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Comment
By the Editor

fTlHERE was once an innocent notion that be-
A cause the Employment Act of 1946 was born

without teeth it would have no bite. But all that an
infant law needs is a place for teeth. The rest will
happen according to nature. The Employment Act
created in the Executive Office a Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers to do the President's thinking on
social and economic matters. It reports to him twice
a year and the President transmits its report to
Congress. Each time it reports it leaves another
scar on the poor old hide of free enterprise. In its
Mid-Year Report for 1948, the bite was this:

If economic maladjustments become so serious that
voluntary action is clearly inadequate to halt threaten-
ing trends in the economy, the power of government
must be used. . . . A real difficulty with the wholly
voluntary solution is that it requires simultaneous
action by workers, businessmen, and consumers. But
no individual or group can have firm assurance that the
inflation will be stopped. It is therefore necessary that
the government should have and use powers in the
interest of economic stability, to supplement the
strength of individual actions, to give them common
direction, and to prevent their dissipation through
mutual conflict of purpose.

So, voluntary solutions cannot be trusted any more
to correct economic maladjustments. But who will
correct the maladjustments created by the govern-
ment's solutions? Only the government can do that,
and when the government acts upon the conse-
quences of its own errors the only thing it can think
of is to compress again the sphere of individual
freedom. Just now, as a disinflationary measure, it
has further invaded the premises of free private
bargaining. It says to you: "If you buy an automo-
bile or an ice box, you must pay not less than so
much down and discharge the balance within a cer-
tain time." The buyer and seller have nothing to say
about it. This is peacetime. Where now in what we
call the free enterprise system is there a free market?
The market for credit is not free. The market for

government bonds is fixed. The market for the pro-
duce of the earth is not free. Now there is no longer
a free market for the products of the assembly line.
That is not a free economy in which by interven-
tions of government the function of free price is
suspended.

ONE of our research directors came back from a
vacation in the country with words of wonder

for the mechanization of agriculture. He had seen a
machine that dug the hole, put in the fertilizer,
dropped the potato seed and covered it up, all at
one operation, as it moved over the ground under
power. Then a discussion began as to what such a
machine was for. To save labor, one said. But whose
labor is saved and what is it saved for? The labor of
the farmer who drove the machine was not the only
labor acting in that field to produce potatoes. If you
could account for all of it, his labor might turn out
to be the least part. First was the labor of those who
invented the machine. Then the labor of those who
made the machines that were necessary as tools to
make this potato planter, and the labor of those who
produced the steel and iron and brass and copper;
the labor of those who, beginning with blueprints,
used the machine tools and the raw materials to
externalize the inventor's idea of a mechanical
potato planter; and after all that, the labor of those
who produced the gasoline to make the potato
planter run and the oil to lubricate it and somewhere
others standing by to repair it and supply new parts
as it needs them. All of this other labor is invisible;
yet it is there in that field, and if it were not there
the farmer would be planting his potatoes by hand.
So again the question: What is such a machine for?
It is not to save labor. It is to increase the produc-
tivity of labor. That is the right answer, only that
it needs to be carried on. Is it the purpose of the
machine to increase the productivity of the farmer's
labor only? No. For if it is the productivity of the
farmer's labor only that is increased there will be
nothing in it for all those others whose labor is in-
visible; and if there is nothing in it for those others,
they cannot afford to go on making this machine for
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the farmer. The only true use of the machine, there-
fore, is to increase the productivity of all labor, or,
saying it in a way to fit the specific case, the purpose
of this mechanical planter is to reduce the total
human exertion necessary to produce an abundance
of potatoes for everybody. Thanks to the labor of
many others, the farmer is able to cultivate four
acres, where by hand he would be able to manage
but one. Since in terms of his own labor the cost of
producing a bushel of potatoes is greatly reduced he
can afford to sell them at a lower price per bushel
and still be more rewarded for his own labor than
before. As the price of potatoes falls, all the other
labor represented by the existence of the machine
shares in the result. Potatoes are cheaper, measured
by the total amount of human exertion necessary
to produce them. The research director said: "As I
watched the machine at work I kept thinking to
myself that potatoes were going to be very plentiful
and very cheap." Of course. That is what the
machine is for. If it is not for that it has no rational
meaning whatever. But the news analyst said:
"That is so by the book. Nevertheless, your answer
may be wrong. The government now is spending
$4 million a week to buy and remove from the mar-
ket a surplus of potatoes simply to keep the price
from falling. In that case, what is the machine for?"
In that case, all that invisible labor acting in the
mechanized potato field is unrewarded, the meaning
of the machine is defeated, and if this were to go on
and on the machine itself would disappear because
nobody could afford to produce it.

T7REED0M at last is put in its place. The latest
x addition to the Foreign Policy Association's
Headline Series is a pamphlet entitled "Face to Face
with Russia," by Philip E. Mosely, professor of
international relations at Columbia University's
Russian Institute. Professor Mosely says:

"Over the long run, great numbers of people will
judge both the Soviet and American systems, not by
how much individual freedom they preserve, but by
how much they contribute, in freedom or without it,
to develop a better livelihood and a greater feeling of
social fulfillment."

A better livelihood . . . in freedom or without it is
such a thing as may now be said out loud in this
country. And many no doubt will take it as the
child takes the loss of the pleasing delusion that
when he exchanges a nickel at the candy counter
and gets back four pennies he has both the candy
bar and more money than before. When people first
began to exchange freedom for security did they

not get back four freedoms? And were not four
freedoms more than one, with security besides?
Now that the government has taken their nickel and
they have eaten the sweet of security, Professor
Mosely can tell them that they must grow up. They
must learn that at this candy counter there are no
bargains. But what of the other phrase—a greater
feeling of social fulfilment . . . in freedom or with-
out it? What does that mean? It means only that
pure Communist ideology may be thus imparted by
Columbia University's Russian Institute through
the Foreign Policy Association.

AFREE report on the European Recovery Pro-
gram would go somewhat as follows. Marshall

Plan cargoes were ready to go forward the moment
a dilatory Congress passed the Foreign Assistance
Act. That was in April. The ships were loaded, not
with what we call capital goods, such as steel,
machines and railroad equipment, but with food,
tobacco and raw materials, because, before anybody
could think of economic recovery, Europe had to be
plucked back from the brink. These first cargoes
arrived just in time. The danger of chaos, said the
London Times, was "averted by a hair's breadth."
But it was not enough to avert chaos. It had to be
pushed back. So, therefore, food and tobacco and
raw materials continued to move until food rations
were increased all over Europe and the sounds of
distress began to subside. Happily, too, there was
very good news of crops in Europe. Then came a
lull. The capital goods were to have, followed
swiftly and were to have been distributed among
the European participants according to a grand
cooperative design. But it did not begin that way.
The grand design was missing. And this was owing
not to any trouble or failure at the American source
but to the fact that the Marshall Plan countries
could not agree on how to cut the pie in sixteen un-
equal parts. To make the division was the business
of the Organization for European Economic Co-
operation, representing all participants, but since
each member of the Organization for European
Economic Cooperation represented also the expec-
tations of his own country and since the one thing
the American Congress had been unable to provide
was a Solomon, a struggle for advantage was in the
nature of things; and as it went on the wee flame of
cooperation burned down to the wick. In the third
month the American providers at Washington, dis-
pensing the Marshall Plan billions, arrived at the
painful discovery that Europe had no recovery plan.
Nor had there ever been, in fact, a Marshall Plan.
What had been called the Marshall Plan was but an
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undertaking to provide the means to carry out a
recovery plan which was to be devised and adminis-
tered by the sixteen Marshall Plan nations. So it
was that although the Marshall Plan money was
very successfully getting itself spent, there was no
plan at all, anywhere.

IN July, Mr. Hoffman, the Administrator of the
Marshall Plan billions, went to Europe to talk

uncle to the Marshall Plan countries. He told them
that if they couldn't agree among themselves on a
fair division of the pie, with the good of Europe as a
whole in view, the Americans might get discouraged.
Therefore they had better work out a plan—a four-
year plan—and get it going before the next session
of the American Congress. To this they made an un-
expected reply. They said: "How strange you
Americans are. For yourselves you say you believe
in a free economy, and yet you are trying to impose
upon Europe a degree of economic planning beyond
anything you would tolerate yourself." In this
truth was irony. But it was not the whole truth.
The dominant thought of Europe is socialist and
anticapitalist. Everywhere the free economy has
been superseded by the planned economy. Therefore,
the idea of a planned European recovery, controlled
by government, could not in itself be either strange
or objectionable. It would mean only that there
should be one general plan administered by a con-
gress of constituent governments. Each government
would continue to plan its own economy as before.
The new problem was not one of principle. It was
political. It was how to make the wheels of sixteen
planned economies mesh with the big gears of one
master plan. They asked Mr. Hoffman to reflect on
the difficulties of doing that.

MR. HOFFMAN knew what their problems
were. But there was one they had forgotten

to name, and that was how to break themselves of
the dollar habit. He told them there was no magic
source of dollars; that they would have to learn to
make do with the dollars they could earn by their
own exertions, for otherwise there was no rational
meaning to the European recovery program. This
they would not entirely believe. Their socialist
economists have evolved the theory that to save its
capitalist system the United States is obliged by a
riddle of economic necessity to go on providing
Europe with the dollars to buy its surplus products,
for unless it can somehow and continuously get rid
of its surplus the American system will fall. Another

way to say it—and they are saying it that way, too
—is that the disparity between the American pro-
ductive power and that of other countries is such
that for a long time to come the United States must
share its wealth with all the have-less people,
merely in order to keep the world in balance. If that
is true, why should Europe try very hard to break
the dollar habit? And besides, no matter what the
Americans say, they do seem anxious to put forth
their dollars.

IN the Marshall Plan cargoes, American tobacco
has been a notable item. The argument for

providing tobacco is that it gives European labor
an incentive to work; that it is good for everybody's
morale; and, thirdly, that it sustains the revenues of
European governments who get it for nothing, add
a terrific tax and sell it to their people. That is the
argument that prevailed in Congress when the
Marshall Plan money for tobacco was being voted.
Now there is an unexpected result. Greece and
Turkey are demanding more dollar aid on the
ground that they are being economically hurt by
American tobacco. How are they being hurt? In
this way. They have a surplus of tobacco which
normally they would sell in Europe, but which now
they cannot sell. Why should England, for example,
buy tobacco from Greece and Turkey when she can
get American tobacco for nothing? And besides, the
British smoker prefers American tobacco. Or take
railroad equipment. Europe needs freight cars
badly. Belgium has a surplus capacity for making
freight cars. But why should Europe buy Belgian
freight cars when she can spend Marshall Plan
dollars for American freight cars? Or why should
France buy coal from Poland when she can get
American coal for nothing? France says she cannot
buy Polish coal because Poland won't take her
francs. European countries wanting Belgian freight
cars say they cannot buy them because they cannot
convert their depreciated currencies into good
Belgian money. "Then," says Mr. Hoffman, "let
each country contribute a certain amount of its own
money to one great pool and arrange that any one
kind shall be freely convertible into every other
kind for the use of intra-European trade." Their
answer to that is to say: "But we think it won't
work unless you put some dollars into the pool."
They know that if it has to be done the pool will be
sweetened with dollars—the fact notwithstanding
that when the Marshall Plan countries in their
original bill for American aid put down several
billions for the purpose of supporting their chaotic
paper money structure, that item was ruled out. It
seems in fact to be already taking place by indirec-
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tion. The Economist, London, refers to "what is
virtually a United States promise to buy such in-
convertible currencies against payments in United
States dollars." It may be that Europe knows more
about dollars than we know.

ON July 5 last, Great Britain celebrated the
obsequies of poverty and the rise of a complete

Welfare State. "The National Assistance Act,"
said the London Times, "winds up half a millennium
of social history by finally burying the Poor Law.
The Assistance Board . . . works according to
rules which would have been unbelievably generous
even forty years ago. The many other social services
which have sprung from the Poor Law now go
separate ways under new management, freed from
the last lingering taint of pauperism." And now that
it has been realized, what is a complete Welfare
State? The London Times calls it a social service
state and defines it as follows:

"The main outlines of a social service State ap-
proaching maturity are now plainly discernible in a
logical array: the assumption by the State of a positive
duty to prevent avoidable idleness, ignorance, squalor,
ill-health, and want; the employment and training,
insurance and assistance, hospital and general medical
services nationally provided by three Ministries with
a variety of special managing bodies; all the most im-
portant remaining services for personal health, welfare,
special accommodation, education, child care, and the
planning of the physical environment concentrated in
the hands of a new partnership of central with major
local authorities. . . . Taken together with contem-
porary developments in housing, education, wage
policy, food, and local welfare services, the new
schemes bring the nation close to guaranteeing to every
family, although with possibly too few means tests, a
tolerable national minimum of income, goods, and serv-
ices in all the circumstances of life."

There is only one bug in this ointment. I t is the fact
that this perfect security—this blackout of poverty
by law as a unique event in all human history—
entails what the Times very delicately describes as
"a national overdraft of £ l a week for every family."
This means simply that Great Britain now is living
beyond her means at the rate of $4.00 per family per
week. And the Times adds: "Until after the end of
Marshall aid it will not be clear whether the new
services can stand this strain."

fTHHEN a woman who saw by the news that Great
A Britain had abolished poverty wrote a letter to

The New York Times, saying:

"If Great Britain can do it, why can't we, the richest
country in the world? 'That's the most ambitious social
security plan the world has ever seen,' to quote The
New York Times. It should make this country blush
with shame, particularly since Great Britain suffered
the ravages of the worst war in history. If in such a
short period she can give her people this tremendous
social security plan, surely we could do as well, if not
even better. Please take notice, Republican and
Democratic candidates."

She evidently did not know that she herself and
145,999,999 other Americans are being taxed to
enable Great Britain to do it; nor did it ever occur
to her that the United States cannot, like Great
Britain, make an overdraft on its national income—
cannot, that is to say, live beyond its means to the
tune of $4.00 per week per family—for the simple
reason that there is nowhere in the world a Marshall
Plan for us.

MONG returning economists, both happy and
unhappy, the idea is strong that Europe's

Socialist delusion is on the rocks. In Great Britain,
where Sir Stafford Cripps now goes frantically to
and fro telling the people that if they do not work
harder, produce more and consume less they will
presently be facing starvation and mass unemploy-
ment, the signs are unmistakable. The delusion was
founded on two assumptions: namely, one, that a
national economy, unlike a household economy, is
not obliged to hold its expenditures within its in-
come (the doctrine of deficit spending and the
unbalanced budget); and, two, that if the existing
national income is redistributed by the simple act
of taking it from the rich and giving it to the poor,
there will be enough to make everybody happy.
Now in England, if not elsewhere, the bitter reality
begins to appear. There is no fiscal magic by means
of which a nation may go on consuming more than
it produces, and as for redistributing the wealth
from the top downward, when you have done that
you may boast that you have abolished poverty,
but what you have really done is to extinguish the
rich, and then instead of rich and poor you have
what in England is called a "national minimum,"
which means not only that everybody is poor alike
but that the nation itself is poor. In neither direc-
tion is it now possible to go any further. Here then
is the dead end. The London Times says: "It is
already time to ask what comes next. What kind of
society is the next generation to build on the floor of
the national minimum?" Many are saying: "Now
the pendulum will swing back," and find comfort in
that thought. But there is no political law of the
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pendulum. And here is a question to make them
uncomfortable again. Since, after all, it is a sequel
that could have been foretold by elementary arith-
metic, were the Socialists so stupid as not to be able
to see it? Or were they thinking that when they had
come to this point it would be easier to go on to a
completely totalitarian regime, as in Russia, than
to go back?

GATT

YOU probably do not know what GATT is. The
initials stand for the General Agreement on

Trade and Tariffs, to which twenty-three countries,
including the United States, have set their signa-
tures. You may, if you like, get the document itself
and read it; you may even understand it as one more
agreement among nations. But will it tell you that
GATT is an international ghost? As we use lan-
guage, there is nothing very mysterious about an
international ghost. One may speak, for example, of
the ghost of the League of Nations. But never before
was there a ghost like this one. I t is wrong-end-to in
time and space. That is to say, it represents not
anything that is dead but something that has not
yet been born. In that unnatural condition—a ghost
waiting for its right body to be born—it sits never-
theless at Geneva and acts with authority upon the
trade of the world, as, for example, to say what the
United States may do about its own trade with
Germany.

No ghost creates itself. Certainly this one didn't.
GATT is the work of the State Department's world
trade planners. At Geneva last year they had two
projects moving together. One was to swap markets
with twenty-two other nations under the Trade
Agreements Act by which Congress delegated to the
President the power to make trade and tariff bar-
gains. The other was to draft a great treaty that
would put the trade of the world under the author-
ity of a United Nations body, to be called the Inter-
national Trade Organization, with power to keep
exchange among the nations in a state of planned
equilibrium.

Suddenly they got a brilliant and subtle idea.
They said to one another: "Look. This Interna-
tional Trade Charter we are writing will have to be
approved by Congress, and there may be trouble
there. On the other hand, tariff and trade agree-
ments made by the President under the Trade
Agreements Act do not have to be submitted to
Congress. They may be made effective by proclama-
tion of the President, and Congress cannot touch
them. Therefore, let us by-pass Congress. Let us
write the elements of our International Trade
Charter into what we shall call a General Agreement

on Trade and Tariffs. This General Agreement on
Trade and Tariffs, in effect containing our Interna-
tional Trade Charter, will be proclaimed by the
President as an executive agreement, and then if
Congress will not accept our International Trade
Charter we shall have it anyhow."

That was done. All the twenty-three nations who
signed the General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs
bound themselves beforehand to observe the prin-
ciples of an International Trade Charter that no-
body had signed. In November, 1947, the United
Nations published the text of the General Agree-
ment on Trade and Tariffs and called it—

" . . . the most comprehensive international instru-
ment ever negotiated for the reduction of barriers to
world trade. . . . From every point of view the Agree-
ment is unprecedented in scope and in importance in
the history of international trade."

In December, the President proclaimed this coun-
try's adherence. Other countries followed suit.

Then later, when it had been perfected by a world
conference at Havana, the International Trade
Charter was brought home and sent to Congress for
approval. Congress has not yet acted upon it.

The position of matters, therefore, is that while
the International Trade Charter is pending in
Congress, its principles are being imposed upon
international trade by GATT. Suppose Congress
rejects the International Trade Charter, as it may
do. In that case, what will happen? Nothing. The
State Department's world trade planners have al-
ready got their international trade organization,
and it is working with no benefit of Congress.

Last January, American Affairs said:

"When the General Agreement takes effect upon
executive order of the President the situation will be
that:

"(1) Authority over the foreign trade of the United
States will have been delivered to an international body
in which the United States has one vote, and

"(2) We shall be bound by that authority for at
least three years from January 1, 1951, whether or not
the International Trade Charter is signed at Havana
and whether or not, after it has been signed, the Senate
approves it as a treaty.

"It is a strange invention that binds the Contracting
Parties of the General Agreement to observe the prin-
ciples of a world trade charter that has not yet been
signed and may in fact never be. Remember what the
problem of the American experts was. It was how to
deliver authority over American foreign trade to an
international body as a fait accompli, or a thing already
done; their solution was to apply the metaphysical
thought of Proklos—'that what the first is the second
has as predicate.'"

So now at Geneva GATT is working, and it be-
longs to the United Nations.
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Winds of Opinion

Business is selling out piecemeal its low-cost pro-
ductive assets and taking the "profit" into operating
income.—National City Bank.

The United States won the election in Italy, and
there is some hope it may be equally successful in
the election in the United States.—Wayne T. Carroll
in The Montana Guardian.

I do not believe a forecast of war and its immi-
nence is worth the paper it's written on. That is a
state of mind the Russians want to create among
us—uncertainty or even anxiety. This is a new kind
of game. You can't think of it in terms of diplomatic
procedure in the past.— Dr. Isaiah Bowman, Presi-
dent of Johns Hopkins University.

We have entered upon a role in world matters,
which, whether we like it or not, involves leadership
and responsibility. In the nineteenth century
Britain exercised that role. While she had never had
a formal alliance with the United States, always the
United States as well as the great British Dominions
were the underlying foundation upon which British
policy could safely be built. The United States faces
the future with no such backlog in terms of any
other great nation or great civilization. We embark
upon the great adventure pretty much alone. In
terms of economic power as well as military power
there is no garage that we can go to.—James
Forrestal, Secretary of Defense, to the National War
College.

In 1980, of individuals met at random, one in six
will be over sixty years old. The law of supply and
demand may operate to lower the status of the aged;
for the supply will increase and there is no indication
that industry will want them then more than now.
The old, however, will be sufficiently numerous to
take concerted action in their own behalf. One in
four voters will be 65 or approaching that age,
that is, over sixty. Such a large block of voters may
exercise the margin of power to secure pensions or
other emoluments.—Professor William F. Ogburn,
Chicago University.

We shall curb the Republican inflation.
Democratic Party Platform.

law unto itself. We can testify as witnesses, we can
even commit crimes in our husband's presence and
be held responsible for them. Wife beating has
definitely gone out of fashion, and the word "obey"
is fast disappearing from the marriage service.—
Dorothy Kenyon, United States delegate to the United
Nations Commission on the Status of Women.

British people have not gained their place in the
world by being security minded. "Safety first" was
the most deplorable political slogan of the century
which laid the foundations for the disastrous policy
of appeasement in later years.—Birmingham (Eng.)
Gazette.

The Supreme Court of the United States has held
that only atheism is constitutional. In our public
schools you may preach atheism and, of course,
communism, but not God. An appalling decision!—
Professor Edmond B. Butler, Fordham University
Law School.

Political platforms are the product of political
pitchmen.— United Mine Workers Journal.

I am convinced that a great deal of Marxist zeal
and fanaticism is a desperate defense against final
despair and disillusionment . . . against the vast
emptiness that follows the rejection of God.—
Monseigneur Fulton J. Sheen.

The supporters of Henry Wallace are the poor,
the hungry, and the dispossessed—the poor of judg-
ment, the hungry for office, and the dispossessed of
the New Deal.—Irish Independent, Dublin.

Each generation of Americans, to gain some im-
mediate and practical advantage, will sacrifice some
remaining principle of the Constitution, until that
noble edifice will one day become as the Parthenon,
beautiful in its ruins, but nevertheless a useless and
deserted temple of Liberty.—James M. Beck.

If price control is ever accepted in time of peace
it will mean the end of economic freedom in the
United States.—Senator Taft.

We can file law suits in our own names except in
the great state of Texas, which has always been a

A study of the history of civilization shows that
whenever a country imposes taxes that absorb more
than 25 per cent of national income for a prolonged
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period, there is such a serious strain on the economy
as to cause a radical change in government. Around
1930 there were only a few backward countries that
took anything like this proportion in taxes, while
the world's average at that time was around 15 per
cent. Yet, in 1947, our aggregate taxes—federal,
state and local—constituted 23 per cent of our
national income.—First National Bank, Boston.

able type it would be beyond the grasp of a large
proportion of the intelligent citizenship of the
United States without literally months of study.
I am convinced that there is no well-informed
opinion as to the meaning of the contents of this
document.—Professor John Lee Coulter, on the
International Trade Charter.

Our efforts and money to restore multilateral
international trade will be frustrated unless and
until we have solved the British problem. A great
part of today's muddled thinking is also due to the
fact that the British problem has not been squarely
faced. In international gatherings it becomes evi-
dent that the attitude of the British merchants,
manufacturers, and bankers is one of hopelessness.
They do not see a way out of their troubles in an
economically free world. In desperation, they think
that we all ought to try some kind of change; and
it is no secret that even British businessmen argue
for some compromise between planning and free
enterprise.—Philip Cortney.

When both parties run on platforms which are
"for America" and "against sin," where does that
leave us?—Betty Knowles Hunt.

Don't be misled by deceptive platform declara-
tions. This goes double for Henry Wallace and his
commie-saturated conglomeration of discarded
political parts. The pillars of the platforms of 1948
are deception, hypocrisy, alibis and pretense.—
United Mine Workers Journal.

The first necessity is to get back to secret diplo-
macy. No sane advocate of open diplomacy ever
urged that difficult and detailed discussions between
Great Powers should be carried out in public. Public
disagreement publicly arrived at is the only con-
ceivable upshot.— The New Statesman and Nation.

The 1947 World Almanac estimates the popula-
tion of the world to be 2 billion, 151 million people.
The U. S. Army and Navy together now have on
hand around 12 million tons of ammunition. Meas-
ured in pounds these stocks come to 24 billion
pounds, or about 11 pounds of ammunition for every
human being on earth. The atomic bomb is not in-
cluded.—Representative Howard Buffet.

In our hatred and renunciation of war, we must
not forget that the roots of conflict flourish in the
faults and failures of those who seek peace just as
surely as they take shape from the diseases and
designs of aggressors.—General Omar Bradley.

We have amended the Bill of Rights to say that
whereas all other citizens will be punished for per-
jury totalitarians will be granted a special exemp-
tion. I t seems to me that what is sauce for the
Democratic or Republican gander should likewise
be sauce for the Communist goose.—Professor
Harry D. Gideonse, President of Brooklyn College.

In readable form it would certainly be a volume
of something like 300 printed pages. Even in read-

The Angry Red Dean

DR. HEWLETT JOHNSON, the "Red" Dean
of Canterbury, was refused a passport visa to

the United States for a speaking tour arranged by
the American-Soviet Friendship Society. The Dean
was very angry and said:

"I hope to go [to America] when this has blown over
and when Mr. Wallace is President, as I think he is sure
to be in three years."

On this The Economist, London, made the follow-
ing comment:

"As Mr. Wallace, if not elected President this year,
will not constitutionally have another chance until
1952, the Dean's dark saying about his being in the
White House in three years may well alarm American
russophobes; perhaps Canterbury has advance informa-
tion of an intended coup d'etat in Washington? . . .
There appears, however, to be an easy way out of this
unhappy situation. It is to form in Moscow an Amer-
ican-Soviet Friendship Society highly critical of the
policies of Mr. Stalin, and to persuade it to arrange a
speaking tour in Russia for Dean Inge. If only Dr.
Hewlett Johnson would get a Soviet visa for the White
Dean to cultivate friendship in the East, the authorities
in Washington could hardly continue to bar the Red
Dean from the shores of America.
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The

Laughing Dragon
By Garet Garrett

FOR all the horrendous talk of doing some-
thing about inflation there is a polite literary
word. The word is bunk. Inflation is the

Sacred Dragon in our Magic Woods. Everybody
knows how to kill him. Nobody wants to do it. His
life is protected by something more powerful than
a tribal taboo. And what is that? It is the great
American fantasy of perpetual boom. If the dragon
dies the fantasy will perish. Who will take that
responsibility ?

The President says to Congress:
"You do it."
Congress says to the President:
"Why ask us to do it? You could do it if you

wanted to."
The President says:
"Give me the weapons and I will do it in a gentle

manner."
The Congress says:
"You have now all the weapons you need. You

are only trying to make us share the blame."
This was informal political repartee, serving only

to amuse the Dragon.
In a formal message to Congress the President

said:
"It may not be true that a boom is always followed

by a bust, as many students of business affairs fre-
quently say. But it would be reckless to assume that
the bust will not happen if we neglect action to control
the boom."

The point is there, and very neatly turned.
Firstly, the fantasy may be true—that is to say, it
may not be true that a boom is always followed by a
bust. Secondly, the only thing wrong with a per-
petual boom is that it engenders fear of a bust.

This fear of a bust is, in fact, fear of the Ogre, and
the Ogre is much more terrible than the Dragon.
The name of the Ogre is deflation. The Dragon and
the Ogre are mortal enemies. They cannot live in the
Magic Woods together. So long as the Dragon is
there, happy and well fed, he will keep the Ogre
away. And that is why, to say nothing of killing him,
nobody wants to hurt the Dragon very much or
drive him away.

The political dilemma is complicated by the fact
that people do, nevertheless, complain loudly about
the Dragon. Yet, as every politician knows, what
the people complain of, and all they complain of, is
that the Dragon eats too much. Therefore, the
President hired a price control advocate and sent
him to Congress with a fair proposal. This advocate
was Mr. Paul Porter, who once carried out the de-
ception of feeding the Dragon on OP A treacle. The
Dragon does not like treacle and his feelings were
hurt, but he never was very mad about it and con-
tinued to flourish because he could gorge himself on
the black markets that were officially nonexistent.

Mr. Porter's proposals to Congress, from the
President, were not to kill the Dragon, not to drive
him away, but to ration him. This, he believed, the
Dragon would accept in a reasonable way, because,
you see, the Dragon, too, fears the Ogre.

"What we want," said Mr. Porter to Congress,
"is a program that will hold inflation." (A perfect
word, hold.) "A reasonable policy," he continued,
"involving a minimum risk, should provide for a
combination of various measures, some designed to
control total demand, others to halt the inflationary
spiral. In such a combination, no measure needs to
be applied drastically. . . . All these requirements,
we believe, are met by the balanced program pro-
posed by the President. The program is embodied
in the two bills before Congress."

NO fair-minded Dragon could be angry at that,
nor even much worried. He would know how

to translate such words as minimum risk, and no
measure to be applied drastically, meaning a mini-
mum of hardship for the Dragon and to hurt him as
little as possible, for fear he might languish and go
away. Moreover, this would not be OPA treacle
again. The President's balanced program would
provide a much richer fare than that; in fact, a bal-
anced diet with plenty of calories, protein and
vitamins, such as:

(1) More and better subsidies out of the Federal
Treasury, to increase the demand for everything
and increase the supply of nothing;
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(2) Large expenditures for social security, to the
same effect;

(3) A higher legal minimum wage, to the same
effect;

(4) Greater appropriations for public works at a
time when there is no surplus of either labor or
materials, and

(5) Enormous drafts on the Federal Treasury
and the public credit for subsidized housing, when
the demand for housing already exceeds the avail-
ability of men to build houses and things to build
them with, so that more and cheaper credit for
housing can only increase a demand that cannot
be satisfied for want of physical means.

Really, no Dragon in his right mind could ask for
more; and this, after all, is a modern Dragon who
knows the danger of overeating and that he will
last longer if he eats to live instead of living to eat,
as most of his ancestors did. He distinctly heard
Mr. Porter say:

"We do not expect these measures to reduce the
general price level now. We do expect them to end the
upward march of prices and to reduce, so far as is pos-
sible at this late date, the threat of future collapse."

On hearing this the Dragon said to himself:
"Here is science. This diet is for my own good.
They don't want to starve me. They don't want to
reduce me, not really. They want only to prevent
my collapse." True, this was a diet prescribed by
Democrats. Would the Republicans change it?
Here the Dragon consoled himself with the reflec-
tion that no political party can seriously consider
deflationary measures, certainly not in an election
year. The risk is too great. Deflation is nothing to
play with. Once it starts it may get out of hand and
entail unemployment, vanishing profits and crisis.
The very word deflation is forbidden. You may
speak of anti-inflationary measures or disinflation-
ary measures, but you must not say deflation.

THE Dragon knows also that the beneficiaries of
inflation are a powerful political majority in

the land; and so long as that is true he has nothing
much to fear.

Who are the beneficiaries of inflation?
The first beneficiary is government itself. Regard

its rise in power and magnificence during the last
fifteen years, its new authority over all the economic
and social aspects of life, its freedom from worries
of the purse, having now a purse it can fill itself by
creating money whereas before it was a purse that
could be replenished only by taxation and borrow-
ing. For all of this how much is government in-
debted to inflation? The Dragon's guess might be

too high. You may arrive at one of your own by
trying to imagine what government would be like
today without the inflation of the last fifteen years.

Who are the other beneficiaries?
In his acceptance speech at Philadelphia—the

speech in which he announced that he would call
the 80th Congress back to do something about in-
flation—the President named two. One was the
farmer. The President said:

"Farm income has increased from less than
billion in 1932 to more than $18 billion in 1947. Never
in the world were the farmers of any republic or any
kingdom or any other country as prosperous as the
farmers of the United States, and if they don't do their
duty toward the Democratic Party, they are the most
ungrateful people in the world."

The other was the wage earner. To labor the
President said:

"Wages and salaries in this country have increased
from $29 billion in 1933 to more than $128 billion in
1947. And I say to labor what I have said to the farm-
ers: They are the most ungrateful people in the world
if they pass the Democratic Party by this year."

When the 80th Congress reassembled to do some-
thing about inflation, Senator Taft quoted these
words from the President's speech and said:

"The President does not want to stop inflation."

If the Dragon had been listening to the debate in
Congress on the President's disinflationary pro-
posals he would have been highly entertained.

There was a long wrangle over who should be re-
sponsible for reimposing "Regulation W." That was
a wartime law giving the Federal Reserve Board
power to control and limit consumer credit—that is,
installment buying. In 1947 Congress repealed it.
Now the President was asking that it be reenacted.
The point of the wrangle was as follows: True, the
Congress had repealed "Regulation W," but in
doing so it had explicitly authorized the President
to reimpose it, in his own discretion, in any emer-
gency. Well then, here was Congress called back to
Washington by the President for no other purpose
than to meet an emergency. Thus the fact of emer-
gency was established. And since the fact of
emergency was established, why hadn't the Presi-
dent already reimposed "Regulation W," as he had
a legal right to do? Why was he asking Congress to
do it?

Everybody pretended to be unaware of the shock-
ing political hypocrisy involved in this silly question
of who should accept the onus of reimposing
"Regulation W." All that "Regulation W" does is
to ration consumer credit. Neither the President nor
Congress wished to limit the demand for consumer
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credit by raising the price of it. They wanted only
to ration it.

Whatever else happens, credit must be cheap.
Everybody knows that cheap credit is the very

life stuff of inflation. For fifteen years the govern-
ment has pursued a cheap money policy and now it
is using its own inflated money to subsidize the
cheapness of credit and so keep the interest rate
from rising. This it does by standing in the market
place day after day bidding par for low-interest-
bearing government bonds and buying them at par
from all comers.

A time comes when a cheap money policy cannot
be reversed for fear of wrecking the whole inflated
structure. Prices may rise, the value of a dollar may
fall, but credit shall not be made dear. In the whole
economy today there is but one cheap thing—one
thing only that has not advanced in price—and that
is what the Dragon lives on, namely, credit.

THE exchange of incivilities between the White
House and Congress over the President's dis-

inflationary program was pure political boogie
woogie, designed to conceal an area of positive
agreement. It was understood without words that
everybody was going to aim at the tail of the
Dragon and that it would be better to miss even the
tail than to do him a mortal injury. The idea of
aiming at a vital spot was strictly forbidden. There
were two vital spots. Everybody knew what they
were.

To stop inflation—to kill the Dragon dead in his
tracks—would require only two acts of government,
one by a change of fiscal policy and the other by
will of Congress.

The first would be to stop supporting the price of
government bonds with public funds. The effect of
this would be a rise in the rate of interest, thereby
making credit dear for the first time since inflation
began.

The second necessary act would be to stop using
public credit to support high prices for agricultural
commodities. The effect of this would be a fall in the
cost of food.

When Senator Taft suggested that if anybody
really wanted to kill the Dragon the first vital spot
at which to aim was the fictitious market for
government bonds, there was furor in the Senate.
Did he not realize that if the government stopped
buying its own bonds with its own inflated money
to keep the price of credit down, credit might
rise to a natural price; and if credit were per-
mitted to rise to a natural price, the effect might
be to wreck prosperity? Senator Taft replied
that he knew that. He was merely citing it as a fact

that the government had in its hands the power to
stop inflation if it wanted to do it. Then he was
asked to say if he recommended using that power.
Would he, himself, shoot the Dragon in that vital
spot, and answer for the consequences? At that he
wavered. He had not made up his mind. "I should
hesitate to use the power," he said, "but I would
rather use it than impose upon the nation a regi-
mented economy through the fixing of prices, wages
and rationing."

HE meaning of this is clear and ominous. Hav-
1 ing continued for so long that the economy now

is adjusted to it, the essential process of inflation
cannot be stopped without risk of a disaster that no
government nor any political party has the courage
to face. And what is it that might cause disaster?
Simply, a free market for government bonds and a
free market for credit.

As for the Dragon's No. % vital spot, nobody
could have missed it, not even with a blunderbuss at
two hundred feet, and yet it was politically invisible.
The Republicans and Democrats alike had said in
their party platforms that they would do something
about inflation, and then both had pledged them-
selves to continue using public funds to support
agricultural prices in order that the country might
enjoy the blessing of dear food and a prosperous
agriculture. Here contradiction touches what statis-
ticians call an all-time high.

In his message calling Congress back to do some-
thing about the high cost of living the President
said:

"Prices are already so high that last year more than
one-fourth of the families of this country were forced
to spend more than they earned. Families of low or
moderate incomes are being priced out of the market
for many of the necessities of life."

He did not say that these same families are being
taxed directly or indirectly to provide the money
the government spends in subsidies to agriculture
to keep food prices high. They were taxed for their
share of the $170 million the government lost remov-
ing from the market an abundance of potatoes for
fear the abundant supply would break the price.
They were in fact taxed twice—once for their share
of the $170 million and again by the difference be-
tween the price they paid for potatoes and the price
at which potatoes might have been bought if the
government had not removed and destroyed all
that could not be sold at the subsidized price.

"It is fantastic," says the National City Bank,
"that high government officials should be talking
about imposing more taxes and more regimentation
on the American people while the government puts
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a 'floor' under wheat at $2 a bushel on the farm and
spends millions of dollars to keep up the prices of
potatoes, eggs and other foods that might otherwise
decline and ease the pressure on the cost of living.
Also, lower agricultural prices would reduce the cost
of our foreign aid program."

THE fourth beneficiary of inflation is business.
It may turn out to be one of the crucial eco-

nomic events of the year that business surrendered
to the psychosis of inflation, whereas before there
had been a strong disposition to resist it. At the top
of business there has been a change in policy toward
both wages and prices. Wage increases have been
granted with but nominal reluctance, or none at all,
and the higher wages have been added to prices; and
thus in peacetime business moves toward a cost-
plus basis—a basis hitherto acceptable to the spirit
of American enterprise only in wartime. Resisting
inflation did not pay. The corporations that thought
to stem the tide by cutting prices in lieu of raising
wages were acclaimed for their courage and suffered
in their profits. Never before were profits of busi-
ness so magnificent. Since they are owing in part to
inflation, they are, as everybody knows, illusory to
a degree that will appear only in the sequel. Never-
theless they look like profit and feel like profit and
no one can afford to forgo them. This is a prag-
matic matter. Who would prefer a loss that is real
over a profit that may be illusory? Mark Sullivan
says:

"Whatever the motive for the change in attitude by
heads in industry, the sum of it is an acceptance and
sharing of the psychology of inflation. This spirit, as it
becomes general, unless it is formidably checked, passes
into a definitely marked stage in the classical course of
acute inflation."

The classical warning. But is not the classical
warning the one thing that has been deflated? It
suffers from the fact that the dire consequences have
been postponed beyond any sense of economic his-
tory. After fifteen years of inflation the beneficiaries
are especially those whose ruin was foretold. And
now they challenge the economic Jeremiahs to say
when and how their dilatory disaster is going to
take place. In all the history of booms there is no
precedent for the durability of this one. Therefore,
what is history worth?

THUS the question is raised: What is it about
this boom that may be called unique? One

thing that could hardly have been foreseen was the
development of what may be called the gimbal prin-

ciple of economics. Gimbals, if you have forgotten, are
defined in the dictionary as a contrivance of rings
and pivots for keeping such things as the compass,
the chronometer and the oil lamps horizontal at sea,
no matter what the ship does. If all the weight in-
side a ship—the machinery, the cargo and the
passengers' cabins—were swung on gimbals, it
would be very comfortable indeed. Everything
inside the ship would stay level and thus there
would be a wonderful illusion of stability. It would
be dangerous, of course, because what brings a ship
back when she rolls is that the weight inside, instead
of shifting with the roll, resists and pulls down at
the other side. In the case imagined, with all the
weight swung on gimbals, a ship that started to roll
over would keep on rolling, since there would be
nothing to bring her back. And yet, nobody inside
would be aware of it until she was upside down.

The meaning of this figure is obvious. With
agriculture protected against inflation by a parity
formula which guarantees the farmer his share of
the national income, with organized labor protected
by the device of hitching its wage rates to a cost-of-
living index, and with profits protected as business
moves to a cost-plus basis, it is evident that an
enormous amount of the weight inside the ship of
this economy has already been swung to gimbals, so
that even though she may be listing badly there is
an illusion of everything being still horizontal.

This, however, may be the least of several ways
in which this boom is unhistorical.

Never before since the invention of modern credit
has the automatic signal system been deliberately
falsified. Every boom for which we have the history
has overrun the warning signals even as this one
has; but always before there was one signal, like a
red light, that could not be ignored, and that was a
rise in the rate of interest. That danger sign now is
missing. Formerly, it lighted itself automatically.

Then the government got control of it and cut the
wires. During fifteen years of inflation the govern-
ment, pursuing its cheap money policy, has not per-
mitted the rate of interest to rise. It is lower now
than it was at the end of the depression, before the
currency was debased and inflation began.

In yet another way this boom is unique. At the
heart of every boom before was the fear that the
money supply would be exhausted; the boom would
break for want of money. This boom is free of that
fear. Nobody can imagine that it will ever break for
want of dollars. The supply of dollars is practically
inexhaustible. The government will provide them
to any amount. But this brings to view what is per-
haps the most unique thing of all, namely, the char-
acter of this inexhaustible money. A dollar is a
dollar because it is a dollar, and for no other reason
whatever. The principle of redeemability has been
abolished. One dollar is redeemable in another
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dollar of the same kind, and in nothing else what-
ever. In every boom before, inflated paper currency
could be priced in something else, as for example,
in gold. This money cannot be priced in anything
but itself. It is unlawful to price it in gold.

NOW if it is found after fifteen years of inflation
that the power and resources of government

are enormously increased, that the wage earner's
actual share of the national income has been en-
larged, that the farmer is much better off than ever
before and that the profits of business are so
dazzling that business itself surrenders to the men-
tality of inflation, then you are left with one
question: On what does this Dragon feed? If not
any of these, then whom does he devour?

You will find the answer in the midyear Monthly
Letter of the National City Bank, one of the in-
structive and unpopular documents of the current
time. It opens with what Wall Street would call a
bullish view of the situation:

"It would be hard to find in the situation anything
pointing to a significant decline in national income and
buying power in the early future, with demand in many
lines still unsatisfied, construction and capital expendi-
tures active, prices and wages rising, crop prospects
good, and the whole structure supported by the
European Recovery Program and by expected larger
armament expenditures."

It notes that the third round of wage increases is
taking place, that the corporations are raising prices
accordingly, even those that had resisted before in
an unsuccessful effort to break the wage-price spiral,
and adds:

"Prevailing opinion is that most markets can stand
these price increases without loss of sales or employ-
ment. This is the same as saying that the main trend
is still thought to be inflationary."

Then it looks backward over fifteen years of in-
flation and concedes that—

"for the average person the physical comforts of
life in America have attained a new peak. This is the
answer that comes out when the national income is
adjusted for the increase of population, the price rise
and the greatly enlarged load of taxes,"

and accepts the government's statement that,

"the average income of our people, measured in dollars
of equal purchasing power, increased—after taxes—by
more than 50 per cent from 1938 to 1947."

Incredible result! Is that how inflation works?
What of the senseless wage-price spiral in which
nobody could win? With a swollen national income,

the average person is better off than ever before.
Labor and agriculture are better off. Business is
better off, judged by the profit.

What is wrong with this picture? On what does
this Dragon feed?

To get the answer the Monthly Letter draws a line
to represent a horizontal state of well-being from
1930 through 1947. One whose income had risen as
fast as prices would have been able to live con-
tinuously on that horizontal line, which is to say
that in 1947 such a one would have been exactly as
well off as in 1930. But whereas many are above the
line, and therefore better off, there are some below
it and therefore worse off. Who are above the
line and who are below it? This now is the matter
to be examined.

Highest of all above the line is the farmer. His
position cannot be precisely indicated owing to the
statistical difficulty of computing his personal in-
come; it is notorious, nevertheless, that he has been
"favored by the disproportionate inflation in the
prices of food and other agricultural commodities."

Next in advantage above the line is labor. Com-
paring one trade with another there are disparities,
but the wage earner collectively is well above the
line, the coal miner leading. In 1947 the coal miner
was nearly twice as well off as in 1930; the textile
worker was better off by two fifths and the auto-
mobile worker by one third. In the railroad industry
a curious thing appears. The railway worker's posi-
tion was improved one fifth but the position of the
railroad executive was worse off by one fifth.

Besides the railway executive, who in 1947 were
below the line? These, to wit: the bondholder, 62
points below; the small stockholder, 21 points
below; the well-to-do stockholder, 42 points below;
and the wealthy stockholder, 69 points below. These
are not the National City Bank's figures. They are
derived from government data.

Here the bondholders correspond to John
Maynard Keynes' rentier class, which was marked
for painless extinction.

THE extent of the disaster that has befallen the
bondholder may be imagined from a single fact.

Those who hold $40 billion of prewar government
bonds have suffered a shrinkage of $16 billion in the
buying power of their income. Does one still ask on
what this Dragon feeds? His daily diet is thrift—
anybody's thrift. A dollar saved five years ago has
lost nearly one third of its buying power. A dollar
saved only one year ago has lost nearly one tenth
of its value. The midyear Monthly Letter of the
National City Bank ends with these words:

"Month by month, year by year, people who have
been considered, with justice, the mainstay of our
society—the great middle class—have been rewarded
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for their prudence and self-reliance in steadily depreci-
ating coin. . .

"Back of this inflationary trend are government
policies of spending, lending and guaranteeing which,
more than any other single factor, have been respon-
sible for our taut economy and for the spiralling of prices.
The irony of it is that so much of this spending is
pressed in the name of social welfare and liberalism.
Yet those who see in such spending the menace to the
security and freedom of the individual are classed as
reactionary "

This inflation, therefore, singular in so many

other ways, is unique in a final respect. For its own
sustenance and to create vast illusions of munifi-
cence, it has had the wealth of a middle class that
not only was very much richer than anybody knew
but at the same time so politically impotent as to be
unable to give the Dragon a single stomach ulcer.
The kind of inflation that economists have been
talking about so axiomatically would be a curable
economic delusion. Now for the first time in our
experience inflation is a political weapon aimed at
the destruction of the middle class.

Spender's Choice
(Contributed)

The gentle squeeze of consumer credit by the government,
as an anti-inflationary measure, gives the following comment
special interest.

THE economic significance of consumer credit in
general and instalment selling in particular is

appallingly misrepresented and exaggerated, while
the social implications are usually overlooked al-
together.

In the first place, the use of credit changes only
the pattern of consumer spending; there is no evi-
dence that it changes the amount. Consumer credit
merely enlarges the choice of commodities available
to a man or a family with an income, without dis-
turbing their savings (if any). Instead of frittering
away current income "with nothing to show for it,"
the instalment buyer, individually, and in the mass,
simply reduces other expenditures until his debt is
discharged. Thus the dollar pressure in one segment
of the market created by his instalment purchase,
normally for some durable item such as an auto-
mobile, household appliance, furniture or other
article of continuing value and utility, is corre-
spondingly reduced in other markets; in fact, more
than correspondingly because of the finance charges.

In the second place, the amounts involved are of
slight consequence in our economy. Obviously it is
only an increase in the amount of credit in use that
adds to aggregate purchasing power at the time it
is spent, i.e., when the debt is incurred. Although
the 1947 increase in instalment debt, amounting to
$2,180 millions, was the greatest in history, it was
barely 1% of aggregate personal incomes, which
amounted to $196,800 millions! In the first quarter
of 1948 instalment debt increased $339 millions,
which was slightly less than in the corresponding
period last year, but personal incomes (seasonally

adjusted) were at an annual rate of $209,200 mil-
lions, up 10% from the first quarter of 1947.

The volume of instalment credit extended in the
month of April, 1948, approximated $1,140 millions,
but collections on debt outstanding at the beginning
of the month totaled $900 millions, resulting in a net
increase of $240 millions—a negligible amount in
terms of the national income.

Total instalment credit is considered in these
figures, not merely sales credit. The economic effect
is the same whether the buyer borrows from a direct
lender or finances his purchase through a dealer, and
whether the debt is incurred before a purchase or
afterward. The transaction creates a debt that is
ordinarily payable out of the future income of the
borrower. The monthly liquidation rate of all in-
stalment debt in April was approximately 14%,
indicating an average maturity of all instalment
debt of less than 8 months, which is certainly not
a long average commitment.

Consumers are currently (July, 1948) paying
about $1 billion per month on their aggregate in-
stalment debts, or about $300 millions more than
they were paying a year ago. According to published
reports, they are spending less for liquor, movies,
night clubs and other strictly optional expenditures.
It was not to be expected that increased credit buy-
ing of consumer durables since the end of the war
could have any other effect. Part of the income
stream has been diverted from some items to others,
by the spender's choice.

These are considerations which are often over-
looked by the critics of instalment buying. Much of
the readiness to condemn the use of consumer
credit arises from a misunderstanding of its function
and effect, but sometimes, too, from a vague idea
that instalment buyers are improvident and should
be protected against themselves. The moral values
of this equation are outside the scope of this dis-
cussion, beyond remarking that the prudent instal-
ment buyer always winds up with "something to
show for it."
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The
Rise of Secret Government

By Senator Homer Ferguson

"Congress is being pushed into an intolerable position—
either to legislate through a blind spot or compel the President
to answer for his conduct by impeachment proceedings,"

Senator Ferguson's "impeachment" speech was handled in the news as an attack
on President Truman for refusing to give Congress the secret files on certain
persons whose loyalty had been impugned. It was much more than that. The object
of the Senator's attack was secret government, conducted by what he calls a politico-
military hierarchy in the White House, of which the President is but the figurehead
and mouthpiece and sometimes the prisoner.—Editor.

I SPEAK of the Iron Curtain at Home. The case
of William W. Remington and the recent hear-

ings of the Subcommittee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments have brought into bold relief
certain fundamental issues which I believe deserve
the attention of the Senate at this time.

The subcommittee, as members of the Senate
know, is charged with the responsibility of examin-
ing into the efficiency of governmental operations in
the executive departments. In the course of one such
examination undertaken some months ago into the
government's export-control program, it was brought
to our attention that one William W. Remington, a
high official in the Office of International Trade,
which administers the strategically vital export-
control program, had been under surveillance by the
FBI, and in fact had been called before a federal
grand jury which was investigating subversive ele-
ments in this country.

That information, and the development of other
information including the fact that Remington had
held other governmental positions of trust while
under surveillance, and the fact that dismissal pro-
ceedings ultimately were brought against him under
the loyalty program, suggested to our committee a
question as to how the program of loyalty checks,
designed to weed out of government service persons
suspected of subversive activity or associations, was
working out in practice.

It seemed inconceivable that in an efficiently
operating loyalty program an individual whose
loyalty was apparently suspected could have held
three important governmental positions, and have
been elevated to one which involved the regular han-
dling of secret and vital information and data. . . .

In pursuit of its inquiry into the operation of the
loyalty program as it affected Mr. Remington, the
committee requested from various executive de-
partments certain information relating to him. It
was seeking to determine whether, and when, in-
formation bearing upon his loyalty had been re-
ceived by any of those departments, had been com-
municated to other departments for their guidance,
or had been acted upon. Among the departments
requested to provide that information were the
Navy Department, which had requested Mr. Rem-
ington to relinquish his Reserve commission on
grounds incompletely stated but now presumed to
concern his loyalty; the Commerce Department, in
which he was employed; and the Justice Department,
which had been investigating his alleged espionage
activities in the same period that he was moving
about and advancing in governmental service.

Each of these departments has refused to comply
with the committee's request on the ground that it
would violate a directive from the President.

The committee specifically requested that it not
be furnished with information which might com-
promise confidential sources of information or in-
vestigative techniques. It was concerned only with
the question of how and when checks made upon
Remington under the loyalty program had been
acted upon.

Notwithstanding those facts, the position of the
departments has been affirmed in a remarkable pub-
lic statement by the President, which involved the
unusual permission for direct quotation.

That refusal of cooperation has brought the com-
mittee to a point at which it can no longer proceed
with public hearings in this case.. . .
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The significance of the case does not rest at that
point. It is a significant case because the elements
which have presently brought public hearings by
the committee to a standstill are by no means a new
or unique development in the recent history of gov-
ernmental operations.

What I have just related is not an isolated in-
stance. It is only the most recent and immediate of
a long series of deliberate blockages. The immigra-
tion subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee has
been denied papers and proceedings and records of
the State Department.

Throughout the entire executive branch there is,
and long has been, an increasing tendency on the
part of officials to conduct their affairs in secret, and
to regard information as something to be withheld
from the public, the press, and the Congress of the
United States. Only those who work in Washington
and whose daily task requires a free access to
information, can grasp the lengths to which this
obsession for executive secrecy has gone.

The Practice of
Strangling Information

I want to analyze this development and show
something of the spread of this day-to-day practice
of strangling information. And I say that if the
Congress does not meet this situation head on, and
press the issue until it is resolved, then the future of
free, representative government is dark indeed.

How is it possible that suppression of information
on such a wide scale can be accomplished? The
reason is the enormous accretion of power in the
executive branch. Let me show briefly how this
came about.

More than a generation ago, Congress began
delegating powers to independent agencies. The
reason for this was the growing complexity of our
economic and social life. There was simply too much
for any Congress to keep up with. The delegation of
this power was not made without apprehension;
and, in many instances, as in the case of the Tariff
Commission, various housing and financial agencies,
and many others, Congress sought to perpetuate the
system of checks and balances by making direct
report by the agencies to Congress a statutory
obligation.

Then came the crash of 1929 and the depression.
The emergency was so acute, the pressure was so
intense, that grants of power and great sums of
money were voted to the Executive simply because
somebody had to act, and act quickly. Large sums
of money were appropriated directly to the Presi-
dent, so that he might use them without any
record whatever.

Now began the era when multitudes were living
on doles. Subsidies became the instrument of experi-

ment and manipulation of federal policy extending
to the most distant village and farm. To administer
this policy, executive agencies multiplied and the
number of executive employees mounted into the
millions. That had to be. Today, 14,200,000 persons
are receiving regular checks from the Federal Gov-
ernment. Every time you impose a regulation of
nationwide scope, you must see to its enforcement,
and enforcement always means more money, more
technicians and administrators, and more clerks by
the thousands. I do not say that all of these regula-
tions were evil. I do say that there was doubly a
necessity for Congress to know what was going on.

How Concealment
of Policy Began

Now comes the first obstruction to information.
A sizable contingent of the New Dealers were com-
mitted from the start to the idea of a planned
economy. There was no such unanimity of mind in
Congress, however uncertain individual Senators
and Representatives might be about the problems
of the hour. So, very early, there came a difference
between the Executive and the Congress of a very
different nature than that of traditional rivalry.

The New Dealers were going to accomplish a
peaceful revolution, and they did not want to answer
any more questions than they had to—either to
Congress or anybody else. Coincidental with this
development came the installation of public rela-
tions and publicity men on an enormous scale, for
the agencies had made the obvious discovery that
secretaries for information were just as useful for
twisting information and keeping it back as they
were for giving it out. Eventually more than 45,000
of these publicity people went on the executive pay
roll at a cost of $74 million, as of 1947. Since then
we have not been able to obtain the figures. Gone
were the days when a cub reporter could buttonhole
anybody in sight. All sorts of mazes and catch-alls
for news and information were set up, and it took an
experienced and industrious reporter to master the
bypaths in this labyrinth.

In the wake of the first New Dealers came people
with every sort of panacea and program, the Com-
munists included. From the information available, I
deduce that the Communists got their first foothold
in the Department of Agriculture, and spread from
there to other agencies. Power was accumulating
fast, and the Communists were eager to get their
hands on some of it, not overlooking the advantages
of a federal meal ticket, also. I do not want to imply
that the Communists are the only problem. They
are a real problem, all right; but they are only a
part of a bigger one. Somehow or other we shall find
a way to get the Communists and the fellow travel-
ers out of the government, but a much greater
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problem is that of the concentration of power in the
Executive.

Gradually, here a little, there a little, now a big
chunk, now a small piece, this great power was built
up. As the power grows, the question becomes more
pressing on the Executive: How much shall Con-
gress and the people be told?

At this stage, after the middle 1930's, the picture
in Washington began to be colored by the situation
abroad—the aggressions of Hitler, the invasion of
Ethiopia, the Spanish civil war, and the military
expansion of Japan.

When the White House
Was GHQ of the World

I do not propose to go back to the old debate over
intervention. I simply want to recall a fact which
all will concede: That the division of opinion in the
country over this issue was very broad and deep.
Because opposition to Mr. Roosevelt was so intense,
he adopted a devious course in carrying out his
objectives in his foreign policy. Many of his sup-
porters freely admit this now but maintain that he
had no other choice. That is the defense. They say
that he saw what the country must do where others
could not see it, and that, because of their obtuse-
ness, he had to work his will by stratagem and
maneuver. So the practice of withholding vital
information grew. This policy of concealment was
maintained consistently up to Pearl Harbor. Then,
with our entry into the war, secrecy in many things
became military necessity.

Now observe for a moment: The President had
already acquired many new powers during the de-
pression years. The addition of the special war
powers and the constitutional power of the Com-
mander in Chief sufficed to turn the White House
into the GHQ of the world. The enormous economic
resources of the United States and the President's
power to control them made his decisions practically
final in a great part of the Allied world.

The war and the necessary drive for victory pro-
vided the centripetal force that kept the power
firmly centered, however widespread the delegation
of the power had to be.

The result was that a sort of political-military
hierarchy was built up, an entirely new bureaucracy
that tended to bypass many of the executive agen-
cies and center itself in the White House, the State
Department and Military Establishment. The Bu-
reau of the Budget was taken from the Treasury in
1939 and attached to the White House. It became
a master planner of new types of executive machin-
ery. The State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee
served to bind foreign policy and the military ever
more closely to the President and an ever-increasing
number of confidential agents and functionaries, of

whom Mr. Harry Hopkins was the chief, made their
headquarters and did their daily work in the White
House. What these people said and did was secret,
to be revealed to Congress, the press, and the people
only if it seemed expedient.

If an increase in the power of the Executive was
inescapable, if administrative law was to crowd the
courts to an increasing degree, it stood to reason
that the only check to maintain the balance of
power lay in Congress and that Congress would
have to have a day-by-day access to information
about what was being done. Such access was not
provided. The executive branch grew and the
tendency to suppress information grew with it.

Suddenly, in April, 1945, President Roosevelt died
and Mr. Truman succeeded him. Four months later
the fighting stopped. Some people supposed that the
era of secrecy would end with the fighting. But it
just did not. Undertaken in peace and consolidated
in war, the concentration of power and the secrecy
to protect it remained.

What Happened
to Mr. Truman

Mr. Truman, while a Senator, had been intensely
critical of this secrecy. I have some personal knowl-
edge of that, having served on the War Investigat-
ing Committee. I know how he felt about it. But
when he became President he became the willing
prisoner and mouthpiece of this power clique. The
hierarchy which had carried out the decisions made
in the White House were still in their jobs and they
did not propose that either their actions or those of
the President should be looked at or scrutinized.

The perfect illustration of this was the Congres-
sional investigation of Pearl Harbor which began in
the autumn of 1945 after the fighting was over. I
was a member of that investigating committee and
I shall never forget the experience nor the road-
blocks that were put in our way. Hearings were held
for 70 days and a record of 10,000,000 words was
accumulated, but from beginning to end vital docu-
ments were withheld, crucial witnesses declined to
appear and, under pressure, other witnesses altered
their testimony—everywhere secrecy and suppres-
sion.

Presently, when the soft policy toward Russia
was abandoned and the get-tough policy adopted,
the arguments for secrecy were reenforced. A
strange picture. There stood this political-military
hierarchy, centered in the White House; there was
the labyrinth of agencies with all the functionaries,
Communists, and fellow travelers included, using
information for their own purposes, keeping it from
others.

Mr. President, let me show you a piece of this
labyrinth. I have spoken of the State-War-Navy
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Coordinating Committee. Back in November, 1944,
Secretary of War Stimson complained to Secretary
Hull that State Department officials were going
directly to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on questions
with military implications. Mr. Stimson thought
such matters should be handled through the War
and Navy Department offices. Mr. Hull suggested
that the three secretaries get up a committee and a
staff to handle these matters.

This was the genesis of the State-War-Navy
Coordinating Committee and, with the addition of
Air Force representation, it exists today. It has been
a powerful policy arm. One of its creations was the
Security Advisory Board, an office now housed in
the State Department. A little over a year ago this
Security Advisory Board became involved in an
attempt to impose the most elaborate rules of
secrecy this government has ever known.

Perfecting a
System of Secrecy

Early in 1947 a young man named Hamilton
Robinson was appointed Chairman of this Security
Advisory Board. Who was Robinson? He was a
young Wall Street lawyer with a most socially cor-
rect background of education at Princeton and the
Yale Law School. During the war he rose to the
rank of colonel as a management engineer under
General Somervell. After the war was over, Robin-
son looked around, as he said, for something con-
structive to do. He found this constructive work in
the State Department and was promptly made
Chairman of the Security Advisory Board and put
to work in the administration of the loyalty order.
Now, I want to show you how constructive Mr.
Robinson could be in systematizing the suppression
of information.

President Truman issued the loyalty order on
March 21, 1947. Buried down in the order is a sec-
tion labeled "Miscellaneous." Let me read it to you:

"The Security Advisory Board of the State-War-
Navy Coordinating Committee shall draft rules appli-
cable to the handling and transmission of confidential
documents and other documents which should not be
publicly disclosed and upon approval by the President
such rules shall constitute the minimum standards for
the handling and transmission of such documents and
information and shall be applicable to all—"

Observe the phrase, to all—

"departments and agencies of the executive branch."

The statute on which the President based the
loyalty order is the Civil Service Act which permits
him to draw up rules for determining the fitness of
candidates for civil-service jobs. You will search the
statute and the Constitution in vain for any clause

or phrase which permits the President to initiate a
censorship, yet that is exactly what he did.

Robinson was assisted in his task of drawing up
censorship regulations by two men from the Mili-
tary Establishment, Col. Charles Blakeney of Army
Intelligence, and Commander Lichliter of Navy
Intelligence. In making a draft of rules for secrecy
the collaborators draw heavily on already existent
service regulations for the handling of confidential
matter. In other words, the instructions which are
supposed to guide a military commander in keeping
military secrets were turned to civilian use.

The Code That
Was Evolved

Eventually an elaborate code was drawn up and
distributed to the heads of the more than fifty
executive departments and agencies. Let me read
the heading. I t is very explicit:

"Preliminary draft: Minimum standards for the
handling and transmission of classified information in
executive departments and agencies of the Federal
Government. (Issued pursuant to Executive Order
9835.) Purpose: These rules constitute minimum
standards for the handling and transmission of confi-
dential documents and other documents and informa-
tion which should not be publicly disclosed and are
applicable to all departments and agencies of the
executive branch."

Permit me to read one more section, the most
remarkable of all:

"The term 'confidential' as used herein applies to
information the unauthorized disclosure of which,
although not endangering the national security—"

I want to stress those words—

"would be prejudicial to the interests or prestige of the
nation or any governmental activity thereof—"

Mark you, I am reading these words from that
order—

"or would cause unwarranted injury to an individual
or would cause serious administrative embarrassment
or difficulty, or would be of advantage to a foreign
nation."

Administrative embarrassment. What a prospect
for a bureaucrat. Every executive employee, from
the humblest clerk to the most powerful adminis-
trator, would be free thereafter from any fear of
prying or discovery. At long last the executive
branch would be impregnably buttressed against
Congress and the people.

I have found no record of any department or
agency entering a protest at this "constructive
work" of Mr. Robinson's. I can find no record any-
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where of any official suggestion that, if certain docu-
ments had to be kept confidential, the problem be
taken to Congress and there thrashed out. No
intimation of any kind was made public, save for the
original publication of the President's order in the
Federal Register.

No one knew anything about it until early in
October last year, 1947. Then a reporter named Nat
Finney, of the Washington bureau of the Minne-
apolis Tribune, overheard some employees of the
Veterans Administration discussing a censorship
order which had just been imposed in their agency.
Finney followed up the lead, discovered Robinson,
and asked for a copy of the censorship rules. Robin-
son refused to give it. Finney got hold of a copy
elsewhere, wrote a series of stories and published
them.

What Exploded
the Works

This exploded the works. Under Secretary of
State Robert Lovett authorized the publication of a
memorandum saying that "these standards merely
represent a codification of existing practices." This
could only mean that by a sort of unofficial under-
standing a censorship was already in force. The
State Department's "Directory of Committees,"
which listed Robinson and his board, a manual
seemingly as innocuous as a phone book, was labeled
"Restricted."

Right at this point Representative Keating wrote
to President Truman about the press exposure and
asked for details. The President made a strange
reply. "I have seen the article to which you refer,"
he wrote, "but have never heard of the program to
which the article refers." In other words, the Presi-
dent all but denied that he had ever read the
Executive Order which he had signed. It also re-
vealed a strange lapse of memory in the White
House offices, if Mr. Finney's testimony at the
investigation by the House Committee on Expendi-
tures in the Executive Departments is to be taken
seriously.

"My first feeling-"

said Mr. Finney—

"about what I uncovered was that it was the result
of the misguided zeal of relatively subordinate members
of the administration. With that in mind, I took the
information I had, documents and all, to Mr. Charles
G. Ross, the President's press secretary, and Mr. Ross
agreed to call the matter to Mr. Truman's attention.
Mr. Ross told me that, so far as he knew, the President
had no close knowledge of the matter. I sent Mr. Ross
a one-page memorandum, presumably for the Presi-
dent's attention, stating the objections to the proposal.

Frankly I expected that Mr. Truman would put a stop
to the thing and that would be the end of it."

But it was not the end of it. When the question
was put to the President at a press conference last
November, he was enraged. What did reporters
mean, he asked, by taking fragmentary bits of
information to build straw men and then knocking
them down?

Distraction of
the Red Herring

The President has denounced the Congressional
investigation into loyalty as a "red herring," and
he allowed himself to be quoted, to distract
people's attention, and said that "the public hear-
ings now under way serve no useful purpose."
But he will not surrender the records that would
give the answer "Yes" or "No." Nine months ago
he pushed aside all questions of his censorship
scheme. That was a straw man. Now, another in-
stance is a "red herring." Who thought up the idea
of this streamlined gag rule? We do not know. What
is the true reason for withholding the records in the
loyalty investigation? We do not know.

Mr. Robinson was summoned to testify before
the House Committee. His testimony was far from
clear. Mr. Finney, the reporter who testified later on
March 10, 1948, observed this fact.

"I note-"

said Mr. Finney—

"that he says he did not say that public officials should
have the power to decide what the public was to be told
and what it was not to be told. He did not tell the truth
about this on your record. He plainly said to me that
he believed public officials should have such power to
give or withhold information, deciding what the public
should be told and what it should not be told, and that
the formal establishment of such power for public
officials was the purpose of the so-called minimum
standards by the Security Advisory Board."

The Board maintained that the draft had been
distributed for inspection and suggestion only. It
was said that the phrase about administrative em-
barrassment had been struck out and that, any-
how, the censorship could not be in force until the
President approved the final draft. Why then did
Mr. Lovett say that the draft merely codified exist-
ing practice?

Under these rules of secrecy who, outside, could
tell what was secret and what was not? No one, no
Senator, no member of Congress, nor any reporter
could know all the types and kinds of information
the agency might have. By a stroke of magnificent
irony, Mr. Robinson found it expedient to resign
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from the State Department, so great was the storm
of disapproval, while Mr. Finney was awarded the
Pulitzer prize for his fine scoop, but these develop-
ments do not solve the mystery nor the threat of
this censorship.

The Secretary of the Security Advisory Board
assured the House Committee that action on the
regulations would be suspended until the investiga-
tion was complete. The Eightieth Congress is about
to adjourn; the House investigation is over. Are
those rules now in force? Has the President ap-
proved the draft? We do not know, nor will we
know until some problem arises in Congress and
needed information is withheld or until some re-
porter comes up against a blank wall in his search
for facts.

What is at the bottom of all this? Within the
space of thirty days Dr. Studebaker, the recently
resigned Commissioner of Education, has declared
—and it is now in the official record of the Senate
and the Congress—that pressure was put on him to
tone down a speech on communism. Almost simul-
taneously Luther Evans, Head of the Library of
Congress, wrathfully told the National Association
of State Librarians that the government was trying
to dragoon him into restricting library material
heretofore free to all.

Dr. Evans said:

"There seems to be a tendency among bureaucrats,
particularly bureaucrats who are concerned with the
armed services, to keep away from the public, and even
scholars, information which might in any way be mis-
construed if published, or which might by any chance
make it more difficult to have their way free of the
annoyances of public opinion or the constituted repre-
sentatives of the people in Congress."

Secrecy, suppression, restriction on every hand.
The Executive withholds from Congress FBI re-
ports on Communists in government while the
Library of Congress is urged not to let the Russians
have access to what everybody else can see.

Books the Congress
Cannot See

The attempt to impose a censorship on a whole-
sale basis has been underscored again and again by
secrecy and censorship in individual instances. This
was the case with the renewal of the President's
authority to make reciprocal trade agreements.

Before an agreement with any country is made
the President must give public notice of what he is
about to do so that any interested American busi-
nessman, manufacturer, or exporter whose interests
are affected shall have a chance to present his
figures and plead his case.

A committee appointed by the President analyzes
the testimony given by these businessmen and then
makes recommendations to the President. This
committee keeps a record of its discussions in a
secret minute book.

Now in the past the authority to make tariff
revisions has been limited to terms of three years.
At the end of such a term the President must come
back to Congress for a renewal of the power. The
three-year term expired this year and a few weeks
ago, in May, 1948, a bill for renewal came before the
Finance Committee of the Senate.

Mr. Clayton
Says No

While deliberating on the case the chairman of
the Finance Committee asked Mr. Clayton, the
special adviser to the Secretary of State, to produce
the minute book—that is, the minute book of this
committee. He refused. Why? Because, said Mr.
Clayton, these minutes "have considerable confi-
dential material in them, which business interests
furnished on the understanding that the material
would be kept confidential because it is private in-
formation which they do not wish their competitors
to see."

Well, could the clerk of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee see the minute book? "I don't think so," said
Mr. Clayton. Could the Chairman of the Senate
Finance Committee see the minute book? "I am not
authorized to make it available," said Mr. Clayton.

Well, why not? Mr. Clayton wrote a letter on
May 5 saying why not. "The President," said Mr.
Clayton, "is the one responsible for decisions on
tariffs under the act and is entitled to the opinions
of his advisers expressed fully and freely without the
constraint which would inevitably come from the
knowledge that they might be made public."

The President's committee may hear in confi-
dence something which the President refuses to let
the Senate committee know in confidence, yet this
same Senate committee must pass upon the ques-
tion as to whether the President shall have the
authority to make any tariff concessions at all.

Mr. President, just a few days ago a lawyer for a
department came into a committee and refused to
answer a question as to his conversation with a
Cabinet officer. What did he give as his excuse? He
said, "I am a lawyer. I am a lawyer for that branch.
The Cabinet officer is my client. Under the law I
should not communicate to anyone my confidential
communication with my client." Can any Senator
imagine such feeling upon the part of lawyers who
are employed and paid by American taxpayers? The
committee was so shocked that instead of citing him
for contempt they took a recess, giving him suffi-
cient time to call up the Cabinet officer. He returned



212 AMERICAN AFFAIRS

and apologized to the committee, saying he was
wrong; and he did answer the question.

Congress came up against the same stone wall
when it attempted to deal with the security problem
in respect to atomic energy. It was of vital im-
portance that members and employees of the Com-
mission met security standards.

In the Case of
Atomic Energy

The Senate had a responsibility in this matter be-
cause it had to confirm the President's appoint-
ments. In attempting to fulfill this responsibility the
Senate formally requested the President to supply
them with the information gathered by the FBI on
persons nominated to the Commission. This in-
formation the President refused to give on the
ground that Congress was not entitled to the in-
formation. On June 3,1948, Congress passed an act,
S. 1004, providing that the FBI make a report to
Congress on any future nominations to the Atomic
Energy Commission. Twelve days later, on June 15,
the President vetoed the bill. No matter how acute
the problem, no matter how grave the responsibility
of Congress, Congress was not to be given essential
information.

Another example of the President's flagrant dis-
regard of his duty to execute the laws and to inform
Congress concerns the procedures dealing with in-
flation. Last November we provided a means for the
President to cooperate with Congress in this respect.
If he found any commodities in such short supply
that the economic stability of the country was en-
dangered, he was to have presented the relevant
facts and figures to Congress together with his
recommendations.

The President totally ignored his duty to present
this information to Congress. Instead he simply de-
manded from Congress more executive power to fix
prices, fix wages, and impose controls wherever and
whenever he saw fit. This is just another instance of
executive disregard of law and of executive intent to
accumulate powers and exercise them without re-
sponsibility to Congress.

Where, then, are we heading?
If every Communist and fellow traveler were

discovered and expelled from the government
today, we would still have this problem of executive
secrecy on our hands tomorrow. Where the power
is, there will secrecy be also.

There has been an attempt to impose a censor-
ship on every single department and agency in the
executive branch. The Military Establishment has
attempted to get the press, the radio and the movies
to deliberately censor themselves. American news-
papermen in foreign countries have been dragooned
at the behest of their own government. The Library

of Congress has been tampered with. Congress has
been thwarted in its effort to get information on
Pearl Harbor, on appointees to the Atomic Energy
Commission, on reciprocal trade operations and
now on the loyalty program affecting the vital
security of the nation.

A subcommittee of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary investigating the immigration problem has
been also denied access to the records. How can the
Senate and the Congress legislate upon the great
problems before them if they cannot obtain vital
information?

In all these instances the President has taken the
position that the specified information sought by
congressional committees are matters confidential
to the President in his conduct of the executive
department and that the executive officials cannot
divulge them without his approval.

Prerogatives of
His High Office

He relies upon the prerogatives of his high office,
the constitutional powers vested in him, the prin-
ciple of separation of powers, and upon historical
precedents supporting his position on one or more of
these grounds. I say that is his defense. The general
ground of the President's refusal to give papers and
information to Congressional committees is that it
would not serve the public interest. In specific in-
stances he has maintained that to divulge such
information would either violate the confidence in
which he acquired the information or hinder his
agents in the future acquisition of confidential in-
formation necessary to the proper exercise of the
public business. What Presidents have claimed as
sacred and secret in their own persons they have
also sought to extend to all subordinate officers in
the executive department.

The power is delegated to a counsel, to a lawyer
in the bureau, to a cabinet officer, to anyone who
might be asked to bring the information before a
Senate or a House committee. In sum, the President
claims the right to don the cloak of absolute execu-
tive immunity whenever in his sole discretion he
desires to do so, and to extend it as he pleases to
cover all other officers and operations of the Execu-
tive Branch. Those who defend this extreme posi-
tion maintain that he is accountable only to his
country in his political character and to his own
conscience.

I am well aware of the constitutional powers and
prerogatives of the President. I have reviewed with
great care the historical precedents in official con-
duct and in law through which many Chief Execu-
tives of our country have pressed for absolute inde-
pendence in office. I have respect for the principle
of separation of powers through which our country
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has been protected from too great concentration of
powers in our governing process. I do not intend in
this late hour to review this long and complicated
background.

I merely wish to point out that the number of
occasions in which Congress has met with Executive
rebuff has greatly increased in recent years. Not
only are these examples increasing but the range
of subject matter over which the executive depart-
ment claims immunity from congressional investiga-
tion is also increasing.

Blind Legislation
or Impeachment

There has always been a blur in the line between
the claims of congressional jurisdiction and the
President's claim to executive independence. But I
should like to point out that under the pattern of
executive domination now developing, Congress is
rapidly being pushed into the intolerable position of
having either to legislate through a blind spot or
compel the President to answer for his conduct in an
impeachment proceeding. Those are the only two
remedies. We do not want representative govern-
ment reduced to such a ridiculous position.

By modern conditions, the Federal Government
now extends its concern to every detail of national
life and to almost every crossroad of the world. It
would be strange indeed, if at this juncture of
affairs, Congress was blocked in its legislative func-
tion by the iron curtain of Executive refusal to
supply Congress with the facts on which it must
legislate.

Moreover, the nature of one of the dangers to
our security forces Congress as a representative of
the people to be far more alert to conditions in
the Executive Department than was necessary in the
days of narrowly limited federal government. The
Communist menace today is not that governments
will be seized by forcible means. It is that they will
be undermined and taken over by the insidious
infiltration of Communists into high government
offices.

Congress, no less than the President, is charged
with the security of our government and our na-
tional life. Congress, no less than the President,
must meet the new methods of subversion in our
governmental household. Congress is charged with
the responsibility of protecting the security of our
people through legislation. But if, when it tries to
do so, the President can deny to Congress the in-
formation it needs to legislate intelligently, then the
President has gone beyond the prerogatives of his
office and threatens the very foundations of repre-
sentative government.

I do not intend to try my case against Presidential
arrogance now. Some day we shall have to meet the
issue head-on because the trend to Presidential
arrogance is becoming intolerable. I devoutly hope
we shall find a solution fair to the President and to
his high office, and to Congress and the people.
Unless we find a way to reinvigorate Congress*
power to secure all the information it needs to
legislate properly and intelligently—constitutional
and representative government will be transformed
before our very eyes into centralized, executive
dictatorship.

Amateurs of Emotion
"Don't you know yet," he said, "that an idle and selfish class loves to see

mischief being made, even if it is made at its own expense? Its own life being all
a matter of pose and gesture, it is unable to realize the power and the danger of
a real movement and of words that have no sham meaning. It is all fun and
sentiment. It is sufficient, for instance, to point out the attitude of the old French
aristocracy toward the philosophers whose words were preparing the Great
Revolution. Even in England, where you have some common sense, a dema-
gogue has only to shout loud enough and long enough to find some backing in
the very class he is shouting at. You, too, like to see mischief being made. The
demagogue carries the amateurs of emotion with him. Amateurism in this, that,
and the other thing is a delightfully easy way of killing time, and of feeding
one's own vanity—the silly vanity of being abreast with the ideas of the day
after tomorrow. . . . "

—From "The Informer,99 by Joseph Conrad
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Looking the Marshall Plan
in the Mouth

Digest of a Debate in the House of Commons

p debate in the House of Commons on the
A paper that Great Britain had to sign for her

share of the Marshall Plan money was a chorus of
fear, leitmotif by the government, antiphony by
the Socialists, unwilling harmony by the Tories.

There was fear of what would happen to England
if she did not take the money and fear of the conse-
quences if she did. There was fear of the dollar and
fear of what the Americans called free enterprise.
Beyond all that, there was fear of the future, with
England standing between the closed Russian
system on one side and the American system on the
other. Conservatives were afraid these American
dollars would save the face of socialism in England
and the Socialists were afraid the Americans would
use the power of their capitalist dollars to hinder
further nationalization of British industry, es-
pecially the steel industry, Mr. Hoffman having
just been quoted in the London Daily Worker as
saying:

"If a plan came to us asking for dollars to modernize
the steel industry, and the British Government an-
nounced a nationalization scheme for that industry,
help might have to be denied."

The Chancellor of the Exchequer, Sir Stafford
Cripps, opened the debate. "He skated on," said the
New Statesman and Nation, "did a few figures, said
'Look! No strings!' and skated off. Those who
followed him were rather more cautious about the
thickness of the ice and the slipperiness of the sur-
face. How long would the Agreement sustain
Britain? The Tories were in a now-familiar dilemma.
On the one hand, they wanted aid for the country;
on the other hand, they could not welcome aid to
socialism. While voting for the Agreement, both
Lyttelton and Stanley were careful to rub the
government's nose into the fact that the help it was
getting was capitalist help."

The British Government had already put its
initials to the American Agreement in Washington;
now it was asking the House of Commons to ratify
it, and asking this on the ground that without its
share of the Marshall Plan money England would
be unable to maintain her present standard of
living, unable to increase her production, unable,
perhaps, to hold her place in the world. For want of
raw materials, her factories would go cold; for want
of jobs, many people would go hungry. That was

what would happen to England if she did not take
the money. Nevertheless, there were many who felt,
even so, that England might pay too much to be
saved. She would have to pay the price of humilia-
tion; that couldn't be helped. But if at the same
time she surrendered her economic and political
sovereignty to the power of the American dollar,
that would be more than she could afford to pay;
and many were saying that the American Agree-
ment would oblige her to do exactly that.

Look! No Strings!
Sir Stafford Cripps addressed himself to these

misgivings. One by one he took up the articles of the
American Agreement and pulled their teeth. He
said:

"The Congress of the U.S.A. has laid down in the
European Cooperation Act certain requirements. . • .
Some people have suggested that those requirements
are unreasonable. I ask them for a moment to put them-
selves in the place of the members of Congress or of the
ordinary United States citizen. The citizens of the
United States are taking a step, unexampled in world
history, to give away vast quantities of goods for which
they will have to pay. Whatever view we may take as
to whether this will in the long run be of help to them
or how necessary it is for their own economy at the
present time, we must recognize that it is an action of
great immediate generosity and enlightenment to offer
to undertake such a program, and they are fully en-
titled, as we should feel ourselves entitled in like cir-
cumstances, to take steps to ensure that their aid
achieves the aim it is designed to accomplish. That is
not only reasonable but prudent, and no participating
country can have the slightest objection to such a wise
precaution, indeed they should all welcome it, provided
the provisions insisted upon do not in any way infringe
the sovereignty of the participating nations. . . .

"We undertake to use our best endeavors to stabilize
our currency, establish or maintain a valid rate of ex-
change, balance our budget, maintain internal financial
stability, and generally maintain confidence in our
monetary system. These are all objectives that this
government has emphasized over and over again, and
that are accepted, I think, generally by the whole
House and the country; and, as I have said, we are of
course the masters as to how we should maintain these
most desirable principles. . . .

"I sum up, so far as the Agreement is concerned, by
recommending it to the House as a fair and sensible
document in no way interfering with our rights to
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regulate our own affairs, and as designed to assist the
United Kingdom, as one of the participating countries,
to the maximum of effort in bringing about that re-
covery which we all desire and which we are engaged
in this cooperative effort with our American friends
and with the participating countries to achieve as
rapidly as possible."

Not Convincing
Sir Stafford's theme was that wherein the articles

of the Marshall Plan Agreement are specific, they
call upon Great Britain to do only the things she is
trying to do anyhow, and that, wherein they are
general, they bind her to no specific act at all, only
that:

"We will do our best to achieve certain objectives,
but we are complete masters in our own house as to
how we can best achieve these ends."

But he was unable to make it entirely clear either
to the Socialists or to the Tories. Mr. Pritt of
Hammersmith said:

"Having recognized the genuine generosity of the
American people and the generosity of the American
ruling class, which is just as great as that of any capital-
ist ruling class in the world and would certainly not
give away 3 per cent if it did not suit them, let me ex-
amine some of the difficulties with which we are bound
to be faced through this Agreement and the Act upon
which it is made. First there is the point, which is
present in everybody's mind, though I do not think it
has been mentioned, that next January there will be a
new Congress which may not be of the same view,
perhaps, as this Congress, and which may give us less
appropriation or no appropriation, either because it
thinks that the Communist menace is less or because
it thinks that the Communist menace is greater and
that it is no good trying to help us. . . .

"There is another way in which they may cut us off.
Under Section 118 of the Act, if the Administrator,
Mr. Hoffman, thinks that we are not fulfilling our
duties under the Agreement, and if he thinks that the
only way to put that right is to cut it off, he will cut it
off.

"There is yet another way under the same Section,
and this is really serious. It is much more serious than
the other way. If at any time the Administrator thinks
that, because of changed conditions, assistance is no
longer consistent with the national interest—it does
not say: consistent with any impulses of generosity—
he can cut off everything, including goods already
scheduled and agreed for delivery. That means that
every time we want to do anything such as nationaliz-
ing steel or anything else, we must say to ourselves
T wonder what the Americans will do to us if we do
that?'"

And Mr. Beverley Baxter, a Conservative, said:

"Now we are going to hand over the control of our
trade not absolutely but dangerously to the United

States, and to a gentleman named Mr. Hoffman. If
anyone doubts Mr. Hoffman's intentions and how
seriously he takes his job let me quote what he said in
answer to a question in New York. He said this with
the intention that it should be published: 'Our function
comes more closely to that of investment bankers for
recovery than any other function. In other words, we
have the perfect right, if a program of a given country
in our opinion will not produce results in terms of re-
covery that makes worth while the investment of
American dollars, to refuse to invest the American
dollars, which we will.'

"That is understandable from an American stand-
point; it is not agreeable from ours. Are we going to be
masters of our own agriculture when this Agreement
goes through? Will we be allowed to increase the num-
ber of pigs or will we hear from Mr. Hoffman, 'No, that
is for Denmark'? Is the same thing going to happen
when we increase our production of eggs? Are we going
to be told every time that we propose to increase pro-
duction that it comes under this Agreement and we
cannot do it? We are not going to be masters in our
own agriculture. Are we going to be masters in the
factories?

Mr. Baxter was going to vote no and he did vote
no, along with two Communist members, and he
gave his reasons:

"I say that the American economy needs a strong
British Empire, that American policy needs a sound
sterling. To imagine that if we do not accept these
terms America would not find methods of doing busi-
ness with us is absolutely absurd. A country which is
a center of the British Empire such as we are, does not,
like a beggar at the gate, have to hold out its cap. To
take the first gift is bad enough. One resents it, and
feels a sense of shame. It is easier to take the second
gift, and the third time it is easier still. We are develop-
ing the spirit of the dole."

The American Motive

Discussion of the American motive led to deep
entanglement with an economic riddle. A Conserva-
tive member said:

"We are opening our gates and those of the Domin-
ions to the American dollar. We have heard in every
speech in this debate about the generosity of the
American people. It is true that there is more kindness
per square yard in the United States than in any other
country in the world, but there is also the American
Administration which mixes realism with idealism.
Without idealism the American people could not do
this; without realism the Administration could not
afford to do it. It is a very happy combination, and
I only wish that there were the same here."

And so the question: Were the Americans being
generous or only very farsighted in their own inter-
est? Was it true that American capitalism had come
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to the point at which, if it could no longer sell its
surplus, it must give it away? Sir Stafford Cripps
himself had said, "Whether this will in the long run
be of help to them [the Americans] or how necessary
it is for their own economy at the present time, we
must recognize that it is an action of great imme-
diate generosity and enlightenment. . . ." The
Communists, of course, would be cynical; but so
also were many of the Socialists. Mr. Pritt put it
crudely:

"This readiness to give away large quantities of
goods to those who fought against them and to those
who fought with them is due to the fact that if they do
not give them away they will be choked to death by the
slump, which would start almost at once instead of in
perhaps six or twelve months' time. . . .

"The truth is, of course, that they cannot live and
prosper unless they do give this aid. Some people have
suggested that they could give it to their own people
and raise their standard of living. There is nothing
more utterly destructive of capitalism, or more funda-
mentally contradictory of the very tenets of capitalism,
than such a gift."

Mr. Norman Smith went beyond cynicism,
saying:

"America must, in the circumstances of the world,
indulge in a program of 'give-away.' Marshall aid is
'give-away/ I do not object to Marshall aid; we want
it, because we shall do very badly if we do not get it.
I object very strongly to the conditions which are im-

America Must Give

Lieutenant Colonel Elliot interrupted to ask why,
if the Americans had a surplus to give away, they
couldn't give it to themselves instead of giving it
away to foreign countries. The Socialist answer was
that in a capitalist system that did not work.
Mr. Smith continued, saying:

"For the United States it would be neither simple
nor easy to give away at home the surplus involved,
and for this reason. Mr. Hoffman said the other day,
'We in the United States believe our economic system
to be the best the world has ever known.' That is the
economic system of capitalism. The industrial potential
of the United States is so tremendous that if the United
States were to contemplate giving away to her own
population anything like the production of which that
country is capable, the standard of living of the Ameri-
can people would be raised to such a tremendous degree
that capitalism would break down for the excellent
reason that the workmen would no longer have any
incentive to toil for any employer."

Another Socialist, Mr. Platts-Mills, took the
position that if the British leaders for England's
share of the Marshall Plan money had understood

the American necessity—the necessity to get rid of
the surplus—they could have made much better
terms. He said:

"The Americans are desperate to obtain our adher-
ence to the plan for Marshall aid. Without it they can-
not obtain the markets on which they are dependent
for the survival of their business. If anyone cares to
make a stand against the Americans on these issues,
they can come back not only with steel, of which there
will be virtually nothing under the plan, not only with
mining machines, which will now go to the Ruhr; they
can come back with fair terms, our terms, with no
political strings attached. They can come back with
provisions which will ensure that the Americans fix
fair prices for the goods for which we have bargained.

"What we are seeing in Britain in peacetime is what
the occupied countries saw in wartime—the surrender
by the leading capitalist forces of our country to the
most powerful capitalist State in the world. I can
understand that the capitalist forces and classes can do
this with a quiet mind. When the ruling class loses
confidence in itself, it loses all sense of loyalty to its
own country. But that the Labor Party should hope to
build socialism on the basis of surrender to the most
ruthless, most powerful, violent predatory capitalist
forces that have ever existed in the world, this is the
most bitter commentary on the betrayal of their
promises which has been made by the party's leaders."

The Reasoned Case
However, this idea of American necessity was

neither all cynicism nor all anticapitalism. I t could
be reasoned, and the reasoned statement of it was
made by Mr. Robert Boothby, a liberal Conserva-
tive who voted against taking the $4 billion
American loan in 1946 and now could reconcile him-
self to the thought of further American aid only on
the ground that England could not do without it.
Mr. Boothby was formerly parliamentary private
secretary to Winston Churchill when Mr. Churchill
was Chancellor of the Exchequer. His mind makes a
brilliant light in the House of Commons. His thesis
in this debate was that the world people are talking
about, the one that they think they are living in, is
no longer there; it is gone forever, and few seem able
to face this disturbing fact. He said:

"Those who think that Marshall aid will by itself
enable the nations of Western Europe to become, in the
words of this Agreement, 'independent of extraordinary
outside economic assistance,' are the victims of an
illusion. The disequilibrium between the United States
of America and the rest of the world is the fundamental
economic problem of the twentieth century. For it
there is no short-term solution. The Chancellor of the
Exchequer and the President of the Board of Trade,
in their hearts, know that very well. We can ease the
position if we take correct action, but by ourselves we
cannot solve the fundamental problem.

"Nor is it of any use to cast blame upon the United
States of America for conditions which exist and which
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are unalterable. The only thing one can blame the
United States for, legitimately, is their continued
reluctance to face, or even to comprehend, the realities
of the existing situation. They still think that we can
go back, all of us, to the free international economy of
the nineteenth century. It isn't that kind of a world any
more. And they do not yet understand. We can only
hope that they will, before it is too late.

" . . . let us look for one moment at the record.
It is really rather astonishing. During the First World
War the United States loaned the Allies $17 billion,
nearly all of which was subsequently repudiated. That
enabled them to increase the value of their exports six
times. In the Twenties they made commercial loans to
Europe amounting to over $10 billion. That enabled
them to stage the biggest boom yet achieved in their
history. Five billions of this 'international money' was
withdrawn in the crash of 1930 and 1931, with disas-
trous results for the whole world. Thereafter, the
United States proceeded to buy and bury about $17
billion worth of useless gold, in exchange for valuable
exports to the rest of the world, which enabled them to
stage the recovery of 1936 and 1937.

"They were heading for another crash in 1939, from
which they were saved, from an economic point of view,
by the Second World War. Thanks to Lend-Lease,
their exports recovered to $5 billion in 1941, $8 billion
in 1942, $12 billion in 1943, and over $14 billion in 1944.
With what result? Prosperity quite unparalleled in all
history—a prosperity far greater even than that which
they enjoyed in the Twenties. Since the war they have
gone on devising expedients in order to get rid of their
available surplus. The loan was one. The Marshall
Plan is another.

"They are naturally a very generous people. Never-
theless, it is absolutely essential, if their free economy
is to be maintained during the next 10 or 15 or 20 or 30
years—so long as they remain the great creditor nation
of the world—to devise ways and means to give a lot of
their stuff away, without upsetting too many of their
own nationals. . . .

"Their need is great. It exists at present. Very soon
it will intensify, because the unsatisfied internal de-
mand caused by the war will gradually be met in the
United States. It is not met yet, I agree. However,
when it is met—and it will be met over the next two or
three years—the need will be there, greater than ever.
The long-sighted people in Washington see that just as
well as we do.

"In a sentence, their problem is how to match the
productivity of the United States system of mass pro-
duction with adequate purchasing power. That is the
root of their problem. Our problem is precisely the
reverse. Before the war we were running an annual
trade deficit of £50 million. It was concealed by the
dollar income from our accumulated investments over-
seas, and from our Oriental Empire. The investments
are all but used up; and the Oriental Empire is in par-
tial liquidation. Moreover, the United States of Amer-
ica have developed their own synthetic rubber plants
and their own tin plants.

"The immediate task is to marry these two problems,
in the hope that we may arrive at a long-term solution
in the course of time. The immediate truth is that, de-

spite austerity, and despite the much-vaunted and
much-proclaimed export drive, we are at present losing
the battle. The terms of trade still turn against us. The
disequilibrium not only continues, but increases. . . .

"What is beyond dispute is that something has to be
done; we cannot survive in isolation, confronted as we
are by the vast closed economy of the Soviet Union,
and the equally vast free economy of the United
States. . . .

"We have to persuade the Americans that it is in
their own interest to underpin rather than undermine
sterling; and to allow us to apply the principle of dis-
crimination for the purpose of reviving and reconstruct-
ing the sterling area. The Economist, in a recent issue,
stated that if the dollar shortage was likely to be per-
manent, the Marshall Plan should be regarded as a
transition to some different pattern of international
economic relationships. I profoundly agree. The al-
ternative is simply another dose of relief. If that hap-
pens, we shall repeat precisely the story of the Ameri-
can Loan. We shall get through it; and at the end we
shall be worse off than we were when it started. One
thing alone is certain. The pattern of international
economic relationships which ultimately emerges will
bear very little resemblance to the pattern of the
nineteenth century."

The Wasted Loan

In the debate there was no reference to the $4
billion American loan of 1946 as a financial liability
—as something that had to be paid back. I t was
treated as something that had already wiped itself
out. The Conservatives bitterly reproached the
Socialist government for having wasted it. Mr.
Oliver Lyttelton reminded the Socialist government
that in 1947 it had said:

"We are entitled to say that the new Britain, repre-
sented by this House of Commons, has taken the cost
of social security proudly in its stride; the money has
been found. . . . (Official Report, 15th April, 1947;
Vol. JtS6, c.38.)"

And then he said:

"It may be that Great Britain has taken the cost in
her stride, but that she could stride at all is due to the
large loans which she has had from the United States of
America. Yet Socialist speakers usually refer with
pride to the last three years and acclaim the achieve-
ments of the Socialist government. What they omit to
say is that, for example, full employment, the social
services, and the very standard of life itself have only
been sustained by huge loans from a capitalist country,
the United States of America."

Immediately, then, the theme of American neces-
sity came back. What would the Americans have
done with their surplus if they had not loaned Great
Britain the money to buy it? They had thought in
1946 that lending Great Britain $4 billion would
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restore the economic rhythm, and they were wrong.
Now if they were thinking the Marshall Plan would
do it they were wrong again, because the dollar
shortage would probably last for a generation or at
least until the economic world had found a new
shape. Mr. Phillips Price said:

"Even now she may still think that normality will
reappear again in Europe after a few years. The condi-
tions created by the Second World War will not be eas-
ily wiped out. The United States cannot replace this
country in the role she played through the nineteenth
century, and, to a gradually lessening extent, up to the
Second World War. We lent money all over the world
and became ready to receive interest on those loans and
investments and to take it in kind. We became a great
commercial, banking and shipping center on these
small islands off the west coast of Europe, the center
of the great sea routes. A great continent like the
United States, self-supporting and self-sufficient,
cannot play that role. The only other alternative is to
make this gift and loan on very easy terms."

The idea of a permanent disequilibrium, or a
permanent dollar shortage, first phrased in that way
by The Economist of London and now adopted into
the frame of all British thinking, is the idea simply
that for so long as anybody can imagine the world
will be wanting to buy from the United States more
than it can pay for. The elements of this idea a r e -
first, that the American power of production is and
will continue to be overwhelming, and second, that
in order to put forth that power the Americans will
be obliged to press their goods in foreign markets,
whether the world can afford to buy them or not.

The solution that naturally occurs to the British,
the only one they are able to think of, is an economic
world of their own in which the pound sterling would
be good—a world that could forfend American com-
petition and let the Americans worry about their
own solution. And this is what might be called a
planned disequilibrium.

The

Self-Strangulation of Europe
*By Roger Auboin

General Manager of the Bank for International Settlements

SINCE physical damage can be fairly quickly
repaired in most cases (given the facilities of

modern technique), disorganization has proved to
be the great lingering injury caused by war. It is
essentially to provide time for reorganization that
further aid is required, and it is only if this remains
its chief purpose that such aid will be put to the
best use.

Obviously, "reorganization" must not mean sim-
ply an attempt to restore the situation obtaining
before the war—a mere return to prewar conditions
(this being the meaning generally given to the word
"reconstruction" after the First World War). In quite
a new sense, the process of reorganization must
aspire to a "refashioning" of a great many aspects of
present-day economic life, first as regards the inter-
nal conditions of each individual country (often
much in need of modernization) but also in the
community of nations and then with special refer-
ence to Europe, whose prosperity and dignity can be
secured only by increased cooperation.

The greatest mistake of all, however, would be to
imagine that peacetime reorganization could be

* From the 1948 annual report of the Bank for International
Settlements, Basle.

achieved simply by perpetuating the often impro-
vised methods of the war economy. These methods,
which consist in the use of physical controls (over
raw materials, prices, wages, movements of labor,
investments, etc.) and seem always to involve a
strong admixture of inflation, had obviously to be
employed so long as the war lasted, and they
survived in the immediate postwar period during
which the countries still had to take many emer-
gency measures. But an undue prolongation of the
use of these methods would be even more dangerous
than an indiscriminate return to the prewar modes
of economic life.

*
With a new start in economic reorganization, the

time is now ripe for a genuine overhauling of the
methods of official intervention in economic life.
The criterion should be the effectiveness of the
whole range of measures from the standpoint of the
peacetime aims of restoring prosperity and stability.
It will then be imperative not merely to think in
terms of immediate results but to pay most careful
attention to possible secondary effects, which may
well be harder to foresee but may ultimately be of
much more importance. In any case, it will be
necessary to base the economy on a firmer founda-
tion than pretense and, indeed, to be aware of the
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fact that pretense in its various forms is generally
self-defeating in the end.

It is, for instance, no use pretending that price
control was effective when, as happened in several
countries, more than one half (and sometimes more
than three quarters) of all actual transactions took
place in black or gray markets. In such circum-
stances it is not surprising to find that prices gen-
erally rose, no matter what form of so-called control
was administratively in force.

Another example may be chosen from the money
and capital markets. No doubt "the authorities"
have certain possibilities of influencing the level of
interest rates (by limiting, for instance, the demand
for capital on the part of official agencies or by the
use to which official funds are put). If the markets
fall into line (and whether that will happen depends
largely on the total volume of investments and on
the flow of money savings), then the official policy
is a success. Should that not be the case, and should
the authorities decide to keep interest rates down by
means of large-scale purchases of market securities
by the central bank, then a new factor—the use of
central-bank funds—has been brought into play,
with consequences which may go far beyond the
results contemplated in the first instance.

Something similar may happen with regard to the
balance of payments. Through control of trade, an
attempt may be made to reduce a surplus of im-
ports over exports; but, here again, it may often be
found that the import surplus stubbornly refuses to
be compressed. Should that be the case, the control
will have failed; but the surplus imports will still
have to be paid for and, in the absence of foreign
aid, this will lead to drafts on the monetary reserves,
which may be brought near the vanishing point.

It is obvious that, for the establishment of bal-
anced conditions—and for the harder task of main-
taining them when established—more effective
means than physical control are required. It then
becomes necessary to have recourse to those essen-
tially financial types of control which, in conjunc-
tion with the price mechanism, have repeatedly
proved their usefulness in adjusting the balance of
payments and in giving stability to the national
currency. The point is to control the total volume of
monetary purchasing power and especially the size
of money incomes, which chiefly determines the
volume of demand for goods and services. Expendi-
ture in all its different forms—whether for current
consumption, for the upkeep of the government or

for investment purposes—must be related to the
available volume of goods and services, with special
attention to the flow of savings (including such aid
as is received from abroad).

The principle of balancing the budget is sub-
ordinate to the more general rule that the money
income received by producers of all kinds should
correspond to the real value of their output of goods
and services (less taxes and other charges required
for the upkeep of government establishments, etc.).
In other words, there must be no dilution by issues
of money having no counterpart in additions to the
volume of goods and services, and, accordingly, the
central banks must once more be in a position to
exert their influence on the volume of currency and
credit.

There is, indeed, a danger that ideas which were
born during the great depression of the Thirties may
still retain their sway over people's minds and be
allowed to influence practical action in entirely
changed conditions. The actual course of events in
many countries unmistakably points to the con-
clusion that, for peacetime reconstruction to rest on
a firm foundation, measures of financial control
must again be applied—adapted, maybe, to the cir-
cumstances of each particular country but without
detriment to their effectiveness. It will then be
found that a most useful step has been taken on the
road to international cooperation. By their very
nature most physical controls (and not least trade
and exchange controls) tend to intensify the trend
toward nationalistic insulation.

The Blister on the
Marshall Plan Dollar

The London Statist

rjT\O make the European Recovery Program really
A effective, the United States must be prepared

to do more than just provide a flow of dollars to
cover the payments deficits of the hard-pressed
European countries; it must also be prepared to mop
up with all the means at its disposal the excess pur-
chasing power which a large-scale overseas lending
program automatically generates at home. Un-
less this is done, United States prices will inevitably
rise, followed automatically by other Western Hemi-
sphere prices, a development which will not only
whittle down the value in real terms of dollar aid to
European countries but will, at the same time,
apply a direct inflationary pressure upon the
economies of these countries.
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The Dear Food Policy
By Senator John J. Williams

During the summer debate in Congress on the Presi-
dent's disinflationary 'proposals, Senator John J.
Williams of Delaware made this solitary attack upon
the logical absurdity of the government's position,
wherein it seems to be trying with one hand to push
down the cost of living while with the other hand at the
same time it continues to support high prices. This
year's exceedingly bountiful harvest is not a simple
blessing. Such abundances may involve the Federal
Government in a liability of $2 billion or more. Tinder
its program in aid of agriculture it will be obliged
either to buy commodities and remove them from the
market to keep the surplus from breaking the price or
make nonrecourse loans to farmers on commodities in
storage. A nonrecourse loan is a device that works on
the principle of heads-you-lose-tails-I-win. The Fed-
eral Government lends a farmer, say, $2 a bushel on
his wheat in his bin. If the price goes down the govern-
ment takes the wheat and the farmer keeps the money,
and they are quits. If the price goes up the farmer sells
the wheat, gives the government back its $2, and keeps
the difference.—Editor.

AT this moment, agents of the Department of
Am. Agriculture are swarming over the potato-
producing areas of the nation, buying from the
farmers potatoes at a price averaging $2.75 per
hundredweight. I have spent considerable time
watching this wasteful program function. I would
recommend that each member of the Senate who is
interested in the high cost of living visit some of
these agricultural areas and see for himself these
programs in operation.

I had previously felt that my knowledge of this
program was reasonably complete, but I was both
amazed and disgusted, as were the farmers them-
selves, with the policy of our government in its
methods of administering this program.

I saw farmers delivering strictly U. S. No. 1
potatoes to the government at the delivery centers
and receiving in return a price of $2.75 per hundred-
weight. The purchases were being conducted by a
group of government buyers on the spot.

At the same location other government agents
were offering for resale these same potatoes to other
farmers and in many instances to the same farmers
who produced them, for the ridiculously low price of
1 cent per hundredweight. The principal condition
to the contract which the farmer signs when pur-

chasing these potatoes for 1 cent per bag is that he
will not allow any of them so purchased to be used
for human consumption. He is allowed only to feed
these strictly No. 1 potatoes to domestic animals.

In plain language, it was perfectly legal under
this contract to feed these potatoes to any livestock,
whether they be cattle, hogs, or dogs, but under no
circumstances could he allow his children to eat
them, regardless of the need. I have witnessed the
dumping of hundreds of bags of good edible potatoes
into the hog lots.

But not to Europe
I handled potatoes for twenty-five years before I

came to the Senate. The potatoes in Virginia, North
Carolina, Maryland, and Delaware cannot be ex-
ported satisfactorily, it is true. But those potatoes
can be stored in warehouses in the United States,
and they will keep until the middle of winter, and
will still be good enough to eat. I have eaten such
potatoes.

The potatoes the government buys, which are
produced in New Jersey, Pennsylvania, or anywhere
in the northern section, are good for export, but
they were not exported. For instance, during the
period when the Luckman committee was in con-
trol, which was advocating the conservation of food
in America, over 1,000 cars of good northern pota-
toes which could have been exported were given to
the alcohol companies free of charge, and as if that
were not attractive enough, the government paid
out additional money to get them to take them off
their hands.

Potatoes were exported last year to the Argentine,
to Buenos Aires, which is twice the distance pota-
toes would go if they were shipped to Europe. They
have been exported by the Department of Agricul-
ture to South American countries during the win-
ter months, good potatoes that could have gone to
Europe; and the interesting point is that they were
sold for shipment to people in South America at
prices lower than those the Department of Agricul-
ture was allowing the American housewife to pay
for them.

Potatoes are now being rationed in Europe.

P rune s ^ Raisins, Honey
Early this year when the market price for prunes

began to decline, the government began purchases.
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There is nothing in the law which says the Secretary
of Agriculture must support the price of prunes.

(MR. LUCAS. The Senator from Delaware will recall
what we wrote into the ERP legislation with respect
to prunes, raisins, and other California fruits.

(MR. WILLIAMS. Yes, but that does not make the
support of such fruits mandatory.)

Now to show you how it works. Immediately the
government entered the market and purchased over
140,000,000 pounds of prunes under that provision
of the law, at a cost of $15 million. These in turn
were diverted for foreign consumption in foreign
occupied areas at a loss of over $9 million to the
American taxpayer. They were sold with the proviso
that under no circumstances should they be offered
for resale in the continental United States, while at
the same time, and as a consequence, the retail price
of prunes to the American housewife immediately
started to rise.

In the early part of this year the market on dried
raisins indicated weakness, and again the govern-
ment entered this market and purchased 170,000,000
pounds of dried raisins—again disposed of them
with the understanding that they could not be
resold in the continental United States. The Amer-
ican housewife cannot be permitted to buy them.
The raisins are here and could be made available to
her at a reasonable price; but, no, she cannot buy
them. The government purchased 170,000,000
pounds of dried raisins at an approximate cost of
$16 million and diverted them from the normal
trade channels, sustaining a loss in this instance of
over $7 million. Immediately the retail price for
dried raisins started to rise. We deduct a little
additional from the American housewife's husband's
pay envelope to pay for this loss so as to hold up the
price.

I will describe another operation. The market
price for grapefruit juice began to decline. The
government rushed into the market and bought
1,500,000 gallons at $2.25 per gallon and imme-
diately offered it for resale to be distributed out-
side this country at less than 40 cents per gallon,
sustaining a loss of $3 million and pushing the retail
price of this product to higher levels.

The government decided that the retail price for
honey was not high enough, so it purchased
11,800,000 pounds at an approximate cost of
$1 million and shipped it outside this country. A
loss of approximately $1 million resulted, and the
American housewife was forced to pay a higher
price.

Wheat and Corn
On June 30, 1946, the ceiling price on wheat was

$1.74 a bushel. At the present time the Department
of Agriculture has buyers in the Midwest supporting

the market for wheat at an average of $2 a bushel.
The Secretary of Agriculture has advised the farm-
ers to store their wheat in the warehouses and to
withhold it from the markets until such time as
arrangements can be made with the government
buyers at the support prices.

The American housewife cannot expect the price
of bread to decline so long as the government insists
upon maintaining the price of wheat at the present
level.

The same statement made in reference to wheat
applies with equal force in the corn market. In this
instance the government has announced a parity
price at $1.59 per bushel, which is 17 cents per
bushel higher than the maximum ceiling price pre-
vailing during the war.

With the government pledged to support the
price of corn at these high levels, the American
housewife cannot expect to buy cheaper pork and
beef.

Wool and Cotton
The government has announced that it will sup-

port the wool market around 43 cents a pound. The
43-cent price is about 30 per cent higher than the
average price for which this commodity sold in
the preceding ten years. So long as this program re-
mains in effect, you cannot expect cheaper woolen
products.

Cotton is an essential product for every American
home. In the preceding ten years, including the war
years, the average price which the American farmer
received for cotton was 18 cents per pound. Today
the government is supporting the cotton market at
approximately 28 cents per pound, or an increase
over the preceding ten-year price of 50 per cent.

How can the American housewife entertain any
hope that under the administration's program she
will be able to buy cheaper clothing? I wish someone
in the administration or someone on the other side
of the aisle would explain to me how it is mathe-
matically possible to roll back prices to a level as
recommended by the President, not to exceed 20
per cent over the June 30, 1946, price, and at the
same time continue a program under the Depart-
ment of Agriculture whereby the administration
itself supports the markets at levels greatly exceed-
ing those figures.

Dear Sugar

After the ceiling price was removed on sugar,
under a free market the price began to adjust itself
at a reasonable level, and the market conditions
indicated that the retail price would gradually be-
come stabilized at a normal level.

The import quota was fixed on January 2, 1948,
at 7,800,000 short tons, but as soon as the markets
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began to indicate weakness this import quota was
reduced by the Department of Agriculture on Feb-
ruary 26,1948, in the amount of 300,000 tons. In the
bulletin announcing that reduction in the import
quota the Department pointed out that sugar
prices in the United States had declined to a level
below those prevailing while ceiling prices were in
effect; therefore the import quota was being re-
duced to strengthen the market. They wanted to be
sure that the market would not go down.

On May 26, 1948, a further reduction of 500,000
tons in the import quota was made by the Secretary
of Agriculture and again the same reasons were
given; namely, to check a declining market. Obvi-
ously the administration was determined that the
sugar prices should remain high.

In every instance the Department's action of
reducing the quota was followed by increased sugar
prices, which completely contradicts the statement
of the administration that it is concerned with the
high price which the housewife pays for her sugar.

I have been advised that the Department of
Agriculture has belatedly recognized that perhaps
it has overdone this cutting back and either has
recently or expects to in the very near future revise
this quota upward.

And Meat
The government is supporting the price of pigs,

beef, cattle, veal, sheep, chickens, and turkeys all at
prices higher than the ceiling prices which prevailed
during the war. To further aggravate the situation,
the administration has recently announced a pro-
gram for stock piling meats for future government
use and is launching its purchases for this stock
piling during the current summer months, at a time
when prices are extremely high, and during the
months of lowest normal production.

Evidently the administration is determined to
prove its statement that the American housewife
will not be able to get meats.

The Subsidy Delusion
I could go on indefinitely naming various com-

modities, the prices of which are kept high by
federal intervention; but from these examples it
should be evident to everyone that it is impossible
for the cost of living to be reduced so long as these
unsound practices are continued. Price ceilings

would be ineffective and mathematically impossible
as I have pointed out, unless supplemented by con-
sumer subsidy payments, as they were during the
war period.

As all of us know, subsidy payments by the gov-
ernment, either at the consumer or producer levels,
result in merely transferring a portion of our
present-day grocery bill to the charge account of
our children and grandchildren. When we compare
the present-day prices with the prices existing prior
to the removal of price ceilings, we should not over-
look the fact that in the maintenance of the lower
retail prices prevailing during the war period, the
government spent about $5 billion in consumer-
subsidy payments to maintain those prices. That
cost is now a part of our huge national debt.

I denounce this government program as econom-
ically unsound and contrary to our American prin-
ciples.

What Farm Aid Is For
The purpose of a support program should never

be to guarantee a margin of profit, but it should be
used only as an instrument to which the farmers
could resort in times of a national emergency. There
is no justifiable reason for paying a subsidy to any
group, whether they be farmers, laborers, consum-
ers, or manufacturers, during times of national
prosperity.

This inflationary program of supporting agricul-
tural products at fantastically high levels, with the
resultant high cost of living, is in reality benefiting
no one. Every time the government, through its
purchases, increases the cost of agricultural prod-
ucts, as described, the result is a corresponding in-
crease in the cost of living to the housewife. This in
turn requires her husband to demand an increase in
wages from his employer; the manufacturer for
whom he is working must then increase his prices;
and, to complete this inflationary cycle, the farmer,
who must purchase these manufactured products, is
required to pay the corresponding increase.

It is the height of political and economic nonsense
for us to stand here today and promise the American
farmer continued high support levels for his prod-
ucts, and at the same time promise the American
housewife a reduction in the high cost of living. It
just cannot be done under the American system of
free enterprise, and the sooner we recognize it, the
better it will be for the American people.

BUT Jeshurum waxed fat, and kicked: thou art waxen fat, thou art grown
thick, thou art covered with fatness; then he forsook God which made him,

and lightly esteemed the Rock of his salvation.— Deuteronomy 32:15.
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The Slanted Movie
By Jonathan Hasbrouck

WHEN the House Committee on Un-American
Activities started to expose Communist and

subversive activities in Hollywood, most of the
leaders of the motion picture industry were indig-
nant and denied the charge emphatically. But
after two weeks of testimony and evidence, widely
publicized from coast to coast, there was an abrupt
about-face by those who are responsible for our
motion pictures. Under the leadership of Eric
Johnston, president of the American Motion Picture
Association, a vigorous campaign was launched to
"clean house" in Hollywood.

Now, what had happened? The answer is simple.
The movie industry had heard from the American
people. After weighing all the evidence in the light
of their own experiences, they had arrived at a con-
clusion. And to the great majority, there was no
doubt that Communist and subversive influences in
Hollywood had been considerable. So they wrote
letters to the heads of the movie industry and to the
stars whose tinge had been made visible and many
grateful letters also to those who had testified against
them before the House Committee. And most im-
portant of all, they protested where it hurt the
most—at the box office. Local theater managers
soon found out which stars were dimmed by loss
of public favor.

In recent years movie patrons have often sus-
pected that some of our cherished American cus-
toms and institutions had been harshly treated in
feature films. How many times have you had a
lingering impression that a scene or dialogue, or the
tone of an entire film was unfair or unduly critical
of our American way of life? But when you tried to
put your finger on what was wrong you found it to
be too subtle for definition and so dismissed it as
mere suspicion. But when a committee of Congress
verified these suspicions and produced the evidence
to support them, people sat up and took notice.
They fitted the pieces of evidence into their recol-
lections, and believed that subversive propaganda
had been put over on them for years.

How It Is Done
Now, as some sincere persons have difficulty in

spotting the insidious arts and wiles of the film
propagandist, let us see how and where it is accom-
plished. It can appear in the script, either dialogue
or narration; in the scenes or "sets"; in the selection
or "casting" of players for various parts, or in a
combination of these factors.

First, we should not regard Communist propa-

ganda and subversive propaganda as synonymous.
They are not necessarily one and the same and it is
both unwise and unfair to confuse them. Commu-
nist propaganda is certain to be subversive, but
subversive propaganda is not necessarily Commu-
nist inspired. However, as both have the same ulti-
mate effect, it is largely a distinction of motive or
intent.

Secondly, in spotting Soviet propaganda we
should not look for the "hammer and sickle," or
paeans of praise for Joe Stalin. Commie propa-
gandists in Hollywood are far too clever for that.
Certainly, the industry is not paying men $1,000 to
$3,000 per week unless they have brains. So their
work is extremely subtle and clever.

During the war there were some films that
frankly were propaganda for Soviet Russia and its
institutions. This was understandable because we
were allies against a common enemy, but not in a
common cause for world peace and freedom, as is
now painfully apparent. During the past two years,
Communist propaganda in feature films has been far
more insidious. It had to be to "get by."

Ex a m p I e s
To recognize Communist propaganda in movies

one must understand the Soviet's aims and objec-
tives. Let us take just one, but a principal one—the
destruction of the system of free economy and
capitalism wherever it exists. The Communists be-
lieve that if the citadel of economic freedom can be
demolished, our political and cultural institutions
will collapse. And they are right. So by word or
picture they vilify the rich, besmirch the employer
and property owner, sneer at the profit motive, and
promote economic prejudices and the "class strug-
gle." For instance, businessmen are generally por-
trayed as sordid and selfish, interested only in mak-
ing money. Bankers are held up to ridicule and
hatred, and those of wealth and leisure or "the
country-club set" in general, as wastrels, hypocrites
and unworthy characters who have none of the
milk of human kindness in their souls and no regard
for their fellow men.

Now, no one expects films to show Americans as
saints, nor that our way of life is without flaws and
taints, but when a segment of our political, eco-
nomic or social life is illustrated only by the culprits
in it without reference to the great majority who are
good citizens, then the net result is the undermining
of a basic institution in that film. And such a film
is subversive, because it paves the way for those
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who would like to erect a collectivist form of govern-
ment on the ashes of this Republic.

But are such films communistic propaganda?
They could be. Certainly they lend assistance to the
aims of communism. Let us look for some of the ear-
marks. Does the dialogue constantly use such terms
as "special class" . . . "preferred aristocracy" and
similar jargon that one finds in the Daily Worker?
And who wrote the script, directed and produced
it? Take, for instance, a recent feature film based on
a book. By clever changes, the movie script has been
transformed into a vicious attack on the owners of
property and the capitalistic system. Although it is
well understood that a scriptwriter has wide latitude
to depart from the text of a book in writing a
scenario, when most of the important changes make
room for dialogue of the "class struggle," then it is
significant.

In this movie, a most dramatic scene denounces a
selfish and wealthy person as one typical of the
"privileged class" who cause wars, which they
prefer to giving up their privileges. Several other
scenes and dialogue all add up to a bitter appeal to
class hatred, and coincide with the Communist
viewpoint of capitalism. So we look a little deeper,
observe the titles and find that some of those re-
sponsible for this film recently refused to affirm or
deny evidence charging them with being members
of the Communist Party.

Under these circumstances, would not one be
naive indeed to believe that the slanting of this film
toward the "Party line" was purely accidental? And
touches of this kind have been apparent in scores of
feature films.

Subtle Undermining
Subversive propaganda in general is found in

pictures or words which tend to undermine or
destroy the faith of Americans in their fundamental
institutions. Now, of course, we all realize that our
form of government is not perfect nor is our Amer-
ican way of life. Freedom of the screen demands
that producers be permitted to depict life as it is,
with due allowance for the dramatic effects required
in feature films. Fairness, however, demands that a
distinction be made between an institution and a
certain individual who may be said to represent it.
The question is: Does he represent it in a typical
manner?

A feature film of several years ago dealt with the
life of our nation's lawmakers at Washington. By
word, picture or implication, the dramatic art of
this film left these impressions on the public mind:
(1) Our political system is rotten, (2) most United
States senators are tools of moneyed interests, (3)
there is little place in the Capitol for an honest
legislator, (4) that governors of states are puppets
of predatory wealth and appoint only those who can

be handled, (5) that historic words of famous Amer-
icans adorning the fagades of the Supreme Court,
etc., are but a hollow mockery of a freedom and
justice which do not exist, (6) that sinister influ-
ences can and do unduly influence the radio, press,
etc., and thus ruin an honest man, (7) and that in
the entire United States Senate there can be found
only a couple of senators who will arise and protest
such nefarious actions, etc.

In all generations there have been betrayers of
the public trust in office, as in all segments of our
society. It is proper that such knaves and their
environment be exposed to public view. This story,
of course, was fiction. But since the locale was the
Capitol and the Senate Chamber, the unthinking
average patron was bound to get the impression
that actual conditions were represented. The film
condemned the whole barrel of apples by showing
only the rotten ones in it. By stressing only what
was corrupt, sordid and unworthy, except for the
hero and a couple of others, the effect, especially
upon the mind of youth, was to bring one of our
great institutions into disrepute.

So, What Was It?

But was it Communist propaganda? Frankly, I do
not know. I am inclined to think it was not so
intended. It did, however, give aid and comfort to
the Communists, who delight to charge that our
political system is corrupt and inefficient, and this
film furnished them with ready ammunition. Al-
though several years old, it is still rated as one of
the most popular in eastern Europe and has been
used as late as December, 1947, by French Com-
munists for their political purposes. Who can doubt
that behind the "iron curtain" it is being used to
discredit our country and its institutions?

Communism or subversive propaganda is not con-
fined to feature films. There is a large and fertile
field in short subjects of all kinds, both 35 mm and
16 mm, now widely used in schools, business, poli-
tics, labor unions and all segments of our social and
economic life. As the war proved that an idea can be
sold three times as fast by means of films than by
any other method, the use of "shorts" greatly in-
creased, and the collectivists have been quick to
exploit this opportunity.

The News reel

Among the short subjects, the newsreels are per-
haps the most important, because of their very wide
distribution and their effect in influencing public
opinion. It is estimated that approximately 93% of
our 16,000 American movie theaters use one or
more newsreels each week in addition to the rapidly
increasing introduction of news events into the
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home through television. When a pro-Communist
gets on the staff of a newsreel, which fortunately is
rare, he has a most unusual opportunity to ply his
trade and slant the film toward the Kremlin.

The technique, however, is different, since news-
reels deal with facts and not with fiction. Depending
on the importance of his position, his work will be
observed in one or more of the following channels.
(1) The stories selected for the reel, (2) the stories
omitted from the reel, (3) the "angle" from which a
selected subject is covered, (4) the manner in
which the film is cut and edited, (5) the nature of
the titles and narration which interpret the pictures
on the screen.

Take, for instance, an important Committee
hearing in Congress at which alleged Communists or
their sympathizers are witnesses. If this subject as
it appears in the newsreel dramatizes the defend-
ants as martyrs and fails to give testimony on the
other side—as fairness requires for a balanced sub-
ject—then you may be sure that beavers are at
work. By emphasizing only one side of the event,
the impression left with the public is that these men
are persecuted and fighting for their civil rights,
whereas the truth might be quite the opposite.

Similarly, we know that the "Party line" is op-
posed to the Marshall Plan. And if a newsreel con-
sistently features tirades against it by Soviet offi-
cials or sympathizers, but fails to use speeches or
pictures supporting it; or gives large space and
emphasis to pictures showing the Soviet Union
favorably and little or none to those showing it
unfavorably, then you can detect the hand of the
propagandist. It should be understood that the ends
of propaganda are served just as effectively by
material left out as put in—on the screen as in public
prints or in radio.

Slanting the Facts

So, without singing the praises of the Communist
regime, or a single sign of the "hammer and sickle"
or any symbol of communism, and by using only
pictures that are factual and actually news, the
newsreel can be slanted very effectively by simple
selection and omission. And it can be bent much
farther by the techniques of cutting, editing, and
narration. Since subjects from all over the world
compete for the extremely limited space in a news-
reel, an excellent alibi is available on the grounds of
editorial judgment, space limitations, etc. And as
the pictures used as a vehicle of propaganda were
actually news, such a pro-Communist policy could
go undetected by the public indefinitely.

From the standpoint of resisting subversive prop-
aganda, the newsreels in general have the best
record of any kind of films, or any other news
dispensing media for that matter. It is fortunate
that this is so, for few people realize the tremendous

power of the six American newsreels to mold public
opinion. It is second to no other medium, including
radio and the press.

About 85,000,000 see newsreels each week. Not
only do they see them, they also hear them. If you
don't like a radio talk, you tune it off and that is
that. In a newspaper, you may or may not get to a
story on page 6 or 36, and if so, you drop it quickly
if it does not interest or please you. But not so with
a newsreel. Like it or not, you are trapped in a seat
with people all around you. And you see it and hear
it in full. Furthermore, you see action—moving
figures which add emphasis to the talk or scene.
Seldom can a radio, newspaper or magazine put
over a message, for better or worse, like the news-
reel. And three out of every five persons in our
country, including the great masses who emote
much but reason little, see them each week.

Responsibility
In this matter of producing films for the Amer-

ican public, leaders of the industry bear a heavy
responsibility. In fact, it is in the nature of a public
trust. About 95,000,000 of our people attend the
movies each week primarily for entertainment.
They do not seek nor wish to be "sold" anything.
In fact they go to get away from it—the duties, the
causes and the worrisome events of everyday life.
They seek diversion, escapist entertainment if you
will, but certainly entertainment. Any showman
will deny this to his financial peril.

Of even greater importance is the effect of sub-
versive propaganda on children and adolescent
movie-goers estimated at 40,000,000 weekly. The
impact on immature minds of scenes and dialogue
undermining faith in America is simply incalculable.
It is not too much to say that the movies exercise a
greater influence on youth than any other medium.
And this influence may well determine the future of
this Republic. What may we expect of the next
generation, if in their most impressionable years
children see films which, intentionally or otherwise,
shatter their faith in our basic American way of life?

The motion picture industry is one of our greatest
American institutions. We are proud of it. With
few exceptions, its leaders and its personnel are
second to none. Its record of service to our people in
peace and in war is a magnificent accomplishment
and the generosity of its people is traditional. It
requires and demands freedom of the screen. But
the industry's power to mold the life of our nation
is so vast that its leaders occupy a unique position
in our society. They have a public trust to see that
the ideals upon which this country became great are
not violated nor undermined, particularly by those
now engaged in a diplomatic and economic war on
our country and determined to destroy its founda-
tions.
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Labor

The
Right To Strike

By Murray T. Quigg

"He that withholdeth corn, the people shall curse him;
But blessing shall be upon the head of him that selleth it."

Proverbs 11:26

OPINION has not changed upon this matter
since Solomon. It has found expression in
many edicts and statutes, notably the edict

of the Emperor Zeno, A.D. 483, condemning
monopolies and declaring, among other things, that
"workmen and contractors for buildings, and all
who practice other professions, and contractors for
baths, are entirely prohibited from agreeing to-
gether that no one may complete a work contracted
for by another, or that a person may prevent one
who has contracted for a work from finishing it; full
liberty is given to anyone to finish a work begun and
abandoned by another with apprehension of loss,
and to denounce all acts of this kind without fear
and without costs and if anyone shall presume to
practice a monopoly let his property be forfeited
and himself condemned to perpetual exile."

During the reign of Edward VI the Parliament
enacted a statute against regrators, forestallers and
engrossers—that is, against persons cornering the
supply, suppressing the freedom of the market
place, or enhancing the price by monopolistic prac-
tices; and in 1625 the Parliament declared monop-
olies "altogether contrary to the laws of this realm
and so are and shall be utterly void and of no effect
and in no wise to be put to use or execution."

Princes, rulers and potentates have been prover-
bially opposed to combinations and assemblies of
citizens unless their purpose be disclosed and the
ruler permitted to share in the profits of their enter-
prise. Even as rulers feared combinations which
might nurture the spirit of reform or even rebellion,
so the common law looked upon combinations with
disfavor as providing a means for the oppression of
the individual. It ruled therefore that each member
of any combination was a full partner and respon-
sible for every act done by any other member of the
combination and could be sued for any injury re-
sulting from an act undertaken on behalf of the
combination, even though he might not know it was
being performed and would have opposed it had
he known.

However, the king granted his charters to certain
combinations which gave them legal standing and

limited the liability of their members. The guilds
were chartered societies and later the great overseas
trading companies such as the Hudson's Bay Com-
pany and the East India Company existed by
virtue of royal grant. When the American colonies
won their independence the state legislatures as-
sumed the authority to issue special grants and the
early corporations existed by virtue of such charters.
General corporation laws, under which associates
incorporate at will, first appeared only a little over
a hundred years ago.

INTO this setting came organizations of wage
earners at the close of the 18th century. Neither
the law, nor anyone else, would have paid attention
to them except for their exercise of the strike. The
combination then evidently appeared as one to
enhance the price of labor in violation of common
law and statutory prohibitions, and, as a combina-
tion to do an unlawful thing, it was a conspiracy
whose members were subject to indictment. Strikers
were indicted, tried, and convicted.

However, toward the middle of the 19th century
the impact of the Industrial Revolution was gener-
ally felt, and in this country it was nowhere so
evident as in New England, where combinations of
investors were being constantly formed to engage
in manufacture and to build railroads. In 1842 the
Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts held that
a combination of workingmen to withhold their
labor from an employer so long as he would not
agree upon terms of employment they were willing
to accept, including the demand that only members
of their organization should be employed in the
shop, was innocent of crime.1 No indictment charg-
ing participation in a strike as in itself a criminal
offense has since been recorded.

Free land in the Mississippi Valley during the
next twenty years provided an outlet for anyone
who felt oppressed by his lot and the westward
migration undoubtedly kept up the price of labor
in the manufacturing centers of the East. The
organization of investors went on apace, but that of
wage earners languished. After the Civil War, how-
ever, under the impact of a steady flow of emigra-
tion from Europe, labor organizations sprang up.
Twenty or twenty-five per cent of the workers of a
plant would strike and endeavor to shut down the
plant by picketing and force.

EMPLOYERS turned to the courts of equity,
challenging the legality of the strike on the ground
of its purpose as disclosed by the demands of the
strikers, or the legality of its conduct as disclosed

1 Commonwealth v. Hunt, 45 Mass. 111.
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by acts of misrepresentation and violence com-
mitted by the pickets.

During a period of sixty years the courts, without
substantial direction from statutory law, applied
the principles of the law of torts to the strike and
its conduct. Violence and fraud in support of any
purpose are unlawful and in principle a person in-
jured by either is entitled to redress. If it appears
that the offender cannot respond in damages but
insists upon continuing unlawful acts, a court of
equity will order him to stop. The courts applied
this general principle to the activities of strike
organizers and pickets and issued their injunctions
accordingly.

Strikes intended to compel an employer to refuse
to deal with a third person are obvious restraints of
trade, illegal alike at common law and by statute,
and the courts enjoined them. As the law began to
recognize a breach of contract as a tort, the law en-
joined strikes in violation of contract.

The courts were divided in their opinion as to the
legitimacy of the demand for a closed shop; but
where it appeared that such a demand, if successful,
would result in a monopoly of a particular class of
labor within the general area in which such labor
congregated, the demand for a closed shop was
usually held to be unlawful and a strike in support
of it would be enjoined.

A strike solely in support of the demands of the
strikers concerning their own working conditions,
pay and hours of labor was not enjoined, although
when pickets resorted to violence or misrepresenta-
tion and thus brought upon themselves an injunc-
tion forbidding these practices, it frequently
happened that the strike failed of its purpose.

Most of this law was written in the state courts.
The passage of the Sherman Act raised the question
as to whether labor unions or their activities were in
violation of federal law. The sponsors of the Act
held that it did not condemn a labor union, but did
forbid a secondary boycott by members of organ-
ized labor as well as by anybody else. The courts so
construed it and it became an instrument of injunc-
tive relief by the government and relief by money
judgments in treble the amount of the damages
suffered by employers.

The American Federation of Labor, under the
leadership of Mr. Gompers, directed unremitting
warfare against these injunctions in labor disputes
and stormed the doors of Congress for twenty years
to secure statutory exemption for labor unions from
the provisions of the Sherman Act. When in 1914
that Act was under consideration for the purpose of
tightening the law of restraint of trade among com-
binations of investors, the Federation submitted
clauses intended to exempt labor. Those in charge
of the bill rewrote them and when they finally issued,
in the form of Sections 6 and £0 of the Clayton Act,

they proved to be largely a legislative expression of
the law as the courts had developed it. The second-
ary boycott prosecuted by strikes remained un-
lawful.1 Violence, mass picketing and coercion
continued to be the subject of relief by injunction.2

State anti-injunction laws were struck down as in
violation of the Constitution.3

1 HE net result of the Clayton Act, so far as
organized labor was concerned, was to authorize an
injunction on behalf of an employer injured by a
violation of the Sherman Act as an alternative to a
money judgment of probably doubtful value and
subject to the uncertainties of a jury trial. The
Supreme Court made it clear, however, that the
Sherman Act was not applicable to a strike merely
because the products of the struck plant were
destined for interstate commerce. The statute was
applicable only where the conduct of the strike
showed a clear intent to injure the employer by
restraining his interstate commerce by directly
interfering with the interstate transportation or
sales of the employer's product.4

At the same time the Court held a strike to be an
inappropriate and unjustifiable means for securing
a remedy which might be had in a court of law. The
Court, by Mr. Justice Brandeis, observed:

"The right to carry on business—be it called liberty
or property—has value. To interfere with this right
without just cause is unlawful. The fact that the injury
was inflicted by a strike is sometimes a justification. But
a strike may be illegal because of its purpose, however
orderly the manner in which it is conducted. To collect
a stale claim due to a fellow member of the union who
was formerly employed in the business [which was the
cause of the strike in question] is not a permissible
purpose. In the absence of a valid agreement to the
contrary, each party to the disputed claim may insist
that it be determined only by a court. . . . To enforce
payment by a strike is clearly coercion. The legislature
may make such action punishable criminally, as ex-
tortion or otherwise. . . .

"And it may subject to punishment him who uses
the power or influence incidental to his office in a union
to order the strike. Neither the common law, nor the
Fourteenth Amendment, confers the absolute right
to strike."6

Save for the commands of federal legislation
dealing with railroad labor, which began with the

1 Duplex Printing Press Co. v. Deering, 254 U.S. 443.
2 American Steel Foundries v. Tri-City Central Trades

Council, 257 U.S. 184.
3 Truax v. Corrigan, 257 U.S. 312.
Bogni v. Perotti, 224 Mass. 152.

4 United Leather Workers International Union v. Herkert &
Meisel Truck Company, 265 U.S. 457.

8 Dorchy v. Kansas, 272 U.S. 306.
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passage of theNewlands Act in 1898, the courts were
gradually building a set of rules applicable to the
right to strike and the conduct of a strike. These
rules recognized the right of wage earners to com-
bine to withhold their labor and to induce others, by
peaceful means, to abstain from taking their jobs,
during a dispute over terms of employment, but
forbidding the use of the strike to strangle the
business of those who did not turn over the control
of employment in their plants to organized labor.
In short the courts refused to legalize the strike
when used as an instrument of class warfare.

1 HE employing corporations were organizations
of investors bargaining collectively through repre-
sentatives of their own choosing to buy labor. Had
they recognized and conceded the equal right of
wage earners to organize to bargain collectively
through representatives of their own choosing to
sell labor, much of the bitterness of the industrial
conflict might have been avoided. Had they recog-
nized that freedom of enterprise belongs as much to
every wage earner in the sale of his labor as it does
to every investor in the use of his savings, the ex-
travagances of union demands might have been
abated and the legal aspects of the strike left to the
gradual process of judicial definition. But the op-
position of the employers intensified the opposition
of wage earners generally and intensified the bitter
opposition of their leaders to the injunction.

The American Federation of Labor never made
serious effort to defend strikes in violation of con-
tract, in support of secondary boycotts, jurisdic-
tional struggles between unions, and strikes to im-
pose a monopoly, nor mass picketing, violence or
any show of violence in the conduct of a strike. But
for over thirty years its president, Samuel Gompers,
inveighed against the power of the courts to pass
upon the legality of any trade union activity. Before
a committee of the New York Legislature investi-
gating housing conditions on May 4, 1922, Gompers
testified:

"Q. If they (labor unions) do err and make mistakes
that injure the public and innocent third parties with
whom they deal, is it your idea that there should be no
relief for that? A. Not by law.

"Q. Where should the remedy lie? A. The law
should not provide a remedy.

"Q. Where should the remedy lie? A. By their own
experience and sense of justice."

In support of this thesis that labor unions should,
like absolute monarchs, be beyond the reach of the
law, imposing their will as they might, subject only
to their own sense of justice, Mr. Gompers proposed
in 1927 a statute forbidding the use of an injunction

in any dispute except for the protection of "tangible
and transferable" property.1 At this all the patent
holders and copyright owners and business people
with contracts still to be executed, rose up and pro-
tested. Also appeared against the bill the National
Association for the Advancement of Colored People,
whose representatives told the Senate Committee
on the Judiciary:

"The group I represent has not very much physical
or tangible property and their biggest asset is their
right to a job, recognized as a contract, but an intan-
gible right, and I maintain that if this bill becomes a law
it would affect very materially their right to the biggest
thing which they have, the right to earn a living.

"I think it is a matter of common knowledge that
labor unions do directly and indirectly discriminate
against colored men belonging to the unions. I could
pile up oceans of evidence on that if necessary."

The proposal got nowhere but it is interesting as an
illustration of the self-centered thinking and the
indifference to the consequences which has distin-
guished the leadership of organized labor in the
effort to dominate labor relations.

OHORTLY thereafter Senator Shipstead intro-
duced an amended bill forbidding the courts to issue
injunctions against any person or association of
persons interested in a labor dispute, whether such
persons were or were not in the proximate relation
of employer and employee, except to restrain acts of
fraud and violence and then only after proof that
the police were unable or unwilling to restrain the
fraud or violence. In short, it struck down the legal
defense against class warfare. The measure further
provided that no relief by injunction should be
granted to any person "who has failed to make
every effort to settle such dispute, either by negotia-
tion or with the aid of any available Governmental
machinery of mediation or voluntary arbitration."
This would have been a reasonable provision if the
person seeking the injunction was the one who had
made the demands and brought about the dispute.
But to require a person resisting a demand to make
every reasonable effort to settle the dispute before
granting him relief against the systematic perpetra-
tion of criminal acts, which no one has any right to
commit, seems preposterous. The statute died in
committee. But in 1932, when the bitterness of the
depression was keenest and the affairs of the Repub-
lican party were at a low ebb, this measure was
dusted off and passed as the Norris-LaGuardia Act,
and, save as to situations in which it is declared
inoperative by the Taft-Hartley Act, is still the
law of the land.

The effect of the Act was not to justify the legal-
ity of every act of a trade union, but to make the

1H. R. 7759, 70th Congress, introduced by Mr. LaGuardia.
S 1482 70th Congress, introduced by Mr. Shipstead.
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employer helpless to resist any act, regardless of its
nature, however criminal or illegal the same act
would be if not committed by a labor organization
against any employer or an employee. The em-
ployer and his employees were equally helpless even
though none of the employees were members of the
attacking union and wished to have nothing to do
with it. Many state legislatures passed similar
measures. Only the Supreme Court of Washington
had the courage to assert that this statute violated
the time-honored principles of due process of law,
denied the equal protection of the laws, abridged
the constitutional powers of the courts and was
unconstitutional.*

1 HE National Industrial Recovery Act author-
ized a code and a code authority for every industry.
Section 7 of the Act required that the industry
recognize the right of employees to organize and to
bargain collectively. The statute did not actually
compel anybody, whether employer or employee,
to associate with anyone else, but it authorized
representatives of a majority to impose conditions
upon the conduct of an industry, including its labor
relations. The result was that if an employer was
not a member of his trade association he had no
voice in determining the rules under which he was
to be compelled to exist. In effect, the same condi-
tions prevailed for the employee. His condition and
his position were determined for him by the most
powerful trade union already in existence in his
trade or industry. The result was the rapid growth
of trade union organization which, while it did not
modify the legal status of the strike, enhanced the
opportunities to strike and enlarged the conse-
quences of the strike.

The potential of the strike as an economic
weapon, not as a political weapon, was brought to
full vigor by the National Labor Relations Act of
1935, which followed upon the collapse of the
National Industrial Recovery Act. The National
Labor Relations Act itself and the behavior of the
first National Labor Relations Board in the inter-
pretation of the Act are of too recent impression
to require extended discussion. But the exact
language of Section 7 of the Act was important.
Here it is:

"Employees shall have the right to self-organization,
to form, join, or assist labor organizations, to bargain
collectively through representatives of their own
choosing, and to engage in concerted activities, for the
purpose of collective bargaining or other mutual aid or
protection."

Here there was no limitation upon the extent of
^lanchard v. Golden Age Brewery, 63 Pacific (2d) 897,

1936.

organization or the nature of the concerted activi-
ties in which employees were free to engage either
for the purpose of collective bargaining "or other
mutual aid or protection." They could organize as
many unions as there are shops, or as many unions
as there are crafts or industries, or in one big union.
They could demand the right to bargain with each
employer separately or with all employers together
in any craft, industry or the entire country. There
was no limitation upon what they might do collec-
tively in support of "other mutual aid or protec-
tion." Protection of the individual from the arbi-
trary power of collective action was completely
abandoned.

Moreover, under the terms of the next section of
the Act it was an unfair labor practice for an
employer, but not for a trade union, to interfere
with, restrain or coerce employees in the exercise of
their rights stated in Section 7. The unions were
left free, however, to interfere with, restrain or
coerce employees in the exercise of their right of
self-organization and the choice of representatives.
In fact anybody could do it but an employer. The
unions were free to demand the closed shop and
stand upon that demand through thick and thin
and of course they took full advantage of that
opportunity, thereby coercing not only ;he em-
ployer but employees.

The Supreme Court, by supporting this denial of
the equal protection of the laws in this Act and the
Norris-LaGuardia Act, left employers and dissident
employees helpless in the face of any strike. The
legal justification of the strike or the means of con-
ducting it remained technically what it was twenty
years before, but the power to conduct the strike
was enhanced by legislative and administrative
favoritism, and the penalties for the possible conse-
quences of the strike, regardless of the use to which
it was put or the means of conducting it, were sub-
stantially removed. In most situations all that the
employer could do was to accept organized labor's
demands, add his percentage to the increased cost
of meeting the demands, and pass the cost on to the
public.

11.0WEVER, the power of trade unions to re-
strain anybody's trade at will and in support of any
demands however onerous, became unbearable in
time of war, when the government itself was the
purchaser of substantially 40% to 45% of the out-
put of all industry. The government was finally
compelled to freeze wages and to provide in the
Smith-Connally Act for the operation of struck
plants by the government in time of war. The
excesses of labor demands during the war, the ex-
travagant use of the strike to exact more pay for
less work and the rapidly spiraling cost of living
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after the war, to which the reader may add such
other factors as he deems persuasive, effected a
strong modification of public opinion. While
Congress between 1943 and 1947 debated the terms
of what finally became the Labor Management
Relations Act of 1947 (the Taft-Hartley Act) a
majority of the states passed statutes limiting the
right to strike, or controlling the conduct of strikes,
and a number outlawed closed-shop contracts, and
imposed regulations upon the internal affairs of
unions. Many industrial states had passed statutes
modelled on the Norris-LaGuardia and the Wagner
Acts. But before the effective date of the Taft-
Hartley Act the states had curtailed the right to
strike as follows:

For a closed shop. Closed-shop contracts are for-
bidden by constitutional amendment in Arizona,
Arkansas, Florida and South Dakota and by
statute in Georgia, Iowa, Maine, Nebraska, North
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and Virginia. Coercion
of workers to join a union is an unfair labor
practice in Colorado and Delaware. Kansas requires
a majority vote and New Hampshire a two-
thirds vote by the employees in favor of the
closed shop before such a contract may be entered.
There are also qualifications in respect of these
contracts in Maryland and Massachusetts but they
do not forbid or qualify the right to strike to estab-
lish a closed shop.

On public utilities. Mediation and, upon its
failure, compulsory arbitration of labor disputes on
public utilities is required in Indiana, Florida,
Michigan, Nebraska, New Jersey, Pennsylvania
and Wisconsin. In Massachusetts if the parties fail
to arbitrate the governor may take over the indus-
try if he deems that a strike threatens public
health or safety and operate it until the danger is
past. In Virginia a strike is illegal prior to a pro-
tracted procedure designed to accomplish agree-
ment between the parties. It is notable that all
these statutes were passed in 1947.

Secondary boycotts. Secondary boycotts are un-
lawful under statutes in California, Idaho, Iowa,
Minnesota, Missouri, Texas and Wisconsin and are
pronounced unfair labor practices subject to cease
and desist orders of the State Labor Board in
Colorado, Delaware and Kansas.

Jurisdiction^ strikes. They are unlawful in
California, Florida, Minnesota, Missouri and
Wisconsin and in Massachusetts if the strike is in
violation of an order of the Labor Board as to the
accredited representatives of the employees deter-
mined by election.

State employees. They are forbidden to strike in
Missouri, New York and Virginia.

Hospital employees. They are forbidden to strike
in Minnesota8

Violation of contract. Strikes in violation of con-
tract are forbidden by statute in Minnesota, Mis-
souri, Wisconsin and Texas, and Texas authorizes
an action against a labor union for damages caused
by such a strike.

Strike vote. A majority vote by a secret ballot of
the employees to be involved in the strike is re-
quired by statute in Alabama, Delaware, Florida
and Missouri and, after the failure of mediation, in
Michigan. The Supreme Court of Alabama, how-
ever, has held this provision unconstitutional on the
ground that a minority have as much right to strike
as a majority.

Notice. Notice in writing of intent to strike is
required by many states under all or varying cir-
cumstances.

1 HUS in many respects statutory law is confirm-
ing, and in others it is going beyond the decisions of
the courts limiting the right to strike, restoring at
the same time the use of the injunction and in some
cases imposing criminal penalties for any violation
of these restrictions. These statutes do not, how-
ever, control where the Federal Government has
assumed to exercise control through the inflated
concept of interstate commerce contained in the
Wagner Act.

Finally, the Labor Management Act of 1947
qualified the unlimited right of a labor union to
demand a closed shop and the discharge of any
employee not in good standing with the union,
except for failure to pay uniform dues and initiation
fees. The Act made it an unfair practice for a labor
organization to restrain or coerce employees in their
right of self-organization; to engage in a strike
where the purpose may be to force any person to
join a labor union or to refuse to handle the products
of any other producer or manufacturer or to cease
doing business with a third person; to engage in a
jurisdictional strike against the employment of
members of a labor organization which has been
certified by the Labor Board as representative of
the employer's employees; to require an em-
ployer to assign particular work to employees in a
particular labor organization or in a particular
trade or craft rather than to employees in another
organization, trade or craft unless the employer in
so doing fails to conform to an order of the Labor
Board; to cause or to attempt to cause an em-
ployer to give anything of value for services which
are not performed or not to be performed. The act
further requires that where a collective contract
exists no strike shall occur for a period of sixty days
after written notice of changes in the contract to be
made and that during that period the union de-
manding changes in the contract shall offer to meet
and confer with the employer. This provision
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operates reciprocally upon the employer and re-
strains him from any lockout.

Thus for the first time in federal legislation we
find definition of specific purposes for which a
strike may no longer be legally conducted. The
Labor Board has authority to suppress unfair labor
practices by trade unions by a cease and desist
order and to petition the appropriate federal court
for enforcement of its order by the injunctive
process.

Regardless of the object of the strike, if in the
opinion of the President a threatened or actual
strike affecting an entire industry or a substantial
part thereof would imperil the national health or
safety, he may appoint a board of inquiry to inquire
and to report to him as to the issues involved in the
dispute. Upon receiving the report the President
may direct the Attorney General to petition the
district court for an injunction to restrain the strike.
If the court also finds that it affects an entire in-
dustry or substantial part thereof and that the
strike, if permitted to occur, will imperil the
national health or safety it becomes its duty to
issue the injunction. The parties are then admon-
ished "to make every effort to adjust and
settle their differences" with the assistance of the
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service. At the
end of sixty days after the order of the court has
issued, the board of inquiry is to report the status of
the matter to the President, including "a statement
by each party of its position and a statement of
the employer's last offer of settlement."

This report is to go to the public and the Labor
Board is then to conduct a secret ballot of the em-
ployees involved on the question as to whether they
wish to accept the final offer of settlement as made
by the employer. Upon certification of the results
of this ballot the injunction is to be discharged. If
the dispute is not settled the outcome appears to
rest upon the further vigor of the parties and the
suffering of the public.

I T is evident that between 1842, when the right to
strike was first recognized, and the passage of the
Norris-LaGuardia Act in 1932, the right to strike
and the method of conducting a strike had been
subject to law as the judiciary, in a rapidly changing
world and during a period of unfamiliar organiza-
tion of industrial effort, understood the law to be.
During the next fifteen years it was politics, not
law, that determined how organized labor should
exercise its weapons; and to its weapons power was
added—the power to strike and the power to
destroy a free labor market. That the results were
unsatisfactory is evidenced by the volume of strike
legislation, particularly the anti-closed shop acts,
by the Taft-Hartley Act and by the powerful
lobbies now struggling to advance or to resist legis-

lation which submits organized labor to legal
restraints.

Through it all the fact emerges that the public
will not tolerate restraints of trade which emanate
from the power of monopoly. "He that withholdeth
corn, the people shall curse him." It matters not
whether the withholding be by the owner of the
field in which the corn is grown or by the laborers
who must cultivate and reap the corn and send it
to market.

All that we pay for in the ordinary commercial
transactions of life are the labor and the risk of
labor involved in furnishing an article or a service
at the time and place where the purchaser wants it.
Between 80% and 85% of the national income is
paid each year in wages, salaries, and fees to people
nearly all of whom work under the direction of
those who own or manage the tools of industry or
have title over natural resources. The other 15% to
20% is paid in interest and profit and royalties for
the risk of savings and time, and the use of judg-
ment in directing the production, manufacture and
distribution of goods and services.

If it is necessary for men to combine their savings
to provide the engines and tools of industry for the
exploitation of mechanical power and to buy the
labor to operate them, then such combination must
be permissible. But it is a right and not a duty. So
equally the wage earners engaged in any enterprise
must have the right to organize to sell their labor;
but it is a right and not a duty.

i\S the strike remains the final recourse of the
sellers of labor against what seems to them an un-
reasonable purchaser of labor, it must exist. But it
does not necessarily follow that its exercise may be
justified in support of any demand or upon a basis
coextensive with the right of organization, or that
it may be used against employers who do not have
the same freedom to quit the operation of their
plants as does the individual wage earner to quit
his employment. Like every other instrument of
human conduct, the strike must find its place in the
moral order of society, or else those who make use
of it must face the curse of the people and the con-
sequences which that ultimately brings.

Where the buyers of labor trade in a free market
and make or withhold their purchases at will,
laborers must have the same freedom. But as the
buyers may not combine competitive enterprises to
stifle competition in the sale of their products or to
restrain other persons from entering the market
with competitive products, so the sellers of labor
may not justly combine to impose a uniform price
upon all buyers and to prevent other persons from
offering competitive services. Where the buyer of
labor is committed to a public service which he
cannot cease to render at will and in which he must
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accept supervision of the rates which he may charge
and the returns which he may receive, so the sellers
of labor engaged in the same enterprise would seem
to be morally subject to the same restraints. The
public service corporations and their employees
must float upon the same sea and in justice to each
other and to the public they should ride in the same
boat.

The foundations of a democratic society and of a
free society rest upon the proposition that there is
no element of society above the law and that its
processes and restrictions run to all parties similarly
situated. If so, the law must ultimately condemn
alike a monopoly by those who labor and those who
risk their savings, time, and judgment; and it must
impose restraints upon all persons who engage in
the public service, regardless of the nature of their
contribution or their reward. The strike must find
its place as an instrument of private justice, and
surrender its pretensions to be a lawful activity of
lawful combinations to inflict what injury it may
until employers, wage earners, the government and
the public do the bidding of those who manage the
affairs of labor unions.

As religious peace rests upon freedom of religion
for everybody and not merely for some favored
priesthood, as political peace rests upon civil rights
for everybody and not merely some favored class,
so industrial peace will come to rest upon industrial
liberty—freedom of enterprise—for everybody at
every economic level, and not merely a small group
of entrepreneurs or labor leaders.

cAnd the

Right To Work
*By Cecil B. DeMille

Playwright, producer of motion pictures and radio programs;
parent of the DeMille Foundation for Political Freedom.

SINCE I am both an employer and a union officer,
I might claim to be well acquainted with the

virtues and the sins of both management and un-
ions; but I do not speak for either.

My concern is for the individual. He has been
battered from both sides.

Business management has treated him like a
commodity or a tool.

Union management has lorded it over him as if
he were a serf or a slave whose rights depended on
the whim of a master.

Through the Wagner Act, the Taft-Hartley Act,
and other legislation, Congress has given the indi-

* Before the Committee on Education and Labor of the House
of Representatives.

vidual some measure of protection from his manage-
ment bosses and union bosses.

But bosses never take kindly to restraint.
You have heard reactionary businessmen urging

the total repeal of the Wagner Act.
Now you are hearing the clamor of reactionary

union leaders for the repeal of the Taft-Hartley
Act.

But millions of workers are looking to Congress
to keep this nation face forward on the road charted
by our forefathers—the road of liberty under laws
that protect and expand individual freedom, not
restrict it.

The touchstone for any law—or any government,
anywhere in the world—is the question: How does
individual freedom fare?

In many parts of the world, the freedom of the
individual has been set back by centuries.

Mussolini is dead, but his fascist idea lives—the
idea that the individual is the creature of the state,
that he exists for the state, that he has no rights
except what the state gives him and can take away.

America has been a living revolt against that
pagan idea, ever since the founders of America de-
clared that "all men . . . are endowed by their
Creator with certain unalienable rights" and "that
among these rights are life, liberty, and the pursuit
of happiness."

I ask the Congress to apply that touchstone to
whatever proposals are made in the crucial field of
labor legislation.

The Declaration of Independence specified "life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness" as inalienable
rights.

The Constitution goes further.
The Bill of Rights mentions freedom of speech,

press, assembly, worship, and other rights which the
state may not invade.

But neither the Declaration nor the Constitution
pretends to exhaust the list of man's God-given and
inalienable rights.

One of the most fundamental of those rights is
the right to work. I submit that the time has come
for Congress to declare it to be the public policy of
the United States that every individual should have
the right to work, when he pleases, where he pleases,
for himself or for whoever wants to hire him—and
that the full protection of the government should be
put behind this right to work.

Need I point out how basic the right to work is?
It is the same as the right to life, for it is by work

that men live.
Deny the right to work, and you have cut off the

right to life.
The government itself does not claim the power

to take away a man's right to work, unless he has
been convicted of crime, after fair trial and due
process of law.
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No one else—certainly no private business or
private organization—should have the right to con-
vict or condemn a man to this extreme penalty.

A man or woman can enjoy no freedom if denied
the right to earn a living. Alexander Hamilton said,
"A power over a man's subsistence amounts to a
power over his will."

If any private individual or group usurps the
right to say who shall work and who shall not, then
any citizen, even if he stands entirely alone, should
be able to look to his government for full, speedy,
and effective justice.

It is the boast of American democracy that all the
might and majesty of government exist for one
purpose: To secure the rights of the individual.

That is an empty boast if one American can be
denied the right to work.

Let me remind the Committee that this insistence
upon the right to work is not a notion of my own.
Again and again, the courts have declared that the
right to work is a constitutional right.

In Truax vs. Raich (239 U.S. 33, 41), discussing
the Fourteenth Amendment, Mr. Justice Hughes
declared, for the Supreme Court:

"It requires no argument to show that the right to
work for a living in the common occupations of the
community is of the very essence of the personal free-
dom and opportunity that it was the purpose of the
Amendment to secure."

In Allgeyer vs. Louisiana (165 U.S. 589, 590), dis-
cussing the same Amendment, the Supreme Court
said:

"The liberty mentioned in that Amendment means,
not only the right of the citizen to be free from the
mere physical restraint of his person, as by incarcera-
tion, but the term is deemed to embrace the right of the
citizen to be free in the enjoyment of all his faculties:

"To be free to use them in all lawful ways; to live
and work where he will; to earn his livelihood by any
lawful calling; to pursue any livelihood or avocation,
and for that purpose to enter into all contracts which
may be proper, necessary, and essential to his carrying
out to a successful conclusion the purposes above
mentioned."

In Meyer vs. Nebraska (262 U.S. 390, 399), again
discussing the Fourteenth Amendment's guarantee
of liberty, the Supreme Court declared:

"While this Court has not attempted to define with
exactness the liberty thus guaranteed, the term has
received much consideration and some of the included
things have been definitely stated.

"Without doubt, it denotes not merely freedom from
bodily restraint but also the right of the individual to
contract, to engage in any of the common occupations
of life, to acquire useful knowledge, to marry, establish
a home and bring up children, to worship God accord-
ing to the dictates of his own conscience, and generally
to enjoy those privileges long recognized at common

law as essential to the orderly pursuit of happiness by
free men."

What privilege—I would prefer to say what right
—could be more essential to the orderly pursuit of
happiness than the right of a man to earn bread for
himself and his family—the right to work?

Yet in practice, as this Committee knows, the
right to work has been violated in a multitude of
instances, of which my own case—denial of the right
to work because I refused to pay a political assess-
ment to a union—is only one.

What is the reason for this strange inconsistency
—for the fact that a clearly established constitu-
tional right has been and can be challenged with
impunity?

One reason may be that the courts have never
been given a clear mandate by federal law to pro-
tect the right to work absolutely and at all events.
In fact, nowhere in federal statute law is the posi-
tive right to work stated in unqualified terms.

This lack and this need become glaringly note-
worthy when we examine the present legal protec-
tion for the right not to work, the right to strike.

The right to strike is a valuable and necessary
right. I t is properly emphasized in such statutes as
the Norris-LaGuardia Act and the Wagner Act.

But what man in his right mind would say that
the right to strike is more important than the right
to work?

Which is more basic? Which is more essential to
life and the pursuit of happiness?

The questions answer themselves.
Yet nowhere in the federal statutes is the right

to work even asserted, much less emphasized or
explicitly defended.

And this silence of the law has helped to produce
an entirely unwarrantable interpretation of the
right to strike.

By the right to strike I mean the right of workers
to quit their work in concert for lawful purposes,
provided public health or safety is not endangered
thereby.

Furthermore, strikers have the right, by peaceful
picketing and other lawful means, to acquaint the
public with their case and to enlist all the public
sympathy and support they can muster by the
methods of persuasion.

That, I believe, is what Congress had in mind in
enacting legal protection of the right to strike.

But the right to strike is not so understood in
some quarters. Another element has been added.

The right to strike has been stretched to mean
not only the right of workers to quit in concert, but
to prevent their fellow-workers, who want to work,
from going to their jobs, by assault, threats, intimi-
dation, and abuse—a violent method called peaceful
picketing.

For what goes on under the cloak of peaceful
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persuasion, I need only refer to the mass of evidence
your files and mine contain. And more is contained
in the pent-up minds and hearts of victims whose
lips are locked by fear.

None of it is surprising, as long as the federal
statutes put more emphasis on the right to strike
than they do on the right to work.

To pretend that it is constitutional to deprive
some people of the right to work because others
have the right to strike is a travesty.

To continue to wink at it would be a treason.
It may be said that there are state laws against

violence in labor disputes. There are.
But drawing nice distinctions between federal and

state authority is small comfort to a man whose
home has been bombed—and an injunction makes a
poor plaster for a broken head.

There is already on the federal statute books
provision for a five thousand dollar fine and a ten-
year prison term for any "two or more persons"
who "conspire to injure, oppress, threaten, or intim-
idate any citizen in the free exercise or enjoyment
of any right or privilege secured to him by the
Constitution or laws of the United States" (R.S.
SS 5508; Mar. 4,1909, c. 321, SS 19, 35 Stat. 1092).

Perhaps this statute is broad enough to be ap-
plied to interference with the constitutional right to
work.

It is certainly an adequate precedent for making
such interference a federal offense.

But we should not stop with providing criminal
penalties. If we mean to protect the individual's
right to work, we should put further means of
redress in the individual's own hands. The man or
woman whose right to work has been violated
should be enabled to recover damages—heavy
damages—because the right to work is so basic a
human right.

Let the law pin down responsibility where it

belongs—on the executive officers and strategy
committees of striking groups.

Let the penalties and damages be heavy enough.
Let there be a few convictions and a few judg-

ments awarded.
And you will see men and women, who want to

work, going to their work without fear.
Please note that I said "going to their work."
I am not advocating the revival of professional

strike-breakers or urging any support to employers
who would use them.

Employers' thugs are as bad as union thugs.
I am speaking for the man or woman who has

a job and is satisfied with it and wants to keep it.
That man or woman deserves the protection of

the full power of the United States.
The power of government would be better em-

ployed in calling out federal troops, if need be, to
escort one worker through the gates of his plant
than in encouraging plant owners, at the first hint
of a labor dispute, to shut down and throw out men
and women who want to work.

Fail to protect the right to work—and you may
read our epitaph in the words I quote from a
Los Angeles newspaper:

"If a government cannot or will not protect those
who want to work, it eventually succumbs to a Com-
munist dictatorship under which men will not be per-
mitted to strike and will work according to decrees or
go to their deaths in concentration camps." (Holly-
wood Citizen News, December 16, 1947.)
Anna Pauker will not allow my pictures to be

seen on the screens of Rumania because I disagree
with her politically.

The American Federation of Radio Artists will
not all owmy voice to be heard over the micro-
phones of America because I would not pay a
political assessment.

I see a pattern there—a pattern that can mean
slavery for free men everywhere if it is not broken.

Are They Free?

THE British will tell you that they are "quite free, quite." But we don't need
to believe them. When a man can't change his job without permission from

someone sitting at an office desk, when he can't perform any of the normal
operations of buying and selling necessary to carrying on a business without a
complicated correspondence to secure licenses from the Board of Trade, when he
can't appeal to the courts from administrative decisions, when he can be
sentenced to jail for refusing to work in the mines, he's no longer a free agent.
The Briton still has his secret ballot in parliamentary and municipal elections.
He's free because he can vote, he'll tell you. Unfortunately the record of history
tends to prove that it's very doubtful whether the vote alone, without economic
and personal liberty of action, has ever protected any people against the exercise
of arbitrary power.—John Dos Passos.
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R eview

Aggrandizement of
the Executive Will

AFTER writing "The Rise of American Civiliza-
L tion," Charles A. Beard became an impatient

historian. With the anxious eye of a chemist he ob-
served the historical process in ferment. "American
Foreign Policy in the Making, 1932-1940" was a
work of foreboding, quickly overrun by the event.
This book1 on how President Roosevelt took a
reluctant people into the war is an extension of that
same foreboding. The subject is in the title, "Presi-
dent Roosevelt and the Coming of the War, 1941;"
more important than the subject is the theme. If
it has happened once, it can happen again; and if it
can happen at all—if it be conceded that war by
executive will may be justified on the ground that
the people have faulty vision, then the principle of
parliamentary government is probably lost. That is
the theme.

The book is in two parts. The first part is called
Appearances. As you read it you have the curious
sense of living that experience again, as if you were
seeing your own history played back to you on a
movie screen. All of this happened to you. You
recognize it perfectly and memory keeps saying yes,
yes, only that you do not feel now what you felt
then. And the reason for this failure of emotional
recall is that now you know what the sequel was.
You know now how fictitious the slogans were:
Measures Short of War. Defend America by Aiding
the Allies. And how empty were the mighty words of
reassurance. President Roosevelt saying in the 1940
campaign, "Your boys are not going to be sent into
any foreign war. . . . Your President says this
country is not going to war." Even then we were
giving guns and ammunition to Great Britain, but
that was only to give democracy access to the
arsenal of democracy. Even then we were sharing
our Navy with Great Britain, but that was only to
defend the arsenal. A few weeks later came Lend-
Lease—and still we were not going to war.

The second part of the book tears away the
elaborate fagade of appearances and explores the
premises of reality. All the realities were conditioned
by a single fact—the fact, namely, that by a majority
of at least two to one the people were against going
to war. Thus a conflict between the people's will and
the executive that had somehow to be resolved. The
State Department, the Army and the Navy were all

1 "President Roosevelt and the Coming of the War, 1941."
By Charles A, Beard, Yale University Press.

keenly aware of it. In the state paper entitled, "War
and Peace, 1931-1941," published by the State
Department in 1943, the statement occurs that
sometime "early" in that decade the President and
the Secretary of State, foreseeing developments in
foreign relations such as people had not yet im-
agined, decided that "the idea of isolation as ex-
pressed in neutrality legislation" was no longer a
tenable idea, and felt compelled to move gradually
"to a position in the forefront of the United Nations
that are making a common cause against an attempt
at world conquest unparalleled alike in boldness of
conception and in brutality of operation."

Sometime early in that decade (the decade 1931-
1941) would have been sometime before the war
started in Europe; sometime before there was any
such thing as the United Nations. Sometime early
in that decade can hardly have been later than
President Roosevelt's historic "quarantine" speech
in Chicago on October 6, 1937. Writing in 1946,
Adolf Berle, Jr., who was Assistant Secretary of
State from 1938 to 1940 said: "The date when war
was considered probable rather than remotely pos-
sible was shortly after the Munich conference
[1938], up to which time the President and the
Secretary were hoping against hope that Europe at
least would find the balance and solve its own prob-
lems." The record, Mr. Berle thought, was perfectly
clear; and he cited as "notable among the recent
documents" President Roosevelt's "quarantine"
speech in 1937. Nevertheless, when the President
was asked, immediately afterward, if that speech
meant a repudiation of the Neutrality Act, he
answered: "Not for a minute. It may be an expan-
sion."

The problem as the Army saw it is stated in the
report of the Army Board on Pearl Harbor, Chapter
II, as follows:

"For a long period of time prior to the war the public
was reluctant even to consider a war. There was a dis-
tinct lack of a war mind in the United States. Isolation-
ist organizations and propaganda groups against war
were powerful and vital factors affecting any war action
capable of being taken by our responsible leadership.
So influential were these campaigns that they raised
grave doubts in the minds of such leadership as to
whether they would be supported by the people in the
necessary actions for our defense by requisite moves
against Japan. Public opinion in the early stages had to
be allowed to develop; in the later stages it ran ahead
of preparation for war. There was little war spirit either
amongst the general public or in the armed forces, due
to this conflicting opinion having its influence. The
events hereinafter recited must be measured against
this important psychological factor."

The one thing that could bring the people in line
with the executive will of government was an overt
act of war against the United States. It is Professor
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Beard's thesis that the aim of American diplomacy
was to oblige the Japanese to shoot first, for if they
did, that would solve what a member of Mr.
Roosevelt's Cabinet called "the President's terrible
moral problem." In the chapter entitled "Maneu-
vering the Japanese into Firing the First Shot" he
masses the evidence; but it happens that that was
the thesis also of the Secretary of War, Mr. Stimson,
who wrote in his diary, November 25, 1941:

"Then at 12 o'clock we (viz., General Marshall and
I) went to the White House, where we were until nearly
half past one. At the meeting were Hull, Knox, Mar-
shall, Stark, and myself. There the President, instead
of bringing up the Victory Parade,1 brought up entirely
the relations with the Japanese. He brought up the
event that we were likely to be attacked perhaps
(as soon as) next Monday, for the Japanese are notori-
ous for making an attack without warning, and the
question was what we should do. The question was how
we should maneuver them into the 'position of firing the
first shot without allowing too much danger to ourselves**
(Italics supplied).

And in a statement to the Congressional Joint
Committee on Pearl Harbor Mr. Stimson said:

"One problem troubled us very much. If you know
that your enemy is going to strike you, it is not usually
wise to wait until he gets the jump on you by taking the
initiative. In spite of the risk involved, however, in
letting the Japanese fire the first shot, we realized that
in order to have the full support of the American people,
it was desirable to make sure that the Japanese be the ones
to do this so that there should remain no doubt in anyone9 8
mind as to who were the aggressors." (Italics supplied.)

In the Epilogue Professor Beard states first the
case for the defense. The case is that the President
could see further than the people. He saw that
unless the United States entered the war Hitler
would win and that if Hitler won this country would
be left standing alone to face a monstrous totali-
tarian power. But since the people had not that
vision, and for a long time obstinately resented
every effort to impart it to them, the President was
obliged to disguise the true and historic intention of
the executive will and make his foreign policy ap-
pear to be entirely defensive. Briefly, therefore, the
defense is that the end was one that justified the
means.

Professor Beard then proceeds to examine the
position of the defense on grounds of realism, prin-
ciple and morals.

Taking account of the results thus far known he
asks: "Does it now appear probable that President
Roosevelt did in fact so clearly discern the end and
the consequences to flow from his actions in 1941
that he was in truth justified in his choice and use of

1 "This was an office nickname for the General Staff strategic
plan of national action in case of war in Europe." (Mr. Stimson's
note.)

means?" Can it be said that a vision of the end
justified the means, the end being that—

" . . . out of the war came the triumph of another
totalitarian regime no less despotic and ruthless than
Hitler's system, namely, Russia, possessing more than
twice the population of prewar Germany, endowed
with immense natural resources, astride Europe and
Asia, employing bands of Quislings as terroristic in
methods as any Hitler ever assembled, and insistently
effectuating a political and economic ideology equally
inimical to the democracy, liberties, and institutions
of the United States—Russia, one of the most ruthless
Leviathans in the long history of military empires.

"Since, as a consequence of the war called 'necessary'
to overthrow Hitler's despotism, another despotism
was raised to a higher pitch of power, how can it be
argued conclusively with reference to inescapable facts
that the 'end' justified the means employed to involve
the United States in that war? If the very idea of
neutrality with regard to Hitler was shameful in 1941,
what is to be said of commitments made in the name of
peace and international amity at Teheran and Yalta,
where the avowed and endorsed principles of the
Atlantic Charter for world affairs were shattered—in
commitments which were subsequently misrepresented
by President Roosevelt publicly and privately?"

Secondly, even though the end had been different,
the means employed to bring it to pass would still
have to be considered in the light of the damage
done to the American principles—that is, "to the
Constitution of the United States and to all that it
signifies in terms of limited government, consent of
the government, democratic processes and political
ethics." This question, says Professor Beard:

". . . rises above political parties and political
personalities. It is timeless in its reach for the American
people, perhaps for the people of the whole world. In
short and plain form this issue is: Given the precedents
set by President Roosevelt in the choice and use of
means, what is to be the future of representative
government under the Constitution of the United
States?

"When the Constitution, with its provisions for
popular government, its limitations and checks on
personal and arbitrary government, and its safeguards
for the rights of the people, is taken as the standpoint
for reviewing the conduct of foreign affairs by President
Roosevelt, a more permanent and concrete basis is
established for judgment than is furnished by the
theory that the end justified the means. According to
that standard, the very conception of limited govern-
ment, which is indubitably anchored in the Constitu-
tion, of necessity circumscribes the powers and the
means which may be employed by every department
of the Government of the United States. . . .

"If the precedents set by President Roosevelt in
conducting foreign affairs, as reported in the records of
the Congressional Committee on Pearl Harbor and
other documents, are to stand unimpeached and be
accepted henceforth as valid in law and morals then:



October 1948 237

"The President of the United States in a campaign
for reelection may publicly promise the people to keep
the country out of war and, after victory at the polls,
may set out secretly on a course designed or practically
certain to bring war upon the country.

"He may, to secure legislation in furtherance of his
secret designs, misrepresent to Congress and the people
both its purport and the policy he intends to pursue
under its terms if and when such legislation is en-
acted. . . .

"He may hold secret conferences with the premier
of a foreign government and publicly declare that no
new commitments have been made when, in fact, he
has committed the United States to occupying, by the
use of American armed forces, the territory of a third
country and joining the premier in parallel threats to
another government.

"He may make a secret agreement with a foreign
power far more fateful in consequences to the United
States than any alliance ever incorporated in a treaty
to be submitted to the Senate for approval. . . .

"He may publicly represent to Congress and the
people that acts of war have been committed against
the United States, when in reality the said acts were
secretly invited and even initiated by the armed forces
of the United States under his secret direction. . . .

"He may, after publicly announcing one foreign
policy, secretly pursue the opposite and so conduct
foreign and military affairs as to maneuver a designated
foreign power into firing the first shot in an attack upon
the United States and thus avoid the necessity of call-
ing upon Congress in advance to exercise its constitu-
tional power to deliberate upon a declaration of war.

"He may, as a crowning act in the arrogation of
authority to himself, without the consent of the Senate,
make a commitment to the head of a foreign govern-
ment which binds the United States to 'police the
world,' at least for a given time, that is, in the eyes of
other governments and peoples policed, to dominate
the world; and the American people are thereby in
honor bound to provide the military, naval, and eco-
nomic forces necessary to pursue, with no assurance
of success, this exacting business.

"In short, if these precedents are to stand un-
impeached and to provide sanctions for the continued
conduct of American foreign affairs, the Constitution
may be nullified by the President, officials, and officers
who have taken the oath, and are under moral obliga-
tion, to uphold it. For limited government under
supreme law they may substitute personal and arbi-
trary government—the first principle of the totali-
tarian system against which, it has been alleged, World
War II was waged—while giving lip service to the
principle of constitutional government."

On this note the author leaves the subject. What
remains of the Epilogue belongs to his theme. What
is it that has happened to government? WTiy sud-
denly should the dangerous principle of executive
will be exalted here, where the great freedom had
been founded on the idea of Constitutional, limited,
representative government? He says:

"The crisis in constitutional government represented
by the present foreign perils and the contest over
Executive authority relative to the conduct of foreign
affairs, including the war power, has not sprung en-
tirely from physical objects such as atom bombs and
rocket planes or from sources entirely outside the
United States, beyond the control of the American
people. In no small measure it has come from doctrines
proclaimed by presidents and political leaders, strongly
supported by subsidized propaganda and widely ap-
plauded by numerous American citizens since the
opening of the twentieth century. Among these doc-
trines four are especially effective in creating moral and
intellectual disorder at home and hostility toward the
United States among the nations of the earth.

"The first of these doctrines is the jubilant American
cry that the United States is now a world power and
must assume the obligations of a world power. Un-
doubtedly the United States is a great power in the
world and has obligations as such. But the range of its
effective power supportable by armed forces and eco-
nomic resources is limited. The further away from its
base on the American continent the Government of the
United States seeks to exert power over the affairs and
relations of other countries the weaker its efficiency
becomes; and the further it oversteps the limits of its
strength the more likely it is to lead this nation into
disaster—a terrible defeat in a war in Europe or Asia
beyond the conquering power of its soldiers, sailors,
and airmen.

"A second danger to the peace and the security of the
United States is the doctrine which runs to the effect
that the President of the United States has the Con-
stitutional and moral right to proclaim noble senti-
ments of politics, economics, and peace for the whole
world and commit the United States to these senti-
ments by making speeches and signing pieces of paper
on his own motion. The futility of this practice has been
demonstrated again and again and again, as the history
of the Open Door, the Fourteen Points, the Kellogg
Pact, the Four Freedoms, and the Atlantic Charter
attests. . . .

"Closely associated with the idea that the President
is serving the United States and mankind when he
emits grand programs for imposing international
morality on recalcitrant nations by American power,
alone or in conjunction with that of allies or associates,
is another doctrine which helps to build up public sup-
port for Executive supremacy in foreign affairs and to
make enemies abroad. This doctrine proudly announces
that it is the duty of the United States to assume and
maintain the moral leadership of the world in the inter-
est of realizing American programs of world reform.
Apart from the feasibility of establishing such moral
leadership in fact, the assertion of it adds to the discord
rather than the comity of nations. . . .

"Not less disturbing to the fostering of decency in
international intercourse is an array of opinions per-
taining to international commerce. Proponents of these
opinions say, for example, international commerce ipso
facto promotes peace; it will raise the low standards of
life which are 'causes' of wars; such commerce, if ex-
panded, will make it unnecessary for 'have-not' nations
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to wage war for economic purposes; lowering trade
barriers to international commerce will assure the con-
tinuous expansion of the international trade that works
for peace and prosperity at home and abroad; and,
therefore, the Government of the United States, in its
search for world peace, must employ the engines of
pressure and money lending in order to insure peace
through the establishment of universal prosperity*
Separately or collectively, these ideas are supported by
powerful economic interests in the United States and if
pushed in application will aggravate domestic conflicts,
lead to limitless spending of taxpayers' money, and
bring on collisions with the controlled or semicontrolled
economics of foreign countries. . . .

"However that may be, delegating to the President
the power to effect commercial treaties with other
countries at will and to make loans to politicians tem-
porarily at the head of their governments helps to
augment Executive authority in the United States, and
to give foreign peoples reasons or pretexts for suspect-
ing the motives and impugning the character of the
American Government, rightly or wrongly. At all
events, using political engines and public funds in
wholesale efforts to promote universal prosperity
through free or freer international commerce so called,
while in practice sowing the seeds of discord at home
and abroad, approaches an impasse in thought and
action.

"More than a hundred years ago, James Madison,
Father of the Constitution, prophesied that the su-
preme test of American statesmanship would come
about 1930.

"Although not exactly in the form that Madison
foresaw, the test is here, now—with no divinity hedging
our Republic against Caesar."

- G . G.

Note
From a pamphlet entiUed "The Struggle Against the Historical

Blackout" by Professor Harry Elmer Barnes.

But the difficulties in getting any truth pub-
lished about the responsibility for World War II are
virtually insuperable. None of Dr. Beard's im-
portant previous commercial publishers would con-
sider his book on the antecedents of Pearl Harbor,
and he had to rely on the courageous, friendly head
of a university press. Mr. Morgenstern was com-
pelled to publish his book through a small Catholic
firm. Even when such a book squeezes through the
publishing ban, editors set the reviewing hatchet-
men from the Smearbund immediately to work to
murder the book. Aside from reviews by Professor
E. M. Borchard, Harry P. Howard and Admiral H.
E. Yarnell, Morgenstern's brilliant book did not get
one fair and honest review when it appeared and
Professor George A. Lundberg found it impossible
to find an editor who would print his review, until
May, 1948, thus delaying its appearance until
eighteen months after the book was published.
Despite his eminence in the historical profession as
the dean of American historians, the same treat-

ment has been accorded Dr. Beard by the hatchet-
men of the Smearbund. Even men who made their
historical reputation in part by using Dr. Beard's
personal historical materials have not hesitated to
attempt to smear his book and his historical
reputation.

The extent to which the determination to shut
off the truth in this field has gone is revealed by the
Annual Report of the Rockefeller Foundation for
1946 where it is frankly stated that a large sum of
money has been granted to frustrate and check the
rise of Revisionism after World War II. There is to
be a lavishly subsidized "official" history directed by
men who played an important role in the propa-
ganda and intelligence work of the British and
American Governments during the War. This is
supposed to settle the matter for all time.

A utobiography
of a

Native Rebel
IN the American heart there is a soft spot for the

rebel. The rougher he wants it the less likely
he is to be disappointed, he may even get himself
hanged, but if he is a good rebel with some glamour
about him and a taint of greatness, he may be sure
of his niche with the heroes—always provided he
belongs. The point of belonging is that the quarrel
in that case is a tribal business and no outside in-
terference will be tolerated. *"Wobbly," by Ralph
Chaplin, is the autobiography of a rebel who
belonged by his roots. More than that, it is the
livid history of a native revolutionary labor move-
ment written by its poet in the first person. The
International Workers of the World were called
Wobblies; hence the name of the book.

Chaplin might have been the product of hard
times in Chicago, only that it would have been the
same with him in any environment, because he was
born a sensitive, unable to accept the ugliness of
poverty. His father was a patient man who had no
way with success; his mother was a woman to whom
men in their fine rages were like children in tan-
trums. This was a New England family that had
the hardihood of spirit to go west but not what
it took to win in that ruthless competition. Ralph
was the youngest of four children. Before he was
fifteen, to the dismay of his father, he was throwing
rocks at the strike breakers and at the police who
protected them. At eighteen, his pockets were
stuffed with Socialist literature and he was making

""Wobbly," by Ralph Chaplin. The University of Chicago
Press.
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speeches against capitalism in the streets. His only
reservation about socialism was that too many of
its preachers were respectable, wore nice clothes
and had soft hands. What were they going to do
about poverty—now? If they were sincere, he
thought, they ought to be wearing overalls. When
he announced to his family that he had decided to
throw in his life with the underdog and was taunted
by his uncle with the opinion that he couldn't take
it, he went down to that section of West Madison
Street known as the slave market and signed on as
a migratory worker. That put him on the underside,
and he loved it. All the migratory workers recruited
in the Chicago slave market at $1.50 a day were
shipped west; and west of Chicago the Wobblies
were raising hell, in the lumber camps, the mines,
the wheat fields and on construction jobs. They had
two simple ideas: solidarity and One Big Union.
What they represented was expendable labor out of
Chicago's vast reservoir of manpower. It was none-
theless indispensable labor and if only it could
organize itself it would have power. Later it was
Chaplin who wrote the famous IWW fighting
song, "Solidarity Forever." In the winter of 1913
he returned to Chicago with a record. It was a
terrible winter:

"Day by day unemployment and poverty became
more painfully evident. Along the 'slave market' on
West Madison Street 'No Shipment' signs were in all
windows. Every freight train that reached Chicago
dumped jobless odd-job workers on the already
crowded 'skid road.' The huge immigrant population
of the foreign sections and the 'Ghetto' slopped over
into the industrial and downtown districts. My daily
surroundings and the seven-mile streetcar ride back
and forth to work became more and more nightmarish.
Unemployed men and women were begging shelter at
police stations or sleeping on park benches. The police
were busy with their clubs driving what the newspapers
called 'wharf rats' from lumber and freight yards along
the river front. Entire families were forcibly ejected
from the precarious shelter found under bridges. In
the Loop district newsboys were literally mobbed by
unemployed white-collar workers, eager to scan the
'Help Wanted' columns and to race madly for any kind
of job that might be available."

At about this time Big Bill Haywood, who was a
Communist at heart and years later died obscurely
in Russia, took over leadership of the IWW. With
Chaplin's help and no money he established its
headquarters in Chicago, which was dangerous
enemy territory. And about that time, too, Chaplin
began to be worried about the validity of violence.
He was distressed when at the Chicago convention
of 1914 the IWW adopted the Haywood program
of direct action—take it if you can—but he had
gone too far now to turn back. The Haywood line,
nevertheless, was very effective. The One Big Union

began to grow. For the migratory harvest workers
it set up a picket line that reached from Kansas City
to Aberdeen, South Dakota, and got wages up to
$5.00 a day. The farmers were mad and badly
scared. Strikes everywhere became uglier and
bloodier and the Wobblies were always to blame.
Then came World War I. The IWW was antiwar.
Therefore, what might formerly have been only
another strike or another episode in the class
struggle assumed the aspect of sabotage, with
intent to defeat the country's war effort. Feeling
about this ran very high, with the result that the
Wobblies who had been schooled in the mob method
learned what it was to face, not the police now, but
the angry citizen mob.

By this time Chaplin had become editor of the
IWW's official organ Solidarity. The draft came.
What were they going to do about that? Haywood
and his executive committee could not decide. They
let Chaplin decide it. In Solidarity he advised every-
body to register as, "IWW opposed to war," which
of course made nothing any better. The One Big
Union continued to grow, in resources and in
membership, until it represented more disaffection
than a country at war could bear. So at last the
Department of Justice moved. Solidarity was
raided. Big and little IWW revolutionaries to the
number of 168, Chaplin and Haywood included,
were haled off to jail, released on bail and then
tried in the federal court. Chaplin writes:

"As the tons of literature and records at the Federal
Building were sifted, a fabulous but strangely con-
vincing case was built up against Bill Haywood and
key men of the IWW. After reading the sensational
newspaper accounts of our villainy, I sometimes
doubted my own innocence."

Chaplin left the courtroom handcuffed to Hay-
wood, under sentence of twenty years at hard labor
in Leavenworth penitentiary. There his secondary
education began. He had time to reexamine his
values and some of them went to pieces. The poems
he wrote and smuggled out gained wide recognition.
One day he sat down in his cell to do a serious thing,
and did this instead:

Beyond the deep-cut window
The bars are heaped with snow,
And seven little sparrows
Are sitting in a row.

Fluffy blur of snowflakes;
Dappled haze of light;
The narrow prison vista
Is all awhirl with white.

Seven little sparrows,
Ruffled brown and gray,
Snuggled close against the bars—
And this is Christmas Day!
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By surreptitious means he got together material
to do a life-sized painting of Jesus that the men
wanted to replace an old lithograph over the chapel
door. For that he was sent to the laundry, but the
chapel got its painting. In his zeal for radical
socialism he had cast away God. Now he discovered
the use of prayer:

"I learned something about the nature of prayer in
prison. It was not truly devotional prayer. Perhaps a
preacher would say it wasn't prayer at all. But, what-
ever it is, I learned about it from experience—the hard
way. In jailhouse cells and isolation wards I have heard
hardened men cry out in the extremity of physical
agony, 'Oh, God!' I have heard hopelessly unregenerate
criminals do it. I have heard my own agnostic friends
do it, and I have done the same thing myself. It struck
me that, in so doing, all of us were obeying an impulse
older than civilization itself—the instinct to call upon
a higher power than man in moments of mortal anguish.
This notion helped me to understand the function of
shrines, churches, temples, and cathedrals. These were
made hallowed and gracious in order that human
beings might, for a few moments at least, shut out the
cruelty and ugliness of the world and obey a perfectly
natural instinct to cry out, 'Oh, God!' And all the
prayers of all the troubled people of the world, I rea-
soned, may have been derived from that one tortured
exclamation."

After the war it was certain that the political
prisoners at Leavenworth, Eugene Debs at Atlanta,
and others elsewhere, would be released. I t was only
a matter of time. Chaplin was one whose sentence
was commuted "to the time already served" by the
proclamation of President Harding in 1923. His
next job was to get the rest of his Wobblies out of
Leavenworth. The slogan for that campaign was
"Amnesty by Christmas," and it succeeded.

There is nothing tragic about this story so far.
It is almost exactly as a rebel would have it.
Tragedy for Chaplin began after Leavenworth,
with the discovery that the native American labor
movement to which he had passionately devoted
his life was being taken over by forces that very
definitely did not belong—alien, Communist forces.
There was first the shock of what was happening to
his friends in Soviet Russia. Haywood's letters from
Moscow were somehow wrong. They—

"impressed me as having been written with someone
breathing down his neck. Rumors reached me that he
was secretly writing a diary telling the true story of his
experiences in the 'workers' fatherland,' and he had
made arrangements to have it transmitted to me by
courier in case of his death."

Mary Marcy, disillusioned in Russia, had com-
mitted suicide. His mail from Moscow was heavy,
because his name had been used by so many com-
munist fronts in this country, but:

"Haywood's condition, coupled with the death of
Mary Marcy, did little to alleviate my growing distrust

of international communism and its somewhat too
enthusiastic apologists in my own country. Perhaps
that was why repeated invitations to visit Moscow had
failed to offer any temptation. Even a photographic
postcard showing George Andreytchine, all smiles, at a
dinner party with William C. Bullitt and a group of
other distinguished guests, failed to impress me."

Day by day a change was taking place in Chap-
lin's mind:

"The social revolution wasn't so simple any more.
It was becoming increasingly apparent that the Com-
munists had seized the initiative in the radical move-
ment and were working with might and main to
liquidate the IWW as they had liquidated the General
Defense Committee. With this new perspective came
doubts, regrets, and many misgivings. The now-fashion-
able Communist-spawned school of 'proletarian' art
and literature with its coarse reality disgusted me. I
had endless and frequently futile arguments with my
liberal friends who did not recognize it as counterfeit.
I continued to write, but as my prose and verse did not
add up to a defense of the Soviet Union, the radical
press, with the exception of The Industrial Worker, was
hostile. Even some of the Wobblies resented my altered
style.

"Gradually I was loosening the strait jacket of my
'proletarian' dogmatism and learning to discard the
Marxian vernacular. My adjectives were becoming
more infrequent and less highly spiced. Doctrinaire
polemics, long my stock-in-trade as an agitator, began
to bore me. My own serious inadequacy in the face of
the new realities that were looming up called for some-
thing I hadn't figured out. I was about fed up with
cliches like 'proletarian' and 'bourgeois.'"

Thinking the IWW could be saved, he took
over again the editorship of its official organ, now
named The Industrial Worker, and tried to turn it
against communism. But more and more it was
evident to him that the Communists were gaining,
not so much because of their own strength as be-
cause opposition was practically nonexistent. And
then one day at an open-air meeting shared by the
IWW and a Communist youth organization he was
stunned to hear himself called a reactionary. For
the sinister plan that now was forming he blamed
both President Roosevelt and John L. Lewis—

". . . the former for what I considered his gullibility
in toying with Communist dynamite, the latter for
using Communist dynamite as a weapon in a personal
grudge fight against the AF of L hierarchy."

From The Industrial Worker he went to be editor
of The Voice of the Federation, in San Francisco, and
there witnessed the rise of the nondeportable Harry
Bridges and the "final convulsion" of the kind of
labor unionism he had lived for. From that time on
he could see his way clearly. During World War II,
as editor of Labor Advocate, in Tacoma, he did a
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remarkable job of creating "understanding instead
of discord between hitherto antagonistic groups of
citizens." He realized that his revolutionary ideal-
ism had backfired, for otherwise, why had his song
"Solidarity Forever" been adopted by the Com-
munists? The labor picture had changed. Labor's
new friends were even more dangerous than its
ancient enemies. Why? Well, because:

"Capitalist exploiters of the old school had been
tough, but there were ways of handling them. We were
just beginning to learn that labor doesn't handle the
manherders of big government. They handle labor. The
old-time tycoons, wilful and grasping as they were,
had no intention of transforming relatively free 'wage
slaves' into involuntary serfs of the state. Striking
against the boss was not like striking against the
government, with a death sentence for treason as
certain punishment. In Soviet Russia what remained
of the 'militant proletariat' had joined the 'hated
bourgeoisie' behind barbed wire in Stalin's concentra-
tion camps. And that trend seemed to be finding favor
throughout the world. . . .

"The last shreds of my 'class' orientation had been
torn to bits by hangman Vishinsky's insistence on the
death penalty for nonconformists during the blood
purges in Russia. No one had to remind me that the
concentration camps and quick-lime pits of theU.S.S.R.
were full of the likes of me. It was only natural there-
fore that I was unable to appreciate the advantage of
being liquidated by an NKVD firing squad for uphold-
ing the cause of freedom in the 'worker's fatherland'
instead of jailed in capitalist America for the same
crime. To me that didn't represent progress."

Now for the first time he was willing:

". . . to join those average citizens who from the
beginning had been striving for a 'more perfect union'
under a free economy. Little enough perhaps, when
viewed from the perspective of an imaginary Utopia,
but still more than any other earthly system had to
offer. I added up my new convictions this way: We, as
citizens of a free republic, can either progress by trial
and error in the direction of free and decent relation-
ships toward new horizons of freedom and well-being,
or we can retrogress in the direction of tyranny under
an authoritarian economy. Balancing my outgrown
Marxism against my new and more rational point of
view, I was convinced of two things: first, that the
American dream can find ultimate fulfillment only
under conditions in which the individual is free to
choose, to bargain, and to compete; secondly, that the
Socialist nightmare can become a reality only when the
free individual abdicates to an all-powerful state. This,
in a word, was the rough-and-ready philosophy which
I had hammered out on the anvil of my own ex-
perience."

Briefly, his evangel is that unless the boss and
the worker learn to fight it out for themselves in
the free American way, all belonging to one thing,
they may end by keeping company on the wrong
side of one barbed-wire fence.—G. G.

Metaphysics of
Private Property

AWORTHY addition to the company of Ortega
y Gasset, Spengler, Nock, Mencken and like

diagnosticians of the current mores is Richard M.
Weaver with his *Ideas Have Consequences. He
merits membership, first, on the grounds of crafts-
manship, which is to be expected of one who rues
the waning art of cultured expression; secondly,
because the critical scalpel he uses is cauterized
with scholarship and sharpened on logic; and, above
all, because his sincerity permits no watering down
of unpleasant truths.

"This is another book," he begins, "about the
dissolution of the West." That prognostication is
not new. Usually, however, it is derived from the
assumption of inevitable forces—like economic
determinism or biological necessity—and the prophet
robs us of choice. Mr. Weaver, while nonetheless
gloomy about it, tells us that the decline is of our
own making. That is, he accepts the proposition
that man is a reasoning animal, endowed with will,
and charges him with taking up false ideas; the
"dissolution of the West" is a consequence. The
book concerns itself with an exposition of these
false ideas and ends up—with the abandon of a
doctor who suspects that the patient lacks the will
to get well—with a prescription for betterment.

The descent began with the abandonment of all
superpersonal principles, moral and intellectual, by
which to measure thought and behavior. As a result
of this abandonment, the only referent of a fact
becomes another fact, and "good" and "bad" are
merely degrees of utility. Expediency is the only
rule of life and whatever "works" is right. This
obsession of empiricism, however, drags man into
a whirlpool of incongruities from which he is unable
to extricate himself; he sinks deep into muddied
waters simply because he has no ideational pattern
to grab hold of.

Without transcendentals by which to guide his
behavior, the individual falls into a pattern of
egregious egotism. He runs riot; life becomes prac-
tice without theory and human destiny the mere
satiation of appetite. What reason is there for re-
straints and inhibitions when the only meaning of
life is living? In this world of solipsism the bettering
of one's condition at the expense of one's neighbors
is not without warrant, and the consequence of
continual conflict is the norm.

Jacobism—"a social situation in which everyone
is called Joe"—follows as a matter of course. Since

* "Ideas Have Consequences," by Richard M. Weaver. The
University of Chicago Press.
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there is no superpersonal guide for thought or
behavior, how can there be a human referent? Who
is, or can be, better than me? Egalitarianism pre-
cludes the possibility of a rational hierarchy of
attributes, so that the better endowed are dis-
couraged and disadvantaged; the jealous demand
for conformity induces a low level of mediocrity.
This egotistic obsession finds expression in the
hypocrisy of democracy: an election presumes the
selection of a superior person for leadership, yet the
aspirant is under pressure to proclaim his identity
with "the people." The levelling passion destroyed
the fraternal feeling which existed when the "doctor
of philosophy'*—whose wisdom had to measure up
to the test—was the common idol, or when the
"gentleman" was obligated by the respect accorded
him to live up to it. Friction is inevitable where
every man is his own ideal.

A world in which existence is the only reason
for existence spawns, of necessity, the "lopsided"
specialist. To know one thing well and to make the
most of that knowledge becomes the acme of im-
provement. Seeking knowledge for the sake of
knowledge is a fatuous undertaking, while the know-
ing of many things and the tying of them up in a
bundle called wisdom lacks purpose. The specialist
flourishes because he caters to the "equal" man's
insatiable appetite. His business of providing plenty
is unencumbered by ideals; it requires him only to
attack nature as raw material to be conquered, used,
destroyed, not as a storehouse of teleological forces
far beyond his ken. But, in his attempt to destroy
imperious nature he simply destroys himself; she
leaves to this mad scientist only the retribution of
his own folly. He has his atom bomb, but he has lost
her "primordial synthesis"—which is harmony and
symmetry and a hierarchy of values.

Labor ceases to be a source of pride and pleasure
when unlimited consumption is the only ideal, and
compensation in proportion to production is an irk-
some wage-level. The "equal" man's claim on the
world for a living induces a spoiled-child psychology
—constant irritability, incessant grabbing and
hypochondriac discontent. Art, music, literature
follow in the general decline of values as human
foibles and frailties assume paramount importance.

All this man did of his own volition; his decadence
started when he withdrew the wedge between his
"metaphysical dream" and his material life. Re-
generation must therefore begin with the restora-
tion of that wedge. How do we start the process? As
a beginning, says Mr. Weaver, let us look for some
vestigal remains of metaphysical certitude about us
and build from there. He finds that starting point in
the concept of private property—"the last meta-
physical right." That is one dogma which has
resisted the attacks of functionalism, the one prin-

ciple the relativists have not been able to destroy,
even where collectivism prevails. So long as the pro-
ducer hangs on to this concept of "hisness," to a
transcendental relationship between producer and
output, complete barbarism is avoided, for with
that awareness comes a sense of responsibility and
honor (another abstraction), while inherent in the
idea of privacy in property is the dogma of free will.
Thus, in the concept of private property we find
metaphysics enough to help us rebuild its "dream."
Let us remember, however, that this concept is not
consistent with the divorcement of the individual
from his product, but finds its fulfillment in an
atmosphere of privately owned and operated enter-
prises. It is there that human dignity—the basic
transcendentalism—thrives.

With that first principle as a starting point, Mr.
Weaver would apply himself to a reorientation of
our education, beginning with the meaning of
words. Abstractions and ideas are expressed in
words and when, as the semanticist does, those
values are denied reality, those words are of no
weight. The denial of truth begins with the denial
of definitions; the restoration of the concept of
truth must therefore begin with reeducation in the
validity of definitions. The symbols must stand for
specific ideas, otherwise the art of language, which
is the art of communicating ideas, is useless. With
words rescued from the Tower of Babel to which
pragmatism has consigned them, education must pro-
ceed to restore the poetical and logical resources of
language, to literature and rhetoric, to logic and
dialectic. The disciplines which encourage symbol-
ism in sentiment and form must be put back into
college curricula, so that abstract thought can over-
come the pull of materialism.

Finally, the regenerative process of civilization
must be attended with a revitalization of the senti-
ment of piety; a proper respect for persons outside
ourselves and for ideas divorced from self-aggran-
dizement is requisite for an understanding of a self-
ordering and transcendant nature. There can be no
appreciation of cosmic values—particularly the
value of justice, which is highest in the hierarchy—
unless we reacquire this sense of humility.

In a book of this kind the attentive reader finds
much to cavil with. Perhaps that is its merit. The
author reveals thoughts that have disturbed him
and our introduction to them must be equally dis-
turbing; agreement with his argument or conclusion
is of less importance than the process of reflection
he stirs up. He puts us on the always stimulating
road of truth-seeking. That is the virtue of philos-
ophy, even when it leads to the conclusion that
perhaps the momentum of degenerative forces is
beyond resistance, that "nothing separates us from
the fifth century A.D."—Frank Chodorov.
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Hoover's America
From Two Speeches

One on His Own Birthday and One on Washington's

This is from Mr. Hoover's beautiful Home-
coming Address at West Branch, Iowa,
on August 10, 1948, his 7#h birthday.

I CAN claim to have had some experience in what
American means. I have lived many kinds of

American life. After my early boyhood in this Iowa
village, I lived as the ward of a country doctor in
Oregon. I lived among those to whom hard work
was the price of existence. The open opportunities
of America opened out to me the public schools.
They carried me to the professional training of an
American university. I began by working with my
own hands for my daily bread. I have tasted the
despair of fruitless search for a job. I know the
kindly encouragement of a humble boarding-house
keeper. I know now that at that time there was an
economic depression either coming or going. But
nobody told me of it. So I did not have the modern
worry of what the Federal Government would do
about it.

I have conducted the administration of great
industries with their problems of production and the
well-being of their employees.

I have seen America in contrast with many na-
tions and races. My profession took me into many
foreign lands under many kinds of government.
I have worked with their great spiritual leaders and
their great statesmen. I have worked in govern-
ments of free men, of tyrannies, of Socialists and of
Communists. I have met with princes, kings, des-
pots and desperados.

I have seen the squalor of Asia, the frozen class
barriers of Europe. I was not a tourist. I was asso-
ciated in their working lives and problems. I had to
deal with their social systems and their govern-
ments. And outstanding everywhere to these great
masses of people there was a hallowed word—
"America." To them, it was the hope of the world.

Coming Home
My every frequent homecoming was a reamrma-

tion of the glory of America. Each time my soul was
washed by the relief from grinding poverty of other
nations, by the greater kindliness and frankness
which comes from acceptance of equality and the

wide-open opportunity to all who want a chance. It
is more than that. It is a land of self-respect born
alone of free men.

In later years I participated on behalf of America
in a great war. I saw untold misery and revolution.
I have seen liberty die and tyranny rise. I have seen
human slavery again on the march.

I have been repeatedly placed by my countrymen
where I had need to deal with the hurricanes of
social and economic destruction which have swept
the world. I have seen bitter famine and the worst
misery that the brutality of war can produce.

I have had every honor to which any man could
aspire. There is no place on the whole earth except
here in America where all the sons of man could have
this chance in life.

Quaker Testimony
I recount all this in order that, in Quaker terms,

I can give my own testimony.
The meaning of our word "America" flows from

one pure spring. The soul of our America is its
freedom of mind and spirit in man. Here alone are
the open windows through which pours the sunlight
of the human spirit. Here alone is human dignity
not a dream, but an accomplishment.

Perhaps another etching of another meaning of
America lies in this community. It was largely set-
tled by Quakers over ninety years ago. This small
religious sect in England had declared that certain
freedoms of man came from the Creator and not
from the State 150 years before the Declaration of
Independence. They spent much time in British
stocks and jails for this first outburst of faith in the
dignity of the individual man.

They first came in refuge to New England. But
the Puritans cut off their ears by way of disapproval
of their religious individualism. Then came the
great refuge which William Penn secured for them.
From New England and Pennsylvania some of the
ancestors of this community, before the Revolution,
migrated first to Maryland, and after a generation
they moved to the Piedmont of North Carolina.
Then early in the last century slavery began to en-
croach upon them. Most of that community—5,000
of them—organized a concerted trek to Ohio and
Indiana. This time they were seeking freedom from
that great stain on human liberty. Again after a
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generation they hitched their covered wagons and
settled on these prairies.

Everywhere along these treks there sprang up
homes and farms. But more vital was the Meeting
House with its deep roots in religious faith, its
tolerance and devotion to liberty of the individual.
And in these people there was the will to serve their
community and their country. Even this village
was a station on the underground through which
Negroes were aided to the freedom of Canada. Sons
of this community were in the then Red Cross of the
Civil War. And despite their peace-loving faith,
many of their sons were enrolled in the Union Army
to battle for free men.

That imbedded individualism, that self-reliance,
that sense of service, and above all those moral and
spiritual foundations were not confined to the Quak-
ers. They were but one atom in the mighty tide of
these qualities of many larger religious bodies which
make up the intangible of the word American.

these recent years. Seeking some light on our own
problems, I turned first to economic questions. But
I found the first legislative act signed by the first
President was a protective tariff bill. There seemed
to be some elements of partisanship in that subject
so I cannot use that text.

I thought perhaps Washington, who became
President amid a postwar depression and inflation,
might have some views on that subject. But I was
unable to find that he had any remedy for postwar
booms and slumps. I might mention, however, that
in those primitive times, Presidents were not sup-
posed to keep this kind of medicine. He seemed to
think that stable currency, free markets and greater
productivity were the answer. As this also involves
some controversial aspects, I dropped that subject.

The Alien Doctrine

At the time our ancestors were proclaiming that
the Creator had endowed all mankind with rights of
freedom as the child of God, with a free will, there
was being proclaimed by Hegel and later by Karl
Marx a satanic philosophy of agnosticism and that
the rights of man came from the State. The great-
ness of America today comes from one philosophy,
the despair of Europe from the other.

There are today fuzzy-minded people in our
country who would compromise in these funda-
mental concepts. They scoff at these tested qualities
in men. They never have understood and never will
understand what the word America means. They
explain that these qualities were good while there
was a continent to conquer, and a nation to build.
They say that time has passed. No doubt the land
frontier has passed. But the frontiers of science are
barely opening. This new land with all its high
promise cannot and will not be conquered except by
men inspired from the concepts of free spirit.

It is those moral and spiritual qualities in free
men which fulfill the meaning of the word Amer-
ican. And with them will come centuries of further
greatness to our country.

This bit of mellow bitterness is from a speech by
Mr. Hoover before the Sons of the Revolution,
on Washington's birthday, February 22, 194-8.

IT is customary on these occasions to recall
Washington's great deeds and his wise advice to

his countrymen. The task of using this vehicle for
discussion has become somewhat more difficult in

I also searched for some light on the organization
of our government. I have recently been appointed
to find some method for the Federal Government to
get along with less than two million civil employees.
I found that Washington conducted the govern-
ment with less than one employee to every 4,000 of
the population. Today it runs about one employee
to every 70 of the population. Such a reduction
seemed too extreme, so that I must drop this dis-
cussion also.

*

When we come to foreign relations, any discourse
on Washington's advice becomes still more difficult.
For instance, on one occasion, he said: "The great
rule of conduct for us in regard to foreign nations,
is, in extending our commercial relations, to have
with them as little political relations as possible."
That did not seem to fit the proposed method of
administering the Marshall Plan, and as I am not
here engaged in controversy, I cannot pursue that
subject.

There was a George Washington Plan, which he
propounded over 150 years ago. He was emphatic on
what he termed "our detached and distant situa-
tion." He framed it in these pungent questions:
"Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situa-
tion? Why quit our own to stand on foreign ground?
Why by interweaving our destiny with any part of
Europe entangle our peace and prosperity in the
toils of European ambition, rivalship, interest,
humor or caprice?" You will realize that some of us
have had leanings toward the George Washington
Plan in times gone by. He was not only the Father
of his country but the ancestor of all isolationists.
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However, that is an unfriendly word in these days
so I will not amplify on this line.

I looked to see if Washington offered any advice
to his countrymen as to what to do afterwards if
they did get entangled with foreign nations. He left
no advice, whatever, on this subject.

The

Lansing Resolution
From the North to the South

But Washington was a practical soul who met
new situations as they arose. His views on many
questions might be modified by railroads, automo-
biles, steamships, airplanes, electronics, and juke
boxes. We might also add ideologies, threats of war
and economic forecasters.

Our present entanglements are appeals to our
compassion for the hungry people from parts of
Europe and Asia and an obnoxious desire of another
part of Europe to interfere in our peace and our way
of life. I am sure Washington, being a generous man,
would today have responded to the human appeal.
I am equally sure that Washington's immutable
principles as declared by him in the Declaration and
the Bill of Rights, would have led him to take
measures of defense against those who would de-
stroy those freedoms of men.

Truly the world situation in which we find our-
selves today is not one in which we can find much
satisfaction. That is an understatement. We are now
three years after our last war to bring world peace,
and every road to peace and disarmament seems
closed. The United Nations which was to assure
lasting peace seems frustrated. Nevertheless, I be-
lieve we are only at Valley Forge in the struggle for
peace and disarmament. Just as Washington held to
a great faith so we also today must hold to the
United Nations as the hope of mankind.

Democracy Redefined

SENATOR McGRATH of Rhode Island, chair-
man of the National Democratic Committee,

told a crowd of 7,000 at a Democratic outing yester-
day that "in months that have recently passed you
have found a campaign in your papers and on the
part of radio commentators to pour into your
ears the most antidemocratic philosophy. These
$100,000-a-year commentators would not be al-
lowed to exist under a truly democratic form of
government. They make your President out to be
an erroneous fellow and a stupid man."—Associated
Press dispatch from Johnston, Rhode Island, August
16.

This simple, self-explanatory document was pre-
pared in a spontaneous manner by a group of citizens
in a Republican-minded community of upstate New
York. It was sent to all Democratic governors in the
South, and to southern members of Congress. A copy
of it was sent to Governor Dewey, with a request that he
transmit it to "a corresponding group of southern
Democrats," just to see what would happen.—Editor.

WE the undersigned, from the rock-ribbed
Republican town of Lansing, and Tompkins
County, in upstate New York, which has

never voted Democratic, extend the hand of friend-
ship to the southern Democrats, our fellow Amer-
icans. We agree with Thomas Jefferson, author of
the Declaration of Independence, who said:

"I see with the deepest affliction the rapid strides
with which the federal branch of our government is
advancing towards the usurpation of all the rights re-
served to the States, and the consolidation in itself of
all powers, foreign and domestic; and that too, by con-
structions which if legitimate, leaves no limits to its
power. . . . When all government, domestic and for-
eign, in little as in great things, shall be drawn to
Washington as the center of all power, it will render
powerless the checks provided by one branch of govern-
ment on another, and will become as venal and oppres-
sive as the government from which we separated. . . .
What an augmentation of the field for jobbing, specu-
lating, plundering, office-building and office-hunting,
would be produced by the assumption of all the State
powers into the hands of the General Government. . . .

IT IS NOT BY THE CONSOLIDATION OR CON-
CENTRATION OF POWERS, BUT BY THEIR
DISTRIBUTION, THAT GOOD GOVERNMENT
IS EFFECTED. The way to have good and safe gov-
ernment is not to trust it all to one, but to divide it
among the many, distributing to every one exactly the
functions he is competent to do. Let the national gov-
ernment be entrusted with the defense of the nation
and its foreign and federal relations; the State govern-
ments with the civil rights, laws and police, and the
administration of what concerns the State generally;
and the counties with the local concerns of the counties;
until it ends in the administration of every man's farm
by himself. . . . What has destroyed liberty and the
rights of man in every government which has ever
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existed under the sun? The generalizing and concen-
trating all cares and powers in one body."

So spoke Thomas Jefferson.

WE believe, as did the founders of our nation,
in a federal republic of limited constitutional

powers; and in the system of checks and balances
between the legislative, executive, and judicial de-
partments—no one supreme; no packed court or
rubber stamp congress.

WE resent the swarms of bureaucrats who suck
their living from honest industry, swelling

their functions to fatten their pockets. The essence
of liberty is the right of every man to retain the
fruit of his toil; and we resent the fact that the
average man must work two days of every week to
support such parasites.

WE abhor the demagogues who inflame strife to
prey on the ignorant. We commend the law

enforcement officers of your southern states who
have so courageously reduced mob violence almost
to the vanishing point, even when aroused by
vicious crimes; we wish that an honest workman in
the north could be equally protected against mob
violence when going to work.

WE deplore the lack of mutual understanding
between the good people of the north and

south, which by dividing our strength has played
into the hands of groups who would weaken and
destroy our nation. Foreign intrigue has no place in
our political system, and our public servants should
cease to be sensitive to special pressure groups if
and when the great body of our nation speaks its
mind without the division of traditional parties—a
division which so exaggerates the influence of pres-
sure groups in certain states.

WE know that people a thousand miles away
cannot always understand each other's prob-

lems. We realize that local conditions, traditions
and memories may make it as difficult for your good
people to vote Republican as for us to vote Demo-
cratic. We do not ask you to do so. While the
amalgamation of the two great parties may be im-
practical—and even undesirable as leading to the
totalitarian dictator—we hope that your people
and ours will so vote that our nation as a whole will
emerge stronger to face the problems which now
confront us.

Signed:
Robert V. Morse, Ithaca.
John W. Shannon, Ithaca.
Charles H. Scofield, Supervisor, Town of Lansing.
Louise Rankin, Ludlowville. Republican State

Committeewoman.
Everett H. Rankin, farmer, Ludlowville.

Otis F. Curtis, teacher, Ithaca.
Lucy W. Curtis, Ithaca. Republican State Com-

mitteewoman.
Charlotte Bush, Ithaca, County Treasurer, 1925-

1946.
W. Glenn Norris, Ithaca, Tompkins County

Clerk.
Norman G. Stagg, Tompkins County Judge.
James R. Robinson, Ithaca, fourteen years a

member of New York State Assembly.
Edward Ozmun, Justice of the Peace, Town of

Lansing.
John Howland, Highway Superintendent, Town

of Lansing.
Clay C. Tarbell, Justice of Peace, Town of

Lansing.
A. B. Genung, economist, Farm Foundation,

Freeville.
H. N. Bliss, Ithaca.
C. F. Morse, Past Chairman of Selective Service

Board, Ithaca.
Douglas Hewitt, Candidate for State Legislature,

Ithaca.
Merritt A. Vining, industrial executive, former

Republican Precinct Committeeman, Ithaca.
Carl W. Vail, engineer, Ithaca.
Bristow Adams, alderman, Ithaca.
Ray Ashbery, attorney, Trumansburg.
Joseph S. Barr, Ithaca, Commissioner of Public

Works.
Fitch Stephens, Tompkins County Surrogate, Re-

publican State Committeeman from Tompkins
County since 1937.

Committee of Tyrants

To a debate in the British House of Lords on an
International Bill of Rights, Lord De Ulsle and
Dudley made the following unsympathetic contribu-
tion.

I LIVED my adolescent and early adult life be-
tween the wars, when nations were constantly

adhering to covenants and declarations, and per-
haps it is with that memory in my mind that I am
a little skeptical about more covenants and more
declarations. Human rights are difficult to define,
but we can recognize them often by their absence.
It seems to me to boil down to this: Is our civiliza-
tion to continue to exist under the rule of law, or
not?

It is no good blinking the fact that there are pro-
found differences of philosophy in Europe today,
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and not only between Eastern and Western Europe,
but in Western Europe itself. Even in Western
Europe we have not yet made up our minds upon
the important and difficult question of the extent of
the powers which the government should have as
against the individual. I believe that, until some
generally accepted philosophy is created among the
nations of Western Europe as to the proper sphere
of the State, we shall not achieve any common
doctrine about human rights.

I am sure that tyrants, or committees of tyrants,
are perfectly certain in their own minds that they
are doing their best, not only for themselves but for
the people they rule. People do not necessarily be-
come tyrants because they are bad. They sometimes
become tyrants because they wish to do too much
good to other people. It is a sense of conscious
rectitude which often does so much harm to the rule
of law, because once you think you know more than
the people you are ruling about what is good for
them, then you immediately set about trying to
acquire powers in order to do them that good
against their own will.

I recently read an article in the New Statesman
and Nation entitled "Peasant Democracies." On the
whole, it approved of the economic development
which is taking place in the Balkans, and particu-
larly in Yugoslavia. It stated that the peasants
generally did not particularly appreciate being col-
lectivized. It remarked philosophically that it is
often extremely difficult to persuade people of the
good intentions of the government in trying to do
them good against their own will.

That is a point of view which is current on both
sides of the Atlantic Ocean, and while that point of
view subsists, while there are a number of people
who, often from the highest motives—though some-
times, I fear, merely from love of power—are in
favor of control by the State, and while present
tendencies are, as I believe they are, toward allow-
ing the State vastly increased powers, then it seems
to me that a debate on international conventions to
preserve human rights is a discussion in vacuo.

I suggest that in this matter we should, to some
extent, be introspective. We should apply the rather
vague generalizations of the declarations which
have been drawn up and see how they work out in
our own economy and our own institutions. When
we have cleared our minds by that kind of action,
and if, having done so, we can come to a common
basis for agreement, then we may proceed in the
international field with some chance of success. But
while we are divided among ourselves, however
much we may try and conceal that division, I do
not believe that any useful international instrument
will be forged—not one, at any rate, that will
prevail for any length of time.

Mr. \fondenberg's
First Religion

Excerpts from his book entitled "The Trail of a
Tradition" published in 1925

"The trail leads from patriot-Founders whose
early prescience warned us against foreign entangle-
ments down to latter-day electorates which have
preferred, in the same spirit, to serve civilization by
serving * America First.'

*
"We summon history, tradition and experience to

confront the theory and formula recommended by
Voices in the air.' The literature of 'International-
ism' continues at flood-tide. Ours is the case for the
defense—the 'National' defense. 'What avail the
plough, or sail, or land or life, if Freedom fail.' Ours
is the trail of self-sufficient, self-reliant, self-deter-
mining America.

"There have been dangerous days. There have
been skirmishes and ambuscades. There have been
those, upon the treacherous seas, who have denied
our right to be free of others' ails and who have
tried to rob us of our vantage. There have been
those, at home, who have envisioned a beautiful
world-wide brotherhood of man—a vast polyglot
brought out of Babel and to the promised land—to
which their zealotry has been willing to offer up our
independence as an experimental sacrifice.

*
"It is easier, declares the history and experience

of nations, for leagues and alliances to cause than to
cure wars. 'Nationalism' refuses to paint these
perpetual clouds upon the horizons of America.

•

"Commerce and industry are a world unit. 'The
United States is by no means self-sufficient,' de-
clares Herbert Hoover. 'If we would maintain the
standards of living of the American people, we must
import many things from foreign countries. Many
of the commodities which we cannot produce are a
vital part of our necessities and comforts.' Intelli-
gent 'Nationalism' denies none of these material and
physical facts. But it insists that the material and
the physical shall not be confused with the political
and the moral. As recently as July 6, 1925, the
London Daily News was saying that 'the enmities
distracting Europe arise . . . from jealousies and
fears from which America is free . . . through his-
torical and geographical accidents.'

*
"The trail of the particular tradition which en-

gages us, now leads to those secret Cabinets at
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Versailles—after the complete defeat of the Central
Powers—where President Wilson . . . without pre-
tense of counsel with his Constitutional partners in
the American treaty-making powers, undertook the
committal of his country not only to an entangling
League, but also to a frankly defensive alliance that
should make us permanent sentries on the frontiers
of France; where he laid the unfortunate foundation
for a decade of bitter domestic politics, and for the
greatest disappointment of his brilliant life. This
observation, seeming harsh, aims—it should be
remembered—at a specific target; namely, the fate
of a tradition which the President, if he had had his
way, would have terminated forever.

*
"The League of Nations Covenant proved unac-

ceptable to 'traditional' Americans for several
specific reasons—all, however, reflecting a refusal to
subordinate legitimate 'Nationalism' to emotional
'Internationalism.'

*
"Here, for time being, endeth the trail of a tradi-

tion. It threads straight through the romance of the
United States. It is a continuous, unbroken highway
from yesterday to now. The Fathers surveyed it for
posterity. Sometimes it has been uncertain, travers-
ing a doubtful fog. Sometimes it has wavered in a
momentary maze. But always it has blazed on
through—the more remarkable for these hazardous
vicissitudes. It is solidly paved with the triumphant
experiences of some seven generations. It is flanked
by the blessings of the years. Upon it have marched
the feet of the finest, surest statesmen whom it has
been America's benediction to possess. They have
bequeathed to us this unmortgaged right of way.
Along its sovereign roadstead are the markers and
the mile-stones to make safe and sure the journeys
of tomorrow's pilgrims—except they be blind pil-
grims, having eyes, yet seeing not. It is a rugged
trail of hard-bought freedom. No toll-road, this—
with unwelcome and unbidden mercenaries making
alien levies on our liberties and rights. It is a shining
trail of honor—the honor of a great self-determining
democracy which has traversed it to righteous
glory. Reckless adventurers with nought to cherish
and nought to lose—soldiers of doubtful political
fortune for whom speculation is a trade—may leave
this highway for the by-paths and the detours and
the proscribed entanglements of international ex-
periment. High-purposed theorists, scorning the
admonitions of yesterday, may clothe their call to
other roads in all the habiliments of an evangelical
crusade. But this independent Nation of justly
proud Americans will meddle with such vagary only
at its peril. The trail of a tradition beckons to the
safer, surer way. It has been tried by prophets,
patriots and patriarchs. It is wrought of the rock
whence we are hewn."

A Miracle
By the Tail

From the American Federation of Labor's Monthly Survey

IN spite of postwar increases in prices and conse-
quent declines in real wages, American incomes

are still high enough so that the average consumer
can buy 39% more in mid-1948 than he could before
the war.

This means that American consumers are de-
manding higher living standards today and are
trying to buy the goods that will make these living
standards a reality. To expand plants, make up
wartime shortages, supply goods for this huge new
demand and also for relief abroad has been a
colossal task which challenged labor and industry to
repeat the production miracles of wartime. This
they have accomplished. In 1947 the per capita
physical volume of all production in U.S.A. was 47%
above 1939, and is even higher in 1948. Here is
further evidence that supply is catching up with
demand on the home front.

Now, however, a new demand for goods is being
felt, to meet ERP needs and military requirements.
Business therefore looks forward to another half
year of high demand when prices can be raised.

Many industries are increasing prices much more
than enough to offset wage raises. Workers may
expect gradual rises in living costs for the next few
months. Rents will move up slowly; metal goods
prices will rise; fall clothing may be higher; meat
prices are likely to stay high or go higher—we hope
for declines next year. Shoe prices are held at levels
consumers cannot afford, while stocks accumulate,
production is cut, thousands of shoe workers
are laid off. Government support keeps wheat prices
up.

The downward price adjustment is being post-
poned by government spending for ERP and arma-
ments, but it cannot be escaped. Meanwhile high
prices are undermining the reserves and buying
power which alone can sustain production when
these emergency programs end. Before the end of
the war, competent economists pointed out that an
American living standard 50% above 1939 would be
necessary to provide the demand needed to operate
industry at full employment levels. In 1945, per
capita real income in U.S.A. was at this level—54%
above 1939. But since then it has been so reduced
by inflation that today it is only 39% above 1939.
Consumer buying power is the floor under our whole
economy.

It must be kept intact so that the price decline,
when it comes, will be slow and orderly, not a price
collapse.
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Quiz
By Agnes Morley Cleaveland

Author of "American Primer"

FEW will deny that civilization is speeding along
the highway of destiny with faulty brakes.

A smashup will be the outcome unless man begins
very soon to know why he does what he has learned
to do. How many leaders among men know why
they speak and act as they do? And as for us,
the people, do we think upon the issues that will
determine our fate or do we take our so-called lead-
ers' slogans, half-truths and cliches and call them
our own thinking?

The present vogue of the quiz suggests that we
all enjoy cerebration. Possibly a little of it on ques-
tions of more vital importance than whether an
emu is a bird or a water buffalo will start a chain of
real thinking.

True or False? "The people can always be
trusted."

False. The people clamored for the crucifixion.
The people, convinced that the earth was flat, egged
on the persecution of Galileo. The people, under
duress of two words, "master race," elected Hitler
to unlimited power over their own lives, by a 95%
majority. The people chose Mussolini as a supposed
lesser evil to off-schedule trains and unemployment.
Throughout the ages, the people when under the
influence of slogans or half-truths have proved
themselves the most dangerous force that can be
unleashed. When the politician cries, "I trust the
people" he is either bidding for their individual
votes or is himself so sloganized that he belabors
popular cliches unthinkingly. This does not deny
the fact that ultimate power does reside in "the
people," but unless a preponderance of the individ-
uals involved are thinking clearly and realistically,
that power is no whit safer for society than power
wielded by wrong or wicked leaders. The words,
peace, democracy, social justice, without exact defini-
tion, are merely soporific suggestions that the
demagogues possess some magic formula for usher-
ing in the millennium.

True or False? "I am my brother's keeper."
False. Cain asked "Am I my brother's keeper?"

Not until the Golden Rule was given to men, pre-
sumably four thousand years later, was his question
specifically answered. To attribute the didactic state-
ment, "I am my brother's keeper," to Biblical
authority has no justification. The implication that
the answer is an unequivocal yes loses effect in face
of its equally false corollary, "My brother is my
keeper." It is only when both my brother and I
"keep" one another in a right relationship to our
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common Father and behave toward one another as
brothers, in a divine unity of acknowledgment of
that Fatherhood, that we fulfill the conditions of the
Golden Rule. The widespread misquotation of
Scripture in order to serve political ends has done
much to undermine personal accountability through-
out the civilized world. National morality has suf-
fered in consequence.

True or False? "If the peoples of the earth
knew and understood one another they would settle
all of their differences without resort to violence."

False. Members of the same family know and
understand one another. Family battles may be the
acme of bitterness. The Balkan states know and
understand one another. They have been known for
generations as the powder keg of Europe. South
American republics know and understand one an-
other but violence in settling their disagreements is
by no means unknown. Obviously something more
than "knowing and understanding" in the ordinary
sense of those words is required to compel people
with different objectives to accept a give-and-take
formula. There must be mutual acceptance of some
basic principle, some agreement upon the question
of what constitutes fundamental human values, an
understanding of what is meant by "seek thine own
in thy neighbor's good." It is a dangerous half-truth
to proclaim that to "know and understand" one
another's weaknesses and moral frailties will in and
of itself solve anything.

True or False? "War is the supreme enemy
of mankind."

False. Slavery is the supreme enemy of mankind.
War is destruction of the status quo. The status quo
can be human degradation. A struggle to free man-
kind from it is a "holy war." If such a war cannot
be won without violence (and sometimes it cannot)
then war becomes a supreme virtue. Here again the
question is one of the facts. This nation had a lesson
which needlessly cost hundreds of thousands of
lives and billions of dollars because it listened so
long to the half-truth that war itself was the enemy
which could be vanquished by turning one's back
upon it. The same fallacy is again being promoted in
this country by the overemphasis upon peace with-
out a clear definition of the terms upon which peace
is either possible or deserved.

True or False? "Nobody wins a war."
False. Everybody pays a heavy price for resorting

to violence in order to settle a disagreement and
afterward may come to question whether or not the
price was too great. But one side or the other
emerges with a net gain. The Allies won World
War I. Had Germany won that war, both logic and
history attest that the English language as a living
tongue would have been doomed and with it much
of the language of human freedom, e.g., the King
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James (or any other English) version of the Bible,
the works of Shakespeare, Chaucer, Abraham Lin-
coln and hosts of other inspired writers. The phe-
nomenon of "thought control" has become too well
established to permit any doubt that these messages
to humanity would not have continued to be circu-
lated except in translated form subject to censorship
and whatever changes the controlling clique wanted
made. The slogan, "nobody wins a war," which was
used so freely by sentimentalists following World
War I, did much to halt this nation's preparedness
for the inevitable World War II—inevitable because
facts were disregarded and right objectives were
proclaimed without willingness to look at the un-
pleasant truth that powerful individuals who con-
trolled powerful nations did not believe in our right
objectives.

True or False? "Racial prejudice is desir-
able."

True. Pride of race is instinctive and bound up
with something akin to integrity. Why there arose
diversities of race in the beginning can only be con-
jectured, but diversities exist; not alone in physical
characteristics but in modes of thought and psycho-
logical fixations. Those races with the least pride in
their own racial heritage are oddly enough often the
most tenacious of their own modes of thought and
the most sensitive to what they construe as disre-
spect from other races, when as a matter of fact it
may be less disrespect than honest inability to un-
derstand the other's thought processes. To label
this lack of understanding racial hatred adds fuel to
the fires of emotion and confuses the race problem
all the more. The loose way in which the word
hatred is bandied about to indicate what may be
lack of understanding keeps the pot of misunder-
standing boiling. One fact seems clear. Any cam-
paign or organized agitation for status in and of
itself draws a line of social distinction. Status is a
delicate flower which thrives best when least clam-
ored for.

True or False? "Men are too prone to hate
one another because of the color of their skin."

False. Men do not hate one another because of
the color of skin. If Dr. Einstein had not used better

logic in the mathematical field than he did in his
recently reported public statement on the Negro
problem in America he would not be the world
figure he is. As reported over the radio and in the
public press, he is quoted as saying that the Negro
suffers injustice because his ancestors developed a
protective coloration against the tropical sun. This
does not explain why Negroes sometimes hate other
Negroes and blonds sometimes hate other blonds.
To attempt to attribute the inability of the white
and the Negro races to see eye to eye on the matter
of their respective racial destinies to the allegedly
superficial and even purile reason that the white
man is prejudiced against dark pigmentation in the
human skin, is to attribute to the white man a com-
plete lack of rationality. It is a red herring across
the trail which by design or otherwise attempts to
throw all blame for misunderstanding upon the
white man. When the words, hatred, prejudice,
bigotry are employed to stigmatize the white man,
understanding moves out to make room for emotion.

The same reasoning holds for much of what is
called religious bigotry. It is rare, these days, to find
anybody who hates another because of his honest
religious beliefs. Anti-semitism is not directed
against religious convictions.

True or False? "Human rights supersede
property rights."

False. Human rights and property rights are
inseparable. Property is the product of human
initiative, human industry, hope and thrift. Even
as to the natural resources, although man does not
create them he does give value to them by his labor
and imagination. It is only when greed, covetous-
ness, and fear are associated with the idea of prop-
erty that problems arise. Again, the real issue is lost
sight of when false ones are raised.

Intellectual integrity is full brother to moral
integrity. Without integrity nothing can be solved.

Until the sanctity of contract is inviolable, until
international treaties cease to be scraps of paper,
until campaign pledges and party platforms are
intended to be kept, until diplomats mean what
they say, and, above all, until the phrasemaker is
bound by the wholeness of truth, we shall not know
what integrity is.

For the saddest epitaph which can be carved in memory of a vanished liberty
is that it was lost because its possessors failed to stretch forth a saving hand
while yet there was time.—Mr. Justice Sutherland.



October 1948 251

As Prophesied
Translated from the Madrid Arriba, semi-official daily news-
paper, and reprinted by courtesy of Human Events, 1823 M
Street, Washington, D. C.

A note from General Francisco Franco to the
British Ambassador, dated February 21,19^3

"Our alarm about the Russian advance is shared
not only by the neutral nations, but also by all those
people in Europe who have not lost the faculty of
sensitive perception and fear. Communism is an
enormous menace for the world, and now that it is
supported by the victorious armies of a Great
Power, all those who are not blind must be dis-
couraged. If Russia comes out of the war trium-
phant, we believe that even England will adopt our
view and perhaps then our fears of today will not
seem exaggerated. . . .

"We, who neither enter nor wish to enter the war,
can see events with great impartiality. . . . If the
course of the war continues unaltered, it is evident
that the Russian armies will penetrate deeply into
German territory. . . . If this occurs, will not the
major peril to the Continent and to England be a
Sovietized Germany, which will distribute to Russia
its secrets and manufactures of war, its engineers,
its technicians and specialists, giving them the op-
portunity to create a fabulous empire, from the
Atlantic to the Pacific? In our opinion, while up
until now Russia has been the major danger for
Europe, due to her Communist totalitarianism and
her military and industrial power, at present this
danger is growing enormously. And we ask: Is there
any Power in Central Europe, in this mosaic of na-
tions and races without consistency and unity,
ruined and shorn by occupation, which could con-
tain the ambitions of Stalin? Evidently not. We can
be sure that communism will reign supreme in these
nations after the occupation. For this reason, we
consider the situation extremely serious, and we
appeal to the good judgment of the British people
that they may reflect on this situation: that if
Russia occupies Germany, nothing, nobody, can
contain her. . . . If Germany did not exist, Euro-
peans would have to invent a Germany, and it
would be ridiculous to think that Germany's place

could be occupied by a federation of Lithuanians,
Poles, Czechs and Roumanians, which would be
rapidly transformed into a federation of Soviet
states."

Reply by the British Ambassador, Sir Samuel
Hoare, to General Franco's Note

"Thank you for the memorandum. . . . It is
reasonable that we should exchange our preoccupa-
tions and fears. I hope to show that these fears have
no basis. You say that the great danger for Europe
is communism and that a Russian victory will bring
as a consequence the triumph of communism in
European countries. That would bring the destruc-
tion of European civilization and Christian culture.
Our point of view is quite the opposite.

"Let us look at the central argument that a Rus-
sian victory will draw Europe into communism and
will mean the Russian domination of Europe after
the war. But is any single nation going to be capable
of dominating Europe after this war? Russia, first
of all, is going to be forced to engage in reconstruc-
tion on a grand scale and will depend for its help on
the British Empire and the United States. Besides,
Russia will not win the war to any preponderant
extent. The military force will be a common one and
the victory will be by all the Allies.

"The probable situation at the end of the war
will be the following: large American and English
armies will occupy the European Continent. These
armies will be equipped with the best arms of all
kinds. They will consist of fresh troops of the first
rank, which will not be the case with the exhausted
Russian army. I will presume to offer the prophecy
that [after the war] the strongest military power in
Europe indisputedly will be Great Britain. Conse-
quently, it seems to me that the British influence
will be the most preponderant which Europe has
seen since the fall of Napoleon. This influence will
be supported by an enormous military power. . . .
With it we will maintain our full influence in all
Europe and will take part in its reconstruction. I do
not accept therefore the thesis that a postwar Rus-
sian peril to Europe will exist. Nor can I accept the
idea that Russia will launch an anti-European pol-
icy at the end of the struggle."

Morality recognizes no rights which are not, at the same time, duties, and no
authority but itself—this is not a natural fact but the first spiritual principle.
—Benedetto Croce.
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Education

Right Versus Left
on the Campus

By Albert R. Neill

A student at Antioch College

HOW is today's student to reconcile the con-
flicting trends of thought with which he daily

comes in contact? I was reared in a Vermont home,
where the conservative New England traditions of
individualism were early impressed upon me. In
college I now attend classes in government and
sociology and economics. Along with thousands of
other young people on many of our campuses, I am
being exposed to the teachings of share-the-wealth
inspired professors, well versed in the dogma of the
late Lord Keynes and his enthusiastic band of
controlled-economy disciples.

The student, thus exposed, must choose his team
in the present great tug of war of right vs. left. He
must develop his own long-range philosophy. What
should he accept? What should he reject? It is neces-
sary to find a logical trend of study on which to
build one's own socio-economic philosophy.

It seems obvious to me that the only logical basis
upon which to formulate this philosophy lies in the
study of man himself—a study not only of individ-
ual man but of man in groups. (For we know that
individual behavior is ordinarily rational, whereas
mass behavior is highly emotional, and frequently
irrational.) Inasmuch as the ultimate aim of eco-
nomic activity is the satisfaction of man's wants,
a study of economics begins, does it not, with the
observation of man—involving the sciences of
biology, anthropology, sociology, and above all,
psychology?

Modern psychologists agree that man is moved
to act by two types of desires. They are (1) the
fundamental basic needs found universally in all
men, and (2) acquired motives caused by man's
environment. The basic needs must be satisfied for
the survival of the individual and the propagation
of the species. They arise because of internal func-
tions and are independent of environment. Basically
therefore, the manner in which men act springs from
the desire to satisfy these wants.

These universal needs, numbering eight, we are
told, comprise hunger, thirst, elimination, breath-
ing, temperature maintenance, activity, rest, and
sex.

It is safe to say that the fundamental economic
activity of man ultimately rests on the necessity to

fulfill these organic needs. However, the advance-
ment of society has added to this list. Once the
basic needs are fulfilled man seeks further satisfac-
tions physically and mentally. To these secondary
desires psychologists give the name of acquired
needs or motives. In an advanced industrial society
such as our own these motives are inexhaustible,
and it is to be further noted that the more advanced
the society (and thus the higher the scale of living
of its members) the greater become the acquired
needs of the people.

To illustrate: Economists are asking the question:
"Is the dollar shortage chronic?" Those who claim
that it is not say that the answer rests with the
comparative advantage of the nation's trade. The
United States is a high-living, high-cost economy.
The high scales of living of the American people
create an extremely large demand in the world
market. Because of these increased needs of the
American public (in other words, "acquired
motives") many feel that the United States will be
able to strike a balance of trade once European
rehabilitation demands have been satisfied.

In modern society, therefore, biological needs
determine the general direction of our activities but
seldom do they directly motivate us. Thus, a coal
miner works not to keep warm but to earn money;
that is to say, a man digs coal to satisfy the basic
needs of society, but the individual miner is directly
motivated by the desire to gain purchasing power.

These basic and acquired needs together deter-
mine man's economic activity in the following
manner, as outlined by Dr. William J. Calvert in
his economic pamphlets:

(1) The physical and mental constitution of man neces-
sitates the acquisition of material things.

(2) The desire for these things are of two types:
(a) those which fulfill the basic organic needs, and
(b) those which serve to satisfy the acquired needs.

(3) These desires stimulate man to acquire the maxi-
mum of purchasing power in order to satisfy the
greatest number of his desires.

(4) Desire plus purchasing power equals demand, and
(5) The satisfaction of demand is value.

These desires of men cause them continually to
strive for gain and motivate them to acquire addi-
tional material and psychic wealth. In a discussion
of acquired motives in a textbook on psychology,
Floyd L. Ruch states that our motives are built
upon psychological foundations; that they are many
and overlapping. He lists sixteen. The first is
"to make money." The motive of social approval
is evident throughout the list. The money-making
motive is listed first because the accumulation of
wealth is the most effective method of winning
social approval. The man who is born a multi-
millionaire cannot possibly spend his fortune for the
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necessities of life, yet he works hard to increase his
wealth. Obviously, for such a man, wealth serves to
give him prestige and respect. In the desire for
social approval we have the fundamental motivat-
ing force which directs social man.

Is it not obvious, then, that a society to endure
must be so constructed that it conforms to the
habits and demands of men? Certainly, man is not
going to change, so why not conform society to
man? If we are inherently profit-seeking, is not a
profit economy the one most likely to satisfy the
greatest number over the long run?

To my mind, grasping for the basic underlying
truth, it becomes evident as to which end of the
rope I will cling in this great opinionative tug of
war.

My generation will witness exciting times, and of
course, the history of this era now hinges on the
great battle of the ideologies. Today's college stu-
dents will be the leaders in that battle; let us hope
that they will be able to stem the swelling tide of
Marxism that threatens to engulf the world!

It is inherent in young people to be liberal, but a
good deal of the fault lies today in the classrooms
where the basic economic facts of history are being
overshadowed by the complexities of the "New
Economics" (the Keynesian philosophy) and numer-
ous new mathematical theories which accept certain
basic assumptions as a promise when it is a matter
of serious concern whether they are economic fact
or fallacy. My short experience has shown me that
it is an old trick for speakers to assert that a theory
is entirely correct and immediately to launch upon
an exposition. The average student or listener thus
occupied in following the theory seldom stops to
ask: "Is this theory basically sound?" "Is it histori-
cally proven?"

For the unemotional student seeking economic
facts, once the veil of the planners is cast off and the
basic nature of man reveals itself, the decision is,
indeed, an obvious one.

Win or lose, therefore, this student casts his lot
on the side of a free society.

Thoughts of an
Uneasy Student

Three Letters

To the Editor of American Affairs:
T TRUST, first of all, that you will forgive me for in-
** truding this way, but I have a rather unusual
request to make. Next year I shall, God willing, gradu-
ate from college, and I intend to go on and seek a
doctorate degree in political science. I have catalogues
from various universities, but the professors—and
hence their ideologies—are largely unknown to me. As
collectivist dogmas are readily accessible in newspaper

news and editorial columns, I prefer to study under
individuals who adhere to the traditional American
principles of free enterprise, limited government and
no entangling foreign alliances. Yale Political Science
Department, for example, does not subscribe to these
principles. You see the difficulty.

It may well be that you are unacquainted with the
merits or demerits of professors and departments of
any universities, but any advice you may offer would
be greatly appreciated.

Yours very truly,
Winchester, Mass. JOHN PAUL FITZGIBBON

Dear Mr. FitzGibbon:
T AM very much interested in your letter. My first
•*• impulse is to print it, letting it speak for itself as a
kind of simple accusation; but on reflection it occurs to
me that you might expand it. What is your background?
How came you to be possessed of a conviction for
limited government and the free economy? And by
what chain of experience did you arrive at the problem
as you now present it?

Sincerely,
Editor American Affairs

*
To the Editor of American Affairs:
Tjp VERY generation invariably concludes that, of all
•"-̂  the times that try men's souls, their time is
without doubt the most trying. In view of this I would
like to present a problem that is, I believe, trying many
of the souls of what is optimistically referred to as
"the coming generation."

This fall I shall enter my senior year in college. Upon
graduation I hope to continue my education in
graduate school, presumably in the political science
department. In that word "presumably" lies the crux
of the problem. Stated briefly, the question reads: Is
politics really a science and treated as such, and are
there political scientists who can be depended upon
properly to present the case for our "horse and buggy"
Constitution and original principles of government?
I ask this question in all candor, for information and
guidance.

Every science, if the term be justified, presupposes
a body of truths. This is obvious in the physical sciences.
When two elements are joined, a certain reaction
occurs, always has occurred and always will occur.
It seems not unreasonable to expect some similar
recordable phenomena to result from actions in the
political sphere. But the political scientists generally
give no indication that such is the case. They appear
quite insensible to the testimony of history. Perhaps
it is observed that, in the past, if certain measures
became law, socialism on a large scale always resulted.
Nevertheless, many professors of politics today advo-
cate more and more socialism, protesting that this time
it will all be different—no loss of liberty, higher, not
lower, standards of living, etc. All of which would seem
to indicate that, while political scientists may be in-
curable optimists, they are certainly not scientists; no
more than would be the physicist who optimistically
expects the lead weight he releases, this time to remain
suspended in air. Philosophers tell us that moral certi-
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tude, while inferior to physical certitude, may still be
formal certitude.

I feel certain that there are professors of government
(a more apt term than political scientist) who believe
that experience, if not the best teacher, at least is
moderately instructive. But who are they? They don't
reach the news columns. Too often it appears that the
sole criterion of the "political scientists" is success.
Whatever works, or seems good at a particular moment,
is good. Philosophical instrumentalism will make hash
out of any science in short order, and may not that be
the creature which has ruined our Republic? For some
years laws have been enacted to cure evils (real or
fancied) and create jobs, without any regard to the
principles of government upon which the Republic was
founded.

I discovered that this country was not adhering to
tradition and the Constitution because I am interested
in the theory of government and happened by chance
on organizations and individuals that expounded the
original American theory of government. I was con-
vinced by them because the logic of the argument for
a maximum of liberty and a minimum of government
becomes evident and incontrovertible once the postu-
late is accepted that man was born, is, and of right
ought to be, free. Personal freedom, then, varies in-
versely with the size of government, public (and
private) corruption vary directly.

The majority of people, however, have not a personal
interest in government, and their political education
consists only of experience or the usual undergraduate
college courses, that are, at best, barely informative;
at worst, partisan sounding boards for professional
planners. Yet the generation now being educated will
write and administer our laws twenty years hence.

It is an easy matter to become thoroughly pessimistic
on this score. If there are few teachers basing their lec-
tures on traditional American principles, if there are
few who admit the validity of these principles, what
chance is there to "save what's left"? That is the prob-
lem mentioned at the outset of this letter: where can
be found professors who may be trusted to give "old-
fashioned Americanism" more than a perfunctory nod,
who are dedicated to the preservation of the principles
of American Liberalism?

I arrived at my present somewhat unique position,
in view of the background, by three roads.

My father has worked hard, saved his money and
invested it. (My grandfather, incidentally, escaped to
America after one of the many unsuccessful Irish up-
risings in the last century.) This made him, of course,
one of the "professional" capitalists, and I have never
seen any reason to repudiate the economic system
which has supported and educated me, especially since
there is nothing intrinsically immoral in it.

Being curious about government, which was taking
so much of my father's money, and economics, I sought
literature on the subject,

Thirdly, I was born an individualist, and this is, I be-
lieve, wherein the answer must finally be sought. A few
are born liberals, most are born neutrals, some are born
collectivists (I presume). I dislike the state interfering
in my life in any way not absolutely necessary.

JOHN PAUL FITZGIBBON

Notes on Life
in England

These observations on life in England are from a letter by
Wendy Meyer. She is a Boston girl, a graduate of Smith
College, who married a young doctor just out of McGitt
Medical College in Montreal. Mrs. Meyer herself is in
psychiatry. Her husband's father is a London doctor. The
point of view, therefore, is generally that of a medical family.

London, July

arrived Saturday evening. Johnnie's sisters met
us. His father was in Queen's Square National

Hospital for Nervous Diseases, having had a cerebral
thrombosis three weeks before. For years—all through the
war, in London during the bombing—he has worked ter-
ribly hard and long hours, and one can understand why
the thrombosis. Another source of worry is the socializa-
tion of medicine, which finds a large number of doctors
feeling most insecure at present.

The older men who bought their practices, as the
custom was, when they were young, and have worked
them up with the intention of selling them (perhaps work-
ing a younger man in over a period of two-three years)
and have relied on that income to retire with, are now
feeling most insecure. For this loss they are being reim-
bursed by the government most inadequately—in govern-
ment bonds, which, as I understand it, are nonconvert-
ible. And of course they do not look forward to retire-
ment on the small old-age pension.

It is remarkable that one sees now in England healthier,
stronger children, fewer cases of malnutrition, rickets,
etc., better teeth. The people as a whole, and certainly
the lower classes, are in better health than ever before.
The local food boards see that every child and pregnant
woman gets the necessary milk, orange juice, cod liver
oil, etc. Also the rural and industrial areas are provided
with more adequate medical services. On the other hand,
the doctors feel that they are now puppets who can be
manipulated and directed by lay persons, and that the
government has not lived up to its promises given in the
final compromise.

It is rather alarming, in our present pattern of thinking,
to contemplate graduating from medical school and a
year of internship and being ordered to go to some indus-
trial or rural area where doctors are scarce to set up
practice.

There are benefits for young men who wish to specialize
or who are already doing so, since they will be paid all
through their training period (allowing a family) and
also paid by the government for their clinical work,
formerly unpaid, also their income as specialists will be
higher than a general practitioner's, since one is allowed
to go to one's doctor of choice, after paying the usual flat
insurance fee for which one gets free care from a certain
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doctor; and these specialists are entitled to have private
patients as well.

The benefits of the system will never be known in our
generation. In the future, both from the doctor's point of
view and the patient's, it may be developed into a practi-
cal system, provided the government does not dictate
policy to the doctors which it seems to be doing at the
present time.

*

Along similar subject matter, one cannot possibly earn
more than £3000 and that is extremely unusual, most
upper-middle and upper class men finding it difficult to
get what they heretofore considered just a decent income.
On the other hand, apparently no one is poverty-stricken
or without proper care.

In the matter of food you will find an apparent dis-
crepancy in my saying that we haven't eaten so well in
ages and that the English are allowed only sixpence
(about 10 cents) a week per person for meat (perhaps one
small chop, or a share of a tiny roast in a small family).
However, the restaurant and hotel food is good, especially
in the country; also we were visiting doctors families and
adoring patients often contributed odd delicacies here and
there to the family larder. No doubt the family pooled
their rations to feed us well, and finally, we sent some
food ahead to help out.

We climbed to the Whispering Gallery and to the
higher gallery at St. Paul's and looked down on the amaz-
ing blocks of bombed-out houses and stores on every side
of the unscarred building. In spite of the elaborate per-
mit system one must embark on just to paint a room,
London is looking but much brighter. Johnnie especially
noticed the difference since his 1946 trip, though the
Londoners we spoke to all felt discouraged about the re-
building program, having seen it at such close range,
I guess.

*

We decided that the best way to see England was by
car and therefore rented an Austin and set off for Somer-
set and Devon. (The local Englishman is allowed only
three gallons, less than 90 miles, a month; American and
Canadian tourists are allowed an unlimited amount of
petrol.) We stopped to see the Roman Baths in Bath, and
at Wells the loveliest cathedral I saw anywhere, twelfth
century, small enough to be comprehensible, and contain-
ing the famous fourteenth century clock, the bells of
which are struck with tiny battle axes by two little
knights in armor. We drove on to Dunster in Somerset,
near the coast, where we stayed at a small and delightful
inn, the Luttrell Arms. The town is made up mostly of
whitewashed, thatched-roofed, houses which crowd over
very narrow streets. In the middle of the town, and in-
cidentally right across from the Inn, is an old yarn
market; a funny little octagonal building where in the old
days (seventeenth century) the famous Dunster Cloths
were sold. The manager of the Inn, an ex-R.A.F. charac-

ter, had a small bar where a few of us would gather to
chat over beer and he would expound on the inadequacies
and treacheries of the Labor Government.

*
The famous Luttrell family (original one there being a

friend of William the Conqueror) own all the land around
Dunster and Minehead, and still live in part of the old
eleventh century castle on the hill overlooking the town.
On their huge estate we saw every sort of exotic tree and
flower—and even lemon vines were bearing fruit at that
time. Such vast landowners are now being forced to sell
much of their property in order to pay taxes. Later we
saw the same setup in Heacham, Norfolk, where the
Lestrange family, now dwindled to one sole member, own,
according to the old law, still used, all the beach and out
to sea as far as a man can ride a horse, stop, and throw
a javelin." Needless to say, the remaining aristocrat
could neither ride nor throw in his present state. Yes, we
really are witnessing a changing order.

By far the most fascinating Norman castle we explored
was in Chepstow, built flush with a 700-foot cliff over-
looking the Wye. The old passages, dungeons, gargoyles,
etc., were still intact, and one could almost see William
the Conqueror sitting down in the huge banquet hall, now
roofed by sky alone, to a large roast pig. We discovered
an interesting example of Norman public health, whereby
the washroom was located in an el overhanging the 700-
foot drop, and the refuse was (and alas still is!) apparently
deposited directly into the river without the services of
a middle-man.

*
Back in London we visited the Meyer's old house on

Marley Street, in structure rather like Commonwealth
Avenue houses, a 6-story building now let out to medical
and surgical consultants. Much of their Jacobean (early
seventeenth century) furniture is still there, and 'tis
really beautiful. How my ideas of what is an antique have
changed. Luckily the house wasn't damaged too severely,
though several houses in the block were completely
demolished.

Wherever we went in England, we were impressed by
the lack of young men, so many of them having either
been killed or having left the country for Canada, South
Africa and Australia. Also remarkable was the change in
attitude we found regarding such emigration—particu-
larly significant coming from men who would be the last
to relinquish pride in their country, its traditions, and the
loyalties of its subjects. Instead of resenting Johnnie's
leaving England, as they had in '46 when he was here
for two months, they were sincerely hoping for him that he
would stay on the other side where the opportunities were
much greater, encouraging him to take out papers, trying
to figure out how they could get their sons across, all ex-
pressing the feeling that England had "had it." This was,
of course, expressed most fervently by the formerly well-
to-do families, but we found the same despair expressed
by many of the working men.
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