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Why Labor Should Oppose

A Third Term

JOHN L. LEWIS'S sensational pronouncement against a third term for
President Roosevelt and the more subdued tho certainly no less

hostile attitude of the A. F. of L.

Executive Council thrusts the third-

term issue to the fore again as a burning question of labor politics.

We, too, are opposed to a third term; we, too, believe that labor
should have nothing to do with the third-term agitation in any of its
forms. Our reasons, however, are in many respects quite different from

the standpoint developed either by
of the Federation.

Mr. Lewis or by the top leadership

In the first place, we do not believe that President Roosevelt de-
serves such unqualified, unquestioning support as is implied in the third-
term idea. Indeed, we do not believe that on the whole he deserves the
continued support of labor at all. Here we agree with Mr. Lewis's sharp
criticism of the Administration, if Mr. Lewis can be taken to mean what

he says. We agree also with manz

of the points in the indictment of the

New Deal drawn up by the Hutcheson-Woll group in their recent state-
ment, altho not, of course, with their yearning for a return of the "good
old days" of Harding and Coolidge, when the government allegedly
didn't tinker with economic or financial affairs. We are not unmindful of
the benefits labor has derived from certain phases of the New Deal nor
ot the great advances made in labor and social legislation under the
Roosevelt regime. But those days are gone, gone forever as far as the
present Administration is concerned. Not only has the Administration
turned its back on the earlier liberal and social ideals of the New Deal;
it is even undoing its own work of yesterday. It has declared a moratorium
on reform; it is engaged in a vicious crusade against organized labor
under cover of the anti-trust laws; it is slashing relief and socially useful
expenditures but it is boosting armaments to record highs. The 1941
budget, prepared by President Roosevelt and submitted to Congress at
the opening of the present session, is a document that fairly shouts its
own meaning, and its meaning is the New Deal turned reactionary.

Besides, today all political questions must be approached in the rela-
tion to the all-overshadowing question of war. Let America be dragged
into the war and all the gains that labor has made in the last decade and
more will be ruthlessly wiped out by the military dictatorship that war will

most certainly bring in its train; the

very reform legislation of which the

New Deal is so proud will be perverted into a mechanism of authoritarian
control. And yet it is as clear as daylight that President Roosevelt's for-
eign policy is a policy of unneutrality, of war involvement, a policy which,
whatever its intentions, is driving the United States ever nearer the brink
of the precipice. President Roosevelt stands for aiding the Allies by

"measures short of war"'—which,
Neither labor nor any other section
America out of war can afford to
idea.

in the end, inescapably mean war.
of the people that desires to keep
give any support to the third-term

There is yet another and even more fundamental side to the third-
term question—the anti-third term tradition. We are certainly no blind
worshippers of political traditions or conventions. But in these days of
growing authoritarianism threatening the last safeguards of democracy,
any tradition that stands in the way of the expanding power of the
Executive is, to that degree at least, to be welcomed. Certainly, this is
no time to exalt the personal prestige of the Chief Executive, surrounded
by.his palitical retinue of office-holders, or to exterd the already con-
siderable permanence of his position.

For these reasons, we feel that

organized labor should not let itself

be entangled in any way in the third-term movement. Labor should learn

from experience and follow its own

independent course.

Stalinists Fight Hard to
Keep Control of A.Y.C.

FDR Denounces Russia for Invasion of
Finland; Lewis Backs Stalinist Stand

Washington, D. C.

The American Youth Congress, a
national federation of youth and
miscellaneous organizations, opened
its annual sessions here last week
under conditions of extreme political
tension.

The AY.C was organized by the
Communist Party some years ago

and has since remamed under Stal-
mist control altho the organizations
affiliated and their membership are
overwhelmingly non-communist. Dur-
ing the days of Popular Frontism,
the Stalinites were able to maintain
their control virtually unchallenged
and to use the Youth Congress as a
support for the Admnistration.
With the Stalin-Hitler pact and
especially after the invasion of Fin-
land, the situation changed marked-
ly. The official “party line” of the
Stalinites, and therefore of the Stal-
mist leadership of the A.Y.C,
shifted and became anti-Administra-
tion, while 1n the Congress 1tself con-
flict flared up on the Fimmsh issue.
When the A.Y.C. gathering met in
Washington last week, therefore, 1t
became the battleground between the
Stalinists desperately striving to
hold on to their control, on the one
side, and the Admimstration forces
striving to get rid of Stalimist 1n-
fluence and use the A.Y.C. as a New
Deal auxiliary, on the other.

The high point of the sessions last
week was a powerful address by
President Roosevelt who centered his
remarks on a denunciation of Russia
for 1ts dictatorial regime and its im-
perialistic aggression agamst Fin-
land He reproved the New York
A.Y.C. Council for adopting a pro-
Russian resolution and urged the
national conference not to do the
same.

Mr. Roosevelt was followed by
John L. Lewis who turned his ad-
dress mto a debate with the Pres-
ident and an attack on the Admin-
istration. Altho Mr. Lewis’s own
United Mine Workers had, at its
convention the week before, adopted
a resolution denouncing Russia for
its invasion of Finland, the C.I.O.
leader on this occasion went a long
way towards supporting the attitude

of the Stalimsts within the A.Y.C.

By FRANK HOWARD

Washington, D. C.

By the time you read this letter,
the American Youth Congress’s
“Citizenship Rally” will have been
“captured” either by the Communist
or the Democratic party. Eleanor
Roosevelt and her boys, Joe Cadden
and Joe Lash, and her girls, too
many to mention, are sore at the
way the youthful “fellow-travelers”
have been soiling the reputation of
the A.Y.C. They are determined to
have a show-down during or after
this meeting. The prospects are
gcod for the Democrats but the
Stalimists will put up a strong fight.
In general, New Dealers are a lht-
tlc provoked that Eleanor has waded
ouv into such deep water on the
ycuth question.

There 15 good evidence that Gard-
ner Jackson and Company are as
guilty as hell i connection with
eforts to frame Martin Dies and his
committee, There 1s talk that Ben
Allen of the LaFollette Committee
and other Stalinist sympathizers are
mvolved 1n various meetings at
Jackson’s house. Grand jury action
and more startling revelations are
probably on the agenda

On the other hand, Dies’s actions
are still bothering progressives here
and there 1s considerable rejoicing
that Jerry Voorhis 1s tempering his
Christian gentleness with a little
iron 1 his attitude towards this
vicious southern reactionary.

Rumors abound about the possible
teaming up of Jack Garner and Paul
McNutt. Paul V., has been unfairly
treated by his New Deal friends, he
thinks, and is looking elsewhere for
the alhance which he hopes will put
him in the White House.

It is rather late but I want to con-

F.D.R. Launches

AFL Hits

New Deal

Attack on Unions

Says “Anti-Trust” Crusade Aims to Fix
Government Grip on Labor Movement

Miami, Fla.

The Executive Council of the
American Federation of Labor, con-
tinuing 1ts sessions here last week,
condemned the efforts of the Depart-
ment of Justice to use the anti-trust
laws agamst labor as an attempt to
get the labor movement under “the
thumb of the federal government.”
The Federation, the Council said,
would resist to the bitter end.

“Applhication of the anti-trust laws
to unions would mevitably result in
government dictatorship over unions
and kill free, democratic trade union-
1sm,” the Council declared. American
unions, 1t added, were threatened
with the fate that had befallen labor
mm Germany, Italy and Russia.

The anti-trust suits against labor
were, moreover, a perversion of the
law, the Council contended, since the
Clayton Act was supposed to have
exempted labor from the provisions
of the Sherman anti-trust law.

All members of the Executive
Council jomned 1n the statement con-
demning the anti-trust swts, includ-
mg Daniel J, Tobin, president of the
International Brotherhood of Teams-
ters, the staunchest defender of the
Roosevelt Admimstration on the
Council.

“The 1ssue,” the Council stressed,
‘s of primary importance to every
American worker and every Amer-
1can citizen Once the independence
of our trade unions 1s invaded, once
they are subjected to rigid govern-
ment control and domination, the de-
mocracy of our country is threatened
and government dictatorship will be-
come a reality.”

The Council also charged that the
Department of Justice’s anti-trust
suits against A. F. of L. uniong were
designed to favor the C.1.O., or at
least had that effect. “It is note-
worthy,” the Council pointed out,
“that the first batch of anti-trust in-
dictments agamnst building-tredes
unions of the American Federation
of Labor was strangely timed to co-
incide with the imauguration of a
CI0. drive to raid A. F. of L. mem-
bership 1n the building trades.”

Great confusion prevailed 1n the
Executive Council on problems of na-
tional economic policy. The Council
as a whole 1ssued a statement calling
for a restoration of “business con-
fidence” and “freedom” of private
enterprise as the road to recovery. A
day or two later, William Hutcheson,
Matthew Woll and eight other pro-
mnent A. F. of L. leaders, primarily
of the building and construction
trades, made public a declaration de-
ploring governmental “tinkering”
with business and finance and de-
nouncing the New Deal for engaging
in such “tinkering.” Yet the Council
also adopted a resolution calling for
large-scale governmental expendi-
tures 1n the housing field, something
that would 1nvolve extensive “tinker-
mg” and competition with private
business on the part of the federal
government.

The pronounced anti-Administra-
tion attitude of the Executive Coun-
c1l, particularly the Hutcheson-Woll
statement, aroused considerable re-
sentment among the pro-Roosevelt
elements 1n the leadership of the A.
F. of L. Daniel J. Tobin, head of the
teamsters, and Admimstration key
man 1n the top councils of the Fed-

firm the reported acute disturbance
of the New Dealers at John L.
Lewis’s Columbus blast at the New
Deal and F.D.R. They were more
disturbed by this attack than by any
recent development. However, the
third termers immedately began to
rationalize. “This may help us,”
they said, “with certain anti-C.I.O.ers
who have hitherto opposed another
term.” They reasoned that with Sid-
ney Hillman, Dave Dubinsky and
Dan Tobin and the rank and file of
labor for F.D.R., they could count
on the labor vote for a third term
regardless of what John L. might
say.

Only F.D.R. can take mmself out
of the race 1n which he has allowed
himself to be entered as a con-
testant. He will be President agamn
—unless all signs here are mis-
leading,

The Washington Star is this city’s
most conservative paper. Here 1s
what the Star says about Thurman
Arnold’s anti-trust prosecutions:
“This busmess of dusting off the
Sherman laws for labor cases marks
one of the sharpest right swings of
the Administration, several of which
have been cited by professional poli-
tical observers in recent weeks.”

eration, openly charged that Repub-
lican political maneuvering was
behind 1t all. Rumors leaked out of
the sessions that Tobin and Hutche-
son had come close to a fist fight,
that Tobin had threatened to with-
draw the teamsters union from the
A F. of L., and the like. It appeared
unlikely that Tobin would take any
such extreme measures, but there
was no doubt that a serious rift was
developing 1n the A. F. of L. leader-

(Continued on Page 2)

“Land of the

Free ... .. i

¢ ENATOR Allen J. Ellen-

der (D.-La.), asserting
Louisiana ‘didn’t need the fed-
eral government to run’ its
Democratic primary next Tues-
day, said today that ‘Negroes
were taking advantage of the
situation to demand they be
allowed to vote.’

“¢‘Of course,” the Senator
said in a campaign speech for
Governor Earl K. Long, ‘the
Negroes won’t get anywhere,
but it just goes to show you
what this thing may lead to’.”
—Associated Press dispatch in
The Spartanburg Herald Jour-
nal.

Sends Welles on
England, France,
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Sudden ‘Peace’ Move

Diplomatic Visit to
Germany and Italy;

Aid to Anti-Russian Alliance Seen

Direct diplomatic intervention of
the United States in the European
war crisis was mitiated last week by
President Roosevelt in a dual move
that took the country by surprise.
He commissioned Under-Secretary of
Ctate Sumner Welles to visit Italy,
France, Germany and Great Britamn

and confer with the governments of
those countries. He also authorized a
formal statement by Secretary of
State Hull that discussions already
were under way with European neu-
trals with a view to a “sound and
lasting peace for all nations.”

Both of these moves were charac-
terized by Administration spokesmen
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A.C.L.U. Bars
Totalitarians
From Office

Civil Liberties Union De-
cides No Fascist or Stalin-
ist May Serve on Board

New York City.

The American Civil Liberties
Union voted last week to bar
henceforth from office or committee
membership within the organization
erther communists, supporters of fas-
cist regimes, or avowed sympathiz-
ers of any of the “native organiza-
tions with obvious anti-democratic
objectives or practises.”

The new statement of policy was
embodied in a resolution adopted by
the national committee by a vote of
thirty to ten, with three members
not voting, and by the board of di-
rectors by thirteen to seven, with
two not voting.

“The board of directors and the
national committee of the American
Civil Liberties Union hold it inappro-
priate for any person to serve on the
governing committees of the Union
or on 1ts staff, who 18 a member of
any political orgamzation which sup-
ports totalitarian dictatorship in any
country, or who by his public decla-
rations 1ndicates his support of such
a principle,” the resolution ran.

“Within this category we include
organizations 1n the United States
supporting the totalitarian govern-
ments of the Soviet Union and of the
fascist and Nazi countries (such as
the Communist Party, the German-
American Bund and others), as well
as native organizations with obvious
anti-democratic objectives or prac-
tises.”

A separate explanatory press
statement accompanying the resolu-
tion pointed out that “the occasion
for raising this issue at this time is
the increasing tension which has re-
sulted everywhere from the direction

(Continued on Page 2)

MUSICALE-RECITAL

Washington, D. C.

The National Labor Relations
Act should be amended so as to
relieve the Labor Board from the
task of setthing substantial conflicts
between the A. F. of L. and the C.L
O in representation cases, Llovd K.
Garrison, dean of the Wisconsin
University Law School and chair-
man of the National Labor Board,
which preceded the present N.L.R.B,,
told the House investigating com-
mittee headed by Representative
Smith last week,

Mr. Garrison also advocated
placing the trial examiners of the
Board and of all similar federal
bodies in an independent agency to
eliminate complaints that respond-
ents 1n cases brought by these agen-
cies are tried before employees of
the complaining government body.

Defending the Wagner Act 1
general and the present Board’s ag-
ministration of 1t, Mr. Garrison said
his proposed amendment would per-
mit the Board to act in representa-
tion cases where there were con-
flictmg union groups only when
those groups could agree among
themselves on an election formula.

The comparatively small number
of cases 1nvolving substantial dis-
pute, he said, “contam all the dyna-
mite.”

“They are the cases,” he added,
“which, however honestly decided,
are bound to lead to recriminations
and accusations of Iias, which
make the task of the Board so crit-
1cally difficult and which weaken the
support given to the law itself.”

These accusations and recrimina-
tions, he said, have njured the
Board’s capacity to administer the
substantive guarantees of the law
and have led to revision proposals

Garrison Urges Limiting

Powers of Labor Board

Proposes N.L.R.B. No Longer Determine
Bargaining Unit; Unions Must Decide

which would not have been consid-
ered a year ago. Any attempt by
law to lay down formulas for han-
dling such disputes will fail, he
held, as long as the current labor
struggle continues.

Mr. Garrison held that substitu-
tion of a new five-member board
for the present three, as advocated
by the A. F. of L., would solve noth-
ing. The new board, he maintained,
would be subject to the same
onslaughts and the same difficulties.
On the other hand, if both A, F. of
L. and C.I.0. knew that there was
no government tribunal whose fa-
vorable decision they might specu-
late, they would be more hkely to
come to an understanding on unit of
representation, Mr. Garrison mam-
tained.

The Garrison proposals met with
tentative approval from J. Warreu
Madden, chairman of the N.L.R.B.
“Of the various amendments sug-
gested,” Mr. Madden declared,
“Dean Garrison’s is sounder than
any others. He is perfectly right in
saying that this (representation) 1s
not a problem for the courts, but
they only complicate i1t. His sug-
gestion deserves careful study.” He
also stated that there was “much to
be said in favor” of the proposal to
take powers of appointment of trial
examiners away from the Board and
create a special agency to name ex-
aminers.

It was pomnted out, however that
unless adequate safeguards were
prescribed, Mr. Garrison’s plan
might make it possible for a small
group of workers, perhaps indirectly
company-dominated to obstruct
collective-bargaining elections in a
plant by refusing to come to an
agreement as to bargaining unit.

Saturday, February 24 — 8:30 P. M.
Steinway Hall — See ad on Page 4

as “active peace moves.” The Pres-
1dent’s own declaration on Sumner
Welles’s mission said that 1t was
“solely for the purpose of advising
the President and Secretary of State
as to present conditions in Europe”
and stressed that Mr. Welles would,
“of course, be authorized to make no
proposals or commitments in the
name of the government of the
United States.” But informed ob-
servers discounted these formal as-
surances and interpreted the Pres-
1dent’s action as a move in one of
two possible directions:

1. An effort to prepare the moral
and diplomatic ground for direct
American aid to the Allies, to the
pomnt, perhaps, of entry into the war,
was seen 1n some quarters It was re-
called that during the World War,
Col. House went abroad on various
missions for President Wilson, then
regarded as “peace missions” but
which, 1t has since become known,
were really for the purpose of set-
ting 1n motion certain diplomatic ma-
neuvers to mfluence public opinion
at home in favor of joining the war
on the side of the Alhes. This Col.
House expected to do by framing, in
secret collaboration with the British
Foreign Office, American “peace”
terms such that England and France
could accept but Germany would
have to reject. Then the responsibil-
1ty of continuing the war could be
placed upon Germany alone and the
Allles made to appear as champions
of “peace and democracy.” This ma-
neuver did not work out because the
British Ioreign Office was then
averse to having any kind of “peace”
terms made by the United States.

Certain observers ventured to sug-
gest dast week that Sumner Welles’s
mission might be more or less of the
same general character and purpose
—an effort to aid the Alhes diploma-
tically and to influence public opinion
at home n favor of active aid to
the Allies

2. On the other hand, there were
those who suggested that the Pres-
dent’s action might be a move 1n
the direction of transforming the
present war into a joint four-power
“holy war” agamst Russia with
American aid, 1f not active partici-
pation. For some months, the British
Foreign Office has, according to ru-
mor, been unofficially explormg the
possibility of reaching an agreement
with Germany 1n which most of the
Reich’s demands would be granted
on the basis of the formation of an
anti-Russian front by the four West
European powers, England, France,
Italy and Germany. It was conjec-
tured that Mr. Welles’s visit to Eu-
rope might have the purpose of stim-
ulating such a realignment. In sup-
port of this theory, 1t was pointed
out that, according to the President’s
statement, Mr. Welles would wvisit
and confer with the governments of
these four powers, altho Italy is not
a belhgerent, but that Russia was
excluded from his 1tinerary.

Further corroboratory evidence
came 1n rumors circulating in Wash-
mgton and in European capitals that
Germany was ready for some sort of
“peace” move. In the New York
World-Telegram of February 9,
Ludwell Denny reported from Wash-
ington that “there 1s speculation
here about a possible Allied-Scandi-
navian united front against Russia,
with Germany and the United States
as silent partners” Two days be-
fore, the New York Times published
a dispatch from Copenhagen in
which similar rumors were reported
with the following comment: “The
Ekstrabladet said that several of the
French and British delegates now at
the Hague believed settlement of the
German war would leave an undis-
turbed Europe ready to resist any
further encroachment by Russia and
would combine the resources of all
nations to end the Finnish war.”

If this is indeed Mr. Welles’s mis-
sion, he will probably work closely
with the Vatican, which has for some
time been shaping 1its diplomatic ef-
forts 1n such a direction. Myron Tay-
lor’s special assignment to the Vati-
can takes dn particular importance
n this connection.

Public reaction in this country to
the President’s sensational move was
not clearly defined last week altho
there seemed to be wide approval in
view of the fact that it was general-
ly taken as a peace effort. Leaders
of the “1solationist” block in the Sen-
ate, however, mmcluding Senators
Clark of Missouri and Johnson of
California, sounded a note of warn-
ing. “I’'m opposed to roving ambas-
sadors,” Senator Clark declared.
“The only one we ever had (Col.
House) got us into trouble, includ-
g the World War.”

Other international developments
last week, the twenty-third week of
the European war and the tenth

week of the Russian invasion of Fin-
land, were of little importance com-
pared to President Roosevelt’s diplo-

matic bombshell,
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"Anti-Trust” Drive Aims at
Government Grip on Unions

Arnold Assumes Right to Act in Union Disputes

By ROBERT WALTERS

N his address at a luncheon given
by the Labor Club in New York
two yeeks ago, Assistant Attorney-
General Thurman Arnold, head of
the Department of Justice’'s anti-
trust division, made an effort to
prove that what he was doing n the
way of indicting untons and union of-
ficials under the anti-tiust laws was
really a blessing to the labor move-
ment. “I’ll lay you a wager,” he even
said 1n reply to a question, “that one
year from today we will have labor
on our side ”

ARNOLD STATES
HIS CASE

On what grounds did Mr, Arnold
try to sell his anti-labor crusade as
a boon to the labor movement? He
made three points:

1. “In the first place, the Sherman
Act ... 1s not designed as an instru-
ment to police strikes or boycotts
when they are used to further a leg-
itimate labor objective.”

2. The anti-trust laws can protect
unions “when endangered by employ-
ers, by other unions, and by combina-
tions of unions and employers.”

3. “Finally. the .Sherman Act can
protect the labor movement from en-
emies in its own ranks.”

In his very defense, Mr. Arnold
condemns himself, the Administra-
tion he represents, and the entire
practise of using the anti-trust laws
agamst labor.

The anti-trust laws, Mr. Arnold
assures us, will not be used against
any activity designed to fuither
“legitimate labor objectives,” such
as better wages, shorter hours, 1m-
proved working conditions. Do you
want us to take that assurance seri-
ously? Then how about the indict-
ments procured by you against Jo-
seph P. Ryan and the other leaders
of the "A. F. of L. longshoremen’s
union? What was their crime ? They
took boycott, strike and other action
to prevent a dual union from muscl-
ing in and undercutting the A. F.
of L. longshoremen on wages, The
A. F. of L. scale 1s $44 a week, a
scale gained thru years of hard fight-
ing. Now comes a C.I.O. outfit, a
branch of the United Retail and
Wholesale Employees, and offers to
work for $27.50 a week. Isn’t 1t a
“legitimate labor objective” to pro-
tect a union wage scale against such
chiselers, no matter what label they
bear? And what other recourse has
the A. F. of L. longshoremen’s union
than to resort to strikes, boycotts
and similar methods that labor has
employed for generations? Why has
1t now suddenly become a crime to
protect union standards against un-
scrupulous groups determined, for
one reason or another, to destroy
them ?

“PROTECTING”
UNIONS

Oh, but that’s an attack of one
union upon another, Mr. Arnold re-
jomms, and it’s the business of the
Sherman Act to protect the endan-
gered orgamzation. But if the gov-
ernment 1s to rush to the assistance
of any group that sets out to under-
bid or undercut an established labor
union by declaring otherwise legal
action in defense of union standards
to be ‘“m restraint of trade,” does
not the government become 1n effect
the partner and protector of scabs?
Just because the group of chiselers
has a C.I.O. charter, does that
change the situation? Suppose they
didn’t have a C.I1.O. charter but
called themselves an “independent
union” and then tried to invade a
unionized field by offering the em-
ployers to work for less, would they
have government protection too? Ac-
cording to Mr Arnold’s reasoning,
they certainly would. In short, under
cover of protecting unions, what Mr.
Arnold’s hatchet-men are actually
doing is protecting creatures who,
for one reason or another, are out to
destroy established union standards
and thereby to undermine union or-
ganization.

NO GOVERNMENT
INTEFERENCE

Mr. Arnold’s last point—to “pro-
tect the labor movement from ene-
mies in its own ranks”—is a joke,
or rather would be a joke if it were
not so serious. Apparently every-
thing in this country is in such fine
shape that the federal government
has nothing to worry about but con-
ditions in the labor movement. Of
course, there are evils and abuses
aplenty in the labor movement, and
we have been harping on them con-
stantly in these columns; some peo-
ple even think too constantly and
frankly. But the federal government
is the last place on earth for labor
to look to for relief. Give the fed-
eral government or any of its agen-
cies the slightest entering wedge for
interfering in the internal affairs of
the labor movement, and you may be
sure that before long it’ll take over
the whole works. One piece of the
traditional wisdom of American
trade unionism is as sound and as
timely as it ever was: “Keep the
government out of the unions. Don’t
let it get a foothold under any pre-
text. If evils and abuses arige within
labor’s ranks, it is up to labor to
clean house itself-—no one else can
be trusted with that job!”

Mr. Arnold has a different idea:
“The anti-trust division will utilize
its prosecutions to take the yoke off
the back of labor by ridding it of the
control of those who betray its own
fundamental interests.” Just picture

Well, Which

Is It?

66" HE inside New Deal at-

titude now is that John
L. Lewis always was a Repub-
lican and in eniticizing the
| Presrdent s just moving back
to his old pairty. IFrom the
Lewis side comes word that
the labor leader thinks he has
‘o stir up a ruckus m an ef-
fort to get more consideration
for his viewpomnt.” — “Wash-
ington  Whispers,” United
States News, Febiuary 2, 1940.

that—the federal government, the
Department of Justice, setting itself
up as the judge of what labor’s fun-
damental interests are, and as the
protector of these interests against
th “enemy within”! Give the gov-
ernment such powers and the labor
movement 18 left completely at the
mercy of the burocrats in Washing-
ton! Even 1if we could trust the inten-
tions or good-will of Mr. Arnold—
and we most emphatically cannot—
let us bethink ourselves that neither
Mr. Arnold nor the Administration
he serves is immortal. Once upon a
time, a Harry Daugherty or an A.
Mitchell Palmer headed the Justice

Department, once upon a tume, a
Coolidge or a Hoover sat in the White
House—and their like may do so
agatn. It would be sheer folly, out-
right madness, for the labor move-
ment to allow the government to ac-
quire such arbitrary power over 1t;
it would be an invitation to total-
tarian “coordination ”

A CURIOUS
DIFFERENCE

When Mr. Arnold spoke before the
Labor Club in New York, he was
asked by one of his hearers why the
Justice Department did not proceed
agamst those in California who are
responsible for the shocking condi-
tions described in John Steinbeck’s
“The Grapes of Wrath.,” It was
“largely a matter of personnel in the
office of the Department of Justice,”
Mr. Arnold blandiv explaimned. “I
think 1t 1s largely a matter of get-
ting an organization in each state. .
The problem 1s one of distribution
There you get into all sorts of log
jams. ...”

Curious, 1sn’t 1t! To persecute la-
bor, Mr. Arnold has all the person-
nel he wants, he has solved the
“problem of distribution” and has
broken the “log jams” But when 1t
comes to doing something to relieve
the muserable, mistreated, exploited
Okies, then 1t’s something else again.
Then there are all sorts of “difficul-
t1es.” Draw your own conclusions!

Without Labor Unity, No
Effective Labor Politics

THE whole question of independent labor political acticn thru a nation-

wide party of workers and farmers has acquired a new immediacy in
view of John L. Lewis's recent indictment of the Roosevelt Administration
and his sharp pronouncement against a third term. It is by no means cer-
tain, perhaps not even probable, that Lewis himself is thinking in such
terms, but there can be little doubt that there are broad sections of the
American people ready and waiting for such a departure. The New Deal,
to so many once the clarion call to battle for life more abundant, is
beginning to ring with the clangor of arms and armaments. The liberal,
progressive ideals of its earlier days are being scuttled by the Ad-
ministration in its preoccupation with war preparations and diplomatic
maneuvers to help the Allies. The problems of the economic crisis, still
with us after ten years, of permanent mass unemployment amounting to
ten millions, remain unsolved and even the readiness to face and deal
with these problems is disappearing in governmental circles in Wash-
ington. The 1941 budget, prepared by the President and presented by
him to Congress, is a document eloquent of the havoc wrought in the
New Deal by the Administration itself.

Yes, the times call most insistently for a bold, energetic move by
labor as an independent force on the political field. That is why Lewis's
pronouncement, whatever may have been at the back of his mind when
he made it or whatever it may lead to in the end, struck a responsive
note in the hearts of large masses thruout the land.

But independent action by labor on the political field, if it is to be
at all effective, must be united action. And there's the rub! For the labor
movement today is notoriously not united; in fact, it is more divided
than ever, with the printers out of the A. F. of L. and the prospects of
the early resumption of peace negotiations rapidly receding.

Obviously a political movement bound up with only one section of
the labor movement would be foredoomed to failure. It would develop
simply into the political arm of a faction and could never become the
embodiment of the aspirations of the masses of working people in
factory, farm or office. Even the American Labor Party, which has
scrupulously avoided all commitments to either C.L.O. or A. F. of L.,
has suffered greatly from the civil war in labor's ranks, the extremists of
each faction denouncing it as the tool of the other.

What does all this add ur to? To the fact that as long as the savage

a

feud continues to tear the

bor movement apart, the prospect of a

significant labor-farfy movement on any but a limited scale is remote

indeed. This is a

act, and we had better make up our mind to face it.

It is hard to believe that even a man as self-sufficient as Mr. Lewis
could seriously contemplate a departure such as the logic of his words
implies under present conditions of division and dissension in the labor
movement. ""Labor feels . . .," "Labor demands .. .," "Labor intends . .."
the C.I.O. leader is fond of saying. But as long as labor is not united
so that it can speak with one voice, what practical meaning have these

phrases?

Is there not a fatal contradiction between Mr. Lewis's ringing call
to labor to stand up for its rights and interests on the political field
and his peristent refusal to allow labor to reunite its badly divided
forces on the industrial field? Without trade-union unity, what can labor

hope to achieve anywhere?

AFL Hits New Deal Attack
On Trade Union Movement

(Continued from Page 1)

ship, mot over questions of trade-
union policy or strategy but over
which employing-class party and
candidate to support.

After hearing a report from Wil-
liam Green on the umty situation, in
particular on the recent efforts of
President Roosevelt to bring the A.
F. of L. and C.I.0. together, the Ex-
ecutive Council adopted a statement
placing the responsibility for the
continuation of the feud in labor’s
ranks on the shoulders of John L.
Lewis personally, and appealed to
President Roosevelt to inform the
country of the facts in the situation.

Mr. Green emphasized that the A.
F. of L. was ready to resume negoti-
ations with the C.I.O. “anywhere,
any place, any time.”

On foreign affairs, the Executive
Council adopted a resolution insist-
g ,that “the United States main-
tain strict neutrality and keep out of
European wars.” At the same time,
it expressed almost in so many
words sympathy with and support
for the Allies, A strong resolution
was adopted denouncing Hitler and
Stalin but omitting any direct refer-
ence to Mussolini. The Russian inva-
sion.of Finland was condemned and
the Hoover Finnish relief fund en-
dorsed.

The Council also adopted a resolu-
tion calling on all affiliated unions to

give moral and financial support to
the underground labor movement in
Germany.

(Read the editorial, “Counsel of
Futality,” on page 4—Editor.)

Roosevelt Holds
Lewis Responsible

Washington, D.C.

In a statement made at his press
conference the day after the A. F. of
L. Executive Council asked him to
make public the documents relating
to his efforts to bring about labor
peace, President Roosevelt declared
that responsibility for the non-re-
sumption of negotiations between
the two rival labor bodies rested with
John L. Lewis, head of the C.I.O.
Mr. Lewis had informed him during
a White House wvisit just before
Christmas that he thought no use-
ful purpose would be served by re-
suming negotiations “at this time,”
the President said.

Speaking on the following day be-
fore the American Youth Congress,
Mr. Lewis called for a joint conven-
tion of the A. F, of L. and C.I.O. to
take place on March 15 at which all
C.1.0. affiliates would be admitted in
a body into the A. F. of L. and
which would then and there adjust
all outstanding disputes. The A. F.
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Industry Rises
To High Levels,
Jobs Decrease

Washington, D C

I,NCREASING mdustrial activity
.« still 1s outdistanced by unem-
ployment, which after increasing in
November for the first time during
the calendar year, continued un-
changed thru December and remain-
ed 1n excess of 9,000,000 during both
months, Colonel F C Harrington,
Works Projects Commissioner, an-
nounced last week.

On the basis of a summary review
of relief and economic conditiops,
Colonel Harrington reported that
despite the rise 1n industrial produc-
tion to a level above the “pros-
perity” peak of 1929, and with na-
tional 1ncome payments equaling
those achieved during the recovery
vear of 1937, the pressure of relief
and unemployment problems has
been intensified with increased de-
mands on local relief and W.P.A, of-
fices for assistance.

Civil L;berties
Union Puts Ban
On Totalitarians

(Continued from page 1)

of the communist movement since
the Soviet-Naz1 pact.”

“The abandonment of the struggle
against fascism and the other
changes 1n commumst policy have
raised sharply issues which were re-
flected 1n the attitudes of members
of our Board of directors,” this
statement declared.

Eight directors whose terms ex-
pired last week were ceelected and
all the Union’s officers except the re-
tiring chairman, Dr Harry F. Ward,
a Stalimist “fellow-traveler,” were
also reelected.

of L. proposal has been for the ad-
mittance of the CI1 O affiliates only
after jurisdictional and other con-
flicts are adjusted by negotiation.
Observers poimnted out that Mr
Lewis plan would give him great un-
due advantage since at a joint con-
vention such as suggested by him the
C.1.0. affihates would be represented
on the basis of their own claims of
membership which are notoriously
greatly inflated. In the A. F. of L., a
system of representation in propor-
tion to per-capita payments prevails
When informed of Mr Lewis’s
plan, Wilham Green, president of the
A. F. of L, suggested that 1t be sub-
mitted by the CIO. chieftain to the
jommt A, F, of L.-C.I.O committee
authorized to negotiate a settlement.
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Sharecroppers Plight

Acute Despite AAA

Tenant Farmers Union Their Only Reliance

By LAYLE LANE

N January 17 there appeared
Mis. Roosevelt’s “My Day” a
short paragraph which read “Then
I had several wisitors, among them
a group who are planming an educa-
tion campaign m New York City
schools to acquamt people with the
problem of share-croppers in other
parts of the countiy I think it 1s an
nteresting thing to do, for we should
surely make every effort to have peo-
ple in the cities understand the
problem of their country neighbors.”
Six members of the Educators
Comnuttee of the National Share-
Croppers Week Committee—namely,
Wilham Fincke, director of Manumit
School, Pawling, N, Y.; Agnes Mar-

tocel, 1n the educational work of the
Amalgamated Clothing Workers
Union; Ruth Schecter, English

teacher at Haaren High School; Iso-
bel Taylor, Workers Education Pro-
ject, Pauli Murray, secretary of the
National Share-Croppers Committee;
and Lavle Lane, social-studies teach-
er Benjamin Franklin High School,
made up the delegation The appoint-
ment with Mrs. Roosevelt was to se-
cure her aid in fostering an educa-
tional campaign to acquaint the pub-
lic as widely as possible with the
wretched plight of the share-crop-
pers, with the objective of securing
support for them. This aid Mrs.
Roosevelt consented to give in three
specific ways—she will sponsor the
educational work of the committee;
she will give the prizes in the public-
school contest sponsored by the com-
mitte, totaling $50; and finally she
will award these prizes at a public
dimner held during Share-Croppers
Week, the first week 1n March.

Miss Pauli Murray presented the
details of the contest plan to Mrs.
Roosevelt with supporting comments
by other members of the delegation.
The plan was conceived by Dr. Cau-
dace Stone, New York chairman of
the Educators Committee, of which
Dr. Mary Wooley and Dr. Abram
Harris are national co-chairmen.

The contest is for three different
groups of students.

1. Private-school students: This
mvolves any type of activity, dra-
matie, artistic or otherwise that will
best convey to the public the prob-
lems of the share-cropper.

2. Public high-school students-
Here students will be asked to write
a letter to an editor giving a graphic
description of the share-cropper
problem, or to write a book review
of a publication dealing with the
same problem, such as “You Have
Seen Their Faces,” by Erskine Cald-
well and Margaret White; “Rural
Youth,” W.P.A. research book; How-
ard Kester’'s “The Revolt of the
Share-Cropper,” or a similar piece of
Iiterature. It is in this division Mrs.
Roosevelt will make the awards.

3 College students' In this field,
competitors are asked to write a
solution to the share-cropper prob-
lem. The winnning entry will be pub-
lished 1n the Nation,

It 1s hoped large numbers of stu-
dents will participate not only with
rewards in mind but with a genuine
desire to strengthen real “national
defense.”

National Share-Croppers Week is
a campaign which has been held an-
nually for the past five years under
the auspices of the Southern Tenant
Farmers Union to aid 1t 1n arousing
nation-wide concern for the victims
of the share-crop and tenant-farm
system of southern agriculture.

The union was orgamzed i 1934
to find thru orgamzation a means
of combating the disastrous effect of
the plowing under program of the
A.A.A. as well as to work for the
abolition of the entire system This
program, while intended to help
landlord and tenant alike, resulted 1n
gross Imjustice to the workers for
they did not often share in the pay-
ments to the landlords, nor had they
security on the land taken out of
cultivation.

CHEATING THE
SHARE-CROPPERS

The following 1s a copy of an
actual contract which a landlord
tried to force on share-croppers on
his place 1n Arkansas. They were
shrewd enough not to sign it but 1n
countless other instances the tenants
were not so wary. The contract is a
sample of many which have been
brought to the attention of the S.T.
F.U., and in turn to the attention
of the government.

“I had a share crop with my land-
lord (name) for the year 1985, under
the United States government con-
tract.

“At my request, I am selling all
my interest in said crop to my land-
lord and I order that all the benefits
that I have or may have coming to
me from the United States govern-
ment be paid to my landlord (name).
This means that all my claims to
said crop of cotton, corn and all
other crops on said premises, includ-
ing cotton-allotment and parity pay-
ments are to go to (name of land-
lord).

“The consideration is the cancel-
lation of my account of $30.20 as of
1-1-36.

“I also agree that should I fail to
give satisfaction in any way I will
move off his premises on notice to
me by him or his agent.

“I further agree that this is au-
thority and power of attorney to My
landlord (name) to sign for me any
papers required to be signed on ac-
count of my 1935 contract with the
United States government.”

It would be hard to find anything
that would more completely put one
at the mercy of the landlord than

this  Notice also, 1t was made out
after the crop had been tended and
harvested so that whatever was due
the landlord for advances of grocer-
les was covered by the entire crop
1eturn,

It 1s heie that the union has been
of mestimable aid not only to its
members but to all share-croppers
Thru 1its fight, 1t had the law changed
so that m 1938 subsidy and parity
pavments to tenants were equal to
their share n the crop and paid to
them divectly

The county committees which ad-
mister the law are made up largely
of landowners who are quite blind to
the interests of labor. The union has
urged that share-croppers partici-
pate m the election county commt-
tees and elect some of their own
members to these committees An
evidence of the intinidation to which
union orgamzers and members are
still subjected occurred just this past
November,

An orgamzer m Mississippi, who
mquired when the county clections
would take place, was taken from his
home three days later, severely
kicked and beaten and then left on
the highway miles from his home. At
the nsistence of the union, the De-
partment of Justice 1s working on
the case.

Terror and ntinndation of all
kinds have met the union almost con-
stantly since 1ts founding but, in the
words of the Negro spiritual which
the union has adopted, ‘it shall not
be moved” until 1t has secured 1its
ultimate aim of “land for the land-
less” under cooperative ownership.
Despite hardships the union conti-
nues to grow and with more public
support 1t will be even more effec-
tive To quote Walter White, speak-
ing at the 1937 convention: “The
thing that 1s significant in the South-
ein Tenant Farmers Union 1s that
white and black have come together.
They are intelligent enough to real-
1ze they have common problems. . . .
I predict the time is near when
America will be grateful to the
Southern Tenant Farmers Union for
helping to solve the problems that
are confronting the world.”

CIO Hits Relief
Cut as Making

Crisis Worse

Washington, D. C.

LASHES 1n relief expenditures in
President Roosevelt’s “economy”
budget arve the chief factor contrib-
uting to an 1immediate economic out-
look described as “unpromising,” ac-
cording to the CTO.

In 1its monthly survev in the Eco-
nomic Outlook, made public last
week, the C 1.0. asserted that “pres-
ent policies of curtailing the govern-
ment’s contribution to purchasing
power will result in a sharp drop in
consumers expenditures ” Tt charged
that the “‘economy’ budget 1s part
of a political game of tag in an
election year.”

In addition to federal economy, the
CIO predicted four principal de-
pressmng factors as follows:

“A substantial fall in steel produc-
tion to come during the first quarter
of 1940.”

“Sharp declines in production and
emplovment” m the automobile in-
dustry, said to be coming soon, which
will further affect steel.

A “continuing decline” in orders
for basic raw materials.

“Failure of private investment to
pick up ”

Spending for rehef is more de-
sirable than spending for national
defense, the C.I.O. stressed.

“The expenditures for arms have
a much less healthy effect on the
economy dollar per dollar than the
same amount spent for public works
and the W.P.A.,” 1t was stated in
the survey.

The survey declared that “current
reductions in the W P A, and those
planned for the future are out of
line with the needs of the unem-
ploved.” Anything less than a level
of 3,000,000 employees by the W.P.A.
1s stupid, it was added.

In the “political game of tag”
which the C I.0. said 1s being played,
the President “led off” by slashing
“most severely certain pet Congres-
sional appropriations, such as those
for rivers and harbors, roads, public
works and payments to farmers.”

“The Congress,” the survey con-
tinued, “1s now retaliating by cut-
ting sharply or wiping out appro-
priations for pet projects of the
President.”

Labor and the Wagner Act

(Thas 18 an editorial from the Jan-
wary 15 wssue of Justice, official pa-
per of the I L G.W.U.~Editor )

HAT 1s the current session of

Congress planning to do with

regard to the National Labor Rela-
tions Act?

Needless to say, the organized la-
bor movement is keenly concerned
with this question. The Wagner Act
has been subjected to a continuous
barrage from four sources in the
past year. The American Federation
of Labor, regarding itself as the fa-
ther of the act and friendly to 1t as a
whole, finds fault with the Board’s
assumption of authority to decide
for workers in any industrial plant
without letting them choose for
themselves the umit in which they
are to be classed for the purpose of
collective bargaining. This must be
done away with, says the A. F. of L.,
or else the Board will have seized the
power of “life and death over trade
unions.”

The A.F. of L, also, would abolish
the present admimistrative set-up of
the N.L R B, substituting for 1t a
nuew federal labor board of five mem-
bers to be appointed by the Pres-
1dent. It claims that the nation has
lost confidence 1n the present Board
and demands a “house-cleaning” to
obtain a “fair, just and impartial ad-
ministration of the law.”

The C.IO, speaking thru its
chairman, John L Lews, is also dis-
satisfied with the act, on different
grounds. The enforcement provisions
of the act, says the C.I.O., limited
to cease-and-desist orders and back-
pay requirements, are not sufficient-
ly severe to obtain actual enforce-
ment from delinquent industrial
firms It demands, therefore, the im-
position of criminal penalties which
would put teeth into the Wagner
Act. It also is displeased with some
of the N L R.B. decisions which have
gone 1n favor of the A. F. of L. and
“threatened the existence of the
C 1.0.” 1n several instances.

From the Labor Board has come
a voice of sincere disapproval not of
the act 1tself but of some of its ad-
ministrative features. Board Member
Leiserson, while defending the Wag-
ner Act as a good law and denying
the necessity of amending 1t in any
vital way, points to the Board’s
weakness in the delay in handling
cases and frankly charges 1ts secre-
tary, Mr. Nathan Witt, with “mis-
management and lack of understand-
ing of the administrative problems
mvolved in his office.”

From the camp of organized em-
ployers, as represented by the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers,
comes, as one might have expected,
a blanket indictment of the Wagner
Act. If left to 1it, 1t would have all
but junked the entire law. The
N A M. appears 1o have ltarmed
nothing from the experience of the
past dozen years and has forgotten
none of 1ts old enmty toward or-
ganized labor.

On closer analysis, 1t would seem
quite clear that, altho the Wagner
Act may have its flaws and admin-
1strative weaknesses, 1t is not 1n
need of any wvital changes Since
most of the difficulties experienced
by the Board revolve around the
question of the appropriate bargain-
g unit, 1t 1s obvious that these diffi-
culties owe their origin to the div-
1s10n 1n the ranks of organized labor.
Furthermore, let us not forget, those
who are now attacking the Wagner
Act and are demanding that it be
drastically revised belong to the
same crew which always has op-
posed labor legislation of any kind
and has been frothing at the mouth
at any effort to promote social se-
curity for the masses of our people
mm any shape or form.

And to the charges frequently
made by the same group that the
Wagner Act 1s one-sided and does
not protect the employer, we should
like to say: the National Labor Re-
lations Act 1s a labor law The adop-
tion of this act was necessitated by
the opposition of many American
employers to labor unions and to the
rights of workers to organize It was
meant to curb practises of such anti-
union employers in coercing, intim-
idating, discriminating against and
iterfering with the right of workers
freely to organize. There 1s nothing
secretive or hidden about the mean-
ing and purpose of this act. It is con-
stitutional and the courts have said
so on more than one occasion. If 1t
has rough edges, 1t should be
smoothed out. If the Board which ad-
ministers the act has assumed too
wide interpretative powers in pass-
ing judgment on whether organiza-
tion of workers along the lines of
an industrial unit 1s better than on
craft lines or vice versa, 1t should
have these powers restricted.

Basically, however, the act is
sound. Those who are now attempt-
1ing to tamper with 1ts fundamentals
definitely aim to destroy it. The or-
ganized labor movement, however
dissatisfied with some of its details,
should rally like one mighty body to
its defense.

JAY LOVESTONE

will speak on

"Road to Labor and Socialist Unity"”
Thursday, Feb. 29, 6 P. M

RIVERA MURALS HALL
131 W. 33rd St., (7th floor)

Admission Free

Auspices: Dressmakers Branch, Independent
Labor League of America
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Souvarine Bo

ok on Stalin Is

Broad Survey of Balshevism

Offers Rich Materials But No Unified Standpoint

By BERTRAM D. WOLFE

ORIS Souvarme’s “Stalin”* 1s a

monumental work. Despite the
incredible difficulties involved in re-
constructing the life of a man who
has used a colossal state power to
obliterate all documents, rewrite or
falsify all historical records, and
“liquidate” all living depositories of
knowledge concerjning him, Souva-
rine has succeeded m giving the
reader a rich, many-sided and de-
pendable picture of his emgmatic
protagonist. Unfortunately, the
American publishers have done the
work less than justice by omitting
all bibliographical notes; and even
the original French edition makes
the mistake of not citing sources for
each controversial statement, not in-
dicating which are hostile, which
friendly, nor at which particular
juncture a quoted authority made
such and such statements. Yet, with-
in the text itself there 1s enough evi-
dence of careful research to give a
convincing picture and one which 1s
self-consistent thruout a big work,
and consistent with all the available
evidence.

What the biography may lack on
the personal side—Stalin’s private
life, his relations with women, his
habits 1n food and drink and speech
and meditation, matters that the evi-
dence' does not cover and that are
besides of secondary importance in
so public a character—it more than
makes up for by its vivad picture of
its anti-hero as politician, leader
and ruler.

Those who, like the present re-
viewer, have known Stalin personally
will recognize in this work a true
portrait, and those who have knowin
him only thru the extravagancies of
official Stalinist hagiography or bit-
ter and unthoughtful denunciation,
will for the first time understand
the man in the setting of his coun-
try, his time and the movement that
has shaped and been shaped by him.
And that, after all, is the main re-
quirement of a public man’s biogra-

phy.

DECAY OF THE
REVOLUTION

The book 1s more than just a
“life”; 1t is at the same time a pic-
ture and analysis of the decay and
degeneration of the Soviet state and
the Russian Revolution. Here the de-
tails and evidence are piled up in
such selective profusion that it auto-
matically becomes the best source
book so far written for an under-
standind}of-what has happened and
is happening in the Soviet Union.

The author traces the degeneration
of the Russian Revolution, as nearly
as I can summarize so rich a ma-
terial mm brief compass along the
following lines:

1. The program and orgamzation
of the Bolshevik party arose from
the fusion of an imported, ready-
made European Marxist doctrine
with a specifically Russian concep-
tion of the professional revolution-
ary, the disciplined army and the
authoritative leader.

2. Lenin was brilhant enough, hu-
mane, self-critical and flexible
enough to make his leadership on
the whole salutary, but when he was
wrong, 111, or 1 exile and cut off
from communication, the party was
apt to be wrong and incapable of
sound self-orientation. Little defi-
ciencies 1 his leadership were
adopted and enlarged by his succes-
sors who lacked his restraining and
offsetting positive qualifications.

3. Lenin never forgot that democ-
racy was inseparable from socialism.
But under the stress of the hard con-
ditions of civil war and a world of
enemies, under the conditions of a
rumed and backward land and an
uncultured, unnumerous and ex-
hausted proletariat, and faced with
the mability to win the support of
or work with other parties, the Bol-
sheviks drifted during the course of
the revolution into a dictatorship of
a single party. Followed the destruc-
tion first of the soviets and soviet de-
mocracy, then increasingly of party
democracy. This led—to some extent
even while Lenin was alive and
against his desire and sporadic re-
sistance—to the systematization, cod-
ification and permapence of meas-
ures originally regarded as excep-
tional and mmtended only to meet a
temporary emergency. In time, the
“temporary state of emergency” be-
came the permanent atmosphere of
the Soviet dictatorship.

4. Lenin’s program was more
suited than that of any of his rivals
for the ending of Russia’s ruinous
participation in the war, for the
seizure of power, and for the solu-
tion of the hardly soluble problems
of war-time Russia. But the pro-
gram was based upon a false calcu-
lation as to the situation in Western
Europe and the tempo of world revo-
lution. Whether Lenin, had he lived
and retained his authority over the
party, would have been able to rec-
tify its course to meet the problems
of a Russian revolution that failed
to spread into a world revolution,
and whether he would have been able
to combat and correct the regime of
“permanent emergency—Souvarine
seems unable to quite make up his
mind.

5. That none of the other leaders
was capable of doing so or even suf-

# StALIN, by Boris Souvarine. Alliance
Book Co, New York City, 1939,
$3.75.

ficiently conscious of the problems
mvolved, Souvarine has no doubt.
Stalin defeated his various rivals
for the succession because they were
less thoroly than he an expression of
Russia’s backwardness and of the
newly developing burocratic inter-
ests, because they were less capable
than he 1n the obscure maneuvers re-
quired 1n a struggle which Souvarine
regards as not ideological 1n 1its es-
sence but personal. Trotsky, his most
dangerous, popular and capable ri-
val, was defeated because he did not
know how to organize a faction, did
not know when to strike and when to
withhold, and because he himself
justified and tended to enlarge the
evil aspects of L.eninism which Stal-
in was developing from little flaws
into an entire system—the dictator-

ship of the party over the masses
and the leaders over the party, the
theory of blind party loyalty and
military discipline, the tendency to
discredit and annihilate proponents
rather than to consider and refute
propositions, the use of mlitary
measures in the orgamzation of Rus-
sian economy and industrialization,
and the cult of infallibility. None of
vhe oppositions, with the possible ex-
ception of the early Workers Oppo-
sition and Democratic Centralist
Opposition, ever dreamed of oppos-
g or protesting agamnst the meas-
ures used until their own fate was
imvolved, and even then tended to
confirm the principle while protest-
mmg agaist 1ts application to their
own faction. Under these circum-
(Continued on Page 4)

| THE CASE FOR PUBLIC HOUSING

Construction of Non-Farm Dwellings
Compared with Size of Market 215,000,224
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YHIS chart illustrates very vividly what’s the matter with the housing
situation and what’s going to continue to be the matter until the
government takes a hand in it in the form of large-scale public housing

for low-income families.

The black bars show the annual housing requirements for the vari-
ous income groups designated by the monthly rent these groups are
able to pay. The shaded bars show how much housing was actually built
for each group. The figures are for 1938.

Thus families that could afford to pay $50 or more rent a meonth,
needed about 590,000 units og _housing; over 215,000 units were actually
built. A similar surplus_existed for families paying $30-$50 monthly
rental: about 115,000 units needed, about 142,000 actually built. But for
the lower-income groups, the relation was reversed: far less housing was
built than was needed. Thus, for families that could pay between $20 and
$30 a month rent, only about 15,000 units were built, whereas they needed
about 125,000 units. And the lower down in the income scale the worse:
no housing at all was built for families able to pay monthly rentals be-
tween $10 and $20 or less than $10 altho the former group needed over
135,000 units and the latter nearly 60,000 units.

Thus, the trend in general was that those people who could afford
to pay higher rentals had more housing built for them than they needed;
those with low incomes, the poor and “ill-housed,” had practically no
housing built within their reach. Why? Because there’s no profit in
building housing for low-income groups, And since the building industry is
run on the profit system, the low-income families just have to do without
proper housing and live in wretched slums,

Only a large-scale program of low-rent public housing can possibly
meet the critical sitnation that this chart pictures. And such a program
would not only provide housing for the people but also jobs for the

workers!

Anti-War Group Hits
C.P. Swindle Trick

Labor Anti-War Council Exposes New Fraud

New York City.
EPUDIATION of any relation-
ship of the Labor Anti-War
Council and the Keep America Out
of War Congress with the “Keep
America Out of War Committee” of
District 2 of the Maritime Federa-
tion of the Pacific was expressed
last week in a statement 1ssued by
the Labor Anti-War Council.

The West Coast committee which
has published a pamphlet “The
Yanks Are Not Coming” was termed
“the direct result of the efforts of
the Communist Party.”

It was charged that the pamphlet
was written by Mike Qun, columnist
for the People’s World, West Coast
communist paper. The charge that
the committee was the result of
political inspiration of the Commu-
nist Party was substantiated by the
failure of the Maritime Committee
to reply to a letter from Labor Anti-
War Council which said in part:
“Soviet Russia has shocked the
world and labor opinion by the ruth-
less invasion of Finland and the
bombing of open cities. Do you sup-
port this ruthless act of aggression
on the part of Stalin?”

The full text of the statement fol-
lows:

“Many trade unionists have con-
fused the Keep America Out of War
Committee of District Council No. 2
of the Maritime Federation of the
Pacific with Labor Anti-War Council
and the Keep America Out of War
Congress, whose chairman is John
T. Flynn. The Congress and the
Council were founded two years ago,
when the leaders of the Maritime
Federation were advocating a policy
of governmental action on behalf of
Great Britain and France. Neither
the Labor Anti-War Council nor the

Keep America Out of War Congress

has any connection with this West
Coast committee and have not en-
dorsed their pamphlet, ‘The Yanks
Are Not Coming.’

“It 1s our belief that this pamph-
let and the committee are the direct
result of the efforts of the Commu-
nist Party. We have learned that
the pamphlet, tho unsigned, was
written by Mike Quinn, columnist
for the People’s World, West Coast
Communist Party paper. Likewise,
our belief that the committee 1s the
result of communist strategy is
substantiated by the failure of the
Maritime Committee to reply to a
letter from Labor Anti-War Council
dated December 22, 1939, which said
in part:

“‘Soviet Russia has shocked the
world and labor opinion by the ruth-
less invasion of Finland and the
bombing of open cities. . . . Do you
support this ruthless act of aggres-
sion on the part of Stalin?

“ ‘Because we are concerned with
giving help to any bona-fide labor
sentiment that opposes American
entrance into war, we want you to
make clear your attitude on the
questions that separate genuine anti-
war labor sentiment from that bogus
attitude being sponsored by the
Communist Party. Just as the so-
called anti-war sentiment of the
American Nazis is the result of for-
eign political inspiration and can
make no contribution to the welfare
or social program of American la-
bor, so the so-called keep-America-
out-of-war sentiment being sponsor-
ed by the Communist Party at the
behest of Stalin makes no contribu-
tion to the welfare of American
workers,

“‘We believe that the interests of
labor in the United States can best
be served by keeping this country
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FDR. Is Already Preparing

His “Fourteen

Points”

LREADY, even before the United States has been driven into the
war, President Roosevelt has his Fourteen Points all prepared. Ac-
cording to well-infformed Washington sources, he has been conﬂdenﬁal!y
discussing with various "prominent persons" a program of "democratic
ideals' as the basis for peace terms. "If the opportunity offers," declares
the United States News of January 26, “these ideals will figure in a

tormal peace gesture this Spring."”

Instead of Fourteen Points, Mr. Roosevelt has Four Freedoms—
"freedom of worship," "freedom of commerce,” "freedom of informa-
tion" and "freedom from military domination.” It is not our purpose at
this time fo examine what real content these "freedoms" can have
within the framework of capitalism and imperialism. What we do want
to do is to direct attention to their practical significance as diplomatic
and propaganda weapons in the present war and to warn against them
as a trap laid in the way of American peace and neutrality. Such a
warning seems particularly necessary in view of the great likelihood that
sincere and well-meaning peace groups will be among the first to hail
the President's "'peace program," when he chooses to make it public.

From the vantage point of twenty years, it should not be difficult
for us to estimate the role the Fourteen Points played in the last war.
Whatever may have been Mr. Wilson's motives, can there be any doubt
that his Fourteen Points served as a smokescreen for the bitterly selfish,
imperialistic war aims of the Allies? Can it be doubted that they served
to sell the war as a crusade for ""democracy" to the American people
and, to a great extent also, o the war-weary and disillusioned peoples of
Europe? Is there any question that they served the Allies as a powerful
opaganda instrument in breaking down German resistance at the most

critical moment?

In short, the Fourteen Points, for all their noble phrases, in prac-

tical fact functioned as a stratagem of war.

Once the victory was

assured, they were scornfully thrust aside to give way to the cynical

realities of Versailles.

By all political and historical logic, President Roosevelt's Four Free-
doms are bound to serve the same purpose as propaganda weapon and
stratagem of war for the Allies. Again they will be used to sell the war
to the American people as a crusade for "democracy"; again they will
be used to provide a spurious mantle of idealistic phrases for the crassly
imperialistic war aims of the Allies. And after they have served their

i pose, they will be contemptuously flung aside to make way for an-

other, a super-Versailles.

That's the net practical meaning of President Roosevelt's "planning

for peace;

in reality, it is planning for war and the spoils of war.

Let's not forget the hard lessons of experience so easily. Not so
many years ago, following the will-o'-the-wisp of Wilson's Fourteen
Points embodied in the Wilsonian rhetoric long before they were of-
ficially formulated, we fell into the abyss of war and the unspeakable
"peace” that followed. Let not Roosevelt's Four Freedoms lure us along

the same fatal road today.

Empire Gives Lie to
British War Aims

Repression in Africa, India Tells Own Tale

By GEORGE PADMORE

London, England.

[4A E are fighting against evil

things—brute force, bad faith
injustice, persecution and oppres-
sion,” declared the Bmrtish Prime
Minister in his statement of Allied
war aims. In other words, the
Second World War, like the first,
1s again being fought for democracy
and the right of self-determination
for small nations.

It was natural, therefore, that
these lofty sentiments expressed by
Mr. Chamberlain would find an im-
mediate response among the hun-
dreds of millions of colored subject
peoples 1n the British and French
colomal empires, who, too, are
struggling for full democratic rights
and national freedom.

INDIA’S CLAIM
REJECTED

On the basis of the Prime Minist-
er’s declaration, the Indian National
Congress, the largest political body
n the “Jewel of the British Crown,”
addressed a memorandum to the
Viceroy of India, 'asking him to
state in explcit terms 1in what way
did Britain,intend to implement her
profession to democracy in relation
to India, and for that matter, to
other sections of the (o'omal empire.

After conferring with Mr, Gandhi
and other Indian leaders, the gov-
ernment has now issued a statement
to the effect that there 1s to be no
extension of democracy in India
during the course of the war, but
in the event of victory, the govern-
ment promises to convene a round-
table conference, like the one held
in London some years ago, to review
the scheme for a federal govern-
ment in India and to see if and how
improvement can be made.

In the meanwhile, the Indian
workers and peasants, like the
Africans, are expected to fight loyal-
ly and die for the freedom of the
Poles, Czechs and other white
peoples in Europe who might be
the victims of Nazi aggression,

The British government’s action is
a great disappointment. It is not
only a rebuff to the hopes and
aspirations of the Indian people, but
to all other subject races of the
Empire, struggling for full demo-
cracy, national freedom and social
emancipation from the yoke of
finance-capital. However, it should
have one good effect: that of remov-
ing the illusion created among the
British people, especially the work-
ers, that in supporting their im-
perialist class, they are really help-
ing to spread democracy within
their Empire.

India has rendered a great service

out of war. But the sincerity of any-
one—particularly in the labor move-
ment—who says ‘keep America out
of war’ is judged by his willingness
to speak out against all dictatorship,
including that of Stalin,

““Your silence in answer to this
letter will be construed by us as
meaning that your committee is
motivated by the new policy of the
communists, We do not intend to see
our movement libelled among honest
unionists by union committees that

have been communist-inspired’.”

to the common peoples of the world
by tearing the mask off the face of
those who attempt to hide their im-
perialist aims behind a barrage of
platitudinous verbosity. The British
ruling class stand exposed for what
they are: arch-humbugs!

REPRESSION
IN AFRICA

Now let us turn to Africa and see
what 1s happening there. Despite the
censorship, we know that the forces
of reaction are strengthening their
grip upon the natives. The few
rights which they enjoyed are being
filched from them under a variety
of war emergency regulations.

No sooner was war declared than
the government of Sierra Leone,
West Africa, arrested Wallace John-
son, the organizing secretary of the
West Africa Youth League and
president of the Sierra Leone Trade
Union Congress. All strike and
trade-union activities have been
forbidden. The workers are being
terrorized by threats wunder the
Emergency Powers Act.

Similar repression is operating in
the West Indies where the sugar
planters and o1l barons are attempt-
ing to deprive the workers of the
few concessions which they were
forced to make during the strikes
and other labor disturbances which
swept over the islands last year.

But the case of Wallace Johnson
is typical of what 1s 1n store for
those natives who dare to demand
justice and fair play for their
people during the war. This man
committed no offense. The autho-
rities sumply considered him a
“dangerous” person, raided his
home, confiscated all his books and
other literature and placed him
under protective arrest, For, accord-
ing to the Deportation Ordinance
enacted into law last May, the
governor has the right to order the
arrest and deportation of any native
whom he considers an undesirable.
In the eyes of the burocrats, trade-
union organizers are the most “un-
desirable” people. The war has
given them their opportunity and
they intend to use their powers to
the full. These so-called “trustees
of the natives” are in reality the
defenders of vested interests,

Were it not for the vigilance of a
small group of M. P.s, who from
time to time raise colomal grievances
in the House of Commons, the Brit-
1sh people would know even less
than they do at present about the
rotten state of affairs in their
colonial empire. The following in-
terrogation of the Secretary of State
for Colonies in the House on October
13 shows how necessary it is for
Parhhament to keep a close watch
on the Colomal Office and its repre-
sentatives in the non-self-govern-
ing sections of the Empire.

SIERRA LEONE
“DEFENSE” RULES

On the above date, Mr.. Creech
Jones asked the Secretary of State
for the Colonies whether Mr. Wal-
lace Johnson was still under arrest
in Sierra Leone, with what crime
he was charged, and whether he
would be brought to trial.

The Secretary of State for the

Trotskyites Resort
To "Amalgam” Tactic

Use Stalinist Methods in Defending Stalin

By DONALD GRAHAM

66 A T a meeting of Russian White

Guards held in New York for
assistance to Finland, a direct plea
was made for the organization of a
White Russian army to fight on the
side of Mannerheim against the So-
vi.tzp= Union,

“The main speaker, Boris Sergiev-
sky, a Czarist aviation officer, was
cheered to the echo by his White
Guard friends in attendance. What
he said 1s of more than passing in-
terest:

“ ‘For twenty-two years we have
been waiting for this moment. Now
there 1s a place where we can go
back from.’

“There 1n two sentences is the
whole story of all the tear-jerking,
money-raising committees to aid
‘poor little Finland’ against ‘Russian
mmperialism’ from Hoover down to
the wretched Lovestoneites and
Thomasites.”

We give you one guess as to the
paper from which this editorial 1s
taken, . . . You’re wrong, it is not
the Daily Worker, It happens to be
the leading editorial in the Trotsky-
ite Socialist Appeal, January 27,
1940. Your error 1s a very natural
one, The method 1s so typically Stal-
mist 1n the construction of an amal-
gam of labor and radical groups with
the Russian monarchists, and so sim-
ilar to the cheap and vicious type of
argumentation used for the last
fourteen years by Stalin against the
Trotskyites, that one can hardly be-
lieve that this is now the stock in
trade of the Socialist Workers Party.
But when one is hard put to defend
the Stalinist atrocities agammst Fin-
land, one cannot be too finicky, The
end justifies the means in both Stal-
inist and Trotskyist morality. After
all, what is a little thing like fram-
mg up Norman Thomas and the
Lovestoneites with the Russian
White Guards when the end is to
“defend the Soviet Union”?

IT WORKS
BOTH WAYS

The trouble with this sort of
“logic” 1s that it works both ways
By this time, 1t is common knowl-
edge that the Russian monarchists
In Paris are pro-Stalinist and sup-
port the Russian invasion of Finland.
Moreover, the Russian fascists in
Berlin are now followers of the same
Kremlin line, and are whooping it
up agaimnst the Finns. It would be
only too easy to show—in the style
of a Socialist Appeal editorial—that
Trotsky 1s lined up with Milukov,
and is in league with the Russian
fascists. Extending the method fur-
ther, upon the basis of Hitler’s no-
torious control of the Russian fas-
cists 1n Berlin, one can then prove
that Trotsky 1s in league with Hit-
ler, and that Felix Morrow 1s a Nazi
agent. This at once recalls the Mos-
cow trials, in which by this logie,
Stalin attempted to prove that the
Trotskyites and Bukharinites were
agents of the Gestapo. The Trotsky-
ites rightfully protested agamst this
as a frame-up, but their editor 1s not
adverse to pursuing the identical
method against the Socialist Party
and the LL.L.A. to serve his own
factional ends.

What we have here is a distortion
of the simple and elementary law of
logic by which two things that are
equal to a third are equal to each
other. If both A and B are equal to
C, then A 1s equal to B. It work 1n

Colontes (Malcolm MacDonald):
“Mr. Wallace Johnson 1s detained
under a Sierra Leone Defense
Regulation, corresponding to Regula-
tion 18B of the Defense Regulation
m force in this country—which
provides for such detention when the
governor 1s satisfied that it 1s neces-
sary to prevent the individual con-
cerned acting in a way prejudicial
to public safety or defense. Mr.
Johnson’s objections as to his de-
tention will be heard by an Adwisory
Committee set up, as provided by
the Regulations, consisting of the
Chief Justice, a senior administrative
officer, and one of the African Un-
officical Members of the Legislative
Council.”

Mr. Creech Jones: “Will the right
honorable gentleman impress upon
colonial governors and governments
the importance of safeguarding civil
and poltical liberty during the
period of the war and that natives
or 1nhabitants of the territories
should not be interned merely for
holding unpopular opinions ?”

Mr. MacDonald: “The colonal
governors and governments are
fully aware of that consideration
and are anxious to carry it out.”

Mr. Paling: “Does the nght
honorable gentleman’s answer mean
that this man has been detained, and
1s being detained, for no reason
whatever, except that somebody
there does not like him, and is it
not time that kind of thing was
finished, particularly at this time?”

Mr. MacDonald: “No, sir; the
answer does not mean that at all.
The law of procedure as regards
this matter in the colonies is similar
to that which has been consented to
i this House in the present
emergency.”

The only comment we need add to
the above is that the Unofficial
African Member referred to by th:
Secretary of State as one of Jolm-
son’s judges is none other than
the man whose candidacy for the
Legislative Council is being opposed
by Johnson, who has been nomi-

nated by the trade unions.

algebra, and to simple minds it is
vald 1n politics. The Stalinist syllog-
1sm of a year ago was: “Hitler 1s
our worst enemy. The Lovestoneites
and Trotskyites are also enemies of
ours. Therefore the Lovestoneites
and Trotskyites are agents of Hit-
ler.” In Spain, we were “Franco’s
Fifth Column.” But after the Hitler-
Stalin pact, the Stalinists, instead of
applying this method to themselves,
(that Stalin had become an agent of
Hitler) used the syllogism in this
manner: “Chamberlain is our main
enemy. The Lovestoneites and Trot-
skyites are still enemies of ours.
Therefore the Lovestoneites and
Trotskyites are agents of Chamber-
lam” Absurd as this may appear,
the thesis of the Central Commttee
of the American Communist Party,
following the Hitler-Stalin pact, ac-
tually characterized these tendencies
as “agents of Chamberlain.” By this
method, your opponent can be a
“fascist agent,” or an ‘“agent of
‘democratic’ 1mperialism” on alter-
nate days. It 1s important to analyze
the method, therefore, better to com-
prehend, from a scientific point of
view, the peculiar mental operations
of the editors and readers of the
Dail Worker and the Socialist Ap-
peal. It 1s the method of pseudo-
“scientific” billingsgate in journal-
1sm. In totalitarian regimes, it pro-
vides the excuse (wherever a pre-
text 1s required) for mass execu-
tions.

Both the Daily Worker and So-
cialist Appeal have been working
this logic overtime in the Finnish
situation. Both raise the menace of
the White Guardist Mannerhemm to
gigantic and grotesque proportions,
with the same intent in view, to
prove that Finland 1s a White Guard
outpost for the destruction of the
U.S.S.R. All those who dare to raise
their voices for the defense of Fin-
nish 1independence can then be
dubbed as “agents of Baron Man-
nerheim.” Great care must be exer-
cised to conceal the fact that out of
200 members of the Finnish parlia-
ment, the largest group, 85, are so-
cialists, and that 143 represent
workers or peasants parties. Other-
wise, the cry of a “White Guard
Mannerhemm regime” would fall to
the ground, and without a Manner-
heim bugaboo, the amalgam would
be worthless.

Nor is it ever explained why if
Mannerheim’s participation 1 the
Finish defense somehow justifies
the Russian invasion and deprives
the Finns of our sympathy, the same
is not true for China and Chiang
Kai-shek. When 1t comes to emi-
nence as a White Guard butcher of
the workers, surely Chiang Kai-shek
need not be ashamed to match his
record with Mannerheim’s, Because
Chiang Kai-shek is head of the Chi-
nese Nationalist government, are we
therefore to bless the Japanese in-
vader and deny the Chinese masses
our sympathy and support?

The shamelessness df the official
Trotskyite attitude towards the Fin-
nish struggle for independence, and
their venom towards Norman Thom-
as and the Lovestoneites 1s combined
with an easing up of their attack on
Stalin. Criticism of Stalin as the
worst enemy of the Russian masses,
which used to be the main function
of the Trotskyites, has now ceased.
For how can one attack Stalin as
the barbaric destroyer of the free-
dom of the Russian people, and at
the same time try to put over the
fairy tale that Stalin will bring so-
cialism to the Finmish workers? This
contradictions 1s the basis of the crisis
within the Trotskyite orgamzation.

(Continued on page 4)

U.S. Never More
“Isolationist”
Briton Reports

Oxford, England
HE United States was never
more 1solationist than it is to-
day, Sir Frederick Whyte, director
of the American division of the
Ministry of Information, declared
recently in a lecture here.

Detestation of the Nazi doctrine,
indignation against Nazi oppres-
sion and aggression, sympathy for
the smaller European victims of
Naz: power—these feelings, said Sir
Frederick, moved in the American
mind parallel to equally mixed feel-
ings about France and England.
Altho there was a “natural sym-
pathy” in the United States for the
Alles, he said, America was “per-
plexed” by the course of the war
and by the political policy of the
Allies 1n the past few years.

“America was never more isola-
tiomist than she 1s today in the
sense of reluctance to go to war,” he
said.

Sir Frederick pointed to a real
contradiction in the American mind,
because 1t was the very desire among
Americans to see the Allies win
that made them fear they would be
drawn out of their isolation.

“The European observer,” Sir
Frederick warned, “should shed
from his mind the perhaps natural
assumption that somehow America
belongs to Europe and bear con-
stantly in mind that there is a dis-
tinetly American attitude and pur-
pose.”

He cautioned his hearers to re-
member that when Americans
denounced aggression they were ex-
pressing a popular emotion, not
declaring a national policy of in-
volvement in the war.
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COUNSEL OF FUTILITY

HE statement, "A Call to United Action," issued last week by ten
prominent A. F. of L. leaders is a significant document. It is sig-
nificant not Tor the advice it gives o America's laboring millions, for
this advice, when shorn of its obscuring phrases, turns out to be nothing
more original than "Out with the New Deal." It is significant for the
light it throws on the unbelievable backwardness of the outlook and
thinking processes of the men who lead labor in this country today.

For here are ten veteran labor leaders, one among them at least,
Matthew Woll, a man of intelligence, telling the country that what it
needs most in its present state of confusion and distress is to go back
to the "good old days" of Harding and Coolidge when allegedly the gov-
ernment didn't "tinker" with economic and financial affairs. Were con-
ditions so idyllic then, Mr. Woll? Was the outlook for the great mass
of the people any more promising? Maladministration by the National
Labor Relations Board, we are told in the statement, has "shattered"
the "orderly processes of industrial relations.” When were the "processes
of industrial relations" ever 'orderly” in this country? When United
States Steel and General Motors refused so much as to talk to a union
representative, when the open shop and the companz union flourished
unchecked, when it meant taking your life into your hands for a union
organizer to enter certain industrial towns in this country? If you were
not so deeply touched by the woes of the employers and management,
gentlemen, if you looked at things more from the standpoint of the
working men in whose name you speak, you might not have put your
signatures to a document that, with a few omissions and minor changes,
might just as well have been issued by the National Association of Manu-
facturers!

Not that the indictment of the failure of the New Deal, contained
in the Hutcheson-Woll statement, is essentially overdrawn. In fact, it
repeats John L. Lewis's indictment pronounced a few days before at
the U.M.W.A. convention: "After seven years of power, the Democratic
party finds itself without solution for the major questions of unemploy-
ment, low national income, mounting internal debt, increasing direct and
consumer taxation and restricted foreign markets.” Nor is the warning
against the encroaching power of the Executive and the virtually arbitrary
rule of "innumerable boards, buros and authorities” in the least out of
order; here, indeed, is one of the sorest spots in the body politic, one
of the most dangerous trends of present-day political development.

But what do the A. F. of L. leaders suggest as a way out of the
critical situation they describe so vividly? "No 'finkering'," “restoration
of public confidence," etc.—all the well-worn and meaningless phrases
that are trotted out at every Chamber of Commerce luncheon. At bot-
tom, what they really propose is a return to the pre-crisis "free” cap-
italism that was smashed to smithereens by the onset of the Great De-
pression in 1929. But can they really be so short-sighted, so blind, as to
believe that such a return is possible today, even if desirable? Let them
look about them, not only at the United States but at the rest of the
world, and see what irreversible economic changes have taken place
within the last decade. What is left of "free" capitalism when even the
British government, according to the London Economist, is now com-
pelled to exert some sort of control over three-fourths of the economic
life of the traditional land of "laissez-faire''? No, a return to the "'good
old days"—"good old days" for whom?—is impossible.

The A. F. of L. leaders criticize the Administration and the New Deal
from the right; Lewis presumably from the left, altho the direction of
his drift is by no means certain. Yet Lewis is as hard put to it to
point a way out as is the Hutcheson group. All Lewis can propose is
that the New Deal do more and more of what it has been doing for
the past seven years. Yet during these seven years, on Lewis's own
showing, it has left unsolved the "major questions" of the crisis. What
reason is there to believe that more of the same sort of medicine will
have any better effect?

The truth of the matter is—and it is a truth that neither Hutcheson,
Woll nor Lewis will recognize—the ailments afflicting our present eco-
nomic order lie very deep, deper than any surface remedies can reach.
Our economic system is sick unto death, sick of capitalism, sick of pro-
duction for profit, sick of private ownership and control of the means
of social life. Permanent, mass unemployment, government by adminis-
trative agencies, and the other evils of which Lewis and the A. F. of L.
spokesmen justly complain are all manifestations and consequences of
this deep-seated dislocation of our economy, and they cannot be con-
jured away by strong phrases or by Xearning for the “good old days."
Only a fundamental reorganization ot the very foundations of our eco-
nomy on the basis of the collective ownership and democratic control
and operation of our economic resources for the welfare of all can show
the way out of the permanent crisis in which this country, along with
the rest of the world, finds itself.

There is plenty of room for reform, even within the old system, and
we should not overlook even the slightest possibility of alleviating the
evils from which we suffer. But all of these reforms put together will not
bring us out of the crisis or restore our system to health. Fundamentally,
socialism—democratic socialism—is the only way out.

66 RS. ROOSEVELT said that it was ‘quite true’ that the Young

Communist League was an active affiliate of the American Youth
Congress . . . but that nothing in her own observation and research . . .
justified a belief that the spoken word or vote of the League delegates
amounted at any time on any point to domination of the Youth Congress.”
—New York Times, February 6.

“With only five dissenting votes, 1,000 delegates attending a meeting
yesterday sponsored by the New York City Council of the American
Youth Congress took a decisive stand against granting of aid to Finland.
. .. Altho former sessions of the local Congress chapter has praised both
President Roosevelt and his New Deal, an abrupt reversal of that stand
was taken yesterday. . . . That all the ‘cards’ were not on the table was
charged by Cal Schenkman of the Washington Heights Y.M.H.A. He
accused the group of being an apologist for Russia and trying to white-
wash anything that Stalin did.”—New York Times, February 4.

What was it that Ben Stolberg called Mrs. Roosevelt? “Politically the
highest type of Gracie Allen,” wasn’t it?

ALTER Duranty’s back in Moscow, busy writing new apologies for

Stalin’s new atrocities. He now discovers (New York Times, Febru-

ary 4) that Russia’s foreign policy is based on principle of “reciprocity”—
a sort of Golden Rule in diplomacy. That ought to interest the Finns.
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Does Fascism Menace America?

Face of American Fascism

By WILL HERBERG

OWADAYS there are not many left who insist “it

can’t happen here.” Nobody believes that America

1s 1immune from fascism. But there 1s still little appre-

ciation of how fascism might come to America, along

what road, under what forms and slogans, driven by
what ecircumstances and forces.

America 1s full of the raw materials of fascism. It
1s full of the strange, obscure hates, fanaticisms and
utopias that are the very life-blood of fascism. It pos-
sesses historical traditions and deep-rooted prejudices
that fascism could well exploit for 1ts own purposes
It contains 1n vast numbers those submerged, despair-
ing and frustrated social groups that everywhere go to
make up fascism as a movement. It has already devel-
oped many of the authoritarian techniques and mech-
anisms that fascism requires. Given the essential back-
ground of profound social crists and a spark to set off
the conflagration, and anything may happen.

What would be the physiognomy, the characteristic
features, of a native American fascism? In the sprout-
ing fascist sects in various parts of the country—above
all, in the most significant fascist movement ever to
develop in the United States, Huey Long’s “Share-the-
Wealth” movement—we see these features outlined
more or less clearly, more or less authentically. An 1n-
sight into what a native American fascism would be
like should help us considerably in grasping the real
character of the faseist menace 1n this country.

Popular Oppositional
Movement

Fascism 1n America would, of course, be the popular,
lower-class movement it is everywhere else. It would
draw 1ts strength from as wide a variety of social
groups, and essentially from the same social levels, as
the “classical” fascism of Europe: demoralized, des-
perate unemployed; Southenn “poor whites,” impover-
ished, distracted farmers and mddle-class people 1n
every part of the country; declassed professionals, em-
bittered white-collar workers, students and youth de-
nied a future; assorted “hate” and ecrackpot-reform
movements; vigilante, strike-breaking and terrorist out-
fits; nationalist, racialist and jingoist groups of all
sorts.

The thoroly plebeian, lower-class character of fascism
was plainly evident in Huey Long’s “Share-the-Wealth”
movement, and is no less obvious m the Coughlin move-
ment and in the other fascist and semi-fascist outcrop-
pings of today.

Fascism 1s an oppositional mass movement, distinct
from and hostile to the traditional political parties It
1s therefore fantastic to imagine either of the old-line
political parties becoming the vehicle of fascism 1n
America, Of course, a local or state political machine
may serve as a base of operations, as Louisiana did for
Huey Long,! but ultimately the movement would have
to break thru the traditional party system. It will be
remembered that Huey Long himself was at the point
of launching a third-party movement (“a party differ-
ent from all other parties”) when he was assassinated,
and 1t should not be overlooked that “anti-partyism” 1s
one of the most persistent themes of the Coughlinite
agitation.

Sectional Development
Of American Fascism

In one respect, American fascism differs markedly
from 1ts European prototypes. America is still a land
of “sections,” of regions, that are politically, culturally
and even, to some degree, economically distinct. Amer-
1can fascism, too, develops along sectional lines. The
fascist groups that arise in the various parts of the
land show striking differences in many essential fea-
tures; no southern fascist movement, for example,
could conceivably be Catholic; 1t would very probably
be distinctly anti-Catholic. The logic of American de-

1 The political system that Huey Long etected was 1n
reality a curious combination of a state political machine
along traditional lines and an embryo fascist movement
reaching far beyond Lousiana

velopment seems to make for the emergence of sec-
tional fascist movements, a struggle for survival and
hegemony among them, and ultimately, should appro-
priate conditions appear, their fusion into one dominant
organization 2

Under the Banner
Of "100% Americanism"

Fascism needs 1ts binding ideology, 1ts “philosophy,”
its faith, In the United States, this 1s the cult of “100%
Americamism.” In such a cult are implied all the
hates and fanaticisms with which this country abounds
It 1s the cult of the “white Christian American,” with
its anti-foreignism (“America for Americans”), its anti-
Negroism (“white supremacy”), and 1ts anti-Semitism
(“Kick the Jews out”); in some sections of the coun-
try, such as the South or the Middle-West, anti-Cath-
olicism (“No Popery”) would be added

Ultra-nationalism, super-patriotism, jingoism of the
most blatant sort are, of course, inherent 1n fascist emo-
tionalism and would nowhere be as violent or inflamed
as 1n the United States. The heart of the political faith
of American fascism 1s clearly Constitution-worship,
the idolization of the Constitution as the sacred symbol,
the 1kon of “national existence.” And yet the authori-
tarianism and totalitarianism that are of the essence of
fascism are as repugnant to the conservative, “checks-
and-balance” spirit of the Constitution as anything
could conceivably be This contradiction lies close to the
heart of American fascism and 1s of great sigiificance.

Huey Long 1s reported to have said that in this coun-
try no serious fascist movement would for one moment
think of imprinting that intensely unpopular term upon
1ts banner; in America, he said, fascism would advance
under cover of a great crusade to save the country from
the threat of fascism and dictatorship.? Huey Long
certainly knew what he was talking about. Every fas-
cist movement that has so far appeared 1n this country
has presented 1itself as a crusade to uphold and protect
the Constitution, to save the Constitution from those
who would subvert it—the radicals, the “Reds,” the la-
bor unmions, the Jews, the “international bankers,” the
New Dealers Nothig could be more indicative of the
inherent political irrationality of fascism—an 1rratio
ality dehiberately fostered and cultivated by the power-
greedy demagogues who are 1ts leaders—than the fan-
tastic Constitution-worship of the American apostles of
totalitarianism.

American fascism 1s demonstratively “Christian” and
finds 1ts most appropriate religious atmosphere n lat-
ter-day backwoods Fundamentalism The “Bible Belt”
1s a veritable hotbed of native American fascism Old
Dr. Townsend showed a somewhat unexpected 1nsight
into political realities when he spoke of a “new move-
ment” arising in America, composed of his own pension
groups and “all other dissatisfied persons in this coun-
try excepting radicals, . people who believe 1n the
Bible, cheer when the flag passes by—the Bible Belt
solid Americans 4 No more apt description of Amer-
1can fascism could be given 1n so few words

(Thas 1s the third article of the series “Fascism in Amer-
wa” The fourth article, dealing with the ideology and so-
ctal and political philosophy of American fascism, will ap-
pear in the next issue of this paper —Editor )

2 America is not quite alone in this pecubar form of
fascist development In Germany, too, 1t will be remembered
fascism grew up along regional lines, Hitler’'s NSDAP,
for example, was originally almost entirely a Bavarian move-
ment 1in competition with similar North German groups It
was not until much later that a merger took place with
Hitler dominant

3  We are frequently assured that our long habituation
and attachment to democratic institutions will be an in-
superable obstacle to fascism 1n this country Unfortunately,
there 1s little reason to believe this 1s so Our habituation to
democratic forms would most probably serve not to make
fascism 1mpossible 1n this country but to give a ‘‘demo-
cratic” cast to 1ts slogans, ideology and demagogy ‘Fas-
cism 1n order to save democracy”’—that would be the key-
note of an American fascism

4  Quoted 1n the New Republic, July 1, 1936

MUSICALE RECITAL

Trotskyites Use
Amalgam Tactic

Saturday Night, February 24

at 8:30 o clock

Of Stalinists

(Continued from Page 3)
Not all the American followers of
Trotsky are able to swallow a turn
from rabid anti-Stalinism to support
of the Kremlin’s bloody invasion of

Steinway Hall

113 West 57th Street — Studio 503

Finland. There 1s some lmit to hu-
man 1ndecency beyond which anyone
would hesistate to go. Internal crises
require strong remedies. The editor:-
al in the Socialist Appeal 1s directed
not merely against the Socialist Par-
ty and the I.LL.L.A., but 1s a warning
to the faithful of what 1s 1n store

Program:

I. "Trio Moderne"

David Soyer, 'Cello
Hinda Barnett, Violin
Dolores Soyer, Piano

2. Soledad Miralles, foremost Spanish Flamenco dancer. .
3. Eva Ortega—Songs in English, French, Spanish.

4. Albert Moss (formerly Musical Director, Federal Theatre
Project) and Laura Duncan {formerly in cast of "Set To

Music"}—Negro Spirituals.
5. Vicente Gomez, noted Spanish guitarist.

6. Louis Polansky, concert pianist.

7. Dorita Montero and Faye Torrens—in Galician dances that

will delight you.

8. Vicente Cordellat, famous baritone, Rossini Opera Co.

for them 1f they attempt to apply ei-
ther political logic or common de-
cency to the Finnish situation. Today
it 15 Mannerheem and Norman
Thomas, but tomorrow 1t will be the
“White Guard Schachtman.”

It is not the first time that the
Trotskyites have employed Stalimst
methods, morals and logic. But mor-
als are apparently a “matter of
taste,” and if these are your morals,
you are quite welcome to them!
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in cooneration with

The Association For The Study
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THE GLEANERS

cordially invita you and your
friends to a

LECTURE

on

Frederick Douglass
by

TICKETS: RESERVED SEATS (in advance) $1.00 and 75 cents

GENERAL ADMISSION 50 Cents

For sale at:

INDEPENDENT LABOR INSTITUTE, 131 West 33rd St,, N.Y.C.
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Finland and the Allies

By LUDWELL DENNY
(T hese paragraphs are from the New York World-Telegram of Febiuary 1,

1940 —Edstor )

ALLIED policy—rather than lack of an American mihtary loan—pre~-
vents Finland from getting the American planes she needs in her

desperate defense against Russia.

If the American government voted

Finland a bilhon-dollar mlitary loan or gift tomorrow, she could not get

planes here because factories are tie

d up with Allied prionity orders.

Great Britain and France can turn over their American-made planes
and priority orders to Finland any day they wish. So far, they have been
unwilling to do so. The best London has done 1s to send Finland 80 old
British planes, while the British kept new American ones.

Finland 1s able to pay the British for American planes with Amer-
1can non-military products, obtainable with her untouched $9,000,000

loan balance already available at the
Enactment of the pending Adm

U S. Export-Import Bank,
mistration resolution to increase the

power for non-military purposes would not change this situation.

These facts—known to the Alle
Congress—are obscured by most of

s, the Finns, President Roosevelt and
the official statements.

Souvarine

Book Is

View of Bolshevism

Has Rich Materials,

(Continued from Page 3)
stances, the most ruthless and con-
sistent and unadulterated embodi-
ment of this evil side of Bolshevism
was the inevitable victor.

6. The whole course of develop-
ment after Lenin’s death, and per-
haps—Souvarine seems undecided on
this score—the whole course of de-
velopment since Kronstadt, 1s ome of
growing counter-revolution. Mile-
stones are the political defeats of
Trotsky in 1923, of the Zinoviev-Trot-
sky block i 1927, of Bukharin 1
1929, then the ruthless attack on the
masses 1 the course of forced in-
dustrialization and collectivization
of agriculture, the attack on science,
art, culture, thought and elementary
decency n the Stalin apotheosis, the
development of a counter-revolution-
ary foreign policy, and the blood
purge

7. The direction of this counter-
revolutionary development is to-
wards a growimg resumption of the
age-old evils of Russian Czarist au-
tocracy, complicated and enlarged
by a vile use of revolutiomary dema-
gogy and by the employment of un-
precedented instruments for the con-
trol of economic, political and cultu-
ral life. the radio, a one-hundred
percent controlled totalitarian press
and publishing apparatus, a com-
plete control over the movements of
150,000,000 people, and the convie-
ticn carried by the modern tank,
bombing plane, machine-gun, dicta-
phone, job-control, and other devices
not available to previous despotisms
The Soviet Union 1s still m trans:.
tion but 1s developing into a totali-
tarian, burocratic slave-state with ¢
ruling group not exactly comparablc
to the class or caste of earlier socie-
ties, something historically new in
which all traces of workers state and
soctalism have been eliminated o1
turned into their opposites, into -
struments of oppression, terroriza-
tion, corruption of the few and ex-
ploitation of the many

The two successive collapses of the
world revolutionary movement with-
mn an interval of less than a genera-
tion, the slow, then more rapid, and
at last landshide decay of the first
great experiment 1n working-class
rule; the simultaneous visible break-
down of the old social order and ever
more visible degeneration of the first
efforts at the construction of the
new, oblige us to test all theories,
question all dogmas, challenge all in-
fallibilities, reexamine all problems
in the light of what has happened
and what 1s even now happening.
Souvarine’s book does much to clear
away old rubbish which obstructs
the painful and urgent task of recon-
struction. If 1t has a fault, 1t 1s ra-
ther that 1t clears away too much—
even stout beams and solid founda-
tions that might be used 1n the new
edifice. Yet the service 1t performs
1s a sanative one, and so necessary
that 1t 1s better to clear away too
much, as 1t seems to me Souvarine
does, than to attempt to rescue and
utilize rotten timbers or faulty struc-
tures and incorporate them nto that
which must so largely be built anew.

Only at the end of his work does
Souvarine seem to become conscious
of the larger problems involved, and
then he raises them in the following

NOTICE

For technical reasons, we
have been ohliged to omit
from this 1ssue the regular in-
stalment of Rosa Luxemburg’s
“The Russian Revolution.” It
will appear in the next issue.

—Editor.

No Unified Standpoint

indecisive terms.

“The forece of things and the beha-
vior of men have contradicted all
Lenin’s optimistic forecasts, his
hopes 1 a superior democracy as
much as his semi-libertarian 1deas.

Nothing 1n the individual theses
of Trotsky has stood the test any
better Lenin died too soon to
write the epilogue to the miscarriage
of Bolshevism Trotsky has not
avalled himself of the leisure af-
forded bv exile to make a true and
conscientious examination . .. His
articles and pamphlets vainly para-
phrase a hackneyed argument with-
out throwing light on a single prob-
lem The miscarriage of Bolshevism
in Russia coupled with the irreme-
diable failure of the International,
and the lessons of experience, go far
beyond the sphere of civil war, .
The death agony of socialist hope in
the world thus opens up an immeas-
urable 1ideological crisis It will be
the part of the epigones of a power-
less generation to make out the bal-
ance-sheet of national Bolshevism, of
international communism and of tra-
ditional socialism . .. And this
should logically lead them to exam-
me what 1s still alive and what is
dead n the parent doctrine, Marx-
1sm.”

Thus the work closes with a ques-
tion mark, to which it suggests no
answer. Naturally, we cannot count
1t as a deficiency of a book which
sets out to be a biography that it
does not undertake this overpower-
ing task But when 1t also calls itself
“A Critical Survey of Bwlskevism,”
then we have some reason to expect
that the author should outline, at
least for himself, the main lines of
the answer so that he can use it as
an mmpheit and consistent criterion
thruout the work But evidence is
lacking that there 1s any such view-
pomnt underlying the approach to the
events and problems here touched
upon It 1s characteristic that the
author now borrows Lenin’s outlook,
now Trotsky’s,now Luxemburg’s,now
Martov’s, even Masaryk’s. He has
seen the structure of his own views
crumble mto ruins but has not suc-
ceeded 1n the subjective reconstruc-
tion which 1s a prerequisite for full
usefulness 1n undertaking the collec-
tive task of rebuilding the revolu-
tionary movement and the socialist
system of thought He is too in-
formed to let his disillusion with the
Russian Revolution restore an im-
possible faith in decaying capitalism.
His strength 1s in negation—a sigmi-
ficant task—for the rest he wrings
his hands and laments at the ruin
and the waste places he has helped
to clear.

However, he has done a mighty job
of clearing. Those undertaking the
tasks he but indicates will be deeply
grateful for this book Those who
spurn 1t because 1t leaves certain big
questions unanswered or calls in
question things they would rather
see untouched, can avail httle in
finding the answers Souvarine has
failed to find.

(This review first appeared in t he
January-February 1940 1issue of the
Partisan Review, from which they are
taken —Editor )
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“"STALIN"

By Boris Souvarine

(A Critical Survey of
Bolshevism)

$3.75

WORKERS AGE BOOKSHOP
131 W. 33 St.,, New York City
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