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CLIPPINGS

STRIKE of 50000 CIO Independent
Electrical Union workers and an additional
10,000 from the independent UE against West-
inghouse has turned into a major labor battle
against Big Business. Forewarned by the poor
B-year contract signed by the union at GE,
the ranks determined to do better at West-
inghouse, and at the same time, resist the
company's sustained assault on work standards.
The nation-wide strike has now been in progress
since October 16, and is becoming a fierce
contest between labor and capital. The com-
pany has already tried out the Mohawk Valley
strikebreaking tactics on a number of the weak-
er locals in Ohio. It hasn't gotten very far, as
yet. Labor simply cannot afford in a big situa-
tion like this one the kind of debacle the auto
union suffered at Perfect Circle last month.
It's ironic that at the 1952 convention of the
ClO Electrical Union, President James Carey
introduced Gwilym A. Price, Westinghouse
head, to the delegates, and said: "What is
important is that we've found a way to sit
down, discuss, argue, and then resolve those
differences in the truly American spirit of give
and take. . . . That is the spirit and only
justification for collective bargaining. We are
looking forward to a better era, more produc-
tive relationship, as time goes on."

THE tug-of-war continues on the witch-hunt

front. Some court decisions deal telling
blows to the organized lawlessness, and some
rulings and acts are designed to keep it alive
at all costs.

The ruling of the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals in San Francisco holding unconstitu-
tional loyalty-security regulations which per-
mit the use of faceless informers calls into
question the screening program in the mari-
time industry under which the Coast Guard
barred literally thousands of militant seamen
from their jobs. The ruling also has a far-
reaching implication for all loyalty-security
requlations which rest in large measure on
the unverified evidence of faceless informers.

‘At the same time, Senator Eastland and
his Internal Security Committee are back in
New York City trying to intimidate the New
York Times and other metropolitan papers that
dared criticize McCarthyism. The newspaper
owners are unfortunately folding up under the
attack and telling their employees to co-
operate with the witch-hunters or face dis-
missal.

Attorney General Brownell's latest tidbit is
to request the Subversive Activities Board to
declare the independent UE a ‘'communist-
infiltrated" organization. |f the union is so
declared, it will lose its rights under the Taft-
Hartley law, and 20 percent of the member-
ship can move to kick out its officers. Brownell
previously filed a similar petition against the
Mine, Mill and Smelter Union when that or-
ganization was engaged in a major strike
against the copper bosses. It is a curious coin-
cidence (see Westinghouse strike item above)
that he should move against the UE at this
particular time.
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MOST recent outrage in the witch-hunt has
been the action of the Veterans Admin-
istration in "The Case of the Legless Veteran,"
James Kutcher. In August 1948, Kutcher was
fired from his job as clerk in the Veterans
Administration Newark office because of mem-
bership in the Socialist Workers Party, and he
has since been fighting off attempts to evict
his father, mother and himself from a public
housing project because he could not sign a
loyalty oath denying membership in an or-
ganization on the Atorney General's black-
list. As a special Christmas present, the Vet-
erans Administration informed Kutcher that
his $329 monthly disability award would be
stopped because of some remarks he was al-
leged to have made at a summer camp.

After the public protest, the Veterans Ad-
ministration reversed itself in part and an-
nounced the disability pension would continue
pending a hearing. In another phase of his
legal case, the Supreme Court of New Jersey
ruled that a tenant's refusal to deny member-
ship in an organization on the AHorney Gen-
eral's blacklist was not sufficient ground for
eviction. The New York Times featured the
story on its front page, and the New York Post
carried a complete account of this persecution
by its columnist, Murray Kempton, as well as
the Veterans Administration correspondence to
Kutcher, and an excellent editorial which
stated: "As Kutcher has said, the fact that he

lost his legs is not the great point of the
debate. The point is that he has lost his
rights. But because he lost his legs his case
dramatizes finally and beyond dispute the
cruelties and idiocies of the security pro-
gram."

A CHRISTMAS plea to grant amnesty to all

Communists imprisoned under the Smith
Act has been sent to President Eisenhower,
signed by 46 prominent individuals, none of
whom have any remote connection or political
sympathy with the Communist Party. The sign-
ers include Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt, Norman
Thomas, Dean John C. Bennett of Union Theo-
logical Seminary, the Rev. John M. Krumm,
chaplain of Columbia University, Henry Steele
Commager, historian, and Elmer Rice, play-
wright. The present move represents the first
real effort from non-Communist sources to start
an amnesty campaign. This welcome move was
conceived and organized by the Rev. A. J.
Muste, secretary emeritus of the Fellowship
of Reconciliation. Rev. Muste is one of 19
pacifists just convicted in New York Magis-
trate's Court for refusing to take shelter in an
air-raid drill and contesting the constitutionali-
ty of the New York State Defense Emergency
Act.

RECENT census reports show that of nearly
42 million American families, 3.7 million
had incomes under $1,000 in 1954, 8.3 million
had incomes under $2,000, and 13.3 million had
incomes under $3,000. The median money in-
come was $4,173, meaning that half of the
families of the nation had an income below
that amount. Only about five percent of the
families had incomes of $10,000 or more.
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Crisis in Education

ONLY yesterday, it seems, the na-
tion was talking about the “juve-
nile delinquency crisis” and the “flood
control crisis”; the day before it was
the “housing crisis,” and before that
the “health and medical care crisis.”
Today it is the “education crisis.” As
the country moves through this round
of crisis discussions, it is apparent that
we have become involved in an overall
crisis of our social services. A quarter-
century of labor ferment and popular
protests has succeeded in modifying the
free-wheeling buccaneer capitalism of
the nineteenth century by imposing
certain welfare activities upon it, but
the apparently permanent crisis of in-
adequacy which affects those welfare
activities is there to remind us that
social responsibility and capitalist en-
terprise don’t mix well.

The crisis of American education is
all-embracing. By general agreement,
it includes a serious shortage of school
classrooms as well as a frightening
dilapidation of many of the existing
school buildings; a serious shortage of
qualified teachers; a statistical trend
which  shows that shortages in both
areas are bound to grow much worse
in the immediate years ahead unless
rapid and massive action is forthcom-
ing; and a widespread dissatisfaction
with the present aims and methods of
education.

Ambitious many-million-dollar sur-
veys have been carried on in the past
few years, and while one is often
tempted to suspect that surveys of this
kind represent a mark-time occupa-
tion postponing the inevitable question
“What is to be done?” still they have
mapped out the situation in neat sta-
tistical charts. Grade-school enrollment,
the charts show, has leaped from 20
million children in 1945 to 29 million
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today, and the expectation is an enroll-
ment of 35.7 million by 1965. In the
high schools and colleges, ‘the picture
is proportionally similar, and the high-
level birthrate since the end of the war
is given as the chief cause of the leap.

EGLECT of the problem since

1945 comes on top of a wartime
curtailment of educational expansion,
which in turn followed a depression
slump in this field. For those to whom
the problem is merely “temporary,” this
fact should have the greatest signifi-
cance. The test has bridged a twenty-
five year period, and has included a
depression time of great unutilized re-
sources, a period of wartime expansion,
and a decade of unprecedented post-
war boom. It would therefore appear
to be conclusive.

The result has been a shortage of
teachers amounting to 140,000 or more
today and growing with every school
term. To overcome this shortage, it
has been authoritatively estimated by
the Fund for the Advancement of Ed-
ucation, half of the liberal arts gradu-
ates from our colleges for the next ten
years would have to go into teaching;
in the past few years only one-fifth
have been doing so. The recent White
House Conference on Education
pointed to a present shortage of 203,-
000 classrooms, and a need for an ad-
ditional 170,000 by 1960.

Almost half our children attend
schools which are over 30 years old;
two-fifths of them try to learn in class-
rooms containing more than the op-
timum 30 children; one-fifth attend
schools that do not meet minimum fire-
safety standards. A million and a half
school children are getting their edu-
cations in classrooms supported by a
total money outlay of less than $2,000

a year; one can imagine what the
teacher’s salary is after all other ex-
penses are deducted. The effects of all
this are beginning to be seen. During
one year of the Korean war, fully six-
teen percent—one out of every six—
of all men called for induction were re-
jected because they couldn’t pass the
low minimum literacy standards of the
Armed Forces Qualification Test.

discuss this situation and how to
‘meet it, a special White House
Conference on Education was called
last month. Headed by a soap execu-
tive (Neil McElroy of Proctor and
Gamble), and organized along mili-
tary chain-of-command lines, it left
little to be desired if one is a believer
in the Wall Street-Madison Avenue-
Pentagon way of doing things. First,
there were hundreds of local confer-
ences, followed by a series of state
gatherings in the last six months. Then,
with much fanfare, the gathering as-
sembled, and was found to include
1,782 delegates, 422 observers, and no
fewer than 300 press representatives.
The delegates were divided into 166
tables, and turned loose on one facet
of the subject at a time, with work
sheets to guide their thinking. After
2, hours of discussion, the 166, tahles
sent their chairmen off to 16: other
tables, where they then chewed .on the
matter for a while longer and in turn
sent their chairmen off to two semi-
final tables. The finalists emerging
from this Olympiad were two chair-
men, presumably stuffed with the ac-
cumulated wisdom of the entire con-
ference.

The distillation thus accomplished
turned out to be nothing more than
a series of watery compromises. Fed-
eral aid for the building of new schools
was favored, but only for the inani-
mate bricks and mortar, under the
theory that if the federal government
extended its aid any further it would
be in the business of dictating ideas to
the people (a scruple of conscience
which should be called to the atten-
tion of our Brownell-Hoover Justice
Department). The troublesome issuée of
the teaching of religious doctrines in
the schools was gracelessly sidestepped.
Altogether, the conference can hardly
be said to have done much about the
vexing educational crisis which, as the
Fund for the Advancement of Educa-
tion set up by the Ford Foundation
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has warned, cannot be solved in present
terms.

SOME have stepped outside of pres-
ent terms in making sweeping rec-
ommendations on the educational sys-
tem. Cola G. Parker, newly elected
president of the National Association of
Manufacturers, took the limelight
briefly when, early in December, he
branded free public education as a step
towards communism advocated by
Marx. For this gentleman, obviously,
the problem is easily solved. Kenneth
Royall, formerly Truman’s Secretary
of the Army and now Harriman’s head
of the N. Y. State Committee on Ed-
ucation, let loose a blast to the effect
that the schools are too ambitious, in
a speech which Time magazine cum-
marized— Royall’s advice: Contract
the educational system.” Others pro-
pose putting the children on a three-
shift system, either around the year so
that “summer” vacations would be
staggered into mid-winter, or around
the clock so that children would leave
for school when their daddies were
coming home from work.

But, apart from these silly-season
suggestions from tax-stingy industrial-
ists, it appears as though we will get
some kind of federal bill providing a
slight amelioration—although certainly
not a solution—of the scandalous con-
dition of U. S. education. The reasons
for this are clear. We are in an elec-
tion year, and the pressure of the
Democrats upon the administration as
they search for some kind of “differ-
ence” with Eisenhower is considerable.
The scandal is becoming too extreme,
and many of the teachers and educa-
tors of the nation are up in arms.
Eisenhower’s administration is respond-
ing slightly to these pressures, as wit-
ness the removal of Mrs. Hobby from
the secretaryship of the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare, which
meant the dumping of the extreme
rightist, oil-millionaire wing in favor of
the more cagey Eastern industrialists,
represented here by Eastman Kodak’s
Marion Folsom. And, in all of this, our
old friend the cold war should not be
overlooked.

How Russia and the cold war get
into this domestic argument is very
simple and can be added up in one
word: fright. Just as the revolutionary
turbulence throughout the world has
scared Washington and Wall Street on
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the race-discrimination issue, on foreign
aid, and on various domestic economic
issues, just so have they been frightened
by the strides of education, and par-
ticularly technical education, in the
“other half.” Without going so far as
to say that Khrushchev is our chil-
dren’s best friend, still one is tempted
to hail the stimulating effect of a little
competition to make our smug and
arrogant rulers sit up and get scared.

WITHIN the past year, innumer-
able alarms have been raised in
the American press about the progress
of Soviet education. A fair sample of
these is an interview by U. §. News
and World Report of two American
educators, Homer and Norton Dodge,
just after they got back from a first-
hand study of Russia’s schools. In
1954, they pointed out, the Soviet
Union graduated some 50,000 engi-
neers, while the U. S. graduated only
22,000; in the field of scientist-gradu-
ates, the U. S. is still slightly ahead
but losing ground fast. Russia is aided
in this race by a centralized state
school system which pays the way for
all higher-education students who
maintain satisfactory grades, which
about 90 percent do. Grade-school chil-
dren are on a six-day week, and come
out better educated, according to the
Dodges, after their ten-year course than
ours do after 12 years. In explanation,
they added:

There is a tremendous drive for
education in Russia, far more than
you find in America. The whole
society is structured to encourage a
boy or girl to climb as high on the
educational ladder as he or she is
capable of. As a result, very little
talent is wasted. In this country, on
the other hand, only half of the
young people with an intelligence
above that of an average college
graduate receive a college education.

Propagandists have tried to reply by
making much of the defects in Soviet
education: the absence of academic
freedom as we (are supposed to) en-
joy here; the bizarre narrowness of so-
cial science training; the lack of at-
tention to liberal arts and the humani-
ties. But the trouble with this reply is
that the propagandists have failed to
calm even their own agitated nerves
with it, as the race between the two

world powers is, for the present at any
rate, primarily technical and economic.
This is said not at all to excuse the
various grotesqueries in Russian educa-
tional theory and practice, but to high-
light the main problem as it is uni-
versally recognized.

HY have the American schools

fallen so far behind that their
lead is endangered in the very sphere
where they would be thought strongest
—engineering? The answer can be giv-
en in two general categories: eco-
nomics and ideology. To consider first
economics. We are spending today
roughly 2.4 percent of our national
product on our schools, and it just
isn’t enough. The only way to make
a real dent, the statisticians say, is to
add at least another percentage point
to the amount, or about $4 billion a
year, and then to increase this amount
steadily during the next ten years.

As any corporate executive will tell
you, however, there just isn’t any profit
in schools. Manufacturers will fall all
over each other competing to put cars
on the market, or get a slice of the
10-15 percent of our national output
which is consigned, profitably for them,
to military expenditures, but schools
and all the other social services just
don’t get a look-in. In other words the
capitalist system doesn’t have any auto-
matic mechanism to guarantee the ade-
quate running of the government-sup-
ported social services. All of its inher-
ent mechanisms are pre-set the other
way: to guide our resources towards
the channels in which profits are to be
found, and out of the channels which
are commonly agreed to be the social
responsibility of the nation as a whole.
That is why all of capitalism’s welfare
activities, grudgingly granted after
years of struggle, are generally in a
state of crisis, and the battle to keep
them going on a decent level is on
continuously.

In this battle, the cry of “states’
rights” which the reactionaries raise has
no real political merit or meaning; it
is merely a device to keep control in
hands which are both reluctant as well
as powerless to do anything. The situ-
ation cannot be ameliorated, even with
the best will in the world, by the states,
as the very states that most need im-
provement are in the worst position
to do anything. In a broad survey
made in 1952, for example, it was re-
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AFL-CIO
Merger

by Bert Cochran

Labor unity, as it has shaped up, is weighted
to favor AFL. But important possibilities are
opened up for the unions on the organization
and political action fronts by the merger.

E merger of the AFL and CIO into one labor fed-
eration embracing 15 million organized trade union-
ists was an event of world importance—and was every-
where recognized as such. Two hundred fifty newspaper-
men and additional TV and newsreel cameramen con-
verged on the 71st Regimental Armory in New York and
flashed the convention proceedings to the furthest parts
of the world. Commentators, news analysts, journalistic
kibitzers, all had a field day sifting the speeches and
speculating on the convention’s effects. Whatever the
agreements or disagreements about the new organization,
everybody went along with the conviction that American
labor was plenty important and that the unification spelt
something big.

In England when the labor movement got too strong
for its enemies to meet it head-on, the Tory spokesmen
changed their tactics and started to give “fatherly advice”
to labor on how it could cut its own throat. In similar
fashion, a lot of self-styled, self-appointed well-wishers
descended on the AFL-CIO convention to try to ensure
that the offspring would be a tame creature with few
teeth and no backbone. Beginning with the invocation of
Cardinal Spellman, and on through the speeches of the
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politicians, the gratuitous admonishments and warnings
flowed on and on.

Unfortunately, the new head of the AFL-CIO, George
Meany, goes along with most of this middle-class phil-
osophy. He proposed to the business community a “non-
aggression pact” in an article published in the N. Y. Times
Magazine on the eve of the convention, and he followed
this up with a personal plea to the National Association
of Manufacturers that the two sides enter into a cozy little
partnership as it was “silly” for them to quarrel when they
had so much in common. As further recommendation that
he is a safe-and-sound labor leader, and nobody has any
cause for alarm with a guy like him at the wheel, Meany
proceeded to inform the NAM gathering of labor-haters
and union-busters: “I never went on strike in my life. I
never ran a strike in my life. I never ordered anyone to
run a strike in my life, never had anything to do with a
picket line. So if that’s the type of power people have in
mind, they should get another fellow for president, be-
cause I have no experience with that type of power.”

ERE was a real heart-warming exhibition of the

American Way of Life, with Labor and Capital, arms
securely entwined about each other, jovially laughing
away any suggestion of Marxist fantasies like the “class
struggle.” Unfortunately for this idyllic picture, the em-
ployers, as Walter Reuther recently had occasion to note,
believe in the Marxist class struggle. Only the labor end
of the partnership thinks we are in the new classless so-
ciety. Charles R. Sligh, NAM Board Chairman, would
have none of Meany’s harmony talk. He came back at him
hot and heavy, and let him understand in no uncertain
terms that the owners of Kohler and Perfect Circle are
not pariahs, but heroes, to his class. Meany’s attempt to
launch labor unity on a note of class peace and harmony
was thus abruptly rebuffed by the spokesman of the busi-
ness interests. This incident has meaning beyond its
momentary drama, and may well symbolize labor’s coming
dilemma in the nation. All opportunists, careerists and
trimmers to the contrary notwithstanding, the class strug-
gle still goes on.

The fact of the unity, which for a week brought into
sharp focus labor’s sheer massive strength and unused
latent power, is more important than any of the actual
agreements concluded, resolutions adopted, or documents
signed. The minute you start moving from the potential to
the actual and examine the details of the fusion, or of the
new federation structure, the weaknesses, divisions, lack
of solidarity, and inadequacy of program come painfully
into view. As Meany admitted at a press conference: “We
are bringing the conflict within our organization.”

The new federation represents strictly a top fusion
proposition. All the international unions of both the AFL
and CIO are now dumped into one federated structure,
but the internationals continue as the seats of power, the
conflicting jurisdictional claims remain, and the con-
siderable rivalries between different leaders and unions
are now simply gathered under one roof. The muffled
rumbles of these conflicts continued to be heard in the
background throughout the convention sessions.

E conventions of the Metal Trades and Building
‘Trades Departments gave early warning that the issue
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of industrial unionism, which may long since have been
settled to some people’s satisfaction, is not a settled mat-
ter at all so far as the die-hard craft chiefs are concerned.
James A. Brownlow announced defiantly that the old
craft unionists were still be heard from: “We are sure
that craft organizations are not going to yield too will-
ingly to the submersion of their craft into an indefinable
mass group of employees.” The craft leaders are formally
going along with the proposition that both craft and in-
dustrial unions are ‘“‘equal and necessary,” but they intend
to battle every inch of the way for what they conceive to
be their inalienable “rights.”

Like the two-bit politicians that they are, their first
decisive move was to lengthen the term of office in their
departments to four years. This isn’t too serious. What is
of consequence is that these antediluvians have practically
announced that they are going to make a lot of trouble
pressing their craft jurisdictional claims in any new or-
ganizing campaigns. This issue is all the more pesky as
the auto union and some of the other CIO organizations
are now having serious difficulties with their skilled work-
ers whose craft consciousness and interests have taken
precedence over their general feelings of labor solidarity
in this period of boom, and who, in a number of cases,
have tried to form separate craft organizations.

This matter of jurisdictional rivalries assumes even more
serious proportions because 41 internationals, including
such giants as the Teamsters and Carpenters, never signed
last year’s no-raiding compact, and the new constitution
of the federation is very weak on this point. The Team-
sters are on a rampage, and obviously intend to use their
strategic position in the American economy to gratify their
ambitions for power and pelf. Let no one underestimate
the danger which this strong-arm school of unionsm, rid-
den with racketeering, represents. Its murderous effective-
ness derives not only from its position as the transporta-
tion link, but its no less close links with politicians and
businessmen. Despite the pious indignation of the capi-
talist press about labor crookedness, managements prefer
the business unionism of the Beck-Hoffa variety to that
of the CIO. That is the source of so many AFL “sweet-
heart agreements” in the past twenty years, and the secret
of some of the Teamsters’ expansion. It was no freak that
the scandal concerning Hoffa’s shady financial transac-
tions in Michigan was mysteriously hushed up, and even
the Congressional investigation was turned off like a faucet
—on the intervention, it was rumored, of Republican of-
ficials in the very highest echelons.

NEW Executive Council of 29 effectively dominates

the federation and the old AFL heads outnumber their
CIO brethren 2 to 1. But while the conservative craft
unionists for whom Meany speaks remain the controlling
power, it is incorrect to say that the CIO has simply
been swallowed up (and John L. Lewis, who does say so,
was busy trying to break up the CIO before the merger
took place). There will be new lineups and new cross-
currents in the merged Executive Council. McDonald will
continue to play peanut politics. Beck will keep on push-
ing and branching out, as witness his alliances with the
Longshore and Mine, Mill and Smelter unions. The ghost
of the stillborn Beck-McDonald-Lewis triple alliance may
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re-appear in the Council sessions. At the same time, some
of the AFL unions will line up with the CIO contingents
on the new issues of the day. Moreover, Reuther is en-
sconced in his Industrial Union Department, and may
be able to use it as a forum for his plans and a base for
his projects.

The alarms about the power lodged in the new Execu-
tive Council may be a bit exaggerated. It will be difficult
to centralize too much authority in it, any more than it
was possible to do so in the old AFL setup. The inter-
national union bureaucracies are all jealous of their au-
tonomous rights and will brook little interference with
them. Any effort to get tough on this score will lead to
breakaways, as Woodruff Randolph of the Typographical
Union has already warned, and as the typographical
workers, machinists and others have demonstrated in prac-
tice in the past. The notion, however, that the new fed-
eration will, as Lewis hopes, “part like a rope of sand,”
has little foundation. There is an innate tendency to
merger and centralization which the whole economic and
political trend forces upon labor. This is its manifest
destiny, and goes beyond the ambitions or machinations
of this or that group of labor leaders.

It is true that the fusion could never have taken place
were it not that the CIO had lost its impetus and mili-
tancy, and that its policies began to dovetail with those of
the AFL. The gap between the two groups, while not
closed, became very narrow. Then there was the fact
that the CIO was in process of disintegration. Mc-
Donald’s break with Reuther and his hostile maneuvers
against the CIO’s integrity undermined Reuther’s bar-
gaining power. When taken in conjunction with the
stagnation of the CIO in the membership field, so that
numerically it was no more and probably a little less than
half the size of the AFL, it became obvious to all that
Reuther was not in a strong negotiating position. Very
likely, he was fearful that the CIO could not long be
maintained as an independent labor movement. But though
these things were very much in the foreground and in the
minds of the negotiators on both sides, the fact cannot be
waved away that powerful forces greater than the in-
dividual participants were pressing all sections of labor
to band together into a defensive alliance against the
manifold dangers bearing down upon all of them. These
dangers, which will not soon be eliminated, will act to
keep the new federation in being despite the divisive
forces contained within it.

THE top merger has alrcady given a considerable im-
petus to -unification of some unions—the CIO Pack-
inghouse and AFL Meatcutters—while merger talks are
in progress between the rival unions in the shoe, paper
and glass industries and between the CIO Utility Workers
and AFL Electrical Union. A number of the smaller CIO
internationals have already merged this past year in oil,
chemical, retail and railroads, to increase their effective-
ness and place themselves upon a stronger footing in re-
lation to their AFL counterparts in the field. There are
also some negotiations going on for bilateral jurisdictional
agreements, the best example of which is the recent com-
pact signed by two AFL unions, the Meatcutters and
Retail Clerks, delineating very precisely their respective

jurisdictions, and thus possibly bringing to an end fifty
years of bitter strife.

The independent unions which were expelled from the
CIO in 1949 are working desperately to get into the act
and gain a more protective position than their presently
isolated state affords. The Furriers Union has already
found a haven inside the AFL Meatcutters, but only at
the price of “de-communization”—of having its leaders
dumped. This doesn’t make unification too appealing to
the other independent unions of this background. It is
likely, though, that through one device or another, these
remaining few independent unions will find themselves
inside the “house of labor” within the next period. As a
matter of fact, we may see in the next decade the present
141 internationals of the new federation reduced to pos-
sibly 100 or even fewer because of the growing difficulties
encountered by the smaller aggregates in confronting the
giant combinations of American capitalism.

The unification can be said to have shaken up, at least
to some extent, the hitherto stagnant pool of labor, and
little currents and side-eddies are beginning to stir. One
cannot blink the fact that neither labor federation had a
top Negro officer, and that the AFL-CIO now has two
Negro vice-presidents on the Executive Council, A. Philip
Randolph of the AFL Pullman Porters and Willard
Townsend of the CIO Transport Service Workers. One
cannot ignore that without anyone’s conscious intervention
Meany started the convention with a proposition to in-
dustry for a non-aggression pact, and concluded the ses-
sions with the warning that “this is not going to be any
milktoast movement. We are going to seek things in the
militant manner our organization was founded.” And
Adlai Stevenson, briefed on the change in the conven-
tion’s climate, hastily deleted from his released text the
paragraph in which he praised Meany’s original proposal
to the NAM.

PPROXIMATELY 15 million members are accounted

for by the united federation, counting those temporari-
ly unemployed, in transit, etc. If we generously assign an
additional 2 million members to all independent unions,
we get a total figure for organized labor of 17 million.
The country’s organizable labor force numbers in round
figures something like 40 million. In other words, the
unions have enrolled only about 40 percent of their
potential membership. This problem has by now taken on
critical proportions as runaway shops and re-allocation of
plants to low wage areas threaten to undermine the older
established organizations in one industry after another.
One of the few times during the entire week that this con-
vention of well-padded, middle-aged business agents re-
sponded with something resembling genuine fervor was
when Reuther delivered his call to organize the unor-
ganized, to take on the Du Ponts and the textile kings,
and when he lashed out anonymously but unmistakably
against the Beck-Hoffa “private labor empires.”

The former CIO unions have already pledged $4 mil-
lion toward the coming organization campaign and Meany
is supposed to be trying to line up additional finances
from AFL sources. There is so much wind in the public
declarations of union officials that it is difficult to say
how much of an organization campaign John W. Living-
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If Debs could have returned to life for
his Centennial, he would have found much
progress towards socialism, but a grim
battle still ahead, especially in his native

land.

If
Eugene Debs

Returned

A Speech
by W. E. B. Du Bois

IN the year 1920 when 919,000 American voters wanted
Eugene Debs to be president of the United States, the
socialist platform on which he ran demanded in general
terms that eventually the ownership of the means of pro-
duction be transferred from private to public control. The
steps toward this end were not altogether agreed upon.
But Debs demanded the supreme power of the workers
“as the one class that can and will bring permanent
peace to the world.” He declared that then “we shall
transfer the title deeds of the railroads, the telegraph
lines, the mines, mills and great industries to the people
in their collective capacity; we shall take possession of
all these social utilities in the name of the people. We
shall then have industrial democracy. We shall be a free
nation whose government is of and by and for the people.”

If tonight Mr. Debs should saunter back to celebrate
with us this his one-hundredth birthday, he would feel
considerable gratification at the progress of his cause in
35 years. Capital is still mainly in private hands but not
entirely. Increasing public control of capital is the rule
in the United States while over most of the world public
ownership is rapidly increasing. In our country public
regulation of utilities, including railroads, water power
and communications, has increased. We direct private
business in numerous instances; we tax wealth in new
ways, we defend the right of labor to organize and we
pay out $1,500 million a year in social insurance. This is
not yet socialism, but it is far from the uncontested rule
of wealth.

UGENE Debs, however, being an astute man and a

logical thinker, would not be inclined to spend his
birthday in celebrating the triumph of socialism in the
United States. He would, on the contrary, see clearly that
this nation, despite its advances toward socialism, is spend-
ing more money utterly to destroy socialism than it spends
on education, health and general social uplift together.

He would realize with distress that advance toward the
objects of socialism does not necessarily mean that the
socialist state is at hand. Socialism includes planned pro-
duction and distribution of wealth. But a completely so-
cialistic result depends on who does the planning and for
what ends. A state socialism planned by the rich for their
own survival is quite possible, but it is far from the state
where the rule rests in the hands of those who produce
wealth and services and whose aim is the welfare of the
mass of the people.

If Mr. Debs, during his absence from this earthly scene,
has followed events of which we are too painfully aware,
he will know that not all that is called socialism is so-
cialistic in the sense that he used to understand it. He will
know of Hitler’s National Socialism, which, indeed, built
a magnificent system of roads and excellent public hous-

WILLIAM Edward Burghardt

Du Bois is undoubtedly the
greatest Negro scholar and teacher
yet produced in this nation. Born
in 1868, he was already a profes-
sor at two Southern universities
before the turn of the century;
in Greek and Latin at Wilberforce
and in economics and history at
Atlanta. He edited Atlanta Uni-
versity Studies for over a dozen
years, and, in the thirties and for-
ties headed Atlanta’s Department
of Scciology.

He played an important part in
the founding of the National As-
sociation for the Advancement of
Colored People, and served it in
many leading capacities for several decades. His major pub-
lished writings, starting with the publication in 1896 of “The
Suppression of the Slave Trade,” include also “The Phila-
delphia Negro” (1899), “The Souls of Black Folk” (1903),
“John Brown” (1909), “The Negro” (1915), “Black Recon-

A Note About the Speaker and the Occasion

struction” (1935), and in the forties “Color and Democracy”
and “The World and Africa.” He also served as Editor-in-
Chief of the Encyclopedia of the Negro from 1933-1945.

Dr. Du Bois delivered the speech which is printed here at
the Debs Centennial Meeting held in New York at the Fra-
ternal Clubhouse on Monday, November 28, 1955. The audi-
ence greeted Dr. Du Bois’ appearance with a sustained standing
ovation, tribute to his many decades of work.

HE Debs Centennial celebration, initiated by the editors

of the Monthly Review, National Guardian, I. F. Stone’s
Weekly and the American Socialist, attracted more than 500
persons, who listened intently to Dr. Du Bois’ speech and to
Clifford T. McAvoy, I. F. Stone, Bert Cochran and Leo
Huberman. James Aronson, Executive Editor of the National
Guardian, served as chairman. All the speakers dealt with
the meaning of the Debs heritage and the current problems
of socialism and progressivism. Bringing together on one plat-
form representatives of various viewpoints, the meeting marked
a new departure for the American Left. A collection taken
at the meeting made it possible for the committee to send
approximately $400 to aid in the defense of Carl Braden,
victim in the Louisville “sedition” frameup.
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ing, controlled finance and wages, owned railroads, tele-
graphs and telephones and yet was not socialism as Debs
envisioned it. He would note that widespread socialist
methods in Britain, France, Holland and Belgium have
not prevented these nations from exploiting labor in
Europe, Asia, Africa and America and that their own
laboring classes have been willing to base their increased
wage and higher standard of living on the poverty,
ignorance and disease of most of the working people of
the world. This again can hardly be called socialism, and
Debs would know that socialistic methods in the United
States have succeeded in staving off financial collapse and
may continue to do this for a considerable time, but that
this social effort is for and by Big Business and financial
monopoly and not for the farm and the shop. It bribes
organized labor with high wages built on war industry
and by this very act threatens the welfare of the mass of
the people of the world.

The matter which would, I think, bother Eugene Debs
most in the present scene would be the failure of democ-
racy to change all this. If he arrived in time to look in
on the polling places during our recent election, he would
have seen with dismay that most Americans who have the
right to vote do not make any effort to use it. It is un-
usual for a majority of voters to attend elections, not to
mention the millions legally disfranchised by color and
poverty.

NOW, the socialism of Eugene Debs was founded on
the democratic state in which the law of the land was
to be determined by the will of the people. If and when
this prerequisite of the socialist state failed, I am sure
that Mr. Debs, like Charlie Chaplin, would not think of
returning to America, even for this celebration.

If then, Mr. Debs is nonplussed by the apathy of voters,
he would learn in any barroom, barbershop or prayer-
meeting, or even in the subway, that the reason lay in the
fact that Americans have had no chance lately to vote on
the matters in which they have the greatest interest. We
have not had a chance to vote on peace or war, and will
not next year, if we must choose between Eisenhower and
Stevenson, or Nixon and Harriman. We have never voted
on universal military service. We never voted to spend
more than half our income on war; we never voted to
make war in Korea. We never voted to beg, borrow or
steal one hundred military bases all over the world to
overthrow communism.

Why then should we vote if we cannot vote on matters
which seem of greatest importance to us?

Mr. Debs’ reaction would be: If this be true, then it is
our own fault that we have not talked to the people. He
would say: Tell them the truth! Publish books and
pamphlets; agitate! And then if Eugene Debs, forgetting
that he is dead, should attempt to hire a hall, or stage a
mass meeting on Union Square, or get time on radio or
television, or get a book on the shelves of the Public
Library, he would find himself guilty of subversion, proven
a Communist quite unnecessarily by Budenz, Bentley and
Philbrick, Inc., and since the courts have almost said that
all Communists are criminals set to bring on violent revo-
lution, Debs would soon be back in the very jail where
imprisonment had already killed him.
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UT naturally, before Debs started on this impossible
effort, we his friends and admirers would have coached
him on the facts of life as we know them in this our
America of today. It is not only true that Johnnie does

not learn to read, but even if he could read he would
have difficulty in reading the truth; that the vast monop-
olies which collect news from all over the world omit
what they do not want known, distort what they submit
and often deliberately lie about the rest.

“But,” I imagine Debs saying, waxing a bit hysterical,
“why do not people insist on knowing the facts?” Our
only answer would be that since we have become a nation
of the rich, run by the rich for the rich (a statement
which Mr. Stevenson says he did not originate but merely
quoted) the voters do not and cannot know that their
best interests are not paramount aims of government;
that as their education deteriorates during this the most
illiterate government we have endured since Jackson, as
their news becomes tainted, suppressed and s'anted, it is
increasingly difficult for science and good wi'l to usher
in the state where the welfare of the mass of the people
is the aim of government, where capital is owned by the
people, where private profit is never the sole object of
industry and where exploitation of labor is always a crime.
We are no longer a democracy free to think, but a frighten-
ed people scared of the socialism and communism which
we dare not know nor study. We are threatened by mount-
ing crime and facing jails full not only of criminals but
increasingly of honest men whose fault is that they believe
in the socialism for which Debs gave his life.

In the midst of this losing of our moral and intellectual
integrity we are permitting almost unchallenged a con-
centrated power of industry and commerce and a monop-
oly of wealth and natural resources which is not only a
threat to the United States but so great a threat to the



world that the world with increasing unanimity is resenting
it and organizing to oppose it. However, we could assure
Mr. Debs that at times public opinion bursts the bonds of
organized politics and wealth-control, and screams.. We
would for instance today be in the midst of a third and
fatal world war if Nixon and Knowland had not been
stopped in their tracks by an extraordinary avalanche of
letters which made even the dumbest politicians in Wash-
ington realize that the nation wanted peace even if they
got no chance to vote for it.

But this, Debs would say correctly, is not enough. It
may come after some outrageous occurrence. However, for
the long run and the continuing education of the people,
Debs must learn that few reputable publishers today will
take any book that deviates from respectable lines of
thought as laid down by the National Association of Manu-
facturers; that no reputable book store will carry books
advocating or not attacking communism; that public
libraries will neither buy nor place books of which the
FBI does not approve, and that none of our leading
literary journals would mention a book by Debs himself
should it appear today with a Heavenly imprint. Debs
would learn with distress that the tendency apparent in
his day of the readers of newspapers and magazines re-
fusing to pay for the full cost of what they read has today
sunk to the place where they expect to have their news
and literature furnished them free and with pictures and
gifts by the purveyors of tobacco, neckties and toothpaste.

F Debs were still able to listen, he would learn that our
representatives in Congress and legislature, our scien-
tists, our preachers, teachers and students are afraid to
think or talk lest they starve or disgrace their families

and friends. Thus our basic culture patterns are vitiated.

To which Debs would reply: Those who believe .in
truth and know from slavery, poverty and crime what false-
hood can do, must if possible save the truth from burial.
Such action is not mere alms-giving, it is a great crusade.
Without unpaid crusaders and unknighted chivalry we
plunge back into new Dark Ages, where “Guys and Dolls”
regale us with a crap game in a sewer.

And so Eugene Debs, returning with both sorrow and
relief to the blessed peace of Heaven or the genial warmth
of Hell (this depending on whether one reads the Times
or the Worker) will, I imagine, after a season of rest and
reflection, look carefully about and say:

“What really I fear for America is not merely loss of
freedom, degeneration of schools, failure of the free press
or failure of democracy. These, reason in time will com-
bat. Rather I fear the threat of insanity; the loss of ability
to reason. You'd hardly believe this, he’d say, but in-
telligent Americans cannot today see the direct connec-
tion between war, murder, lying, stealing, and juvenile
crime. Their leaders actually propose to gain peace by war,
to stop poverty by making the rich richer and to prevent
force and violence by preparing force and violence on a
scale of which the world never before dreamed anywhere
at any time.

“And furthermore, (this you will never believe, but I
swear it’s true)” says Debs, “the man who succeeded me as
leader of Socialism in the United States and ran on the
Socialist ticket for president five times, is today the most
bitter and hysterical enemy of the only governments on
earth which approach complete socialism. Brethren, I firm-
ly believe that what my country needs today above all else,
is more and better insane asylums strategically placed.”

Veblen on Modern Institutions:

ODERN (civilized) institutions rest, in great part, on

business “principles. . . . Because of this settled habit of
seeing all the conjunctures of life from the business point of
view, in terms of profit and loss, the management of the
affairs of the community at large falls by common consent
into the hands of business men and is guided by business con-
siderations. Hence modern politics is business politics, even
apart from the sinister application of the phrase to what is
invidiously called corrupt politics. Legislation, police sur-
veillance, the administration of justice, the military and dip-
lomatic service, all are chiefly concerned with business rela-
tions, pecuniary interests. . . .

Representative government means, chiefly, representation of
business interests. The government commonly works in the
interest of business men with a fairly consistent singleness
of purpose. . . .

The manner in which business interests work out in gov-
ernment policy may be shown by following up their bearing
upon one phase of this policy. An extreme expression of
business politics, and at the same time a characteristic trait
of the higher levels of national life in Christendom, is the
current policy of war and armaments. . . . The definitive
argument of those who speak for armaments (in England
and America) is that the maintenance of business interests
requires the backing of arms. . . .

Business enterprise is an individual matter, not a collective

The Businessman, Governments, and War

one. So long as the individual business man sees a proximate
gain for himself in meeting the demands for war funds and
materials to maintain the courtly and official establishments
that go with military politics, it is not in the nature of the
business man to draw back. . . . So long as the pecuniary
inducements held out by the state, in bidding for funds or
supplies, overbalance the inducements offered by alternative
lines of employment, the business men will supply these de-
mands, regardless of what the ulterior substantial outcome of
such a course may be in the end. Funds and business enter-
prise are now of so pronounced an international or cosmo-
politan character that any business man may, even without
fully appreciating the fact, lend his aid to the fisc of a
hostile power as readily as to a friendly power or to the home
government; whereby an equal and comprehensive exhaustion
of the several communities involved in the concert of nations
is greatly facilitated. Barring accidents and untoward cultural
agencies from outside of politics, business, or religion, there
is nothing in the logic of the modern situation that should
stop the cumulative war expenditures short of industrial col-
lapse and consequent national bankruptcy, such as terminated
the carnival of war and politics that ran its course on the Con-
tinent in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

~—Thorstein Veblen, “The Theory
of Business Enterprise,” 1904.
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THE scientist holds a unique position in modern society

which is founded on a union of 1ndustry and tech-
nology. He is indispensable but he is also “subversive.”
His triumphs over nature open new vistas of well-being
for man. At the same time, so long as the immense wealth
thus created remains private property, the inequalities of
class rule are aggravated.” As the handmaiden of industry
but the servant of capitalism, science liberates man from
the bondage- of nature only to subjugate him under the
oppression of other men. Driven in the process to dissi-
dence, science is itself subjugated. -

It has been argued that this oppression is inherent in
industrial civilization where, to use the well-worn phrase,
the machine has mastered man. The plight of Soviet sci-
entists, subjected to narrow-minded, ignorant bureaucrats,
denied the conditions of free enquiry, is sometimes cited as
proof that the new collectivism is finishing the subjugation
of the scientist that capitalism has only partially carried
through. Up to a few years ago, the argument appeared
unanswerable. Since Stalin’s death there have been signs
of a change which while not yet very broad point un-
mistakably in a new direction. The scientists were the first
to benefit” from the new course. Once persecuted, they
are today speaking out more freely, demolishing prejudices
and taboos. Eventually this must extend to all of society
or be confined in an area too narrow for survival. We
have in fact been witnessing a coincidental stirring of the
same kind in literature, music, painting, the writing of
history. For the moment, however,"it is sufficient to take
the trend at its starting point, in the sphere of biology,
where developments throw the strongest light on the
changing reality in the Soviet Union.

‘OME vyears ago, the name of T. D. Lysenko flashed
~ across the Russian scientific horizon. Overnight, his
theory of the inheritance of acquired characteristics be-
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Lysenko, Science, and Freedom

Soviet Scientists
and the
New Course

by Our European Correspondent

came the dogma of Russian geneticists, with Lysenko their
priest and czar. In the opinion of Western scientists, he
was at best a practitioner in one school of botanical theory,
at worst a quack. But in the Soviet Union he decreed
theory and prescribed practical research. Those who op-
posed, questioned or doubted were stigmatized as repre-
sentatives of the decadent capitalist doctrine of Malthusian-
ism, and hence as obvious obstacles to the development of
socialism, and either felt the heavy hand of the state, or
were forced to humiliate themselves in public. recantations
and in tributes to Lysenko’s genius,

Lysenkos meteoric career was so typ1ca1 of Stalin’s
regime as to be almost a caricature. Leadership is neither
the reward of works nor wisdom—it is proclaimed. There-
after the words of the leader, ignorant or tendentious as
they may be, become oracular. No argument can be con-
sidered at its face value, no fact can be taken in its ob-
jective framework. The attitude taken toward the pro-
nouncement of the leader becomes the gauge of loyalty
toward the regime regardless of the sphere of endeavor
involved, remote from politics: though it may be. The
system did incalculable harm to Soviet dcvelopment in all
fields. But the state of health of the sciences has im-
mediate consequences for industry and agriculture.

The first warnings were heard in the fall of 1952 at
the Nineteenth Congress of the Communist Party, which
celebrated prodigious economic achievements. Technology
had reached a point where dogmatism in the sciences was
becoming a positive obstacle to the further growth of in-
dustry. It was not however until the following year, after
Stalin’s death, that Lysenko, the arch-symbol of the By-
zantine system, came under fire. A two-year discussion
ensued, in many ways a microcosm of developments in the
post-Stalin era, and from which several important con-
clusions emerge:

1. The liberalization, no matter how hmxted is gen-
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uine. Lysenko was not torn down from his pedestal in
order to put another made-to-order God in his place.

2. The old system dies hard. The forces of progress are
obliged to give constant battle to vested interests which
have not been reformed out of existence.

3. It is not a mock struggle full of double-talk of
“criticism” and ‘‘self-criticism.” There are clearly two
sides, and one side at least relies on facts and arguments,
not citations from authority, appeals to faith or arbitrary
political characterizations.

4. It is not purely a technical discussion, although that
of course is the starting point. But it quickly crosses the
frontier of biology into philosophy, that is, from science
to ideology. It is, above all, a discussion about the methods
of discussion—or, in other words, a muffled battle for
freedom.

THESE various aspects all appear in a lengthy article

published in Botanical Journal (Botanishesky zhurnal,
No. 2, March-April 1955) which now finds further evi-
dence to substantiate its summary one year ago of the dis-
cussion of T. D. Lysenko’s “new teaching on the species.”
At that time it said “it has now been conclusively demon-
strated that the entire concept is factually unsound and
theoretically and methodologically erroneous and that it
is not of practical value.”

The first third of the article is then devoted to the sup-
posed verification of Lysenko’s propositions by experiment.
These proved that alleged cases of “engendering species,”
showing the inheritance of “acquired characteristics,” were
actually examples of hybridization; that “the laws of mu-
tual relationships among plants in natural and man-made
conditions are far more complex than the pattern ad-
vanced by T. D. Lysenko”; that a five-year test of plant-
ing trees in clusters on the theory that intra-species com-
petition does not exist in the organic world ‘“caused tre-
mendous losses to the state threatening to discredit the
idea of erosion-control forestation” and was re‘ected in
a conference “expressing the collective view of the entire
army of Soviet foresters”; that Lysenko’s opposition had
resulted in “the cessat'on of work on polypoids in our
country . . . definitely detrimental to our agriculture.”

These conclusions are the fruit of an intensive discus-
sion, based on serious thought and experimentation, in
which there was wide participation of the scientific and
academic world. Some 50 articles, the editors say, could
not be published for lack of space. One of the papers,
culled from the discussion at the Leningrad University,
deals with the history of ideas on the origin of the species.
The author, I. I. Puzanov, shows that “Lysenko is resur-
recting in our science not so much views of the anti-
Darwin evolutionists, Koelliker, Bateson, Korzinsky and
de Vries, as the naive transformist beliefs that were wide-
spread in the biology of antiquity and the Middle Ages
and that survived to some extent up to the first half of
the nineteenth century.”

The editors then turn to “the philosophic aspect of the
teaching on species.” They welcome a discussion begun in
the journal Voprosi filosfii (Problems of Philosophy, No.
6, 1954) but they warn the philosophers that to be of as-
sistance to the scientists they “must study present-day
biology thoroughly—its entire cumbersome, complex, and
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contradictory factual material and its ideological content—
and that they must be entirely free of dogmatism and
pedantry.”

The article then makes an important refutation of one
of Lysenko’s chief points as follows:

. . . the struggle Lysenko and his followers are waging
against “Malthusianism™ in Darwin’s teachings merely
weakens our position in the conflict with present-day
Malthusians. T. D. Lysenko’s argument runs as follows:
Malthus attributes the impoverishment of the working
people in a capitalist society to overpopulation. If we
admit overpopulation, and, as its result, intra-species
competition, in nature, we thereby justify Malthusian-
ism—a reactionary political doctrine. It is quite clear
that the argument is based on equating the laws of
development of nature and of society, an argument that
Marxism long ago condemned.

The importance of the discussion, the editors say, goes
beyond the problem itself, that is, “establishing the un-
soundness” of Lysenko’s views. They see it as “implement-
ing the Communist Party’s instructions to eliminate monop-
oly in biology, to create conditions that will insure free
creative discussion and free research in all branches of
our science. . . . The attempts that were made to stop
the discussion at the very outset, by administrative in-
fluence, intimidation and other methods, might not be
worth mentioning if such attempts were not being made
today, too, in veiled form.”

CCONE way to suppress criticism,” they say, “is to

ignore it.” A case in point is a pamphlet, one of
a series of aids to lecturers, by G. N. Khrushchev on
“Achievements in Soviet Biology.” In dealing with Ly-
senko, the writer completely ignores the discussion. The
editors say he has the right to take the position “his sci-

AMERICAN SOCIALIST



1

entific conscience dictates,” but “in addressing a large au-
dience and instructing literally thousands of lecturers he
has the obligation to say that the views he shares with
T. D. Lysenko have been subjected to severe criticism and
have been rejected by most Soviet biologists.”

The editors next take to task the editors of the Large
Soviet Encyclopedia for giving a “distorted picture of the
situation in world biological science and of the level of
Soviet biology.” This “discredits” such “a responsible
publication as the Large Soviet Encyclopedia” but “the
most annoying factor here is that so many Soviet readers
are misled.”

One of the Encyclopedia writers, in criticizing the biol-
ogists, raised the familiar Stalinist herring as follows:
“ . .1t is clear to any biologist who knows the subject
that the central problem that for many years has divided
biologists into two irreconcilable camps, and will continue
to do so as long as capitalism and its ideology exist, is the
problem of the inheritance of traits and characteristics
acquired by plant and animal organisms during life.” This
is the old purge language and the editors are vigorous in
their rejoinder:

What does this statement mean? Criticism of T. D.
Lysenko’s views on species could not be stopped; dis-
cussion had been begun and continued, and led to
definite conclusions. Now A. N. Studitsky raises a bar-
rier before free discussion of part of this scientific prob-
lem . . . by scaring Soviet biologists with “the ideology
of capitalism.” However, the doctrine of the inheritance
of “acquired characteristics” appeared long before the
rise of socialist or even capitalist ideology. It has pro-
ponents among both Soviet and foreign biologists. . . .
Some bourgeois scientists . . . draw just as anti-scien-

tific, reactionary sociological conclusions from the doc-
trine of the inheritance of ‘acquired characteristics’ as
do other scientists from modern genetics, which denies
this phenomenon.

NTIMIDATION of this kind, the editors say, has had

harmful effects. There has been “almost no research on
the evolution of any group of plants, genus or family.”
Scientific circles have been poorly informed of the work
done on evolution abroad. There have been no transla-
tions of foreign monographs on Darwinism nor of reviews
of books published abroad on the question. Lysenko’s fol-
lowers, ignoring modern writings, criticize foreign views of
50 years ago while the editors appeal for criticism of con-
temporary ‘“‘idealist and metaphysical theories in foreign
countries.” They want to “appropriate everything that
can be useful” from them, thus aiding “the development
of evolutionary study in our country” and “strengthening
Soviet scientists’ influence on foreign science.”

The editors proudly point to the fact that, because the
independent scientists stood their ground, The Journal
of General Biology, The Annals of the USSR Academy of
Sciences, Biology Series and The Achievements of Modern
Biology “finally allowed the opponents of the teaching
of the ‘engendering’ of the species to appear on their
pages. . . . Every biology journal should pose new, basic
problems for discussion, broaden the front of discussion
and fight against dogmatism and the canonization of any
scientific hypothesis and theories. . . . It must be remem-
bered that discussion in science is not a short-lived cam-
paign. Free evaluation of and struggle between scientific
concepts is the means by which science exists and de-
velops.”

A 330-PAGE brief has been submitted by Carl Braden and

his attorneys in an appeal from his sentence of 15 years’
hard labor and a fine of $5,000 in the Louisville ‘“‘sedition
case.” The brief, filed in the Kentucky Court of Appeals, has
an importance beyond that usually connected with legal docu-
ments, as it sets forth the facts and arguments of the defense
in one of the most notorious frame-ups in the present period
of hysteria,

As the brief explains, Braden was railroaded for defying
Southern Jim Crow conventions and helping a Negro ac-
quaintance to purchase a home in a lily-white section. The
house was subsequently bombed by racist hooligans—to this
day not apprehended by the authorities—and, in the turmoil
which followed, Braden was indicted and convicted for al-
legedly holding “seditious” opinions. The facts and significance
of the case have been set forth in an article by Mr. Braden
in the November issue of the American Socialist.- The out-
rageous and transparent fraudulence of the proceedings against
Mr. Braden are so apparent that his is rapidly becoming one
of the most broadly supported cases in the current wave of
injustice. In particular, labor organizations are beginning to
come to his defense on a significant scale.

The Braden case involves a combination of two important
fights—for freedom of opinion and for Negro rights. The
appeal clearly nails down its essential and convincing argu-
ment: that Braden was indicted and convicted only on the

For Freedom of Thought and Négro Rights

excuse of the Kentucky “sedition” law, but in reality because
of his courageous aid to a Negro who appealed to him for
help.

“We submit,” argue Braden’s attorneys Louis Lusky and
Robert W. Zollinger, “that the Wade house evidence was, as
a matter of practical reality, the central element in the case.
Had the defendant not bought the house and protested its
destruction, he would never have been prosecuted. The very
fact that the prosecution thought it necessary to give the Wade
house such a prominent place in the evidence and argument
implies a tacit recognition that the evidence of the defendant’s
alleged CP membership, and his possession of books alleged
to be dangerous, would not have been sufficient to produce
a guilty verdict.

“The essence of the case was, rather, that the defendant
had insulted the prevailing views of the community on the
question of racial segregation.”

The cost of printing the Braden brief was underwritten
by labor, religious, social and civic organizations and by many
individuals concerned about civil liberties. Copies may be ob-
tained by writing to Anne Braden, P. O. Box 1302, Louisville
1, Kentucky. The brief deserves the widest possible circulation,
particularly among lawyers and active civil libertarians. Those
requesting copies are urged to enclose a contribution towards
the cost.
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Mechanization and mergers on the farm
have driven millions of farmers out of
business, and jammed many of the rest
against the wall. Present "parity" policies
have hit a dead end; are not reducing the
glut of farm products. Needed: A new
program.

Farmers in Trouble

by Michael Burns

IN the days after the Civil War; “40 acres and a mule”
was the slogan of millions of Americans who took
Horace Greeley’s advice and poured into the newly
opened farmlands of the West. Since that time, growth
in acreage and productivity has made American agricul-
ture one of the most important forces in world food pro-
duction. With less than one-fiftieth of the world’s agri-
cultural population, it produces about one-seventh of the
world’s food. : '

- Despite this vigorous growth over the past century, the
picture of the American farmer in recent decades has, on
the whole, not been one of abundance and well-being. In
crisis after crisis, beginning in the 1880’s, large sections of
the American farming class have been pressed to the wall,
their farms foreclosed or abandoned and they have been
driven to seek new employment, if available, in the cities.
The recent drop in farm prices once again brings the
AAmerican farm problem to the fore and points up some
of the underlying tendencies that have created it.

i There has been a 30 percent drop in net farm income
since 1951 and it is still continuing. Though this smaller
income now goes to a smaller farm population the drop
per capita is considerable. The farmer’s cost-price gap is
widening. He continues to pay about the same amount
for the things he must buy, but he receives almost one-
third less for what he brings to market. This means that
the farmer now gets far less of the retail food dollar, and
the middleman, the packer, the processor and the bank
get more. Where in 1946 the farmer’s share of the retail
food dollar was 52 percent, it is now only 40 percent.

j E most impressive sign of the farm difficulty is the
& growing pile-up of unsold and unsalable agricultural

products. This government-held glut has almost quad-
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rupled in the last three years. By March 1955, the U.S.
Government’s investment in surplus farm commodities
had reached over $7 billion, with about $1-million-a-day
cost for storage. There were enough surpluses paid for to
provide every family in the country with sixteen hundred
loaves of bread, an almost equal amount of corn, enough
cotton for one hundred shirts or dresses per family, about
six pounds or more of butter, and enough cheese, wool,
cottonseed oil, barley, beans, tobacco and other products
to literally make this country “a land overflowing with
milk and honey.” Secretary of Agriculture Benson has
stated:

A train loaded with all of the wheat, corn, flaxseed,
soy beans, and small grains in which C.C.C. (Com-
modity Credit Corporation) funds are today invested
would be 8,123 miles long. It would reach one-third
of the way around the world.

The farmers who produced this abundance in the last
three years, especially the small farmers, were not any
better off. Neither, for that matter, are large sections of
the consumer market. One-fourth of all American families,
about 127, million, with incomes below $2,000 a year,
are not able to afford an adequate diet. Nor are the
hungry millions abroad able to share in this abundance:
U.S. agricultural exports have declined sharply from their
wartime and post-war peaks.

Though the glut of farm products has only appeared
in its full force recently, its development reaches back
over a century. Technological improvements began around
the 1830’s, prompted by the high proportion of land per
person and the shortage of labor. First came the steel
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plow, then the gradual introduction of harrows, thresh-
ing machines, grain binders and other equipment. Until
the 1920’s, however, these machines still relied mainly
on animal power, which reached a high of some 25 million
work animals in 1921.

AMERICAN farmers were sustained during all these
years by two main forces: the boom in the do-
mestic market due to industrialization and urbanization
and the immigration into the U.S.; and the practically
unlimited European demand. During periods of price
decline and drought, the farmer pulled through by virtue
of the cheapness of the labor of his family. But by the
1920’s, the -domestic market leveled. off, and European
demand weakened sharply—Big Business tariff policy
weakened it further. And the bigger farms began to
mechanize on a gigantic scale.

By 1925 even his own cheap labor and that of his family
was no longer sufficient to enable the small farmer to
compete with the new mechanized farms. The ascendancy
of the gas- and diesel-engined tractor, which permitted
practically all plowing, seeding, cultivating and harvest-
ing operations to be done through various mechanical
attachments, forced prices below the level on which a
farm family could exist without mechanization.

By the 1930’s mechanization of farms had reached a
level where it utilized over one million tractors and 5
million other vehicles. The labor saved through these
devices at that time was estimated at over one billion
man-hours per year, enough to account for half a million
workers. In addition, 60-70 million acres of land formerly
needed for the feed of draft animals were now able to be
turned over to other purposes.

The collapse of industry in the Great Depression of the
thirties put the final skids to a whole section of the farm-
ing population. A farm labor force estimated at from one
to three million was thrown on the open road, and the
major portion of those who remained on the land were
left heavily in debt and on a greatly lowered standard of

living. By 1933 the index of farm prices had fallen off
40 percent from that of 1929 and persons on farms re-
ceived a total netincome less than one-third of the 1929
level. o

To find anything similar one would have to go back to
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the Enclosure Acts of England of several centuries ago
which removed large sections of the English farming class
from the countryside and threw them into vagabondage.
These were the years of the “Okies” and “Arkies,” of
“The Grapes of Wrath” and “Ill Fares the Land.”

ECONOMIC relief which World War II gave to the
country through a manpower shortage, increased na-
tional income, and large exports of farm products boosted
farm prices, and for a short period the agricultural crisis
disappeared. Productivity, however, continued to climb
and was reinforced by many new agricultural techniques.
The introduction of hybrid corn in the early thirties
led to the production of record-high corn crops. Almost
every year in the forties and fifties has seen a 3-billion-
bushel crop of corn. By contrast, before hybrid corn, a
similar crop occurred only twice (1906, 1920), and then
by the planting of 15 million more acres than at present.

The development of improved, disease- and insect-
resistant strains of wheat, oats, barley, etc., has also revo-
lutionized production. The potato crop, as a result of im-
proved techniques, has yielded as high as 700 bushels per
acre on many farms, as compared to 100 bushels per acre
in the pre-World War I period.

Improvements in breeding and selection were also ex-
tended to the field of animal livestock. New breeds of
sheep, hogs, and steers have been recently introduced
which promise unexampled yields in wool, meat, and
hides. New techniques have increased the milk and butter-
fat yield from the average dairy cow by about 20 percent
since 1930.

Thus while the farm working population has declined
by over 50 percent since 1900, productivity per man-hour
of farm labor has more than doubled, and in food grains
(wheat, barley, etc.) it has more than tripled with only a
relatively small increase in acreage. But the same factors
that acted in the twenties and thirties to limit the Ameri-
can market for farm products have continued to operate.
As Louis Hacker then pointed out:

1) Population growth was slowing down. 2) Profound
changes in dietary habits were taking place. 3) Im-
proved methods of heating homes and the growing
elimination of the need for hard physical toil made it
possible for men was well as women to dispense with
foods with high caloric contents. 4) Cotton was being
replaced by rayons and other chemically produced
fabrics.

Once the war-time and Marshall Plan demands for food
snapped, these tendencies were soon reflected in a fall in
farm prices. Producing as independent units, the 5V
million farmers are unable to withhold production in times
of glut, as industrial corporations can, and wait for a
future rise in market demand. The devices of industry,
such as ‘“retrenchment,” which- involves firings and lay-
offs, and “capital reinvestment” in new, more profitable
enterprises, are cut off for most farmers, who could only
fire themselves or their families. The dilemma of the small
agricultural entrepreneur confronting a market over which
he has no control is illustrated by the fact that a small
surplus of 5 percent of eggs last year resulted in a 20
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percent drop in farm egg income. And the farmers’ re-
action to falling prices, unlike the retrenching capitalist,
is to increase his output in an attempt to hold his own,
thus aggravating the surplus and driving prices still fur-
ther down.

TO subsist in the midst of monopolistic industry and a
narrowed market requires a commercial farm which
is a far cry from the days of “40 acres and a mule.” A
W.P.A. National Research Project reported in 1938:

Mechanization of the farm involves more ‘than the
purchase of a tractor. It practically calls for a reor-
ganization of the farm on a different scale, the ac-
quisition of new equipment, and a higher degree of
planning. It also involves a higher capital investment
and a greater dependence of the farmer on credit re-
sources and manufactured products in the form of
power units, parts, and fuel. Commercial farmers who
are not in a position to mechanize face increasing dif-
ficulties resulting from competition of the mechanized
farms.

To gain a satisfactory living from farming, the re-
quired investment nowadays, according to the Bureau of
Agricultural Economics, is between 50 and 75 thousand
dollars.

The concentration of land in fewer hands, though not
as strong a tendency as industrial concentration, has risen
noticeably during the last thirty-five years, and has split
the American farming class into a number of sections.
Since 1920 the number of large (1000-acre or more)
farms has doubled, and those of 250 acres or more has
also considerably increased. The small-farmer group of
180 acres and less, which had once constituted the over-
whelming majority of American population and owned
most of the country’s acreage, had by 1950 shrunk to
ten percent of the people of this country (two-thirds of
the farms) owning only one-fourth of the country’s acre-
age. In contrast the large-farmer group of 250 acres or
more made up less than one-fourth of all farms but pro-
duced about three-fourths of the value of all farm products
sold. '

Through cheap unorganized labor and large capital
investments, reaching as high as $60-70 thousand per
worker in the Wheat Plains and Corn Belt, these large
“farm factories” have become the dominant element in
the farm community. They have diversified into such
fields as ranching, cattle-raising, canning, processing and
packaging. In many cases, the small farmer has become
merely a sub-contractor to these giant associations.

CONSEQUENTLY, agriculture today presents a far dif-
ferent picture from fifty years ago. The number of
farms is reduced to 5.4 million, down more than a million.
Further, some 2.2 million of these, in the under-$1,000-
class when grouped according to value of product, are not
really in the running as farms; they figure in the picture
largely as rural slums of a degraded nature, or places of
retirement or semi-retirement for elderly people, or part-
time occupations supplemented by other income. From
the point of view of economics, the number of American

farms has been reduced to only about 3.2 million. But
within this number, only about half a million farms pro-
duce an annual product the value of which is over $10,000,
and this top 9 percent of the farmers brings to market
more than half of the farm products sold.

At the bottom of the farm pyramid stands the agri-
cultural laborer, numbering a force which varies from
2 to 4 million, most of whom are hired by the top 9
percent of the farms that dominates the farm economy.
The wage worker on the land represents the lowest-income
sector of the American working class, with an average
wage, according to the Bureau of Agricultural Economics,
of about 66 cents an hour. Due to seasonal fluctuations.
in the demand for labor he is lucky if he can get six
months work a year, and his average annual income, in-
cluding outside non-farm work, is about $1,000 a year.

The small farmer has been finding himself more and
more in competition with these low-paid agricultural
workers of the large commercial farms. With his limited
equipment and therefore relatively inefficient methods of
production, he in some ways resembles the artisan of the
early days of capitalism, who was brutally replaced by the
more rationalized production methods of the manufac-
turers.

The problem of the marginal farms—45 percent of the
5.4 million American farms produce only 5 percent of the
cash crop sold in America’s markets—is one aspect of the
farm problem. But, considered from another view, the
entire farming industry of America is one vast problem,
which may be stated as follows: Like capitalist industry,
capitalist farming tends to out-produce the market. But
the farmer has never been able to develop the compensa-
tory regulators that the industrialist has. All of his at-
tempts to combine to fix prices have failed. He is forced
by his whole setup to produce more, instead of less, when
prices decline.

To find an answer for the farmer’s ability to produce so
magnificently, the government has been forced to work
out a complicated series of farm relief measures. War pro-
duction orders cannot be directly used today to bolster
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the farm economy. As a matter of fact, the proportion of
military buying of a basic crop such as wheat has de-
creased to about one-fifteenth of the 1947 level. The
measures which have been developed since the 1930’s
boil down to a system of restrictions on the quantity of
the product which is permitted to reach the market. First,
the farmer must comply with acreage restrictions worked
out by the government if he is to become eligible for parity
loans or payments. This restrains output. Then, the Com-
modity Credit Corporation is in the market to buy up and
store enough of each product to keep the price up to a
certain “parity” level—which, in simplified terms, is a
level which gives the farmer a purchasing power com-
parable to that which he had in a certain base period of
the past. Marketing quotas and direct payments to leave
land lie fallow (soil conservation) are also used. To pay
for this program, tax monies to the extent of a billion
dollars a year are expended.

In sum therefore, the people of this country must pay
taxes to ensure that the prices which they pay for their
farm products are kept high; and on top of this they
must pay over a third of a billion dollars a year more to
take care of storage costs on these surplus products!

IN the thirties, when parity price supports were first intro-
duced, the object was to sustain farm income in any
possible way. The farm crisis, however, remained, and
even deepened after 1937 when farm prices fell 20 per-
cent. The drought and crop failures of the middle thirties
had some effect, but that soon wore off and by the latter
part of the decade farmers were once again producing
surpluses far above the capacity of the market.

The notion that parity price supports combined with
crop reduction can solve the farm problem and preserve
the 3 million family-size farms has been consistently re-
futed. The drop in farm prices since 1951, the mounting
agricultural surpluses, and the decline in the total farm
population by another five million since 1947 are signs of
that, For all of these reasons, a leading expert on the
farm problem, Murray Benedict, wrote in his just-pub-
lished Twentieth Century Fund study:

The rate of technological advance between 1920 and
1950 was apparently such that this factor alone would
have kept farm production high and prices low until
the transition had run its course had it not been for
the great increase in demand in the 1940°s. In other
words, there is every reason to think that if the war
had not occurred American agriculture would have re-
mained in a relatively depressed condition up to 1950
and beyond, probably in spite of governmental efforts
to better its situation.

And for the future, Dr. Benedict holds out this fond
hope: “The problem might recede into the background,
temporarily at least, if widespread and severe droughts
should occur within the next year or two or if new large-
scale war demands should arise.”

The program of parity payments and other aids to the
farmer clearly does not strike at the root of the problem.
Through these programs, however, the large “farm fac-
tories” with their many competitive advantages have been
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restrained from eradicating the small-scale farmer in one
fell swoop. For this reason many of the big-farm lobbies,
such as the Farm Bureau and the National Grange, are
in favor of lowering or removing parity payments and
controls. These farm lobbies have convinced most agri-
cultural experts that the small dirt farmer must disap-
pear in time in the interests of a more efficient type of
agriculture. Lowry Nelson in his book “American Farm
Life” states: “It is not at all beyond the realm of possi-
bility that 10 percent of the nation’s total labor force
could operate the farms, instead of the present 15 percent,
and could even increase agricultural production.” L. H.
Schoff in “A National Agricultural Policy” estimates that
“at least 2 million persons now engaged in agriculture
could be released for the production of other goods.”
And the trend is toward measures which will help this
process along.

SHORTLY after taking over the national government,
the Eisenhower administration inaugurated its pro-
gram of so-called “flexible” price supports at lower parity
levels. Its objective was threefold: 1. To satisfy the de-
mands of the bigger farmers for a return to competition
in the agricultural market, so that they could drive out
smaller farmers. 2. To reduce the federal budget. 3. To
start extricating the federal government from the business
of purchasing farm products to keep the price up, as the
warehouses were beginning to bulge with unsalable sur-
pluses.

Of these three aims, the administration has had some
success only with the first. Farm prices proved so weak
that they slid downhill very rapidly, and the administra-
tion soon found itself buying far more surplus stocks than
ever before. The warehouses are piled high, and the gov-
ernment is spending more money than ever paying for
them and for their storage. '

The farm situation can be expected, in the near future,
to blow up into a sizable crisis. The attempt to keep
prices up by government buying is reaching a dead end,
as the flood of commodities behind the government dam
has grown so great that it threatens to burst it, and prices
are falling anyhow. In casting about for a better answer,
very few farm specialists are rash enough to promise,
within our present economic system, any solution outside
the obvious ones of protracted droughts or a new war.
There are those who call, quite properly, for an expan-
sion of the consumption of agricultural products to meet
our expanding production, through food-stamp plans, ex-
panded school-lunch programs, and other ways of getting
the food to the people, but no one expects such a program
to be put into effect by either party on the scale that
would be required to make a dent in the problem.

Meanwhile, the labor movement continues to echo in
the main the Democratic Party demand for higher parity
payments. It is time that people within labor begin to
realize that the parity system is in bad trouble, and rais-
ing parity payments or even distributing them in a more
progressive manner does not hit at the root of the trouble.
Forward-looking farmers in collaboration with labor are
up against the need of making a fresh study of the basic
causes for the farm difficulty and elaborating far-reaching
solutions behind which their forces can rally.
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A great university, marking its 75th year
of existence, shows signs of witch-hunt
inroads as it yields steadily on its once
sacrosanct principles of academic freedom.

A Case History:

Decline of a
University

by Martin Hall

THIS fall the University of Southern California cele-

brates the 75th anmversary of its foundation. Founded
by a group of Methodist ministers and starting in a single
building erected at the cost of $5,000 with an enrollment
of 53 students, this institution has grown to be the third
largest among the privately endowed universities in the
country. -

Like practically all private universities USC has its
share of government-financed projects, most of them di-
rectly or indirectly cornected with military preparedness.
The percentage of government appropriations compared
to the total budget is relatively small—$1,870,000 out of
$13,769,167—but it seems to have a noticeable effect on
academic freedom, due to the ever-growing demands for
security checks for all those connected with these projects.

President Fred D. Fagg, Jr., in the university’s Bulletin
for 1954-55 stated the aims of the University in these
words:

The University of Southern California, non-sectarian
as its founders would wish, reaffirms its faith in God
and the freedom of worship according to the dictates
of conscience.

The University believes in the supreme worth of the
individual and in a government of limited powers.

The University believes in the democratic tradition
of political institutions and free enterprise. It belicves
also, there is no substitute for individual initiative.

The Unversity believes that the only security which is
secure is dependent upon the continuing vision, intel-
ligence, courage, and initiative of our citizens.

The University believes in academic freedom, and—
at the same time—it believes that academic freedom
should be coupled with scholarly responsibility.

Mr. Hall is a free-lance writer who has written for The Nation,
Progressive, Monthly Review, and other periodicals.
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The University. believes these things and will continue
to implement its beliefs in the course of its daily ac-
tivities.

While the emphasis on “free enterprise” and “individual
initiative” could be considered an unnecessary deference
to the economic powers-that-be, few would quarrel with
President Fagg about most of the rest of the credo. How-
ever, the record of USC in recent years shows that there
has been quite a gap between these lofty beliefs and their
implementation in the University’s daily practice.

DR Fagg might believe in a “government of limited

powers,” but he has certainly not applied this belief
to the field of his own powers as president of the Uni-
versity. Just as his predecessor, Dr. Rufus von Klein-
schmidt, ruled the University for years with an iron hand
until frequent clashes between him and the faculty made
it advisable to ° promote him to the post of chancellor,
Dr. Fagg has made important decisions affecting the Uni-
versity as a whole more often than not without consulta-
tion with the faculty or the student body.

A recent example of his high-handed methods was his
invitation to Governor Shivers of Texas to deliver this
year’s commencement address. To Dr. Fagg a man of
such outspoken racist prejudices as Governor Shivers might
not look like a controversial figure. He probably considers
Governor Shivers, as does the Rev. Fifield at whose
church Dr. Fagg is a prominent and active member, one
of today’s “great Americans.” The majority of USC’s fac-
ulty and student body certainly don’t share this view.
They protested strongly against Dr. Fagg’s choice of com-
mencement speaker and, when Dr. Fagg insisted on his
decision and even in a second invitation apologized to
Governor Shivers for the protests that had been made
against his appearance, both faculty and students alike
stayed away in large numbers from the exercises.

It was in the field of academic freedom where the de-
cline of the University of Southern California became most
obvious. Some years ago when the University of Cali-
fornia tried to impose upon its faculty a loyalty oath
which later was declared unconstitutional by the courts,
officials of the University of Southern California pointed
out with pride that such a violation of academic freedom
would never occur on the campus of a private university
such as USC. There is still, to our knowledge, no loyalty
oath required as a condition for employment at USC
apart from the necessary clearance for work on govern-
ment projects. But in at least two cases, one in 1952 in-
volving the dismissal of Janet Stevenson as a lecturer in
the Drama Department and the other this summer when
Andries Deinum was fired as lecturer in the Cinema De-
partment, the University of Southern California has ab-
jectly yielded to the pressures of legislative investigating
committees.

N both cases the teachers were dismissed for rteasons

which admittedly had nothing whatever to do with their
work. Janet Stevenson, a well-known playwright, was hired
as a lecturer in the Drama Department of USC in the
spring of 1949 and taught continuously until her dis-
missal in the summer of 1952. When she was interviewed
for the instructor’s job by the head of the Drama Depart-
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ment, William C. de Mille, she was asked. unofficially to
deny present or past membership in or sympathies with
the Communist Party. Mrs. Stevenson’s written reply,
which in 1949 was accepted as satisfactory and led to her
subsequent employment at USC, stated in part:

1 feel that you ought to ask and be answered whether
I think and write and speak and teach freely that which
I believe and know, or thoughts that are dictated to
me by others. . . . To the best of my knowledge I do
not and have never accepted dictation from any in-
dividual or group on what I think or say. . . . I told
you how I feel about loyalty oaths. . . . To answer your
question the way you put it would, in effect, be to sign
such a check. . . . This is something 1 cannot in good
conscience do.

For more than three years Janet Stevenson taught suc-
cessfully in the Drama Department. There was never the
slightest criticism of her work as a teacher and her rare
gift to instill enthusiasm for her subject among her stu-
dents was recognized and praised by faculty and students
alike. Then in the spring of 1952 things began to happen.
On March 25, 1952, the Daily Trojan, student paper at
USC, reported that a meeting had been held on the
campus upon the invitation of President Fagg, of the
California State Senate Fact Finding Committee on Un-
American Activities, with representatives of a number of
California colleges and universities. Agreement was
reached at this meeting that each college and university
should appoint a liaison person “to co-ordinate action
against subversive campus activities.” Some time later

Nathan F. Coombs, Counsel for the California Un-Ameri-
can Activities Committee, testified before the Senate In-
ternal Security Committee on what he called “the vol-
untary plan of cooperation of the -California private and
State colleges and universities with his committee” by es-
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tablishing -a network of informers on each campus spying
on both faculty and students. Senator Jenner was so im-
pressed with this testimony that he publicly commended
Mr. Coombs for having set an example for all other states
in the Union to follow.

GROUP of members of the USC faculty signed a

strong protest against this intrusion by the state into
academic freedom, which appeared in the Daily Trojan
as did numerous letters of protests by students. President
Fagg was forced to declare before a meeting of the Ameri-
can Association of University Professors that he too was
“interested in preserving academic freedom” and that the
meeting with the California Senate Committee on Un-
American Activities and the agreement reached at that
meeting ‘“‘did not mean that we are giving up that free-
dom.”

Less than two months later Janet Stevenson was called
before a meeting and informed that questions of her
loyalty had been raised by un-named “associates” and
that while no one was questioning the quality of her work
as an instructor she would have to “cooperate” by answer-
ing questions as to her political beliefs and associations.
Mis. Stevenson refused and after two more fruitless meet-
ings was informed that her contract as instructor would
not be renewed.

Protests by faculty members and students were to no
avail. In a last, moving speech to her class which was later
published in the campus paper together with a large
number of student letters protesting her dismissal, Janet
Stevenson told her students:

Let’s suppose, for the moment, that I answered the
questions satisfactorily. Suppose I was able to swear
myself into respectability. Suppose I pass. That’s today.
But what about tomorrow? For, ever since the Uni-
versity conferred last spring with . . . the State Un-
American Activities Committee, it has been widely be-
lieved that there are official subversive monitors on the
campus, faculty and student. . . . So, how am I to
conduct myself tomorrow? . .. What about my opin-
tons? Shall I express them or suppress them? How will
they sound in the ears of the faceless listener with the
long tongue? . . . And then, there are the students.
How shall I deal with them? The dilemma is this:
Security in one’s job is best achieved by the total avoid-
ance of controversy; but controversy is the lifeblood of
education. . . . I do not enjoy losing this job. I shall
undoubtedly have a hard time finding another in the
near future; still harder because 1 have made this pub-
lic. . .. But I don’t see how, believing what I just told
you, I have any choice but to do what I have done. So,
I am at liberty. And rocky as the ground is up here,
liberty is not. a bad place to be. .

NE would like to believe that the days of the witch

hunt are now over. The recent firing of Andries
Deinum shows otherwise. Mr. Deinum’s case is in some
respects unique. He did not invoke the Fifth Amendment.
He testified freely about the fact that from 1946 to 1950
he had belonged to the Communist Party. He explained
that he had joined the party “out of intellectual curiosity’
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and left it when he found no more intellectual satisfaction
in it. He stated that his party activity had consisted in
attending a study class dealing with art, the cinema, and
aesthetics in general, and that during the time of his
membership he had never observed any signs of sub-
versive or illegal activities on the part of his associates.
For this reason he refused to give the committee any
names of these persons.

It was for this and for this only that he was summarily
fired only a few hours after his testimony and before
President Fagg could have seen a transcript of the hear-
ings. Dr. Fagg’s letter of dismissal, which was dated on the
day of the hearing, stated laconically:

In view of statements you are reported to have made
before the House Un-American Activities Committee
and in accordance with our policy I hereby notify you
that as of this date you are suspended from your
teaching job at the University of Southern California.

Andries Deinum was no obscure lecturer. A former
successful movie producer, he had in the two years of his
connection with the Cinema Department of the University
made a name for himself both nationally and interna-
tionally. Only a few weeks before his dismissal his pro-
motion to the post of Assistant Professor had been ap-
proved by the University for the coming semester. He

was preparing two books on the theory of the film. He
had built up the vast collection of film literature at the
University’s library under the Farmington Plan and his
work had attracted attention in many of the leading uni-
versities of America and Europe. As an example of the
esteem in which he was held by his colleagues we may
quote from a letter by Dr. Lester F. Beck at whose recom-
mendation Deinum had been hired, written to Dr. Fagg
when Dr. Beck heard of the instructor’s dismissal:

To lose him for any reason at the present time would
be a crippling blow to the Department and in the long
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run for the University as well. For 1 believe that if
Myr. Deinum can continue with the program of re-
search, writing and teaching that he has set out for
himself, he will, within a decade, be recognized as one
of the world’s authorities on film in all its aspects. He
is a scholar in the classical tradition who ranges widely
in many fields and in many languages.

A letter by Andries Deinum gives an impression of the
measure of the man. He wrote to President Fagg upon
the receipt of the latter’s letter of dismissal and stated the
reasons which compelled him to take the stand he had
decided upon:

The question of names is basically the only issue that
stood between my position and one of utier frankness.
The basic reason for my refusal was a moral and
ethical one. I could not bring upon people who were
to my knowledge innocent of any subversive intent the
mental suffering that has befallen me. . . .

The mentioning of names would have saved me a
great deal of trouble, but it would have smashed me
inside and ruined me as a man. . . . Therefore I chose
a position that had not been taken previously, to the
best of my knowledge, before this Committee.

ROTESTS against Deinum’s dismissal came in fast.

The full faculty of the Cinema Department demanded
a fair hearing before the Academic Senate. Worried in-
quiries and protests arrived from other American uni-
versities and even from abroad. Within two days 51 stu-
dents of the Cinema Department signed a petition for
Deinum’s re-instatement. Foreign students, of whom there
are a goodly number in the Department, declared they
would have liked to sign too but that they feared o lose
their student visa. The Daily Trojan carried a strong
editorial. Five students sent a signed letter to President

Fagg:

If the implication of the suspension is that Mr.
Deinum misconducted himself by not naming persons
he knew while he was a member of the Communist
Party—persons he believes innocent of any ilegal ac-
tion, then . . . does the suspension imply the University’s
desire to employ and actually prefer informers? . . . Is
the implication perhaps that the University fires and
hires according to the dictates of public pressures from
without? We hope not, for if so we are being done a
disservice as students who came here in good faith to
study in a department reputed to be the best of its kind
in the country.

Dr. Fagg’s only reply to this letter was a terse note
acknowledging receipt and adding one sentence: “Our
concept of what is good for the University seems not to
be in agreement.”

Perhaps he was too busy with preparations for the highly
publicized 75th anniversary of the University to realize
that by cheating students of their right to academic free-
dom he was writing another chapter in the process of
decline of a once free university.
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A Purged Scholar Tells of the California “Political Inquisition” Law

TATE legislation permitting arbitrary

political inquisition of public employ-
ees is being overlooked by most civil lib-
ertarians. The Smith Act is having its day
in court. Marauding Congressional com-
mittees have been slapped on the wrist
and McCarthy is lying low, so liberals
think they have licked him. Freedom to
travel abroad has been extended a bit.
Southern fight-back testifies to genuine
gains in civil rights by the Negro. But
27 states and both territories have laws
extending public employment supervision
to include political supervision.

This sort of legislation seems merely to
bar from public employment Communists,
Socialists, Quakers, maybe here and there
an old-style Unitarian, so why fret about
it? Actually, it is concretized McCarthy-
ism; a mass of law permitting political
inquisitions that will require years to ex-
punge,

Harry Slochower of New York and this
writer of California have cases before the
U. S. Supreme Court secking to test the
right of bureaucrats to inquisition public
employees politically without show of
cause. If this may be done, then it seems
to me that no contract with a state is
secure, and public-job-tenure rights evap-
orate with civil rights.

Mr. Slochower appears to have won a
hearing. The court will respond to my
writ demanding a review of the case any
Monday soon. It is necessary to emphasize
the violations of rights that are involved
in this matter. If I illustrate from my
own case, let it be remembered that most
of these points will apply equally to most
of the 29 laws obtaining in 27 states and
Alaska and Hawaii.

HE Luckel Law of California, under

which I was the first person called
before the inquisition, allows every public
employing agency in the state to call any
employee at any time and any number
of times for any question about his mem-
berships and beliefs that the interrogators
think naughty through alleged relation to
Communism. I refused, in January 1954,
to tell whether I am or ever was one of
those people. The reasons I gave, largely
brushed aside by California courts, are
now before the judicial summit, and can
be summarized as follows:

1. T upheld my contract with the state
loyally for 23 years. The Constitution says
I cannot be deprived without due process

Dr. Steinmetz, now a privately practic-
ing psychologist, was dismissed from San
Diego State College for principled non-
compliance with the law he discusses here.
His fight for reinstatement is being pur-
sued by the Committee for Social Justice
of the Community Unitarian Fellowship
of San Diego County, of which he is a
member.

by Dr. Harry C. Steinmetz

of law. This requires that cause be shown.
To fire me without my violating my con-
tract reminds me of what Professor Stanley
W. Moore told Reed College six months
later:

The logic of firing for professional
unfitness an individual whose fitness
has been concretely tested over a peri-
od of years, justifying the action sole-
ly in terms of political generalities, is
illustrated by a story told in another
connection by the British journalist,
Selden.

A peasant returned home unexpect-
edly, to find his wife in bed with a
neighbor. When he started to reproach
her, she fetched him a terrible blow,
shouting, “Wretch, to believe your
eyes instead of your own sweet wife.”
The un-American investigators should
erect a statue to that peasant woman;
she invented their philosophy.

It is now the philosophy of more than
half our states.

2. The Luckel and other such laws de-
prive citizens of their equal rights under
the law. California Supreme Court Justice
Jesse W. Carter wrote, in his dissenting
opinion in my case, that the Luckel Law
“makes of the public employee a second-
class citizen by denying to him, under
penalty of exclusion from his means of a
livelihood, the right to refuse to answer
questions which might tend to incrim-
inate him—a right guaranteed to every
citizen by the Constitutions of the United
States and of California.”

3. The procedure against me was ar-
bitrary. I was summoned in the middle of
my 23rd year with the State College and
dismissed in the course of the school year
with no regard for the relevance of the
summons or the disruption of tax-sup-
ported services. Furthermore, like most
California public employees I held office
under an oath already covering the per-
missible parts of the Luckel Law, an
oath which stipulates that none other can
ever be required.

4. Every public employee is subject to
double jeopardy or worse in this law, con-
trary to the clear prchibition of this prac-
tice in the Bill of Rights. The law provides
no immunity from a call every month, or
every week, ad nauseum.

5. The state agency that calls a public
employee before the inquisition is not re-
quired to present an accuser, or for that
matter any reason for the summons. This
despite the fact that, on November 23,
1953, President Eisenhower said: “In this
country, if someone dislikes you or ac-
cuses you, he must come up in front. . . .
He cannot assassinate you or your char-
acter from behind without suffering the
penalties an outraged citizenry will in-

flict. . . .” A month after this, his Cali-
fornia friends came up on me from be-
hind—for in California that is legal now.

6. I took my stand to test the consti-’
tutionality of the Luckel Law. For doing
this I have been deprived of my position,
salary, insurance, and various employee
rights; my tenure has been abrogated,
academic employability ruined, and even
my earned right to retirement has been
called into question. No law can so en-
sure disaffection as one designed to en-
force patriotism.

LAWS permitting political inquisition

show a sacrifice of ethical pretenses,
and a turning-back to ritual, stereotype
and taboo. They are reminiscent of the
practices during the decay of ancient
Rome. J. B. Bury has recorded in “A
History of Free Thought,”

When any one was accused of Chris-
tianity, he was required, as a means of
testing the truth of the charge, to of-
fer incense to the gods or to the
statues of deified Emperors. His com-
pliance at once exonmerated him. . . .
But it must be noted that there was no
necessity for any citizen to take part
in this worship. No conformily was re-
quired from any inhabitants of the Em-
pire who were not serving the state as
soldiers or civil functionaries. Thus the
effect was to debar Christians from
military and official careers,

There were Romans who looked ahead
and figured that if this could be donc to
Christians now it might be done to them
later. But most of the rank and file fol-
lowed reactionary rulers; there was less
competition if the Christians were barred
from office. So offices came to be filled
with willing tools of authoritarian poli-
ticians.

Now with the Luckel Law in mind, al-
low me to paraphrase Bury:

When any one is accused of Com-
munism, he is required, in the tradition
of the test oath and inquisition, to
swear an oath that he isn’t Red and
does not advocate changes through the
means of the Founding Fathers. His
compliance exonerates him, preferably
with recantation of all past sins. But
it should be noticed that as yet there
is no legal necessity, save in a few
places, for ordinary citizens to come
under the impudent interrogation, Con-
fessions and negative oaths are not re-
quired of citizens who are not serving
the state as soldiers or civil function-
aries. Thus the principal effects of
state laws is to debar Reds, Pinks, and
those who believe in civil liberties and
democracy from military and official
careers.
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A Review-Article

Ivory Towers
And Watchtowers

HERETICS AND RENEGADES, by
Isaac Deutscher. Hamish Hamilton,
London, 1955. (British Book Center,
122 East 55 Street, New York City.)

SAAC Deutscher is one of the most

distinguished political writers on Rus-
sian affairs in the world today. His
Marxist training wedded to Anglo-
Saxon common sense has produced an
effective combination: He writes with
an authority that can be matched by
few others, and his English style (ac-
quired when he was already a mature
person) is strong, clear and convinc-
ing.

The present book consists of a col-
lection of essays, most of which have
appeared in recent years in various
periodicals, dealing with such topics
as the ex-communists, the life and psy-
chology of a leader of an East Eu-
ropean People’s Democracy, Orwell’s
“1984,” the analogy between the French
and Russian revolutions, Trotsky’s bi-
ography of Stalin, the Beria affair, etc.
All of the pieces in this volume are
well written and have something fresh
to say. By an analogy with the past,
Deutscher often throws a revealing
shaft of light on some recent happen-
ings and places them in an under-
standable historical context; or in criti-
cal evaluations of writers as disparate
as the satirist, George Orwell, the
British historian, E. H. Carr, and Leon
Trotsky, he reveals the traits of the
true critic. He draws on his consider-
able erudition to correlate the writings
of these men to the literature extant
on the subject; he has the necessary
sense of history to relate them to the
flow of events, and in polemicizing
against some of their views, he has
the integrity and conscientiousness to
try to understand and state their po-
sitions honestly, and to clearly indicate
to the reader his own approach which
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forms the basis for his dissent. All in
all, Deutscher’s writing stands out as
a veritable beacon in the sickly haze
and miasma of the unhistorical, slanted
and often bigoted political literature
of our cold-war era. ‘

THE first essay on the ex-communists,

which appeared in the Reporter in
April 1950 as a review of “The God
That Failed,” is possibly the most bril-
liant in the book, and has the char-
acter of a personal credo. The ex-com-
munist has become a recognized and
necessary component in the West’s cold-
war endeavors and members of this
confraternity bob up in all corners of
the world. Even the case-hardened AFL
bureaucracy succumbed several years
back to the “spirit of the times” and
hired a batch of ex-Lovestoneite-com-
munist experts to direct its foreign
policy.

JEFFERSON

Deutscher makes mince-meat of Ar-
thur Koestler’s boast that “we ex-com-
munists are the only people on your

side who know what it’s all about.”
He retorts, “With equal right a suf-
ferer from traumatic shock might
claim that he is the only one who
really understands wounds and surg-
ery. The most that the intellectual ex-
communist knows, or rather feels, is
his own sickness; but he is ignorant
of the nature of the external violence
that has produced it, let alone the
cure. . . . Nearly every ex-communist

broke with his party in the name of

communism. Nearly every one set out
to defend the ideal of socialism from
the abuses of a bureaucracy subservient
to Moscow. . . . Sooner or later these
intentions are forgotten and abandoned.
Having broken with a party bureauc-
racy in the name of communism, the
heretic goes on to break with com-
munism itself. He no longer
defends socialism from unscrupulcus
abuse; he now defends mankind from
the fallacy of socialism. . . . The here-
tic becomes a renegade.

“Whatever the shades of individual
attitudes, as a rule the intellectual ex-
communist ceases to oppose capital-
ism. Often he rallies to its defense,
and he brings to this job the lack of
scruple, the narrow-mindedness, the
disregard for truth, and the intense
hatred with which Stalinism has im-
bued him. He remains a sectarian. He
is an inverted Stalinist. He continues
to see the world in white and black,
but now the colors are differently dis-
tributed. As a communist he saw no
difference between fascists and social-
democrats. As an anti-communist he
sees no difference between Nazism and,
Communism. Once he accepted the
party’s claim to infallibility; now he
believes himself to be infallible. Hav-
ing once been caught by the ‘greatest
illusion,” he is now obsessed by the
greatest disillusionment of our time.”

IT helps in gaining a historical per-

spective about this world-wide phe-
nomenon when we realize that some-
thing very similar to this occurred in
the intellectual world when Napoleon
Bonaparte usurped the power created
by the French revolution, and when
his monarchy replaced the Republic
of liberty, equality and fraternity.
“There can be no greater tragedy,”
declares Deutscher, “than that of a
great revolution’s succumbing to the
mailed fist that was to defend it from
its enemies.” All over Europe, num-

AMERICAN SOCIALIST

»



erous enthusiastic partisans of the
French revolution who had proclaimed
themselves Jacobins, turned their backs
on their former idol in disillusionment
and disgust. Wordsworth and Coleridge
in England who had been in the fore-
front of the intellectual Jacobin ranks
became obsessed with the “Jacobin
danger” and prominently joined the
witch-hunt of their day.

Deutscher says: “An honest and
critically minded man could reconcile
himself to Napoleon as little as he can
now to Stalin.” What course shall so-
cialists then take? Deutscher advises
that they get out of the rough-and-
tumble. “He cannot join the Stalinist
camp or the anti-Stalinist Holy Alli-
ance without doing violence to his bet-
ter self. So let him stay outside any
camp. Let him try to regain critical
sense and intellectual detachment.”
Deutscher hastens to assure us that he
is not advocating retirement to an ivory
tower, but withdrawal into a watch-
tower. And he offers as models to fol-
low three great figures of the eighteenth
century, Jefferson, Goethe and Shelley.

His distinction between an ivory
tower and watchtower is in this con-
text not easy to follow, and the three
men he cites are not good illustrations
for his argument. “Jefferson was the
staunchest friend of the French revo-
lution in its early historic period . . .
but he turned away in disgust from
Napoleon’s ‘military despotism.” ” True,
but Jefferson is the worst example one
can offer of a man who took to his
“watchtower” and stayed outside “any
camp.” Jefferson continued throughout
the Napoleonic era as a world leader
of Republican ideas and ideals, he was
the head of the popular party in the
United States that finally swept into
office and broke the witch-hunt that
the American Tories were seeking to
fasten on this country. Shelley, in a
more restricted and literary way, can
be said to have followed a similar path.
He scorned Napoleon’s despotism, but
he remained true to the Jacobin ideal,
and to the extent of his possibilities
‘passionately participated in the liber-
tarian struggle of his country. As for
Goethe, all his Olympian detachment
could not hide his essentially Tory
spirit. Goethe was Minister to a Ger-
man Prince in his working hours, and
a patrician in his thinking, despite his
great universality. According to Deut-
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scher, “All three—Jefferson, Goethe,
and Shelley—were in a sense outsiders
to the great conflict of their time.”
Not so, and especially not true for

STALIN

Jefferson and Shelley. These two are
indeed splendid examples for socialist
intellectuals to emulate, but not in the
way Deutscher represents it.

URING the last few years, Deut-

scher has become the leading
theorist of the concept that Russia,
because of its emergence as a modern
industrial state, will gradually evolve
toward a political democracy of social-
ism, and that the dictatorship per-
fected by Stalin, which reflected Rus-
sia’s isolation and backwardness, will
wear away as the Asian economic and
cultural heritage is displaced. This
thesis is argued thoroughly in his book,
“Russia, What Next?” which was is-
sued in 1953, and is backed up by an
impressively drawn contrast between
present-day conditions and those ob-
taining in the twenties when Stalin
rose to power.

Deutscher attempts to present the
problem in a scientific manner, but
the very aloofness which has enabled
him to gain a broadly based objective
picture of the trend plays him false in
picturing the mechanics of the coming
changes. Deutscher pays a lot of atten-
tion to economic advancement, the
statistics, the urbanization, the changes
in agriculture, the rising living stand-
ards, to explain the objective reasons
for a democratization trend. But when
he discusses Soviet politics, his atten-

tion, like that of an old-style historian,
is almost exclusively riveted on the de-
cisions, actions, maneuvers and plans
of the high government leaders. From
“Russia, What Next?” one would con-
clude that democratization will take
place by benevolent dictators slowly
and gradually granting their subjects
more and more reforms until finally in
its totality it will add up to a regime
of political democracy. What about
the masses of people? Don’t they enter
into the picture at all, except as ob-
jects of history? Deutscher’s gaze is
directed exclusively toward the chan-
celleries—a curious twist for a Marx-
ist. It is undeniable that in a country
which has no independent press, or
opposition parties, it is not too easy
to say what the different layers of
people are thinking, and delineate with
any degree of exactness the popular
political trends. But to virtually ignore
this aspect of things is a grievous
omission for an analyst who prides
himself on being a materialist.

Apparently Deutscher is cognizant of
this criticism, and in his essay “A Re-
ply to Critics” (first published in a
French periodical in March 1954) he
writes: “This is not to say that one
ought to expect democratization to be
brought about exclusively by reform
from above; a combination of pressure
from below and reform from above
may be necessary. Yet at a certain
stage of development it is the quasi-
liberal reform from above that may
most effectively spur on a revival of
spontaneous political action below or
create the conditions under which such
action may become possible after a
whole epoch of totalitarian torpor.”
Which is quite correct, as far as it
goes; but it speaks volumes that this
is the only paragraph in the whole
book on Russia’s “‘grass roots.”

LIKE others who predict coming

events, Deutscher often seeks to
hedge his bets. Alongside his main
‘thesis, he lists two other possible vari-
ants of Russian development: a re-
lapse into Stalinism, or a military dic-
tatorship—which would seem to ex-
haust all the main possibilities. He
considers any prolonged relapse into
Stalinism as highly improbable (al-
though he suggests in the March 1954
essay that there has taken place a
short, partial, feeble and concealed re-
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