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The C ltairman
FELLOW-WORKERS, FRIENDS, LADIES AND GENTLECOMRADES,
MEN : We are all grateful to NEW MASSES for making this
occasion possible. I am .especially grateful for the honer and privilege of introducing the distinguished speakers who will follow.
I sometimes regret that I never joined the Presbyterian Church,
because that church has an official known as a Moderator. I feel
that my function in connection with this great peace movement is
that of moderating the passions of those who are so enthusiastic
for this or that method of keeping out of war that when the
crisis actually comes we shall be unable to present· a united front
.
in favor of peace.
I am not in the least afraid of what any other country can
do to us. I do not believe that any other country will make war
upon the United States. I believe that we must consider the peace
question from the point of view of the American people. How can
we as human beings keep ourselves from making war; and help
keep war out of the world? I believe thoroughly in the value of
such public discussions as we are going to have this evening. I
believe that this discussion increases the interest in the question
of peace, and the desire of the American people for peace. Further,
I believe there is a place in these discussions for both points of
view which will be presented tonight.
In 1914 I was an isolationist and if the same situation arose
again (an imperialist war), I should be an isolationist again. On
the other hand, I was strong for collective action in the period
after 1920 when I believed the United States had an opportunity
to join an organization tending toward collective security, toward
keeping war out of the world. Taking a long view of the situation, the state of the world at the present time is based upon
conquest; and in order to correct this state, in order to make

peace genuinely possible, all the nations that desire peace must
unite to that end. The task is too great for any single country.
Tonight we are discussing the question: Should the United
States government join in concerted action against the fascist
~tates? The affirmative will be presented by Mr. Earl Browder,
the general secretary of the Communist Party of America, and
the negative will be presented by Mr. Frederick J. Libby, the
executive secretary of the National Council for Prevention of
War. At the outset Mr. Browder will speak until 9:30, at which
time there will be a radio broadcast in which the speakers will
participate in joint debate. Mr. Libby will then speak for fortyfive minutes, after which Mr. Browder will speak in rebuttal
for ten minutes, Mr. Libby for fifteen, and Mr. Browder five
minutes in closing.
I am going to ask this audience to restrain their expressions
of approval and disapproval because in order to keep to our program on time it is necessary that the speakers should have every
minute at their disposal. The time belongs to them rather than
to us, therefore I ask you to give the speakers every opportunity
to present th~ir respective cases to this audience. And now as the
opening of this debate it gives me very great pleasure to introduce
an old friend, as well as an honored leader, Earl Browder, secretary of the Communist Party of America.

Mr. Browder
MR. LIBBY, AND FRIENDs: My task tonight
M is CHAIRMAN,
to sustain the position that the United States, in the
R.

interests of preserving world peace, should take part in concerted international action to restrain the fascist warmaking governments.
It is in the interest of clarity that Mr. Libby IS the spokesman
for the opposite point of view, because he is the most consistent
spokesman for the· neutrality bloc which promises to keep America
out of war through isolationist policies.
Before we examine any proposals directed toward world peace
perhaps we should first answer the question-is world peace worth
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preserving? The most prominent spokesmen for the so-called neutrality policy have generally agreed that it is not worth the effort.
They have abandoned the very idea of world peace. They have
substituted the acceptance of an inevitable general world war.
Some of them even consider that such a war will be of benefit to
the rest of the world. They agree only that America should at all
costs keep out of the war and, therefore, ·faced with a world in
danger of war, keep out of world affairs.
Allow me to speak against all of these ideas. It is possible to
halt those forces which are dragging the world toward war. It is
worthwhile doing this because, however bad may be the peace
precariously maintained at present, it is better than war. To attempt to isolate America from world affairs, at a moment when her
moral and economic influence could be decisive in the interests of
peace, means in reality to surrender the world to the warmakers,
to make America their partner, and finally, to bring that war to
the whole American people.
Is it possible to identify the enemies of world peace? Is it
possible to direct our main effort toward restraining them? Mr.
Libby and his friends say no. They say all governments are equally
guilty of threatening world peace. They say any attempt to identify the warmakers means an arbitrary and unreal classification of
governments as "angels" and "devils." They place in the criminals'
dock the government of the United States and President Roosevelt
alongside the Nazi regime and Hitler. In the present state of the
world it seems rather childish to find it necessary to argue against
such a point of view. The whole world knows who it is that sends
invading armies across borders and against other nations. The
whole world knows who is conducting aggressive war on other
people's territory and who threatens further war. It is not at all
necessary to look for "angels" and "devils," but only to ask who
aggressively cross their own borders. They are the governments of
the self-styled anti-Communist alliance, the governments headed
by Hitler, Mussolini, and the Mikado. If it is desirable to restrain
the warmakers, then it is possible to identify them without the
slightest doubt. It is further possible to deal with them as a group,
because they are associated with common aims.
Perhaps, however, the warmakers are so powerful and so well
placed that the peoples and governments who seek peace cannot
hope to restrain them, and must of necessity retreat or surrender?
But most obviously this is not true. The warmaking governments
control-by terror and suppression-not more than 10 percent of
the population of the world. Their control of economic resources
is certainly no more favorable to them. Mr. Libby assumes that it
is even more favorable to the peace-seeking peoples by identifying
the warmakers as the "have-not" nations. The peace-seeking peoples occupy the most strategic positions geographically, which
makes the isolation of the warmakers a relatively simple technical
problem. Finally, the peace-seekers have an enormous moral advantage. They express the desire of all peoples, even those controlled by the fascist governments, for peace. This moral advantage can consolidate not only the overwhelming majority of
the peace-seeking nations behind a positive peace policy, but it is
also capable of arousing the oppressed millions under the fascist
governments, once the easy victories of the dictators come to an
end. The peace-seelcing peoples have an overwhelming advantage
in numbers and resources, in geographical and moral positions.
They are superior in every factor which can influence the course
of world affairs-except the will to use their advantage. This
missing factor I wish to help produce. Mr. Libby is against producing the missing factor. This is the essential difference between
us.
What is the secret of the success of the fascists in their drive
toward world domination? It is an open secret which the whole
world knows. It is the division among the peace-seekers. The warmaking powers know what they want and move toward it concertedly and ruthlessly. They take one bite at a time out of the
world they wish to devour entirely. Manchuria was taken by the
Japanese militarists, while the rest of the world did nothing except
utter moral condemnation. Ethiopia was invaded by Mussolini-
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and the gestures of restraint were carefully calculated not to be
effective, and quickly abandoned when they inconvenienced Mussolini. The demilitarized Rhineland was occupied and fortified by
the Nazis-and again there was only the reading of a moral lecture. Spain is invaded by Hitler and Mussolini and subjected to
the most ferocious slaughter-and the peace-seeking nations respond by treating the Spanish republic as the criminal to be
quarantined. Austria is invaded and wiped out as an independent
nation-and Mr. Libby, with his associates of the neutrality bloc,
hail the event as "a step towards stability." It is clear that the
fascists succeed in dragging the world into war because the peace
forces of the Western democracies are divided ; they have no
general plan of action ; many of them desert one another; they act
with the greatest consideration toward the fascist warmakers and
the greatest lack of consideration toward their victims. The majority of peace-seeking nations, the bourgeois-democratic countries,
have allowed themselves to become confused and paralyzed by
the threat of fascist aggression from without and by the demagogic
trickery of powerful reactionary minorities within.
It is clear that the whole problem is that of defeating the
reactionary minorities within, and achieving some degree of a com. mon front among, the peace-seeking nations. The trU!UP card of.
my opponent and his associates of the neutrality bloc, upon which
they gamble all their chips, is, in the last analysis, the confusion
and disunity among the peace-seeking peoples and their assumption
that this condition is not remediable. They assume that there is no
leadership capable of bringing any unity among the peace-seekers.
They point to the fact that when the Soviet Union, through the
Litvinov proposals, gives the initiative to this end, the Western democracies are silent, refusing to allow the land of Socialism
to lead the peace forces. They point to the fact that when the
Mexican republic, through President Cardenas, offers a similar
initiative, the'great democracies are too proud to take a lead from
one of the smaller nations. They point to the fact that Britain,
assumed to be among the democracies, has turned her back on
the goal of organized peace and, under the leadership of Chamberlain, is making her own terms with the warmakers at the
expense of the rest of the world. They point to the fact that the
French republic, itself saved from a fascist insurrection only by
the hasty erection of the Front Populaire, is paralyzed by fear
and drags at the apron-strings of Chamberlain. Where, they triumphantly ask, is there a leadership which can bring any stability
into this swamp of indecision and cowardice?
There is not the slightest desire on my part to evade or underestimate any of these difficulties. It is only by facing them fully and
frank:ly that we can find the way to overcome them. But we declare
that it is possible to overcome all difficulties, it is possible to
organize the world peace-front. This is possible, however, only on
condition that we set ourselves this task, that we refuse to surrender either to our own difficulties or to the threats of the
warmakers. We declare that the alternative is to surrender the
world to universal catastrophe.
From where can the leadership come that has the possibility of
organizing the peace forces of the world? We propose that it shall
come from the United States. The United States has the strongest
selfish interest in peace, without which it cannot maintain world
commerce so necessary to it under the present system. We say that
the United States is in the privileged position of being able to
assume world leadership fQr peace without serious danger to itself.
The United States holds in its hands the key to world peace. The
question before us is, shall we hesitate, fumble, and drop this key
through fear or incapacity? If we do, that will be the most unprofitable and most shameful page in American history.
Let us, before we proceed farther, examine in more detail this
privileged position in which the United States finds itself. I am
glad to note that on this point Mr. Libby agrees with me. He has
written several times recently that the United States is entirely
immune from foreign invasion. In February 1938 he wrote: "We
should give due consideration to the fact which is vouched for by
leading military and naval experts, that our country cannot be
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invaded . . . . We cannot have a war, therefore, unless we seek
it abroad." I will leave it to Mr. Libby to establish this point in
detail. I ·accept it as substantially correct with two important
qualifications: first, that it is true only for the immediate period
and the present world-relation of forces but will be changed substantially if the fascist governments succeed in subjugating Western Europe and China; and second, it is true only for continental
United States and does not apply to the Philippines, Hawaii and
the Pacific Islands, or Alaska. I must, however, draw opposite
conclusions from those of Mr. Libby from these facts. He says
that, since we are safe, we should risk nothing for the peace of the
world. I say, precisely because we are safe for the present we,
above all, must take the leadership in preserving the peace of the
world, which 'is also to guarantee our own peace for the future.
A further feature of America's privileged position is our unexampled economic resources. Not only has the United States
almost half of the world's accumulated wealth and productive
resources, but we are also most nearly, among all nations, economically self-sufficient. Considering the greater mobility of
American we~lth and production, we can easily say that the
economic weight of our country in world affairs is equal to, or
greater than, that of all other countries combined.
In short, we are not exaggerating when we say that the United
States occupies a position as nearly ideal as one could hope to find
in this imperfect world, for leadership in organizing world peace.
Power without responsibility is soon dissipated. We propose that
our country should accept the responsibility that goes with power.
We propose American leadership to save the world from war.
Of course, we are keenly conscious that anyone who advocates
world peace in this practical way will be charged with being in
favor, in reality, of a preventive war against the fascist powers. I
feel certain that Mr. Libby will repeat this charge tonight as he
has been. making it heretofore at every opportunity. When President Roosevelt, in his famous Chicago speech advocating quarantine of the aggressors, gave a brief indication of such a positive
peace policy as I am defending, the neutrality advocates joined in
the shout that this was a policy of dragging America into war.
But what do we actually propose? We propose to make peace
profitable and war unprofitable. We do not propose war or any
steps that would lead toward war. We do not propose any entangling alliances, nor any limitation upon American freedom of
decision and action. We do not even propose that America shall
accept leadership from any other country. We do not propose to
abandon any of the great American traditions in foreign policy.
We do not propose any revolutionary innovations.
The sum and substance of a positive peace policy, according to
our conception, is to withdraw America's economic and moral influence from direct or il1direct support of the warmaking governments, and to cast this influence instead on the side of peace
and the peace-seeking nations. We propose that the United States
should distinguish between those nations which violate their
obligations to us to refrain from warlike aggression against their
neighbors, obligations which they voluntarily assumed by solemn
treaty, and those governments which on the contrary observe
these treaty obligations. We propose that the United States shall
cut off all economic intercourse with those governments which
violate the Kellogg pact outlawing war, and shall maintain and
extend our economic relations with the governments which observe their treaty obligations and especially with those who are
victims of aggression. We propose that the United States shall
follow a policy designed to vindicate the simple laws of morals and
justice, which ought to govern the relations of private individuals,
as the rules paramount of the intercourse of nations.
The whole substance of the policy which I defend here is embodied in the provisions of the O'Connell Peace Bill, which is now
before Congress.
What would be the result of the application of this policy? It
would mean the immediate lifting of the embargo against republican Spain-a shameful embargo which was an unfriendly act
against a democratic government, a violation of our own treaty

3
obligations, and against the interests of America. In its place, it
would lay an embargo against all commercial and economic relations with Germany, Italy, and Japan, as well as against Franco's
armies of invasion in Spain. It would mean that American scrap
iron, cotton, chemicals, and machinery would stop going to Japan
to assist the enslavement of the Chinese people. It would mean
stopping the hundreds of thousands of aerial bombs now being
shipped from America to Hitler. It would mean the complete
divorce of American economy from its present service to the warmaking governments.
Mr. Libby is already on record that this does not create the
danger that the fascist governments will counter such an embargo
by making war against the United States. But many of his friends
in the neutrality bloc do not agree with him on this. In particular,
Dr. Charles E. Beard, speaking for an important part of the neutrality bloc, has written in the New Republic directly against the
policy I am defending, that if the United States ever undertook
such a task:, then in all likelihood the fascist powers in a "war
frenzy," "a spirit of world power or downfall," "would strike
back" and make war against the United States. Against this argument of the Beard section of the neutrality bloc I place the evidence of Mr. Libby himself that "our country cannot be invaded,
we cannot have a war unless we seek it abroad." Unfortunately
the unity of the neutrality bloc is an unprincipled one, and Mr.
Libby and Dr. Beard simply agree to disagree on this point, without in any way disturbing their harmonious cooperation in keeping
America isolated at all costs. This difference of opinion between
them is merely a division of labor. Mr. Libby is to round up for
neutrality all those who will agree on the basis of the argument
of safety, while Dr. Beard shall round up those who can be
scared into neutrality by the threat of immediate invasion.
W auld this policy, which is embodied in the O'Connell Peace
Bill, bring the United States into entangling alliances or limit our
freedom of decision and action? Not in the slightest. We propose
that the United States should assume no special obligations toward
any government except the obligation of impartially applying this
policy to all and sundry. Once the policy is established, of course,
it is assumed that the United States would welcome the adherence
to th~ same sort of policy by as many governments as would wish
to do so or which could be persuaded to do so. We know in advance that some important powers will immediately follow the
lead of the United States, among them certainly the Soviet Union
and Mexico. We can assume that the people of France would
greet such action by the United States with the deepest joy, because it would liberate their People's Front government from its
humiliating bondage to the pro-fascist, tory government of England. We can reasonably expect that, with such a profound change
in the relation of world forces, the British Labor Party would
shake off its present paralysis of fear, and actively rally the peaceloving majority of the English people behind it. We can be absolutely certain that, as a result of such a policy, the peoples of
Spain and China would be enormously strengthened in their heroic
struggle against the fascist invaders and would quickly administer
for the first time some decisive military blows against the invaders
and thus realize in the most practical fashion the popular slogan,
"Take the profits out of war." Through all of these consequences
of the adoption of the O'Connell Peace Bill the United States
would find its privileged position of exemption from the immediate
threat of war not weakened, but, on the contrary, greatly strengthened. In facing every question it would in no wise be hampered in
freedom of decision or action by any entangling alliances or special
obligations.
Is there any danger that with such a policy the United States
would become a catspaw for the sinister ambitions of other powers?
Would there be any danger of falling under the domination of
"perfidious Albion," or raking British chestnuts out of the fire?
This is the great bogeyman of one section of Mr. Libby's neutrality
bloc. His associate, Mr. Quincy Howe, has written a whole book
on the subject, the conclusion of which is that the British tories are
so damnably clever and Americans such constitutional simpletons
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that the only way we can avoid being the carspaw of 'British imperialism is by complete withdrawal from world affairs. But,
strangely enough, neither Mr. Howe nor any other Anglophobe
has the slightest difficulty continuing in the closest comradeship
with Mr. Libby when he praises the Chamberlain tory government
for capitulation to Mussolini, says this is the only path to peace,
and openly advises the United States to model its own foreign
policy on the example of Chamberlain. Strangely enough, they fear
British imperialism only if the Labor Party should come to power
and swing England to the support of a world-peace front headed
by the United States. But they are quite complacent toward a
British imperialism expressed in Chamberlain's alliance with
fascism and even want us to follow England along that shameful
road.
Would the policy that we propose require us to break with the
great American traditions in foreign policy? No, on the contrary,
precisely this policy, and only this, would give us a continuation of
that greatest of all American traditions in this field that was established by Thomas Jefferson as Secretary of State under Washington's administration. At that time the young and weak American
republic, occupying a position far removed from our present overwhelming strength, was not afraid, in the interests of peace and
democracy, to boldly challenge the reactionary aggressors and align
itself on the side of their victim. When in 1793 France, a new
republic such as Spain today, was attacked and blockaded, Thomas
Jefferson wrote :
The idea seems to gain credit that the naval powers combining against
France will prohibit supplies, even of provisions, to that country••.• I
should hope that Congress ... would instantly exclude from our ports all
the manufactures, produce, vessels, and subjects of the nations committing
this aggression, during the continuation of the aggression, and till full satisfaction is made for it.

About the same time Jefferson wrote to Morris, Minister to
France, the following:
·we received information that a National Assembly had met, with full
power to transact the affairs of the nation, and. soon afterwards the Minister of France here presented an application for three million livres, to
be laid out in provisions to be sent to France. . . . We had no hesitation to
comply with the application ... and we shall •.. omit no opportunity of
convincing that nation how cordially we wish to serve them , , , placing
our commerce with that nation and its dependencies on the freest and
most encouraging footing possible.

What America needs today, what the world needs, is a foreign
policy based upon these lines of Thomas Jefferson. The general
line of such a policy has been proposed by President Roosevelt.
It is contained in the O'Connell Bill. The whole country must
be rallied to support it, and to demand its energetic application in
life.
Does the policy which I defend call for a revolutionary change
of the principles of twentieth-century American foreign policy?
No, on the contrary, the basic principle of all American post-war
foreign policy is embodied in the Kellogg-Briand pact, initiated by
the United States and signed by almost every government in the
world, which pledged its signers to abstain from war as an instrument of policy. We propose nothing further than the recognition
of all violations of this treaty, the exclusion of the violators from
economic intercourse with us, and the provision of economic aid
to the victims of such violation.
Let us pass on to the consideration of some of the typical and
standard arguments of the isolationist school of thought, which Mr.
Libby shares and which must be answered here. One of the most
used is the argument that America must not take sides against the
warmakers, because, while they may be formally violating treaties
and world peace, in reality this is only because they have been unjustly dealt with; that they are the "proletariat among nations,"
that they represent the "have-not" peoples, whose demands must
be vindicated against the rich nations, against the "haves." We
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cannot join with Mr. Libby in assuming that, even if this were
true, America should assist or condone the resort to war to remedy
the supposed grievances. But we challenge the assumption of Mr.
Libby's facile classification into "haves" and "have-nots." If we
are to assist the "have-nots" against the "haves," then surely we
must help Ethiopia take possession of Italy and not the other way
around; we must help Manchuria to some of the Japanese wealth;
we must help the Chinese people make Japanese economy serve
their great needs and not the other way around. The wildest
stretch of even Mr. Libby's imagination cannot paint Czechoslovakia as a "have" nation in contrast with Nazi Germany which
threatens its destruction. It is true that the bandit governments,
when they have gobbled up the small and most "have-not" countries, will move towards the object of their greater ambitions, the
wealthy countries, and, above all, the United States, but that is
only the music of the future. I have yet to hear Mr. Libby or any
of his associates propose that that half of the world's wealth which
is held by less than 10 percent of the world's population of the
United States should be divided up among the other nations of
the world in order to bring about that equality among the peoples which would wipe out this classification of "haves" and "havenots." Perhaps Mr. Libby does believe that America's wealth
should be so distributed. If so, he could tell us tonight. If not,
he should drop the meaningless clltssification of "haves" and
"have-nots" which is only a shame-faced justification for fascist
aggression. It is an interesting historical sidelight on this argument that it was Japanese imperialism which taught this slogan
to Mr. Libby and his friends, which first justified military aggression against weaker peoples on the grounds that the aggressor
was hard up, a "proletarian among the nations," and needed the
booty. Every common criminal is equally justified in his crime.
But Mr. Libby, in common with all his associates, strenuously
objects to the introduction of moral standards into the relations
between nations. They say it is unrealistic and dangerous. They
say this is the unreal classification of governments into "angels"
and "devils." They cry, we all are sinners together, therefore let
none pass moral judgment upon his neighbor. Since Mr. Libby is
personally a Quaker and a pacifist and also, if he draws the logical
conclusions from his position, a philosophical anarchist who would
desire the immediate dissolution of all governments, there is a certain logic and consistency in his position, but for the great majority
of workaday Americans, who are not Quakers, are not pacifists and
not anarchists, this summary dismissal of moral standards from the
field of foreign relations is unacceptable. We are too keenly (:onscious of the results of such an attitude in the destruction of the
standards of morals and justice between man and man, of the disintegration of all social ties, that must flow from the adoption of
amorality as our guiding principle in international relations. The
advocates of neutrality and isolation argue for the acceptance of
international anarchy as the permanent condition of world affairs.
We declare that the time has come when the continuation of civilization itself, in America as everywhere, depends upon world organization to enforce a minimum moral standard among nations.
The world organization of peace, like the organization of civil
society itself, cannot begin by passing judgment upon all past
crimes that arose from the prevailing anarchy, but it must begin by
establishing certain standards which everyone must now live up to
or find the world organized against them. These first primitive
conditions for a world organization of peace have been established
in the Kellogg pact. Any government which sends armed forces
outside its own borders into the territory of another government
without its consent, or which blockades the ports of another
government, or furnishes arms and munitions to insurrectionists
against another government, with or without a declaration of war,
is guilty of violation of the Kellogg pact solemnly subscribed to by
all the governments of the world, is guilty of aggression, is guilty
of a crime against world peace, a crime which threatens the very
existence of civilization. The foundations for a certain basic world
order which will prevent war by making it unprofitable, has thus
been laid. Mr. Libby and his friends 'would have us abandon this
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We admit quite readily, of course, the continued existence of great
confusion among the masses and among some of their leaders, but
we believe this confusion is being rapidly dispelled. Just as in the
domestic political issues of our country, so also on foreign policy,
we find the growth of two new political camps which cut across
old party lines, one the camp of progress and democracy, the other
the camp of reaction and fascism. The camp of reaction and fascism in our domestic life is the main force behind the policy of
neutrality and isolation. The camp of progress and democracy is
the main force behind the policy of concerted action under American leadership to restrain the fascist warmak:ing governments.
When Mr. Libby called upon his followers recently to rejoice,
because, as he expressed it, "Hoover resumes leadership in international affairs," and joyously reported Hoover's return from a
visit with Hitler and his complete rejection of the theory of concerted efforts against aggressor states, we have a right and a
duty to ask what this means in the domestic life of our country.
When Mr. Libby advises us to listen to Boake Carter for our
radio interpretation of the news, when he asks us to agree with
William Randolph Hearst's editorials on foreign affairs, when he
asks us to get inspiration from Father Coughlin's radio sermonsall in the interest of peace-we have the right and the duty to
ask him what kind of company is he getting us into, what will
be the effect of this kind of leadership on the daily life of our
country? It is a fact that all the most sinister powers in America,
monopoly capital, Wall Street, the sixty families, and all their
most loyal agents, are fighting on the side represented by my
opponent this evening and against any action to curb the bandit
fascist governments.
On the other hand we have the following significant alignment
of forces on the side which I am defending tonight:
Organized labor, both of the American Federation of Labor and
the Committee for Industrial Organization, overwhelmingly support President Roosevelt's Chicago call for quarantining the
aggressor, as well as the O'Connell Peace Bill. Most of the articulate intellectual circles, university professors, students, writers, are,
in great majority, supporting the O'Connell Bill for concerted action against the aggressors. Church organizations, outside of the
Catholic hierarchy, are at least three-fourths on the same side.
The political forces aligned with the New Deal are almost unani-.
mously in its favor. The great student-strike movement on April
27 marched at least 90 percent under the banner of lifting the
embargo against Spain and the adoption of the O'Connell Peace
Bill. In a recent gathering of peace advocates called in Washington, with the participation of Mr. Libby himself, with the objecThe shameless approval, mock sympathy, or idiotic indifference, with
which the upper classes of Europe have witnessed the mountain fortress of
tive of turning attention away from concerted action and toward
the Caucasus falling a prey to, and heroic Poland being assassinated by,
abstract problems of world economics, a revolt among the guests
Russia, the immense and unresisted encroachments of that barbarous power,
against the program of the leadership of that conference disclosed
whose head is at St. Petersburg, and whose hands are in every cabinet of
the majority on the side of concerted action to restrain the fascist
Europe, have taught the working classes the duty to master for themselves
- warmakers. During the past six months the progressive majority
the mysteries of international politics; to watch the diplomatic acts of their
of the American people have decisively broken away from the
respective governments; to counteract them, if necessary, by all means in
false
neutrality policy. They are emphatically supplementing their
their power; when unable to prevent, to combine in simulfaneous denunciaprogressive and democratic platform in domestic affairs with a
tions, and to vindicate the simple laws of morals and justice, which ought
progressive and democratic foreign policy, the policy of quarantinto govern the relations of private individuals, as the rules paramount of
ing the aggressors. At the same time all the forces of reaction are
the intercourse of nations. The fight for such a foreign policy forms part
gathering for a desperate last-stand fight to maintain the old bankof the general struggle for the emancip~tion of the working classes.
rupt neutrality-policy.
'
Here, in the very words of Marx, we have formulated the preThere are, of course, still some examples of confusiori and a
cise description of the policy we urge upon the United States today.
crossing of lines of the two main camps on the question of foreign
We propose nothing else than that the United States shall establish
relations. Outstanding of these is the alignment of La Follette and
as the guiding principle of its foreign policy "to vindicate the
a few congressional progressives with the neutrality bloc. These
simple laws of morals and justice, which ought to govern the
people are the constitutionally unbranded, unpredictable, and, even
relations of private individuals, as the rules paramount of the interin domestic policies, not consistently progressive; at the present mocourse of nations." Marx himself tells us that the fight for such a
ment they are engaged in some fantastic speculations on a possible
foreign policy forms part of that general struggle for the emancipolitical realignment which would bring them into one camp with
pat.ion of the working class. This is just as profoundly true today
the Republican Party of Hoover and Hamilton. Henry L. Stimson
as It was when Marx first wrote it in 1864.
and a few other outstanding figures of former days in th'e reactionMr. Libby and most of his associates deny there is any relationary camp come out for concerted action against the warmakers, but
ship between alignments on foreign policy and those on domestic
these exceptions only emphasize the rule.
issues. But we cannot accept this shallow separation of the two.
The fascist bloc of warmak:ing powers operates under the flag

foundation. We propose American leadership in further building
upon this foundation.
Those who would have us abandon moral standards between
nations are not only helping to maintain world anarchy and contributing to the eventual triumph abroad of the fascist powers, but
they are also leading us toward surrender to fascism within our
own country. Our most ardent neutrality advocates, like Mr.
Libby, draw the logical conclusion from their position when they
denounce the boycott of Japanese goods as a warlike measure and
demand that the boycott movement shall be disbanded in the interests of peace. They draw the logical conclusion when they demand
that we shall stop all criticism of the crimes of Hitler and Mussolini. They draw the logical conclusion when they attack: the supporters of Spain and China among the American people as the real
warmak:ers and the real danger to the pea,ce of America. But the
further logical conclusion of this demand for moral neutrality in
face of the crimes of the fascist warmak:ers is the break-down of all
social and political morality within America itself. When Mr.
Libby proclaims there is no democracy worth helping in other
lands, he is thereby undermining and discrediting our own democracy in America and weakening it before its domestic enemies.
When moral standards are abandoned in foreign relations, they
will quickly decay and disappear in domestic relations, as has
happened in the domestic life of Germany, Italy, and Japan. Our
neutrality advocates have cynically abandoned moral standards.
We appeal for the strengthening of moral standards.
Some of Mr. Libby's associates, whose collaboration he has
gladly welcomed in joining the so-called Committee to Keep
America Out of War, try to ridicule us, the members of the Communist Party, for our championship of international morality.
Particularly, Norman Thomas, Jay Lovestone, Bertram Wolfe,
accuse us that thereby we have abandoned the teachings of Marx
and Lenin, have abandoned our revolutionary Communist principles. They, on their part, claim to uphold the teachings of Marx
and Lenin by ridiculing moral standards between nations as a
guiding principle. By this, however, they only expose their own
hostility to the teachings of Marx and Lenin, their own renegacy
from the revolutionary principles of Socialism. Against all such
arguments allow me to quote to you somewhat extensively from
the Inaugural Address to the First International written by Karl
Marx in 1864. Dealing with the czarist conquest of the Caucasus,
the suppression of the Polish uprising, and the Russo-Turkish war,
current events of the day, Marx said:
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of the anti-Communist alliance. The neutrality bloc within America agrees with the slogan of Hitler that the menace of Communism and of the Communists is what is endangering the peace
of the world. Because the American people are so overwhelmingly against fascism, our own domestic anti-Communist alliance
says it is against fascism and Communism, but in all their arguments and· in their practical activities we find the menace of
fascism figures very little, if at all, and their main concern is to
fight Communism. And who are the Communists? The antiCommunist alliance certainly is not primarily concerned with my
small party. Their definition of Communism is so broad that it
includes the New Deal and President Roosevelt himself, especially it includes the policy of quarantining the warmaking governments. The anti-Communist slogan in America has exactly the
same significance as Hitler's use of this same slogan to establish
his bloody dictatorship over the German people. It has exactly
the same significance as the same cry against the Spanish republic.
It is preparation for the fascist destruction of democracy and the
republic also in A~erica.
Allow me at this point to repeat once more our answer to the
slanderous charges that Communists are enemies of democracy. We
have declared and we here repeat: The Communist Party opposes
with all its power, and will help to crush by all proper democratic
means, any clique, group, circle, faction, or party which conspires
or acts. to subvert, undermine, weaken, or overthrow, any or all
institutions of American democracy whereby the majority of the
American people have obtained power to determine, in any degree,
their own destiny. We stand 100 percent, under all circumstances,
for the power of the majority of the people to control the destinies
of the country. We will fight with all our power, offering our lives
if necessary, to defeat any and every effort, whether it comes from
within or without our country, to impose over the American people
and nation the will of any selfish minority, group, party, clique, or
conspiracy.
Allow me to ask everyone who makes the old charges against
the Communists if they are willing to pledge themselves to the unconditional support of democracy as clearly and unequivocally as
we do.
The organization for which Mr. Libby speaks has declared officially that it "does not cooperate with Communists or fascists."
I do not question that this prohibition against cooperation with
fascists is applied to the open, self-labeled fascist groups in America. But these are not the most dangerous expressions of fascism in
our country. Hitler also spoke against fascism when he was fighting
for power; he operated under the slogan of Socialism ; he called his
party the National Socialist Party. We must not be surprised that
American fascism is taking on the banners of democracy and even
of labor. Who can forget our famous "Liberty League," even
though the du Ponts would like to have us forget it. And with
these, the most dangerous, fascists who sail under the flag of
liberty like Hitler did under the flag of Socialism, are precisely the
most powerful and welcome supporters of Mr. Libby's viewpoint.
Must I mention any names other than those of Hamilton Fish,
Father Coughlin, and William Randolph Hearst to substantiate
this charge?
Mr. Libby's organization does not cooperate with Communists,
they say. Surely they do not cooperate with the Communist Party,
for on the question of the road to peace we stand in opposite
camps; but when they can find anyone who calls himself Communist, but who at the same time supports neutrality and isolation
then we find Mr. Libby and his organization are quite ready for
the closest collaboration. Mr. Libby is a member of the Committee to Keep America Out of War. This body was launched at a
meeting in the Hippodrome, New York, on March 9, in which
Mr. Libby sat on the platform. Mr. Oswald Garrison Villard, the
meeting's chairman, praised one of the speakers, Mr. Bertram D.
Wolfe, as "the tireless organizer" of the whole affair. Mr. Wolfe
calls himself a Communist. He made a speech at that meeting, in
which he declared that in case of war between the United States
and Japan he proposed to work for the defeat of the United States.
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Not Mr. Libby nor any of his associates on that platform repudiated that slogan at the meeting or since, and they continue to
work together in close alliance. Mr. Libby may reply that Mr.
Wolfe is not really a Communist at all. That is absolutely true,
and we would like to emphasize this to the whole world. Mr.
Wolfe has for years, however, maintained close connections with
the Bukharin group in the Soviet Union, the leaders of which a
few weeks ago were executed for applying in the most practical
way in that country the slogan that Mr. Wolfe put forth for
America, the defeat of our own country in a possible war with
Japan. Is it too much to ask Mr. Libby if he agrees to collaborate
with people who call themselves Communists only provided they
stand for the defeat of the United States in case of a war with
Japan? Or does he agree to collaborate with that kind of selfstyled Communist only because he knows they are not Communists
at all but sail under a false flag? And may we ask what Mr. Libby
thinks about this use of the slogan for the defeat of our government when faced with a fascist power, when this slogan is put
forth from the same platform on which he sits, under the auspices
of an organization of .which he is a leading member? We, on our
part, are prepared to answer this question with full sharpness. We
consider Mr. Bertram D. Wolfe no better than an under-cover
agent for Japanese imperialism. We declare that if, in spite of all
our efforts for peace, Mr. Libby's policy should prevail and therefore war should in fact occur between Japan and the United
States, then we consider that the interest of world progress, of
peace, of democracy, of the independence of China's four-hundred
millions, of the future of America, and of the Japanese people
itself, all joined to demand the defeat of Japan's militarist government in such a war, and we would make that defeat a major
guiding consideration of our whole policy under present world
relationships.
The greatest danger to the peace of the whole world is the
retreat of the peace-seeking nations before the fascist offensive.
The fascist menace has grown on its easy victories. If this course
is not stopped, the fascist war aggression will soon be on American
soil itself. This is apparent to anyone with the slightest knowledge
of the course of world affairs since 1931. Yet, the neutrality bloc
and not least its spokesman, Mr. Libby, find their only hope of
world peace in continued retreats and surrenders to the fascist
powers.
Within the past few weeks Mr. Libby's official organ, a publication called Peace Action, often under Mr. Libby's signature, has
expressed an attitude toward current events which is identical with
Chamberlain in London and leads in the same direction of coming
to agreement with fascism on its own terms. With regard to Austria they expressed "relief to have this inevitable union over with"
and concluded that "it will be a step towards stability." They are
satisfied that "The future of Spain is apparently in process of solution ... in the discussions between Chamberlain and Mussolini."
They are hopeful that Czechoslovakia "will now sever itself from
Russia and develop its ties with Germany." They declare that
"Danzig belongs to Germany and will return to Germany." They
express the hope that Germany and Poland, while settling the corridor problem, will also decide without disagreement the fate of
Memel and, presumably, also of Lithuania. They say "these
changes . . . should have been made years ago." They urge the
United States to follow in the Far East the same disgraceful course
Chamberlain has followed in the Mediterranean, toward Hitler,
and toward Spain. They speak apologetically of Franco's bombardments of Barcelona, against which they are unable to arouse any
indignation whatever, not even as much as the Pope who blesses
Franco. In judging the effects of Franco's recent military successes
in Spain they cannot see in this any new menace to European
peace; on the contrary, they conclude, "Europe is much nearer
peace today than it was a month ago." These are quotations from
the current issues of Peace Action, edited by Mr. Libby. In not one
single issue of that paper, not one single article, not a paragraph,
not a sentence, can be found a word in condemnation of Hitler,
Mussolini, or the Mikado, as the violators of world peace. And all
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of this, which clearly represents the path of surrender to the warmakers and to fascism, is presented as "peace action." Such is the
conclusion to which neutrality will bring all its adherents if they
do not break once and for all with that bankrupt policy.
Those for whom I speak, and on this I am sure I speak the mind
of the majority of the American people, see in every victory of the
fascist warmakers a darker gathering of clouds of war over the
world, including America. We declare Chamberlain's criminal
sellout has stimulated every reactionary and warmaking force. We
see in the conquest of Austria a knife in the back of the Czechoslovakian republic, the last oasis of democracy in central Europe,
which can stand only by unity with Franco and the Soviet Union.
We find Spain's contribution to world peace in the heroic republican forces that brought Franco's foreign armies to a halt. We
find the hope of the Far East is China's magnificent national unity
and military successes against the Japanese. In short, we see every
one of the questions from the exactly opposite viewpoint of Hitler,
Mussolini, and the Mikado, and therefore from the exactly opposite viewpoint of my opponent of this evening and of his associates.
They see peace only in the victory of the fascist dic~ators; we see
peace only in the defeat and destruction of fascism. That is why
my opponent wants the United States to continue helping the fascist dictators; that is why we demand that the United States shall
take the lead in concerted efforts to halt them.
Would a courageous initiative by the United States against the
warmakers receive enough support in the world to defeat them?
Ye~, we would have overwhelming support if we displayed a firm
policy. It is certain the Soviet Union would wholeheartedly support such a policy. We would end the hesitations of the French
government and its dependence upon Britain. We would encourage
British democracy to throw over the cynical Chamberlain. America
alone could change the whole course of world affairs by our moral
and economic influence. We could ensure the victory of the Spanish
republic, which was almost at the point of victory several times
while American influence was thrown the other way. We could
ensure the victory of China, which, without our help, is already
bringing Japan to the verge of collapse. The defeat of the warmakers in these two areas would shatter the myth of their inevitable victory, would release the democratic aspirations of their own
people, who would quickly abolish their defeated dictators. And
we could do all that without the slightest danger of involving the
United States in war. Failure to do this will create for us the
danger of war. The United States enjoyed for a time a privileged
positiOn. This makes it our inescapable responsibility to use this
position to help organize the peace of a world in which no other
land is so fortunately situated. If we delay too long, our immunity
will quickly disappear in a world made victim to fascist aggression,
conquest, and destruction. By acting now against the warmakers
of the world, we can keep America out of war.

Radio Broadcast
had been intended to broadcast after both speakers had made
I Ttheir
opening statements, but the exigencies of the radio schedule made it necessary to move the time forward. The broadcast
was over the WMCA network, covering the Middle Atlantic
region.-THE EDITORS.
QuESTION BY FREDERICK J. LIBBY: Mr. Browder, just before
you finished expounding your theory of peace and democracy, you
admitted that it may get us into war with Japan, whereupon you
burst out with the astounding admission that the defeat of Japan
in such a war should be "a major guiding consideration for our
whole policy." If this means anything-and I feel sure it mustdoes it not mean that you favor preparing for the defeat of Japan
now with a super-super-navy and super-super-battleships?
ANSWER BY EARL BROWDER: No, Mr. Libby, I indicated the possibility that your policy might get us into war with Japan after all,
in case my policy is defeated. I feel confident, however, that your

policy will be abandoned by America, that therefore there is little
likelihood of a war between Japan and the United States. I am
opposed to the proposals for a great increase in the United States
Navy, all the arguments for which are based upon isolationism as
a substitute for concerted action against the warmakers.
II

QuESTION BY EARL BROWDER: Mr. Libby, do you consider that
the peace of the world in general, and the peace of the United
States in particular, will be best served by a, victory of the Japanese
invasion of China, of Hitler's and Mussolini's invasion of Spain,
of Hitler's ambitions to gobble up Czechoslovakia, or will these
interests be best served by the defeat of the three warmaking governments? And should the United States allow its resources to
be utilized for either one of these ends, which do you consider
least favorable to American and world peace?
ANSWER BY FREDERICK J. LIBBY: The settlement of the wars of
Europe and Asia, Mr. Browder, is not the business of the United
States. If the United States refuses its resources to one side
in a quarrel and furnishes its resources to the other side, it is
in that war. Under no conditions whatever should the United
States allow itself to be drawn into the wars of Asia or of Europe.
If our government allows us to be sucked into another foreign
war for democracy or, as you would say, to "promote peace,"
our own country will be ruined, and we shall go fascist and stay
fascist for a long, long while. This, I, at least, would regard as a
supreme disaster. Americans should be far more concerned about
preserving their own democracy than trying to force democracy
on the nations of Europe by overthrowing their dictatorships.
As for the permanent peace of Asia, it will be best served by
an Asiatic settlement of an Asiatic dispute. In the long run,
the people of China will win the war in China and the people
of Spain will win the war in Spain. The policy for our nation
is strict neutrality.
III

QuESTION BY FREDERICK J. LIBBY: Now, Mr. Browder, if our
government plunges our nation into another foreign war, is it
your judgment that this war will fix a fascist dictatorship UPO!J
us, not merely for the period of the war as projected in the wardictatorship bill, known as the May Bill, but for an indefinite
period after the war in the effort to prevent vast unemployment,
revolution, and Communism, and would you welcome such a
fascist era as the road to ultimate Communism?
ANSWER BY EARL BROWDER: I am sure that if we allow the
world to drift into a general war this will create additional dangers to American democracy as indicated in the various projects of the War Department that envisage war. It is precisely
because I want to avoid the dangers that I advocate American
leadership in organizing the world to stop the warmaking fascist
governments. A fascist era is not the road to ultimate Communism.
All fascist victories are the destruction of all civilization.
IV

QuESTION BY EARL BROWDER: You have declared, Mr. Libby,
that your organization refuses to cooperate with Communists and
fascists. Can you explain to us, therefore, why you cooperate
with people who call themselves Communists but who from the
same platform with you declare that if the United States should
ever get into war with Japan, they would work for the defeat
of the United States? Do you think that this kind of advocacy
in America is in the interest of peace? Is it not rather true that
this is a direct encouragement to Japan to make war against the
United States?
ANSWER BY FREDERICK J. LIBBY: You are correct, Mr. Browder,
in saying that the National Council for Prevention of War refuses to cooperate with either Communists or fascists. You have
made a great point in your speech tonight of what you understand a former associate of yours to have said at a Keep America
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Out of War meeting in New York, where I sat on, the platform. The man in question has given me a stenographic report
of his remarks which proves conclusively that he did not say
what you suppose him to have said. In any case, I must refuse to
accept any responsibility for the remarks of other people. As for
such a remark: encouraging Japan to make war against the United
States, Japan has bitten off more than she can chew in China,
has Russia as a potential enemy close by, and has no intention
of attacking the most powerful nation in the world during any
period that can be foreseen.
v

QuESTION BY FREDERICK J. LIBBY: Mr. Browder, you have advocated our government's taking on single-handed Germany, Italy,
and Japan all at once and stopping our trade with all three while
insisting on selling to their enemies or "victims." Doesn't this
seem to you to be a pretty large order? How effective will our
unilateral embargo be in "stopping" the three aggressors? And
how long will their enemies get their wants supplied without interference? If our embargo should become effective eventually,
why will not the fascist states take from weaker nations what they
need? And so to war!
ANSWER BY EARL BROWDER: You yourself, Mr. Libby, spent
ten minutes this evening proving to us that it is impossible for
the fascist governments to invade the United States, that America cannot become involved in war unless we ourselves decide to
go abroad for it. The withholding of all American economic help
from the warmak:ers will be very effective in stopping the aggres. sors, and if America with half the wealth of the world takes
the lead in organizing peace then we will secure a great deal
of cooperation from other countries. Certainly the fascist states
will seize from the weaker nations what they need just so long
as they can get away with it. You are proposing that we help
them get away with it. I am proposing that we stop that help
and give a little consideration to the weaker nations.
VI

QuESTION BY EARL BROWDER: You recently, Mr. Libby, expressed your pleasure at the news that "Hoover resumes leadership in international affairs." It is also true that Father Coughlin
and William Randolph Hearst are in substantial agreement with
you on foreign policy. Do you agree with these reactionaries also
on domestic policies, or do you maintain that you can be a progressive in domestic policy and a reactionary in foreign policy
or vice versa? In short, do you see any connection between foreign policies and the alignment between the reactionaries and progressives on domestic problems?
ANSWER BY FREDERICK J. LIBBY: I deny emphatically, Mr.
Browder, that Father Coughlin and Mr. Hearst are in substantial agreement with me on foreign policy since both are isolationists and I am not. Mr. Hearst continually opposes the policy
which I advocate as essential to world peace: the lowering of
tariff barriers. He and Father Coughlin collaborated to prevent
America's adherence to the World Court. If they at the same
time oppose an alliance with Great Britain, France, and Russia
against the fascist states, I am glad that they are right on so fundamental a policy.
As for the alignment of what you call the reactionaries with
regard to foreign policy, Mr. Browder, you are fooling yourself.
The very reactionaries who oppose the President's domestic policies stand with him and with you 100 percent on the policies
of the Chicago speech. You have been the spokesman tonight,
Mr. Browder, and not I, for President Roosevelt's "sixty families"
and the Liberty League.

The Chairman
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HAVE the honor and pleasure of introducing Mr. Frederick
J. Libby, executive secretary of the National Council for Prevention of War.
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Mr. Libby
MR. BROWDER, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:
M I amCHAIRMAN,
glad to be given the opportunity of debating here
R.

this great issue with the general secretary of the Communist
Party, Mr. Browder, for two reasons:
In the first place, Mr. Browder and the party which he ably
leads have been more aggressive and tireless probably than any
other group in the country in campaigning for the policy which
he has here supported and which we of the National Council for
Prevention of War and the other organizations of the neutrality
bloc and the Keep America Out of War Committee with equal
vigor oppose.
In the second place, the National Council for Prevention of
War takes the position publicly that it "does not cooperate with
Communists or fascists," and it is only fair that I should tell
this audience why. One reason is the differences between us in
policy and objective. We cherish the confident hope that the
United States will not go Communist or fascist but will adhere
to constitutional democracy and to democratic processes as offering adequate methods of peaceful change without violence. But
there is also the fact that certain great farm organizations,
churches, women's organizations, and labor unions with which
we cooperate oppose strongly both Communism and fascism. Determined to create the strongest front we can against war, we
believe that we find that strongest possible front for the United
States by working independently of the Communist and fascist
organizations. It is not our wish to prevent any group from working for peace in its own way.
,
May I make one further explanation? I happen personally to
be a Quaker and a pacifist. The National Council for Prevention
of War is not pacifist. Our official policy is adopted democratically in annual convention. On the point of national defense our
position is, "a national defense policy based on defense of our
soil from invasion, not defense of our interests abroad." It is, of
course, our official policy that I am supporting here tonight.
"Should the United States government join in concerted action
against the fascist states?" I agree with Mr. Browder that this
is the greatest question before our people today. Moreover, it is
still before the American people despite having apparently been
sidetracked by the decision of the British and French governments to negotiate a settlement with Italy and Germany. A truce
in Europe's age-old struggle for power may be achieved now
but the British and the American rearmament programs go forward relentlessly. We shall probably hear no more from our
government until our November· elections are over about either
"concerted action" or "parallel action." To run for Congress on
this slogan would defeat a candidate probably anywhere. But
the vast and parallel arms-program of Great Britain and the
United States would seem to permit but one interpretation: ultimate world domination by the Anglo-Saxon. peoples. By and by
the United States and the British empire will be ready, if these
programs should continue, to exert "concerted action," with the
aid of such other states as may choose to join us, against the
fascist states or the Communist state or any other state or combination of states that II¥!Y challenge our power. Just as long as
the present arms race continues, led, as it is being led, by the
United States and Great Britain, the question we are here debating will continue to be the great issue before our people,
but in this form: Shall the United States government join in
concerted action against the fascist or any other rivals? Shall the
Anglo-Saxon peoples rule and "police" the world?
The true issue between Mr. Browder and myself is not cluttered up tonight with what I would call deceptive propaganda,
such as has obscured the question too frequently in recent months.
The choice before our country is definitely not between "isolation" and "collective security." There is no such thing as "isolation." There is no such thing as "collective security." Let us
clear away this rubbish as our first step toward clear thinking
on the subject.
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Few indeed, except the Hearsts and Macfaddens, talk: for
"isolation." In an interdependent world like this, isolation is
literally inconceivable. Our automobiles would laugh in the face
of an isolationist. It takes eighteen countries to produce them.
The food on our breakfast tables would choke him, for it is
gathered from the ends of the earth. Our hats and our shoes
and our clothing are made possible by products that come from
overseas. The very wood-pulp on which Mr. Hearst appeals for
extreme economic isolation comes from Canada, while the stamping machine used by British nationalists for stamping "Buy British" on their output is made in the United States.
Not a state, not even an inland city in our whole country, can
prosper without our foreign markets. Isolate us even temporarily,
as we shall see when we consider our neutrality policy, and
everybody will suffer. Forevermore the world will be the economic
unit and we all must deal with it as such. "Isolation," if ever
there was any, is a closed chapter.
But neither is there "collective security," although for a different reason. "Collective security" has never been born. President Wilson dreamed a great dream in which collective security
was to follow from certain policies on the part of the nations
that were never carried out. War had been man's only method
of changing boundaries and other fundamental conditions deemed
intolerable by groups of people. The new charter of world peace,
the Covenant of the League of Nations, provided, therefore, a
substitute for war. It was contained in the famous Article XIX
under which, when filled in, the dissatisfied were to be able to
avail themselves of methods of peaceful change to whatever extent might be found necessary. Article XIX was to be the
world's safety valve.
The same charter contained a provision for world disarmament.
It was Article VIII in the Covenant. A similar provision was
written also into the Treaty of Versailles. Since Germany was
disarmed, the rest of the world could and would disarm also.
These two provisions were essential to collective security. Mr.
Wilson knew his history. If war was to be abolished, there must
be provided a substitute for the war method. There must also be
universal disarmament for many reasons, one of which being that
without it coercion of recalcitrant nations would bring resistance
and war.
You know what happened to this dream. The World War
victors were more concerned by far to retain their dominance
in Europe than they were to achieve justice or world organization. Fear ruled French diplomacy-fear coupled with the love
of power. Articles XIX and VIII were made a dead letter. So
the collective system was from the outset made subservient to
power politics, which has never, except in appearance, relaxed its
grip on Europe. When, in 1931, China looked to the League for
collective security, it was not there. When Ethiopia demanded it,
it was not there. When last year China cried out again for the
collective security promised in the sacred Covenant, it still was
not there. Collective security is inconceivable in a fully armed
world. Collective security is impossible in a world that takes no
interest in justice.
So Mr. Browder and I are not debating "collective security"
versus "isolation." We are discussing, instead, a living issue:
"Should the United States government join in concerted action
against the fascist states?" By the fascist states we mean Germany, Italy, and Japan.
What is meant by "concerted action"? We are not discussing
a consumers' boycott, since the "action" is to be governmental.
I might add in passing, however, that the argument I am about
to use applies to the boycott also. Economic coercion, without war,
or with war, "if necessary," is the prescription for "stopping"
the dictators which has been urged upon the country with increasing importunity ever since President Roosevelt on October 5
of last year advocated it in his Chicago speech. This is to be
the easy method of bringing the dictators to their knees and, it
. is hoped, without war! It will be well for us to examine this
method first in application to. Japan alone, without trying to

9
follow through the consequences of tackling Germany and Italy
at the same time, as the topic of our debate will require us to do
before we finish. Can we by economic pressure, either alone or
in concerted action with the other "democracies," stop Japan
in China? And can we accomplish this without bringing on a
general war?
In answer to the first question, the only tangible evidence which
anybody has to offer is the effect of the boycott of Italy by
fifty-two nations. What happened in that instance is a matter
of history. Even the mild boycott that was attempted by this great
phalanx of nations aroused the whole Italian people to support
the Ethiopian war, toward which hitherto they had been lukewarm and even hostile. It was this boycott that brought Italian
peasant women down from the hills to give Mussolini their·
wedding rings while they took iron rings home as badges of
honor. If the world was against Italy, then they were Italians.
Why were only mild sanctions attempted? Why did not the
British government stop the war by closing the Suez Canal or
advocating an oil sanction? Let Mr. Anthony Eden answer, as
he answered this question in the House of Commons: "There are
two possible forms of sanctions : ineffective, which are not worth
putting on; and effective, which mean a risk, if not a certainty,
of war." The British government may have been mistaken in its
estimate of the danger of precipitating a general European war
if M ussolini was stopped short in Ethiopia, but it knew at least
as ~uch as you or I know.
Lord Cecil, probably the world's leading advocate of the sanction theory of peace, said to the National Peace Conference last
November, "I should be less than candid if I did not grant that
if you use economic sanctions, you must be ready and willing if
necessary to use military sanctions. Personally, I do not believe
that you will have to do so but you must be ready to do so.
And I do not believe in bluffing."
The only experience the world has had, therefore, with the
use of economic coercion as a method of stopping a dictator does
not encourage a second experiment on this line. The Japanese
government, like the Italian government, controls press and
radio in Japan and will be the sole interpreter of what is going
on to the Japanese people. One can confidently predict that an
attempt at the economic subjugation of Japan would unite the
nation, as it is not united today, solidly behind its army. In the
second place, an effective boycott, if one were possible, would
starve the babies of Japan and the aged, and probably without
taking a cartridge from a Japanese soldier. When a nation is
at war, as we learned in the case of blockaded Germany, the
army gets what it requires and the civilians get what is left.
(This applies with special force to the effect of a consumers'
boycott.) Moreover, oil and other supplies to replace ours are
within Japan's grasp. Dutch Borneo, for example, produces oil.
A boycott would undoubtedly drive Japan to fresh depredations.
This would be its third effect.
In the fourth place, the boycott would strengthen the RomeBerlin-Tokyo axis. Italy has strong feelings against boycotts.
Germany can hardly afford to let a boycott succeed. Nor should
we forget that American business interests will be found that
will by way of neutral nations sell to Japan what she wants and
reap the profits. On this point the reports of the Nye Munitions
Committee offer illuminating evidence.
Finally, and most important of all, to suppose that this method
will prevent war is to ignore all the lessons of history. Not that
Japan will attack the United States. Japan is completely occupied
now with her own war in China, which is not going very well
for her. Russia also hovers on her flank like a great storm cloud.
To talk of Japan's attacking the United States during any period
that can be foreseen is silly.
The danger of war would come from the psychological factors
involved in our own country. Already our government is deliberately adding to the tension across the Pacific by its provocative
naval maneuvers extending 2,500 miles west of Hawaii; by its
proposal of a super-super-navy and super-super-battleships, and
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by its still more dangerous threat of establishing air, bases on
islands near Japan. An infallible test of whether nations are moving toward war or toward peace is the direction in which tensions
are moving. When tensions are diminishing nations are moving
toward peace. When tensions are increasing, nations are moving
toward war. Our government is moving toward war :with Japan.
If now our people were to be incited to the point of attempting,
either alone or in concerted action with other nations, to ruin
and starve Japan until she capitulated ignominiously to our might,
the state of popular feeling on both sides of the Pacific would
quickly reach the fighting pitch. Then let a few more oil tankers
and Panays be sunk, this time without friendly apologies and
indemnities, and our country could, I believe, be sucked into war
in Asia. Economic coercion, instead of preventing war, would
'
have led to war.
I have spoken of this "concerted action" as perhaps to be undertaken by the "democracies." The prevailing war slogan is, "The
democracies must unite against fascism." It would be profitable
to analyze this slogan while we may. Who are these "democracies"
that beckon us? They are the British empire, the French empire,
and Russia, an imperialist-Communist bloc, now pitted against
three other nations, Germany, Italy, and Japan, who are challenging their supremacy in Europe and the world.
Great Britain is a democracy, but the empire is not a democracy; and it is the empire that is arousing the envy of its aspiring
rivals. The same is true of the French empire which includes a
great part of Northern Africa and a slice of China, taken before
Japan thought of imperial expansion. Russia is the third member
of the combination, a Communist dictatorship in which only one
party is permitted to exist. By my definition, this is no more a
democracy than is fascist Germany. This slogan, like all war
slogans, is false to the very core. Our government is being invited
in reality to join in Europe's endless game of international poker,
power politics, in which the chips of the players are the wealth
and young manhood of nations. The President of the United
States must not be allowed again to play this game which resulted so ruinously for our people last time, and with no benefit
whatever to the rest of the world.
Mr. Browder's proposal differs in an important respect from
this prevailing pattern. He proposes that the United States shall
not wait for "concerted" action or act only against Japan. He
wants our government to proceed alone and boycott Japan, Germany, and Italy, all at the same time, and, in addition, to aid
actively their several· victims, including presumably Ethiopia because of its past victimization, and Czechoslovakia because of
what threatens, as well as China.
Here is Mr. Browder's own summary of his position: "We
propose that the United States shall cut off all economic intercourse with those governments which violate the treaty outlawing
war, and shall maintain and extend its economic relations with
the governments which observe their treaty obligations and especially with those who are victims of aggression." Again, "If
not a single major government joined ours, America alone could
change the course of world affairs by her moral and economic
influence . . . and without the slightest danger of involving the
United States in war." Mr. Browder bases his faith in our escaping war solely on the fact that the United States cannot be
attacked.
All that I have said hitherto regarding the folly of this highly
academic theory of peace when jointly administered, applies with
much greater force to unilateral action on the part of the United
States. It would not stop the dictators, since they could and
would get their supplies elsewhere; it would not overthrow the
dictators but would establish them more firmly in power since
they control the means of communication within their countries;
it would stimulate fresh aggressions to the degree that the boycott became effective; and, for the psychological reasons to which
I have alluded, it would lead our nation on the road straight to
war, not with one nation but with three. The specious words
under which Mr. Browder has concealed the true import of this
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fantastic proposal may deceive his followers. Columnists like W alter Lippmann and Heywood Broun and newspapers that get
their cue from the New York Times have advocated what might
turn out to be the same policy under cautious phrases like
"United States leadership in world affairs." But they hope for
an alliance at least with the British empire, for policing the
world. This is what they seem to mean, and all they seem to
mean, by their false and misleading slogan of "collective security."
Even they, however, would not follow Mr. Browder in unilateral
action by the United States to cure the ills of a very sick world.
It is true that the United States is the richest of the nations;
that the British empire, the French empire, and Russia, with the
United States, possess some four-fifths of the world's most important natural resources. We possess, and are controlling in our
own interest, the greater part of the world's coal and iron and
oil, its wheat and corn, its timber, its copper and tin, its gold and
silver. We have built high walls around our treasures, tariff
walls, currency walls, immigration walls. We buy the gold and
silver as it is produced and bury it. We offer our natural resources for sale and then refuse in payment the goods which the
poor nations bring as their only coin.
President Roosevelt has familiarized us all with his characterization of the irresponsible rich a8 "the economic royalists,"
the "sixty families," whose contentment with· things as they are
obstructs all efforts at peaceful progress toward a juster distribution and healthy increase of our national wealth. The "sixty
families," "the economic royalists" among the nations, the irresponsible rich are undeniably the United States, the British empire, the French empire, and Soviet Russia, whose selfish use of
their almost limitless wealth and power during these post-war
years, and particularly since the Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act, has
been a major cause of the world's present serious plight.
The Versailles Treaty enabled the World War victors to prolong their dominance over Germany, Austria, Hungary, and
Bulgaria and they used the advantage that it gave them under
cover of the League of Nations which they dominated also. They
initiated this era of treaty breaking with their own violation of
the terms of the Armistice on the basis of which Germany surrendered. The Fourteen Points of President Wilson will not
be found embodied in the Treaty of Versailles, either in the letter
or the spirit. The same sinners against international law violated
their pledge to reduce their armaments, which they had written
both into the League Covenant and the Versailles Treaty. When
the Kellogg-Briand pact was circulated for signature, it was the
British empire that nullified its legal value with the all-comprehensive reservation of "certain regions" in which war could
be waged under the cloak of "self-defense." It is the members of
the League that have broken the pledges to aid fellow members
that are attacked. The division of the nations, therefore, into
supporters of "orderly processes" and three "treaty-breakers" is
hypocritical and a dangerous perversion of the facts. When governmental spokesmen begin to divide the nations into angels and
devils, they themselves being among the angels and the nations
they don't like being moral outcasts, those governmental spokesmen are leading their nations, consciously or unconsciously, on
the road to war.
World peace must have as its foundation the sanctity of
treaties. With this we all agree. But all treaties must be open
to peaceful change. No status quo, however favorable it may be
to certain nations or certain individuals, can be made for that
reason permanent.
The advocates of economic coercion of Germany, Italy, and
Japan are supporting a strange doctrine. What is the origin of
Hitler's dictatorship in Germany? How did his party of six grow
to seventeen million voters? Those who have watched this phenomenon can tell you how, under the Versailles Treaty, the
struggling German republic, thwarted by the conquerors while
being bled white under the reparations clauses, saw its youths by
the millions grow to manhood without hope of a job. They sat
around in their kitchens year after year after year, hopeless and
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desperate. Then they joined the Communists or followed Hitler.
Hosts of little businessmen gradually starved; then they followed Hitler. Hunger and despair elected Hitler.
It is now proposed to intensify this hunger and despair, not
in one nation only but in three, as the road to peace! The rich
nations, or the richest of all, our own, acting alone, shall cut
off all access to our resources from Germany, Italy, and Japan,
whose aspirations for places in the sun beside us are disturbing
in our comfortable estate. It is proposed that we crush these
upstarts. Some -seem to believe that they will starve peacefully
and sink back humbly into the poverty and impotence from which
they are trying to emerge.
The United States Steel Corp. did not so interpret the aspiration for better living conditions which animated the rising labor
movement in our country. Whether you like it or not, the situations are closely parallel, Hitler being merely an expression of
an upsurge qf the "have-not" peoples of the world to better
themselves and ultimately to share, peacefully if possible, the
wealth of the "haves." It is natural that the first reaction of the
possessing nations should be to fear and resist this rising tide.
A wiser policy will be to face the facts without shrinking and
to set up now the agencies of peaceful change that will be the
adequate alternative to war.
For war, by which I mean the resort to the war method, has
become the supreme enemy of mankind. Just follow through a
war with Japan, such as the advocates of concerted action ask
us to risk. Military experts tell us that it would be an extremely
difficult war to wage and a difficult .war to win. It would necessarily be fought mainly if not entirely on Japan's side of the
Pacific Ocean. Without going into the technical details to explain
the almost insuperable problem of landing troops for the conquest of Japan and the neighboring portion of Asia, suffice it
here to say that official estimates are that it would last five years
or more; that it would cost us from forty to fifty billion dollars
and an incalculable number of lives; and that victory, in the
sense that Japan is trying to win a· decision now in China, might
not even then be won.
But assume for the sake of argument that we did win the war
ultimately, both in the islands of Japan and on the adjacent
continent. Our boys would want to come home when the war
was over. We have no desire to annex any part of Asia with
its vast poverty and age-old problems. When they came home,
what improvement would they have made in the condition of the
lands that they had conquered? They would leave behind them
a land wasted and desolate, facing starvation and chaos. Whether
Communism or fascism would be their lot would be of little
moment. Probably Communism from Russia would sweep over
Asia; but with nothing but misery to share.
To what conditions in America would our boys return? What
system of government would they find here? The War Department's Mobilization Plan, of which the Hill-Sheppard Bill and
its equally fascist successor, the May Bill, are significant expressions, is our answer. Our War Department has planned it all out
for us. With the outbreak of, any major war we go fascist. A
totalitarian organization of the entire nation under a war dictator
is to be our portion, with everybody in the army, from the
farmer on his farm and the worker and manager alike in the
factory, to the preacher in his pulpit. What is more, our War
Department looks realistically beyond the period of the war and
plans for the depression that will follow war. When the soldiers
have been discharged from the army and the workers from the
munition factories, when the bottom has dropped out of the world
and when our dollar has lost its value as the German mark did
after the World War, then our choice will be, or rather, the
choice before our dictator will be, whether to let the nation sink
down into a vast depression and chaos or to continue the control
indefinitely to which we shall have become accustomed. Most
well-informed men believe that the fascism of the war will
remain as the fascism of the peace.
Our boys may have gaily gone to war to rid the world of
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fascism and promote democracy and peace. They will have
died to fix chaos or Communism on Asia and fascism on the
United States. The futility of the war method of stopping
dictators or promoting democracy or any other spiritual value
ought by this time, with the World War and the present wars
going on in Spain and China as our object lessons, to have sunk
into our souls. Under no circumstances whatever has our government the right to involve us in another foreign war, whether
in Asia or in Europe.
Not for the "rights" of American investors in China. We
fought the futile War of 1812 and the World War for these
so-called "rights." Dollar diplomacy is out of date, and we
should be done with imperialism.
Not for the British empire, whose imperial interests in the
Orient certain of our columnists would have us defend by a
naval alliance. Such an alliance, whether openly proclaimed or
maintained under the form of "parallel action," is not in the
interest either of the American people or of human progress.
Not for "orderly processes." A war in behalf of "orderly
processes" would be indeed ironical. Order will not be brought
into the world by the supreme disorder of war. War destroys the
very foundation of international cooperation-it destroys its
spirit. The last "war to end war" has made peace impossible in
Europe for the past twenty years. Never again should our people
be deceived into supporting the theory that peace can be created
by war.
And not to destroy fascism. Modern war is fascism. Ends and
means must be cut from the same piece of cloth. The whole military system is fundamentally anti-democratic. As a New York
minister said not long ago, "If you take a devilish means to find
God, when you arrive at your destination you will find the devil
sitting there."
Do we in the National Council for Prevention of War advocate "peace at any price" ? We advocate peace at any price from
other people's wars. Accepting the maintenance of military and
naval forces for defensive purposes of sufficient strength to defend the United States as bounded by a line running from the
Aleutian Islands through the Hawaiian Islands and Panama to
Eastport, Maine, we join with, we believe, a vast majority of
the American people in demanding that our government abandon
its yearnings to join with the British empire, in "policing" the
world, to abandon the selfish imperialism that is concealed under
this spuriously noble ambition, and to recognize that in future
the American people want to vote on the foreign wars that they
are asked to die in and to pay for.
The best informed military experts agree that our country
cannot be successfully attacked. Just as it is extremely difficult,
if not impossible, for us successfully to attack Japan and land
troops there for its conquest, so is it even more difficult and
probably quite impossible for Japan or any other nation or
combination of nations, during any period that can be foreseen,
to make a successful attack upon the United States. Admiral
Leahy admitted recently in the House Naval Affairs Committee
hearings that even with the proposed super-navy we would not
have sufficient superiority to attack Japan but would have to build
at least three times as many ships. Then, conversely, Japan's navy
would have to be expanded to two or three times ours before
she could risk a naval engagement on our side of the ocean. Then
she would have to face the unsolved problem of landing troops
on a hostile shore; establishing bases in Mexico or Canada would
undoubtedly be dealt with by our army, regardless of treaties, as
a hostile act. The shipping necessary for transporting an army
of even 500,000 men with full supplies across the ocean to make
such an attack upon the United States is not possessed by the
three fascist nations, all put together.
This important fact having been clarified, we face next the
question whether we can keep out of the wars of Europe and of
Asia if we take reasonable precautions. We have the authority
of our present ambassadors to Great Britain and Germany and
of our former president, Herbert Hoover, to the effect that we
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definitely can. Norway and Sweden have not had a 'war for
more than a hundred years. They stayed out of the World War
for four-and-a-half years. So did little Denmark and Holland,
with a war raging in their front and back yards. So did Switzerland. What is more, they are all making preparations and plans
to stay out of the next war. So is Belgium. So is Poland. And so
is Great Britain unless her vital interests are involved. It was
Anthony Eden and not Neville Chamberlain who announced
this fact in the House of Commons to the world.
When the nations of Europe are planning to remain neutral
if war breaks out· on their continent, why do the advocates of
"concerted action" in our country preach a fatalistic doctrine
that regards our involvement as "inevitable'j? Even Canada intends to stay out of a European war if possible, whether Great
Britain stays out or not, so Sir Herbert Marler told the Canadian
Club of New York last fall. "Canada does not maintain that she
can prevent war," he said. "She does intend if possible to avoid
war."
What are the precautions that we must take to stay out? Briefly
they are: ( 1) maintain and strengthen our neutrality law and
elect an administration that will obey it; ( 2) pass the La Follette
or some tighter war-referendum bill and add the war referendum
to the Constitution of the United States; ( 3) establish a line in
the Mid-Pacific beyond which our navy would have no responsibility, its recognized business being the defense of our soil from
invasion; ( 4) set up an advisory commission for the State Department now to plan. the steps necessary to maintain our neutrality in any war that may break out anywhere. The War
Department has its War College planning with it how to win
a war. Is it not high time that our State Department took the
peace of the United States seriously and made its plans in advance
for winning the peace ?
This peace college or advisory commission to the State Department would consider such subjects as the treatment of
secondary war-materials like oil and cotton ; plans for rerouting
our foreign trade and for subsidizing industries and workers
temporarily put out of business by the war; plans for adequate
relief-works to avert a depression; careful watch over our international bankers to prevent the repetition of such loans as preceded our involvement in the World War; and not least in
importance, the protection of our sources of information from war
propaganda, whether foreign or domestic, calculated to undermine
our anti-war sentiment and suck us into the war.
'By such means as these the United States can unquestionably
remain aloof from the wars of other continents, "an area of peace
and sanity in a war-mad world," with resources ready for the
reconstruction of war-torn countries when the flames have burnt
out. Wars, like fires, must henceforth be localized as far as possible. Despite the hypocrisy that has accompanied the attempt to
confine the Spanish war to Spain, nevertheless by common consent
even this poor first effort at isolating a war has been universally
recognized as preferable to permitting it to spread into a world
war.
But isn't it "selfish" and "immoral" for the United States to
refuse to go to war for China and Ethiopia and Czechoslovakia
and Lithuania and all the subject peoples of Africa and so on?
So insidious has been the argument from analogy in the war
propaganda in recent months that many people have come to regard taking a nation to war as parallel with hitting a bully on
the nose. The argument from analogy is always dangerous and,
in this case, is silly. As my distinguished colleague, Jeannette
Rankin, is wont to say: "Do I want to help China? Of course,
I want to help China. But I am not going to throw myself out
of a seventeenth-story window to help China. It wouldn't help
China."
Since the argument for "concerted" economic coercion or unilateral coercion on the part of the United States alone against
Japan, Germany, and Italy cannot stand up before the bar of
American public opinion if it is going to prove futile in stopping
or overthrowing the dictators and if it is going to involve a
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grave risk and, in my judgment, the absolute certainty, of dragging the United States into another foreign war and consequent
fascism, I have devoted my main argument to proving both its
futility and its threat to our institutions, including our democracy. In the time that remains I want briefly, but as effectively
as possible, to sketch in the rest of the picture. Neutrality is not
enough. We must and can maintain our neutrality as between the
imperialist-Communist bloc and the fascist bloc. To join either
of these combinations, under any pretense of being altruistic,
would be of no benefit to the world and of incalculable injury
to the United States.
America's responsibility for leadership as the richest of the
nations lies in another field than economic coercion and its concomitant, war. Our country, as the nation that started the economic warfare now raging by passing the Hawley-Smoot Tariff
Act, should lead the world now in the removal of the causes of
war. It is significant that Mr. Hoover, in whose administration
the Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act was passed against the protest of
more than thirty nations as well as more than one thousand
American economists, returned recently from talking with the
two hundred men that are making Europe's history to advise us,
as Secretary Hull constantly does, that we must lower our tariffs,
stabilize currencies, remove exchange controls and quotas, and
promote world trade as our immediate, positive contribution to
world peace. Nor did Mr. Hoover exclude, as the advocates of
"concerted action" against the fascist states would have us do,
the dictatorships from the benefits of this peace program. "We
must make peace with the dictatorships as well as with the
democracies," said Mr. Hoover. In fact, it is with the countries
which in their desperation have followed dictators that this program of economic appeasement is particularly important. Hunger
and despair elected Hitler. Only the removal of the causes of
his power will make him unnecessary. The people of Europe, like
ourselves, want peace and security, security for their homes, security for their jobs, security for their old age. Bitter men are
dangerous men. To remove the causes of their bitterness is not,
as some would say, to "cater" to them nor to "bow the knee" to
them. It is simply to be decent and just.
The fearful will argue, however, that we shall be arming the
fascist states to fight us. We must take this risk. A similar ar~u
ment is heard among Mid-Victorian employers of labor: "Give
in to organized labor and it will use your concessions in order
to get more." The fact is, we have entered upon an era of change
in human relationships and in the division of power between
groups and nations. It will be either a bloody era of war and revolution in which our civilization would probably crumble into
dust, or it will be a period of bloodless, if tumultuous, progress
toward a juster division of power and a more equitable distribution
of the world's wealth, of which there is enough for all. To improve living standards here and abroad by making access to the
world's natural resources easier for all peoples is to remove one
of the potent causes of war. It is not "immoral" to refuse to participate in other people's suicidal wars, but it is profoundly immoral
to build high walls around the wealth of the world and use it
irresponsibly and for selfish ends. World peace cannot be built
on hunger and despair anywhere. Contented peoples, on the other
hand, do not want war.
Ultimately-and by that I mean as soon as public opinion can
be made ready for it-we must organize our world. At this point,
by and by those who dream now of "collective security" and those
of us who emphasize the necessity of keeping America out of war
will doubtless come together. We all believe that permanent peace
cannot be achieved amid international anarchy. We also agree
that permanent peace can rest only on justice or at least the hope
of justice. That there must be in the new world-organization
ample provision for peaceful revision of treaties-in other words,
an adequate filling in of "Article XIX" of the new world Covenant, is also accepted by all. We differ primarily, I think, on the
relative emphasis to be placed during the period immediately confronting us on the two factors, justice and coercion. Without

SPECIAL

13

SECTION

attempting here to settle that question in the abstract, I- want to
say merely that I regard the steps that are being taken by Neville Chamberlain as definitely lessening the tensions in Europe
and therefore as steps toward peace. The Versailles Treaty set up
an artificial division of power in Europe that was maintained
by force and nothing but force. No provision was made for altering
this artificial condition by peaceful means. The result has been
exactly what should have been anticipated and prevented by
wise diplomacy. Germany has rearmed and is claiming and getting
her "place in the sun." Italy is getting, for the first time in two
thousand years, a share in the control of the sea in which Italy
is confined and which Great Britain and France have dominated.
Far from being a "return" to power politics from the League
methods, this is merely the reappearance on the surface of the
crude sort of power politics that has been going on, uninterrupted,
within th·e League, and using the League to conceal its inherent
savagery.
The new League of Nations for which we must educate and
work, and in the creation of which the United States can and
should use its unique power and position, will not have to be built
like the old League, on force. Dissociated from the Treaty of
Versailles, the new League can from the outset build on equal
justice for all nations. There will not be one law for victors
and another law for the vanquished. All will be on the same level,
like our own states. The Pan-American system of treaties would
make an excellent model for this new League in the limitation
of commitments to that of immediate consultation when its
services are needed in the interest of peace and justice. The principle of non-intervention in the affairs of other nations may also
be in the new Covenant. The processes of mediation, conciliation,
and ultimately compulsory arbitration of disputes not otherwise
settled, will be given the prominence they deserve in a plan for
permanent world peace. Progressive and sincere disarmament will
become possible in a world in which resort to the war method
will not be found necessary or desirable. Then collective security
will become more substantial than a dream.
One new institution, however, will undoubtedly be required.
It will be an "international grievance committee," representative
not only of governments but of farm and labor and business, to
hear the complaints of underprivileged peoples and, after weighing their justice or lack of justice, to make recommendations as to
remedies. The present division of the surface of the earth and its
natural wealth as between nations and races is too unjust to last
long. In Southern and Eastern Asia half the world's population is
confined within one-seventh of the world's habitable area, and
a relatively poor seventh at that. The imperialistic method of exploiting the people of Africa is a disgrace to our civilization. In
the Far East, Australia, a relatively empty continent, thus far
maintains itself as a white man's continent by force though in close
proximity to the most crowded portions of the world. North and
South America have not yet faced seriously the use to be made
of their empty spaces. Injustices can be found not only in China
and in Spain, but all about us. For ,centuries to come; changes will
be taking place in the division of power and the distribution of
the world's wealth, which may be peaceful or violent as our children and their children will decide. Our task is to provide wisely,
as our forefathers did for us in this country, the institutions of
justice without trying to solve in advance their problems.
Against the proposals of Mr. Browder and others that our
country immediately join the imperialist-Communist bloc to exert
economic coercion upon the fascist bloc of nations, hoping that
this will promote world peace and democracy, I offer as the program of the National Council for Prevention of War:
1. That we keep America out of foreign wars under all circumstances.
2. That our country give the great leadership of which it is capable in
removing the economic causes of war and raising the standards of liv·
ing throughout the world.
3. That we cooperate fully in organizing the world for the permanent
maintenance of peace with justice.

The Chairman

Y

ou have heard this important question discussed with great
conviction, eloquence, and good will on both sides. I am
interested in emphasizing points on which we are all agreed. We
are opposed to an expensive military and naval establishment. We
are opposed to the May Bill for general conscription. Furthermore, there is a situation for which advocates of neutrality and
advocates of collective action both have a certain responsibility.
I am ashamed to think that a year and a half ago I was speaking
in favor of the Neutrality Law. The neutrality law we advocated
went to the White House and, as in the case of Mary's lamb
that went to Pittsburgh-just look at the damned thing now.
The Neutrality Law as applied to Spain on the ground of preserving the peace and security of the United States is a fraud.
Moreover, we have broken a treaty with Spain, dating from 1899,
giving to that country full commercial rights. As a nation which
talks much about the sanctity of treaties, we ought to be ashamed
of breaking this treaty with Spain.
Madame Roland said on the scaffold: "Oh, liberty, what crimes
are committed in thy name." I say, "Oh, neutrality, what crimes
are committed in thy name." On the other hand, I do not doubt
that it was the temptation of collective action with twenty-seven
other nations that was responsible for the President's proclamation.
I say that all of us, those who believe in neutrality and those
who believe in collective action, should have the case of Spain
heavily on our .hearts and consciences. This is one point on which
we can all agree, in regard to which we can take action. And I
say it is up to all peace-lovers to see that the crime against Spain
is done away with.
Now we have a half-hour of joint debate. Inasmuch as the time
allotted to each speaker is strictly limited, I am going to ask
you not to steal the time of the speakers by prolonged demonstrations of approval or disapproval.

Mr. Browder's Rebuttal

I

WANT first of all to express my warmest appreciation to Mr.
Libby for having so ably proved my case for me. I am sure
that his speech convinced more people than mine did of the absolute necessity of breaking once and for all from a neutrality attitude which can lead us to such consequences as he proposed to us
here tonight. Not all advocates and spokesmen of this policy are
fair enough to us to be as frank as Mr. Libby, and I think we
should thank him for his frankness.
Mr. Libby has told us tonight quite openly that he proposes, as
the way to peace, to make the fascist nations prosperous. If we
make them prosperous enough, they will stop threatening us with
war. I asked Mr. Libby if he was prepared for that purpose of
dividing American wealth among the fascist nations. He did not
answer that directly, but I think we can see that this is the
logical conclusion which must be drawn from his remarks.
Mr. Libby expressed agreement with us on some points. But it
is a strange agreement. I said neutrality is murder. Mr. Libby says
he agrees with me that neutrality is not enough.
Starting from a premise that moral standards must not be
applied to fascist nations, Mr. Libby suddenly begins to wax moral
-we find he has not lost his morality entirely. We are glad to
see that he does not entirely disregard moral standards, but it
seems a little strange that moral standards come in and are allowed to operate only on condition that they operate in favor of
Hitler and Mussolini; that he adheres to morals only when they
operate in favor of the warmakers; that an embargo against the
warmakers is wrong because it will starve the helpless women
and children in Germany, Italy, and Japan, while an embargo
against loyalist Spain is all right. I think it is not an accident,
it is not at all an accident, that in the forty-five minute presentation
of Mr. Libby's road to peace he did not have one single word of
condemnation for the bombardment of Barcelona.
As a matter of fact, Mr. Libby relies mainly, for bringing you
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around to his point of view, upon telling you about the terrible,
terrible things that are going to happen when "the boys come
home." He wants to frighten us by telling us what our enemies
are planning against us, the terrible things that Hitler is going to
plan against us if we cross him. He forgets one thing: the fascists
abroad and at home will make their plans, but when it comes to
executing these plans we are going to have something to say about
the question.
Mr. Libby is disturbed because I don't propose that the United
States go to war; and as most of his argument is directed toward
the horror of war, he must conclude in spite of everything that I
do propose war, so he says "an embargo against the warmakers is
a war measure." But, my dear Mr. Libby-we propose an embargo
against the warmak:ers; you propose an embargo against both the
warmakers and their victims; therefore, you propose war against
both of them, war against friend and enemy alike. You say embargo is an act of war, but the whole purpose of the Neutrality
Act is designed to place the embargo against both warmakers and
victims-if the embargo is war, you propose twice as much war as
we propose, war against the whole world.
Mr. Libby assured us that if we dare take action against the
fascist dictators, this will only consolidate the people of these
countries behind their dictatorships, and he draws a picture following the American declaration of embargo of the women of Italy
rushing with their wedding rings to Mussolini. But what is the
truth of this? These dictators live upon the cheap victories presented to them by policies such as Mr. Libby wants us to follow.
When those cheap victories stop, the dictators will fall. One good
stiff licking is enough to finish Hitler, because so far from having
the support of the German people, Hitler can exist only so long
as he can create the appearance of invincible power that even
forces the British lion to crawl at his feet. The moment that illusion is wiped away, at that moment the house-of-cards of fascism
will begin to tumble.
The reason why Mussolini grew strong in the period of so-called
sanctions is not because the sanctions were applied, but because the
sanctions were sabotaged; that made Mussolini strong.
Well, I have one minute. Let me use that for a statement regarding the name of Mr. Libby's organization. It is the "Council
for Prevention of War." I think: after hearing Mr. Libby giving
the policy of that organization here tonight we should propose
in the interest of honest advertising they change their name to the
"Council for the -Granting of Full Power to the W armakers in
the Rest of the World."

Mr. Libby's Rebuttal
I have no doubt that Mr. Browder is correct
M R.in CHAIRMAN:
saying that I strengthened his case before this particular
audience, which is largely sympathetic with his point of view to
begin with. What its effect may be when read by that broader
audience, the public, remains to be seen.
My first point is that you cannot laugh away the danger of
fascism. If we go to war for any reason whatever, a totalitarian
dictatorship is going to be set up immediately over this entire
nation, which the War Department expects, as its Mobilization
Plan and the May Bill show, to continue indefinitely after the
war. Those in Germany who once laughed at Hitler and his
grandiose plans for. controlling and extending Germany laugh no
longer. Whatever follies we in America commit, we must under
no conceivable circumstances allow our government to involve us
in the wars of Europe or Asia. Don't become so wrapped up in
overthrowing fascism elsewhere that you allow our own government to go fascist down the broad highroad of war.
In the second place, Mr. Browder says that his policy will not
get us into war, and I. say it will. This is the most important difference in our points of view. It seems to me fantastic to hope that
we can embargo three nations at once, all alone except possibly
for the aid that Mexico and Russia will give us, while we feed our
supplies under the face and eyes of these three nations to their
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enemies and victims, and that we can "get away" with all this
without anybody's getting excited and without starting a war.
The dictators have not shown themselves so meek and submissive
as that. Passions will become inflamed on both sides, stubborn
wills will clash, "incidents" will happen, "and so to war."
I do not agree with Mr. Browder that the majority of the
American people are with him on this issue. On the contrary, I
believe that no one can be elected for Congress next November
who will declare himself willing to take the risk, in trying to stop
the aggressors, of leading this country again into a foreign war.
In 1917 President Wilson, after being elected on the slogan,
"He kept us out of war," took us into war. If candidates for
Congress this summer declare themselves in favor of Mr. Browder's policy, it is my conviction that they will be defeated at the
polls. Those of you who want to see how far you can get politically
on this theory of concerted action against the fascist states, try
it out and see for yourselves!
Mr. Browder has just argued in his rebuttal that, since I regard
his embargo policy as an act of war, then neutrality, which I
advocate, must be doubly so. This is not the case. When a nation
imposes, at the outbreak of 'a war, an embargo on both belligerents
alike, this is recognized as legal neutrality and has long been
regarded among the nations as not constituting a hostile act.
Therefore, my policy is not an act of war. On the other hand,
to furnish goods to one side and withhold them from the other
side is an act of war. If we adopt Mr. Browder's policy, we
already have taken sides in the war.
Mr. Browder says that Mexico and Russia will surely join with
us if we embargo Germany, Italy, and Japan all at once. Mr.
Browder doubtless has sources of information that are not open
to me but I do not feel at all sure that Russia will under any
circumstances go outside her borders to fight other people's wars.
This is in case our embargo policy leads to war, as I believe it
certainly must. Russia has given no indication that she intends to
do anything of the kind, although she has had plenty of provocation to become involved in war during the past two years.
Coming now to the question of moral standards, Mr. Browder
charges that I take no interest in moral standards. I am glad that
he is so deeply interested in moral standards. I did not know until
tonight that the Communist Party, under the leadership of Karl
Marx, entertains such high regard for moral standards as Mr.
Browder says it does. But I do not regard it as moral to take
a certain day in a certain year and say that from now on everybody that disturbs the status quo is a treaty-breaking aggressor and
"immoral," while leaving unchanged and unchangeable the unjust
conditions that have provoked the disturbances. You will search
Mr. Browder's speech in vain to find any suggestion that the status
quo among the nations needs changing. Mr. Browder would
relegate to perpetual poverty underprivileged nations, while the
Communist Party is understood to have even revolutionary sympathies with underprivileged individuals.
Moral standards and principles must be of universal application.
As I have undertaken to show in my main argument, fascist aggression has its roots in imperialist oppression. No adequate provision
for peaceful change was made in the Treaty of Versailles nor in
the League of Nations nor in the Nine-Power Treaty nor in the
Kellogg pact. The Kellogg pact forbids change except by peaceful
means but provides no means, a shortcoming which our government
has done nothing to supply.
So our task will not be so simple as Mr. Browder seems to
think. He accepts things as they are internationally, condemns
anyone who changes the status quo as a "treaty breaker," outlaws
Germany, Italy, and Japan, and proposes that they be starved int:>
virtue. But you cannot starve anybody into virtue. Germany, Italy,
and Japan will not be reformed in that way.
Mr. Browder says with some scorn that I am suggesting that we
"trust" the fascist states. Whether you like it or not, this is exactly
what I do suggest. Mr. Browder has quoted Karl Marx and
Thomas Jefferson. I will quote over against their authority one
whom I place above them both, Jesus Christ. He says that there is
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just one way of dealing with evil doers that will work. We are to
overcome evil with good. We are to do away with our enemies by
not having any. Whatever they do, we are not to regard them as
enemies but treat them like friends. This moral standard I regard
as sound in this particular universe.
Time will tell whether Mr. Browder is right in the views he
has expressed here tonight or whether I am. It may be that there
will prove to be a little truth in both of our positions. In the conflict of forces now pressing in many directions progress is not
likely to ,be just what Mr. Browder wants nor what I want but
a composite of many great forces driving us on toward a greater
future than any of us can now anticipate. If the economic causes
of war and the present inordinate preparations for war are abolished, this achievement alone will contribute incredibly to making
possible happier and more prosperous world.

Mr. Browder's Final Rebuttal

My

opponent has tried to put me in a position of being absurd, by stating that I stand for the "status quo" and he
wants to remedy the ills of the world. When you examine this a
little more deeply, this argument becomes an apology for the
fascist warmakers. We do not defend the "status quo" but we say,
so long as there exist warmaking governments in the world that
are changing the satus quo by means of invasion of other people
and destruction of other nations, talk about peaceful change is
so much poppycock.
It is uniform among the advocates of the neutrality-bloc policy

to ascribe the most serious danger to world peace as coming from
the Soviet government whereas the danger from fascism is only the
danger of resisting fascism. Yet, at the same time that those people
are trying to scare us by saying that the Soviet Union is bringing
about war, they come with their clever provocation to demand why
the Soviet Union hasn't gone to war already. I will tell you why
the Soviet Union has not gone to war-because it stands for
exactly the same kind of policy we are proposing for the United
States, not war but the organization of peace. It is the privilege of
everyone to disagree wi.th the inner organization of the Soviet
Union if they don't like Socialism, if they prefer capitalism, but
it is not the privilege of anyone who wants to stand as a peace
advocate to try to slander the Soviet Union by saying that it is
not a peace advocate, and at the same time try to provoke it to
go to war. The Soviet Union remains, as it has been through the
whole post-war period, the most reliable, the most stalwart, the
most powerful bulwark of peace and progress for the peoples of
the entire world.
We say the time has come when the world must choose between
war and destruction or organized peace. The United States has
the peculiar opportunity of taking the lead and organizing the
peace of the world. We cannot, however, protect ourselves and
protect the world from the threatening catastrophe if we follow
the course that has been defended this evening by Mr. Libby.
The time is short. If we disregard too long our opportunity, it
will quickly disappear and the fascist aggression will increase. By
acting now against the warmakers of the world, we can keep
America out of war by keeping war out of the world I
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