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Givil Rights, Liberal Opposition Crumbles

By SAM TAYLOR

The Democratic Party convention capitulated to the Southerners
on civil rights on Wednesday, and on Thursday was scheduled (accord-
ing to all observers) to nominate Adlai Stevenson for president.

This was not 1948, when the Northern
liberals managed to win on a substitute
vivil-rights plank. This time, the smaller
band of liberals from the big cities
{where the Negro vote is strong) who
brought the question to the floor did not
even manage fo get a meaningful dis-
cussion, were denied a rolleall, were
gavelled down by Chairman Rayburn,
but can say that they put themselves on
record.

Thé “compromise” civil-rights plank
adopted not only fails to promise imple-
mentation of the Supreme Court decision
but also fails to state any sort of ap-
proval of it. This is the maximuom the
South hoped to get. The plank limits it-
self to generalities against discrimina-
tion.

In vital respects it 1s even weaker than
in 1952. S0 was the Democratic liberal
bloc, whose former forees fell apart un-
der the pressure in {avor of the capitu-
lation exercised by Truman with the sup-
port of other palading such as Mrs.
Roosevelt, and with Adlai Stevenson,
“leader,” keeping his mouth shut in the
clinch.

During the caucusing on Wednesday,
James Carey of the AFL-CIO reportedly
cried that if the “compromise” plan were
adopted, the Democrats would be selling
qut the people. Well, it was adopted....

[More on the civil-rights fight next
week—Ed.]

This flare-up on civil rights was the
first—and may he the only—moment at
the convention when the realities of po-
litical issues intruded into the hurly-
burly, hullabaloo and hoopla,

The truism that the platforms of the
Premoeratic and Republican Parties are
made to run on and not to stand on is
once more hbeing demonstrated at the
convention.

The civil-rights issue is the prime victim
of this cynical maneuvering. There is litte

doubt but that with very few exceptions
the entire leadership of the Democratic
Party would hove liked fo bury the civil-
rights issue aond the issue of the Supreme
Court decision if they thought they could
get away with it. There is also litHe doubt,
with the same few exceptions, that the
main if not only reason why civil rights
has been pushed at all is that the Demo-
cratic politicians -know that they must

have solid backing from the Negro people *

to win the presidency.

This iz the instructive exception that
proves the rule: The one real political
izsue with which the Democrats cannot
avoid dealing seriously is the eivil-rights
issues, because behind this issue are mis-
aes in motion,

They do not have to deal with real
polities seriously in any other field be-
cause labor is not in motion, because it is
standing on the sidelines, because it is
still acting as an object and not a sub-
ject.

And even with respect to the civil-
rights issue, the way in which the pol-
iticians have tried to deal with it ser-
iously is limited to the following prob-
lem: how to avoid dealing with it ser-
tously.

HOLLOW NOISES

But the vacuity of the Democratic con-
vention did not start nor does it end with
civil rights. It is the pervading atmos-
phere at the convention and in the ma-
nenvering for delegates in the preceding
weeks.

For all of the shouting over “modera-
tion,” civil rights, desegregation, plight
of the farmer, foreign policy and the
“best qualified man,” there is a strange
emptyness. Through the din of all the
noise it becomes apparent that no one
is talking political issues: what are the
problems facing the United States at

STEVENSON:
for me.”

people.

She explained:

in the old things.”
Now you know,

He Doesn’t Know What It Means

» REPORTER: “Is your stand as before—one of moderation?”
“1 don't know what that means, No one has ever defined it

There's a careful thinker for you, obviously a

However, last November the same careful thinker had gaid in a speech:
“Moderation is the spirit of the times.”

One wonders who defined it for him then.

Anyway Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt set out te define moderation for her man,

“Moderation is a wise word; it does not mean that you
consider that my husband’s policies, strangely enocugh, were policies of great
moderation, because he did the new things that had to be done, but he tried not
to destroy what his backgrounds and his beliefs led him to feel were valuable

man who talks sense to the

stand still. I would

-

home and abroad, how to deal with them,
and where the candidates stand.

The issues which are raised are not

necessarily statements of beliefs and pro-
pozed actions, but statements on which
to run the campaign program.

The only guestion asked about the
legding Democrats thus far in the pres-
idential race—Stevenson, Harriman, Sy-
mington, Johnson or any of the nameless
and fuaceless dark horses—is: Can he
win? Specifically, in the race between
the leading contenders up to this time—
Stevenson and Harriman—does anyone
really believe that there is a real differ-
ence between the two? that Harriman is
more of a Jiberal or that Stevenson is
actually ““softer” on eivil rights than
Harriman, even doubling the amount of
Harriman demagoguery on the issue?
Does anyone seriously believe that the
Democratic nominee will be chosen on
the basis of his beliefs?

Listen to the line being used in the
first days of the Democratic convention
by the Harriman camp in the attempt to
dump Stevenson, If the Harriman forces
are arguing on the basis of political dif-
ferences between the two, it certainly
has failed to reach the pages of the
press. Instead their only argument is:
“Stevenson can’t win.” Truman openly
banks his party position on this.

When the "pelitical” discussion has
reached this stoge, then issves do not have
any intrinsic importance as problems
which face the people and the country.
Issues become part of a manipulative pro-
cess; the "art of politics” then is the pro-
cess of combining the right issues in the
right proportion, each pinpointed for a
special group or blec of veoters.

To an extent, to be sure, this is true
everywhere, but nowhere so dominatingly
s0 as in the 1. 8.

TWO TACTICS

The race for the Demoeratic nomina-
tion between Stevenson and Harriman
shows how this works. The starting
point is that each wants the nomination
and each thinks that he has the formula
to win against a president who has shown
great personal popularity and against
whom they have a difficult time finding
real political differences and alternative
policies,

Adlai Stevenson starts with the fol-
lowing propositions: (1) “moderation is
the spirit of the time” and in order to
win the Democrats have to move closer
to the “moderate” position occupied by
President Eisenhower; (2) the Demo-
crats cannot win without the backing of
the Solid South since it is going to be a
close race; (3) on the decisive civil-
rights issue, it i5 necessary to take a
“moderafe” position—which translates
as failure to take a vigorous stand in
support of the Supreme Court desegre-
gation decision in order to placate the
racist sentiment in the South; the ex-
pectation is that the Negroes will not de-
fect from the Democratic Party because
they have won their greatest economie
gaing under Democratic administrations.

STEVENSON

0

Averell Harrimon appears fo be pra-
ceding from o different set of assump-
tions: mainly. that the Democrats ean win
only with more sociol demagogy in the
platform and in the speeches—a la Truman
in 1948— and that the South and the
"moderates” ought to be plenty satisfied
with the firm knowledge that all the "im-
moderate” verbioge will have no mere to
do with reolity than did Truman's verb-
ioge in 1948,

Now whether the Stevenson or the
Harriman approach is closer to a correct
estimation of the situation is a different
point. They arrive at their respective
posturez of “moderation” or “militant
liberalism™ as a matter of manipulation,
not as a matter of politics.

The civil-rights issue then becomes a
stalking-horse; for Harriman it becomes
the leverage point in the at{empt to dis-
lodge the Stevenson candidacy, The poli-
ticians and ward-heelers, among whom
Harry Truman must eccupy the first
rank, are primarily merchants and
brokers of votes.

Part of the politics of manipulation is
the politics of being all things to all men.
It involves a tight-rope balancing eoct
at which, it must be admitted, the Demo-
crats are more proficient than their Re-
publican counterparts. The . raxie-daszle
of “stands” on civil rights redcches the
point where you cannot fell the "mod-
erates” without a scorecard.

It would appear that the tactie of the

Harriman-Truman camp thus far has
been to split off the liberal Northern
Democrats from the Stevenson band-
wagon on the ecivil-rights issue. The
gambit was to dress up Harriman as the
heir of the New Deal and Fair Deal tra-
dition, Lloyd Benefield, manager of the
Harriman campaign, announced that
“Harriman is not bucking the tide of

IContioeed on page &)
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How the State Department
Backs the Colonialist Camp

By HAL DRAPER

On the eve of the London conference over the Suez crisis, called
and handpicked by the Big Three in an attempt to give an international
cover to their plans for roughing up Egypt, the biggest blow against

this international crime was struck so far by a rank-and-file and left-*

wing revolt inside the British Labor Party,.which has changed the pol-

icy of the party leadership.

. At the same time, on the other
hand, the State Department is re-
iterating its “complete agreement”
with the British-French colonial-
ists, in spite of some apparent see-

ond thoughts.

Just before the conference is scheduled
to open on August 16, the mutual bluf-
fing and/or jeckeying for support is still
so fluid that a compromise can possibly
result—provided that Britain and France
are thoroughly convincedl that they could
not effectively get away with the mili-
tary assault on Egypt which they are
planning.

Such a compromise-might be along
the lines of a setup for international
supervision of free shipping through the
cana), as against the Big Three’s project
for “internationalization” of its opera-
tion and revenue. Egypt has left this
open.

Hence the possible decisive importance
of the British socialists’ overdue revolf,
and hence the reactionary import of
Dulles’ new announcement of “complete
agreement” with London and Paris as
against such a possible compromise.

1. S. policy has so far remained not so
much fluid as ambiguous on the vital
point of military intervention. The prob-
lem before if has been of a pattern that
has become wirtually standard in the
post-war world.

In part the problem is of the same
character as the U. 8. faces with respect
to the French slaughter of the Algerian
liberation fighters (and of the Moroccan

and Tunisian nationalistzs before that).
U. 8. interests themselves can easily tol-
crate an independent Algeria. But when-
ever France demands support of its co-
lonial pelicy, the State Department ef-
fectively obliges; beeause the highest
good for its military-minded foreign pol-
icy is the maintenance of the NATO al-
liance and the good will of its fellow
imperialists in NATO.

+ This is a big element in*the Suex crisis.
The U.S. has been trying to balance (and
juggle) a number of conflicting consider-
ations, but as always the big one which
outweighed everything else is its solidar-
ity with the British and French,.

Thus, the U.S. prefers to see Suez
under the control of “reliable” allies,
rather than uncertain Middle Eastern
nationalist regimes which play footsie
with Russia. Yet (as the British "still
grumble today) it looked with favor on
the removal of the British troops from
the canal zone, on' the theory that it
could control the Nasser regime fo its
satisfaction. As long as the British occu-
pation remaihed, there was explosive na-
tionalist hatred and discontent hanging
over the canal.

SQUEEZE THAT FAILED

The diminution in British influence in
the region which followed their with-
drawal from Suez was no skin off Wash-
ington's back—on the contrary, the ex-
pectation was that U. 8. influence would
move in as the British waned. Hence the
proposed Aswan Dam bribe, and in gen-
eral the poliey sparked by U.S. Ambas-

| British Socialists Say No |

The socialist rank and file of the Brit-
ish Labor Party may be changing the
whole course of the Suez crisis.

Under the impress of the chauvinist
hysteria that burst .out over Nasser's
nationalization of the canal, the Labor
Party leadership first went along with
the Tory government, while muttering
about caution on military moves. Party
leader Hugh Gaitskell supported Eden’s
speeches.

Then the- Bevanite organ Tribune, which
has be®n pretty good on colonial issues,
spearheaded a revolt with a lead article
entitied "Stop This Suex Madness." Dis-
sent seeped upward from the ranks of the
porty workers.

About this time press dispatches re-
ported that the Tory government “was
trying to soft-pedal its tough anti-Nas-
ser line” while “government’” officials are
still saying privately—and earnestly”
that they were going to impose British
control on the canal “by fast, ruthless
military action.” (Times, Aug. 8.)

On-August 8, twenty-four Labor MPs
published a joint statement warning
against the use of force on Egypt. On
Augast 11, the United Nations Associa-
tion on the isles denounced the govern-
ment’s course in bypassing the UN,

On August 12, a N.Y. Times London
dispateh rveported that “the bellicose
mood of last week” was shifting “into
lower pgear:”” Two BLP leaders, Denis
Healey and Douglas Jay, colleagues of
the right-winger Gaitskell, now started
bending the leadership’s emphasis toward
anti-war warnings.

“It was clear that within the powerful
Labor Mpposition the initial anger over

Colonel Nasser's abrupt anti-Western
move was beginning slowly to cool.

“Yet as in most countries, democratic
or authoritarian, the ministers made
theéir decisions behind closed doors and
the people waited for ovders, and won-
dered.”

But this correspondent was echoing
“The Charge of the Light Brigade,” not
the ranks of the Labor Party.

The next day:

“The Labor Party appeared to be mov-
ing swiftly away from the initial enthus-
iastic support it leaders had given to
the militant pelicy of the Conservative
government . . .

"The Sunday Times [of London] com-
mented that Mr, Gaitskell was facing a
major challenge to his leadership. The
Sunday Express said that since Mr.

Gaitskell could not rally his party behind

him, he 'has decided to rally smartly be-
kind his party." "

Likewise party secretary Morgan
Philips, who inveizhed against “threats
of duress,”” and Laborite foreign-policy
expert Alfred Robens, who hit at sabre-
rattling.

On the Monday before the opening of
the international conference, the Labor
Party leadership formalized its '‘break
with the Tory policy on Suez by demand-
ing the recall of Parliament. The issue
of armed intervention was laid down by
the parliamentary group of the party in
s0 many words,

Bevan’s followers, reported the N.Y.
Times, “had played a leading part in the
recent eriticism of Mr. Gaitskell’s ap-
parent support of the government.”

sador Byroade (who is nmow being sym-
bolically removed from the Cairo em-
bassy.)

As far as the naked eye ean te¢ll, this
perspective was shaken by Nasser’s arms
deal with Russia. A$ the very least this
indicated that the Nasser regime was not
content to organize Egypt as a docile
sphere of influence for the U. S. instead
of Britain. )

Then (this time according e Washing-
ton's storyl, MNasser tried to drive too
hard @ bargain on the Aswan Dam, using
alleged Russian offers to pry out more
dellars. No one can claim that this is a
mortal sin in internotional relations, but
it also served to convince Dulles that this
Egypt was mot "reliable” enough.

Washington learned that the Russian
offers to finance the dam were non-ex-
istent and that Nasser was bluffing; he
decided 4o pull the rug from under, At a
juncture caleulated to make Nasser look
silliest, after all arrangements had been
virtually completed, the U.8. suddenly
announced that it was withdrawing the
dam offer. The reason that was fudged
up was also calculated to be most dis-
concerting: the Nasser regime was ac-
cused. of being too weak economically.

Presumably, the strategy was to force
Nasser to jump through the hoop and
then crawl

The manner and circumstances in
which the U.S, withdrew the Aswan
Dam offer have been strongly emphasized
by virtually every comment on the ques-
tion outside the . S., especially by dip-
lomats of other small countries. But we
note that in the N. Y. Times of August
11, C. L. Sulzberger's column ruefully
says the same thing:

“We abandoned support in a manner
calculated to produce maximun resent-
ment. There we succeeded.”

Of course, Sulzberger doesn't really
mean that the State Department wanted
to produce “resentment.” It wanted to
produce doeility, the docility of a whip-
ped dog that has reached out for a piece
of meat from the master's plate and been
swiped over the nose to teach him his
place.

Washington columnist Marquis Childs
suggests another element too:

“But abruptly, and with almost neo
warning to officials of the [Worldl bank,
who were still discussing aspects of a

“ bank loan, Dulles withdrew the Ameri-

can offer. One reason is said to have
been pressure from senators from the
South, anxious to prevent more world
competition from Egyptian cotton, who
stipulated that the Aswan Dam deal be
called off in return for their support of
the foreign-aid bill. But whatever the
motive, the way in which the offer was
pulled back seemed deliberately designed
to send Nasser off on some new adven-
ture.” (Aug. 10.)

That may have helped. In any case, it
was miscalculated. It didn't work.

MILITARY HEDGE

This is the reason the British and
French bitterly insist that the Suez
Canal erisis was precipitated by the U.8,,
even though the brunt of Nasser's coun-
terattack fell on their own shoulders and
pocketbooks, Bee us through, they insist
to Uncle Sam; you can't get us in trou-
ble and then leave us holding the canal
company. Or else. ...

The U. 8. would very much like to see
its friends through. But it can also afford
to take a more objective and detached
view of the suicidal consequences of
crude armed intervention. since it is not
the U. 3., after all, that loses the canal’s
revenues or, more important, loses the
footholds in the Middie East that are
likely to go if Nasser comes through un-
scathed. It is not the U. 8., after all, that
is fighting tooth and nail to hold on to a
remnant of empire in Algeria, or a cor-
ner of the Mediterranean in Cyprus.

On the other hand, it has to remember
that the American ox can be gored in
the Middle East too. American capital

dominates about. two-thirds of.'the:Mid=
dle East's oil. {When Lebanon decided to
impose an income tax on the Trans-
Arabian Pipeline Company, the T.S8S.
rushed in to lodge a protest with Beirut,
which rejected it. As we have reported
in LA, the American press shuddered at
this galloping “Nasserizm,")

So the State Department line has been
to get behind its allies with full moral
and political support, but to hedge on
the threats of military action agains
Egypt. :

It is'not a question of hedging on mili-
tary action by the U.3. That is pretty
much out of the question in any case.
London and Paris have openly said as
much, giving as their reason the fear
that U.S. military involvement might
draw in Russia. One is entitled to be-
lieve that their reason is also that the
U. 8. wouldn't do so anyway, especially
in an election year. In any ecase, the
other two don’t need U.S. military
strength to lick Egypt, they are sure,

For the U.S., it is a question of merely
hedging on approval of armed intervention
by its friends. The question is whether the
State Department's influence is used #o
RULE OUT armed intervention. All that
Britain and Framce need %o go ahead, as
far as Washington is concerned, is toler-
ation.

THE BIG IF

According to recent categorical state~
ments in Times Washington dispatches,
which obviously reflect the State De-
partment’s firm story, Britain and
France were determined on precipitons
military action until Dulles persuaded
them to go through the London confer-
ence tactic before trying it the hard way:
The former are quoted as saying now:
“If the Americans hadn’t interfered we'd
have fixed Nasser's wagon right away
and avoided the subsequent complica-
tions.” (Times, Aug. 12.)

Even if we take this State Department
handout with & grain of salt, since it fits
in too well with the desire to make out
that Dulles “brinkmanship” is the great
force for peace that Life always said it
was, still it is clear that the U.S. has
been for going slow on open force, '

If—a bhig if—the U.S. were to pay
epenly to the world that it ruled out
armed compulsion of Egypt, then it
could appear with a remnant of some in-
ternational morality before the world; it
could speak with some authority for a
meaningful compromise; and it would go
a long way to quiet the dogs of war in
Britain and France,

This is precisely what Dulles and
Eisenhower have refused to do.

This was dramatized at DIresident
Eisenhower's August 8 press conference
when a British reporter cut through the
president’s maudlin sentimentalities with
the question whether he was “opposed to
the use of military foree under any cir-
cumstarices.”

"The president stiffened and fiushed, 'I
didn’t say thot, he asserted. 'l was very
carcful not to say thet,' he added . . .
‘Now, | don't mean to say that anyone
has to surrender rights without using
everything they can to preserve their
rights." . . . "(N.Y, Times, Aug. 9.)

The day before, Dulles had spoken ex-
temporaneously to a meeting of Latin
American ambassadors. Under guestion-
ing, he was willing to speculate on what
Britain and France would consider prop-

[Continued on next page)
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er grounds for military occupation of the
canal.

Avoldance of foree was deliberately
left out of the joint statement which
Dulles agreed to in London on August 2.
"And the next day in Paris, Premier Guy
‘Mollet, in a speech slavering for Nasser's
‘blood, implied that Dulles had approved
the forcible imposition of the Big Three
plan. The dispatches from London said
definitely that Dulles had at any rate
“aequiesced in their well-publicized mili-
tary preparations.” (N, Y. Times, Aug,
3.)

At the same time the State Depart-
ment kept assuring Washington corres-
pondents that Britain and France were
determined to use armed force—this in
the face of increasing reports from
abroade that London itself was getting
more uncertain about it because of in-
ternal dissent.

PASSING THE WORD

This was dramatized by the White
House eall to congressional leaders (ac-
companied by a full panoply of military
men} for an emergency consultation on
Suez, because of the “gravity of the
crisis.” On August 10, a Times dispatch
from Washington passed on one of those
authoritative versions of what Dulles
would tell the meeting, “it is under-
stood™:

“There is absolutely no disposition on
the part of Britain and Franece to back
down. . . " If Nasser doesn’t accept “at
least some degree” of their plan, “the
British and French are fully prepared to
fight. Then there probably would be a
war in the Middle East.”

Correspondent T. J. Hamilton (Aug.
12) wrote specifically: “Just possibly the
British and the French may resort to
force if the conference iz a complete fail-
ure. Indeed, the word is being passed in
Washington that they will definitely do
sn‘n

And: “Thursday a high Administra-
tion source told reporters it was inevit-
able uiiless Egypt gave way." (Aug. 12.)

This was the State Department's con-
fribution to the game of blufiing (or ter-
forizing) Egypt into capituletion, by try
ing to convinee it that !hef!r!ﬂsl-ﬁench

A Train
0f Gunpowder

If Britain and France move their
‘troops and warships against Egypt,
where will the forces ¢come from?

(1) From NATO, the alliance,
which—remember—was set up to de-
‘fend Our Way of Life against the
Communist threat. The British are
‘already moving their crack Second In-
fantry Division out of Western Ger-
many to bolster her strategic reserves
“for the Suez crisis.

“This is the second time that NATO
troops -have been-moved out to be
used for colonial massacres. The first
was French forces transferred to Al-
geria. This time too, the move had to
be cleared with the United States’ mil-
itary commander General Gruenther.

(2) From Algeria . . .“France . . .
has- indicated she would be willing to
.give ground in Algeria to detach
troops for an Egyptian operation.”
(N. Y. Times, Aug. 8.)

(3) From Cyprus . ..“Most of Brit-
‘ain's 18,000 troops in Cyprus are oc-
«cupied in combating the nationalist
terrorist- movement there. About 1800
Royal Marine paratroopers. are be-
lieved  to be available for duty else-
where.”

In addition, Britain is making prep-
aration for, using Cyprus as its base
for the “Egyptian operation.” But
EOKA, the Cypriot nationalist move-
ment, has announced that it would
“paralyze” the island in solidarity
against any wmilitary action against
Egypt.

The British have designated their
military buildup in the Mediterranean
as "Operation Magic." They'll need
some. It looks os if an atfack on Egypt
will be the signal for a?flare-up all
along the colonialist front, fram Algeria
te Cyprus,

warmongers meant business and would
not be dissuaded,

This was the way in which, while re-
maining formally uncommitted to mili-
tary force, the U. 8. helped to put teeth
into the British-French threat. (These
are the same teeth which the British La-
ber Party's stand is now pulling.)

ECONOMIC CLuB

The State Department's second line of
offense against Egypt was, in contrast,
taken openly for a change, This was the
public threat of “economic pressure”
against the country unless it eapitulated
to the imperialist demands.

At the above-mentioned address to the
Latin American ambassadors, Dulles
threatened an economic assault if the
London conference failed to bring the de-
sired results. This is a method of duress
much more palatable to American sensi-
tivities than the franker recourse to
Zumns.

There had been plentiful hints right
along that weapons of this nature were
in the arsenal.

As early as August 2, Foreign Aid
Director Hollister, announcing that there
was no present intention to cut off the
aid going to Egypt, pointed out that this
would be taken wp after Dulles’ London
conversations. On August 8, William
Caldwell, speaking for the International
Cooperation Administration, explained
that shipment of large items involving
large expenditures would bhe “reviewed”
before they left port.

On August 12, a Times Washington
dispateh reported: “An indication of the
underiying vulnerability of Egyptian
economy, especially to any severe strain,
was given by the revelation that within
the last two months Egypt has requested
the United States to permit her to pur-
chase 100,000 tons of flour and 350,000
tons of.wheat from surplus stores, to be
paid for in local currency.”

DOUBLE PLAY?

But the military and economic weapons
are not necessarily entirely separate. One
can be a preparation for the other, in a
double play.

If the London conference does not pro-
vide a sufficient basis for going ahead
with armed intervention, Britain may
want to wail for a better-seeming set-
ting, like an attempt by Egypt to raise
the canal fees, They know that Nasser
would not want to do so. But suppose he
were forced . . .7

In his nation-wide speech, Prime' Min-
ister Eden had said:

#Just now Colonel Nasser is soft-ped-
aling. His threats are being modified, but
how can we be sure that the next time
he has a guarrel with any country he
won't interfere with that nation’s ship-
ping, or that the next time he is short of
money he won't’ raise the dues on the
ships that pass through the canal?”

The idea would be to hasten this along
by making sure that he does run “short
of money.” As a Times dispatch from
London put it, describing “what the
British really want™:

“An alternative to force might be
widespread economic sanctions, possibly
squeezing Nasser to the point of raising
canal dues, which the British would re-
gard as justification for moving in and
nailing the enemy." (Emphasis added.)

That would be o pretty division of labor:
the U.S., woshing its hands of any dirty
military business, would force Egypt to

‘Washington Lines Up with Its Milita}y Friends in NATO, As Usual

the wall economically, while its friends did
the blackjacking.

This is the contribuition of the United
Statez to the internalional gang-up
against Egypt, as the London conference
gets ready to meet.

But one is glad to see that even among
the braw-trusters of the State Depart-
ment there have been some second
thoughts, strong enough to elicit a publie
repudiation from Dulles. This is what
happened on Monday before the London
Conference.

It appears from the account in the
press that the secretary of State “was
disturbed by a report that the United
States: would not- back the British and
French demand for an international
agency to run the Suez Canal, but would
be satisfied with international supervi-
sion.”

This *“disturbing” report, it seems,
emanated right from the State Depart-
ment itself, and so one can suppose that
it represented the views of some circles
there. Dulles sought to scotch it.

The key difference is betwen "run the
canal" ond “supervision."" The difference
is crucial #o the possibility of @ compro-
mise, '

Under “supervision”—a course left
open by Nasser—Egypt's nationalization
would stand and Egypt would coentrol
and operate the canal, but some interna-
tional body would be given rights to en-
sure that free shipping through the ca-
nal is maintained.

What, then, was the idea that cropped
up in the State Department, behind
Dulles’ back? The N. ¥. Times account,
leaving sources very vague, described it
as follows:

“Other authoritative sources comment-
ed that the State Department spokesman
[who 7], when questioned, had declined to
say that ‘meang to insure the practical
and efficient functioning of the canal
must necessarily involve creating an ‘in-
ternational authority with the job of
running the ecanal’ Nor would the
spokesman say that the formula of
agreement ruled out the possibility of
Egypt's running the canal with some
kind of supervision,

“These sources said that, as far as the
United Stdtes was concerned, an inter-
national authority that would aetually
run the canal was 3 ‘maximum demand,’
which might be modified in the course
of negotiation.

“Differencés with the French and Brit-
ish have not arisen, they said, but might
arise if the French and British remained
entirely rigid in their original posi-
tion. ...

“Suech 4 solution would not necessarily
require reversal of Egypt’s nationaliza-
tion of the Buez Canal Company. It i
thought that it might be sufficient to
have key individuals representing an in-
ternational body in the nationalized ca-
nal company.

“These points were mentioned not as
fixed proposals but as an indication of
some of the thinking in the United
States delegation [to Londonl.” (Aug.
14.)

FEASIBLE COMPROMISE

This, it would seem, is what Dulles
spoke out against, in reasserting “com-
plete agreement” with Britain and
France. Why?

These ideas represent a possible line
along which a feasible compromise with
Egypt con be reached—but it would be
a compromise that would be entirely wn-
acceptable to the British-French elements
fhat want o turn fthe cleck back in Suez,
I¥ points (olbeit vaguely) to a kind of com-
promise which India and the other un-
committed nations.wouold support.

Candor obliges us to say that it would
be a compromise that would represent a
substantial victory for Nasser's position.
He has never ruled out a “supervisory”
setup.

The Big Three, on the other hand, have
put forward a so-called “internationali-
zation” plan for Suez which clearly ruled
out mere “supervision.” The new inter-
national ecanal authority would have
“genuine control over the canal’s opera-
tions, tolls, general finances, mainte-
nance and development,” said the Times
account, based on the written document.
There would be “provision for a reason-
able income for Egypt.”

“Officials of all the Western Big Three

emphasized that the new authority actus
ally would run the canal and not just
supervise it in mname only, That, of
course, is expected to be the one thing
that Egypt will be least willing to ac:
cept.” (Aug. 11.) »

The tug of war at the London confer-
ence is going to be, in good part, over
this question of control-operation-mdan=
agement versus supervision.

The gquestion euts right through the
hypoerisy of the Big Three claims to be
interested only in ensuring unimpeded
shipping. In order to ensure free ships
ping, for example, there is no reason to
insist that the revenue must be taken
away from Egypt, except for_a “reasoii-
able income.” =

This then is what it means when
Dulles reasserts hiz determination to go
to London as lawyer for his imperialist
allies in NATO. f

Once again, before all the world, the
United States gets ready to act as the
bulwark and savior of a colonialism
which iz on the defensive everviwhere in
face of the hatred of all peoples. .

BLUFFING?

According to one report, the leaders
§hip of the Britich Labor Party,; in turn-
ing against the Tory Suez policy, con-
sidered that British threats of force
were. a bluff, that the bluff was being
called, would fail, and would discredit
Eden.

They are not the only ones who sus-
pect that, when push comes to shove, the
British can not make their armed inter-
vention stick.

The powerful London FEeonomist, an
independent Conservative weekly, was
calling it a dangerous illusion to believe
that an expeditionary force conld go
abroad, knock Egypt on the head and
then come home, “leaving the Middle
East elear for the tranguil and ordered
flow of commerce.” :

It asked:

“Is Britain, in fact, prepared, having
clamped a control by force on an actively:
unwilling Egypt, to sit on the lid forever,
while keeping further massive military.
strength handy fo deal with the inevitable
wide repercussions in the Arab waorld?"”

In France some once-sensible words
by Foreign Minister Pineau . have.come:
back to haunt him, precisely on the
question of bluffing.

Last .June 1 he was speaking in.the
Chamber in reply to bitter attacks om
Egyptian aid to the Algerian guerrillas:

What action eam France take against-
Egypt, he asked.

"Economic sanctions? France has 450
billion francs invested in Egyp}, which hos
nothing invested in Fronce. Do you want
the French fleet o bombard Alexandria?
There can be no question of it. There is
ne worse humbug thon to make threots
thot will not be carried ocut. Let us not
brandish o saber when it is o wooden
saber,"

(As Algeria shows, M. Pineau is in
favor of brandishing only the kind of
saber that is useful for successful mas-
sacres.)

Now this same Pineau is yelling “for
armed force against Egypt, What has
changed? Can it be because a hig enough
part of that 450 billion franc investment
has been taken by Egypt anyway?

i



O

- T - = .5 T L

Page Four-

ol
e M A ¢ e
e e R Rl T e

WHO'S VIOLATING WHAT?

The Legal Pretexts

For the Big Three Gang-Up

The juridical basis for the threatened British-Frenech assault on
Egypt 18 plainly a secondary matter from everybody’s standpoint.
Therefore it has been receiving the primary attention in public. Because.
the primary matter, the primary motivation of the colonialists, is not

something they like to flaunt.

~The problem of the Big Three imperialists, from the angle of public
relations, has been how to confuse world opinion thoroughly about their

complete lack of a legal basis for
manhandling Egypt. - Let's see
what the facts seem to be on this
sector of the Suez issue.

First of all, is Egypt's natienali-
zation of the Suex Canal Company

and the canal a viclation of the
1888 Convention which sought to estab-
lish a guarantee, by the then big powers
of the world, of free and unimpeded ship-
ping through the canal?

No, it is not. And this mueh is being
widely conceded in the press. For the
most part, we have to discuss other types
of attempts to establish a legal pretext
for imperialist intervention in spite of
this fact,

Yet, so insistent and insidious is the
pressure against truth that even this
clear fact™is often baldly falsified. Last
week, we mentioned the Seripps-Howard
press in this connection. In contrast, the
N. Y. Times' news columns have been
choek-full of correspondents’ reports
that all sorts of Big Three statesmen,
spokesmen and ohservers conecede that
the nationalization (or the “nationaliza-
tion itself”) is mo violation of the
treaty.

Yet the Times falsifies too, editorially.

Its editorial of August 3 stated that
the canal “has been operating under an
international sagreement. That agree-
ment has been unilaterally destroyed by
the Egyptian dictator.”

FALSIFICATION

. What “international agreement”?
Because of the context, the reader will
naturally interpret this to refer to the
1888 Convention. This is the falsification.
Or is the Times referring to a differ-
ent “international” agreement, the pre-
existing agreements and contracts be-
tween Egypt and the canal company it-
self? It goes without saying that these
agreements were canceled by the nation-
alization, but an agreement between
Egypt and a company which exists juri-

' é Y
- 1888 and All That

Tor as blatant an example of factual
falsification as any, see the U. 5. News
and World Report for Aug. 17. David
Lawrence's editorial systematically
equates the 1888 treaty with the Canal
Company’s contracts. Here's how he does
it

“For Nasser has made a ‘scrap of
paper’ of the treaty of 1888 by which
nine nations became guarantors of in-
ternational operation of the Suez Canal.

“It iz not a question of mere ‘national-
ization’ of property. ... A contract—a
treaty—is in effect, It has twelve more
years to run. If Nasser considered the
terms onerous, he could have sought a
reopening and a negotiation, . . ."”

It is the contract that has “twelve
more years to run,” not the treaty, It is
the contract with the private corpora-
tion that was canceled by Egypt, not the
treaty with other nations.

And, by the way, this treaty did not
provide for “international operation” of
the canal at all; it provided only for an
international guarantee of free shipping
and international supervision. The vital
difference between “operation” and “su-
pervision” is likely to be the dividing
line at the London conference.

There iz good reason to muddle it up
until ne American reader can be ex-
pected to understand what is going on—
except that Egypt has done Something
Dreadfnl.
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dically ounder Egyptian law and sover-
eignty should not be disingenuously con-
fused with an international treaty by so
respectable an organ as the Times. And
no one doubts that a state has the right
to cancel a contract with a private com-
pany, or nationalize it.

Again, on August 11, in an unsigned
article which presumably gave the re-
sults of the paper’s own research, the
statement is made that Nasser “was vio-
lating an international agreement signed
in 1888.” The peculiar thing about this
flat falsehood is that it appears, com-
pletely unsupported and unaccompanied
by any evidence whatsoever, in an article
which for the most part recites the abun-
dant evidence that exists to prove that
Nasser nationalized the canal company
“with a weight of precedence under in-
ternational law'!

It looks exactly as if an editor had
simply arbitrarily inserted the falsified
statement into a research man's other-
wise ohjective summary of the juridieal
situation.

PRECEDENTS

Thus the article itself proceeds to ex-
plain rightly that "International law rec-
ognizes the sovereign right of countries
to expropriate foreign private properties
within their borders, provided that ade-
quate compensation is made.”

For example, when Mexico in 1938 ex-
propriated oil properties of 17 foreign
companies, ineluding U. 8, firms, Wash-
ington did not challenge Mexico's right
to do so. (The U.S. reacted by twisting
our good neighbor's arm with an eco-
nomic squeeze,) Nor did the British dis-
pute Mossadegh’s right to expropriate
the Anglo-Iranian oil property in 18561.
{The Anglo-American oil companies and
their governments merely engineered the
overthrow of Mossadegh and the instal-
lation of a terroristic dictatorship by the
Shah.)

The same paper, on August b, reported
from London, with regard to the nation-
alization, “This, British officials concede
privately, was justifiable legally. The
post-war British Labor government had
itself mnationalized many companies in
Britain—and companies whose shares
were held in many cases by non-British
subjects.”

The Manchester Guardian categorical-
ly stated: “Nasser has not broken the
1888 Convention nor do any of the later
undertakings appear to have been
breached. . . . It is hard to see how
Colonel Nasser can be =aid to have acted
against international law.”

ADVICE FROM A PROF

Certainly, no one has yet quoted any
clause, sentence or word in the 188R
treaty which has so far been violated by
Egvpt (with the exception of the inde-

pendent issue of Israel’s exclusion,
which is elsewhere discussed in these
pages).

A professor of international law, in a
letter to the N. Y. Times, advises that
although he is in favor of anti-Egyptian
action, such action should not be based
on the juridical grounds which we are
discussing, because there are mno such
grounds. “The status of the Suez Canal
Company is not in any direct way linked
with the Convention of 1888, he writes.

He himself then tries to make out a
case based- solely on the “special status”
of the company as embodied in agrec-
ments between it and the Egyptian gov-
ernment. This professor, who thinks he
is proposing a better pretext, does not
deny, or affirm, or indeed discuss, that a
government has an undisputed right to

cancel such agreements with a firm uni-
laterally, and that in any case it is an
enormity for a foreign government to
threaten. armed intervention on that
acecount.

In his August 12 statement, Nasser
pointed out that the 1888 Convention
cannot possibly be tied to the canal com-
pany, since everyone agrees that in 1968
the canal company would be out anyway,
while the Convention would still be in
complete force.

TEARING UP THE TREATY

A few days previously, Egyptien spokes-
men hod made another point which we
hove not seen disputed. Article B of the
Convention had sef up a committee of the
signatory powers which was suppesed to
meet yearly in Egypt ond be on call to in-
vestigate any charges of violation. The
Egyptians recounted that the British
"categorically refused any supervision by

. the international committee,” and that the

committee
formed.

Note that the British, since they con-
trolled the canal themselves, torpedoed
even supervision. by the international
committee. Today Nasser has not ruled
out siich supervision. The Big Three
proposal for internationalization is a
plan to take eontrol and operation (and
the money) out of the hands of Egypt.

A point which no one seems to think
worthwhile to bring up (for obvious
reasons) is that the most indisputable
violation of the 1888 Convention is the
Big Three's conference.and their inter-
nationalization plan. This proposal is
that a complete change be made in the
international setup to assure the canal,
not by the signatory powers or their
successors. but by a group of nations
handpicked by the Three {one of whom,
the U. 8., was not itself a sipnatory of
the Convention.)

It is one of the curious but symbolic
and compelling sidelights on this whole
situation that, in the name of the sane-
tity of international treaties, the Three
are actually proposing to tear up the
whole Convention, while it is Egypt that
is really insisting on compliance with it,
formally sepaking.

OFFICIAL VERSION

But the imperialists eannot be withount
a legal pretext, however thin. The time
is long since passed when they could
brutally rape a small eountry with only
a cynical reference to “manifest des-
tiny,” or “national honor,” or “the white
man's burden,”: or the necessity of
spreading the benefits of Christianity.

This choice of o pretext was one of the
tasks of the August 2 cabal in Lendon to
which Secretary Dulles flew, and which
issued the call for the 24-nation confer-
ence.

According to the Paris Le Monde it was
our own giant intellect, John Foster
Dulles, who “persuaded the French and
British foreign ministers that the Egyp-
tian nationalization of the Suez Company
went beyond Egypt's rights” (N.Y.
Times, Aug. 3), The French, according
to this version, merely wanted to base
their case on “Nasser's alleged untrust-
worthiness,”

In any case, the results of their cogi-
tation were embodied in the tripartite
statement which represented what the
U. 8. was willing to go along with at the
side of its two bellicose friends, Here in
jts Section 2, we have a formulation of
the official juridical pretext for imperial-
ist intervention—three formulations, in
fact.

(1) They do not “question” Egypt's
right to nationalize—what? To national-
ize “assets, not impressed with an inter-
national interest, which are subjeet to
its political authority.”

But as we have seen, there is no doubt
about a sovereign country's right to na-
tionalize companies which have an “in-
ternational interest.” -

And do they really question whether

was  never actually even

i . |
So Young, So Unilateral!

The Dutch government also has its ob-
jections to “unilateral action" by anti-
colonial peoples. It formulates this ob-
jection with refreshing preciseness on
August 2 when it issued a statement ex-
pressing “shock™ over Egypt’s national-
ization of Suez.

“The Netherlands is particularly con-
cerned by unilateral actions on the part
of woung countries in general,” the Dutch
officials added({ N. Y. Times, Aug. 3).

Franker than that you won't get. Of
course, the officials were thinking of In-
donesia, and forgot that in Egypt’s case
the country was a center of world eiv-
ilization centuries before the aborigines
oAf the Netherlands came out of the Stone

ge,
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the Suez Company is subject to Egypt's
political authority? It is worth®noting
that in fact they do not deny this direct-
ly; of course, the rest of the verbiage in
the statement is designed to do exactly
that by implication.

(2) Why is Egypt's action "far more
than a simple action of nationalization™?
Because it is "arbitrary,” says the state-
ment—aos every expropriation of foreign
inl::“h is in the eyes of the expropri-
o .

Because it iz '‘unilateral,” says the
statement—as every expropriation is by
its nature; even Dulles couldn't dream
up a “bilateral” nationalization.

Because the company is an “interna-
tional agency,” suggests the statement.
The gimmick is in the word “agency,” Is
it the agent or agency of some other
governments, who are therefore legally
involved? No, it is a private company
merely owned by foreigners. Is it an
agency that performs a service of “inter-
national interest”? Of course, but this is
not in dispute.

(3) Then the statement adds that the
nationalization is “more ' serious” _be-
cause Egypt's aims are “purely natfonal
purposes,” in contrast with the “inter-
national purpose” of the 1888 Conven-
tion. But as we have seen, Egypt claims
to hold by the particular and specific
purpose laid down in 1888 free ship-
ping. And for the rest, any adult person
can freely snicker at the smug morality
implied—which was given words  in
Dulles' TV report to the nation when he
preached that it was “inadmissible” for
the canal to be “exploited by one country
for highly selfish purposes.”

As everyene knows. England confrols
Gibraltar or Cyprus, and France controls
Algeria, and the U. S. centrols the Panama
Canal ond Okinawa, solely and altruis-
tically for the good of humanity at large,
with no thoaght to "selfish” notienal in-
terests.

BRAINSTUFFING

A Times editorial of August 6 was
more to the point when it wound up one
of its then daily homilies: “This is not
merely the ‘sanctity of treaties,' It is a
way of doing international business.”

But then, on the other hand, look at
the following statement:

“[The *Canal] cannot be used as =
source for the irresponsible draining off
of revenue to finance projects that can-
not stand on their own merits. World
trade should not be taxed to finance wild-
catting adventures. The canal ought to
pay its way and can do so. It pught not
to be a private bonanza for any person,
reqime or corperation.” (Eniphasis add-
ed.)

This subversively anti-capitalistic at-
tack on profit-making (or is it only bo-
nanza-making?) by private or corpora-
tive exploiters of the canal rolls off the
Times editorialist’s typewriter (Aug. 3,
this time) in spite of the fact that this is
exactly what has obtained up to now—
with millions of dollars in profit per year
flowing into the pockets of private for-
eign capitalists; whereas, whatever may
be the fiscal merits of the Aswan Dam
project, no one doubts that it would he
of enormous aid to the development of
Egvpt.

From- Dulles’ “ecclesiastical foxiness”
in London te the Times' Pecksniffian
preachments, and on to the shriller and
more openly chauvinist cries of rage
from the right-wing press, a whole vista
of imp-erialix}.morality iz on display, as
outright liés, distortions, sophistries,
equivocations and guileful deceits pour
out of the brainstuffing agencies of the
ruling powers,

AR
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TSI Foyot s Rights, Nasser’s Wrongs

Israel’s Stake in the Dispute

When socialists defend Egypt's right to nationalize the Suez Canal,
and denounce the threats of colonialist intervention by Britain, France
and the U. S., they do not thereby become political defenders of Nasser
or of the Nasser regime in Egypt. Not in any way.

But one of the facets in the current official propaganda campaign
against Egypt is the pot-and-kettle routine: Nusser is a reactionary
dictator; he himself has imperialistic ambitions to dominate the Sudan;

he is a Pan-Arabic chauvinist who
wants to subordinate all the other
Arab states to his personal ambi-
tions; he wants to get his hands on
his neighbors’ oil resources; his
bureaucracy wastes a lot of money
.. . etec., ete,

The suggested conclusion is, presum-
ably: Since Nasser is a Bad Man, it is
justifiable for a trio of foreigners to take
the country and its rights away from
kim.

Naturally, no one is so stupid as to
say just this, It is a guestion of affect-
ing the climate of epinion by indirection.

Bnt even from the point of view of free-
ing the Egyptian people from MNasser's
regime, it is the outside imperialist pres-
sure which consolidates support behind
him, If Nasser could not whip up notional-
st support by justifiably pointing to the
real threat from the Big Three junta, he
wonld hove to look for moss support to
his domestic-reform progrom—and that
would be harder.

There are strong progressive, radieal
and socialist forees fermenting in Egypt,
and in the rest of the Arab world. One
thing that keeps them off Nasser's back
is hig role as loud champion of Egypt's
rights against real imperialist threats.
Of course, if he finds it necessary to, hang
on to power, he might be ready to make
a rotten compromise, if he dared. Mean-
while, his popularity among the Egyptian
masses i5 conferred upon him not by his
own achievements on their behalf but
by England and France.

This is not a special case but a classic
pattern. In general, one of the progres-
sive results of every fight for national
independence is that victory makes it pos-
sible for the internal class struggle to

THE SUEZ CRISIS

emerge from under the overlaying -na-
tional struggle.

In & sense, Egypt is artificiully united
under Nasser precisely by the imperialist
pressure from without. Take the latter
away and that factitious national unity
would fall apart.

The road to social reform at home

" would be opened wider.

Yet somehow it is possible for Western
pundits and politicians to be taken seri-
‘ously when they point to Nasser's own
crimes as justification for the foreign
squeeze against him.

ACT OF WAR

This is the picture particularly behind
the current use that is being made in the
West of MNasser's offenses against Israel
especially his violation of the 1888 Con-
vention when he closed the canal agoinst
Israel seven years age.

‘This act was part and parcel of
Egypt's (and the other Arab states’)
blind and provoecatively reactionary re-
fusal to recognize even the existence of
the new state of Israel and to make peace
with it. Since we are not here discussing
the complex problem of Arab-Israel rela-
tions, we need not repeat here our previ-
ous discussions of Israel's own contribu-
tions to this impasse. Be that as it may,
it would be disastrous to try to settle the
Arab-Israel score by renewed war,

Egypt's closing of the Suez Canal to

Israeli ships was an act of war, and was
in faect juridically based on the fact that

technically a state of war still exists be-
tween the two countries.

This is all part of & very important
question. All that need be pointed out
here is: it is a different question from
the present one.

The worst thing that could happen to

FMoséow Is Sitting Pretty

The Big Three blackjacking of Egypt,
of course, plays right into the hands of
the Russian totalitarian camp, which
livezs and feeds on the crimes of the
Western capitalist camp.

But the Russians are not interested in
Egyptian sovereignty or international
justice.

On August 11 Pravda suggested that
the London conference would have "full
powers only if its own list of suggested
invitees were carried through—i.e., if the
satellites were also ollowed to pack the
meeting.

For the Stalinists, it's a question of
awho does the dividing-up. Give us a hand
in it, they say, and we'll go along with
the game.

But since ‘they are frozen out, they

CAN EGYPT PAY?

Can Egypt pay for the canal? In
spite of the abundant denunciations
of Nasser on the ground that he could
not afford both to compensate share-
holders and maintain the canal, the
N. Y. Times' Harold Callender re-
ported from Paris:

“It is now pointed out in both Paris
and London that the sterling balances
Egypt still owns as a result of credits
on Britain during World War II are
more than enough to pay the share-
holders even at the former market
values—to say nothing of the much
smaller gold values at which the stock
is being retired by the company itself."”
(Aug. 12.)

have an unparalleled opportunity to
make propaganda hay. They are using it.

Moscow’s August 9 reply to the con-
ference invitation was a highly effective
bid for the sympathy of all the peoples
who bristle at the Big Three dragooning
of Egypt. In point after point, it said
what many are thinking, even though
the Kremlin leaders may snicker at their
own demagogic points.

It is easy, for example, to demonstrate
how arbitrary was the selection of the
nations to attend the conference. States
that are the recognized successors to the
Austro-Hungarian Empire, which was
a signatory of the 1888 Convention, are
not invited—because, of course, they are
now Russian satellites. The only state
with a proved grievance against Egypt's
operation of the canal, Israel, is not in-
vited. Arab states which are part and
parcel of the canal region, and which are
moreover successor states of the Ottoman
Empire, a Convention signatory, are not
invited—because, of course, they will
vote with Egypt.

At the same time, while getting all the
eredit for opposing the Big Three's de-
signs, no matter what happens Russia
gets a bigger finger in the Mediterran-
ean pie and more say over the canal,
sinee it is bound to be included in any
international body set up. It is further-
more in a position to raise, and has
raised, embarrassing quesfions about in-
ternational participation in other inter-
national waterways,

Onee again, support of capitalism end
imperialism means that only Moscow
wins,

Israel is that its cause should be used as
a pretext for the shameful assault on
Egypt's sovereignty which is planned, or
at least threatened, by the country which
once oppressed them both—Britain, and
Britain's friends.

RATIONALIZATION

In point of fact, it is perfectly clear
at the moment that any tender refer-
ances to Israel’s interests on the part of
Britain or France are strictly hypocrit-
ical rationalizations.

The fact is that Egypt's closing of the
canal to lsrael goes back to 1950-1 when
Britain itself was still astride the canal
zone, before Egypt forced the occupying
troops out. In 1951 the UN Security Coun-
cil passed a routine motion requesting
Egypt to lift the ban on_luwrael, but did
nothing whatsoever about i.

Now, when Britain and France want
to justify armed intervention by the pre-
diction that Nasser will impede free
shipping, they naturally turn to the one
known case and try to utilize it dema-
gogically.

It must also be noted that when Egypt
bases its closure of the canal to Israeli
ships on the state of war which it in-
sists on maintaining, it is dong more or
less the same as England did during two
world wars. The 1888 Suez Canal Con-
vention called for free shipping during
both war and peace. Britain violated this
during both wars. Egypt iz doing the
same as Britain, but this time Israel
alone is the vietim.

What is involved is, then, Nasser's re-
actionary anti-Israel policy; but this, un-
ﬁprtunateiy, has been going on for a long
ime,

On August 8 the British Foreign Of-
fice officially told a press conference that
the Suez Canal issue is to be kept “sep-

-arate frem the Arab-Israel'dispute, Any
"attempt to inject the latter dispute into

the former would not help toward the
settlement of the Suez Canal dispute.”

That goes double for vice-versa,

If one wishes to conjure up an appal-
ling prospect that would finish off Israel
in the Middle East, then one can take
seriously a suggestion made by the
Franco-fascist organ Arriba (Madrid)
that Britain use Israeli troops as “Se-
poys” to regccupy the Suez Canal.

So far, indeed, is Britain froem mixing
the lIsroeli issue into it, that it did not
even invite Israel to the handpicked Lon-
don conference. As I. F. Stone remarks
ironically, "The one nation with o legitim-
ate grievance over the canal is not even
invited to London.”

If Britain is insistently keeping the
Israeli out of this so far, that is not be-
cause it wants to do Israel any good. It
still hopes to appeal to Nasser's Arah
allies, not to speak of the possibility of
a deal with Nasser himself. [ts motiva-
tion is its own.

TWO "PLOTS”

Some of the pro-Zionist spokesmen in
this country (no doubt in other eountries
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THEY COLLECTED
EIGHT TIMES OVER |

e Britain, which picked up its 44
per cent of the Suez Canal Company
stock when an Egyptian khedive found
himself in financial straits, has been [
repaid eight times over its original
investment. .

e In 1954 the nef profits of the
canal company amounted to $44,553.-
747, and the gross dividend paid per
capital share was $30,51,

® In the last five years, says an
Egyptian statement, the canal com-
pany distributed more than $140 mil-
lion to shareholders,

too) are, however, loth to let this alone.
The N, Y. Post, for example, in two edi-
torials—which are as chauvinistic as this
liberal organ usually gets as soon as poli-
ties reaches the water’s edge—actually
insists on discussing the Suez erisis pri-
marily in terms of Zionism and Israel.
They could not be more misguided.

In an editorial of August 10, the Post
reveals “the historic failure of judgment.
that shaped the present crisis.,” It all
goes back to what Dulles told the premier
of Lebanon in 1953: the New York Jews.
bad woted against him (Dulles) .in the
1949 senatorial race, and against Ike im.
1952, and “the U. 8. wants to reespture
the Arab world's friendship.” So the ,
U. 8. has been appeasing the Arabs, . .,

These are the parochial spectacles
through which thiz organ sees the Suez
crisis. It reminds one that, the other day,
& Syrian notable made the routine-claim
that the linenp against Egypt is all a
“Zionist plot”; for the Post pundits, it's
all an anti-Zionist plot. They can choose
up for the honors.

One might wish that an Israeli gov-
ernment could have the statesmanship
and the vision to seize this opportunity
to line itself up with the rights of small
nations against the imperialists. It eould
have a spectacular and dramatic impact
on the Arab masses, as part of a wider
program of appealing to the Arab masses
over the heads of the Nassers. ;

But with the present Israel govern- '
ment, that is a pipedream: The best one
can root for is that they have at least the
good sense to keep out of the imperialist
lineup, not to dishonor themselves ir-
remediably in the eyes of most of the
'];;:trld’s population and all of their neigh-

s,

This seems to be their present course,
more or less, at this time. On August 13
Menachem Beigin, leader of the extreme-
reactionary Herut party, second largest
in the country, denounced the government
f{_n- its “passive” policy in the Suez eri-
sis, and ecalled for open backing of the-
British-French assault on Egypt. For
Beigin and his following (which extends
from mere reactionaries to fascist ele-
ments), this is in order: they have open-
ls_: been for preventive war by Israel
right along, Judging by Beigin's out-
burst, Ben-Gurion is ruling out this sui-
cidal eourse.

Crack Newshawk
At Work, by Heck [hic) .

“Some military experts here [Londéon]
asked a very merciless question which
will have to be faced sooner or later:
‘Suppose Russia uses Egypt-held Suez
to ship a flock of submarines into the
Mediterranean to be based, say, in Com-
munist Albania? This is a possibility
which would literally change the entire .
conventional or non-atomic strategie pic-
ture in the world."—W illiam Richardson,
the poor man’s poor man, in the N. ¥.
Post, August 3.

As soon as Mr. Richardson stumbles
out of that pub, will someone please ask
him the merciless question: Just where ,
is the Suez Canal anyway? Has Nasser
nationalized the Dardanelles yet? How
many glasses does it take to make the
Red Sea look like the Black Sea,

Ancther merciless question comes up:
Suppose Khrushchev, with fiendish inge-
nuity, decides fo confuse us all by send-
ing his Communistic submarines all
around Asia in order to enter the Medi-
terranean via Suez, does Mr, Richardson
propose that said submarines should ba !
kept out? Or did we hear him saying |
something a moment ago about the sane-|

» tity of free shipping through the caual?l
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Six Guards and Six Hundred Americans:

s

By GODFREY DENIS

Many will remember the violent reaction in the United States to
the news that a large proportion of American prisoners of war.in Korea
tooperated to one extent or another with their jailers. The popular
press at that time was filled with articles on “brainwashing,” “bestial
oriental fortures,” and the like. Dire punishment was demanded against
the relatively small number of prisoners who became active “progres-

| &ives,”.and-a number of-efficers-and
men were court-martialed for vari-
ous offenses including signing

“gorm warfare” statements for the
Stalinists.

* However, it soon became clear
that with-a very few exceptions the “brain
washing” in guestion had taken the form
of political education and argumentation,
ot any kind of torture. In connection
Wwith this an interesting article appeared
ifi-the Sunday N. Y. Times (Aug. 11).
| ““The article is based on an interview
wWith the army’s expert on the subject,
| Maj, William E. Mayer, a psychiatrist
“ho had previously written on the sub-
jeet after interviewing over a thousand
| former prisoners from Korea. The article
{is ‘a discussion of the training that ser-
“eemen are undergoing in the Far East
|H6* teach them to “be tougher prisoners
than those who: were influenced in large
{#umbers by Communist prison-camp
| Blandishments in Korea.”

Apparently this educational program
|§%- divided into two parts; one part

‘teaches the troops to resist “brainwash--

img" and similar techniques, and the
|dther iz supposed to instill “the military
values that many Americans seemed to
|Have lost in Communist prison camps.”
| Por example, troops are told that it is
their duty to try to escape, and that the
i7ight to'escape is recognized by the Ge-
risva. Convention. (Stalinist China does
‘Tot recognize the Geneva Convention.)
Mayer points out that out of about
'-E:Ir;illnnndg,._ﬂ.wkun captured in Ko-
|’ there was mot o single successful es-
chpe from the comps, and this despite
“sxtroordinarily light resfraints.”

|icein POWs that was run by only six guards
|'with only a single strand of barbed wire
between the prisoners ond freedem.

- Apart from the bad publicity effect of
cases like these; there is also the military
|consideration. Mayer points out that as
latresult of their techniques the Stalinists
were able to usé far fewer troops than
lwould have been mormally necessary to
guard the prisoners, thus freeing them
for combat. :

+One may begin to wonder what ingen-
ious or “fiendish’ devices the Korean or

hinese must have used to get their re-
aults. Six guards to guard 600 Amer-
jcoms, Americans, mind you, who prob-
iably came to Korea sure . that they
fwere not just as good but one heek of a
flot- better. than any number of “gooks.”
l(fna third, “at least,” cooperated!

There are no vomparable figures for
lthe Second World War but one thing is
ertain;: .rnany more Americans. were

ptured by the Germans and Japanese
1&:1 only a small handful cooperated.

at then iz the “secret”?

OAD TO COLLAPSE

i “The Stalinists, it seems had a two-
point program too. First, the captors be-

E%_by tredting the prisoners well,

ning their trust with kindmess and
protended friendship.” Later they “man-
in varions subtle ways to create
afiatiiosphere of mutual distrust among
iiidividual prisoners sp that group spirit
hecessary to concentration and escape
fiever had a chance to develop. This was
dbite, ameng other ways, by appealing
k6:*the Negro and Spanish-Ameriean
Wiitiority soldiers on the basis of Jim
DO¥ow - attitudes that they had exper-
ienced.

‘The 'second step was education which
I'ptants doubts in the minds of the pris-
snkrs regdrding some troditional American
3dlitical and ecanomic values, particularly
ladie of free enterprise.”

Jn other words, the “secret” of the
Halinist technigue was nothing more
Man (a) decent treatment of the men,
it -least at first, attempting to treat
Hem not as “enemies” but as peaple to
fe won over; and (b) anti-capitalist pro-

iaganda.

He-
|eited os an instdnce a camp of 600 Amer-

Before this political assault the Amer-

ican soldiers collapsed; since they were
totally unprepared for an attack on their
beliefs,
_ Story after story noted that Stalinist
educational officers knew a great deal
more about the United States than did
most Americans; and, more to the point,
even they could convince American sol-
diers that there were all kinds of in-
justiees in America, and that the Korean
War whs unjustified.

Think of it for a moment: soldiers of
the richest, stablest, capitalist democracy
{racist, imperialist democracy, to be
sure, but democracy neverthelesg) col-
lapse ideologically before the eriticisms
of their social system by representatives
of a vicious tetalitarianism! Further,
they collapse under circumstances where
the Stalinists' arguments seem to have
all odds against being accepted: after
all, the guards are of an “inferior” race,
from a hackward and poor country, and
above all they are the enemy against

Some Secrets of Stalinist 'Brainwashing”

whom the soldiers in question fought not
long hefore. Yet a third cooperated with
their captors.

©On must hasten to add that the Stalin-
ists had the common sense, according to
Major Mayer, not fo try to attempt to
convert the prisoners to Stalinism, that
fs they concentrated on eriticizing the
American camp.
NO GIMMICKS

But if this is what happened to Amer.
ican troops—iroops that come from the
Fast stablé copitdlist regime—imagine
what the morale of the Western allies'
soldiers would be in a war against Stalin-
ism, if that war were to be fought in a
way -similar to the Korean War. If the
American troops became
shaky about the validity of their secial
system and unable to defend it, would

the soldiers from the poorer countries in”

Europe or the semi-colonial countries in
Asia show more enthusiasm for the cap-
italist Western camp? How would the

* froops. of the 'relioble’ American allies—

Rhee, Franceé, Chiang, stc—stond up?
The explanation of why American
POWs collapsed also illuminates two
other propositions—why the Stalinists
have won adherents all over the world
and why independent zocialists point out
that in a very real sense the continued

ideologically-

existence of capitalist imperialism is the
breeding ground for Stalinism. If it is
so easy to plant doubt in the minds of
American soldiers about the validity bf
“traditional American political and eco-
nomic values, particularly those of free
enterprize.” who else will defend those
values?

The true bankruptey of the traditional
values in gquestion iz only made more
evident when one remembers that the
Stalinists defend a social system that is,
if anything, more vulnerable to attack,
with its slave labor, total absence of de-
mocracy, a new parasitic ruling class;
extermination of whole peoples. But it is
not vulnerable to effective attack by pro-
capitalists, Stalinism is able to use the
rhetoric of anti-capitalism and anti-im-
perialism. It is also able to pose—not to
the American priseners but to the.colon-
ial masses of the world—as the enemy of
the old colomial system, and because of
this demagognery it is able to win the
support of mass movements all over the
world.

To this challenge the army brass have
one answer: tighten the discipline, re-
mind the yeung conseripts that they are
soldiers and under military diseipline.
This, plus of course the gimmick ap-
proach of the psychological warriors
from the Pentagon—ecalisthenics i
“brainwashing” such as a number of
army units underwent.

But no gimmicks and no exhortations
and no calisthenics can substitute for
what is lacking: a secial system which
can inspire men to defend it, that can
offer a dynamic alternative to Stalin--
ism's ideological drive and appeal. This
capitalism cannot do, not even the rich-:
est and smuggest capitalism in the
world.

The Democrats Capitulate ——

{Continued from page 1)

progress to pacify prejudice. He is not
standing moderately astride-any fences.”

BACKING AND FILLING

The pressure was therefore building
up on Stevenson to make some statement
in the direction of a stronger civil-rights
plank. The next day, August 6, Stevenson
in a sidewalk interview stated: “I've had
a very strong feeling that the platform
should express unequivocal approval of
the Court's decision, although it seems
odd that you should have to express your
approval of the Constitution and its in-
stitutions."

The statement was a caleulated risk
since it went as far as Harriman is sup-
posed to have gone and farther than any
Harriman supporter at the convention
went. The reaction among the Southern
delegates was unanimous in opposition.
Senator Sam Ervin Jr. of North Caro-
lina, one of Stevenson's strongest South-
ern supporters, blustered that this stand
“might cost him the: election.” Another
Stevenson partisan, former Gov. John
Battle of Virginia, said that the endorse-
ment of the Supreme Court decision is
“the one thing we won’t go along with.”

Harriman supporters thereupon jump-
ed into the breach and: began to warn

Southern delegates that Stevenson was

“too liberal” on eivil rights.

-Now that Stevenson had made his ges-
ture toward the anti-segregationist forces,
his campaign heoquarters began the job
of convincing the Southerp delegates that
it did mean anything and that it waos
meant for Northern consumption.

Democratic National Chairman Paul
Butler elucidated: “I believe the plat-
form should clearly and unequivocally
enunciate the prineiple of law stated by
the Supreme Court in the school case. It
should state that every American child,
regardless of race, is entitled to all ‘op-
portunities for education under the law.
But in my opinion, it is not necessary to
say in the platform that we support the
Supreme Court in the school segregation
case, It is unnecessary and unwise,”

The feelings of the Southern racists
were further soothed when the chairman
of the Platform Committee, Rep. John
MeCormack of Maszachusetts, handpick-
ed a platform subcommittee on eivil
rights which Southerners found “emi-
nently satisfactory.” Nothing too *“liber-
al” would come out of this committee,
which had a majority of what the South-
«etn Democrats consider to be “reason-
able™ liberals,

Further mollification came from Ste-

venson's press secretary, Roger Tubby,
when he explained that Stevenson had
spoken “on the spur of the moment,”
Stevenson, Tubby emphasized, “isn’t try-
ing to dictate to the platform commit-
tee” L

THE "IMMODERATE"

Up until this time Harriman had been
silent on what his proposals for a civil-
rights plank were. It was widely expect-
ed, however, that when Truman spoke
before the subcommittee, he would de-
mand strong endorsement of the Su-
preme Court’s decision.

However, when Truman did speok up
it turned out that he was more “moderote”
than S¥evenson and that he did net pro-
pose that the convention go beyond the
1948 and 1952 statements. The N. Y. Times
reported that "the Southerners exper-
ienced an almost dared sense of relief.”
Former Gov. John Battle of Virginia, the
leader of the Southerners in the fight over
the loyalty oath at the 1952 convention,
said, "l was surprised by Mr. Truman's
seénsible approach to this problem."

The situation before the convention
opened seemed to have reversed the eol-
ors on the horses in this race: Stevenson
had the more “liberal” stand, apparent-
1y, and Harriman and Truman were in
the “moderate’ camp.

On Sunday before the convention be-
gan, Harriman supporters began circu-
lating what they called “minimum re-
quirements for a civil rights plank."” This
called for “implementation  and enforce-
ment by all public officials—federal,
state and local—through the normal
processes, of the Supreme Court decision
on desegregation, including those relat-
ing to edication and transportation.”
Bit Harriman never issued a direct
statement in favor of the Court’s deci-
510N.

However, on the subcommittee itself,
a Harriman supporter, Rep. Emanuel
Celler of New York, began circulating a
draft of the plank. endorsing the “princi-
ple” of the Supreme Court’s decision
without mentioning it by name. This is
the position of Stevenson's Democratic
National Committes chairman, Paul But-
ler.

Truman, after “bucking the tide of
progress to pacify prejudice,” thereupon
threw his weight behind the presidential
aspiration of the self-appointed cham-
pion of “progress,” Averell Harriman.
He calmly and straight-facedly an-
nounced that due to “the mounting crisis
in the world” it is necessary (o have a
man of “experience and ability" as presi-

dent in order to avoid a costly period of
“trial and error” upon assuming office.
And for good measure he also threw the
mantle of the New and Fair Deals on
Harriman's shoulders.

The reasons for Truman's action are
absurd on the face of it since Truman
supported Stevenson against Harriman
in 1952 in the midst of the Korean War:
It raises questions about the personal
game the former president is up to.

No matter what Truman’s maneuvers
mean, it is clear that only the top of the
power struggle protrudes above the sur--
face. .

This is without question the best-cov-
ered convention from a radio and TV
standpoint. Every unimportant moment
is instantly communicated to the nation
by the world's most advanced gadgets.
But if TV is covering the convention so
well, what is the convention covering?
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Penetrating the Roosevelt Myth

By EDWARD HILL

Shortly after he became president, Franklin Roosevelt went to see
Oliver Wendell Holmes, After the new president had left, Holmes sum-
marized the man: “A second class intellect. But a first-class tempera-

ment.”

........

This scene is described in James MacGregor Burns' new political
biography of Roosevelt, The Lion and the Foz. (The title, significantly

enough, is taken from an injunc-
tion of Machiavelli to the effect
that the Prince must be both a lion
and a fox.) It could serve as a
summary of the biography’s sub-
jeet,

For what emerges from MacGregor's
study is the picture of a charismatic
leader devoid of any developed conscious-
ness of the situation in which he found
himself, without any consistent approach
to solving problems; indeed, a man who
was led rather than a leader. The impact
of this new analysis is to reinforce Rich-
dard Hofstadter’s brilliant aphoristie
summation of Roosevelt, in The Awmeri-
ecan Political Tradition, as the “patrician
as opportonist,”

Burns writes from o pro-New Deal point
of view, but he is remarkably abjective.
Here you will find the first term of the
Mew Deal as it wes, a contradictory, im-
provised aftempt to potch up capitalism,
based upon business as much as upon
labor.

Here, for example, is Roosevelt's in-
itial lack of interest in the Wagner Act,
his early unconcern for the labor move-
ment. This picture, like Hofstadter's, is
at variance with the standard liberal
eampaign portrait which is usually
drawn from the Roosevelt rhetoric of
1935 and 1936 rather than from the
Roosevelt reality of 1932 to 19245.

But this is perhaps all familiar enough
to most LA readers. What is unique
about Burns' study is its comncentration
on the problem of leadership. And here
again -the conclusion that emerges is in
plain contradiction to the ADA myth of
the New Deal: Burns makes it plain that
Rooszevelt was led by events, that he was
not particularly committed to those as-
pects of his administration, like pump-
priming, which have been hallowed by his
admirers ever since.

COOL TO LABOR

Here, for example, is Roosevelt’s rela-
tion to the Wagner Act, i.e., to the strug-
gle for labor's rights as it unfolded in
the Thirties.

The “program"” of the early New Deal
had been a grab-bag of reform meas-
ures: an NRA with similarities o cor-
porate-statism, and huge parades re-

~aiewed by Hugh Johnson; a farm plan
favoring the richer farmers; a persistent
desire, even in the midst of the depres-
dion, to “balance the budget.” By 1935
this first phase of the New Deal had
about run its course, There had been a
eertain business recovery, but millions
still walked the street idle. Rooszevelt
was threatened by various radical move-
ments, particularly by Huey Long and
Father Coughlin. During this period,
Roosevelt had not bothered with labor or
with the Wagner Act.

Burnsg writes: “The supreme test of
Roosevelt's leadership in this area was
kis handling of the Wagner Act, . .. Un-
like much of Roosevelt’s reform and re-
lief program, the act cut through labor-
management relations. It had an essen-
tial part in building powerful unions
that in turn would furnish votes, money
and organization for future liberal coali-
tions. Yet for months Roosevelt was cool
to the Wagner bill; he threw his weight
behind the measuve only at the last mo-
ment, when of was due fo pass anyway.

He long showed a, special indifference, .

even obtuseness, to the cardinal question
of employee representation. In May 1934
he told reporters with some irritation
that the workers could choose as repre-
sentatives whomever they wished—in-
cluding the Ahkoond of Swat or the Roy-
al Geographic Society, or a union, or the
Crown Prince of Siam. . . .” (My em-
phasis. ) I

Thus the Roosevelt of the first peried
of the New Deal. On & measure which o
sympathizer like Burns regards as cruclal

to his whole program, he exerted no lead-
ership (the bill waz going to pass any-
way), he was indifferent, even obtuse, and
he was not beyond little jokes about work-
ers choosing the Ahkoond of Swat to rep-
resent them.

Hig eventual support of the Wagner
Act came as a response to political fac-
tors (a menace on his right; the invali-
dation by the Supreme Court of various
New Deal measures, ete.) and not from
any particular commitment to the cause
of labor.

YITAL FAILURE

Another case in point was Roosevelt’s
attitude toward pump-priming, a tech-
nique now considered to be the central
economie contribution of the New Deal.
Burns’' judgment: Roosevelt never un-
ders Keynsianism; and in Burns’
opinion this is one of the reasons for the
recession which took place from late 1836
into 1938:

“Roosevelt's deficiencies as an econo-
mist were as striking as his triumphs as
a politician, It was a major failure of
American democracy that it was not able
in the late 1930s to-show that a great na-
tion could ‘provide joba. for workers, and
food, clothes, houses for its people. .
Halfway through his second term the
man who, had ousted Hoover on the de-
pression issue knew that eight or nine
million people were walking the streets.

”

The facts which Burns describes are
well-known : that the. New Deal did. not
solve the depression. But what is strik-
ing iz Burns' assertion that Roosevelt
simply didnt understand the problem,
that he carelessly rejected the advice of
Keynes, that he was still concerned, at
the outset of his second term, with the
idea of balancing the budget!

Here again is the contrast between
liberal myvth and actual fact: Roosevelt,
the leader of the New Deal, was not com-
mitted to, did not vnderstand, the main
economic plank of his administration as
it is seen in retrospect.

But even more illuminating than the
cases of the Wagner Act and pump-
priming iz Burns' analysis of Roosevelt
and party leadership. The main fact here
is that the Roosevelt coalition only lasted
for six vears at best—the New Deal was
over by 1938 —and that Roosevelt him-
self did practically nothing to remedy
the situation. His "purge” adventure of
1938 was his only attempt to face up
to the problem, and it failed.

Otherwise, Roosevelt simply floated
along on the top of that curious party
which he supposedly led, and after a dec-
ade of protracted social and political
movement in America he' had nothing to
show in terms of political realignment: he
failed, even though tremendous forces
:!m at hand, to build a liberal organira-

on.

THE CAPTIVE

This
point:

“The main reason, however, for Roose-
velt’s failure to build up the party lay in
his unwillingness to commit himself to
the full implications of party leadership,
in his eternal desire to keep open alter-
native tactical lines of aetion, including
a line of retreat. The personal traits that
made Roosevelt a brilliant tactician—his
dexterity, his command of a wvariety of
roles, his skill in attack and defense,
above all his personal magnetism and
charisma—were not the best traits for
hard, long-range purposeful building,
The latter would have demanded a con-
tinuing intellectual and political commit-
ment to a set strategy—and this kind of
commitment Roosevelt would not make.”

Here, from a liberal’s point of view, is
a devastating eriticism of Roosevelt—
that he failed liberals.

is how Burns summarizes the

He squandered all of the social capital
which was his inheritance in the Thir-
ties, he wasted it in a programless and
unsuccessful attempt to halt the depres-
sion, and when it was all over he hadn’t
even created an organization for his
point of view. And this, as Burns implies
above, is partially a function of the fact
that he didn’t really have a point of view
in the first place. That kind of “intel-

lectual and political commitment™ he
wouldn’t make, perhaps beecause he
couldn’t.

It is here that Burng organizes his
summary image of Roosevelt as a leader:

“...te o surprising degree [hel was
captive fo the political forces around him
rather than their shoper. In ‘& democracy
such must be the case. But democrocy as-
signs a place for creative political leader-
ship too. The forces handcuffing Roosevelt
stemmed as much from his own actions
and personality as from the unyielding po-
litical environment. He could not reshape
his party, reorient foreign-policy , atti-
tudes, reorganize Congress and the bu-
reaucracy, or selve the economic problem
lorgely becouse he lacked the necessary
intellectual commitment to the right union
of ends and means."

FDR AS LEADER

This last sentence, implying as it does
that the main failure of the Roosevelt
regime arose out of its leaders’ inade-
quacies, deserves comment.

.What we have to realize is that we are
dealing here with two failures: the one,
the historical inabitity of American capi-
talism in the Thirties to solvé its own
crisig, a fact which could not have been
altered by Franklin Roosevelt or anyons
else; the other, the personal peculiarities
and qualities of the leader of the Ameri-
can party of reform in that period.

The first point is plain enough. Even
if Roosevelt had been a sophisticated
Keynsian (indeed, had Keynes hims&if
been president), the crisis still could not

have been mastered. As ‘Keynes realized -

in a retrospective New Republic article
of 1940, the size of the economic commit-
ment which his plan for the reform of
capitalism required came into conflict
with the political strueture of capitalism
itself; that except for the case of mili-
tary spending, it could not be accom-
plished on a bourgecis basis. This fact
was the underlying reality of the Roose-
velt period in American- history,

There is no sense in taxing Roosevelt-

for not having occomplished that which
he couldn't accomplish. American capital-
ism, under any leadership, could not have
solved its own crisis in the Thirties short
of what actually hoppened: war, and the
war economy.

But the second point, the guality of
Roosevelt's leadership, is not made ir-
relevant by this historic fact. For there
is a Roosevelt myth alive today which
is a contemporary political focus, and
part of it centers on the question of
Roosevelt's capacity to lead. This too
must be put into perspective, and when
it is, the point that emerges is an im-
portant one: that even from a liberal
viewpoint, Roasevelt failed to do what he
could have done; that although certain
things, such as the regeneration of the
system on a democratic and peaceful
basis,. were impossible, other things, such
as political realignment, a more con-
scious support to the labor movement
and so on, were possible; and that Roose-
velt failed here.

"PRAGMATIST"?

From Burns one gets the picture of a
leader who had one important quality
and only one: his charisma, his ability
to develop a following on the basis of his
personal gqualities,

Intellectually, politically, Roosevelt was
undistinguished. He spent when the situ-
ation forced him to spend; he pared the
budget as soon as there was a let-up: he
moved now to his right, now to his left;
he was, in short, a creature of historical
circumstance rather than a creative
leader, Such a judgment is harsh, but it
is foreed upon one when one considers
Roosevelt's relation to the central ele-
ments of the New Deal as they.are now
defined by liberal mythologists,
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Stoolpigeon System for Teachers?

By MICHAEL HARRINGTON

An extremely important victory for academic freedom was won in
New York last week when the New York State Commissioner of Educa-
tion, James E. Allen Jr., ruled that teachers cannot be required to give
the names of persdons they know, or knew, to be members of the Com-
munist Party. If Allen’s holding sticks, it will'be the second break on

the academic-freedom front in a matter of months,

On May 7, 1955 the New York
ity Board of Edueation voted that
teachers ‘who were summoned for
questioning by the Superintendent
of Schools or by the Corporation
Counsel could be required to name
names, with refusal being grounds for
® ‘diseharge, Even at this, this motion
was a somewhat watered-down wversion
of the original plan, which would have

- thade dismissal mandatory when a teach-
er deelined to become an informer. Under
the ruling that passed in May 1955, dis-
missal was not automatic but was left up
to the discretion of the authorities.

Nevertheless, the informer-ruling was
a serious blow to civil liberties, It put
the power of the state in the hands of
administrative officials, giving them the
right to threaten teachers unless they
spoke up.

‘Indeed, the city has made it plain how
important they feel this power is by an-
nouncing an appeal from Allen's decision,
According to Corporation Counsel Peter
Campbell, Allen’s ruling promises that
the program against individuals sus-
pected of Communism might be “thwart-
ed at a vital stage.”

But Allen's decision went to the heart

* of the matter; and that's what all of the
fuss is about. The commissioner hod ruled:

“The- courts have quite recently indi-
cated that a board of.education cannot
convict a teacher of being a Communist
unless that board can establish its case
in a jury trial. In my judgment the board
is most optimistic if it believes that a
jury will convict on the flimsy evidence
of informers, .

“If is, of course, perhaps true that the
board, when the name is known, might
be able to obtain-corroberating evidence,
It is alzo possible for the board to call
the teacher in and ask whether he or she
is a Communist. The argument that the
board needs someone to name names is
of no value here because the board in
any event can call in any teacher or, for
that matter, all teachers and ask them
if they are Communists. In case of de-
nial the board is still up against the
necessity of obtaining proof and the use
of an informer is of little value,”

SLOCHOWER CASE

The point which Allen was raising was
the crucial one of competence. For as
soon as one determines to stick by the
notion of fair trial and rejects the idea
that a Board of Education is equipped
4o do the job of investigation, prosecu-
tion and judgment, one has moved toward
epposition to the entire program against
civil liberties in the areas of education.

But one. further step is clearly re-
guired: that it be understood that the
only test which a board can apply in the
ease of a teacher is that of academic com-

petence. This is in line with the recent

convention decision’of the American As-
“sociation of University Professors.

The Allen decision comes on the heels
of the Supreme Court ruling in the Slo-
ehower case. In that instance, Dr. Harry
Slochower, an associate professor of Ger-
man at Brooklyn College, had invoked
the Fifth Amendment before the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee in 1952,
Stochower would not say whether he had

"been a Commumist in 1940-41. The col-
Jege used Section 903 of the New York
[Charter, a law which provides for auto-
. matie dismissal for any municipal em-
ployee who refuses to answer questions

about his official work on the grounds
that to answer might tend to incriminate
him.

In the Slochower case, the kigh courf
held "that this ocutomatic dismissel could
not be implied from the fact that o teacher
inveked his consfitutional rights. This de-
cision was in the news recently in New
Jorsey when the Stote Senate balked om
confirming the nominafion of judge Bige-
low to the Board of Trustees of Rutgers,
primarily on the grounds that he had once
defended a client who had invoked the
Fifth Amendment on security questions.
One of the things which disturbed the sen-
ators was the fact that the judge testified
that he would not, because of the Sloch-
ower decision, vote for the automatic dis-
missal of.o Rutgers professor who pleaded
his constitutional privilege.

But the Allen decision on compulsory
informing goes to an even more ¢rucial
aspect of the repression of academic free-
dom, and, for that matter, raises an is-
sue central to the whole question of aca-
demie freedom in America today: that
of naming names.

Thiz guestion has been raised in a
number of ways,

There is the recent compulsory-immu-
nity statute passed by Congress and up-
held by the federal courts. Under this
law, a witness whe pleaded the Fifth
Amendment can be offered an immunity
by a congressional committee and must

accept it. If he does not, an automatic
waiver of high rights under the amend-
ment is then implied, and he can be sent
to jail.

This provision has not yet been com-

pletely ajudicated (there is a caze on
appeal to the Supreme Court at the pres-
ent time), but it has been upheld.
- Then there is the famous Supreme
Court decision which stated the general
doctrine of waiver. Under this ruling, if
a person answers any one guestion about
Communist activities, he is construed to
have “waived” his privileges on all other
gquestions about that activity and may be
required to answer,

The unfairness of this comes up mor-
mally in the case of witnesses who were
past ‘members of the Communist Party,
who perhaps have become anti-Stalinist,
but who nevertheless do not want to
name names. Under the Supreme Court
holding, these witnesses must invoke the
Fifth on alf questions, and not simply on
those which they do not want to answer.
A erafty committee counsel can then ask

‘a series of fantastic questions (Have you

ever spied? Were you part of the Com-
nuanisl espionage apparatusz?) and the
witness must plead the Fifth in each in-
stance, not because he ean't answer this
particular question, but because he is
guarding himself against the presump-
tion of waiver, usually on the issue of
naming names,

TWO ELEMENTS

In all of this, two elements are almost
invariably confused.

On the one hand, there is the gen-
erally recognized obligation of the eiti-
zen to testify if he has knowledge of
eriminal activity., Thus, a man who has
knowledge of a murder does not have the
right fo refuse that information to a
court,
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But on the other hand, there is the ques-
Hon which arises in the witchhunt. A head. -
line-hunting congressional committee, with
few procedural niceties, descends upon an
ex-Stalinist. The witness probably has no
knowledge of criminal activity. He knew
party members who mistakenly and stupid-
ly felt thot Russia was the hope of man-
kind, that an American party should act to
oid the Russions, efc.; he may even kmow
of the party membership of a wife, or a
close friend. He is havled before a tri-
bunal which is not a court; he is asked to
testify about activity which is not clearly
criminal; and yet he understonds that, in
the present atmosphere, such testimony
can have very reaol consequence for the
people named, i.e., they can be fired from
their jobs, hounded in their community,
and so om.

This is the heart of the matter: that
much, if not most, of the activity of the
Communist Party in the United States
was politically vicious, reprehensible, and
50 on, but that it was not ¢riminal, and
vet revelations about it can have con-
siderable non-judicial consequences.

Given this problem, the witness is
faced with an impessible choice. On the
one hand, he can betray a confidence, and
subject someone to harassment for non-
eriminal activity. On the other hand, he
can invoke the Fifth on every guestion
and face the fact that many will draw
the implication that he was gnilty of all
kinds of actions. In such a case, an anti-
Stalinist might even find himself in the
position of being unable to answer the
simplest question about his anti-Stal-
inism. i

This iz bad enough in a court where
the government uses the compulsery-im-
munity statute. It is worse before a free-
wheeling congressional committee where
the “waiver” rule confronts the witness.

But when a Board of Education arro-
gates to itself all kinds of judicial func-
tions, and is able to back this usurpation
up by having the power to fire anyone
who doesn’t want to name names, we
have reached some kind of ultimate de-
nial of due process. And this leads, once
again, back to the question of what
¢riterion is invoked in the case of
teachers.

CENTRAL QUESTION

It is clear that a Board of Education
does not have the investigative system
which can (if it were a good thing) de-
termine membership in the Communist
Party. Even the vaunted FB1 has its
difficulties in this regard with all of its
power, money, and personnel.

It is even clearer that a Board of Ed-
ucation is not constituted so as to guar-
antee due process to witnesses before
it, i.e., that it does not have rules of
procedure and a tradition which are
proper to a courtroom. And it is just as
obvious that hunting spies is now the
funetion of a Board of Education. Yet,
under the set-up developed in New York
State before Commissioner Allen's rul-
ing, all of these things were done, this
tremendous arrogation of power was
undertaken. ~ '

This is not to say that Allen's ruling
has ended the witehhunt in the New
York schools, The Feinberg law remains
on the hooks. The Corporation Counsel
is appealing from Alen’s decision. Brook-
lyn College fired Slochower as soon as
it reinstated him after the Supreme
Court decision. ‘

And yet Allen, in @ very central man-
ner, has raised the crucial question which
could undercut all of these provision:
What is the competence of o Board of
Education in these matfers?

Clearly, a hoard ¢an determine whether
or not a man is a good teacher—but to
give it the power to enforce informing,
to draw conclusions from the invocation
of the Fifth Amendment, that is another
thing entirely. s
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