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A T  HOME:

FOR eighty years, the American peo
ple have expressed themselves on 
national issues and have selected their 

national administrations, not only by 
virtue of a two-party system, but by 
virtue of the same two parties. Ever 
since Fremont’s nomination as the first 
Republican Presidential candidate in 
1856, they have lined up consistently 
as Republicans or Democrats. Each 
party lias suffered from bolts and de
fections, but neither has suffered more 
than temporary set-backs.

When Grant beat Greeley in 1872, 
the Democratic Party appeared sick 
unto death, but four years later it 
rolled up a majority of the popular 
vote for Tilden. The Republican Party 
carried only two States in 1912 because 
of the “Bull Moose” movement, but 
in 1916 it came very close to electing 
Hughes, and in 1920 it swept the 
country.

Of the 20 national administrations 
selected since Fremont’s nomination, 
14 have been Republican and only six 
Democratic. This statement, however, 
would convey an erroneous impression 
as to trends and tendencies, if allowed 
to stand by itself. O f the first seven

administrations, only one was Demo
cratic; of the second seven, two were 
Democratic, and of the last six, three 
have been Democratic. Though its 
implication is obviously debatable, the 
Republican Party appears to have been 
losing prestige. It has suffered from 
two impressive defections— one in 1912 
and one in 192-1— and from an enor
mous shift of votes to Roosevelt in 
1932.

Still, after making due allowance for 
all this, partisan loyalty is, as it always 
has been, the dominant fact in Ameri
can politics. As a general proposition, 
American voters have contented them
selves with going from one party to the 
other, or with taking short walks. The 
first requisite of candidates for high 
office continues to be a clean party 
record. Once in a blue moon, some 
independent survives the almost unfor
givable sin of desertion. This is so 
exceptional, however, as to serve lit
tle purpose but to reveal the rule.

The two-party system has become 
a virtually fixed tradition with us 
Americans. It is difficult for most of 
us to visualize a third party in the 
genuine sense. If , as, and when a third 
party arrives, we take it for granted 
that one of the old parties will disappear. 
Such a condition handicaps anything
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like articulate, constructive independ
ence. The man or woman seeking a 
political career soon discovers that con
formity is the price of success.

Critics who ignore the influence of 
partisan loyalty on American politics 
miss a vital factor. Any explanation 
of why we have pursued, or have failed 
to pursue certain policies, is bound to 
lie unreliable and misleading, unless the 
force of that influence is taken into 
account. But— and this is worth con
sidering— it can’t go on forever. Like 
men themselves, the creations and in
stitutions of men are mortal. Bolts 
and diversions are multiplying. Shifts 
in the vote are coming thicker and 
faster. Municipalities and even States 
are laying aside the brass collar of par
tisan allegiance. Labor grows restless 
and youth shows a disposition to break 
with tradition. Let him who can 
guess the answer.

Man or Impression
Seventy-six years ago, American 

voters, especially in the East, were 
asking each other, “Who is Lincoln?” 
Today, they are asking each other, 
“Who is Landon?” To this extent, at 
least, history repeats itself. Once 
again, a comparatively unknown W est
erner emerges from a rather colorless 
prairie background to lead the Repub
lican Party. Once again, a queer, un
expected surge of mass psychology 
develops to sweep aside carefully laid 
plans, costly campaigns, and old-time 
bosses.

Democrats— some of them, at least—• 
profess delight at Landon’s nomina
tion. He will be an easy man to beat, 
they say. That is what Old Guard 
Republicans were saying not so long 
ago. Old Guard Republicans mistook 
the aggressive, articulate Senator 
Borah for their arch enemy. It was 
Landon, however, who beat them, and 
that, too, without even so much as hint

ing that he had the slightest desire to 
do so. Or are we mistaken, and was 
it something else— the crowd behind 
Landon, for instance, moved by im
pression, rather than leadership?

It is too early as yet to classify Gov
ernor Landon. He may be a genius in 
disguise. His build-up has been per
fect, if the object was to satisfy rank- 
and-file cravings. These cravings were 
for a contrast, not only to the Old 
Guard, but to President Roosevelt— an 
offspring of the corn belt, a self-made 
standard-bearer of rural origin and en
vironment, a prophet from the soil, a 
silent sage to belittle the effect of those 
pleasant “fireside” broadcasts. Gover
nor Landon answers the need, though 
whether as the genuine article, or as 
the embodiment of a manufactured im
pression, leuiaius to be seen.

O f course, Governor Landon bal
anced the budget. Considering the 
Kansas set-up, he could hardly have 
done otherwise, but let that pass. Any 
man who balances any budget, any
where, and under any circumstances, is 
bound to make a favorable impression 
in these days of debt and deficit. Also, 
he is bound to become the victim of a 
delightful if unwarranted assumption 
— the assumption that if he can do as 
well by his State, he can do as well by 
the nation.

Meanwhile, and despite the similar
ity of his advent to that of Lincoln, the 
candidate Landon faces far different 
conditions. He challenges the record 
of a Roosevelt, not a Buchanan. He 
must attack an active, aggressive Ad
ministration, and overcome a thor
oughly organized, well-financed, and 
highly confident Democratic Party. It 
is quite true that the Roosevelt Ad
ministration has followed a far differ
ent program from that indicated by 
the 1932 platform, that some of its 
experiments have turned sour while 
others have been outlawed, and that its
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efforts to reduce unemployment have 
fallen short of what was hoped for 
and predicted. But here again we are 
dealing with an impression— the im
pression of sincere, courageous leader
ship, confronted with an emergency, 
willing to try anything once, candid in 
the admission of mistakes, and capable 
of changing methods.

Horizons, Real and Fanciful
Hope of quick recovery through ex

perimenting, spending, and borrowing 
comes into sharp conflict with alarm at 
mounting debts, increased taxes, and 
the possibility of strained credits. The 
last Congress under Hoover appro
priated slightly less than eight billion 
dollars; the first under Roosevelt, a 
little more than 12 billion and the sec
ond under Roosevelt— the one just ad
journed nearly 18 billion. Less than 
50 years ago, a Republican Congress 
was excoriated for appropriating one 
billion dollars. In defending it, 
Thomas B. Reed declared, “This is a 
billion-dollar country.”

It requires no great degree of specu
lative talent to take such facts, coupled 
with a whole lot more that are avail
able, and weave some very romantic 
possibilities into the future. The finan
cial situation, industrial situation, and 
political situation lend themselves read
ily to flights of fancy. One can begin 
by asserting that it is no longer a ques
tion of whether the New Deal should 
be preserved, but of whether it should 
be exhumed and revived ; that it cannot 
be exhumed and revived without curb
ing the Supreme Court; that the Su
preme Court cannot be curbed without 
a constitutional amendment; that an 
adequate constitutional amendment 
would abrogate some of the basic prin
ciples on which this Government rests, 
etc. One can proceed from dilemma to 
dilemma, from alternative to alterna
tive, until he lands the United States

in the lap of fascism or communism, 
according to his taste, by means of 
violent or bloodless revolution, accord
ing to his fancy. All this, however, 
leaves out some very important fac
tors, such as the thought processes, 
habits of procedure, and general atti
tude of the American people, or at 
least a sufficient majority to decide 
matters.

President Roosevelt put his finger 
on the vital spot when he observed that 
recent Supreme Court decisions ap
peared to define a sort of “no man’s 
land” of legislation. Such a “no man’s 
land” is, and always has been, inherent 
in the American system of govern
ment. The founding fathers were 
careful to stake out and fence off fields 
into which no branch of the Govern
ment might enter. Some of the stakes 
have been changed and some of the 
fences shifted, but generally in a slow, 
cautious way, and then only after 
ample time for discussion. There is 
little warrant for the assumption that 
this method is about to be dropped to 
make room for impulsive heroics, espe
cially in the realm of centralized con
trol through bureaucracy.

Imaginative conservatives, as well as 
imaginative radicals, have clothed the 
New Deal with unreasonable implica
tions. It was an emergency measure, 
and most people accepted it as such, 
including its sponsors. No doubt, some 
starry-eyed romancers visualized it as 
the basis of permanent and fundamen
tal change, but they represented, and 
still represent, a hopelessly small mi
nority. Most people accepted the New 
Deal just as they would accept the 
arbitrary organization and control of 
bewildered crowds at a country fire. 
They were not greatly concerned over 
its constitutionality, because of the 
fixed conviction that it would not out
live the emergency, save, perhaps, in 
certain minor details. All of which is
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confirmed by the calmness with which 
most of the adverse Supreme Court 
decisions have been received, even by 
ardent New Deal supporters.

War Without Profiteering
F or  seventeen years, we have been 

trying to chart a program of war with
out profiteering, war by universal 
draft, war which does not make fish 
out of one class and fowl out of an
other. W e have done a lot of talking, 
a lot of resolving, a lot of recommend
ing, and a lot of bill-writing, but we 
are getting nowhere very fast.

The 1919 National Defense Act 
authorized the W ar and Navy Depart
ments to formulate a plan for coor
dinating the country’s forces and re
sources. In his inaugural address, 
President Harding said, “There is 
something inherently wrong with the 
democracy which sends its young men 
to war, and, at the same time, gives 
their fellow countrymen at home an op
portunity to make enormous profits.” 
The general staff presented a program 
for supply branches of the Army 
which was later endorsed by President 
Coolidge. In discussing this plan Rep
resentative Wainwright of New York 
said, “Success will depend on four 
kinds of mobilizations: first, of morale; 
second, of money; third, of men; and 
fourth, of munitions. Before we can 
intelligently plan for war, we must ask 
ourselves what we have and what we 
require as to each of these.”

In 1931 and after a decade of dis
cussion, the general program was mod
ified, amended and rearranged, but 
without result. Two years later, it was 
laid before Congress in the form of 
seven bills, to w it:

1. A bill making available to the 
President the nation’s man power.

2. A bill making available to the 
President the nation’s material 
resources.

3. A bill relating to the acquisition 
of private property.

4. A bill authorizing the establish
ment of a bureau of war-risk 
marine insurance by the Treasury 
Department.

5. A bill creating a war-trade admin
istration to prevent trading with 
the enemy through neutrals, etc.

6. A bill creating a war finance cor
poration to provide funds and 
credits for industry.

7. A bill creating a capital issue 
committee to supervise the sale of 
stocks and securities.

As a supplement to, or substitute 
for, these seven bills, the W ar Depart
ment has recommended, if, as, and 
when a “war emergency” is proclaimed 
by the President: the registration of 
heads or managers of industrial plants; 
conscription of these plants; the fixing 
of agricultural and industrial prices; 
the financing of all war purchases 
through a Government-controlled cor
poration; a universal draft; and con
trol of the press.

The W ar Department is, of course, 
primarily interested in an effective mo
bilization of the country's fighting 
power. The Senate Munitions Com
mittee, however, is bent on taking the 
profits out of war and on substituting 
a pay-as-you-go policy for the old-time 
custom of mortgaging the future.

On June 8 the Senate Finance Com
mittee reported the “war profits" bill 
already approved by the House. The 
bill provides for drastic increase of 
personal and corporate taxes, the ob
ject being to finance war by revenue 
instead of by loans. Personal exemp
tions from income taxes would be set 
at $800 for single persons and $1,600 
for those married. The tax would 
begin with $40 on an income of $2,000 
for a married person, ranging up 
through $880,510 for incomes of 
$1,000,000. Another section would
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impose the following graduated taxes 
on corporations: 15 percent on net in
comes not in excess of two percent of 
adjusted declared value, 25 percent on 
net incomes not in excess of six per
cent of adjusted declared value, and 
100 percent on net incomes in excess 
of six percent adjusted declared value.

That Inevitable Pay-Day
All things considered, it was candid 

and courageous of President Roosevelt 
to recommend a sharp rise in taxes at 
this time, particularly on the undis
tributed earnings which many corpora
tions are holding and husbanding 
against that proverbial “rainy day.” 
Admitting that such a move had to be 
made sooner or later, he could have 
easily stalled it off until after election. 
The fact that he chose to meet the 
situation head-on is not only to his 
credit, but to the country’s advantage. 
Outside of a few crackpots, every one 
realizes that we must pay back what 
has been borrowed and spent, and the 
quicker we begin, the quicker we will 
get through. One could wish that more 
Congressmen had followed the Presi
dent's lead, in principle, if not in detail. 
The squirming has done little good.

The tax bill, as finally adopted, rep
resents small, if any, improvement over 
the original idea. To be sure, the ini
tial draft looked like a stunt exhibit of 
expert accounting, but it could have 
been simplified without sacrificing all 
the good points.

The House accepted the President's 
suggestions, enacting a bill, the out
standing feature of which was a tax on 
undistributed corporate earnings gradu
ated up to 425.-%. The Senate virtually 
tore the House bill to pieces, writing one 
of its own, in which the undistributed 
earnings tax was reduced to seven per
cent. To make up for the deficiency thus 
created, the Senate provided for a cor
poration income tax of 15 to 18 per

cent, for a normal tax of four percent 
on stock dividends, for an increase of 
one percent in the surtax on personal 
incomes between $6,000 and $50,000, a 
“windfall'' tax of 80 percent on im
pounded or abated processing taxes, an 
import tax on a variety of animal 
fats, etc.

A conference committee is trying to 
iron out the differences between House 
and Senate tax bills as this is written, 
with the prospect of compromise 
through more or less hurried patch- 
work. No measure could be well drawn 
under such circumstances. Still, it rep
resents the beginning of a task which 
we must face and carry through. Pay 
day looms as a rapidly growing cloud on 
our economic horizon. How, when and 
bv what means shall we meet it? The 
question cannot be answered by theoriz
ing, or fiat decree. W e are confronted 
by an agglomerate of grim realities, 
among which unemployment and relief 
stand out with bleak distinctness.

Relief and Unemployment
W e began the battle to beat depres

sion with the assumption that once re
covery began, unemployment and the 
consequent necessity for relief would 
gradually diminish. According to the 
most reliable estimates, there are about 
as many unemployed in this country as 
there were three years ago. There are 
certainly about as many on relief. Ac
cording to equally reliable estimates, 
real progress has been made toward re
covery. You can take one set of figures 
and prove that several million employ
ables have gone back to work. You can 
take another set and prove that about 
the same number are out of work. The 
vast sums of money still being poured 
out of the public treasury to prevent 
distress tell the real story. Measured 
by the element of dependency, we have 
gained little. There are varied and con
flicting views as to why this is so. These
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views are going to play an important 
part in the forthcoming election.

According to one school of thought, 
the fundamental error lies in giving the 
Federal Government control of relief. 
It is only fair to recall, however, that 
such a course was adopted, not so much 
because the Federal Government in
sisted on assuming the burden, as be
cause the States, cities, towns, and other 
local agencies wanted to get rid of it. 
The idea of returning the relief problem 
to States, cities, towns, and other local 
agencies may he wise, hut the real point 
is that few thought so three years ago.

Black Legion
Seasons of confusion, bewilderment, 

and uncertainty, like that through which 
we have been passing, invariably pro
duce a crop of weird ideas, some of 
which find expression in weird activi
ties. Perplexity and distress form a 
natural background for the witch doctor, 
the witch burner, and the witch delu 
sion. One can think of no better excuse 
or explanation for the outcropping of 
such cults as the Black Legion.

There is nothing original in this latest 
manifestation of the hatred-horseplay 
complex, this bent for disguised terror
ism. W e get a whiff of it every so 
often. There was the “Know Nothing” 
movement, the “Night Riders”, the 
“White Caps”, the A.P.A. and Ku Klux 
Klan, to mention only some of the more 
important outbreaks.

While it is hardly possible to over
estimate the moral and legal offensive
ness of such outfits, it is possible to 
exaggerate their strength and serious
ness. To a certain extent, they indicate 
mental derangement, usually localized 
and usually short-lived. There is little 
to suggest that they represent anything 
approaching a country-wide attitude, or 
a permanent menace.

According to one statement, the Black 
Legion is spread through 15 States.

According to another, it has six million 
members. That is sheer nonsense. No 
one heard of it, until the bullet-riddled 
corpse of Charles A. Poole was discov
ered. Our news-gathering system must 
be very inefficient if an organization, 
even a secret organization, can spread 
into 15 States and enroll six million 
members, without anybody being aware 
of its existence. Just how many organ
izations can you think of, with six mil
lion members? The two major political 
parties and the three leading churches 
just about cover them.

Republican Platform
The best comment that can be made 

on the Republican platform of 1936 at 
this time is to enumerate its more im
portant pledges and declarations. Here 
they are:

Re-employment
The only permanent solution of the 

unemployment problem is the absorp
tion of the unemployed by industry and 
agriculture. W e advocate:

Removal of restrictions on produc
tion. Abandonment of all New Deal 
policies that raise production costs, in
crease the cost of living and thereby 
restrict buying, reduce volume, and 
prevent re-employment. Encourage
ment instead of hindrance to legitimate 
business. Withdrawal of government 
from competition with private payrolls. 
Elimination of unnecessary and ham
pering regulations. Adoption of such 
other policies as will furnish a chance 
for individual enterprise, industrial ex
pansion and the restoration of jobs.

Relief
To end confusion, partisanship, 

waste, and incompetence, we pledge:
1. The return of responsibility for 

relief administration to non-political 
local agencies familiar with commu
nity problems.
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THE KEYNOTE—"AND IT COMES OUT HERE . . .”
—Now York Post

2. Federal grants-in-aid to the States 
and Territories while the need exists 
upon compliance with these conditions : 
(a ) a fair proportion of the total re
lief burden to be provided from the 
revenues of States and local govern
ments; (b ) all engaged in relief admin
istration to be selected on the basis of 
merit and fitness; (c )  adequate provi
sion to be made for the encouragement 
of those persons who are trying to be
come self-supporting.

3. Undertaking of Federal public 
works only on their merits and separate 
from the administration of relief.

4. A prompt determination of the 
facts concerning relief and unemploy
ment.

Security
W e propose a system of old age se

curity, based upon the following prin
ciples :

1. W e approve a pay-as-you-go pol
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icy, which requires of each generation 
the support of the aged and determina
tion of what is adequate.

2. Every American citizen over 65 
should receive the supplementary pay
ment necessary' to provide a minimum 
income sufficient to protect him or her 
from want.

3. Each State and Territory, upon 
complying with simple and general 
minimum standards, should receive 
from the Federal Government a grad
uated contribution in proportion to its 
own, up to a fixed maximum.

4. To make this program consistent 
with sound fiscal policy the Federal 
revenues for this purpose must be pro
vided from the proceeds of a direct tax 
widely distributed.

We propose to encourage adoption 
by the States and Territories of honest 
and practical measures for meeting the 
problems of unemployment insurance.

Labor

W e pledge ourselves to :
Protect the rights of labor to organ

ize and to bargain collectively through 
representatives of its own choosing 
without interference from any source.

Prevent governmental jobholders 
from exercising autocratic powers over 
labor.

Support the adoption of State laws 
and interstate compacts to abolish 
sweatshops and child labor, and to pro
tect women and children with respect 
to maximum hours, minimum wages, 
and working conditions. W e believe 
that this can he done within the Con
stitution as it now stands.

Agriculture

We propose:
1. To facilitate economical produc

tion and increased consumption on a 
basis of abundance instead of scarcity.

2. A national land-use program, in

cluding the acquisition of abandoned 
and non-productive farm land by vol
untary sale or lease and subject to the 
approval of the Legislative and Execu
tive branches of the States concerned 
and the devotion of such land to appro
priate public use, such as watershed 
protection and flood prevention, refor
estation, recreation, and conservation 
of wild life.

3. That an agricultural policy be 
pursued for the protection and restora
tion of the land resources, designed to 
bring about such a balance between 
soil-building and soil-depleting crops 
as will permanently insure productivity, 
with reasonable benefits to cooperating 
farmers on family-type farms, but so 
regulated as to eliminate the New 
Deal’s destructive policy toward the 
dairy and livestock industries.

4. To extend experimental aid to 
farmers developing new crops suited to 
our soil and climate.

5. To promote tlie industrial use of 
farm products by applied science.

6. To protect the American farmer 
against the importation of all livestock, 
dairy and agricultural products, sub
stitutes therefor, and derivatives 
therefrom, which will depress Amer
ican farm prices.

7. To provide effective quarantine 
against imported livestock, dairy and 
other farm products from countries 
which do not impose health and sani
tary regulations fully equal to those re
quired of our own producers.

8. To provide for ample farm credit 
at rates as low as those enjoyed by 
other industries, including commodity 
and livestock loans, and preference in 
land loans to the farmer acquiring or 
refinancing a farm as a home.

9. To provide for decentralized, 
non-partisan control of the Farm 
Credit Administration and the election 
by National Farm  Loan Associations 
of at least one-half of the board of
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directors of the Federal Land Banks, 
and thereby remove these institutions 
from politics.

10. To provide in the case of agri
culture products of which there are 
exportable surpluses the payment of 
reasonable benefits upon the domesti
cally consumed portion of such crops 
in order to make the tariff effective. 
These payments are to be limited to the 
production level of the family-type 
farm.

11. To encourage and further de
velop cooperative marketing.

12. To furnish government assist
ance in disposing of surpluses in for
eign trade by bargaining for foreign 
markets selectively by countries both 
as to exports and imports. We 
strenuously oppose so-called reciprocal 
treaties which trade off the American 
farmer.

13. To give every reasonable assist
ance to producers in areas suffering 
from temporary disaster, so that they 
may regain and maintain a self-sup
porting status.

Tariff

W e will repeal the present Recipro
cal Trade Agreement Law. It is fu
tile and dangerous. Its effect on agri
culture and industry has been destruc
tive. Its continuation would work to 
the detriment of the wage-earner and 
the farmer.

W e will restore the principle of the 
flexible tariff in order to meet changing 
economic conditions here and abroad 
and broaden by careful definition the 
powers of the Tariff Commission in 
order to extend this policy along non
partisan lines.

W e will adjust tariffs with a view to 
promoting international trade, the sta
bilization of currencies and the attain
ment of a proper balance between agri
culture and industry.

W e condemn the secret negotiation 
of reciprocal trade treaties without 
public hearing or legislative approval.

Monopolies
W e favor the vigorous enforcement 

of the criminal laws, as well as the 
civil laws, against monopolies and 
trusts and their officials, and we de
mand the enactment of such additional 
legislation as is necessary to make it 
impossible for private monopoly to 
exist in the United States.

We will employ the full powers of 
the government to the end that mo
nopoly shall be eliminated and that free 
enterprise shall be fully restored and 
maintained.

Regulation of Business
We favor Federal regulation, within 

the Constitution, of the marketing of 
securities to protect investors. We 
favor also Federal regulation of the 
interstate activities of public utilities.

THE CANDIDATES 
ARE ALREADY PICKED 

AND THEY'VE GOT A PLATFORM 
THAT'S SCARCELY BEEN USED

— Dei Moines Register
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Civil Service

We pledge ourselves to the merit 
system, virtually destroyed by New 
Deal spoilsmen. It should be restored, 
improved and extended.

We will provide such conditions as 
offer an attractive permanent career in 
government service to young men and 
women of ability, irrespective of party 
affiliations.

Government Finance
We pledge ourselves to:
Stop the folly of uncontrolled spend

ing. Balance the budget— not by in
creasing taxes, but by cutting expendi
tures, drastically and immediately. 
Revise the Federal tax system and 
coordinate it with State and local tax 
systems. Use the taxing power for 
raising revenue and not for punitive or 
political purposes.

Money and Banking
W e advocate a sound currency to be 

preserved at all hazard. W e oppose 
further devaluation of the dollar. W e 
will restore to the Congress the author
ity lodged with it by the Constitution 
to coin money and regulate the value 
thereof by repealing all the laws dele
gating this authority to the Executive. 
We will cooperate with other countries 
toward stabilization of currencies as 
soon as we can do so with due regard 
for our national interests and as soon 
as other nations have sufficient stability 
to justify such action.

Foreign Affairs
W e pledge ourselves to promote and 

maintain jx:ace by all honorable means 
not leading to foreign alliances or po
litical commitments. Obedient to the 
traditional foreign policy of America 
and to the repeatedly expressed will of 
the American people, we pledge that 
America shall not become a member of

the League of Nations nor of the 
World Court, nor shall America take 
on any entangling alliances in foreign 
affairs. W e shall promote, as the best 
means of securing and maintaining 
peace by the pacific settlement of dis
putes, the great cause of international 
arbitration through the establishment 
of free, independent tribunals, which 
shall determine such disputes in ac
cordance with law, equity and justice.

National Defense
We favor an Army and Navy, in

cluding air forces, adequate for our 
national defense. W e will cooperate 
with nations in the limitation of arma
ments and control of traffic in arms.

Bill of Rights
We pledge ourselves to preserve, 

protect, and defend, against all intimi
dation and threat, freedom of religion, 
speech, press and radio; and the right 
of assembly and petition and immu
nity from unreasonable searches and 
seizures.

We offer the abiding security of a 
government of laws as against the auto
cratic perils of a government of men.

Furthermore
1. We favor the construction by the 

Federal Government of headwater 
storage basins to prevent floods, sub
ject to the approval of the legislative 
and executive branches of the govern
ments of the States whose lands are 
concerned.

2. W e favor equal opportunity for 
our colored citizens. W e pledge our 
protection of their economic status and 
personal safety.

3. To our Indian population we 
pledge every effort on the part of the 
National Government to ameliorate 
living conditions for them.

4. We pledge continuation of the 
Republican policy of adequate compen
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sation and care for veterans disabled 
in the service of our country and for 
their widows, orphans, and dependents.

5. W e shall use every effort to col
lect the war debt due us from foreign 
countries, amounting to $12,000,000,- 
(XX)—one third of our national debt.

6. W e are opposed to legislation 
which discriminates against women in 
Federal and state employment.

ABROAD:
Two games have been played in 

Europe: the war game and the peace 
game. By the rules of the first, might 
is right, and the objectives of foreign 
policy are man-power, economic power, 
and armaments. The peace game de
pends for its existence on the contin
ued observance of just treaties, on 
mutual compromise and collective ac
tion between nations. The belief of a 
pacifist is succinctly described by the 
Oxford Dictionary as follows:

P acifism : The doctrine or be
lief that it is desirable and possible 
to settle international disputes by 
peaceful means.
Ostensibly, Europe has pursued pac

ifism since the World W ar; nations 
have avowed that the guiding lights 
of their respective foreign policies 
were the principles of the League of 
Nations.

Now Germany and Italy have sabo
taged the peace game and are domi
nating international politics. Europe 
is a pacifist's nightmare; confusion is 
the preeminent force as nations fran
tically seek, at best, to find a new peace 
formula, or, at worst, to make up for 
lost ground in the accumulation of 
their power resources.

Pacifists’ Plight
Those who are crowing over the 

break-down of the League of Nations

may only be greeting their own fu
nerals. The theory embodied in that 
institution still remains valid as the 
only feasible way of preserving peace. 
Furthermore, the extent of the break
down can be exaggerated. The mere 
fact that the discussion of interna
tional problems is focused at Geneva 
represents an inestimable advance over 
the pre-war era.

There is a common misconception to' 
the effect that the League of Nations 
has been an abstract, disembodied en
tity, which has proved to be an imprac
tical addition to the world's politics. 
On the contrary, the League has been 
no more than the nations which sub
scribed to it ; its failure is the failure 
of its member nations, who have not 
been willing to sacrifice their interests 
to their professedly pacific principles.

Admittedly, the League got off to a 
bad start with the abstention of the 
United States. But its position was 
made much worse when it became the 
instrument for the enforcement of the 
Treaty of Versailles. For example, if 
the Allies had seen fit to rectify an 
unjust peace during the Stresemann 
regime, Hitler might still be an obscure 
crank, prating in Munich beer halls. 
And Austria might not now be a cause 
of international hysteria had not the 
“strict constructionists” of the World 
Court deemed “unconstitutional” the 
very natural customs union with Ger
many, proposed in 1929.

The recent Jtalo-Ethiopian imbroglio 
affords another instance in which the 
actions belied the professions of the 
pacific powers. England forced through 
sanctions when the Sudan and the Suez 
Canal were threatened; France held 
back desiring Italy as an ally against 
Germany. France nanded action 
against remilitarization of the Rhine
land ; England condoned Hitler’s treaty 
defianc* 'mxious not to offend a pos
sible associate.
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Today the erstwhile pacific powers 
are paying for their lack of foresight 
and their failure to cooperate. The fu
ture penalty may be war. The present 
penalty is a painful dilemma: They may 
change their ways and make a new sta rt; 
but this savors of a death-bed repent
ance, and an ugly echo suggests, “Too 
late.” Or these powers may revert 
whole-heartedly to the game of alliances 
and armaments, in which they have al
ready lost much valuable time.

—In England

In Great Britain, a pacifist (by the 
Oxford definition) would probably 
wish devoutly that the island could he 
towed out and anchored somewhere in 
the middle of the Atlantic Ocean.

But, being bound inevitably to E u 
rope, he would find himself in an imme
diate quandary, projecting future prob
lems. The immediate issue is that of 
sanctions against Italy. Our pacifist 
might string along with the Liberal 
Party, the Labor Party, the League of 
Nations Lrnion, and Lloyd George’s 
Council of Action, and vote for their 
continuance. His argument would be 
that his country was pledged to support 
the League and that there would be no 
telling what might happen next if Italy 
were permitted to get away with her 
aggression.

Again, he might vote for the drop
ping of sanctions, on either of two pre
texts, both equally pacific in intention. 
He might agree with the Socialist 
League, the left wing of the Labor 
Party, that British action against Italy 
was solely imperialistic and that the 
League of Nations was nothing more 
than a capitalistic conspiracy, more 
menacing than helpful to the cause of 
peace. O r he might take the view that 
sanctions have done no good, anyway, 
and agree with Sir Austen Chamber- 
lain, who said: ‘‘W e would merely ex

tend the conflict. W e would fight, not 
for peace, but for revenge.”

The return of Sir Samuel Hoare to 
the Cabinet suggests that the anti-sanc- 
tionist group will win the day.

Desiring peace, the pacifist would 
have been disturbed to see the members 
of the League of Nations meet to decide 
upon its future and, instead, decide to 
follow its past by adjourning for an
other month. But the issue of what 
means should now he adopted for the 
preservation of peace, he could not ig
nore, and he would have the arguments 
of two schools of thought thrust upon 
him.

The first line he would hear from 
Air. Baldwin and read in the London 
Tim es. It runs that the League should 
be ‘‘reformed" by watering down its 
sanctions so that Germany particularly, 
Japan, and perhaps the States might see 
fit to come in. This pro-German policy 
would revise the Treaty of Versailles, 
even in the direction of colonies, and 
limit England’s continental commit
ments to a minimum; she would fight 
only to keep an invader out of the Chan
nel ports or to preserve the Imperial 
route to the Far East. It would remove 
certain international injustices, but it 
would mean the indorsement of the 
Nazis, at which many hesitate.

The other policy offered is a recon
struction of the Stresa front, aiming at 
an “iron ring” around Germany. Sir 
Austen Chamberlain and Winston 
Churchill, like it, as do, for different 
reasons, those liberal elements which 
would like to join hands with left-wing 
France and Russia. But it would also 
mean bringing Italy into the party, and 
British-Italian feeling is bitter.

In short, the pacifist is offered a 
League which wouldn’t work or a 
I -eague which, although effective, 
would be nothing more than an armed 
alliance.

Worse to any Englishman, however,
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than this confusion is the fact that Mus
solini has successfully challenged Brit
ish naval supremacy in the Mediterra
nean. Since the war, Britain has 
substituted for physical supremacy a 
diplomatic—or, if you prefer, a moral— 
supremacy based upon a system of col
lective security. The failure of the 
League of Nations has inflicted an un
precedented loss of prestige and has 
also revealed the limitations of her ac
tive power. The launching of a dozen 
Queen M arys will not quite heal this 
wound.

— And in France

ff the month found an English paci
fist utterly perplexed, not even know
ing whom he would like for allies or, 
in the last extremity, whom he might 
have to fight, his French counterpart 
was guided by two of the definitely 
fixed points in the confusion of Eu
ropean policies. The first of these is 
France’s deadly fear of invasion; the 
second, the Franco-Soviet alliance.

Professing a desire to support the 
collective system, a member, say, of 
one or another party of the Popular 
Front would be reluctant to sec sanc
tions go by the board. Yet his French 
logic would convince him that to retain 
them amounted only to locking up the 
house when the burglar was well away. 
In fact, the problem remained second
ary to the more important one of 
Italian support against Germany. 
There is the additional consideration—  
which a member of the L eft Wing 
might disclaim— that Mussolini will 
not discuss the French rights to the 
Djibouti railway until sanctions are 
raised.

When it comes to “reforming” the 
League, there is only one French 
view: that the organization should be 
based on France and Russia. It should 
be equipped with effective and swift-

moving sanctions, for France is sub
ject to sudden attack.

Upon this foundation, M . Blum, 
newly elected Socialist Premier, would 
like to construct, as a minimum, mu
tual assistance treaties with Great 
Britain and the Little Entente. He 
would also like to add an arrangement 
with Germany; hut the odds are not 
in his favor. He is a Jew at the head 
of the militantlv anti-fascist Popular 
Front. France, too, has little to offer 
Hitler, save a guarantee of security on 
Germany’s western flank, so that Der 
Fuhrer can attack Russia in the East. 
But Russia is France’s most trusted 
ally.

To add to his woes, M. Blum has 
the ticklish job of keeping together the 
Communists on the left and the Radi
cal-Socialists on his right, not lo men
tion warding off the fascists. History 
may say of him that his was the trag
edy of a man who might have served 
his country to perfection even a brief 
six months before his election, hut who 
arrived as a statesman of conciliation 
when the only language understood 
was that of the mailed fist.

Po wer Politics

While the democratic nations are 
getting bogged down by doubts, the 
three main dictatorships have found 
their certainties down in the old, time- 
tried fundamentals.

Germany and Italy never did have 
much use for the principles of collec
tive security or democracy, which they 
regard as so much piffling sentimental
ity. A pacifist in those two nations 
would find himself forced to live either 
in a concentration camp or in an ivory 
tower. Hitler and Mussolini have 
placed their faith in their force.

Russia, too, has followed this policy, 
with the marked difference that her 
objective in doing so has been defen
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sive; she wants reliable assurance that 
she can force through her own do
mestic developments.

All three nations have taken Na
poleon’s advice to the effect that God 
fights on the side of the biggest battal
ions and that all you need is mothers. 
Germany, for instance, knows well 
that France's fear of her is not only 
because of her greater population, but 
also because the German birth rate is 
much higher. Along this line, Russia 
intensified a policy as significant for her 
ultimate importance on the map as the 
introduction of communism. She 
framed a program for the restriction 
of abortions and the increase of in
stitutions to care for the new-born. 
Russia has 173.000.000 inhabitants 
now and even at the present rate of 
increase, expects to have 300,000,000 
by the end of the eighth five year plan 
in 1968. The new plan will improve 
on those figures.

In the field of armaments, there is 
the same story. Dictatorships have 
gained a substantial head-start while 
other nations abstained from building 
in the unfulfilled hope of limitation 
agreements.

Today Great Britain wants a naval 
and air accord with Russia. But the 
Soviets will not limit their Navy while 
Japan is still unshackled in the Far 
E a s t; nor will they even exchange 
building plans. This means that there 
cannot be an Anglo-German accord on 
account of Soviet-German rivalry in 
the Baltic. Then, too, Russia now has 
the largest air fleet in the world; and 
here once more Soviet-German rivalry 
prevents agreement with Great B rit
ain.

Since the failure of the League to 
curb Mussolini, Russia, hitherto a 
League supporter, feels justified in 
taking whatever measures she sees fit 
to protect herself against Germany in 
the West and Japan in the East.

Dictators in the Saddle
Today, for better or for worse, the 

dictators are in tire saddle in Europe. 
And for several reasons.

In contrast to the confusion in 
which other nations now find them
selves when they seek to redefine their 
foreign policies, the dictators know 
what they want. They have known 
what they wanted for years and have 
followed their objective consistently. 
That in itself gives them a material 
advantage.

They have based their policies upon 
the analysis that in a final show-down 
the nation with the greatest resources 
of power would win. The only condi
tion that would prevent that, would be 
agreement among other nations to pool 
their resources against a treaty-breaker 
or aggressor; the dictators assumed 
that this would not happen, whatever 
professions the more pacific countries 
might make. Events show the dicta
tors to have been the realists. They 
have achieved a position in which they 
could say, in effect, to the other na
tions, “Fight or shut up.” The an
swer has been silence.

The dictators have imposed power 
politics on Europe greatly to their own 
advantage. Having made the most 
of their head-start in accumulating 
power, they know it is patently ridicu
lous for Great Britain, France, and 
the others to play the peace game and 
reduce armaments among themselves. 
And the corollary of this is that, if the 
dictatorships are to come to any gen
eral agreement for the assurance of 
peace, they can exact handsome con
cessions as the price of their member
ship.

An Austrian Deal?
Reflecting as it does every vagary 

of the major powers, Austria is one 
place in which an answer may be
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A HORNETS’ NEST
— United Feature Syndicate

sought to a vital European question: 
will Mussolini join the bloc of nations 
which is intent on preserving the 
status quo (France, Russia, and the 
Little Entente), or will he line tip 
wiih his fascist colleague, Ilitlcr, in 
forcing further territorial revision? 
11 Duce has asserted that, since her 
Ethiopian conquest, Italy may be 
counted among the “satisfied powers” ; 
nevertheless recent events in Austria 
showed that he is willing to make at 
least a gesture towards Germany.

Austria has leaned heavily on Ital
ian support. With an increasingly am
bitious Germany in the north, a grow
ing Nazi movement at home, and a 
Government enjoying the support of 
an estimated 10% of the population, 
the Administration sorely needed Mus
solini’s moral backing as well as his 
material contributions to the upkeep of 
Prince von Starhemberg's H eim w chr  
which was a necessary substitute for 
popularity.

However, the Prince’s explosive po
litical career has ended in a whimper. 
For his removal from the Vice Chan
cellorship, he could largely thank his

indiscreet telegram congratulating 
Mussolini on his triumph “over bar
barians and democratic dishonesty and 
hypocrisy.” Austria was financially 
rehabilitated by the League in 1923 
and is virtually in pawn to several 
democratic powers, notably England, 
France, and the United States; and 
so the ensuing diplomatic protests had 
to he respected.

It followed that the Prince also lost 
the support of Mussolini. The latter 
wants the democratic powers to recog
nize his new colony, and it is a safe 
bet that the telegram convinced him 
that the Prince was a dangerous wind
bag.

A more concrete reason for Mus
solini's transfer of patronage from 
Von Starhemberg to Chancellor von 
Schuschnigg, however, was II Duce’s 
proposal for conscription in Austria, 
wiping out the H eim wchr— a step nat
urally opposed by the Prince. The 
Ethiopian campaign has cost Ttaly a 
lot uf money— $1,000,000,000, it is 
estimated. This explains Mussolini’s 
desire to be rid of bis financial respon-

AMONG THE CASUALTIES OF THE 
ITALO-ETHIOPIAN POLICY
—The George Matthew Adams Service
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sibilities to the H cim wehr, which is 
now being absorbed into the Govern
ment’s Fatherland Front. Similarly, 
Italian troops are preoccupied in 
Africa, further weakening the Italian 
prop under Austrian independence, 
which Mussolini would, nevertheless, 
like to see maintained.

As usual. Hapsburg restoration was 
rumored as an immediate solution of 
the problem. Chancellor Schusch- 
nigg’s visit to Italy, however, suggests 
the more likely expedient of a deal 
between Italy and Germany, whereby 
the moderate Austrian Nazis, who are 
willing to accept independence for the 
time being, would support the present 
clerical, fascist Government. This 
would preserve fascism in Austria and 
would also give Mussolini and Hitler 
another asset when they start to bar
gain with the rest of Europe.

Left and Right
French Communists sing the M ar

seillaise as enthusiastically as the In 
ternationale; the vice president of the 
Radical-Socialist Party, writing in the 
W orld R eview  o f  Review s, rejoices 
that the Communists have moved 
towards a “rational conception of 
patriotism.” Nevertheless, labor may 
be said to be working on the interna
tional side of the fence, and it may 
justifiably be suggested that one factor 
which makes the more rabid national
ists think twice before declaring war is 
the fear of a consequent Left-W ing 
revolt.

In June, labor, relatively interna
tional, showed gains in strength which 
more than offset advances made by 
fascism, which is nationalistic by any 
standard of judgment.

French radicals have seen many of 
their former colleagues, notably Clern- 
enceau and Briand, go the way of all 
flesh when elected to power. They de
cided on steps to make sure that Leon

Blum would not likewise degenerate 
into a conservative. Without resort
ing to violence, 1,000,000 workers 
showed their strength by indulging in 
a strike which closed down stores and 
factories, stopped newspaper presses, 
and threatened a food shortage. V ic
tory went to the strikers, who gained 
a seven to fifteen percent raise in 
wages, recognition of their unions, 
and the promise of a 40-hour week.

Belgium joined the swing leftward 
in Western Europe, the Socialist party 
strengthening its position in the elec
tion. Against this, the election was 
marked by' the emergence of a fascist 
party— the Rexists, a group of mili
tant, dissident Catholics. Its forceful 
aud loud-voiced leader, Degrelle, was 
tutored by' Doll fuss and then by the 
Nazis. In working out his plans for 
a fascist Belgium, he inclines to the 
German ideal, although rejecting its 
Protestantism in deference to Belgian 
conditions. It was obvious during the 
election that the Rexist Parly was 
heavily financed, and the finger of sus
picion was pointed at Germany', whose 
press welcomed the advance made by 
the new party.

In Spain, workers sought to capi
talize on the presence in power of a 
radical government by means of 
strikes. On the other hand, in Aus
tria the Schuschnigg Government 
made definite gestures to the moderate 
Nazis— or, as they' prefer to call them
selves, the “Pronounced Nationals”—  
further consolidating fascism.

Palestine: A  World Problem
Palestine is not a problem in itself. 

It has been made the repository for a 
series of world problems which could 
not find a solution elsewhere: na
tionalism, and anti-semitism; and lega
cies from the war.

That Italian propaganda has intensi
fied the conflict in Palestine cannot be
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denied. In view of Mussolini’s ex
pressed desire for friendly relations 
with Great Britain, this propaganda 
can he attributed either to overzealous 
lieutenants, athirst for further spoils, 
or to a circuitous strategy on the part 
of II Duce by which he hopes to im
prove his bargaining position vis-a-vis 
Great Britain.

Actually the conflict is much more 
profound, arising from the inevitable 
contradictions of the peerlessly vague 
idealism of the Balfour Declaration 
of 1917. The first part of that decla
ration reads:

“His Majesty’s Government 
views with favor the establish
ment of a national home for the 
Jewish people, and will use its 
best endeavors to facilitate the 
achievement of this object.”

All well and good! The Great Dis
persion of Jews from Palestine had 
begun several centuries before Christ; 
a historic, prescriptive right was being 
recognized. The British Government 
would insure Jewish immigration, and 
Jerusalem, formerly only a spiritual 
home, would become an actual home 
for a persecuted race.

The second part of the declaration 
reads:

“ It being clearly understood 
that nothing shall be done which 
may prejudice the civil and re
ligious rights of the existing non- 
Jewish communities in Palestine.”

The existing non-Jevvish communi
ties, so lightly dismissed, represented 
well over 700,000 Arabs, who had 
been settled in the country for thirteen 
centuries and who had, furthermore, 
been promised freedom and independ
ence as the price for their support of 
the Allied Powers during the war.

There are thus two issues in Pales
tine: Arabs versus Jews, and Arabs 
versus Great Britain. And these issues 
have been brought to a climax by the 
phenomenal increase of Jewish immi
gration during the last few years. 
(See page 65.)

The British policy has been to deny 
redress for the Arabs until disorders 
cease. A Royal Commission has been 
appointed to investigate grievances, 
but with imperial prestige at its pres
ent nadir there is no prospect of E n 
gland consenting to any substantial 
weakening of her position. Assum
ing there were such a prospect, the 
fact remains that there is no solution 
for the problem within Palestine. For 
the Jew today is essentially a W est- 
ener, his Semitic traces are well-nigh 
lost, and in culture, tradition, tempera
ment, and religion he would seem al
most irreconcilable with his distant 
Arab cousin, at least in the cramped 
quarters of Palestine. It has been 
suggested that elsewhere— perhaps in 
a broader Asiatic region— the two peo
ples might assimilate, or at least join 
hands in some common reclamation, 
but, if confined to Palestine, there 
would seem to be little hope.

India
There have been two important 

changes of leadership in India, both of 
which will have repercussions on the 
policies of the British and of the na
tives who resist the British R aj. A 
new Viceroy has been inducted, and 
leadership of the Indian National Con
gress has passed into fresh hands.

Lord Wiliingdon departed, leaving 
behind a record of ruthless suppres
sion of the nationalist movement. The 
appointment of the Earl of Linlith
gow, who was largely responsible for 
the drafting of the new Indian con
stitution, suggests a policy of seeking 
the support of nationalist leaders in
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favor of tile Federal scheme proposed 
by the British Government.

Nationalist leaders, however, have 
become more militant and less com
promising. In strong contrast to the 
passive resistance advocated by Ma
hatma Gandhi is the policy of Pandit 
Nehru, new president of the National 
Congress, spearhead of the independ
ence movement. “Our members must 
light and not spin,” he has asserted. 
In his presidential address before the 
annual session of the Congress at 
Lucknow, in which some 75.000 dele
gates and members from all over the 
country participated, he advocated a 
republic of peasants and workers. 
Suiting the action to the word, Nehru, 
the youngest man ever elected to his 
position, planned a tour of the country 
to organize the peasants.

Farmers are the backbone of India; 
7?'/c of the population either till the 
land or are directly connected with 
agriculture. The program, therefore, 
means carrying the struggle for inde
pendence to the masses more intensely 
than ever before. Although Gandhi is 
not in full sympathy with all Nehru's 
socialistic tendencies, he has exhorted 
his followers to give their full support 
to his former right-hand man.

To offset the nationalist campaign, 
the Government hastened to announce 
the appropriation of 10,000.000 rupees 
for agricultural relief. Nationalist 
leaders in the Legislative Assembly in
terpreted the move as a victory for 
Gandhi’s rural reconstruction work 
and also for Nehru’s campaign among 
the farmers.

Crisis in the Far East
Events in the Far East moved rap

idly and unexpectedly out of the stage 
of mere diplomatic jockeying into the 
grimmer phases of economic conflict 
and military tension.

Economic penetration has been used

as the spearhead of the Japanese ad
vance towards complete dominance in 
North China. The military situation 
was given a sudden turn by the ulti
matum sent to the Nanking Nationalist 
Government by the South China Gov
ernment, threatening civil war unless 
opposition to Japan were seriously un
dertaken.

China, now torn by internal con
flict, is left to fight it out alone with 
Japan, since Great Britain is preoc
cupied with Africa and Europe and 
America with her domestic affairs. 
The situation may be altered, of 
course, if Japan runs foul of Russia, 
hut for the moment, at least, this is a 
clash Tokyo much prefers to avoid.

Military Tension
Japanese statesmen are in the habit 

of declaring that they do not want war. 
The answer to that is the continued 
pouring of troops into North China 
provinces at a rate which, in recent 
weeks, accelerated markedly. Opti
mists who hoped that Japan would be 
satisfied with consolidating her posi
tion in Hopei and Cliahar had their 
hopes dashed when it became abun
dantly clear that Japan wants all five 
northern provinces for her game-hag 
and that she is in all probability pre
paring to establish Henry Pu Y i, the 
puppet Emperor of Manchukuo, on 
China’s dragon throne in Peiping.

The point at which the Chinese will 
lose patience and offer armed resist
ance, no matter how vainly, is rapidly 
approaching. A significant statement 
was made in A sia M agazine by Hu 
Shih, tlie Chinese philosopher who was 
recently recognized by Harvard as one 
of the world’s leading scholars:

“I have been for twenty-five years a 
pacifist and an internationalist. But 
* * * I have found my pacifism fading 
away. Japan is forcing China to fight 
— I can see no other way.”
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Chiang Kai-shek, head of the Na
tionalist Government at Nanking, has 
not yet made his position clear regard
ing the actions of Japan. For one 
thing, there is not much he can do 
about it ; for another, he prefers the 
Japanese to the communists. There
fore, he was placed in a position of 
extreme difficulty when the South 
China Government, which leans 
towards communism and has been 
drifting steadily away from Nanking, 
decided to force his hand. Canton de
clared that, if Chiang Kai-Shek would 
not fight the Japanese, South Chinese 
troops would fight him. Faced with 
the prospect of civil war if he does not 
attempt the hopeless task of resisting 
Japan, Chiang Kai-Shek faces the dis
mal alternative that, if he does try it, 
he has little assurance that the south
ern Government will not, in any case, 
take advantage of his preoccupation in 
the North to seize the Central Govern
ment at Nanking.

No matter who fights whom, Japan 
is obviously the winner.

Economic Conflict
Four nations long have been com

peting for the China trade— Japan, 
Russia, the United States, and Great 
Britain. Japan is now aggressively 
on the attack, while a fifth nation has 
entered the lis ts : in 1935, German ex
ports to China exceeded those of Great 
Britain for the first time. Whether or 
not this is an indication that the much- 
rmnored German-Japanese alliance is 
actually operative, the two nations are 
gaining at the expense of their long- 
established business competitors.

The immediate cause of the present 
controversy is Japanese smuggling into 
North China. Eastern Hopei’s puppet 
Government, which is under control of 
the Japanese, has reduced tariffs to 
25%  of the Chinese rate; direct smug
gling is also taking place and the Chi

nese market is being flooded with 
cheap Japanese and Manchukuoan 
goods. More serious is the fact that 
customs receipts, upon which the cen
tral Government at Nanking is de
pendent, are not being remitted. Chi
nese protests have proved futile. The 
customs officials are disarmed by 
treaty; furthermore, only those which 
are in the control of the Japanese re
main. Boycotts on Japanese goods, 
the Chinese know, will only bring 
sharp reprisals, while the Japanese, 
for their part, assert that Eastern 
Hopei is acting independently and vol
untarily and that North China will 
thrive under all the blessings of “ free 
trade.”

England and the United States have 
sought to effect currency agreements 
with China in an effort to obstruct the 
Japanese encroachments, but these 
have proved ineffective. The Japanese 
have reasserted their Eastern “Monroe 
Doctrine,” resenting the interference 
of other powers, who are too busy with 
other affairs anyway. China herself 
is helpless. Protests or no protests, 
Japanese economic invasion, with its 
consequent undermining of Chinese 
political sovereignty, will continue un
checked.

Pan America

The first rosy flush of enthusiasm 
for the proposed Pan American con
ference, strong in May, has faded. As 
expected, Canada remained aloof. 
Among the nations more vitally con
cerned, there were evident conflicting 
trends, towards and away from Gen
eva; and combined with high expec
tations for a Pan American “League 
of Nations” was a distrust of the 
whole idea of international coopera
tion. Procrastination has become the 
order of the day, encouraged as it has 
been by domestic disturbances.



28 CURRENT HISTORY, JULY, 1936

Canada Between Two Worlds

Canada has made no move towards 
aligning her foreign policy with that 
of the Pan American nations in gen
eral and the United States in particu
lar. She has kept one foot in each 
world. She is linked to Great Britain 
by sentiment and tradition—hut not by 
constraint. Her contractual obliga
tions towards the Old World are those 
assumed as a member of the League of 
Nations. Y et she is inescapably a 
North American nation by the facts 
of geography.

The crisis of the League presents 
her with this problem: she may follow 
Great Britain with her European en
tanglements, or adopt North American 
isolationism. Public opinion is seri
ously divided as to what course Canada 
should take, were Great Britain to find 
herself at war, while the States were 
intent on preserving neutrality.

Conservative loyalist elements, 
strong in the East and Far West, 
would follow Great Britain, “right or 
wrong.” At the other pole, Quebec, 
plus radical groups throughout the 
country, would oppose participation. 
Tn the center is a large group of mod
erate liberals who would resolve the 
problem by agreeing to fight a “League 
war.” The next war certainly will be 
advertised as a League war, but in the 
meantime this group is shedding mem
bers to the extremes on the right and 
left, as the peace machinery has pro
gressively crumbled.

What the outcome might be is un
certain. Canada is not likely to leap 
to arms with the same alacrity as in 
1914. Nor is political union with the 
States (Representative Sirovich’s fan
tasies notwithstanding) the alternative. 
Some form of neutral alliance would 
he more probable, yet against this, the 
position of the isolationist groups pre
sents certain weaknesses. Quebec and

the radicals balk at the enactment of 
neutrality legislation, which is as- 
sumcdly essential to keeping out of a 
future war. Quebec dreads any steps 
which may encourage the American
ization of Canada and threaten the 
French-Canadian cultural autonomy. 
English elements are strong in the 
radical movement and they hesitate to 
take a step which implies secession 
from the British Commonwealth of 
Nations.

The issue threatens a hitter internal 
conflict. It may be said that Cana
dians will do all they can to retain their 
position with one foot in each world.

South America Hesitates

Argentina was responsible for the 
diplomatic surprise of the month, when 
she insisted that the whole League As
sembly rather than the League Coun
cil should deal with the (piestion of 
sanctions against Italy. The small 
nations, who can have their say in the. 
Assembly and not in the Council, are 
predominantly in favor of the con
tinuance of sanctions, realizing that 
they themselves may some day go the 
way of Ethiopia without League pro
tection. Consequently, Argentina 
pricked where it hurt most the con
sciences of the great powers, who were 
just adjusting themselves nicely to ac
ceptance of the Italian victory and rub
bing from their minds an unpleasant 
memory. The Argentinian action also 
showed an unexpected interest in the 
European peace system on the part of 
an American nation.

But while Argentina glanced sig
nificantly across the Atlantic. Guate
mala, Ecuador, and Chile looked reso
lutely the other way. Guatemala re
signed from the League outright, with 
Geneva suspecting that the action was 
due to the influence of Italians in 
Guatemala’s internal affairs. Ecuador 
refused to take further action against
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Italy, and at Geneva, wits said of the 
anti-sanctionists, “a little Ecuador 
shall lead them.” Chile threatened to 
withdraw from the League unless 
sanctions were raised, and at the same 
time, her President expressed hopes 
for the Pan American conference, 
which he saw as a preferable alterna
tive.

Representatives of Argentina, Mex
ico, and Guatemala drew up a program 
for the Buenos Aires meeting, cover
ing organization of peace, neutrality, 
limitation of armaments, juridical 
problems, economic problems, and in
tellectual cooperation— all the pro
posals being on the Geneva model.

Meanwhile, the conference has been 
postponed on the grounds that the 
South American nations are anxious 
to await the results of the Presidential 
elections in the United States.

SCIENCE
President C. M. Goethe of the E u

genics Research Association recently 
delivered some startling if jejune 
opinions to that body. His topic was 
“Patriotism and Racial Standards.”

With an unscientific lack of re
straint Goethe extolled the virtues of 
the mythical Nordic. A surprising 
harmony of observation and deduction 
with those of another famous eugen- 
icist now practicing in Europe obtain 
throughout the body of his opinion. 
Accepting the recently enforced mar
riage of politics and eugenics, Goethe 
adopts the number one fallacy of treat
ing race and nationality as synony
mous and then proceeds to make out 
a bad case against the “lesser” broth
ers who wear a skin of darker pigment 
than the Nordic.

He indorses the immigration quota 
laws, imputing to them an intrinsic

eugenic value of a high order. And it 
is not denied that such laws have suc
cessfully excluded those “lesser” 
breeds germinated on the Mediter
ranean littoral— breeds that have al
ready seeped into the country and by 
various subhuman devices managed to 
compete and often win first-line 
positions while they defiled the race by 
writing some of the best literature, 
painting some of the best pictures, 
participating in some of the most fruit
ful research, and, most subversive of 
all, managing to maintain an enviable 
dignity and integrity. But perhaps it 
is to the machinations of these people 
that Goethe refers when he wonders 
whether there exists in America “an 
adroit censorship to bar any advocacy 
of the desirability of conserving Nor
dic homogeneity.”

It is possible to assure the eugenicist 
that such a censorship does exist in 
the form of well-weighted effort on 
the part of sociologists, geneticists, and 
anthropologists to ridicule any and all 
racial superiority myths of his, or 
some other, order. To date, this group 
has been successful, although Hitlerian 
repercussions are beginning to be man
ifest among those pseudo-scientists 
who feel the time has come to chose a 
race of supermen whose composite vir
tues will obscure any lack of brain.

But what of the submen who are to 
be excluded? It would be unkind to 
remember at this time the past suc
cesses of these dark-skinned breeds 
in civilization and the arts— while 
many of the fairer skin were still 
running with the wolves. Unfortu
nately Goethe contents himself with 
praising the Nordic. It  remains for 
other ingenious men to reconcile the 
patent contradictions of man and 
superman.

Opposing Goethe’s concept of eu
genics and race superiority, Professor 
Earnest H. Hooton summarizes a dif
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ferent gospel in an article on “Plain 
Statements About Race” published in 
Science. Its salient points coincide 
with an authoritative body of opinion 
that leaves advocates of Nordic supe
riority little on which to pin their fan
tastic doctrines. Strangely enough, in 
this day of politico-eugenics, Hooton 
suggests that the mutable processes of 
nature have a larger influence on the 
making of man than have political 
parties, purity cults, and imperfect ap
plication of scientific knowledge. In- 
ferentially Professor Hooton advises 
his fellows to accept evolution and 
abandon the notion that the contem
porary image of the organism is the 
desired ultimate, whether entitled Nor
dic or Nonesuch.

Hooton acknowledges the fallacy of 
accepting physical variation as the 
basis of inferiority or superiority. 
With some regret he notes that in the 
past this contemptible subterfuge justi
fied our European forbears in the 
bloody business of Negro enslavement 
and Indian annihilation. In those days 
primitive peoples were made to suffer 
the penalty of nature’s evolutionary 
oversight.

On the question of race origin, Pro
fessor Hooton’s composition also fails 
to corroborate the scientific findings of 
the eugenicist Hitler. “The composite 
origin of most of the existing races of 
man is demonstrable. Thus the Poly
nesian represents a stabilized blend of 
white, Negroid, and Mongoloid ele
ments. The so-called Nordic race is 
probably a hybrid derivative of sev
eral strains present in Europe during 
the glacial period, to which have been 
added in historic times Alpine, Mon
goloid, and other racial elements car
ried by the Lapps, Finns, Slavs, and 
other peoples who have mixed with the 
inhabitants of the Nordic area. . . .

“The scientific method of determin
ing the racial composition of the

United States or any other country is 
to appraise the distribution of type 
combinations of physical characters in 
the individual which are known to be 
hereditary racial features. The sort
ing of these types is initially made 
without reference to parentage or na
tional origins of the person studied.

“Studies of these physical types in 
the old American populations, in the 
children of immigrants from other 
countries, and in residents of alien 
birth do not indicate that the racial 
composition of the United States has 
been profoundly modified by recent 
immigrations. Incoming types are vir
tually identical with those represented 
in the population resident here for sev
eral generations, although the propor
tions are somewhat modified.

“Each racial type runs the gamut 
from idiots and criminals to geniuses 
and statesmen. No type produces a 
majority of individuals from either 
end of the scale. While there may be 
specific racial abilities and disabilities, 
these have not yet been demonstrated. 
There are no racial monopolies either 
of human virtues or of vices.”

It is in this last statement, concern
ing the tendency of all nationalities to 
arrogate to themselves the virtues and 
repudiate the vices of mankind, that 
Professor Hooton approaches the 
scientific middle ground. Unfortu
nately this monopolistic practice has re
cently become a national religion, de
spite the repeated denials of anthro
pologists, biologists, and eugenicists 
that there is a specific group ascend- 
ence among the civilized nations. 
Scientists, today, scrupulously sepa
rate race and nationality while recog
nizing a diffusive influence of both 
habit and heredity upon man’s upward 
progress. The quarrels of the disciples 
of Lamark or Darwin are no longer 
partisan. Intelligent researchers inter
mingle the influence of environment
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and heredity, finding ample use for 
both to cover the gaps in their imper
fect knowledge.

Eugenicists agree upon the variable 
conditioning of man, and at once admit 
genuine proof of his inherent ability 
to transmit acquired and ingrained 
habits to succeeding generations. Not, 
of course, habit fully developed or 
capable of mature manifestation, with
out a pre-conditioning in a similar en
vironment to that in which necessity 
and physical sub-normality or abnor
mality had first nurtured them. Man, 
the biologists say, is the sum of his 
ancestors and the victim of his envir
onment. Few persons of rank quarrel 
with this definition, with the exception 
of Hitler. And if he propounds con
trary views concerning the latent 
Nordic superiority, one has only to 
examine the practical application of 
these pronouncements in order to dis
cover where the orator yields to the 
practical man. Young Germans, 
having been assured of their general 
inherent excellence are now being 
rigidly subjected to an environmental 
training calculated to transform an 
Australian Bushman into a model 
Nazi. But perhaps it is indicative of 
Nordic superiority that these Aryans 
can blindly accept the risks of mass 
conditioning without fear of the

future. However, biologists predict 
that the tinhorn children of these Ger
mans will learn with amusement that 
their forefathers once subjected them
selves to such doctrines, since the 
processes of nature are somewhat 
more painstaking than Der Fiihrer 
imagines— hereditary traits are incul
cated into a race only after centuries 
of habit.

In his address President Goethe 
raised one final proof of the inferiority 
of other races to the Nordic. Citing 
an outbreak of the plague in Los 
Angeles he notes that it was confined 
to the Mexican quarter. H e implies 
from the incident that this is evidence 
of Mexican inferiority. Thus, in com
pany with many others, Goethe 
assumes that predisposition to specific 
disease is proof positive of undesir
ability and inferiority. O f course, he 
does not cite contributory causes that 
might outweigh bodily infirmity, such 
as slum housing, improper diet, in
sufficient knowledge, or medical 
neglect.

It is significant, however, to recog
nize that applied science is vulnerable 
to unscientific influence. In the future, 
eugenics will be suspect if it continues 
to justify ancestor worship and race 
prejudice to the detriment of genuine 
anthropological facts.
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