Why the Futile Crusade?

by LEONARD P. LIGGIO

Sidney Lens, by his analysis of the roots of the Cold War in The
Futile Crusade, Anti-Communism as American Credo, challenges
observers of American politics to a total re-examination of the
American political scene. Lens demolishes the anti-Communist
crusade’s claim to be the preserver of individual liberty by con-
trasting the claim with its actual policy of Cold War militarism
and political control “which subvert the individualist elan which is
the mamsprmg of democracy.

But since we are only ina “half-war”,a Cold War, we stand mid-

point between the values of individualism and those of the

garrison state, continuing to manifest characteristics of the
former, but yielding tc the demands of the latter. In this Cold

War the central government inevitably gains more power over its

citizens. Countervailing checks and balances by the people are

reduced and parncipanve democracy is subtly transformed
into *manipulative” democracy. Citizens are remade inthe image
of foreign policy--in the Image, that is, of militarism. ..

The curbing of dissent and individualism is therefore neither

an accident nor an incidental feature of modern America, but a

Biné gua non of Anti-Communist strategy. . . Anti-Communism,

though 1t pays ceaseless cbeisance to the virtues of freedom,

has made us less, rather than more, free,l

This statement by Sidney Lens marks a milestone in the American
political scene. That a widely recognized spokesman of the American
left should find the Cold War notonly evil in itself, but evil because
it centralizes political power, destroys constitutional limitations
on government, and relies upon control and regulation by govern-
ment, all of which “subvert the individualist elan which is the
mainspring of democracy,” alters the contemporary American
political spectrum to an extent which may have furdamental and
radical significance.

It is difficult to determine which is more striking:that individual-
ism has such basic importance for Lens, or that he has said what
few if any so-called individualists have said during the last decade
or more. While the spokesmen of American liberalism, individual-
ism, and constitutionalism, not to mention those who use the word
“liberty” as a facade to gain the illiberal ends of anti-Communism,
have blessed the Cold War deprivations of constitutional rights and
civil liberties, it has been spokesmen of the American left,
stigmarized for their use of centralization and government power to
eliminate injustices, who have defended the Constitution and
struggled to preserve individual rights against the government,
and who proclaim individualism as a good in itself, Although
sterile rhetoric and false categories have established unreal
divisione between libertarians, casting them left and right, it is

1. Sidney Lens, The Futile Crusade: Anti-Communism as Ameri-
can Credo (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1964), pp. 143-45,
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nothing new that the current American left leads in the struggle
to maintain constitutional rights and civil liberties in America.
What is new is that spokesmen for American liberalism, individual-
ism, and constitutionalism are not beside them in the forefront
of the struggle. Here is a major contrast between the post-Wortd
War I period with its relative freedom and relatively limited
government, and, as Lens indicates, the current pest-World war i1
era with its suppressions and deprivations of ireedom and its in-
creasingly rotal government. For, in the present epoch, leading
liberals and individualists have betrayed their principles and have
entered the service of their historic statist and militarist enemies,
When the reasons for this phenomenon are clearly understood, much
will have been cantributed to answering the questionposed by Linus
Pauling in the introduction to Lens’ book:
Why did our national leaders decide upon this policy of increased
nuclear militarism?...And why did the sensible American people
permit it to be done?2 7
- In his contribution to the solution of that question, Lens provides
the answer to this fundamental problem: that the Cold War, the
anti-Communist - crusade, may have its roots not in European
radical thought or Soviet military power or non-Western move-
ments of national liberation, but in a- deep flaw in Western society,
in the absence of a basic perfection, of which Soviet strength,
radical thought and national hberatmn movements are only the
reflection and result.
Is it possible that sormewhere along the way America had taken
the wrong fork in the road? Has its analysis of world problems,
perhaps, been faulty?.1s it possible that communism has been
misjudged as the cause of Western travail, when in fact it has
been its effect?’
The class conflict between European peoples and their rulers,
between the exploited and.the exploiters, was based on the idea of
liberty, on eliminating exploitation to permit capitalism, progress,
and freedom to flourish. The capitalist revolutions, culminating
in the late eighteenth century American-European revolutions,
although sustained by the strength of nationalism against counter-
revolutions supported by foreign powers, remained far from
achieving completion. Instead of the radical reorientation of society
implicit in capitalism, the application of capitalism was cir-
cumscribed within a narrow range by the pre-capitalist institu-
tional instruments of exploitation which continued in force. Thus,
not only was the capitalist revolution thwarted in Western Europe
and America, but their ruling classes were able to exploit the
feudal conditions existing in Europe, Asia, Africa, and Latin
Amerjca through the system of imperialism. The imperialist
power of the Western countries prevented the overthrow of feudalism
by capitalist revolutions in Eastern Europe, Asia, Africa, and
Latin America and imposed on the world’s peoples a double or
reinforced system of exploitation--imperialism--by which the power
of the Western governments madintains the local ruling class in ex-
change for the opportunity to superimpose Western exploitation
upon existing exploitation by local states. Imperialism or double
exploitation has caused the twentieth century struggle against
feudalism and for progress totake aform different from the earlier
Western European struggle against feudalism, Lens describes the

2, Ibid., p. 8.
3. 1_51'3., p. 20.




legacy of the thwarted progress of the capitalist revolutions:

Had this process continued without interruption, it is more than

likely that the world would never have known either Leninist,

Stalinist, or Khrushchevist communism. But the very nations

which liberated themselves during the sixteenth, seventeenth,

and eighteenth centuries prevented the spread of nationalism and
capitalism to other areas--China, India, Russia, Egypt, etc.--
during the nineteenth century, This self- -aggrandizing folly, in
which Britaln was to play the major role, has become known in
history as “imperialism”. In their own interests the Wesrern
nations restored the power of feudal lords when that power was
tottering. If it were not for the throttling effect of imperial-
ism, the nationalist revolutions we confront in the twentieth
century might very well have been completed in the nineteenth.t
But, due to the development of imperialism, the twentieth century
capitalist revolutions could not be successiul in ending either
imperialism or feudalism. Succese was thwarted by the incom-
pleteness of capitalist ideology among the nationalist leaders
and the publics of the imperialist countries. Thus, the earliest
twentieth century nationalist vevelutions: in Mexico in 1910 and
China in 1911, were unsuccessful under leaders possessing the
spirit though not the ideology of revolutionary capitalism.

In place of the thwarted capitalist revolutions, the Soviet
Revolution provided the model and support for successful national-
ist revolutions, including the partial one in Mexico and the ultimately
complete one in China. The Soviet Revolution achieved immediate
and compleie success because the socialists under the leadership
of Lenin supplied both the objectives and the methods of revolu-
tionary capitalism: that destruction of feudalism and imperialism
which is the precondition for freedom and progress. Lens in-~
dicates that the twentieth century revolutions pursue the same objec~
tives as did the European and American revolutions, and are
‘motivated by the same revolutionary hatred of expleitation:

The communist upsurge, good or bad, aborted or not, is not an

isolated phenomenon but an intringic link in achain of events that
began four hundred years ago, and is part of the same chain as
capitalism itself.

+ « « in point of fact the communist revolution has been a move-

ment away from feudalism, slavery, and tribalism, just as the

early capitalist revolutions and the present nationalist revolu-
tions are links on the same historical chain,...it is a2 medicine
for the same type of social disease,...it is a response to the same
challenge as the French Revolution of 1789, or the British
Revolution of 1642, or the Indian Revolution of 1047, It is part
of a cycle much broader than itself, and if it had not occurred
under Bolshevik leadership it would have found some other
radical force to guide it to its destiny.B
The Soviet Revolution was successful because it alone combined
the two necessary revelutionary principles of destruction of
feudalism, especially by distribution of feudal land and state in-
dustries to the peasants and workers, and of imperialism, by estab-
lishing peace and withdrawing from the World War,

The Russian Revolution created not just another strong nation
changing the balance of power among the Great Powers, but also a
new phenomenen in the twentieth century--a completely successful

%. Ibid., p. 33.
5. Ibid., pp. 33-34.
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revolution dedicated to assisting the world-wide eradication of

imperialist and feudat exploitation. As Lens notes, this has created

a profound fear of communism: ' ' .
The fact is that communism has caused so pervasive an anxiety
because it has altered not only the balance of power among
nations, but the very character of our epoch. . .
The Russian Revolution added a new dimension to international
affairs--much as the American and French Revolutions did in
the nineteenth century. Here, finally, was an organized state
that could--and did--offer moral encouragement, material aid,
and organized support to radical nationalists.... By its very
nature it came tobe a “thirdforce” in class and colonial conflicts.
Whether it gave direct aid to rebellious forces or played a
passive role ag an example to be emulated, it was an inevitable
encouragement to revolutionary aspiration. ... The emergence
of a leftist regime in Russia was not just another problem for
Western statesmen, but a problem of a different kind.®

The immediate effect of the revolution was Russian withdrawal
from the World war and the attempt of the Soviet government to
induce the Western powers to negotiate a general peace by making
concessions to their adversaries. Rather than make peace, and thus
tend to prevent further revolutions, the Western powers determined
to meet the revolutionary threat to their world dominance as they had
met the threat of the central powers. In fact, they classified the
Soviet government as an ally of rthe central powers and Ienin as
a German satellite. The challenge posed by the Soviet Union to
imperialist world domination had to be destroyed by the ultimate
imperialist weapon; military intervention, including the forces
of the American army.
"The first reaction of the West to Soviet communism revealed
little new insight, In its frustration it could think of no more
imaginative policy than the one it had used so frequently in the
colonies, military intervention, From 1918 to 1920, fourteen
foreign armies occupied parts of the Soviet Union, and Britain
and France donated hundreds of millions of dollars to former
Czarist officers engaged in civil war against the red regime.
It proved, after two and a half years, a futile effort. Equally inept
was the wave of repression in the United Stares that followed the
Bolshevik Revolution.”

Already, for more than six months before the Soviet Revolution,
the United States had experienced suppression of civilliberties and
deprivation of constitutional rights through conscription, economic
controls, government censorship, propaganda, elimination of free~
dom of speech, and espionage and sedition acts against opponents
of American -intervention into World War I, Randolph Bourne,
horrified at the support of the war by so-called liberals and pro-
gressives, had insisted that an unconditionally defeated Germany
would become a greater menace to European peace; the war itself,
he charged, was the only real enemy of American freedom, Oswald
Garrison Villard, the publisher of the Nation, had warned business-
men against supporting congcription and the war since “militarism

is the best friend of the Socialist. . . .”° But, it was precisely

6. Ibid., pp. 14-15.
7. IbId., p. 15.
8; Arthur A, Ekirch, Jr., The Decline of American Liberalism
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the socialists in America led by Eugene Debs who, like Eurcpean
socialists from Jaures in France to Lenin in Ruseia, opposed the
war and assumed the leadership of the struggle to preserve civil
liberties and constitutional rights, and who suffered most gravely
from the war tyranny of persecution, censorship and imprison-
ment for this commitment to liberal principles. The crucifixion
of the socialist bearers of American liberalism was intensified
following the Soviet Revolution. The Post Office Department com-
pletely excluded socialist journals from the mails as pro-German
by definition, and banned single issues of other journals for what
was called “pro-Germanism, pacifism, and ‘high-browism’,*? The -
Nation's September 18, 1918 issue was bannhedfor Albert Jay Nock’s
editorial attacking the government’s use of AFL president Samuel
Gompers as an agent in Europe. The government insisted that no
attacks on Gompers would be permitted because he had aided the
government in preventing American workers from seeking their
rights during the war. At the end of the World War the United
States, of all the belligerents, alone refused amnesty to political
prisoners; rather it increasedthe suppression of Americanliberties
in revenge for the defeats inflicted by the Russian people on the
foreign invaders, including the American army.

However, the unity of the American left--individualist and
socialist--made this domestic violence only temporary. Lens con-
trasts the suppression of liberties during the deep conflict over
American intervention into World War [ followed by post-war
restoration of traditional freedoms, with the general conformity to
American intervention into World War II and the post-war depriva-
tion of constitutional rights during the Futile Crusade of the Cold
War, He emphasizes that this unusual development has been accom-
panied by the expansion of the anti-Communist right and the dis-
appearance of an American left which would have opposed the right
angd the Cold War.

It is all the more striking, therefore, that today - when there is
so little challenge from the left - there should be so continuing
a state of repression, ., . Never has there been less pressure
from radicalism.?

However, in his neceasary concentration upon the Cold War, and
especially its international developments, Lens does not present
a detailed consideration of why a wave of domestic repression
followed World War II accompanied by a disappearance of the
American left; whereas following World War [, constitutional
rights were restored under the influence of a strong and united
American left-socialist and individualist. Certainly, the separation
of American libertarians into mutually excluding socialist and
individualist groupings was an important factor in weakening the
American left, in contrast to its strengfh afver World War I. Yet,
as indicated by Lens’ views quoted at the heginning of this article,
this separation is entirely artificial and unxreal. The clear commit-
ment to individualism by spokesmen of the American left requires
a re-evaluation of recent American political developments as
interpreted by scholars representing individualism and the Ameri-
can left. Although these groups have been assumed te have con-
flicting views of recent political developments, Lens indicates

(New York: Longmans, Green and Company, 1955) p. 212,
9. D. Joy Humes, Qswald Garrison Villard (Syracuse,’N, Y.:
Syracuse University Press, 1960), pp. 37-38.
10. Lens, op. cit., p. 148,
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that they may in fact have corresponding or identical compre~

hension of the meaning and results of the recent past, Lens' work -
suggests a method for such a re-evaluation inhis references to the

leading historians of the two points of view, William Appleman -
Williams and Arthuxr A, Ekirch, Jr. Their analyses of the cricial .
developments in recent Amexican history provide important guides. ..

10 the destruction of mythical stereotypes contributing to the divi-
sions among libertarians that have weakened the American opposi-
tion to the Cold War, As withLens and the American left, Cold War
policies have awakened American individualists anew to the basic
causes of the loss of American liberty, as indicated most clearly in
the works of Ekirch, .

In our own era it is difficult to reconcile the militarism left

in the wake of two world wars and the prospect of a third, with

a philosophy of lberalism.!! _

Senator Robert M. LaFoltette, ag Ekirchindicates, had recognized
that war and militarism would contribute 1o a decline of American
liberalism. Thus, he opposed American intervention both in World
War I and in the Russian Revolution, for which he was dubbed the
“Bolshevik spokesman in America,” In a war declared under the
excuse of democratic aims, LaFollette had questioned whether
Germans were less free than Americans if popular support of the
war were measuredby the violence of the espionage and conscription
laws. And LaFollette had asked: “Are we seizing upon this war to
consolidate and extend our imperialistic policy?*® American
intervention, as LaFollette had predicted, lengthened the war by
substifuting concepts of total war and total victory for a negotiated
and reasonable peace, The American left then united in opposition
to the peace treaty dictated at the Versailles conference from
which Germany and the Soviet Union were excluded. The treary
was recognized as the foundation for an inevitable second world
war, The New Republic said of the treaty:

THIS IS NOT PEACE, Americans would be fools if they permirted
themselves to be embroiled in a system of European alliances.t3

Even greater disquiet was caused by the creation of a League of
Nationg with the power to threaten the use of force in the preserva-
tion of the status _qgg1 established under the treaty for the benefit
of the major imperialist founders of the League, Villard, the pub-
lisher of the Nation, wrote ro Senator LaFollette on the treaty and
the League:
The more [ study it, the more I am convinced that it is the most
iniquitous peace document ever drawn, that it dishonors America
because it viclates our solemn national pledge given to the
Germans at the rtime of the Armistice and because it reeks with
bad faith, revengefulness and inbumanity. It is worse than the
Treaty of Vienna.
... it not only retains the old and vicious order of the world,
but makes it worse andthen puts the whole control of the situation
in the hands of four or five statesmen--and, incidentally, of the
International Bankers. To my minditseals the ruin of the modern
capitalistic system and constitutes a veritable Pandora’s Boxout

11. Ekirch, American Liberalism, p. xi.

12. Arthur A, Ekirch, Jr., ed., Voices in Dissent, An Antholo
of Individualist Thought in the United States (New York: Citade
Press, 1964), . 218; Ekirch, American Liberalism, pp. 215-20.

13, Ibid., p. 228.
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of wtﬁch will come evils of which we have not as yetr any concep-
tion.
Villard believed that the League would encourage the imperialist
powers to refuse to solve international problems by peaceful
means because the League would give the imperialist powers the
sanctity of legality when countries such as Germany would seek to
terminate such deprivations as Danzig, the Polish Ceorridor, and
prohibition of union with Austria. And, for Villard, the League not
only contributed to the prevention of peaceful settlement of the
injuries of the Versailles system in Europe, but also enshrined the
whole imperialist system which the national liberation movements
in China, India, Egypt, Africa and Latin America were striving
to destroy.16
The American left was triumphant in defeating the Versailles
treaty and American participation in that guarantor of the imperialist
status quo which Lenin trenchantly described as the “League
of Bandits™, Williams presents a penetrating analysis of the leader-
ship in the Senate by the American left:
At the other extreme was anevensmaller group of men who were
almost doctrinaire laissez-faire liberals in domestic affairs and
antiempire men in foreign policy. Led by Senator William E,
Borah, they made many perceptive criticisms of existing policy
+ « » .« The argument advanced by Borah and other antiempire
spokesmen was based on the proposition that America neither
could nor should undertake to make or keep the world safe for
democracy.
. « . « And even if it were possible to build such an empire, they
concluded, the effort violated the spirit of democracy itself.
Borah provided a classic summary of these two arguments in
one of his speeches attacking the proposal to clamp a lid on the
revolutionary ferment in China after 1917. “Four hundred mil-
lion people imbued with the spirit of independence and of national
integrity are in the end invincible,” . . . He concluded that a
rapprochement with the Soviet Union was “the key to a restored
Europe, to a peaceful Europe.” In addition, he thought that the
United States could play a crucial role in creating the circum-
stances in which there could “emerge a freer, a more relaxed,
a more democratic Russia.” “. . . So long as you have a hundred
and fifty million people outlawed in a sense, it necessarily
follows that you cannot have peace,”, . . Of all Americans, the
group around Borah most clearly understood the principle and
practice of self determination in foreign affairs, For that reason,
as well as other aspects of Borah's criticism, President Wilson
singled out Borah as his most important critic--as the man who
might turn out to be righe,16
Borah’s insights constituted the basic principles of the American
left in the post-war period; the artempts of the great imperialist
powers, victorious in World War 1, to oppose and suppress the
movements for national liberation, especially the successful Russian
Revolution,, were resolutely opposed and exposed by American
liberalism, Support of the Soviet Union against the attacks of the
imperialist powers and opposition to the concepts andprovisions of

14. ?;éngf’;' op. git., p. 227; Ekirch, American Liberalism, pp.

15, Humes, op. cit., pp. 223-28.

16. william ™~ Appleman Williams, The Tragedy of American
Diplomacy (New York: Dell Publishing Go., 15‘62), pp. 118-22,
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the Versailles treaty, were the inter-connected bases for the unity
of the American left. This unity was especially accomplished
through revisionist studies of the origins of World War I, to which
the Soviet Union had made a major contribution by making public
the secret records and agreements of Imperial Russia’s Western
allies. Liberal journais, such as the Nation, the New Repuhlic,
and the Freeman, and such liberals as John Maynard Keynes,
Harry Elmer Barnes, H, L, Mencken, Francis Neilson and Albert
Jay Nock provided perceptive studies of the imperialist origins of
the war and its imperialist conclusion in the Versailles treaty and
the League of Nations.

Despite the American rejection, the Versailles treaty and the
L.eague of Nations remained very much in force, and the American
left was dedicated to the complete abolition of the horrors of the
Versailles system in order to insure a peaceful world. The founda-
tions of the position of the American left on the treaty and the League
were established by John Maynard Keynes in The Economic
Consequences of the Peace (1920), in which he described the role
of the League as an instrument of the major imperialist powers
to protect the status quo that they had created in the Versailles
treaty. The requirement to preserve the existing borders of the
members, protected against peaceful change by the prescription
.of unanimity, insured the undisturbed maintenance of the status guo.
According to Keynes: .

These two Articles together go some way to destroy the concep-
tion of the League as an instrument of progress, and to equip it
from the outset with an almost fatal bias towards the status quo.

It is- these Articles which have reconciled to the League some

of its original opponents, who now hope to make of it another

Holy Alliance for the perpetuation of the economic ruin of their

enemies and the Balance of Power in their own interests which

~ they believe themselves to have established by the Peace M
The Versailles treaty had created or maintained local exploiting
groups -in the countries of Eastern Europe. As clients of the
imperialist powers, these allies of the West preserved their
expoitation against the movements for national liberation in Eastern
Europe through special economic privileges which, to the exclusion
of Russian and German economic and political interests, were
-granted to the West. Keynes demonstrated that there could not be
peace if the major imperialist powers didnot negotiate revisions of
the . treaty, especially with Germany and Russia. Excluded from
Eastern Europe by the political and economic privileges of the
Westeérn powers, Russia and Germany would become natural allies
-and the leaders of the movements of national liberation seeking to
end the yoke of exploitation exercised by the major imperialist
powers and their allies, the Versailles-formed governments,!®
" After two decades during’which the Western imperialist powers
sought to intensify rather thanrectify the evils of the status quo, the
events which. Keynes and the American left "had foreseen did
transpire. Germany, in cooperation with the Soviet Union, substi-
tuted nationalist governments for the imperialists’ client regimes
in Eastern Europe, As indicated by the liberal analysis of the world

17, J6hh "Mdynard Keynes, The Economic Consequences of the
" Peace (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Howe, [920), pp-
259-60. L :

18. Ibid., -pp. 267-68, 290-95; Howard K, Smith, The State of
Europe (New Y ork: Alfred A, Knopf, 1949), pp. 271-73.
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situation, the alliance of Germany and the Soviet Union was neither
an accident nor a great betrayal by one or the other. Rather this
alliance was the necessary and natural development of the struggle
between the forces of world imperialism defendingtheir stacus _qgg_,
-and the revolutionary forces of national liberation and anti-
imperialism, Williams provides a clear description of this world-
wide revolutionary challenge to the imperialist system;
However they distorted or misused the upsurge of dissatisfaction
with the status _qll:g, the leaders of Germany, Japan, and Italy
were working with the most powerful weapon available--the
determination, born equally of desperation and hope, of large
numbers of people to improve, radically and immediately, the
substance and tone of theixr daily lives,19 ‘
In Asia, the movement against the imperialist status quo was not
only newer and more radical but also of more immediate concern
to the American government; for more than half of America’s
imports of raw materials was derived from exploitation of the
colonies of England, France and the Netherlands, and of China,
which was viewed as the major growth-area for American im-
perialism, The system of exploitation of China through privileges
and monopoly concessions to American corporations and banks was
threatened, both by the desire of the Japanese for free and equal
competition in the China market and by the Chinese revolution, which
had begun in 1911 by the declaration of a republic. American
interests wished to maintain their privileges by “working with and
through Chinese conservative nationalists who were dependent upon
American aid” 2%to prevent the completionof the Chinese revolution
by liberal-radical or left-wing Chinese nationalists. Japan was
invited to share in the China market subject to the primacy of
American privileges and concessions in China, and in access to
colonial raw materials subject to the control of the Western
powers, In the struggle of the Japanese against the conservative
Chinese government which protected American monopoly privileges
and concessions, the United States increasingly applied economic
restrictions to Japan and granted loans and military assistance to
the conservative government of China, Opposition to American
government support of the privileged economic interests in China
and of the conservative government attempting to suppress the
movement for national liberation in China, wae continued by such
tragitional leaders of the American left as Senator Borah, But they
were unsuccessful in the contest with the “China lobby®, which
propagandized the glories of the imperialist puppet regime of the
Chiang dictatorship,® :

19. Williams, American Diplomacy, p. 163.

20, Ibid., pp. 143, 190-92; Willlam L. Neumann, *Ambiguity and
Ambivalence in Ideas of National Interestin Asia,” in Alexander
DeConde, ed., [solation and Securi (Durham, N, C,: Duke
University Press, 1957), pp. 157-58.

Williams, American Diplomacy, pp. 162-200; Marian C, Mc-
Kenna, Borah (Apn Ar%'dr: ﬂniversity of Michigan Press,
1961), pp. 325-85; Orde S, Pinckney, “William E, Borah;
Critic of American Foreign Policy,” Studies on the Leit
(Vol. 1, No. 3, 1960), pp. 54-61; William L, Neumann, America
Encounters Japan (Baltimore: The John Hopkins Press, 1963),
PpP. 228-89; William L, Neumann, “Determiniem, Destiny
and Myth in the American Image of China,” In George L,
Anderson, ed., Issues and Conflicts, Studies in Twentieth
Century American Diplomacy {Lawrence, Kan.: University of
Kansas Press, 1939), pp. 1-20. ‘
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Of fundamental imporrance for the history of the Cold War was
the development of the Asian movements of national liberation
through Japan’s challenge to the Western imperialist powers and .

its encouragement of anti-imperialist objectives, a challenge

described by Lens and others. The Burmese nationalists, influenced
by socialism, enlisted the aid of the Japanese to form a Burma
Independence Army, and, when the English colonialists were
expelled, the Japanese formed a Burmese national government.
The radical and socialist elements of the Indian Congress party
under the leadership of Subha Chandra Bose looked to Japanese
liberation from English imperialism; and when Bose was forced
out of the Congress party presidency in favor of the weaker Nehru,
the radicals in Bengal assisted the Japanese invasion while Nehru
merely declared against cooperation with the English army, In the
Philippines, the Japanese granted independence to the government.
formed by the pre-war nationalist party led by Jose P, Laurel and -
Clarc R, Recto, both formerly justices of the supreme court and
post-war members of the Philippine senate; this nationalist party
won the presidéential election of 1953, and Jose P, Laurel, Jr.,
who had represented his father’s wartime government in Tokyo,
. became speaker of the house of representatives, In Indochina the
Japanese protected Vietniamese engaged in nationalist activities
and ultimately abolished French colonialism and recognized the
independence of Vietnam, The Japanese encouraged the national
liberation movement in the Dutch East Indies by promising indepen-
dence and by establishing local and national Indonesian councils
in which a leading figure was the pro-Japanese nationalist, Achmed
Sukarno, With the completion of independence plans, Sukarng be-
came presuient of the Indonesian Republic before Japanese rule
came to an end. 2

The function of the Atlantic Charter issued by Churchill and
Roosevelt was to counter the rising tide of anti-imperialism and
to gain the adherence of the peoples of the world, a role emphasized
by lLens as an early aspect of the evems that culminated in the
Cold War. While for Churchill, the Atlantic Charter’s call for self-
government had more than propagandistic application only to
England’s allies in Western Europe and their client states in
Eastern Eurcpe, President Roosevelt considered the charter a
binding commitment to end much if not all of the imperialist gtatus
_c%?, especially in Asia, which had contributed so greatly to the war
and to American involvement. For the prosecution of the war this
situation further empasized the primacy of Europe,

Most of the energy of the government in India was devoted, how-

ever, not to the prosecution of the war but to the maintenance of

British rule. What military strength India couldsparefor the war
against the Axis was diverted to the war against Germany, in
which there was little danger that Indian troops would be con-
taminated by dangerous ideas., The British in India, like Chiang
K’ai-shek in China, put most of their strength behind main-
taining internal stability. . . The British were fighting two
separate wars. [n Europe they stood with all honor for the

22. Lens, op. cit., pp. 94-99, 113-19, 126-39; Smith, op. cit., p.
272, ‘[‘ odore H, White and Annalee [ acoby, Thun er “Qut of
China (New York: William Sloafie Assoclates, Inc., 1946),
pp. 82-96,
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freedom of humanity and the destruction of the Nazi slave systemé

in Asia, for the status quo, for the Empire, for colonialism,2
Roosevelt had realized that the assault on imperialism, represent-
ed by the Second World War and the movements of national
liberation which the war intensified, could not be prevented or
destroyed by force. For conservatives, like Churchill, the war was
the means to restore the status quo of exploitation by the tradi-
tional imperialist states, To bulwark the imperialist status quo
against the spirit of national liberation, which would receive the
encouragement of the major center of anti-imperialism, the Soviet
Union, Churchiil hoped to contain the Sovier Union’s influence by
threatening it in Eastern Europe with recreation of the “cordon
sanitaire” of Western client states. But Reosevelt intended to gain
a permanent peace through the peaceful liquidation of the war-
shattered imperialist system by means of Americanpressure. This
would eliminate any threat from the Soviet Union, since the basic
revolutionary urge to national liberation would be satisfied, while
the security of the Soviet Union from the traditional threat of
Western aggression would be protected by the natural development
of Eastern European governments friendly to Soviet Russia.
Roosevelt concluded that peace could be maintained by a per-
manent Soviet-American alliance supporting national liberation
to replace the imperialist system. “Roosevelt, like most Ameri-
cans, disliked Stalin’s communism, but he had no pathological fear
of it, He recognized its pliability.” 24

Unfortunately, in the absence of Roosevelt’s personal policy of
Soviet-american collaboration in furthering the movements of
national liberation, his concept of American leadership inthe world
could easily be perverted into opposition to the national liberation
movements and to the Soviet Union in defense of the conservative
policies of imperialism. Indeed, the Second World War policies
of Roosevelt established foundations on which such a perversion
of his own post-war aims could thrive, Robert M, Hutchins echoed
LaFollette’s criticisms when he noted that America’s growing
involvement in World War I] was baseduponthe ability of the Presi-
dent to create military commitments without Congressional approval
and to dramatize external forces as the cause of world difficulties.
Instead of counteringthe materialism atthe root of world difficulties
by the peaceful example of American progress, Hutching declared,
an America that persecuted radicals, whether labor, communists,
racial minorities or teachers as did the Nazis was making a
scapegoat of Hitler just as Hitler had made a scapegoat of the
Jews.% In this way the proponents of American intervention on
the American left separated themselves by a wide gulf from that
public which had continued its support of the American left’s
traditional anti-imperialist and isolationist policy, This split in the
American left permitted revived attacks on civil liberties when the
national and state legislatures initiated violations of constitutional
rights to destroy those who still defended traditional American
neutrality. The peacetime sedition or Smith Act with its guilt-by-
association clause, although unsuccessfully applied in suits against’
pro-German opponents of the war, was the successful basis for
general persecution of the American left, beginning with the neu-
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tralist leaders of the CIO Minneapolis Transport Workers Union.28
Norman Thomas, answering the question "Who are the Liberals?”,
noted that many who called themselves liberals had forgotten
that “war is the enemy of liberalism,” and had caused violations of
civil liberties in opposition to the very essence of the liberal creed.
~ In recent years those Americans who most stridently proclaimed
thejr lberalism were usually the most vociferous preachers
of a peace of vengeance against Germany and Japan. .. They
were far better able to discover seditionists at home than the
FBI, and far surer than the Supreme Court that foolish speech
constituted sedition. 27
Thus, insisted Thomas, while so-called liberals_in Congress and
the press supported or were silent over America’s militarism,
conscription, and deportation of one hundred thousand Americans
of Japanese ancestry to American concentration camps, the burden
of the civil libertarian gtruggle was borne by such isolationists
as “Senator Taft who spoke out most openly concerning various
aspects of conscription and the treatment of the Japanese
Americans.”%®
- But the domestic violations of civil liberties could be continued,
as the post-World War | period had demonstrated, only through
the maintenance of a war mentality by failure of the American left to
re-unite on its traditional principles. Unfortunately, that disunity
was intensified by the long-term economic and political conditions
and policies created by the war, especially by the interrelation of
economic concentration and the government’s contracts and eco-
nomic aid programs, and the significant role in decision-making
assumed by the military.
While it has long been a commonplace that New Deal policies
- were ghelved in favor of a war economy, recent scholarship holds
that the pre-war New Deal benefited big business through govern-
ment privileges and concentration of economic power as much as
had Hoover's policies, of which the New Deal was basically a con-
tinuation., However, the most significant result of the war economy
was the increased concentration of economic power which big busi-
ness derived from government contracts, and the establishment of
a close relationship between big business and the military, as has
been indicated by Ekirch andby C, Wright Mills,2? Ekirch describes
the importance which American foreign aid, under the guise of
internationalism, has played in the post-war economic concentra-
tion of big busineas;
Nationalism in the guise of internationalism was most attractive
‘to the postwar group of business, political, and military leaders
whom G, Wright Miils dubbed “the sophisticated congervatives,”
« . » the foreign aid program, with its stimulation to American
industry, became the “gpinal nerve” of the sophisticated con-
servatives’ postwar plans for the expansion of American export
markets. . . . Admirably suited to the conservatives’ purposes
were the solid ties forged among industry, armed forces,
and State Department - ties that were constantly being strengthen-
ed under the duress of the cold war and the policy of a permanent
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war economy. Aided Ly the widespread propaganda in behalf of
a bipartisan foreign pelicy, these new-type conservatives were
able to assume a dominant position in both major political
parties.??
Similarly, Lens examines the basis for the post-war development
of congervatism in America:
Self-interest drove the military-industrial complex, after the
war to upgrade the menace of communism and communist
Russia. The points of conflict between East and West were en-
larged to give the impression of animmediate war danger. To its
surprise, this power complex found an ally among certain ex-
radicals and . ., . among certain liberals who came to Anti-
Communism from other motivations. Together with the ultra-
Right, which had been relatively dormant, this conjunction of
forces pushed the center of gravity in American political life to
the right, to a barren defense of the status quo.®!
Ekirch examines the motivations of those liberals who became
allies of the anti-Communism of the new conservatism in the post-
war American government:
Accustomed to power and office, New Deal liberals had lost the
capacity of self-criticism and vigorous opposition, qualities
that might have served them in good stead in the postwar years
of hysteria and reaction. . . .
One of the ironies of the postwar period was that anti-revisionist
liberals, in their anxiety lest the United States return to a post-
World War [ intellectual pattern of isolationist pacifism, came
to condone and even to abet a resort to the opposite extreme of a
militant, interventionist nationalism, masquerading as idealistic
internationalism, At the same time, talk of bipartisanship often
concealed the essentially conservative nature of American postwar
foreign policy. In what was really a turnto the right in American
diplomacy, war liberals, whohadformerly sharedin many a leftist
cause or program, now vied with conservatives for leadership
in the crusade against communism,32
Thus, some liberals became either complete or partial allies of
the new conservative establishment on the basis of anti-Com-
munism. QOther Hberals, eschewing this anti-Communism, became
critics of varying effectiveness of the new conservativism in the
American government, as did the isolationists who continued to
pursue consistently the traditional program of American liberalism.
In his very valuable chapter, “The Alliance of Gonservatives and
Ex-Radicals,” Lens provides an incisive analysis of the funda-
mental importance in the development of the Anti-Communist
Crusade of the former comrmunists and socialists. The disintegra-
tion of the liberal position in America was paralleled by the
*concomitant emergence of a segment of ex-radicals ag savants of
Anti-Communism,”
Perhaps the most interesting development in the United States
since World War II, in terms of power alignment, has been the
simultaneous decline of the Left and the conversion of some of
its adberents into an Anti~Communist phalanx. . . many ex-
radicals, whose impact was negligible when they were asgociated
with the Left, have gained a new and impressive status by
becoming the most fervid proponents of Anti-Communigm, .. Old
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friends of the Soviet Union with sociatist, communist, Frotskyist,.. Lo

or liberal backgrounds, such as Max Eastman, J, B, Matthews, . :
Eugene Lyons, James Burnham, Sidney Hook, and Jay Lovestone, -
became the intellectual leavening for Anti-Communism: angd, in.

_some cases, for ultra-right organizations. Many of these men-. "

reflected the factional struggles within the Soviet.Unjon, betweetr |

Stalin and Trotsky, for the most part; but dlso between Stalin

and Bukharin., . . But in recoiling from such transgressions,

many American leftists ‘went far in the opposite direction,
centering their new dogma in the primacy of communism as the
enemy of mankind, and joining with cerrain rightists, on oc-
casion, whom they would have eschewed in the past. The establish-~
ment, instead of finding resistance to its negative, Anti-Com- - -
munist policy, was thus reinforced. Where in the firsc postwar:

period the establishment’s hysteria was counteracted by liberals.
and radicals, in the second postwar period it was aided and
abetted by many radical defectors. The ex-radical, like the
civilian militarist, found a new and exciting place in the sun. The
phenomenon was so widespread it prompted the witticism from

Ignazio Silone that the next war would be fought between com-

munigts and ex-communists,3? :

Like the socialists who moved comfortably into the establish-
ment’s new conservatism, *the nucleus of the ADA was a group of
dissident former socialists.”34 Led by ex-socialists such as Walter
Reuther and James Loeb, the Americans for Democratic Action
sought to maintain their channels to government power through
participation in the Anti-Communist Crusade. Ekirch sketched the
dangers of that policy:

What many anti-communist liberails overlooked, in the zeal of
their often new-found faith, was that a gsoclety could create a class
of political untouchables only at the peril of being itself affected
by the very virus it sought to isolate. The danger in the anti-
radical and anti-communist crusade after World War I did not
stern primarily from the irresponsible tactics of the various
Congressional investigating committees or individuals like
Senator Joseph McCarthy, reprehensible though their methods -
were, “McCarthyism,” after all, wag a result or a symptoni,
not a cause. The danger rather lay in the assumption that there
was a minority class or group of political lepers guilty of so-
called wrong thinking. The contention, popular with some liberals,
that communism was not heresy bur conspiracy, even if true,
overlooked the fact that all heresy which went beyond mere
academic protest contained the seeds of possible conspiracy
and subversion,35 ’

In contrast to the socialist-oriented ADA, those New Dealers
who had come from a liberal or reform tradition - businessmen
and leaders of farmer, labor and civil rights groups - naturally
took a position more firmly based on the traditional principles
of American liberalism. Important segments of the business com-
muniry at the end of World War [Iconsidered American capitalism’s
prosperity dependent on peace and American - Soviet friendship; and
the major business figures of the Roosevelt cabinet, Harold Ickes,
Henry Morgenthau, Jr. and Henry Wallace led in the founding of
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the Progressive Citizens of America. The PCA sought to act on
the principles of American capitalism and to Cooperate with the
Soviet Union to achieve world peace and prosperity through the
liquidation of imperialism and feudalism, and the development of
international trade. The ex-radical and anti-communist crusader,
Eugene L.yons, recognized the socialist basis of anti-communism
and the caPitalist bagis of Soviet-American cooperation when he
noted that “organized labor, being more consciously anti-Communist
than some capitalists, has gone sour on Wallace,”3®However, the
enthusiasm of these New Deal businessmencarried them dangerously
close to condoning American imperialism through its vanguard, the
government’s foreigh aid program. Williams directs attention to
this flaw in his examination of the opposition to Henry Wallace's
desire to expand his role as secretary of commerce to galhing
direct government subsidies for American corporarions: .
Wallace’s version of the expansionist outlook won him sharp
criricism from Senator Robert A, Taft. Along with his repeated
warnings that American policy might well provoke the Soviets
into even more militant retaliation, and perhaps even war,
Taft’s attack on Wallace serves to illustrate the misleading
nature of the popular stereotype of the Senator. Taft immediately
spotted the contradiction between the rhetoric of the New Deal
and the reality of its policies. *Dollar diplomacy is decried,”
he commented very pointedly in 1945, ®although it is exactly the
policy of Government aid to our exporters which Mr., Wallace
himself advocates to develop foreign trade, except that it did
not {(in its earlier forms) involve our lending abroad the money
_to pay for all our exports.” o
Yet Egespire the perceptiveness of hisanalysis, Taft stood virtually
alone,37 As indicated by Williams, if the stereotypes of American
politics are discarded for the reality, Senator Taft and the isolation-
ists remained the most consistently committed to the traditional
principles of American liberalism, This is seen in their opposition
to American imperialism and to American support of imperialist
regimes abroad through foreign aid, as well as to the American
provocations to the Soviet Union which created the Cold War and
could cause World War III, Taft strongly opposed the almost four
billion dollar loan to Great Britain which permittedthe maintenance
of its colonial system and of its military interventions in support
of Greek rightists and of Dutch colonialism in Indonesia. In addition,
American capabilities for imperialism would have been drastically
reduced by Taft’s proposals for ending the draft, limiting executive
power, reducing government revenues, and recalling American
troops from centers of friction In Asia and Europe, The American
occupation armies particularly provided an excuse for continuing
the war-time importance of the military in decision-making and
for keeping American forces on the threshold of the Soviet Union,

The World War [I policy of total war had given the military
unprecedented power. The American conduct of the war repeated
the World War I policy of total war, unconditional surrender and
application of the concept of *guilty” nations. This policy, including
the indiscriminate strategic bombing of civilian populations
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culminating in the first and only use of atomic weapons in warfare,
could not but alienate those who consistently maintained the values
of American liberalism, But after the killing ended, more basic
military developments continued into the post-war era, especially
their new-found role in decision-making and in holding key am-
bassadorial posts. Along with Lens, Ekirch has emphasized that
the very continuation after the war of the military role in deciston-
making markedly altered American policy: )
Such vast military expenditures naturally gave the armed forces -
increasing influence within the government, and top military men
moved into key positions in federal agencies, Admiral William D,
Leahy stayed on at the White House ag President Truman’s personal
military adviser or private chief of staff. General Marshall
replaced James Byrnes as Secretary of State, and the department
itself came more and more under military control, Abroad in
overseas posis, General Walter B, Smith, United States Ambassador
to Russia, General Lucius Clay, High Commissioner of the Ameri-
can occupied zone in Germany, and General Douglas MacArthur,
Supreme Allied Commissioner for Japan, gave a militarist cast
to our postwar policy. At home, unification of the armed forces in
a sgingle department and establishment of the National Security
Council enabled the Secretary of National Pefense towork with the
State Department in determining foreign policy.
The practical results of the new integration of American foreign
and military policy was the continued acceptance of the doctrine
of peace through strength. The first step in this direction had
been the wartime Allied insistence on the unconditional surrender
of the AXis powers and the military occupation of their rerrirory.
.« Military control of American foreign policy, as a wide variety
of critical observers pointed out, involved not only a sharp break
with the American past but also posed a strong threat to peace
and democracy. The military’s lifelong identification with the
use of force and contempt for the workings of diplomacy was
viewed in the long run as likely tolead the United States into war,
Even if such a contingency were avoided, there was the danger
that the almost exclusive reliance on-armed power in the conduct
of American foreign relations would go far to stifle the workings
of democracy at home. 38
As 1ndicated by Ekirch, the total war policy led directly to the
post-war policy of occupation by large forces of American troops
as the first step to postwar military participation in decision-
making. Not only did military government involve a confusion of
military and political roles inconsistent with American traditions,
but American military leaders gained important influence since
American occupation forces were located at the very edge of the
Soviet Union’s security zones. To insure proper coordination between
the military and civilian authorities, State Department officials
came to be trained by the National War College. And American
foreign policy was partially determined by the Secretary of Defenge
in the National Security Council advised by the Joint Chiefs. of
Staff, as well as a special national security staff and central
intelligence agency which were beyond the regular diplomacy
of the State Department.?
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The role of the military was further aggrandized by the uncritical
admiration for military leaders of the first post-war presidential
incumbent. Ekirch notes:

Even before relations with Russia descended to the polnt of an

avowed cold war, the armed forces began toexert their influence
upon American foreign policy. Somewhat paradoxically, this
influence became greater in peace than it had been in war,
when President Roosevelt and his civilian advisers had exer-
cised a large measure of control over military strategy as well
as over géneral foreign and domestic policy. In contrast to his
predecessor, President Truman seemed peculiarly susceptible to
military influence and advice, *Ne President since Grant,” as
Sumner Welles later wrote with some malice, “has had such
childlike faith in the omniscience of the highbrass as the present
occupant of the White House.” “The truth is,” Oswald Garrison
Villard wrote to Charles Beard, *“we have a highly militaristic,
lower middle class, back-slapping American legionnaire in the
White House who has given free rein to the Militarists, and
we are being made over under our own eyes into a tremendous
military imperialistic Power--exactly what we went to war with
Germany to prevent their becoming!® 4%

This was borne out on March 5, 1946 when, at the instigation and
in the applauding presence of President Truman, Winston Churchill
proclaimed America’s world primacy on the basis of its over-
whelming military power. Through a theory of racial superiority
by which the English-speaking nations were destined to determine
the fate of the world's peoples, Churchill called for the maintenance
of the special alliance among the English-speaking states founded
on America’s military dominance, This alliance would intervene
to prevent conflict and insure the existence of regimes conforming
to the rules issuing from the master English-speaking race. Except
in English-speaking countries benefiting from rhis status %u_o,
opposition parties and revolutionary movements had arisen against
privilege, feudalism and imperialism (as President Roosgevelt
had foreseen). In the absence of Roosevelt's intended liquidation
of imperialism under the leadership of the United States with
the cooperation of the Soviet Union, the resistance to national
. liberation by English military intervention supported by American

ald, caused these opposition and revolutionary movements to seek
the diplomatic guidance and material aid of the Soviet Union (as
President Roosevelt had also foreseen). According to Churchiil,
timely action would defeat the challenge to Christian civilization by
the revolutionary movements under absolute obedience to the orders
of international Communism, and the Soviet Union in turn would be
forced to accept a world system dominated by Anglo-American
strength, Since America’s interests in Asia insured its continued
attention to China, Churchill emphasized Europe and the Middle
East, The English-speaking alliance had to maintain its control of
Greece, Turkey and Iran, which dominated the invasion routes
to southern Russia and the approaches to the Anglo-American oil
concessions in the Middle East, The popularly supported com-
munist parties of Western Europe had to be checked,

However, it was events in Central and Eastern Europe that most
aggravated Churchill, and he sought to have the United States
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reverse the pohcy of President Roosevelt of recognizing Russia’s
security needs in Eastern Europe through the formation of friendly
governments in that area. His suggestion that “an iren curtain has

descended across the Continent” over the security zone grantedto ... '
the Saviet Union under the Three Power accords, echoed almost to

a year Joseph Goebbels’ similar outburst at the temporary failure
of the German generals to gain American supporiof German power
aimed at the Soviet Union. On February 23, 1945 Goebbels had lashed
out at the Allied unity established at Yalta;
the agreement between Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin would
allow the Soviets to occupy all Eastern and Southeastern Europe,
together with the major part of the Reich. An iron curtain
would at once descend on this territory which, including the
Soviet Union, would be of tremendous dimensions. Behind this
curtain there would then begin a mass slaughter of peoples,
probably with acclamation from the Jewish press in London
and New York, 4
Churchill had only begrudgingly acceptedthe World War II alliance
with the Soviet Union; he had reminded Russia that he considered
her an evil equal to the Germian threat which had to be destroyed, .
and that he had been a leader in the intervention in Russia and the
creation of the “cordon sanitaire” states in Eastern Eurepe,
Churchill knew that his harsh words were supported by more than
America’s general military superiority, The American forces of
occupation in Germany were located onthe very edge of the security
zone granted to the Soviet Union and in the very midst of the
European cockpit from which the two worid wars had been spawned.
American military commanders had direct charge of the most
significant diplomatic negotiations affecting the vital security of
the Soviet Union, and their crucial changes in American policies
in Germany immediately following Truman’s applause of Churchill’s
speech, were major steps inithe development of the Cold War,
Williams has described this development:
.. On May 3, 1946,.the United States abruptly and unilaterally
announced that it was terminating reparations to Russia from
the Western zones of occupied Germany. These reparations, never
large, had been arranged as part of mterzone economic rehabilita-
tion after the Potsdam Conference,
This decision, apparently taken on his own responsibility by
General Lucxus Clay, the Military Governor of the American
zone, very probably had a crucial effect on the dereriorating
relations between the United States and the Soviet Union. ...
By cutting off reparations so soon  thereafter (Churchill’s
speech) from the western, industrial zones of Germany, Clay
in effect put real and positive, as well as verbal and negative,
pressure on the Russians,
Already General Clay had assumedthe leadinthe creation of a huge
radio station in Germany to broadcast American propaganda (o
Russia and Eastern Europe, when the State Department decided to
launch the Voice of America as the continuation of Elmer Davis’
QOWI and Nelson Rockefeller’'s QlAA, When the Russians criticized
Clay’s German policies, Clay encouraged Secretary of State Byrnes
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to make a major policy declaration in supportof his actions in Ger-
many. Clay provided an impressive setting for Byrnes’ Stuttgart
speech delivered before the Americanoccupationforces in Germany
on September 6, 1946. Byrnes’ proposals added up to an American
attempt to use Germany for American military purposes while
excluding Russian influence. He rejected controls to prevent German
remilitarization based on the Ruhr industries, and declared that
American forces would *remain in Germany for a long period” after
the end of the occupation. Byrnes received immediate personal
congratulations for his Stuttgart ultimatafrom Winston Churchill.#

Within a week, Secretary of Commerce Henry Wallace made a
general criticism of American foreign policy, including the German
policy of Byrnes and Clay and the growing American support of
the British military intervention in the Greek civil war. And the
debate on foreign policy quickly became nation~wide when President
Truman forced Wallace toresign. Professor Clyde Eagleton suggest-
ed that the United States should act properly before complaining
about Russia, and that the American government should learn not
to seek foreign scapegoats to blame for worldproblems, especially
when the United States had contributed to the development of those
problems. He noted that the United States was creating a global
sphere of influence extending to Europe and Africa and the Far East.
By MacArthur’s monopolization of Allied control in Japan and
American intervention in the Chinese civil war, and by the demand
that American influence in Europe be increased by joint Allied
controls, the United States was creating the conditions for a response
from Russia in the form of greater security along its borders in
Eastern Europe and Manchuria. Of the major post-war interventions-
England in Greece and Indonesia, the United States in China, and
Ruseia in north-western Iran only the Russians in Iran had with-
drawn, and in response the Americans might be forced out of their
influence in China.44 In his article, "Ieolationism and the Middle
West”, Professor William Carleton predicted that the traditional
supporters of an American alliance with England would support
American imperialism--the natural ally, partner and heir of the
objectives and concessions of English imperialism, as for example
in the Middle East oil cartel. In contrast, the Americans who were
committed to the traditional liberal principlea of anti~-imperialism
and isolationism would continue to oppose the American alliance
with England; in this way they would aid rather than combat the
inevitable movements of national liberation whose struggles to end
imperialist exploitation by allied American and Engiish interests
would otherwise turn America away from cooperation with the
Soviet Union and toward a possible World War III. Thug, the
choice for American foreign policy was whether or not America
would accept Churchill’s policy and become for the rest of the
world the “citadel of reaction,” supporting through American
military and foreign aid the exploitation of the world’s peoples
by the feudal landlords, monopolists and war lords.t®

On October 35, 1946, a month before the important poat-war
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Congressional ‘elections, Senator Taft delivered a widely- pub-
licized speech at the Kenyon College symposium on English-speaking’
peoples. Under the title “Equal Justice under Law”, Taft offered a
strong attack upon the premisseg that had formed the basis for
Churchill’s declaration of the Cold War and his proclamation of
world rule. Taft questioned whether the English-speaking peoples
had in fact maintained the traditional principles of liberty and
justice, an assumption on which was based the Truman Admini-
stration’s adoption of Churchill’s policies, Instead, in domestic and
foreign affairs the American government had greatly restricted
‘or denied fundamental civil liberties, and a new philosophy of

increased government power had been substituted for traditional
liberty and justice:
Of course the new philosophy has been promoted by two world
wars, for war is a denial both of liberty and of justice.4®
An immediate example of the denial of international justice was
the ex Egg_t facto war trials in Germany and Japan, which hagd been
anticipated by General MacArthur’s summary trial and execution
of General Yamashita in which the United States Supreme Court
had refused to intervene. 47 But the Truman foreign policy had
generally abandoned international law and substituted naked power
politics as a so-called world policeman; here it followed in
the footsteps of English imperalism, which had also claimed to
be the world policeman. Taft noted that the Truman policy had
lost sight of the basic truth that the policeman is incidental to
the law, and that without adherence to domestic or to international
law a domestic or so-called world policeman is a tyrant and
creator of disorder or anarchy.
This whole policy is no accident. For years we have been accepting
at home the theory that the people aretoo dumb to understand and
that a benevolent Executive must be given power to describe
policy and administer policy ... Such a policy in the world, as
at home, can only lead to tyranny or to anarchy,48
Thus, anp Administration which denied the capacity of Americans
for self-government would certainly deny the capacity for self-
government of other peoples in the world and would intervene to
support the paternalism of feudal landlords, monopolists, bureau-
crats and war lords, Taft emphasized that the existing problems
and American reactions were the direct results of the American
intervention in World War II. The American oppeosition to neutralism
during the war had created the attitude that no country could
be neutral in the Cold War. The barbarism during the war and the
year after its end had causedthe grave crisis in American attitudes
which had launched the Cold War:
Our whole attitude in the world, for a year after V-E Day,
including the use of the atomic bomb at Hiroshima and Nagasaki,
seems to me a departure from the principle of fair and equal
treatment which has made America respected throughout the
world before the second World war, %9
Taft conclided with the hope that the English-speaking peoples
would recover from the post-war disillusionment caused by the

mch. Voices in Dissent, p. 312,
47. Ibid., p. 321; 1946 Britannica Book of the Year (Chicago:
.8 E_ncycﬁopaedia Britannica, 1946), p. 852.
- Ekirch, Yoiceg in Dissent, p, 319.
49, Ibid., p. 321.

42




barbarity of World War 11 and would replace the Churchill-Truman
foreign policy of force and imperialist world policeman with a-
restoration of justice and liberty.

Although the Republicans won the 1946 Congressional elections,
the well~-known divisian in that party between the internationalists
and the isolationists permitied the Truman Administration to gain
the support of the internationalist Republicans for a bipartisan
foreign policy and to frustrate attempts to restrict American
imperialism. With the power and publicity facilities of the Executive
Department, President Truman was able to seize the initiative by
declaration of the Truman Docrrine of aid tothe Greek and Turkish,
governmenig, on March 12, 1947, In place of English imperialism’s
collapeing effort to impose an cppressive rightist government and
suppress the movement for Greek national liberation, American
money, arms, planes and military “advisers® would be rushed to
Greece. Leng notes the varied reactions in America to Truman's
challenge to naticnal Hberation movemente by dividing the world
into two camps;

The decisive moment for the pragmatic liberal came in 1947
when Harry Truman promulgated the Truman Doctrine. The Cold
War was now formalized, The Progressive Citizens of America
immediately denounced the plan as an “imvitarion o war,”
replacing the *American policy based on one worlg” for one
which *divides the world into two camps.” The Natlon decried
the Docirine as *a plain declaration of polivical war against
Russia,” and the New Republic sald “the U, S, is now ready
to excuse unholy Alllances of its own by adopting the apology
that the end might justify the means.” But the ADA .,. endorsed
the Doctrine. ... On this, the decisive issue of our time, the gap
between the ADA and the conservatives narrowed to derivative
and peripheral issues, such as the extent of economic aid.

Against this bipartisan unity of the ADA and the congervatives,
the isolationists alone offered an effective challenge in Congress;
they opposed American military assistance to support the Traman
Dectrine because they viewed it as the formal launching of a war
against the Soviet Union. Senator Taft denvunced Truman’s intention
“to make a loan fo set up armies in Greece and Turkey against
Russia,” ™ and Truman’s *policy of dividing the world into zones of
political influence, Communist and non-Cotnmounist.” 52 The isola-~
tionists feared that Truman’s program would creare a cartellized,
monopolistic American economy based oh government Contracts
which, whether or not a Cold War remained, would create an
undemocratic domestic armosphere. Representative Geor ge Bender,
leading Taft spokesman in the House and later his successor in
the Senate, maintained a consisrent critique of Truman’s launching
of the Cold War against the Soviet Union, In an arrack on the corrupt
Greek government and the fradulent elections which had kept
it in power, Bender declared, on March 28, 1947,

{ believe that the White House program is a reaffirmarion
of the nineteenth century belief in power politics. It is a refine~
ment of the policy first adopted after the Treaty of Versailles
in 1919 designed to encircie Russia and establish a “Cordon

30. Lens, op. cit., pp. 31-32; Smith, op. cit., pp. 224-40,
31. Congressional Record, 80th Congregg, 1st Session, p. 3031.

52. Jomeph M, Jones, Jhe Fifteen Weeks (New York: The vikin
Press, 1955), pp. 1;4—-7!;. .
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Sanitaire” around the Soviet Union. it is a program which points
to a new policy of interventionism in FEurope as a corollary to
our Monrce Doctrine in South America. Let there be no mistake
about the far-reaching implications of this plan. Once we have
taken the historic step of sending financial aid, miitary experts
and loans to Greece and Turkey, we shall be irrevocably
coinmitted to a course of action from which it will be impossible
to withdraw. More and larger demands will follow, Greater needs
will arise throughout the many areas of friction in the world.52
Bender was among the few. Congressional defenders of Henry
Wwallace when the latter was widely attacked for his proposals, made .
in England and France, that Europe oppose the Truman Doctrine’s
division of the world into two camps and instead act as a balance
between them. Wallace’s speeches in Europe led to a bipartisan
demand for the revocation of his passport; and in answer to such
attacke as Representative Kenneth Keating's accusation of treason
against Wallace, Bender lashed out at the open season on Wallace,
"Bender replied to Churchill’s attack on Wallace for speaking
abroad, that if Churchill could seek to launch the Cold War by
speeches in America, Wallace could seek to prevent . that war
by speeches in Europe.“
What appears to be an impossible unity of ‘left’ and nght
.a unity contrary. to the whole system of stereotypes created for
America’s recent history, was well and fearfully understood by
the Truman Administration. For the Administration knew that
the success of its bipartisan foreign policy depended on division
among the groups opposed to American imperialism, Joseph M,
Jones, who played an important role in the development of the
Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan, has revealed such under-
standing:
Most of the outright opposition came from the extreme Left
and the extreme Ri .ght of the political spectrum; from a certain
gschool of “liherals who had long been strongly criticat of the
administration’s stﬁfenmg policy toward the Soviet Union, and
from the “isolationists” who had been consistent opponents of
all foreign-policy measures that projected the United States:
actively into World affairs. Thus Henry A, Wallace, Fiorello
La Guardia, Senators Claude Pepper and Glen H, Taylor found
themselves in the gsame bed with Colonel Robert McCormick,
John O’Donnell, Representatives Harold Knutson and Everett
M, Dirksen; and the Marshall Field papers (P, M, and the
Chicago Sun), the Chicago Daily News, the Nation, the New
Re Elﬁic and the Christian Century found themselves in the
same corner with the McCormick-Patterson press. The opposition
of the Left emphasized that American aid to the existing Greek
and Turkish governments would not promote freedom but would
protect anti-democratic and reactionary regimes; and that the
proposed action by-passed the United Nations and endangered its
future, The opposition of the Right emphasized that the President’s
policy would probably, if not inevitably, lead to war; and that
the American economy could not-stand the strains of trying to
stop Communism with dollars,” But both Right and Left used the
full range of arguments in a bitter attack. "Power politics,”
“militarism,” “intervention,” were charged against the adminis-

53 Co . Record 80th Congress, pp. 2831-32.
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tration. “You can’t fight Communism with doliars,” “the new

policy means the end of One World,” “the Mogcow Conference

will be undermined,” “We should not bail cutthe British Empire

--these were among the arguments used, 5
The military and economic aid to Greece and Turkey engendered
the strongest partisanship of any foreign policy bill before the
Congress in that session. While receiving almost unanimous Demo-
cratic support, it met the strongest opposition from adee;gly
divided Republican party. The only comparably strong isolationist
action in the Eightieth Congress was the even larger Republican
vote against the bipartisan reimposition of Selective Service in
1948; this vote came after the Republicans had honored thelr
campaign commitment to end the draft by letting it expire despite
Truman’s militaristic appeals for renewal.

An over-all criticism of the bipartisan foreign policy was
presented by Rep. Bender, on June 6, 1947, during the debate on
Representative Karl Mundt’s attempt to give a cover of legality
to the Voice of America program which the State Department
had been operating. Bender said:

The Voice of America hroadcasts are just one piece of the
Truman Doctrine. ‘
The pieces are beginning to fall into place, and the pattern
is becoming clear. It is hot a pretty pattern; it is not a patiern
which the people of the United States can look on with confidence
or with a sense of hope for the future.... But we have learned
to look behind the ritles or labels of measures prepared by the
Truman administration.
The Greek-Turkey-aid bill was presented to this Congress as
a humanitarian measure, designedtorelieve hunger and suffering.
The Truman administration attempted to conceal and disguise
ite true character, which was admitted only after the measure
was subjected to searching examination on the floor of the House.
Then it was admirtted that all of the so-calied aid to Turkey was
to be military aid, and most of the aid to Greece was to be mili-
tary aid, The humanitarian purpose turned out to be hypocrisy.
No, we must look behind the high-sounding title in the present
bill about the interchange of knowledge and seek out the true
character of this measure. Its true character is not difficult
to discover. The Voice of America program is nothing more
or less than the propaganda arm of the Truman Doctrine. It
is just one more piece in the pattern of the Truman adventure
in international relations.
What are some of the other pieces in the Truman program
which have become apparent in the past few days?
On May 26, Mr. Truman urged the Congress to authorize a
program of military collaboration with all the petty and not so
petty dictators of South America, Mr, Truman submitted a draft
bill which would authorize the United States to take over the
arming 'of South America on a scale far beyond that involved
in the $400,000,000 hand-out to Greece and Turkey.

Mr. Truman continued his campaign for universal peacetime

military training in the United States ....

But military control at home is a part of the emerging Truman

program. The Truman administration is using all ite propaganda

resources in an attempt to sofren up the American people to
accept this idea.

55. Jones, op. cit., p. 177.
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