




















CONTENTS

CHAPTER |

THE WAR DANGER 1
CHAPTER Il

WHAT IS HAPPENING IN ASIA

AND IN EUROPE? 8

The Struggle against Colonial Imperialism

The Struggle against Feudalism

Effects of the Japanese Defeat and the Liberation of British India
Europe’s Struggle to Preserve Its Democracy and Independence
Transformation in England

The Situation on the European Continent

CHAPTER 111
RUSSIAN AND AMERICAN POLICY
IN ASIA AND EUROPE 29

Russian Goal in Asia: New Expansion

Factors Favoring the Russians in Asia

Intensive Industrialization of Asiatic Russia

United States Attitude toward Agrarian Reform in Asia

Unconditional Support of Chiang Kai-shek by the United States

Repercussions of the American Policy in Japan

Danger of Supporting Reaction in Asia

The Russian Policy in Europe

Relative Strength of the United States and the Soviet Union

The Soviet Union Alone Is Still Far behind the United States

The Soviet Union Needs Large New Conquests in Order to Catch Up
with the United States



The Three Weapons of Russian Expansion in Europe
The Communist Parties in Europe

The European Crisis

Increased Influence of the United States in Europe
Dangers of a Reactionary Development in Europe
American Policy in Germany

American Policy in Western Europe

CHAPTER 1V

EVEN A VICTORIOUS WAR WOULD BE NO SOLU-
TION. AMERICA WOULD BE AN ISLAND IN A SEA
OF BARBARISM 71

Why War with Russia?

How Great is America’s Military Superiority?

Industrial Strength Does Not in Itself Mean Military Strength

Atomic War Is Not Yet Push-Button War

War against the Soviet Union Would Not Be a Lightning War

Defensive Measures of the Russians in Case of War

Russia’s Armaments Industry Is Being Moved Underground

The Russian Offensive in Europe and Asia

The Russian March to the Atlantic

Atomic War against Europe and Asia

The Price of an American Victory: Barbarism in Europe and Asia

The War against the Russians Must Be Won as a Political War;
Then a Shooting War Will Not Be Necessary

CHAPTER V

WE HAVE TO BE MORE PROGRESSIVE
THAN THE RUSSIANS 108

No Appeasement Policy

There Must Be a Decisive Change in American Foreign Policy
We Have to Be More Progressive than the Russians in China
Agrarian Reform for China

Industrialization and Reform of the Kuomintang

We Have to Be More Progressive than the Russians in Europe
For a United, Independent Europe

Europe in a Bundle of Crises

A Complete Transformation Is Needed

Vi



The European Crisis Will Be a Long One

A United Europe Would Be Stronger than the Soviet Union

Dangers of Our Policy in the Ruhr

French Opposition

German Nationalists May Become Allies of the Soviet Union

American Policy in Germany Must Be Changed

Wanted: A Progressive Germany as Part of a United Europe

A United, Progressive, Independent Europe Is the Best Basis for
Stopping the Russians without War

Vi












CHAPTER ONE

THE WAR DANGER

The World today is in danger of war; to deny
it would be not only unrealistic but foolhardy. For it
is not by shutting our eyes to danger and taking refuge
in the land of wishful dreams, but only by looking
danger square in the face that we can hope to combat
it.

True, the danger of war is present; but this does not
mean that war is unavoidable. It can be avoided. With
the help of a realistic, progressive American foreign
policy, the present generation can hope to live in
peace, even though undeniably the world situation to-
day is far more menacing than after the First World
War. The masses in all countries are pretty well aware
of this. For them the First World War was a great
turning point. By and large, the world had enjoyed
a century of peace since the Napoleonic Wars; during
this century from Waterloo to Sarajevo, hostilities,
aside from the War of 1870, had occurred only on
the periphery of the great industrial states.



After the First World War the peoples of the world
believed that from then on there would he peace, and
only with the Nazi seizure of power in Germany did
they reluctantly begin to accustom themselves to the
idea that there would be a new war.

The Second World War was not felt to be a turning
point like the First World War; it was not regarded
as the termination of an epoch. On the contrary. To-
day the whole war period is looked upon as just one
stage in the unfolding of great historical events lead-
ing we know not whither.

And today, in sharp contrast to the years following
the First World War, we are stricken with the fear of
a new war, although the last one is scarcely over.

Only a short time after the military defeat of Ger-
many and Japan, we are faced with the specter of a
Third World War, and the question is no longer: Is it
possible? but rather: Is it probable— or inevitable?

To speak of the possibility of a Third World War
is to speak of a possible war between the United States
and the Soviet Union; for only these two powers are
capable of a conflict that would be a real world war.

The United States and the Soviet Union together are
so strong that if they were allied, no coalition of coun-
tries could conceivably win a war against them for
many years to come. They have emerged from the last
war as the only real world powers. Yet these two
powers are not equal in strength. Industrially and
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hence also from a military standpoint the United
States is many times stronger than the Soviet Union;
at the peak of war production the United States pro-
duced as much war material as England, Russia, and
Germany together. On the other hand, the Soviet
Union is the only power geographically situated on
both the European and Asiatic continents; this geo-
graphical position offers an enormous political and
military advantage.

The political situation of the world today is deter-
mined by the antagonisms between these two world
powers, which stand at opposite poles in their eco-
nomic and political systems.

The United States is the world’s leading capitalist
power; here more commodities are manufactured than
in all the rest of the world together; economic power
is concentrated in the hands of the great corporations.
In the Soviet Union the state owns the means of pro-
duction and private ownership of capital goods has
been done away with.

The United States maintains the Anglo-Saxon sys-
tem of political democracy, of personal and political
freedom. Under the Soviet Union all personal and
political freedom has ceased to exist, and the one-
party state crushes any possible opposition with terror.

The two world powers are diametrically opposed in
all their institutions.

But the differences in the economic and political
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systems of the two countries do not by any means
make war inevitable between them. In all epochs states
with different economic and political systems have
lived side by side. The divergent political systems of
the United States and Russia have not led to war be-
tween them in the three decades from the October
1917 revolution to the present day. It follows that the
conflicting systems do not adequately account for the
tensions between the United States and Russia that
have become so severe in the recent period.

And the danger to peace today does not reside pri-
marily in the diametrically opposed economic and
political views prevailing in the two world powers. For
neither of the two has any idea of trying to impose its
system on the other. The danger is not that the United
States may attempt to impose its economic and politi-
cal system on the Soviet Union by force of arms. Any
idea of this sort is absurd; no one has ever expressed
it, and there is no such trend. Likewise, there is no
danger that the Russians may attempt to impose their
system on the United States. This idea is equally ab-
surd; it would be absolutely impossible to win over
any serious percentage of the American population to
totalitarianism in the Soviet style. It is highly signifi-
cant that the American Communists have never elected
a senator or congressman and that they have always
been obliged to hide behind other names and front
organizations.
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In other words, the danger is not inside the two
world powers; it does not consist primarily in any
temptation on either part to attack the regime of the
other country. No; the source of the danger is that in
the course of the developments that culminated in the
Second World War, the whole world outside of the
United States and the Soviet Union, and especially the
peoples of Europe and Asia, have been set in motion.
In Europe and Asia 1,500,000,000 people, almost
three quarters of humanity, are on the march today.

The circumstances of these 1,500,000,000 have un-
dergone a fundamental change in the recent period.
Tremendous dislocations have occurred. The direction
in which these 1,500,000,000 people move will exert
a profound effect on history, on the world parallel-
ogram of forces, on the balance of power between the
United States and the Soviet Union.

Today the Russians are in Berlin. Their policy is to
draw all Germany into their sphere of influence. But
Germany before the Second World War was the second
largest industrial state in the world, with one sixth of
world production.

The Russians today are on the Chinese borders;
with their Communist allies, they dominate large
areas of Manchuria and North China. Before the war
Manchuria alone had an industrial production larger
than that of all the rest of China, and in China alone
lives more than one fifth of the world’s population.
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Germany alone is not strong enough to withstand a
Russian Communist offensive. China alone is not
strong enough to withstand a Russian Communist of-
fensive.

As the greatest European and Asiatic power, as the
only world power on the Eurasian continent, the Soviet
Union has great opportunities for a gigantic expan-
sionist offensive, the aim of which would be to change
the world parallelogram of forces decisively in its
favor, to diminish the gap that separates it from the
United States as an industrial and military power.

The real danger lies in conflicting efforts to shape
the future of the 1,500,000,000 in Europe and Asia,
in a clash between the two world powers in their ad-
vance positions, whether in China or Korea, Greece
or Iran, Germany, Italy, or France.

Recently it has become increasingly evident that
this is the source of danger. But most attempts to
analyze the situation have not gone very deep. Nu-
merous articles in the press make it appear that the
military and political collapse of Nazi Germany, the
military collapse of Japan, the disintegration of the
British Empire have produced a vacuum in the world,
that the United States must fill this vacuum, and that
if it does not, the Russians will do so.

This is one of those typical half-truths that are so
dangerous just because they are half true but leave
decisive factors out of account. We have not only an
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economic and political vacuum in Europe and Asia;
we have more; in reality we have in both continents
one of the greatest processes of transformation that
the world has ever seen.

The first thing we must know in order to analyze the
real danger of a clash between the United States and
the Soviet Union is: What is happening in Asia and
in Europe?



CHAPTER TWO

WHAT IS HAPPENING IN ASIA AND IN
EUROPE?

Revolutionary changes have occurred in
Asia as a result of the Second World War. The First
World War had scarcely touched Asia; the Second
World War, however, was in part an Asiatic war—
in two respects: Asia was a battlefield and Asia was
one of the stakes.

After its military defeat, Japan lost not only the
territories conquered in the course of the Second
World War, but also the conquests of the preceding
decades. Aside from Russia, Japan had been the only
highly industrialized power in Asia, the only country
able to maintain and equip a modern army. It goes
without saying that the Russians have been enor-
mously strengthened in Asia by the complete disap-
pearance of Japan as a military power. But the Second
World War had other political consequences. Through-
out Asia it gave new impetus to two great movements
that had begun long before.
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THE STRUGGLE AGAINST COLONIAL IMPERIALISM

The first of these movements is the struggle of the
Asiatic nations for independence and political free-
dom, the struggle against the old colonial imperialism.
This struggle has already achieved great victories.
England is leaving India; soon there will not be a
single British soldier on Indian soil. India has ceased
to be an object of British imperialism. It can and it
wants to build its own economic and political future.
The Indians themselves will decide whether or not to
remain in the British Commonwealth. The fight for the
liberation of India did not, of course, begin in the
Second World War; it had been raging for many
years. But the dislocation that the Second World War
brought to England, Asia, the whole world, greatly
speeded up the tempo of this struggle.

Today India is free, and the fact that it is free has
had enormous repercussions throughout Asia. The
struggles in the Dutch colonial empire have not been
concluded; nor have those in French Indo-China. It is
perfectly possible that Holland and France will again
be victorious. But for how long? From the historical
point of view, the era of old colonial imperialism is
unquestionably drawing to an end. Now that Japan
has been defeated and the British are leaving India,
there is no doubt that all the nations of Asia will con-
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tinue their march toward freedom and political inde-
pendence.

THE STRUGGLE AGAINST FEUDALISM

Concurrently with their fight for political freedom,
the people of Asia are carrying on another vast strug-
gle. This is the struggle against the reactionary feudal
landlords, for industrialization and higher living
standards.

This movement is of critical importance for the con-
flict between Russia and the United States, and will
be for many years to come.

The overwhelming majority of the Asiatic popula-
tion lives by agriculture. Industrial production is ex-
tremely small. Immediately before the Second World
War, British India, with a population of more than
350 millions, produced no more manufactured goods
than Australia, with its population of 7 millions. The
standard of living in all Asia is inconceivably low.

Colin Clark has attempted to compare the living
standards of the various nations of the world. For this
purpose he has reckoned the national income of the
individual nations on the basis of what he calls an
“International Unit,” which he defines as follows:
“An International Unit is . . . the amount of goods
and services which could be purchased for one dollar
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in the United States on an average throughout the
decade 1925-34." *

According to his calculations, the United States led
the world before the Second World War with a total
of 1,300 to 1,400 International Units per capita per
year. Canada came next with 1,200 to 1,300 I.U.’s,
and Great Britain third with 1,000 to 1,100 I.U.’s.
On the other side of the picture were the people whose
annual per capita income was below 200 1.U.’s, “the
poverty line.” Colin Clark assesses the total popula-
tion of the world at 2,095 millions, and the combined
population of the countries below the poverty line
amounts to 1,113 million persons, pr more than half
of the total population of the world.

The overwhelming majority of these lived in the
colonial and semicolonial areas of the world: 450
millions lived in China, 370.5 millions in British
India, 65.42 millions in the Dutch East Indies, 117.8
millions in the rest of Asia (including French Indo-
China, Korea, Formosa, Siam, Ceylon, and Malaya),
and 106.09 millions in Africa (representing almost
the whole of Africa with the exception of Egypt, Al-
geria, South Africa, Morocco, and Tunis).

The standard of living of the overwhelming major-
ity of the population is so low that extreme poverty
and starvation can be called the rule.

* Colin Clark. The Conditions of Economic Progress, London,
1940, pp. 2, 54, 57.
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Conditions in British India are reflected in vital
statistics: “The average length of life in India is low
as compared with that in most of the western coun-
tries; according to the census of 1921, the average for
males and females respectively was 24.8 and 24.7
years, or a general average of 24.75 years in India as
compared with 55.6 years in England and Wales. It
was found to have decreased further in 1931, being
23.2 and 22.8 years for males and females respec-
tively.” * Similar conditions prevail in all colonial
countries of Asia, and in semicolonial countries such
as China.

But today the peoples of Asia have awakened. They
are no longer satisfied with political freedom but are
now fighting for economic progress. The people of
Japan, China, India, Korea, Manchuria, and the Dutch
and French colonies are engaged in a struggle against
the reactionary feudal landlords.

What has feudalism meant in Asia?

Much as the feudal regimes of Asia may vary in
details, they are all alike in one point. The feudal
lords own but do not cultivate the greater part of
the land, while millions of peasants, in many regions
the majority of the people, having no land, or in-
sufficient land of their own, are compelled to work as
tenants or share croppers for the feudal landlords.

* Industrial Labour in India, The International Labour Office,
1938, p. 8, based on the census of India in 1931, p. 98.
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Agricultural metliods are inconceivably backward.

The landlord’s share commonly amounts to 50 per
cent or more, although he himself does nothing. The
result of this feudal exploitation is that agriculture is
not modernized, that the great majority of the popula-
tion lives in extreme poverty and hunger. It also ham-
pers industrial development, since so impoverished a
population can offer no expanding domestic market.

No economic progress is possible in Asia until this
feudal organization of agriculture is eliminated or
radically reformed.

EFFECTS OF THE JAPANESE DEFEAT AND THE
LIBERATION OF BRITISH INDIA

Today this struggle is going on all over Asia—and
the outcome of the war has greatly intensified it. Why?
When Japan made its conquests in Korea, Manchuria,
and China proper, it tried to find allies among the
native population. And it found them everywhere, pre-
cisely among the old feudal landlords. They were will-
ing to collaborate with Japan if their own economic
interests were protected. And now the defeat of Japan
has undermined the collaborationist landlord class in
all the countries formerly occupied by the Japanese.
The same is true of the European colonial empires.
In order to cement their rule, the European imperial-
ists had also sought allies; they too had found them
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among the reactionary feudal classes, which for this
reason they had consciously strengthened.

The British rulers of India have clearly understood
this for over a century. Lord William Bentinck, gov-
ernor general of India from 1828 to 1835, spoke very
frankly of the alliance between British imperialism
and the Indian feudal class. In an official speech dur-
ing his term of office he declared: “If security were
wanting against extensive popular tumult or revolu-
tion, I should say that the Permanent Land Settlement
. . . has this great advantage at least, that it created
a vast body of rich landed proprietors deeply interested
in the continuance of the British Dominion and hav-
ing complete command over the mass of the people.” *

Because of the stagnation in economic development,
the living standards of the majority of Indians re-
mained at an extremely low level. The British there-
fore tried to improve matters by introducing certain
agrarian reforms. However, the alliance of British
imperialism with the Indian feudal classes seemed so
necessary to them for the maintenance of their power
and position that none of these reforms was permitted
to touch the property basis of the feudal system that
the British had helped to create. In a report of the
Royal Commission on Agriculture in India, issued in

* Lord William Bentinck, speech made on November 8, 1829, re-
printed in A. B. Keith’s Speeches and Documents on Indian Policy,
1750-1921, Vol. I, p. 215.
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1928, we read: “It will not be within the scope of the
Commission’s duties to make recommendations re-
garding the existing systems of land ownership and
tenancy.”

Now that the British are leaving India, the feudal
landlords are losing their chief protectors.

To sum up: What is taking place in Asia? (1) The
struggle of the Asiatic nations for freedom and in-
dependence; this struggle has already met with great
success. And (2) a struggle for economic freedom
against the reactionary landowning classes. The aims
of this struggle are: radical land reforms, elimination
or reduction of agricultural rents, modernization of
agriculture. It is a struggle to provide the basis for
large-scale industrialization and improved living
standards for one half the human race.

This mighty movement is making itself felt through-
out Asia today. American foreign policy must take it
into account if any lasting success is to be achieved
in Asia.

EUROPE'S STRUGGLE TO PRESERVE ITS DEMOCRACY
AND INDEPENDENCE

Europe was once the industrial center of the world.
At the time of the First World War it still produced
more than the United States.

In consequence of the gigantic increase in Amer-



ican production during the Second World War and
the devastation caused by the war in Europe, the
United States today produces more than all Europe
together.

But Europe is still of crucial importance to world
development. In the coming years, which will decide
the question of peace or war—and perhaps will decide
whether or not the world is to descend into barbarism
— Europe will be of far greater importance than Asia.
The industrial production of the sixteen countries that
under the Marshall Plan have turned to the United
States for aid is far greater than that of the Soviet
Union and its satellites, approximately twice as large
as that of the Soviet Union alone—while the Soviet
Union in turn produces far more industrial goods than
all the nations of Asia together.

Like Asia, Europe has suffered profound disloca-
tions; like Asia, it is searching for new roads. As in
Asia, these dislocations did not, of course, begin with
the Second World War.

The great industrial countries of Europe, like the
United States, entered the First World War in a con-
dition of social stability, following a period of indus-
trial growth lasting many generations.

But in sharp contrast to the United States, they did
not emerge from the First World War in a state of
social stability. And the period between the two world
wars was not a period of economic growth for Europe,
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but a period of profound and continued dislocations.
The inflation that gripped Europe after the First World
War largely destroyed the holdings of the European
middle class— particularly in Germany. In the mid-
twenties, a certain stabilization occurred, but this
prosperity was short-lived. The world economic crisis
broke out. But in Europe it did not strike an economic
and social structure with long years of prosperity be-
hind it, or a population possessed of large savings, as
in the United States, but a political and economic
structure that had been shaken more severely than
those of the United States by the First World War,
and therefore was far more vulnerable after war and
inflation.

The world economic crisis brought National Social-
ism to power in Germany; the National Socialists at-
tempted to solve it by organizing a gigantic armaments
production in the midst of peace.

For years before the outbreak of the Second World
War in 1939, the people of Europe had been living in
the expectation of it. Then the war broke out and
Europe was again a battlefield; a Europe that had not
fully recovered from the effects of the First World
War was dealt a staggering blow by the Second World
War.

The war was waged in the cities and industrial cen-
ters of Europe. And the widespread destruction it
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caused has shaken the social structure of the Con-
tinent.

Europe is consequently faced with the necessity of
achieving a new social and economic balance.

The urban middle class, which had already been so
severely shaken by the inflation after the First World
War, was now further impoverished and demoralized
by the Nazi war economy and the Second World War.
Today a new wave of inflation is passing over the
whole of continental Europe. In these first postwar
years, the middle classes are losing what they man-
aged to preserve through the war.

There is no branch of European life, no section of
the population that is not forced to undergo thorough-
going changes.

In order to achieve an economic system similar to
the American system of today, Europe would have to
return not to the period before the Second World War,
but to the period before the First World War.

The social and economic basis for a revival of the
system of free enterprise has been destroyed by the
upheavals of the last thirty years: the social basis, be-
cause a system of free enterprise requires a strong
and flourishing middle class and the two world wars
have left no such middle class in Europe; the eco-
nomic basis, because Europe can solve its crises only
by extensive planning, both in its home economy and
in its trade relations with other continents.
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Europe, which once possessed great colonial em-
pires, must accept the fact (see also page 9) that the
epoch of colonial imperialism is drawing to a close—
and with it all the advantages that Europe once en-
joyed in the old colonial territories.

Europe, which was once the center of world capital,
with European capital invested in all continents, has
grown poor in consequence of the two world wars. Its
liabilities are greater than it assets. At a time when
all of Asia is in the midst of a gigantic struggle for
liberation, at a time when the colonial empires are
fast being lost, an impoverished Europe must seek
new roads by which to survive this epoch of change
and upheaval as an independent force.

These new roads are not clearly laid out. Europe
is still experimenting in many ways. But Americans
should realize that Europe is not experimenting for
love of experiment. It is not as if the war had left a
viable form of European economy, which might per-
fectly well be continued, but was being endangered by
experiments. Actually there is in Europe today no set
and stable economic system such as we have in the
United States. Instead there is an economic and social
structure that has by no means recovered from the
ravages of this war, and which must now adapt itself
to a totally changed world situation.

Europe today is experimenting. It has not arrived
at any final solutions.
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TRANSFORMATION IN ENGLAND

But certain tendencies and trends can already be
discerned, most clearly in England, in the attempts
of the Labour government to reshape the social and
economic life of its country by democratic socialist
planning.

Democratic socialism means direct opposition to
communism and the totalitarian state. Democratic
socialism means, as the British Labour party has
demonstrated ever since it came to power two and a
half years ago, preserving political and personal free-
dom, parliamentary rule, the rights of minorities, and
the right of opposition. Democratic socialism means
freedom of the press and freedom of assembly; it
means that in a few years’ time the present govern-
ment must answer to the British electorate.

The British Labour government therefore implies
no political break with the democratic history of
England® but on the contrary demonstrates its
continuity.

However, the British Labour government took office
with an economic program that had been discussed for
months before by the voters throughout England. This
program provided for drastic reforms, above all the
socialization of basic industries such as coal and steel,
transport, public utilities. If it is carried out, approx-
imately 20 per cent of industry will have been social-
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ized, while the remaining 80 per cent will still be in
private hands.

It is noteworthy that this program for socializing
basic industry was advocated not only by the British
workers and the Labour government. In the whole
period between the two world wars England never suc-
ceeded in solving its permanent unemployment prob-
lem, affecting millions of workers, and today it is in
the midst of the gravest economic crisis in its history.
Consequently increased government control of indus-
try and the nationalization of certain industries were
advocated by many groups outside the ranks of labor.
The Conservative British opposition has declared—
though indeed against an appreciable opposition in its
own ranks—that if it is voted into the government at
the next elections, it will retain a considerable share
of the Labour government’s nationalization measures.

England was not quite so severely shaken as the
Continent by the two world wars, and consequently
was able to preserve a certain stability and continuity
in its institutions. The fight for the remolding of its
social and economic life is being carried on without
violence, by democratic socialist methods. One cir-
cumstance favoring this development is that so far the
extremists of the right and left have found little sup-
port in England. The Communists, the most deter-
mined enemies of any democratic socialism, have
never played a large role in England; in all these
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years they have had no more than one or two repre-
sentatives in Parliament. The reactionary semifascists
have wielded no greater influence.

THE SITUATION ON THE EUROPEAN CONTINENT

The situation is different on the European conti-
nent.

In both world wars the Continent was a battlefield
and suffered terrible devastation. In continental Eu-
rope there is no tradition of political continuity such
as in England. Consequently the extremists are very
much stronger. The Communist parties have a large
and disciplined membership. Though they have never
carried a clear majority in any country, they have be-
come, particularly in France and Italy, the dominant
force among the industrial working class. Throughout
western Europe there are strong reactionary, more or
less openly antidemocratic, fascist and semifascist
groups. Even after the total military defeat, such
groups exist in Germany.

The European continent can emerge from its pres-
ent grave crisis only through the victory of those
groups that are aiming to build up a new social and
economic structure by democratic socialist planning.
This new economic structure cannot be one exclusively
of free enterprise. As in England, basic industry will
have to be socialized.
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The need for a planned transformation in all Eu-
rope, a transformation far beyond the scope of any-
thing that free enterprise could accomplish under
present circumstances, has become increasingly clear
to many observers in the United States.

The sixteen nations that have applied for American
aid under the Marshall Plan were instructed to draw
up a program for pooling and developing their own
resources. This is impossible under a system of free
enterprise such as ours in the United States. In an
editorial entitled “The Four-Year Plan,” analyzing
the Paris report of the sixteen nations, the New York
Herald Tribune quite correctly writes: “There is for
one thing the ironic, though secondary consideration
that the United States, pursuing a policy dedicated to
the revival of free international market and the aboli-
tion of all kinds of restrictive planning controls,
should have found itself forced to instigate one of the
most remarkable attempts at international planning
which our times have witnessed. [Italics mine.] For
this is a four-year plan, resembling in its production
goals, consumption levels, allocations of resources,

the celebrated Russian plans. ...” *
Europe can survive only with the help of a planned
economy.

But the crucial question (and crucial perhaps for
the future not only of Europe) is whether this four-

* New York Herald Tribune, September 23. 1947.
23



year plan—in contrast to the Russian Five-Year Plans
—will be carried on in accordance with democratic
socialist principles and methods, such as the Labour
government in England is observing in the execution
of its own plan; whether, under this plan, personal
and political freedom will be preserved.

This will be much more difficult on the Continent
than in England, because the economic dislocation is
far more severe, and because the progressive, demo-
cratic socialist forces are engaged in a bitter struggle
with the right-wing extremists and the Communists.

The Communists are quite well aware that the
democratic socialists are the most determined and
most dangerous enemies of Communist expansion in
Europe. They have recognized this fact and expressed
it clearly in a proclamation of the nine Communist
parties. The proclamation declares that there are two
camps in the world today “. .. the camp of imperialist
and anti-democratic forces, whose chief aim is an
establishment of a world-wide American imperialists’
hegemony and the crushing of democracy, and an anti-
imperialist, democratic camp . . .” (This latter, of
course, is the camp of the Communists themselves!)
After an analysis of the tactical weapons at the dis-
posal of the American camp, the proclamation re-
sumes:

A separate place in this arsenal is reserved for the
treasonable policy of the Rightist Socialists of the
24



kind of [Léon] Blum of France, [Prime Minister]
Attlee and [Foreign Secretary] Bevin in Britain,
[Socialist Leader Dr. Kurt] Schumacher in Germany,

[President Dr. Karl] Renner and [Vice Premier
Adolf] Schaerf in Austria, [Giuseppe] Saragat in
Italy, and so on, who aim at hiding the true face of
imperialism behind the mask of democracy and So-
cialist phraseology while in reality they serve as faith-
ful toadies of the imperialists, bringing within the
ranks of labor dissension and disruption and poison-

ing its conscience.

This clearly shows that any democratic socialist
progress in Europe will meet with the sharpest resist-
ance on the part of the Russians and their Communist
puppets.

But resistance to democratic progress does not come
from the Russians alone. Precisely because the situ-
ation in Europe today is so extremely grave, because
the urban middle classes, which formerly served as a
buffer between the extremist camps, have in many
places almost been wiped out, precisely because all
those groups that were directly or indirectly associated
with National Socialism and fascism now fear for
their vested interests, the democratic socialist forces
are also faced with the most determined resistance
from the right.

Such rightist reactionaries as the De Gaullists in
France can for a time appear extremely strong. By
banding with the Communists, they can have the ma-
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jority of the electorate behind them, and in this way
block any progress of a democratic socialist nature.
It is even possible that— particularly because of the
fear of the Communists that is now sweeping all Eu-
rope—they will come to power for a time. But in
order to remain in power, they need foreign aid, for
they have no program for solving the European crisis,
for carrying the European nations through the present
period of chaos. They have no program and they can
have none, for a program capable of solving the Euro-
pean crisis must be above any narrow-minded nation-
alism, must be an all-European program.

On this point, the nationalists and reactionaries
have nothing to offer. The Achilles’ heel of the De
Gaulle movement, for instance—and this is no acci-
dent—is that it has no program for solving the French
or European economic and social crisis.

But the very fact that the reactionary nationalists
have no program for solving the crisis and meeting
tlie problems of a world in transformation is what
makes the prospect of their taking power so danger-
ous. For if they were discredited, it is highly probable
that the pendulum would swing in the other direction,
that the power would fall to the Communists.

The European crisis can be solved only by those
progressives who stand for responsible, parliamentary
government, for political and personal freedom, and
for a planned economy with nationalization of key
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industries. These are the democratic socialists and
they represent the will of the European peoples. If
the peoples of Europe were free to decide their
future, without direct or indirect or threatened inter-
vention from outside, there is little doubt that these
progressive, democratic socialist forces would win out
in the end, and that the future of western and central
Europe would be entrusted to them.

Of course, they would also have great transitional
difficulties to overcome; but the trend would be rela-
tively clear.

In Asia the political trend is toward independence,
sovereignty, freedom from colonial oppression, and
the economic trend is toward elimination of feudal-
ism, modernization of agriculture, increased indus-
trialization, raising of the living standard, and elim-
ination of poverty and hunger. In industrial Europe
the political trend is toward personal freedom and
democratic institutions, toward freedom of press and
assembly; while the economic trend is toward a social
democracy that will supply the foundations of these
political freedoms, that will endeavor to solve the
present European crisis through a plan that will put
all of Europe’s economic resources to the fullest use.

Europe today is not united; it consists of a number
of states that were formed in earlier historical epochs.
Its economic apparatus and its political mechanism
as well are in many ways obsolete.
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Europe will regain a decisive place in the present
epoch of world powers only if it makes use of its pres-
ent crisis in order to take an important step forward
toward European unity; if, by a struggle againstall re-
actionary, nationalistic, fascist, or semifascist forces,
it can be reborn as a democratic socialist organism.
This united Europe, to be sure, would never again be
the center of the world that Europe once was, but it
would represent a significant, independent force,
powerful enough to play an important role in the pres-
ent period. It would be a force capable of ensuring
peace for a great many years to come.

But today Europe is by no means united in attack-
ing its grave crisis, and consequently it is weak. The
countries of western Europe are still sovereign states,
but today they are exposed to pressure on all sides.

The course of European developments in the near
future depends not only on internal trends but on the
shape that the policy of the two world powers will as-
sume in Asia and in Europe.

28



CHAPTER THREE

RUSSIAN AND AMERICAN POLICY
IN ASIA AND EUROPE

What are the aims of Russian policy in Asia?

Since the defeat of Japan, which automatically

ceased to be a great power, the Soviet Union has be-

come the only great power on the Asiatic continent.

This has occurred at a time when all Asia, with its

population amounting to one half the human race, is
on the march.

RUSSIAN GOAL IN ASIA: NEW EXPANSION

The aim of Russian policy in Asia is unmistakable:
the enlargement of the Russian orbit.

Yet even if new Russian expansion is successful,
it does not necessarily follow that the territories
included in the Russian sphere of influence will be
formally incorporated in the Soviet Union. In Europe
the Russians rule all the countries between the Soviet
Union and Germany by means of puppet Communist
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parties. They will attempt to do the same thing in
Asia, for example in Korea, Manchuria, and certain
Chinese provinces.

FACTORS FAVORING THE RUSSIANS IN ASIA

In order to achieve this aim, expansion in Asia, the
Russians are very skillfully exploiting the social
trends we have analyzed above.

Everywhere Russian policy supports the move-
ments of the Asiatic peoples against feudalism and
against colonial imperialism.

So far certain important factors have worked in
favor of the Russians:

1. The Russians had no empire of their own in
Asia; they have not obstructed industrialization in
any of their own Asiatic provinces—on the contrary,
they have pushed it to the utmost.

2. Through their October Revolution of thirty
years ago, the Russians liquidated feudalism in
their own country. Contradictory as their policy has
been in other ways, they have always been perfectly
consistent on one point: Wherever they have gone
during and after the Second World War, to Korea or
Poland, Manchuria or Hungary or the eastern prov-
inces of Germany, everywhere they have carried out
agrarian reforms, everywhere they have taken deci-
sive steps toward the liquidation of feudalism. Today
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their Communist allies are carrying out the same
policy in China.

3. To European and American eyes the Russians
are technically backward. Their per capita industrial
production, their standard of living are far below
those of central or western Europe, not to mention
the United States.

All this is not true from the viewpoint of Asia. In
comparison to the countries on the Asiatic continent,
the Russians are representatives of technological
progress; they have a far higher per capita produc-
tion, and in comparison to most Asiatics, a higher
standard of living.

4. Russia is governed by a terrorist dictatorship
that suppresses all political and individual freedom.
For any Russian expansion into the heart of Europe
this is a great disadvantage— but not for an advance
into Asia. In Asia the Russians will encounter hun-
dreds of millions of people who have never experi-
enced political and personal freedom in the American
and western European sense; hundreds of millions of
people who were the victims of European and Japan-
ese imperialism, who were oppressed by this imperial-
ism in league with their own feudal landlords, who
have only one aim—to be a little less poor, a little less
hungry—and who do not care whether it is a terrorist
police state that helps them to achieve this goal.
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INTENSIVE INDUSTRIALIZATION OF ASIATIC RUSSIA

To Asiatic eyes, as we have seen, the Russians ap-
pear as representatives of a higher living standard, a
superior technology and industry. A further factor in
their favor is that in the recent period the center of
gravity of Russian industry has steadily shifted to-
ward Asia.

As early as the first Five-Year Plans, the Russians,
along with an increased industrialization of their
European provinces, had begun to develop modern
industries in the Asiatic provinces. This process be-
came accelerated after the Nazi seizure of power in
Germany, when German armaments production began
to soar. The Russian reply to the German threat was
not only to intensify their own armaments production,
but to move important industries “behind the Urals,”
as far as possible from the German borders.

Then, during the war, when the German armies in-
vaded Russia, numerous Russian factories were evacu-
ated to Asia. At the same time those industries
already situated in Asia were expanded, for Asiatic
Russia was safe from the German armies and beyond
bombing range.

With their present policy of decentralizing indus-
try, calculated to minimize the effectiveness of a pos-
sible atomic war (see p. 91), the Russians are now
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developing their Asiatic industries more rapidly than
those situated in European Russia.

When the present Five-Year Plan is ended, the
share of the Asiatic industries in Russia’s total pro-
duction will have changed as follows (the figures refer

e eastern share in the total Russian output):

1940 1950
per cent per cent
Iron Ore 29 44
Steel 34 51
Rolled steel 33 51
Coal 36 47.5
Qil 12 36

What is the consequence of this geographical shift
of the Russian industries, of the strong emphasis on
Asiatic development? The stronger the Russians are
in their Asiatic provinces, the greater support they
will have for expansion in that quarter.

UNITED STATES ATTITUDE TOWARD AGRARIAN
REFORM IN ASIA

For a long time the danger of new Russian, or
Communist, expansion in Asia was not fully recog-
nized in American quarters.

Above all it was not recognized that the Russians,
by supporting movements for agrarian revolution or
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drastic reform, had put themselves in a position to
win over millions of allies on their frontiers in Man-
churia, Korea, and China. The New York Herald
Tribune, in an editorial entitled “Communism and
the Peasant,” * has correctly stated:

Americans would understand better one of the as-
sets of Russia if they were familiar with the life his-
tory of Stanislaw Zakrzewski. . . . Zakrzewski is a
Polish peasant. As a result of land reform in his
country he now owns twelve and a half acres. He and
his wife still are so poor that they go barefooted ex-
cept in the coldest weather. . . . But, despite their dire
poverty, they are better off than they used to be. Be-
fore the war— before the Communists gained control
of Poland— Zakrzewski was a day laborer for a land-
lord and received only about a dollar a week in hard
money. Communists have done their utmost in coun-
tries along the Russian frontier to win the sympathy
of men like Zakrzewski. In every land from Poland
to Korea the Communists have been sponsors of land
reform. They have tried to convince the peasants in
many countries, from the Baltic to the Pacific, that
the great conflict in the world today is between Com-
munists, who divide vast estates and make it possible
for the men who cultivate the land to own it, and a
feudal system under which men work for a dollar a
week. The Communists are aided in their endeavor by
the fact that most of the people in the countries along
the Russian frontier are not well equipped to under-
stand the worst defects of Communism. They are not

* New York Herald Tribune, October 13, 1947.
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prepared to distrust tyranny because most of them
never have enjoyed political freedom. They may rec-
ognize that Communism means dictatorship— but it
may seem to them a somewhat less disagreeable form
of dictatorship than that with which they have been
familiar in the past. Few Americans—even few of
those in major government offices—understand this
situation and, therefore, few of them understand the
strength the Russians have gained from sponsoring
land reform in both Europe and Asia. Americans
are far too much inclined to believe that nobody,
even a Polish peasant, can fail to recognize that
Communism is evil and that the American system is
far better. Americans usually ignore the fact that
the Zakrzewskis of Poland and the Changs of China
have had no chance to look at America but may
have profited, at least a little, from Communist
policies. Americans also are not conscious of how
much success the Russians have had in distorting the
truth to make it appear that the United States, because
it is against Communism, is friendly to feudalism.
Russian propaganda along this line already has had
distressing results in some countries and will be a
growing danger as long as Americans fail to realize
that Europeans and Asiatics fail to see Communism
from the same vantage point that Americans see it.
[Italics mine.]

The liquidation of feudalism with complete agrar-
ian reform is the crucial question in Asia today.
It has enormous implications for Russian expansion.
Only by taking this into account and acting accord-
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ingly can American foreign policy achieve any lasting
success in Asia.

The United States won the Asiatic part of the Sec-
ond World War almost singlehanded. The United
States liberated China and the whole Asiatic conti-
nent from Japanese troops and Japanese pressure. Un-
like the European industrial states, the United States
has never had an empire in Asia. For the peoples of
Asia it therefore had a clear anti-imperialist record.
Moreover, it is industrially the leading world power,
the only country that is in a position today to help the
Asiatic nations with machines, raw materials, and
capital, and to help speed up their development to-
ward industrialization.

But all these advantages inherent in the American
position will not suffice, if the United States does noth-
ing about the question that is crucial for all Asia to-
day, the question of agrarian reform and the elimina-
tion of the parasitic landlord class.

China—as well as Korea!— shows this clearly. The
Communists are relatively strong in Manchuria and
certain northern provinces of China; they are strong
because the Russians turned over to them a large part
of the armaments that they took from the Japanese.
They are strong also because they have given land to
the poor tenant farmers and peasants, and because
millions of these poor tillers of the soil attach more
importance today to agrarian reform in their own dis-
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trict than to the loss of certain liberties in the Chinese
provinces controlled by the Communists.

The struggles between the Communists and Chiang
Kai-shek’s Kuomintang party began long before the
Second World War. But before Japan made war on
China, the Kuomintang had several factions. There
was a relatively liberal wing, representing the urban
middle classes, the intellectuals, the industrialists, the
merchants, and a reactionary wing, dominated by the
cliques of feudal landlords. In the war with Japan,
China for a long time lost all its harbors and large
cities. The government was moved to Chungking, in
the interior of China. Since the merchants and indus-
trialists had no field of operations in Chiang Kai-
shek’s territory, the Kuomintang came to be dominated
more and more by the landlord cliques.

The Right Wingers [to quote an editorial in the
New York Herald Tribune” cling to support of semi-
feudal ideas in opposition to Communism, rather than
to democratic ideas. They persist in the belief, no
matter how often it is proved wrong, that Chinese
armies recruited from peasant families will fight val-
iantly in support of inefficient and corrupt government
of a semi-feudal character. This has been of such
great advantage to the Reds that the Right Wingers
should be on the Communist pay rolls. The Right
Wingers have enabled the Communists to convince
some Chinese that the conflict in China is not one be-
tween Communism and democracy but one between
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Communism and feudalism. It is a conservative state-
ment to say that the extreme Right Wing in China has
been worth twenty-five divisions to Moscow.*

UNCONDITIONAL SUPPORT OF CHIANG KAI-SHEK
BY THE UNITED STATES

Although these parasitic cliques of landlords domi-
nate the Kuomintang today, our policy has been to
give the Chinese government financial and military
support, without insisting on thoroughgoing reform of
Chinese agriculture as a condition of this support.

It is, however, absolutely impossible to combat the
steadily increasing corruption in China as long as
social conditions favoring it remain unchanged.
Meanwhile, Chiang Kai-shek’s policies are determined
by a parasitic class that has built up enormous for-
tunes through the almost uncompensated labor of
millions of tenants living in unspeakable poverty.

As long as these conditions prevail, the struggle
against the Communists in China will be hopeless.

With certain differences, tlie situation in Korea is
similiar to that of China. The country is divided into
two occupation zones: Russian in the north, American
in the south. In the north the Russians have put
through extensive land reforms and given land to the
poor tenants and agricultural laborers. In this way

* 1”ew York Herald Tribune, August 31, 1947.
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they have attempted to win popular support for the
puppet government they have set up.

The Americans have provided no adequate reply to
this Russian policy, which attempts to turn the desire
of the Korean people for land reform into a force for
Russian expansion.

The Herald Tribune writes: “The United States, un-
fortunately, never has had a program for Korea that
went much farther than opposition to Communism.
This is not enough in Korea, nor anywhere else. . . .
Land reform was postponed until it could be carried
out at some time in the future by the Korean govern-
ment. It seemed difficult, under American political
theories, to do anything else—although vast areas of
land had been controlled for years by the Japanese or
by Korean puppets of the Japanese.” *

This policy of postponement on our part cannot
fail to alienate the sympathies of the Asiatic masses,
who know that in territories under the Russian control
these questions are not being “postponed.” It alienates
not only the millions of impoverished peasants, but
also many middle-class liberals and intellectuals who
are convinced that agrarian reform is the prerequisite
for any real progress.

* New York Herald Tribune, October 1, 1947.
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REPERCUSSIONS OF THE AMERICAN POLICY
IN JAPAN

There is an additional factor that is beginning to
arouse distrust toward us in those groups that oppose
communism as well as reaction: our policy toward
Japan.

Japan was the enemy of China. Every Chinese
knows the frightful devastation created by the Jap-
anese in China. Not individual groups, but almost the
whole of the Chinese people suffered from Japanese
imperialism and militarism. They are therefore bit-
terly opposed to any policy that might make possible
a new Japanese imperialism and militarism. They
were solidly for the United States as long as American
policy was unmistakably opposed to any possible re-
surgence of Japanese militarism. But today the Chi-
nese have become doubtful on this point; they are
afraid that, if antagonism between Russia and the
United States should become more acute in Asia and
elsewhere, certain American groups would favor a
strong Japan as a springboard for operations against
the Soviet Union and even as a possible ally.

“The Japanese peace settlement,” writes Tillman
Durdin in the New York Times, “offers the most dis-
turbing prospects that China will not be able to co-
operate with the United States. The Chinese fear the
Americans will favor a much higher economic level
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for Japan and much less post-treaty military and po-
litical supervision than China desires.” * With this
Japanese policy, we are losing still more sympathy in
China.

DANGER OF SUPPORTtNG REACTION IN ASIA

So far our policy has essentially consisted in trying
to stop Communist expansion in China through mili-
tary and financial support of the Chiang Kai-shek
government, although this support meant working
against the agrarian reforms that are absolutely indis-
pensable to China.

The danger of such a policy is already becoming
increasingly evident. Although we may temporarily
keep the Chiang Kai-shek regime with its reactionary
landlord cliques in power and thwart Communist
expansion in this way, in the long run we shall not be
creating a healthy social basis for the government we
are supporting. By maintaining a feudalistic regime
in power through our support, we are alienating
countless millions of Chinese and driving them into
the camp of the Communists—that is, the Russians.
And not, as might be supposed, because they are
Communists— most Chinese peasants, like peasants all
over the world, are anticommunist—but because they

* Tillman Durdin, “Chinese Consider Shift to Moscow,” New York
Times, September 28, 1947.
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would rather see an agrarian reform that would give
them land than the preservation of feudalism through
American support.

The United States went to war against Japan be-
cause it refused to recognize Japan’s dominant role in
China. Today Japan has lost out in China and China
is faced by a new danger. It is in danger of becoming
a satellite of the Soviet Union, not only because of
Russian military strength—Japan had that too— but
because the Russians have known how to use the
mighty currents that are transforming all China today
for their own expansionist ends.

Up until now we have failed to meet the Russian
challenge in one decisive point. By military means
alone it is not possible to stop Russian expansion in
Asia. Moreover, if our only answer is military and
financial support of a corrupt government based on
reactionary landlords, if we do not exact drastic social
and agrarian reforms, the war danger in Asia will
merely be increased.

THE RUSSIAN POLICY IN EUROPE

What is the goal of the Russians in Europe? WTiat
is the meaning of Europe for Russian expansion, for
the world balance of power, for the relations between
tlie United States and the Soviet Union?

42



RELATIVE STRENGTH OF THE UNITED STATES AND
THE SOVIET UNION

Before the outbreak of the Second World War the
Soviet Union had approximately 12 per cent or one
eighth of the world’s industrial production. At that
time the United States had just 40 per cent of world
production. Before the Second World War, in other
words, the production of the United States was ap-
proximately three times that of the Soviet Union.

The Second World War brought a considerable
shift in favor of the United States. American produc-
tion and productive capacity increased enormously.
During the war we produced, and we still produce to-
day, at least 50 per cent more goods than before the
war. This fact alone would make our production
approximately four and one-half times that of the
Soviet Union.

But Russian production dropped during the war.
For years Russia was a battlefield; the scorched-earth
policy of the Russians at the time of their first defeats
by the Germans, and later the systematic destruction
practiced by the retreating German armies, cut down
production and greatly decreased productive capacity.
Today the Russians are busy repairing their war losses
and getting back to their peacetime level. But even if
they succeed in this, the United States will retain the
enormous superiority of four and one half to one over
the Soviet Union.
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The Soviet Union will therefore not be able in the
foreseeable future to overtake the United States as an
industrial or, it follows, a military power.

The Soviet Union can reduce this lag behind the
United States, but by its own resources it cannot hope
to bridge the gap entirely. This is clearly shown by
Stalin’s much-quoted speech, delivered on February
9, 1946, at the time of the first postwar election. In
this speech Stalin gave a few figures regarding the
production levels that the Russians hoped to achieve
after another three or four Five-Year Plans, that is, in
fifteen to twenty years, and compared these statistics
with certain figures relating to the past.

During the period between the two world wars,
Russian industrial output was expanded tremen-
dously as a result of the Five-Year Plans. In his
speech Stalin gave the following figures for 1940, the
year preceding Germany’s invasion.

The Russian production amounted to:

18,300,000 tons of steel,
15,000,000 tons of pig iron,
166,000,000 tons of coal.

In the same year German steel production was ap-
proximately 25,000,000, pig iron 18,500,000, coal
190,000,000.
The relation between German and Russian produc-
tion had undergone a decisive change. German pro-
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duction compared to Russian production was no
longer four or five times as large as in the period of
the First World War; the ratio was now only five to
four.

Russia’s production had grown to be as large as
that of all Europe without Germany and England.
German per capita production was no longer ten times
greater than that of the Soviet Union, but only three
to four times greater.

THE SOVIET UNION ALONE IS STILL FAR
BEHIND THE UNITED STATES

And what is Stalin’s picture of the future?

The trend is clearly shown by a comparison of
Stalin’s figures for Russian production goals with
figures showing the industrial production of all Eu-
rope before the Second World War.

steel pig iron coal
Russian figures according to
Stalin's speech ............ 60,000,000 50,000,000 500,000,000

Total Europe without Russia 52,000,000 40,816,000 571,157,000

The goal that the Russians have set themselves is
made perfectly clear by these figures. This goal is a
Russian production equal to that of all the rest of Eu-
rope, including Great Britain and Germany, before
the Second World War. (A certain lag in Russian
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coal production is more than compensated by the fact
that Russian oil production is many times that of the
rest of Europe.)

By the outbreak of the Second World War Russia
had far surpassed English as well as French produc-
tion and had become, after the United States and
Germany, the world’s third industrial state. In per
capita production, however, it still remained far be-
hind western Europe and Germany. The present
Russian goal is to raise per capita production to the
German, or western European, level.

For the sake of our analysis let us assume that the
Russians are 100 per cent successful in these future
Five-Year Plans. Even then they will remain far be-
hind the United States.

In 1965—70 the Russians, with 60,000,000 tons
of steel, would still be producing only two thirds
as much steel as we already produced at the time of
the Second World War. Moreover, the United States
can greatly increase its production and productive ca-
pacity in the same interval.

THE SOVIET UNION NEEDS LARGE NEW CONQUESTS IN
ORDER TO CATCH UP WITH THE UNITED STATES

Since the defeat of Germany the Soviet Union has
become the second industrial world power, but for the
present and the near future, it cannot hope to equal,
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or even approach, the first world power, the United
States.

But this is true only if the Soviet Union alone is
considered.

This brings us to the most pressing motive of Rus-
sian policy in Europe: The Russians alone cannot
hope to equal the United States. But if the Russians
can draw the leading countries of Europe into their
orbit, they can become as strong as the United States.

In the period before the Second World War, when
the Soviet Union had approximately one eighth of
world production, Germany had approximately one
sixth. Though the Soviet Union alone cannot equal the
United States, it can hope to do so by drawing Ger-
many and the countries between Germany and Russia
into its orbit.

For this reason Europe is the key to the world
balance of power. If the Russians gain control of the
whole European continent, they may not only reduce
the gap between themselves and the United States, but
actually equal the United States.

Russian expansion in Asia may be of crucial im-
portance in the more distant future. But even if the
Russians make great advances in Asia, Asiatic pro-
duction is so small that for the present this will do
little to diminish Russia’s industrial and military lag
behind the United States.

But success in Europe would be a different story.
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Europe was once the industrial center of the world;
this is no longer true, but it is still strong enough to
have a decisive effect on the world balance of power.
The central goal of Russian policy in Europe now be-
comes clear: to gain control of the European economy
by expansion, or else to weaken and paralyze it.

THE THREE WEAPONS OF RUSSIAN EXPANSION
IN EUROPE

Russia has three main weapons with which to im-
plement its policy of expansion in Europe: (1) the
Red armies; (2) the Communist parties; (3) the
European crisis.

The Red armies not only defeated the German
armies on Russian soil, but drove them across the
border as far as Berlin. Today the Red Army is in
Berlin. In the final phase of the Second World War,
Russia demonstrated its military strength to all the
countries and peoples lying between the Soviet Union
and Germany. Today the Red Army, whether it is still
in these countries or has already left them, dominates
them all in actual fact.

All the countries that lie between the Soviet Union
and Germany are more or less within the Russian
sphere of influence. Tliese include Poland, Hungary,
Czechoslovakia, and the Balkans (with the exception
of Greece), i.e., Bulgaria, Rumania, and Yugoslavia.
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Apart from territorial gains as a result of the recent
war, therefore, the Soviet Union influences an area in
Europe in which before the war over 90,000,000
people lived.

These countries are at very different stages of in-
dustrial development. Czechoslovakia, for instance,
was on about the same industrial level as the highly
developed countries of continental Europe, while the
Balkan countries were industrially very backward.
The production of those German territories now in-
corporated into Poland must be considered and these
include Upper Silesia, which was very highly devel-
oped industrially. In 1929 the industrial production
of the countries between the Soviet Union and Ger-
many amounted to almost as much as Russia’s own,
and as a result of the war the Soviet Union now
largely controls industrial production in these coun-
tries.

Today the Red Army is occupying the eastern zone
in Germany; in this zone the Russian terror has sup-
pressed the party of the democratic socialists. Here
the Russians have created a “Party of Socialist
Unity,” which is nothing other than a Communist
party; and the leaders of this Party of Socialist Unity
rule eastern Germany as Russian puppets.

The Russian zone of Germany is not so strongly
industrialized as western Germany; it is, however, far
more intensively industrialized than any of eastern
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Europe. Before the war it had roughly 25 per cent of
German production, or roughly 4 per cent of world
production.

When the Russians reach their own peacetime level,
they will control 12 per cent of world production in
Russia proper, plus 4 per cent in the countries between
Russia and Germany and 4 per cent in Germany.
When reconstruction outside of Russia has also been
completed, the Russians will therefore control roughly
20 per cent of world production.

By their expansion in Europe, the Russians have
already achieved a very considerable increase in their
industrial and military production, but up until now,
this has not been sufficient to make a decisive differ-
ence in the world balance of power.

THE COMMUNIST PARTIES IN EUROPE

An increase sufficient to do this would require an
advance into western Europe: France, western Ger-
many, ltaly, England. So far the Red Army has not
penetrated into these countries. Here the Russians are
primarily making use of their second weapon: the
Communist parties.

The most recent proclamation of the nine Commu-
nist parties has completely punctured the fiction that
the individual Communist parties were in any way
independent. This proclamation has made it perfectly
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clear that the Russians determine the policy of all the
Communist parties, such as the Communist party of
France and the Communist party of Italy.

The immediate future of the world will be decided
in western Europe. Here lies the world balance of
power. The nations of western Europe produce more
coal and steel than the 300,000,000 people of Russia
and its satellite states.

This, therefore, is the critical point at which to stop
the Russians.

The Russians have strong Communist parties on the
European continent; they are particularly strong in
France and Italy, where they have won over the ma-
jority of the industrial workers; so far they are not so
strong in western Germany, where the overwhelming
majority of the workers are with the democratic social-
ists and a part of them are in the Catholic parties.

Western Europe presents far greater obstacles than
Asia to Russian expansion. Russia is industrially
backward in comparison with western Europe and
Germany. With a population less than half as large as
Russia’s, Germany produced more than Russia before
the Second World War. Western Europe has roughly
three times the per capita production of the Soviet
Union. Hence the Russians do not appear as repre-
sentatives of industrial or technical progress; in west-
ern European eyes they are an industrially backward
people.
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The living standard of Germany and all western
Europe is very much higher than that of the Russians.
It is so much higher that the Russian authorities had
great difficulty with the returned Red Army men who
had seen with their own eyes how much better the Ger-
man workers lived than the average Russian worker.

Another obstacle to Russian expansion in Europe is
presented by Europe’s libertarian traditions. In west-
ern Europe feudalism was pretty well done away with
a long time ago. Western Europe passed through the
French Revolution; western Europe knows the mean-
ing of political and personal freedom. In Germany, it
is true, political and personal freedom were destroyed
by the Nazis, but that does not mean that the Germans
now yearn for a new tyranny. They have no desire to
exchange the Nazi totalitarian state for a Russian
totalitarian state.

It is no accident that the Communist parties in
western Germany are far weaker than those of France
and lItaly. In spite of the iron curtain, communications
of all sorts exist between the Russian-occupied zone
of Germany and the western zones. The Germans in
the west know with what terror the Russians rule their
zone, and hundreds of thousands of refugees from the
Russian zone are the living evidence of this terror.

If in spite of these factors the Russians are to ex-
pand beyond the zones now held by the Red Army, it
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cannot be done through the Communist parties alone.
They require the support of a third weapon.

THE EUROPEAN CRISIS

In a prosperous Europe the Russians would have
no prospects. But Europe is not prosperous today, and
years will be needed to restore even a semblance of
stability and to remedy the food situation. The report
of the sixteen nations that have turned to the United
States for aid states: “Even in four years’ time the
consumption of goods in Europe will still be signifi-
cantly below pre-war, even assuming full success of
the agricultural programs. The hard fact of this report
is that there is not enough food in the world to give
Europe as much as it had pre-war, and that even in
1951 supplies will still be very short.* [Italics mine.]

Europe has too little food for its population and
will not produce enough in the next few years. Eu-
rope is lacking in numerous raw materials; Europe is
impoverished.

Consequently Europe will need years to adapt itself
to changed world conditions. These years of crisis,
these years of want, these years of economic and social
upheaval are the danger period for Europe.

The European crisis is a golden opportunity for the
Russians; for the Russian state, precisely because it
is a dictatorship, can always throw its economic
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surplus, small as it may be, in the spot where it will
do the most good politically.

In 1947, for example, France had the poorest
harvest in many years. The Russians in this same
year had their best harvest. At a time when France
was menaced by starvation if it did not receive foreign
aid, Russia had millions of tons of grain available
for export. And this winter will not see the end of the
European crisis. It will continue for years despite
temporary letups.

If the crisis is solved in a progressive way, the
prospects for the Russians are small. Then the over-
whelming majority of the population in western Eu-
rope and western Germany will oppose any Russian
expansion.

But is it certain that the crisis will be solved in a
progressive way? Is there not a possibility that (1)
aid will be inadequate and the crisis will last longer
than necessary, and that (2) reactionary solutions
will first be attempted?

This is one of the decisive points in our analysis
and in the history of our time. For here the question
arises: What is the United States doing in Europe at
this time of European crisis and social transforma-
tion?
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INCREASED INFLUENCE OF THE UNITED STATES
IN EUROPE

Some time was required before the full gravity of
the European crisis was understood in the United
States.

It was obvious, of course, that a shortage of the
most necessary commodities was inevitable immedi-
ately after the Second World War. But by 1946, when
the countries of western Europe—with the exception
of Germany, of course—had taken long strides to-
ward recovery, the chief trouble seemed to be over. It
took the threat of starvation in the winter of 1947—48
to make the American public realize that the recovery
in 1946 had been purely temporary; that Europe is
not in a period of cyclic slumps and minor economic
disturbances, but is undergoing gigantic transforma-
tions, fraught with the gravest political dangers.

It required the deterioration of relations between
the United States and Russia to convince large num-
bers of Americans that the crucial question is not
whether the Marshall Plan is a good investment from
the purely economic point of view. The question of
American aid, which will help to determine the fu-
ture of Europe, is primarily a political one. This aid
can help to forge a weapon that may well stop Russian
expansion, perhaps at the most crucial point. Large
numbers of Americans have realized that the expendi-
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ture involved in aid to Europe, although considerable,
is to our own interest. For the cost of this aid is only
a fraction of what the United States would have to
spend if the Russians were to expand any farther in
Europe.

Although the majority of the American people now
supports aid to Europe, there is still a strong opposi-
tion. Hence there is a constant danger that our aid
will be too little to carry through the enormous trans-
formations that are needed, and that it may for some
countries come too late, particularly since it will cer-
tainly take Europe years to achieve any real economic
stability.

DANGERS OF A REACTIONARY DEVELOPMENT
IN EUROPE

But even if we are optimistic and assume that isola-
tionism will be defeated in this point, that Europe, if
only at the eleventh hour, will obtain not too much,
but at least the most essential aid, the danger still
remains that American aid may be granted subject to
conditions that play into the hands of the European
reactionaries, creating a social situation that will help
the Communists and Russians to shattering successes.

For a time perhaps we can stop the Russians in
Asia by supporting the Chiang Kai-sheks and the land-
lords, but during this time many millions of Asiatics
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will be driven into the Communist camp, since in the
meantime conditions favorable to the Communists will
have been created. A similar development is possible
in Europe. It is therefore necessary, not only that
sufficient aid should be given on time, but also that
the aid should not be given subject to conditions that
would obstruct Europe’s great historical trend toward
a democratic socialist transformation of its society,
subject to conditions that would help the reactionaries.
For today that would mean, after a brief interval, the
Communists.

Our aid should stop the Russians. But it should stop
them not only in 1948, but permanently. It can do
this only if the conditions under which it is given are
compatible with the aims and desires of the majority
of Europeans, with their plans for molding their
future and rebuilding their social and economic life.

It must be said that up until now our aid has not
met with these requirements. We have already taken
steps directed against this trend in Europe; and there
is great danger that we may continue on this cata-
strophic road.

AMERICAN POLICY IN GERMANY

The European crisis has been intensified by the
artificial holding down of production in western
Germany.
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A crucial point in any program for European re-
construction is therefore the speeding up of produc-
tion in western Germany, and particularly the Ruhr.
The Ruhr was the industrial heart of Germany and
one of the most important centers of European pro-
duction. Its steel output was greater than that of Eng-
land, its coal output greater than that of France. Even
before Hitler came to power, the Ruhr industrialists,
who had never been democratically minded, sup-
ported the Nazis. From 1933 to 1939 they helped the
Nazis to build their war machine. They collaborated
with the Nazis up to the last moment.

The Ruhr is situated in the British zone. The Labour
government did not return the Ruhr coal mines to their
private owners, but nationalized them. This nationali-
zation of the coal mines was one point in a larger
British program.

On October 22, 1946, British Foreign Minister
Bevin declared in an important speech before the
House of Commons that England had assumed control
of coal and steel production in the Ruhr; that the ma-
chinery and chemical industries would be taken over
next; and that these industries would never again pass
into private ownership. Mr. Bevin correctly pointed
out that the Ruhr industrialists were the allies of
Nazism and militarism and should pay for it.

| repeat: The plan of the British Labour govern-
ment provided for socialization of basic industry in
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the Ruhr, the industrial heart of Germany. The British
intended to synchronize their own socialization pro-
gram with their program for Germany and in this way
create a basis for a progressive development in all
western Europe.

They acted in accordance with the will of the Ruhr
population. The German coal miners, in particular,
had many times voted by large majorities for sociali-
zation of the mines.

But in the fall of 1947 the crisis in England became
so severe that the British had difficulty in meeting 50
per cent of the occupation costs for the combined west-
ern zone, and in providing food supplies for their own
zone in Germany.

They turned to the United States for help. And in
the negotiations the United States insisted that no step
toward socialization should be undertaken in the
Ruhr.

“During the conference, Mr. Thorp [Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Economic Affairs] put the United
States on record as flatly opposed to the British plan
for socialization of the Ruhr mines and industries.

. It was understood at the outset of the negotiations
that British Foreign Secretary Bevin had agreed with
Secretary Marshall that the question of socialization
in the combined zone was to remain ‘on ice’ for from
three to five years.” *

* New York Times, September 11, 1947.
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For the present the British accepted this “postpone-
ment,” though with a heavy heart, for they know
what is at stake. They accepted it because they are in
such urgent need of American help.

Up until now, the question of the future develop-
ment of western Germany has been “postponed.” So
far it has only been decided that no step is to be
taken toward socialization, that is to say, toward dem-
ocratic socialist transformation.

It can be taken for certain that the British Labour
government will resume the struggle for this decisive
point when the time seems ripe.

But already the American policy that annulled the
first steps toward democratic socialist transformation
has called forth grave consequences.

1. This American policy of restoring the old Ger-
man industrial management, with its large percentage
of Nazi collaborators, can be carried out only against
the will, and consequently over the latent opposition,
of the German workers. It is plain that a continuance
of this policy can benefit only the Communists, who
are able to point out that the most reactionary groups
are favored by the United States.

2. It is a difficult matter in itself to overcome
French opposition to any considerable revival of Ger-
man industry. The French experience of German ag-
gression is still too fresh. But if this rebuilding of
German industry is not based on progressive, demo-
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cratic socialist forces, but is directed by those groups
that helped Hitler to organize the war and have always
co-operated fully with German militarism, there is no
doubt that French opposition will increase many times
over.

3. In consequence of the gravity of the present
British crisis, it has become clear to the British that
they must abandon their insular attitude, that the pro-
gressive development of England is inextricably
bound up with that of the European continent.
Only in collaboration with the Continent will it be
possible to build an economic body that will be strong
enough economically and politically to maintain its
independence in the present epoch of world powers.

There will be grave danger for the development of
a prosperous Europe if one of its most essential fac-
tors, the reconstruction of German industry, assumes
forms that the British government does not approve
and accepts only because, in the present acute British
crisis, it is in no position to resist.

Opposition to the American policy in Germany,
and particularly in the Ruhr, is not limited to the
British Labour party, but extends to all groups that
fear Russian expansion in Europe. When the Ameri-
can plans for the Ruhr became known, the influential
British weekly The Economist—which in many points
opposes the Labour government—wrote, in an article
entitled “The Shadow of the Ruhr”: “. .. An Ameri-
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can plan to base European revival upon a German
heavy industry built up as a cartel by private capital
might well bring the Communist Party to power in
France and in the Ruhr.” *

So far British protests have not succeeded in chang-
ing our German policy on this point. Every step to-
ward the socialization of basic industry in Germany
has been stopped. The consequences for Germany are
that all the reactionary groups that collaborated with
Hitler before and during the war feel strengthened,
since it is actually they whom the American policy
supports, and that the Communists, who are most out-
spoken in denouncing this policy, gain followers
among the German workers, because their determined
foes in the German labor movement, the democratic
socialists, are of course weakened by this American
policy.

If the Communists become as strong in western Ger-
many as, for example, in France, there is no doubt
that the situation will be extremely precarious, with
the Red Army already in eastern Germany.

AMERICAN POLICY IN WESTERN EUROPE

There is no government of the German people in
Germany. Consequently the American policy, which
blocks democratic socialist progress, which supports

* The Economist, July 12, 1947, p. 52.
62



the old vested interests, can be carried out adminis-
tratively as part of the occupation policy.

In the countries of western Europe, the countries
that have applied to the United States for aid under
the Marshall Plan, this cannot be done so simply.
They are sovereign states, they have their own govern-
ments. We can’t simply say to them: You will get
American aid only if you give up your plans for re-
shaping your social and economic structure along
socialist lines.

But Mr. Stassen, a possible Republican candidate
for the presidency, has done just that. In one of his
speeches, he has declared:

“We should expect agreements that the govern-
ments with which we work will not move farther away
from individual economic freedom and will not go
down the sad trail of increasing nationalization or
socialization or government-ownership, which would
result in lower production for them and would negate
the constructive efforts we are making, and would
make more difficult our own free economic future.”

Mr. Stassen, of course, spoke only as a private per-
son, not as a representative of the American govern-
ment. So far there are no official American statements
demanding the abandonment of plans for a demo-
cratic socialist transformation as a condition for
American aid to Europe—"which, in effect, would
amount to open United States interference in the in-

63



temal affairs of the western European countries, and
open support of European reactionaries and semi-
fascists.

There are no official statements. That, after all,
would be too clumsy. Any such official formulation of
the American policy might produce results exactly
the opposite of those desired; it might well arouse
overwhelming European opposition going far beyond
the ranks of labor and the progressives. For such a
policy could be construed only as an attack on the
sovereignty of the European states in one of the most
important, if not the most important, point for their
future.

Consequently American diplomacy has proceeded
with caution thus far. Its methods are indirect. The
Report of the Harriman Committee declares ex-
pressly: “While this committee firmly believes that
the American system of free enterprise is the best
method for obtaining high productivity, it does not
believe that any foreign-aid program should be used
as a means of requiring other countries to adopt it.
The imposition of any such conditions would consti-
tute an unwarranted interference with the internal
affairs of friendly nations.”

But such American declarations are not enough, if
they are contradicted by American actions in the
heart of Europe, the Ruhr; if our aid to Europe is to
be administered predominantly by express opponents
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of all socialism; and if such declarations are looked
upon as mere phrases here at home.

Mr. Arthur Krock, head of the Washington bureau
of the New York Times, writes:

And though it uses different words, the Harriman
committee recommends, as Harold E. Stassen does,
that continued credits be conditioned on perform-
ance . . . it ... also says that “continued assistance”
should depend on whether the “participating coun-
tries take all practicable steps” to attain the goals
they have set for themselves. It isn't likely that the
Harriman committee and Mr. Stassen would disagree
privately on his proposition that further socializing
of British industry is not one of these ~practicable
steps.” * [ltalics mine.]

That seems clear enough.

By its policy in the Ruhr the United States has
clearly shown that it is against any progress in the
democratic socialist sense, when it has the power to
decide alone. It has shown what roads it would prefer
for Europe if it could decide directly. This is now
known to the three significant groupings in the Euro-
pean countries; it is known to the reactionaries in
Germany, France, Italy, and England as well; it is
known to the democratic socialists; it is known to the
Communists.

Every reactionary group knows that in its struggle

* New York Times, November 11, 1947.
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against democratic socialism, in its efforts to sabotage
progressive developments, it can count on direct or
indirect American support. All democratic socialists
know that they must reckon not only with the opposi-
tion of the reactionaries and semifascists at home, but
also with probable American support to the reaction-
aries.

And the Communists, of course, will attempt to
profit by these contradictions in every possible way.
They will say to the workers, who in Europe, unlike
Asia, make up roughly half of the population: “The
democratic socialists have never been able to get you
anywhere. They will fail again. They are not being
supported by the Americans, and without American
support they cannot succeed. You workers must
choose between a comeback of the reactionaries,
nearly all of whom were in league with the Nazis, and
us. And behind us stands a world power, the Soviet
Union.”

Direct or indirect American support of the reac-
tionaries is a crushing blow to the democratic, pro-
gressive socialists in Europe.

Perhaps certain people in the United States will
answer: Very well, then these democratic socialists
will lose their influence. We have no more interest in
them than in our own socialists in America. We are
interested in building up a system of free enterprise
in Europe, even if it is strongly reactionary.
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The answer to this is: In Europe, which went
through two world wars, through inflation and world
economic crisis and years of National Socialist tyr-
anny; in Europe, where the urban middle classes have
been all but wiped out, an American form of free
enterprise is not possible. Any attempt to create such
a system artificially is doomed to failure.

No form of capitalism is possible in Europe today
except through American support of European reac-
tion; it is possible only in fascist or semifascist forms.
It is no accident that in the present French crisis, the
militarists, the reactionaries, the semifascists, the rep-
resentatives of the vested interests have gathered to-
gether in De Gaulle's camp, just as fifteen years ago
the German militarists, nationalists, reactionaries, the
Ruhr industrialists gathered together in the camp of
National Socialism, of Hitler.

Hitler's National Socialism could not endure; it
was shattered by the war. That should be a warning.

This reactionary, fascist, or semifascist capitalism
cannot last in Europe, any more than the rule of the
reactionary landlord cliques in Asia can last, since
the compelling historical trend is against them.

Here the objection may be raised: Perhaps this is
true, perhaps an American system of free enterprise
is no longer possible in Europe; but we do not know
this for sure. Why not make the experiment? Since
our system functions in the United States and has led
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us to the highest standard of living in the world, why
not see if it works in Europe, before we support there
the democratic socialist forces that we reject at home.
We are pragmatists, we learn by experience; we have
been very successful with this method in the United
States; we have made a good many mistakes, but
through these very mistakes we have made great pro-
gress. Why not do the same in our European policy?
It can do no harm if we make mistakes there too. If
it turns out that a system of American free enterprise
cannot be maintained there, we shall be able to sup-
port progressive democratic socialists later.

All this sounds quite plausible.

It must be insisted all the more strongly that such a
policy in Europe can have the most frightful conse-
guences, leading to the greatest dangers, not only for
Europe but for the United States and the whole world.

The United States is a rich country. A rich country
can afford experiments. A man who needs 100 for his
own consumption but produces 150 can make experi-
ments in which 40 to 50 are squandered, and he will
still have 100, which is sufficient. Thus our own ex-
periments have caused no lasting harm.

But when a man is poor and instead of the 100 he
needs he has only 70, or barely enough to avert star-
vation, then if he experiments, the 70 can easily drop
to 50, and that means death.

This is the condition of Europe today,'economically
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and politically. Europe cannot afford experiments
either economically or politically.

Let us assume that reactionaries take power in the
countries of western Europe with American support,
but that the crisis continues and they cannot remain in
power, because the historical trend and the majority
of the population are against them—then there is an
overwhelming danger that the Communists will come
to power after the reactionaries.

And then it will no longer be possible to change our
policy and support the democratic socialists, as de-
velopments in eastern Europe have only too clearly
shown.

The situation in Europe is too grave, the antago-
nisms are too sharp, to permit of such experiments
as are possible in America without serious danger.

Therefore any direct or indirect aid to European
reaction, which under present conditions cannot
maintain itself in power for any length of time, is
detrimental to the progressive, democratic socialist
elements, and will drive large sections of the popula-
tion to the Communists. Such support of reaction may
temporarily stop the Communist puppets and the Rus-
sians, but in the long run it creates conditions favor-
able to them.

These are the chief dangers inherent in our policy.
This is the time to point them out now that the
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Marshall Plan is just beginning to operate and our
policy has not yet fully crystallized.

If as a result of our present support of European
reaction the Russians and the Communist puppets
take power in additional countries, if they advance
their frontiers and clashes occur on these frontiers, it
is more than likely that this will be the beginning of a
Third World War.
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CHAPTER FOUR

EVEN A VICTORIOUS WAR WOULD BE
NO SOLUTION. AMERICA WOULD BE AN
ISLAND IN A SEA OF BARBARISM

The chief threat to world peace today is that
some new Russian aggression in Europe or Asia may
provoke a clash between the two world powers, the
United States and the Soviet Union.

For the moment the danger seems averted. At the
moment the wave of Russian expansion has to some
extent been stopped.

But let us suppose that our policy of supporting re-
actionary elements in Europe leads to a fiasco, that
the Communists and Russian satellites achieve further
successes at crucial points. Will the United States look
calmly on as the dike we have tried to maintain in
Europe against the Communist wave begins to break;
as Germany and western Europe begin to fall into the
hands of the Communists and Russians; as the world
balance of power shifts in favor of the Russians? | do
not think so.
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There are indications that further Russian expan-
sion in Europe would destroy all remaining opposi-
tion in the United States to war with the Soviet Union;
that if new Russian aggression proves successful at
decisive points, the United States will answer with
war.

WHY WAR WITH RUSSIA?

The arguments in favor of war would presumably
be as follows:

Even today we are no longer at peace; we are sim-
ply in a state of truce. This is not a situation that can
be maintained forever. A truce is justified if it leads
to peace. But we see that this truce does not stabilize
the world situation in any way; on the contrary, the
situation is becoming increasingly uncertain and un-
stable.

Or a truce can serve a purpose— even though for
the time being it does not help to stabilize the political
situation—if for the duration of this truce the strength
of the two contending groups remains approximately
equal. Then, in view of the frightful devastation that
would be inevitable in case of war, we should have to
prefer a truce to a war, since it gives us time in which,
it is to be hoped, the situation may improve.

But the relative strength of the two world powers—
it is argued—does not remain unchanged; a distinct
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shift is taking place in favor of the Soviet Union, not
only in one but in many fields:

1. In the purely military field. Today we still have
a complete monopoly on the production of atomic
weapons. The longer the truce goes on, the more prob-
able it becomes that the Russians will also begin to
manufacture atomic weapons. This will not end our
military superiority, but it will, of course, reduce it.

2. We enjoy immense industrial and hence military
superiority. This was true even before the war, and
we demonstrated it in the war by a military produc-
tion many times greater than that of the Soviet Union;
greater, in fact, than that of Russia and Germany to-
gether. At present our industrial superiority is based
not only on our own industrial growth during the war,
but also on the great losses suffered by Russian indus-
try as a whole during the war.

Before the war the Russians had accumulated large
supplies of food as well as arms. “These accumula-
tions were insurance against the need which actually
arose in the early years of the war,” writes an expert
in Russian affairs.*

The war has used up all these supplies. “Soviet
reserves of food, raw materials, and other necessities
were severly depleted during the war. ... As a result,
the USSR is now engaged in rebuilding its reserves as

* Harry Schwartz, Russia’s Postwar Economy (Syracuse Univer-
sity Press, 1947), p. 8.
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rapidly as possible and has established special minis-
tries to supervise their accumulation for the needs of
both war and peace. Until these reserves are rebuilt,
however, their lack is a source of weakness.” *

But already the Russians have begun their work of
reconstruction and are carrying it forward with the
utmost speed. In this they have been aided by an un-
usually large harvest in 1947. Every additional year
of truce will help the Russians to surpass their peace-
time levels of production. Before long, Russian stocks
of food, raw materials, and arms may be expected to
exceed peacetime levels. True, the United States will
preserve its superiority, but that superiority may
diminish.

Furthermore, the Russians have already drawn vast
territories into their orbit: the countries between the
Soviet Union and Germany, the eastern part of Ger-
many itself. These territories taken together will soon
be able to produce as much as the Soviet Union. And
in these countries the Russians are the masters.

Today they are just at the beginning of this process
of economic and political expansion. Strong economic
and political resistance still remains to be overcome.
But every further year of truce is a year in which all
these Russian satellites will be more firmly co-ordi-
nated with the Russian economy. In any future com-
parison of Russian and American strength, it is not

* Ibid., p. 112.
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Russia alone, but Russia plus her satellites, that will
have to be considered.

3. The United States today is at the height of its
prosperity. Income and employment figures have
reached record heights. But will this prosperity last?

My book The Coming Crisis'* shows by a systematic
analysis why this record prosperity cannot be ex-
pected to continue; why we must reckon with a depres-
sion, or crisis.

The danger of such a development has been offi-
cially recognized. In an address to the nation, calling
for a special session of Congress, President Truman
has declared:

“Millions of families of low or moderate income
are already victims of inflation. These families are
using up savings, they are mortgaging their future by
going into debt. They are doing without things they
should have.

“1 know the worries of the breadwinner whose earn-
ings cannot keep up with the high cost of living. |
know of the difficulties of the housewife who tries to
stretch the family income to pay for groceries and
clothes and rent. I know how hard it is to skimp and
save, and do without.

“When so many people are not sharing fairly in
prosperity, the road is being paved for a recession or
a depression.”

* The John Day Company, New York, 1947.
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Today, of course, it cannot be predicted exactly
when a recession or depression will come. It is impos-
sible to say exactly when, because our military ex-
penditures, our foreign policy, our economic aid to
foreign countries are such enormous factors in deter-
mining the outbreak of a crisis.

But one thing is clear and certain: If in this period
of truce the record prosperity of the United States
ceases, if a depression occurs with all its direct and
indirect consequences, and if the Soviet Union is not
affected by this depression, this too will change the
balance of power in favor of Russia.

4. If in addition to all this the world situation
changes in a sense unfavorable to us and favorable to
the Soviet Union; if Russian expansion, after a period
of stalemate, resumes again on a political plane; if
the reactionary regimes we have been supporting col-
lapse and are replaced by Russian satellites and pup-
pets, there is a danger that the voices for war in the
United States will predominate. People will say: To
hell with this truce that is getting us nowhere. This
truce isn’t making us stronger. At best we are standing
still, and in case of a depression we shall be weaker.
Meanwhile the Russians are gaining by this truce.
They are gaining from a military standpoint, because
they are coming closer and closer to producing their
own atom bombs. They are gaining in an industrial
as well as a military sense, because they are accumu-
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lating supplies, because they will soon exceed their
peacetime level of production, because they are
rapidly drawing the production of their satellites into
their own economy.

If then the dike we have erected against them in
certain countries collapses, and if we believe that war
is inevitable in the long run, why should we wait for
conditions to become even more unfavorable to us?
Why not start the war today, under relatively good
conditions? Why wait for the Russians to extend their
territory still farther? Why wait for them to produce
atom bombs with which to attack American cities?
Why wait, when we know that the United States with
its large cities and great industrial concentrations
would be particularly vulnerable to atomic attack?

“The technique of war has brought the United
States, its homes and factories into the front line of
world conflict. They escaped destructive bombard-
ment in the Second World War. They would not
in a Third. . . . With the continued development of
weapons and techniques known to us, the cities of
New York, Pittsburgh, Detroit, Chicago, or San Fran-
cisco may be subject to annihilation from other conti-
nents in a matter of hours.” * This was not written by
any propagandist or journalist. It was written by

* The Winning of the War in Europe and the Pacific, Biennial
Report of the Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army, July 1, 1943, to June
30, 1945, to the Secretary of War, pp. 1 and 118.
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George C. Marshall, our Secretary of State, when he
was Army chief of staff.

But all this becomes true only if the Russians are
producing atomic weapons; it is not necessarily the
case today. So why wait—if the dangers are steadily
increasing

Atomic weapons, it will be argued, are assuredly
frightful weapons. But perhaps their use will bring
peace. We dropped two atom bombs on Japan—and
Japan sued for peace.

Russia is larger, Russia extends over two conti-
nents; and so we shall not need two atom bombs, but
perhaps two thousand.

That is indeed terrible, and perhaps ten million or
more Russians will be killed. But that is the only way
— it will be argued, and is argued today by some peo-
ple—to stop Russian expansion and aggression once
and for all.

After our victory, there will remain only one world
power, the United States. The war will not damage
our home country. Consequently we shall be in a posi-
tion to rebuild the world afterward.

Even today this argument, or variations of it, is
heard in some quarters. The trend will increase ten-
fold if we suffer political defeats and the Russians
meet with new success in their policy of expansion.

The argument that any new Russian aggression
should be countered with extreme measures, even
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war, is tempting as long as we enjoy a monopoly on
atomic weapons and are not ourselves endangered.

It is so dangerous just because it seems at first sight
so realistic.

In reality it is based on fundamental fallacies. We
must recognize these fallacies before it is too late, be-
fore we hurl the whole world, including ourselves,
into the abyss.

HOW GREAT IS AMERICA'S MILITARY SUPERIORITY?

It is true that today the United States is far superior
to the Soviet Union in military strength. How great is
this military superiority?

The answer to this question, so critical for our fu-
ture, is provided by an analysis that makes no attempt
to minimize those factors that are not in our favor.

First of all: It is true, then, that the United States
is far superior to Russia in military power. This supe-
riority may be largely summed up in three points:

1. Our industrial production is many times that of

the Russians.

2. For the present we still possess a monopoly on

the production of atomic weapons.

3. We have the largest navy in the world and air

bases not far distant from the Russian frontiers.

Let us analyze each of these factors.

Point 1: The industrial strength of the two coun-
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tries. The Soviet Union has concentrated on repairing
the enormous devastation brought about by the war.
In large parts of European Russia this process is not
yet completed. In those European provinces that were
not touched by the war, however, and in the Asiatic
provinces, production has already reached peacetime
levels. Experts on the postwar development of Russia
have come to the conclusion that “. . . by the latter
half of 1947 the Soviet Union had probably reached a
rate of industrial production approximating if not ex-
ceeding the prewar level.” *

Then, when we take into account the 50-per-cent
increase in our own production during the Second
World War, the relation is approximately four and a
half to one in our favor. (See page 43.) This, how-
ever, applies only if the Soviet Union stands alone;
but all the countries between herself and Germany are
her satellites, and in case of war she would draw their
production into her own economy. Hence it is no exag-
geration when the expert quoted above writes: “It
must be concluded that two years after the end of
World War Il the USSR is in many respects far more
powerful economically than it was at the time it was
attacked by Germany, six years earlier.” f

All in all, it can be said that the United States is
at present about four times as strong as the Soviet

» Schwartz, op. cit.,, p. 108.
t Ibid. pp. 109-10.
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Union supported by the economic potential of the
powers that it is in a position to control at the very
outbreak of a war.

INDUSTRIAL STRENGTH DOES NOT IN ITSELF
MEAN MILITARY STRENGTH

There is no doubt that four to one is an enormous
superiority. However, merely to compare the indus-
trial production of the two world powers is not
enough. Such a mechanical judgment fails to take two
important factors into consideration:

1. Industrial production is not in itself identical
with military strength. The Second World War again
demonstrated the truth of the military axiom that the
victorious power must be stronger on the given battle-
field and not elsewhere. An offensive war against the
Soviet Union would have to be won on Soviet territory,
many thousands of miles from American bases. For
this a supply organization would have to be built up
that would use incomparably more material and man
power than the analogous organization built during
the Second World War. This would mean that only a
fraction of the total military strength of the United
States could be sent into action on the actual battle-
field. For this reason, if for no other, the true relation
of strength between the United States and the Soviet
Union is not four to one.
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2. The United States has the highest standards of
living for the masses of the people. This means that
only a part of the total U.S. production could be used
for actual war purposes. During the Second World
War that part never amounted to more than 44 per
cent of the whole.*

In the Soviet Union, on the other hand, living stand-
ards for the masses of the people are incomparably
lower. The Russians will give military production a
top priority. This occurred in the Second World War,
and consequently American military production was
not so far superior as a pure comparison of industrial
output would lead one to suppose.

Although in 1944 the Germans were still on Rus-
sian soil and large parts of Russia were completely
devastated, Russian military production in that year
amounted to 35 per cent of American military pro-
duction.f

And in a future war the situation will be no
different. The actual military strength of Russia as
compared to the United States will be much greater
than the mere mechanical comparison of four to one

in total industrial production would seem to suggest.
« Simon Kuznets, National Production in Wartime (New York:
National Bureau of Economic Research, 1945), p. 124.

t Raymond W. Goldsmith, “The Power of Victory, Munitions Out-
put in World War 11,” Military Affairs, Spring 1946, p. 71.
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ATOMIC WAR IS NOT YET PUSH-BUTTON WAR

Point 2. At this point some people will impatiently
declare: All these comparisons of industrial strength
and military potential apply to the past. These things
were important in the last war hut would be meaning-
less in a possible future war. We have a monopoly on
the production of atom bombs, consequently we can
carry the war to the Soviet Union, while the Soviet
Union cannot possibly carry it to the United States.
This monopoly on atomic weapons creates an entirely
new picture.

Is this true, and if so, to what extent is it true?

Many of those Americans who speak of atomic
weapons today have in mind a push-button war, that
is, a war in which atom bombs would be hurled across
the ocean at Russia in pilotless planes. A war of this
sort could be concluded in a very short time, without
great loss in lives for the United States.

This is a complete delusion and a very dangerous
one. We do have atomic weapons; but—as all Ameri-
can military authorities know and frankly state—
there can be no push-button war for several years.

In his statement to the War Department subcom-
mittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee, Gen-
eral of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower declared:
“We are all bombarded with premature conclusions
about ‘push-button’ warfare. As Admiral Nimitz so
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aptly puts it, all we have thus far is the button. Even
as the world still moves in terms of military power,
so is military power still measured in terms of famil-
iar, existing elements.”

Concerning the reasons why push-button warfare
cannot be expected for the next few years, Hanson W.
Baldwin, military expert for the New York Times,
writes:

Dr. Vannevar Bush pointed out again last week to
a Congressional committee that the era of “push-but-
ton” war was far away.

His “debunking” but judicious conclusions are
fully borne out by a nation-wide tour, just concluded
by this writer, of the nation’s principal proving
grounds and development centers for missiles and jet
planes. The new face of war is beginning to be seen
dimly in the laboratories and test centers, but thou-
sands of tremendous problems—some of them funda-
mental in nature—remain to be solved before the
much-touted era of transpolar, transoceanic or inter-
continental war becomes possible.

Mr. Baldwin comes to the following conclusion:

It is safe to say . . . that no nation is yet ready
for extensive missile war, for intercontinental air war
or for transpolar war. No nation has combat models
of transsonic or supersonic planes, no nation has
yet been able to send a piloted plane above the point
— 63,000 feet—where human blood “boils,” and no
nation has a plane with combat range sufl&cient for
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two-way bombing raids across the oceans or across
the polar icecaps.*

In other words, if war comes soon, it will not be a
“push-button” war. Quite some time will be needed
before a transoceanic war will be technically possible;
and all indications are that by then the Russians will
be producing atomic bombs.

If war comes before that, true, we shall have the
advantage of our monopoly on atomic weapons; but
in a war against the Soviet Union, it will not be pos-
sible to use them any differently than we did in the
war against Japan.

And this is possible in so far as we are today far
superior in naval power.

Point 3. The United States has the largest navy in
the world, while for easily understandable reasons
the navy is the least developed branch of the Soviet
armed forces. Consequently, our navy is in a position,
without too much difficulty, to maintain communica-
tions between the American continent and armies oper-
ating many thousands of miles away. In addition we
have, or can easily build, air bases from which atomic-
bombing raids on the Soviet Union can be launched.

The overwhelming superiority of our navy enables
us to operate against the Soviet Union from Asia as
well as the Mediterranean and to organize atomic

« Tew York Times, June 29, 1947.
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offensives against them from air bases, on both land
and sea, at a time when the Russians still have no
atom bombs and when push-button war has not yet
reached the stage where it might conceivably be used
against us.

WAR AGAINST THE SOVIET UNION WOULD NOT
BE A LIGHTNING WAR

So far our analysis seems to support certain opti-
mistic views. It seems to indicate that, if war with the
Soviet Union should come within the next few years,
a lightning war, if not a push-button war, may rea-
sonably be expected.

But this is not the case. It is impossible to defeat
the Soviet Union by a lightning war. The chief reason
for this is the strategic position of the Soviet Union
on the Eurasian continent.

We have repeatedly stated that the chief danger to-
day is not that the U.S. will try to impose its system
on the Russians, or that the Russians will try to im-
pose theirs on the United States. The greatest danger
centers around the political and economic future of
the 1,500,000,000 people in Europe and Asia, who
are living between the United States and the Soviet
Union.

What is true politically is also true from a military
standpoint.
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If the United States and the Soviet Union were
alone in the world, it might still be supposed that, in
view of the overwhelming American superiority in
industry, in atomic weapons and naval power, a war
against the Soviet Union might be won relatively
quickly by gigantic attacks on Russian cities and in-
dustrial centers.

But the United States and the Soviet Union are not
alone in the world. The 1,500,000,000 people in Eu-
rope and Asia must be taken into account.

And the very fact of their existence changes the
military picture completely, because a war against
the Soviet Union would have to be won not only on
Soviet territory but in Europe and Asia as well.

In order to convince ourselves that this is true, we
need only ask: What would be the Russian answer to
the threat of an atomic attack?

It is self-evident that the Russians are working
feverishly toward producing atomic weapons of their
own.

DEFENSIVE MEASURES OF THE RUSSIANS
IN CASE OF WAR

But what will they do in the meantime, before they
themselves have atomic weapons, before they can
answer atomic war with atomic war?

In the present interim period the Russians are pre-
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paring a twofold answer to possible atomic attacks:
(1) defensive and (2) offensive.

At present there is no completely effective defense
against atomic weapons, and it seems likely that there
will be none for the next few years. But for a country
like the Soviet Union, extending over two continents,
there are great possibilities of lessening the effects of
an atomic offensive directed against it.

The Russians are attempting to do this in three
ways.

1. They are increasing their military strength at top
speed. In the early Five-Year Plans, chief emphasis
was given to heavy industry. Although the Russian
standard of living was exceedingly low, the con-
sumers’-goods industries were even then very much
neglected.

After Hitler's seizure of power, Germany greatly
increased her war production. Of all the European
nations, only the Russians answered this threat of war
wuth a heavy increase in armaments.

Military Affairs * gives us the following figures on
military expenditures in Germany (converted into
dollars): 1935-39, 12,000,000,000; 1940, 6,000,-
000,000; 1941, 6,000,000,000; in the Soviet Union,
1935-39, 8,000,000,000; 1940, 5,000,000,000;
1941, 8,500,000,000.

It can be seen that in the last years before the out-

* Military Affairs, Spring 1946, p. 75.
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break of the Second World War, Russian expenditures
for armaments were not much smaller than those of
the Germans.

At the present time this trend is being intensified, in
spite of the enormous destruction brought about by
the war, in spite of the fact that the Russian masses
today are far worse fed, housed, and clothed than be-
fore the war.

Every increase of production in Russia goes pri-
marily into heavy industry, particularly the arma-
ments industry. If the Russian masses are dissatisfied
that after their tremendous sacrifices during the Sec-
ond World War they should be compelled to live even
worse than before, they—and particularly the return-
ing Red Army men—are told by the Soviet propa-
ganda machine .. that because Europe between the
two World Wars concentrated on higher living stand-
ards Europe was defeated by the Soviet Union, which
had prepared for war. They are assured that the
Soviet Union must now prepare for the next one—the
last great inevitable conflict against the forces of
fascist capitalism—and that they must help.” *

2. But what good does it do the Russians to increase
their war potential in this way, if their cities and in-
dustrial centers can be destroyed with atom bombs?

The Russians are working to lessen the effects of

* John MacCormac, article in the New York Times, August 4,
1947.
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atomic attacks by the greatest possible decentraliza-
tion of their industry. For this the Russians are, of
course, in an incomparably better position than any
great European industrial state. England, France,
Germany, all cover a very small area; consequently
they are extremely vulnerable to concentrated air at-
tacks.

The situation of the Soviet Union is quite different.
It covers a sixth of the earth’s land surface, and—in
the present discussion this is extremely important—
its industries are no longer concentrated in one region.

“During the four war years, industrial output in-
creased 3.6 times in the Urals, 2.8 times in Siberia,” *
writes Harry Schwartz. The present, fourth Five-Year
Plan intensifies all tendencies in this direction, dis-
tinctly stressing the Asiatic areas of the Soviet Union.

A most significant feature of this postwar invest-
ment program is the fact that more than half this new
capital, 55 percent, is scheduled to be invested in the
eastern areas never occupied by the Germans. Forty
percent will go to the area from Moscow to the Urals
plus Central Asia and 15 percent will go to Siberia
and the Far East. The devastated areas in the west
are to receive 45 percent of the planned central capital
investment during 1946-1950. This would seem to
mean that greater stress is being placed upon further
expansion of the greatly increased eastern economic

* Schwartz, op. cit., p. 10.
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strength of the USSR, than upon rehabilitation of the
once leading industrial territory of the Soviet Union.*

What will be the effect of this decentralization of
Russian industry, this distribution of factories over
such an immense territory? The effect will be, of
course, to lessen the destructive effect of atomic at-
tacks. More attacks and more bombs will be needed
than if, as in England, France, or Germany, the in-
dustries and cities were concentrated in a relatively
small area.

RUSSIA'S ARMAMENTS INDUSTRY IS BEING
MOVED UNDERGROUND

3. The Russians are attempting to diminish the ef-
fectiveness of an atomic offensive in a third way: by
building their most important munitions factories un-
derground, with underground storage facilities.

In the Second World War, when the Americans and
British started their continuous bombing of the war
plants, the Germans answered by moving a consider-
able part of their war industries underground, by de-
centralizing production, by manufacturing parts in
widely separated plants and assembling the finished
product later. With this policy the Germans achieved
incredible success, which, because of the false reports

* Ibid., p. 21.
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circulated here during the war, is still not generally
known in this country.

In spite of all the Allied air raids on German fac-
tories and cities, German armaments production did
not decline between 1941 and 1944; it did not mark
time; the truth is that it increased by leaps and
bounds.

According to an analysis published in Military Af-
fairs, German armaments production, estimated at 20
for 1939, rose to 35 in 1940, remained at 35 during
1941, but then rose in 1942 to 51, in 1943 to 80, and
in 1944 to 100. The article in Military Affairs com-
ments: “When the invasion started and Germany was
on the defensive on all fronts, her industries were
turning out three times as many combat munitions
[italics mine] as they had at the height of her mili-
tary power in the fall of 1941, when the Third Reich
controlled Europe from the Pyrenees to the Volga.” *

This was the situation of the German armaments
industries during the Second World War. Every one
of us who is trying to form an opinion on the efficacy
of atomic attacks on military objectives should know
this. We should know that American and British air
raids in the Second World War were not able to pre-
vent a tripling of German armaments production.

There is no doubt whatever that the Russians are

* “Munitions Output in World War 11,” Military Affairs, Spring
1946, pp. 72, 74.

92



profiting from the experience of the Germans in the
Second World War and doing everything possible to
immunize their armaments plants and arsenals, not
only to normal air raids, but to atomic raids as well.

The question of underground munitions plants, air-
plane factories, and chemical plants is no longer an
academic one for the Russians. All indications are
that work in this direction has already begun.

Of course, no publications are available on this
subject. But what the Russians are already doing can
easily be deduced from what the United States is
planning to do in the near future. In this connection
we shall quote from a report by Secretary of the
Army Kenneth C. Royall:

. . . the concentration of industry is being studied,
and a comprehensive survey of representative types
of underground sites throughout the United States, in-
cluding natural caverns and abandoned mines, has
been completed, and the report distributed to inter-
ested agencies of the War and Navy Departments.

Since underground sites are an excellent means of
passive defense, the War Department and the Army-
Navy Munitions Board have considerable interest in
this subject. In January, 1947, a Report on Existing
Mines was prepared by the Chief of Engineers which
presents factual data on mines in the United States
which are potentially usable as underground sites.

The Chief of Engineers has submitted a proposal
to develop construction and cost data incidental to
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moving a chemical processing plant (currently op-
erating above ground) to an underground location
where economic, geological and geographic features
are best suited to this type of industry. He proposed
further that a similar study and investigation be con-
ducted with respect to an Ordnance Department fire-
control instrument plant.

The Army Air Forces have been studying problems
related to manufacturing critical aircraft components
in underground installations. As a result of these
studies it is planned to obtain funds during the Fiscal
Year 1948 and direct the Chief of Engineers to con-
struct a pilot plant underground for this purpose.

In the spring of 1947 the chairman of the Army
and Navy Munitions Board visited certain parts of
Europe to study the problems of underground sites
and the dispersion of industry and also to study the
general industrial mobilization plans of other nations.
A War Department representative is following up
these studies and is at the same time reviewing the
current procurement and logistic systems of European
nations.

With this in mind we can be very certain that the
Russians, having for the present no atomic weapons,
are doing their utmost to provide their armaments
plants, arsenals, and food stocks with such protection
against atomic war.

Moreover, there is no doubt that the Russians have
worked out plans for evacuating the population from
the most endangered zones. Obviously evacuation is
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easier in a country like the Soviet Union, where ap-
proximately two thirds of the population is still en-
gaged in agriculture, than in other industrial states,
where only 20 to 30 per cent are engaged in agricul-
ture.

The Russian defensive measures we have analyzed
are directed toward one great aim. This aim is that
the political, industrial, and military apparatus should
survive the first atomic attacks, that the population
should not be seized with total panic, that the destruc-
tion of weapons, munitions, and supplies should not
be such as to paralyze the Red Army.

But it is obvious that the Russians will not content
themselves with defensive measures.

THE RUSSIAN OFFENSIVE IN EUROPE AND ASIA

It is certain'that the Russian armies will survive
the first atom bombs with negligible losses in person-
nel. Atom bombs are not weapons for use against dis-
persed soldiers.

Then, if in spite of atomic attacks the Red armies
retain the major part of their armament, and arma-
ments production is not seriously impaired, what will
they do?

The answer is clear and unmistakable: They will
take the offensive, they will cross the Russian borders,
they will occupy Europe and Asia.
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And if the war should break out in the relatively
near future, it does not seem probable that any power
on earth can stop them.

The Russians are the only great military power on
the European continent. They were so strong that they
could not be defeated by Hitler Germany at the height
of its power, when the Germans mobilized the indus-
trial potential, not only of Germany, but of all
continental Europe against them. They could not be
defeated, because even then their own military
strength was not greatly inferior to that of Nazi Ger-
many. Tiieir own armaments production was decisive
in the war against Germany, not the military aid that
they received from America or England. Important as
this aid was in certain categories, it did not, however,
exceed “about one-tenth of her own munitions pro-
duction.” *

Today there are no German armies and there is no
German armaments industry. If the Russian armies
take the offensive, who can be expected to stop them
from reaching the Atlantic? Certainly not France.

* “Munitions Output in World War I1,” Military Affairs, Spring
1946, p. 75. Munitions is used here in the broader sense: “Munitions
for the purpose of these statistics include all aircraft, naval ships,
guns, small arms, armored vehicles, ammunition, electronic and com-
munication equipment; merchant vessels, unarmored motor vehicles,
engineers’ supplies, quartermaster items and medical supplies are
excluded. This definition concentrates attention on the combat items
that are of prime military importance.” Ibid., pp. 69-70.
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Even long before the outbreak of the Second World
War, French production had far been exceeded by
the Russians. Both industrially and in military
strength, Russia is many times more powerful than
France. Moreover, the enormous strength of the Com-
munist party in France makes it questionable whether
the French army would function fully in a war with
the Reds.

THE RUSSIAN MARCH TO THE ATLANTIC

There remain the United States, or, if England
takes a hand, the Anglo-Saxon powers. But this means
that if the United States is to start a war with an
atomic attack, large American armies would previ-
ously have to be sent to Europe. (The American and
British troops now stationed there are little more
than a police force, adequate for maintaining order in
an unarmed country, but by no means capable of stop-
ping a Russian offensive.) It is an utter delusion to
suppose that this can be done in the near future. At
present we have no large American army; so far it
has not been possible to convince Congress that mili-
tary service is a necessity in this period of truce. We
are not even in possession of all the weapons required
by large modern armies. And years are needed for the
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complete equipment of armies that would have to fight
thousands of miles away from home.*

No; if before starting an atomic war we do not
have fully equipped American armies on the Euro-
pean continent, no power now in existence can be
expected to stop the Russian armies that will immedi-
ately set out for the Atlantic.

Professor N. F. Mott of Bristol University, presi-
dent of the recently formed Atomic Scientists’
Association in England, stated rightly: “To call a
spade a spade, the Red Army would not be stopped on
its march to Calais.”

That is the situation in Europe. In Asia it is no
different. On the Asiatic continent there is no power
with even the military strength of France. The only
large tank and aircraft factories in Asia are in Man-
churia; the greater part of them have already been
evacuated by the Russians; and if production were to
be resumed in some of them in the not too distant fu-
ture, they would presumably be controlled by Russian
puppets, the Chinese Communists. Even with all the
military aid he has received from the United States,
Chiang Kai-shek has so far been unable to defeat the

* In the Second World War it took even longer, but we have
learned some things in the meantime. “We may, therefore, conclude
that under present conditions in the absence of direct interference
by the enemy it takes not more than 2 years to convert industry fully
from peace to war production even if only few preparations are made
in advance.” Military Affairs, Spring 1946, pp. 78-9.
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Chinese Communists. All China, the Communists and
Chiang Kai-shek together, were unable to oppose seri-
ous resistance to the Japanese invasion of its cities
and industrial territories. It therefore seems evident
that if the Red armies move into Asia, they will meet
with no major military resistance on the part of the
Asiatics.

ATOMIC WAR AGAINST EUROPE AND ASIA

What then? What if the cities of Europe and Asia,
the European industrial centers, are in Russian
hands? What if the Red armies are on the Atlantic
coast; if they have occupied Calais and Paris, Brus-
sels and The Hague, Antwerp and Rotterdam? Then
for the United States to win a war against Russia, it
will not be enough to attack the Russian cities and
industrial centers with atom bombs, because the Red
armies, supported by an armaments industry that can
keep going despite atomic bombing, will be in Europe
and Asia.

Then the war against the Soviet Union would have
to be won in Europe and Asia.

Then the United States would have to destroy the
cities of Europe and Asia by atomic warfare, and in
addition, drive the Red Army out of those continents.

Leading political and military authorities share our
belief that the Russians, if threatened by an atomic
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attack, would advance into Europe and Asia; that the
general staff of the Red Army has worked out corn-
plete plans for such an eventuality; that the Red
armies are being trained for it; and that even now
the Russian factories are working first and foremost
for such a military operation.

In an article entitled “The Atomic Stalemate,”
Walter Lippmann wrote more than a year ago:

Russia is not Japan nor is it England, crowded
islands peculiarly vulnerable to atomic bombardment.
Russia has abundantly the only known means of de-
fense against the atomic bomb, namely space in which
to disperse its people.

Russia, moreover, has a formidable military answer
to the atomic bomb. She has inexhaustible reserves of
infantry all ready to be deployed into the center of
Europe, and capable of overrunning the larger part
of the continent. Against the Red Army in Europe, it
would be impossible to use the atomic bomb without
exterminating hundreds, perhaps thousands of Euro-
peans for every Red soldier killed. Europe is, there-
fore, a hostage against a preventive war.*

Six months later, C. L. Sulzberger, in the New York
Times, reported a lecture delivered in Moscow by

Professor Eugene Tarle, the well-known Russian his-
torian:

This is Professor Tarle’s culminating point. He
said:

* New York Herald Tribune, October 10, 1946.
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“1 shall cite comment from American military cir-
cles. The following argument was heard. War begins
between the United States and the Soviet Union. The
bombs are ready to pulverize Soviet Russia.

“What do the Russians do? Of course, they cross
the Elbe and the borders of Manchuria and really
proceed to occupy Europe. The more quickly a
Western block is formed, the more rapidly will Rus-
sian seizures take place. Moreover, the Russians won’t
even have to fight. One out of every three men in
France is a Communist, and France will accept the
Russians without fighting. If there is any resistance,
it is clear how it will end.

“What then? Bomb Leningrad and Moscow? Ex-
actly nothing is accomplished. . . . There will be a war
of nerves, but not only on Russian nerves but Ameri-
can nerves. Both sides will be unable to come to grips
with each other!” *

The thoughts of Walter Lippmann and Professor
Tarle were given additional emphasis by former
United States Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson. In
an article entitled “The Challenge to Americans,”
after attacking those “. . . who think they can make
common cause with present-day Communism,” he
writes:

“An equal and opposite error is made by those who
argue that Americans by strong-arm methods, perhaps
even by a ‘preventive war,” can and should rid the
world of the Communist menace. | cannot believe that

* New York Times, April 8, 1947.
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this view is widely held. For it is worse than nonsense;
it results from a hopeless misunderstanding of the
geographical and military situation” * [Italics mine.]

It cannot be stressed too much that Mr. Stimson is
opposed to a preventive war on military grounds.

If in spite of everything a war should come, there
can be no doubt as to its outcome: We shall win. Our
country, our cities and industrial centers, will not be
bombed. Throughout the war we shall therefore be in
a position to supply our army with everything it
needs, while after a certain time it will be impossible
for the Russians to supply the Red Army adequately,
since our machinery of destruction will become more
and more effective and, as the war goes on, our pro-
ductive superiority will become increasingly pro-
nounced.

THE PRICE OF AN AMERICAN VICTORY:
BARBARISM IN EUROPE AND ASIA

Thus there is no doubt that the United States would
ultimately win the war. But what would be the price
of this victory?

The price would be out of all proportion to that
paid by the United States in the Second World War.
In the Second World War, England and France first
opposed Nazi Germany; after the fall of France, Eng-

* Foreign Affairs, October 1947, p. 9.
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land remained in the field; later she was joined by
Russia. It was more than two years before we threw
our full force into the war.

This time the United States would be in the war on
the very first day and would have to bear the full
burden of the war.

This time the United States, without any first-class
allies, would have to reconquer Europe and Asia from
the Red Army. It does not take a prophet to predict
that the cost of such a war for the United States would
be many times that of the Second World War.

In the First World War the United States lost ap-
proximately 50,000 men; in the Second World War
we lost almost 300,000; in a Third World War our
losses would run into millions.

But that is not all. It might be argued that these
losses are inevitable, if the world is to be saved from
domination by a totalitarian regime. But what kind of
world shall we have after a victorious atomic war?

What will this world be like? It will be a world that
has taken a long step, perhaps the decisive step, toward
barbarism in Europe, Asia, and possibly America as
well.

In the Second World War there was no atomic war-
fare in Europe. But today we know how close to ruin
Europe was brought by the war. The social structure
of Europe has been so gravely shaken that many years
of peaceful effort will be needed to repair the damage
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—if it can ever be repaired. And in the Second World
War western Europe was a battlefield for only a rela-
tively short time, while Europe as a whole, it must be
repeated, was never the object of an atomic attack.

In a future war the atomic offensive would not be
directed only at the Soviet Union; it would have to be
extended over the whole of Europe. Atomic war
against Europe, against its cities and industrial cen-
ters, would mean such destruction and devastation
that Europe would no longer stand on the threshold of
barbarism, but right in the middle of barbarism. And
the actual expulsion of the Red armies from Europe
would require an amount of destruction that would
make the Second World War seem like child’s play.
And the same is true of Asia.

The price of an American victory over the Soviet
Union would be: staggering losses, gigantic costs, bar-
barism in Europe and Asia.

One of the chief aims of war with the Soviet Union
is allegedly to preserve the American economic and
social system. Actually war with the Soviet Union,
while saving the world from Russian totalitarianism,
would hurl it into barbarism. It would destroy the
foundations on Which the United States has built its
economic system and democratic institutions.

The Americans would be compelled to enforce “law
and order” in a world of Hiroshimas in Europe and
Asia. Everywhere outside of the United States the
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sternest despotism would be needed, even to make
reconstruction possible.

The United States would no longer be a great state
among other states. The United States would then be
an island in a sea of barbarism.

It is a dangerous illusion to believe that it would
be possible under such conditions to preserve demo-
cratic institutions in the United States.

No analysis of the purely military factors, no an-
alysis proving the enormous superiority of the United
States to the Soviet Union in industrial and military
potential, should blind us to the facts. A war with the
Soviet Union, though bound to end in victory for the
United States, would be fraught with the most terrible
consequences not only for the Soviet Union, whose
cities and industrial centers would be pulverized by
atomic warfare, but also for Europe and Asia, which
would be turned into deserts. In a United States sur-
rounded by a world of barbarism, all democratic and
progressive institutions would be destroyed.

It seems to me that those who write about war and
preventive war, though rightly fearful of further Rus-
sian expansion, think far too little of the dangers in-
herent in war today.

It is true that the world has lived through all sorts
of wars, but a mere comparison of the Second and
First World Wars should teach us that even in the last
decades the destructiveness of war has increased many
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times. Atomic weapons represent another long step in
this direction.

A Third World War, a war with atomic weapons,
would not be followed by an American century, but by
an age of barbarism, from which the United States
would be no more able to isolate itself than it was able
to isolate itself from the First and Second World
Wars.

In his address to the American Legion Convention,
General Eisenhower declared: “No great nation is to-
day in a position deliberately to provoke a long and
exhausting conflict with any hope of gain.”

This is only too true. No great nation can gain any-
thing by war today. Even if we win, we shall lose the
exact same thing that we went to war to preserve: our
free institutions.

If war against the Soviet Union is no way out, if it
offers no solution, what then is the solution?

THE WAR AGAINST THE RUSSIANS MUST BE WON AS
A POLITICAL WAR; THEN A SHOOTING WAR
WILL NOT BE NECESSARY

Is there a way to stop Russian expansion and at the
same time to preserve peace? That is the decisive ques-
tion. It is the central question of this book.

It is the central question of our epoch.

There is a way.
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There is a way to halt Russian conquest and ag-
gression and preserve peace at the same time. There
is a way that is also in keeping with the great Ameri-
can traditions: respect for the right of self-determina-
tion, respect for the sovereignty of other nations.

If we lose the political war in Europe, it should not
be supposed that a shooting war will solve the prob-
lem. On the contrary: we must win the political war
against the Russians in Europe and Asia; for if we
win it, and only if we win it, will a shooting war be-
come unnecessary.
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CHAPTER FIVE

WE HAVE TO BE MORE PROGRESSIVE
THAN THE RUSSIANS

In order to find out how to win the political
war, we need only draw the inescapable conclusions
from our analysis. We have said that world peace is
threatened today because the mass of the world’s pop-
ulation, the peoples of the Eurasian continent, all the
peoples of Asia and Europe, are on the march; be-
cause the Russians are constantly trying to take ad-
vantage of this popular movement, because their
continuous aggressions and expansion may unleash
a new war, an atomic war.

We have also shown that by continuing to support
reactionary forces we shall lose the political war
against the Russians, and that our loss will be the
Communists’ gain.

A dike against the Russians and their satellites
cannot be built by military measures alone. They have
already broken through this dike at certain points in
Asia, and they will continue to undermine it.

108



We must clearly realize that the Communists,
though they unquestionably are a fifth column, are far
more than a fifth column. They are the expression of
the gigantic crisis in Asia and Europe for which count-
less millions are seeking a solution—thus far in vain.

NO APPEASEMENT POLICY

Does it follow that we can avoid war only by ap-
peasement, by allowing the Russians to keep expand-
ing at certain points, in the hope that they will
abandon their aggressions someday?

I regard such an appeasement policy as a fatal mis-
take. Those who advocate such a policy have not taken
into account the powerful forces in the Soviet Union
that are driving the present political leaders to new
expansion. It is true that the Russians are not abso-
lutely forced to expand continuously. As their with-
drawal from Iran shows, they can always put on the
brakes, since, in contrast to Hitler, the Russian leaders
have no great fear of losing prestige by an occasional
retreat.

The Russian state will not collapse if it does not
expand for a few years. It did not collapse when it
failed to expand in the many years between the two
world wars.

Yet, though expansion is not a must, powerful mo-
tives are at present driving the rulers of Russia in that
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direction. Today enormous sacrifices are still being
demanded of the Russian masses. When Stalin exacted
sacrifices in the period before Hitler’s attack on the
Soviet Union, he could say: We are menaced by the
gigantic armament of Nazi Germany, we must not be
defenseless, we must strengthen our military estab-
lishment at all costs. At that time Stalin was able to
add: You are making great sacrifices for the building
of the Socialist Fatherland, but even so you are living
far better than the workers of Germany, who are
doubly exploited by capitalism and Nazism.

The Russians were not defeated by Hitler Germany.
They won the war; they won it amid tremendous sac-
rifices, and Stalin’s policy proved justified in so far as
the gigantic military preparations of the Russians
were rewarded by victory.

But as a result of the war the Russian soldiers came
into other countries, they came into eastern and cen-
tral Europe. They saw with their own eyes that the
German workers, for example, despite their double
exploitation by capitalism and Nazism, lived a good
deal better than the Russian workers in the “Socialist
Fatlterland.” Stalin was no longer able to conceal this
fact, for millions of soldiers had literally seen it, and
they trusted their eyes more than propaganda.

Now millions of these soldiers have returned to the
Russia whose cities and industrial centers were so
devastated by the war. They have returned to a stand-
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ard of living far lower even than that of the last years
prior to the war.

If they thought that everything in Russia were sub-
ordinated to raising their standard of living through
increased production, all this might still be bearable.
But in Russia today a very considerable share of pro-
duction is used for military ends, in an effort to re-
duce the gap between Russian military strength and
that of the United States. This, of course, is a great
drain on the Russian economy, since in comparison to
the United States the productivity of labor in Russia
is very low. The Russian standard of living remains
worse than wretched, and little improvement can be
expected for a long time to come. The leaders try to
make the continued hardships acceptable to the masses
by pointing to the war danger and the American pro-
duction of atom bombs. This may suffice for a while.
But not for very long. The rulers of Russia can no
longer tell the masses that they are living better than
the workers of central and western Europe. The sol-
diers have seen too much; they know better.

Immediately after the war, the Russians embarked
on the political expansion that brought them into con-
trol of all the territories between Russia and Ger-
many. As long as this expansion continued, it could
be represented to the Russian masses as a great politi-
cal success, although it brought no improvement in
their living conditions.



For some time now this process of expansion has
been at a standstill. But because the Russian masses
expected something from the peace after their terrible
sufferings and privations during the war; because
with present emphasis on military production a sig-
nificant improvement in the living standards of the
masses is impossible; because millions of Russians
have seen that not only the middle classes, but also,
the workers and peasants in central and eastern Eu-
rope live much better than they do—for all these
reasons the Soviet regime is very eager to produce
new successes and new conquests, in order to show its
superiority over all other systems.

That is why the Russians, although they are not
forced to expand in any particular instance, will con-
tinue to expand, especially where impressive successes
can be expected, where territories important for the
world balance of power are involved.

That is why any appeasement policy will fail.

The Russians will gladly agree to any compromise
granting them new spheres of influence. But after they
have incorporated these territories into their orbit,
they will, in spite of all promises, undertake new ag-
gressions whenever the situation seems promising.

An appeasement policy will not avoid war but will
only postpone it—and during this postponement the
power of the Russians will increase.
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THERE MUST BE A DECISIVE CHANGE IN
AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY

If military and financial support cannot by itself
be successful, if appeasement must fail, what other
possibility is there?

The other possibility is: a basic change in American
foreign policy.

It cannot be the aim of American foreign policy to
oppose the great process of transformation that is
going on throughout Asia and Europe today. The aim
of American foreign policy must be to work in har-
mony with this world-wide trend and so prevent the
Russians from directing and misusing it.

We have undertaken to stop further Russian ex-
pansion. Good.

We have undertaken to erect walls against further
Russian aggression. Good.

But we must learn that these walls will not be built
in America but in Asia and Europe. We must realize
that the terrain in those countries is not the same as in
ours, and we must make a very thorough study of the
terrain if we expect the walls to stand firm.

In the last analysis these walls will stand firm only
if the countries and nations in which they are situated
have helped to build them and are prepared to defend
them.

But under what conditions will they help to build
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them, under what conditions will they defend them?

The answer is: If they prefer us to the Russians;
if they feel that we are more progressive than the Rus-
sians.

We are competing with the Russians, not in the
United States or in Russia, but in Asia and in Europe;
and above all on Russia’s frontiers, in China and in
Germany. It is here that we must be more progressive
than the Russians.

WE HAVE TO BE MORE PROGRESSIVE THAN THE
RUSSIANS IN CHINA

To be more progressive than the Russians means to
bring the Chinese a higher standard of living, without
depriving them of personal and political liberty as the
Russians do.

To give China a higher standard of living today is
possible only if we recognize that in China, as in all
Asia, the struggle against feudalism can no longer be
stopped; if we realize that no isolated reforms, but
thoroughgoing agrarian reform, is needed; and if we
are willing to help carry out such reform in those Chi-
nese territories that are not in the hands of the Chinese
Communists.

This requires a break with our present policy of
supporting a corrupt government dominated by the
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landlord cliques, without insisting on drastic agrarian
and social reforms in return.

The New York Herald Tribune, which has done
more than any other American newspaper to throw
light on the reasons for our failures in China up to
now, wrote as early as the summer of 1947:

The inefficiency and corruption could be cured
only by the most drastic house cleaning in the govern-
ment, particularly in the provinces, and by giving
power to honest and able men who now hold some offi-
cial positions without having much real authority.
Winning popular support would be even more diffi-
cult. It would require action by Chiang Kai-shek and
many of his subordinates based on the idea that the
situation in China, as in most of Asia, is a revolution-
ary situation and that devotion to the welfare of Chi-
na s peasants could be a more important factor in the
civil war than strategy or weapons or man power.
[Italics mine.] It would require a realization in Nan-
king that the great success of the Chinese Reds came
only after they began to adjust their program to peas-
ant desires. It would require an admission that the
failures of the Kuomintang party, which controls the
political machinery in China, increased in proportion
to the increase in strength within the party of generals
and landlords and reactionary politicians.

The United States cannot afford to back reaction in
Nanking, no matter how grave a threat Communism
may be, because reaction is so clearly doomed in
China. In a smaller country it might be possible, as a
temporary measure. But China is huge—the province
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of Szechuan alone has a larger population than
France. All the resources of the United States could
not maintain in power a regime that was hated by
more than 450700,000 Chinese."” [Italics mine.]

Everything stated in this, editorial has been con-
firmed, particularly that “the welfare of China’s peas-
ants is more important than strategy or weapons.”

We can, of course, continue to send billions of dol-
lars in military equipment to China and thereby keep
Chiang Kai-shek’s government in power for a time.
But, as our experience since the end of the Second
World War amply indicates, this military aid alone
will accomplish nothing.

AGRARIAN REFORM FOR CHINA

What is needed is thoroughgoing agrarian reform.
What is needed is that the poor Chinese peasants, the
tenants and agricultural laborers living in territories
now controlled by the Chiang Kai-shek government,
should prefer life where they are to life in the Com-
munist provinces.

In order to build a wall against the Communists
and Russians in China, we must obtain the co-opera-
tion of hundreds of millions of Chinese. Only if the
Chinese themselves build this wall will they be pre-

* York Herald Tribune, July 23, 1947.
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pared to defend it, because only then will it seem to
them worth defending.

News reports are constantly reaching us of whole
regiments deserting to the Communists from Chiang
Kai-shek’s armies. Small wonder!

China is a predominantly agrarian country, and
nearly all the soldiers in Chiang Kai-shek’s armies, as
in those of the Communists, are poor peasants, ten-
ants, and farm laborers. Why should these peasants
fight with enthusiasm for their landlords, while on the
other side their brother peasants, who have already
cast off the yoke of their parasitic landlords, are
fighting for the Communists?

That is why whole regiments of these peasants are
deserting to the Communists—and they will continue
to desert if they are not shown by deeds that a change
has occurred, that from now on a government sup-
ported by the Americans means to do something for
them.

That is why drastic agrarian reforms should be de-
manded of the Chiang Kai-shek government as a con-
dition for any further American aid.

The objection may be raised here that this would
be an encroachment on China’s national sovereignty.
That is unquestionably true; but military support of
one side in the Chinese civil war represents equal
interference in China’s internal affairs, especially if
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this military support is large enough to constitute the
difference between victory and defeat.

The Russians and their satellites are everywhere
making a mockery of national sovereignty. In China,
Manchuria, Korea, they are supporting every move
toward an agrarian revolution. They are effecting
fundamental changes in the social structure of every
country where they have any influence.

Our policy in Asia, in China, does not operate in
a vacuum; it deals with human beings™ with countless
millions of poor peasants, tenants, and farm laborers,
who judge our policy by what it does for them, com-
pared to what the Communists are doing for the peas-
ants in Red China.

All Asia, all China, is involved in this agrarian
upheaval; our policy cannot ignore it. We must take
a position. This is the crucial point. If we fail here,
the Communists will be strengthened. Any purely mili-
tary support of the corrupt Chiang Kai-shek govern-
ment will at best slow down the Communist advance;
it will not permanently stop it.

But if we insist that the Chinese government we are
supporting carry out serious agrarian reforms, we
shall have taken the important step toward stopping
Communist and Russian expansion in Asia.

It will not be easy to make the Chinese government
enact agrarian reforms—real and not paper reforms.
So far we have had no success with tlie Chinese gov-
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ernment in this respect. A correspondent of the New
York Herald Tribune writes from Nanking:

“Some people here argue that to ask the present
Chinese government to put through radical reforms is
to ask it to fight a class war against itself. This argu-
ment is based on a contention that the regime depends
on generals who want to run the army according to
traditional, inappropriate and selfish politics, on rich
people who will insist on evading taxes and conscrip-
tion and on landlords who will always oppose land-
reform projects.” *

INDUSTRIALIZATION AND REFORM OF
THE KUOMINTANG

As long as Chiang Kai-shek’s government rests es-
sentially on the old military and landowning cliques,
a radical change is hardly to be expected. But this
situation is not necessarily unalterable. We have al-
ready shown that before the Japanese invasion of
China the Kuomintang also had a liberal wing con-
sisting of the commercial and industrial middle
classes and the intellectuals. It lost this wing after
Japan had occupied the Chinese cities and ports. The
United States has now liberated these cities and ports
from Japanese oppression. It must now be the aim of
American policy to strengthen this liberal wing of the

* Christopher Rand, “The Tragic Dilemma of China,” New York
Herald Tribune, July 23, 1947.
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Kuomintang; and the United States is in a position to
do this, since it can give economic aid in addition to
military aid.

China was for many years a battlefield; its industry
and commerce have been severely disrupted. China
today is going through an agrarian revolution; at the
same time” it must repair the ravages of the war and
rebuild its cities and industrial centers.

The Russians can, it is true, support any Chinese
movement for agrarian revolution, but since they
need all their reserves for their own reconstruction,
they cannot possibly help China to rebuild its cities
and its economic life.

We can easily do this. Our policy should therefore be
simultaneously directed toward the reconstruction and
industrialization of China, and toward drastic agrar-
ian reforms. If we help the Chinese to rebuild their
cities and ports, to build up their industries, we shall
be strengthening the liberal wing of the Kuomintang,
which has always consisted of urban elements. If we
help to provide a solid social base for these elements,
we can attempt, by supporting this liberal wing of the
Kuomintang, to win the government for the agrarian
reform that is the central need of China today.

Only by going with the social trend in China can we
help the government which we support to win the con-
fidence of the 400 million Chinese. There are plenty
of men in China who are ready and willing to carry
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out the necessary reforms; the “third force” between
the reactionaries and the Communists is of course not
yet so strong as in Europe, but it does exist.

These men need our support in order to play the
decisive role in China’s transformation.

If we support agrarian reform and at the same time
hasten the rebuilding of China’s cities and ports by
our industrial aid, we shall stop the Russians on the
spot. Our military aid will then be only a secondary
factor, since the majority of the Chinese people will
be with us.

But if we ignore the agrarian transformation that
is gripping China and all Asia, we shall continue to
fail.

China is on the Russian frontier. Russian influence
is already felt in a large part of China.

By insistence on agrarian reform, accompanied by
aid toward industrialization, we would be more pro-
gressive than the Russians in Asia. This policy could
stop the Russians at one of the world’s most critical
points.

WE HAVE TO BE MORE PROGRESSIVE THAN
THE RUSSIANS IN EUROPE

Geographically, as well as politically and economi-
cally, Europe lies between the United States and the
Soviet Union.
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The goal of Russian policy— much as methods may
vary in different stages and in different countries—is
clear and unmistakable: to dominate all Europe in
the same way that Russia already dominates the coun-
tries between Russia and Germany; to draw Europe
into the Russian orbit—since Europe is of prime po-
litical and strategic importance— completely upsetting
the world balance of power in Russia’s favor. Of
course, the Russians cannot conquer Europe at one
stroke; consequently their policy is to impede Euro-
pean unity as much as possible; to exploit the an-
tagonisms among the European countries, playing
off one against another; to push forward at points
weakened by national antagonisms and mounting so-
cial and economic difficulties.

The Russians have the advantage of being them-
selves a European power, and of being many times
stronger than any single one of the other European
powers at whose expense they are trying to expand.

FOR A UNITED, INDEPENDENT EUROPE

To be more progressive than the Russians, the
United States must not seek to exploit the present dif-
ficulties of the European nations in order to draw
them into our orbit. It must not attempt to impose
economic and political forms that prevail in the
United States but are rejected by the peoples of Eu-
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rope. It must bear in mind that the European nations
have their own economic and political mode of life,
that they represent a third force between the United
States and the Soviet Union.

The European nations must be carried through the
present crisis, and they must be carried through it in
a progressive way. The United States must do every-
thing possible to minimize the antagonisms among
the different European nations, since in this epoch of
world powers these nations can in the long run hope
to survive only if they represent a third force in their
mode of life, and also are strong enough economically
and politically to maintain themselves as an inde-
pendent force in the presence of the world powers.

To work for a united and independent Europe,
which will plan its reconstruction and industrial
growth in a progressive, democratic way—that is what
it means for us to be more progressive than the Rus-
sians.

EUROPE IN A BUNDLE OF CRISES

Europe today is not in one crisis, but in a bundle
of crises, which are of course closely intertwined.
Three of these crises seem to me the most crucial.
1. Europe—unlike the United States—was a bat-
tlefield in the Second World War as in the First. It
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is therefore suffering from the repercussions of this
war much more severely than the United States.

2. In the twenty years between the two world wars
there was never any real stability in Europe; there
was no return of a prosperity embracing economic life
as a whole. Political and social convulsions were con-
stant. Even before the outbreak of the Second World
War, the urban middle class was to a greater or lesser
degree, in different countries, fast losing the very
basis for its existence. This process was intensified by
the war and its aftermath. In the United States the
middle-class foundation for our system of free enter-
prise has hardly been impaired; in Europe such a
foundation no longer exists.

3. Europe today must undergo a gigantic economic
transformation in order to adapt itself to the changed
world situation.

A COMPLETE TRANSFORMATION IS NEEDED

During the nineteenth century and up to the period
of the First World War, the United States expanded
from ocean to ocean; it had enough food for its popu-
lation; it had the most important raw materials, coal
and iron, oil and cotton. Consequently the United
States became a great industrial country, in which
foreign trade played a small role in comparison with
total production.
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Europe had developed along entirely different
lines.

England, and later the countries of western Europe,
had expanded far beyond their own borders. They had
created great colonial empires. Europe had invested
enormous amounts of capital outside its own territory;
Europe became the world’s banker.

The colonial empire provided Europe with raw ma-
terials and food. But not the colonial empires alone;
in Europe itself the west was industrialized earlier
and more intensively than the east, and consequently
there was a very considerable foreign trade between
the Europe represented today by the sixteen nations
that have turned to America for aid and that other
Europe which is now in the Russian orbit. This foreign
trade consisted essentially in an exchange of the in-
dustrial products of western Europe for the raw ma-
terials and food of eastern Europe. How greatly the
economy of these sixteen countries differs from that
of the United States is shown by two figures, taken
from the report of the sixteen nations:

Before the outbreak of the Second World War, the
United States received 8.1 per cent of world imports;
the sixteen nations, plus western Germany, received
49.9 per cent of world imports, although their produc-
tion was not larger than that of the United States.

So great was their requirement of food and raw
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materials. It is no smaller today if Europe is again
to attain its old standard of living.

But radical changes throughout the world have
created great difficulties for Europe’s economic life.
One of these is the gigantic transformation in Asia.
The era of colonial imperialism, in which the Euro-
pean nations enjoyed such advantages in their em-
pires, is drawing to an end.

The second change is that Europe has become poor
in capital, that the whole of western Europe has be-
come a debtor.

According to the report of the sixteen nations, west-
ern Europe was formerly able to pay for a quarter of
its total imports with the interest on its foreign in-
vestments. Those days are over. Without American
aid, it must from now on pay for its imports entirely
by exports.

And third: The Russians are in Berlin and control
the countries between Russia and Germany. To what
extent Europe can hope to exchange its industrial
products for the raw materials and foodstuffs of the
east, even after the ravages of the war have been re-
paired in eastern Europe, is no longer a purely eco-
nomic question, but a political one as well.

If Europe is strong, if it presents no weak points
that invite and facilitate Russian aggression, this trade
will, by and large, be determined by economic factors,
for economically both sides stand to gain.
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But if Europe™ or part of it, is weak, the Russians
will try to make trade a basis for political deals. And
it goes without saying that the Russians, with an em-
pire of 300,000,000 people behind them, will be at
an enormous advantage in dealing with any one Euro-
pean state.

THE EUROPEAN CRISIS WILL BE A LONG ONE

Europe, once the richest industrial region in the
world, must today carry out a complete economic and
social transformation and at the same time adapt it-
self to changed conditions in Asia, Russia, and eastern
Europe. It must do this at a time when, in contrast to
the United States, it is totally without capital reserves;
at a time when its economy has suffered a staggering
blow from the changes that have taken place in Asia
and eastern Europe, with which it was bound by the
strongest economic ties.

The present crisis in western Europe is no brief
crisis that may be ended in 1948, but a long-term
crisis that can be overcome only by the greatest ex-
ertions. And until it is overcome, the Russians will
have constant opportunities to exploit the resulting
economic difficulties and social conflicts for their own
expansionist aims.

But it also follows clearly from our analysis that
Europe cannot possibly return to its old conditions,
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its old economic balance. The changes that have taken
place on the whole Eurasian continent are so far-
reaching that the old balance is no longer possible.

A UNITED EUROPE WOULD BE STRONGER THAN
THE SOVIET UNION

Europe must seek new economic and political forms
if it is to endure as an independent force.

A united Europe of the sixteen nations plus western
Germany would be strong enough to maintain itself
as an independent political body between the two
world powers.

The report of the sixteen nations includes a pro-
gram of production to be reached by 1951. It provides
for: “An increase of coal output of 584,000,000 tons,
i.e. 145,000,000 tons above the 1947 level (an in-
crease of one-third) and 30,000,000 tons above the
1938 level.”

It further provides for: “An increase of crude steel
production by 80 per cent above 1947 to a level of
55,000,000, or 10,000,000 tons (20 per cent) above
1938.”

The increase over 1938, it can be seen, is not so
enormous; it is absolutely realistic if Europe receives
the American aid necessary to carry it through the
worst period of crisis.

Yet with a coal production of 584,000,000 tons
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and with a steel production of 55,000,000 tons, west-
ern Europe, with western Germany, will be very much
stronger than the Soviet Union at this same time. In
1951 it will be as strong as the Soviet Union hopes
to be (see p. 45) in another fifteen years, or after
three more Five-Year Plans.

A united Europe would, in other words, be eco-
nomically so strong that it would not have to fear any
further Russian aggression.

Therefore a progressive policy of the United States
in Europe must be directed toward a united Europe.

To a certain extent this has been realized by
American opinion. We have invited the sixteen na-
tions to draw up a common plan, to pool their re-
sources, to help themselves. We have declared that
the Marshall Plan is to provide aid for Europe and
not for individual countries; and it is to be hoped
that we shall make further advances in this direction.

But this alone is by no means adequate, especially
if at the same time we undertake measures that will
divide the European nations at crucial points and in-
tensify existing antagonisms. But that is just what we
are doing by our German policy.

This policy is all-important for Europe, for peace,
and hence for our own future. Moreover, this is the
field in which the need for a complete change in
American policy toward Europe can most clearly be
demonstrated.
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DANGERS OF OUR POLICY IN THE RUHR

The Morgenthau Plan provided for a drastic de-in-
dustrialization of Germany, a radical lowering of its
industrial level as a means of preventing any new
German aggression.

Today the complete absurdity of this policy has
become evident. Ever since the end of the war, Europe
has been suffering from a severe crisis of underpro-
duction. Germany is the key industrial power of
Europe. Situated in the center of the continent, it has
close economic ties with every country in Europe. To
reduce its production artificially is to delay European
reconstruction and prolong the European crisis.

Therefore, one of the central points of the Marshall
Plan is a considerable increase in German production,
which in a relatively short time is to attain the level
of 1936. So far, so good. But will the restoration of
German industry— particularly German coal and steel
production—not again create a basis for a new Ger-
man war potential, which German reactionaries may
again use to threaten world peace? What should be
done to make any such German national aggression
impossible? That is the crux of the matter. Morgen-
thau thought he could deal with this threat in a purely
mechanical way, by artificially holding down German
heavy industry; but as experience has quite ade-
quately shown, this is identical with a perpetuation
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of the German and European crisis (and, moreover,
the present economic desert offers the best possible
field for Communist and Russian expansion). This
mechanical solution was bound to fail, Morgenthau
did not take social forces into account. He forgot that
German heavy industry became a threat to the world
only because it was built up by the Nazis in league
with the reactionary militarists as a basis for military
conquest.

But what are we doing, now that the Morgenthau
Plan has proved impracticable? What are we doing,
now that the rebuilding of German heavy industry
has been recognized as indispensable to European re-
covery? What are we doing to meet the danger of a
possible increase in German war potential? What
action are we taking that, in contrast to the Morgen-
thau Plan, bears some relation to the social forces at
work in Germany? Are we doing anything at all to
weaken the German reactionaries?

We are doing the exact opposite, we are supporting
and strengthening them. We have put the British plan
for socialization of the Ruhr “on ice.” We did this
against the wishes of the Ruhr population, against the
express desires of the democratic socialists in Ger-
many.

A publication emanating from German Social
Democratic circles takes a clear stand against General
Clay and his directives with regard to socialization.
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“The Socialist Party of Germany favors socializa-
tion,” it states, “if only for reasons of social justice
and political expedience. It is intolerable that the
same people who made Hitler great should be allowed
to remain in their positions of power. If this policy is
followed, it will be impossible to prevent them from
repeating their criminal assault on the German people
and the peaceable world. . . .”

For who are the “private managers” who are now
to direct coal-mining operations in the Ruhr? They
are the German reactionaries, the groups who were
closely allied with German militarism long before
Hitler, who helped Hitler to power, who supported
him and the National Socialist movement before and
during the war.

Reconstruction in the Ruhr with these men means
support of German reaction. To all Americans who
love peace, it should serve as a warning that this
American policy against socialization and for the old
reactionary management has not been the smallest
factor in giving the Communist party its present
strength among the Ruhr miners.

The Morgenthau Plan has proved a total failure; it
has intensified the crisis of Germany and Europe; to-
day we must pay heavily to repair the damage it has
already done. But the damage can be repaired.

The policy we are pursuing today can have much
more catastrophic effects. It was these very reaction-
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ary industrialists in the Ruhr who have always been
undemocratic, who have opposed all progress, who
have always been militaristic, who threw themselves
into the arms of the Nazis long before the war.

To support them today is to obstruct progressive
development in Germany at a most strategic point.
Democracy in Germany today is bound up with demo-
cratic socialism. To support these reactionary groups
is, in the present situation of Germany, to support
semifascists.

With American help, of course, reactionaries can
for a time be maintained in power in Germany, but
just as in China, this can be only for a time. These
reactionaries never had the majority of the German
people behind them, and they haven’t the majority of
the German people behind them today. After the
world economic crisis they needed the terrorist appa-
ratus of the National Socialist state in order to remain
in power. Today that apparatus has been smashed. To
remain in power today, they consequently need for-
eign support. America can provide it of course, but
the danger for Germany—and not only for Germany
but for Europe and the world—is that the Commu-
nists will be the successors of a German reaction
supported by the United States. And a Communist vic-
tory in Germany would be a long step toward war and
world barbarism.

Germany must be rebuilt; Europe needs German
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industry. But it must not be rebuilt under a leadership
that has always been militaristic and antidemocratic.

In the long run, it is not possible to collaborate
with the Chinese reactionaries in building a wall
against the Communists and Russians, and the same is
true of the German reactionaries. Such collaboration,
after stopping the Communists for a time, will provide
them with the social groundwork for a Russian-sup-
ported seizure of power.

In a progressive and democratic Germany, rebuild-
ing its economy and opposing the reactionaries at
every turn, the Communists would have no chance;
but in a Germany where Nazis and old-style reaction-
aries control industry with American support, the
Communists will have all the chance in the world.

And the consequences of our supporting reactionary
German industrialists go far beyond the borders of
Germany. They threaten, indeed, to frustrate any step
toward a united progressive Europe.

Up until now the United States has been one of the
four occupying powers in Germany, and since the
Ruhr, the heart of German industry, was in the British
zone, the United States has not until now been the
leading occupying power. Now this has changed. The
United States is now negotiating to pay the largest
share of the occupation costs. This means that the
United States will have the decisive say in the whole
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western zone of Germany. The whole responsibility
therefore rests with us.

What good are recommendations that the European
nations should work more closely together to over-
come the crisis, when our support of the reactionaries
in Germany'’s crucial industrial region creates violent
antagonism between the leading countries of Europe?

Germany is the neighbor of France. Any progres-
sive development in Europe requires, therefore, that
the progressive, democratic, socialist elements in the
two countries should come together. This, in view of
French sufferings at the hands of the Nazi war ma-
chine, is no easy end to achieve; yet it is not im-
possible.

But what are the consequences of our policy of
supporting the German reactionaries, the friends of
militarism, the collaborators with Hitler?

FRENCH OPPOSITION

This policy of ours meets with the opposition of the
entire French nation.

It is a tragic irony that the French nation, so di-
vided internally as to be menaced by civil war, is
united in only one point: in its opposition to this
American policy of supporting reaction in Germany.

De Gaulle and his supporters are opposed to it,
because as French nationalists they view any increase
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in the German industrial level with suspicion. They,
like the whole French people, have not yet forgotten
what sufferings were inflicted upon them by the Ger-
man armies with their war production based on the
Ruhr.

The French middle classes and democratic social-
ists are opposed to it, because this policy of ours
undermines their own position in France, just as it
undermines the position of their friends the demo-
cratic socialists in Germany. They know that this
policy stands in the way of any democratic socialist
progress on the European continent.

The French Communists are opposed; they are op-
posed to any American policy in Europe. But this
policy of ours in the Ruhr gives them a ground for
propaganda to the effect that the United States, in
league with Hitler’s old collaborators, is trying to
develop Germany as an industrial and military base
for war against the Soviet Union.

Is it not obvious that a policy that antagonizes every
political party in France is not a suitable instrument
for building a united Europe?

Our policy of bringing back the old German man-
agement of the Ruhr industries was and still is con-
trary to the wishes of the Ruhr population and
particularly the working class. It is contrary to the
wishes of the whole French nation. Finally, it is in
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opposition to the present British government, since it
obstructs one of that government’s central policies.

This American policy strengthens the reactionary
nationalists in Germany and weakens the democratic
socialists. It strengthens the nationalists, semifascists,
and fascists in France, and there too weakens the dem-
ocratic socialists.

GERMAN NATIONALISTS MAY BECOME ALLIES
OF THE SOVIET UNION

But this is not the only danger. If the development
of democratic socialist forces is thwarted by our
policy in Germany, if the battle then boils down to the
nationalist, reactionary semifascists on the one side
and the Communists on the other, there is a danger
that these two opposing elements may come to an
understanding and join forces. Such a development, it
goes without saying, would be actively supported by
the Russians. Collaboration between German national-
ist reactionaries and the Russians is no novelty. The
story runs from Bismarck to the general staff of the
Reichswehr to the Stalin-Hitler pact to the training of
German divisions in Russia under von Paulus,
former commander of the German armies at Stalin-
grad.

This collaboration has not necessarily been aban-
doned; it can be resumed at any moment.
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All past experience shows that the Russians are
much more adept than the western democracies at
playing on this nationalist instrument. Thus the sup-
port of nationalist reactionaries in Germany is not
only an indirect help to the Russians; it can play di-
rectly into their hands.

AMERICAN POLICY IN GERMANY MUST BE CHANGED

The only force that can stop the Russians in Ger-
many in the long run is both antinationalistic and
anticommunistic; it is embodied in the democratic
socialists.

In order to stop the Russians in Germany, which is
in all probability the crucial point in the conflict, a
drastic change in our German policy is necessary.

It is necessary to change our policy in the Ruhr. It
is necessary to bring it into harmony with the policy
formerly pursued by the British Labour government.
And it is necessary to bring it into harmony with the
will of the people of the Ruhr, particularly labor.

For a really progressive development in Germany
and in Europe it is necessary to break the power of
reaction, of nationalism, and of all the allies of Ger-
man militarism and National Socialism.

Democratic socialist forces and only democratic
socialist forces can be a real bulwark against the
Russians in Germany.
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WANTED: A PROGRESIVE GERMANY AS PART OF
A UNITED EUROPE

A change in our German policy will not only
strengthen the democratic socialist elements in Ger-
many; its consequences will not be limited to Ger-
many, but will extend over the whole of Europe.

It will go far toward allaying the suspicions of
those European nations that fear that American as-
sistance in this time of severe crisis may limit, if not
destroy, their sovereignty.

It is not enough to point out that no word about lim-
iting the sovereignty of European nations occurs in
our official documents or in the reports on the Mar-
shall Plan. It is not a question of documents but of
actions.

We must prove by our actions in the Ruhr and in
all Germany that we are on the side of progressive
elements, even when their economic policy does not
accord with our own. Then and only then will we be
showing the world and the nations of Europe that we
recognize and respect the sovereignty of all other
nations.

Only by supporting those progressive elements in
Germany that struggled and are still struggling against
National Socialism and German militarism can we
reinforce the basis on which the democratic socialist
elements in France will fight the alliance between the
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semifascists, reactionaries, and nationalists in and
around the De Gaullist movement.

But only if the progressive, democratic moderates
in France are strengthened in their fight against De
Gaulle and the Communists will a united western
Europe be possible.

After the United States and the Soviet Union, the
third strongest power in the world today is England.
Now that the era of colonial empires is drawing to an
end, England and western Europe will be drawn more
closely together than ever before. Consequently the
democratic socialist forces in England are the natural
exponents of a policy aimed at a united, progressive,
democratic western Europe.

But by our support of the reactionaries in German
industry, we are undermining the European policy of
the Labour government, the aim of which is to create
a third force based on progressive, democratic social-
ist elements in England and on the European con-
tinent.

We know now what it means to be more progressive
than the Russians in Europe. It means to work toward
a democratic socialist Germany in opposition to all
reactionary nationalists and Nazis. And it means to
work toward a democratic socialist Germany as an
integral part of a democratic socialist Europe.

Only a united Europe can be strong enough to
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maintain itself in the present epoch of world powers.
In a democratic, progressive Europe, victorious
against reaction, the Communist parties will become
harmless little sects. The social and political basis for
Russian aggression will have been eliminated.

We are competing with the Russians in Asia and
Europe; but with the Chiang Kai-sheks and corrupt
landlords as allies we cannot compete successfully in
Asia. The Chinese Communists would win out.

The same is true in Europe. If we give the economic
power back to the reactionaries who supported the
German militarists and Nazis, the Communists will
win out in Europe.

A UNITED, PROGRESSIVE, INDEPENDENT EUROPE
IS THE BEST BASIS FOR STOPPING THE
RUSSIANS WITHOUT WAR

We can win in Europe only by allying ourselves
with the progressive, democratic socialist forces.

If we succeed in bringing about a decisive change
in American foreign policy, it will greatly contribute
—but only contribute, since the main work must of
course be done by the European nations themselves—
to developing Europe as a third independent force.

And this would have decisive consequences for the
future of the entire world.

Then Russian expansion would be stopped at the
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crucial point, and not temporarily but for as far as we
can see into the future.

The European nations had and at the present mo-
ment still have a higher standard of living than the
Russians and their satellites. If the present crisis is
overcome by democratic socialist planning, if the old
standard of living is attained and exceeded, if this is
accomplished by democratic means, without loss of
personal or political freedom, then Russian expansion
will have been stopped, for the Russians have nothing
to offer such a Europe. This new Europe will be in a
position to compete with the Russians in eastern Ger-
many and among the satellite nations.

Above all: Such a Europe would constitute a long
step toward lasting peace.

Russia, we have seen, is far behind the United
States alone in military strength; but if a strong, inde-
pendent third force is created in Europe, the military
strength of Russia will be so inferior to that of the
United States plus Europe that Russian aggression
would become unthinkable.

A democratic Europe would be vitally interested in
the preservation of peace, for only through peace can
it achieve recovery and a new, unprecedented pros-
perity.

A strong, democratic Europe would not only be a
guarantee of peace for a long time to come, but could

142



also exert a lasting influence on internal developments
in the Soviet Union itself.

During the fifteen years after the October Revolu-
tion the Russians concentrated primarily on building
up their own state and their own economy. Military
expenditures were secondary. This changed funda-
mentally in the ensuing fifteen years of the Soviet
dictatorship.

After 1933, when the National Socialists came to
power in Germany, and to an even greater degree after
1935, when Hitler introduced military service and
the danger of German aggression became increasingly
evident, the Soviet Union itself began to develop a
gigantic military establishment. The Russians went
into the Second World War with an enormous arma-
ments production, which had been built up years
before. In this war their military and economic losses
exceeded those of any other great power. Since the
war they have been living in a state of truce, which
now has been going on for almost three years.

Thus for the last fifteen years war production has
dominated the Russian economy, and prevented any
improvement of the living standard; it has also ham-
pered any possible development of democratic tend-
encies in the Soviet Union.

Here Europe, as an independent third force, can
exert an influence on the Soviet Union. First because
the existence of such a Europe would greatly reduce
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Russian possibilities of expansion and discourage
military ventures; second, because such a Europe
would somewhat attenuate the hysterical fear of for-
eign aggression that now prevails among the Russians.

That is why we must support such a Europe today,
why we must help it overcome its crisis, and overcome
it in a progressive way.

Today the alternatives are not isolationism and
aid. Even before the two world wars, the United States
was not able to isolate itself. Without our aid to Eu-
rope, the Communists would dominate the whole con-
tinent, and then the United States could not possibly
isolate itself from the Third World War. The cost of
such a war would be many times that of our present
aid, and the United States would, moreover, be fight-
ing under unfavorable conditions.

Nor is the question: Private enterprise or demo-
cratic socialism in Europe?

The social and economic basis for liberal free en-
terprise no longer exists.

The alternatives are, on the one hand, nationalism,
fascism, and reaction; and on the other, planned so-
cialism and democratic development. Since the fas-
cists and reactionaries cannot maintain themselves in
power—they were unable to do so in Germany and
Italy, they cannot do'so in Europe today—they would
only be the precursors of the Communists. And Com-
munist victory in Europe means war.
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Anyone who is against war and for peace must
therefore support the democratic socialists, must sup-
port a strong, progressive Europe.

Most Americans are not primarily concerned with
the forms that European recovery and reconstruction
will take; they are primarily interested in peace and
in avoiding an atomic war that can lead only to bar-
barism.

Therefore, the American people should know the
real alternatives.

The real alternatives are: peace and war.

In order to have peace we must stop the Russians;
in order to have peace we must stop the Russians in
Europe. But we must do so with the European peoples,
not against them. We must stop the Russians by pur-
suing a policy that will give Europe a future as an
independent, united force.

We must build a dike against the Russians in Eu-
rope. Let us build it in such a way that the peoples
and nations of Europe will help to build it, because it
is theirs. They will help if they can do so and preserve
their independence; they will help if to do so accords
with their own aspirations. And we must help them,
even if their aspirations and hopes, even if their insti-
tutions are not and never will be the same as ours.

We should help them to live in peace, in order to
save ourselves and our own institutions from the dan-
gers of war that threaten to destroy them.
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Let us help to build this progressive Europe.

If we succeed, then and only then shall we have
won the political war against the Russians; then and
only then shall we be more progressive than the Rus-
sians in Europe.

Then and only then can we stop the Russians with-
out war.
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