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Am()ng Oﬁrselves

The FREEMAN considers the forthcoming con-
ference at ‘Geneva of an importance ranking
with Munich and Yalta, perhaps transcending
both. In order that our readers might have
background information on seme of the major
issues to be discussed there, we are devoting
more space -than wusual to this event. First
there is FREDA UTLEY’S evaluation (p. 514) of
what transpired at Berlin and what she fore-
sees for .Geneva, Miss Utley is author of ome
of the most. authoritative books on the Far
East published in recent years (The China
Story) and ‘is ‘well acquainted by study and
experience with the aims and purposes both
of ithe Chinese Communists and their Soviet
backers. A report from the COUNTESS WALDECK
in ‘Paris (p. 518) tells what M. Bidault hopes to
gain at Geneva and why he is wrong. Our
third story, by HILAIRE DU BERRIER (p. 516),
focuses geographically and politically on the
major subject on the conference agenda—
Indo-China—and gives some hitherto suppressed
facts about why American aid to the “liberator”
Ho Chi Minh is today. costing American tax-
payers millions of dollars to combat Com-
munist aggression. Mr. ‘du Berrier spent ten
years (1937-47) in China and Indo-China,
three of them in a Japanese prison camp. He
was employed by OSS in Shanghai for a time
after the war.

On the domestic front HARLEY L. LUTZ, re-
nowned tax expert, gives some hard-headed
and practical-minded answers (p. 519) to a
question much in our minds—ecan taxes be
reduced and if so how? Dr. Lutz has been
living with the unhappy subject of taxation
for over thirty years, has written a score
of books and innumerable articles about it.

ROBERT WOOD JOHNSON has long been a champion
of good government and of America’s basic
freedoms regardless of the political party in
power. To this end he has examined the
Democratic and Republican ledgers over the
past fifty years and come up with some con-
clusions that cannot fail to impress both
parties (p. 528). During World War Two he
served as Brigadier General in the Ordnance
Corps and as viee chairman of the War Pro-
duction Board. He is chairman of the board
of directors of Johnson & Johnson.

The recent furore about time on the air, in-
volving Edward R. Murrow, Senator McCarthy,
Adlai Stevenson, the Republican Party, Fulton
Lewis, Jr. et al, gave rise to various technical
questions that were unresolvable without con-
sulting an indisputable authority. We found him
in the person of JAMES LAWRENCE FLY, a soft-
spoken, gentle-mannered Texan, who was for
five years (1939-44) Chairman of the Federal
Communications Commission, is now a director
of the American Civil Liberties Union and a
practicing lawyer in New York City.
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The Fortnight

It is difficult to imagine what useful purpose the
United States, Britain, and France had in mind in
calling for another meeting of the United Nations
Disarmament Commission. There has been not the
slightest indication that the Soviet leaders intend
to back down from their avowed position as our
enemy. Talks with them about disarming inevitably
get nowhere and merely give them an excuse to
denounce any plan put forward by the West as a
plot for United States world mastery.

Nor can we find any propaganda value in this re-
quest. A more effective propaganda move, it seems
to us, would be to demand some acts of good faith
before sitting down at more conference tables and
piling up more words. One would be if the American
delegation to the Geneva Conference should an-
nounce at the outset that there will be no conversa-
tions until every American citizen held prisoner by
Red China is unconditionally released, including
the hundreds of American airmen believed held in
Manchuria in outrageous violation of the spirit of
the armistice. How can we expect the men in the
Kremlin to entertain sincerely the prospect of dis-
arming when they have not yet shown any respect
for the most elementary rules of peace?

One might have thought that Dean Acheson would
be content to be forgotten. But here he bobs up in
the New York Times Magazine as a critic of
current foreign policy, as self-assured as if he had
never shared a platform with the Red Dean of
Canterbury, invited the invasion of Korea, and con-
nived at the loss of China. All that Mr. Acheson
offers to the American people is more fringe wars,
fought with one hand tied behind our backs, and a
cautious defensive foreign policy, adjusted to the
pace of our most dubious “allies.” The American
people voted decisively against this package in
1952. They are not likely to buy it again from
Mr. Acheson, Mr. Stevenson—whose trumpet always
seems to sound retreat—or anyone elge.

President Eisenhower’s recommendations to Con-
gress for moderate reductions and easements in
our tariff barriers make excellent sense for a
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country in America’s economic position. As the
President said: “The United States stands ready
and able to produce and sell more than the rest
of the world can buy from us.” If we curtail
direct subsidies to foreign countries, as we are
doing and as almost all Americans desire, it is
plain that we must either export less or import
more. It is true that a number of factors still
impede the free functioning of a free economy-—
a condition requisite to free trade. Among these
are exchange controls, cartels, government sub-
sidization of industry. As these are overcome, how-
ever, old-fashioned high protectionism will prove
increasingly impractical.

The President brought forward a too little re-
garded economic fact when he pointed out that
more than four million American workers depend
on international trade for their jobs. This is
something to weigh in the balance when the pro-
tectionist cry of the ‘“menace” of cheap foreign
imports is raised. The chances are that severely
curtailed exports would destroy more employment
opportunities than expanded imports; and expand-
ing, not contracting trade is one of the surest
signs of world economic health. The regulations
easing American investment abroad suggested in
the President’s message also deserve approval. On
strictly economic grounds President Eisenhower
might well have advocated the elimination of the
“escape” and “peril point” features of our tariff
legislation. These represent serious handicaps to
the foreign exporter in the American market. But
the President probably asked for as much as he
can hope to get from a Congress where the in-
dividual members are subject to local pressures
from both business and trade unions.

The Soviet announcement that full sovereignty is
being granted to the puppet regime in East Ger-
many is, of course, strictly phony. As there will
be neither free elections nor a withdrawal of
Soviet occupation troops, nothing will really change.
Yet even a phony gesture may have a psychological
effect. Communist propaganda in Germany is al-
ready hammering on the theme that the Soviet
zZone Now possesses a sovereign government, while
West Germany is stil bound by the fetters of
the occupation statute. The best answer to this
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propaganaa 1s to speed up the grant of full
sovereignty to the Federal Republic, wiping out
the last vestiges of occupation mentality and
practice. This would have occurred some time ago,
if it had not been for French stalling on the EDC,
the ratification of which is linked up with a
treaty restoring German sovereignty. It is good
to learn from a statement by Ambassador Conant
that America is thinking in terms of restoring
German sovereignty, regardless of the fate of EDC.

At first the agreement of German Chancellor
Konrad Adenauer and French Foreign Minister
Bidault to accept as a basis of discussion a plan
for “Europeanization” of the Saar looked like a
hopeful move toward compromise and harmony.
This plan, drawn up by a Dutch member of the
European Consultative Assembly, would relax the
present one-sided French political and economic
domination of this coal-rich little corner of Ger-
many without giving -the area back to Germany
or disregarding French economic interests. Thig
is far and away the most favorable voluntary
agreement with Germany which France can hope
to obtain. Subsequent developments which, one
trusts, may be deceptive, indicate that the French
government is trying to exact from Adenauer
concessions which even his authority and prestige
could not carry through the Bundestag—perhaps
in the hope this is a possible means of killing the
European Defense Community treaty.

In the midst of all the demands that our colleges
have the “academic freedom” to teach Marxism
and espouse socialism, it is almost nostalgic, but
seriously heartening to learn of a college that
wants to discuss freedom and competitive enter-
prise. A summer institute of graduate studies on
those latter topics has just been announced by
Claremont Men’s College, Claremont, California.
The lectures and seminars will run from June 14
to June 26, and. attendance will be limited to the
holders of thirty all-expense fellowships which,
by the grace of freedom and competitive enter-
prise, will be awarded by the college. Information
on the fellowships may be obtained directly from
Professor Arthur Kemp, at the college.

A story from Britain during the fortnight pro-
vides one of the best examples so far of what
might be called life in a closed circuit. Seems that
quite a few patients who have been treated by
socialized doctors in England have decided to sue
the government because their ills, allegedly, did
not abate as expected. And to handle the suits
against the government, whom could the patients
get? Why, socialized lawyers, of course—attorneys
serving under the government’s legal aid program;
each man jack of them ready, willing, and able to
thump the table against their fellow civil servants,
the physicians.
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Nuclear Assumptions

Current official thinking and proposals concerning
nuclear problems seem to be based on two assump-
tions: first, that the Soviet Union has in present
operation a vast and successful nuclear enterprise,
which has already been able to accumulate a large
store of fissionable substance and metagonic weap-
ons; second, that the United States no longer pos-
sesses any atomic secrets of great importance. These
assumptions must be understood in relation to
the Administration’s military doctrine, according
to which the defense of the United States must
rest primarily on air power plus nuclear weapons.

Against the implicit background of these as-
sumptions, the Administration has made two pro-
posals. It has called for the creation of a “peace-
time pool” of fissionable substances (U-235, pluton-
ium, ete.), skills, and knowledge, and the use of
this pool to develop peaceful applications of
nuclear energy. The operation of the pool is to
proceed according to a fundamental Marxian prem-
ise: from each according to his ability, to each
according to his need. Each nation will contri-
bute to the pool according to its nuclear posses-
sions; the fruits of the pool will be allocated
where they “will do the most good”—i.e., where
they are, by some sort of humanitarian reasoning,
most needed.

The second, more recent proposal of the Admin-
istration is to relax the secrecy provisions of the
present Atomic Energy Act.

Just as an hypothesis, let us suppose for a moment
that the two basic assumptions are not true. Let
us suppose, that is to say, that the Soviet Union
does not have a successfully operating large-scale
atomic enterprise together with a large stock of
fissionable materials and nuclear weapons; and
that we do possess important atomic secrets. On
such an hypothesis it does not seem likely that
there would be much enthusiasm for the Admin-
istration’s proposals. From them the United States
could only lose, and the Soviet Union only gain.
And ilosses in this field are to be potentially
measured in terms not so much of billions of dol-
lars as of tens of millions of human lives.

We are not prepared to state flatly that the
assumptions are in fact false. But it is certain
that they have never been publicly proved, nor has
any evidence ever been publicly presented that
would be sufficient to convince a reasonable man
of their truth. We are asked to believe them on
the word of (mostly unnamed) “authorities.”

Apart from the mysteries of “classified infor-
mation,” common sense suggests that we possess
many and most valuable atomic secrets. There have
never been any secrets about most of the theoret-
ical principles of nuclear science. The secrets
concern application, technology, industrial pro-
cesses, strategy, tactics. Such secrets are not a



fixed set, but are generated daily. In a showdown,
the most recent batch, with their relative advantage,
might make all the difference.

There are no reports of Soviet tests of tactical
nuclear weapons. The Administration proposes
that our information on tactical use and effect
shall be turned over to our NATO allies. It may
be granted that without such sharing, coordinated
planning is handicapped. But should it not be
remembered also that whatever essential informa-
ation is turned over to the armies of France
and TItaly is fairly sure to get quickly through to
Moscow? It could not be otherwise when the entire
social structure of both these countries is heavily
infiltrated by Communists, against whom neither
is able and willing to take firm measures. Even
in England, the Marxification of the physical
scientists, Communist control of the monopolistic
electrical union, and the larding of the govern-
ment services with Bevanites, fellow-travelers, and
even Communists of the more genteel type does not
promote an excess of confidence. It was the British
Klaus Fuchs, indeed, who gave Russia the great
advantage of a head start on the hydrogen bomb.
Yet in the recent Washington revelations of the
hydrogen bomb’s incredible potency, it was brought
out that in spite of that head start, Russia is
far behind this country in the development of
this weapon.

To the peacetime pool, to which Moscow would
have direct access, the Administration proposed
to give not merely information but actual fission-
able substances.

If the Soviet Union already has an atomic enter-
prise on a scale and level comparable to our own,
maybe it doesn’t matter much-—though even then
one may wonder how many Soviet secrets we would
get in return for the secrets we would give. But
what if its nuclear projects are quantitatively and
in particular qualitatively far inferior to ours?
That supposition does not seem out of accord with
many things that we do know about the Soviet
Union. We know the relatively low level of its
industry and techniques. We know that only a few
Soviet nuclear tests have been even reported, and
all of these are clothed in a maximum vagueness.
No American security restrictions apply to the tens
of thousands of refugees who have escaped from
the Soviet empire during the past decade, and yet
none of them has given any direct public testimony
concerning Soviet atomic plants or tests. Beria, who
was in charge of Soviet nuclear affairs, was shot
last year. None of the many satellite benefactors
has ever mentioned the presence of satellite ob-
servers at any of the alleged Soviet tests. Moscow
has published no detailed photographs and movies,
as we have,

It would be absurd, and dangerous, to suggest
that the Soviet Union has accomplished nothing
nuclear-wise. But it is not out of line with avail-

able evidence to conclude that the Soviet ac-
complishment is far behind ours.

Our nuclear energy project is our most critical
material possession, upon which our survival and
advance as a nation depend more directly than on
any other material factor. It is the job of any
governmental Administration to act as custodian
for the people, to guard this invaluable nuclear
enterprise so that it may be used for the people’s
protection and well-being.

The recommendations of the Administration are
now before Congress. We believe that they should
be examined objectively, calmly, and with a due
and proper skepticism. There is no occasion for
an atmosphere of crisis. There is no need to take
the proposals merely on faith. Let the Administra-
tion prove its case. Not merely the specific pro-
posals but the assumptions and principles that lie
behind them should be submitted to scrupulous
examination. Let’s check this barn door before the
horse is stolen.

New York’s Dock Strike

The only simple statement that can be made
about New York’s waterfront difficulties is that
business has steadily been diverted to other and
competing ports, at least one company has shut
down for lack of supplies, and the Port of New
York is hardly a satisfactory place in which to do
business. Beyond that, the recent disturbances on
the docks were no more than the culmination of
long mismanagement by the companies, Joe Ryan’s
union (the I.L.A.), the A.F.L. (that union’s parent
body), the government of the City of New York,
and the labor agencies of the federal government.

Until last year the problem was easy to see, if
not to correct. For what bothered labor relations
on the docks was corruption, racketeering, and
violence, including murder. Evidently, controlling
the work of longshoremen was a profitable under-
taking from which the longshoremen profited least.
There was no mystery about this state of affairs,
for these conditions were brought to light from
time to time in full and depressing detail.

What is noteworthy about the situation is that
nothing was done about it. It was allowed to grow
and get worse by all of the parties that might
have been expected to assume some responsibility
for what was going on. The I.L.A. was unwilling
or unable to cleanse itself. The Administration
of New York City failed to use its police force
where it was badly needed. The A.F.L. winked
at the shortcomings of the L.L.A, as it had at
Bioff and the Theatrical Stage Employees, or at the
behavior of locals of the Building Service Em-
ployees, or at the misuse of union welfare funds.
The state and federal labor boards viewed the
situation with equanimity and indifference. Though
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we have a great structure of federal and state
labor legislation, enacted to protect the interests
of working men, employers, and the public, all it
has accomplished is the unionization of American
industry by whatever methods the unions saw fit
to employ.

To the original problems of the dockers, there
have now been added a formidable collection of
complications which are not likely to be resolved
swiftly and peacefully. There is, first, the juris-
dictional dispute between the I.L.A. and the new
A F.L. union of longshoremen. This dispute was
the cause of the recent strike.

Last year, when the A.F.L. finally awoke to
the character of the I.L.A., it undertook to expel
that union and to put in its place a union of its
own choosing. The job of starting and establishing
the new union was put into the hands of the
teamsters’ and sailors’ unions. As always happens
in such cases, the appearance of the new union was
the signal for a fight for supremacy between the
two unions. That fight is still going on, and at
this writing it is not clear which union will win it.

In December 1953 the National Labor Relations
Board tried a peaceful settlement of thé inter-
union dispute by holding a secret ballot of the
longshoremen to determine which union the men
wanted. This vote was opposed by the A.F.L.,
since they were not ready for a poll. Anyhow, the
IL.A. won the vote by a slender majority, with
more than 4,000 challenged ballots uncounted. Nor-
mally, the challenged ballots would have been
examined and disposed of and the results of the
poll announced.

This was not done, however. For the N.L.R.B.,
sharply criticized by the A.F.L. and Governor
Dewey and his associates, found that the election
had been held in an atmosphere of intimidation
and delayed bringing it to a conclusion. Why the
board and its agents, in a situation so well-known,
failed to protect the voters as they went to the
polls remains to be explained. The fact is that the
vote of December was rendered null and void by a
variety of known and unknown influences, and no
new poll will be held soon, as the A.F.I. and the
Governor want the balloting postponed. Mean-
while, the two rival unions will continue to fight
it out. Whichever ultimately wins, the contest can-
not be carried on without violence, physical injury,
and short or long shut-downs of the Port.

This whole business is a reflection on our public
labor policies, national and local. The essence of
these policies is to offer the assistance of govern-
ment in building up powerful labor organizations,
to insist that employers deal with these unions,
to sit idly by and watch these unions being taken
over by skillful and unscrupulous political machines,
and to intervene, lamely and ineffectively, when the
practice of labor relations has become a public
scandal. That is the story of the Port of New
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York, of the many welfare funds now being in-
vestigated by the State Insurance Commissioner,
and of numerous similar situations of which the
public will in time be informed.

The Ever-Candid “Friend”

“But of all plagues, good Heaven, thy Wrath can send,
Save, save, O save me from the ecandid friend.”

The author of this well-known couplet is George
Canning, wit and minor poet as well as statesman.
In his later role as British Foreign Minister he
must have felt strengthened in his conviction that
an insincere professed friend is more exasperat-
ing and sometimes more dangerous than an open
enemy. Americans may well share this sentiment.
We have already lost too many points in the
diplomatic game by paying undue attention to the
objections of “friends” who, when the chips are
down, are usually found on the enemy’s side.

Prime Minister Nehrn of India is prominent
among these “candid friends.” He was running
true to form when he recently saw reason for
hope in the facet that Red China would be a part-
ner in the Geneva Conference. Equally character-
istic was his neutralist speech in the Indian
Parliament, in which he formally held the United
States and the Soviet Union equally responsible
for the cold war, while hinting strongly that the
United States was especially reprehensible for
using “intimidation, bribery, and pressure” to ob-
tain allies in this struggle.

Why is it that Nehru’s neutralism is irritating,
while the Swiss attitude of neutrality incurs
little, if any criticism? There are two important

.differences between the two policies. The Swiss

provide for their own defense (which could only
conceivably be threatened from the Communist
side), mind their own business, and offer no un-
sought advice.

Nehru is an international backseat driver. He
did not put a man or a gun on the U. N. front
in the Korean war, confining his aid to a small
ambulance unit and a few jute bags. But he was
continually coming out with defeatist proposals
for ending the war by giving the Communists all,
or at least 90 per cent of what they wanted.

In the second place, everyone knows that Swit-
zerland, if forced to make a choice, will be on
the side of the free nations. Whenever Nehru is
forced to take a stand, he inclines toward the
Communist side. An excellent example was fur-
nished by the handling of the Chinese and North
Korean anti-Communist war prisoners. India
voted, along with the Soviet satellites, Poland and
Czechoslovakia, for the continued detention of
these unfortunate men. This was Nehru’s decision,
almost certainly taken against the judgment and



conscience of the Indian commandant at Panmun-
jom, General Thimmaya, who fulfilled his difficult
task of handling the prisoners with uprightness,
decency, and humanity.

It is Nehru’s right, as constitutional ruler of
India, to direct that country’s foreign policy
along the lines of pro-Communist neutralism. But
if he elects to assign to his country the role of
zero in this age of cold war it is our right to
take him at his word.

There is no valid reason under the sun why
the United States government should go in for
appeasing Nehru or giving him a veto on our
Asian policy or coddling him with free grants of
American aid that couid much better be used for
the needs of countries which see eye-to-eye with
us on the Communist threat and are ready to
stand up and be counted. Nehru and other “un-
committed” statesmen, are entitled to normal dip-
lomatic and trade relations—nothing more.

Academic Conformists

President Nathan M. Pusey of Harvard University
recently represented American universities and
colleges as persecuted islands of free, independ-
ent thinking. “The business of colleges,” he told
a gathering of alumnae of eastern women’s col-
leges, “is to make individuals who will think for
themselves. But, perhaps from as early as 1870,
the predominant pressures in our culture have
clearly been moving with increasing force,” to
oppose this effort.

Now as always (it is a little difficult to under-
stand why the year 1870 should be taken as a
watershed) the nonconformist has his difficulties.
If he is worth his salt he thrives on them. But
President Pusey’s assumption that America’s
groves of Academe are strongholds of diverse
original thought should not pass without chal-
lenge. There is too much evidence to the contrary.
There are just as many conformists in academic
robes as in any other costume, as the following
bill of particulars shows.

Item. Involvement in the war bhefore Pearl
Harbor was an issue on which the American people
were deeply divided. Opposition to involvement
was almost nonexistent in eastern colleges and
universities, where there was general unecritical
acceptance of the slogan: “England expects every
American to do his duty.”

Item. One might have expected college profes-
sors, especially in such fields as history, govern-
ment, political science, to show more than the
average man’s capacity to take the long view,
to see the future dangers involved in our war-
time alliance with the Soviet Union. But if there
were any professorial protests against the be-
trayal of Poland and China at Yalta or the polit-

ical and economic monstrosity of the Morgenthau
Plan, they were so muted as to escape the memory.

Item. Where there is diversity in the feeling
of the American people about Senator McCarthy’s
anti-Communist activities, there is almost abso-
Inte anti-McCarthy uniformity in academic halls.

Item. This would also hold true for another
issue on which the American people in general
were sharply divided, the dismissal of General
MacArthur because of his win-the-war program in
Korea. Supporters of MacArthur were as rare
among professors as supporters of McCarthy.

Item. A recent headline in the Harvard Crim-
son could probably be duplicated in many campus
newspapers: “Faculty Members Slash at Bricker
Amendment. Seven Denounce Proposal as an Un-
necessary, Harmful Measure.” If there was even
one Harvard professor who was in favor of the
Bricker Amendment he seems to have kept his
views to himself. But large numbers of Ameri-
cans, including some recognized authorities on
constitutional and international law, favor the
amendment.

Of course college professors, like all other
citizens, have an unchallenged right to line up
behind any policies they choose. The point is that
the herd uniformity of thought on many issues
does not reflect an individualist or original way
of thinking. The question also arises whether

~ “the other side” gets a fair hearing in the present

American academic atmosphere.

Item. A European economist, a sturdy up-
holder of the ciassically liberal, anti-statist posi-
tion in economics, was invited to speak at several
American universities. He expressed the following
impression after his talks: “The students were
very responsive. But I would judge from their
questions that they had never before heard my
point of view presented to them.”

Item. A panel on Anglo-American relations
was held under the auspices of a Harvard student
organization. The participants were three Har-
vard professors and an official of the British
Embassy in Washington. The British diplomat
was easily the most objective, the least uncriti-
cally pro-British of the four.

Item. The Harvard United Nations Council
invited Owen Lattimore to speak on American-
Asian relations at a recent forum. The other speak-
er was Dr. M. S. Sundaram, Cutural Attaché of the
Indian Embassy in Washington. It is easy to im-
agine how Chiang Kai-shek, Syngman Rhee, and
the policy of nonrecognization of Communist China
came off at the hands of these two speakers. Would
not a genuinely open-minded forum have found a
place on the platform for a speaker of the view-
point of Representative Walter Judd?

In short, there is as much conformity in the
academic world as anywhere else. And conformity
is not always a synonym for rightness.

APRIL 19, 1954 513



A Plan for Molotov

There is little doubt that if Molotov had played
it soft at” Berlin it would have been well-nigh
impossible for America to stem the tide of ap-
peasement running high in England as well as in
France., As it turned out, the Soviet government
refused to pander to the strong desire of our two
most’ valued Western allies to be deceived. But
should Molotov, at the conference in Geneva, play
the role of the Sun instead of the North Wind,
there is little doubt that Britain and France will
insist we throw aside our defense cloak.

For ever since Stalin’s death practically the
whole of the French press and the greater part of
the British, encouraged by Winston Churchill, have
been propagating the myth that there has been
a “change of heart” in the Kremlin. And as if the
Europeans had not got enough appeasers or wishful
thinkers of their own, the United Press during
the Berlin Conference was distributing Henry
Shapiro’s articles “proving” that since Stalin’s
death a new day has dawned in Soviet Russia.
[See account of these articles by Robert Donlevin,
the FREEMAN, April 5.] When I asked a representa-
tive of one of Germany’s largest and most influ-
ential newspapers why it was printing Shapiro’s
stuff, he replied: “Surely since he is sponsored by
the U.P. and is representing this great American
news agency at the Berlin Conference, Mr. Shapiro
must be a reliable authority expressing informed
American opinion.”

As F.T.P. Veale, author of Advance to Bar-
barism, wrote me from England:

All that was required of Mr. Molotov was that
he should express a few platitudes and make a
few gestures. Instantly there would have burst
forth a storm of gratification—Stalin and all his
works had been swept away, the Russians were
again delightful and trustworthy people, and there
was no longer any need to worry about taking
_precautions against an attack by them. If only
" Molotov had played the modest role expected of
him, an already prepared campaign would have
been immediately launched—a pro-Russian' and
anti-German campaign with a strong, thinly dis-
guised anti-American bias. :

Leon Dennen, Russian-born correspondent of the
Scripps-Howard newspapers, told me in Berlin that
it was clear from reading Pravde and Izvestia that
there was strong opposition in the Kremlin junta
to Molotov’s tactics. Evidently, he said, the Soviet
Foreign Minister’s opponents were in favor of a
softer approach, which they believed could win
most from the West. So it may be that although
Molotov justified his Stalinist attitude at Berlin
by making us agree to the Geneva Conference,
the more intelligent men in the Kremlin will have
their own way at Geneva, in which case we shall
be in greater danger then ever.
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By FREDA UTLEY

The Kremlin can hardly lose, whichever cards
it plays. For although the West holds most of the
trumps, there is every assurance they will not be
played. Moscow can continue to rely for ultimate
victory on such factors as:

The weakness, illogicality, venality, and out-
dated narrow mnationalism of French politicians,
combined with France’s hysterical fear of Germany
as contrasted with its ignorance, or blindness, con-
cerning the Soviet menace;

Winston Churchill's overwhelming desire to
justify his war record of all-out collaboration with
Stalin by achieving “peace” in what time remains
to him; coupled with Britain’s overriding interest
in trade with the Soviet world at any price.

Last, but not least, the influence in America
of wishful thinkers and anti-anti-Communists, and
the continuing failure of our State Department and
press to understand adequately either the nature
and aims of the Soviet dictatorship, or the causes
of Communist influence elsewhere in the world.

An example of the failure of our “statesmen”
to realize what we are up against was Mr. Dulles’
radio speech of February 24, in which he said that
“we should remain ever watchful for a sign from
the Soviet rulers that they realize that freedom
is not something to be frightened by, but some-
thing to be accepted.” Mr. Dulles is, undoubtedly,
strongly anti-Communist by religious and political
conviction. But this remark shows a failure to
understand that the Soviet dictatorship does not
represent the Russian people. Otherwise he would
realize that the men in the Kremlin have every-
thing to fear from freedom, since it would in-
evitably entail their own liquidation.

Delusions about the Enemy

“Thrice armed is he whose cause is just.”” But
what of the just who discard their armor because
they imagine that the enemy also cares about
justice or freedom or the ‘“good opinion of man-
kind.” So experienced a columnist as Anne O’Hare
McCormick wrote on January 20, 1954, that the

" American delegation in Berlin had been “aston-

ished” to find the Soviet government was “not
interested in what the German people thought,”
but in “how Russia could get control of the ap-
paratus of power, or at least prevent the West
from getting control.” As if, in this year of grace,
anyone should be astonished to learn the Com-
munists are interested only in consolidating and
extending their power!

Another factor in the situation which is of
great advantage to the Communists is the nostalgia
of the West for the bad old days of our collabora-
tion with Soviet Russia, and the refusal of most



of our opinion makers and politicians to admit
their past blunders and lack of principle.

In general the American press, too, avoids re-
examining the past in favor of preserving the
illusion that Roosevelt’s “unconditional surrender”
policy and the Teheran, Yalta, and Potsdam agree-
ments were justified. The danger which results
from this pretense is that the public can be
persuaded that future agreements with Moscow
and Peiping are both possible and desirable.

It has already been proved that Mr. Dulles
was wrong when he said, following the Berlin Con-
ference, that the Soviet “alternatives to Western
planning” are so repellent that even France would
recognize the necessity of permitting western Ger-
many to rearm. On the contrary, the French are not
only showing less and less inclination to ratify
the European Defense Community treaty. On March
19, after Dr. Adenauer’s government had managed
to persuade the Bonn Parliament to amend the Con-
stitution to permit German rearmament for the
defense of Europe, the Allied High Commissioners
intervened at French insistence to delay President
Heuss’ signature to the constitutional amendment.
Finally, France was persuaded to withdraw her
veto on condition that Germany should never re-
arm except within the confines of the EDC treaty.

France would never have dared to take such
action were it not for the encouragement given
at Berlin to the French politicians who want peace
at any price in Indo-China, and who, having never
liked the European Defense treaty, would be de-
lighted to sacrifice it for the sake of an entente
with Moscow and Peiping.

As the New York Times said in an editorial
February 25: “The Geneva Conference can become
a trap only if France permits herself to be lured
into abandonment of the European Defense Com-
munity and her own safety in return for a ‘peace’
in Indo-China that can be broken the next day.”

The one thing wrong with this statement is
the word ‘“only.” For, as the New York Times’
own Paris correspondent reported on March 21,
U. S. officials have “reluctantly come to the con-
clusion that the French government wants to
preserve the European Defense Community issue
as a bargaining point at Geneva,” on the assump-
tion that throwing EDC into the discard will
be “the price exacted for a settlement in Indo-
China.”

At Geneva Mr. Dulles will have to contend not
only with the French appeasers. He will also face
the more formidable opposition of the British
empire, Sir Gladwyn Jebb has publicly stated
that the Chinese Communists should be admitted
to the U. N. provided they “purge themselves” of
their aggression in Korea and Indo-China. Mr.
Lester Pearson, Canada’s Minister of External
Affairs, has declared that we ought to take “a
more realistic, less emotional look” at Communist
China, provided she refrains from any “fresh

acts of aggression.” And Mr. St. Laurent, the
Canadian Prime Minister, after conferring with
Nehru, announced in Manila in March that Can
ada must sooner or later recognize Communisi
China as “the government that the people want.”
Meanwhile Adlai Stevenson has been busy preach-
ing the old Lattimore line, as when he said in a
speech at Harvard March 19: “In Asia Commun-
ism has the advantage of the great weight of
the New China’s power and attraction.”

Betrayal of Asian Allies

The stage is set for our abandonment of the
Chinese Nationalist Government, and in the
course of time, also of Syngman Rhee. The be-
trayal, urged upon us by the British and French,
need not take the obvious form of recognition of
the Peiping government and its admission to the
U. N. What the Communists want now is not de
jure recognition of Peiping but trade with the
Western world for the purpose of preparing them-
selves to attack and destroy us in the future.
They will be well satisfied if we agree to supply
them with the sinews of war even if we remain
outwardly loyal to our old ally, Chiang Kai-shek.

It is all too obvious that Mr. Dulles faces not
only a hard, but a well-nigh impossible task at
Geneva. He cannot at the same time satisfy Brit-
ain and France and the American people and
Congress. The former are clearly ready to let the
Far East go for a few paper promises from Moscow
and Peiping, making it possible for France to
retire gracefully from Indo-China, and for Britain
to resume unrestricted trade with Red China and
the rest of the Soviet empire.

The Secretary of State’s speech on March
29 shows that he will make a valiant effort not
to give way to appeasement pressures. But .since
the American people are prepared mneither to
risk war now before Moscow is ready to attack
us, nor to appease the Communists for the sake
of peace in our time and to please our faint-
hearted allies, there seems no solution for Mr.
Dulles’ problem, He may have only himself to
blame for the impossible assignment he is faced
with at Geneva. However, it seemed to me while
in Berlin during the first two weeks of the con-
ference that Dulles, having first adopted a high
moral and also politically realistic position, was
being forced to climb down from it by Washing-
ton as well as by Paris and London. For instance,
according to information given me by two corre-
spondents who attended his highly select small
press conference on Sunday February 7, Dulles
stated he had had a two-hour conversation with
Washington the day before, and went on to say that
he would go along with Bidault on the Far East.
He is clearly slated to be the scapegoat for
America’s irresoluteness and for the shortsighted
selfishness of our Western allies.
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How We Helped Ho Chi Minh

The war in Indo-China today is no accident, Plans

By HILAIRE DU BERRIER

In ages past, natives shunned the jungles along the
Seam Rap River of Indo-China. Phantom armies,
they said, swept ceaselessly through the forest led
by weeping queens on shadowy elephants.

Today armies are there but they are not phan-

toms of the vanished empire of the Khmers. Crack
divisions composed of some 120,000 men of Ho
~Chi Minh’s Red rebels have cut Indo-China in
two and are bleeding France white in ‘both men
and money—one-fourth of her officer cadre and
more money than France has received in Marshall
Plan aid in the disheartening years since World
War Two theoretically closed its ledgers. Aid to
France has thus been more than nullified by the
lone struggle in Indo-China.

But there are ghosts in Indo-China—the same
sort of ghosts that haunt the record of America’s
part in the fall of the Chinese mainland. For in
Indo-China, too, the background of the Commun-

ists’ rise to power follows a grimly familiar

pattern: an American-fostered propaganda line that
the Communists were agrarian reformers; that
their leader Ho Chi Minh was a “good man” despite
his Moscow training; that forces opposing the
Communists were reactionary and not to be listened
to.

Moreover, in Indo-China, American aid initially
armed the very troops the French are fighting
today. Thus, in the horrible topsy-turvy of diplo-
matic blunders we find ourselves paying 80 per
cent of the war cost in Indo-China to combat a
foe we actually encouraged with our help.

A Lulling Tune

The Institute of Pacific Relations was given a
full report on Indo-China as far back as July 1950.
It was, in effect, a Wedemeyer-like report, de-
tailing the Communist build-up and pointing to
future aggressions. The report was rejected in its
entirety.

Instead, I.P.R. and the American public listened
to a more lulling tune. The pace of the “line” on
Indo-China was set in Harper's Magazine in a
series of articles by Harold R, Isaacs. These
articles, in turn, were the by-product of a reporting
trip Isaacs had just completed for Newsweek, to
which he was then contributing as an authority on
the Far East, Isaacs’ line was simple and to the
point—the Communist point: Ho Chi Minh was a
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were laid in China in 1941; stepped up by American
aid which went for arming the “‘agrarian reformers.

2”

patriot, fighting the evil colonialism of the French.
Isaacs’ view aroused a number of readers.

Ho, the man Isaacs defended as a sort of local
saint, was educated in the Soviet’s Orient Uni-
versity and then, in 1925, sent to Canton as an
assistant to Borodin. In 1931 the British dis-
covered that he was head of the Southeast Asia
Bureau of the Third International, and expelled
him from Hong Kong., At the time Isaacs was in
Shanghai as a newspaperman certainly in a posi-
tion to know what was going on. Yet, in the
Harper’s articles he described Ho as a patriot kept
alive by “honesty of purpose and absence of
illusion.”

In 1941 (not 1943 as indicated by U.S. reports
of the “tenth anniversary” of Ho’s government in
December 1953), Ho’s Vietminh Front first emerged
as a shadow government. It was established, not
in Indo-China, but on Chinese soil. The man who
planted its seeds was a southern war lord named
Chang Fa-kwei. It was his hope actually to take
over the rich provinces of Kwangsi, Yunnan, and
Kwantung and, eventually, part if not all of Indo-
China. Ho, then posing as head of an “exile”
government during the Japanese invasion, seemed
a perfect foil. Chang Fa-kwei “recognized” Ho.
His master plan called for Ho, after American
arms had run off the Japanese, to run off the
French. Then Chang could run off Ho! The plan
benefited only Ho. Chang Fa-kwei is now in Hong
Kong, himself an exile from both Formosa and the
mainland. Gradually, forces he set in motion en-
circle him.

Within three years Ho’s “government in exile”
was given full diplomatic status and established
as a going concern in Luchow. Large quantities
of American arms, from that moment on, were
dumped in Ho’s eager hands. He was, of course,
supposed to fight the Japanese. There is only one
instance on record of any friction between the
Vietminh and the Japanese during this period.
It was an incident in an isolated village., Eight
Japanese were killed.

The Japanese were well aware of what was going
on; that Ho would pounce on the French as soon
as the Japanese withdrew. So it was to Ho and his
American-equipped forces that the Japanese sur-
rendered their arms when they gave up in North-
ern Indo-China.

After V-J Day American officers arrived in



Saigon, Hanoi, and Haiphong. A pair of them as-
signed to investigate the situation in Indo-China
got in touch with the French “underground” officer
who had written the report on which they were
acting. The officer was in rags. He had no facilities
to entertain them. He had, after all, just been
through a war. So had Ho’s men, but, unlike the
French, they had not suffered. Within twenty-four
hours the American officers were firmly in the
hands of a well-primed and sufficiently heeled group
of English-speaking Communists and former col-
laborators who efficiently set about denouncing the
French and praising Ho—in direct opposition to the
demonstrable facts the French were trying un-
successfully to get the officers to heed.

“Guides” and “Translators”

The efficiency of these ‘“guides” was increased
in ever-widening circles as other American mis-
gions lavished their vitamin tablets and K-rations
on them, while the French remained relatively
impoverished., And, as in China, as soon as the
Americans became committed to any part of the
line being fed by the “progressive natives,” they
acquired an unshakable vested interest in all parts
of the line. Before long such an officer as Major
Robert Buckley of the OSS wrote off all French
charges against Ho as mere gripes, to be ignored.
George Sheldon, a bitterly anti-French observer
to begin with, worked with OSS in the area, then
returned to Saigon as vice-consul. From that van-
tage he wrote letters, official reports, and articles
(for I.P.R.) supporting Ho’s cause against the
French. Another American officer, while French
officers who knew the situation watched amazed and
helpless, donated money to Ho and made a stirring
speech on his behalf.

To keep this American support going, Ho used
a device that had served the Communists well in
China. As if by magic pro-Ho translators always
appeared to grab jobs with American missions. A
bright young man named Li Xuan was an out-
standing example.

In his Hay-by-day work, Li simply told natives
that American aid would come because of Ho. And
for the Americans he “translated” their replies
to any questions as ringing tributes to Ho. What
either side in the conversation really said was
incidental and unknown. After a while Li acquired
G.I. clothes and went off more and more on his own,
linking American aid and Ho for the benefit of the
impressionable natives. Finally, after “hitch-hiking”
to Shanghai aboard an American general’s plane,
he instigated there a rebellion of Annamite troops
against the French. This time he even posed as an
American officer to whip up the fury. A full report
on his activities was greeted by the thoroughly
buffaloed OSS with the comment: “The French are
beefing again.”

And so Li went merrily on. From the garrison-

rousing he went to Fred Hamson, bureau chief of
the Associated Press in Shanghai, and made an
arrangement to work as a “stringer” correspondent
in Indo-China. Back home he affixed A.P. war cor-
respondent badges to his clothes and, besides filing
news to the international wire service, again used
a phony American connection to raise Ho's prestige.
When Hamson tried to stop him he simply dis-
appeared.

Meantime, the barriers against any factual re-
ports from Indo-China grew. A North Dakota-born
0SS employee was summarily dismissed on orders
from Washington after warning against Ho. The
reason given: that the man was a Canadian!

Back in America things were humming for Ho,
too. When a Vietnam-American Friendship Asso-
ciation held a banquet in New York in 1948 (and
it must be recalled that Vietnam, today, is anti-
thetical to Ho's Vietminh), the pro-Ho OSS Major
Buckley was on hand to provide his learned views.
Harold Isaacs was busy, too, After leaving News-
week at about the time of the Alger Hiss trial,
he busied himself as a reviewer of books on the
Far East for the New York Herald Tribune. In
April 1950 he turned up as a lecturer at the
American Academy of Political and Social Science
in Philadelphia. On the same dates the meeting
was also addressed by Owen Lattimore. A year
later Isaacs denied knowing Lattimore.

American Fears Tied French Hands

With war finally blazing, of course, the direct-
support phase of the great Ho Chi Minh hoax was
over. Indirection became the only possibility—a
situation again comparable to the one in China.

In the fall of 1953, as more and more signs
pointed to the building up of the present Red
all-out offensive, French officers debated possible
counter-measures. The gsituation was desperate.
Public opinion at home was against further sacri-
fices in a lone fight for an area in which little
influence or interest would remain to them if they
won it. While they felt they were staving off the
communization of southeast Asia alone, portions
of the American press continued to oppose such
aid as they were receiving with the cry that
America was perpetuating colonialism.

Specialists on the Far East, led by a former
underground leader in Indo-China, hit on an idea.
Commerce in the Associated States of Indo-China
iy largely in the hands of Chinese merchants. It
was their war also. A Chinese general of sufficient
gtature to command a following in the border
provinces of Yunnan, Kwangsi, and Kwangtung
was enlisted to form an anti-Red Chinese volunteer
army, take over a sector of the front, and start
hacking his way toward Red China. In return for
arms and support he pledged a guerrilla movement
within these provinces that would cut Chinese aid
from Ho Chi Minh and even harry the Vietminh
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rear., With Ho's defeat, the Chinese might gather
momentum and roll into Red China. Again Amer-
ican fears of bringing Mao Tse-tung openly into
the struggle tied French hands. As in North Korea
in the case of General MacArthur, we committed
the French to a struggle without victory.

In Paris a rumor spread at the beginning of
this year that the fighting would cease with
a direct deal between Washington and Moscow.
Whether the idea was inspired by the Communists
to bring about French inertia while their own plans
for reinforcement proceeded, or whether the forth-
coming Geneva conference is a step toward that
end, it is still too early to say.

Letter from Paris

Bidault’s Mistake

By R. G. WALDECK

Only a few weeks ago American diplomats in
Europe believed that the Berlin Conference had
convinced the French that no solution for Europe
was to be expected from talking with the Russians,
and that speedy ratification of EDC was the only
alternative. But it camé out quite differently. Opti-
mistic observers here note that the conference had
no effect on the French attitude on EDC one way or
the other. Pessimistic ones insist that resistance to
ratification has stiffened since the conference. My
own observations gibe with those of the pessimists.
This much is certain: the efforts made by Wash-
ington and Bonn to get the French to ratify EDC
before the Geneva Conference have failed. The
Parliament feels that there is no use in beginning
the debate on EDC before the Saar question is
settled and close association between the United
States, Britain, and EDC countries is guaranteed.
As for the Saar question, it looked for a moment
as though a settlement was within reach. Dr.
Adenauer, in his eagerness to bring off EDC, “of-
fered up the Saar to Europeanization in a non-
existent Europe,” as one sharp-penned German
journalist put it. However, the French suddenly
raised the ante, and talks have been suspended.
Bidault, it is said, wishes to use ratification as a
trump card in Geneva. Premier Laniel, who has
been in power for mine months, wants to beat the
record of M. Queuille, who stayed in power for a
whole year—but the debate over EDC, he fears,
might spoil it all. Also dampening to the govern-
ment’s enthusiasm is the growing suspicion that
only a socialist government, headed by FEurope-
minded Socialist Guy Mollet, can bring about a vote
for ratification. .
It will be, at best, a hard fight, For the French
feel more strongly than they did a year or so ago
that EDC constitutes a long-term adventure of the
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first magnitude. Still, in the end, France is likely
to ratify EDC as being the lesser evil. At least
that’s what the public opinion polls indicate and
what most friends of the West hope for. “Just let
them end the war in Indo-China,” they say, “and
the ratification of EDC will go through like a
breeze.”

But will the Geneva Conference end the war?
While in the United States the conference is con-
demned as a “concession” to the French which
might result in a Far Eastern Munich, the French,
too, have their misgivings about the conference. In
fact, with the exception of M. Bidault and his
friends inside and outside of the Cabinet, almost
everyone seems to fear that nothing good can re-
sult from it. Also, a heated debate is raging both
publicly and privately as to whether or not it was
clever of Bidault to insist on this new confrontation
with the Reds. '

Bidault, it is well known, founds his hopes for
Geneva on the apparent alacrity with which Molotov
in Berlin jumped at the chance of a conference on
Asia; and on reports that Mao does not get on with
Malenkov, is sorely in need of economic aid such
as only the West can furnish, and is eager to play
his part in the concert of nations. Thus Bidault
believes that Mao would be ready to stop aid to the
Vietminh in exchange for admission to the U.N. and
economic concessions. B