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The St. Louis Post-Dispatch was one of the leading American news-
papers which courageously opposed the Roosevelt program of arma-
ment, interventionism and war prior to Pearl Harbor. No other
cartoonist was more blunt and devastating in ridiculing the pro-war
propaganda than their world-famous Daniel Robert Fitzpatrick. The
cartoon here reproduced is, perhaps, his most bitingly satirical.
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POPULAR-FRONT COLLECTIVE
SECURITY MOBILIZES AMERICAN

LIBERALISM AGAINST GERMANY,

19351939

THE GROWING PERTURBATION AFTER
THE SAAR VOTE AND THE STRESA CONFERENCE

IN THE spring of 1935, after the Saar had voted to return to Ger-
many, conscription had been adopted by the Hitler regime, the
Hitler-Simon talks had collapsed, and the Popular Front program had
gotten under way, a new possibility began to take shape. It was the
first occasion when Soviet Russian moves began to indicate the even-
tual success of their policy toward Germany over that of exponents
of Anglo-German understanding, or that of a general European secur-
ity agreement, which had heretofore been the major topic of Amer-
ican liberal discussion of the road to peace in Europe. This latter had
been true despite a strong countercurrent of quiet dread on their
part upon contemplation of German determination to break the Ver-
sailles territorial settlement log-jam. Popular Front thinking and
pressure on the liberals began to direct their eyes toward a Soviet-
type solution, even though the Russian collective-security position
involved few differences from the older French proposals except that
the major beneficiaries were to be the Communists.

On April 10, 1935, the Nation was editorially cheered by Anthony
Eden’s historic visit to Moscow and speculated brightly on the possi-
bility of an Eastern Locarno pact against Germany now, with Eng-
land, France, Poland and Russia as the main partners. It qualified
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this by the admission that the Poles were not likely to appreciate
pressure to join, since they were on an independent tack, playing the
role of buffer state between Germany and Russia; “To join the encir-
clement of Germany will limit this independence and bring it
[Poland] back into the French system,” the Nation further observed.
But since the Poles were not sure that even this combine would be
strong enough to prevent a war, which “would be fought in Poland,”
should it happen, “An Eastern Locarno for the sweet sake of France
is no longer of interest to Poland,” the editorial concluded. But it was
felt that Hitler would stir up so many troubles that there was little
hope of this anyway; his threat toward Russia, and his similar one
toward Italy in Austria, his pressure on the Baltic States over the
question of the return of Memel to Germany, while still trying to
widen the breach between England and other powers, all would con-
tribute to preventing this accord. The issue still seemed to be, how-
ever, the prevention of Hitler from adjusting any of the territorial
hangovers of the War, now that rearmament of Germany was a reality.
The Nation in particular took heart at all news in April that sug-
gested roadblocks for German ambitions. There was no displeasure
expressed that the Hitler-Simon talks proved fruitless; on the con-
trary, this gave new life to Soviet proposals for their collective secur-
ity proposals in concert with the British and French. The Soviet
Union “more than any country has urged regional pacts of mutual
assistance as a safeguard of peace, and has stressed the necessity for
united action by all the powers against the threat of German aggres-
sion,” the Nation pleaded.!

“German aggression” obviously was to be the charge against any
more moves to alter the Versailles map of Europe. On April 14 an
editorial expressed pleasure that the National Socialists had failed to
get the two-thirds vote in the city of Danzig necessary to bring about
its return to Germany. It was interpreted as a major sign of German
weakness, and evidence that the opposition could take heart from it
and confidently expect “an ultimate return to sanity.” 2 In the same
issue, Oswald Garrison Villard rejoiced in a column titled “Hitler
Aids Moscow” that his anti-Communist propaganda had not diverted
British foreign policy makers and Captain Eden from their determi-
nation to “stand together” with Russia, the corollary to the Franco-
Soviet pact. Villard hoped that this “moral cordon around Germany”
would deflate the Germans and make them docile.? The Nation was
irked by what seemed to be official American interpretation of the
likely consequences of Hitler rearmament and the new cordon sani-
taire policy against him, namely, the neutrality doctrine and the drive
to build up American armed might. It ran completely into collision
with those like themselves who wished to think of collective security
as a war-preventer, and some irritation was expressed at the “contra-
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dictory” American action of preparing to stay out of such agreements
while building defenses, since collective security was so obviously a
“more civilized and economical system” for inhibiting the incidence
of war.4

More in harmony with collective security views appeared to be the
news emanating from the Stresa conference, from which the Nation
took much comfort late in April, 1935. The general tone of the con-
ference seemed to be that of willingness to deal with collective secur-
ity on regional bases as a check to German ideas of expansion and
destruction of the territorial settlements of Versailles.® And in early
May it seemed that Hitler’s fat was in the British fire for sure with
his announcement that Germany was building submarines again.®

There was an even more pronounced schizoidal quality to liberal
reporting and interpreting of Hitler Germany by now than there had
been in 1933 and 1934. Over this span of time the mixing of two
utterly incompatible views persisted; first, that of Hitler as swagger-
ing bully directing a powerful brute-state aiming hostile gestures in
all directions and terrifying his neighbors, peace-loving without
exception; and second, Hitler the insecure hysteric leading a nation
with an economy ready to break down every weekend upon the
appearance of the latest Communist newspaper, and as the Nation put
it on June 5, 1935 “hemmed in on all sides by enemy states,” and
“hoping against hope that he can break the ever-tightening ring that
surrounds him.” Between Stresa and the Communist Popular Front,
his future appeared very dim, in this particular context.?

To be sure, the main case against Hitler Germany in June 1935
was not so much that its leaders had yet done much of anything as the
fact that they had not abandoned their determination to seek the
rectification of post-1919 German frontiers. Liberals, once the great
champions of this program, now were quite generally hostile to Hit-
ler’s ideas on the re-occupation of the Rhineland, and the retaking of
Eupen, Malmédy, Memel, the Polish Corridor, the Sudetenland and
Danzig and the incorporation of Austria into the Reich, but even the
most implacable of them, even the most devoted Russian partisans
among American liberals, lacked the temerity to suggest that any of
these areas was not profoundly German.

In Central and Southeastern Europe, liberals hoped and then took
for granted that Hitler’s pressure on Austria had driven France and
Mussolini together, since a German Austria meant the swift collapse
of Czechoslovakia and the drawing of Hungary, Rumania and Bul-
garia into the German politico-commercial orbit, thus ousting French
influence there completely. For this reason it may be remembered that
liberals were inclined toward softness in the case of French faint-
heartedness when the Italo-Ethiopian war broke out. It was recog-
nized that they could not oppose Il Duce in Africa if they wanted to
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retain his support against German ambitions in Austria. Thus the
liberals had devoted the preponderant part of their literary moral
pressure on England. When the English did take the initiative against
Mussolini, liberals on several occasions, it will also be recalled, ad-
mitted that English moral pretensions were not so much motivated
by tenderness toward Ethiopians and their independence as it was by
fears of Italian influence in the Mediterranean, the Suez and in the
region bordering on to British East African colonial interests.

Thus can be seen the merging of the Austrian and Ethiopian ques-
tions in the spring of 1936. British softness in the matter of Austria
turned liberals to face East Europe and look upon Russia as the last-
ditch barrier to Hitler, even though the Soviets were obviously pro-
tecting themselves and had not been noted to this time for any
extended strong views on Germany’s voiding of Versailles. With the
French caught between the British and Germans on Ethiopia and
with Poland in a similar position concerning Russia and Germany, it
left a most confused and perplexing situation. It is no wonder that
editorial positions wheeled in staggering circles.

All in all, there was an insoluble aspect which the more restrained
liberal writers recognized. It was expressed a number of times, one of
the most eloquent being that of Marcel W. Fodor, Vienna correspond-
ent to the Manchester Guardian and a frequent contributor to liberal
periodicals on foreign affairs, on the occasion of the Rome conference
suggested by Mussolini in June, 1935 on the heels of the ending of the
second Stresa meeting. In his long report to the Nation on the meet-
ing, proposed by the Italian leader to create a Danubian pact ““to assure
the independence of Austria and maintain peace,” as well as to head
off German expansionism, Fodor declared pessimistically, “No con-
ference can undo the evils which the breaking up of the old Austro-
Hungarian Monarchy caused in Central Europe.” Granting that the
new Rome meeting might bring some alleviation to the tenseness,
Fodor went on, “stupid as the Versailles treaty was, it was a work of
genius compared to the obtuse and senseless St. Germain treaty, which
dismembered the old Austrian Empire.” Fodor blamed the French for
the most recent crisis. In their zeal to prevent the German customs
union with Austria, they had precipitated it by allowing the most
powerful Austrian financial institution to collapse, leading to the wid-
ened economic effects of undermining Germany, Austria and Hun-
gary, as well as contributing to driving Great Britain off the gold
standard and serious aggravations of world economic conditions gen-
erally. Fodor expressed the confidence, with distaste, that German
National Socialism was sure to be the ultimate victor in this entire
area if the Rome Conference did not reach a satisfactory conclusion.?
It was well above average journalistic prediction for the liberal press.

For the New Republic and most of its featured liberal contributors,
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the evolution of the Popular Front and the stirring of a defiant Ger-
many simultaneously posed a serious conflict. The fervent support of
Russia now ran head-on into its established position of opposition to
collective security, the result being a somewhat more restrained atti-
tude toward European politics than that of the Nation and most of
its writers. H. N. Brailsford’s response to the outcry following the
German denunciation of the Versailles Treaty clauses disarming the
Reich on March 16, 1935 was in the tradition of the journal’s stand
since the time of the Treaty itself: °

I cannot bring myself to share the general indignation. The chief of
many follies perpetrated at Versailles was the attempt to obliterate Ger-
man sovereignty. The conception of absolute national sovereignty is a
relic of barbarism and the root of anarchy but one does not abolish it by
denying it to a single beaten people. Germany has recovered her sov-
ereignty in the only possible way, by asserting it.

Brailsford was similarly affronted by the inflammatory talk about
“aggression” and caustically reminded its loose users, “The concept
of ‘aggression’ has no meaning for morals when the peaceful Powers
are merely sated Powers sitting tight on gains they won by their
hunger blockade,” a cutting comment on the Allied throttling of
Germany in the months after the end of the World War. It did seem
as if some liberals had lost their perspective, charging the Germans
with “aggression” for reintroducing conscription, in view of a goo,o00
standing conscript army facing them across Poland from Soviet Rus-
sia. The Popular Front was already making a shambles out of con-
sistency. But Brailsford could not hide his sympathy toward Germany
in this question, despite his understandable Social Democrat hostility
toward Hitlerian domestic policies.

A week later (April 24, 1935) the New Republic, commenting on
the import of the new Stresa conference, remarked that “Hitler gam-
bled boldly when he defied the Allies, and he won.” But it noted too
that the conference “more or less ignored Germany’s offer to partici-
pate in a general pact of non-aggression and to raise no objection if
the other participants should supplement it by treaties of mutual
assistance.” It further observed that the French were using the con-
ference as an occasion to go about constructing what were called ‘“‘air
alliances,” adding in amplification, ‘“The old system of alliance and
counter-alliance which never wholly disappeared, is now back in the
open, though weighted more heavily against Germany than it was
in 1914.” ° It was not a kind comment to make considering the
sensibilities of those still impressed by the sonorities of the League
of Nations.

Views of this kind prevailed during the rest of the spring in the
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New Republic. A May 15 editorial, “What Germany Wants,” ignored
the flamboyant literary evaluations of the new Germany now making
the Marxist rounds and dug into physical and material realities. Of
course, the era of technicolor metaphysico-psychologico-poetic anal-
yses of National Socialism, in which part of the essay consisted of
seeking and reportedly finding the elements of this dread philosophy
seeping out of the German past as far back as Herman the German,
was not quite at hand. But a start had been made, especially by some
of the more agitated defenders of Communism. In this case, however,
editorial opinion was much more impressed by Germany’s industrial
and food plight, its efforts to restore its 1914 boundaries and to
reclaim its lost foundries and food-producing land. The “immediate
compulsions of modern economic nationalism” took total preference
over political psychoanalysis.!t A further comment on June 5 even
went so far as to hazard that the beliefs of Europe’s chancelleries were
correct that Hitler’s foreign policy was “on the whole pacific,” if he
meant what he said, conceded to be ““a highly important ‘if.’ ”’ 12

National self-sufficiency aspirations had not become utterly sinister
at this fairly early date. Bruce Bliven, early in November, 1935, even
undertook to explain other aspects of such policies, suggesting that
“autarchy” had been “forced upon certain countries by necessity, the
necessity of stopping the flight of capital, of protecting the national
gold supply, of preventing currency depreciation.” And he had recog-
nized deeper implications by suggesting that international tension
might best be relieved, thus doing away “permanently with the great-
est single cause of war,” by allocating foreign trade as well as colonies
and raw materials.’® There was not much doubt in his mind that free
access and opportunity in these areas did not exist, and that some
forms of combination existed rendering the efforts of some nations
quite futile in seeking to attain them.

The pressures on liberals expressing such detached and objective
views were increasing, as the weeks wore on. The admonition of
George Soule that liberals should do everything possible to maintain
world peace and subscribe to neutral feeling was especially difficult
when posed against the general liberal commitment toward Germany.
Various forces were at work exacerbating the German question and
providing powerful instruments for creating hostility to an under-
standing of the German situation. The pro-Russian press, such as the
New Masses, with its solid contingent of contributors with ready
access to the liberal journals, adopted the position at an early moment
consonant with the Popular Front that Hitler was a ravening beast
intent on invading Russia at the earliest moment with the Western
democracies as allies.’* Inflammatory material poured out in this
weekly emphasizing German propaganda success among its neighbors,
and stressing the mistreatment of Communists in German concentra-
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tion camps, while delicately avoiding discussion of this phenomenon
in Russia. A field day for pro-Communist cartoonists began in Sep-
tember, 1935 when the Hitler regime adopted the swastika as the
national flag symbol. For an unexplained reason this symbolism had
an effect on many liberals akin to the alleged impression of a red rag
on an enraged bull. But in a proper sense the stepped-up Communist
propaganda campaign against Hitler Germany in 1935-36 which bore
such startling opinion-fruit among liberals must be related to the slow
demise of the much-repeated prediction of a Marxist overthrow of
Hitler.

THE HOPE FOR A MARXIST UPRISING
AGAINST HITLER SLOWLY EXPIRES

It has been mentioned before that the endemic and universal poverty
and low living standards of the people of Soviet Russia were subjects
which simply could not have been discussed comprehensively in the
American liberal press between 1930 and 1940, given the uncondi-
tional commitment to the Soviet Union as “an act of faith,” as the
disillusioned and discomfited Vincent Sheean put it on the occasion
when the 1989 Pakt caused wholesale shedding of scales from the eyes
of a regiment of liberal Soviet enthusiasts and supporters. There
developed as a kind of compensation the story of bottomless economic
and social misery in Germany, especially after 1933, volubly and
vividly attested to by a steady stream of articulate expellees and
escapees from the Hitler regime. In view of the two standards of
reporting, in which refugees from Russia were not to be believed
under any circumstances while those from Germany were not to be
questioned, it hardly was to be considered exceptional that the molten
adjectives of the Communist press directed toward Germany made
an easy transition into the pages of the American liberal press. A gen-
eral public innocent of the Russo-German power struggle with atti-
tudes pre-cut and pre-stressed for them on both nations was expecta-
ble. But since the accent was squarely upon the presumably impos-
sibly bad conditions in Germany, the wonder is that there were no
requests for some sort of poll conducted among the vast majority
which remained in Germany in order to determine why they were
staying.

This internal misery was directly related to the expectation of a
Marxist revolution under Hitler, and it died a slow stubborn death in
the American liberal press. With about two out of every seven votes
in the last pre-Hitler German election (November 6, 1932) going to
the Communist and Social Democrat parties, the reason for this hope



660 American Liberalism and World Politics, 1931-1941

can be understood. Knowing that over 13 million voters, of the 22
million who had voted against Hitler, had been supporters of a
Marxian organization of some sort, was great comfort. For nearly
three years there was, as has been developed before, a steady stream
of testimonials to the vitality of the German Marxist underground,
with promises that its explosion could be expected momentarily. It
was the assumption that further millions not of Marxian persuasion
had also joined in this anti-Hitler coalition, presumably amounting
now to well over half of the voting age population. An example of
what American liberals were getting as a picture of Germany as late
as the end of October, 1935 was a Nation article of extended length
titled “The German Underground Movement” by Kurt Rosenfeld,
identified as the Prussian minister of justice in the Social Democrat
government established at the end of the World War. Rosenfeld told
the same amazing story of a vast Communist publication program,
leaflet distribution, clandestine radio attacks, strikes and sabotage,
and the existence of a widely distributed Socialist-Communist united
front.1s

But the continued survival of Hitler’s National Socialist order in
spite of all this opposition excited the curiosity of very few. How a
regime with over half of the adult voters in fierce and implacable
opposition and engaging in hostile underground propaganda con-
stantly could possibly have stemmed a mass revolution should have
mystified everyone. To give credit for this survival to the efficient
employment of sheer terror was most implausible; Hitler would
undoubtedly have been paralyzed if he had had to suppress a much
smaller fraction of the German populace. But among many liberals it
was still a matter of strong belief into 1985 that Hitler was on shaky
grounds at home, seeking by coercion and terror to subdue 20,000,000
active enemies. When the New Republic on April 10, 1935 concluded
editorially, “Nobody expects that Hitler will be overthrown in the
near future, or that the military and industrial forces behind him
will lose their power,” ¢ it hardly was speaking for more than a small
portion of the liberal-left in America, and only momentarily for
them. And it continued to report the struggle between Hitler’s forces
and the German Communists late into 1936. Beginning in this year,
however, some adjustments started to be made in the ideological por-
trait of Germany. One of the earliest was Louis Fischer’s dispatch to
the Nation in February, reporting on what he had just seen in Ger-
many himself. “Many radicals have entered the S.A. and other Fascist
organizations for protection rather than from conviction,” ¥ he told
the American readers who probably were wondering what had hap-
pened to the long-promised revolt. They got instead the “beefsteak
Nazi,” “brown outside, red inside,” a reference to the color of the
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National Socialist shirt and the political faith of this new band of its
wearers.

On the other hand, the theory of early economic collapse of Na-
tional Socialist Germany kept its vigor, and even after the faith in a
Marxian revolution trailed away the repeated assertion of the unvia-
ble nature of the Hitler regime’s economy showed no diminution.
This remained the standard interpretation until 1940, when it was
replaced by its obverse in unreality, the image of an unbeatable and
omnipresent economic genius with both the power and the ability to
conquer the world and reduce all other people to helots.

In October of 1935, Common Sense joined in the journalistic
reduction of Germany by printing one Dr. A. S. Lipschitz’ “Ger-
many’s Economic Debacle,” a prediction of early and catastrophic
internal collapse, brought about by “tremendous cuts in wages and
by lowering the standards of living of the German people,” and poli-
cies which were alleged to be the nadir of economic intelligence.!®
Forgotten for the moment was the general assay of German economic
conditions in 1931-1932, when they were supposed to have reached a
depth never before attained. Accounts such as this called upon the
readers to believe that the situation was now much worse, an achieve-
ment which must have tasked to the utmost the credibility of at least
some liberal students of German affairs, if not the residue of hard-
core wishful thinkers.

Throughout 1936 this view persisted as well. A New Republic edi-
torial article in late March of that year expressed steady confidence in
the sureness of Hitler’s overthrow from internal stresses, recommend-
ing that every refusal to deal with him on the international level
hastened the day of his dethronement from power and thus increased
the chances of continued peace.!® Even though it was now admitted
that the consumers’ boycott against German products begun in this
country had undergone a ‘“‘general collapse” by mid-1936,2° there still
seemed to be reasons for pressing for this non-intercourse. A strong
campaign was conducted by the Nation to get the United States to
withdraw from the 1936 Olympic Games in Berlin, and it published
rumors of various kinds coming from a British Communist publica-
tion The Week, edited by a well-known Communist, Claude Cock-
burn (“An English bulletin whose reliability is ordinarily beyond
question”) that the German system was in grave troubles. It did not
equal the New Masses, however, which in June, 1936 published from
The Week a supposed authoritative story of Cockburn’s that Hitler
had suffered a total mental collapse and was shortly to step down out
of his position of power as Chancellor.?!

The message of coming German debility and overthrow internally
continued. Heinz Liepmann’s book Fires Underground, with its
theme of an anti-Hitler uprising, received a warm review by Franz
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Hollering in the Nation late in August, 1936, while the New Repub-
lic's last issue for the year carried a long editorial article, “Nazi
Morale Begins to Crack.” 22 The Nation’s first issue for 1937 con-
tinued in this vein with a substantial account from Walter Duranty,
“Hitler’s House of Cards.” Duranty’s contempt for the German
regime was immense, largely due to his enthusiasm over Russia’s
active part in the Spanish Civil War and its diplomatic endeavors
among Germany’s neighbors generally; ““As for Russia, which is today
the greatest power in Europe, it has at last begun to realize that one
of the ways to avoid war is to pursue an active policy.” He was sure
that this Russian effort spelled the end of Hitler, and coupled with
the French government’s determination to back Czechoslovakia, sig-
nalled where the stopping of Germany would take place.?® The
Nation considered this kind of wishful thinking a formidable kind of
factual reportage on European affairs.

In the meantime, the economic experts continued to file stories to
the liberal press describing the mortal disease of Germany. The
Nation featured in the same month with Duranty’s black report two
pieces by Alexander Vidakovic, the London correspondent of the Bel-
grade journal Politika, which once more proved the German regime
was in a desperate state and about to topple momentarily. He repeated
the stories of sharply cut standards of living, a crushing debt structure
and other frightful costs, iterating the “‘guns instead of butter” slogan
which had by now become standard reportage on the realities of
internal German life. At the conclusion of his extended “Germany’s
Economic Impasse,” Vidakovic demonstrated little more knowledge
about Germany than most others by expressing much surprise at the
absence of any revolt among the people.?

Of course, contradictory material on Germany was plentiful in the
daily newspapers. Villard, plagued by foreign travellers returning to
America with stories of Germany’s attractiveness and apparent well-
being, devoted his entire page in the issue for January go, 1987 to a
comprehensive and extremely intemperate denunciation of these
people and Germany and Italy as well. He was of the opinion that the
measure of a person’s loyalty to the United States was the degree of
his condemnation of the Hitler and Mussolini regimes, though he
diplomatically omitted any requirement that Americans mention
anything discreditable about Stalin and Communist Russia.2’

Although the year 1937 was a relatively quiet one insofar as liberal
attacks on Hitler were concerned, Villard reached his highest level of
polemic against him. In his column for November 13 he was still on
the subject. “The Hitler government,” he trumpeted to the Nation’s
already long-convinced readers, “is the greatest menace to the peace
and welfare of the world that exists, and I shall oppose it with every
drop of blood in my body and with the last breath I may draw.” 26
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Two years later, with the war he eagerly anticipated already a reality,
Villard’s strictures against American leanings in the direction of par-
ticipation were a curious study by comparison.

Although the impression seemed to be abroad among liberals that
moral indignation was sufficient to produce tremors in the National
Socialist state edifice, a little economic pressure from outside was not
unwelcome. When the American press began to discuss early in 19377
the possibility of a loan being made to Germany, in addition to raw
material credits, and when both British and American politicians
began to talk about its possible merits, the Nation expressed its utter
opposition to anything of the sort. Its violent editorial attack of Feb-
ruary 20 revealed the existence of a world economic barrier already
being built against Germany, but its full implications were not
explored.?” Its service as an incitation toward deeper exploration of
the structure of autarchy, thus building up war pressures, did not
come under the usual complex assessment of the economic factors
leading to bad blood among national states characteristic of liberal
editorial perspicacity. An ambivalent approach to both Hitler and
Mussolini appeared on occasion which helped to illustrate the other
image of Hitler as the planetary source of all the distress being felt by
everybody, but such lessons were scarce. Eliot Janeway’s “The Capi-
talist International,” in the September 25, 1937 Nation, as the Hitler-
Mussolini meetings got underway in Berlin prior to the reinforce-
ment of their relations (the so-called Rome-Berlin Axis) credited
them with being the agents of “the international of world capitalism,”
a front for the real “four-power pact,” which Janeway described as a
super-organization of Anglo-Franco-Italo-German capitalists, inter-
locked among themselves and with those of Spain and America.?® This
was a concession to the Popular Front fulminations over the course
of the war in Spain as well as material which tended to direct atten-
tion away from the sorely-pressed Soviet as a consequence of the then
current trials. But on the whole it was more common to read reports
of growing tension and progressive debility rather than accounts of
improved vitality and extension of efforts. On the previous May 8 the
Nation had announced,??

There are three outstanding facts in European politics today. The first
and most important is the gradual undermining of the economic and
social strength of Germany and Italy. The second is the evolution of
Anglo-French relations into what seems to be another military entente.
The third is the tremendous increase in the Soviet Union’s armed might.

The renewed solidarity between Hitler and Mussolini in September
did give impetus to worried speculations such as that of Janeway, but
on the whole the feeling persisted that there was far more reason for
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suggesting their increased weakness rather than their improved vigor.
Another liberal expert on Germany, Guenther Reimann, in the New
Republic for November 14, supported this thesis in his ‘“Morale and
the Nazis.” 3 There seemed to be no reason for yearning for a
Marxian upheaval in Germany now; the Hitlerians were crumpling
internally of their own pressures.

The economic and political changes of personnel in Germany in
the fall of the year and into the early weeks of 1938, followed by the
swift German moves to reconstitute imperial Germany’s Central Eu-
ropean outlines, ended most of this expectation of a German day of
doom brought about by their own blunders and inexpertness. Lib-
erals were soon able to credit the once allegedly floundering Germans
with the ability to saturate the commerce of the world and bring
every nation on the planet behind their stride.

THE REOCCUPATION OF THE RHINELAND
PRODUCES STIRRINGS OF MIXED CONCERN

The preliminary German move prior to the movements of 1938—
1939 to reincorporate former German lands and peoples on their
edges, the denunciation of the 1925 Locarno treaty and the moving
of troops early in March, 1936 into the portions of Germany west of
the Rhine, demilitarized since the end of the World War, brought a
cluster of confused responses from the American liberal weeklies and
several prominent commentators in them. There was an additional
shiver especially in the Nation on March 18, which made a special
point of calling attention to “the implacable hatred of Soviet Com-
munism” expressed in Hitler's Reichstag address on the #th an-
nouncing this latest move. Already flustered by Mussolini’s successes
in Africa, this step appeared to be more ominous. Fear for Russia and
not for the French dominated this early comment; “From the stand-
point of collective security, firmness toward Mussolini would seem
the surest way of preventing Hitler from launching his widely her-
alded drive toward the Soviet Ukraine,” 3! it suggested, in strange
contrast to advice not long before of favoring softness toward Mus-
solini to preserve him as a potential adversary against Hitlerian
moves in the direction of Austria.

After a week of thought, there was less heat in its editorial stand
on this new disturbance, in addition to a rare concession: 32

Yet the weight of international condemnation of the Third Reich has
been somewhat lessened by recognition of the truth of Hitler’s conten-
tion that Germany can never have equality until it exercises full sov-
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ereignty over its territory. It is difficult to work up sentiment for sanctions
against a country for occupying its own soil.

“All international agreements are not equally important or equally
just,” it concluded this amazing essay in objectivity on Germany. But
it promptly suggested the tightening of collective security via the
League, while it argued down a Franco-British “‘preventive war,” as
it was being called even in those days, as being too far out of harmony
with popular sentiment in these countries.

The New Republic in its comment on the same date was remark-
ably restrained, and aloofly described the predicament of all the
nations involved as a consequence of being “victims of their own
past, during which they have built up hostile attitudes and policies
that simply cannot be obliterated quickly, even given the will,” which
it was convinced did not exist anyway. Before allowing its blood pres-
sure to rise over Germany in this particular issue it asked rhetori-
cally, “What European country in the past 17 years has renounced
any national attitude or advantage. . . . in the interest of the gen-
eral amity?” 3 Its own private theory on the Rhineland remilitariza-
tion was that it was a move thrust upon Hitler due to internal eco-
nomic pressure, a “plight” “which daily grows more desperate,” it
insisted, in dogged adherence to this Marxian interpretation.3* But
talk of his threat to Russia, which obsessed the Nation, appeared
rather inconsequential, what with Villard announcing in the same
issue which perspired over the Rhineland remilitarization the fact
that the Russians had a standing army of 1,300,000 at that moment
and were spending $7 billions a year on their army and navy.

John Gunther, writing to the Nation from London on March 2o,
conceded that Hitler could “claim almost complete victory,” and that
collective security, which seemed from his description to mean hardly
more than Franco-British actions, had received a great blow, divid-
ing the allies because of their conflicting positions on current
Italian and German actions. But Gunther disclosed the same per-
turbation at the portent of the Rhineland move for the East: “Hit-
ler'’s enmity to the Soviet Union is subcutaneous and ineffaceable,
and anything which tends to strengthen him in the West means dan-
ger to the Soviets in the East.” 35 Villard was much more alarmed
than any other of the Nation’s signed commentators, and issued a
loud call for the League “and the former Allies” “‘to act with great
vigor” against Hitler.3® The most corrosive critic of the territorial
dismemberments of Versailles was also the most adamant against the
current German government doing anything about it, or regaining
any of the territory lost by Versailles provision. On this question,
Nation editorial policy was more lenient than their elder editor-
commentator.
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Louis Fischer was as horrified and petrified as Villard at this minor
shift in the political crust of Europe in 191g-1921. He was as un-
able to recommend any way of peaceably satisfying grievances; 37

Any attempt to revise the map of Europe means war. In such any event
Germany would be more than a match for any single European power.
The safety of the European powers, therefore, lies in combinations which
will offset Germany’s superiority. This is the germ idea of collective
security.

It also was the germ idea of Soviet foreign policy that had shifted
since 1934 to one of appearing seemingly willing to accept the terri-
torial distributions of the Paris treaties as final. Undoubtedly views
such as Fischer’s owed much to current Soviet foreign policy; the
continuation of the status quo via collective security did not fit well
with all that liberals had said since 1921 on the subject.

Another example of a prominent liberal’s mixed emotions on Hit-
ler’s newest move was the reaction of Brailsford in the New Repub-
lic. As a champion of treaty revision of long standing he was in con-
flict with himself as a liberal defender of Communist Russia. On the
former issue he could say %

One may say that this European crisis began in October, 1933 when
Sir John Simon, with unparalleled clumsiness, drove Germany out of the
Disarmament Conference and the League by an offer that meant in effect
the postponement for eight years of equality in armament. After his justi-
fiable act of defiance, it was inevitable that Hitler should rearm, and
therefore smash the fetters of Versailles.

But Brailsford was in an immediate clash with Brailsford when he
contemplated German growth by the late summer of 1936 toward the
development of their Mittel-Europa and its ultimate meaning to
Russia:

Within five years would not this colossal power measure its strength
against the Soviet Union? A liberal may still plead for conciliation. But
a socialist perceives . . . the digging of the trenches of an international
class war. It faces us not only in this question of Russia’s eventual safety.
It glares at us today from Spain.

Nobody on the liberal-left was able to put into so few words the tug
of conflicting desires facing those who wanted a rectification of the
World War treaties and the guarantee of the safety of the Soviet
Union at the same time. As events in the rest of 1936 bore out, the
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vast majority preferred to place themselves on the side of the latter
objective.

The Nation was still in a conciliatory mood when Hitler proposed
a world peace conference on the heels of the Rhineland maneuver,

and commented with exceptional fairness in an editorial on April
1: 89

The proposal for a world peace conference to discuss limitation of
armament, the liberalizing of trade relations, and possible redistribution
of raw materials, also represents a victory for Hitler, but one which no
one will begrudge him. The threat of German aggression will never be
removed as long as the Reich has grounds for feeling itself the object of
unjust discrimination. Obviously, there can be no permanent solution of
the problem except on a quid pro quo basis. But if the League powers
utilize their strong bargaining position against Germany, they can well
afford to grant substantial economic concessions.

It was a foregone conclusion that Popular Front international pol-
itics could hardly permit such a proposal to gain world-wide reputa-
tion for sincerity and genuineness. Blended with the rage which grew
out of Mussolini’s Ethiopian triumph and the feeling of security
which the Soviet-French alliance tended to project,*® the moving
to a new redoubt against Hitler was assured, rather than a tearing
down of the older barriers. It had to be widened to include defense
against Mussolini too, driven into the German camp after all the
careful cultivation of him as a likely German antagonist, a fruit of
the Eden diplomacy on the Ethiopian-Mediterranean question. But
liberals approved; a Nation editorial of May 2%, 1936 even thought
the application of more heat on Italy might have salutary effects on
Hitler; “rigorous new penalties must be imposed against Italy if Hit-
ler is to be impressed with the hazards of aggression,” it loudly
called.#* This stand, and that of adamant non-recognition were both
expected to yield other dividends than pressing the Italian and Ger-
man leaders together.

Part of the attitude was a product of thinking that Hitler was
about to make a new thrust at Austria, which Fodor in the Nation
flatly considered would surely be “the signal for a world war.” 42 The
agreement between the two countries on July 11 was hardly in ac-
cord with Austrian Social Democrat pleas now that their country be
neutralized in the manner of Belgium. But it did not distract the
American liberal commentators from expecting the worst to even-
tuate anyway. And in the late summer it did not look too bad to
some of them. Maxwell S. Stewart, in a Nation report of substance in
September, “Can Europe Afford War?”, after “a survey of the eco-
nomic resources of the great powers,” felt that there was little ground
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for fear; “Germany and Italy, as the two chief disaffected powers,
would have very little chance if they became involved in a protracted
war with France, the Soviet Union and Great Britain,” he announced
reassuringly. He credited Hitler Germany with such sparse resources
that it would be unlikely that the Germans could plan for more than
limited campaigns for a few months’ duration at a time.*®* A New
Republic editorial in November, “The Fascist United Front,” tak-
ing for granted that the outlines of the Italo-German understanding
could be assumed to be the substance of a front, expressed simi-
lar confidence, while once more predicting the imminent internal
collapse of Germany’s “‘bastard self-consuming capitalism.” 44

A Nation editorial of practically the same title early in December
brought in the Russian issue much more solidly, and after raking
over Japan, Germany and Italy, rejoiced at what was considered their
bad timing in announcing anti-Communist pacts simultaneously
with the adoption of the new constitution by the Soviet Union,
which the editorial considered a mighty factor in favorably influenc-
ing the “Anglo-Saxon world” in Russian behalf. However it bridled
at the suggestion that the announcement of the latter might have
been nothing more than a political gesture calculated to win just
such sympathy among the Western democracies in the Soviet’s hour
of peril, in view of the strategic locations of the nations now gathered
in their anti-Communist determination, and with the Spanish Civil
War now under way, involving new risks.*> And with an enlarged
offensive in Asia being planned in this hour of Chiang Kai-shek’s
“kidnapping,” the picture of world politics by the end of 1936 had
acquired so many new perspectives that the simple contrast posed by
the Rhineland issue nine months before seemed to be of another and
much more distant era.

THE AUSTRIAN ANSCHLUSS
PRODUCES CONSTERNATION

Through 1937, with a number of developments taking place sug-
gesting that relations between the democracies and Germany were
not insoluble, and with no moves outside the diplomatic front except
participation officially in the Spanish Civil War, the American lib-
erals were essentially silent on the subject of alleged German world
conquest ambitions. Most of the literature and thinking was con-
cerned with German aspirations toward regaining their colonies and
expanding into a dominant position only in Central Europe. As a
Nation editorial of December 4, 1937 stated, it was willing to accept
Hitler’s word in Mein Kampf that “Germany’s immediate ambition
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lies in Czechoslovakia, Austria and the Ukraine.” Therefore, it ex-
pressed the sentiment that the current British-French talks were the
prelude to concessions to Germany in lieu of war, because they were
“cheaper.” Said the Nation, “In practical terms this means that Ger-
many must either be given a chance to expand in Central Europe
or a return of its colonies or both.” 46

The Nation did not approve of this approach, nonetheless. The
following week it lashed out at Lord Halifax, who had visited Hitler
in November, in an editorial headed “Bounty for Aggressors,” for
what was labeled his ‘““drive for a conciliatory policy toward Ger-
many.” It went on to charge that there were only “two widely diver-
gent groups” favoring conciliation, “those interested primarily in pre-
serving the present economic system and the absolute pacifists.” 47 Its
scorn and contempt for both could not be concealed. Although not
inclined to quote the New York Times very often and rarely with
approval, it seemed to find support for once from the Times in its
position of grim implacability toward Germany. This editorial had
a strange internal effect. It stimulated Villard to write a sharp dis-
agreement with editorial policy, calling it “one of the most incon-
sistent and ill-informed editorials” he had ever read anywhere, while
laughing at the Times for maintaining that the peace societies and
the “isolationists” and not Roosevelt and Congress were making
United States foreign policy.*® He suggested that the Times and its
supporters examine the implications of their stand, because their bel-
ligerent talk and denunciation of neutrality was leading only in the
direction of pressures sure to lead to war.

But of immediate effect on liberal attitudes toward Germany, how-
ever, was resentment and irritation over German and Italian diplo-
matic successes without the actual employment of armed force. This
was bitterly attacked as “‘gangster diplomacy,” as if bluffing tactics
had just been invented, and was on the whole something especially
novel and evil when employed by the Nation’s political enemies
abroad. Reinhold Niebubhr, in a long commentary in the New Year’s
Day 1938 issue of the same weekly, suggested just such moderation in
a moment of sobriety; “It would of course be naive to distinguish this
type of diplomacy too sharply from that traditionally engaged in by
all the nations, for diplomacy has never lacked the element of bluff.”
Nor was he inclined at the moment to accept the corollary of this
judgment of diplomacy, that Germany’s rivals were superior morally
because they were not very successful in employing it: 4°

History does not justify simple moral judgments. To regard the demo-
cratic nations as “good” because they are seeking to preserve peace does
not mean that we can hold them guiltless in their relation to the whole
chain of vicious circles which constitutes recent history. The fury of the
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hungry nations is partly the evil fruit of the vindictiveness of the victori-
ous nations.

Niebuhr was able to find time the following year to repent such
detached views at his leisure. German diplomacy was about to pro-
duce its most startling coup of the National Socialist era up to that
time, the annexation of Austria into a greater Germany.

The reason for liberal sensitivity over the fate of Austria is not
plain. Even after the overthrow of Dollfuss and the emergence of
Schuschnigg as Austrian Chancellor, it was conventional to refer to
Austria as a Fascist state. The failure of its Marxist groups to recover
from the debacle during Dollfuss’ times undoubtedly had much to do
with this. But somehow the fact that it had not become integrated in
Hitler’s Third Reich was considered a most fortuitous circumstance.
Of course, its absorption by Germany would put it that much closer
to Soviet Russia, as the similar fate of Czechoslovakia also would even-
tuate. In view of the known Russian position of American liberals, a
substantial part of their perturbation over Austria and Czechoslo-
vakia in the Popular Front period was much more closely tied to
anxiety for the Communists than to an exclusively tender concern for
these two jerry-built products of the Paris Treaties.®® Louis Fischer’s
“Austria Dams the Nazi Flood” in a late February, 1936 Nation
reflected all these issues. He credited Austria’s independence to Mus-
solini’s support, while frankly describing it as a Fascist country. And
he even more frankly asserted that with its acquisition by Germany,
“the whole map of Europe might collapse,” even though he was writ-
ing no brief for its persistence. ‘“The map of Europe is a miserable,
troublesome hodge-podge,” he commented bleakly; “The bitterest
anti-Versailles phrases do not condemn it sufficiently.” Yet he was
convinced that any move of any of its boundaries by twenty kilome-
ters would produce a war.5! At this point he seemed to think that
continued Anglo-French influence in Southeast and Central Europe
reacting against such changes would produce the conflagration, which
struck false and hollow, in view of the numerous liberal pronounce-
ments in the previous five years that the prestige of these two nations
was dragging on the bottom everywhere there. It may have been still
too indelicate a moment to introduce the Russian portion of the
equation.

With the spectacular changes in German personnel and policy late
in 1987, and the emergence of the anti-Comintern Pact, most of this
reluctance melted. Part of the evidence was the shrillness of the con-
cern for Austrian independence in the pro-Communist press. R.
Palme Dutt in the New Masses expressed more of a metaphysical and
emotional display on the occasion of the Hitler-Schuschnigg confer-
ence in February 1938 than anyone did a month later when the actual
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annexation took place. Communists dated the absorption of Austria
with the earlier of these two occasions, and greeted the actual
Anschluss in an anti-climactic manner.52 This was also the position of
the Nation’s editors, although in their editorial of February 26, ‘“Sur-
render in Vienna,” only the British and French were attacked for
having stood by and permitted Hitler to obtain the many concessions
made to him. A further insult was aimed their way by a reminder of
how the German and Austrian Social Democrat governments had
been squelched in 1931 on the occasion they had proposed the some-
what milder customs union.®® Ludwig Lore indignantly comple-
mented editorial anger by declaring in his “Austria—Last Chapter,”
“When the history of our times is written, the 15th of February, 1938
will not be forgotten, for on that day Germany conquered Austria
without firing a shot.” Most of his piece was a loud lament for the
failure of the French to smash the Hitler regime ever since 1933; now
“France has not suffered such a decisive defeat since she lost to the
Germans at Sedan in 18470.” 54

The New Republic’s long editorial comment on March 2 was far
less disturbed; there was not the slightest trace of the talk of the
“rape” of Austria which soon became liberal editorial cliché staples
and helped arouse political emotions. In this sober estimate, another
gesture at recalling the World War treaties did much to place the
action in proper perspective. The Allies were once more blamed for
having smashed the Austro-Hungarian empire, permitting it to be
carved up into a series of uneconomic nationalist states, Austria being
one. Having followed this by denying the creation of the reciprocal
trade treaty between Austria and Briining Germany, they had guar-
anteed that Vienna would be at the ultimate mercy of whatever large
adjoining nation was the most influential. Mussolini was credited
with having prevented the influence of Germany until this moment,
and with the British opposition to his Ethiopian venture, he was
“thrown into the arms of Germany. . . . Britain and France created
the conditions for the tragedy, and saw it through.” Henry C. Wolfe’s
article “Austria Succumbs to Hitler” in the same issue pursued the
subject in the same manner, with ironic asides on the state of “collec-
tive security.” 55

It was to be expected that the Nation’s writers would be stung with
consternation over the final act of this political temblor. Freda Kirch-
wey was so provoked that she wrote her first signed editorial in the
issue of March 19, “Gangster Triumphant.” Robert Dell’s article in
the same issue matched her indignation over this bloodless coup of
Hitler, adding 6,000,000 people of German language to the Central
European power he was constructing. The Kirchwey editorial once
more denounced the action of the French and British for halting such
a union in 1931, which she revealed had her full support because of



672  American Liberalism and World Politics, 19311941

her preference for the groups which were in power in both Germany
and Austria at the time. But she could not repress still another denun-
ciation of “the inexcusable treaty of St. Germain” for carving out
Austria in the first place. Dell could not forgive Britain, France and
Soviet Russia for not having acted jointly to warn Hitler away, Dell
continuing to be foremost among the left-liberals who deeply believed
that Hitler was a coward. The only force which he seemed to think
had acted properly in the situation was the Parisian Communist news-
paper Humanité.5® A strenuous effort was made the following month
to de-emphasize the 99.759, Austrian plebiscite in favor of the union
with Germany, which was more or less imperative, since it had been
liberal doctrine that over o9, of Austrians were utterly opposed to
Hitler in any form. This enormous approval was obtained mainly by
fear, the Nation maintained in its editorial of April 16.57

It was inevitable that all the emotion spilled in the press over Aus-
tria was bound to have serious repercussions. The new wave of war
talk that flamed in the columns of writers such as Dorothy Thompson
greatly agitated Villard, fully as hostile to Hitler but less inclined to
follow where the logic of this hate pointed. He spent most of his page
commentary the week after the Anschluss denouncing the new jour-
nalistic warrior tendencies, even though his own forum was well in
the forefront fabricating belligerent views.’® The New Republic was
far less infected, but the least influenced was Common Sense, which
maintained its devotion to revisionism and neutrality. Its April edi-
torial rehearsed the whole background once more, with added side-
comments which heightened the flavor considerably as the situation
concerned Russia and the United States: 5

It was Versailles that created the Austrian problem, and the Saar and
the Rhineland before it, and Czechoslovakia. Without Versailles, and the
subsequent relentless determination of France and England to hold what
they grabbed, there would have been no Hitler. Out of the last war, too,
came Soviet Communism—its totalitarian politics, imitated with such
sinister success elsewhere, no less than its progressive economics. Out of
that war America got death, debts and depression. And there is no reason
to suppose we will get more if we don the old mantle of idealism and rush
madly into the next one.

Its May editorial, “Why Commit Suicide?”, decried post-Austrian
hysteria again, and refused to accept the pro-war position of various
pro-French, pro-English, pro-Russian and pro-Czech elements. It was
unimpressed by the widely-heard argument that a coming war would
be one to save ‘“civilization,” especially the line of the American
League for Peace and Democracy, and that the victory of Commu-
nism over Fascism was essential for this saving act; “Civilization is not
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threatened by the victory of one over the other. Civilization is threat-
ened by war.” 6

The forces of American liberalism against war had really seen only
the pre-views of the coming struggle for the mind of intellectual
America on the subject of the world crisis. The state of emotions and
nerves by the end of the autumn just ahead was to make the climate
at the time of the Anschluss seem like reasoned sobriety by compari-
son. But the Anschluss undoubtedly had a goodly part in making way
for the excesses that followed. One act of intemperance in print
had a striking effect in leading to one following, and usually an even
more excessive one.

THE CZECHOSLOVAK PARTITION
PRODUCES HYSTERIA

Probably the classic example of the trap most American liberals built
for themselves between 1919 and 1939 was the case of Czechoslovakia,
the synthetic state built out of Bohemians and a substantial number
of minority Central European peoples emerging from the post-World
War One settlements. Propped up by French money and bayonets, it
had been the keystone of the French Little Entente system by which
it had hoped to keep Europe in a desired political shape as far as
anyone cared to see into the future. Its many unhappy splinter groups
were usually ignored as a consequence of the mythology which grew
out of its parliamentary form of government, and the success of Social
Democrats in wielding substantial power in this new state also had a
part to play in the construction of warm smiles of approval which
were obtained in American liberal-left circles.

As a result of the conflicts which this event produced, it was not
easy for the liberals to systematically attack the Versailles Treaty set-
tlements and at the same time to bless this particular fruit of these
treaty settlements. The Czech ingredient did not blend with the
others at all. As has been seen, the constituent parts of the Versailles
dilemma involved a great detestation for its territorial dispositions,
followed by an admission that the benefactors of these settlements
would never readjust the grievances resulting from them except
under duress, and then capped by flaming opposition to all efforts to
bring about such readjustment, especially those undertaken by politi-
cal regimes which did not have liberal approval.

In the case of Czechoslovakia, a special liberal defensiveness
evolved, which achieved full development just before the Germans
cracked open this loosely-tied political construct between September,
1938 and March, 1939. The shrill defensiveness of the last few months
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of the crisis which grew out of the politics of the Czech case tended to
play down the glowering Slovak, Hungarian and other minorities
originally dismembered from other states to give this new state some
territory to exercise dominion over, and to praise inordinately its
alleged achievements. It continued to the moment of collapse in 1938,
and in some circles attained an even more shining sentimental repu-
tation thereafter. The idealization of Czechoslovakia was a stirring
part of the folklore of American liberalism, and its demise prior to
the Second World War was one of the most bitterly-regretted and
resented facts of the twentieth century.

It was the part played by the large German minority of western
Czechoslovakia which was the decisive one in bringing down the
whole edifice, and its restiveness and infection with German nation-
alism with the rise of Hitler drew liberal attention frequently in the
years between 1933 and 1938. Prior to the spring of 1935 there was
not too much apprehension, because the Czech authorities damped-
down the German efforts at minority party activity, and their diplo-
matic “mutual assistance pacts” in 1934 and 1985 with France and
Russia, it may be recalled, seemed to be the answer to any possible
threat from Germany seeking to get returned to the Reich the western
regions occupied by the Sudetendeutsch. But the striking victory in
these German areas by a specifically nationalist party led by Konrad
Henlein on May 19, 1935, three days after the signing of the Czech-
Soviet pact, produced extended disturbed comments in the American
liberal organs, and additional anguish among selected liberal foreign
news journalists.

The Nation, extremely hostile to any German self-determination
in Czechoslovakia, raked the new minority political activity, and
completely excused the Czech government of any ill-advised acts
which might have created a feeling of injury among its more than
three million (out of a total of less than 15,000,000) inhabitants. It
attributed this German truculence to contagion from the adjoining
homeland and to a law which was supposed to have tried to force an
avowal of national unity from these Germans. And although the edi-
tors permitted themselves the luxury of doubting the wisdom of
“trying to assure loyalty by passing laws,” they sided entirely with the
government in lengthy editorials on May 29 and June 5. The most
publicized state to emerge out of Versailles still enjoyed American
liberal backing, even though in the next three years the story was not
exclusively lacking in detachment.5!

The emergence in 1937 of a new president, Eduard Benes, upon
the resignation of Thomas Masaryk, and the steeply-increased pace of
political intrigue with France, Austria, Russia, and to a lesser extent
with Hungary and Italy, seeking the ideal formula for preventing any
German expansion back to the status quo of 1914, kept Czech affairs
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in the American liberal press in America. That Czechoslovakia might
become a pawn just as likely as it might remain a respected state in
the growing struggle between the German and Russian titans was
only dimly perceived at this moment. But there was little doubt left
by the Czech government as to its ambitions to exercise influence by
itself when it began during these times to build an extensive series of
fortifications in the Sudeten regions facing the German frontier, in
imitation of the French.

During these years it was not common to see references to the situa-
tion cast in any dimensions of detachment among the vigorously pro-
Czech liberals here, though vestiges of the post-war attitudes con-
tinued to crop up now and then. Robert Dell’s “The Struggle for
Czechoslovakia” in the Nation in May, 1937 once more brought up
the liberal testament to the prodigious error which they thought had
been made by partitioning the Austro-Hungarian Empire, as well as
his referring to Czechoslovakia as a “fantastic country” both economi-
cally and politically, “a sort of Austrian empire in miniature.” ¢ But
it was the first German-Czech crisis in the spring of 1938 which made
the region major news. A speech by Hitler in February of that year
which indicated coming German interest in the conditions of minori-
ties living outside the Reich touched it off, an event which followed
six months of greatly heightened trouble in Czechoslovakia.

Frank Hanighen’s dispatch to the Nation which appeared in the
issue of July 23 titled “Czech Patchwork” discussed the problems at
great length, not only the grievances of the Germans but of Slovak,
Hungarian and Polish restlessness as well. But the principal trouble
was obviously with the Germans and Germany. Although the main
issue being made by Henlein and the Sudeten Germans in their quar-
rel with the Prague regime was one of demanding concessions some-
what short of reunion with Germany, the fact that this trouble had
blown up so soon after the Austrian Anschluss tended to place this in
the forefront of the discussions anyway. Hanighen was of the view
that on the basis of what he had seen and heard there, the Czechs
would turn over the Sudeten regions to Germany %

if it were not for their expensive Maginot Line along the border. This
line, it must be remembered, is part of the system of alliances and collec-
tive security arrangements built up by Russia and France, and recently
supported by Britain. Thus the patchwork of local minorities combines
with the demands of international power politics to make the whole ques-
tion of Czechoslovakia apparently insoluble.

And at this moment, July, 1938, liberals were not entirely in oppo-
sition to concessions in this troubled place. The Nation’s editorial for
July o showed no hostility when the British mediator, Lord Runci-
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man, set out to negotiate between the Germans and Czechs; his mis-
sion, it suggested, “‘assures at least a period of peaceful negotiations.”
But from thenon the attitude toward the struggle changed as if turned
about in the dark overnight. On August 6 the Nation scornfully
referred to Runciman as having gone to Prague to talk the Czechs
into giving in to the Sudeten Germans under Henlein; “He is the
man in the backseat who throws out the baby just before the wolves
catch up with the sleigh.” ¢ Dell’s signed dispatch two weeks later
was more blunt. Titled “Czech Suicide—London’s Solution,” he came
up with a much publicized Communist story, the so-called “Cliveden
Set” of English conservatives, who presumably had called for the
destruction of Czechoslovakia by the withdrawal of English support.
And propagandists were poised everywhere with a new term, “ap-
peasement,” in the most derogatory context of the word, to apply it to
a settlement short of war.$5

September, 1938, the month of two serious and decisive crises
between Germany and Czechoslovakia, found a mass of material fea-
tured in the liberal press. Reporters such as M. W. Fodor were not
too sure Hitler would not invade, which he considered the signal for
the out-break of a long and slow-moving war, just as he had predicted
without success in the case of Austria. His Nation article on Septem-
ber 10 placed all the future power of decision-making on Hitler.®
An editorial the same day suggested that the issues on the agenda were
not the real ones, and that Hitler was going to set up the situation as
a stage in a much larger movement which would result in the engulf-
ment of all of Czechoslovakia and then an invasion of the Ukraine, a
possibility which was found much more chilling than what might
befall the Czechs.%

The capitulation of the Czechs on September 21 as the result of
Franco-English pressure and agreement with the Germans was the big
blow to American liberals. A subsequent additional crumbling before
the demands of the German regime a few days later brought forth
fresh outcries of indignation, but they were anti-climactic. As it
appeared more and more that the Czechs would not be supported by
either the French or English in challenging the Germans, a note of
desperation entered the American liberal editorial comments. The
New Republic’s September 21 editorial, on the day the Czechs caved
in before the unchecked German pressure, also brought up the charge
that Hitler was simply gaining a foothold to launch an invasion of the
Ukraine and by implication the Soviet Union, whereupon he would
turn and attack both France and England. The editorial plea to both
the Chamberlain and Daladier governments to stand together in
defense of the Czechs was based on this appeal to their self-interest,
the hope of preventing a future war in which they might be involved
on less favorable terms. Not only was saving Czechoslovakia for itself



677  American Liberalism Against Germany, 1935-1939

no longer the pressing issue; concern over the “security” of Eastern
Europe ranked first in importance. The scrupulous avoidance of
direct mention of Russia in this editorial was part of a characteristic
of the reporting of this entire tense period.¢®

The September 24 editorial in the Nation flamed out, “Everything
else that happened during the past week seems trifling and immaterial
beside the stabbing of Czechoslovakia by its British and French body-
guard,” while Villard used almost identical language in his column
of condemnation in the same issue, ending up with a whiplike rebuke,
“I hope no one will ever speak to me again about collective security,
with ourselves lined up with England and France.” ® The New
Republic four days later in a two-page editorial “The Great Surren-
der,” found it hard to assemble words condemnatory enough of
Chamberlain’s government. It again accused the English Tory gov-
ernment of deliberately hoping for what had happened, due to their
great hostility toward Soviet Russia. It echoed Villard’s words on the
West by announcing, “Neither we nor anyone else can in the future
rely on their pledges when these pledges conflict with self-interest or
involve major risk.” 7°

But the new crisis of September 24-29, culminating in the famous
Munich conference on the last of these days and resulting in the gain-
ing by Hitler of all his major demands of Czechoslovakia, including
the surrender of the predominantly German provinces to Germany,
unleashed a tidal wave of horrified comment, uniformly and forbid-
dingly in opposition. The warm greetings and ovations accorded the
chiefs of state who concluded the conference without war on their
respective returns to their homelands had no effect on American lib-
eral spokesmen in general. By far the response was one of distinct dis-
appointment that Hitler had not been resisted and a major war pre-
cipitated over the Czech question. The liberal weeklies rocked with
angry commentaries the entire month of October, 1938 and their
reverberations appeared in print the remainder of the year. The vast
crowds waving flags and cheering and shouting approval of the
Munich action depressed most liberals; they wanted to wear crepe,
and sought at once to find signs of ‘“uneasiness” among the ‘“‘working
people,” one of the first things Alexander Werth set out to find in
France, as he reported in his “France’s Tragic Decline,” appearing in
the Nation on October 8. But this apparently needed some time to
incubate, for the Nation a week later commented ruefully, “Not the
least tragic feature of the situation is the lack of effective opposition,”
pointing out that “French socialism seems thoroughly demoralized,
while British labor, neglecting strategy for tactics, hesitates to inject
a sour note into the popular rejoicing over peace.” It appeared to be
Left politics’ worst blow at the hands of peace. Czechoslovakia seemed
to be all but forgotten now. The note of distress remained for weeks
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afterward. Late in October the Nation was still rubbing the wound,
alarmed by the feeble reaction to Munich on the part of the French
and British labor parties, their uncertainty whether to support or
oppose the newest arms drives, whether to defend the distant colonies,
or whether to prepare for war or make ready for new concessions
among liberals and pacifists; “In the liberal journals of England and
the United States the desperate struggle for a foothold in the future
is as evident,” it lamented.™

But though the Munich “appeasement” seemed to have demolished
the whole super-structure of the Popular Front, with even the Social-
ist and Communist parties ‘“for once without a formula,” and with
the Russians seemingly withdrawn, a great deal of printed comment
piled up on the reasons for the Czech dismemberment. The New
Republic devoted most of its editorial views to a reflection on the
consequences of Munich to United States policy. The Nation’s major
efforts in the first two weeks of October recalled the First World War
again, returning to chastise the English and French and almost to
gloat in their predicament. Its editorial on the 1st was a fierce post-
mortem on the collapse of jerry-built post-Versailles Europe, which
began: 72

With Chamberlain’s capitulation to Hitler, the vulture bred at Ver-
sailles really came home to roost. The monstrous bird that scared Britain
and France not merely into betraying a friend but into handing over the
key to their own defenses was hatched from an egg which only the naive
expected to produce a dove.

The process of disintegration since Mukden was reviewed, accom-
panied by generous abuse of the British and French ‘“‘ruling classes”
for their adamant stand against any concessions “while Germany was
still a democracy,” even though this part of the statement read the
same both ways, since the reason no concessions or rectifications had
been made was that Germany had then been a democracy.

This theme was covered again a week later in “The Treaty of
Munich”; “having been ruthless toward Germany when it should
have been generous, it grew timid when it should have been strong.”
This was in relation to the Nation’s thesis, derived from its own com-
mentators such as Fischer and Dell, as well as certain British leaders
such as Churchill, Eden and Duff Cooper, that Hitler was unprepared
for war and director of a general public as uninclined to fight as those
of France and Britain, hence a stiff position would have called the
German Fiihrer’s bluff and halted this rectification of German fron-
tiers by ‘‘aggression.” ”® This was the most aggravating aspect of the
German program, to the Nation; Hitler's gains were all being
achieved without cost in the form of German war suffering. But it
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could now admit that Czechoslovakia had been created in the first
place as “‘a bulwark against German hegemony of Europe.” Although
weak, and told by his allies that they would remain neutral, Hitler
had gone ahead so successfully because of advance knowledge of the
Runciman report’s recommendations that German demands be met,
as well as Chamberlain’s willingness; “That Hitler retreated at all
proves how little he wanted war and how much might have been
gained by a resolute refusal to be bluffed or bulldozed,” the editorial
grated.

The comments of half a dozen Nation correspondents and contrib-
utors enlarged on this approach and added several other ingredients.
John Gunther’s “Interim Notes on a Crisis” waxed especially indig-
nant at Hitler for capitalizing on the Wilsonian “self determination”
doctrine (forgetting prior German innovation at the Brest-Litovsk
Treaty in 1918), but reserved special rancor for “the jackals in Hun-
gary and Poland, the latter having the worst minority record in
Europe,” for their eagerness in biting off chunks of Czechoslovakia
too; “You cannot grant all minority demands in Czechoslovakia with-
out so weakening the Czech state that it must cease to exist,” Gunther
lamented. Sentimentalism had replaced the earlier realism in discuss-
ing how the Czech ‘“state” had been tied together in the first place.
Its preservation in the minds of sympathizers such as Gunther had
nothing to do with politico-economic realities now. Said Gunther, in
denouncing self-determination,™

Wilson invented the theory of self-determination as a political force,
and surely the Nazi doctrine of race is nothing except self-determination
carried to an extreme point. Wilson said that peoples with a common
language, cultural heritage and national history should be united. Hitler
says the same thing. But he says it with guns, and Wilson said it merely
with Robert Lansing.

Gunther temporarily seemed to have forgotten the American Expedi-
tionary Force as one of the other voices Wilson had used in 191%7—
1919.

The journalist Paul Y. Anderson expressed one of the most color-
ful descriptions of the German coup at Munich a week later in declar-
ing, “By virtue of the greatest diplomatic triumph since that achieved
by the late Judas Iscariot, Neville Chamberlain has finally succeeded
in losing the last world war to Germany, and has made reasonably
certain of losing the next.” Anderson attacked President Roosevelt
as well, maintaining that FDR’s unsavory contribution “was to induce
Hitler to continue the negotiation,” which implied that had Hitler
broken off the talks, war would have ensued, and Anderson was
supremely confident he would have been beaten.™
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Other contributions equalled that of Anderson in desperation and
intemperateness. Archibald MacLeish’s October 15 “Munich and the
Americans” flayed Hitler’s employment of the self-determination
idea, and began to talk excitedly of Hitler’s “German design on the
Americas,” ™ one of the earliest preludes to the hysterical pieces of
1940—41 predicting a Hitlerian invasion and swift conquest of the
entire Western Hemisphere.

The angriest and longest denunciation of the Munich pact was that
of Robert Dell, which along with those of Fischer, Villard and Lerner
stressed an altogether different aspect, the impact of the German
advance on the future of Soviet Russia, and the Russian policy of the
British and French regimes which had agreed to this change in the
political structure of Central Europe. Nation editorial policy struck
this note at the end of the first September Czech crisis, actually. Its
two-page editorial on September 24, ““The Great Betrayal,” had laid
the motives for the Anglo-French conciliatory moves toward Hitler
to their fears of Communism, or, as the Nation put it, “they fear the
implications of democracy triumphant, either by peace or war, in a
period of economic disintegration and social change.” Even though
the universality of the press condemnation in this country tempo-
rarily put the liberals on the side of the majority view, for about the
first time since the beginning of the business decline of 1929, the lib-
eral editors saw beyond the thick moral haze of indignation quite
clearly, that the English and French leaders at this moment had found
it preferable that Germany and not Russia dominate Central Eu-
rope: 77

The Western “democracies” fear Hitler, it is true. But more than they
fear Hitler they fear the overthrow of Hitler and Mussolini; they fear the
power of the democratic states linked in a united resistance with Soviet
Russia. . . . They accept Hitler’s own alternative; either us or Com-
munism; and they chose Hitler.

Villard three weeks later echoed this view, and was most disturbed by
the consequences of the much greater capitulation on ties between
the West and Russia. His disgust with the Chamberlain government
was almost inexpressible, but he too could not repress the statement
of the issue closer to his heart: 8

As for Russia, there is nothing left for it to do but to fortify, fortify,
fortify, directing more and more of its manpower and national wealth to
preparing for war. . . . Peace? Chaos, that’s what it is, absolute moral
chaos. With not a single nation except perhaps Russia paying the slight-
est attention to the sanctity of treaties.
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Dell hailed the Communists in the French Chamber of Deputies,
who provided %3 of the %5 negative votes against Daladier in the
535—75 vote in his favor at the end of the Munich proceedings, and
also flayed Chamberlain for his Russian views as the source of his
decision to agree on German terms: 7°

Above all, he wished to avoid cooperation with Soviet Russia. There
was always a certain risk that Hitler might be mad enough to go to war
with England, France, and Russia, especially when he had committed
himself as far as he had in the Niirnberg speech. A successful war against
Germany would have involved the support of Soviet Russia and of
organized labor in England and France. The British and French ruling
classes recognized what a danger that would be to them, and they dared
not risk it.

Fischer, a firm supporter from the beginning of the Czech crisis of
the thesis that Hitler was bluffing, did not want war, nor was prepared
to fight one at any stage of the crisis, wrote the most voluminously on
the subject of all the Nation writers. In this campaign of urging a
standing up to Hitler by the French and English leaders, he took
comfort in the fact that he had supporters such as Eden, Duff Cooper,
Churchill, and Georges Mandel and Paul Reynaud among the
French, collectively “the last of the imperialist Mohicans,” whom he
recognized as ideological opponents but who were now “strangely
leagued with the anti-Fascists” such as himself, and, incidentally, Lit-
vinov and most of the Russian as well as other Communist spokesmen
all over the planet. When the loss of Czechoslovakia was definite,
Fischer exploded, and his denunciation of the concessions was almost
boundless. “What the Kaiser failed to do for German imperialism by
war Hitler has almost done without war,” he fumed, and charged that
the “bourgeoisie of the Western democracies” had shrunk from war
with him because they “feared to win” it.8° But he got to the real core
of the question more bluntly and with fewer words than any other
liberal writer: 8

But just as in Spain Chamberlain’s and Bonnet’s [the French foreign
minister] vestigial imperialism was counteracted by their anti-Left prej-
udices, so their faint wavering desire to save Czechoslovakia is frustrated
by the realization that this can be best achieved through the introduction
of the Soviet armies into Central Europe—an event with vast social impli-
cations.

Fischer’s statement did much to explain the hyperthyroid liberal
interest in the fate of a nation whose very origins they had fulminated
against time and time again. It also provided a clue to the savage
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attack on Chamberlain in the liberal-left press from this point on, one
so comprehensive that twenty years after his death his name was
still established by liberals as a synonym for betrayal.

Even well over a year after the Munich pact, and after the outbreak
of the Second World War, Max Lerner could once more bring this up
in the Nation: 82

Nothing could be clearer than that Czechoslovakia would have chosen
to fight rather than be absorbed if a few men in the governing group had
not preferred German domination to the acceptance of Soviet aid. One
of them expressed it “I would rather be invaded by Hitler than helped
by Stalin;”” and the important thing is that he was able to make his own
personal preference override the exactly opposite preference of millions.

Those who shared the views of Lerner and the putative Czech “mil-
lions” who preferred “Soviet aid”” were unable to balance the conse-
quences until that aid was received, after 194%. From the beginning
of Russia’s participation in the Second World War, it was possible for
observers to see the first stages of the kind of Central Europe that
Communists wanted to see emerge, described succinctly by Alter
Brody in the New Masses on November 1, 1938 as a saturation of the
region’s nationality problems in “a Danubian federation along the
lines of the Soviet Union.” 8

Not all the liberals took the stand of the Nation’s battery of Soviet
well-wishers. Quincy Howe in Common Sense also was able to get to
the heart of the matter, and, stressing the essentially anti-Soviet aspect
of the settlement at Munich, wrote: 8

Not a few conservatives of more than average intelligence . . . can see

one alternative to Hitler over Europe and that is Stalin over Europe.

. and if the choice is between Communism and Fascism, between Rus-

sia and Germany, there can be no doubt where all the conferees at
Munich stand.

Howe seemed to agree that a dominant Germany was preferable to a
dominant Russia. At least he defended Chamberlain from the British
opposition of Eden, Duff Cooper, Lloyd George, Lord Lloyd and
especially Churchill, whose actions he thought were not guided by
considerations for European politics but by the conviction that he
and others could “rally the support of the United States to another
crusade to save the British Empire in the name of democracy.” But
Chamberlain, said Howe in his defense, “more alive to the revolu-
tionary consequences of any war than the irresponsible Churchill,”
hesitated “to commit the Empire either to war or a strong stand
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against Hitler since that too would be likely to end in revolution.”
This was indeed off-beat liberalism at this moment, when the major-
ity position was a loud lament likening Munich to the worst crime in
the memory of the race.

The majority of the New Republic contributors were just as indig-
nant over the outcome of the Munich settlement, although editorial
response, as will be seen, was built in terms of the outlook for the
United States foreign policy in its aftermath. A thunder of confused
views occurred as the Dead-Sea-fruit of Versailles kept coming to the
surface all over the botched map of Central Europe. Czechoslovakia
was all but forgotten amid the wild speculations as to Hitler’s next
step, which were indulged in with thrills of apprehension. Schuman’s
theory was that Chamberlain and Hitler had secretly plotted the
whole thing, a thesis which he later expanded in his book published
shortly after. Brailsford was more dislodged by the effect Munich
would have on Spain, Schuman far more by what faced the Soviet
Union. When Hungary and Poland also took slices of Czech territory,
the New Republic response was not nearly as fiery as that of the
Nation.® It blamed both less heavily than Germany, which was ac-
cused of setting up a new map of Europe to provide itself with a cor-
ridor all the way to Eastern Europe. The threat of a German war on
Russia hung heavily over the Nation in the late autumn of 1938.

Of the prominent editors and writers, only Bliven, in a remarkable
three-page signed editorial on October 19, suggested that a likely con-
sequence of Munich was not, as Schuman freely predicted, war
between the Russians and Germans, but the possibility of the two
dictatorships coming to friendly terms, and partitioning Poland. For
those carried away by revulsion toward Hitler’s public policy of
Soviet hatred and convinced that it could not be undone, Bliven cau-
tioned, “Such an arrangement could be sold to the German people as
a mere economic compact, buttressed by mutual promises to refrain
from hostile propaganda.” And he stepped off the ideological klaxon
long enough to deal with the major parties as national states with a
past stretching far beyond the days of their current leaders and the
year 1932; “Germany and Russia were friends for a long time, after
the Versailles system had been set up,” and might likely become so
again.®® But those with undimmed faith in the Communists, despite
their performance everywhere else, felt sure that a showdown with
Russia was next on the German agenda, and strained their hopes for
a final apocalyptic triumph of the former.

Vera Micheles Dean brought up another aspect of the Munich
question in the New Republic, suggesting that the “dynamic drive”
of the Germans might lead to “a conflict whose magnitude would
exceed that of 1914,” yet conceding that there were extenuating fac-
tors which had to be weighed, and soon: 87
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Yet it is equally obvious that the Western world cannot remain in-
definitely under arms for the purpose of holding down Germany by force.
If the West is to prevail over Germany, it must do more than perfect its
armaments. It must redefine, in equally dynamic terms, the economic and
spiritual concepts which it offers as an alternative to Nazi ideology; and
redress those grievances against Western democracy which in Europe and
elsewhere have proved Hitler's most effective allies.

Her admission that there was still a German case against the French
and British, and that Hitler had achieved the major objectives out-
lined in Mein Kampf without resort to war, were unusual reflections
to read in a liberal paper this late in the Munich season. It was her
theory, however, that Hitler was really preparing for an ultimate
clash with the British Empire, with which he was already engaged in
economic clashes all over the world. This was also a favorite Commu-
nist interpretation.

On the whole, dissidents were infrequent in the liberal camp. The
most prominent to be given attention in the New Republic was the
English Socialist, Raymond Postgate, via a long letter 8 in opposition
to the grimness which liberals were displaying in the post-Munich
era, while the editorial position of Common Sense was the only voice
of its kind which echoed Postgate’s views. Both were troubled by the
apparent eagerness of liberals for war with Germany. Reporting on
a vacation in northeastern France in late September, Postgate flatly
asserted, “Nowhere was there the least trace of any enthusiasm for an
anti-Fascist war,” for “Not one regarded the proposed war as anything
but a horror and a disaster; and the ideological defenses of it by the
Left were not so much denied as wholly ignored.” Postgate admitted
the atmosphere in London on his return was ‘“far more hysterical,” but
he insisted that “to have gone to war over the Sudeten question would
have been something no Socialist, nor indeed any sane man, could
have countenanced.” It was his view that what had happened was
completely in harmony with what the Labor Party had just gone on
record favoring in their published program, Labor and the New
Social Order, and that it was ‘“‘no more than justice;”

Everyone knew it was a gross piece of unfairness to put the Sudeten
Germans under Czech rule. For fifteen years the Germans had mildly and
civilizedly asked for a revision of the Versailles Treaty in this and other
ways. They got nothing whatever, and then just as Socialists warned the
Allied governments would happen, they made the same demands in-
solently and violently. Since they could not get their rights by civil means,
they hired a gangster. .

Postgate had no patience for those among liberals who planned to
dodge the issue by consoling themselves that for them it would have



685  American Liberalism Against Germany, 1935-1939

been an “anti-Fascist war”’; “a few days after war between Chamber-
lain’s Empire and Hitler’s Reich had begun, we should have realized
helplessly that we were caught in another senseless 1914 struggle
between two kinds of imperialism.” He was utterly against the
“rather savage-minded argument” which he heard from ‘“the mouths
of certain convinced left-wingers” that a war between Fascism and
“democracy-plus-Communism” was inevitable, that all efforts for
peace should be abandoned, that the most fortuitous time for war
should be selected and that Munich answered this requirement. Said
Postgate in answer to this,

If war comes, we have already been defeated. Those who remember
1914 know that. There is only one way of fighting Nazism effectively, and
that is by meeting as quickly as may be the real and moral grievances of
Germany under the Versailles Treaties, and doing all we can in the way
of propaganda inside Germany.

Postgate’s vote of disapproval was probably fortunate to be published
in the emotional atmosphere that prevailed in November of 1938 in
the American liberal press. But it might have received as much atten-
tion in Common Sense, which also disapproved of the war-drive
among prominent spokesmen in the weeklies and elsewhere in the
American press. In a six-column editorial in October it considered
the Munich settlement the signal for France assuming the status of a
“second-rate” power, and for Britain “the loss of position as arbitrator
on the Continent, held since Waterloo,” but considered another fact
of greater importance; “It is significant that both considered war—
even a probably ‘successful’ war—worse.” 8°

Its November editorial conceded that “shame and joy were curi-
ously mixed in the reaction of civilized people everywhere over the
Munich settlement,” but confessed that “we almost wept with thank-
fulness that war had been averted,” underlining what neither of the
weeklies and none of their correspondents wished to stress, that ‘“With
a unity of feeling new to modern Europe, hysterical crowds acclaimed
the peacemakers who had, as it were, arrested the incendiary bombs
in mid-air.” It praised Roosevelt for his restraint, hoped he would
take the initiative calling for a new world peace conference, and
reserved an acrid commentary on the belligerence of the public opin-
ion makers of several ideological persuasions calling for sustained
hostility: 9

The common folk got a break, for once. And those who seem born to
lead, the aristocrats and the intellectuals, showed up pretty badly. It has
been a strange spectacle to see the makers of liberal opinion in America,
Dorothy Thompson and Heywood Broun, Westbrook Pegler and Paul
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Anderson, in fact Communist and Tory intellectuals alike on both sides
of the Atlantic, finding their ablest spokesman in Winston Churchill. For
Winston Churchill typifies the school-boy mind, which at its best dreams
nobly of the “White Man’s Burden,” and at its crudest yells “Yah, you’re
yellow!” when one school bully backs down before another. History is
written in the common man’s blood when these great schoolboy minds
get into power. Happy is the people that has no such history, and no such
leaders.

Common Sense was a little premature in expecting Churchill to
mount into the war saddle that soon, but its general evaluation was
correct, in addition to giving its readers an important advance com-
mentary on the first stages of the creation of one of the greatest politi-
cal legends since the days of the Old Testament, his rehabilitation.

The cliché of a bloody but unbowed democratic Czechoslovakia
reverberated through the war-liberal literature from 1938 on, and the
hot talk after March 15, 1939 about Hitler having “extinguished the
liberties of a proud, brave people” by marching into Prague and put-
ting Bohemia under direct German direction and control gave heart
to the perpetuation of the illusions of the pre-Munich days. By early
1940, after the war was under way, it was possible to hear such an old
liberal voice as Villard declaring ‘“‘no sane man believes that it would
be possible or desirable to reconstitute the old Czechoslovakia,” ** but
the largest number of the protagonists of September, 1938 were not
to be diverted from their image this easily. The generalizations of the
Munich days were elevated to the status of a scriptural text during the
war, but dwindled to a sparrow’s peep the second time around, when
Russians instead of Germans extinguished these liberties. Since 1947
it has become commonplace to refer to the Czechs as the most passive,
docile and tame of all the Communist satellite peoples.

An implacable, if febrile, case had been built up against Germany
which was in full bloom before the Austrian and Czechoslovak crises,
although these two events did much to stimulate fiery talk, and the
belligerent tone steadily grew thereafter. A large part of the liberal
writing on Germany after Munich, for sure, could hardly have been
construed as anything but incitations to fight. Hitler became a threat
to almost everyone everywhere, and the liberals’ denunciation carried
them from one excess to another. All revisions of Versailles achieved
by his regime were successively raised up as evidences of designs on
distant lands scattered all over the world, even though the “Germany-
is-trying-to-conquer-the-world” slogan, the real ace in the propaganda
hole which had to await the re-validation of the first World War, and
did, was not played until 1940-1941. Even during the subsequent
Polish crisis leading to the outbreak of fighting in September, 1939,
most liberals kept dealing with the situation as an incident in Ger-
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man plans for the domination of Central Europe only and a challenge
to the Soviet Union for major influence in the Eastern sphere. But
extravagant accusations started to appear during this time never-
theless.

Under such emotional assaults the wonder is that there was an
anti-war camp among liberals at all. A large part of them were mobil-
ized and ready to march against Hitler long before they were against
Japan. The curious division in some liberal circles, inciting stronger
and stronger stands against the Germans while simultaneously deplor-
ing the “big navy” buildup of the United States in the Pacific was
puzzling. It had something to do with the policy toward Russia and
China, of course, for underlying part of it was the quiet confidence in
the Chinese Reds’ ability to keep expanding in the Far East, while
entertaining doubts that the cumulative internal effects of four big
purge trials in Russia meant nothing more than evidence of serious
internal dissension in the Soviet and indecision on the matter of an
expanding Germany. Though the subject of Russia was kept mostly
out of the Czech affair, the oblique references were sufficient to indi-
cate widespread anxiety and agitated concern.

A MARGINAL COMMENTARY
ON THE OPINION-PRODUCING
EFFECTS OF GERMAN POLITICAL PERSECUTION

In November, 1938, a few weeks after Munich and at a time when
blood pressures were still at a high point against Hitler Germany, a
wave of new excesses against Jews in Germany broke out shortly after
the third secretary of the German Embassy in Paris, Ernst vom Rath,
was assassinated by Herschel Grynszpan. Grynszpan was related to
Polish Jews who were among the several thousand who had just been
deported to Poland from Germany in expectation by officials that
they might be declared deprived of their Polish citizenship, as a con-
sequence of a new Polish passport-visa law. The American liberal
press promptly reached heights of vituperation of Germany which
had not been attained since the early months of 1933. It also resulted
in the reopening of the question of political refugees on a broad
basis, and furnished valuable material to help fix views on Germany
which may still have been in a flexible state even after the battering
effects of the Austrian and Czech crises.

In one sense the subject calls for a check on significant factors in
the entire area of Jewish and other repressions in the period begin-
ning with German rearmament and leading through the series of ter-
ritorial and other revisionist diplomatic coups. An ominous season of
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relative quiet on this subject had prevailed during most of the year
1938, and the two previous years had found much contradictory mate-
rial appearing under liberal auspices, sufficient to complicate the
scene, as will be seen. Stories of anti-Jewish excesses grew numerous
after both the Austrian and Czech settlements, and the worst aspect
of them from the point of view of opinion-formation in the United
States was the casual tendency to allow them to become thought of as
a universal German characteristic, a secondary consequence of the
strong feeling toward the Germans after their swift successes on the
diplomatic front.

An accompanying fact of significance was that of increased refugee
activity in helping Americans to make up their minds about foreign
affairs and foreign policy. In view of the expansionism of the second
three years of the Hitler era as compared to the essentially home-
bound pre-occupation of the first three, this proved to be of vast sig-
nificance. The arrival of persons from a number of lands with politi-
cal scores to even and with access to a printed medium of wide influ-
ence can hardly be said to be of only trifling import. And when as-
sembled with other ingredients, including the essentially pro-Soviet
stand and sympathy for Marxian reformist politics generally, the out-
come could hardly have been expected to be anything but a deepen-
ing of the anti-German entrenchment.

For all their posing as the watchdogs of the “irresponsible commer-
cial daily press,” the liberal journals, as has been seen before, fre-
quently went off on essays in faceless journalism equal to the worst.
Their thundering at the Hearst papers had something to say for it,
but no one could charge Hearst with refusal tobe responsible for what
appeared in them. On the other hand, the liberal weeklies still per-
sisted in far-too-frequent publication of material by unidentified per-
sons cloaked in pseudonyms, whose intemperateness varied in a direct
ratio to the secrecy of their identity. And the largest number occurred
in the field of foreign political reporting on Germany, with the Far
East a strong second. And, in view of the admitted fact that most of
these persons were refugees, their contribution to heating up Amer-
ican readers’ sentiments and opinions on affairs overseas was undoubt-
edly substantial. For a number, the chance to participate in Central
European political feuds vicariously was no trifling factor, especially
when one examines the vitality and energy that native American lib-
erals with only the most tenuous European ties threw into the cam-
paign to bring to America refugees who shared their political
convictions.

A curious by-product of liberal affection for Soviet Russia and their
emotional concern for refugee dissidents, especially from Germany,
was the role of Russia in the drama of providing succor for refugees.
Although the Soviet Union was the only nation in the world con-
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sistently praised by American liberals down to the outbreak of war in
1939 for their advanced social order, tolerance, peacefulness, enlight-
ened economic system and presumably high standard of living, they
never charged the Russians with any responsibility at all for not alle-
viating the misery and discomfort of liberal, progressive and radical
elements whose sad fates in the Fascist countries were the occasion
for so many notices and articles in the liberal press, running into the
hundreds. Not only was the Soviet never attacked for keeping Russia
for the Russians, but liberals tended to support Communists in their
belief that the Soviet Union’s duty in these tense years was simply to
preserve itself.

Beyond the flurry of excitement attending the abortive Biro-Bidjan
project in Siberia for unhappy Jews in Europe, the liberal press never
published a report on any part Russia played in the saga of the politi-
cal, cultural and religious refugees from Germany, Italy and else-
where. Even most of the hunted Communists and Communist sympa-
thizers of other lands seemed to seek some place other than Russia to
flee to and adopt as a new home land. There was an odd contradiction
to liberal excoriations of the United States, where so little was deemed
worthy of commendation in the depression decade, for not providing
more homes for refugees, while the land which was praised beyond
measure for its advancement was never reproached for maintaining
the most air-tight isolationism on the planet where refugees were
concerned.

Reportage on the plight of Germany’s, and Europe’s, Jews after the
German revisionism under Hitler’s auspices commenced was always
intermixed with the topic of political refugees and was anything but
consistent, since the reporters had particular positions of their own
which they were trying to present in as attractive a manner as pos-
sible. Zionism, integrationism, Marxism, flight to various other coun-
tries, all occupied the attention of those who described the situation
to American liberal readers. The confusion and absence of verifiable
facts, plus the contradictions, make the reconstruction of this facet of
liberal reportage on the period an irregular and disjointed matter.

At about the time conscription was begun in Germany, in March
1935, liberals began to hear of a new wave of anti-Jewish activity
there, although most of the reports came from journalists in London.
William Zukerman’s “Anti-Semitism Revives in Germany” turned
out to be mainly a report on the enterprises of the well-known anti-
Jewish Julius Streicher, and an admission that up until this moment,
Germany’s Jews had been “left for some time in comparative peace,”
with business especially unruffled, but pointing out that Jewish intel-
lectuals and professional people had been subjected to serious pres-
sure by the Hitler organization. Heinrich L. Schiller, a German expa-
triate in London, had much the same story to tell in the summer,
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dwelling on two well-known anti-Jewish newspapers and their
effects.?2

During this year and also 1936 most of the new atrocity stories were
in the form of letters to the editors. There was, however, one
prominent exception, the report filed by James G. MacDonald upon
resigning as High Commissioner for Refugees coming from Germany.
The Nation, irked by stories of peace and order in Germany reported
by tourists, and what they styled the definite propaganda campaign
in Britain “seeking to swing public opinion toward Germany,” hailed
the sensational denunciation of the Hitler regime by MacDonald, and
compared it to the Lytton Report on Manchuria in two cordial edi-
torials in the first weeks of January, 1936.

Dr. Kurt Rosenfeld’s “What Germany Does to the Jews” in the
February 15, 1936 New Republic put its main accent on the unfortu-
nate fate of the ‘““‘common man” among the Jews with little strength
and few friends. He was much perplexed by the presence of the names
of twelve powerful Jewish banking houses on the prospectus of a loan
sought by the German railroads in August, 1935, and of Dr. Theodor
Lewald as president of the Olympic Games Committee.®

Villard’s column of March 4 in the Nation scorched the National
Socialists for their Jewish policy, but also refrained from charges of
physical cruelty. He claimed that theirs was worse than that of the
Czars in Russia, since the latter had had the Jews killed outright in
the pogroms, whereas the “mental, spiritual, and physical degrada-
tion” being suffered in Germany was more brutal and fiendish. This
approach appeared several other times in 1936 and 1937. The
Nation’s September 12, 1936 editorial condemnation of the anti-
Jewish policies stressed not the physical harm but “their noiseless
annihilation through slow and persistent economic pressure,” ® while
announcing that the sensational anti-Jewish decrees of 1935 at Niirn-
berg were being muffled. Late in October, 1937, the same journal’s
article by Philip S. Bernstein, ‘““The Fate of German Jews,” stressed
almost entirely the process whereby the Hitler regime was driving
them out through new legal pressures, annoying and humiliating, but
not physically maltreating them. According to Bernstein the German
Jewish population had decreased from p50,000-600,000 to about
375,000, at the time of writing, mainly through emigration from the
country.®

Stories on the concentration camps sharply fell off in 1936 and
1987. One of the few editorial mentions occurred on March 11, 1936
when the Nation announced, “The population of the German con-
centration camps, according to a recent estimate, is now 119,000.”
No authority or source was given for this, and there was obviously no
intention to underestimate the figure of the incarcerated. But indi-
rectly it resulted in sharply undermining the horror stories of vast
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numbers in the jails and special camps of the Reich, as this figure was
a tiny fraction of one percent of the country’s total population. It
looked particularly ridiculous beside the figures of those known to be
lodged in the Soviet Union’s camps, and coming at a time when great
rejoicing was in order over the Communists having built the White
Sea canal with a vast army of political and other prisoners, it looked
especially mal apropos. What made the picture even more lopsided,
and evidence of lack of liberal editorial balance, was a boastful edi-
torial claim in the next paragraph that the Russians were sending
food parcels by mail to Germany, although this helped buttress the
theory of vast economic misery and impending collapse in the Reich.

The autumn of 1937 marked the lowest point of criticism of Hit-
lerian Jewish policies. On October g the Nation declared that the con-
centration camps now contained a total of about one thousand Jews,”
and that most had already been released, while only “those considered
politically dangerous” were being retained. Furthermore, this edi-
torial went on to say, “There is evidence that the German people take
little interest in the persecution of Jews.” According to this report,
the general population was showing wholesale and open disregard for
the Niirnberg Laws and other anti-Jewish measures, while the regime
was actually encouraging those who wished to leave the country to do
so rather than making their existence miserable for trying. The policy
of harassment of the Jews was referred to in the New Republic as a
“cold pogrom” to distinguish it from a program of serious physical
assault, which was to get wide attention in Palestine and Poland.

The struggle between the defenders of Zionism and the promoters
of Marxist socialism as panaceas for the predicament of the Jews of
Europe went on at a steady pace during this time. Critics such as
Fischer continued to refer to Vladimir Jabotinsky and his revisionist
Zionist supporters as Fascists, and maintained that they were having
influence on Mussolini. In January 1936 the Nation’s Moscow cor-
respondent insisted that Jabotinsky’s group were urging an Italian
mandate for Palestine, and were getting encouragement from the Ital-
ian authorities. In the next two years there were other accounts of
widespread influence of Zionists in Italy,’® as well as an amazing
account by Ludwig Lore on the number of Jews of prominence who
had held major positions in the Fascist regime since 1922. As will be
seen, there was a sharp upturn of attention to this subject after the
wave of violent Arab-Jewish riots broke out in Palestine.

But spokesmen denouncing Zionism and encouraging Communist
or Socialist solutions were still active prior to 1938, the major occa-
sions stimulating them being the publication of the Fortune Maga-
zine study Jews in America in the spring of 1936 and Robert Gess-
ner’s book Some of My Best Friends Are Jews early in 193%. Benja-
min Stolberg’s lengthy analysis in the Nation of the Fortune study



692  American Liberalism and World Politics, 1931-1941

headed up by MacLeish ended bitterly opposed to both assimila-
tion and segregation as solutions to the Jewish “problem.” He
referred to assimilation and Zionism as myths arising out of “bour-
geois reaction,” and insisted, ‘““The only way to solve the Jewish prob-
lem is to solve the great problem of social and industrial democracy,”
and for those who might be puzzled as to what it might be, Stolberg
ended triumphantly, “You guessed it; the answer is Marxism.” ®® This
was substantially the advice of Waldo Frank in 1983, in the New
Republic.

Gessner’s book was another statement of the hope of the Jews lying
in Marxist socialism. He repeated the story that the Soviet Union was
the only land in the world where the Jews lived without trouble. It
was another example of a book which tried to prove that the whole
world was anti-Jewish except Russia. As Martha Gruening pointed
out in her review in the New Republic in March 1937, Gessner main-
tained that “Hitler was more humane” than the Poles, who he
claimed were by far the worst persecutors of Jews. He also criticized
Palestine severely, and insisted that Tel Aviv had become a ghetto for
the Jewish poor, while “rugged Jewish individuals” were also exploit-
ing cheap Arab labor. What shocked some liberals was his charge of
sycophancy on the part of German-Jewish middle class people, still
supporting the Hitler government. James Waterman Wise supported
Gessner enthusiastically in his review in the Nation earlier in the
year, deprecating Zionism and displaying the same fervor for the
Soviet Union as the ultimate model for a situation establishing equal-
ity for Jews, and economic assimilation.1%®

In the unrelenting assault on the anti-Jewish program of Hitler
Germany the liberal press paused momentarily on occasion in embar-
rassment upon contemplating the position of the Negro, Indian and
Oriental in America and the history of ethnophobia in the United
States, including the deep current of unofficial American anti-Jewish
hostility. Conscientious protest would have been extremely difficult
to make if the two subjects had been presented in parallel form regu-
larly, and the eventual tarring of all Germans as racists beyond all
other peoples would have been impossible. But in the period prior to
1939 the main emphasis was upon the official nature of the anti-
Jewish policies in the Reich, since sufficient admissions were made
from time to time pointing this out.

Furthermore, diversions of great scope occurred between 1936 and
1938, in the form of massive outbreaks of very violent anti-Jewish
propaganda and physical maltreatment in Poland and Palestine, and
rumblings of similar goings-on in East-Central Europe generally. The
Poles fared especially badly in the American liberal papers as a con-
sequence. Fischer’s very dark portrait of Poland, written from War-
saw to the Nation on February 15, 1936 and published over a month
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later, described the existence of very ugly anti-Jewish excesses.!0t A
wave of anti-Jewish riots in Palestine the following month, April,
stimulated a vigorous condemnation by the Nation editorially, blam-
ing local causes in each case and adding the observation that ‘“The
Arabs and Poles were adepts at anti-Semitic terror before Hitler per-
fected the technique.” 1°2 The Palestine riots also touched off a New
Republic editorial early in May, which called attention to other areas
than Germany, and unconsciously indicated where the journal stood
on the Zionist versus Marxist appeals: 103

Everyone knows what the “cold pogrom” of the Nazis has done in Ger-
many; but not everyone realizes how serious is anti-semitism in other
countries. In Poland, where there are 3,000,000 Jews, conditions are
nearly as bad as they are in Germany. In almost every other country in
the world—always excepting Soviet Russia—anti-semitism exists in greater
or less degree.

Continued comments on the plight of the Polish Jews appeared in
the liberal weeklies for some time thereafter, to the extent that Ger-
many was eclipsed for many months as a result. A serious critique on
the rioting and killings in Poland appeared in the Nation % late in
May, 1937 while Albert Allen, writing in the July, 1934 issue of the
Fight, came to the conclusion which most others arrived at in the
ensuing six months when he announced, “In no other country has
anti-Semitism been so sustained and devastating as in Poland.” 1%
The ultimate in attacks on Polish policies and behavior came from
Zukerman in the Nation early in April, 1938 with a major roundup
of the facts on the Polish pogroms of the 1936—38 period; “For the
last two years the Jews have suffered almost incessant physical assaults
and pogroms,” he stated, and then went on to evaluate it: 106

This outburst of anti-Semitic bestiality has no equal in Europe, not
even in Nazi Germany, where despite the vicious propaganda of the
Stiirmer and the cruel anti-Jewish decrees of the regime, the people have
not degraded themselves by a single anti-Jewish pogrom.

The persistence of such attacks led to the formation among liberals
in December 1937 of the Writers Committee to Aid Polish Jews, and
new reports of massive pogroms against impoverished rural Polish
Jews stimulated this organization’s growth, while the New Republic
condemned the newest outburst “a blot upon the name of the Polish
Republic and also a threat to world peace.” Hitler and the Moscow
purges temporarily lost top billing in the notoriety department.
When a world conference on the world refugee problem was held in
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Evian in mid-1938, the Nation in a harsh editorial on July 16 was
appalled at the democracies being so niggardly in providing refuges
for the Jews of Austria, Germany, Poland and Rumania, whose con-
ditions were described as equally bad at that moment. The verdict
was one that ‘“distressing apathy” seemed to be the general feeling,
while a side-comment on the United States was not particularly com-
plimentary; “Even the American quota is pitifully small, and Mr.
Roosevelt made it clear at the start that it would not be increased.” 207

Pressure on the Poles dropped off sharply after war broke out, but
even in the “Sitzkrieg” period of 1939-1940 the Nation ran various
stories on growing atrocities against Jews in Poland, while Zukerman
in the spring of 1941 wrote an angry article published by the Nation
denouncing the implacability of the Jewish persecutions still going
on among those Poles in exile in England, charging that anti-Jewish
publications were even being issued by the Polish National Council,
the Polish parliament-in-exile, so to speak.10®

Howard Daniel’s “Mass Murder in Poland” in the Nation for Jan-
uary 24, 1940 was the first of the extermination stories of any length.
The author, an Australian engaged in refugee work, explained that
the partition of the country by the Germans and Russians at the end
of the previous fall campaigns had divided the Jewish population
roughly into 114 millions under each. He commended the Commu-
nists in Poland for treating their Jews better, and declared that Jew-
ish Communists among the Poles were even gaining high positions in
the government installed in the eastern sector by the Russians. As for
the Germans, Daniel told two conflicting stories. One of them charged
the Germans with trying to exterminate the Jews in their portion of
occupied Poland, while the other insisted that the Germans were
encouraging mass exodus of Jews to the Russian side, which he said
the Russians were trying to halt. To add to the confusion, the author
admitted that Zionists and orthodox Jews were as badly treated by the
Russians as they were by Germans. The sense of his article did not
seem too clear, unless the message had been to inform liberals that
Jewish Communists who were hostile to Zionism were being well-
treated in the Communist-occupied portion of the former Polish
Republic.10?

Arab-Jewish troubles in Palestine and the issue of Zionism and refu-
gees were all inextricably intermixed, and gained increasing liberal
attention, especially as the cooling-off period toward Russia advanced
during the purge trial period. It may be pointed out, however, that
when the democracies were condemned for their faint interest in the
fate of refugees at the Evian conference, the Soviet Union was point-
edly neglected, despite their much closer proximity to the distressed
in Rumania, Poland and Austria-Germany than England or the
United States. The Soviet Union’s utter disinterest in anyone except
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Communists was embarrassing, for sure. And although the bulk of
liberal views sided with the Marxists rather than the Zionists in the
1933-36 period, the realities of the situation inclined them more and
more to the solution in the form of emigration to Palestine.

These two views contested for attention and support among lib-
erals during the 1936-1938 struggles in Palestine, and both views
received publication. Albert Viton, in a Nation article “Why Arabs
Kill Jews” on June 3, 1936 reviewed the “revolutionary changes”
beginning to take place with the arrival of nationalistic pressures
among both Jews and Arabs in the Arabic world, and as far as the rela-
tions between the two peoples were concerned, testified, “Ben Guryon
[sic] is right. A permanent war is being waged.” Viton was no par-
tisan of Zionism at this stage however, and later in the year in a piece
written in Jerusalem for the Nation expressed the deepest of pes-
simism on the future of Jewish refugee resettlement in Palestine. As
for the Arabs, Viton was aware that they were in a great state of agita-
tion, and he believed that part of their thinking was based on a pas-
sionate hope for a general European war to give them an opportunity
to unseat the British in the whole of the Near East and North
Africa.110

In the New Republic the warmest friend of Zionism was its English
editor H. N. Brailsford. His “Storm Over Palestine” on July 1, 1936
was frankly sympathetic, even though he felt called upon to warn
Zionists against excessive particularism. “Jews must modify in some
degree their Zionist nationalism,” he cautioned. “There can be no
happy Jewish Home while an Arab slum surrounds it.” As a refuge
from European punitive treatment he thought Palestine was admi-
rably suited, but he could not dismiss the nightmare political possi-
bilities of ignoring the Arab part of the equation: 11

It is right that a refuge should be found in the land they love for some
hundreds of thousands of fugitives from German and Polish intolerance.
But mankind and the Jews will alike pay a heavy price, if the Arabs re-
main bitter, violent and unreconciled. A home is no home if one must
guard it with a machine gun on the doorstep.

This was essentially Nation editorial policy during this time as well,
especially pointedly expressed on January 2, 19g%: 112

Zionists must be content with less than most of them want, less than
the Jewish masses of Europe need. They must curb their intransigent
elements, make heavy concessions to the Arab masses, establish good rela-
tions with the more enlightened Arab leaders. Even now in the midst
of conflict such men as Judah Magnes and some of the best of the Jewish
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labor group are supporting such efforts. They should be adopted as official
Zionist policy.

The Nation was still clinging to its proletarian frame of reference,
while urging the Jews to beware being made use of by the British to
balance off the Arabs as part of the British “imperialist game.”

The strongest supporter of the Zionist position with regular access
to the Nation at this time was Philip S. Bernstein. His “Promise of
Zionism” in the same issue reported on the widespread anti-Jewish
reaction in Rumania and Poland especially, and saw it spreading in
all other European countries as well as Germany. He concluded that
Hitler had made his position invulnerable in Germany in the past
four years, and that it was futile to fight him internally any more.
Furthermore, Bernstein repudiated Communism as any likely answer
to the Jewish predicament anywhere, despite the Nation’s stable of
pro-Communist writers and the proletarian leanings of the editors.
The Jews, said Bernstein, were religious, individualist, pacifist and
democratic, while Communism was anti-religious, totalitarian, vio-
lently revolutionary and dictatorial. Furthermore, Bernstein warned,
for the Jews of Central and Western Europe to espouse Communism
as “the redemption of Jewry” would be mass suicide; “It would lead
to the most terrible pogroms in all Jewish history,” he predicted,
thereupon deducing, “The only hope for the Jews of Central and
Eastern Europe is emigration.” His portrait of the blooming of Pal-
estine at that moment was exactly the opposite picture which liberals
had been reading when presented by the antagonists of Zionism and
migration to this area.!'® But he fully realized that the new phase of
Arab opposition made things far from simple; his eye-witness descrip-
tion of the tension and night-fighting on the borders between Jews
and Arabs later in the year 1937 made his report sound like one which
might have been filed in 1944 or 195%7.11*

The British attempt to promote a tripartite form of partitioning of
Palestine in mid-1937 provoked more bitter fighting. The Nation
defended this action and although noting that both Arab and Zionist
nationalists were made unhappy by it, openly supported the Zionists
despite the strong historical claims of both. The Jewish claim was
“far more right—in view of the anti-Semitic policies of the German
and Polish governments,” an editorial of July 1% explained, certainly
one of the strangest arguments ever advanced on behalf of contestants
in a disputed land claim anywhere.!*> And not long after it was
admitted that the partitioning was not being accepted, and that not
only had it unleashed large-scale fighting between Jews and Arabs,
but that it had sparked a “pan-Arab revolt. . . . Palestine and Great
Britain will now have to contend with the whole Arab race,” the
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Nation promised in its editorial of August 6, 1938.1¢ Viton corrobo-
rated this in an article two months later; 17

What began as an anti-Zionist movement here became a revolt against
Great Britain of unprecedented magnitude. The revolt . . . aims to de-
feat the British imperial scheme for the Near East which took shape when
the Ottoman Empire was smashed during the World War.

But Viton had come over to the Zionist position now. He was all for a
“bi-national” state in Palestine, and suggested to the British to “keep
the country under military rule for a few years and to open the doors
for immigration till the Jews become one half of the population.”

The furious Arab rebellion in the fall of 1938 was a footnote to
Munich; the liberal press was most unfavorable to the Arabs but
offered no comfort editorially to the Zionists either. The Nation
stressed the “‘ring of hostile Arab countries” surrounding Palestine,
“waiting for revenge when the attention of the British policeman is
diverted.” “The outlook for Zionism is black,” the editorial of
October 29 rumbled.’*® Though most of the correspondents were
becoming warmer, editorial policy seemed if anything a mite more
chilly to Zionism than it had been at the height of the Popular Front.
The ensuing riot of emotional condemnation of Prime Minister
Chamberlain over the Czech partition even produced a dividend on
the Palestine question. He was furiously attacked in the spring of
1939 upon the publication of the latest White Paper on Palestine,
which was charged with repudiating the Balfour Declaration during
the World War promising the Jews a homeland there. He was accused
of capitulating to the Arab faction, in the hope of keeping the Arabs
tied to “the imperial chariot,” and with acquiescing in an arrange-
ment keeping the Jews in a permanent minority.!!?

But there seemed to be other forces at work which had a say in the
population picture of Palestine and the Jewish emigration from
Europe, and a not inconsequential say. Villard brought up the subject
in a review of Dorothy Thompson’s book Refugees a short time
before the savage 1938 Arab-Jewish fighting, and its bearing on the
whole subject of German National Socialism and its Jewish repres-
sion policies plus the overall picture of refugees was rather startling
in view of the complexities and interlockings it revealed: 120

The crux of the problem is, of course, where the money is to come from
to move these people and give them their working capital. Here Miss
Thompson falls back upon a plan which she has worked out with Moritz
Schlesinger, a fellow worker of [Fridtjof] Nansen’s. Her solution is based
on the success of the arrangement made by the Jews with the Nazis by
which 82,000,000 marks’ worth of capital values have been transferred to



698  American Liberalism and World Politics, 1931-1941

Palestine in the last five years, making it possible for 14,000 refugee
families to settle there, taking their savings with them in the form of
goods. The Nazis consented to accept payment in blocked marks instead
of foreign exchange, and the Palestine importers abandoned the idea of
boycotting German goods. It is true that many oppose the agreement as
aiding the Nazis to go on. But the horrible alternative is plain.

However, by far the most upsetting report on the interrelations
between the Hitler regime, the Zionists and the refugee redemption-
ists did not come out until the month before the German-Polish war
erupted. On August 9, 1939 the New Republic published “The Jew-
ish National Army” by a former Time magazine contributing editor,
Allen A. Michie.’?! It was the first story on the mass smuggling of
“permitless” Jews into Palestine since April, 1938 by the “under-
ground Jewish army,” Irgun Zevai Leumi. A Jewish national military
organization in existence since 1931, according to Michie, it had
established a chain of immigration offices in all major European capi-
tals, and the German, Polish, Rumanian and Hungarian governments
were all cooperating, providing immigration papers and approving
arrangements to ship refugees out. Michie revealed that smuggling
of Jews out of Germany was taking place with the full knowledge of
the regime; “The Nazi government has cooperated so wholeheartedly
that, by an almost unprecedented arrangement, the rigid German
exchange laws have been set aside so that IZL offices in Germany can
bring huge sums of German and foreign currency in and out of the
country to pay for the transport of the refugees.”

As Michie related it, once the putative refugees were assembled,
IZL officials collected and destroyed all their passports and immigra-
tion cards, rendering such individuals “stateless persons.” This was
no handicap to them while they remained in Europe, as each country
willingly allowed them to pass through, while at sea it was a type of
protection, since if they were picked up by British patrols while try-
ing to land in Palestine, they could not be sent back to Europe,
because there was no way of knowing where they had come from.

Michie made it plain why the IZL was engaged so assiduously in
this program. As a military force fighting the Arabs, they were com-
mitted to the position that there was no hope of establishing a Jewish
state unless there was a numerical majority of Jews in Palestine. Thus
there was a raw and urgent logic behind this activity. He concluded
this amazing story by referring to IZL recruiting for their armed
group in Paris, London, Belgrade, Warsaw and Kovno. They were
reputed to be 100,000 strong. As to their program, Michie said it was
two-fold; first, the return of the Trans-Jordan as part of Palestine,
and then the creation of a sovereign Jewish state out of all of it.

The impact of such information substantially affected the standard



699  American Liberalism Against Germany, 1935-1939

stories of the relations between the German Jewish community and
the Hitler regime. It might have created a sensation two or three years
earlier, and many liberal outcries. When Brailsford’s mild pro-Zionist
article early in mid-1936 had been published, the New Republic had
been bombarded by several letters written by subscribers who casti-
gated his approach as sanctioning a colonial expedition to Asia
for the purpose of establishing an European beachhead there in a
land possessed for many centuries by the Arabs. But by the time the
war was about to get launched in Poland, Zionist sympathies had
made enormous headway among American liberals. The generally
frosty attitude of the rest of the world to the refugee undoubtedly had
a hand in this change of opinion, but the persuasiveness of Zionists in
presenting their case with attractiveness and masterful precision could
hardly be underrated. The war was to result in a fundamental change
in the entire account of the Jews, refugees, concentration camps and
the additional incendiary issues connected with them. The entire issue
was to become an appendage of the British propaganda ministry,
which eventually engaged in a prodigious chore of changing opin-
ions and re-casting the Germans in the image of monstrosity which
had served so effectively in 1914-1921. But in another sense, the tri-
umph of Zionism among liberals represented still another stage in the
decay of the Popular Front.

THE BATTLE OF THE BOOKS ROUNDS OUT
THE POPULAR FRONT CAMPAIGN ON GERMANY

Nathan Asch, reviewing Escape Into Life by Erika and Klaus Mann
in the New Republic on May 24, 1939, made a succinct observation
on the full effect of the propaganda campaign against Germany from
1932 to that moment, as well as advancing a valuable tip to an under-
standing of the time yet to come. He punctuated his warm welcome
of this book by the hostile offspring of one of Germany’s most famous
emigrés of this period with the following illuminating comment: 122

When Germany put her writers into concentration camps, she stored
up a lot of trouble for herself; and when she drove the writers out be-
yond the borders she scattered her trouble all over the world. For now, in
the next war there will be no need to invent German atrocity stories.

Asch admitted that “‘great quantities” of those of the First World
War were “supplied to us by the British propaganda service,” and
were not capable of fooling everybody. “But they’ll have to believe
the stories being written now, and to be written when the next war
comes. They won’t sound like fiction.”
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No better short statement of the direction and purpose of the lit-
erary campaign against Germany between 1932 and 1939 saw print,
nor revealed its inner nature so well as this. One could see the major
outlines by now; the assumption that those writers who had incurred
the disfavor of the Hitler regime were the entire stock of literary fig-
ures of the country, and that they were utterly blameless; that all Ger-
mans had been responsible for the troubles of these writers, that none
of these disaffected literati had left Germany of their own will, and
that every word they had written and were to write represented verac-
ity to microscopic degree. The further assumption was that the Ger-
man writers who were now outside the country urging a global cam-
paign of murder and arson against their erstwhile fellow-countrymen
could not possibly have any reason or desire to lie, and that their
stories represented the ultimate in credibility simply because their
authors were from Germany.

The establishment of refugees, especially political, as unquestioned
sources on Germany was a curious process, long in the making, and a
powerful factor in the fabrication of liberal opinion on German
affairs. Anyone fleeing National Socialist Germany for whatever rea-
son, and possessing a modicum of writing talent, stood a very good
chance of being established as an oracle on Germany elsewhere. And
a vast circle of publishers, reviewers, distributors, commentators and
numerous other people holding key positions in the taste-making and
opinion-influencing media could be counted on to spread their influ-
ence in ever-widening concentric waves. The sudden eclipse and
abrupt descent into total obscurity which was the fate of the very
largest part of these people once their purpose had been served illus-
trates another facet of the total picture. More attention will be given
later to the essentially end-of-the-rope position of the political refugee
and his nearly zero chance of regaining influence in his estranged
homeland no matter how it was to be eventually battered by its ene-
mies and his now-temporarily adopted friends.

As a factor in the making of opinion for and by liberals in America
and elsewhere, it is of interest to keep in mind the essentially-pro-
Soviet position of Popular Front American liberalism, regardless of
what the motives of German refugees may have been. Their labors on
behalf of this political program may not necessarily have been con-
scious, but the full effect was the same. In accepting refugees from
Germany so unconditionally as experts, American liberals added
another sharp contrast to the ingredients which made up the liberal
mind on foreign affairs and politics. Refugees from Russia had always
been systematically denounced, and the veracity of all had been
placed under suspicion at once when they came bearing tales which
did not reflect favorably on Soviet Russia. From Mukden in Septem-
ber 1931 until the outbreak of the Cold War in 1944 there was no
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serious critic of Russian Communism who was ever given the stamp
of unqualified acceptance in the liberal press. From 1937 to 1941, it
has been seen that the friends of Trotsky among America’s liberals
managed to seriously weaken liberal fondness for the Soviet Union
by their comprehensive attacks, and to temporarily modify a mono-
lithic portrait of a foreign land painted entirely in a friendly pig-
ment. But the general absence of any observable or sustained detach-
ment toward Germany guaranteed the persistence of a similarly
monolithic point of view entirely in hostile tones which was easily
clothed in fighting dress and outfitted with muskets when the Euro-
pean system broke down for the second time in twenty-five years
in 1939.

One of the curiosities of the period was the preference of the fleeing
Germans for other areas than the Soviet Union from which to con-
duct their feud with Hitler and his regime. Since the majority of
them were stern critics of bourgeois capitalism and its values, their
choice of Paris, London and New York as their assembly centers had
a strange quality. Their reception was a mainly unqualified welcome
in the period of the Popular Front, and the liberal press and its edi-
tors chose not to make an issue out of the most obvious political back-
grounds which suggested the basis for their difficulties. The major
criterion seemed to be the possession of a glowing hate for Hitler’s
group, if not for all Germany. It was an attitude which promised the
maximum of protective coloration for the advancement of Russian
goals. Thus, when Louis Adamic reviewed Karl Billinger’s ferocious
Fatherland for the Nation in April 1935, as the Popular Front wagon
was gathering its downhill momentum on the run to the August, 1939
Pakt, his flowery tribute suggested enthusiastically: “This book, it
seems to me, is the best sort of ammunition to be used in the fight
against Fascism.” He did not think it of any great significance to stress
that the author was really a German Communist named Paul Mas-
sing, who had spent eight months in a Hitlerian concentration camp,
and who still clung to the pre-Popular Front contempt for lesser
varieties of Marxists and Socialists, as his denunciation of Konrad
Heiden’s A History of National Socialism in the New Masses in June
of that same year amply proved.!??

By all odds, the most implacable enemy of Hitler and Germany in
the liberal press in 1935 was not a refugee but Frederick L. Schuman,
contrasting and setting off his glowing admiration of Russia with snap
and élan not commonly seen among the most convinced Popular
Front liberals even in this hyperthyroid year. His New Republic
review of Emil Ludwig’s Hindenburg on May 22, was an acid-pouring
on the author for his persistence in remaining a German, rather than
much of an estimate of the book. The fashion of detecting sinister
character defects in all Germans, no matter how long dead, was gain-
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ing in acceptance especially in America’s academic community at the
moment, which made Ludwig vulnerable for finding anything respect-
able to say about a memorable figure in the German past.!?* Schu-
man’s own book, The Nazi Dictatorship: A Study in Social Pathology
and the Politics of Fascism, received fulsome praise later in the sum-
mer from Herman Simpson in the New Republic and Edgar Ansel
Mowrer in the Nation. Simpson, whose reputation as a Marxian
polemicist had long been established, was in complete accord. Mowrer,
although confessing that he considered Schuman’s tract an “‘admira-
ble book,” felt impelled to mention a basic difference of opinion on
the interpretation. Mowrer, in trying to divine what Schuman’s over-
all estimate of National Socialism was, concluded that “the author
believes with the Communists—and he is not an orthodox Marxist—
that Fascism is really the appropriate form of government in the last
stage of capitalism.” It was a rather lengthy book to write to establish
a view which had been expressed several hundred times in scores of
Communist pamphlets published all over the world in the previous
ten years, but the author’s reputation and occupation gave it added
respectability at the moment. Mowrer insisted that in reality Fascism
was ‘“‘socialism as realized by the lower middle class,” a view which
gained added attention as German conservatives began to emerge as
interpreters later in the decade. Mowrer, in addition, was not inclined
to heap the accolades upon the Soviet that Schuman did in this
book, and he further contributed to the intellectual disorder by sug-
gesting that the German system in 1935 was likely to be what the
Russians would have in 1955.1%

Schuman had made the point in his book that although the Ger-
mans had utilized brutality somewhat less than the Russians, theirs
was worse because it was “purposeless.” This hardly seemed to be the
point of a second thick volume along the lines of the Communist-
sponsored Brown Book of the Hitler Terror, titled The Reichstag
Fire Trial, which sought to make some more political capital for
Communists on this event, and in which almost every hero and hero-
ine in the fighting with the Hitlerites was a German Communist. Its
theme of Hitlerian-directed terror for the purpose of wiping out
Communism in Germany was omnipresent. That it got attention
from liberals as late as the summer of 1935 indicated that nothing
was being overlooked which had some bearing on the situation.!2¢

No book hostile to either Hitler or Mussolini was ignored by the
liberal press in the growing array of forces opposing them, even satiri-
cal attacks such as Quack! Quack! by Leonard Woolf, given a rousing
cheer by Lewis Mumford in the New Republic,'* but one of the
more ominous aspects of the time was the beginning of the writing
of books and articles on the intellectual origins of the political forces
which were now in the vanguard of the attack on Communism. This
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became a veritable parlor game by 1938, and reached its full peak in
the first two years of the war. In one sense it was basic to the building
of the approaching crisis as an “ideological” one, which helped to fan
liberal fury in the moment of their abandonment by the Communists
in August, 1939. Liberal contributions were many and mighty to this
propaganda, and Germans were the main victims, as will be seen.

Perhaps Stringfellow Barr began the process in the 1935 days with
his biography, Mazzini, who was credited with origination of the ideas
which appeared in Mussolini’s Fascism. But Louis L. Snyder’s grim
From Bismarck to Hitler was close behind. However Snyder started
in comparatively modern times, as Hans Kohn’s Revolutions and Dic-
tatorships demonstrated, and successive authors kept leaping back-
ward in prodigious strides, to Luther, to the Holy Roman Empire, to
the invasions of the late Roman period, and then ultimately to Caesar
and earlier. All these volumes were commended by the liberal press.
Ernest Hambloch’s Germany Rampant, which received the com-
mendation of the New Republic in September, 1939, seemed to have
finally gotten on the true course; his conviction that all the world’s
international troubles were due to monstrous defects in the German
character, which had ‘“remained unchanged from the dark days of
Arminius to the sinister epoch of Hitler,” 128 struck the note which
all the others, including William McGovern and Peter Viereck of his
contemporaries, had been searching for all the time, as will be seen
in a subsequent chapter. Thus it seemed most proper for Professor
J. F. C. Hearnshaw to wrap the subject up in a wartime volume titled
Germany the Aggressor Throughout the Ages.

Schuman continued to be the New Republic’s most devoted enemy
of Hitler Germany in 1936. His wild praise for an anonymously writ-
ten volume, The Brown Network, which purported to outline a plot
on the part of the Germans to revolutionize the world, continued his
service for Russian goals. In his extravagance of language Schuman
insisted that this book was “one of the most extraordinary” of the
twentieth century, “‘even if only one-tenth true.” His real anger was
directed at the anti-Soviet ideas which this purported German inter-
national plot was propagating, in anti-Communist and anti-Marxist
front organizations of its own.?®

Just as fulsome were his reviews of the two biographies of Hitler by
Konrad Heiden and Rudolf Olden. The stories of these hostile Ger-
man emigrés he considered the last word in objectivity on the Ger-
man Fiihrer, although the most impressive part of his review was the
grim confidence he reflected in the coming annihilation of Germany
under the Hitler regime.!3® The only element lacking was a descrip-
tion of the agents which were going to bring this about, although in
June 1936 it may have been beyond even Schuman’s imagination to
picture the mobilization of the world which was eventually required
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to bring about this eagerly anticipated catastrophe for Germany and
all the rest of Europe as well, which such hopes implied.

Strangely enough, these two books produced an opposite effect on
Walter Duranty when he reviewed them for the Nation the week pre-
vious. Although as warmly sympathetic to Russia as Schuman, judged
by his writings, Duranty ended his long review of these two volumes
with about the only paragraph of favorable comment concerning
Hitler which ever appeared in the Nation: 13!

The effect of these two books, so painstaking and bitterly written and
so well documented, has been to give me a far higher opinion of Adolf
Hitler than I had before. Here is no Pied Piper of Hamelin, no strange
freak of nature, “hypnotizing” the German people by loud words and
frothy rhetoric, but the Man whom the Occasion calls forth, as Marxists
would say, the Leader, not unbalanced but balancing, not lightweight
but weighing, shrewd, pertinacious, and patriotic, who saw clearly the
agony of Germany, prostrate under the Versailles treaty, and capitalized
that, and saw the ravages of depression and unemployment, and capital-
ized that, and gave a hopeless people hope and a leaderless people leader-
ship. In a word, as Heiden puts it, he responded to the inner cry of the
German heart, “Save us and rule us.” When one thinks of it, this is a
more reasonable explanation than that of the “Pied Piper” or “hypno-
tizer.” Because no man ever can rise from the deeply low to vastly high
unless there is power in him and quality far beyond his fellows.

Something of this quality had appeared in Common Sense some
time before in a review of Mildred S. Wertheimer’s pamphlet Ger-
many Under Hitler,and was similarly unique: 132

Miss Wertheimer has presented a particularly well balanced view, in
which her emotions do not run away with her conclusions. She does not
assume that because Hitler’s regime is a brutal and in many respects bar-
barous dictatorship therefore the people are groaning under the lash. “A
new spirit of confidence fills the hearts of many Germans, who feel that
through Hitler they have regained their self-respect.” . . . “perhaps the
greatest psychological force at Hitler’s command is the internal unity he
has wrought. That is the strength of Fascism. For people don’t like civil

”

war.

Such expressions were most uncommon, of course, and might be
charged off as editorial lapses in a generally consistent reflection of a
light-and-darkness picture of the rival regimes of Germany and
Russia.

In 1934 things were more in accord with the Popular Front image
with the reissue of the frankly pro-Communist Hitler Over Europe by
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Ernst Henri, Johannes Steel’s Escape to the Present and Robert A.
Brady’s The Spirit and Structure of German Fascism. Despite a tem-
porary low tide in the democratic world in indignation toward Hitler
and a growing criticism of Stalin Russia, liberal reception of books
hostile to Germany was uninfluenced, and both weeklies hailed the
unfriendly and destructive approach of these volumes in particular.
Brady was commended for his wholly condemnatory approach espe-
cially by Ludwig Lore in the Nation, but received an even more
spirited reception in the New Masses, which also took pride in the
fact that Brady was a contributor to the Marxist quarterly Science
and Society.

Not so fortunate as these authors were E. B. Ashton and Henri
Lichtenberger. The former’s The Fascist: His State and His Mind
and the latter’s The Third Reich were roundly excoriated for their
detachment on Italy and Germany. Ashton was so stung by Lore’s
almost personal attack that he wrote a long two-column letter to the
Nation in rebuttal of some of the charges, and touched upon-the phe-
nomenon of emigré-ism as a force in opinion-making on Germany in
a particularly effective and pointed manner: 133

It is only natural that to German Socialists like Ludwig Lore the regime
of Hitler seems a nightmare, imposed by a force of darkness upon the
“real” Germany in which and for which they have spent the better part
of their lives. Hope that the future might revive the past is what keeps
most of the exiles going. But the people of other countries have to make
up their minds whether they want, out of sympathy with the victims of
Fascism, to falsify their own picture of its supporters. It is not a question
of siding with or against the anti-Fascist. . . . I happen to dislike the idea
of saving democracy from Fascism only to fatten it for the proletarian
revolution.

But of course the point was that Ashton’s Marxist critics did not share
his scruples; a Marxist order of some sort was the last thing they
would have opposed as an alternative to Hitler.

The same fate awaited Stephen H. Robert’s The House That Hit-
ler Built early in 1938. Praised by William L. Langer in the New
York Herald Tribune, described by T. Y. Ybarra in the New York
Times as “a miracle of objectivity,” and by the London Times as
“excellent, restrained, concise, accurate—the best general book as yet
about Nazi Germany,” it was accorded one of the frostiest receptions
by American liberalism. The refugee journalist Franz Héllering
groped for words to attack it severely enough in the Nation.!3*

A similar greeting lay in store for Lord Londonderry’s Ourselves
and Germany, slashed to shreds in the Nation on April g for his atti-
tudes toward Russian Communism and his insistence on its threat to
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England and Europe in general, as much as for his friendliness toward
Germany and his efforts toward Anglo-German understanding.!?® But
with the Anschluss now history and liberal gorges rising in protest
toward anything sympathetic toward Germany, such a reception
might well have been expected. Far more pleasantly-received by all
was Douglas Reed’s Insanity Fair. Arthur Rosenberg, an emigré
ex-professor of history from the University of Berlin, gave it unre-
served praise in the Nation on June 18 particularly for Reed’s attack
on Hitler’s posing as an enemy of Communism and seeking British
help on these grounds. But Joseph P. Lash far exceeded Rosenberg in
his accolade for Reed’s book in the New Masses ten weeks later.13¢

But by the end of the Czechoslovak crisis there was a noticeably
sharp up-tempo turn of vigorous and aggressive books aimed at Hitler
Germany. From the end of 1938 on into 1941 a detached book on
Germany was an astounding publishing event, and a review of one
in the American liberal press an even more rare occasion.'3” Note-
worthy in this literary interlude was the persistence of known friends
of Soviet Russia appearing as writers of books on its German antag-
onist, and the similar sustained presence of German emigrés essaying
as reviewers of such volumes, although not exclusively dominating
this aspect of the propaganda sphere.

The British Communist F. Elwyn Jones’s The Defense of Democ-
racy, reviewed in the Nation on December 24, 1938 by Julian Bach,
Jr., a member of the staff of Life, was characteristic of Communist
efforts to offset the anti-Comintern position of the Italo-German-]Jap-
anese combine and at the same time to capitalize on local German
successes in Central Europe once more to impute to them ambitions
to swamp the world and convert it into one vast German vassal-state.
Jones faithfully adhered to the Popular Front image by charging that
the German objective was the British Empire and not world Com-
munism, a gambit which steered the Communist position close to the
wing of British Tories, already sized up as potential allies in an anti-
German coalition. But his propaganda tale of Italo-German efforts
to stir up trouble in some g5 other countries sounded too much like
an inverted story of the Communist International. Bach found little
to take issue with in the book, and even kept his composure in the
face of the report once more that an internal uprising led by Hitler’s
enemies was likely and that a variety of “‘conspiracies” were in the
hatching stage. Jones was still clutching to the Neu Beginnen stage of
Marxian evaluation of Germany.!38

Martha Dodd’s fervent pro-Soviet Through Embassy Eyes received
the intense admiration of Erika Mann. This nightmare portrait of
Germany reflected her mental image after a visit of the author to
Soviet Russia and an ecstatic acceptance of everything she had seen
there. The review revealed that the daughter of the famous German
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literary emigré and the daughter of the erstwhile United States
Ambassador to Germany were more in accord with the Popular Front
affection for Russia than anything else; Miss Mann explained that
Miss Dodd’s condemnation of Germany and her acceptance of Russia
was 139

based less on subjective impressions than on simple truths—the truth
of the fundamental difference between Soviet and Nazi aims, even if the
methods used are similar, and the other truth that the general situation
in Russia is not comparable with that in Germany. In Russia govern-
ment is for the people, not against the people as in simple truth it is in
Germany. The standard of living has fallen under Hitler, while it has
risen in the Soviet Union. Russia shows no sign of intending military
aggression in the world, while Fascism threatens to stick Europe in its
pocket.

The naiveté of this Schuman-like defense of Soviet brutality as
morally superior and its Pravda-like analysis of Russo-German inter-
nal conditions were probably unintentional.

With liberals girding for Armageddon in advance of most other
forces in world politics, it seemed appropriate that the enemy be
studied once more prior to the final showdown. Part of this review
of the opposition consisted of Schuman’s review of both the Stackpole
and the Reynal and Hitchcock editions of Mein Kampf together in
the March 18, 1939 Nation. Schuman matched Hitler hate for hate,
and concluded with a thorough reproach for all Western political
leaders for not having taken their countries to war with Hitler long
before: 140

Fascism can be stopped only by force. But the elite of the decadent
West have consistently refused to use force, not out of fear that they
would lose in a contest of arms, but out of fear that they would win.
Whom the gods would destroy they first induce to save the savior who is
in reality their own nemesis. . . . Mein Kampf is half the record of the
psychopathology of the twentieth century. The other half is not thus con-
veniently available in a single volume. But those with eyes to see will find
much of clinical interest in the words and deeds of such “statesmen” as
Blum, Laval, Londonderry, Chamberlain, Eden, Bonnet, and Daladier.
Thanks to them the absurdities of Mein Kampf are successively translated
into fact. And since it is later than we think and it is already happening
here, two names may be added to the roll of dishonor: Sumner Welles
and Franklin D. Roosevelt. Chinese and Spaniards will understand why
they deserve inclusion.

Far more effective in promotion of the interests of Soviet Russia
than this was Schuman’s own book Europe On T he Eve, reviewed the



708  American Liberalism and World Politics, 19311941

following month in both the liberal weeklies. Dell in the Nation
announced that it could “hardly be too highly praised,” #* while the
approach of the New Republic was not essentially different, although
regret was expressed in the latter that he had chosen to include in his
book the allegation that Chamberlain and Hitler had entered into
deliberate collusion at Munich to connive for the attack and partition
of the Soviet Union. Alter Brody in the New Masses later in the year,
after the Hitler-Stalin pact, gave this thesis of Schuman’s the most
powerful support. The illuminating thing about the liberal assays of
the book however was that this kind of guesswork was not held as the
slightest reason for having reservations about the numerous other
hunches which filled this specious volume.!4? Its effectiveness among
Popular Front-oriented liberals could hardly be over-estimated in
that period, despite all this.

The coming of war and the collapse of the Popular Front brought
a new emphasis on books hostile to Hitler Germany and things Ger-
man in general. The implacability was not affected, but the sources
and scope widened. Symptomatic of the new dispensation in the lit-
erary departments of the liberal journals was the review of Hermann
Rauschning’s The Revolution of Nihilism in the Nation by Hollering
a week after the Pakt. The ultimate in the propaganda appeal to
American liberals, a book by a German refugee attacking the domi-
nant regime reviewed by still another refugee, Hollering insisted that
it be considered “the first authentic inside story of Nazism,” which
made his appeal sound exceedingly superfluous after all the pur-
portedly true “inside” material which had been published since 1933.
Hollering could in this moment of extreme disaffection with Com-
munist Russia explain his interpretation; Rauschning was a con-
firmed conservative, and thus could be more relied upon than pre-
vious books, which had been discounted as left-wing propaganda.
Hitler’s Leftist refugee enemies in America were finally finding a
Right sect with which to ally.1#® As a temporary replacement for the
Popular Front, and until June 22, 1941, it was a stroke of fortune
which hardly anyone might have had the brashness to anticipate. The
full consequences of this demarche will be developed in a subsequent
examination of the reportage of the Second World War between the
Polish invasion and Pearl Harbor.

While the great dramas of Ethiopia, Spain, China, Russia and Ger-
many were marching with measured tread across the pages of Amer-
ican liberal journalism and in the chapters of several liberal books,
another story was being written on the effects of these vast develop-
ments on American attitudes and internal policy views and leanings.
It is now time to turn to the domestic scene for a look at the home
front and what the complexities of the world scene were doing to
American liberalism and its previously-established positions on such
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subjects as pacifism, militarism, munitions manufacture, foreign pol-
icy, and its intellectual rationale on the whole spectrum of world and
foreign affairs ideology.
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THE INTELLECTUAL CONVERSION

OF LIBERALISM FROM PEACE TO

WAR : I—LIBERAL PACIFISM FINALLY
RUNS AGROUND ON THE COMMUNIST

REEF, 1935-1939

SOME attention has been called to the special definitions of various
political and other words which the combination of the Soviet
Union’s Foreign Office and the Popular Front unloosed upon the
world of the mid-19g0s. “Aggression” was one of the newly defined
words, and the Soviet definition has been plaguing the world ever
since 1933. Another one of the important words was “peace,” and in
this case the vogue of the definition was short-lived, expiring with
the end of the Popular Front. Without a good understanding of the
new definition of this word, and its place in the context of Communist
politics between 1934 and 1939, it is not easy to weigh correctly the
circumstances which submerged the liberal pacifist impulse between
the wars and which converted a large part of its articulate and literary
side in liberal hands into another sounding board for Russian politi-
cal ambitions.

By the end of the summer of 1935, with the Italo-Ethiopian war
threatening and with the machinery of the Popular Front whirring
smoothly and powerfully, the cry of peace and the vigorous repudia-
tion of martial propensities, and its concomitants of resistance to
military training, conscription, munitions making and military edu-
cation, reached a towering peak, where they were to remain for most
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of a year. Some contributions of American liberals to this will be
examined shortly. But a far different spirit bubbled through the anti-
war and pacifist groups now than had been the case either before the
World War or in the fifteen years following its termination. And the
talk of the imminence of another war ran head-on into the force
which lay at the fountainhead of this new spirit, the friends of which
spent little time in pointing out that a totally different situation now
existed which made such an event highly unlikely. An editorial in the
New Masses on August 6, 1935, “The War Against War,” explained
it all in three sentences: !

In one decisive respect the pre-war situation in 1914 was different from
that of 1935. Neither in Europe nor in the United States was there a mijli-
tant, organized force against war. The Communist Party was not in exist-
ence. There was no Soviet Union, making one-sixth of the earth’s surface
the strong bulwark for peace that we have today.

An attempt to understand the peace movement in the last few years
before the outbreak of the Second World War without a strong grasp
of understanding as to the critical importance of Russian Communist
foreign policy imperatives is hardly likely to be successful. The main
theme of the Popular Front period was the collision of the older
pacifist and anti-war organization and impulse with the grim obstacle
of Soviet Russia and its “peace” fronts, and the utter wrecking of the
effectiveness of the former as a result. By the time the Russians aban-
doned the Popular Front and the simulated anti-war effusions of its
many transmission belt organizations in August, 1939, American anti-
war groups were a heap of wreckage, and their influence on American
public opinion and policy at one of its lowest points in many decades.
The Administration’s swift war-drive and the abrupt adoption of
peacetime conscription encountered their main resistance from
amorphous antagonistic forces in the nation, not the groups which
presumably were brought together deliberately to make an issue of
such moves. In many ways the debility and ineffectiveness of the
organized anti-war forces in the country are to be understood better
when viewed as due to mortal wounds suffered in the Popular Front
campaigns with the New Pacifism, which divided wars into two cate-
gories and simultaneously struggled to aid Russia in any wars in
which Communism became involved while desperately trying to dis-
credit all other possible armed clashes as dangers to ‘“peace.” The
New Masses editorial, which appeared over and over in various con-
texts under a variety of sponsorships, described the new movement
superbly; “a militant, organized force against war.” As a belligerent
enterprise which sought to safeguard the Soviet Union and its endeav-
ors elsewhere from the effects of unwanted wars with the antagonists
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of Communism it had marked success. But American liberalism,
caught up in its intrigues, never succeeded in becoming unenmeshed.
Five years of enthusiastic participation led to the grim awakening in
August, 1939.

The liberal editors cooperated vigorously with the actions and
pronouncements of pacifist and anti-war groups in the exciting spring
months of 1935. It was about the last time that the distinctions
between the Old and the New Pacifism seemed blurred and of no
particular significance in the struggle against militarism. The intel-
lectual camaraderie was to melt away in the roar of the Italo-Ethi-
opian war a few months later, when Soviet politics began to steer the
Popular Front brand into a totally different avenue, and instigate
contention and disturbance among the disparate elements. The grind-
ing jar of running aground was not to be felt by most of the forces in
the Old Pacifism, however, until the summer of 1939.

Late in April, 1935 the New Republic loudly acclaimed a wave of
anti-war demonstrations on more than 150 campuses of American
colleges and universities, one of the most impressive examples of
action of this sort in the entire decade, and itself related to the high-
water mark of revisionist disillusionist scholarship on World War
One and the concurrent congressional investigations of the muni-
tions and war finance enterprises. Only the “Fascist-minded” had
attempted to break up these gestures on the part of the college-age
demonstrators, the editorial of April 24 insisted, and implied that
some ominous changes might take place if this age-bracket advanced
into positions where some action might follow: 2

Hundreds of thousands of undergraduates, looking at the world whose
activities they are about to enter—a world of which war is a characteristic
expression—believe that it could hardly be a worse one, and are deter-
mined to better it, no matter how drastic the necessary changes may be.

The implication was that a planned economy and the obliteration of
national sovereignty were just about around the corner in America,
and that their contribution to making the world war-free would be
decisive.

In May the tide probably reached its peak with regard to this sort
of direct action. The New Republic exploded angrily against the pro-
posed Patman Bonus bill, which would have granted significant mone-
tary recognition to organized veteran pressure in national politics,
and also condemned a rash of proposed loyalty oath bills and attempts
to squelch anti-war and anti-militarist protests in half a dozen institu-
tions of higher learning. Selected for major denunciation in this
month and for some time thereafter were the Hearst Metrotone news-
reels, attacked over and over in both liberal weeklies for their asserted
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militaristic propaganda content. Hearst was charged with being the
outstanding single force in American public communication plugging
for another war. Ivy League pressure against showing these films as
“jingoistic” was acclaimed with a shout. Among the newsreel com-
panies, only Paramount was praised for its fairness in portraying the
April “national student demonstrations against war.” 3

Hearst newspapers and newsreels continued to be a major target
through the summer and fall of 1935 in all the major liberal and pro-
Communist journals, during which time, the Waiting for Lefty
period of American literature, all attempts to “‘coordinate” college
anti-militarist demonstrations and actions were vigorously cham-
pioned and encouraged. Walter Wilson, still gathering material for a
class-angling of the first World War with the emphasis to be placed on
the social and other distinctions between officers and enlisted men,
contributed a preliminary survey of his work in the New Republic
on May 22, “War and the Common Soldier,” denouncing the gross
inequalities between the two during that time, stressing incidents of
desertion, unfair legal treatment and other tension-producing and
incitatory incidents which were cumulatively hardly likely to increase
respect for the military among the aroused liberals.* The absence of
similar material on the armed forces of other countries, and especially
of the Soviet Union, where the social revolution had presumably
introduced the “democratic army,” left Wilson’s story looking like
one half of a pair of shears. But with Villard stressing much the same
aspect of the first World War in the Nation, it was obvious that tem-
porarily such news had tremendous appeal. Placed alongside Gen-
eral Butler’s book War Is a Racket and the Carlson-Bates muck-
raking study of Hearst, the sentiment of the moment called for a
wide opening of arms to embrace all of the related material issuing
peripherally.

In mid-June, the New Republic expressed sharp disapproval of the
War Department’s plan to use a million dollars for setting up new
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps units in other schools and colleges.
The editorial agreed fully with the National Committee On Mili-
tarism In Education that this plan called for resistance to it in every
school and institution ‘it threatens to involve.” ® And the accent on
the objectionable aspect of the educational side of military training
persisted throughout the year. Late in November, John T. Flynn
poured invective upon the American Legion and the superintendent
of education in Akron, Ohio, in his New Republic column for halting
a University of Akron student demonstration against war under the
auspices of the American League Against War and Fascism, deplor-
ing that the organization had been tagged Communist.® The excite-
ment and exhilaration of the drive against war seemed to have
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infected the whole liberal spectrum, heightened a bit by the outbreak
of an actual war in Africa. James Wechsler’s hefty volume Revolt On
the Campus, reviewed in the New Republic the week later (Decem-
ber 4, 1935) seemed to summarize most effectively the dramatic accent
on anti-war, anti-conscription, anti-military-drill protestations now
surging through the levels of higher education in the United States.”
The mobilization of all these rebels into the Communist politics of
the Popular Front was the omitted element, but hardly considered a
significant factor in these explosive days.

In truth, the self-conscious separation of the two pacifisms had not
occurred just yet, and American liberals were not to be substantially
mobilized by the newer form until the Popular Front exigencies cre-
ated by the Ethiopian, Spanish and Chinese wars produced the vast,
yawning gulf between the traditional opponents of all wars and the
new antagonists of just the wars in which the Russian Communists
were not implicated. Martha Gruening accorded Richard B. Gregg’s
pacifist landmark The Power of Non-Violence strong praise in the
May 22 New Republic, and a week later Villard’s column in the
Nation was a stirring tribute to Jane Addams and the Women's Inter-
national League for Peace and Freedom, ‘“‘the true defenders of
civilization” by their “struggle against militarism,” in his words.® A
Nation editorial on July 1% sharply castigated the clergy of several
denominations for failing to adopt an outright position of hostility
toward “international butchery” at meetings of the Social Service
Committee of the Methodist-Episcopal Church in New York and the
Central Conference of American Rabbis in Chicago; ‘“Apparently
casuistry is still a mighty weapon among men of the cloth,” the edi-
torial commented testily.10

All through the latter half of 1935 evidences of impartial accept-
ance of pacifist figures of repute and attachment to traditional atti-
tudes kept cropping up. The Nation’s pre-Fourth-of-July issue ham-
mered a speech made by Nicholas Murray Butler before the Amer-
ican Club in Paris and reviewed the objectionable side of the Colum-
bia president once more, as had periodically been done with this
top-level figure in the more pretentious American peace foundations
and organizations: 11

Fresh from the commencement exercises at Columbia University,
where he countenanced the Fascist Casa Italiana and had nothing what-
ever to say about the high-handed expulsion of a group of medical stu-
dents and technicans for pacifist activities, he had the impudence to
preach liberalism to his audience. . . . A reactionary in his own country
and on his own campus, he champions liberalism the more strongly the
farther he is from the United States.



718  American Liberalism and World Politics, 1931-1941

On the foreign scene, far more acceptable was Carl von Ossietzky,
the incarcerated German Nobel Peace Prize winner, whose case
received sustained publicity, and which was veritably unique in that
the other German figures who received acclaim for having aroused
the antagonism of the Hitler regime were usually lauded for their
political belligerence and ideological opposition, rather than their
devotion to an ideology such as pacifism.?

The momentum carried well into the autumn of 1935. A Nation
editorial on October 2 praised World Peaceways for a new radio pro-
gram emphasizing mass communications media in bringing the peace
message to attention: 13

The field of battle, says World Peaceways, is the field of dis-honor. If
that slogan can appear in print and on the air enough times, not only the
man on the street but governments may finally come to believe it.

Common Sense in its October issue had a similar position, in suggest-
ing courses to make war less likely for the United States now that
another seemed to be threatening the rest of the world, which in-
cluded “‘concerted demand for world disarmament and for intelligent
cooperation in every international effort that may stave off the decla-
ration of war,” “peace propaganda to make clear to all the utter besti-
ality of war,” and ‘“the building up of a conviction, particularly
among our young men, that the jail and the concentration camp are
more honorable places to suffer and perhaps to die than some foreign
battlefield.” 14

Editorial comment in the Nation could not suppress a sober shud-
der over the likelihood of the use which mass media would be put to
by officialdom in competition with peace forces when another war
did erupt, however. The incredible increase and improvement of
motion pictures, radio and mass-produced printed matter since 1917
alone was sufficient to brake the enthusiasm engendered by this latest
pacifist gesture: 1%

In the event of war we know only too well how the conflict would be
“sold” to the public; the resources of publicity, the press, and the radio
would be called into service; we should eat war, read and feel war, dream
of war, and war would literally fill the air.

But not all the spokesmen of the Nation were this fatalistic and
resigned to defeat at the hands of organized forces, official and other-
wise, favoring participation in another war. Villard, in his signed
page the following week was much moved by a new play, “If This Be
Treason,” written by John Haynes Holmes and Reginald Lawrence,
which portrayed a surprise attack on the United States by Japan at
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Manila, resulting in the death of a thousand sailors and marines, and
a President who refused to take the country to war despite this. He
used the play as a jump-off point to present once more an old position
(“my old thesis,” he referred to it) which reappeared in the form of
the Ludlow resolution in 1939; ¢

. war has now become such a monstrous thing, so diabolical in all
its aspects and so certain, as we all now know, to ruin victors and van-
quished alike, that no one man, no small group of men, no Congress
should have the right to declare war. The Congress of the United States
has lost the war-making power guaranteed to it by the Constitution; it
has been usurped by the Executive. All the more reason that the Execu-
tive should be compelled to disgorge that power and that we should estab-
lish the rule that no war may be declared save by a referendum vote of
the American people.

Bruce Bliven struck a similar chord but in a slightly different key
in the New Republic on November 6 in his essay “The Difficult Road
Away From War” by expressing substantial confidence in the war
resister apart from his function as a political actionist: 7

Twenty years ago, every pacifist was automatically written down as
guilty of personal cowardice; today, if the tests of public opinion recently
made are accurate, a majority of the coming generation is opposed to any
war except in self defense, and an impressive minority will resist even
that. . . . The isolationist sentiment that is so strong in the Middle and
Far West in particular, and that dominates Congress today, while it is
partly irrational, instinctive and deluded, is also founded on an under-
standing of realities that is entitled to the respect of the radicals in any
European country.

This was a substantial tribute from the senior editor of American
liberalism’s junior weekly, and about punctuated the pacifist story at
the point where Popular Front politics was to begin to make a sham-
bles of any anti-war sentiment and program unrelated to the needs
of the proletarian class struggle and the Russian Communist regime.
But it was called forth from Bliven largely by the new war in Africa
and the distressing impotence of the League of Nations in halting its
flowering. Insofar as that organization had the backing and enthusi-
astic support of pacifists, Bliven had maintained a week before in his
“The Plight of the Pacifists” that “the most fanatical supporters of
the League must now recognize that that body does not have and has
never had any power to prevent war except in the direction and to
the extent that peace was desired by two or three of the Great Powers
with whose national policies a pacifist attitude happened to coin-
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cide.” 18 But his subsequent piece, as has been seen, hardly indicated
that he equated pacifism with the supporters of the League; on the
contrary, he was quite confident that the health of pacifism had never
been stronger.

Traditional American pacifism sentiment was habitually neutral
toward war as a gesture in localizing the struggle if nothing could be
done to halt it, and it was always against United States entry into any
war. Popular Front pacifism was utterly opposed to this concept of
the position of the anti-war side. Collective security of the Marxian
variety called for specific attitudes and policies toward each separate
war insofar as Russian interests were involved. A clash between these
two was inevitable. The Communists in the American League Against
War and Fascism,'® the largest and most influential of the Russian-
line collective security agents of the New Pacifism, were always strug:
gling to uproot the neutrality idea among anti-war factions, and from
January, 1936 on reached substantial heights in fabricating the thesis
that American security was impossible in any future major war, and
our entry was bound to be certain. The makings of the curious inter-
ventionist intellectual team, which found the Communists clasping
hands with such figures as Henry L. Stimson, Norman Davis, the
Council for Foreign Relations and Hamilton Fish Armstrong, were
already dimly in existence even before the Italo-Ethiopian skirmish.

The Ethiopian war signalled the end of the uneasy collaboration
of sorts between the Two Pacifisms. Before the war was over the
efforts at forming a comprehensive anti-war front of the 1931-1935
period was in total wreckage. The Liberal journals reacted to the new
situation quickly, and went the way of the Popular Front. They
promptly stopped featuring pacifism without a class angle and paid
little attention to it thereafter. From July, 1936, with the outbreak
of the Spanish Civil War, we have seen that the hasty enlistment of
the liberals and their organs on the side of the Red-directed Loyalists
had other effects besides those dealing specifically with foreign pol-
icy; what emphasis had formerly been spent on pacifism stopped as if
turned off by a central switch. And in 1934 the word was rarely used
except as an epithet.

Probably the first rumblings of the storm were those heard at the
third “Congress” of the American League Against War and Fascism
in Cleveland in the first week of January, 1936. Tempers were already
hot over Italy’s war in Africa; Popular Front and pro-Communist
organs had exploded angrily for three months over it, and a full-blown
campaign to impose economic warfare on Italy had sailed across the
country propelled by the propaganda winds of these forces. William
P. Mangold’s New Republic article-report, “Forming a People’s
Front,” in the issue for January 22 reflected the new spirit of unity
which seemed about to possess ostensibly anti-war Left forces, with
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the Communists and Socialists apparently forgetting past differences
to pool energies. Mangold reported that Paul Porter, official repre-
sentative of the National Executive Committee of the Socialist Party,
had tendered an offer of cooperation in organizing an anti-war, anti-
Fascist body among the trade unions, which the League had accepted
unanimously.?* And harmony seemed to reign unblemished by the
troubles which had previously featured these gatherings of widely-
diversified anti-war and pacifist forces.

But the earlier clash had merely gone underground, instead of
being resolved. James Wechsler promptly revealed that in a lengthy
report on the convention, also in the New Republic, “American
Pacifism Seeks a Policy.” He was convinced that the achieving of
unanimity among the “indigenous” pacifists and the Communist-
motivated was going to be a “‘superhuman task.” The main issue
seemed to be a controversy over American positions in the new clash
abroad, and Wechsler announced that ‘“The indisputably powerful
and indigenous [pacifist] movement has rallied to the idea of strict
and unflinching neutrality,” and was pressing for neutrality legisla-
tion, shunning collaboration with all League of Nations attempts to
apply pressure to Italy, and paying absolutely no attention to the
“‘aggressor” concept, enjoying such a vociferous vogue of popularity
in pro-Communist circles since its fashioning by Maxim Litvinov.
But he did not delay in spot-lighting the position of their principal
adversaries: 2!

The other dominant approach, most fully expressed by the Commu-
nists. . . . regards “isolationism” as a vain hope without any bearing
upon contemporary realities. This camp holds that a general European
war inevitably means American participation and that . .. American
opinion and effort must now be directed toward preventing its outbreak;
[and] it regards such a stand as a precedent for cooperation with the
League of Nations against Japan or Germany in the event of an attack
upon the Soviet Union; it holds that “neutrality” is an illusion, and
““peace is indivisible.” Those who promulgate this doctrine are guided, of
course, by the peace efforts of the Soviet Union.

Wechsler had stated the main issue very succinctly, and showed no
evidence that he was out of harmony with the views of the latter ele-
ment. But he was obviously saddened by the sharp division among the
“pacifists” which he detected at the Third Congress. And he honestly
described the sources and intent of the anti-involvement sentiment;

. . a passionate and overwhelming opposition to American involve-
ment in another World War. This feeling is not mere passive apprehen-
sion; it amounts to an active disgust and a genuine determination to find
safeguards against the possibility. So effective has been the debunking of
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the last conflict and America’s role in it, so abundant the exposures of its
imperialist roots, that only a handful of jingoes today dare to speak of
repeating its performance.

Wechsler omitted discussing the war-making potential and propensi-
ties of the Communist position and its all-encompassing concern for
Russian security at all costs. Its superiority to “jingoes” in shaping
pro-war views was as yet unrecognized or an unexpressed attribute.

But the tide of the “old” pacifism was still in, and had several
months to go before receding in the face of the Spanish cataclysm.
Revisionism and congressional investigation of various aspects of the
war of 1917-1918 was still supplying material for the making of opin-
ions and even suggestions for policy-changes in consonance with anti-
war views. Early in March, 1936 Paul Ward furnished a sympathetic
comment to the Nation in his weekly column of news from Washing-
ton on a bill proposed by Representative Maury Maverick to elimi-
nate “sex appeal and false glory, the emotional by-products of mili-
tarism, from military training.” It would have banned the use of girls
as honorary officers of cadet corps and prohibited their participation
in drills or military ceremonies of any kind in the ROTC, while mak-
ing seven books required reading for all ROTC enrollees: Zweig’s
The Case of Sergeant Grischa, Dos Passos’ Three Soldiers, The Red
Badge of Courage, All Quiet On the Western Front, Millis’ Road to
War and The Martial Spirit and Lawrence Stallings’ The First
World War.2?

The production of Robert E. Sherwood’s starkly pacifist play
“Idiot’s Delight” in the Shubert Theater in New York was greeted
by a wildly enthusiastic review in the New Republic by Stark Young
the following month,?® followed by an equally ardent reception of
Irwin Shaw’s drama “Bury the Dead,” in Young’s opinion an even
more impressive anti-war play than Sherwood’s.?* The inexorable
progress of Mussolini’s armies in Ethiopia and the marching of Hit-
ler’s troops into the Rhineland in the same days of the first produc-
tions of these stage plays were not reflected in the sentiments of the
works or the views of their enthusiastic receivers. They were indeed
far more acceptable in the peace work than the efforts of the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, whose report for 1935 was issued
in the same week of the Rhineland move and the first production of
Sherwood’s play. A New Republic editorial called it “gloomy read-
ing,” and as far as the Rhineland move constituted a threat to peace,
compared to this latest Carnegie production on behalf of peace, the
editorial ruminated, “it is an open question whether such menacing
warlike maneuvers are essentially more dispiriting than the oppres-
sive ineffectuality of the endowed and official workers for world
peace.” %
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The same issue of the Nation (April 8, 1936) found Villard issuing
a tribute to one of the most whimsical gestures of this era of satiation
with war, the formation of the ‘“Veterans of Future Wars,” a college-
age group which waggishly suggested that they receive pensions in
advance of their coming military service and lampooned a variety of
aspects of the military and its impingement on the American scene. In
his column Villard gave his support without qualification. “My
unqualified admiration has been won by Lewis J. Gorin, Princeton,
'36, who conceived the brilliant idea of founding the Veterans of
Future Wars,” he announced; “Its sister organization, the Future
Gold Star Mothers, is growing just as rapidly in the women’s col-
leges.” Villard thought that Gorin’s selection of “the Fascist salute
but with the palm up in readiness for Treasury favors to come” as the
new society’s salute was a stroke of pure genius.2¢

A more sedate gesture from the campus was Professor Merle Curti’s
book Peace or War, a history of American pacifism and anti-war
action in the previous three centuries, which Charles A. Beard
reviewed with much warmth in the New Republic a week later. Beard
commented with much favor on Curti’s thesis that a re-ordering of
economic affairs at home and abroad was a necessary prerequisite to
the evolution of world peace, and the book’s relevance to the time in
which it appeared was extensive. Villard in the Nation commended
him in like manner for this stand, that the American economic and
social order had to be converted to “one more definitely collectivistic
and democratic,” but he was not satisfied with the book on the whole.
He was far more impressed with B. H. Liddell Hart’s somber The
War In Outline, of which Villard declared, “no pacifist ever wrote
such an overwhelming and unanswerable indictment of the whole
war system as has Captain Hart.” 27

The last week of April, the Nation unleashed an intemperate attack
on the Assistant Secretary of War, Woodring, for a speech before the
American Legion convention in Sarasota, Florida, in which he heaped
much abuse on church, labor, youth and pacifist groups for their
active campaigning in the opposition to war propaganda. Part of it
was related to the just formed National Peace Conference, an agency
for some g5 national anti-war societies, in Washington. Villard
selected this event for particularly vigorous acclaim.2®

The spring of 1936 closed out with more liberal plaudits to the
energy and vigor of the peace demonstrations among the nation’s stu-
dents. A widespread series of such gestures in the last week of April
in several colleges, universities and high schools drew editorial
approval in the New Republic, which suggested, “‘a good deal of sense
was pounded into the heads of college presidents and high school
principals” by their dramatic effect. It was eminently satisfied with
the cooperation being received from “pacifist-minded students.” 2



724  American Liberalism and World Politics, 1931-1941

And as far as the graduating class of the year was concerned, a June 1%
editorial comment in the same weekly felt that it was “pronouncedly
more pacifist” than those of the decade of the 1920s, while admitting
that “it is still a question whether their anti-war emotion would with-
stand the sort of propaganda the militarists are able to make before a
war or during its course.” 30

The Spanish war and the change which began to come over the
organizational side of the liberal peace movement was gradual
enough, but the sentiments of the American League Against War and
Fascism were unmistakable. Its vigorous championing of the Loyalist
side and engaging in fund-raising in the United States on their behalf
estranged former ALWF friends such as General Butler. But the gen-
eral picture from there on down through 1937 seemed to be one of
substantial congeniality. The League sponsored an “Anti-War Din-
ner” in New York on the twentieth anniversary of the United States
declaration of war in 1917, at which the speakers were Senator Nye
and Harry F. Ward, which the New Republic advertised sympatheti-
cally.?* But the big event of the organization’s agenda was its fourth
“Congress” in Pittsburgh late in November. An extended report on
what transpired was written by Robert Morss Lovett, and it was obvi-
ous from the foreign policy planks adopted that there was close har-
mony with the Earl Browder position in support of the Chicago
Bridge speech of the President, just a few weeks old at the time of the
“Congress.” Said Lovett, “‘the general opinion in respect to interna-
tional policy was apparently expressed by Professor Reinhold Nie-
buhr, who declared, ‘“The only way America can stay out of war is to
stop war.” ” It was obvious, however, that advocating a foreign policy
based on making distinctions between aggressors and victims, denying
resources to some countries and making them available to others, plus
backing “the necessity of concerted action to quarantine aggressors”
hardly suggested movement toward the goal of stopping war.?? Per-
haps the decision of the “Congress” to change the organization’s name
to the American League For Peace and Democracy was expected to
perform the pacific functions which its close adherence to the official
Communist Party program made impossible.?® The New Republic
did not think it significant that the Communist Party withdrew from
affiliation with the League at this time, though more astute observers
might have made a comment on the relation between the foreign
policy planks adopted and the CP dis-affiliation; its objective seemed
to be accomplished.

In 1987 there was less news about general pacifist activities in all
issues of the liberal press combined than formerly had been seen in a
month of any of them. The difficulty of talking peace with an edi-
torial policy progressively recruiting attitudes for accepting war in
Spain and China was reflected in this paucity of attention to the
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organized peace and anti-war movement. And with the collective
security drive gaining strength by the week, the absence of pacifist
rapport with Communism was a telling factor as well. Whatever its
protective coloration may have been in the multitude of anti-war
demonstrations and groups and congresses, the Communist Party’s
lack of sympathy with the traditional pacifism became less concealed
than ever. The pacifists received the same patronization as the anar-
chists, with whom the Communists shared sentiments of a kind in
Spain for a short time. In the case of the pacifists, hardly a vestige of
the earlier uneasy fraternization remained by the end of 1937, even
though Communists still liked to talk of “the fight against imperialist
war.” Furthermore, the Roosevelt Administration’s foreign policy
shift toward collective security sentiments at this time helped to
undermine the abstentionists from war still further, while uncon-
sciously giving aid to Communism’s case for the same kind of policy.
No organ in America by the spring of 1938 was so vehemently attack-
ing traditional pacifism in print as the New Masses. To Soviet sympa-
thizers the only genuine peace group by this date was the American
League for Peace and Democracy, the re-named front which somehow
found the words “war” and “Fascism” no longer proper for its title.3¢

The collective security program split the pacifists as well as the
two main liberal weeklies, although some individuals preferred to
retain private reservations apart from editorial policy. Thus, although
the New Republic was frigidly in opposition to collective security, it
did not prevent two of its editors, Lewis Mumford and Robert Morss
Lovett, from signing an American League statement in the March
15, 1938 New Masses (about one-third of the 6o signatories being New
Masses and Daily Worker editors and contributors), which pro-
claimed, ‘“We believe that by moral pressure and by economic meas-
ures these Fascist aggressors can be stopped and world peace main-
tained.” 3%

Just a few weeks earlier the New Republic had issued a curt repu-
diation to the women’s groups which had just concluded their
thirteenth session in Washington of the “Conference on the Cause
and Cure of War,” for having come out strongly for collective secur-
ity to be achieved through “economic measures and even the use of
military force.” This was rather strange pacifism, and the editors con-
sidered it a dangerous development in the positions of these tradi-
tional feminine peace societies, because it was one now seemingly
held by the President and the Secretary of State, and, furthermore,
“just because their principles are high and their intentions are
good.” 38

A major clash was under way among the older organizations for
sure by this time, and the Nation undertook to take up the opposite
stand to the New Republic in approving of the revolt, and all moves
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made toward replacing their ancient views with the new ones. Wechs-
ler’s long accounts in two March 1938 issues of the Nation, “War in
the Peace Movement,” sided with editorial policy, and reported a
very sour estimate of those peace societies which persisted in “isola-
tionism” and anti-collective security attitudes.?” In April, the Nation’s
editors expressed the belief that ““many American Peace groups” were
“moving toward a collective security policy” despite the drag of tra-
dition.®® Since all semblance of opposition to military spending, re-
armament and related facts had about vanished from Communist pub-
lications, with their new positive-good theory of armed might, and
with the “innocent clubs” in full cry behind their slogans and even
the Administration nodding vigorously in the direction of the form
of action which this preparedness suggested most obviously, it was
becoming apparent that it was going to take more than ordinary cour-
age to stand up in the face of this powerful momentum.

The issue between the two camps on foreign policy was especially
apparent in the way the National Anti-War Congress meeting in
Washington over Memorial Day, 1938 was reported. Some 1000 dele-
gates from labor, peace, religious and civic groups split away from
the Communist-dominated New Pacifist fronts, and issued statements
which were quite in opposition to the growing vogue for supporting
collective security. A New Republic editorial on June 8 expressed
doubtfulness about the efficiency of their “frontal attacks on mili-
tarism,” but conceded that their stress on continued progress toward
domestic reform and the encouragement of similar moves overseas to
help remove the causes of “dictatorial militarism” were very com-
mendable.?® The Nation on the other hand could not suppress its con-
tempt of the Congress. It did not disapprove of the fact that the daily
press had “virtually boycotted the proceedings,” but felt that this was
not enough. The Congress needed notice, in its view, that it might
be properly condemned for its ‘“isolationist” and anti-collective
security views. Of the delegates attending, Norman Thomas and
Frederick J. Libby were selected for special attack. It was Nation
opinion now that any anti-war meetings should support the specific
wars of Spain and China as called for by the Popular Front.#°

A closer look at the peace movement among the youth and its
reflection in the liberal weeklies is in order at this point. The forma-
tion of the American Student Union, on December 28, 1935, largely
a coalition of the National Student League and the Student League
for Industrial Democracy, was greeted with high acclaim by the
Nation early in 1936. Its program of opposition to the ROTC, “Fas-
cism,” and “‘the war preparations of our own government” was hailed
as uncommon wisdom, and the students were commended for disclos-
ing themselves as ‘“‘unequivocally opposed to war” and “willing to go
on record as refusing to fight in any war.” #* The New Republic
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accorded the ASU approximately the same quality of tribute for its
plan to stage a nation-wide walkout from classes by half a million
students on April 22, 1936 in protest against war, the editorial remark-
ing, “Surely no persons are more entitled to present their views on
the subject than the young men who will be called upon to serve as
cannon fodder in any future conflict and the young women who will
be their wives, sweethearts—and widows.” 42

But it was soon obvious that the student enthusiasts were going
beyond the call of duty in denunciation of war. The welter of con-
fusion which was soon to tear the liberal ranks on the issues of
whether to intervene in the Asiatic, Ethiopian and Spanish wars, the
Administration’s rearmament moves, the Stalin purges, the Left fight
in Spain and several others, also was to hit the ASU. With the Com-
munists playing a double game on war, praising it in China and Spain
and denouncing it everywhere else, putting out tracts glorifying the
pro-Red cause in both these lands while simultaneously issuing other
tracts purporting to demonstrate how ugly war was, there was reason
to become confused. An example of the latter was War Our Heritage
by Joseph P. Lash and James Wechsler, issued by the Communist
International Publishers, with a foreword by Bruce Bliven, with the
intent “to reveal the deep-seated anti-war sentiment and activity in
our universities today.” The New Masses so described this volume at
the very moment it was beginning to print stories glorifying combat
in the Spanish war.*?

To be sure, the Marxist pressures were severe, and the distinction
already being made between good and bad wars was to have a serious
qualifying effect on the student zeal for universal pacifism. Nor were
just the students affected by this conflict. Bliven, in his ominous edi-
torial “Earthquake Weather” in October, 1936, upset by a contingent
of liberals calling for involvement in the Spanish fighting, and fore-
casting inevitable war for America, commented disconsolately, ““I was
brought up on the doctrine of economic determinism. From child-
hood I have been told that in the long run, people act according to
their best interests, as they conceive it. But surely it is now pretty
clear that this doctrine is in need of extensive modification.” He was
now impressed by the “irration” which a “sick civilization” was dis-
playing, seeking a “father image” “supplied by a few megalomaniacs
with a morbid craving for power.”

Even more indicative of his gentle leaning away from the uncondi-
tional ways of peace was his interpretation of the Oxford Pledge, the
following month. This he took to mean that the youth were “not
willing to go out and be slaughtered, as 10,000,000 other young men
were slaughtered, twenty years ago, in a senseless, idiotic war, a war
that is a mere blind tropism, responding to the impulses long ago
created by a world order that is no longer valid.” But he was not
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pleased by the religious pacifism connected with it, and what he con-
sidered its tendency to consider non-resistance the ultimate and only
good. He was sure the Oxford signatories did not imply that; “if
worst comes to worst, they do not mean that they are prepared to fold
their hands meekly, be trussed up and thrown on the bonfire of tri-
umphant savage Nazism.” 5

What was meant here was spelled out in January, 1937, when in
another editorial commendation of the ASU for its stand not to par-
ticipate in any war fought outside the continental borders of the
United States, and for supporting the Oxford Pledge, unhappiness
was expressed that the students were backing a document which “fails
to discriminate between international and civil war.” But the edi-
torial concluded with confidence, ‘“We are sure that a majority of the
ASU members who have taken the pledge would be willing to fight
with the government against a Fascist uprising in the United
States.” *¢ And a few months later, after the April, 1937 demonstra-
tions in the schools, the editors took upon themselves the job of
describing it even more plainly, trying to explain why professed
pacifists were now fighting against Franco in Spain; #

Youth is just as capable of occasional inconsistency as age. . . . the
overwhelming majority, when they shout “no more war,” mean no more
imperialist war, no more war to save the investments of capitalists
abroad, no more war for the sake of the ruling classes in one group of
nations as against those of another group.

Nevertheless, the behavior of the ASU still contained elements
which caused some furrowing of brows among their liberal elders.
Their vote early in 1938 in favor of American participation “in col-
lective efforts to stop the aggression of the ‘Fascist Powers’, while
adopting resolutions condemning the United States military budget
“and other preparations for war”,*® indicated a lag behind the policy
leadership of the Communists, now in sympathy with the Adminis-
tration’s arms buildup. The youth apparently did not yet understand
the incompatibility of pressing war-breeding acts while refusing to
prepare for hostilities.

The meeting of the Second World Youth Congress on the campus
of Vassar College in August, 1938 was somewhat more to the liking of
the Popular-Front-flavored liberals. Richard Rovere’s lead article in
the August 16 New Masses seemed to set the tone for subsequent com-
mentary,*® and he was equalled in his hailing of the behavior of the
youth only by Wechsler in the Nation nine days later. Wechsler’s
“Parliament of Youth,” in evaluating the strength and dispersal of
the 500 or so representatives from fifty countries, concluded that the
Left had been “more dominant” in the gathering of 1936, but was
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“still in command by a wide margin.” He thrived on the evidence
that the Spanish and Chinese Communist causes aroused “almost uni-
versal enthusiasm,” but added that there were unruly undercurrents,
such as “the Central European quest for treaty revision,” “the fiery
nationalism of countries like Poland,” and “the Japanese insistence
upon saving China from ‘Communism,” ” which he obviously thought
so ridiculous.5°

The New Republic gave this gathering just as vigorous support,
especially against daily press charges that it was a Communist organ-
ization. But its anti-collective security position made its general view
of the peace suggestions of Youth Congress much more restrained,
and it did not think the young people wise in supporting it, because
of its implications: 5!

Under the present circumstances the status quo that was established by
the unjust Treaty of Versailles is the one that a collective war based on
League principles would defend, and imperialism is not “liquidated”
even among the so-called democracies. It is now either too late or too
early for collective security as a feasible peace plan.

The most obvious casualty of the collective security drive among the
student peace groups over the short span since their earlier gathering
was the Oxford Pledge against military service. The youth did not
seem to have the slightest opposition to armed service in the Popular
Front-Communist cause now, and it was not surprising that the
Oxford Pledge was hardly ever mentioned again. The Communist
infiltration with collective security had secured a total victory.
August of 1938 brought another event of considerable significance
to the anti-war movement, probably the turning-point of the era and
unmistakable evidence of the victory of pro-Communist Popular
Frontism, if the Youth Congress was indecisive along such lines. This
was the ousting of the veteran liberal scholar and journalist Harry
Elmer Barnes from a post as marshal and principal speaker at a peace
parade sponsored by the American League for Peace and Democracy,
for which he had been chosen some time in advance. This announce-
ment, made with no warning upon the learning by the League that
his address was to recommend that Americans have no part of either
a Soviet-or-British-led crusade against Germany, Italy and Japan, pro-
duced a wave of angry calls in several liberal circles which still clung
to the non-interventionist position. Common Sense, long the gather-
ing-point of anti-collective security liberals as well as the sharpest
critics of Left war sentiment disguised as other things, devoted sub-
stantial space to this event, and issued scathing comments aimed at
the League’s spokesmen for having declared that it would have been
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“embarrassing” for them had this speech been delivered under their
auspices. The editorial in September featured Barnes’s declaration,52

Propaganda favoring our entry into the next world war will be far
more powerful and skillful than in 1914-1915. There will be more and
better things to lie with and better things to lie about. And Fascism and
the Yellow Peril will supply far more effective raw materials for propa-
ganda lies than Germany and her Kaiser.

This development was in complete harmony with Common Sense’s
charges of some months’ standing of “warmongering-on-the-left,” and
editorial support was unqualified for a later comment by Barnes, who
now called it “The League For War Against Fascism,”

The “holy war” boys have gotten control of the League. They wouldn’t
fight somebody else’s kind of war but they would like approval of their
own.

The only significant attention devoted to this conclusive action in
the anti-war front in the liberal weeklies was in the form of a satirical
article in the September 10 Nation by the playwright and scenario
writer Morrie Ryskind. In a report on his caricature as a monster by
Hollywood liberals for his refusing to join various new front organ-
izations, for suggesting the formation of a “Karl Radek Committee”
to defend the Soviet journalist in the Moscow purge trials, as was
Communist custom on behalf of a fellow member in the toils of a hos-
tile government, Ryskind went on to say,5

At any rate, my cynicism led me to believe, rightly or not, that the
[Hollywood] Anti-Nazi League was secretly organized by much the same
babies who had organized the League Against War and Fascism—which
turned out curiously enough, to be a pro-war league against Fascism. As
soon as the mistake became too evident, the organization adopted the
alluring alias of the American League for Peace and Democracy. Under
this pseudonym it recently did a nice job of mayhem on Dr. Harry Elmer
Barnes, who, they tell me, will recover, but will never be the same again.

By the time the ALPD expired, in February, 1940, it was losing a
thousand members a month, and had been since September, 1939. Its
monthly organ The Fight had ceased publication with the issue of
July, 1939, almost as if a signal had been broadcast that the work of
the organization was about completed. The liberal weeklies greeted
the demise quietly, the Nation maintaining that its failure to con-
demn the Pakt, or Russia’s share in the Polish invasion, plus its half-
hearted stand on the Russo-Finnish war, had “hastened the end.” 5
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The League had “conditioned people to expect pontifical judgments
on foreign affairs,” its “Director of Religious Work,” Alson J. Smith,
reported ruefully in the New Republic in a study of the reasons for its
collapse.’® To the end neither liberal journal admitted that Commu-
nists controlled the organization, but the New Masses attacked the
“fair weather liberals” as deserters when the end finally came.

But the decay of the organized ‘“new” peace movement was not only
an institutional matter. No better example of the effect of Popular
Front politics and the hysteria brought on by radio and press com-
ment on the crises of 1938 was furnished than by Villard, the out-
standing single champion of the entire anti-war spectrum in the lib-
eral press. His belligerency over Czechoslovakia after the Munich set-
tlement found him plagued with criticism from those who had not
followed him, who charged that his cries now were most inconsistent
with his long career in pressing for pacifist solutions. After denying
that he was for war between this country and Germany under any
conditions, he promptly came forward favoring economic warfare via
boycott and non-intercourse, for lifting the Spanish embargo and for
applying the neutrality law to Japan, all substantial Communist goals
under the Popular Front. And his fury over the British and French
at Munich, where they “deliberately refused even to talk with Russia
about military measures,” revealed that his outlook on war had wid-
ened to the point where he did not consider a war against Germany
fought by the Soviet to be a straining of his stand against military
action.’® Common Sense, in its lead editorial “‘A Positive Program For
Peace” that same month, dejectedly described the situation which now
faced the disheartened peace supporters: 5

The peace movement in America has lost its shining vision of a warless
world, and sees only the harsh alternative of collective resistance to aggres-
sion or a more or less isolated neutrality from other peoples’ wars. The
conscientious pacifists have lost confidence in their pledges not to bear
arms, though they know no peoples anywhere want to fight.

Bruce Bliven, Jr.’s coverage of the Fifth American Youth Congress
the following June for the New Republic detailed what had hap-
pened to another notable group which had also come a great way
from its early days of support for anti-war programs and pacifist ideals
in general. Its capture by Communists was a violently denied affair,
and the famous editor’s son could hardly contain himself in describ-
ing the “small Coughlinite-inspired clique” which forced the Com-
munist issue into the open at the very beginning by seeking to get
an anti-Communist plank included in the AYC’s “creed.” He spent
little space discussing the stand of the youths on war now, and espe-
cially rejoiced that this maneuver had been defeated, even though a
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separate resolution “‘condemning all dictatorships” was adopted the
next day; 58

It was a purely strategic move. The AYC is miles away from “Com-
munist domination,” whatever that overworked term may mean, but at
the same time the majority of the delegates realize that the We-Oppose-
All-Isms chant is the catchword, not of democrats, but of the native
Fascists.

The denouement of the complex story of liberalism and pacifism
insofar as they were mixed in with student groups and movements
was not long in coming once the war was on in Europe. The genuine
anti-war elements gained an immediate contingent of vigorous but
undesired allies from the Communists, now that the Russians were
experiencing the comforts of divisible peace. And the collective secur-
ity fold soon was conducting on the student level the same drive to
mobilize for belligerency that their elders among the liberals were
staging against the traditional neutralists and the pro-Communist
recruits to “isolation” alike, with the same embarrassing consequences.

John Chamberlain, in his celebrated report to the New Republic,
“American Youth Says Keep Out,” seemed to have summarized the
national attitude in general after a long trip in the South and West.5®
But the fifth annual convention of the ASU at Madison, Wisconsin
that same month, December, 1939, spotlighted the rift in the ranks of
the collegians. Wechsler reported the trials and tribulations of the
Madison meeting to the Nation in the last issue of the year, pointing
out the big fight which was portending over the issues of the Russo-
German Pakt and the Russo-Finnish war, which was under way. “In
larger terms the convention may demonstrate to what degree Russian
affairs remain the fatal obsession of the American left,” he observed.®
The New Republic’s eye-witness reporter of the convention, Irwin
Ross, soberly described the ASU’s adoption of the Communist Party
position, denouncing the Anglo-French struggle with Germany as an
imperialist war, urging that the United States keep out, rebuking
Roosevelt and not mentioning the Finnish war. Ross felt that there
was now only a faint hope for the survival of the other Popular Front
groups, and was of the opinion that the Communists were actually
holding back from forcing through their whole program.®* The
Nation stormed at the ASU for rejecting the resolution condemning
the Red invasion of Finland as “a precious New Year’s gift to Martin
Dies,” for, despite the sense of injury felt toward the Communists,
the Nation was still sensitive enough about glad days gone by to warn
just as strenuously now against “the dangers of an anti-Soviet cru-
sade.” 2 The Reds were still not considered irretrievably fallen.

The whole Popular Front youth structure was toppling now, and
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the performance of the American Youth Congress in Washington on
the Lincoln’s Birthday weekend in 1940 finished the job of estranging
the liberal weeklies which the Stalin agreement with Hitler had
begun six months before. The booing of Roosevelt for denouncing
the Russians in their presence and the AYC speakers calling FDR a
warmonger completed the scene.® It was particularly embarrassing to
the New Republic and its group of liberals, who had a separate anti-
war position, while condemning Stalin and Hitler alike. Strangely
enough, only John T. Flynn did not join in the condemnation of the
AYGC, exploiting the difference between FDR and Mrs. Roosevelt, by
praising the latter for her defense of the student group when the
President censured it. But Flynn, no friend of the pro-Soviet con-
tingent, seemed to be much more inspired by hostility toward the
President, who, he said, by this action, “‘gave his little war machine
a boost and helped to set himself right with those who say that he too
is a Communist.” 64

By the grim summer weeks of July, 1940, however, the political
realities had wiped the coy between-the-lines talk about the Commu-
nists in the youth movements from the New Republic’s editorial col-
umns. The hedging, reservations and vague circumambulatory proc-
esses of 1935 and after were completely missing in its blunt estimate
of the sixth AYC meeting; “The convention of the American Youth
Congress which has just ended was dominated by the Communists as
previous ones had been.” ¢ The Communists had come many miles
in a year, in recollection of the jaunty dismissal of them by Bruce
Bliven, Jr., reporting at the previous convention of the AYC. As for
the other formidable student organization, its January 13, 1941 edi-
torial “Have the Young Men Gone Sour?” denounced the American
Student Union openly as a Communist-dominated group and ex-
pressed faint approval of either the National Student Federation or
the International Student Service; “We are still waiting for a real
national democratic organization of students, with an energetic lead-
ership,” it announced. It appeared that most of the editorial impa-
tience with the young men and their organizations was that they all
agreed in opposing compulsory military service.®® Undoubtedly most
of the liberal elder statesmen at this moment fervently wished that
they had not been so diligent in the past in their own campaign of
denouncing this now dearly-desired innovation in peacetime Amer-
ica’s social order.

With the coming of war in Europe, news of other erstwhile anti-
war and pacifist groups boiled down mainly to reports on the meet-
ings of the major transmission-belt organizations and the ruses and
stratagems which they were able to employ to remain firmly planted
in the Popular Front orbit. It was unfortunate for pacifism that so
many of its adherents wandered willingly or innocently into the
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embrace of the Communists, for they were unable to wriggle out
with the coming of the Russo-German agreement of August, 1939.
Nor were their voices able to rise much higher than a weak piping
over the roar of the pro-war and involvement propaganda of the suc-
ceeding two years. Nothing demonstrated better the utter debility of
American anti-war, anti-militarist and pacifist groups and sentiment
than the quick and brusque entry of peace-time conscription into the
American way of life in 1940, with the erstwhile friends of American
pacifism and anti-militarism, the American liberal press and most of
its writers, in strident approval. Caught in the backwash of a propa-
ganda which endlessly described the war which began in 1939 as the
one “‘good” war, the story thereafter is a weak and staggering one. Fol-
lowing American entry in 1941, there is to this day no episode in
American social history more distressing than the misadventures and
declining fortunes of organized anti-war sentiment. And in view of
the deep infiltration of the organized movement especially between
1931 and 1939 by Communists and pro-Communists, and the con-
version of many of the groups into a frankly pro-Russian mouthpieces,
it is not unjustifiable for non-pacifists to feel that the pacifist gambits
of the subsequent hydrogen age also had an element which was not
averse to promoting the comfort and welfare of Soviet Russia.

The great weakness of American liberals with pacifist and anti-
militarist leanings during 1935-1938 was its mobilization into the
“anti-war, anti-Fascist” camp, essentially a contradiction in terms. It
was possible to be either but not both simultaneously. Under careful
cultivation by Communists the forces against war were skillfully
drawn to man the barricades against Russia’s enemies under the
lamentable misconception that one might stand and wave weapons
menacingly without being construed as being for war so long as the
weapons were not hurled or discharged. Five years of such belligerent
gesturings were sufficient to break down the major part of the resist-
ance to using the weapons, however. Few elements welcomed World
War Two as earnestly as those who built up a reputation attacking
World War One, the liberal anti-militarists and pacifists of the era
before Hitler.

It made no more sense to refer to the interaction of the various trea-
ties among England, France, Russia, Poland, Rumania and Czechoslo-
vakia in the 1933-1939 period as the workings of ““collective security”
than to refer to the clanking of the pre-1914 alliances as the same. But
that is really all there was, the League of Nations having abdicated
as an effective agent many months before the emergence of Hitler. In
essence, American liberals were “booby-trapped” into supporting the
satisfied side of an immense imperialist clash under the impression
that it was a significant step in the direction of achieving world peace
through “collective security.”
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The collective system itself pointed to a series of related actions
sure to result in war as soon as the status quo the collective was trying
to preserve became so galling to one power that it would seek revision
even at the cost of war. Collective security enthusiasts gambled that
the weight of power in favor of the status quo would always be so pre-
ponderant that no revisionist-inclined state would dare challenge it.
But, if the challenge did come, war against that state would have to
be approved. Thus the “peace” liberals were stripped of their princi-
ples by having to approve of the war in defense of the status quo,
regardless of the verbal explanation of the situation. Unfortunately,
being thus feinted out of position by the status quo powers made it
impossible to see that these powers had not gone through a conver-
sion; they had dispensed with “aggression” simply because of tempo-
rary satiety. So, wars fought to success by the “collective” meant the
deeper installation of the satisfied, and the increase of discontent, and
preparation for new uprisings by the frustrated, and the consequent
dissipation of peace possibilities by the rejection of the adjustments
to prevent further conflicts as “appeasement.”

When put to this cruel test, by their unwillingness to look far
enough ahead, the liberals for peace demonstrated that they were for
war first. The peace movement disintegrated more rapidly before the
Second World War than before the First. But one cannot set aside
as a major conditioning factor the second time the impact of the
Popular Front thinking in all this, and the additional liberal convic-
tion, by and large, that promoting the welfare of Communist Russia
was an auxiliary act in the establishment and preservation of peace.
And the enlistment on the Communist side of the British Labor
Party and the Continental European Socialist and Social Democrat
elements smothered all efforts to use the “imperialist” label on the
new war as it had been used in 1914.
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THE TRANSMUTATION OF ARMS-
MAKING AND WAR-SPENDING
FROM CRIME TO “DEFENSE OF

DEMOCRACY,” 1985-1941

THE LIBERAL ONSLAUGHT AGAINST THE ROOSEVELT
ADMINISTRATION’S REARMAMENT PROGRAM
REACHES FULL FLOWER, 193§5-1937

A HAS been seen, there was a practical side to the consequences of
the disillusionist literature on the First World War, the inten-
sification of pacifist and anti-war activity, and congressional investi-
gations into the industrial and financial side of the 1914~1918 Arma-
geddon. The interweavings of these efforts in the early years of the
New Deal resulted in a piercing criticism of all actual or proposed
increases in the size and equipment of the military and naval forces
and in general budget increases aimed at heightening consumption
of munitions and associated products by the Roosevelt regime, by
almost all liberals. Not a single prominent liberal voice in America
was to be found on the side of FDR on this subject until World War
Two began to loom, and their later about-face would have done jus-
tice to the pliable minds of the every-day journalists who were on the
receiving-end of so much liberal contempt in an earlier day for their
presumably unprincipled and capricious tendencies.

The liberal press attacked the idea of strengthening the armed
services quite impartially and indiscriminately. It was considered
the most striking lapse of the whole New Deal, a giant aberration
from their role as reformers and innovators of the new life which
was expected to be free from the taint of militarism. To be sure, much
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contradiction featured their reportage of world affairs in general and
the subject of war in the world as an objective factor. As far as the
United States was concerned, apart from the rest of the world, there
was no letup in American liberalism’s stern refusal to sanction a
buildup of armed and naval might in consonance and harmony with
the creeping tide of re-militarization seen in every major country on
the earth. In this period, with the overwhelming majority of liberals
home-front-minded and convinced of the necessity for conceiving of
future armed clashes solely in terms of a defense of continental Amer-
ica, all increases or proposed increases in military and naval expan-
sion and spending came under immediate suspicion as being part of
a scheme for subsequent extension of American fighting forces and
interests outside the country, and the creation of an unconscionably
large domestic martial establishment which might conceivably be-
come a permanent and prodigious element of fixed governmental
overhead.

The Nation was appalled at Roosevelt’s budget message in Janu-
ary, 1935. In its view it called among other things for ‘““the greatest
army and navy appropriations in peace time in our history,” while
recalling that in 1934, more had been spent on the army and navy
alone than for all government expenditures combined in 1916-1917.
“Could anything illustrate more clearly what the World War accom-
plished in the way of a permanent increase of government outlays
for regular services?”,! it asked rhetorically.

The following month it sharply criticized the Army’s Chief of
Staff in an editorial on February 20 for proposing an expensive plan
to modernize national ‘“‘defense” (it was customary among liberals
to use quotation marks around the word in this period, since it was
considered to be hardly that) at a cost of some $400 millions. The
editorial ridiculed the idea that any country or combination of coun-
tries could “dispatch and maintain” an expeditionary force here, and
insisted that no foe could possibly take on the Army Air Force’s 1500
modern planes. The armed forces were aware of this, it charged; the
real reason for such plans of expansion was that the Army was “merely
interested in obtaining a share of the vast sums being spent in Wash-
ington.” And it closed with the earnest hope that the munitions in-
vestigation would steam up public wrath and “check this wave of
war preparations.” 2

In its March 6 editorial ‘“War Preparations and the Arms Inquiry,”
the Nation continued in this vein, sharply rebuking the House of
Representatives for approving the War Department’s defense budget
appropriation, up 269, over 1933 and the biggest since 1920. It was
very distressed that the peace societies did not protest, after their
past actions in functioning “as a check on the ambitions of profes-
sional militarists and armament firms.” ® The impressive thing about



740  American Liberalism and World Politics, 19311941

this congressional action in the eyes of the editors was the fact that
this sum of money was approved right in the midst of the furor over
the Nye Committee investigation of just such actions in the past.
And the suspicion was allowed to float upward that the Nye hearings
were possibly being permitted to go on as a screen for new exten-
sions of American arms; it was fully realized that terrific pressure
was coming from somewhere.

And the following week it brusquely came out with what it was
thought all the new military buildup was being prepared for: *

One need not be particularly discerning to realize that the Administra-
tion’s $800,000,000 war budget for 1935-1936 is directed specifically
against Japan. . . . all our present policies indicate that ‘“defense” is
merely a euphemism for the protection of our financial stake in the Far
East against Japanese imperial aspirations.

The Nation went on in this editorial, “We Must Not Arm Against
Japan!”, to frown forbiddingly on both American expansionism as
well as total withdrawal from Asia, keeping itself in the Popular
Front collective security context, which here was suggested as an
attractive alternative for the United States in bringing about re-
straint on Japan “without setting itself up as the chief opponent of
that country’s imperialistic aspirations.” But it was convinced that
the main difficulty was that the Administration had ‘“failed to for-
mulate a clear-cut Far Eastern policy.”

Still on the naval theme, it reproached Roosevelt for urging Con-
gress to grant open subsidies to the merchant marine, the next week.
It was especially affronted by the President’s reasoning, that the
country might be seriously crippled by lack of ships in case of a fu-
ture war in which we were a neutral, and that if we were involved
in such a war, we would need the ships for transports and naval
auxiliaries. The editorial “Ship Subsidies and War” flatly charged
that FDR was urging the country to wage “commercial war on the
high seas.” 8

When news was released later in the spring of 19g5 about the big
fleet maneuvers scheduled for the Pacific that summer, plus the an-
nouncement of the biggest peace-time mock-war games to be held at
Pine Camp, N.Y., coming on top of the record military and naval
budget, it prompted the Nation to declare in depressed resignation
on May 1, “The militarists are in full control in Washington.” ¢ It
returned to the theme of the Pacific maneuvers with vigorous and
fierce criticism three weeks later, re-emphasizing the essentially anti-
Japanese nature of this enterprise: 7

We doubt whether many Americans have been made war-minded by
the naval and air maneuvers centering in Hawaii, but we are alarmed by
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their effect on the Japanese. The dispatch of an enormous air fleet west
of Hawaii was announced without explanation, and must have appeared
like a fist thrust under Japan’s nose.

And it went on to insist,

We see no possible excuse for the Pacific tests. They are inflammatory
in the highest degree; and they do not safeguard the United States, for
only a fool can believe that the Japanese, engrossed with their problem on
the continent of Asia, will provoke a war with us.

The New Republic was in full accord with this suspicious criticism
of enlarged naval and military appropriations, and commented edi-
torially on May 8 that with the passage in the House of a $454,000,-
ooo naval bill, a total of one billion had now been provided for all
services. ““It is nonsense to pretend that ours is a defensive navy in
any real sense of the word,” it exclaimed in reproach; “Whatever the
American people may want, what they are getting through the Roose-
velt Administration is an imperial military establishment capable of
fighting anywhere in the world.” And it refused to accept the argu-
ment that the intent of this force was defensive and that it would
act as an impediment to future involvement in war; “We have yet
to hear of any country that has admitted it possessed an aggressive
force—or of any country that has stayed out of war for any important
length of time because it possessed large military strength.”

Criticism of the army was probably a little more molten than of
the navy in 1935, partially due to the temporarily more-outspoken
nature of some Army spokesmen. On May 8 the Nation castigated
General F. M. Andrews, then chief of the General Headquarters Air
Force, for asserting before a House Committee that in the event of
an “emergency,” the United States should be prepared to “seize”
British and French islands off American shores, nine of which he
named. The Nation apologized for him in a backhanded manner as
a “professional militarist” who was just “blurting out” “inanities.” ®
Samuel Grafton’s maiden essay on national topics, in the June 26
issue, “The Army Runs Amuck,” was far more generous in his abuse,
a bitter four-column attack on the growing “arrogance” of the Army,
its expanding budget and personnel, and its restive generals lobby-
ing for ROTC and CMTC expansion and against the Nye Com-
mittee’s recommendations for the nationalization of arms manufac-
ture. “More than ever before in our history, our army has assumed
a definite peace-time political status, has become a directing influ-
ence,” Grafton declared, expressing at the same time great annoyance
with FDR for his apparent complacency and willingness to go along
with this development. “The army’s recent arrogance has been care-
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fully nurtured in the bosom of the New Deal,” he went on, and
predicted more expansion with a particularly grim proviso; ‘“‘Guid-
ing that army, shaping national policy to expand it, directing our
thinking in many channels, will be a military leadership coddled by
the New Deal, and ever more closely approximating the typical
European military machine with its fingers in many departments of
the national life.” 1

In July the New Republic, incensed at the Army Air Corps an-
nouncement of a new bomber and the War Department’s war-scale
maneuvers, continued in Grafton’s vein with the simmering observa-
tion, “It is hard to see why the charge of militarism leveled against
the Kaiser’'s Germany could not be equally well-maintained against
Mr. Roosevelt’s America.” 1* And in November John T. Flynn wrote
a sulphuric open letter to FDR in the same journal, commenting on
the celebration of Navy Day, suggesting a “Machine Gun Day” and
possibly a “Poison Gas Day,” especially the former, since it was more
lethal to the enemy in the First World War than the navy, and in
short supply. Thus a day would develop public sentiment toward it
in a “healthy, wholesome and affectionate” manner, and might make
it easier for the army to get plenty of them.!?

But by far the most incendiary writing denigrating the armed
forces which appeared in the liberal press or under liberal sponsor-
ship in the fall of 1935 was Smedley D. Butler’s articles in Common
Sense, a series of five which carried over into the winter of 1985—
1936, an extension of his already nationally-circulated book War Is
a Racket. It exceeded in vehemence anything which appeared in the
weeklies condemning militaristic trends and their burgeoning in the
first 214 years of the New Deal. Of his own long service, the retired
Marine General said “Like all members of the military profession I
never had an original thought until I left the service,” referred to
the War Department as “the military sap factory,” and contributed
his own pungent comment on the relation between the new expan-
sion and the Roosevelt Administration; “The New Deal has dealt
us a military and naval hand that makes us big time contenders in
the war racket.” He was especially harsh on the idea of “defense,”
asserted the United States had never fought a defensive war since
the Revolution, and that since that time, “Only the United Kingdom
has beaten our record for square miles of territory acquired by mili-
tary conquest.” And he bluntly charged that the War Department’s
blueprints for ‘“‘defense” of the United States were really ‘“vast
schemes for foreign invasion and offensive war.” 13

Editorially, Common Sense, in an October comment related to
Mussolini’s campaign in Ethiopia, delivered itself of a similar ver-
dict on the subject of war spending; “The United States is herself
leading the world in war expenditures, with over a billion dollars
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being spent this year, if relief funds directed to war purposes are
included.” And it sounded one of the first calls on a theme which
in most liberal circles did not get launched until 1937; “Prosperity
both here and abroad is now dependent on war.” As for American
delusions of innocence, the liberal monthly had the following to say:
“The American people, believing themselves to be without designs,
in contrast to the Fascist countries where war is glorified, are in fact
prey to the same social insanity as the rest of the world.” 1

But snapping at the navy was not absent due to the temporary
concentration on the army. In October, 1935 the New Republic ex-
pressed its doubt once more that there was validity to Roosevelt’s
conviction as to the necessity of America maintaining its 5—3 naval
tonnage superiority over Japan, and ruled out defense of the Pacific
Coast as an argument entirely. It expressed the inability to see how
a naval, “or even military conquest of Japan,” would materially
benefit United States interests, and suggested especially that the
small profit that might eventuate would hardly be worth the billion
a year of annual expenditures which it saw looming for the extend-
ing of “our grotesquely swollen naval establishment.” In November
the Nation expressed deep disappointment with FDR’s Armistice
Day address, particularly with his promise to engage in the budding
arms race. “It is the ordinary sophistication of the Realpolitiker to
justify a great war machine as self-defense, and the President did
not do himself justice in this address, or we have overestimated his
real concern for peace,” the editorial commented.!s

In December the Nation condemned FDR’s appointments to the
London Naval Conference, since the delegation did not have “a sin-
gle man on it who is known as a genuine advocate of radical disarma-
ment.” It particularly ridiculed “the Norman Davis theory of having
a big fleet with which to negotiate,” which it blamed for having “not
only hamstrung recent conferences but burdened the United States
with the largest and most costly navy we have ever maintained.” 16
As to the Conference itself, the Nation’s Christmas Day editorial en-
tertained practically no hope for its success, felt that the Japanese
would insist on parity at least with the United States, and that the
convention would be deadlocked for reasons of national prestige.
“Unless the United States is willing to make substantial concessions,
we might as well recall our delegation and at least save expense,” 17
the Nation spoke disconsolately. But in all the material on FDR as
the supporter of the naval buildup, there was surprisingly little about
the quiet talk of the “‘universal draft” being made in the event of
the outbreak of another war, which was being done in conjunction
with the “take the profit out of war” proposals during and following
the Nye investigations.

Representative Maury Maverick’s “The Menace of False Patri-
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otism” in the January 1936 Common Sense epitomized the American
liberal position on the subject of war, military activity, arms manu-
facture and all allied matters, with a strong stress on the idea ot
American retreat from involvement in the struggles of rival states.
His concluding statement combined all these elements in as strong
and pointed a manner as had been seen or was to be seen for some
time: 18

. it is a fallacy that you can end wars by starting a war; that you can
make liberty supreme by killing liberty. The way to do it is to remain
neutral abroad—but at home to wage a relentless campaign against all
those who stifle liberty—in the name of liberty—for the sake of profit.

And it was not clear in many liberal minds that the course of the
Administration and its actions on the foreign front did not spell just
this kind of eventuality. The New Republic columnist “T.R.B.”
pointed out on February 5 that American plans for constructing big
battleships began to wheel into existence “almost at the moment
Japan announced its withdrawal from the London Naval Confer-
ence.” He considered the House Naval Committee Chairman Vin-
son’s hope for a debate on a construction program in the still-existing
session of Congress ‘‘an infinitely dangerous proposal.” In “T.R.B.” ’s
opinion American battleship construction was more feared by the
Japanese than anything except the building of more forts in the
Pacific, since they were in full knowledge that their financial re-
sources made it impossible for them to match this country in large
ships; 12

They would regard a battleship program as a deliberate attempt to ruin
them, and their rage would be far greater than that of the British toward
Germany before the World War. It is admittedly difficult to love the
Japanese in their present mood, but that does not mean we should con-
sciously set out to make war inevitable.

So the New Republic’s Washington news analyst hardly thought
the tension growing between the United States and Japan a uni-
lateral product of Japanese perfidy or sinister traits at this moment.
But in March he expressed the confidence that a Japanese-American
war in the Pacific was unlikely until the middle 1940’s at the earliest,
attendant upon the Navy building adequate bases and the whipping
up of fear among the Filipinos, “so that they will welcome America
as a protector,” as well as among the people of this country, in order
that the latter might ‘“sanction the tremendous expenditures that
will be required.” In the immediate moment, he sharply rejected all
the newest war talk and gave a long list of reasons why, but he
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shrugged it all off by suggesting in an aside that “war mongering for
budgetary purposes is an old army game.” 20

In the meantime the resolute moves toward strengthening the
armed forces, especially the Army itself, drew steady destructive
criticism. A February 12 New Republic editorial objected strenu-
ously to FDR’s 1935 West Point speech in which he asserted that the
rebuilding of the Army was aimed at offsetting a reduction in the
past “to a level unjustified by a due regard for our own safety.” 2
The principal denunciations of this came from Villard, whose long
“We Militarize” in the February, 1936 Atlantic challenged the rea-
sons given for the military buildup, while incidentally alleging that
Americans were at the moment “burdened with the largest navy in
our history.” 22 In the Nation on March 18 he went at this topic
again with much vigor, maintaining that military spending alone in
1936 exceeded the entire cost of government in 1916. Villard sug-
gested that the citizenry needed to ask questions as to whom we were
arming against, and whether we were actually getting a defense
program aiming at offense somewhere. With the official talk going
around again that it was “impossible” for the Japanese and Amer-
icans to go to war with each other, Villard thought the demand for
35,000 ton battleships needed explanation.?® But in its issue for May
13 the editors thought that the “Big-Navy Boys” were about to win
an apparent victory: 24

With President Roosevelt’s none-too-reluctant help they are jamming
through Congress the biggest peace time naval appropriation bill in
American history.

And it was fully conceded that a new armament race was on, to be
explained to the public in the expectable terms:

Of course this entire program will be rationalized as a reluctant con-
cession on the part of a peace-loving Administration to the needs of
national defense. Every militaristic program that has ever been launched
has been rationalized in the same terms.

“America Is Arming,” the Nation’s April 8, 1936 editorial cau-
tioned; ““Quietly, unobtrusively, without the fanfare that has accom-
panied its other acts, the Roosevelt Administration has been prepar-
ing for war.” With a 1936 budget for military and naval purposes
up 609, over 1935, the country was ‘“now the proud possessor of the
largest peace time war budget that any country has or has had in the
history of the world.” 2> What the editors overlooked was Villard’s
reference three weeks earlier to Soviet expenditures which clearly
placed the United States in second place by a wide margin. But at
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the moment the emphasis was on the escape of peace from the grasp
of Americans. “America is arming—arming not for national defense
but for a war that is far from the real purposes of the American peo-
ple,” the editorial protested, and wound up its charges with one of
the strongest statements on behalf of peace to be seen in the period
prior to the Spanish Civil War:

There can be no doubt . . . that at heart the American people still
desire peace more than they desire anything else. These war preparations
are a defiant challenge to that wish for peace—an insult thrown straight at
the faces of the American people.

The New Republic’s position in the spring of 1936 was much the
same and carried on a steaming criticism of the Roosevelt arms pro-
gram which differed little if any at all. C. H. Grattan’s review of
M-Day by Rose Stein on April 22, commenting very favorably on her
exposition of the plans to integrate the nation’s industrial and mili-
tary spheres in the event of another war, felt that perhaps the subject
was already capable of being deduced just from such news as leaked
into the daily press. After all, he said, “As anyone can read in the
papers, the Roosevelt Administration is building up the army and
navy at an unprecedented rate.” 2¢ “T.R.B.” a week earlier had as-
serted that the President was going slow about approving the build-
ing of two new battleships (which were reputedly to cost from sixty
to seventy-five million dollars each) until the British had started lay-
ing down new capital ships, giving as the reason that ‘it is reported
that Mr. Roosevelt wishes to wait until the onus of starting a naval
race can be safely laid on the British.” He went on to insist that
despite the Nye hearings the munitions manufacturers had great
political influence still, and he pointed out that a section of the War
Department’s appropriation bill limiting profits to 109, for airplane
and ordnance manufacturers had been approved by the House but
deleted by the Senate appropriations committee without any protest
from either FDR or Senate leaders; ‘“There could hardly be a more
dramatic proof of the political influence of the munitions manufac-
turers, and of the unwillingness of the Administration to challenge
them.” 27

A spell of neglect of this subject occurred in the late spring and
summer of 1936 at the height of the furor over Mussolini’s success
in Africa and the launching of the revolt against the Popular Front
government of Spain by the Franco coalition. But in the main the
liberal criticism of rearmament and all the political and economic
factors which they identified with it returned with stiff emphasis.
Frank Hanighen detailed in the New Republic in August the special
contribution of scare propaganda in inducing public submission to
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increase of armaments in France and England, noting in particular
the assault on British public opinion with reference to the necessity
of protection from poison gas attacks. Hanighen brushed this fright
off as part of the “general picture of armament booms and war-scares
which have been deliberately excited by the West European govern-
ments in the past six months.” He informed the readers that this
bruising of public sensibilities was “playing the game of the jingoes
and armament manufacturers,” but that there was much public re-
sistance. “The masses in England and France may have to submit to
the burden of increased armaments, but quite evidently they are
not going to take it lying down.” 2 The message for Americans was
obvious, since the same campaign was under way here, part of the
liberal lesson for many montbhs.

Other liberal notables introduced personal contributions to this
sustained unfavorable reflection on the New Deal’s close affinity with
the military ways. Villard of course favored unilateral disarmament
for the United States. In September 1936 he put himself on record
once more on behalf of this policy:

Armaments are bleeding the world white, yet guarantee no peace; on
the contrary, they bring war nearer. We could not be any worse off if we
sought a way out by some other means. At least part of the world must set
the example of giving the people the war-making power and of disarming,
even at the risk of injustice and the loss of territory . . . The way to dis-
arm is to disarm.

The next few months tempered his zeal for this program, a cause
which found him few supporters outside the pacifist ranks. But do-
mestic defense was the fullest extent of his sanctioning of arms. He
had the highest of praise for General Johnson Hagood’s We Can
Defend America in the Nation on January go, 1937, a book which
repudiated even the faintest tendency toward collective security and
argued a case entirely on the merits of the thesis of defense of the
national perimeter. Villard returned to the subject once more a week
later with another bitter attack on the Administration’s foreign
policy and military-naval preparations. He charged that billions of
dollars were being spent on offensive weapons intended for overseas
use, and urged as an economy measure the consolidation of all the
defense agencies of the nation under a single head.?

The appointment by Roosevelt of Harry A. Woodring as Secretary
of War seriously alarmed John T. Flynn. In his New Republic col-
umn “Other People’s Money” on October 28 he castigated Woodring
as a jingo, and recalled a 1935 address in which the new Secretary
paid fulsome praise to the armed forces as a social agency as well as a
military one, while hinting that the New Deal’s youth rehabilitation
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agency, the Civilian Conservation Corps, might prove a likely source
for utilization of their manpower. And Flynn added in an angry
summation, “This is the type of man put at the head of our army to
match the febrile jingo who heads the navy and who talks boastfully
of the United States matching Japan ‘fortification for fortification in
the Pacific.’ ” And to discommode his associates Flynn furnished a
supplementary observation, calling it “an amazing phenomenon,”
possibly due to the fact that the “lovers of peace” were being dis-
tracted by the current presidential campaign heat, that “the liberals
behold the performances of Mr. Roosevelt on so many fields and
refuse to credit the evidences of their ears, their eyes, and their
minds.” 3¢

Still another substantial spokesman, Bruce Bliven, thought the
autumn of 1936 an appropriate occasion for also subscribing to the
idea of strictly home defense as the goal of armed preparation. His
long article on November 18 which sought to weigh the forces seek-
ing a peaceful world included a testimonial in the spirit of General
Hagood and Villard: 3

The geographical position of the United States is so completely one of
unique isolation, its interest in the clash of imperialisms in Europe and
Asia so faint and fictitious, that many sensible students of the subject be-
lieve there is no need, even in this craziest of worlds, for an American
military establishment going beyond strictly and literally defensive prepa-
rations within our own continental borders.

The late winter of 1936-1937 found things unchanged in this
repudiation of the affection of the New Deal for the ways of Mars.
On February 24, 1937 the New Republic revealed that it was as bit-
terly opposed to military spending projected for that coming year as
it had been during the previous years. The doubling of the amount
between 1935 and 1937 provoked an incensed critique: 32

Even the most naive apologist for militarism can no longer pretend that
such expenditures are insurance against war. Conflict may or may not
come, but this spending is done in preparation for it.

The Nation’s wrath was expended largely on matters naval some
two weeks later, when it condemned the drive toward a navy “sec-
ond-to-none” on the occasion of the passage of a naval supply bill for
over half a million dollars by the House, on the grounds that nothing
existed to warrant such ambitions; ‘“The only two countries which
could conceivably muster the means to attack our shores—Great
Britain and Japan—could not conceivably want anything from us
that would be worth attacking us to get.” 38
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There was little doubt by this time that the tying of the American
rearmament drive to those of the rest of the world was becom-
ing a far more significant factor than ever in the previous years. A
February 13, 1937 Nation editorial had commented that England,
France, Russia and several smaller countries were arming at a rate
which made ‘“‘the rocket-like rearmament pace of 1935-1936 seem
like the movement of snails,” while Villard in his page of comment
two weeks later was utterly stunned by the sizes of the military budg-
ets of France, Poland, Germany, Russia and Britain.3*

On March g, the New Republic called the announcement by the
British that they expected to spend $4,500,000,000 on their navy
between 1937 and 1942 “‘staggering news,” and promptly took British
officialdom to task: %5

The distinction Anthony Eden drew the other day between British and
German policy is not valid. England may prefer butter to guns, but she
will get guns, and precious little butter, for a long time to come.

The implications of both British and American naval building ex-
pansion touched off irritated comments, such as “The British regard
us as a potential ally no matter how many laws we may write to the
contrary,” and the further observation that their building was obvi-
ously directed against Germany, Italy and Japan, not this country.
The editorial reasoned from this that there was no sensible reason
for the United States trying to maintain naval parity with Britain,
and that to do so was to admit that our navy was aggressive in intent,
“or rather, a slavish imitation of the British model;”

The very fact that for 1% years we have been insisting . . . on huge ves-
sels with a long cruising radius shows how utterly nonsensical is the
theory that we are interested only in defense.

In the journal’s editors’ mind the only question still remaining to
be answered by those urging a big navy, and by Americans generally,
was “Do we intend to live at peace and mind our own business?”

But, as will be seen, there was another side to the arms-building
and governmental spending on these arms which was just beginning
to get substantial attention. A modicum of stress had been placed on
it at various times as it had concerned earlier days and the World
War period in particular. Now, its function in the general economy
and the relation between the heavy industries and the nation’s eco-
nomic health were about to draw its first comprehensive emphasis
in more than ten years.
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THE MUNITIONS INDUSTRY IN THE LIGHT OF
THE 1937 BUSINESS BOOM AND COLLAPSE

On March 24, 1937 John T. Flynn’s New Republic column “Other
People’s Money” consisted of the first sustained commentary on the
relation between the overseas and domestic war buildup, and the
new American industrial boom. “War Orders and the Boom” 3¢ be-
gan with a blunt sentence, “One of the mysteries of the steel industry
at the present time is the origin of its business.” After a visit to the
mills, which he found working three shifts at full capacity while
making very little structural steel, railroad rails or equipment metal,
he asked, “What then, can these giant plants be turning out?”, and
he surmised that “a large margin of the steel mill business must be
‘war orders.” ”’

Flynn went on to point out that these “war orders” had “put their
mark” on copper and other commodities, and that munitions fac-
tories and shipyards were all working overtime and had been for
some time. And with the stock market rising with this activity, and
government officials including even the President expressing con-
cern over the boom and the rapid price increases in the first three
months of the year, Flynn queried, “Can it be that we are seeing
now the first phase of a little war-business boom similar to that which
roused and delighted us in the winter of 1914—-1915?”

Flynn returned to this topic again the following week, but by that
time he had additional company, in the form of “T.R.B.”, and edi-
torial comment itself. The “Washington Notes” columnist reported
that “hot money” was pouring into American investments from
Europe, the scene of “a crazy armaments race, and a twisting of the
normal productive process,” and propped up almost entirely by
budgetary deficits. This posed a serious political problem for the
New Deal, in his view: 37

Mr. Roosevelt has eloquently set forth the dangers to our domestic
recovery from hot money. . . . What is the Administration to do? How
can we protect ourselves? As long as we wish to maintain the present eco-
nomic order, the only thorough-going remedy would be to bring about
peace in Europe. From the expert’s point of view, the next world war has
already broken out. Many of the dislocations of trade and finance that
accompany one are painfully visible. And in this war we find ourselves
involved up to the ears. Officials of the Treasury and the Federal Reserve
Bank privately discuss the present situation in wartime terms.

He went on to declare that “many high Administration members”
were convinced that “in order to exercise genuine influence in Eu-
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rope, we would have to give substantial commitments, perhaps of a
military character, certainly of a financial character.” This meant, he
was certain, that “we would have to enter into one or another of the
two opposing European alliances that are now forming,” the very
thought of which made these same officials “‘shrink,” and faced them
with a serious dilemma:

Most of them instinctively want to keep out of European entangle-
ments, and know that, in any case, commitments would be politically
impossible. But no sooner do they resign themselves to isolation from
Europe, than they come face to face with problems of hot money, cur-
rency stabilization, and export markets. They begin to feel themselves
internationalists, and to believe that this country has a miss