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CLIPPINGS

T this writing, the national Westinghouse

strike, involving 55,000 CIO and UE work-
ers, is 100 days old. The company has gone
all-out in giving the unions the Mohawk Valley
treatment. Organized strike-breaking with all
the t#rimmings has been tried at Columbus,
Mansfield, and Sharon, in Ohio and Penn-
sylvania. The stunt successfully practiced in
the Perfect Circle strike of setting up a com-
pany union and having it petition for NLRB
bargaining status is being tried at Mansfield
and East Pittsburgh. And, as in the Perfect
Circle situation, strikers at a number of plants
have been notified that they are fired. One
Columbus striker was so badly slugged by the
cops that he shortly died. Police brutality and
strike-breaking are going on at a number of
other plants. ~ -

Despite the union's acceptance of proposals
for arbitration, and the pleadings of three
governors, numerous congressmen and most
of the mayors of the cities involved to go
along with arbitration, the company is hang-
ing tough, contemptuously turning down all
compromise offers, and trying to force the
striking unions to their knees.

The big newspapers run the Westinghouse
ads giving its side of the story, and news
and editorial columns all but ignore the strike.
The government, which boasts of its neutrality
in labor-management disputes, by sheer coin-
cidence has awarded $11 million in govern-
ment contracts to Westinghouse, while At-
torney General Brownell has hauled one of
the striking unions, the independent UE, be-
fore a government board as a "communist-
infiltrated" organization.

There have been many heartening signs of
solidarity and support from individual local
unions, and some internationals have donated
sizable sums. But this is not enough. If the
present secret negotiations do not result in
an honorable settlement for the union, the
whole labor movement faces a catastrophic
setback, in the event that the Westinghouse
strike goes the way of the Perfect Circle and
Kohler strikes. This is not fust alarmist talk.
It is sheer disgrace that the united labor
movement has not come into the picture in a
forceful manner, and that labor's national
power has not been brought to bear against
this arrogant corporation. Militants are cor-
rectly demanding that the first point on every
local union agenda must be how to get
Meany and Reuther off the dime.

PROGRESS in the Negro's fight for full civil

rights during (955 was assessed by various
groups last month, and the weight of opinion
was that it had not been a good year. While
the conservative Tuskegee Institute did its best
to squeeze a little comfort out of the progress
in school desegregation in a number of cities,
Roy Wilkins, head of the NAACP, cut closer
to the facts by declaring: "The harsh truth is
that even though there were some notfable
pronouncements and advancements, the bad
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overshadowed the good in 1955, and went
on to sketch the story of the unleashing of
Southern terror.

William Oliver, co-director of the United
Auto Workers' Fair Practices Department, was
even more forthright: “The year 1955 has been
a year of terror and chaos in the United
States, and the Eisenhower administration has
failed to bring decency, law, and order to
Mississippi."” Meanwhile, in the last week of
1955 a white-supremacy group was organized
at a secret meeting in Memphis. Led by Mis-
sissippi's Democratic Senator James O. East-
land, and participated in by hundreds of lead-
ing Southern politicians, this new '"Federation
for Constitutional Government” is dedicated
to a last-ditch effort on behalf of Jim Crow
in all its most reactionary forms. It should not
be mistaken for a lunatic-fringe organization,
as its sponsorship, large-scale organizational
plans, and dead-serious approach mark it as
the most important effort of the top Southern
Bourbons since the Dixiecrat movement of
1948,

But the opening new year also saw many
good signs. Among them: the projected Febru-
ary 6-7 gathering in Washington, D.C. of a
National Civil Rights Mobilization sponsored
by the NAACP, the UAW, and thirty other
organizations; and a militant boycott by thou-
sands of Montgomery, Alabama, Negroes of
a bus line which had a woman jailed for
violating the Jim Crow ordinance by riding
in a "white" seat.

THE annual report of the American Civil
Liberties Union cited gains made in 1955,

especially in the field of segregation and denial
of passports by administrative action. But "a
terrifying lot of unfinished business will face
us for a long time to come."

James Kutcher, legless veteran deprived of
his pension, now has his pension back as a
result of a strong wave of public protest on
his behalf. But Kutcher still does not have
his old job at the Veterans Administration
back, and is still threatened with eviction from
his home. Communists Robert Thompson and
Saul Wellman are still fighting to have their
disability pensions reinstated.

A blow against the witch-hunt was delivered
with the clearing of William Henry Taylor,
supposedly a member of a Treasury spy ring,
of charges of espionage and subversion. This
ruling throws the testimony of Elizabeth Bent-
ley, which was the basis of many prosecutions
and jailings, into disrepute.

In Boston a federal judge acquitted Leon
J. Kamin of contempt. This is an important
decision, since he admitted former membership
in the Communist Party, but refused to be-
come a stoolpigeon. In a Smith Act case in
Connecticut, the judge has ruled that the
defense can examine FBl reports, which is a
step in the direction of restoring the right
of a defendant to be informed of the evi-
dence against him. One of the original Smith
Act defendants, Louis Weinstock, has been
acquitted of perjury charges by the District
Court of Appeals in Washington.

The Eastland Committee's attempt to in-
timidate the press, aimed especially at the
New York Times, has finally brought a small
voice of protest from the American News-
paper Publishers Association, after a long
silence. ANPA president Richard W. Slocum
got indignant enough to ask this mild ques-
tion: "Is the sub-committee sincerely and sole-
ly interested in finding out whether subversion
exists in the press? Or is it aiming at certain
newspapers with the thought of reprisal or
intimidation?"
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Twilight of Empire
In the Middle East

ITH the first Geneva conference

of the Big Four heads, an official
seal was put on the understanding that
the atomic deadlock had made a new
world war an impossible adventure at
present. But the cold war, which abated
for a half-year thereafter, has flared
up again in novel form. In a policy
statement on January 11, the United
States delegation to the UN General
Assembly put it this way:

The present period in history may
one day be recognized as a major
turning point in the struggle be-
tween communism and freedom. It
appears to be clearly a shift in the
cold war, in which economic and
social problems have moved to the
forefront.

And British Prime Minister Anthony
Eden voiced the same thought in a
speech a week later: “In these last
months the character of the contest
between the Communist powers and
the Western democracies has changed,”
and then he added a lugubrious foot-
note, “not for the better.”

When the attempt to translate the
general agreement (that a deadlock
existed) into concrete compromises
broke down at the second Geneva con-
ference, the stage was set for a re-
newal of the tug-of-war between East
and West. The Russian leaders quickly
went over to a more aggressive policy,
and their rapid-fire moves bear the
character of hammer blows demon-
strating that imperialism—despite its
still enormous power—is in its historic
twilight. The unprecedented mass out-
pouring of humanity to greet Bulganin
and Khrushchev in India and Burma,
the latter’s razor-sharp denunciations
of imperialism, and the joint declara-
tions issued in both these countries, and
later by the Russian and Afghanistan
leaders, constituted, if anything, an
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even more dramatic notice than the
Bandung Conference that a great shift
is under way in the world political
balance.

THE London Economist paid sour

tribute to the new developments
by calling them the merging of the
spirit of Geneva with the spirit of
Bandung, by which was meant that
the understanding arrived at in Gene-
va gave free rein to the forces of in-
surgent nationalism, symbolized by the
conference of Asian-African nations
held last spring at Bandung. The char-
acterization is apt and accurate, and
the fears which this new situation has
aroused in the breasts of Western states-
men shows plainly how mortal is the
threat to Western capitalism.

This threat, which has centered for
the past years in the Far East, has now
erupted with uncontrollable force in
the Near East. Since World War 1
days, Anglo-French, and more recently,
American imperialism, have considered
this part of the world as their private
preserve. As British and French power
waned sharply after the second World
War, the U.S. and Britain embarked
on the strategy of gathering the Middle
East nations together into a solid anti-
Russian alliance. The area is at pres-
ent dotted with Western air and
ground-force bases, pointing like knives
at the heart of the Russian bloc, but
the imperialist powers feel keenly the
basic insecurity of their position there,
and have sought to reinforce their
hold with a large-scale alliance.

In pursuit of this end, they have
pushed ahead blindly for some time,
failing to give due recognition to the
growth of Arab nationalist sentiment
which, far from favoring a Middle
East alliance under British-American
control, wants to push the West out
entirely. Thus the Allied Middle East

Command was proposed in 1951, and
the Middle East Defense Organization
brought forward in 1953. Both were
stillborn. Both had provided for a
military arm hinged on the Suez Canai
base, but, even while these extrava-
ganzas were being drawn up, Britain
was in the process of losing control
of the Suez Canal to the rising Egyp-

tian revolution.

i
FINALLY, having failed to pull to-
gether the entire Middle East into
one bloc, the West decided to split it,
take what it could get into an alliance,
and force the recalcitrants, led by
Egypt, into line. In February 1955, a
pact was signed between Turkey and
Iraq, and to this were later added
Iran, Pakistan and Britain, to form
the Middle East Treaty Organization,
or the “northern tier” alliance, in No-
vember of 1955.

This turned out to be a serious blun-
der. Having made it, they found that
they had succeeded only in capturing
themselves, and had aroused a storm
among the rest of the Middle East na-
tions and in Asia as well—a storm so
great that Iraq, upon which Britain
and America depend as a rival for
Arab leadership against Egypt, found
itself isolated by hostility and greatly
the loser in the matter.

Developments followed with drama-
tic suddenness. Egypt accepted a Sov-
iet-bloc offer of arms, and Egypt’s
Premier Colonel Nasser became the
most popular man in the Arab world,
by virtue, as a N.Y. Times commenta-
tor put it, of having “kicked the West
in the teeth” and given the entire
colonial world a lesson in independent
dealings. And the Russians, having
easily vaulted the supposed barrier of
the “northern tier” into the heart of
Arabdom, forged quickly ahead with
other moves.

The West meanwhile, throwing good
money after bad, proceeded to try to
incorporate Jordan into the METO
alliance, and here met with one of
the most serious setbacks of all. Dem-
onstrations in Jordan overthrew the
government of Hazzah Mabhali in less
than a week, and effectively check-
mated the British. The dramatic na-
ture of this defeat cannot be under-
stood without recalling that the Jordan-
ian kingdom has been a British puppet
since the mandate under the old
League of Nations in 1922. The Jor-

3



dan Arabs whom T. E. Lawrence had
led in the famous desert revolts against
the Ottoman Empire in World War 7
proved to be a sword that could cut
two ways where their national aspira-
tions were involved, and they wanted

no part of the METO pact.

HE setback to the Western military

organizers in the Middle East is
thus very great. An aroused Arab na-
tionalism is on the march to clean out
all Western influence, and is in full
swing of dealings with Russia to see
what it can get out of the antagonism
between the great powers. Whatever
the vicissitudes of the contest may be,
the days of Western monopolistic hold
of the Near East are now coming to a
close.

The West has been dealing, blindly
and clumsily, with forces which it only
half understood and which it has tried
to ignore. The Arab countries have
long been among the poorest in the
world, and still are. National incomes
are, throughout the region, in the $3%
to $100 per head bracket, and the UN
surveys still rate them at the world’s
lowest living-standard levels. In Egypt,
most industrialized and advanced of
the Arab countries, life expectancy is
only 30 years; in Iraq over one-third
of the babies die in infancy. Behind
these conditions are the basic scourges
of the world’s colonial regions: an in-
adequate development of the natural
resources necessary to provide susten-
ance—imperialism always neglected
these for the sake of those natural re-
sources on which it could turn a fast
buck—and a feudal agrarian structure
which leaves the mass of the people
land-hungry while a handful of pashas,
sheiks, sultans and kaids monopolize
huge tracts of the best.

In Egypt, due to neglect of irriga-
tion and land reclamation, 95 percent
of the people are crowded into only
31, percent of the land; more than
85 percent of the population is land-
less, and most of the rest owns half
an acre or less each. In the entire land
there are only 60,000 or so farms large
enough to sustain a modest prosperity,
plus a group of 1,200 large landholders
who dominate the economy. Half the
national income, it has been estimated,
goes to the top 1V2 percent of the
people.

This situation, typical of the entire
Arab world, dates back hundreds of
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King Farouk's one-time summer palace at Alexandria
being taken over during the Egyptian revolution of 1952.

years. For four centuries, the Ottoman
(Turkish) Empire held the region in
a grip of medievalism, broken only as
the empire itself was smashed before
and during World War 1. As modern
imperialism—British, French, Italian,
German—moved in, an attempt was
made to consolidate a new alliance
with the old feudalists, and this at-
tempt succeeded for a while. But the
same familiar story which has been
traced in the histories of the Chinese,
Indian, Indonesian, North African and
other nationalist movements, began
here as well. Imperialism, despite it-
self, opened a window on the world,
and thus planted the seeds of dissatis-
faction with the old, and aspirations
for a drastic change. A native business
and professional class was created, and
a thin layer of educated youth and
radicalized city workers came into be-
ing. The landless and peasant mass
was thus given a conductor through
which the currents of the changing
world could flow, and the basic pre-
requisites of a nationalist and revolu-
tionary movement were thus found.

ROWING anti-imperialist insurg-

ence in the Arab world, under
way for three decades, reached a turn-
ing point with the Egyptian revolution
in 1952 when, in the midst of the ne-
gotiations with the British over the
Suez Canal and the Sudan, an offi-
cers’ revolt overthrew the Egyptian

monarchy and opened a new stage in
Arab relations with their former mas-
ters. The January 21, 1955 Business
Week described the result very acutely:

The Egyptian revolution, though
still far from complete . . . is under-
mining the feudal pattern in the rest
of the Middle East—ihe thing on
which British control rested. An
awakened middle and professionai
class is beginning to wonder about
the advantage of being ruled by
kings, sultans, pashas, sheiks and
kaids. More and more, the feudal
rulers must listen to the voice of
this class, which is quite ready to
call out the mob in its support. . .

This class may have different lo-
cal goals from country to country
but it has at least three in com-
mon: (1) an ambition to establish
national governments that will serve
its interests; (2) a burning desire
to get rid of Western political con-
trols; (3) a growing resentment of
Western control over the region’s
vast otl resources.

In the light of this, it is not hard
to see why the West enters the contest
with the Soviet bloc over the Middle
East with great handicaps. The Arab
nations are engaged in a rebellion
against the control of imperialism, and
in every case it is not the Soviet Union
which is involved, but Western capi-
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talist powers. The Western statesmen
and journalists may cry that the Soviet
Union has far worse designs upon the
Arabs than imperialism ever inflicted,
but that remains purely in the realm
of speculation so far as the Arab na-
tions are concerned.

Where every move of the West is
regarded with suspicion and hostility,
the Soviet Union is in the favorable
position of its policy not clashing with
the needs of the Arab nationalists. The
capitalist countries insist upon alliances
and commitments because Western pol-
icy aims at imperialist exploitation and
the establishment of a hostile encircle-
ment of the Soviet bloc. The Russians,
by contrast, tell the Arabs to do pre-
cisely what they want to do and are
trying to do: “Be independent, be neu-
tral, join no blocs, build up your own
strength, industrialize, and we will help
you without placing any demands on
you.” And, since Arab nationalism
would have no aims in an anti-Soviet
war, and would have everything to
lose, the current of feeling is not only
against joining any blocs but of get-
ting rid of the present American and
British bases which would draw fire
in a war.

ISRAEL, in the center of this cockpit,

finds itself in a tragic position. This
nation came into being very largely as
a result of the same cause which
touched off the Greek and Turkish
crises of 1947 and the Egyptian crisis
of 1952—namely, the decline of British
power in the Mideast area and the con-
sequent power vacuum. With Ameri-
can help, the Jewish leaders, aggres-
sive, competent, Westernized, with
many resources to draw upon in the
major capitalist countries, managed to
set up the Israeli state and defend it
against Arab attacks.

From the first, Arabs of almost every
class: and political persuasion looked
upon the new state with unrelieved en-
mity. There is no question that when
Egypt’s Premier Nasser said recently
that “After World War II part of the
Arab heart was snatched from the
Arab body,” he is speaking the mind
of the overwhelming majority of Arabs.
The Israeli claim that the hostility ex-
pressed by Arab leaders is nothing more
than a lightning rod to distract the
attention of the people from their own
troubles is largely rationalization.
While that element may enter into the

FEBRUARY 1956

game in many cases, there is no doubt
that the anger at Israel is an integral
part of the rising Arab nationalist feel-
ing in the Mideast crescent.

Israel represents to the Arabs a West-
ern enclave in their own land, and Is-
rael’s military superiority a threat
which prevents their control over their
own region. Israel, they feel, cannot
be restricted to its present area, espe-
cially as long as large-scale immigra-
tion continues, and, Israel’s industri-
alization would lead it to play the role
in the area of an exploiting nation as
an agency of Western imperialism.
With the fervor displayed by every na-
tionalist movement, they oppose the
very existence of Israel, and, far from
wanting to come to satisfactory terms
with it, want nothing less than its ex-
tinction. The tragedy of this situation.
involving as it does many Jews who
have just recently fled from a Euro-
pean charnel-house in which the Jew-
ish people was being exterminated by
the million, need hardly be elaborated.

OREOVER, the world is being

treated to a new demonstration
of how power politics works ruthlessly
in the pursuit of its own ends, and
how small nations become pawns in
the game. Despite its present fleeting
military superiority, Israel, with under
2 million inhabitants, cannot possibly
dispose of the bargaining power avail-
able to an Arabdom of almest 40 mil-
lions, Russia’s decision to trade in arms
with Egypt has caused the Western
powers to put the squeeze on Israel
which they had hoped to use as a tool
of imperialism in the area, and to turn
to an ardent wooing of the Arab na-
tions.

Israel’s position is thus precarious in
the extreme. Can it extricate itself?
While advice handed out from a dis-
tance of thousands of miles may be
easier to give than to follow, friends
of the Jewish people can only hope that
the nation will find a way to cut loose
from the Western bloc, a position which

is becoming increasingly untenable. No
more than the Arabs does Israel have
any stake or aims in either an encircle-
ment of the Soviet bloc or a war aris-
ing from such an encirclement.

It may be objected that a neutralist
course on Israel’s part would not suc-
ceed in appeasing the Arabs, and
would only put an end to present aid
from the West. There may be much
truth in this, but a break with imper-
ialism would at least open up room
for maneuver, and pave the way for
a possible understanding with the
Arabs as time goes on. Israel as an en-
clave of the West in the Arab heart-
land faces a very dim future; as an in-
dependent entity with a Yugoslav-type
freedom of action it can hope to
achieve a modus vivendi.

THE new crisis and the rekindling

of the cold war finds the Anglo-
American statesmen in a state of be-
wilderment, and without a coherent
policy. Presumably, Eden’; visit to
Washington is designed to fill in this
lack. After the Bulganin-Khrushchev
visit to India and Burma, the Wash-
ington policy makers began screaming
about cold war again. But since the
contest has shifted, at least in many
cases, to the sphere of economic and
social maneuvering and competition,
they have not yet succeeded in filling
their indignation and alarm with a
specific content. Dulles, at a time when
his “massive retaliation” strategy is
hopelessly outdated, appears still to be
fascinated by it, and neglects the fact
that it never worked out even in its
best days. His trial balloon in Life
magazine for a return to the strategy
of bluster, bluff, and blackmail hardly
survived Eisenhower’s press conference
the week after.

The colonial revolution, passing like
an electric shock through Asia, has
now struck the Near East. Radical
changes are in the making as another
segment of humanity rises to its feet.

A Plea for Amnesty

HE Christmas petition of 46 prom-
inent Americans, including Elean-
or Roosevelt, Norman Thomas, Henry
Steele Commager, Elmer Rice and
Lewis Mumford, asking Eisenhower to
amnesty the 16 Communist Party lead-

ers jailed under the Smith Act, and
for a postponement in the cases of 180
others who are on trial, awaiting trial,
or on bail awaiting appeals, is one of
the most heartening developments since
the start of the witch-hunt.



While the long arm of reaction has
claimed innumerable victims in all
spheres of life, and each and every one
of them is entitled to our unstinted
support, the rationale of the whole
witch-hunt rests on denying the Com-
munist Party the rightful status of a
minority political organization and de-
fining it instead as a criminal conspir-
acy to overthrow the government by
force and violence. The cases of the
Communist Party leaders therefore
furnish the underpinning of the pres-
ent hysteria, and the movement to am-
nesty these people constitutes a most
fundamental attack on the witch-hunt
itself. To back this plea for amnesty is
more than an act of simple humanity
and justice. It can be said that to the
extent that the amnesty campaign
reaches out into the broadest stretches
of the country will the tide of reaction
be halted and then forced back.

LL the major legal frameups in

American history have evoked a
great flood of liberal protest, and it was
under the banner of an amnesty plea
to free the thousands of political pris-
oners jailed during the first World
War and Palmer’s Red Scare that the
witch-hunt was turned back in 1921.
Although a veritable lynch spirit was
raised in 1886 against the Haymarket
Martyrs and everyone who dared lift
a finger in their behalf, within a few
months after the execution of four of
them, an amnesty campaign, joined bv
many prominent liberal figures of that
day, secured a commutation of the re-
maining sentences, and the hysteria
was quashed. The feeling manufac-
tured against Debs and the many So-
cialist and IWW radicals in 1917 and
1918 was probably as virulent as any
set loose against the victims of Mec-
Carthyism. Yet the prosecution con-
fronted almost from the start a veri-
table wave of protest from the ranks
of liberals, stalwart democrats, progres-
sive trade union officials, and on
Christmas day of 1921 President Hard-
ing responded to the pressure by re-
leasing Debs and some two dozen other
political prisoners.

The trials and subsequent jailings
of the Communist Party leaders which
ushered in the current reaction breaks
this previous pattern of American ex-
perience. Outside of their own ranks,
their immediate supporters, and a
handful of left wingers, hardly anyone
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Signers of the Amnesty Pelition

MRS. Eleanor Roosevelt; Norman

Thomas; Henry Steele Commager,
professor of history at Columbia U.;
Elmer Rice, playwright; Lewis Mum-
ford, author; Roy Finch, Sarah Law-
rence College ; Donald Harrington, Com-
munity Church; Charles R. Lawrence,
Brooklyn College; Paul E. Scherer,
Union Theological Seminary; Rowland
Watts, Workers Defense League; Roland
H. Banton, Yale U.; Gustave J. Bischof,
City College; Stephen G. Cary, Ameri-
can Friends Service Committee; Albert
Sprague Coolidge, Harvard U.

Henry H. Crane, Central Methodist
Church, Detroit; W. J. Faulkner, Con-
gressional Church, Chicago; Richard B.
Gregg, author; Georgia Harkness, Pa-
cific School of Religion; Alfred Hassler,
editor of Fellowship; Rev. John M.
Krumm, chaplain Columbia U.; Kent
Larrabee, Fellowship of Reconciliation;
Paul Lehmann; Princeton Theological
Seminary; Sid Lens, Chicago AFL-CIO
official; Henry Lofquist, South Presby-
terian Peace Fellowship; Paul G. Macy,

Fellowship of Reconciliation; Allen O.
Miller, Eden Seminary; Paul S. Minear,
Ardover-Newton Theological School;
Jerome Nathanson, Society for Ethical
Culture ; Hazel L. Perkison, B’'way Con-
gregational Church, New York; John
Henry Randall Jr., Columbia U.; Con-
stance H. Rumbough, teacher, Harris-
burg, Va.; Culbert G. Rutenber, East-
ern Baptist Theological Seminary; John
Nevin Sayre, Int’l. Fellowship of Recon-
ciliation.

Mark R. Shaw, Democracy Unlimited;
Emil Parker Simon, Baltimore Peace Sec-
tion; Arthur L. Swift, Union Theologi-
cal Seminary; John Swomley, Fellow-
ship of Reconciliation; Loren Walters,
Evangelical and Reformed Church,
Phila.; Robert F. Weiskotten, St. John’s
Lutheran Church, Queens, N. Y.; Nor-
man J. Whitney, Syracuse U.; Herman
Hill Jr., Fellowship of Reconciliation;
Charles F. Forman, Yale U, Walter
Mitchell, retired Bishop of Arizona;
Robert H. Hamil, Ottawa Street Metho-
dist Church, Joliet, Il

rose to defend the Communists from
the frame-up charges on the simple and
time-honored ground of civil liberties,
the right to dissent and to uphold un-
popular ideas. Not only did prominent
liberals and even civil liberties organi-
zations who prided themselves in the
past on their record of defense of radi-
cal dissenters doggedly maintain a grim
silence, but many, to their shame,
joined in the witches’ dance and added
their mite to the blazing bonfires of
bigotry, intolerance and dictatorship.
The first Communist victims of a pa-
tently unconstitutional thought-control
law, proven guilty of no unlawful acts,
found themselves in an unprecedented
isolation compared with reaction’s vic-
tims of the past, not only during their
trial, but for the whole five years of
their subsequent imprisonment.

FUTURE historians in trying to de-
termine the reasons for this moral
debacle of Americans in the first de-
cade of the cold war will probably as-
sign 80 percent of the explanation to
the sheer terror of the times, and the
diabolically effective sanctions meted
out by those in authority against any-
one who dared protest, or had the
temerity to speak a word on behalf of
those caught in the dragnet. But the
future historian will assign the other
20 percent of the reason to the Com-

munist Party itself which, during the
thirties and forties, when it wielded
some influence as a political organiza-
tion, outraged so many, from liberals
to trade unionists, with its policies of
chicanery and fraud, its callousness
where civil liberties of political op-
ponent groups and individuals were
concerned, its demonstrable lack of in-
terest in democracy except for itself.
Undoubtedly this record helped, even
if in a secondary way, to break the
past tradition of solidarity, and to dig
the labyrinth into which the Commu-
nists were plunged when the evil day
came.

But this is not the time for a review
of that record, because as Milton May-
er stated in a great article in the Janu-
ary Progressive, “There is a context of
time and place that determines, not
truth, but the order of truth.” And
the present time calls first of all and
above all for generous support to the
victims of the witch-hunt. The Christ-
mas appeal is an additional sign that
the pall of fear is beginning to lift and
that the tide may be slowly turning.
May the amnesty plea of 46 Americans
grow and grow until it can no longer
be resisted by our high officials! May
the doors unlock on all of our political
prisoners! For the sake of the victims
and their families, and even more, for
the sake of all the rest of us!
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"The most inspiring area in the United
States today is the old South," writes
civil-rights attorney Conrad Lynn in this
fighting article for Negro History Week,
February 12-19, 1956.

The
Southern Negro

Stirs

’ by Conrad Lynn

About the Author

COURAGEOUS attor-

ney who has fought
many important segregation
and civil liberties cases,
Conrad Lynn was co-coun-
sel with Arthur Garfield
Hays in the only court test
of armed forces Jim Crow
to be carried to the U.S.
Supreme Court. That in-
volved the refusal of Wini-
fred Lynn to submit to in-
duction in a segregated ar-
my during World War II.
He later (1947-49) was
counsel in the case of mixed
Negro-and-white groups to
test the legality of segrega-
tion in Southern transpor-
tation. That_campaign, in
which Mr. Lynn partici-
pated directly, took place in four states, Virginia, North
Carolina, Tennessce and Kentucky, leading to a pumber
of arrests and, in some cases, chain-gang sentences.

His most important recent public cases have had Puerto
Rico as their setting. He defended pacifist Ruth Reynolds
against a charge of collaboration with the Puerto Rican
Nationalist movement in alleged advocacy of the overthrow
of the U.S. government. Mr. Lynn is also attorney in the
cases of the Puerto Rican Nationalist leaders who are being
prosecuted for sedition; an appeal in one of these cases
is now pending in the U.S. Supreme Court.

“In recent months, Mr. Lynn has joined as counsel in
the Braden-Wade case in Kentucky.
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THE most inspiring area in the United States today is

the old South. The rest of the country exclaims in
horror at the Till mutilation-murder and the sickening
whitewash of its perpetrators. The cowardly Belzoni shoot-
ings, the bullwhip and shotgun reigns of a Sheriff McCall
in Florida, or a Byrd, or Strider of Mississippi, expose
the hideous visage of race dictatorship for all the world
to see. Who can blame other Americans for decrying the
hanging out of such dirty linen? But they view the scene
from only one angle of vision. While the masses of Ne-
groes accepted an economically depressed, socially infer-
ior status, it was seldom necessary for the ruling class
openly to employ such brutal tactics. Lynching was the
prerogative of the poor white and the petty shopkeeper.
It served the function of keeping the Negro in his place
while the upper class remained carefully off stage. Now,
such aloofness can no longer be pretended. A social struc-
ture is being shaken and the Southern aristocrat may soon
have his back against the wall.

The Southern “way of life” was constructed around
the turn of the century after the Negro had enjoyed a
shortlived emancipation. The Southern pattern was less
of a crazy quilt than the more hypocritical Northern ac-
commodation. A tiny Negro business and professional
class was permitted to exist but in a strictly segregated
locale. It was reasoned, with some justification, that pres-
sure from below could thus be siphoned off and the edu-
cated Negro could be given a stake as a minor partner of
Jim Crow.

But two world wars have loosened the grip of the tradi-
tional ruling classes everywhere and at last the semi-feudal
rulers of the South are confronted with the handwriting
on the wall. The cotton-picking machine has chased the
poor white from the fields as tenant farmer or overseer,
and he has found employment in the Texas oilfields or in
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the many new industries that find his labor cheaper than
in the unionized North. He is even painfully learning in
the sugar refinery strikes in Louisiana and in the long-
shore struggles of the Gulf ports that he has a funda-
mental identity of interest with the despised blacks. The
lesson is being learned slowly but inescapably.

IS it any wonder, then, that the ruling class in the South
has openly assumed the helm in the savage struggle
to smash the Negro back? The amalgamation of the White
Citizens Councils into the Federation for Constitutional
Government finds a score of ex-Governors and ex-Senators
lined up with such active politicians as Talmadge, East-
land, Fielding Wright, Griffin and Strom Thurmond. Ap-
propriately, a major industrialist, John U. Barr, is its
chairman. One of its first acts was to put out feelers for
alliance with Rumely and Mervin K. Hart. Thus, a special
brand of American fascism appears on the scene.
Numberless anonymous little Negroes who trudged to
the polls to vote, who dared to challenge Jim Crow on
buses, who petitioned for non-segregated schools, are com-
pelling a polarization of forces. In most instances these
actions have been without the sanction of their major
spokesman, the National Association for the Advancement
of Colored People. Winfred Lynn was denied support
when he refused to submit to induction in a segregated
Army. Irene Morgan did not have official approval for
sitting in the “white” section of a bus in 1946, The na-
tional office of the NAACP hesitates to endorse the fight
of Andrew Wade and his white friends, the Bradens, for
a_home in an unsegregated neighborhood of Louisville.
What is true of the national body, however, is not true
of the branches of this organization. When the writer
was jailed in Petersburg, Va., in 1947, for refusing to move
to the “colored” section of a bus, the local branch of

the NAACP was quick to come to his aid. Local Negro

leaders of the battle for equality in the South almost uni-
formly come from indigenous chapters in the various
states. McCoy and Howard of Mississippi, the youthful
Carl Gray of Montgomery, Ala., Simkins of Columbia,
S. C., Calhoun of Georgia, to mention only a few, are
all active NAACP members.

Until the recent past the NAACP has been dominated
by its Northern constituents. The Northern middle-class
Negro has accepted a second-class status which is for the
most part not as galling as that suffered by his Southern
brother. At the same time, influential in his councils, are
liberal whites like Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt and H. B. Lewis,
whose hearts bleed for the Negro but who are anxious that
the Negro not be too ready to bleed for himself. Inevitably
the influence of this faction must wane as the struggle
in the South intensifies.

W'HY is it that among the most prosperous Negroes
in thé South we find many of the most militant
fighters for social emancipation? A glance at Morocco,
the Gold Coast, or Indochina, affords a clue to the an-
swer. In many respects the situation of the Negro in the
South is analogous to that of oppressed colonials. Regard-
less of his economic station, he is barred in many crucial
areas from participation in the national life. From this
circumstance, however, we need not adopt the Commu-
nist deduction of “self-determination for the Black Belt.”
As much as any non-accepted group, the Negro in America
seeks integration into the general body politic.

While the leadership of the current struggle has come
from the educated middle-class Negro, as the fight deep-
ens, the Moses Wrights among the downtrodden masses
come to the fore. This is a sure sign that this campaign
differs fundamentally from all that have preceded it.
Every previous upsurge of the Negro has resulted in a
compromise with his inferior status consolidated at a
slightly higher level than that which existed before. Now
his fight coincides with the stirring of that vast world of
color in Asia and Africa, awakening from a millenium
of apathy. The lowliest Negro veteran remembers his ex-
periences in Asia and Europe. The impact of a changing
economic organization arouses obscure impulses for more
participation in society’s benefits. “The Negro in America
is the great proletarian. The white worker can dream of
rising to middle-class status but the Negro is a worker in
uniform, so to speak, a uniform he cannot take off: his
skin. When such a group, deliberately kept for generations
at the bottom of the social structure, begins to stir and
raise its head, the whole edifice feels the shock.” (D. Mac-
Donald, Politics, February 1944.)
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IN the South, the Negro knows that his battle admits of
no further compromise. The basis of the decision of
the United States Supreme Court that segregation, per se,
is discrimination, makes this implicit. That decision was
itself only a recognition of the world struggle for men’s
allegiances. Any doubt that the final contest for integra-
tion has been joined can be resolved by a visit to a South-
ern Negro church, such as the one in Lake City, South
Carolina, which was burned to the ground by the blind
and desperate mob. In this cultural center of the Negro
one is likely to hear on any occasion the singing of “O
Freedom™:

And before I'll be a slave
PLll be buried in my grave
And go home to my Lord
And be free.

The conflict assumes innumerable forms. In Augusta,
Ga., the Negroes win the right to vote and throw out of
office a reactionary Board of Education wedded to segre-
gation. In Montgomery, Ala., a young Negro woman re-
fuses to heed an order of a bus driver to give up her seat
to a white woman. Three policemen drag her in chains
to jail. Three days later Carl Gray leads a boycott of
40,000 Negroes who walk as much as five miles to work
rather than submit any longer to Jim Crow on buses. The
Negro taxi-drivers cut their fare for their brothers to ten
cents and even some white employers, in grudging ad-
miration, call for their Negro servants in their own cars.

In Orangeburg, S. C., the White Citizens Council de-
crees the firing from jobs of Negroes who sign a petition
for an unsegregated school system. The Negroes, who are
in the majority there, place a selective boycott on the
leaders of the Council. Economic ruin stares these worthies
in the face. The Godchaux refinery in Louisiana hires
armed thugs to break up the strike of Negro and white
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workers. The union quietly provides all its members with
the weapons of self-defense.

In Louisville, Ky., a white man, Braden, sells a home
to a Negro friend, Andrew Wade, in an unsegregated
neighborhood. Hoodlums stirred up by the real estate in-
terests fire shots into the house. Friends of Wade, Negro
and white, volunteer to move into his house with guns
to protect home and family. In the dead of night a bomb
is thrown under the home, partially destroying it. Wade
sends his wife and baby away and grimly stays on with
his rifle.

In Milford, Del., young white toughs set out to beat up
Negroes in the black ghetto. They are thrown back and
punished so severely by the erstwhile lowly blacks that
the police have to rescue them. In Mississippi a bloody
showdown impends as the whites and blacks sweep the
hardware stores bare of guns and ammunition and the
white banking authorities announce that they will no longer
extend credit on the crops of the Negroes this spring.

1
NOR does the Negro stand alone in the area of the
fight. Small groups of dedicated whites all over the
South risk everything to stand by his side, foreshadowing
the ultimate reawakening of the disadvantaged whites. The
history of Populism and of native socialism in this region
is ample testimony to the revolutionary potential of the
Southern masses. Don West in Dalton, Ga., the Bradens
in Louisville, Charlie Jones in Chapel Hill, Minter, Cox
and Editor Hazel Smith of Mississippi, have but taken up
the cause of their forebears.

Finally, the remainder of the country is profoundly af-
fected by the course of this crucial struggle. For the first
time, any obscure region in the South knows that the acts
of the hooded mob in the dead of night may be exposed
by a Murray Kempton, or a Desmond, or even an anony-
mous field hand in Mississippi who writes to a Chicago
paper of the terror in his neighborhood. Unquestionably:
the Negro will experience attacks of mounting intensity
as native fascism plays its last cards. But who can doubt
the eventual outcome?

Fish Story

ISH may lead the way to peace on earth if the research

work of a Michigan State University zoologist pays off.

The fish are Bettas, or Siamese fighting fish, considered
among the world’s most ferocious,

The zoologist is Prof. James C. Braddock.

Dr. Braddock’s project, reported Wednesday to the
American Institute of Biological Sciences, is to study so-
cial behavior, with special emphasis on aggressiveness. . .

Until we know what makes animals, individuals and
nations act the way they do, he says, peace is only a vague
hope.

To study man himself, Dr. Braddock says, is difficult. ...
Animals are simpler. . . .

The zoologist draws a parallel between some of the
fish he studies and the rise of Hitler and Stalin.

Some male fish, he claims, can be taught not to fight.
There is hope, he says, that man too can be taught to be
less aggressive.

Detroit Free Press, Sept. 8, 1955.




Negro Voters
Face 1956

by W. E. B. Du Bois

THERE will be in 1956 about nine million persons of

Negro descent 21 years of age and over, of whom two-
thirds live in the South. Only between one-half and two-
thirds of the American voting population go to the polls;
and in the South most Negroes are still disfranchised, de-
spite recent increases in the number of Negro voters. We
may guess therefore that in 1952 about three million Ne-
groes will vote. This will be roughly five percent of the
votes cast. But in certain urban areas like New York
City and Chicago, the Negro vote reaches ten percent or
more. This vote therefore, while not proportionally large,
will be influential for the future of the nation. How will
it be cast?

Before the election of 1912, it was cast as a block for
the Republicans as the party of Lincoln and emancipation.
But in the South the Negro vote was not counted and in
the North it was not courted but taken for granted; so the
Negro got less and less attention from the Republican
Party and was slowly disfranchised in its councils. In the
election of 1912, Woodrow Wilson, although a Southerner,
promised Negroes to see “justice done to the colored people
in every matter; and not mere grudging justice, but jus-
tice executed with liberality and cordial good feeling.”
More Negroes voted Democratic in 1912 than ever be-
fore. But Southern influence made it difficult for Wilson
to fulfill this promise, even if he had continued to want
to. This and the landing of our marines in Haiti forced
the Negro vote in 1916 back into the Republican ranks.

The first World War and the rumor of Harding’s Ne-
gro descent led the Negroes to support Harding and
Coolidge, and agitate for freedom in Haiti. But the elec-

The Negro as a voter: How has he voted
and what are the prospects for the 1956
elections? Another Negro History feature
by a noted scholar and analyst.

tion of 1928 threw the Negro into confusion bordering on
despair. It was a curious situation. Al Smith, the Demo-
cratic candidate, was handicapped enough by his religion
not to dare risk alienating the South on the Negro prob-
lem. Herbert Hoover disliked all colored peoples and
wooed the South by support of the “Lily Whites” in the
Southern Republican ranks. Both parties ignored or ma-
ligned the Negro. Negro leaders of every alignment from
Tuskegee to the NAACP complained bitterly in a nation-
wide appeal:

!

The emphasis of racial contempt and hatred which
was made in this campaign is an appeal to the lowest
and most primitive of human motives, and as long as
this appeal can successfully be made, there is for this
land no real peace, no sincere religion, no national unity,
no social progress, even in matters far removed from
racial controversy.

We are asking, therefore, in this appeal, for a public
repudiation of this campaign of racial hatred. Silence
and whispering in this case are worse than in matters
of personal character and religion. Will white America
make no protest? Will the candidates continue to re-
main silent? Will the Church say nothing? Is there
in truth any issue in this campaign, either religious toler-
ance, liquor, water-power, tariff or farm relief, that
touches in weight the transcendent and fundamental
question of the open, loyal and unchallenged recogni-
tion of the essential humanity of twelve million Ameri-
cans who happen to be dark-skinned?

ITH the New Deal the tide turned. During the de-

pression the Negro suffered discrimination, but new
measures were developed, until never before in America
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AST month, the American

# Socialist published the Debs
Centennial speech of Dr. Du
Bois. This month, we are privi-
leged to bring our readers this
article by the noted Negro
scholar and author giving his
views about the role of the Ne-
gro people in the coming na-
tional election. Dr. Du Bois,
one of the founders of the
American Negro movement for
full equality, writes from a
background of familiarity with
the history of the Negro’s strug-
gle gained from first-hand ex-
perience and long study.

had he been so recognized as an integral part of the na-
tion. His vote from 1932 to 1944 went with increasing
unanimity to the Roosevelt Democrats. In 1948 Truman
held the Negro vote because of his promises following the
recommendations of his Commission on Civil Rights,
headed by C. E. Wilson and including two prominent
colored members. The Progressive Party under Wallace
attracted a large number of intelligent Negroes who dis-
trusted Truman. But the rising anti-Communist hysteria
induced most Negroes to vote for Truman as the heir to
Roosevelt.

In 1952, the red-baiting and witch-hunting frightened
the Negro voter more and more. Already Negroes were
losing hard-earned jobs on accusation of “subversive as-
sociations.” The intellectual leaders of the Negroes were
yielding place to a new bourgeoisie whose object was to
make close alliance with Big Business. The Negro news-
papers, either for fear of reprisal or for money, almost
unanimously supported Eisenhower, avoided an unknown
and silent Stevenson, and refused any third-party connec-
tions. Probably nine-tenths of the Negro vote went to
Eisenhower.

The most spectacular occurrence during the Eisenhower
administration has been the school anti-segregation opin-
ion of the Supreme Court. This was hardly a Republican
measure, since seven of the justices were appointed by
Democratic presidents and only two by Republican. In-
deed it is doubtful if Eisenhower with his Southern birth
and political ties to the South welcomed this unexpected
decision. He has never hailed the decision and his ad-
ministration has done nothing to carry it out.

The Eisenhower administration has allied itself with
the South in doing nothing to enforce rights for Negroes
and little to force a Fair Employment program except
Nixon’s phony meeting. The Attorney General and FBI
have made no effective move in the outrageous Till mur-
der, on Mississippi lawlessness, or on the open threats of
nullification of federal law by demagogues like Eastland.
The Department of Justice has hounded organizations like
the Council on African Affairs out of existence, has driven
West Indian Negroes out of the country when possible.

Eisenhower has made two major Negro appointments to
office, but also has dismissed Horne from his position of
power in federal housing. Eisenhower has pleased Negroes
by entertaining socially three Negro heads of governments;
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but Dulles, with the President’s acquiescence, has been
contemptuous of colored peoples like the Chinese; has
let Henry Cabot Lodge Jr. ignore dark Krishna Menon,
and has ruined our ties with Nehru and India. Segrega-
tion of Negroes in the army has lessened under Eisenhower,
but slowly and with many bad results. Moreover, the high
taxation of the Eisenhower administration falls with crush-
ing force on Negroes, nearly a quarter of whose families
get less than a thousand dollars a year.

TLINALLY, the American attitude toward Russia smarts.

There are few Negro Communists and not many more
Socialists. Only a few Negro scholars and labor leaders
realize the surge of socialism and most of these dare not risk
their jobs by talking frankly. Negroes by and large have
been firmly grounded in individual initiative and private
profit. That was the meaning of Booker Washington and
his crusade, and of the powerful white forces behind him.
But Negroes who hear of the lack of color prejudice in
the Soviet Union are deeply impressed. Few whites in
America realize that the thing which daily hurts in Negro
experience more than disfranchisement or exclusion from
social clubs is the hundred daily insults which a dark
skin brings on the innocent and unassuming on the streets
of every American city from New Orleans to Boston.

I remember once hearing a brown girl—a college gradu-
ate—say of Paris: “The thing I like here is going out in
the morning without having to plan where T’ll be able
to get lunch!” Common decency on the street is what the
Negro craves and he cannot think that the nation which
grants this without question is such a threat to civilization.
Negroes are tired of hearing their bribed emissaries testify
abroad that the race problem in America is “settled”! One
black American who tried that fairy tale in India, where
plenty of dark folk have had personal experience in the
United States, was nearly mobbed. Frankly, Negroes are
tired of fighting for “their country.” They do not willingly
sing, “My country, ’tis of thee!” Increasing numbers are
beginning to question if there may not be more to socialism
and communism than the newspapers print.

For these reasons and unless the very busy Attorney
General and the liars hired by the FBI can find some way
to punish murder in Mississippi, the Negro voter will not
be attracted to Republicans in 1956.

But if he does not vote for Eisenhower, Tricky Dick,
or Chiang Kai Knowland, for whom can he vote? Steven-
son unfortunately has learned nothing about the race prob-
lem since the day of his grandfather. The pictures of him
and Georgia’s Talmadge do not attract Negroes. Kefauver
is coy, and Harriman much too eager. There is no third
party. The ADA can protest everything except the things
which hurt fifteen million black folk. There is one thing
which both the black and white voter can do next No-
vember, and that is to stay at home, just as forty million
Americans usually do.

But the day must come, if not in 1956, then some time
in 1960 or 1964, when the American people get tired of
spending most of their government funds on war and in-
sist on education and homes; when they will refuse to be
stampeded by fear into crime and insanity, and choose the
rule of a third party instead of supporting one party with
two faces which are exactly alike.



Paradoxically, our health needs have been
growing while our length of life increases,
because chronic diseases of old age are
naturally much more common in an older
population. What is the answer to defects
and shortages in U.S. medical care?

Pioneering in Cooperative Medicine

by Dr. Jay W. Friedman

NE index of the level of a nation’s health is life-
expectancy. The longer people live, the better their
health—in a sense. Actually, this is not entirely correct as
longevity is not equivalent to health. Rather it indicates a
certain success in conquering death-dealing disecases. As
the population ages, chronic diseases involving a more
subtle breakdown of the body assume paramount impor-
tance. It might therefore be said that longevity results in
more sick people, requiring more complex treatment due
to the greater complexity of chronic and old-age diseases.
In the United States, the average life-expectancy in
1900 was 49 years. Today it is close to 70. In countries
such as China, Egypt and India it is about 30 years. Thus
the health problems in the U.S. are different from those
in the undeveloped countries.

The revolution in China is an attempt to shortcut the
transition from an archaic feudal economy to a modern
industrial nation. Instead of a hundred years or more of
gradual industrial development, China is jumping into the
twentieth century with all the fury and dedication that
characterized Russia’s development. The corollary revolu-
tion in health care means primarily the prevention of
disease rather than symptomatic treatment, and it is in-
teresting to note that this is the great present concentration
of the new regime. Symptomatic treatment is not only too
costly, but there are not sufficient personnel and facili-
ties to treat the diseases on a man-by-man basis. As an
example, malaria is a major health problem in China,
India, Burma, etc. Its cost in terms of death as well as
lost productivity is staggering. To treat individually in

Dr. Friedman is employed with the Group Health Dental Co-
operative of Seattle, the only independent dental cooperative in
the country.
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these parts of the world is pratically impossible. The cure
lies in prevention: the destruction of the malaria-trans-
mitting mosquito. Needless to say, this is a public health
problem, and public health is socialized medicine in its
broadest aspects.

HOW different are the health problems in the United

States! To be sure, there are still diseases which reach
epidemic proportions, but public health procedures have
already eliminated most of them. Typhoid is a rarity;
syphilis, tuberculosis, diphtheria are fairly well under con-
trol. It is clear that public health (preventive medicine)
has done and is doing a job that private medicine (symp-
tomatic treatment) cannot do. But, as the complexity of
symptomatic treatment of the individual has increased,
and as the chronic and old-age diseases have grown in
importance, the health needs of the population have far
outstripped the supply of health-care personnel and facili-
ties—despite an improvement in the doctor-population
ratio in recent years.

As a population ages, its health problems change, and
therefore the socio-economic relationship between the
people and the health facilities (doctors, technicians, hos-
pitals) must also change. Acute bacterial diseases no longer
decimate the U.S. population. In their stead are chronic
debilitating diseases, such as arterio-sclerosis, heart disease,
rheumatic fever, cancer, dental diseases (which affect 98
percent of the population), arthritis, and mental diseases
(this last being most symptomatic of our socially ill world).
Thus, despite our longevity—commonly used as a measure
of our statistical good health—we are all of us afflicted
with some disease, whether it be mental decay, major or-
ganic decay, or tooth decay.
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In order to cope with the increased complexity of ill-
ness, modern medicine is being forced from private (solo)
practice to group practice. The general practitioner of
yesterday can no longer cope alone with constantly ex-
panding medical knowledge and changing techniques. The
GP is gradually being replaced by the internist—the spe-
cialist in diagnosing and treating “internal” disease, and
the solo practitioner is gradually teaming up with other
specialists (surgeons, psychiatrists, ophthalmologists, pathol-
ogists, virologists, etc.) in group practice. Only in this
manner can the medical problems in complex industrial
societies be properly handled. For a doctor to work at
solo practice today is as archaic and inefficient as plowing
by oxen. The rationale of group practice is also dictated
by other important factors, such as the increasing utiliza-
tion of laboratory procedures and expensive equipment,
and the greater frequency of hospitalization for improved
treatment and observation.

DESPITE its essential economic planlessness, our society
is based on a certain plan, which is to take the most
and give the least, or to “charge what the traffic will
bear.” Our citizens possess a brand of free choice best
characterized by the saying: “Them what has, gits.” The
American Medical Association has made a specialty of
propagandizing the myths and inanities of “market free-
dom” and “the American Way,” and has partially suc-
ceeded in confusing the issues. It lobbies in our Congress,
bullies state legislatures, and fights all progressive medical
developments. Despite much energy and loose use of
money, the AMA has been defeated in numerous court
battles in which it has attempted to further its monop-

New Yorker
"By all means, dear—buy it if you really want it. We'll find the
money for it somehow."
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olistic practices, and recent years have witnessed progress
in the field of health care. The AMA has been pushed
back not so much by court action as by the will and
determination of the public consumer of medical services
not to be exploited, not to be abandoned until catastrophe
strikes him down.

It is easy to talk in a vacuum about socialized medicine,
to theorize, but perhaps it is better to look at current de-
velopments for insight. The current popular demand for
new health programs to cover a greater segment of the
population is the best proof that the public’s health needs
are not being met satisfactorily by private and government
medicine. What are the major group health plans in this
country?

1.) Voluntary health insurance plans such as Blue Cross
and Blue Shield are designed to protect against catastrophic
illnesses which produce large hospital and surgical bills.
They by no means cover all—or even nearly all—sick-
nesses, but some protection is better than none.

2.) Union heath and welfare funds vary greatly in their
application. Some provide a form of insurance, others
direct health services to their members, and some com-
bine health insurance and direct health-service methods.
The AFL Medical Service Plan of Philadelphia serves
24 local unions with a population of 31,000. The plan
provides complete medical service to ambulatory patients.
There are no charges, direct or indirect, to the worker
or his family. All costs are covered by payments of the
various affiliated unions.

THE Sidney Hillman Health Center of New York serves
about 35,000 union members, who, with their wives,
pay an annual fee of $10 while employers contribute an
additional one-fourth of one percent of the payroll. Pre-
ventive, general medical, specialist, diagnostic, and thera-
peutic services are provided in the Center to ambulatory
patients only.

The International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s
Union on the West Coast has established a pilot study in
conjunction with the Washington State Dental Society,
in which the ILWU pays for the dental needs of its mem-
bers’ children under age 16. The first year of experiment
has been a happy one. The ILWU proudly points out
that this pilot study is not intended to lower standards of
quality (nor fees), and is content to support the local
private dentists. The St. Louis Labor Health Institute,
however, is doing the same and much more (for it in-
cludes adults as well) on a considerably smaller budget
by simply hiring its own dentists.

3.) There are the Group Health Cooperatives, such as
Health Insurance Plan of Greater New York, Group
Health Association of Washington, D.C., Group Health
Cooperative of Seattle, and the St. Louis Labor Health
Institute. The name of the New York Health Insurance
Plan can be misleading, for HIP is not a cash indemnity
or reimbursement plan. Two aspects of the insurance
principle—advance payment and pooling of risk—enable
HIP to provide its subscribers with medical service as they
have need for it, regardless of how serious the illness or
how extensive the treatment. It accomplishes this by means
of large-scale group practice. No physical examinations or
waiting periods are required for joining, and no age limi-
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tations or exclusions for particular diseases or conditions
(other than the standard ones: acute alcoholism, drug
addiction, extensive psychiatric care, conditions calling for
placement in an institution, workmen’s compensation and
military-service-connected conditions) are enforced. At
least half the premium of a group enrolled in the Plan
is paid by the employer, and the rest by the insured em-
ployees. HIP does not cover hospital charges, and there-
fore requires all individuals to have some kind of hos-
pitalization insurance. Service is provided by 29 groups
of doctors affiliated with the Plan. HIP contracts to pay
a stipulated sum for each subscriber who chooses to come
under the care of that group of doctors. The doctors
divide the money as they see fit.

ROUP Health Association, Inc., Washington, D.C.,

and Group Health Cooperative, Seattle, are so similar
they may be described jointly. They are pre-payment
plans, enabling members to pay the cost of their medical
care by regular monthly dues, providing not only treat-
ment for sickness and disease but preventive health care
as well. They include on their staffs general practitioners
and “family physicians” as well as all the major special-
ties, and are democratically controlled by their members,
with the facilities and assets cooperatively owned by the
subscribers. Together, they provide comprehensive medical
care including hospitalization for over 55,000 people.
Membership in the Seattle cooperative costs a family of
four $15 a month. Considering what is provided, it is the
best buy for those who can afford it.

The Group Health Dental Cooperative of Seattle is the
only independent dental cooperative in the country. At
present, two dentists care for approximately 400 families.
The aim is to provide a pre-payment dental care program
of high quality at reasonable cost. Still in its infancy,
GHDC’s independence provides opportunity for experi-
mentation and flexibility, and should provide much re-
search data in the future regarding actual costs of dental
services in comprehensive health programs.

Last, but by no means least, is the St. Louis Labor

Health Institute. LHI is the most comprehensive pre-paid
health program in America today. It provides both medical
and dental care (a strong indication of its completeness)
for a very-low-income group (average weekly wage ap-
proximately $60). The employers of members in the
various local unions involved pay five percent of their
gross payroll to a health fund. This was won as a fringe
benefit in collective bargaining, and provides a quality
and extent of treatment for these workers and their fami-
lies which they could not otherwise afford.

These brief samplings should be sufficient to give an
idea of the types of health programs being developed
throughout the United States today. There are many
others (about which information may be obtained from
the Cooperative Health Federation of America, 343 South
Dearborn, Chicago 4, Illinois). Thus it is clear that,
whether the AMA likes it or not, there is a push in the
direction of “socializing” medicine, at least through co-
operative endeavor.

ALTHOUGH these programs are progressive, they pos-
sess inherent limitations. They are mild reforms which
do not seriously challenge the basic economic inequities
of today’s medical practice. Most still contract doctors on
a fee-for-service basis. Their relatively high cost in most
cases excludes the majority of low-income workers and
their families.

In all aspects of the medical problem, one feature stands
out as the major difficulty: the shortage of medical labor.
The shortage is not easy to assess; there remain unresolved
questions as to the exact number of doctors and auxiliary
personnel, the number of hospitals, clinics, and labora-
tories, etc., required to satisfy all medical needs. Answers
to these questions are dependent in large degree on what
standards of quality are established, and there is still much
debate regarding these standards. But the fact that such
questions exist and are as yet unanswered should not
belie the vast need for more facilities.

And then there is the fact that trained personnel cannot
be mass produced. If organizations like the American
Medical Association represent decadent economic phil-
osophy, they must still be credited with a sincere dedica-
tion to superior technical training. Admitting this shortage
of medical labor, one must also admit that socializing the
medical industry would not of itself solve our health-care
problems. But it is also true that, in the face of today’s
monopoly control by organized medicine, it will not be
possible to expand on a truly significant scale the numbers
of schools, doctors, technicians, hospitals, etc., and thus
eliminate the chronic shortage of medical labor, until the
profit motive is eliminated.

The chief subject of discussion in recent years has noct
been socialized medicine but national health insurance,
which is something different. People who received treat-
ment would not pay their doctor or dentist directly; in-
stead, the latter would send their bills for payment to the
common insurance fund. The doctor would still be paid on
a “fee for service” basis.

Socialized medicine means something entirely different.
It means the complete abolition of the profit system in
medicine and the building of a medical structure similar
to the free school system or post office. All physicians,
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dentists, nurses, hospital attendants, etc., would work as
salaried employees of the government, and medical care
would be free to all who require it.

IT is clear that for such a system to succeed, democracy
must prevail, and democracy exists only when it is con-
scious and operative on the local level. If we cannot have
socialized medicine en masse today (and I doubt if I
would look forward to it under Republican or Demo-
cratic mismanagement), we can work towards it by de-
veloping cooperative health programs. Fundamental to
these programs is the elimination of the profit motive and
the “fee for service” charge. Such programs must be
governed by a board of trustees elected from the member-
ship, they must be completely democratic, maintaining
one vote for one member regardless of investment or
patronage, there must be no proxy voting, and they must
be directly responsive to the desires of the membership
which they serve.

What does a scheme of socialization—either on the
small-scale cooperative level or on a large national level—
mean in terms of doctor-patient relationships? The im-
plications of health care without exploitation are far-
reaching. First, it is a return to the philosophic ideal that
the doctor’s prime goal is to serve humanity, not to exploit
its sickness. Second, by eliminating the need for a doctor
to be a business man (as he most certainly is in private
practice—selling his goods much as a merchant sells his
wares, and then becoming involved in credit and collec-
tions), he can devote his full energies and skills to his
patients. Third, there is a great reduction of economic
anxiety on both sides. Socialization insures the patient
against catastrophic medical illness and accumulated dental
illness, and at the same time, as experience has shown in
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other countries, tends to raise and steady the income of
the mass of doctors.

One of the chief criticisms leveled against socialized
medicine by the AMA is that it eliminates the “free
choice of your doctor.” This is pure nonsense. A large
segment of the population today has no choice because
of inability to pay. Furthermore, a lay person, in these
days of medical complexity and divisioni of the profession
into specialties, is hardly qualified to choose a good
doctor. His chances of receiving good treatment are greater
when he partakes of group practice. In these programs
the poor doctors are weeded out by the doctors them-
selves. It is easy for a doctor to practice poor medicine
in a private cubicle, but when his work is under the sur-
veillance of a group, with a group director responsible
for maintaining high standards, he will not last long.
Thus socialization promises not only a wider choice of
doctors, but a better choice.

AT would all this cost, and can we afford it? The

St. Louis Labor Health Institute provides complete

medical services and basic dental treatment at a cost of

approximately $85 per eligible person (1953). The Group

Health Cooperative of Seattle provides complete medical

(not dental) services for a family of three at a pre-pay-
ment cost of $156 a year.

Now, in 1954 a three-person family with $4,000 income
paid a federal income tax of $356 (this does not include
state, local or indirect and hidden federal taxes). Half .
of that tax would pay for a first class health and welfare
program, but, as is well known, about 70 percent of it
was actually spent for wars—past, present and future. The"
financial resources of this country are immense. It is
only a question as to how this wealth shall be utilized and
distributed. It does not cost as much to train a doctor as
to train a trigger-happy jet pilot, and medical centers can
be constructed for the price of atom bombs. The real
question is: Can we afford not to do it?

In a period marked by a depressing decline in social
consciousness, political integrity and civil liberties, it is
encouraging that in at least one area there has been some
progress. The cooperative health movement has gained
impetus in recent years. It is guided and inspired by men
dedicated to the elimination. of exploitation from the
health field, men who have been willing to risk their
professional reputations and fight with courage and vigor
the reactionaries who control the medical monopolies.
Needless to say, few of these men are Socialists with a
capital “S” and many would protest against even a lower-
case “s” socialist label; yet they are doing much to further
the cooperative commonwealth, and this is more important
than cloakroom debate. Many are doctors, many lay per-
sons—all are dedicated to the relief of suffering society.

In the face of the overwhelming problems of atomic
destruction, revolutions, reaction, etc., none of this is too
impressive. Minor reforms along the lines of a few co-
operatives here and there will not save us. But they will
serve as a reminder of how it can be done, an inspiration
of how it must be done, and if anyone should be so blind
as to say “It can’t be done,” we have only to look at
the Group Health Cooperatives and say “It is being
done!”



URING 1954, the Bureau of the Census conducted

its regular survey of U.S. agriculture, and the pre-
liminary returns are just being made available. The pic-
ture they paint is truly startling. In particular, a com-
parison with the census of 1950 shows a pattern of change
in extraordinarily clear and decisive form. It is very rare
that a giant social trend can be isolated plainly in sta-
tistics covering so brief a period. The reason, in this case,
is that the long-term tendencies of American agriculture,
observed in slow-motion over the past half-century, have
moved into high gear in the recent few years.

In 1950, there were 5,382,162 farms listed. In 1954
this had fallen to 4,782,393, a decline of 11.1 percent.
In order to grasp the significance of this drop, it must
be compared with the long-run trend, as shown by Table
I. From many points of view, 1920 was the turning point
for American agriculture. That was roughly when the
previously unlimited foreign demand for American farm
products seemed to collapse, when the U. S. demand

In last month’s AMERICAN SOCIALIST, present farm di-
lemmas relating to prices and income were traced in an
article by Michael Burns, “Farmers in Trouble.” A fu-
ture issue will carry a discussion of the current farm pro-
grams.
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The newest farm census, just out, shows
a sharp acceleration of the trend to more
concentration in agricultural holdings. On
the other hand farm tenantry, which had
been increasing up to the mid-thirties, has
gone down to an all-time low.

Big Business

Moves in on
The Farmer

by Harry Braverman

levelled off, when mechanization began to make its sharp-
est effects felt on the farm, and when the farming class
appeared to go into a historic decline, relieved from time
to time by spurts of recovery. It is not accidental that 1920
marks the rough turning point when the number of U. S.
farms stopped growing and started falling.

But the speed of the trend has now been greatly accele-
rated. From 1920 to 1950, the number of farms declined
from 6.40 million to 5.38 million, or about 15.5 percent.
This drop, which seemed so ominous to all observers
writing about the matter up to a few weeks ago when the
new census figures appeared, has now been dwarfed by
a steep downturn of 11.1 percent in only five years.
Students of the problem have demonstrated that the
previous trend of American agriculture was not fortui-
tous. But the past five-year period furnished the acid test,

TABLE |
Number of U. S. Farms
(In millions)
1850 1.45
1860 .. 2.04
1870 2.66
1880 e 4.01
1890 . 4.57
1900 e 5.74
1910 6.36
1920 ... . 6.40
1930 6.28
1950 ... . 5.38
1954 et 4.78

Census Bureau
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TABLE I
Change in Number of U. S. Farms, 1950-54
(By size)
Percentage change
Under 10 acres minus 0.1%
10to 29 * . minus 16.4
30to 49 minus 20.0
50 to 69 minus 18.9
70 to 99 minus 16.6
100 to 139 - minus 15.1
140 to 179 « ~ minus 11.8
180 to 219 “ minus 6.5
220 to 259 “ minus 2.6
260 to 499 « plus 0.8
500 to 999 plus 5.1

1,000 and over plus 7.5

Calculated from Census Bureau figures

for it was a period of relatively high prosperity for the
farmers, in spite of the price declines they suffered during
the last two years of the 1950-54 interval.

AS we look a little more closely into the census returns,

they become even more striking. They may not be
exactly what the farmer wanted for Christmas, but they
are a statistician’s dream in their unalloyed purity. Not
only did the number of farms in the country as a whole
fall off, but the decline hit every section of the country.
There were fewer farmers in every state of the Union
with the sole exception of Florida, which gained a few
hundred as a result of the boom in cattle ranching in that
state. The drop hit all but 180 of the 3,067 counties in
the United States! In order to find a time when the num-
ber of farms in the U. S. was as small as it was in 1954,
you now have to go all the way back to 1890.

The pattern of the decline is equally explicit. The
poorest farmers suffered the most; the family-size com-
mercial farms were not far behind; while the giant fac-
tories in the field alone among all the classifications of
farms increased their hold and scope considerably. In 1925,
the average size of a farm was 145.1 acres; in 1950, 215.3
acres; and in 1954, 242.2 acres. If this last average is
compared with the figures in Table II, it will be seen
that it is just about at this point that the worm turns.
The number of farms in all the classifications below the
present average size declined in every case, with the worst
decline registered in the smaller size-groups, while in the
three classifications that are clearly above average, the
numbers have increased, especially in the largest cate-
gories.

Table III shows the same trend even more clearly and
reliably, for in the last analysis a classification by money
income is more significant than by acreage. All the far-
mers up through the middle group in terms of farm in-
come are losing their place in the structure, while the
farmers in the giant categories are gaining rapidly.
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The same tendency is plain if we look at it in racial
terms, About one-tenth of the nation’s farmers are Ne-
groes—the poorest among the farmers, it goes without
saying. While white operators of farms declined in num-
ber by a little over 10 percent, non-white declined by al-
most 17 percent. The important movement of Negroes to
the cities, particularly in the South, is here highlighted.

HE information available to us makes it possible to
get a general picture of the farming classes. First, of
the 4,782,393 farms, some 1,455,718 or 31 percent make
so little economic contribution either to the nation or to
their owners that they are not even classed as “commer-
cial farms.” This group includes many types. The very
poor, who sustain themselves on an annual cash income
of less than $250, are in it. Those for whom the farm is a
place of residence and part-income provider, and who
work more than 100 days a year off the farm are in it.
For others, the farm is a place of retirement, and is sup-
plemented by other forms of income. Hardly any of the
total value of farm output is accounted for by this group.
This leaves 3,326,675 farms as the total of the com-
mercial farming class. At the bottom of the pyramid are
the poorest farmers, with cash sales between $250 and
$2,499. There are 1,225,701 farmers in that situation, a
great many of them in the South. Together with the
non-commercial farms, this group accounts for about 10
percent of the total output. On top are about 100,000
huge factories in the field, under 2 percent of all farmers,
producing about 26 percent of farm output. And in be-
tween, there are some 2 million farmers, ranging in in-
come status from that of the skilled worker in the city
to that of the well-paid professional, producing the re-
maining three-fifths of the farm output. That is the
general picture.

N 1933, the historian Louis M. Hacker, then a Marxist,

wrote an article the title of which has been much
quoted: “The Farmer is Doomed.” He concluded that
article with the following remark:

American commercial agriculture is doomed. No
gifts of clairvoyance are required to foretell that the
future of the American farmer is the characteristic
one of all peasants for whom, in our present system
of society, there is no hope.

TABLE I
Change in Number of U. S. Farms, 1950-54
(By value of product)

$ 250 to $1,199 minus 40.7%

1,200 to 2,499 minus 14.8
2,500 to 4,999 minus 8.0
5,000 to 9,999 minus 2.6
10,000 to 24,999 plus 139
25,000 and up plus 27.0

Calculated from Census Bureau figures




The expectation of that day was that the course of
American farming would be marked by three main ten-
dencies: concentration of ownership and thus a decline in
the number of farms, growing tenancy and absentee

ownership, and the division of the farming population into
a capitalist class and working class, with the growth of
farm factories matched by the growth of an agricultural
proletariat. While the decline of the farmer has been
marked, the scheme drawn up in advance by Hacker,
Lewis Corey, and others turned out to be too simple.

Concentration of ownership, and a decline in the num-
ber of farms, there surely has been. But the smaller far-
mer, as he has been wiped out, has not been ‘“proletarian-
ized” in the expected form, either as a tenant or as a farm
worker. Instead, he has been proletarianized as an indus-
trial worker in the cities. This aspect of the matter is very
important, and is worth looking into more closely.

Up until the time when Hacker and Corey wrote, farm
tenancy as a proportion of the nation’s farms had been
growing steadily. In 1880, the first year in which the cen-
sus reported on the matter, 25.6 percent of all farmers
were tenants, in 1900 over 35 percent, in 1920 38.1 per-
cent, in 1930 42.4 percent. These were the figures avail-
able to the Marxist writers of the thirties. But the de-
pression itself started to reduce the previously growing
percentage of tenants, and by 1940 it had dropped to
38.7 percent. During and after the war, more tenant
farmers and sharecroppers were squeezed out, and the in-
dustrial boom enabled many to move to the cities. Others
managed to acquire ownership or part ownership of farms
—just how many is not clear, but apparently not many.
By 1950, tenancy had shrunk to 26.8 percent of farm
operators. By the 1954 census, this was further reduced
to 24.4 percent, or below the 1880 level, so that farm
tenancy is now at the lowest figure recorded as long as
statistics on tenancy have been kept. Clearly, the farmer
was not being converted into a European-type “peasant”
either in terms of tenancy or cramped size of acreage.
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SUCH declining ratio of farming tenantry to the farm
class as a whole should not be taken to mean that
the tenants were becoming owners in any large numbers.
The federal farm ownership loan programs reached only
a tiny percentage of the farmers. Between the start of the
program in the thirties of giving loans to carefully selected
farmers and June 30, 1953, only some 60,000 farmers, a
negligible percentage of farm tenants, were able to take
advantage of it. A more accurate interpretation would be
that, as the smaller farmers were being squeezed off the
land, the tenants were getting the axe at a far faster rate
than the owners or part-owners. Federal agricultural bene-
fits hardly trickled down to the tenants, and, to the present
day, the biggest farmers manage to snap up the lion’s
share of federal payments. Market competition was hardest
on the tenants and smaller farmers, especially since they
could not mechanize the way the bigger farmers could,
having neither the capital nor the land area to make this
feasible. And finally, the war industries opened up a place
in the cities for the small farmer and tenant, who, stripped
of cheap family labor by the draft and with his back to
the wall as a result of mechanized competition, often had
to take this one out that was open to him.

Was the farmer becoming a wage worker on the fac-
tories in the field? Here also, the evidence is clear.
Figures for the fall of 1954 show that during the high sea-
sonal time for farm employment, 2,731,321 hired workers
were employed on farms. This is probably an under-
statement, as so large a proportion of migrant labor is
bootlegged across the Mexican border and fails to get
recorded on any books, and other figures go higher—as
high as 3.7 million. But this seasonal high is sustained
for only a few weeks, and it was determined in 1952
that only as few as 1 million workers were employed on
farms for more than 75 days in the year, and only 2
million for more than 25 days. The bulk of these workers,
some 60 percent, worked for that top 9 percent of the
farmers producing a cash value of more than $10,000 a
year. Aside from the major factories in the field, which
are growing but which do not yet predominate through-
out American agriculture, it can hardly be claimed that
the typical worker-capitalist relationship of our urban
industries has been reproduced.

AT has happened appears to be this: The great

rise in the productivity of a farm family with a
large enough acreage and sufficient luck and capital to
mechanize has permitted some 2 million family farms to
survive through the ups and downs of recent decades, and
to survive on a family-operation basis. A farm with a
capital value of $60-80 thousand can be operated today
with very little or no hired labor, provided the members
of the farmer’s family permit their unpaid labor to be
exploited mercilessly, and can produce a return in the
$5-10 thousand bracket; this is the upper third of the 2
million family-commercial farms that produce the bulk of
our farm products.

But American capitalism, in its insistent workings, has
added a proviso to this equation. Mechanization permitted
such farmers to exist, but it also limited their number
to a small and rapidly shrinking figure. The rest are truly
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being proletarianized—not on the farms but in the cities,
in the factories and mills.

Nor does this complete the story. The pride of the
American farmer and the pride in the American farmer
was that he represented an enclave of independence in
our increasingly trustified economy. The measure which
had to be taken in the past quarter-century to ensure his
survival has put an end to the much-vaunted indepen-
dence. Very large numbers of the remaining commercial
family farms would collapse on the morrow of any re-
moval of present government props and assistances. Thus
if, to return to Hacker’s phrase, the farmers were not all
doomed when he wrote it, many of them proved to be,
and of the rest it can be said that the independence of the
farmer was doomed and will never again play the social
or political role that once loomed so large in our national
life.

These conclusions may be drawn from the statistical
trends up to this point. What is to happen in the future?
Is it possible that the trend to tenancy will be reversed
again, and the farmers fall in greater numbers into that
dependent status, as had been expected in the early
thirties? That does not appear likely, as the tenant setup
lends itself only to small holdings cultivated with little
machinery, and the technological trend is against it.

CERTAINLY, the commercial family-farm group will
continue to decrease. At the very moment when the
Census Bureau was releasing its figures showing the depth

of the drop as of 1954, the farm pundits strongly influen-
tial in federal policy were pointing out that the number
of farmers in 1955 is far too great. And the bulging
warehouses holding $7.5 billion in surplus farm products—
in spite of the Eisenhower administration’s reduction of
price levels at which it would buy these products—seemed
to prove the point. It is estimated that the nation needs,
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instead of its present three and one-third million commer-
cial farms, only two, or even one and one-half, million.

The decline in the number of farms will therefore
probably continue, and the smaller family farms will be
hit hardest, as usual. Will the trend be, then, towards the
eventual creation of a capital-wage labor structure in
agriculture, with huge farm factories taking over the major
part of production and the remaining farmers—or most
of them—going to work as hired labor?

Those who see this as the ultimate end will find much
backing in the facts, and could put up a strong case that
if American capitalism lasts long enough to work out the
trend to its logical finish, that is just what will happen.
It is true that the middle-sized family farms still pro-
duce three-fifths of our output. But farms of 1,000 acres
or more, which were only 67,405 in 1920, expanded to
121,362 in 1950, and, although they are only a little more
than two percent of all farms they produce one-quarter of
farm output, and had taken over fully 43 percent of farm
acreage in that year. There is still a long way to go for
these agricultural capitalists to take over most of farm
production, but the trend is there. They have an increas-
ing capital to work with, and are ready to step in where-
ever the small farmer falters.

BEFORE the vigorous entrance on the scene of the

modern industrial working class, all of the major
movements of social protest in America were dominated
by the farmer. Social revolt of significant dimensions
practically had to be farm revolt, in view of the largely
unorganized state of the working class and the overwhelm-
ing numerical weight of the farmer. When the Constitu-
tion was adopted, more than 90 percent of our popula-
tion was rural and agricultural. At the height of the
Populist revolt, it was about 40 percent. Today only some
10 percent occupies that position. The most recent figures
only underscore what has long been apparent: The fi-
nancial and industrial oligarchy has decisively won its
epochal battle with the American farmer, a battle which
once looked so hopeful to democrats.

The fact that this battle was won not by reducing the
farmer to the status of a Europeanized peasantry or a
Southern cropper tenantry, but instead by making indus-
trial workers of most and mechanizing the rest on in-
creasingly large farms is a very hopeful portent for the
future. A peasantry proved to be a great revolutionary
social force in Asia and many parts of Europe, but a ter-
rible handicap where property relations were transformed
to a socialist basis, as in Russia, China and Eastern
Europe. In those countries, the process of rapidly modern-
izing and mechanizing the village, while at the same time
getting enough crops to feed the city, has proved a costly
one which holds entire nations back. American agriculture,
on the other hand, may truthfully be said to be prepared—
in economic and technological terms—for social or co-
operative operation. Whether the farmer himself will be
easily prepared for such a change is another matter be-
yond our present scope—his present thinking is certainly
heavily capitalist or small-capitalist in character—but
the evidence of past farm crises shows that the farmer
can change his thinking rapidly under the impact of
critical events.



Carlos Castillo Armas, U.S. puppet-dictator
who replaced the legitimate government
of Guatemala in June 1954 after a
Woashington-backed coup, has been cutting
into popular rights and destroying labor
and peasant organizations ever since he
took over.

Dulles-Style
Democracy
In Guatemala

by J. Geller

AST November, Carlos Castillo Armas, the State De-

partment’s puppet president of Guatemala, paid a
visit to this country to receive the plaudits of his Wash-
ington bosses, and to solicit a few more million dollars to
bolster up his regime. Hailed by Eisenhower and Dulles
as a “saviour of democracy” in Latin America, his service
to humanity was further recognized by two institutions of
learning which hung him with the garlands of honorary
doctorates of law.

At Columbia University, President Grayson Kirk de-
scribed the colonel as a “soldier who inspired his fellow
citizens to overthrow the rule of a despot; a statesman
who is their leader as they re-establish constitutional and
democratic government.” Dr. Kirk made this statement
knowing full well that the very first act of the Castillo
Armas government was to suspend the constitution and
put all power into the hands of a military committee of
safety; there are no civil rights whatever in Guatemala
today.

The other university officials gathered the peanut dic-
tator to their bosoms with equal aplomb. Commenting
that Guatemala is the first country to have overthrown a
communist regime, the president of Fordham stated that
the eyes of the world were on that country, since “there
in miniature” is fought the ‘“essential struggle of our
time.” The dignitaries of this Catholic university appeared
well satisfied with the way the struggle is going, since
not a single political party other than the government
group is allowed to function in Guatemala.

It is indeed true that the eyes of a good part of the
world, especially the Latin American and colonial world,
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CARLOS CASTILLO ARMAS

are upon Guatemala. Subject masses are keenly interested
to see what a government sponsored—and maintained—
by the United States does to solve the pressing problems
of the people.

THE overthrow of the Arbenz government in June 1954,
far from being the substitution of a democratic for a
communist government, actually halted a 10-year develop-
ment toward an independent liberal middle-class govern-
ment, a development that began with the revolt against
the bloody dictator Ubico in June 1944. Ex-President
Arbenz, then a captain in the Guatemalan army, was
part of a revolutionary junta which threw out the Ubico
dictatorship, whose all-powerful leader was famed above
all for two things—his statement that “I execute first,
and ask questions afterwards,” and his complete sub-
servience to the United Fruit Company.

The Revolutionary Junta of 1944 convened a consti-
tuent assembly to erect a democratic constitution and
government. The assembly was made up primarily of
middle-class elements: students, lawyers, and military men
of similar family background. The workers and peasants,
unorganized at the time, were not directly represented.
There were no communists in sight anywhere near this
government in 1944.
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The first president of the new government, inaugurated
in March 1945, coincidentally with the enactment of the
new constitution, was Dr. Juan José Arévalo. He was a
humanist intellectual, of mildly liberal turn of mind,
strongly anti-communist and only moderately nationalistic.
But the radical wing of the middle-class revolutionaries
who had turned out Ubico, had a strong hand in the
government, and pressed for national independence, land
reforms and the extension of democracy. Legislation was
passed legalizing labor unions, social security laws went
into effect, a widespread educational campaign was in-
augurated, especially to combat the illiteracy of the In-
dian majority of the population.

No moves were made in the direction of agrarian re-
form, or against the monopolistic position of the United
Fruit Company, until the retirement of President Arévalo
and the election of Arbenz. Arbenz has been identified by
the American press as the key figure in a “communist con-
spiracy” which seized the government in March 1951,
The fact is that he was elected in a democratic vote
against several opponents, polling 266,778 votes, more
than twice the total received by the three other major
contenders. His backing came from the nationalist-minded
middle classes, and the labor movement, which by then
was already well organized. In contrast to this demo-
cratic procedure, Castillo Armas replaced Arbenz by over-
throwing a fully legitimate government by force and
violence. The choice was not popular even in the military
cabal which engineered the counter-revolutionary effort.

Three important things which happened under the
Arbenz government precipitated a crisis in its relations
with the United States. First, the trade unions were great-

RED DESIGN FOR THE AMERICAS, by Daniel James. John
Day Company, New York, 1954, $4.50.

SUBTITLED “Guatemalan Prelude,” this book has as its

theme that the Communists in Guatemala, learning from Mao
Tse-tung, infiltrated and took over the nationalist movement of
the country. By trickery and stealth, they wormed their way into
the seats of power, and set up a “Little Cominform” to direct
similar conspiracies all over Latin America.

The author erects a fabrication intended to prove that the
Communist Party ran the whole show under Arbenz—and in the
process goes much further than the State Department White
Paper, which admitted the Communists were few in number and
had very few posts of importance.

Most interesting for those in the labor movement should be
his long apology for the United Fruit Company, which he paints
in Kiplingesque terms as the carrier of enlightenment and bounty
to the ignorant masses of this backward country. After all, he
points out, United Fruit took out a mere $44 million in profits
in 1953—which represents 8 percent on its capital investment.
That this sum was greater than the government reserve somehow
doesn’t find its way into his report.

The author, a former editor of the New Leader, demonstrates
that there is no chore too dirty for the ex-radical, turned pro-
fessional anti-communist, to handle. Some day he should be
brought before a committee of United Fruit Company workers
to plead this case.

J. G.
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ly strengthened and their representatives became par-
ticipants in the government. Second, the agrarian workers
were organized into strong unions. Third, an agrarian
law was passed beginning the break-up of the old feudal
system under which 2 percent of the population owned
60 percent of the best land, and one of the first to feel
the effects of land reform was the gigantic United States-
owned United Fruit Company.

AGRARIAN reform was aimed primarily at the tre-
mendous landed estates where the bulk of land was
not even under cultivation. The United Fruit Company,
biggest landholder in the country, tilled only one-seventh
of the soil it held. Under the new law, all its uncultivated
acreage was repossessed by the government, with com-
pensation to be paid according to the valuation placed on
the land by the company itself in its tax declarations.
(This valuation was less than United Fruit and the State
Department thought it should have been. United Fruit
became a victim of its own crookedness.)

It is interesting to note that during the agitation which
followed the passage of the Agrarian Law, the daily press
of Guatemala, much of it speaking for the rich capitalists
and landholders, conducted a running attack on the gov-
ernment. In December 1953, the newspaper Impacto de-
nounced the land seizures: “Guatemala is on the verge
of the most terrible anarchy and the government is doing
nothing to halt the wave of crimes. . . .” Neither this
newspaper nor any other was suppressed or interfered
with. At this time the country was in a state of virtual
civil war. For the owners of the great estates fought
against the new law with guns in hand, and the peasants
fought back in kind.

It was inevitable that land reform would be focused
on United Fruit and its grip on the economy of the
country. First of all, it owned a total of 3,000,000 acres,
with about a half million acres devoted to the growing
of bananas, sugar, cacao and other crops, and pasturage
for its 77,000 head of livestock. It owned 1,700 miles of
railways and tramways, upon which the entire country
depended for transportation. In its original contract with
the government the company was exempted from the pay-
ment of any duties, charges or services on the import of
any materials. Its general tax payments were pitifully
small. United Fruit was the biggest single company, and
the symbol of Yankee imperialism.

EN Washington intervened in favor of United

Fruit and demanded a payment 30 times greater
than the official valuation, it became obvious that the
United States government was determined to stop the
Guatemalan reforms. When Arbenz refused to capitulate,
the State Department began its brutal maneuvers to over-
throw his government. The whole process begun in 1944,
when a democratic republic replaced the Ubico dictator-
ship, inevitably brought about a crisis between the rising
nationalism of the Guatemalan people and the imperialist
interests of the United States.

The aim of the overthrow of Arbenz was not primarily
to purge the country of its small minority of Communists,
and their influence in the government. It was to stop the
agrarian revolution, which endangered the interests of
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U.S. capital, and might, if permitted to continue, set the
whole Caribbean area aflame.

Some writers (see note to this article) have compared
the Guatemalan Communist Party to the Chinese move-
ment which overthrew Chiang Kai-shek. This is a fan-
tastic exaggeration. It is true that the Communists were
influential in the labor movement and in the agrarian
unions. But they were a tail to the Arbenz regime. They
had no organized military force of their own, as the three-
week military uprising of Castillo Armas amply demon-
strated. That a tiny military force, equipped with arms and
planes shipped by Washington to Nicaragua and Hon-
duras, could sweep into power in so short a time with no
organized opposition to halt it, underlines sufficiently the
limitations of the Guatemalan Communist movement.

What are the practical results of this Washington-or-
ganized coup? A new military dictatorship which is mov-
ing as fast as it dares to retrace the steps of history back
to the time of the butcher, Ubico.

The Guatemalan Confederation of Labor, but recently
over 100,000 strong, has been wiped out. Its leaders are
in jail, in exile or have been killed. The farm unions have
been outlawed. (The U.S. State Department White Paper
on Guatemala claimed only one of the thirty top officers
of the National Peasants Confederation was a Communist. )
Land reform has been stopped dead. Even to talk about
land reform, according to reporters, means arrest. The
chief of police under the old Ubico regime was reinstated
by Castillo, and according to Time magazine (August
1954), he has perfected a head-shrinking steel skull-cap
to crush improper political thought.

All organizations of school teachers, students, and cul-
tural groups have been suppressed. Thousands of dissi-
dents have been arrested, hundreds shot after summary
military “trials.” In the fake election held to name Castillo
as President, seventy percent of the population was dis-
franchised. The balance were allowed to vote by voice
only, publicly passing by armed guards at specified “poll-
ing” places, shouting “Yes” or “No”.

The country is held under the terror of a “Committee
for National Defense Against Communism.” This commit-
tee can jail anyone for six months on suspicion without
trial. If released, a critic of the government can be picked
up again at any time, any number of times, and held again
in jail for another six months without trial.

The ambitious road-building program, housing projects,
and public works of all kinds begun by the Arbenz gov-
ernment have been halted. The result has been a steep
increase in unemployment. As under Ubico, Guatemala
City is filled with ragged and barefoot beggars. Wages,
according to Carlton Beals, an authority on Latin Ameri-
ca, have been cut in half in the short space of a year and
a half.

The agrarian program has been frozen, but United
Fruit has been given back 130,000 of its expropriated
acres. Other landowners have repossessed their lands by
force—but Castillo Armas has not yet dared to openly
defy the land-hungry peasantry. Legally the land relations
are to remain at the status quo until January 31, 1956,
when Castillo Armas and the latifundia owners hope the
terror will have sufficiently conditioned the country for a
complete return to feudal relations.
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UATEMALA’S present situation was summed up

shortly after Washington’s puppet regime took power
by the British New Statesman: “. . . the decade of reform
in Guatemala [is] over. The way is now clear for the
suppression of the trade unions . . . the repeal of all legis-
lative nonsense about labor conditions and land settle-
ment, and the restitution, in cash or in kind, of national-
ized land-owning ‘rights.” Mr. Dulles can sleep undis-
turbed by fears of the ‘communist threat’ in Central
America. . . .

The CIO News declared last August that the Castillo
Armas government “was turning back the clock of social
progress.” Protesting that union workers are being vic-
timized under the cloak of the anti-communist campaign,
the CIO News stated, “About half the Communist Party
members in Guatemala (reported to number about 2,000)
have either taken refuge . . . or fled the country. Yet it
is estimated that between 5,000 and 8,000 people have
been thrown in jail. . . . The new land law not only stops
the process of giving unused land to poor peasants, but
now makes it possible for the rich landowners to re-open
their cases and get their lands back.” All this is having a
“disastrous effect upon the people of other Latin-Ameri-
can countries who are watching closely the way things
develop in Guatemala.”

Daniel James, former managing editor of the New
Leader, in his book on Guatemala written after the Armas
counter-revolution, outlines a policy for the United States
to follow, to justify what he admits was U.S. interven-
tion. He proposes:

1. That the United States see to it that a progressive and
democratic regime by maintained. “We cannot afford to
have a return to anything resembling the Ubico period.”
But Castillo, Ubico’s heir by family as well as policy, has
already marked a clear path, blessed by Dulles, straight
back to Ubico as fast as his guns will clear the way.

2. See that private U.S. business interests do not return
to “business as usual.” James suggests that the United
States government, which acted as the lawyer for United
Fruit in its claims against the Arbenz government, act as
a father confessor to both the company and the new
regime, and get them to mend their ways and give the
workers a break. In this direction, United Fruit, according
to the CIO News, has led the way by drawing up a huge
blacklist of union workers, who are being fired by the
company in wholesale lots.

3. As a last point, James requests that the United States
contribute economically to Guatemala’s welfare, to lift it
out of the morass of economic misery which the one-crop
system and feudal economy have brought upon its people.
No doubt some American dollars will be sunk in this
cause—but with the proviso that the social status quo
which brought about the economic prostration, remain
intact.

Up to now there has been nothing in the actions or
policies of Washington to recommend itself either to the
Guatemalan people, or to the millions in similar condition
throughout Central America. The experience can only
lead to further and more determined efforts to rid them-
selves of imperialist overlords and their native servitors.
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——A Review-Article

THE POPULIST REVOLT, By John
D. Hicks. University of Minnesota
Press, Minneapolis, 1955, $6.

THE AGE OF REFORM, by Richard
Hofstadter. Alfred A. Knopf, New
York, 1955, $4.50.

Before the rise of the CIO in the
mid-thirties, the most important chal-
lenge laid down to the rule of the fi-
nancial and industrial oligarchy was
the Populist revolt of the 1890’s—a
movement of insurgent farmers rely-
ing on the ballot box and legislative
redress. This farm rebellion has left a
deep imprint on American political at-
titudes and found a secure place in the
country’s literature and folklore. It rep-

When the
Farmers

Raised Hell

by Bert Cochran

University of Minnesota, begins with
the frontier background of the revolt.
No sooner did the Civil War end than
there began a frenzied expansion West-
ward leading to an unprecedented
speculative boom. From 1870 to 1900
more new farm land was taken up than
in all previous American history (from
408 million to 839 million acres). The
railroads received lavish grants in land
and money and with the subsidized help
of newspapers and public officials be-
gan to entice a veritable army of set-
tlers into the virgin territories. The in-
flux was like an avalanche, and con-
comitantly, easy credit money poured
in from the East as the craze was on
to secure high-interest farm mortgages.

“SoME OF THE ‘ANARCHISTS’ WHO Raise Our WHEAT”

[Drawn for the New York Journal; reproduced in the Review of Reviews,
September, 1896.]

resented, as Hicks suggests, the farmers’
last stand “to save agricultural Ameri-
ca from the devouring jaws of indus-
trial America.”

This classical study, first written in
1931 and now again reprinted by the
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“According to William Allen White,
agents in Kansas with a plethora of
money on their hands drove about the
country in buggies, soliciting patronage
and freely placing loans on real estate
up to its full valuation, pointing in

justification to the steadily mounting
price of land. . . . It was not their own
capital that was at stake but the capi-
tal of distant investors, and the more
they lent the more they made for their
own profits.” If newspaper advertise-
ments of the period are any guide, in-
creases in land value of 400 to 600
percent were by no means unusual
from 1881 to 1887. By the latter year
the bubble burst and the deflation
started. Boom towns collapsed even
more rapidly than they had sprung up.
As news of the farm crisis spread, East-
ern investors tried to get out from un-
der, and countless real estate men,
mortgage vendors, railway promoters
and bankers were cleaned out. “Hard
times settled down upon the whole
frontier, not to be shaken off for a
decade.”

Along with the catastrophic drop in
the price of wheat and corn came the
drop in cotton, and, therewith, the
crisis struck the South, which was still
dependent on the cotton economy. Af-
ter the Civil War, the old planters
evolved into and fused with the new
class of landlord-merchants. The crop-
lien system became dominant, the ef-
fect of which was to impose a condi-
tion of peonage throughout the cotton
South. The farmer, black or white, who
gave a lien on his crop, delivered him-
self body and soul to the merchant
who held the mortgage. He had to get
all his purchases approved, he could
buy only what the merchant chose to
sell him at monopoly prices, he had to
market his crop through the merchant
until his entire debt was satisfied. Es-
timates varied, but according to Hicks,
three-quarters to nine-tenths of the
farmers of the cotton South were en-
snared by the crop-lien system.

As foreclosures increased with the
mounting crisis, as many small farmers
lapsed into tenantry, or were driven off
the land, and many farms were getting
concentrated in the hands of mer-
chants, loan agents or wealthier farm-
ers, a frenzied cry went up for a new
deal, and the decade of struggle of the
“embattled farmers” began. Farmer in-
surgency was not a new thing. There
had been plenty of it in the 1870’s
which saw the formation of the
Granges and the Greenback Party. But
it had never attained the dimensions
and aggressiveness of the 1890s.

Hicks rests his explanation for the
revolt on Turner’s “frontier theory” of
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