WHEN THE COMMUNIQUE came re-
porting to the world the decisions of
Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin,
meeting in conference in the Crimea
on the Black Sea, there arose a vio-
lent anger over the radio from Ber-
lin. And in America, as well as in
Britain, the ‘public was again given
the opportunity to identify Hitler’s
spiritual brothers, as they all, with
various degrees of frankness, re-
flected the disappointment of their

master. Hitler’s last hope, in the
breakup of the Coalition, was
smashed.

In contrast with the anger and dis-
appointment of the Hitlerites, and
all their first, second, and third
cousins throughout the world, it was
joy and confidence that greeted the
Crimean decisions from the demo-
cratic peoples of the world, and from
all public spokesmen who base them-
selves upon the people.

The whole world is divided into
two camps by these two contrasting
receptions to the Crimean Confer-
ence. This is the showdown. Now
comes the separation of the sheep
from the goats.

THE BIG THREE

IN THE CRIMEA

By EARL BROWDER

CRIMEA BUILT ON
TEHERAN FOUNDATIONS

There is nothing new in principle
in the decisions of Crimea. At Yal-
ta the Big Three built upon the
foundations already laid at Teheran,
and at the Moscow Conference of
Eden, Hull and Molotov that pre-
ceded Teheran.

The historic significance of Cri-
mea consists precisely in the fact
that it undeviatingly continued and
further developed the line already
indicated clearly at Moscow and
Teheran.

I wrote a book about Teheran and
its consequences. That book assumed
that Teheran would be followed by
just such a Conference as that re-
cently concluded at Yalta. If the
Crimean Conference had been dif-
ferent, my book would have lost
much of its practical validity. Be-
cause Crimea was the logical contin-
uation of Teheran, that book is to-
day confirmed. There is nothing
new in principle to add to that anal-
ysis.

There is, however, much to record,
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analyze, and digest that was only
forecast. and promised at Teheran,
but is now being realized in the
events of life as a result of Crimea.

The Teheran line was applied and
proved itself in the military conduct
of the war. Its fruit was the suc-
cessful opening of the Second Front,
with the liberation of France, much
of Belgium, and a part of Holland.
This helped the Red Army achieve
its annihilating offensives which
“tore the guts out of the Nazi beast,”
and brought the Soviet forces into
the areas of Berlin, Dresden, and
Vienna in the weeks preceding the
Crimean meeting. All of Hitler’s
allies and quislings were knocked
out, and the war was brought onto
German territory from East and
West.

On the political and diplomatic
field, the line of Teheran had been
applied with less consistency. Such
notable progress as that registered
at Dumbarton Oaks and Bretton
Woods was clouded by the deadlock
of the Aviation Conference in Chi-
cago. It was this fact that gave Hit-
ler hopes that the Coalition would
be split by the divergences that be-
gan to appear. In Belgium and
Greece (and, in a different form, in
Italy), the power of British and
American armed forces were thrown
into the scales against the native
liberation forces, for the preserva-
“tion and utilization of collaboration-
ist circles—in the name of “maintain-
ing order.” In Greece, bloody civil
war raged for six weeks, with the

POLITICAL AFFAIRS

British Army fighting side by side
with those Greek armed forces that
had been in the service of the Nazi
occupationists. The world was
given a small laboratory sample of
what all Western Europe would be-
come if there was not a quick return
to the principles of Teheran.

After Teheran, every clear appli-
cation of the policies there laid down
brought advances toward victory, and
additional guarantees for the orderly
construction of a stable and prosper-
ous world thereafter. Every depart-
ure from the policies of Teheran
brought comfort and hope to Hitler,
delayed the victory, and threatened
to sow the seeds of civil wars now
and eventually a new world war.

That was the experience leading
up to the Crimean Conference, mak-
ing necessary and inevitable, given
the high statesmanship of the three
principal leaders, that the decisions
there made should be an emphatic
reaflirmation of the Teheran line,
and its concrete extension to all the
most burning problems of Europe in
the stage of the war where the final
smashup of Hitlerism impends. The
Jast remnants of that concept of three
separate and conflicting policies for
Europe were removed. The con-
cept of one common over-all policy
was put into practical terms. The
hopes of Hitler were banished be-

yond recall. Europe and the world
were denied the disruptive choice be-
tween three rival leaderships, and
were given instead the unified and
unifying leadership of a firmly con-
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solidated  Anglo - Soviet - American
Coalition.

THE COMPLETE LIQUIDATION
OF NAZISM

At Moscow and Teheran, at the
end of 1943, the general goal of com-
plete extirpation of Nazism was
agreed upon. Aside from the mili-
tary task of crushing Hitler’s armies,
the means of attaining this goal was
not defined. In Crimea this defini-
tion was given.

Germany will be subjected to mili-
tary occupation by the Big Three
Powers, plus France, in four zones
of occupation, under a unified com-
mission of the Coalition Powers
which will*lay down common de-
tailed policy. Germany will be dis-
armed, the German General Staff
and Army will be abolished, all war
criminals will be punished, industries
of war purpose or potentiality will
be removed or controlled, the last
remnants of Nazism will be rooted
out. Germany shall make the full-
est possible reparation of the destruc-
ton wrought in occupied lands, the
amount of which is to be determined
by a commission working from Mos-
cow. As and when these aims are
established, the German people are
to ﬁn§l a place again in the comity
of nations. These are the main prac-
tical features of the policy of uncon-
ditional surrender.

_ That there could be no other prac-
tical policy toward Germany was es-
tablished by events in the fourteen
months from Teheran to Crimea.

In this period, when the inevitable
military debacle of Nazism was es-
tablished, there had yet emerged no
effective leadership within Germany
able to offer itself as an alternative
to Nazism, and able to surrender
I(}crman}_/. There exists no internal
torce within Germany capable of
challenging Nazism. There is no
alternative, therefore, to the occupa-
tion of Germany until Nazism is
r::)oted out, and new forces have had
time and opportunity to grow again
from a purified soil.

- The provision of a common center
of Coalition policy for all Germany,
closes the door to the rise of con-
flicting policies among the main al-
lies which would provide crevices for
the Nazis to creep back into power
again. It is the key and symbol of
the unity of Coalition policy toward
the problems of Europe as a whole.
It is the negation of the concept usu-
ally spoken of as “spheres of influ-
ence,” which is another way of
speaking of conflicting policies, the
concept that there is no long-time
common interest but only a tempor-
ary and opportunistic compromise of
conflicting interests. It assumes, on
the contrary, that the common in-
terest of the great Allies is existent,
and that it is the determining fac-
tor.

Separate zones of occupation, un-
der the common direction, serves to
guarantee the stability of common
policy, by making clear where re-
sponsibility lies for its application at
all times and places. It leaves room
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for the free play of all sccondary
differences of preconception, ideol

ogy and understanding, which man-
ifestly exist among the great Allied
Powers, but places them under the

grave responsibility to prove by re-
sults that these dillerences are not
obstacles to the common policy but
rather can be made to serve it. When-
ever secondary differences of this sort
accumulate to the point of impairing
the common policy, then the joint
command of the Coalition is pres
ent to iron out the difference and im-
posc a united course.  Liach occupy-
ing Power will work under the neces-
sity to prove by results that it ad-
vances the common policy, and there
may well be friendly rivalry to see
who can show the best record of
achievement.

POLAND, YUGOSLAVIA AND
LIBERATED EUROPE

A joint attitude toward the prob-
lems of Poland and Yugoslavia, de-
fined by the Big Three at Yalta,
gives the pattern for all liberated
Europe. It is the policy of encourag-
ing and supporting the broadest dem-
ocratic unity within each liberated
country, recognizing that priority in
leadership belongs provisionally to
those who earned it in battle against
the German invaders, and guaran-
tecing the free self-determination of
each nation in choosing its perma-
nent institutions.

In the case of Poland, this means
that the mischief-making “govern-
ment-in-exile” in London is finally

consigned to the scrap-pile of history.
The government that is actu-
ally operating on the soil of liberated
Poland is to be asked to broaden its
composition, under the advice of a
three-Power commission, to include
some additional outstanding demo-
cratic -leaders within Poland and
from abroad, who have hitherto
withheld their participation awaiting
the united invitation of the Big
Three. The eastern borders of Po-
land shall be approximately the Cur-
zon Line, which are those of ethno-
graphic Poland; while the western
borders, to be precisely determined
after the war, shall be adjusted west-
ward at Germany’s expense, to pro-
vide security for Poland, a broad
coastal access to the Baltic, and the
integration of all Polish populations.

The definition of attitude toward
Yugoslavia is even more simply
stated, and the same in substance.
The Yugoslavian government that
arose under Marshal Tito, and as
modified by the agreement with
Subasich, who represents the regime-
in-exile, is unconditionally recog-
nized, with a recommendation for
the inclusion in the provisional na-
tional assembly of some additional
former members of the pre-war par-
liament who did not compromise
themselves with the Nazis. The ef-
forts of the youthful King Peter to
intrude his personality as a decisive
factor in settling Yugoslavia's present
problems are pointedly ignored, and,
in the classic phrase of Churchill, “his
consent is assumed.”
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All other liberated countries are
dealt with in the published commu-
nique by the general formula, with-
out specific mention. It is obvious,
however, that the general policy
enunciated is backed by a more con-
crete common understanding of what
it is to mean in practical application,
than has hitherto been the case. It
is equally obvious that there is con-
fidence among the Big Three as to its
mutual application. The fact that
Churchill and Eden went from Yalta
to Athens, must be expected to bring
the situation in Greece into line with
the policy publicly enunciated for
Poland and Yugoslavia. In Belgium,
the situation did not wait on the
Crimean meeting; Pierlot resigned,
and a coalition cabinet moving in
the direction of the people came into
being. Today there is not a govern-
ment operating on the continent,
outside the Nazis and the so-called
neutrals, without Communist mem-
bers, and ranging the democratic po-
litical gamut to and including the
Catholics—except that of - Greece
which remains for the moment pure-
ly a British construction.

CONGRESS OF THE
UNITED NATIONS

The Big Three decided to call into
general assembly all the United Na-
tions, in San Francisco on April 25
of this year, to act upon the Dum-
barton Oaks plan of general world
organization; with France and China
requested to join in the invitation
as initiating Powers. It was an-

nounced that agreement had been
reached on those points which had
been left open at the Dumbarton
Oaks Conference, with the exact
form of the agreement to be officially
announced after France and China
had been consulted. Unofficially it
has been made known that the ques-
tion of voting procedure, the chief
item of former differences, had been
resolved to the effect that the re-
quirement of unanimity among the
permanent council members in deal-
ing with issues of aggression shall ap-
ply only to the stage of deciding
upon economic or military sanc-
tions.

Coincidentally with the calling of
the San Francisco meeting of the
United Nations, President Roosevelt
sent to Congress the projects of the
Bretton Woods Conference for in-
ternational economic collaboration,
with the request for its immediate
consideration and adoption. Since
America’s wholehearted participa-
tion in the orderly economic recon-
struction of the world after the war
is a condition precedent to any suc-
cessful political structure on the
Dumbarton Oaks model, prompt ac-
tion by Congress in approving the
Bretton Woods plan would do more
than all else to assure success and
to strengthen the leading role of the
United States in the San Francisco
assembly of the United Nations.

HOW CRIMEA AFFECTS
THE FAR EAST

Decisions reached in Yalta speci-
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fically concerned only the war against
the Nazis, and not the Far Eastern
aspect of this World War. Yet Cri-
mea, of course, has the most pro-
found consequences in the Pacific,
since this remains one world and
substantially one world war. The
doom of Hitler, at the moment
America is able to cut Japanese sea
lanes to the South Pacific, occupy
Manila, and carry on sustained
bombing of Tokio, writes the death
warrant for Japanese imperialism as
well.

There is still much unclarity in
American public opinion, however,
as to the precise consequences that
flow from the conception of one
world war, and not of two quite
separate wars. Some circles from
malicious intentions, and others from
innocent confusion, have assumed
and propagate the idea that if the So-
viet Union accepts the principle of
a single war of world proportions
this should mean that she should
become a belligerent and that the
Red Army and Air Fleet would and
should assume the chief military
tasks in the Far East as they have
in Europe.

Of course, a single moment of un-
biased thought on the matter re-
veals that the force of logic runs
in the opposite direction. If it is
one world war we are engaged in,
then it follows inevitably that since
the Soviet Union has borne the
brunt of its European phases, to such
a degrec that her military casualties
run some fifteen or twenty times

those of America (not to mention
civilian casualties!!!), therefore in its
Far Eastern phase we have no right
to demand further action of the So-
viet Union until we have engaged
our own forces there on about the
same relative scale as the Soviets
have done in the European phase.
And in figuring out the relative
contributions in the Far East, we
must be prepared to give full weight
to the fact that the Siberian Red
Army, by its very existence, has im-
mobilized more Japanese forces in
Manchuria than have been engaged
in all other phases of the Pacific
war. Any other approach to this
question by Americans has the re-
sult merely to reveal us as either
innocent of the facts of life, or men
of bad faith, and in either case not
very good allies.

Of course, the Soviet Union is an
inevitable factor in bringing victory
in the Pacific, and in establishing
there a stable and lasting peace. But
the precise form in which that role
shall express itself is not a matter on
which America can make demands.

Where America can and must be-
gin to make demands, is in relation
to China’s role in the war. It has
become impossible any longer to tol-
erate the arrogant, incapable, and
now disintegrating Kuomintang dic-
tatorship in China. The only accept-
able road for China, from the stand-
point of American interests, is that
one recently demanded by the ten
most influential Chinese newspapers
outside of China—the only ones, by
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the way, which enjoy free expression
—namely, the course of dissolving
the Kuomintang dictatorship and its
substitution by a coalition govern-
ment of all parties including the
Communists.

THE BATTLE ON THE
HOME FRONT

Now we enter the fight to rally
America overwhelmingly in support
of the policies formulated in the
Crimean Conference. This battle on
the home front is engaged under
favorable auspices, but it is still a
ﬁercc struggle, because for the reac-
tionary enemies of the Coalition pol-
icy it is the showdown—to be or not
to be.

Americans welcomed with joy and
enthusiasm the Crimean agreements,
like all other peoples of the world.
But only America has such a consti-
tutional system that the minority
opposition still holds the possibility
of veto against the majority. Sena-
tors Vandenberg and Taft lead a
potential bloc of obstruction in the
Senate which might prevent the real-
ization of the necessary two-thirds
majority for the ratification of treat-
tes. That obstructionist bloc can only
be surely broken up if the whole

country is awakened to the true is-
sues involved, and the obstructionists
are revealed in their role as saboteurs
of American national interests and
the prospects of a peaceful world.

It was, therefore, wise statesman-
ship for President Roosevelt to ap-
point Vandenberg as a member of
the American delegation of eight to
the San Francisco gathering of the
United Nations. With Hull and
Stettinius leading that delegation,
Vandenberg will be forced to reveal
himself early in the game ecither as
a supporter of his nation’s policy
or as an irresponsible wrecker with
ulterior motives. His dilemma is al-
ready revealed in his hesitation to
accept the-appointment immediately.

What all Americans must under-
stand today is that every onme takes
part in making this decision, and not
merely a few Senators. The whole
country must be aroused and fully
informed of the issues. There must
be organized behind the President
such an irresistable and unbreakable
unity of the vast majority, that the
reactionary opposition will find its
own supporters deserting it, will see
the handwriting on the wall, and
will surrender to the expressed will
of the people.




