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CLIPPINGS

THE action of the Immigration Department
in holding Cedric Belfrage, editor of the
progressive news weekly National Guardian,
in West Street Federal Prison has become
one of the most important of current civil
liberties issues. Belfrage is being held on a
deportation charge stemming from alleged
political affiliations of many years ago.
When Ellis Island was closed last November,
some persons awaiting deportation were

placed into prison cells, an action which

caused widespread protest at that time. Bend-
ing to this protest, the Justice Department
sent out a directive terminating this practice,
and .a special detention center was opened
in New York to accommodate detainees. But
now, without any apparent reason, seven men
are being held in prison although not charged
with any criminal offense, Belfrage among
them.

On June 10, the N. Y. Times, having been
prompted into investigating the matter by a
letter from James Aronson, Guardian execu-
tive editor, printed a news story on this
policy reversal, and on June 11 it printed
Aronson's letter together with an editorial,
saying: "As we have repeatedly pointed out,
we see no excuse for the imprisonment of
anyone—citizen or alien—except through con-
viction of a crime by due process of law in
open court. Federal law gives the Immigra-
tion authorities power to ‘detain’ aliens under
certain circumstances—but in ‘appropriate
places,’ not jails. ,

The next day Rep. Emmanuel Celler (Dem.,
N. Y.) added his protest: "There is no au-
thority to imprison."

Despite all legal mumbo-jumbo, Belfrage's
real "crime" is his editorship of a paper
which is. sharply critical of Washington's cold-
war and witch-hunt policies, and this persecu-
tion is a calculated attack on freedom of the
press. The Guardian is now forming a com-
mittee to fight the Belfrage case, which in-
terested persons may -join by writing to 17
Murray St., New York 7.

N an article enfitled "The Great Flight from"_
Stalinism" in the June 16 Reporter, lsaac

Deutscher reports a “rehabilitation more

strange and startling than that.of Tito."

During the late thirties when’ the Polish
Communist Party was underground, Stalin dis-
banded that party as being 'riddled with
spies, Pilsudskyites, Trotskyites, ete." Most of
the leaders of Polish Communism, virtually the
entire Central Committee, was in exile in
Moscow, and during the Moscow trials, almost
all of these were executed, including Rosa
Luxemburg's close associate Adolph Warski,
whose views were close to those of Bukharin,
and many others with 30 or 40 years of
militant activity behind them. Deutscher re-
veals: .

"All these victims of the Stalinist terror,
all these traitors, spies, Trotskyists, and Buk-
harinists, have now been suddenly rehabilitated.
The act was carried out in rather odd fashion.

The party newspapers have published long
historical accounts of the Polish Communist
movement, extolling the 'heroic’ role which the
men executed in Moscow had played as
'leaders and inspirers of the Polish working
clags.! Trybuna Ludu, the organ of the Central
Committee, has filled its columns with pictures
of Stalin's victim's. Not a word has been
said, however, about the circumstances under
which they met death.”

LL fenants in low-income Federal housing
projects of Greater New York are being
required to execute an oath swearing that
neither they nor anyone residing with them
belong to any one of 283 organizations listed
by the attorney general as “subversive." The
deadline is June 24, after which. non-signers
are to be evicted. '
Similar attempts to broaden thé scope of

loyalty-oath swearing: have been made in
other states, but not always with success.
Resistance and court action have brought

some judicial rulings voiding oaths for tenants.
Earlier this year a Newark oath requirement
was ruled out when appealed by James
Kutcher, legless veteran of World War II
who, because of his admitted membership in
the Socialist Workers Party, had been fired
from his clerk's job with the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, and then threatened with evic-
tion from his housing-project home. And, at

ﬂ\e beginning of June, the Wisconsin State

Supreme Court voided a similar law when a
Milwaukee Negro couple, Joseph and Corrine
Lawson, the latter stipulating membership in
the Civil Rights Congress, appealed to it.

HEN William Reuben, author of the
recently published book, "“The Atom Spy
Hoax," arrived in Vancouver on April 10 to
deliver a lecture on his book under the
auspices of a Vancouver committee to free
Morton Sobell, he was detained at the air-
port and deported back to Seattle by Canadian
immigration authorities. Mr. Reuben replied to
only a single question at the airport "hearing"
which lasted five minutes: whether he was a
member of the Communist Party. Reuben
answered in the negative, and refused to
answer a further question about his past
political affiliations. His deportation was then
ordered as "a member of the prohibited
classes” under the Canadian Immigration Act.
Mr. Reuben, claiming that his deportation
was ordered "without evidence of any kind or
nature whatsoever,' is appealing the action.
He was formerly publicity director for the
American Civil Liberties Union, and has been
a free-lance writer and publisher in recent
years.

Reuben was refused permission to telephone
the American consulate, refused the right of
legal counsel in violation of the Immigration
Act, and was "interviewed" by Canadian au-
thorities in a prison cell. He noticed a partially
completed deportation order already made
out prior to his having been given the five-
minute hearing which was conducted imr an
obvious effort to comply formally with the
provisions of the act, but which Reuben and
his attorneys deny constituted any real hearing
at all.
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They’re Not in Business
For Your Health

AS the single cell is the microcosm

of the entire organism, just so
have we seen all the vices of our bus-
iness civilization compacted into a
single event in recent months. The Salk
vaccine was handled, from beginning
to end, in a way that has been re-

cognized as disgraceful both here and

abroad. But the disgrace, stemming as
it does from deeply ingrained social
habits, falls upon an entire ruling class
and its outlook, rather than individuals.

The two decades of research which
resulted in the discovery of the anti-
polio vaccine are estimated to have cost
about $14 million. At a time when that
amount of money was literally nothing
measured against the giant sums freely
poured out for military purposes, the
National Foundation for Infantile
Paralysis had to raise this money pain-
fully in annual appeals for dimes, not
knowing from year to year whether
it would have enough to adequately
carry on the work. It is an almost final
commentary on the capitalist system
that the money spent on U.S. medical
research of all kinds in an entire year
would pay for only about eight hours
of the last World War.

Nor was the decision to concentrate
on polio part of an overall medical
plan which tackles the scourges of
mankind in accordance with their ser-
iousness as plagues of humanity. If
there is only a limited amount of funds
available, one would expect it to be
spent in accordance with such a plan.
But our society glorifies its planlessness,
its “individual initiative,” and such a
procedure would be against the rules.
As a result, the choice of polio as a
big concentration point was more acci-
dental and sentimentally motivated
than otherwise. There are a number of
diseases that are far worse killers and
cripplers of mankind and youth than
polio, but special factors surrounded
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the fight against infantile paralysis
with unusual glamor and excitement.

HERE is also evidence to show

that the upper-class and upper-
middle-class elements who make the
important decisions in our society were
affected by another consideration. Po-
lio, unlike many of the more widespread
diseases, is not a disease of poverty,
inadequate nutrition, unsanitary living
conditions, density of population or
skimpy medical care. It strikes in pre-
cisely those countries—U.S., Sweden,
Australia, Switzerland, Great Britain,
Denmark, Norway—which have the
highest standards of wealth and health.
The United States alone accounts for
more than half the cases recorded in

the world. And, within the United

States, although the epidemics charac-
teristic of the disease have jumped
around seemingly erratically, they have
not settled in the poverty areas such
as the South, or the crowded indus-
trial areas like New York and Penn-
sylvania. This very unpredictable be-

havior has left the rich and well-t6-
do as badly exposed as the poor, and
gave rise to an extra-big press hysteria
over polio that has not marked the
attitude towards other diseases against
which good food, careful selection of
playmates, top medical care and the
other privileges that money can buy af-
ford some protection. Naturally, none
of this is said to minimize the dread
nature of the disease, or the importance
of the scientific victory that has been
made with the Salk vaccine, or to be-
little the benefits that will go to all,
rich and poor alike, if the vaccine suc-
ceeds in wiping out polio.

With the announcement on April 12
that the Salk vaccine had been found
safe and effective, two questions na-
turally came to the fore: the methods
of distribution and of production. The
number of innoculations ready for use
before this year’s polio season could
only run into the millions, while the
immediate demand numbered in the
tens of millions. Such a situation ob-
viously called for the rationed distri-
bution of the vaccine. Dr. Salk did his
part by waiving all royalty rights and
refusing to secure a patent; the vac-
cine had been discovered by a founda-
tion using contributions which came,
over the years, from the vast majority
of the American people; no private
company could lay even the remotest
claim to any special rights—the way
scemed clear in every way for such a
distribution,

But the powerful organized and
wealthy minority of the medical pro-
fession had other plans, the large drug
companies had other plans, and the
ruling class, anxious that rational and
social methods of doing things shall
not get the smallest additional toechold
in America, had other plans. The ad-
ministration, more sensitive than any
since. McKinley to the demands of
vested capitalist interests, was ready to
carry out any and all plans that they
had.

IX private drug manufacturers were

licensed to produce the Salk vac-
cine, and they at once proceeded to the
most important part of the entire bus-
iness for them—putting a price on it.
Although the actual costs of produc-
tion are not publicized, the vaccine is
known to be quite cheap. The polio
foundation got it at $1 for a 3 cc.
vial (sufficient for a complete set of
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three injections), which was probably
a bit over cost. In Canada, the single
laboratory producing it sells it to the
government at $1.50 and makes a
profit despite the fact that the testing
procedures imposed upon it by the gov-
ernment code are more rigorous. Yet
here, the price was set at $3.50 whole-
sale and $4.20 to the patient, and on
April 12, the day of the announcement
of the vaccine’s success, the price was
lifted to $6 to the patient. The com-
panies’ stock went up, enriching in-
siders who had advance tips on the
coming developments, and the drug
companies were said to expect a $20
million bonanza on the vaccine this
year.

Nor would the government coun-
tenance any plans to distribute the vac-
cine on a rationed basis according to
need, that is, to the age groups most
likely to be struck by polio. While
some moves were made in that direc-
tion, the administration left that strictly
to city and state governments, local
school boards, private foundations and
the like. The result was an anarchistic
welter of methods and lack of method,
the effects of which are bound to be
felt when the time comes to make a
final evaluation of the year’s exper-
ience with the vaccine. In many places
a black market flourished as well-con-
nected or well-heeled adults rushed to
get their shots before the kids had it.

But then, coming like a bolt out of
the blue, a rash of cases of almost epi-
demic proportions for this time of year
appeared in the wake of the injections,
causing the demand for the vaccine to
drop, and the focus of attention turned
to methods of production and testing.
For weeks, nobody could tell what the
story was; whether it was safe to pro-
ceed with innoculations or not. For
weeks the air was crisscrossed with con-
flicting decisions, until everything was
an indescribable mass of confusion, and
no two localities appeared to be pro-
ceeding by the same road.

The general press, from extreme
right to extreme left, has laid at the
administration’s door a full measure of
blame, and many have already pointed
out that the mischief and the outright
idiocies—Mrs, Hobby: “Nobody could
have foreseen the public demand for
the vaccine”—were the natural result
of a government more concerned with
holding aloft the banners of “private
enterprise” than it was with medicine
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or public welfare or even with decent
and efficient administration. The spirit
of the regime was epitomized at Eisen-
hower’s May 11 press conference. The
entire nation was in one of the most
sensational uproars in years, and Eisen-
hower was asked by James B. Reston
of the N. Y. Times: “Is there a gov-
ernment responsibility?”” The first par-
agraph of his reply was:

Well, there is certainly a Govern-
ment responsibility to take leadership
in this thing and see the thing goes
ahead as fast as it possibly can. Now,
every conference 1 have had has
been that the firms have co-oper-
ated perfectly. They have no-—the
firms making this—they have no
complaint whatsoever.

His first instinct was to assure the
people that “the firms” are all right,
and his second to assure an anxious na-
tion that “the firms” have no com-
plaint “whatsoever.” And what more
could upstanding, free-enterprise-loving
Americans want than to know that “the
firms”’ are satisfied?

EN the incidence of polio started
to rise in a manner directly

traceable to some of the injections,
there was an initial period of worry
that the vaccine itself is defective. But,
when balanced against the fact that
the Canadian government, with direct

control over the supply and distribution
of the vaccine, innoculated some 700,-
000 school children without a single
resulting case of polio, and when bal-
anced against other known facts, such
as the successful U.S. field trials last
year, the likelihood is that the trouble
is elsewhere. And, as a matter of fact,
the trouble is not too hard to under-
stand, as it has been pretty well traced.

Vaccines for the prevention of virus-
caused disease have been developed in
two basic types: the live virus and the
killed virus. In the case of a live-virus
vaccine, a harmless strain is used. In
the case of the killed virus, such as
the Salk vaccine, a virulent strain is
inactivated. In the manufacture of the
Salk vaccine, one of the most virulent
types of polio virus is “killed” by
treatment with formaldehyde contin-
ued over a period of weeks. The danger
comes in when it is not completely
certain that all the virus has been in-
activated. Hence the testing procedure
is the most decisive part of the process
for safety purposes.

Last year’s experimental vaccine was
tested three times: by the manufac-
turer, by Dr. Salk’s laboratory at the
University of Pittsburgh, and by the
U.S. Laboratory of Biologics Control.
The Canadian vaccine has been tested
in two separate laboratories. But in the
case of the U.S. vaccine, standards
were worded vaguely enough, as pro-
duction got under way, that the man-
ufacturers were able to take short-cuts,
the methods of different manufacturers
varied, and their products were really
tested only once—by themselves. The
only control over them was that they
had to submit “protocols” (reports on
the tests of each batch) to the Na-
tional Health Institute, and that occa-
sional spot checks were made. With
such a set up, and in view of the de-
lirtous haste to cash in, it is no wonder
something went wrong.

The use of vaccine from the Cutter
Laboratories, one of the six firms li-
censed, appeared to result in what one
medical authority called a “common-
source epidemic, the Cutter vaccine be-
ing the vehicle of infection.” And this
gave the medical profession an oppor-
tunity to show off still another of its
characteristics:  solidarity against a
helpless public. Other drug companies
wired their support to Cutter, one large
drug firm offered to fly in a team of
researchers and public relations men
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to help Cutter weather the storm. A
Los Angeles drug chain notified its
doctor-customers that it would buy
nothing but Cutter products in the fu-
ture. At the height of the public furore,
the American Pharmaceutical Manu-
facturers Association, meeting in con-
vention in mid-June, elected as their
new president Mr. Robert Cutter. Free
enterprise was in action to brush off
the blame.

So drew to a close a spring dedicated
to the fight against socialized medicine,
and only incidentally to the fight
against polio. But more Americans than
ever came to the conclusion, some for
the first time, that American medicine,
so advanced in the technical sense and
so deeply sunk in quackery in the so-
cial sense, will have to be subjected to
some form of social control in the near
future.

Labor Statesmen Abroad

HERE may be some in the world

of “free labor” who have suc-
cumbed to the siren song of coexistence
emanating from the Kremlin and other
unholy places but the doughty knights
of American unionism led by such in-
trepid heroes as George Meany and
David Dubinsky of the AFL, Jacob Po-
tofsky and James Carey of the CIO,
and Thomas Kennedy of the United
Mine Workers, let it be known in no
uncertain terms that they would have
no truck with appeasement and would
not tolerate any faintheart compromises
with the principles of freedom. The
scene was the Fourth World Congress
of the International Confederation of
Free Trade Unions, meeting the week
of May 28, and the place was Vienna,
the capital of Austria.

For the past several weeks we have
been reading accounts in our leading
trade union papers of the great work
accomplished at this convention and
the preeminent role played by the
American delegation which worked to-
gether hand in glove in an admirable
display of unity and labor solidarity.
From the United Mine Workers four-
nal we learn that “prodded by the
American delegation” the convention
voted to “fight fire with fire in the
vital battle with the communists to or-
ganize the unorganized workers in
backward areas of the world.” The
AFL News-Reporter brings the cheer-
ing news that West German rearma-
ment was endorsed and that “this was
considered a telling blow against the
‘neutralist’ policy fostered by Soviet
Russia.” From the same source we also
find out that the Miners International
Federation and the Building Trades
Secretariat “were strongly urged to re-
verse their action in taking in Yugoslav
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affiliates.” The mine workers Journal
supplies the additional information that
the “unified American delegation” also
pressed for “a world-wide boycott of
goods produced by slave labor, which
means mostly goods produced by Rus-
sia and its satellites,” although it seems
this beneficent move was not adopted.
Finally, Meany pronounced the action
of the ICFTU executive board in vot-
ing to set up a Director of Organiza-
tion with three assistants “as the most
important accomplishment of the
Fourth World Congress,” and the U.S.
unions are pledged to pay in about
$320,000 a year to the international
body.

LL this makes it apparent that the

Americans really threw their
weight around and took no guff from
any of these fuzzy foreigners, some of
whom have been horsing around with
neutralism, and others even going so
far toward sullying basic principles as
to flirt with the Tito communists.
“Veni, Vidi, Vici.” (I came, I saw, I
conquered.) That was the maxim of
the Roman Caesars, and can also now
be emblazoned on the proud banners
of Meany, Potofsky and Kennedy.

What accounts for the incredible
persuasiveness of the Americans, who
incidentally happen to lead the politic-
ally most backward labor movement in
the entire West? Was it superior ideas,
or irresistible eloquence, or high-
powered  organizational technique?
Maybe a bit of all three, although
some cynical observers attribute it pri-
marily to the aforementioned $320,000,
a point which the American team was
able to bring to bear in the not always
too friendly discussions.

A. H. Raskin, the N.Y. Times corres-
pondent, wired his paper: “So tense
is the feeling in the inner councils of
the world labor group that the AFL
representatives found themselves de-
nounced as advocates of preventive
war.” To get the full flavor of this
denunciation one has to transport one-
self to the ICFTU assemblage and
realize that this outfit was a baby of
the cold war, that it originated with
the split of the World Federation of
Trade Unions when the Marshall Plan
finalized the division of the world.
This set of union leaders is firmly at-
tached to the politicians of the “free
world” and most of them are tradition-
ally hostile to Russia. But the “Know-
land line” that the American labor
statesmen were pitching was a little
too thick for even this hardboiled crew
of right-wing unionists to swallow. The
increased dues that the Americans
dangled before the delegates proved
too tempting for a lot of them to pass
up, however, and so the German dele-
gation was pressured to vote for the
resolution on rearmament. As soon as
word of this action got back to Ger-
many, their stand was promptly repudi-
ated—but the Americans could boast
of a great “‘victory.”

T is ironical that when the American

plutocracy is clamping down on the
unions with Taft-Hartley injunctions,
hounding labor with union-busting leg-
islation, and terrorizing the whole
country with an unrestrained witch-
hunt, that at this very time the major
labor leaders should travel five thou-
sand miles in order to trumpet the vir-
tues of the “free enterprise” system and
to proclaim the source of all evil to be
solely behind the “iron curtain.” It may
strike dispassionate observers as a piece
of unmitigated gall that labor leaders
who for almost a decade have been no-
toriously unsuccessful in organizing un-
organized workers in their own coun-
try should bluster and lecture their col-
leagues abroad about organizing new
workers.

The hoopla about “a grass-roots or-
ganizing campaign throughout the free
world” is of course meant primarily as
a more aggressive anti-communist cam-
paign on a trade union level in West-
ern Europe. Arnold Beichman relates
the gossip of the American delegation
in his June 13 story in the New Leader:
“If any U.S. union member asks what



good all this is doing him, the answer
he’ll get is, ‘Brother, if we don’t do
this job with the ICFTU, the Com-
mies will do it for us.”” That’s the an-
swer he’ll get. Whether the answer will
satisfy him, neither Beichman nor his
informants seemed concerned.

The Americans’ aggressive participa-
tion in the ICFTU has nothing to do
with legitimate working class interna-
tionalism. It is strictly an effort to line
up unions for the cold war. The U.S.
labor officials are acting here as labor
salesmen for Dulles and the striped-
pants boys of the State Department.
The travels of the union business agents
to Europe began after the war and
really took on proportions with the pas-
sage of the Marshall plan, Several hun-
dred brash young men, whose ignor-
ance was only exceeded by their arro-
gance, suddenly descended upon coun-
tries cruelly devastated by war, to show
the local clodhoppers how to really run
unions. They were ignorant of the lan-
guage and traditions of the country;
but they had money, which they
thought entitled them to determine
policies for their beneficiaries, and they
came from a country where higher liv-
ing standards prevailed, which they

construed as being due to their own
superior understanding and mode of
operating.

E CIO leaders, some of whom got

pretty excited at first about the
new intoxicating vistas opening up to
labor statesmanship on a global scale,
discovered after a little while that they
were accomplishing little beyond get-
ting themselves cordially disliked. Vic-
tor Reuther, who was madly careening
around Europe in the first years, re-
strainedly indicated in a recent article
he wrote for the New Republic (re-
viewing Val Lorwin’s book on the
French labor movement) that maybe
it is the better part of wisdom to lay
off. He stated:

The operation of the Marshall
Plan made the French economy and
French moral problems the special
concern of hundreds of American
specialists of all kinds. American
aid . . . made it possible for Ameri-
cans to give advice. . . . While I
was never in France as a govern-
ment reprexentative, I was among
those who did give advice. Now Val
Lorwin’s book on the French unions

attitudes towards the Supreme Court de-
cision on school segregation, a remark-
ably frank editorial in the Richmond
News Leader, considered a “responsible™
paper as distinguished from the “ex-
tremists,” is being widely cited. That edi-
torial, after outlining a comprehensive
program of action for war against in-
tegration of white and Negro children
in the schools, continued as follows:

S all of this to advocate that Virginia

attempt, by lawful means, to get
around the law?

That is exactly what we advocate.

For let this be said once more, in un-
mistakable language: In May of 1954,
that inept fraternity of politicians and
professors known as the United States
Supreme Court chose to throw away the
established law. These nine men repu-
diated the Constitution, spit upon the
tenth amendment, and rewrote the fun-
damental law of this land to suit their
own gauzy concepts of sociology. If it
be said now that the South is flouting
the law, let it be said to the high court:
you taught us how. From the moment
that abominable decision was handed
down, two broad courses only were avail-
able to the South. One was to defy the

‘““Never at All”’

For a sample of Southern Bourbon

court openly and notoriously; the other
was to accept the court’s decision and
to combat it by legal means. To defy
the court openly would be to enter upon
anarchy; the logical end would be a
second attempt at secession from the
Union. And though the idea is not with-
out merit, it is impossible of execution.
We tried that once before.

To acknowledge the court’s authority
does not mean that the South is help-
less. . . . Rather, it is to enter upon a
long course of lawful resistance; it is to
take lawful advantage of every moment
of the law’s delays. . . . Litigate? Let
us pledge ourselves to litigate this thing
for 50 years. If one remedial law is
ruled invalid, then let us try another;
and if the second is ruled invalid, then
let us enact a third.

. Yesterday’s opinion of the Su-
preme Court ended nothing. It changed
nothing. And if it be said that the
court’s opinion was conciliatory, we
would reply that the South is no more
of a mind to conciliate on Wednesday
than it was on Tuesday. When the court
proposes that its social revolution be im-
posed upon the South “as soon as prac-
ticable,” there are those of us who
would respond that “as soon as prac-
ticable” means never at all,

enables me to consider the advice
I gave in retrospect and against 150
years or so of French working class
history. For myself, I believe that
my own advice sometimes took in-
adequate account of the fact that
French labor history is the history
of a class, as compared with Ameri-
can labor history, which is essentially
the history of a trade union devel-
opment. . . .

When most U.S. help was given
European unions, life was so close to
subsistence that workers had nothing
in energy or money or time to spare
for union activities. Money from the
American labor movement provided
heat for union halls, typewriters and
mimeograph machines for union of-
fices, food to keep union organizers
going, bicycles to get them around.
When the need for this kind of first
aid passed, however, it became evi-
dent to the CIO that any effort to
impose ‘American solutions’ inside
national labor movements in France
and Italy, especially, was regarded
by many as a kind of foreign inter-
ference, at best as a forgiveable
busy-bodyism that was nevertheless
potentially embarrassing in political
competitions with Communists. . . .

As the CIO, because of bitter exper-
ience, began to ease off on advice-giv-
ing, and to pull back a large part of
its staff, the AFL, under the inspira-
tion of its ex-communist dedicated an-
ti-communist Jay Lovestone-Irving
Brown team hurled itself into the
breech. Armed with the thesis, “‘the
cold war must go on,” the AFL has
been maintaining a swollen field staff
of its own in Europe, much to the an-
noyance of the European labor offi-
cials, and has promised to integrate it
into the ICFTU only if the latter sets
up a satisfactory “‘organizing” depart-
ment.

The first results of the projected
AFL-CIO merger have thus not been
too happy on the international politi-
cal field. The AFL has embraced as
its own the reactionary policy of the
extreme Republican Right, and has
imposed this as the program of the
united labor leadership. Let us hope,
now that the European junket is over,
that the projected unity will find ex-
pression in a real, not a synthetic, or-
ganization campaign of the South—-
and we mean the South of the United
States, not of Italy or Greece.
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The new Ford and GM contracts are being
hailed as historic advances for the unions,
but the rank and file does not seem very
pleased by the outcome. Behind the strikes
that swept auto after the settlement.

Settlement
in
Auto

by A Detroit Correspondent
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‘'Huge meeting of Ford workers gathers outside Gate
Four of the River Rouge plant to hear a report on
the progress of negotiations for a new contract.

Detroit
XTRAORDINARY national interest has centered on
the contracts signed by the auto workers’ union with
Ford and General Motors, as everyone is aware that these
agreements set the pattern not only for the automobile
industry, but to a degree for all large manufacturing con-
cerns. When reporters asked Walter Reuther “Who won?”
at the press conference on June 6 immediately after the
signing of the Ford agreement, he answered: “We both
won.” The quip was far more than a public relations wise-
crack; this ambiguity epitomizes the whole transaction.
In industrial circles there is wailing and gnashing of
teeth, with the National Association of Manufacturers
making threatening noises about fighting any liberalization
of the state unemployment insurance laws. Among liberals,
Reuther is mentioned as the “man of the hour,” and the
contract as a ‘“historic milestone” of labor’s progress. But
the beneficiaries of all this “labor statesmanship” are re-
markably indifferent and even hostile. The Detroit press,
after days of issuing dire warnings for labor not to go too
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far, felt constrained to take note of the fact that the auto
workers were in a rebellious mood about the settlements.
The Detroit News carried a dispatch from Flint, stating:

Wage contracts signed recently for the men and

. women who make automobiles have been hailed by in-
dustrial and union leaders as “historic agreements,” or
“the beginning of a new economic era.” But what do
the people who pin on badges each morning, punch a
time clock and turn out the cars or parts think about
their roles in “labor history”? They are not impressed.

Carl Stellato, president of Ford Local 600, was roundly
booed by 15,000 of his members when he hurried out to
report to a meeting outside of the plant gates immediately
after negotiations were concluded. It was days before the
strike movement at the various Ford plamts could be
quelled, and the workers convinced to return to work. The
Ford management was deeply aware of the uneasy situa-
tion. Ernest R. Breech, board chairman of the company,
speaking before the 25th annual Harvard Business Confer-
ence on June 11, significantly reminded his audience, in
answer to a request for greater elucidation of the contract,
that although the company and the union leaders have
reached agreement, “our workers have not yet voted upon
the plan and conditions have not settled back to normal.
It will be in the interests of all concerned to withhold
such extensive comment until we have a labor contract
approved and in effect.” General Motors, which signed
essentially the same agreement on June 13, was likewise
beset with a great number of strikes in plants throughout
the country, with many local unions defying the instruc-
tions of the International officers and voting to stay out
until the local issues were settled.

ALTER REUTHER called the Ford contract “the

largest economic package ever offered.” He says it
embodies concessions that are worth more than 20 cents
an hour. If this is so, it is inaccurate as well as misleading
to call it “the largest economic package.” The union won
a straight across-the-board 18V;-cents hourly wage increase
in early 1946, as well as the elimination of certain in-
equities and a number of upward adjustments in some clas-
sifications. At present prices, the straight hourly increase
alone would represent well over 30 cents. It is of course
true that the contract in 1946 was won only after a bitter
113-day strike,

According to the union breakdown, which adds up to
19.2 cents, the Guaranteed Annual Wage Plan, or as it is
more accurately referred to in the contract, the Supple-
mental Unemployment Benefit Plan, will cost 5 cents per
hour per man. Pension improvements will cost 4V, cents.
The annual improvement increase is worth 6.2 cents.
Elimination of certain wage inequities is rated at 1.3 cents.
Improved vacation plan is worth .2 cents. Improved hospi-
talization and medical insurance are worth 1.2 cents, and
an additional holiday is rated at .8 cents. There is also
a minor improvement of the escalator clause.

Boiling it down to essentials so far as the worker in the
shop is concerned, he has gotten an unemployment supple-
ment worth 5 cents an hour, the benefits of which he
will not receive for another year, a good improvement in

the pension plan amounting to an increase from $1.75 per
month for every year of service to $2.25 per month, as
well as vested industry rights in the pension and an earlier
retirement date, a 6-cents-an-hour annual wage increase
for the next three years, which represents however only
a one-cent improvement over the last contract, plus a
couple of secondary fringe benefits. There are virtually

no improvements in shop conditions and contract clauses |

concerning work conduct, production rates, or union rep-
resentation. The skilled workers get an additional 8-cents-
an-hour increase in place of the 30 cents originally de-
manded.

LTHOUGH the settlement is a big come-down from

the original demands, it clearly contains some definite
concessions, and may very well have been the best con-
tract obtainable without a strike. Why is there then such
widespread dissatisfaction with it in the union ranks? Why
did Stellato literally have to wear down the opposition to
it at a ten-hour meeting of the Ford General Council,
which finally approved it 62 to 11? First, the highly touted
Guaranteed Annual Wage emerges as a much-reduced
proposition, The company will build up over a three-
year period a $55 million fund by setting aside 5 cents for
every hour worked by such employee. Out of this fund
it will supplement unemployment compensation beginning
only the second week, to equal 65 percent of his take-
home pay for four weeks, and 60 percent thereafter up
to a maximum of 26 weeks. Benefits will be paid out
according to a complicated system based on the amount
of seniority and work credits accumulated by each worker;
the money will actually be kept in two funds, one for auto
workers, and a separate fund for the defense workers,
whose employment is considered less regular; and finally,
the liabilities of the company end if the 55 million dol-
lars are exhausted.

The inadequacies of this plan are brought into focus
by comparing it with Reuther’s original GAW, which was
supposed to provide immediate supplementary benefits rep-
resenting the worker’s full wage, up to 52 weeks a year,
and was also supposed to provide a guaranteed 40 hours
once the worker was called in to work during the week.
(This latter demand was won by the teamsters in their
Midwest over-the-road 11-state agreement, but was lost
in the shuffle in the final auto agreement.) Under the
Ford-GM plans, $25 is the weekly maximum that can be
collected, and $2 the minimum, but according to Reuther’s
own figures benefits will actually average only $9 a week.

The so-called Guaranteed Annual Wage proposal repre-
sents a roundabout attempt to overcome labor’s political
weakness by its strength at the bargaining table. In recent
years, the employers have not only prevented a liberaliza-
tion of the unemployment compensation laws, but have
successfully undermined the original purposes of the laws
as well. When unemployment compensation legislation was
first introduced it was supposed to provide a worker with
an income of two-thirds of his wages. But with the steady
company pressures on the state legislatures over the years,
unemployment benefits average by now closer to one-
third of a workers’ income. According to the May issue
of Ammunition, official magazine of the auto union, un-
employment benefits were originally financed by a tax of
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2.7 percent on company payrolls. By last year, the tax
had been reduced to 1.1 percent.

The unions, having demonstrated their impotence in
the state legislatures, now hope to achieve their purposes
through direct labor-management bargaining. If the NAM,
however, were to make good on its threats and actually
block liberalization of the present state laws, most of
which do not now permit payment of benefits when a
worker receives other income, Reuther’s contracts would
go up in smoke, and the fight between the union and
the automobile manufacturers would have to be renewed
again.

It would be wrong to think that the auto workers’ dis-
satisfaction stems from the clear inadequacies of the pres-
ent supplementary insurance scheme. This is what is pri-
marily involved: After a five-year wait they simply do not
think that enough has been won in the new contract.

The auto worker was never particularly excited, or even
very much interested, in the supplementary jobless-pay
proposition. His main concerns were wages, pensions, work-
ing conditions. He does not see that anything very big
was accomplished on the first two, and he is keenly disap-
pointed at the lack of any progress on the last point. The
company security clauses in the last five-year contracts
were so brutal that they effectively crushed labor militancy,
and brought back working conditions that often resembled
pre-union days. Speedup became king again in the auto
shops. With the approval of the new contracts, the un-
limited corporation power over working conditions is ex-
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tended for another three years (in violation, incidentally,
of the express instructions of the last UAW convention,
which limited the maximum contract period to two years.)
The rash of strikes that broke out in Ford and GM shops
foreshadows the troubles that the Reuther leadership will
face in the coming days long before the three years are up.

Among the skilled workers, the anger is already so great
as to shake the structure of the union. The eight-cent
agreement that Reuther and the other negotiators signed
was completely inexcusable. It is difficult to understand
how they thought they could get away with a settlement
which perpetuates a fifty-cent differential that exists today
between the wage of skilled workers in the job shops and
in the big automobile plants. The tool-and-die unit of
Ford Local 600 is up in arms and waging a campaign for
everybody to repudiate the agreement in the June 20-21
voting. At a Flint mass meeting of skilled workers, more
than a thousand dollars was tossed into the kitty to pay
the expenses of a committee of four to go to Detroit and
demand a separate charter from the UAW Executive
Board for the newly formed “Genessee County Skilled
Trades Committee.” The old talk of seceding from the
UAW and getting a charter from some AFL organization
is again being revived. Reuther faces plenty of trouble
from the skilled workers unless he gets busy and negotiates
a supplementary wage concession on their behalf.

E auto workers, it has been commonly accepted, have

been conservatized in recent years because of steady
work and improved living conditions. It has further been
accepted that the long bitter strikes at GM and Chrysler
in the post-war period are still vividly remembered and
that the mass of workers are eager to avoid a strike at
all costs. Both propositions are largely valid, but, as the
rash of strikes at GM and Ford demonstrates, these evalu-
ations should not be pressed too far. Beneath the surface
of complacency, great dissatisfactions are building up, and
no sooner does the union display its solidarity and poten-
tial national power, than the latent militancy of the ranks
comes to the fore, the many suppressed grievances are
brought to light, and satisfaction for them is demanded. It
was not fortuitous that Stellato, president of Ford Local
600, loomed up as a veritable workers’ hero in the first
weeks of the Ford negotiations when he was putting pres-
sure on Reuther and acting as the independent militant
responding to the wishes of the ranks. But his stock went
down when he decided to drop his previous manner and
to do a “salesmanship job” for the new contract.

In explaining to the press the larger meaning of the
Ford contract, Reuther said: “This is the principle around
which future collective bargaining will be conducted. . . .
This is the historic first step. We are charting new avenues
here, and we are willing to sweat this period out to find
out what the experience teaches us. . . .” We can take
for - granted that the union will press for improvements
next time in the present miserly supplementary unemploy-
ment provisions. But auto union members will be well ad-
vised not to permit the pledge of the last convention to
be forgotten or neglected: namely, that the next bargain-
ing objective of the UAW is to be the 30-hour week—
by all odds the most important trade union answer to
the problem of automation and unemployment.



The striped-pants victory in Britain has
temporarily put a damper on the internal
conflicts in the Labor Party and blocked
advances on the political front for now.
But labor militancy is finding an outlet in
strike struggles.

After the
British
Election

by Our European Correspondent

London

INSTON CHURCHILL went out of office last May

in the blackout of a newspaper strike. Anthony Eden

came in about a month later with transportation brought

virtually to a standstill by a railroad and dockers’ strike.

This farewell and hail to Tory governments is the measure

of their victory at the polls on May 26 and of the political
climate in which it occurred.

Everything favored the Tories when they called the
surprise election. The country was enjoying a mild pros-
perity similar to that of most capitalist nations of the
Western world: full employment, favorable terms of trade,
a housing boom, a certain rise in the standard of living
due more to an increase in installment buying and to long
working hours than to a substantial rise in real wages. At
the same time, the thaw in the cold war had removed the
explosive issues of foreign policy from the central posi-
tion they had previously occupied. Finally, the Labor
Party had just patched up a near split and crawled into
the election without enthusiasm or clarity of purpose.

The results had been predicted. But the Tories, expect-
ing a landslide that would give them an unquestioned
mandate, emerged once again from the election with a
minority of the popular vote and a majority of sixty-eight
seats in the new House of Commons. Labor’s vote dropped
from 13.9 million in 1951 to 12.4 million. The million-
and-a-half missing Labor voters hadn’t swung to the Tor-
ies; they just stayed away from the polls. And far from
picking up votes from their opponents, the Tories them-
selves registered a loss of about four hundred thousand
votes as against 1951. Under the best possible circum-
stances for the Conservatives, “their performance in of-
fice,” said The Economist, “had not brought any mass
conversions.” With slight changes, the country remained
almost equally divided.

That isn’t all. To win the election, the Tories had been
obliged to sit on their reactionary wing, to hand out wage
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increases and tax cuts on the eve of the election, to boast
about their achievements in popular-priced housing. It
was a calculated propaganda effort to cut the distance in
social reform that separated them from the Labor Party.
Listening to the Tory speeches vou would think they had
inherited the “welfare state” and were administering it
with more generosity and less austcrity than the Labor
Party. Lord Hailsham wrote in the London Daily Mirror
(five million circulation) that his party wanted to “create
abundance” and it believed “increased national wealth
should be distributed in higher wages and salary checks
and not in the redistribution of wealth by increased
taxation.”
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THE bulk of working-class Britain was not convinced

that the Tories believed even in that. The image of
Toryism has been permanently engraved in their minds
as unvarnished class rule that goes back to the child labor
in the mines during the Industrial Revolution and comes
up through the generations in poverty, slums, unemploy-
ment, the repression of the unions in the General Strike
in 1926. The Tory, in his uniformed attire of bowler hat,
morning coat and striped pants, is not merely a political
opponent; he is the hereditary class adversary. Time and
again I have seen workers at meetings turn aside a sophis-
ticated Tory heckler with the simple question: “When did
you ever work?” British labor believed with Bevan that
whatever good had come out of three years of Conserva-
tive rule was the fruit of the six previous years of Labor
rule; the rest was an economic freak.

Yet this deep, ineradicable class feeling was not enough
to turn the tide. If the Democrats could not keep office
in 1952 by evoking the memories of the Hoover depres-
sion, Labor in Britain had less chance of ousting a govern-
ment which, benefiting from prosperous conditions, did not
tamper with the major social reforms of the post-war era.
The mailed fist was sagely concealed in a velvet glove.
Despite the growls of the Colonel Blimps, Butler and
Monckton kept to the opportunist course of adroitly avoid-
ing any step that would stir the latent working-class anger
into an active state. Even as the unofficial strikes began
to crowd the election, they maintained a discreet silence,
leaving the threatening and the denouncing to the right-
wing trade union leaders. The drug was intended for labor
consumption, and it worked like a charm on the million
and a half who didn’t vote and the few million other
workers who couldn’t be routed out of the Tory camp.
They decided the outcome of this election as of the two
others which preceded it.

SUCH a situation would have been a tough nut for the

best socialist leadership to crack, and this Labor leader-
ship is far from the best and certainly not hell-bent for
socialism. On the very eve of the election with the party
still rocking with the battle over Bevan, they patched to-
gether into a platform assorted ideas, reforms and de-
mands. It was called “Forward with Labor” but there
was little in it that sounded like a battle cry. There was
a good proposal on curbing rising prices, another on pro-
tecting tenants from gouging landlords, still another on re-
moving all charges from the health services, and finally a
declaration of intention to re-nationalize steel, road trans-
port and to nationalize certain parts of the chemical in-
dustry. But the thing didn’t hang together; there was no
comprehensive plan, no ringing call for the socialist reor-
ganization of Britain. Without the acute goad of poverty
or the fight against an aggressive reaction—which makes
people read platforms as symbols regardless of their words
—nobody got very excited. Those who cared knew the
platform offered more than the Tories; the rest went
about their business, On foreign policy, there was no per-
ceptible difference from the Tories. Peace, four-power Con-
ference, disarmament—Anthony Eden was for all that
sort of thing, as everyone knew!

Labor’s campaign started off at sixes and sevens—in
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fact it never really got started. Gaitskell launched the
first flyer, speaking of threatening difficulties facing Bri-
tish trade. Then Wilson, with slightly better effect, shifted
the attack to prices. All declared with indignation that
the accusation that Labor would bring back rationing
was a contemptible Tory lie. As the Labor leadership was
firmly committed to the manufacture of the hydrogen
bomb and to German rearmament, it sounded a little
strange when in the midst of the campaign Attlee and
Morrison began to promise to cut national service to
eighteen months and even to a year. To some extent, Bevan
brought some coherence into the campaign by introducing
a hard line of class antagonism to the Tories. The com-
promise before the election had apparently restrained him
from dwelling on foreign policy. Nevertheless, while being
kept off the official speakers’ roster and off the radio and
television, his own speaking tour for left-wing candidates
had the effect of a fillip on the Labor campaign. It wasn’t
enough to win the election but it probably saved many
votes and many seats in the House of Commons.

WOODROW WYATT, a defeated right-wing Laborite,

- had a different idea. A few days after the election
he published a screaming tirade for the Rothermere press
holding Bevan responsible for the defeat. The Daily Mirror,
pro-Labor but having taken an unusually gentlemanlike
attitude during the election, said that Bevan had cost
Labor a million and a half votes. The right-wing leaders,
who, unhampered, had determined and carried out the
policy for the election, were obviously not anxious to join
this kind of post-mortem—at least not yet. Yet it is true,
but in a different sense, that the big Bevan controversy and
its resolution—which was the post-mortem of the 1951
defeat—was perhaps the determining factor in the out-
come of this year’s poll. The defeat in 1951 had shaken -
the Labor Party out of internal stagnation. A left wing
had taken shape in a criticism of the faint-heartedness and
failures of the Labor Government. It gained strength from
sponsoring a vast program of nationalization as the way to
bring socialism into being in Britain. It became a move-
ment by challenging the abject dependence of the party
leadership on State Department policy in the cold war.
And one year ago at Scarborough, it took the road of
power in the party when it set its sights on the main
bastion of the right wing, the trade unions,

The crisis, as is known, came to a head in the attempt
to expel Bevan from the party. A mighty rebellion welled
up from the ranks, resolutions of protest literally poured
into Transport House from the party branches and the
unions, right wingers seeking to defend their action were
booed off the floor at meetings and conferences. The revolt
was by no means purely defensive. In a half dozen cases
local parties eliminated right wingers as their prospective
candidates for parliament, among them such notables as
Edith Summerskill, chairman of the party, Frank Soskice,
former Labor Minister, Woodrow Wyatt and others. Were
it not for Attlee’s conciliatory moves, there is little doubt
that in a split the majority of the party would have fol-
lowed the left wing. History will tell how good was Bevan’s
judgment in accepting the compromise offered by Attlee—
a settlement which administered a partial defeat to the
right wing but left them in control of the party machinery



and placed at least a temporary moratorium on the
struggle over policy.

The effect on the rank and file was one of mixed
jubilation and frustration. They had defeated a right-wing
conspiracy, but were obliged to go into an election with
a policy dictated in its essentials by the right wing. The
stalwarts among the militants accepted the challenge and
made the best of difficult circumstances. In many cases,
Bevanite candidates fought the campaign on their own
terms, opposing German rearmament and the manufacture
of the H-bomb, calling for withdrawal from the Atlantic
Alliance and for a policy of complete socialization. It is a
remarkable fact of the election that only two of some
sixty-odd Bevanite candidates, Michael Foot, editor of
Tribune, and Jeffery Bing, were defeated. On the whole
they fared no worse than the general run of party candi-
dates, and probably did better considering that more of
them had to fight in marginal constituencies.

But the other feeling, that of frustration and disap-
pointment, was equally marked in party ranks. At the
height of the Bevanite crisis, a contagion of resignations
threatened the left wing. It may have been checked by
the last-minute unity, but the feeling was undoubtedly
carried over into the elections, where a very minimum of
voluntary workers turned out for the multitude of tasks
in the campaign. Party loyalty was not strong enough to
overcome disgust with bi-partisan foreign policy and with
mere improvements in the welfare state. This attitude was
shared or communicated to large sections of the workers.
A Bevanite policy might not have brought victory at the
polls, although the party would have emerged with greater
strength and confidence, but there can be little doubt
that right-wing leadership meant certain defeat.

HE first result of the election has been to dampen

the inner-party struggles. The parliamentary leader-
ship is going through the motions of “rejuvenating” its
personnel, but has carefully abstained from seeking the
political causes for the party’s setback. To some extent,
this is inevitable in the present situation in Britain. There
is no big, dramatic issue of a domestic or international
character pressing for a decision. The Tories are now, on
the face of it, safely in power for the next few years and
this means that the conflict within the Labor Party will
seek a different level. The question now is less what the
party would or should do when it returns to power—an
ever-present possibility in the last three years—but what
it will do in a drawn-out period of opposition.

Unless it were assumed that the present status quo of
internal prosperity and international detente will remain
unaltered in the next five years, there is no reason to as-
sunie that political conflict will enter a long slumber in
Britain. In fact, the tendency to change that status quo
is already clearly manifest, The increased frequency of
strikes, the greater restiveness within union ranks against
conservative leadership, represent a tendency on the part
of the workers to fight for a larger share of the national
wealth. The movement is bolder in outlook and aim than
in the past. It is no longer content to count its wage in-
creases in overtime work, and is pressing for increases both
in basic wage and in overtime rates. It is insisting, as in
the case of railroad workers, on the establishment of dif-
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ferential increases for skilled crafts. These are not revolu-
tionary measures, but considering that in the last few
months alone there have been official or unofficial strikes
among railroad workers, bus drivers, electricians, miners,
longshoremen and seamen, it is clear the struggles will
have a continuing character and a constantly widening
scope.

JP to now, with profits high and an election in the
offing, the Tories treated the wage movement with
great delicacy. There was a moment of hesitancy before
the threatened railroad strike a few months ago when
sections of the employers demanded a showdown; at the
last moment calmer counsel prevailed and wage rises were
granted to railroad, shipbuilding and engineering workers
and to miners. The Economist warned the Tories the day
after the election that “unless they face the necessity for
another round of hard ploughing . . . the unresolved is-
sues are likely to keep on exploding in their faces all
through this parliament.” There is a growing clamor for
strong measures, for a new anti-labor law, for the use of
troops in strikes. Knowing that such steps would weld the
workers into a solid phalanx of rebellion, the Tories are
still moving with great wariness. They are feeling the
ground in the labor movement, seeking allies among the
trade union and Labor Party leadership to give their re-
pressive measures a ‘national” cover.

Thus far, Bevan has been alone of the top leadership
to justify the strikes; the others have deplored the lack
of “responsibility” on the part of the workers. One year
ago, the struggle in the Labor Party had as its object the
support of the unions for the embattled factions. In the
time ahead, the struggle of the unions against the Tory
employers may very well be the catalytic agent to again
precipitate the struggle within the Labor Party, giving the
left wing a deeper radicalism and making it more working
class in outlook and composition.

In international affairs as well, the future is by no
means a serene one. By his timely tongue-in-the-cheek con-
sent to four-power talks, Dulles won the marginal con-
stituency which Britain represents in world politics. He
will undoubtedly now try to press his advantage by at-
tempting to involve the Eden Government in more aggres-
sive action in Formosa and in a tougher policy against the
growing sentiment for neutral status among European na-
tions. This would be a bad reading of the election results,
for nothing so much as a new incendiary act in the cold
war is more likely to re-galvanize the Labor Party.

All these developments remain in the future. For the
present, however, the most important lesson for Labor was
that drawn by Bevan in an address to a South Wales
miners’ rally of 30,000 persons at Cardiff. The best thing
the Labor movement could do, he said, was to “make up
its mind that it is never going to win any elections in
Britain, and it will not matter if it does win them, unless
the movement is going to dedicate itself to the accomplish-
ment of a socialist society.”

That sums it up. Labor lost the election because it failed
to finish British capitalism when it had power. It lost its
character when it permitted bipartisan cold war policy to
submerge its socialist aims. It will surely get another chance,
and its success depends on whether the lessons of these
past ten years have been absorbed.
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Like other outworn social systems of past
history, capitalism is turning against its
own greatest achievements of its younger
—and healthier—days. Latest target of
capitalist thinkers is science and reason.

The Assault on Reason

by Harry Braverman

THE Catholic Church has long hinted that the world
would be better off had Rousseau and Voltaire been
strangled in their cradles, and had the generations of scien-
tists that followed Bruno and Galileo been, like those early
precursors, burned at the stake or forced to recant. The
rulers of modern mankind could, in this view, have avoided
much trouble and insubordination had the dangerous
thought that man and his Earth are the naturalistic pro-
ducts of cosmic, geologic and biologic evolution been sup-
pressed at the start, and had religious absolutism main-
tained its sway over men’s minds. It has also been slyly
insinuated by these same sources that the Marxists are
only completing the work of secularizing the human out-
look and human institutions which the rise of science be-
gan four centuries ago, and that capitalism only made a
stick to break its own back when it started this process on
its potent way.

We have grown accustomed to hearing this theme
from the Catholic theologians, but it is now being taken up
in the most materialistic quarters. For example, Fortune
magazine, which prides itself on being a magazine for men
who not only want to make money, but make it in large

JULY 1955

quantities, has joined the campaign with a flourish. A for-
mer managing editor of Fortune, the late Russell Daven-
port, was, when he died, writing a book (just published:
“The Dignity of Man,” Harper, New York) which For-
tune brought to its readers in excerpted form in April. The
theme has been taken up in other quarters, but we will
begin with Mr. Davenport’s careful and amazingly explicit
exposition.

“Our enemy,” he begins, “is not any particular nation.
It is not any particular army. It is a particular Idea of
Man.” That idea of man he summarizes by quoting a
brief passage from Marx’s co-worker, Frederick Engels:

The material, sensuously perceptible world to which
we ourselves belong is the only reality. . . . Our con-
sciousness and thinking, however suprasensuous they
may seem, are the products of a material, bodily organ,
the brain. Maitter is not the product of mind, but mind
itself is merely the highest product of maiter.

BUT this materialistic outlook, which Davenport further
describes as dispensing with the help of any super-
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natural agencies in explaining the world, was not con-
fined to Marx and Engels alone. “It expresses a funda-
mental point of view,” Mr. Davenport sadly notes, “with
which many scientists wholly agree. . . . The idea of a
Creator is not usually permitted to interfere with the story
that science has to tell.” Marxism thus emerged from the
rise of modern science: “Karl Marx redefined and reani-
mated the revolution that began with Rousseau. The mar-
riage between the aspirations of the French Revolution and
the great scientific impulse of the nineteenth century, was
certainly one of the most important events of human his-
tory.”

The issue of this marriage, Davenport informs us, was
“Dialectical Materialism,” for which he has, in the course
of his studies, worked up such a healthy respect that he re-
fers to it only in capital letters. And the key characteristic
of the man who believes in it is that, instead of looking to
the “other realm” for happiness, he holds that his “wel-
fare, happiness and life purpose reside in the society in
which he lives.” Davenport continues:

It is just this singleness of purpose that gives Dialec-
tical Man such impetus and such power, especially when
he confronts the West. For the Western optimist (the
confident man of good will) does not look to any “other
realm” either for man’s fulfillment, does not acknowledge
the need for supernatural intervention for his salvation,
and does not consider evil as inherent in human exist-
ence, but considers evil as something external that can
be reformed. But our analysis of Dialectical Material-
ism reveals an explosive fact—that of all the philos-
ophies propounded by man, Dialectical Materialism is
the most inordinately opiimistic. For not only does it
proclaim salvation in wholly earthly terms, it is even
willing to stand on the position that the dialectical pro-
cess which grinds men against each other in conflict will
vanish away when that earthly goal is attained. More-
over, Dialectical Materialism has had the courage and
the acumen to apply this optimism in a thorough-going
way, to make it a total optimism. . . The average Ameri-

- can cannot outbid the absolute optimism of the Marx-
ist.

The bothersome result of this unfair competition by
Marxism is that, when modern man is called by the clarion
to struggle against communism, “he is unable to do [this]
in many parts of the world, for he himself is wedded to
the same kind of naturalistic and materialistc assumptions
as is the Marxist. He too is wedded to modern science.”
Hence, the only way for man to save capitalism is to di-
vorce modern science and re-marry theology.

Davenport drops his blockbuster in the following para-
graph, which we reproduce with his emphasis intact: “Gen-
erally speaking, this identity between the metascience of
the free world and that of Communism is not viewed with
much alarm by anti-Communist thinkers. If these material-
istic or naturalistic propositions are correct—and science
seems constantly to reaffirm them—they deserve recog-
nition. But the fact the free world must face—which it by
and large has not faced—is that if the materialistic-natural-
istic thesis is correct, then the philosophic case for Com-
munism is stronger than the case for the free way of life.”
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Despite its terminological dodges—identifying capitalism
as “the free way of life” to make his statement less offen-
sive to capitalist-minded readers—this statement by Daven-
port is truly sensational. Fortune’s editors hastily threw a
footnote into the breach at this point telling their readers
they could go on being “materialistic” without worrying
too much, as this argument was addressed primarily to in-
tellectuals! But this gratuitous insult to the mental prerog-
atives of Fortune’s clientele didn’t clear things up, as the
subsequent letters to the editors demonstrated.

Of course there was the element that had always
thought capitalism had “theological roots,” and these
heaven-bent readers were ready to follow Davenport. But
most of the others, their ire aroused at finding themselves
put in the wrong by the very materialism they had thought
to be their strong suit, were dismayed. One accused Daven-
port of having “bought. . . many of the Marxist dogmas.”
Others disagreed violently with Davenport’s outline of
Marxism: ‘“The Marx-Engels theory is a plaything for
philosophers. It has no practical value whatever.” And
another, throwing up his hands in disgust at the whole com-
plicated mess, wants no time wasted probing the “diseased
minds” of Marx and Engels: “As for myself, I want no
explanations of Communism; I merely wish to oppose,
fight and combat everything it represents.” Fortune will
not soon be forgiven for this shock in the counting houses.

MR. DAVENPORT’S posthumous tremors may perhaps

be dismissed as an individual aberration, but there is
other evidence to the increasing momentum of the assault
upon reason in the interest of capitalism. The theme that
the original sin of modern mankind was the Enlightenment
and the rise of science is to be found more and more
explicitly in many non-Catholic writings, and has begun
to creep into the editorial columns of otherwise unsophis-
ticated small-city newspapers.

Walter Lippmann, in his best-sclling “The Public Phil-
osophy,” has given his cautious endorsement. He is no
Davenport, to sport his bleeding conservative heart on
his sleeve, but, in his spare and polished prose the same
essence is to be found. The West is undergoing a “steep and
sudden decline” “which can be called an historic catas-
trophe.” The source of this decay is the “Jacobin philos-
ophy” of the French Enlightenment which spread to Eng-
land and, during the Jacksonian period, to America. The
American and French Revolutions laid down the “moral
presumption in favor of universal suffrage,” but this uni-
versal suffrage is the source of all our present troubles:

When mass opinion dominates the government, there
is @ morbid derangement of the true functions of power.
This derangement brings about the enfecblement, verg-
ing on paralysis, of the capacity to govern. This break-
down in the constituiional order is the cause of the pre-
cipitate and catastrophic decline of Western society. It
may, if it cannot be arrested and reversed, bring about

the fall of the West.

This “decline of the West under the misrule of the
people” as a result of “the Jacobin conception of the eman-
cipated and sovereign people” finds its counterpart in the
rise of communism, which is merely an outgrowth of the
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views of the Enlightenment; Marx and Engels were “pos-
sessed by the Jacobin dogma”; the “popular religion of the
masses to power.”

WALTER LIPPMANN

But all of this is only introductory to Lippmann’s more
sublime theme, which duplicates, in language that is de-
liberately murky but says the same thing, Davenport’s ill-
received attack upon the materialism of Fortune readers.
Men have lost the “mandate of heaven” in their public
philosophy; they must now regain it. “The root of the
error is the confusion of the two realms—that of this world
where the human condition is to be born, to live, to work,
to struggle and to die, and that of the transcendent world
in which men’s souls can be regenerate and at peace. The
confusion of the two realms is an ultimate disorder.” So
soon as men started to think they were gods and look to
this world for the ultimate in happiness instead of to that
“other realm,” they went off the track.

If Lippmann is a bit more bashful than the explicit
Davenport in setting forth the disease, he is far more for-
ward than the late Fortune editor in putting down the
cure. Certain areas of human endeavor and striving must
be returned, at least partially, to the direct jurisdiction of
the church; among these are ‘“public policy about the
family, marriage, divorce, the authority of the father and
of the mother, the guardianship of children, education,
inheritance, the distribution of wealth, crime and punish-
ment, standards of taste, loyalty and allegiance, righteous
and unrighteous war.” Then, in case he has left anything
out, he adds also all ““issues of right and wrong, issues of
what is the nature of man, of what is his true image, his
place in the scheme of things, and his destiny.” He does
not specify which of the various churches is to receive this
jurisdiction. At any rate, Lippmann’s advice is that only
this return to a twelfth-century condition can cure our
“democratic malady.”
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DAVENPORT, Lippmann, and others of their persua-
sion do not mistake their enemy. Socialism does indeed
base itself upon the materialist outlook of modern science,
both in the ultimate ideological sense and in the more im-
mediate technological sense. On that score they are right,
and they are also right when they sense that socialism fights
at an advantage, in that the temper of the modern world
has become profoundly materialistic. The form of the ma-
terialism may vary from the gross, vulgar, personal kind
of the grasping bourgeois to the disinterested philosophic
materialism of natural and social science—which is, by the
way, the sole meaning of the term as it is employed by
Marxism. But the materialist revolution in thought has been
all-pervasive in the past four centuries, and, in the past
four decades, has entered the consciousness of broad masses
as never before. In the advanced capitalist countries, life
has become increasingly more secular, and in the back-
ward colonial lands, industrialization is replacing Bud-
dhism and Mohammedanism as the ideology of the
awakened mass.

The trend goes back to the rise of modern capitalism,
which was born in the Renaissance ferment of ideas after
the long night of theological superstition and scholastic
stultification; that Renaissance burgeoned out under the
impact of capitalism into a revolutionary Enlightenment
during which man pushed the frontiers of knowledge and
science further in a hundred years than in the previous
four thousand. Mankind brushed the cobwebs from its
brain; no more could ideas and institutions continue to
rule by virtue of their hoary antiquity. Everything was
called to justify itself before the bar of reason. The world,.
as Hegel wrote, stood on its head. And, bound up with this
rise of science, came the democratic upsurge, the campaign
of man to make his heaven on earth instead of seeking
one in the misty skies. When capitalism now begins to
curse all this rational and democratic impulse, it is there-
fore only cursing the day it was born. Modern scientific
materialism began in England; it spread to France and the
continent where it took its most forthright form—in
France the atheist outlook pervaded the intellectual classes
associated with nascent capitalism.

ERE in America, the evolution was more shallow.

The pragmatic development of the American mind,
the barrenness of reflective thought, were not encouraging
to general syntheses of thought, whether materialist or any
other. The absence of an entrenched ancien régime dis-
posed of the need for prolonged ideological struggles or
deepgoing revolutions of the mind. But the old-time out-
look was doomed in this country as well; by the time of the
American Revolution the horrible imitations of European
dogma and practice—Jonathan Edwards and Cotton Math-
er who were trying to bring the established church to our
shores and the Salem witch-hunters who were trying to
fix the Inquisition as a feature of American life—were
outlived. American capitalism took its free course across
the continent, more or less unbound from the ancient fet-
ters.

In this process, the New England clerics modified their
doctrine to allow for modern science, evolution, etc., and
the country even got a taste of the Enlightenment from the
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