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all the opponents of his policies into 
one pile of "appeasers" of, and sym­
pathizers with, aggression, present­
ing himself as the champion of 
peace, democracy and national 
freedom. This is, of course, nothing 
else but a trick to confuse the peo­
ple; and one of the ways to expose 
this fact is to show that the oppo­
nents of the government's war pol­
icies cannot be lumped into one 
pile; that there are opponents and 
"opponents"; that the anti-imperial­
ist and peace opposition of growing 
masses of the people headed by 
labor is one thing while the "oppo­
sition" of the Hoover-Lindbergh 
kind is a different thing altogether. 
Take, first, the Hoover-Lindbergh 
"opposition," the one that seeks to 
create for itself a mass base through 
the leadership of such organizations 
as the "America First Committee" 
and the "No Foreign Wars Com­
mittee." What do these forces really 
oppose and what do they want? 

To begin with, the Hoover-Lind­
bergh crowd does not oppose the 
expansionist plans of American im­
perialism. They are as strong for 
these plans as the Roosevelts, and 
perhaps stronger, if that is possible. 
Together with the Roosevelts, the 
Hoover-Lindbergh crowd seeks to 
exploit the present war to secure 
for the imperialists of the United 
States as much foreign territory, 
spheres of influence and strategic 
positions as is possible. They all seek 
a dominating position for American 
imperialism in the redivision of the 
world for which the war is fought. 
On these objectives they are all 
agreed, because these are the class 
objectives of the imperialist bour-

gems1e of the United States whose 
interests are represented by the 
Hoovers, Roosevelts and Lind­
berghs. On this jiundamental ques­
tion, imperialism versus anti-impe­
rialism, the Hoover - Lindbergh 
crowd is no opponent of the Roose­
velt crowd. They are in the same 
class, in the same camp, in the camp 
of the imperialist bourgeoisie. 

If this is so, what is the meaning 
of the Hoover-Lindbergh peace agi­
tation? What is it that these forces 
don't like in the Roosevelt policies? 
Why are they insisting upon keep­
ing America out of war and looking 
for a negotiated peace? On matters 
of internal policy, the Hoover­
Lindbergh forces are not fully sat­
isfied that the Roosevelt Adminis­
tration is moving fast enough with 
the curtailment and destruction of 
the people's rights and economic 
standards. They want more speed 
and more ruthlessness. And on mat­
ters of foreign policy, they seem to 
think that the best bet for American 
imperialist aggrandizement is to 
force peace negotiations in the im­
mediate future, while "aiding'' Eng­
land within certain limits and 
keeping this country in the position 
of a non-belligerent. 

This orientation of the Hoover­
Lindbergh forces seems to rest on 
the assumption that England will 
have to sue for peace in the near 
future; and should this come about, 
it will be a peace disadvantageous 
to American imperialism. To fore­
stall such an eventuality, the 
Hoover-Lindbergh forces favor an 
initiative by the United States to 
promote a move towards peace ne­
gotiations and looking towards a 
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settlement that would reduce Eng­
land, restrain the ambitions of the 
powers of the tri-partite pact and 
perhaps divide them, and establish 
American imperialism in a dom­
inant world position for further ex­
pansion. Without touching at this 
point on the realism of such an 
orientation, it is clear that its out­
look is not for peace at all but for 
a temporary truce and breathing 
spell to enable American imperial­
ism to prepare better for the even­
tual armed conflict with German 
and Japanese imperialism. 

How does this compare with the 
estimate and orientation of the 
Roosevelt forces? These too seem to 
think that if American "aid" to Eng­
land does not come forth with 
greater speed and decisiveness, 
England's ruling circles may choose 
to seek a peace which will seriously 
endanger the expansionist plans of 
American imperialism. But whereas 
the Hoover-Lindbergh forces con­
clude from this that the United 
States should therefore seek to 
"forestall" England in the matter 
of peace negotiations. the Roosevelt 
forces seek to }Jolster up Britain, 
and keep her gmng, with more ma­
terial aid and greater military col­
laboration. The expectation 1s that 
this will exhaust the Axis powers 
still further; England certainly will 
be exhausted; and this will create a 
relation of forces enabling American 
imperialism to assume a decisive 
position in the peace-making. 

Furthermore: the Hoover-Lind­
bergh forces still cling to the hope 
that it is possible, by a certain kind 
of compromise settlement between 
the big imperialist powers in the 

near future, to "switch" the war 
over to a war against the Soviet 
Union. These forces also fear that 
a prolongation of the present war 
will give rise to serious revolution­
ary upheavals in the capitalist coun­
tries of Europe, including England, 
and in the colonies. They also have 
no great confidence in the ability of 
Social-Democratism to check suc­
cessfully such developments. Hence, 
their great anxiety to attempt an 
imperialist settlement. 

And what about the Roosevelt 
forces? These too continue to orien­
tate on "switching" the war to an 
attack against the Soviet Union; 
only they don't seem to believe it 
possible in the immediate future 
and without keeping the present 
war going for some time yet. And 
as to the possibility of revolution­
ary upheavals, the Roosevelt forces 
fear that as much as the other im­
perialists; only they display more 
confidence in Social-Democratism as 
a check upon the masses. 

From the foregoing it is clear that 
both the Roosevelt policies as well 
as those of the Hoover-Lindbergh 
crowd lead, in the final analysis, to 
the same thing. They lead to ever 
greater and fuller military partici­
pation of the United States in the 
war as an ally of England, to secure 
for American imperialism a decisive 
share in the redivision of the world; 
and-internally-to a war dictator­
ship of the imperialist bourgeoisie. 
And if the imperialist bourgeoisie 
remains in power, this means even­
tually a "peace" of violence and op­
pression which could be nothing else 
but the starting point for new and 
more devastating wars. The Roose-
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velt policies lead in this direction in 
one way; the Hoover-Lindbergh 
policies might take the country, at 
one stage or another, through a 
somewhat different way; but their 
main direction and objectives are 
the same, and so must inevitably be 
the result. 

The reason for this has already 
been indicated. Both belong to and 
speak for the imperialist bourgeoi­
sie. Both fight for and seek to realize 
the fundamental objectives of this 
bourgeoisie in the present world sit­
uation. Both policies are, therefore, 
imperialist and reactionary. Roose­
velt's claim to being different in this 
respect from the Hoover-Lindbergh 
crowd, the "appeasers," is sheer 
pretense designed to bind the masses 
to the imperialist war wagon by 
"democratic" and anti-fascist" 
demagogy. Equally fraudulent are 
the claims of the Hoover-Lindbergh 
crowd to being different from the 
Roosevelt "interventionists" on the 
fundamental issue of imperialism 
and war or anti-imperialism and 
peace. Imperialist "appeasers" turn 
"interventionist" by the force of 
events just as naturally as imperial­
ist "interventionists" turn "appeas­
ers." 

The transformations undergone 
by imperialist policy in England 
and France for the last sev­
eral years are conclusive proof of 
this truth which is also demonstrat­
ed by the transformations of 
imperialist policy in the United 
States. The road seems to be: from 
"appeasement" to ''intervention" 
and from "intervention" to "ap­
peasement"; and when the fortunes 
of war turn unfavorable, the impe-

rialist bourgeoisie seeks to save it­
self by outright surrender to the 
foreign conquerors, by capitulation 
and national betrayal. These possi­
bilities are inherent in the Roose­
velt policies just as much as in those 
of Hoover and Lindbergh. 

Only the working class, heading a 
united anti-imperialist peace front 
of the people, can save and protect 
the nation. Only the masses of the 
people, headed by a united working 
class, following an international 
anti-imperialist peace policy like 
the policy of the Soviet Union, can 
bring the war to an end, bring a true 
and just peace to the peoples, and 
make the recurrence of war forever 
impossible. 

THE ANTI-IMPERIALIST 

STRUGGLES OF THE MASSES 

AND A NEGOTIATED PEACE 

WHEN Senator Wheeler criti­
cizes the war-making policies 

of the Roosevelt Administration, in­
sisting that America be kept from 
further involvement in the war and 
supporting in a measure the mass 
demands for the protection of the 
economic standards and civil rights 
of the people, he is reflecting to a 
certain extent the desires and 
wishes of the masses of the Ameri­
can people. Altogether inadequately, 
and in many respects distortedly, he 
is nevertheless voicing in a measure 
the growing opposition of the masses 
to imperialist adventures, war and 
reaction. Considering furthermore 
that the membership of the Senate 
does not contain a single represent­
ative of the true anti-imperialist 
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