledge th a t is po litica lly  and econom ically re le
vant. Big businessm en prove th is  by their readiness to  pay  
out cash to social scientists who w ill use th e ir knowledge 
for the ends of business. M any top economic brains are 
now h ired  by b ig  business com m ittees; and a good social 
scientist is often fired from  governm ent, under business 
pressure, only to  be h ired  by business o r by one of its 
fron t organizations.

The po litical m an does no t need to wait upon m ore 
knowledge in order to act responsibly now. To blam e his 
inaction upon insufficient know ledge serves as a cheap 
escape from  the tak ing o f a po litical stand and acting upon 
it as best he can. I f  one-half o f the relevant knowledge 
which we now possess was rea lly  pu t into the service of 
the ideals which leaders m outh, these ideals could be re 
alized in sho rt order. The view th a t a ll th a t is needed 
is knowledge ignores the nub o f the  problem  as the social 
scientist confronts it : he has little  or no power to  act



72 po litics
politically  and his chance to communicate in a politically 
effective m anner is very limited.

There are m any illusions which uphold authority and 
which are known to he illusions by m any social scientists. 
Tacitly by their affiliations and silence, or explicitly in their 
work, the social scientist often sanctions these, rather than 
speak out the truth against them. They censor themselves 
either by carefully  selecting safe problem s in the name of 
pure science, o r by selling such prestige as their scholar
ship may have for ends other than their own.

IV
The above acceptances of the status quo proceed directly. 

The present may also be accepted— and made spuriously 
palatable— by unanchored expectations of the future. This 
method is now being used in the production and publicity 
of hundreds of “post-war plans.”

The big business m an sets the technological trap  by 
dangling his baubles before the public without telling pre
cisely how they m ay be widely distributed. In a sim ilar 
m anner, the political writer m ay focus attention away from 
the present and into the several models of the future. The 
more the antagonisms of the actual present m ust be suf
fered, the m ore the future is drawn upon as a source of 
pseudo-unity and synthetic m orale. Intellectuals and pub
licists have produced such a range of “ plans” that there 
is now one to satisfy every one. Most of these commodities 
are no t plans with any real chance to be realized. They 
are baits for various strata, and sometimes for quite vested 
groups, to support contem porary irresponsibilities. Post
war “p lanning” is the “new propaganda.”

Discussions of the future which accept the present basis 
for it serve either as diversions from  immediate realities 
or as tacit intellectual sanctions of future disasters. The 
post-war world is already rather clearly scheduled by au
thoritative decisions. A pparently, it is to be a balance of 
power within the collective domination of three great 
powers. We move from individual to collective dom ina
tion, as the nations which have shown themselves m ightiest 
in organizing world violence take on the leadership of 
the peaceful world. Such collective dominance m ay lead 
either to counter-allianees and bigger wars, or to decisions 
no t effectively responsible to the m an who is born in India 
or on an island of the Caribbean.

There is very little  serious public  discussion of these 
facts and prospects, or of the causes of the current war. 
Yet the way to avoid w ar is to recognize its causes within 
each nation and then remove them. W riters sim ply accept 
war as given, refer to December 7 when it a ll began, and 
then talk  of the warless future. Nobody goes further in 
the scholarly directions of the inter-war investigations of 
the causes of m odern wars. All that is forgotten, hidden 
beneath the rather m eaningless shield, “ Isolationist” . It 
is easier to discuss an anchorless future, where there are 
as yet no facts, than to face up to the troublesom e questions 
of the present and recent past.

In the covenants of power the fu ture is being planned, 
even if later it m ust be laid down in blood with a sword. 
The powerless intellectual as p lanner m ay set up contrary 
expectations; he will later see the actual function of his 
“planning” . He is leading a prayer and such prayer is a 
mass indirection.

Discussion of world affairs that does no t proceed in 
term s of the struggle for power within each nation is 
interesting only in the political uses now made of it by 
those in power. Internal power struggles are the only 
determ inants of international affairs which we may influ
ence. The effective way to plan  the world’s future is to 
criticize the decisions of the present. Unless it is at every 
point so anchored, “planning” disguises the world that is 
actually in the works; it is therefore a dangerous disguise 
which perm its a spurious escape from  the anxielies su r
rounding the decisions and happenings of the present.

V
The writer tends to believe that problem s are really 

going to be solved in his medium, that of the word. Thus 
he often underplays the threat of violence, the coercive 
power always present in decisive political questions. This 
keeps the writer’s m ind and energies in general channels, 
where he can talk safely of justice and freedom. Since 
the model of his type of controversy is rational argum enta
tion, rather than skilled violence or stupid rhetoric, it keeps 
him from  seeing these other and historically more decisive 
types of controversy. These results of the writer’s position, 
his work end its effects, are quite convenient for the work
ing politician, for they generally serve to cover the nature 
ol his struggles and decisions with ethically elaborated dis
guises. As the channels of communication become more 
and more monopolized and party  m achines and economic 
pressures, based on vested shams, continue to monopolize 
the chances of effective political organization, his oppor
tunities to act and to communicate politically  are minimized. 
The political intellectual is, increasingly, an employee liv
ing off the com m unicational machineries which are based 
on the very opposite of what he would like to stand for. 
He would like to stand for a politics of tru th  in a demo
cratically responsible society. But such efforts as he has 
m ade in behalf of freedom  for his function have been 
defeated.

The defeat is not a t the hands of an enemy that is clearly 
defined. Even given the power, no one could easily work 
his will with our situation, nor succeed in destroying its 
effects with one blow. I t is always easier to locate an ex
ternal enemy than grapple with an internal condition. Our 
im personal defeat has spun a tragic p lo t and m any are 
betrayed by what is false within them.

F U N N Y  T H IN G

A t  M a lve rn  C o lle g e ,  Lab orite  H o m e  Secre tary  H e rb e rt  M o rrison  
to ld  an au d ien ce  o f upper-cru st British b oys that m ore soc ia lism  has 
been accom p lished  in Britain by the C o n se rva tive  Party, which op p o se s  
socialism , than  by  the L ab o r Party, which espouses it. A d d e d  M r.  
M o rr iso n : "T h is  is the funny th in g  ab o u t British politics, which on ly  an  
Englishm an  understands, and not m any o f  them  understand  it, bu t this 
is how we g e t  a lo n g ."

— "T im e ",  Feb . 21, 1944

O  B R A V E  N E W  W O R L D !

In his new book, W h a t  Is  H y p n o s is ? ,  A n d re w  Sa lte r offers a b reath 
ta k in g  project: te ach in g  au tohypn osis  to  sold iers. S a y s  he: "S im p le  
m ass p rocedure  a p p lie d  to  so ld ie rs cou ld  qu ick ly  filter out one o f  
five  or a t  worst one o f e igh t w ho can  qu ick ly  be ta u g h t  tc  m ake them 
selves im m une to  such sounds an d  pa ins as they wish. It  is not im 
possib le  to  im ag in e  batta lion s o f self-anesthetized  so ld iers g o in g  into  
b attle ."

— "T im e " ,  M a r c h  6, 1944
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The Cause that Refreshes
Four Delicious Freedoms

Some of m y friends in, around and under the Govern
ment tell me that I do not take this war seriously enough. 
Others tell me I  take it too seriously. In an effort to clear 
up things, I have form ulated a slightly  revised edition of 
the Four Freedoms. Of course, my edition does not alter 
the philosophical purity  of the orig inal concept: it only 
shifts the emphasis to a new type of freedom : the freedom 
from order. It is m y hope that the following suggestions 
will he as constructive as the bombings with which the 
Allied a ir forces are now preparing the peoples of Europe 
for a new era of everlasting peace.

The changes I propose are very slight. By sim ply shifting 
a few prepositions— harm less, modest little words— we get 
the m ost valuable results. Specifically:
Freedom o f Speech  should become Freedom fro m  Speech
Freedom o f W orship  should become Freedom from  W orship
Freedom from  W ant should become Freedom o f Want
Freedom fro m  Fear should become Freedom o f Fear

Let me explain.

I. F R E E D O M  F R O M  S P E E C H

This includes a ll speeches, from  the lascivious a llu re
ments of advertising, which bring  m an, via the long detour 
of his sexual instincts, to satisfy his th irs t with liquids 
that taste like sleeping feet, to  the speeches of Churchill, 
Roosevelt, W allace and others. I t goes without saying that 
H itler’s and M ussolini’s speeches are also on the list, under 
the heading o f “ political advertising” .

Many will object to  the inclusion of the inspiring speeches 
by our war leaders, but they are even m ore dangerous than 
the others. Take for exam ple C hurchill’s speech in which 
he said: “ This is not a war o f dynasties, chieftains or kings, 
it is a war o f causes and ideals.” Or the W allace Common- 
M an speech, or Roosevelt’s appeals to revolt in Italy. 
M any Italians who received copies of those speeches dropped 
from  A llied airplanes, and kept them in  their pockets at 
the risk of their lives, are now exhibiting them  a t A llied 
Headquarters and saying: “ Here are your prom ises, why 
don’t  you keep them ?”  This is what happens when com
m unications are slow and badly organized. Those poor 
devils have not yet been freed from  the spell of the above 
speeches, which was not m eant to last that long and  to  
create such strong illusions of good faith. H ad they also 
received a copy of C hurchill’s last speech in which he says 
“ This is no tim e  fo r ideological preferences,” or of Roose
velt’s declaration of Ju ly  1943 that he would no t stand for 
anarchy and disorder, no such m isunderstandings would 
have arisen. It is useless to reproach the O.W.I. fo r fa il
ing to send copies of those later “ corrections” to  Italy ; 
the people in Nazi-occupied Ita ly  would have refused to 
give up their illusions. The only answer therefore is: 
FREEDOM FROM SPEECH.

I I .  F R E E D O M  F R O M  W O R S H IP

This includes no t only the worship of Kings, Fuehrers 
and Duces, bu t also the True Faith, which m ust be dis
covered in  a state of complete freedom. The Italians re 
m ember how long it took to persuade the Pope that the 
sun stood still and the earth danced around it. Only a few 
centuries ago this view was regarded as highly libelous and 
communistic, and the local F.B .I. m ade things very ho t 
fo r those who insisted on thus slandering the Astronomic 
Suprem acy of our Planet. They recall fo r exam ple that 
Galileo’s discovery of the pendulum  was also regarded as 
“ untim ely” , to say the least, and when he began blabbing 
about confidential goings on in the heavens, he was made 
to sign a declaration prom ising to m ind his business and 
stop staying out la te  a t n ight to  look at the Pope’s sky. 
The Ita lians remember these and other things, and so do 
the Spaniards. But today it is the great P rotestant powers 
that place them  again under the ru le  of the priests, in 
accordance with their ignorant belief that the Italians 
“belong”  to  the Church. P ublic  schools are once m ore 
placed under Catholic authority, and thus the progress of 
a  whole century of struggle for independence is annulled 
in the very nam e of Liberty. The answer therefore is: 
FREEDOM FROM W ORSHIP.

III. F R E E D O M  O F  W A N T

Let me illustrate this kind of freedom. Once, on a hot 
day in August, I offered one lira  to a N eapolitan beggar 
who was sleeping in the sunshine. I wanted him  to carry 
my suitcases. “No.” “ Two lira .” “No. I ’ve had my 
lunch.” “ But you will want your dinner.”  At this, he 
sprang to  his feet, no t to  carry  m y suitcases as I thought 
fo r a second, bu t to  shout: “ M ind your own business! 
My hunger belongs to m e!” This proud kind of want 
should be protected by the T hird  Freedom  against the 
slanderous attacks o f those barbarians who can never relax 
and who therefore claim  th a t m oneymaking is a nobler 
activity than sleeping in the sunshine.

Other form s of want should also rem ain free: the hunger 
for independence which in m any people accompanies the 
hunger for food. Some tim e ago, Badoglio to ld  the Allies 
th a t if  they would only place him  in charge of the d istri
bution of food, he could use it to crush a ll po litical oppo
sition, because hunger was greater than anger in the Italian  
people. U p to now, I am glad to say, Amgot has refused 
to follow  th is reactionary advice. I t has scrupulously ob
served the T hird  Freedom, as here amended. The Italian  
people have been allowed to keep their hunger— 600 cal
ories a day as against the hospital standard of 2200 (see 
N. Y. Times, M arch 19, p. 1 4 ). Excellent! But Allied 
propagandists seem to be ignorant o f this enlightened policy 
of their generals. They keep urging the Ita lians to work 
like T ro jans and fight like lions in  the great cause of 
democracy— on a diet of 600 calories a day. Badoglio 
would feed the people so as to control their thoughts. 
Amgot starves them and leaves them their thoughts. But 
at once to starve them  and control their thoughts, in fact 
to expect idealistic enthusiasm  from  them— this is some
thing only an American advertising m an could dream  up.
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It is useless now to reproach the Allies for behaving 

badly. They have a right to be cynical, dishonest, stupid, 
anything they may choose to be; hu t if their presence does 
not bring about the expected liberation, and only adds to 
the sufferings of the Italian people, the Italian people 
have a right to retain their hunger, without having to see 
these ominous liberators in their m idst a ll the time. The 
answer therefore is: FREEDOM OF WANT.

IV. F R E E D O M  O F  F E A R

This should include not only the freedom  to fear M us
solini and H itler, who by now can no longer impress the 
European peoples, but also to fear the Allies themselves 
and their invertebrate faith in democracy. Why not be 
a fra id  of the new Governor of Sicily, a form er policeman 
of the combined Ovra and Gestapo organizations, now a 
civil servant of the liberators? Yet anyone who expresses 
such healthy fears is called a defeatist. And why not fear 
the United Nations, fear that the peace m ay be even worse 
than the war, after one has seen that even the sugary 
nonsense of the A tlantic Charter proves too great an im
pedim ent to the dishonest plans of Mr. C hurchill? But such 
fears are not licensed under the present rationing system. 
I t is useless now to teach the Great Defenders of Democracy 
that fear should be withdrawn from  corpses and extended

to a few m ore living people, but if the people choose not 
to smile at their orgy of innocence, and to be afraid  of 
everybody, of the dark nationalist beasts like Senator Rey
nolds, Lindbergh and Gerald Smith, and also of the only 
existing alternatives to these frightening forces, well let 
them be free to  trem ble in every lim b of their body, for 
they are always the first to get hurt, either on the giving 
or the receiving end of the constructive bom bing; they are 
obliged to believe, to smile, to be enthusiastic; the big 
boys are exempt from  ideologies unless the Nazis are too 
damn close to England; the big boys can afford to liberate 
the people from  their King, or the King from  his angry 
victims, if they so choose to do; and before the big boys 
get hu rt it takes a hell of a long time. Badoglio doesn’t 
have to eat out of a garbage-can, and still, he is less inno
cent than the Neapolitan people who are eating out 
of garbage cans. Petain, King George, King Victor 
Emanuel, King Peter, Franco, Salazar, Mannerheim, 
and a few others, just change from  a discredited German 
currency to the good old American greenbacks, that’s all. 
Why should we not be free to fear the governments of 
Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin which leave to such a r
chitects the building of considerable areas of the W orld 
of the Four Freedom s?

We must, therefore, demand: FREEDOM OF FEAR FOR 
EVERYBODY ON EARTH.

NICCOLO TUCCI

T w en ty and O N E
T h e  JXetr #n tp o ria  I ism  in  T u t in  A m e r ic a

Arthur Pincus
SOMETHING has happened to im perialism . One finds re

peated recognition of this fact in current writings. Cur
rent American im perialism , we are told, is “ different;” 

we are also told that it is not im perialism  at all, but a 
progressive force that will use “ cooperative international 
p lanning” to  achieve a post-war economy of abundance.

This type of logomachy is not new, nor, in the light of 
a ll they now subscribe to, is it surprising that it has caught 
up so m any of the old intellectual leaders of liberals and 
the left. Yet I subm it that it is an illum inating sidelight 
on the confusion of our times that it is precisely at the 
moment that im perialism  has become most centralized, 
persuasive and all-pervading in our national life that many 
liberals and left wing leaders are hailing  its demise.

The reason for this attitude is not fa r  to seek. And to 
understand it fully, it would be useful to clear our m inds 
once and for all of conventional patterns and what some 
one has called the “ old single-track dogmas” concerning 
im perialism .

It is true that in recent years old-fashioned im perialism  
has been disintegrating, or failing th a t has become softened 
and much modified for the better. The Latin American 
countries have achieved form al political and (a measure 
of) economic independence, Ireland has finally gotten in
dependence, the dominions of the British Em pire are self-

governing, the freedom of India is actually a distinct 
possibility. From  these unquestionable facts, m any liberals 
deduce (1) that the distintegration has been evolutionary, 
in response to democratic pressure, and connected somehow 
with “progress,” “ reform ” and “gradualism ” ; and (2) that 
after victory in the war the disintegration will have been 
completed and the way paved for greater democracy, free
dom and economic security for a ll the weaker nations and 
subject areas of the world. But the crucial questions are: 
one, why  has the old im perialism  been disintegrating? 
and two, what has taken its place?

It is obvious that the actual disappearance of im perialism  
would im ply a fundam ental change in the economic, 
political and social organization of our society. At last 
glance this had not taken place. Hence to  answer the first 
question we m ust trace the degeneration of m onopoly cap
italism  (of which the old im perialism  is an organic part) 
during the period between the two wars o f our generation. 
To answer the second question, we m ust understand that 
on the ruins of the old capitalism  has arisen a new structure 
that, fo r want of a better name, we shall call “ State capital
ism,” in which, in varying degree both at home and abroad, 
economic and political control has become centralized in 
the State apparatus.

In other words, we have th is: m onopoly capitalism has
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revealed a progressive atrophy o f  m any o f  its essential 
functions, inperialism  being one o f these fu nc tion s; hence, 
as control o f the im peria list process has slipped from  the 
hands o f private finance capital, im perialism  per se has not 
disappeared; what has happened is that the function  has 
been taken over m ore and m ore by the State.

To find out what th is new State-controlled im perialism  
is like requires a quick glance backw ard at the past history 
of our im perialist relations with the other Americas.

Im peria lism, O ld S ty le  (1 9 1 6-19 2 9 )
The old pattern of im perialism  in  Latin Am erica is 

fam iliar enough; the starvation, m isery, chaos and violence 
it brought have been catalogued repeatedly. Briefly, the 
bankers, industrialists and m erchants of the various nations 
struggled am ong themselves for oil, m ining and agricu l
tu ra l investments, for exp lo itation  of the labor of depressed- 
standard-of-living natives, for a free and high hand in m ak
ing loans, fo r a m arket for m anufactured goods.

At a certain po in t of im passe in the economic struggle, 
the State power was called in to run  interference through 
diplom atic and foreign office channels and th rough the use 
of its battleships and armies. Sometimes this pow er was 
used against the natives of the weak but recalcitran t colonial 
or independent state, sometimes against the nationals of a 
rival power. The naked power pressure used on the eight 
Caribbean states in 1923 to  sign treaties foregoing the 
“ right of revolution” (la ter pu t forw ard as justification 
for the landing of m arines in N icaragua) is an exam ple of 
the first type; the last w ar is an explosive exam ple of the 
second.

The im portant th ing to bear in m ind is that a t every 
point in th is sequence it was the private  capitalist who held 
the initiative, sought the overseas m arket, initiated loans, 
m ade foreign investments, summoned the State power to 
his aid  when the econom ic struggle no longer sufficed, 
reaped the profits if  his side em erged the victor.

The im perialist drive of the U nited States am ong the 
ten independent countries of South America did no t actu
ally  get under way until 1916-1918. U p to th a t tim e the 
great preponderance of our im perial interests had been 
in the Caribbean and  C entral A m erican countries and in 
Mexico, where som ething over two b illion  do llars in direct 
investments had been made.

The outbreak of W orld W ar 1, however, perm itted us 
to  move in on lands farther south, previously dom inated 
chiefly by England and coveted since the tu rn  of the cen
tu ry  by im perial Germany. In  1913 the investments of 
U. S. banks and corporations in South Am erica were esti
m ated at only about $175 m illio n ; a t the close of 1930 
these investments had  swelled to  well over th ree billion .

The trade  curve also rose. In 1914 U nited States exports 
to South Am erica were $88 m illion , in  1918 $294.5 m illion, 
in 1920 $613 m illion and in 1929 $537 m illion. The  1929 
figure represented about 29 percent o f  that continent's total 
im ports fo r  the year, the  1920 figure about 33 percent, and  
the  1918 figure about 25 percent. In  1914 the percentage 
had been 12.5!

I f  this proved that im perialism , o ld  style, could still 
reap  profits from  war by exploiting new foreign m arkets,

a glim pse behind the figures w ill show (1) that after the 
last war finance capital emerged as the dom inant factor in 
the im perialist process; and (2) that the same process 
th a t piled up profits was p iling  up grief fo r the Latin 
Am ericans and also p iling  up insoluble contradictions 
am ong the three types of Am erican capita list im perialist 
expansion in Hispanic-A m erica, nam ely, trade, loans and 
capital investment.

The post-1918 period was a period of g lu t for both m anu
factured goods and raw  m aterials. W orld prices collapsed; 
the result was the heavy losses of the 1920 deflation. For 
the United States th is was a period of com paratively orderly 
readjustm ent; for m ost Latin Am erican countries less well 
cushioned against such shocks, it was a plunge into chronic 
economic invalidism  from  which several did not recover 
un til the very outbreak of this war.

Cuba is a good, if  spectacular, example. Cuba saw the 
price of sugar nose-dive from  2 2 ^  cents on M ay 19, 1920, 
to 3%  cents on December 13, 1920. Colonos and centrales 
could not pay off Am erican bank loans, and from  this time 
on, the story of A m erican im perialism  in Cuba became a 
bankers’ story.

The economies of the other Hispanic-A m erican countries 
were not as directly tied to  the United States banking 
system as was the Cuban. Nevertheless, the story of Am er
ican im perialism  in these countries during  the decade 1920- 
1930 was also substantially a bankers’ story. F or while 
Am erican loans were financing reconstruction in Europe, 
thus creating a new dem and for Latin Am erican raw  m a
terials, they were also enhancing the buying pow er of the 
Latin  Am erican countries, whose purchases of consum er 
goods were held down by the low prices of p rim ary  prod
ucts as com pared with m anufactured goods.

This artificial closing o f the gap was a double outrage 
on the Latin Am ericans, penalized first by the spread be
tween the labor value of raw  m aterials and the labor value 
of m anufactured goods, sharply im posed by the industrial 
w orld ; and then fu rther im proverished by the necessity 
of paying high interest on bankers’ loans; loans, m ore
over, m ade to  dictators who in m any cases spent the p ro 
ceeds unwisely, passing on only the  debts to the people.

The Am erican capitalist whose interest in Latin  America 
was selling  goods was also caught in the noose of th is con
tradiction. And here we see a classic exam ple of the 
rivalry  w ithin the national fram ework of the three types 
of capitalist im perialism . Thus, in Latin Am erica loans 
began as the hand-m aiden bu t ended as the strangler of 
trade. D uring the bond-selling orgy of South American 
securities between 1920 and 1929, Am erican investm ent 
bankers distributed South A m erican governm ent bonds 
aggregating a face value o f $1,600,000,000.* The bankers’

* I f  only to recall the  atm osphere of those frenzied days, let us 
exam ine one of these bond issues—by no m eans th e  worst. Between 
1921 and 1927, Dillon, R ead and Co. floated long-term Brazilian 
issues with a face value of $176.5 million. Dillon, Read paid from  
84 to 91, except fo r one sm all issue which cost 94.5. T he spread 
on the small issue was 2 points; on the rest it  ranged from  4.5 to 8. 
One $25 million issue was earm arked for the electrification of a 
railw ay; to th is date the road is not electrified. Dillon, R ead’s profits 
were so fa t tha t a dummy corporation, the  Eastern Trading Com
pany, was set up to reduce income taxes. (See J. Fred Rippy’s 
excellent South Am erica and Hemisphere Defense, Louisiana State 
University Press, 1941. Also, W. Feuerlein and E. H annan’s Dollars 
in  L a tin  America: A n  O ld Problem  in  a  N ew  Setting, Council on 
Foreign Relations, New York, 1941.)
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spread averaged about 5 points, or about $320 m illion; 
incidental expenses such as bribes to Latin American 
officials, agents’ fees, etc. amounted, at a conservative esti
mate, to another $5 m illion; funding operations and con
solidations of debt which provided another bankers’ feast 
took roughly about $200 m illion; so that the to tal proceeds 
for the South American countries on more than a billion 
and a half indebtedness was a little more than one billion 
dollars.

Fed by this, American trading companies did very well 
at first; Latin American imports from  the United States 
nearly doubled between 1922 and 1929. However, initial 
profit was followed by collapse. Most of the issues went 
sour (approxim ately 68 percent of the South American 
bonds are still in partial or total defau lt). And from 1930 
to 1936, the piled-up obligations, on which Washington 
and the bankers demanded payment, prevented the resum p
tion of anything resembling norm al trade. The bankers 
loaded m ost of the loss on the individual American in
vestors. But the real loss was taken by the trading com
panies, who with vast accumulations o f surplus products 
in the United States a ll through the post-1929 years, paid 
the cost o f the loans m any times over in the form  o f goods 
they were prevented fro m  selling.

Capital investment added its own set of contradictions. 
Argentine railways, Mexican copper, Bolivian tin, Col
ombian petroleum, Costa Rican bananas, Cuban sugar, 
Chilean nitrate, and Brazilian light and power a ll illustrate 
the point. Necessarily placing the emphasis not on social 
and economic progress essential for an expansion of the 
m arket for m anufactured goods but rather on security of 
property and a cheap labor supply, capital investment aided 
the continuance in power of brutal feudal dictatorships. 
Siphoning out of the country enormous profits that should 
have been used to build schools, roads and health programs, 
capital investment kept the countries of Latin America 
chained to their one-crop economies.

The Rise o f Economic N ationalism
When the 1929 depression struck, the entire structure of 

American capitalist im perialism  was shaken. Between 
1929 and 1932, total United States trade with Latin 
America slid from  $911.5 m illion to $198.5 m illion.

In other words, American capitalists lost every vestige 
of the commercial advantage gained during the W orld War. 
But this was not all. The more advanced Latin American 
countries seized the opportunity to break out of the one
way street which is the one-crop raw m aterial system. In
dustrialization had already begun toward the close of the 
last w ar; beginning in the 1930’s, economic nationalism  
and encouragement of native industry became rampant.

To consider only the industrialization among the four 
principal ABCP powers:

a r g e n t i n e  in  1930 had only five spinning m ills em ploy
ing  4,000 persons; in  1937 there were 4,727 m ills em ploy
ing  77,000 workers. The total num ber o f  industrial estab
lishments in the country today is nearly  50,000, em ploying  
more than half a m illion  workers out o f a total population  
o f  13,000,000. Argentine manufactures about one-third o f 
its consumption o f cotton goods, three-fifths o f its linen,

a ll o f its shoes and woolen goods and most o f its cement 
and tires. M otor vehicles, radios, refrigerators and similar 
products are largely assembled in branch factories o f Am er
ican and British ownership which are part o f an industrial 
“m ig r a t io n th a t  took place after  1936. On the other 
hand, the Argentine government, through its National Meat 
Board, has entered into direct competition w ith foreign- 
owned packing plants such as Sw ift, Armour, etc., and has 
greatly encouraged the processing o f native foodstuffs 
{flour, sugar, etc.).

b r a z il  in  1920 had  13,300 industrial establishments, 
em ploying  275,000 workers; in 1935 she had over 58,000 
industrial establishments, em ploying more than two million  
workers out o f a total populaiton o f  48,000,000. Brazil 
now has some 600 textile m ills, whose production o f cloth 
rose from  760 m illion yards in 1927 to nearly two billion  
yards in  1940. Most o f  its industrial power is electric 
o f hydraulic origin. In Sdo Paulo, which has grown from  
a city o f a few  hundred thousand to one o f over a m illion, 
it has one o f the most highly industrialized cities o f the 
world. Brazil today supplies the needs o f its people in 
paints, cotton and woolen goods, nuts, bolts, screws, but
tons and matches, and has growing industries in jute, ce
ment, iron and steel and chemicals. As o f  1941, the value 
o f Brazil’s industrial production surpassed that o f agricul
ture by more than  20 percent {and Brazilian agriculture— 
although on ly  3 percent o f the arable land is cultivated— 
produces the world’s largest crop o f coffee, second largest 
o f cocoa, third largest o f corn, fifth  largest o f cotton, fifth  
largest o f sugar, seventh largest o f meat and nin th  largest 
o f rice).

C H IL E  officially placed its industry at 100 for the 1927- 
1929 period; in  1936 the index stood at 146, and is proba
bly m uch higher today. More than 30 per cent o f the 
country’s ga in fu lly  employed are now in industrial activi
ties. A broad program o f State participation in export in
dustries and public utilities was instituted in  1940. Chile 
is now supplying all o f its domestic needs fo r  woolen tex
tiles, pharmaceutical and allied products, shoes and tannery 
products, cement, glassware, tobacco and products o f wood. 
Her textile and jute m ills are among the most modern in 
the world, and her industrial chemical and iron and steel 
industries are expanding rapidly, aided by the only con
siderable supply o f coal in South America.

PERU, though less advanced along the road o f industriali
zation than the countries mentioned above, nevertheless has 
clothing, shoe, cement, paint, alum inum  ware, meat packing  
and furniture industries that supply a large proportion o f  
domestic needs.

Hand in hand with industrialization has come the 
deliberate fostering of economic nationalism , whereby a 
whole series of entangling laws, codes and restrictions have 
for the first time put teeth into such nationalist slogans 
as “Mexico for the Mexicans” and “ Brazil fo r the Brazili
ans.” Tariffs, exchange controls, capital export taxes, im
port licenses, managed currencies, government encourage
ment of labor unions to harass foreign capital, differential 
freight rates, direct trade subsidies and special anti-foreign 
regulations lim iting the transfer of profits out of the coun
tries where they are amassed soon had the American in
vestor and trader caught like flies on fly paper.
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T h e  N a zis Show  th e  W a y
As is well known, Nazi Germ any was the first to trim  

its sails to the new wind in Lathi America. This was done 
by breaking a ll the ru les; that is, by discarding a ll the 
traditional m ethods of conducting in ternational trade and 
exchange. The Nazi government, as a  State, went directly 
into business. From  th is proceeded double money, aski- 
marks and a ll the other blocked currencies, State sub
sidized exporters, and direct State negotiated agreements 
with South Am erican countries which resulted in their d i
verting purchases to Germany from  countries they had 
ordinarily  bought in.

A pparently even the pursu it of profit, which is what had 
made capitalist im perialism  tick, was sum m arily set aside. 
Between 1936 and 1939, Germ any was quoting prices for 
her goods averaging 20 percent less than those offered by 
American m anufacturers and buying, albeit in restricted 
marks, valuable stock-piles of raw  m aterials at higher than 
world m arket prices.

In 1936, 1937 and 1938 Germany forged ahead of Great 
Britain in exports to every South American country except 
Argentine and U ruguay; shoved the U nited States out of 
first place in exports to Brazil, U ruguay and P araguay ; 
and was giving hot chase to the United States fo r first place 
in Chile. The spearhead of Germ any’s trade advance was 
pointed m ainly a t five countries: Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, 
Peru and Uruguay. The German im ports of these coun
tries m ade up the bulk of the m ore than 15 percent of 
Latin America’s to ta l im ports supplied by Germ any in  1937 
and the m ore than 17 percent supplied in 1938. F or the 
same years E ngland’s figures were 12 and 11 and those for 
the United States 33 and 34.

In  all, covering the five-year period  1932-1937, it has 
been estimated that German export trade to Latin America  
as a whole increased 178 percent. In  Central America—  
our own particular backyard— German export trade in 
creased 500 percent.

But figures alone cannot possibly give the fu ll measure 
of this trade rivalry— the m ost ruthless the world has ever 
known. If  it was difficult for the Nazis to break the Anglo- 
American m onopoly on mine and oil industries, the Nazis 
ran ahead of the British and Americans in transportation, 
steamship and particu larly  air lines, and in supplying m a
chinery, tooling and engineering for new m anufacturing 
industries.

Under the Germans, too, instrum ents of propaganda were 
used to play an im portant ro le  in im perialist rivalry  for 
the first time. The governm ent-controlled German News 
Agency furnished a low-cost radio teletype service through
out Latin America with which neither A P, U P, Reuters 
n o r Havas could compete for cheapness and rapid ity  of 
distribution. Transocean Radio, also Nazi government- 
controlled, was on the a ir  throughout Latin Am erica with 
excellent program s from  7 in the m orning to m idnight. 
And in addition to scores of German language newspapers 
published in Brazil, Chile, Argentine and other countries, 
heavy advertising in the native press served either wholly 
to stifle criticism  or else to buy warm journalistic friends; 
in m any other instances there was strong ground for belief 
that the native press was secretly owned or subsidized by 
the Nazis.

The individual Am erican businessman, no m atter how 
pow erful, was helpless before this closely coordinated drive 
of trade, com m unications, and propaganda. This was 
not trade war in  the old sense. I t was W ar; the sneak 
punch, P earl H arbor and the blitz a ll ro lled  in one. 
M oreover, the side th a t was waging the war did no t 
have to wait, in  accordance with the classic rules of capi
talist im perialist war, for a form al declaration to effect 
that shift of control from  private capitalism  to  the State 
which mobilizes to ta l national resources. The Nazi State, 
having taken over private trade  and finance, was using 
economic as once only m ilitary  weapons had been used.

E n ter  the S ta te
Against this background, the counter-use of the American 

State power in conducting the im perialist struggle takes 
on perspective. Beginning in 1936, the cultivation of the 
Latin Am ericans became a m ajo r assignm ent no t only of 
the State D epartm ent bu t also o f the Treasury, Labor, W ar, 
Navy, A griculture and Commerce Departm ents, and of v ir
tually  every other governm ent agency and bureau (in 
cluding the Indian  Bureau) whose acts or decisions were 
capable of affecting any phase of inter-American relations. 
The State Departm ent, in addition, has also established a 
special Division of C ultural Relations with Latin America, 
which has a tidy  budget a ll its own. Hovering over all, 
as a kind of traffic m anager, is the Nelson A. Rockefeller 
Office of the C oordinator of Inter-Am erican Affairs whose 
$3 m illion budget in August 1940 has expanded to some 
$130 m illion.

Obviously the Latin Americans fe lt no com pelling urge 
to bring good-will to us; the blandishm ents were a ll on 
our side. As a m atter of fact, the m ilitary  and upper class 
circles of South America were very much a t home with 
the social ideas exported by the Nazis along with their 
binoculars and aspirin . Besides, Latin America’s interests 
are best served when the great powers of the w orld compete 
for its products, ra ther than when a single great power 
such as the U nited States m onopolizes exports and is the 
sole source of im ports. But since South America is a 
“ reflex continent,” dependent on what happens in Europe 
and N orth America, the Latin Americans du tifu lly  attended 
the conferences—the special Buenos Aires Peace Conference 
in 1936, the regular bu t much-augmented Pan-American 
Conference at Lima in 1938, and the special consultative 
meetings of Foreign M inisters at Panam a in 1939 and 
Havana in 1940— but just as du tifu lly  left the initiative, 
drive and control (and m ost of the rhetoric) to the U nited 
States.

T hat rhetoric was, and is, of tw o kinds. The first is 
addressed to the masses of Latin America over the heads 
of their dictators; the masses who supported Republican 
Spain against Franco and who are tru ly  anti-fascist. The 
second is addressed to the dictators, the m ilitary  and  the 
Catholic Church, who are term ed democracy’s best allies in 
the Western W orld.

Carleton Beals has pointed out th a t no m ore dangerous 
words for the peace o f Latin Am erica were ever spoken 
than those uttered by President Roosevelt in Buenos Aires 
in 1936. Taken literally , his ardent cham pioning of demo
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cratic and constitutional government in both Americas was 
a call for bloody revolution in most of the twenty countries 
south of us. His winged words were spoken to one of 
the worst gatherings of official m urderers, political gang
sters and anti-democrats ever assembled in any one place 
at any one time in the w orld’s history. Had it no t been 
that the peoples of Latin America, while adm irers of rhe
toric, do not necessarily act upon it, his words m ight well 
have been a clarion call to m ount barricades and strike 
for freedom.

This has been the official atmosphere of the various con
ferences prom oting “ Hemisphere Solidarity.” But the con
ferences, like the many scores of plans and projects that 
flowed from  them, have been mere window-dressing for 
far more practical matters, namely, the winning away of 
the Latin American governments from  German influence 
and the consequent taking over by the United States gov
ernm ent of an im perialist function that the private busi
nessman, by his fum bling and contradictory methods, had 
proved incapable of fulfilling.

In early 1940, the chief need of the Latin American 
countries was for loans to carry their unm arketable sur
pluses, to stabilize their exchanges and to finance p u r
chases from  the United States. But the money was not 
forthcoming from American bankers. Indeed, private in
vestment bankers in the United States had quite openly 
lost their nerve, refusing to chance export capital because
(1) profit opportunities were less attractive, and (2) the 
bold moves of Mexico and Bolivia in expropriating foreign 
oil holdings had given them an unholy scare.

In late 1940, 1941 and 1942 the shoe was pinching the 
other foot: the United States was in desperate need of help 
from  Latin American countries. The threat and then the 
actual cutting off of F'ar Eastern sources of vital war m a
terials demanded immediate substitute development of these 
strategic supplies in the Western Hemisphere. But in this 
case, too, norm al capitalist im perialist trade and invest
ment channels were of little help.

Throughout Latin America the memory was still lively 
of the abuses perpetrated by American financiers in the 
1920’s. A native industrialist or banker in a country like 
Mexico, Brazil o r Chile sounds like a third-period Stalinist 
in his denunciation of im perialist greed and exploitation; 
he wants to reserve the privilege of exploiting native labor 
and agriculture for himself. Economic nationalism  backed 
him up; and new American private capital was either wholly 
prevented from  entering Latin America, or else it was 
hedged in by so m any restrictions and anti-foreign taxes 
that very little  of it would take the risk.

Therefore, since 1940 a ll loans to Latin America for  
such projects as armaments, naval bases, new industries, 
adaptation and expansion o f old ones, new agricultural 
ventures, improvements o f roads and other means o f trans
portation— once the sacred precincts fo r  exploitation by 
private capital!— have been made with government capital 
through the Export-Im port Bank and the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation; which is to say, they have been made 
by the State power itself.

For the first time in the history of American im perialism , 
the debtor-creditor connection has thus been taken out of 
W all Street and brought into the sphere of inter-govern

mental relationships, with the twenty Hispanic-American 
countries twenty debtor countries—as States, and the 
United States the one creditor nation— as a  State. A ll of 
which goes the Nazis one better; throughout their trade 
drive they were unable to tie any of the Latin American 
countries to themselves through loans—their tight economy, 
preparing for war, perm itted itself no such luxuries.

According to official published figures, the Export-Im 
port Bank has authorized the loan of nearly $779 m illion 
in Latin America, of which the bulk has been made since 
1940. A specific Export-Im port Bank project, though not 
necessarily typical since conditions, loans and purposes of 
loans vary from  country to country, is the new Brazilian 
steel p lan t at Volta Redona. The Brazilian government 
retains a 50 percent interest in the project, and the rest 
of the stock has been distributed among native capitalists. 
The Export-Im port Bank loan of $45 m illion is guaranteed 
by Banco de Brazil; the money is drawn against credits 
established in United States banks. The equipment and 
m aterials are a ll specified as American m anufactured, the 
engineering is in American hands, and the technical m an
agement and direction when the p lan t goes into operation 
will lean heavily on Americans.

In the development of new sources of supply in Latin 
America for raw m aterials vital for the American war 
machine, we again find that the United States government 
has alm ost completely replaced the private capitalist 
entrepreneur. More than a year before Pearl H arbor, the 
United States government organized the M etals Reserve 
Company, the Rubber Reserve Company and the Rubber De
velopment Corporation. Since that time there have been 
organized the Defense Supplies Corporation, the Defense 
P lan t Corporation and the United States Commercial Com
pany. The to tal expended in Latin America by a ll these 
subsidiaries of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation (up 
to November 1943) was well over one billion dollars. And 
in addition, there is the Foreign Economic Administration 
with its United States Purchasing Commission, concerned 
with purchases of a politico-economic nature.

A n d  A f te r  the W ar?
This is not to  say that the whole structure of private 

capitalist im perialism  is threatened with liquidation. Far 
from  it; private property relations still exist; surely profits 
have not been elim inated; and it is still as true today as 
it was before the war that in alm ost no other great section 
of the world are natural resources, trade and commerce 
so completely in the control of foreigners as in Latin 
America. N o; the emphasis is not on liquidation but on 
the trend which has a new State-directed im perialism  co
existing with the old imperialism.

But is direct State intervention in the im perialist process 
m erely a tem porary phase of the war economy or has it 
more perm anent features? The answer is no t easy.

There are at least two examples of government projects 
which very likely will revert to private ownership after 
the war. One is in Cuba and the other in P eru ; in both 
instances, private American capitalists have been nervous 
over the possibility that the government plans to hand these 
properties to  the two countries in question after the war,
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and have conducted a cam paign among interested United 
States Senators to forestall any such likelihood.

The Cuban project is a nickel m ine on which the Recon
struction f ’inance Corporation has spent nearly $33 m illion 
for the construction of production facilities, and which the 
R.F.C.’s Defense P lan t Corporation has leased for opera
tion to the Nicaro Nickel Company, a subsidiary of Free
port Sulphur Company, for 10 years. Ownership is clearly 
in the name of the Defense P lan t Corporation. The same 
is true of the vanadium mine project in Peru on which 
$4,000,000 of government funds have been spent and which 
is leased to the Vanadium  Corporation of America.

Further evidence of the intention of private business 
to step into government’s big shoes in Latin America is to 
be seen in the volume of advertising placed by American 
firms in Latin America. M ost of these companies are on 
war orders today and cannot fill Latin American orders in 
any quantity ; yet their expenditures for institutional and 
prestige advertising in 1943 totaled $16 m illion.

On the other hand, the case for the carry-over of the new 
State im perialism — at least for a considerable period after 
the close o f the war— is much the stronger. As m atters 
now stand, the American State holds a financial and m ili
tary  control over Latin America that can quite easily, with 
intelligent adm inistration, dictate the future of the con
tinent. Today the great areas of the world are rapidly 
being assembled into a few vast inter-continental empires, 
each to be dominated by a single great heavy industry 
power. In such a world the process of dom ination may 
be “ rationalized” to a point where for m ilitary-security 
reasons the old im perialism  of seeking greater profit may 
weigh less heavily in the scale than the new imperialism  
of guaranteeing raw materials. In this set-up Latin 
America would be, as it is, invaluable.

As has already been indicated in passing, nearly everything 
that was once produced in the A frican and Oriental em
pires of the British, French, Belgian and Dutch, or an 
acceptable substitute for it, is now being produced in 
tropical and sub-tropical Latin America. Neither the 
quality nor the quantity of some of the products m ay be 
all that is desired, but both factors are subject to correc
tion through time, technical skill, agricultural improve
ments— and above all, a planned economy.

The potentialities of this war-produced transfer of United 
States purchases from  Africa and Asia to Latin America 
are enormous. Manganese that once came from  India, 
South Africa and the Gold Coast now comes from  Brazil, 
Mexico, Cuba and Chile. M anila hemp and other hard 
fibers that once came from the Philippines, the East Indies 
and the South Seas now comes from  tropical Brazil and 
some of the West Indies. The Latin American countries 
are now the only source of sisal, flax, castor oil and rape- 
seed oil, furnish us a ll our im ported supply of tung oil, 
10 percent of our requirem ents of certain oils used for 
soaps, glycerins and plasticizers, and large quantities of 
balsa wood and m ahogany required in the naval and avia
tion programs.

It is estimated that over a period of about 1.0 years a 
considerable portion of the rubber and a ll of the quinine 
needs of the United States could be developed in Brazil, 
Bolivia and the Central American countries, freeing us of 
dependence on British and Dutch colonies. In H aiti alone,

for example, the Rubber Development Corporation has 
spent nearly $5 m illion planting cryptostegia, a rubber- 
bearing vine.

Obviously if there is substance to the proposals that are 
being made by leading industrialists and Army officials 
to place the war economy on a perm anent footing, then 
W ashington’s long-term  plans for Latin America must 
inevitably include retaining a hold over raw m aterial 
sources through the present system of State-dominated im 
perialism . A return to old-style exploitation would be 
risky, even if possible. The Latin Americans are already 
much too sophisticated, and the United States will not wish 
to see a revival of widespread anti-American feeling. State 
control, plus the system of Pan-American conferences, ap 
parently  keeps this down to a minimum.

T he Missionary Y ields to th e  D octor
I think it is significant that the classic symbol of 19th 

century im perialism  was the m issionary who, in all-too- 
unconscious innocence, paved the way for glass beads, 
trade gin and Maxim guns with theology and hymn books; 
and that the equally unconscious forerunner of the more 
subtle and persuasive form of im perialist enterprise in our 
tim e should be the doctor.

This doctor, as is well known, works out of Nelson Rocke
feller’s Office of the Coordinator of Inter-American Affairs. 
It is his job— and he is doing very well at it— to bring 
health and sanitation to  those areas in Hispanic-America 
from  which the flow of war-strategic m aterials is impeded 
by the low state of health of the workers. He is today as 
disinterestedly absorbed in saving bodies as his counter
pa rt was once absorbed in saving souls.*

Along with the doctor there goes the industrial techni
cian and engineer, the radio script writer, the public re
lations expert, the artist, the poet and the movie actor—  
all of whom are part of the Coordinator’s Office or secured 
through it. Indeed so m any Americans of these and related 
professions have appeared in Brazil that the Brazilianos 
have taken to referring  to their coming as “ an invasion 
of friendly paratroopers,” with an ironic inflection on the 
word, “ friendly.”

A m illion words or more a m onth of canned news and 
feature stories, describing the m ight of American arm s and 
industry, flow from  the Coordinator’s Office to Latin Amer
icans newspapers. A flock of short-wave radio program s 
and documentary films ham m er away at the same point. 
Eighty thousand copies of a huge, expensively-printed, slick - 
paper magazine called En Guardia, its form at patterned 
on Life , are distributed m onthly among Latin American 
government officials.

W hen this m agazine is not backing up the job of the
* T he parallel goes further. H alf a century ago the missionary 

turned a deaf ear to the outcry of F ar Eastern peoples that “religious 
invasions of Oriental countries are tantam ount to filibustering ex
peditions.” (Quoted in M ark Twain’s impassioned outburst against 
imperialism in his piece. To the Person Sitting in Darkness.) Today 
the United States medical emissary does not hear the outcry of 
Manuel Ugarte, the so-called Yanquiphobe of Argentine, who once 
wrote to President W ilson: “W e desire tha t measures of sanitation 
shall not serve to diminish the sovereignty of the nations of the 
Pacific . . . that the star-spangled banner cease to be a symbol of 
oppression in the New W orld.”



80 po litics
radio, film and news services, it publishes articles lauding 
notorious Latin American dictators as zealous defenders 
of liberty, freedom and the good life. W hat m atter if 
these dictators m aintain the only concentration camp in 
the Western Hemisphere in which a country interns its 
own nationals (Paraguay) ; torture and m urder political 
opponents (Peru, Brazil, m any others) ; stifle the press 
and free assembly (practically every Latin American 
“ republic” ) ? The dictators are flattered into cooperation 
and invariably reprin t the articles in their controlled press; 
their benumbed populations cannot fail to see the point 
when they read such articles side by side with those ex
pounding the power of American tanks, planes, guns; quite 
clearly democratic American m ight is on the side of those 
who tram ple on democracy at home.

for Good Neighbor collaboration and trust in the United 
States’ good intentions. More im portant than the Stalinists 
are men like Haya de la Torre and Manuel Seoane, leaders 
of the Aprista movement; Americo Ghioldi, outstanding 
figure among the younger Argentine Socialists; and the 
scores of liberal, Socialist and trade union leaders in Chile. 
Colombia, Uruguay, Cuba and Mexico. They have led their 
followers to believe, as indeed so many liberal and left 
leaders of our own country believe, that the power of the 
One can be offset by the power of the twenty at the open 
inter-American conferences— which decide nothing; over
looking the closed session in the Latin American office of 
the State Department— which decide everything.

T tv en ty  and O N E
The control of the im perialist process has thus slipped 

from  the hands of private finance capital to the State. In 
one sense it is more enlightened than the old kinds of im 
perialism , as it is certainly more centrally directed and 
planned. Its new superstructural form  has made possible 
plans and projects that were beyond the scope of the old 
apparatus. An obvious example is Lend-Lease to Latin 
American countries. Another is the long-term loan for 
projects such as roads, irrigation and drainage which will 
be a long time, if  ever, in returning direct income. A third 
example is purchases made entirely because of political 
considerations. The United States government has bought, 
for instance, Chile’s output of gold, which does not rate 
shipping space to  New York; the cotton crops of Peru, 
Nicaragua and Haiti, which surely have no m arket here 
and hence are staying right in their respective countries; 
and has pu t SI m illion into Brazilian nuts, which Leo T. 
Crowley, adm inistrator of the Foreign Economic Admin
istration, admits represent a 75 percent loss. All these 
obviously uneconomic transactions are defended by the 
State on the grounds of higher political interest, which 
means simply that economic unrest in any one of these 
countries m ight upset the whole Pan-American applecart.

Thus pursuit of greater profit may, fo r the moment, 
not be the prim ary driving force of the new imperialism. 
Actually it is responsive to other drives, particularly  the 
pursuit of political-m ilitary-monopoly control over raw 
m aterial sources, which may better serve the national 
interest.

Its larger pattern of control makes possible not only a 
greater degree of economic control than we have known 
heretofore; its orderliness and reasonableness im ply a more 
easily maintained degree of political control. The buying 
of dictators is a relatively sim ple job. It must be admitted 
that scores of men and parties of integrity in Latin America 
have been bought with another kind of coin—their belief 
that the United States in fighting Nazi reaction will not use 
her victory to impose her own brand of reaction on the 
weak countries of the New World.

Practically every telling voice against Yanqui im perial
ism in Latin America has been stilled, including of course 
the Stalinists who are today the m ost fervent drum-beaters

A Letter on the Michigan Third Party Conference
Dear M acdonald:

I chaired the panel on “policy and program ” and can 
report a few first hand facts and views about the third 
party conference. Despite the fact that a few days before 
the conference, R. J. Thomas spoke over the radio remind
ing UAW Locals of CIO policy and trying to discourage 
attendance, about 350 delegates and no less than 150 visi
tors attended. I do not have a breakdown of the repre
sentation but I  know that most delegates were from  CIO 
unions, and the rest came from  AFL unions, farm  organi
zations and a few spoke for obscure “money bug” outfits.

What surprised and pleased me was the m anner in which 
the boys got down to cases in the discussion groups. While 
the discussion on program  was often terribly confused, it 
nevertheless showed clearly that the delegates have little 
faith in the ability of the Democrats and the Republicans 
to deliver the country from, unemployment and its accom
panying evils. After four hours of talking, arguing, clari
fying and form ulating, our panel came out with a program, 
a copy of which I am sending you.

This program  was considered too “ socialistic” by some 
of the third party leaders, who thought it might scare away 
farmers and middle-class elements. So the program  was 
considerably watered down when reported out at the Sun
day afternoon session. This made the delegates who p a r
ticipated in the panel sore as hell and they served warning 
that, to quote one of them, “No UAW brass hats are going 
to take this party  over in order to slow it u p !”

I ’d say that the attitude of the delegates was positively 
refreshing. They seemed convinced that the new party is 
needed and appeared determined to pu t it over “ from  the 
bottom up and not from the top down” . Undoubtedly 
much sound educational work can be carried on in the 
neighborhood recruiting clubs which the movement will 
sponsor. When you can get 57 people to hold together in 
a room for four hours, eagerly talking about how to get 
public ownership without allowing bureaucrats to take over 
—that’s something you can no longer do in the unions. 
And as far as I’m concerned the chief value of the move
ment for a long time to come will be that it offers an op
portunity to do just such an educational job.

It may interest you to know that the Trotskyites (of 
the Cannon group) argued vehemently in favor of omitting
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all reference to public ownership and lim iting the demands 
to immediate issues. In this they were fa r to the right 
of what one of them called the “scissor-bill delegates” . 
Later when the conference voted to name their party  the 
M ichigan Commonwealth Federation and to include other 
socially useful groups, the Trotskyites said they would 
pull out because “This is not going to be a farm er-labor 
party , but just another popular fron t” . Later they changed 
their minds, and I got it straight from  their people here 
that they will string along.

The Commies of course are doing everything possible to 
discredit the movement and to besmirch those active in it, 
accusing them of violating CIO policy, deliberately attem pt
ing to defeat the commander-in-chief, etc., etc. U nfor
tunately in this as in other things they exercise an influ
ence out o f a ll proportion to their numbers.

W hile the Conference did not endorse FDR, it certainly 
did not come out against him. It voted definitely not to

run a presidential candidate this year. To my knowlege, 
no surveys have been taken to find out how auto workers 
felt about FDR, but judging from  what the boys say when 
the subject comes up, they m ore or less still think he is the 
next thing to God.

Next move will be a constitutional convention, which will 
be held sometime in July. There is no doubt that the party 
will run at least a few state and local candidates, other
wise it will not even make the papers any more. No one 
can say with any authority how m any will be run nor who 
they will be.

I t seems to  m e that the m ilitants will have to guard 
against the attem pt of the union big shots to jum p in and 
harness the tide when they see that they will not be able 
to stem it. Many rank and filers are fu lly  alert to this 
danger too.

Sincerely,
DETROIT, M IC H . FRANK MARQUART

T h e  S o v ie t  U n io n : A. JV e ir  C la ss S o c ie ty
Peter Meyer

(This is the second part o f Mr. M eyer’s Article. The first part appeared in the March issue.— ED.

M a in  and Intermediate C lasses

There are two m ain classes in Soviet society. The “ place 
in production” and the “ relation to the means of produc
tion” of one class consists in its absolute lack of individual 
or collective power over the means of production. I t has 
no voice as to what is to be produced, and how and where; 
how production is to be organized, its products distributed, 
and their prices fixed.* Its members cannot participate 
in the determ ination o f their conditions of work and their 
pay. They must work, obey, and live in poverty. Far 
from  being m asters of the means of production, they are 
their appendages in a far m ore literal sense than are their 
fellows in the bourgeois democracies. Their incomes are 
confined to the m ost essential and elementary articles of 
subsistence, and often am ount to less than that, even though 
they support the whole of society by their labor. They are 
the exploited.

There is another class of people, who control the means 
of production. They decide what is to be produced, and 
how and where; what prices, wages, bonuses, and rewards 
are to be paid, and how social products are to be distri
buted. Their power of command over the means and p ro 
cesses of production and their power to dispose of its p rod

* ‘‘It is self-evident that the workers themselves have 110 voice in 
the decision how accumulated capital shall be invested, this has from 
the very first been a function only of the Government.” (Hubbard, 
Soviet Trade, pp. 321-322) “In actual fact the kolchozniki have little 
voice i vsthe organization of their own farm. Not only are the main 
activities of the farm, the crops to he planted, the livestock to be 
raised, the technical method to be employed, laid down by the Plan, 
but the scale of remuneration and the form in which the remuneration is paid is governed by law . . . Once allotted to brigade th e  kol- 
choznik has to obey the orders of his zvenovod, who is under the 
brigadier, who is responsible directly to the president.” (Hubbard, 
The Economics o f Soviet Agriculture, pp. 165-166) “The president 
of a kolchoz is usually a Party  functionary and not a farm er, and in 
fact, very few presidents are local men, or men of local origin . . . 
Professional presidents . . . to-day rule most of the 240,000 kolchozy.” (Ibid. p. 162)

ucts is unlim ited from  below, but subordinated to every 
higher authority in their own class. Under this collec
tive, hierarchical organization they control the means of 
production m onopolistically— i.e. to  the exclusion of all 
other, non-privileged strata of society. They thereby decide 
as to the distribution of the national income and arrogate 
the lion’s share to themselves. They are the exploiters.

We know now why the m arshals, the Party  secretaries, 
and the “Red executives” “ live better and more happily” : 
they belong to the class that controls the means of produc
tion. The servants and workers live in poverty because 
they belong to a class that has absolutely no power over 
the means of production. The differences in “the sphere 
of consum ption” are the results of differences of position 
in the processes of production. Political power belongs 
to the same class to which economic power belongs: both 
are only the different sides of a single fundam ental social 
relation, that of exploitation and oppression.

The relations between the two classes are those of com
m anding and obeying, of exploiting and being exploited. 
To that degree they resemble those of a ll other class 
societies, including the capitalist.* The differences begin 
further on. The capitalists control the means of produc
tion by right of private property; the Russian ru ling  class 
by right of social adm inistration. Each of the bourgeoisie

* “The basic classes of a given society are two in num ber: on the 
one hand, the class which commands, monopolizing the instruments 
of production; on the other hand, the executing class, with no means 
of production, which works for the former. The specific form of this 
relation of economic exploitation and servitude determines the forms 
of the given class society. For example: if the relation between the 
commanding and the executing class is reproduced by the purchase 
of labor power in the market, we have capitalism. If it is reproduced 
by purchase of persons, by plunder or otherwise, but not by the purchase of labor power alone, and if  the commanding class gains 
control of not only the labor power but also of the body and soul of 
th e  exploited person, we have a slaveholding system.” (Nikolai Buk
harin, Historical M aterialism, English edition, New York. 1926, p. 
282).
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— at least under classical capitalism —  controls “his” means 
of production individually; the Russian ruling class com
m ands the means of production collectively, through a 
hierarchical organization. In a capitalist society the worker 
can choose which capitalist to sell his labor power to— 
but he has to sell it to one or another, otherwise he cannot 
live. In Russia the labor power of all workers belongs, 
to start with, to the collectivity of the exploiters. Under 
the capitalist system the worker sells his labor power tem 
porarily  and on the social average is paid  its value, while 
the capitalist appropriates its surplus value: the line be
tween value and surplus value being determ ined on the free 
labor m arket by autom atically effective economic laws. In 
the Soviet Union labor power belongs to the state without 
being purchased by it: the line between the worker’s share 
and the surplus product is not determined by laws of value. 
It is pressed down from above by the exploitative appetites 
of the bureaucracy, which are practically unlim ited, and 
is kept up from  below— very unevenly—by the danger of 
the working class’s extinction.*

It will be objected perhaps that we have simplified the 
picture. There are not just ruling bureaucrats and workers. 
Certainly we have sim plified; it was a question first of 
all of the fundam ental and new relationships which are 
typical of this society.

After one hundred and fifty years of existence, no capi
talist society can be found anywhere that consists just of 
capitalists and proletariat. Besides these fundam ental 
classes there are interm ediate classes peculiar to capitalism  
and large remnants of pre-capitalist classes.

There are sim ilar phenomena in the Soviet Union. The 
independent peasants and craftsm en belong pre-eminently 
to the remnants of pre-Soviet classes. They are close to 
the type of “sim ple producers of goods” in capitalist so
ciety, but their control of their m eans of production and 
of their products is much more lim ited .t Their number 
is relatively sm all and their role in the whole of the p ro 
cesses of production insignificant. The collective-farm 
peasants, who form  the overwhelming m ajority  of the agri
cultural population, are a mixed type. In so far as they 
work for “ wages” in the “ socialized” sector of the collec
tive farm  and have to deliver their products to the state, 
they belong to the “ pro le taria t” of Soviet society and their 
situation is analogous to that of the industrial worker; 
in so far as they work their individual parcels of land and 
sell their products on the open collective-farm m arket, they 
are “ simple producers of goods.” They can be termed 
partly  “ Soviet proletariat” and partly  sim ple producers of 
goods.

In addition there are m iddle strata which belong or
ganically to Soviet society and play approxim ately the 
same social role within it as do the petty bourgeoisie and 
the “new m iddle class” in capitalist society. These are the 
workers aristocracy (Stakhanovtsi) and the m iddling tech
nicians and officials. They receive larger incomes than

* It is self-evident tha t in  any class society the oppressed classes 
must be nourished somehow and be able to reproduce itself; and 
that the ruling class receives th e  surplus product above the subsistence 
level. T he specific method, however, by which the surplus product is 
appropriated differentiates the various class societies.

t  The “ simple producer” of goods is, in M arxist term s, a  producer 
who owns his instrum ents of production, works for the  open market, 
and hires no one’s else labor.

the workers but m uch sm aller ones than the high bureau
crats. They function as pushers and speed-up men in the 
processes of production, as social props of the bureaucracy 
and as a reservoir from  which the ru ling  class renews itself.

The C lo sin g  of C la ss Frontiers

The favorite rejoinder of Stalinists and their w illing and 
unw illing friends to the theory of class ru le in the Soviet 
Union is to point out that there are “ unlim ited oppor
tunities to advance oneself” there. The Am erican fable is 
that “every boy can become president,” and by the same 
logic every Soviet soldier carries a m arshal’s baton in his 
knapsack.

There is a certain am ount of tru th  in this, or rather, 
there was in the in itia l stages of Soviet society. But even 
then it was no proof that classes did no t exist. In this 
country, too, bootblacks have become m illionaires but no 
reasonable person has ever thought to deny that it is a 
class society.

And class frontiers in Soviet society, which were at first 
relatively open and elastic, have closed themselves with 
bewildering speed. There are still m any workers’ and 
peasants’ sons in the contem porary generation of bureau
crats, fo r this ru ling  class came into being by differentia
tion of the working and peasant classes. But the bureau
crats of tomorrow will be preponderantly the children of 
bureaucrats, and the whole policy of the ru ling  class is 
slanted in this direction. I t is becoming the ru le  more 
and m ore that the son of a worker becomes a worker, while 
the son of a bureaucrat, or, at most, of some one belonging 
to the m iddle stratum , becomes a bureaucrat.

There are three ways in which privileges are handed 
down: by inheritance, by the m onopoly of education, and 
by patronage. Inheritance is the least im portant. To be 
sure, the righ t to inheritance has been restored, and the 
USSR is the only country today in which the righ t to the 
unrestricted disposal of property through a last testament 
is guaranteed by the constitution itself. But you can only 
will away what you own: furniture, works of art, summer 
villas, cash, bank deposits, government bonds— all of which 
have an enorm ous value amidst the general poverty—but 
you cannot hand down factories and shares of stock.

The privileged person, however, can have his children 
educated. And he alone can do that. “As far as students 
are concerned,” writes Yvon, “the economic factor is often 
the m ost im portant of all, and the son of a rich father has 
a  great advantage over those whose means are alwavs very 

' lim ited.” 49
Since this was written there have been m any m ore devel

opments in the same direction. In 1935 the Soviet press 
recorded with great jubilation the fact that m ore than 50% 
o f the students were having their way paid by their p a r
ents— whereas just after the Revolution the m ajority  of 

• them had been supported by various public institutions. 
In m any places there are special schools fo r the children 
of bureaucrats, beginning w ith the creches. In 1940 tu i
tion fees for the last three years of secondary school and 
for a ll universities and colleges were re-introduced;50 the 
exam ple was soon followed by all technical, norm al, agri
cultural, m edical, and other secondary schools.51 The tu i
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tion at secondary schools amounts to 150 to 200  rubles, 
at colleges to 300 to 500 rubles. Scholarships are granted 
only for the highest marks— two thirds “ excellent,” the 
remainder “ good.” Tuition fees for the first semester after 
the introduction of this law had to be paid within four 
weeks; those who were unable to provide the money were 
expelled. Thus 600,000 students had to leave school.

The establishm ent of the Suvorov m ilitary academies 
with preferential openings for officers’ sons is another step 
in the same direction. All that is lacking is the introduc
tion in the Krem lin Court of a corps of pages on the Czarist 
model. . . .

As regards the th ird  way of handing privileges on, Yvon 
tells us: “Diplom as are indispensable but they are not the 
whole story. The jobs for which they qualify one vary 
in desirability, and it is becoming more and more difficult 
to succeed without connections. A man in a position of 
authority can then be of immeasurable help to his son. 
He does not start him off in his own departm ent but in 
a  colleague’s, because that attracts less notice. Once one 
has a foot in the stirrup, a few good hand-holds w ill gain 
succession to a place worth as much as the inheritance of 
money from  a capitalist.” 52

These facts take the wind out of another favorite argu
ment. The bureaucracy, some say, consumes indeed a dis
proportionate share of the fruits of production, and at the 
expense of the workers, but in the final analysis the greatest 
part of new production is consumed neither by workers 
nor bureaucrats, but is accumulated. And whom do the 
newly built factories, roads— and guns— serve if  not the 
people? Of course, the people are exploited, but the ac
cumulation is fo r the good of the whole. But under capi
talism  the product of new factories and the use of new 
means of transportation contribute in the same way to the 
good of the “ whole people.” The capitalists do not eat 
up a ll the m argarine and all the spaghetti that comes from 
the new factories, and they do not ride a ll by themselves 
in the new subways; nor do they shoot each other up with 
the guns, but use them for defense against the external 
enemies of their countries and the internal enemies of 
their social order. The accumulation consists in the build
ing of new factories so that the capitalists and their chil
dren can continue to exploit workers. And the Russian 
ruling classes also proceed with accumulation by building 
new plants in which they and their descendants can go 
on exploiting workers. If  Russia were to belong to a single 
great capitalist corporation, she would do just the same.

Contradictions and D isproportions

But perhaps Soviet society— despite differences in income 
— can develop harm oniously? Let us picture to ourselves 
that the productivity of labor will grow, and with it the 
quantity of products, workers will receive better wages, 
the bureaucrats higher salaries; enough will rem ain, how
ever, for purposes of accumulation, and new factories will 
increase productivity even further— everything will be for 
'the best in this best of a ll possible worlds.

Unfortunately this picture does not correspond to the 
facts, as we have seen. Wiry?

In a to talitarian society in which the workers have no

rights, the path of least resistance is to depress their stand
ard of living and place on their shoulders the burden of 
supporting the upper class and providing for accumulation. 
The position of every member of the ruling class, his 
prestige, his advancement, his salary, his job, and some
times even his life depend on whether he fulfils and over
fulfils the P lan and on whether he attains and exceeds the 
prescribed yield of profit. Buying and selling prices are 
dictated from  above, but he can lower wages and increase 
working hours and tempo. The whole social system is 
conducive to the wasteful exploitation of labor— as it is, 
for that m atter, wherever labor is no t free. Hubbard writes 
reproachfully that the death of m illions of people in the 
fam ine of 1932 “m ust be regarded as a loss of capital to 
the nation.” 53 But the bureaucracy cannot help itself. 
The over-accumulation and the relative over-consumption 
of the upper ten thousand are complemented by the under
nourishm ent of the broad masses, which makes for a lower 
productivity of labor; which in turn diminishes the quan
tity of social products to be disposed of. This sharpens 
the struggle over the distribution of products. The crisis 
is solved by the bureaucracy in the usual way: in order 
to m aintain and increase the tempo of accumulation so 
that the incomes of the ru lers will not suffer, the masses’ 
standard of living is sim ply depressed further— after all, 
they cannot defend themselves. And so the vicious circle 
begins anew.

The underconsumption of the masses is one source of 
contradictions. But there is no lack of other disproportions. 
E rrors of p lanning are inevitable. In every modern society 
there exists some method of regulating the apportioning 
of the means of production and labor power among the 
various branches and processes of productive actvity. 
Under capitalism  this is taken care of— for better or worse 
— by the mechanism of prices and profits, and mistakes 
are corrected in the end by economic crises and losses. 
The mechanical laws of economy express themselves by 
economic catastrophes; they function, as M arx has strik
ingly observed, the way the laws of gravity do when a 
house collapses on your head. In a socialist society this 
b lind  control would be replaced by the conscious demo
cratic supervision of the masses in conjunction with a com
pletely public rendering of accounts. But under the ex
ploitative ru le  of the bureaucrats the old methods of regu
lation lose their effectiveness, and new and democratic 
methods are inconceivable, for they would expose exploita
tion. Therefore the most elementary economic facts are 
kept secret. But not only that: regulation and criticism 
“ only from  above” are no substitute for public control. 
If  orders from  above may not be criticized even when 
they are senseless and impossible to carry out, then their 
carrying out has to be faked. The despotic system forces 
everybody to lie. Not a single figure or fact is reliable. 
At a conference of the Communist Party  in February, 1941, 
Malenkov, a secretary of the central committee, to ld  how 
four different reports as to the supply of raw m aterial 
in a factory were given sim ultaneously: one by the head 
of the supply departm ent, one by the chief accountant, 
one by the director of the p lan t and one by a committee 
of inspection.54 Four different totals resulted and they 
differed by several hundred per cent. And yet the in
ventory of raw m aterial in a p lan t is the easiest statistical
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task of all. What happens when prices too are taken into 
reckoning and when there is a rather unstable monetary 
standard to be m anipulated? Malenkov mentioned this 
case as a typical one, and we begin to understand how 
t  ai in a census the bureaucracy can make errors involv
ing figures that run into millions.

Errors of planning are inevitable even with the best 
statistics. But under conditions such as these they become 
the rule. Once a mistake has been made under this system 
it grows into something enormous. Yvon writes: “ The 
possible scale of error is one of the m ost negative phe
nomena in the life of the country . . . The possession of 
almost unlimited power over society lends itself most easily 
to senseless decisions, which are carried out nevertheless.” 30

Anyone acquainted with the numerous examples of 
erroneous investments and senseless planning decisions re
ported in the Soviet press or by foreigners has to admit 
that the expenses of bureaucratic mis-economy are in no 
way less than those of capitalist competition.

But besides that, there is also direct parasitism. The 
unproductive adm inistrative and oppressive apparatus of 
contemporary Soviet society is one of the costliest in the 
world in relation to national income.

Now and then some crass examples of this parasitism 
come to  light. In the spring of 1941 it was officially 
ascertained that there were 50,000 persons in the adm in
istrative apparatus of the collective farm s of the Rostov 
district alone who, even by the standards of the bureau
cratic State executive, were altogether superfluous. Sim ul
taneously it was discovered that there were several hundred 
special executives’ aides in the factories of Moscow whose 
sole task in life was to h ire  new workers. And it was 
estimated that each aide hired on the average only one new 
worker a day. The above-mentioned Malenkov told the 
Party  conference of the following case: the U ral state cop
per works sold the state trust for non-ferrous metals some 
worn-out equipment for 100,000 rubles; unaware of this, 
another director of the same copper works bought the 
equipment back from the trust for 111,000 rubles— and 
both directors received bonuses, one for a good sale, and 
the other for a cheap purchase. These are no isolated 
cases, for a special law was prom ulgated forbidding such 
dealings in worn-out equipment.56 Further examples can 
be piled up ad infinitum.

Thus the bureaucracy can m aintain itself only at great 
social expense. Disorganization, disproportions, and p a ra 
sitism restrict the development of productive forces and 
lower the living standards of the masses. Yet a planned 
economy has one great advantage: in an emergency, all 
available resources and manpower can be concentrated on 
one job, disregarding a ll others.

Here we have the clue to the effective resistance Soviet 
Russia has been able to offer to Nazi invasion. For it is 
in war that such concentration of effort is most essential. 
No private property interests, no legitimate rights of labor 
are permitted to interfere with the war effort in the S ov ie t' 
Union. Branches of production that are unproductive and 
unprofitable according to peacetime norm s can be m ain
tained almost indefinitely, their losses spread out over the 
whole national economy. Entire industrial areas can be 
shifted about, regardless of cost, for reasons of m ilitary 
strategy. New inventions, technical and social experi

ments can be tested and introduced on a big scale. M an
power can be sent wherever it is most needed, and forced 
to  work under terrible conditions; sacrifices can be im
posed on the population such as the Rickenbackers of Amer
ica dare not even dream of.*

But this concentration of all power and all resources 
in a single group of rulers explains not only the Russian 
successes in war. It also suggests how the bureaucracy 
in peacetime, despite a ll internal disproportions, m ism an
agement and social conflicts, was able to  m aintain its 
power. Whatever the losses, a ll the resources of a colossal 
empire have been at the disposal of the bureaucracy to 
cover them up, tide the system over the crisis.

State and Econom y

Having sketched the social stratification of Soviet society 
and its contradictions, we wish to deal for a moment with 
the relation between the State and economy.

The Marxists always used to take pride in revealing 
the actual social relations behind legal fictions and ideol
ogical wrappings. Therefore it is all the more remarkable 
that m any writers who have been through the M arxist 
school should believe that the m eans of production in 
Russia belong to “a ll” or to the “ working class,” because 
it says so in the statute books. The means of production 
in Russa belong, not to everybody, but to  the State. Ac
cording to M arxist doctrine, the State is the ru ling  classes’ 
organization of the forcible oppression of the oppressed 
classes, and its existence and constantly increasing strength 
should alone have been enough to warn Marxists that a 
class society was involved. Trotsky once wrote that the 
means of production in Russia belonged to  the State and 
the State belonged to the bureaucracy. There is more wis
dom in  this sentence— which Trotsky him self later dis
missed unfortunately as a mere bon mot—than in a ll the 
Trotskyite literature about a “ degenerated workers’ State.” !

Several authors have already pointed out that in a 
Stalified economy everything depends upon whose hands

* I t  might be added here that the inequalities we have seen in 
Soviet civilian life are to be found also in the much-advertised 
“people’s” Red Army, and on an even greater scale. A Red Army 
private gets 10 rubles a month, a  lieutenant 1,000 and a colonel 2,400. 
American army pay is positively equalitarian in comparison: $50 for 
a private, $150 for a lieutenant, $333 for a colonel. (See N. Y. Times, 
Aug. 23, 1943)

t  The whole Trotskyite argum ent that Russia is a workers’ state 
stands and falls on the thesis that the statification of the means of 
production means eo ipso a workers’ state, no further investigation 
being necessary. This flies in the face of reality no less than of the 
entire Marxist tradition. Engels had already made fun o f  the notion 
by saying that the first socialist institution must have been the regi
mental tailor, if it was true that every state enterprise had something 
socialist about it. T he Russian state is a workers’ state essentially, 
say the Trotskyites, because it retains the economic foundation of 
socialism. This foundation is the statification of the means of pro
duction. If one were to object modestly tha t statification in itself is 
not a socialist measure, since an exploiters’ state can statify too, the 
Trotskyists will answer tha t statification by a workers’ state is neces
sarily a socialist measure. Thus it is revealed that Russia is a 
workers’ state because it retains a socialist foundation, but that this 
foundation is socialist only because Russia is a workers’ state. Or 
to put it more briefly: Russia is a workers’ state because it is a 
workers’ state. Either you believe that or else you are a philistine, 
petty bourgeois, and renegade. . . .



the State power rests in .f If in ihe hands of the broad, 
dem ocratically organized masses of the producers, then the 
means of production are also in their hands and we have 
socialism or are well on the way to it. But if the State 
power is found in the hands exclusively of a privileged 
special stratum , then the latter, rules over the means of 
production too and we have a class society.

The conclusion is that socialism is impossible and in
conceivable without democracy. Democracy is not an ac
cidental and superfluous ornam ent on the structure of the 
socialist economic order, but its effective basis, its essence.

But it would not be correct to claim that once the means 
of production have been statified, economic laws are no 
longer effective, that politics have replaced economics, and 
so forth. Political oppression is only the reverse side of 
economic exploitation. And the State defends the class 
relations existing in the economy.

The despotic dictatorship of the bureaucracy is not an 
accidental superstructure or excrescence on g socialist 
economy. I t is the adequate and legitimate political ex
pression of the economic fact that the bureaucracy exploits 
the broad masses. One can say indeed that the bureaucracy 
rules the factory because it rules the State, but one can 
turn the statement around with equal justice. Two sides 
of one fundam ental class relationship are involved. It 
would be correct to say that nothing is lacking to socialism 
in Russia except the introduction of producers’ democracy; 
but fa r from  m eaning sim ply a “ purely political” over
turn of the “superstructure,” its introduction would mean 
at the same time a social revolution. A revolution could 
not overthrow the bureaucracy politically  without depriv
ing it of its economic power. I t  could not introduce 
democracy without replacing the production relationships 
of obedience and exploitation by those of freedom and 
equality, of voluntary cooperation. I t would have to trans
fer the social m eans of production from  the hierarchical 
collective ownership of the bureaucracy to the democratic 
collective ownership of the producers. W ithout that social
ism cannot be attained in Russia.

April. 1944

t  Max Shachtman has done this particularly well in various numbers of the New International.

49. Yvon, page 171.
50. Decree of October 3, 1940.
51. Decree of October 12, 1940.
52. Yvon, page 171.
53. H ubbard, supra, page 180.
54. Report in Pravda, February 20, 1941.
55. Yvon, page 22. There are m any examples of this.
56. Decree of February 10, 1941.

A C A D E M I C  H O N O R S — T H E O R Y  vs. P R A C T IC E

The co lle ge  presidents were asked w hat services o r  ach ievem ents  
they fe lt should be recogn ized  in con ferrin g  honorary degrees. W h ile  
4 1 %  o f those  re spon d in g  in d icate d  th a t "ach ie vem e n t in bu sin ess" 
should be recognized, 4 3 %  u rge d  re cogn ition  o f  "ach ie vem e n t in the  
effective  leadersh ip  o f la b o r",  and 4 4 %  th o u gh t  "a ch ie v em e n t in 
agricu ltu ra l le ad e rsh ip " w orthy o f  recogn ition . Y e t  the sam e co lle ge  
presidents reported  that the institu tions over which they p resided  gave  
250 honorary d e gre e s  to  business leaders, seven to  fa rm  leaders, and  
two to  lab o r leaders.

— "H o n o r a r y  D e g re e s,  a S t u d y  o f  th e ir  U se  an d  A b u s e "  
(p . 132) b y  S te p h e n  E d w a rd  Ep le r  (A m .  C o u n c il  on  
P u b lic  A ffa irs , 1943 ).

A Brief Introduction to the History of Culture
Such was the natural course o f decay . . . Tasso bowed be
fore the m utilation; indeed, professed his readiness to make 
every change demanded. . . .

“ And if the name of ‘Mage’ offends these gentlemen,
I t shall be ‘Sage’ instead. I ’ve cut that queer enchanted 

wand,
Those cold blue foam ing waters opening,
Although no bright Jerusalem  was there.
My characters instead go underground through caves.
Let odors of black art float up from  other m anuscripts, 
Not mine.

“And I have cut the resurrection of the buried man, 
The m etam orphosis of w arriors into creatures of the sea. 
(Two M arys guide me to the Eucharist.)
The ship was m arvelous, but it will have to go 
As w ell; I m ultiply the orthodox. Those stanzas that 

conclude
A canto near the end— although examined, tolerated, 
Almost, one m ight say, approved,
By the Inquisitor, I ’ve doctored anyway.

“— Of course, the m arvels must come out,
The kisses-stanza, and the parro t, too—
It seems a shame. Im pedim ents a t Rome,
Monsignor Silvio. I look toward Venice furtively.
Have I  been over-theological?”

WELDON KEES

85

Free and Equal
On the Conduct of the Lynn Case

THE February issue of POLITICS contained Conrad 
Lynn’s original brief in the W infred Lynn case, which 
involves racial discrim ination in selecting draftees for 
the Army. As the case is now nearing the Supreme Court, I 

would like to make some criticisms, which have been on 
m y mind some time, o f the way the case is being handled 
by Conrad Lynn’s successor, A rthur Garfield Hays. These 
criticisms raise a much broader issue than the Lynn case 
itse lf : the conflict between legal expediency and social pu r
pose that often arises in cases of th is kind, especially in 
wartime.

There are two big social questions to which m any of us 
had hoped the Lynn case would give some answer:

(1) Is segregation in itself discrim ination?
(2) Is a racially  segregated Army a violation of Section 

4 (a )  of the 1940 D raft Act which provides that “ in the
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selection and train ing of men under this Act . . . there shall 
be no discrim ination against any person on account of race 
or color” ?

I t is because the Lynn case seemed to raise those issues 
— and because Conrad Lynn’s original brief did raise them 
— that I have been interested in it, and that m ost others 
have been too, I dare say. But the form  the case has taken 
since Mr. Hays, acting for the American Civil Liberties 
Union, took it up to the Circuit Court of A ppeals is turning 
out to  be something quite different. If  the original brief 
was in the tradition of the Brandeis “ social b rie f”, the Hays 
brief contrasts m ost m arkedly with it, both in sp irit and 
contents. It is in the narrowest legalistic tradition and 
avoids raising precisely those basic questions to test which 
the Lynn brothers orig inally  brought their suit.

As to (1) the question of segregation: the Supreme Court 
has been ruling for generations that segregation is not dis
crim ination i f  equal facilities are offered to both races. 
In that case, the reasoning goes, segregation is equitable 
to both races since if  Negroes cannot sit in the white day 
coach, neither can the whites sit in the colored coach. This 
reasoning is specious, as Justice H arlan pointed out long 
ago in his great Plessy dissent (which will shortly be re
printed in this departm ent), since the whites do not want 
to  sit in the colored coach, while the Negroes do want, if 
no t to sit in the white coach, at least not to be herded off 
by themselves. They well realize, even if  the whites are 
careful not to, that segregation is no t a m utual agreement, 
bu t is un ilaterally  imposed in a hum iliating way by the 
stronger party  on the weaker. I t is furtherm ore a pleas
ant legal fiction that conditions ever could be equal, since 
this would weaken the disciplinary force of segregation. 
And even if  they were, segregation would still be undemo
cratic and unjust so long as it is imposed by the stronger 
on the weaker. I t could only be justified if it were some
thing m utually agreed-on by equals, in which case there 
would be no point to it.

I t will be seen that there is much to be said against the 
theory of segregation being no t in itself discrim inatory, and 
the Lynn case seems to offer a specially good opportunity 
to say it because it involves an action of an agency of the 
Federal Government. The Supreme Court has evolved its 
reactionary doctrine on the basis of cases involving local 
regulations by one or another of the Southern states— and 
reluctance to interfere with states’ rights has been a factor, 
as well as the realization that only a social earthquake 
could shatter Jimcrow custom in the South. But here is a case 
involving the Federal Government itself. It is true  that a 
Federal statute of 1866 set up separate Negro regiments, 
and that this precedent has not hitherto been challenged. 
But it is one thing to have racial segregation in a few 
Regular Army units, and quite another to impose it on 
m illions of civilian draftees drawn from  all sections of 
the country.

The broad point that segregation is discrim ination was, 
therefore, prom inent in Conrad Lynn’s original brief. But 
as Mr. Hays has chosen to conduct the case, it has been 
stripped of relevance to this issue and reduced to a M andarin
like legalistic quibbling over whether if it can be shown 
that a draftee was called in a different order num ber, under 
a separate quota, than he would have had under a con
solidated quota, he is the victim of discrimination without

taking anything else into account. So thoroughly has Mr. 
Hays expunged all general social considerations from  his 
consciousness that he scarcely seems interested in the fact 
that W infred Lynn’s segregated quota had something to 
do with the color of his skin. Possibly Mr. Hays believes 
that he can better induce the Supreme Court to hear the 
case, even to  render a favorable verdict, by this line of 
argument. Possibly he is right. But as a simple layman, 
I m ust ask: is the object of the Lynn case to win a legal 
victory, or to test certain principles? For there may, un 
fortunately, be a conflict between these two aims.

If  the object is sim ply to win, then one would assume 
that Corporal W infred Lynn brought his case prim arily  
because he wanted to  be released from  the Army— as he 
will be if he gets his writ of habeas corpus. His motive, 
in that case, would not be so different from  that of the 
usual “ draft dodger” . But the fact is that Lynn from  the 
beginning was anxious to protest against the whole Jimcrow 
system in the Army, as his letter to his draft board two 
years ago shows. He was even willing to go to  jail, and 
did so, rather than give up his protest. When it appeared 
that he could better test the law by entering the Army, he 
at once did so. I think we may safely assume that Corporal 
Lynn wants his case conducted along the lines that his 
brother, Conrad, laid down, as a real challenge to Army 
jimcrow and a real test of the whole principle involved; 
and that he would prefer this approach even if  it m eant 
greatly increasing the risks of an unfavorable verdict by 
the Supreme Court— or even an outright refusal of the 
Court to hear his case.

The second big issue raised by the  Lynn case, the in ter
pretation of Section 4 (a )  of the 1940 D raft Act, is even 
more im portant. And— again speaking only as a humble 
laym an— it seems to  me that Mr. Hays has gone even farther 
afield in his handling of this issue, or rather his avoidance 
of it. One m ust understand, to begin with, that the Lynn 
case raises directly only the question of discrim ination in 
selection, since Lynn began his suit before he entered the 
Army and hence before he suffered any discrim ination in 
training. The two questions would seem to be closely asso
ciated, however, since the only reason for Jimcrow draft 
quotas is to provide draftees for Jimcrow training. Conrad 
Lynn’s original brief, therefore, makes no sharp distinction 
between the two form s of segregation but rather discusses 
the broad question: is segregation, of any kind, discrim ina
tion and thus prohibited by the 1940 D raft Act?

Mr. Hays, however, goes out of his way to dissociate 
the two, arguing that selection is a civilian  affair, train ing 
a m ilitary  affair. In his oral argument, he went so far as 
to  adm it that perhaps racial segregation in the Army can 
be justified on grounds of m ilitary  necessity though he 
him self, he stated, personally deplored it— and on page 
13 of his brief, he concedes: “The Arm y is in a sense a law 
unto itself.” In selection, he insists that the law be en
forced, since th is is in the civilian sphere. In  training, 
however, he admits that perhaps the Army has the right 
to adopt such regulations as it pleases, under color of 
“m ilitary  necessity” .

Mr. Hays’ reasoning seems to me defective (1) as law,
(2) as an interpretation of the actual situation, and (3) 
as liberal doctrine.
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th is country since the Fourteenth Amendment. The 1940 
D raft Act was passed a few weeks before the fa ll elections 
by a Congress which needed colored votes, and was signed 
by a President who also had some fain t interest in the 
Negro vote. It would be, I repeat, extremely educational 
to force the Supreme Court to decide just what th is Act 
means, if anything, so far as the Negroes are concerned. 
But it is precisely this kind of education that liberals like 
A rthur Garfield Hays are anxious not to promote. I t is 
getting harder all the time, in this total-war period, to com
bine a patriotic belief in American democracy with the 
cham pionship of civil liberties.

DW IGHT MACDONALD

REJOINDER BY MR. HAYS

Dear Mr. M acdonald:
I have read your article “ The Conduct of the Lynn Case” 

with considerable interest. Y our point seems to be that I 
have “ chosen” to  conduct this case on a narrow legalistic 
ground because I have failed to raise the question of 
segregation.

I t  seems to me that there is a distinction between dis
crim ination and segregation. I t seems to  me that regardless 
of segregation there is definite discrim ination in selecting 
men for service.

Of course, the question of segregation presents a much 
larger issue. M uch as I deplore it, the Supreme Court has 
tim e and again held that segregation is law ful so long as 
accommodations are equal. Your proposal is that I should 
argue the Lynn case as a segregation case because that is 
m ore im portant and this even though such a case would 
at th is time, in my judgment, be sum m arily thrown out of 
court. You fail to realize that if  I took this position I 
should lose the opportunity of trying to establish a principle 
which also is im portant, to  wit, that there should be no 
discrim ination where civilian authorities adm inister the law 
in the selection of men for the Army. You also fail to 
realize that the law moves step by step and that if we can 
get the decision we contend for, it will be a step tow ard a 
future case to be brought in peace time which will directly 
raise the question of segregation. The dissenting opinion 
o f Judge C lark in the C ircuit Court is in itself a landm ark 
o f hope for the future and it is out of expressions like this 
that we may hope to make progress.

You as well as a great m any other people feel that I 
should argue a broader question where there is no chance 
o f success and give up an opportunity of m aking a step 
in the right direction even though it may not take us directly 
to our goal.

Sincerely yours,
ARTHUR GARFIELD HAYS

E X T R A !  S C IE N C E  A B O L IS H E S  R A C E  P R O B L E M !

P H IL A D E L P H IA ,  O c t .  9: A  new chem ica l th a t  turns skin o f any co lor 
white was d e scrib ed  yeste rday before  the annual session o f  the M e d ic a l  
So c ie ty  o f  Pennsylvania.

Dr. Lou is C .  Schwartz, m ed ica l d irecto r o f the U . S. Pub lic  H e a lth  
Serv ice , sa id  th a t the d iscovery  w as m ad e  d u rin g  a study  o f a skin 
d iso rd er am on g  N e g ro e s  e m p lo ye d  in a leather plan.

The hands o f  workers w earing  g lo ve s  treated  with m onobenzyl ether 
o f hydroqu inone  b ecam e  white, Dr. Schw artz related.

— N . Y. T im es, O c t .  10, 1944.

Popular Culture
Bert Brecht, Minstrel of the GPU

RUSSIAN propaganda is very active on the “ cultural 
front.” You can buy very cheaply a t least thirty 
different items in the latest style in the German 

language, here in New York, but “ made in Moscow” and 
showing proudly their trade-m ark: “The Foreign Lan
guages Publishing House, Moscow.”

You can read here in New York in German and in Eng
lish : Erich W einert, the chairm an of the Moscow “ Free 
Germans,” specially trained in Spain, where he was a t
tached to the International Brigade; Johannes R. Becher, 
who played the harp  in honor of the GPU, building with 
forced labor of ten thousands of their unfortunate victims 
the “great” canal from  the Baltic to the White Sea; W illi 
Bredel, Friedrich W olf, Theodor P livier (he has known a 
better past) and a terrib le  petty-bourgeois sentimentalist, 
coming from  Vienna, K lara Blum, who has years of tra in 
ing in the adoration for “ Father S talin” behind her, all 
her products printed in the “ Internationale L iteratur,” pub
lished very regularly  in Moscow, since 1933. L iterature 
is the opium of Stalinism.

The “ line” is, of course, prostration before Stalin and 
the Red Army. It is a very monotonous theme indeed and 
only sometimes a little m ore stirring  through a “ Free-Ger- 
m an-Naionalistic” tune. There is not the slightest trace of 
ideas, neither liberalistic nor socialistic; in this world 
of lost souls there blinks no other light than that o f the 
victorious Red Army. Becher sings:

You are the grand hope. The world 
is looking up to you, jortress o f  freedom.
The destinies o f the peoples are under your shield.
You are the Good, you  are the Very Best.

It would not do to put Bert Brecht in the same class with 
these poetasters. Undoubtedly, he has m ore talent, a more 
original technique than W einert, Becher and tu tti quanti. 
He has voted with h is feet against S talin’s Russia, prefer
ring  capitalist America to his chosen “socialist fatherland.” 
Brecht is not an unknown in the USA ; his dram atization 
of Gorki’s M other was produced on Broadway in 1935, his 
Beggar’s Opera songs are well known, his anti-H itler poems 
(now sentimental and democratic and no t to talitarian  at 
a ll)  are popular among the German em igration. Brecht is 
one of the most ardent adm irers of the “ Great Stalin,” sin
cere in his adm iration, for he is absolutely unable to under
stand socialist ideas and socialist theory. He is one of the 
new types, so frequent in the German em igration, who fol
lows the myth of the total state, the total terror and the 
iron disciplined party. In this sense, he is typical o f many 
Germans of the twenties, a driving leaf in the hurricane, 
driving in the direction of Stalinism  as the only possible 
alternative, for him, to Nazism. So the Nazis will drive 
back to Stalinism  in post-Hitler Germany— in methods of 
thinking and of organizing so near each other, twin-brothers 
of the European counter-revolution.

Brecht came to Stalinism  at a time when the degeneration 
was alm ost perfect, the Russian anti-Stalinist opposition 
defeated and the coordination between the Russian appar
atus and the German communist organization completed. 
He is of good “bourgeois” origin and habits of life ; his
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relationship to the Revolution is prim arily  a literary one. 
Entering political life at the tim e of the defeat of the 
Chinese revolution and of the enforced collectivization, he 
adapted him self to the new times with amazing ability, 
feeling with the sensibility of an artistic tem per the new 
trends in his bones, earlier than m any politicians and b u r
eaucrats. In 1931, he dram atized not only the GPU 
methods as holy and respected institutions of the Communist 
Party, but approved and glorified the tria ls before they 
were conceived in their perfect form in S talin’s brain, push
ing forw ard to its logical end the party-line of the day. 
This piece of “ a r t” should be studied and analyzed by all 
those who are discussing the question: “ W hat to do with 
Germ any?”

The piece is called a  “ didactic” poem ; its title is inade
quately translated as: “ The Punishm ent” (Die M assnahm e). 
It was accompanied by the very m odern music of Hanns 
Eisler and presented first in one of the best concert halls 
in Berlin, then in different workingclass meeting places and 
finally in the Grosses S  chaus pie Ilia us, one of the biggest 
theatres, which holds five thousand people. It made a deep 
impression, especially on the young. I spoke at that time 
with sweet young girls, very ladylike in behavior and look
ing like the females of the prophet, who should not be 
beaten, even with a flower, who just swooned with en
thusiasm for Brecht, proving again that women as well as 
men are products of their environment.

The synopsis of this Lehrstueck  will make their behavior 
more instructive. The heroes are four agitators. They 
report about their work before the “ control-body” and in 
argum ent and counter-argument, in songs and chorus the 
story is told. The control-body greets the four agitators 
and thanks them for their good work for the revolution; 
but the agitators answ er: “ Stop, before you go on with 
your praise,, we have to announce the death of one of our 
comrades and to ask for your judgment.”
Who has k illed  h im ?
We killed  him , we shot him  and threw him  in the lime-pit. 
What had he done?
He was a danger to the movement.
The young com rade had joined the four men, sent from 
Moscow, as an organizer of the last local group before they 
crossed the frontier to Mukden. They all went over the 
hills in masks, under other names, effaced as individuals, 
bound to live for the cause, in the chains of the strictest 
discipline, warned not to fa ll into the trap  of “ pity for 
the wretched and starving.” But the young comrade falls 
frequently into the trap  of “p ity” ; he sees the tortured 
coolies and incites them to ask for shoes for their naked 
feet. He is recognized by the police and has to flee. That 
is his first failure. H is next task is the distribution of 
leaflets . . . bu t he begins to fight against an aggressive cop, 
him self attacking the attacker. That is his second failu re 
—he should have run away and not have interfered in the 
conflict between the workers and the police.

But these two scenes are only an introduction to the 
kernel of the piece. The th ird  task is the real one: the 
winning over of a rich businessman for arm ing the coolies 
against the British. The businessmen are in conflict with 
the British over tariffs and should be brought to a jo in t 
action with the coolies’ union against the British. The 
assignment of the young comrade is to forget absolutely 
his class-feelings, thinking only of the conclusion of the 
alliance with “ big business.”

Again the young comrade fa ils; he “can not eat with the 
Big M an” (not adapt him self to the alliance with Big Busi
ness against the British in the Germany of 1931!) And here 
the dram a reaches its clim ax; the “ High Treason” of the 
young comrade. . . . Because he wants an open fight against 
the oppressor— for the workers can no longer endure their 
unbearable hardships and the hunger of their families— 
he exposes the secret p lan  and its planners. He does not 
cease “to  cry out on the open street’ and therefore

we knocked him  out
and carried his unconscious body
out o f the town.

Outside the town, the agitators decide that the young com
rade has to disappear “to tally .” And here the poet, with 
a wonderful divination of his m aster’s secret wishes and 
dreams, composes the following scene:

First A gita tor:We w ill ask him  i f  he agrees with us, 
fo r  he was a brave fighter.

Second A gitator: But even i f  he does not agree with  
us, he must disappear— to ta lly .*

The Three A gitators: So we ask thee: dost thou agree?
The Young Comrade: Yes, I  see that I  have always 

acted incorrectly.
The Three A gitators: W ilt thou do it alone?
The Young Comrade: Help me.
The Three A gitators: Lean th y  head against our arm, 

close thine eyes.
The T oung Comrade: For communism. . . .
The Three A gitators: Then we shot him  and threw him. 

into the lime-pit, and when the lim e had ab
sorbed him , we returned to our work.

The Control-Body: You d id  well. You have propagated  
the science o f the great classical teachers, the 
ABC o f Communism. . . . A n d  there too the 
revolution is on the march, and there too the 
ranks o f the fighters are marshalled. W e are 
in agreement.

Brecht, it is true, asks through the “ control-body,” if 
there was no other way out than this “measure.” But that 
is only a rhetorical question. For the whole plo t o f the 
piece is constructed solely and with a quite original tech
nique in order to make the “ punishm ent” inevitable and 
inescapable. But it is in the background o f Brecht’s 
measure that the real originality of the composition appears. 
The agitators are bound not to a central committee and not 
even to  a leader; they are  under the discipline of the “ con
trol-body,” the GPU, which can absolve or condemn them. 
They go over the border, their personalities effaced, and 
their real aim is “the war of liberation” through the a lli
ance with the Big Man. The young comrade symbolizes—  
quite without the poet’s realizing it— the revolutionary of 
the old type, who feels him self irresistib ly attracted toward 
the masses and tow ard mass action. He m ust die, because 
he disturbs the state-action of the masked agents. He must 
disappear— totally.

Brecht has never, I am sure, been able to think out to 
its logical end this, his m olding of these ideas of his time. 
His works are fu ll of undigested and undigestible M arxist 
“ theory.” But being one of the few who have real talent, 
he is a characteristic reflection of certain moods and dreams 
of a generation that stood around the cradle of Nazism.

RUTH FISC H ER
W hat art thou? M ay you sink in the dirt, 
embrace the butcher, but change the world. * In the play’s language, this “aber ganz” is repeated over and over 

in a hammering, intense way.
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B o o k s
W A R  D IA R Y .  By Jean M alaquais. Doubleday, Doran. $2.50.

M alaquais is a Pole who worked as a sailor, a  m iner 
and at a dozen other trades before he became, at thirty, 
a French author. In 1939 he left fo r the Western Front, 
as a private in the French Arm y, just before his first novel, 
M en from  Nowhere (Les Javanais), came off the press. 
Influenced by Andre Gide, who took a warm interest in his 
work, M alaquais decided to keep a journal, taking Gide’s 
notebooks as his model. He went through the whole “ sitz
krieg” , was taken prisoner, escaped, hid in M arseille, and 
finally m ade his way, via Venezuela, to Mexico City.

His book is a document of that strange war, where sol
diers fought little  and without conviction. He puts into 
words the feelings of the ordinary soldier: “ This living 
in a public stable, which they call comradeship in arms 
— what an ominous farce!” I, too, lived through that 
period, when France came to a dead end, burdened with 
a Third Republic which the bourgeoisie didn’t  want and 
the masses didn’t  trust. Bleakly honest, M alaquais often 
writes powerfully, when he describes the stupidity, the 
coarseness and anim ality of m en; the way it feels to be 
machine-gunned by a p lane; the accesses of erotic hysteria 
of soldiers and peasants at the front.

The prevailing tone of his book is bitter, and justly  so. 
Yet it is a bitterness which also defines the personality of 
the writer. “ I think I have no great love for m en; which 
is no t to say I don’t  love m an,” he writes. This need of 
com forting him self by contrasting to  the unworthy con
crete individual a Man in the abstract whom he can love, 
is related to his tendency to  react to hum an beings in a 
depressed and cruel way. Despite his socialist ideology, 
M alaquais’ naturalism  is pessimistic—m ontonous and also 
unjust, fo r people are richer and above all m ore contra
dictory than his vision of them. H is own personality melted 
into the ambiance of the “sitzkrieg” , and his book’s value 
is that of a perfect rendering of this mood. Energy awakens 
only at the very end, when be fights a bit as he goes under, 
and  even then it is sim ply a desperate protest: “the un
speakable savage joy of destroying” ; “kill an Arab, squash 
a flea— what’s the difference?” (apropos the story of the 
deliberate m urder of an A rab prisoner by a German officer).

Since this is the journal of an observer who finds security 
only in him self, its testimony bears the m arks of a certain 
egocentrism, and its scope is severely limited. Those social 
problem s of which the war is sim ply the inhum an and 
catastrophic projection are alluded to  only in brief form u
lae, clear enough but inadequate. If  his m/otive was p ru 
dence, M alaquais was perhaps wise. A more explicit trea t
m ent m ight not have found a publisher. But if he him self 
is satisfied with these meagre hints, it is because the author, 
concerned only with self-analysis and with communicating 
his personal impressions to his audience, has taken pre
cedence of the revolutionary— or, m ore sim ply, the indi
vidual with a social conscience. M alaquais belongs to an 
em battled generation whose struggles are only beginning, 
which m ust pose squarely the problem s of changing the 
world, no t in hints and not in exclusively literary  terms.

This book is one of the first of a whole literature we may 
expect in the future. If when the soldiers come back from  
their hells-on-earth, freedom  to  write (and publish) still 
exist, the literature we shall get will be terrib le  and sen

sational. I t will be fru itfu l as well only if  it breaks 
through the lim itations of naturalistic description and 
egocentrism with a conscious will to change the world.

VICTOR SERGE

M A N  T H E  M E A S U R E .  By Erich Kahler. Pantheon. $5.00.

Erich K ahler was born in Prague and has lived in 
Vienna, Germany, Italy , Switzerland and England. He 
came to the United States in 1938. This book, the first 
he has published here, is  nothing less than an attem pt at 
synthesizing a ll of history, though m ost of his discussion 
concerns only the M editerranean and European cultures. 
He dissociates him self from  Spengler and Toynbee with 
their pessimistic cyclical theories and returns to the method 
of H erder, which took history to  be the “biography of 
m ankind”.

K ahler describes h is book as “ a new approach to h is
to ry” . H is approach is new, however, only in the sense 
that it is m ore up to date than the approach of a great 
m any religious socialists of the 19th century. There is 
nothing really  new in saying that the history of m an has 
moved dialectically from  a state of prim itive unities which 
were consolidated into a universal harm ony by Christi
anity, that th is harm ony was wrecked by the destructive 
forces of Enlightenment, that society has now exploded in 
our faces, and that we m ust recapture our lost wholeness 
through a new universal religion of hum anity. The French 
Revolution was responsible for whole schools of th is kind 
o f thought.

I find this book interesting, however, because its his
torical m yth is peculiarly  the m yth  o f the refugee. And 
in this sense, the book is new. The experience of the 
refugee who leaves Europe and comes to Am erica in the 
twentieth century is m uch more difficult and apocalyptic 
than the experience of earlier European refugees, fo r ex
am ple, Hobbes or Locke or M arx or Mazzini. As K ahler 
says, “ It has been reserved for our e ra  to  witness such 
spectacles as steamers crowded with helpless people roam 
ing the ocean because they are no t perm itted to  land any
where, or the starving of such victims on the No M an’s 
Land of a river island between borders.” And for those 
few refugees who do succeed in coming to America, there 
is the trem endous experience of dissociating oneself from  
Europe, of being an unattached individual, standing be
tween the New W orld and the Old, and of becoming as
sim ilated into a new society. There is therefore a special 
poignancy in a theory of history which m aintains, as 
K ahler’s does, that m an emerged from  his orig inal state 
of prim itive solidarity by detaching him self as an indi
vidual from  the universe and from  society; that in the 
Renaissance m an achieved his deliverance as a free indi
vidual ; and that “ the theme” of this century is “ the struggle 
for m an’s reintegration in a clearly conceived universe and 
the struggle for a collective order.”

This m yth, so extrem ely pallid  as a theory of world 
history, nevertheless makes Kahler a very good historian 
in particu lar instances. He is good a t what used to be 
called “the higher criticism ” . Excluding the adm irable 
appendix to  Toynbee’s H istory  called “Christus Patiens”, 
K ahler’s chapter called “Genesis of Christianity from  Juda
ism” is the best contem porary essay of this kind that I 
know of. In the great days of their culture, as well as 
la ter, the Jews were, of course, alm ost continuously a re
fugee people; and, as K ahler says, their greatness rises 
out of the tension between the perpetual forces of union 
and dispersion and out of their success in envisioning the 
universal brotherhood of m an before the coming of Christ.
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The m orality of Christianity is the m orality of K ahler’s 
ideal future world order. And it was conceived by the 
refugee.

As a tract for the times, however, K ahler’s book is not 
very valuable. The issue is clearly draw n: either you 
believe that the Enlightenment with its scientific method and 
its political realism  still furnishes us with substantial 
possibilities for good or you believe that the Enlighten
ment was purely destructive and that it is responsible for 
the troubles of m odern civilization. K ahler believes the 
latter. In the philosophy and method of naturalism  he 
sees nothing but selfish capitalism  and bourgeois corrup
tion, both conservative and radical. More than that, he 
sees the apotheosis of naturalism  in Hitler. H itler is the 
historically inevitable result of the scientific temper. H itler 
has at last succeeded on a national program m atic scale 
in doing what naturalism  tried to  do in the person of 
individual capitalists and M arxian socialists: subject m an
kind to “technics” , turn men into mechanized slaves. K ahler 
speaks with the urgency, as well as the obscurantism, of 
religious prophecy when he announces that “the historic 
function of national socialism is to make a clean sweep; 
its deed is the ruthless, voluntary and involuntary annihila
tion and unmasking of all the rotting institutions, slogans, 
pretenses of modern times. W ith its m agnetic appeal, 
national socialism draws everything that is shabby, base 
and egotistical into the limelight.” One of the obvious 
mistakes of th is attitude is that in a kind of backhanded 
way it accepts Nazism as an historical necessity.

There is a continual feeling of apocalypse in this book. 
(One recalls A rthur Koestler’s recent revelation— in the 
New York Times— of “ an irresistible global mood, a sp irit
ual springtide like early  Christianity or the Renaissance” .) 
Everywhere K ahler looks he sees the terrors and evils of 
Western society suddenly laid  bare, and he feels the mystic 
presence of a new utopian order; national socialism 
“ reveals” and “dooms” the current condition of the w orld; 
our “modern paganism ” (worship of production) is ex
posing itself against a fiery sky in all its sinful idolatry ; 
our age is like the Hellenistic age immediately before the 
birth of Christ (see e.g., p. 284).

Aside from  K ahler’s religious objections to naturalism , 
there is in this book the traditional German dislike of the 
disparate, though here it is accentuated by the neuroses of 
the times alm ost into fear. K ahler makes much of the 
separation of states, parties, and intellectual disciplines 
after the Reformation. He correctly attaches the British 
and French doctrines of em piricism  to this dispersion of 
the elements of culture. But whereas em pirical rationalism  
welcomed, and still welcomes, the disparate universe as a 
battleground where the issues m ight be decided in the clash 
o f contending parties, K ahler looks upon separate facts 
as so many separate tryrants ready to enslave the human 
being. Facts are no t to  be trusted until they have been 
disinfected and safely incorporated in a holism. The 
deadly political atrophy which accompanies this attitude 
is no novelty in Western thought.

In this book the German Ego abstracts itself from  the 
world, as since Kant it has traditionally done, and softens 
the prospect of its loneliness with dreams of Humanitat 
in a supernatural realm of “Perpetual Peace” . For all 
this, it is better to consult Kant than Kahler. W hat makes 
K ahler’s book worth reading is its new symbolization of 
the German Ego: the lost steamer, roam ing the ocean and 
looking for reintegration with mankind.

RICHARD CHASE

A  H IS T O R Y  O F  E C O N O M IC  T H O U G H T .  By Eric Roll. 
Prentice-Hall. $4.

“My aim has been to provide a historical background 
to the great theoretical controversies of today,” writes Eric 
Roll in the introduction to this revised edition of his book. 
The only other text in  the field I know of is Gide and 
Rist’s, which is out of date and ultra-conservative. The 
general reader who wants to cover economic theory from 
the Old Testament prophets to John M aynard Keynes will, 
therefore, find this book a valuable and unique guide. 
Valuable because the contributions of economists of every 
school are described in conscientious detail— 12 pages on 
Nassau W illiam  Senior, 5 on Proudhon, 6 on Pareto, etc. 
Unique because Roll’s approach is sophisticated and not 
at a ll “textbookish” , and because he writes from  a historical- 
m aterialistic standpoint— both of these being unheard-of 
features in works of this kind.

The book has faults: the style often is needlessly stiff 
and abstract; the organization could be sharper, easier to 
follow. But these are m inor matters. Over h a lf the pages 
are devoted to the last hundred years, and the author con
stantly puts old ideas in a present-day context. “ P lato’s 
very small regard for foreign trade is shared by all the 
rom antic schools of economics,” he writes and one under
stands a little better the reactionary nature of pre-Pearl 
H arbor isolationism. Or again, he shows the lineal de
cent o f Keynes’s theories from  Sismondi and Proudhon.

I also like the attention Roll pays to the political im pli
cations of economic theories. The very idea of devoting 
m any pages to socialist and anarchist economists would not 
occur to more conventional textbook w riters; the chapter on 
M arx is the longest in the book and its structural climax. One 
learns much more about Pareto, for example, than his 
purely economic ideas. Roll is well aware of the irony 
that this ultra-liberal exponent of laisser faire, whose de
velopment of the Lausanne School’s m athmatical eco
nomics “ represents the logical extreme of the modern 
theory” should have evolved into the ideologist of fascism. 
“Pareto’s own m ental development,” he comments, “sug
gests that the economist’s hum an nature abhors the vacuum 
which this school would wish to create.” d . m .

A S  W E  G O  M A R C H IN G .  By John T. Flynn. Doub leday 
Doran. $2.00.

John T. Flynn is a past-master at the art of building 
up to an awful letdown. In his latest book he is like a 
bull-fighter; the American people are the bull. Flynn 
frightens, wounds, tortures them— but he refuses to adm in
ister the coup de grace.

As We Go Marching is another devastating attack on the 
Roosevelt regime, a trem endous indictment. The Roosevelt 
regime, he says, is, in its present stage, four-fifths of fas
cism; and the fifth fifth— the to talitarian state— is fast on 
the way, he says. The book is a re-write of I t Can’t  Happen 
Here as a prim arily  fiscal dram a— a dram a in which the 
protagonist is the Budget, with the fate of a nation de
pending on its ups and downs. And the dram a rings true. 
“ . . . fascism is a system of social organization which rec
ognizes and proposes to protect the capitalist system and 
uses the device of public spending and debt as a means 
of creating national income to increase employment.” 
(p .52 ). This is the basic element, which gives rise to  its 
attendant evils of m ilitarism , im perialism , war and to ta l
itarianism , persecution of m inorities, etc., each of which 
is often mistaken for the whole evil. F lynn proves his 
case through a detailed economic interpretation of the
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modern histories of Italy and Germany, beginning with the 
roots of fascism in governmental crises long before Mus
solini and Hitler.

As Flynn nears the end of his dram a, he has his audience 
sitting on the edge of their seats, wringing their hands, 
wondering, “ How will it all end?” On a note of salvation? 
No, sir, not from  John T. F lynn! With satanic fury he 
pursues his task of “ complete frankness and realism ” . He 
is ever the Great Destroyer. Unfortunately he destroys 
everything, him self and his audience in the bargain. With 
terrible logic he has shown how the fascization of America, 
like the fascization of the rest of the world, has developed 
inevitably out of the apparently inevitable capitalist disease 
of crisis (“ an organic flaw of some sort”, p .8 2 )— a disease 
for which he, Flynn, has no remedy. Flynn is like a can
tankerous old m an— apparently still shrewd and clear
sighted, but actually, underneath, quite as bewildered and 
embittered as the worst of us. One feeble hope of salva
tion he does hold out— a salvation appropriately enough, 
through hard and bitter sacrifice. “ We shall presently be 
presented with the final crisis— the necessity of taking 
the last few steps of the last m ile to fascism in some gen
erated crisis, of ending the prologue and running up the 
curtain on the swelling theme— or of calling off’ the whole 
wretched business in some costly yet inescapable convul
sion . . .” He offers the hope, but no means of realizing 
the hope. “ I did not undertake this book in order to  out
line a program  of action,” but only to warn you, he 
concludes!

This negativism reaches its logical climax when Flynn 
concludes that planned economy itself is the evil rather 
than the for whom  and fo r  what of fascism. He speaks 
of “ Veblenian fascism” , and calls communism (evidently 
considering the Soviet Union the be-all and end-all of com
munism) as well as fascism a “ degrading condition” .

So, capitalist crisis we must have— until, at least, Dr. 
Flynn hits on a remedy— but planned economy and cen
tralized government we m ust not have. “. . . send,” says 
Flynn, “ all those non-federal powers back to the states and 
the cities where they belong.” (p .242). Let the local 
fuehrers adm inister them! Back to “ free enterprise and 
constitutional government” ! How? I don’t  know, but 
let’s do it! You see what comes of flirting with “the a llu r
ing pastim e of reconstructing the capitalist system” (p.254) 
— fascism. So let’s destroy the reconstruction; huzzah! 
Let’s recapture the condition of, say, a hundred years ago!

Mr. Flynn’s own budget needs balancing.
STANLEY LICHTENSTEIN

Periodica is
"T he  Evolutionist Revolt against Classical Economics: (I)  In 
France— Condorcet, Saint-Simon, Sim onde de Sism ondi; (2) 
In England— Jam es Steuart, Richard Jones, Karl M a rx ".  
By Henrylc Grossm an. T H E  J O U R N A L  O F  P O L IT IC A L  
E C O N O M Y ,  O ct. and Dec., 1943.

In these articles, Henryk Grossman, the well-known 
M arxian economist, makes an im portant contribution both 
to cultural history and to the proper understanding of 
M arx today. H is aim is “to show the decisive role of 
French and English economists in laying the basis for 
m odem  evolutionary theories of economics, and particularly  
for the work of K arl M arx”. He shows that M arx was

not the first to “historicise” or “ sociologize” economics— 
nor did M arx him self ever claim  credit for this— and that 
this great task was perform ed not so much by Hegel, whose 
claims Grossman thinks have been exaggerated, as by the 
French and English writers he considers here. M arx “syn
thesized and completed the whole development” and was 
the first to work out the laws of development within a 
given society and “ the objective and subjective conditions 
necessary for the transition from one system to another” . 
“For the first time in the history of ideas, we encounter a 
theory which combines the evolutionary and revolutionary 
elements in an original m anner to form  a m eaningful unit.” 

The studies of the six writers considered are rich in 
ideas and information. Grossman devotes most space to 
Condorcet and Richard Jones, neglected thinkers today 
but perhaps due to be “ rediscovered” soon— or, in Jones’ 
case, discovered. The rise of evolutionary theories at the 
time of the French Revolution, first in astrophysics: the 
curiously unhistorical character of the classical economists’ 
approach; the connection between the rise of a sociological 
and historical conception of economics and the exposure, 
by the French Revolution, of the inadequacy of 18th cen
tu ry  rationalism —these are the kind of questions discussed.

But what is especially interesting today are the close 
connections Grossman is able to establish between Marx 
and his English and Frengb predecessors, and between all 
of them and the intellectual currents released by the Great 
French Revolution. Grossman shows that, in this field, 
Hegel was much less an ideological ancestor of M arx than 
is often alleged:

“All the great theorists of the French Enlightenment, with 
the exception of Rousseau, held the philosophic view that 
history was an endless progress m arking m an’s path to 
reason. Endless progress necessarily injplies that the ex
isting reality . . . will not continue to exist indefinitely. 
Hegel, on the other hand, thought that history had reached 
its goal in his own day, that the idea and the reality had 
found their common ground. On this point, Marx was 
closer to the French tradition than to Hegel.

“ In the P hilosophy o f Right, Hegel patterns the notion 
of freedom after the free ownership of property. The 
historical process thus becomes a glorification of the history 
o f the m iddle class; and Hegel’s P hilosophy o f History 
ends with the consolidation of middle-class society. Here 
was a social system no longer to be transcended. We shall see 
that the French tradition, from  Condorcet through Saint- 
Simon and his disciples to Sismondi and Pecqueur, was 
very different . . . They stood opposed to the existing op
pressive social system. Progress does not end with middle- 
class society. Quite the contrary, it will continue to un
fold in the future in new social structures . . . Here, too, 
M arx was linked to French thought, no t to Hegel.”

It is a pity the editorialist of the N. Y . Times of Decem
ber 22 last could not have* found time to  read these articles 
before he put on paper his considered opinion of Marxism 
as “the muddled thinking of a German doctor of ph il
osophy named K arl M arx, who combined his typically 
German and Hegelian ideas of the supremacy of the state 
with a utopian dream  born of his incompetence in dealing 
with the problem s of existence in the London slums.” (He 
did  have time to read M ax Eastman, evidently.) This bit 
of provincial spite and ignorance is rendered a ll the more 
piquant by the occasion, which was the dropping of the 
French-composed Internationale as the national anthem 
of Soviet Russia. The Times editorialist should also read 
M arx’s lengthy and merciless critique of Hegel’s Philosophy 
of the State. But the Grossman articles should be more 
than enough for his purposes. Some one should send him 
an offprint.
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"M a n  o f H is  Century: A  Reconsideration of the Historical 
Siqnificance of Karl M a rx "  by Solom on F. Bloom. T H E  
J O U R N A L  O F  P O L IT IC A L  E C O N O M Y ,  Dec. 1943.

A tepid critique of M arx’s ideas which fails to justify 
its pretentious title. When Bloom has finished his rather 
condescending survey of Marxism, he finds him self faced 
with a problem : how could a thinker whose m ain ideas are 
open to so many objections have been as influential as 
M arx was? To meet this difficulty, the author resorts to a 
common strategy of denigration: M arxism was a supreme 
expression of 19th century thought, hence its influence; 
but its significance is now m ostly historical. I t is, of 
course, im portant to rebut the sectarian claim that M arx 
found a timeless philosopher’s stone by which to gauge 
all history— past, present and future— but i t  is absurd to 
go to the extreme of considering M arx as sim ply another 
Carlyle or H erbert Spencer, that is, a figure of tremendous 
significance in his day but with little to tell us now 
to the point. One m ight legitim ately ask why, in that case, 
Bloom him self took the trouble to write a whole book 
several years ago on M arx’s views on the national question?

" I s  C h in a 's  Econom y to be M odelled  on J a p a n 's ? "  by the 
editors. A M E R A S IA ,  Feb. 4, 1944.

Reflecting the attitude and the powers back of the Kuom- 
intang, various Chinese spokesmen have come out for the 
following plan  for postwar China: 1. China is to rem ain 
a predom inantly agricu ltural country. 2. Light industry 
for the production of consumer’s goods is to be widely 
decentralized, with thousands of widely scattered minute 
producers. 3. There are to be a few very large centers of 
industry, largely under government control. This plan 
would serve to retain the power of the semi-feudal land
lord class, for the second point would perhaps be under 
their control and the program  as a whole would not dis
turb the relations of production existing in  agriculture. 
If the government controlled or even owned the few huge 
industries, no independent and powerful industrial class 
would emerge to challenge the landlord’s power over the 
country’s total political economy. In  Japan , a govern
ment-controlled heavy industry was grafted on a semi- 
feudal agriarian  base; there was a blend of landed with in
dustrial elite and thus the transition from  feudal to capital
ist economy was achieved with the minim um  of social 
change in agricultural relations. A sim ilar system is in 
the cards for C hina; but, of course, on this particular 
gaming table, several people have their own deck up their 
respective sleeves.

1. "B rita in 's  Postwar Trade and W o rld  E conom y" by 
H ow ard  P. W h idden, Jr. F O R E IG N  P O L IC Y  REPO RTS, 
Dec. 15, 1943.

2. "P lann ing Industry 's Future in Brita in " by W a lte r Hill. 
H A R V A R D  B U S IN E S S  R E V IE W , W inter, 1944.

1. is a valuable survey article, presenting the figures on 
Britain’s probable postwar trade position. The heart of the 
question is this: in 1936-1938 Britain im ported £950,000,000 
worth of goods. She paid for these 59%  with exports, 
26% with income from  investments (o r from  liquidating 
investm ents), 11% with shipping revenues, and 4%  with 
insurance and banking receipts. A fter the war, her in 
vestment income will be halved, since she has had to 
liquidate investments to pay for the war and has had to

borrow great sums from  the U. S., India, Canada, Egypt, 
etc. Her banking receipts will be lower because of the 
growth of New York City as an international finance center, 
at the expense of London. Her shipping revenues will also 
be lower because of shipping losses in the war and be
cause of the rise of the American, Canadian, A ustralian and 
Indian m erchant m arines.

Thus in the first two postwar years, B ritain m ay have 
a deficit in her foreign trade account of £200,000,000. To 
close that gap is the problem  confronting her, a problem  
intensified by the fact that she is the w orld’s No. 1 im port
ing nation. Whidden thinks it will be done by expansion 
of exports. He says that it depends on America’s postwar 
foreign trade policy whether this expansion is in the trad i
tion of free trade on the world m arket or in that of 
Schacht’s bilateral trade agreements, with quotas, licenses, 
special currencies, etc. (There is much evidence, however, 
that Britain has m ade her choice already, and for the 
Schachtian technique.)

2. is British propaganda, by an editor of the London 
Economist, designed to convince American businessmen 
that England is p lanning her postwar ro le in the world 
market in term s of free trade. I t is m ostly uncritical 
quotation of generalities by leading British spokesmen. But 
even here one gets some glimpses of how cartelized and 
State-controlled British business w ill be after the war. The 
famous plan of 120 British industrialists which he cites, 
for example, is a corporate state set-up, with trade associa
tions made com pulsory and given fu ll control over the 
economy.

"F rom  M oscow  to N a p le s " b y  G ae tano  Salvemini. T H E  
N E W  R E P U B L IC , Dec. 27, 1943. " 'L ib e ra t e d ' Ita ly " by 
G ae tano  Salvemini. T H E  N A T IO N ,  Jan. I, 1944.

Every now and then, Gaetano Salvemini publishes an 
article on developments in Italy in The Nation  or The New  
Republic, usually the latter. These articles are as good 
political writing as is being done today: uncom prom ising 
in their honesty and realism , massively documented, w rit
ten with the sharpness of controlled indignation. In the 
tepid atm osphere of the liberal press, muggy with com
prom ise, fear and confusion, Salvemini’s w riting is a fresh 
breeze. Like Randolph Bourne in the last war, Salvemini’s 
intelligence and honesty pu t him  into increasingly sharp 
opposition to his fellow liberals. His comments on the 
developing Italian  situation are required reading for all 
who would understand our foreign policy.

"W h y  W a r  W orkers Strike— the C a se  H isto ry  of a Shipyard 
'W ild ca t ' "  by V ictor H . Johnson. T H E  N A T IO N ,  January 
15, 1944.

The author, a m inor official of the CIO shipyard workers 
union, tries to show that the W ar Labor Board is “ a cauti
ously reactionary instrum ent under the dom ination of W. 
H. Davis” and that the liberals on it are there for ‘‘win
dow-dressing” . He tells a detailed story of the run-around 
the representatives of 43,000 ship workers got in W ash
ington, and the wildcat strike which resulted. This little 
tale proves Johnson’s criticism s of the WLB to the hilt. 
But it also proves a lo t more— much more than the author, 
a  rather naive labor-patriot, probably intended to reveal: 
namely, that the chief role o f union leaders today is to 
prevent strikes.

“The union men who came into our office or who worked
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side by side with us, we could hold against a strike. Our 
problem  was the unorganized . . . who were m ore for 
striking than the organized. Non-unionists baited u& for 
‘being afra id  to strike’ . . . Spontaneous work stoppages, 
slowdowns, sitdowns m ultiplied. Union officials had a 
busy time nipping departm ental dem onstrations in the bud 
and keeping resentment from  crystallizing into a general 
walkout. We tried to prevent news o f the trouble from  
reaching the pu b lic; and so d id  the company, apparently .” 
(italics mine) Thus a decade of the C.I.O. has brought 
American labor to the point that those not in the union 
show more fight and daring than the union members! 
Postwar reaction w ill have a walkover unless the American 
labor movement develops a slight am ount of guts.

The Intelligence Office
The Civil Rights Defense Committee has issued a 32- 

page pam phlet, “ Who are the 18 Prisoners in the Minne
apolis Labor C ase?” , which contains a sum m ary of the 
facts in the case, short biographies of the defendants, and 
other inform ation on the Roosevelt Adm inistration’s perse
cution of the M inneapolis defendants. The pam phlets cost 
ten cents each, and are obtainable from the Committee at 
160 Fifth Avenue, New York City.

Last M ay a group of leftw ing refugees in Mexico City 
joined with several Mexican radicals to form  the “Socialism 
and Liberty” group. A m onth later, the group pu t out 
the first num ber of an illustrated review entitled “M undo” . 
W ritten in Spanish, the m agazine justifies its title, cover
ing the m ajor regions of the world in special departm ents 
and prin ting  the work of writers of a wide range of n a
tionalities. Five num bers have appeared to date. Among 
the leading articles have been: “ The Rebirth of Socialism” 
by Victor Serge; “ Homage to Otto and Alice Ruhle” ; “The 
Third Camp” by Julian  Gorkin; “W ar D iary” by Jean 
M alaquais; “ The Contradictions in Our Socialist Think
ing” by Enrique Gironella. The Mexican Communists have 
denounced “M undo” as “ Goebbels’ m outhpiece” , and their 
adherents in the Mexico postoffice have sabotaged its dis
tribution. (The Trotskyists dismiss the m agazine as 
“m iserable Centrist confusionism ” .) For some reason, 
very few copies of “M undo” have reached th is country, 
although m any have been m ailed to American addresses. 
Inquiry has so fa r no t revealed whether th is is due to 
Stalinist d irty  work in Mexico City, or to  the censors at 
the border— though it is hard  to see w hat the latter could 
find to object to in the magazine, beyond its openly socialist 
bias.

T Y P IC A L  R E A C T IO N S  T O  V O L .  I, N O .  I.

“ Congratulations on the first issue o f  p o l i t i c s . I t’s about 
25 times as lively as The Nation and The New Republic .”

— R. C., NEW  YORK CITY

“ It is too much a one-man job . . . The comments are 
good but there are too m any of them . . . The book reviews 
are the worst thing in the magazine. I t is only occasion
ally  possible to say anything pertinent about a 400-page

book in as many words . . . The periodical review section, 
on the other hand, is excellent . . . The Oakes piece is 
good— interesting, timely, provocative, the righ t length . . . 
The magazine needs something to lighten it— one o r two 
cartoons, for instance . . . The cover seems to me surpris
ingly bad.”— W . P ., NEW YORK CITY

“Just happened across a copy of your February issue 
and found it the most stim ulating reading experience in 
months. Instead of reading it thru readily with easy ap
proval, I was challenged to  some serious thinking— how 
few contem porary magazines can do the same for a reader.”

— R. J . ,  PH ILAD ELPH IA, PA.

“ Frankly, I don’t like p o l i t i c s  too much— it’s too remins- 
cent of the little  Commie sectarian stuff which flooded the 
m arket in ’34-’38. The best th ing in it was the first part 
of the editorial, “Why P o litics?”—now that’s a swell pros
pectus. I  only hope you can live up to it. But I can’t 
quite square that with the 5 pp. of “Comment”, all of it 
straight down the inevitable ‘line’ . . .  I liked the Periodical 
section very much.— CPL. X ., NEW  HAVEN, CONN.

“ If you really  want to create a center for the Left, I 
believe you’re going to have to m odify the tone o f the 
‘Comment’, etc. We have to  learn to  write with m ore in
direction. It seems to me that this comes out best in choice 
of a vocabulary. Not only esthetically, bu t also in intel
lectual m eaning and certainly in appealing to m ore people, 
there are term s that just don’t  go. Thus instead of “ means 
of production” why no t say “ productive facilities” ? “The 
ruling class” seems bad to me on two counts: first, its tone 
is stereotyped and arouses antagonism  needlessly, but more 
im portantly, it is am biguous: class is clearly economic, 
ru ling  is a political catagory. By jo in ing the two you hide 
a big problem , or a whole set of them . . . Almost all 
M arxist jargon is needlessly (that’s the point) alienative. 
Cf. Oakes essay, which is a very nice thing, the language 
at times estranges m any; and to hell with the chart—that 
was bad to include it! . . .  I read the whole issue from 
cover to  cover and enjoyed it immensely; it’s lively and 
has the a ir of free and hardhitting truth-seeking (even if 
some of it shelled in by archaic language).”

— C. W M ., COLLEGE PARK, MD.-

“ p o l i t i c s  came to me in this forsaken climate with a 
richness that wholly pleases my now more refined stand
ards. I t carries every virtue the sectarian journals ever 
exploited, and some entirely new ones of its own— for one 
thing it is never ‘liberal’ ; entirely revolutionary without 
any brazen ‘radicalism ’. The best I can say is that it is 
the first ‘left’ periodical I  have seen.”

— P F C ., CAMP CROFT, S. C.

“ SOLICIT YOUR SUBSCRIBERS IN  MOSCOW FROM 
W HENCE COMES YOUR INSPIRA TIO N ! W AKE UP! YOUR 
TIM E IN AMERICA IS DRAWING TO A CLOSE. T H E  TID E 
IS  RUNNING TO CONSTITUTIONAL GOVT. AND AM ERICAN
ISM. IT  W ILL SW EEP TH E COUNTRY LIK E A TORNADO 
T H IS YEAR AND N EITH ER  KA RL MARX NOR ‘POLITICS’ 
W ILL FIND A HAVEN H E R E !”
(W ritten in red crayon on back of a sub blank. Unsigned 
Baltim ore postm ark.)

“ p o l i t i c s  rem inds me of the Partisan Review I  ‘dis 
covered’ in 1937. Like the young P.R., it is fresh, daring 
radical.”— j .  h . j . ,  b l u e m o n t , v a .
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“ I l i k e  y o u r  m a g a z in e  a n d  I t h i n k  i t  w i l l  h e l p  r a d i c a l s  
w h o  a r e  n o t  t o o  t i r e d  o r  to o  p e s s im i s t i c  o r  t o o  d o c t r i n a i r e  
to  r e s e t  t h e i r  s i g h t s .” — F . M ., DETROIT, M IC H .

“The first issue was a little  disappointing, but then I 
suppose that I expected too much m erely because the need 
is so great . . . Although I do not actually disagree with 
any statement, M acdonald’s enunciation of his political 
views was weak, and failed to say a good m any im portant 
things . . .  I liked Oakes’ analysis, and I have no basis 
for challenging his predictions of the future. But the 
value of a prediction, in a political sense . . .  is to enable 
us to form ulate strategy and tactics in dealing with con
tem porary events. And the only conclusion that Oakes 
draws is that we need an independent labor party . . . and 
that this party  should ‘cope with the problem s of living 
under a perm anent war economy’— this statement is either 
a vague generality, or a belief that we can, at best, ‘adjust’ 
ourselves to the inevitable . . .  I thought Lasky’s article 
was very well written; and the reviews were all damned 
good. I  read the “ Theory of Popular Culture’ with great 
interest. Some of the sweeping generalizations on both 
literary and political m atters are arb itrary  and superficial. 
But many of the things that he says have needed saying for 
a long time.”— s g t . z , c a m p  l e e , v a .

T H E  BATTLE  O F  PE T E R SB U R G

S ir:
I feel compelled to protest against the inclusion in your 

first issue of that “ Letter from  Petersburg, Va.” I t is 
just that kind of snide, snotty, sophomoric provincialism  
that is going to repel readers outside of N.Y.C. . . . There 
are some fine people around who wouldn’t  know George’s 
bar from  Chumley’s, and who are a ll the m ore to be ad
mired because they have the guts to work and struggle in 
intellectually inhospitable (in some cases hostile) sur
roundings.
NEW ORLEANS, LA. HARVEY SWADOS

To a ll those who live in  Petersburg, Va., out o f a sense 
o f moral obligation, apologies fo r  our correspondent’s snide 
remarks, which are to be understood as applying only to 
those who live there fo r  less elevated reasons.—ED.

F A N C Y  W R IT IN G  A N D  U N C L E  J O E

S ir:
I have rec’d Vol. 1, No. 1 of POLITICS and find it 

very much worth while. We need a journal that will in a 
fa ir and objective m anner go into m any things that are too 
hot for the Nation  and New Republic.

I note that you do not like Uncle Joe, and that is OK 
by me. You know Adolph don’t  like him  either. Nor 
does Pope Pius, Fulton Sheehan, or the Chi Tribune— all 
of which cuts no ice. Give old Joseph hell if you will— 
but deal in direct statements of fact that can be proven 
. . . Some of us think Uncle Joe has done pretty well—  
that his credits fa r exceed his debits. . . .

I  also note that some of your writers have found and 
use peculiar and unusual words and if there is anything 
I detest in a writer it is that very thing. Verbosity, pedantry 
and cocky, smart-Alec w riting just don’t  “fit m y pistol” .

I wish you good luck and will pass your mag on to my 
friends. H ope you don’t  turn out to be just another 
Trotskeyite outfit.
W EST TULSA, OKLA. AUSTIN JOHN SON

A M E R IC A N  W O M E N 'S  P L A C E

S ir:
Dwight M acdonald doesn’t know what he’s talking about 

when he says in his article on Popular Culture that women 
are culturally subordinated to men in the country. I sub
mit the enclosed as conclusive evidence.
STATEN ISLAND, N. Y. TERENCE DONAGHUE

See cut below— ED.

N.Y. DAILY MIRROR, 
Dec.13,1943* p .4.

Oh, Yeah?
“ T h e  S tr ik in g ly  L o w  
C u ltu ra l L eve l o f  th e  

A m e r ic a n  N a tio n  Is th e  
R e su lt o f  th e  D o m in a n t 

P osition  o f  W om en.”

T H E  "T R IB U N E 'S "  LITTLE H E LP E R

Your aim “ to create a center of consciousness on the 
Left, welcoming a ll varieties of radical thought” is one 
with which I am  so enthusiastically in sympathy that it 
is very disappointing to find that you apparently  lim it 
your definition of “ radical thought” to the prejudices of 
the anti-Stalin group. There seems to be no subject which 
you can discuss without making it an occasion for a slur 
on Russia. ( I f  the views of the opposition were expressed, 
where were they?) I th ink that your analysis of the n a 
ture of the Soviet Union is superficial, and the article 
by Louis C lair on “ S talin’s Policy in Europe” is down
right childish— his theory that Russia is the “ main p illa r 
of reaction on the continent” would im ply that Russia 
offered to oppose Germany before Munich because Stalin 
feared the liberalizing influence of H itler on Czechoslo
vakia, and that Russia supported the Spanish Republic be
cause he feared that Franco would lead a proletarian  revo
lution.

This policy is sim ply suicidal. There is no reason what
ever that I  can see for a little  helper for the Chicago 
Tribune  in its crusade to discredit Russia. Every publica
tion in United States, with very m inor exceptions, is already 
working that side of the street.

W hat is the source of the strange compulsion that makes 
every liberal journal run through the list of all of Russia’s 
alleged sins on every possible occasion? At whom is this 
directed, and to what end? I have lived for 42 fairly  
sociable years without meeting more than half a dozen 
people who were greatly interested in Russia or well enough 
informed to know what all the arguing was about. Even
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if a ll that you think is true, the net effect of dragging it 
in on every possible occasion is as though a historian 
w riting of England felt that he had  to start every chapter 
with a recital of a ll that is wrong with im perialism —  
would you read m any such chapters? How many would 
a person completely uninterested in im perialism  read?

Actually, I think that there is an excellent case to be 
made for Russia— I shall be glad to go into details if you 
will undertake to read them, but shall not waste time item
izing the evidence in a letter which I am sure that you 
will toss aside as the outburst of a Communist. (I have 
never been a Communist and have only known two party 
members in all my life— and those two very briefly— be
lieve it or no t). It seems inexcusable, though, that a 
journal with any pretense to intellectual honesty should 
descend to the old trick of always coupling Russia and 
Nazi Germany together in m entioning dictatorships. They 
differ profoundly in particulars which I consider extremely 
im portant— notably, in their handling of racial conflicts, 
in their attitude toward education, and in their treatm ent 
of women. If you consider such things as these unim por
tant details, what, fo r Christ’s sake, do you consider im 
portant?

Finally, I ask you to believe that I have inflicted all this 
on you becau. 1 am honestly interested in seeing such a 
journal as you proposed to  create succeed— and because I 
still hope that Politics can be such a journal.
HAM ILTON, O H IO  W ILLIAM  PALMER TAYLOR

The vehemence w ith which Mr. Taylor objects to 
PO LITIC S’ anti-Stalinist flavor to some extent answers his 
question, w hy so m uch on faraway Russia? He him self 
takes Russia pretty  seriously, or he would not have written  
so long and so strongly about it. There are two big rea
sons w hy the USSR today is dominant in leftw ing consci
ousness: (1) i t  is incom parably the most pow erful force 
on the le ft, and its relation to socialism poses the most 
im portant theoretical and practical political question o f 
our tim e; (2) i t  is rapidly becom ing 'the storm center o f 
post-ivar world politics, as the Krem lin pursues an increas
ingly independent and aggressive foreign policy.

As fo r  Mr. Taylor s objection to the linking o f Nazism  
and Stalinism , I can only say (1) most liberal journals do 
NOT, today, say m uch about “Russia’s alleged sins”, and 
hence it seems im portant fo r  some leftw ing magazine to 
do so— all the more so precisely because the field  is le ft 
too m uch to reactionary organs like the “Chicago Tribune”, 
which distort more than they enlighten; (2) Peter M eyers  
articles in this and the last issue give impressive documenta
tion to the thesis that the sim ilarities between Nazism  and 
Stalinism  are more significant than the dissimilarities.

F inally, I  shall be glad to print any serious and com
petent article by Mr. Taylor or any one else, which argues 
the case, from  a socialist viewpoint, fo r  the present Gov
ernment and social system  in  Russia.— ED.

W O O D R O W  W IL S O N  A N D  "P O L IT IC S "

Sir:
Perm it me to say I like your restoration of the word 

“ politics” to its original and real meaning. Woodrow 
W ilson, who divided the old chair of Political Economy 
into the two chairs, Economics and Politics, at Princeton 
in about the year 1894 told me he chose for him self the 
title, “ Professor of Politics” , in order to help restore its 
original m eaning to this word.
UNIVERSITY O F ILLINOIS GUY ALAN TAWNEY

CO N TR IBU TO R S
C. W RIGHT MILLS teaches sociology at the University of 
M aryland. He has written for The New Republic, The 
Journal o f Sociology, The New Leader and other magazines 
. . . NICCOLO TUCCI has been in this country several 
years. He contributes to Italian periodicals, and writes short 
stories, one of which will soon appear in POLITICS . . . 
ARTHUR PINCUS, author of Terror in Cuba and other 
studies of Latin America, lives in NewYork C ity ...FR A N K  
MARQUART is educational director of Local 600 (Ford) 
of the United Automobile Workers, CIO . . . “ PETER 
MEYER” is the pseudonym of a form er member of the 
Jewish Bund of Poland, who now lives in Chicago . . . 
WELDON KEES is a poet and novelist who has contributed 
to Partisan. Review  and other magazines. He lives in New 
York City . . . RUTH FISCHER was one of the leaders of 
the German Communist Party  in the mid-twenties. She now 
edits a news-letter The Network, devoted to factual exposes 
of current activities in the Stalinist movement . . . VICTOR 
SERGE, author of Russia 20 Years A fter  and several novels 
on contem porary life in Russia, now lives in Mexico City 
. . . RICHARD CHASE is in the Departm ent of English 
at Columbia University. His study of Toynbee’s historical 
theories appears in the current Partisan Review . . . STAN
LEY LICHTENSTEIN is a young w riter who lives in New 
York City.

H e  has three sim ple  loyalties. They are  to  President Phil M u r ra y  
o f the C I O .  President Rooseve lt o f  the U S A .  and the U n ite d  A u to 
m ob ile  W o rk e rs  Un ion, in app rox im ate ly  th a t order.— from  a profile  o f  
R. J. Thom as, p resident o f  the U A W .  in the Sa tu rd a y  Even in g  Post 
fo r Dec. 18, 1943.

M r. Thom as' sa la ry  is p a id  b y  the U n ited  A u to m o b ile  W orkers,  
the U n ite d  A u to m o b ile  W orkers, an d  the U n ited  A u to m o b ile  W orkers,  
in approx im ate ly  that order.

F U R T H E R  A D V E N T U R E S  O F  M A R Y  
The "C h r is t ia n  C e n tu ry "  (Jan . 26 ) reports th a t  the V irg in  M a r y  has 

been m ad e  an honorary  gen e ra l in the A rgen tin e  arm y. "S h e  receives 
no sa lary  but is a ss ign ed  a v iva ticu m  o f  ten do llars a d a y  which is c o l
lected  by  the church."

— Fellowship, M arch , 1944

O N W A R D  C H R IS T IA N  S O L D IE R S
N O R F O L K ,  V A ., M a r . 7— A  sta ined  g la ss  w indow, executed by  one 

o f the country 's best known artists in th a t  field, who says it is the 
first tim e the V irq in  has been represented  as h o ld in g  a w arsh ip  instead  
o f the C h r is t  C h ild ,  will soon  be insta lled  in the C h a p e l o f  O u r  L a d y  
o f V ic to ry  a t  the N o rfo lk  naval o p e ra tin g  base.

— "W a s h in g t o n  (D .  C . )  E v e n in g  S ta r ",  M a r c h  7, 1944

P O T  & KETTLE  DEPT.
The conquests m ad e  by  Jap an ese  arm ies in M an ch u ria , M o n g o lia  

an d  C h in a  since 1931 have effected no form al ad d it io n  to  the Japan ese  
em pire, fo r  a m ethod o f 'in d irect  rule' has been ap p lie d  w ithout an 
nexation or even p ro tecto rate  o f  the o rd ina ry  k ind: M an chukuo  is in 
Ja p a n ese  theory a sovere ign  state, and  an y  nation  which so desires 
can  have d ip lo m a tic  representation  at H s in k in g  —  a t  the price  of 
recogn iz ing  M an c h u ku o ’s so ve re ign ty  and de tachm en t from  C h in a .  The 
world in gen era l d o e s not take th is theory very seriously  and  re ga rd s  
M an ch u ku o  as m erely an a lias fo r  Jap an . But in keep ing up  the e la b o 
rate hocus-pocus o f in dep en d ence  fo r  a country  she in rea lity  controls. 
J a p a n  is sim p ly fo llow ing  an exam ple  set by  Britain  with the co n cu r
rence o f the L e agu e  o f N ation s, fo r  the  adm ission  o f  In d ia  in 1919 to  
a soc ie ty  w hose m em bersh ip  is by its constitu tion  restricted  to  in de 
pen den t states and 'fu lly  se lf-go ve rn in g ' co lon ies or dom in ions in 
tro du ced  in to  in ternational re lations an e lem ent o f sheer h u m b u g which 
the world will yet have cause  to  regret. If  a state  can  be recogn ized  
as ‘fu lly  se lf-go ve rn in g ' when it lacks every a ttribu te  o f real in dep en 
dence, the w ay is open  fo r  an un lim ited  fak in g  o f sovere ign ty. By 
virtue o f the G e n e v a  co n ception  o f  nationa l independence, J a p a n  can 
at least c la im  that the peop le  o f  M an c h u ria  have not enjoyed less free 
d om  in se tting  up the gove rn m ent o f  M an ch u ku o  than  h as the 'fu lly  
se lf-go ve rn in g ' In d ian  nation  in  ch oo s in g  Lord  L in lithgow  as its ruler. 
— " A n  A t la s  o f  F a r  Easte rn  P o lit ic s ",  b y  G .  F. H u d so n ,  M a r t h a  Ra jch - 
m an, a n d  G .  E. Taylor, pp . 66-7 (John  D ay, 1942)


