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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The peace movement before the Second World War was 

firmly rooted in the disillusionment that came after Ver

sailles. The American people had been convinced that they 

were fighting a war to keep the world safe for democracy, 

but the results of that war hardly led to a great faith in 

war as a means of obtaining a better world. The flaming 

idealism of the Wilson era gave way to the cynical observa

tions of the "Irreconcilables." The booming prosperity of 

the twenties led the growing non-rural population into a 

sort of lethargy. It seems that there developed a great 

distrust of that element in our society who really thought 

that the world had been saved in the Ardennes. In addition, 

the widespread lawbreaking during Prohibition fortified this 

cynicism. 

As long as people remained fat and happy, the need 

for great causes decreased, but the despair of the thirties 

was an excellent seedbed for the growth of idealistic and 

often radical causes. A cause that could be readily em

braced, and could be considered in the safe world of the 

abstract, was that of peace. 

As the peace movement grew in the middle and late 

thirties, it soon developed into a phenomenon that could 

not be ignored." There were quiet manifestations of the 



deepening need many people felt to oppose all future wars, 

especially those that might involve the United States. 

Peace in the abstract was anxiously sought in the most non-

realistic of terms during the twenties. 

While the country was still fresh from the war, 

several steps were taken, at jvmerican insistence, that had 

considerable significance to the people of the time and 

were designed to prolong peace. The early twenties wit

nessed a proliferation of treaties to limit armaments. 

Many persons believed that the massive arms race in Europe 

before the war had contributed significantly to the very 

tense situation which resulted in war. With this in mind, 

the Washington Conference limited the number of lethal toys 

which each nation could put on the seas. Secretary of State 

Charles Evans Hughes shocked the world by proposing that the 

United States scrap thirty capital ships, and that the Brit

ish and Japanese destroy some of their fleets also. Agree

ment was reached in February, 1922, and the Five Power Naval 

Treaty came into effect. This was soon followed by the Four 

Power Treaty, the final result of which was to end the 

British-Japanese alliance, and to affirm the territorial 

status quo in the Pacific. A treaty that was to prove to 

be more at the center of trouble in later years was the 

Nine Power Treaty, an agreement to keep the "open door" 

open in China. The Nine Power Treaty did not commit its 

signatories to take action in the event that the treaty was 



broken. This omission caused later observers to doubt the 

value of these treaties. The United States did not keep up 

its navy even to the limits permitted by the treaty. 

These agreements of the early twenties seemed to be 

all the internationalism that the Senate would permit dur

ing one decade, hence the fate of the World Court was fore

doomed. The Senate passed the Court bill in 1926, but with 

five reservations. Attempts were made to get the United 

States into the Court in 1930 and 1935, but these efforts 

failed to gain the necessary two-thirds vote in the Senate. 

From the viewpoint of the United States, the problems of 

Europe seemed to center on repayment of war loans. It 

proved to be far easier to take an internationalist stance 

in Latin America, where no power existed which might en

tangle the United States in war, and where there were eco

nomic and defense interests. 

When President Carranza was overthrown by Alvaro 

Obregon in Mexico in 1920, his hesitation to declare that 

Article 17 of the Mexican Constitution (concerning the na

tionalization of subsoil mineral rights) would not be in

voked caused the new administration in the United States to 

refuse recognition. Many Americans felt that American oil 

rights could dictate American policy, and subsequent Ameri

can action. In 1923, a claims commission was established. 

•̂ Samuel Flagg Bemis, The Latin American Policy of 
the United States (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 
1943), pp. 214-217. 



and the Mexican government validated American rights to oil 

acquired before 1917. Indeed, relations with Mexico im

proved so much (after the arrival of Ambassador Morrow) 

that the United States agreed to sell arms to Obregon to 

put down a revolt led by Adolfo de la Huerta. Apparently 

this caused little concern to the United States, and the 

wisdom of giving arms to revolutionary governments was soon 

demonstrated (not for the first time) when the Mexicans gave 

these arms to a revolutionary party in Nicaragua that was 

2 

opposed by the United States. Still, the twenties wit

nessed a general liquidation of United States troop commit

ments in Latin America. 

In line with the general and meandering drive for 

peace during the twenties was the General Treaty of Peace 

and Amity that came out of the Washington Conference of 
3 1923. Signed by Central American nations, the treaty was 

basically toothless. It called for the refusal of other 

countries in Central America to recognize governments and 

nations which gained territory by violence, and may have 

kept some ambitious dictators from exercising expansionist 

aims. In any case, no international war erupted in Central 

America before World War II. The United States, however, 

was party to only one of the thirteen treaties to come out 

of the Washington Conference. 

^Ibid. 

^Ibid., p. 205. 



The Good Neighbor policy, which had its beginning 

at least as early as the Hoover administration, was a 

further example of American involvement in Latin America. 

Even before he took office. Hoover visited Latin America 

as a private citizen and helped settle the long-standing 

Tecna-Arica disputes between Chile, Bolivia, and Peru. 

Hoover committed the government to the Good Neighbor policy 

long before Roosevelt coined the term in his 1933 speech. 

Latin Americans proved themselves able to help re

solve their own disputes when leadership from the United 

States was sluggish. The Chaco War between Bolivia and 

Paraguay took a generation of young men from each country. 

Since neither country was a signatory to the League Treaty 

or the Pact of Paris, an international commission of Latin 

Americans was created. The peace commission came out of 

the American Conference on Arbitration and Conciliation 

held in Washington in 1929. The United States, Mexico, 

Cuba, Colombia, and Uruguay became involved as arbitrators 

of the Chaco War. 

Protection from American imperialism was being ad

vanced as a primary goal by many Latin American countries 

between the great wars. For example, the Santiago Confer

ence declared in 1923: "Political equilibrium and armed 

peace are contrary to the principles of American public 

"̂ Ibid., p. 221. 
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law." The Pan American Conference in Havana in 1928 pro

duced a treaty in which the following statement appeared 

as article III: "No state has the right to interfere in 

the internal affairs of another." However, the United 

States, still unwilling to give up the "big brother" role, 

refused to agree to the "unqualified" aspects of the treaty. 

The United States followed its defensive instincts 

in the so-called Panama policy, the final effect of which 

was to protect the canal, even at the cost of sending the 

Marines. Samuel Bemis has stated: "In the years between 

World War I and the rise of Hitler, the Republican restora

tion had largely liquidated the protective imperialism of 

the United States down to the bare strategic necessities 
7 

of the Panama policy." 

While nations in Latin America moved toward the 

principles of arbitration and non-intervention, the Far 

East moved toward a more Machiavellian "might makes right" 

outlook. The long-shaky Manchu dynasty in China finally 

fell, and in 1924, the leader of the revolutionary Kuomin-

tang Party, Dr. Sun Yat-sen, called on the Russian Com

munists for aid in obtaining domestic control. On the death 

of Sun Yat-sen, the new leader of the Kuomintang, Chiang 

Kai-shek, continued to receive aid from the Russians. This 

alliance proved to be short lived, however, and the Chinese 

^Ibid., p. 243. ^Ibid., p. 251. 
7 
Samuel Flagg Bemis, The Latin American Policy of 

the United States (N.Y.: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1943), 
pT 256. 



and Russians were soon involved in seriously strained rela

tions and sporadic border conflict. Chiang had decided to 

strengthen his tenuous hold on mineral-rich Manchuria, and 

sent thousands of Chinese immigrants to this lightly in

habited area. In early 1930, the war lord in Manchuria 

acknowledged Chinese rule, and in the same year the Chinese 

organized a boycott of Japanese goods. All these things 

naturally displeased the Japanese, who had long looked on 

Manchuria as their own playground. 

Through the thirties, the Japanese foreign office 

was troubled by a military that tended to act independently 

of civilian authority, even to the point of taking action 

without informing officials in Tokyo. Much of the activity 

of the Japanese army in Manchuria in the early thirties, 

however, did come with the consent of the foreign office. 

In 1931, Japanese troops seized the Chinese garrison at 

Mukden and certain other points along the South Manchurian 

railway. This action put Japan in violation of the League 

Treaty, the Pact of Paris, and the Nine Power Treaty, and 

naturally brought immediate calls for aid from Chiang. 

President Hoover instructed an American representative to 

sit in on the discussion of the Manchurian incident being 

held by the League of Nations. The presence of the American 

representative did not prove to have any practical effect. 

By January, 1932, the Japanese had practically com

pleted the conquest of Manchuria. The American Department 
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of State had not been idle during this time, however. In 

Geneva, Ambassador Norman Davis was calling for strong 

action on the part of the United States. Stimson sent a 

note to Japan, stating the so-called Stimson Doctrine, that 

said in effect, "Please stop." The bombing of Chingchow in 

1931 had stimulated Stimson to take a more active interest 

in action through the Kellogg-Briand Pact. The Pact had 

been invoked by the League in October, again without practi

cal effect in Manchuria. Obviously, the most effective 

method of stopping the Japanese was to strike at their sag

ging economy, ideally through an embargo on Japanese goods, 

which found their chief market in the United States. 

Throughout this controversy. Secretary Stimson was more 

anxious to take positive action than was President Hoover, 

who seemed to oppose almost any proposal that might have 

stopped the Japanese. Stimson was seeking support from the 

British and French, but the French were worried about their 

rich colony in Indochina, and the British were concerned 
8 

about their all-important trade rights in China. 

These events led to the policy which is variously 

called the "Stimson Doctrine," the "Hoover-Stimson Doctrine," 

or the "Hoover Doctrine." The President favored moral sanc

tions and the Secretary favored economic, thus the nomen

clature problem. The Secretary finally had to settle for 

^Ibid., p. 102. 



his non-recognition policy, upon which he was forced to act 

unilaterally. With this in mind, Stimson, in January of 

1933, addressed identical notes to the Chinese and Japanese, 

each stating that the United States would not recognize any 

agreement that "would impair the treaty rights of the United 

States or its citizens, including those which relate to 

sovereignty, the independence of, or the territorial in

tegrity of the Republic of China, or to the international 

policy related to China, commonly known as the Open Door 
9 

policy." Non-recognition was also to be applied to changes 

effected by "means contrary to the convenant and obligations 

of the Pact of Paris." These moral declarations had 

little effect on the Japanese, who answered the note in a 

most derogatory manner. On March 11, Stimson maneuvered 

the League into recognizing the non-recognition policy. 

Although the Stimson Doctrine was generally praised 

by the United States press, dissenters did exist. The New 

Republic thought that the new policy was as "effective as 

saying to a man who had just burned down his neighbor's 

house: 'I shall refuse to take cognizance of the conflagra

tion, and shall continue to send letters to the old ad-

12 
dress.'" The Daily Worker, with characteristic paranoia, 

saw the whole thing as a plot against Russia, and declared. 

^Ibid., p. 101. lOlbid. 

^^Ibid., p. 103. ^^Ibid., p. 105. 
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"War in the Far East means danger of a World War in the in

terest of the profiteers! Hands off China! Defend the 

13 Soviet Union!" 

The Japanese, who seemed to have been very little 

disturbed by the tempest, created their own state of Man-

chukuo, and declared its independence from the Republic of 

China. After the Japanese had what they wanted, they be

came more conciliatory, but did not give up what they had 

taken. Roosevelt agreed to follow the Stimson policy in 

the Far East more or less in the same vain as the Republi

cans. 

The peace movement, aligned with isolationism, had 

not been inactive at home during this time. Such groups as 

the American Peace Society pushed such ideas as the Burton 

Resolution, which called for a United States embargo on all 

belligerents. They were backed up by other peace groups 

such as the old League of Nations Non-Partisan Association, 

and the American Friends Service Committee. On the other 

side, becoming increasingly vocal in the late thirties, 

were the usual militarist groups, the American Legion, the 

Veterans of Foreign Wars, and the munitions lobby. Since 

an impartial embargo would have caused the munitions makers 

to have no business at all, they naturally enlisted all of 

their tremendous resources to fight the Burton Resolution. 

""••^Ibid. 
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14 Subsequently, it was pigeon-holed indefinitely. 

In the same vein as the Burton Resolution was a 

proposal by Senator Arthur Capper, which called upon the 

President to embargo arms to all aggressors under the 

Kellogg-Briand Pact. This was also lost in debate when it 

became tied up with the Burton Resolution. It was seen by 

many as a quick road to war, since it put the United States 

15 on one side of a dispute. 

Although other embargo measures would not be passed 

in Congress, the peace people regrouped and put forth the 

Porter Resolution, which would embargo "all countries 

where domestic violence or international conflict exists." 

Secretary Stimson, who apparently still believed in the 

traditional policy of neutrality, opposed any measure that 

would put the United States in a definite position in a 

dispute. The Porter Resolution, however, left the Presi

dent great latitude, and gained more support than previous 

bills. The Porter Resolution passed the House, only to be 

caught up indefinitely in the Senate Foreign Relations Com

mittee. After 1929, the year of the Porter Resolution, 

such arch-isolationists as Senator William Borah backed a 

discretionary embargo by the President, basically a Stim

son idea. 

^^Robert Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality (Chi
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1962), p. 302. 

ISibid., pp. 7-9. l^Ibid., p. 16. 
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One of the most significant developments of the 

peace movement during the twenties and early thirties was 

that of the growing interest in the movement in general. 

It had mostly been confined to a few eastern intellectuals 

in the past, but the growing discontent with the First 

World War, and the crash of the stock market in 1929, led 

the people to take more of an interest in developments in 

Washington. That is not to say that the peace movement 

ever became a genuine grass roots movement—it never did— 

but it was fast becoming a more acceptable idea, for many 

veterans and other Americans supported the peace proposals 

at that time. The isolationist movement which reached its 

peak in the middle and late thirties, was growing in the 

early thirties at a great rate. The interest in peace 

spread to such figures as Albert Einstein, who stated that 

if only two per cent of the people in each nation refused 

to serve in the armed services there would never again be 

a war. He was against arms limitations as a useless enter

prise, and suggested that the best way to insure peace was 

for the major nations of the world to sign treaties, "com

mitting the signatories to the elimination of compulsory 

military service, conscription and draft in wartime, as well 

as to allow any and every individual to refuse aid to any 
17 

or all war industries." 

"̂̂ James Martin, American Liberalism and World Poli
tics (New York: Devin-Adair, 1962), p. 229. 
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Some members of Congress in the early thirties were 

not ready to give up the idea of an arms embargo merely be

cause it had suffered prior defeats. Representative Hamil

ton Fish, in December 1931, again introduced his measure to 

embargo all arms to belligerents in time of war, and Senator 

Clarence Dill sponsored a bill banning the shipment of arms 

to both China and Japan. Dill's resolution, which would 

have hurt China far more than Japan, was rejected on those 

grounds. The Fish resolution proved to be a great embarrass

ment to the State Department, after it received approval 

from the House Foreign Affairs Committee. Stimson indicated 

that he had no very strong objections to the Fish proposal, 

but recommended some modifications. Hearings on the reso

lution were yet another source of embarrassment to Hoover, 

since the meeting hall was packed by peace worker Dorothy 

Dexter with peace activists from the Women's International 

League for Peace and Freedom, the organization which had 

brought thirty-two witnesses to testify for the resolution. 

It was decided not to conduct the hearings, ostensibly so 

as not to offend the Japanese, but actually to avoid giving 

so much free publicity to the peace people, and thereby 

18 aiding their cause. 

With his resolution held up by State Department 

bungling. Fish attempted an end run by introducing a new 

""•̂ Ibid. , p. 230. 
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resolution to instruct the Geneva Peace Conference repre

sentatives to support a treaty banning the international 

arms trade, on the grounds that if war was outlawed by the 

Kellogg-Briand Pact, the arms trade should also be outlawed. 

Although the fumbling (or stalling?) State Department ex

pressed its approval, it refused to send a representative 

to the hearings. The indominable Miss Dexter eventually 

packed the hearings on this measure with people from the 

League of Nations Association, and the isolationist National 

Council for the Prevention of War. The Foreign Affairs Com

mittee favorably reported the resolution, and the arms in

dustry rallied in opposition. 

Representative Augustine Lonergen of Connecticut 

sallied forth as spokesman for the munitions industry. The 

War Department began contacting legislators, and such names 

as DuPont, Remington, Winchester and Colt became better 

known to the Senators and Representatives. The State De

partment would not take positive action, perhaps mirroring 

the indecision and lack of direction emanating from the 

19 
White House. The bill died in Congress. 

In the light of circumstances in the late twenties, 

it was becoming evident that the stance of traditional 

neutrality was in need of clarification and perhaps change. 

One of the leading advocates of change was Stimson, who 

^^Ibid. 
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wanted the traditional neutrality to give way to a stance 

that was more like non-belligerance. Characteristically, 

Hoover made vague statements about "the urgent need for 

more authority to the executive to control the shipment of 

20 

arms from the United States." Stimson advocated more ef

fective moves, especially in Asia, but he was thwarted by 

Hoover. 

The outbreak of the Chaco war caused more debate 

about various arms embargo theories, since it was obvious 

that both sides were being supplied by American arms. Stim

son requested legislation that would allow the President to 

embargo arms to any country where violence was threatened, 

even before actual armed conflict had broken out. Stimson's 

internationalism is illustrated in a letter from the Secre

tary to President Hoover. "The day is gone when the spread 

of a conflagration is easily confined to one continent or 

21 

hemisphere." The isolationists had decided that an im

partial embargo was their goal, and they were joined by the 

pacifists in this desire. 

When he took office, Franklin Roosevelt was crushed 

by the domestic needs of his country, and foreign affairs 

had to wait until his domestic plan was underway. Presidait 

Roosevelt decided early, however, that he would go along 

20 

Ibid: 

Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality, p. 34. 

21, 
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with other nations if they took collective action against 

an aggressor, provided such action seemed consistent with 

United States interests. Donald Drummond states, "such a 

stopgap policy was no longer even remotely equal to the 
22 

international situation." The United States could have 

taken positive steps against war, but it did not provide 

the leadership it should have. In fairness to Roosevelt, 

he was forced to act with a Congress that was staunchly 

isolationist, and the embargo measures it passed over the 

years left the President with very little effective ma

chinery to deal with any international crisis. 

When the London economic conference convened in the 

summer of 1933, Roosevelt was not prepared to deal with one 

of the leading bones of contention, war debts. The war 

debts had, from the beginning, been a cause of both the de

pression and the forthcoming conflict, but it was political 

dynamite to admit that reparation payments and payments of 

war debts were both impossible during the depression. The 

American representative was limited to seeking reciprocal 

trade agreements, a good idea, but not likely to solve the 

problems of a world depression. Roosevelt finally delivered 

his "bombshell" message and declared that the United States 

would not agree to currency stabilization. Indeed, this 

idea would have defeated Roosevelt's inflationary policy at 

^^Donald Drummond, The Passing of American Neutral
ity (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1955), p. 
122. 
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home. The conference broke up without important action 

23 being taken on the world economic situation. 

Another subject dear to the peace people, the Gen

eva disarmament talks, were still deadlocked, and not likely 

to be anything but deadlocked. The French, with the largest 

army in Europe, absolutely refused to disarm unless the 

United States and British governments were willing to guar

antee their security. The rise of Hitler had not lessened 

French fears. The British proposed that in the case of ag

gression in Europe, the great powers would determine who 

was the aggressor, and the United States would restrain the 
24 

guilty party by withholding arms or other war supplies. 

This would also require an act of Congress for the United 

States to become involved in such a venture. Isolationist 

sentiment, more or less aligned with the pacifists, would 

certainly not advocate that the United States take a posi

tion in any new European conflict. Stimson proposed that 

Roosevelt make such a move on executive authority (a move 

constitutionally in doubt) and not submit any treaty to the 

Senate. Roosevelt decided to abandon neutrality in cases 

of collective security, if some disarmament agreement came 

from the continent. The French, feeling that their security 

Charles Beard, American Foreign Policy in the 
Making (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1946), pp. 130-
133. 

24 
Ibid., pp. 122-125. 
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was not guaranteed, refused any agreement, and the confer

ence ended in 1934, a total failure. The peace people sub

sequently turned their attention to the arms industry, both 

as an institution, and as a stimulus for national policy. 

The "Merchants of Death" theories became foremost in the 

minds of the peace advocates. 

The Nye committee reawakened the public to this 

problem of the arms industry because of the naval building 

program being used by Roosevelt to increase both employment 

and the navy's strength. The Nye committee was embraced by 

such groups as the American Peace Society and the World 

Peace Foundation, but also the younger National Council for 

the Prevention of War and the Women's International League 

for Peace and Freedom. The chief stimuli for the Nye in

quiry was a group of sensationalist books that provoked the 

public, chief among these works being H. C. Engelbrecht and 

F. C. Hanighen's Merchants of Death and George Selde's 

Iron, Blood, and Profits, along with an anonymous article 

called "Arms and the Men." These publications variously 

blamed the arms industry of actively plotting war, or 

merely taking advantage of international conditions to 

25 make tremendous profits. 

The year 1934 may serve as a turning point in the 

congressional and popular attitude toward war; in particular. 

25v7ayne S. Cole, America First: The Battle Against 
Intervention (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1953) 
p. 70. 
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popular belief concerning the ways of keeping the United 

States out of any new foreign adventures. The old ideas 

of neutrality went by the board. No one, or at least no 

one very important, believed in the necessity of a neutral 

country asserting its rights. Indeed, the new isolationist 

sentiment called for the United States to have absolutely 

nothing to do with any belligerents, and to apply an im

partial embargo to all belligerents. A comprehensive plan 

submitted to Roosevelt by Presidential advisor Charles 

Warren called for the limiting of shipments outside the 

United States to pre-war levels only. With this went not 

only the stuff of war, but also other commerce as well. 

Warren even called for an end to all travel on belligerent 

ships by United States nationals. Many other observers, 

the most prominent probably being Stimson, called for an 

embargo only on aggressors, pointing out that an impartial 

embargo would go along with the League and with other coun

tries, many of whom saw the United States as an arsenal for 

the world. The dramatic findings of the Nye Committee, 

and the writings of a covey of revisionist historians 

(Charles Tansill and Charles A. Beard, to name the most 

prominent) on the American entry into the first World War 

may have caused the man on the street to rethink the prin

ciples to which he had been dedicated while "over there." 

Added to this was the vacillating policy of Hull and Roose

velt and the growing interest in various peace societies 
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and other leftist groups. 

The peace movement had been shamelessly moving to 

the left, and becoming more polarized between isolationists 

and confirmed leftists each day. The leftist groups were 

being fed by the discontent which was naturally rampant in 

the depression-ridden country. Thus, it became fashionable 

for many writers and intellectuals to espouse some form of 

sterile, idealistic communism. Such men as Steinbeck, who 

wrote of the tragedy of the Middle West and of the harrass-

ments faced by the labor movement, were widely read. Read

ing the Daily Worker became an accepted practice among the 

depression stricken city workers. Along with this swing 

to the left went a natural empathy for the peace movement, 

which was being effectively used as a catalytic agent by 

leftist groups. 

The World Court had been hanging in a state of limbo 

since it had first been approved by the Senate, with reser

vations, in 1926. By 1929 Elihu Root had worked out a com

promise that was acceptable to the Court. Various isola

tionist elements had kept the Court from Senate approval, 

and in 193 5 Roosevelt sought to redeem a campaign promise 

and gain United States participation. The Hearst Press and 

the always vociferous Father Coughlin condemned the Court 

as a way into the League, and their efforts caused defeat 

in the Senate. Roosevelt had again refused to put his full 

26 
efforts behind the Court.'' 

26Beard, American Foreign Policy, pp. 163-165. 
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Isolationist sentiment was strengthened by the in

cident between Italy and Ethiopia at Walwal. Although 

Mussolini eventually pulled back and agreed to arbitration, 

many people remembered the strange incidents that led to 

World War I. With the threat of war, the Peace Societies 

redoubled their efforts, and the campuses became the centers 

of agitation. In 1933, a poll taken by Brown University of 

sixty-five colleges revealed that 72 per cent of the students 

voted not to serve in the armed forces even in wartime, and 

nearly half the students polled said they would refuse to 

27 
serve even if the United States were attacked. On April 

12, 1935, 60,000 students participated in an anti-war 

28 
strike. "Abolish ROTC" movements were started on many 

campuses. 

With the hot spot in Ethiopia, Congress turned to 

the embargo issue. Roosevelt temporarily did an end run 

around the Senate by suggesting that the Nye committee con

sider neutrality legislation. It was known that Nye thought 

that the arms industries should be strictly nationalized, 

and the arms inquiry temporarily took a back seat while Nye 

looked into neutrality legislation. Again the split between 

the impartial embargo (isolationist) camp; and some peace 

societies, and the discretionary embargo, advocated by other 

27 
Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality, p. 84. 

2^Ibid. 
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peace societies, the internationalists, and the President, 

came to light. The efforts of Roosevelt and Hull, which 

were indeed feeble, failed to block the impartial embargo. 

An experimental measure, it was set to last one year, until 

February, 1936. It also called for the registration of 

munitions manufacturers, and set up the Munitions Control 

Board. The embargo proved to be useful when war finally 

broke out in Ethiopia. Trade between Ethiopia and the 

United States was limited in any case, and the law served 

to stop several impending shipments of arms to Italy. This 

seems to be to this writer a thoroughly accidental but for

tunate effect, since the United States, by passing this 

measure, assumed the posture of an ostrich. It also split 

the potentially potent world peace movement. One prominent 

student of the period, Robert Divine, states, "Pacifists, 

though they still subscribed to the idea of collective se

curity, were driven by their fear of war into supporting 

29 

an isolationist policy." 

The loopholes in the 1935 neutrality law became 

more and more evident as the Italians marched across an al

most unarmed Ethiopia. The League had proved ineffective 

by refusing to vote the all-important oil sanction, thereby 

neutralizing any hope that might have formerly been held of 

ending the war by collective sanctions. Roosevelt, recog

nizing the problem, but refusing to face it squarely, put 

29 Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality, p. 119. 
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forth a "moral embargo" upon the necessities of war: oil, 

cotton, ferrous and non-ferrous metals. American capital

ists, smelling a rich market, greatly increased exports to 

Italy, thereby helping to seal the fate of Ethiopia. Then, 

the shipment of the necessities of war, plus the lending 

of money to belligerents, along with presidential peroga-

tive to stop arms shipments, became the issues in the de-

30 bate over the 1936 neutrality law. 

Roosevelt and Hull felt the need to be able to add 

sanctions in several areas: lending money, trade restric

tion, and travel of American citizens. Three measures 

faced the legislators: Pittman-McReynolds, which advocated 

a discretionary embargo, Nye-Clark-Maverick, which limited 

presidential authority and favored complete impartiality, 

and the Thomas resolution, which merely extended the 1935 

measure with a ban on loans. The Thomas resolution was 

patently the worst of the three, and the one that passed. 

The 1936 law denied the president's authority to restrict 

trade in raw materials, either absolutely or through some 

sort of quota system; it continued the impartial embargo, 

even if it hurt innocent victims of aggression,* and it 

forced the president to invoke the neutrality law even if 

the party entering the war was entering for purposes of 

collective security. Although this final section did not 

30lbid 
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become important, at the time it appeared that if the 

League finally decided to take decisive action against an 

aggressor, the United States would not supply its members 

with the materials necessary to carry out such collective 

action. Under the new law, the President was forced to 

again call for a moral embargo, and Roosevelt thus had his 

alternatives greatly lessened. The act was to show its 
31 

untimeliness in the conflict in Spain. 

After the initial crisis in Ethiopia, an army coup 

in Spain, led by General Francisco Franco, caused that coun

try to be split between the so-called loyalists, who sup

ported the recognized leftist government, and the self-

styled nationalists, supported by the fascist states. Al

though a complete neutrality package had been originally 

sought by Roosevelt, it soon became evident that his moral 

embargo was not working, and that action had to be taken 

with regard to Spain immediately. Roosevelt still wanted 

discretion in handling the Spanish, since the British and 

French were working on containing the war. Since discretion 

was an impossibility for the Congress, Roosevelt was forced 

to accept an impartial embargo. This proved, as had other 

similar measures, to favor the side that the United States 

did not want to favor, since the nationalists did not con

trol the ports, the embargo hurt them not at all. The 

Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality, pp. 223-228. 
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international aspects of the war left the loyalist forces 

without significant aid from the outside, while the German 

and Italians were providing useful aid to the fascist 
32 

forces. 

The debate over the 1937 neutrality law took on its 

usual many-sided aspects, but with a new wrinkle added by 

Barnard Baruch, cash and carry. The pacifists had swung to 

the support of absolute and mandatory neutrality, fearing 

presidential prerogative as a back door for the support of 

the League in situations that could lead to foreign wars. 

The State Department pushed for presidential latitude, but 

it was evident that the isolationists and pacifists had 

closed ranks enough to prevent this. The 1937 Law was basi

cally the same as earlier plans. It forbade the exportation 

of arms to belligerents or countries undergoing an insurrec

tion, and forbade the exportation of articles to be listed 

by the President unless they were paid for and were carried 

in foreign bottoms. Perhaps the best commentary on this law 

is given by Donald Drummond, who states, "It had been tested 

in principle in a number of foreign conflicts; but since none 

had tested it enough to prove conclusively that it could be 

effective (as many suspected) only in cases where it was 

superfluous, the majority of Americans still believed in 

^^Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality, pp. 123-128. 
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33 its value. This law may have marked the turning point 

within the country; the horrors of Hitler's Germany were 

just becoming evident, and the move away from isolationism 

was beginning. 

Roosevelt was to prove in the following year that 

he did have discretion in neutrality issues, as armed con

flict again flared up in China. After an incident at the 

Marco Polo Bridge, China and Japan fell into active hos

tilities, although diplomatic missions were not at that 

time withdrawn from the respective countries. Japan occu

pied Peking, and followed an incident in Shanghi with a full 

scale assault on that city. Isolationists demanded that 

Roosevelt invoke the Neutrality Act, but since Japan could 

afford cash and carry, and China could not, Japan had her 

own weapons industry and China did not, Roosevelt pleased 

the internationalists by stalling on the invocation of neu

trality legislation. The Japanese declared a blockade of 

the Chinese coast. The possibility that an American ship, 

the Wichita, which was scheduled to sail to China with a 

consignment of airplanes, would encounter the Japanese 

blockade stimulated the peace societies to action. The 

National Council for the Prevention of War, World Peaceways, 

Emergency Peace Campaign, Womens International League, Fel

lowship of Reconciliation, and the Committee on Militarism 

33 
Donald Drummond, The Passing of American Neutrality, p. 108. 
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34 

in Education issued daily statements on the Wichita. The 

Quakers and other pacifist groups joined the leftist organi

zations in calling for an immediate application of the em

bargo. 

Efforts by the British and French to invoke the 

Nine Power Treaty proved feeble and the Japanese pushed the 

war south. The Japanese completed the Anti-Comintern Pact 

in November, 1937, and left the League in December of the 

same year. Things grew worse as the American gunboat, 

Panay, was sunk by the Japanese air force in December, 1937. 

The Japanese claimed the incident was an accident and paid 

reparations. Roosevelt had irritated the Japanese by plac

ing a moral embargo on arms trade with them. News of the 

sack of Nanking horrified Americans, but the State Depart

ment, receiving no help from any other countries, did not 

want to take decisive, unilateral action against Japan. 

The year 1938 proved to be the quiet before the 

storm. Hitler's demands grew more impossible, and the Euro

peans proved more and more willing to appease German ambi

tions. In Spain, the overburdened Loyalist cause was suffer

ing its death throes, and the Roosevelt administration was 

unwilling to the end to stand firmly for repeal of the em-

bargo.'^ «.e domestic political scene was divided between 

Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality, p. 206. 

•̂ Îbid., p. 252. 
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assorted pressure groups; pacifists, internationalists, 

Italian and German-Americans, isolationists, and supporters 

of both sides in Spain. It seems that no group could gain 

a recognizable plurality, and each side had enough political 

wallop to hold its program up high enough to stop passage 

of an opposing program. 

October 1, 1938, Hitler's deadline on the Czech in

vasion, was met by the appeasers, but it seems that no one 

really felt that the result could be "Peace in our time." 

Following the Munich capitulation, Roosevelt announced a 

$300 million increase in the defense budget; there was little 

opposition. Then, when congress met again in January, 1939, 

Roosevelt spoke on neutrality reform in his "methods short 

of war" speech. He called for an end to neutrality legisla

tion that often favored aggressors. 

The isolationists stuck to their guns to the end, 

demanding a continuation of impartial provisions in the 

neutrality laws, but the pendulum had begun, slowly, to 

swing away from isolationism. Senator Key Pittman was again 

to carry the administration's efforts in the Senate. Sena

tor Elmer Thomas introduced a bill that would give the Presi

dent power to lift the embargo on victims of aggression, 

and continue it for aggressors. The internationalist peace 

societies, including the Committee for Concerted Peace 

Efforts, which was composed of fifteen organizations includ

ing the League of Nations Association, American Association 
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of University Women, The General Federation of Women's 

Clubs, the American Youth Congress, and the World Alliance 
36 

for International Cooperation through Churches, lined 

up behind this bill. 

In September, 1939, Hitler and Stalin marched on 

Poland. On September 5, 1939, Roosevelt issued the embargo 

37 under the 1937 law. Roosevelt called Congress back into 

session. Roosevelt stated, "Let no group assume the exclu

sive label 'peace block,' we all belong to it." The iso

lationists immediately started calling themselves the 

"peace block." Among the peace people, two sides formed, 

and two conglomerate organizations emerged. For the iso

lationists was the Citizens National Keep America out of 

Foreign War Committee, headed by such forward looking Ameri

cans as Herbert Hoover and Charles Lindbergh. For the in

ternationalists was the American Union for Concerted Peace 

39 
Efforts, headed by Clark Eichelberger, who quickly regrouped 

with the Non-partisan Committee for Peace Through Revision 

40 of the Neutrality Act. The isolationists put on a massive 

letter-writing campaign, augmented with rallies and speeches 

p. 236. 

"^^Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality, p. 288. 
37 
Beard, American Foreign Policy in the Making, 

38 
Divine, op. cit., p. 300. 

^^Drummond, The Passing of American Neutrality, 
p. 108. 

40ibid. 
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to raise money. Public opinion seems to have swung toward 

repeal although not by a large margin. 

Roosevelt proved he had his finger on the pulse 

when he made his proposals. The "Cash and Carry" idea 

accepted by nearly everybody, was combined with a declara

tion of war zones in which American shipping was not to be 

permitted. This was as a result of several incidents with 

U-boats and British patrol craft. The repeal of the arms 

embargo came on November 4, 1939, with the above provisions. 

The debate in the Senate took place under an unreal facade, 

while the internationalist side wanted to aid the French 

and English, they spoke instead in generalities about inter

national law and historic practice. The United States had 

finally swung to at least a semblance of a realistic stance 

against the fascists. It took ten years. 

"Our national policy is not directed toward war. 

Its sole purpose is to keep war away from our country and 

our people." This statement may be taken as the essence 

of the Roosevelt campaign in 1940. Although slow in getting 

started, FDR was forced to take the stump toward the end of 

the campaign. While he does seem to have felt that it was 

true, Mr. Wilkie attacked Roosevelt by alleging that Roose

velt was planning to send an expeditionary force to Europe. 

^^Divine, op. cit., pp. 307-308. 

Beard-, American Foreign Policy in the Making, p. 
322. 
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It seems evident, however, that this was a totally manu

factured issue, as there was no real difference between 

Wilkie and Roosevelt on foreign policy. 

Roosevelt negotiated the destroyer-base deal, put

ting the United States firmly in the allied camp. By ex

changing fifty old destroyers for a string of bases he had 

flouted international law, but the American people seem to 

have approved the deal, since it was obviously a bargain. 

Wilkie attacked Roosevelt for the highhandedness of doing 

it by executive order and not act of Congress, but it 

never became an important issue. 

After the destroyer-base deal, it seems evident 

that the United States was going to be involved in the war, 

and although Roosevelt made statements to the effect that 

we should not fight unless attacked, most Americans seem 

to have felt that we would eventually come to the aid of 

the democracies. Hitler's blitzkrieg through the low coun

tries and into France caused new respect for German mili

tary prowess; and only Britain remained standing in Europe. 

With operation "Sea Lion," the British invasion, "temporar

ily" stalled by the RAF, Hitler turned his attention to the 

East, In June, far too late to start a campaign in Russia, 

Hitler moved on a broad front into Russia. Elements of 

the American peace movement behaved predictably and did a 

180 degrees turn. Although temporarily many of the peace 

societies had followed the party line and kept quiet about 
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the Germans, all now launched tirades against German ag

gression against the Russians. The radical press, speaking 

for many of the peace societies, as well as various mani

festations of the Communist party, began to call loudly for 

various ways of aiding the Russians. The peace movement, 

which had become popular on and off campus, was losing sup

port as the need for a confrontation with the Fascists be

came greater. Authors of monographs on the time immediately 

before the war make little mention of the peace movement, 

while its influence in the middle and late thirties could 

not have been overlooked. 

The Pearl Harbor tragedy proved to be the best an

swer to the peace societies and agitation against the war 

completely collapsed as the United States was attacked. The 

United States had swung in the course of just a few years 

to the stance of active belligerent, while a mere ten years 

before the major issue was how to keep the world at peace. 

The American peace movement had been exceedingly 

active in the 1930's. It started out as a depression baby, 

matured during the height of the New Deal, and died in the 

ashes of Pearl Harbor. If the nature of World War II had 

been different the movement could have been recorded as one 

of the great shapers of history. Instead it must remain in 

the ashes of a world that was preoccupied with doing away 

with an unacceptable monster; without that monster it could 

have stood as an appeal to the rule of reason in a Machiave-

lian world, instead the rule of reason demanded the 
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unreasonable; total war. Still the people in the peace 

movement believed in the possibility of success, and sought 

to bring their ideals to reality. The movement included a 

strong radical element along with more conservative groups. 

This element contributed enthusiasm, personnel, and a 

copious amount of rhetoric in its numerous publications. 

While the amount and quality of aid given the movement by 

the radicals may be debated, it is nevertheless evident 

that the radical influence was strong and made itself heard 

in the peace movement. 



CHAPTER II 

THE PEACE MOVEMENT IS REBORN 

The radicalization of the American population in 

the thirties was naturally reflected in the peace movement 

along with other elements in the society. Largely relegated 

in the past to pacifist and various other "crackpot" organi

zations, the movement was embraced by the radical left as 

a strong issue which gave them common ground with other ele

ments of society. The Communist Party had shown in the past 

that it was more than willing to work with other groups, and 

then often to swallow up these groups by the use of their 

own members as a sort of fifth column. Other radically left 

groups did not always go along with the Communist united 

front maneuvers, but most were willing to give at least pas

sive support. Thus, left wing peace groups and traditional 

peace groups were brought together by the force of events 

in the 1930's. 

The traditional peace groups were those with either 

a pacifist or collective security orientation. Most had 

been around for many years before the movement became more 

active in the middle thirties. They drew their support from 

upper and middle class sources, and reflected upper and 

middle class aims. They generally showed little interest 

in the upheaval of the thirties from any point of view but 

that of international politics. 

34 
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The left peace groups had as their orientation the 

class struggle and the working man's place in war. They 

opposed war not so much on general humanitarian grounds, but 

as being bad for the masses. Those further on the left op

posed international war but advocated revolution at home. 

These groups often fought among themselves with more fervor 

than they did against their capitalist enemies. 

Where each of these groups stood on the political 

scale can only be stated relatively. Each had its own bulle

tin or newspaper, the organs that provided the principal 

primary sources for this study. The following is a brief 

explanation of the more important periodicals used in this 

paper, and where they stood on the scale of radicalism: 

Common Sense was a liberal-radical publication aimed 
at youth and intellectual readers. It was an independent 
paper not above sniping at the organized leftist groups. 

The Communist International was the official organ 
of international Communism. It was published in many lan
guages and followed the party line faultlessly. 

The Industrial Unionist was the official organ of 
the Industrial Union Party, which was a Marxist group split 
from the Socialist Labor Party. 

The International Review reprinted the works of the 
great Marxist and Socialist thinkers, it was an independent 
publication with some anarchist sympathies. 

Labor Age was printed by the American Workers Party 
which tried to influence the labor movement along radical 
but not necessarily Communist lines. 

The Militant was published by the Communist League 
of America which was a very radical Trotskyite splinter 
group from the Workers Party. 

The New" International was the monthly theoretical 
organ of the Workers Party, then of the Socialist Workers 
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Party, it reflected the Trotskyite wing of American Social
ism. 

The New Militant was the organ of the Workers Party, 
the product of a merger between the Communist League of 
America and the American Workers Party. 

The Party Organizer was aimed at the regular Com
munist Party organizer. Not meant for the common reader, 
this was a theoretical guide to the party line and a how-
to-do-it book for party recruiters. 

Socialist Appeal was the organ of the Trotskyite 
wing of the Socialist Party. 

Socialist Review was the official theoretical organ 
of the Socialist Party of the United States. 

The Student Advocate was formed by a merger of the 
Student Review with Student Outlook under the auspices of 
the American Student Union, which was backed by various 
leftist groups. 

Student Review was published by the National Student 
League, and ended with the merger mentioned above. 

Workers Age was at one time or another the organ of 
the Communist Party USA, The Communist Party (opposition), 
the Independent Communist Labor League, and finally the 
Independent Labor League of America. 

The Young Worker was published by the Young Communist 
League for the young non-student. 

In every case the groups that associated themselves with 

Trotsky wanted revolution at the earliest opportunity, and 

usually represented the most radical elements of any of the 

groups involved. The Trotskyites often proved to be a thorn 

in the side of the less radical elements of the American 

left. 

The leftist side of the peace movement was never 

more than nominally in the camp of the pacifists. While 

many of their short term goals were similar—support of small 
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armed forces, opposition to the Japanese in China, opposi

tion to fascist adventures in Ethiopia and Spain—the basic 

stance of many of the leftist groups called for class war 

and revolution, hardly aims with which a pacifist could sym

pathize. The magazine of the party elite, the Party Organi

zeŝ / reflected the basically non-pacifist stand of the Ameri

can left. "Talk of the defense of the Soviet Union or strug

gle against imperialist war," it declared, "is nothing but 

empty phrases unless systematic work is done in the war in

dustry plants and the ports." The Communist International 

echoed the Party Organizer in stating: "A plan on a large 

scale for a new military intervention against the Soviet 
2 

Union . . . has already been launched." 

The split between the more radical peace groups of 

the day and the traditional peace movement is illustrated 

in the basically different approach to the problem of peace 

expressed by each side. The traditional movement tended, 

among other things, to support international cooperation 

generally. For example, the League of Nations Association, 

a traditional peace group, worked against the isolationists 

in the Senate and "pressed for a more active policy in this 

country in world reconstruction." While such groups con

sistently supported the League of Nations, the leftist peace 

groups recognized the basic impotence of the League. 

•'-party Organizer, Aug.-Sept, 1933, p. 40. 
2 
Communist International, Mar. 15, 1932, p. 180. 
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According to the Communist International there was "no 

greater danger than to proceed on the mistaken assumption 

that the widest masses already know that the League consists 
3 

of outspoken representatives of the imperialist warmongers." 

The ideological stand of the radical left changed 

but little through the early and middle years of the thirties 

War was a capitalist venture by capitalist countries, not to 

be confused with good socialist aims. Indeed, the people 

who wrote for the radical press of the time were well read 

in Marx and Lenin. Lenin once observed, "Let us not be 

fooled; let us not allow bourgeois counsellors to explain 

the war so simply as to say that people lived in peace, but 
4 

one attacked another and the other had to defend himself." 
War was a result of imperialism, the ultimate, decadent and 

last stage of capitalism. In World War I the communists 
5 

marched under the slogan, "Neither victory nor defeat." 

Since the workers could not fight for "their" government, 

since they had none, Lenin felt they should stay home and 

try to establish a government they could call their own, 

through class struggle. He observed, "Whoever wants a dur

able and democratic peace must be for civil war against the 
6 

governments and the bourgeoisie." 

3 
Communist International, Mar. 15, 1932, p. 135. 
4 
Lenin, Collected Works (New York: International 

Publishers, 1930), p. 71 
5. 

6' 
^Ibid., p. 234. 

Ibid., p. 235. 
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Many of the leftist papers of the time followed the 

party line with great zeal, casting grave doubts as to the 

working class status of their writers. The International 

Review, representing radical socialism, pointed out to its 

readers, "Revolutionary war is the grove of revolution. 

And it will be as long as the soldiers themselves, or rather 

the armed citizenry, are not given the means of waging war 

without directing apparatus, without police pressure, with

out exceptional jurisdiction, without punishment for dis

senters. Once in modern history war was carried out in such 
7 

a manner, under the commune—everybody knows the results. 

Compare this statement with that of Marx, as written in his 

lecture. The Civil War in France, and often quoted by Lenin, 

"A new epoch in the history of mankind was opened by the 

great French revolution. From that time down to the Paris 

Commune, i.e., from 1798 to 1781, some of the wars had a 

bourgeois progressive character, being waged for national 

liberation . . . the historic significance of these wars was 

in overthrowing feudalism, therefore these wars may be con

sidered progressive.' 

Other publications did not necessarily paraphrase 

Marx or Lenin, but held views that either man could accept. 

For example, the Student Review pointed out that, "Modern 

•7 

International Review, June, 1936, p. 99. 

8 Lenin, op. cit., p. 220. 
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historians are right when they say wars are fought for eco-
9 

nomic reasons." The Communist International represented 

the Moscow line when it observed that "the workers and 

peasants who fought in the last war know from bitterness 

that the appetite of the cannon kings increases with what 

it feeds on." And, "The most important of all factors is 
11 

the revolutionary activity of the proletariat." 

There was basic conflict in the peace groups, not 

only on the subject of pacifism, but also on the simple day 

to day aims of their members. The traditional peace groups, 

such as the National Council for the Prevention of War, 

Womens International League for Peace and Freedom, and The 

League of Nations Association found their membership among 

the wealthy. The radical left had its middle class elements, 

especially in its leadership, but its appeal was to the work -

ing class. The basic conflict was illustrated by the monthly 

publication of the National Council for the Prevention of 

War which indicated the Council "does not find cooperation 

possible with the communists, nor with the American Legion." 

It also referred to the Womens International League for 

Peace and Freedom as the "shock troops of the peace movement" 

for submitting a petition to the Geneva disarmament conference 

^Student Review, Dec. 1931, p. 5. 

•^^Communist International, April, 1932, p. 207. 

^^Ibid., Mar. 15, 1932, p. 107. 
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• TO 

in 1932 with six million signatures. This must have 

brought convulsions of laughter to the revolutionary seg

ments of the movement. Another segment of the left, the 

AF of L, showing some interest in peace activities, passed 
13 a resolution condemning not only war, but pacifism as well. 

"Class opposition between labor and peace groups," was also 

14 reported, probably for the reasons indicated above. 

At times conflict between various elements of the 

left became physical, as it did at the American League 

Against War and Fascism meeting at Madison Square Garden. 

There was fighting on the floor between Communists and So

cialists. As a result the League for Industrial Democracy 

and the National Association for the Advancement of Colored 

15 People found it necessary to withdraw from the convention. 

Perhaps the Socialists should have heeded the warning in 

the New York Times in 1932 that Socialist groups rarely fared 

16 
well in United Front maneuvers. The American League 

Against War and Fascism represented such a maneuver. The 

remaining members of the League were the AF of L Trade Union 

Committee for Unemployment Relief, American Federation of 

l^Peace Action, Sept., 1934, p. 8. 
13 
Robert Bowers, "The American Peace Movement 1932-

41" (Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. University of Wiscon
sin, 1949), p. 215. 

Ibid. 
l^ibid., p. 129. 

^^New York Times, July 25, 1932, p. 10. 
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Hoisery Workers, Farmers Union Cooperative Marketing Asso

ciation, League for Industrial Democracy, Intercollegiate 

Council of the League for Industrial Democracy, Conference 

of Progressive Labor Activism, Fellowship of Reconciliation, 

War Resistors League, World Peaceways, and the Women's In

ternational League. Frederick J. Libby's National Council 

for the Prevention of War would not join, and neither would 

17 
the National Peace Conference. This conglomeration lasted 

until 1937, when it dissolved into its component parts, with 

the far left keeping some vestige of the old group in opera

tion. 

The considerable discrepancy in reports of the New 

York Times and the radical press of the day may reflect the 

common opinion that the peace movement of the day contained 

confirmed leftists and a bunch of pacifist "nuts." The 

Times rarely deemed it necessary to report peace activities 

in 1932, but by 1935 these "leftists" and "nuts" warranted 

front page coverage as a result of their more effective im

plementation of strike and protest activities. In the 

earlier thirties the peace efforts of the more confirmed 

leftists groups went almost unnoticed by the Times; con

versely the leftists press often reported events that went 

almost unnoticed by the Times. There is a great diversity 

in the credibility of the reports of various activities 

discussed in this paper. 

17 
Bowers, op. cit., p. 180. 
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As an example of the variance in reporting peace 

activities, on January 15, 19 32, twenty-seven meetings were 

held around the country to protest against war and to "put 

up a united front against war and bosses." February 26 

saw 3000 young people demonstrate in Hamtramck against "im

perialist robber war on the Japanese masses." The Times 

did not notice this event. At a March demonstration against 

war held in Detroit the police acted in a fashion that was 

to become standard procedure in later years. "The police, 

following the policy of the American government, attacked 

the demonstration . . . clubbed a number of workers and ar-

20 rested several others." On April 6 an antiwar parade was 

held in New York City with 7,5000 participants. The Communist 

International reported that the members of the demonstration, 

"essentially represented the leadership of the different re

formist, pacifist, and Trotskyite organizations, rather than 

21 their members." The Times for that day reports the Army 

Day festivities. 

On May 21 there was a demonstration by about thirty 

peace organizations, with about 3000 participants, including 

22 
150 who marched under the red banner of socialism. This 

1 fl 

Young Worker, Jan. 25, 1932, p. 1. 

•'•̂ Ibid., Feb. 29, 1932, p. 1. 

^^Ibid., Mar. 14, 1932, p. 1. 
21 
Communist International, Aug. 1, 1932, p. 465. 

^^New York Times, May 22, 1932, sec. 2, p. 3. 
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demonstration went relatively unnoticed by the radical press. 

October saw the World Antiwar Congress assemble in Amster-

23 
dam with 2194 delegates. The Congress issued a manifesto 

reflecting the radical trend in the membership, declaring 

opposition to "armaments, war preparations, jingoism, fascism, 

chauvinism, war budgets, loans and taxes that feed armaments, 

campaigns of slander against the Soviet Union, the war in 

24 
China, . . . " Not to be outdone by Amsterdam, in New York 

City the United Youth Congress Against War was held during 

25 
the Thanksgiving Holidays. The Times did not mention this 

event either on Thanksgiving or the following Sunday. 

The Times did however predict the move by the Com

munist Party toward a united front action that was to come 

in the near future. The Times pointed out to a Socialist 

leader that, "You will be aware that Socialist Parties and 

trade unions have had sad experiences that have made them 

26 

distrustful of the Communist United front tactic." In 

the past, united front moves had been something less than 

united. 

The year 1932 may be considered the beginning of a 

general leftist swing among many Americans, and also the 

reawakening of the somewhat dormant peace movement. By that 

^•^Student Review, Oct. 1932, p. 13. 

^^Ibid., Nov., 1932, p. 11. 

^^Ibid. , D e c , 1932, p. 13. 

^^New York Times, July 25, 1932, p. 10 
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time doubts about our need to have close ties with Europe 

and about the wisdom of World War I, which had existed ear

lier, were more and more prevalent. It was difficult to 

see that Europe had been much improved by the "war to end 

war." The radical left looked at World War I with great 

skepticism, and at the coming war with equal realism. The 

new left press, with its tendency to paranoia, predicted the 

coming events in Europe with much greater accuracy than 

other, less political publications. The leftist writers re

sponded to the rise of totalitarianism and set the party 

line early, as early as 1932. Typical of the leftist line 

of the day was the statement in Labor Age that "Fanatical 

Nazis are out for murder. Their orators stop at nothing in 

announcing their purpose in exterminating their enemies in 

27 
the working class." Workers Age sought to draw contrasts 

between militant capitalists and peaceful socialists by 

telling its readers: "The Soviet world is building a new 

society, the capitalist world is rushing headlong into an-

28 
other war, which will win?" The Industrial Unionist added: 

'The tenor of the teaching is plainly pointed toward pre

paring the workers of Germany for a new war in the near 

29 
future." 

^^Labor Age, Sept., 1932, p. 17. 

^\orkers Age, Nov.. 15, 1932, p. 1. 

29 
Industrial Unionist, Oct., 1933, p. 1. 
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Moreover, by 1932 Japanese adventures had stimulated 

action among the American leftist youth, and concern about 

China was being expressed often in the leftist press. Blam

ing the events in China on the United States proved easy 

for many of these publications, and was a recurrent theme. 

The Young Worker expressed the party line admirably, "The 

resumption of the march northward by Japanese troops in 

Harbin has brought about an apparent lull in the pressure 

which American capitalists were openly applying to force 

Japan into her role as spearhead for the attack on the Soviet 

Union. . . . The dominant note, however, is the intensifica

tion of the war which Japan, supported and encouraged by the 

30 United States, is carrying on against the Chinese masses." 

On the same theme, "The war in China concerns the American 

working class youth. Any moment we will be called to leave 

our homes and give up our lives. Why? Against whom will 

we be sent to fight? For whom? What will we get from this 

31 
war?" 

In China the leftists had an ideal situation for 

their propaganda, one that touched on one aspect of the 

philosophic approach of the leftists. For, the war in the 

Far East involved a mechanized country fighting a peasant 

country, and at the same time threatening Russia's borders. 

30 
Young Worker, Jan. 18, 1932, p. 1 

•̂'"Ibid.., Feb. 8, 1932, p. 1. 
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The radical press of the day spoke far more vehemently 

against the Japanese than did many other elements of so

ciety. Workers Age felt that "the withdrawal of the Japan

ese from the League of Nations reflects a considerable 

sharpening of imperialist antagonisms in world politics and 

the rapid approach of conditions making for a new world 
32 

war." The Industrial Unionist observed that "vigorous 

prosecution of its campaign in Jahol by capitalist Japan 

33 threatens to once more bring on war." The war not only 

represented capitalist imperialism directly, but also ill

ustrated the domestic impact of war upon a third, still 

neutral capitalist nation, the United States. President 

Roosevelt had responded to the international crisis in part 

by initiating a naval building program which the leftist 

opposed on the grounds that it was taking bread out of the 

workers' mouths, and might eventually be a threat to Russia. 

Such sentiment as the following was often expressed in the 

radical press: "In the middle of March, 1933, at the very 

height of the bank failures, the press in the U. S. A. re-
34 

newed the campaign for building a stronger navy." 

Nineteen thirty-three proved to be the lull before 

the storm of the student protest movement. Reports of peace 

32 

Workers Age, Mar. 1, 1933, p. 7. 

^Industrial Unionist, Mar., 1933, p. 1. 

Communist International, Aug. 15, 1933, p. 545. 
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activity in the radical press were rare in 1933 and reports 

in the regular press were almost non-existent. Common 

Sense, which was not affiliated with any organized group, 

reported most of the anti-war activities for 1933. Some 

youthful peace activity was reported which reflected the 

growing concern of the young who would obviously have to 

fight in any future wars in which their elders might involve 

the United States. The growing concern on the campus may 

have been precipitated by the depression, but once it became 

evident that the youthful voice might be heard, the volume 

of youthful protest grew throughout the thirties into large 

proportions, proportions that, as will become evident, were 

not ignored in the White House. For instance, the results 

of a poll taken by the International Disarmament Committee 

and reflecting growing pacifist sentiments reported that of 

22,627 students polled, 39 per cent were opposed to taking 

part in any war in any circumstances, 33 per cent would 

fight only in a defensive war, and only 28 per cent would 

35 fight in any war declared by Congress. 

Common Sense editorialized on the result of the poll: 

"Following the lead of the . . . [English Universities] . . . 

U.S. students put new vitality into the peace movement by their 

36 
pledges to refuse service." It was reported that New York 

35 
Common Sense, June 8, 1933, p. 16. 

Ibid. 
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City alone, "witnessed four strikes at its three largest 
37 

colleges." 

In 1933, as would happen later in the sixties, stu

dent protest precipitated reaction against student demon

strators. Twenty-one students were expelled and eleven more 

38 
suspended for anti-war strikes at City College of New York. 

The president of the college pleaded for the students "not 

to furnish ammunition to those groups opposed to the col-
39 

leges." Common Sense, able to see the lighter side of 

things, reported that in New York City a college president 

was forced to "defend" himself against an antiwar demonstra-

40 
tion with an umbrella. 

The first of the big student antiwar strikes oc

curred in 1934. Since such actions were supported by peace 

groups of the right and left, they were more completely re

ported in the regular press. By this time the Socialist 

Party under Norman Thomas set the mood of the prewar protest 

movement of the early and middle thirties with its state

ment, "The Socialist party pledges continuous, active, and 

public opposition to war, through demonstrations, mass peti-

41 
tions, and all other means within our power." Some of 

37ibid., July, 1933, p. 28. 

Ibid. 

3^Ibid., June 8, 1933, p. 16. 

40ibid. 

"^^American Socialist Quarterly, Autumn, 1934, p. 43. 
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the more conservative groups in the United States were 

united in sentiment if not with activism with the peace 

movement. The Christian Century, a conservative, religious 

oriented publication, observed "Peace will come only when 

the United States and England refuse to take part in future 
„42 

wars. Peace Action, the publication of the conservative 

National Council For the Prevention of War, reported that 

the unusually a-political World Alliance for International 

Friendship Through Churches was actively advocating disarma-

ment and a strong League of Nations. 

With such sentiment predominant, the 1934 peace 

activities focused on the campuses. Long standing irrita

tions to the student community could now be attacked with 

the promise of some support from the non-radical segments 

on the campus. The protesters were naturally concerned with 

continuing campus problems such as the ROTC and the military 

schools. The moderate tone of the coming peace strike is 

illustrated by the careful statement in the Student Review 

that "the ROTC can't be abolished all at once, but every 
44 

local victory weakens the institution as a whole." Action 

against the ROTC was carefully reported by Peace Action. 

When the University of Minnesota followed the lead of the 

42 

Christian Century, Feb. 21, 1934, p. 245. 

^^Peace Action, Dec, 1934, p. 6. 

^^Student Review, Summer, 1934, p. 4. 
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University of Wisconsin and abolished compulsory ROTC, the 

U.S. Army did not hesitate to withdraw the $325,000 annual 

government subsidy that went mostly for agricultural re-

45 

search. The ROTC showed its opinion of antiwar demon

strators by lining up in the finest military tradition and 

46 
throwing rocks at student demonstrators at Johns Hopkins. 

The 1934 peace strike took place on April 13, ap

parently mostly limited to New York City. Reports vary on 

the effectiveness of the strike. "No matter how incomplete 

the reports or conservative the estimate, there were some 

47 
25,000 students out between 11:00 and 12:00 P.M.," ob
served the Student Review. The New York Times reported 

48 reported 15,000 in the New York City demonstrations. In 

Brooklyn students were locked in high schools to prevent 

them from taking part in the one-hour walkout between 11:00 

49 and 12:00 A.M. The police were issued clubs to control 

strikers, and some twenty of the strikers were injured. A 

demonstration occurred in Manhattan which reportedly con-

50 
sisted of 1000 Communists and 1000 passersby. The headline 

AC 

Peace Action, Aug. 1, 1934, p. 15. 
46 

Common Sense, Oct, 1934, p. 15. 
47 

Student Review, Summer, 1934, p. 4. 
New York Times, April 14, 1934, p. 1 

AQ 

Common Sense, Oct., 1934, p. 15. 

^^New York Times, April 13, 1934, p. 1 
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of the Times indicated its attitude toward the strikes, 

"Student Riot at Peace Rallys."^"'" The 1934 strike could 

not be called an unlimited success, mostly because it took 

place almost entirely in New York, but it was the forerunner 

of greater efforts in the next few years. 

The Nye committee,in session during 1934 as the 

Student Pacifist movement gathered steam, was a source of 

some controversy, and great interest on the part of both the 

leftists and the pacifist peace groups, since both sides 

strongly supported the findings of the committee. The com

mittee was headed by Sen. Gerald Nye, who attempted to ex

pose the role of the munitions makers in World War I. The 

view of the conservative side of the peace movement toward 

the Nye Committee is reflected in the comment in Peace 

Action that, "This investigation of the munitions industry, 

the first of its kind in history, reflects the courage of 
52 

the Senate." The New Militant agreed with many of those 

in sympathy with Senator Nye when it stated "the reason for 

war is profits," but felt that the reason for the munitions 

inquiry was that "the United States is definitely preparing 

53 
for war." It went on to state, "the true criminals, those 

54 who make war, were not hurt by the new anti-crime laws." 

^^Ibid. 
52 
Peace Action, Sept., 1934, p. 3. 

•̂̂ New Militant, Dec. 15, 1934, p. 1. 

54ibid. 
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Workers Age felt, "America's army, navy, and diplomatic 

55 
corps are in the service of the munitions makers." It 

supported Senator Nye's suggestion that to equalize the 

profits between workers and soldiers, workers should be paid 
cc. 

a soldier's wage. When President Roosevelt appointed a 

• • commission to take the profits out of war, the radical left 

quite understandably cast doubt about the impartiality of 

its members, which included Bernard Baruch, a Wall Street 

millionaire. General Hugh Johnson who worked out the draft 

plan, and General MacArthur, army chief of staff and crusher 
57 

of the "Bonus March." The American Socialist Quarterly 

aptly summed up the feelings of the leftists on the subject 

58 of wars and profit when it observed, "capitalism is war." 

In 1934 the peace movement was encouraged by several 

positive signs. The last Marines were finally withdrawn 

59 from Haiti, and the prospects looked good for neutrality 

legislation as discussed in Chapter I. The radical left was 

proving to be a moving force within the movement, and isola

tionist sentiment was growing. The press had not yet begun 

to view the peace movement as a total failure. 

^^Workers Age, Sept. 15, 1934, p. 1. 

^^Ibid., Dec. 15, 1934, p. 1. 

57 
New Militant, Dec. 15, 1934, p. 1. 

58 
American Socialist Quarterly, Autumn, 1934, p. 43. 

^^Peace'Action, Sept, 1934, p. 1. 
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Dissent from this rosy view taken by the always 

optimistic National Council for the Prevention of War was 

heard from the always pessimistic radical left. The Social

ist Review thought that another "European war may not be 

absolutely unavoidable, but certainly, the clouds gathering 
60 

over the continent are bleaker than they were in 1913." 

Common Sense stated, "Still, if war is inevitable in Europe, 

as many observers are perfectly willing to admit, there is 

yet little disposition to admit that the United States will 

become involved in it." The New International felt that 

"in light of the present complete fiasco of the Geneva Dis

armament Conference, [that the] capitalist class has given 

up any pretense that its problems may be solved in any way 
62 

but war." The Christian Century summed up the doubts of 

the liberals by saying, "The peace movement, at this hour, 

is tragically failing to register. The press is being 
63 

stampeded into a new preparedness drive." 

War clouds were gathering on the horizon with the 

Italian intervention in Ethiopia. The radical press had a 

rare moment of unaniminity discussion of the Ethiopian inci

dent. Some, such as the New Militant offered quotations 

^^Socialist Review, Spring, 1934, p. 39. 

61 

Common S e n s e , Mar., 1934 , p . 6 . 

New I n t e r n a t i o n a l , S e p t . - O c t . , 1934 , p . 7 2 . 

^•^Christian Century, Feb. 1 4 , 1934, p . 216 . 
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from Ethiopian Emperor Haile Selassie, "better to die free 

than to live as slaves." They also called attention to 

the 200,000 Italian troops in Ethiopia. The Communist 

Party Organizer announced "Peace is indivisablel In the 

present war atmosphere an explosion in one sector must re

sult in a general conflagration. The opponents of war must 
6 S 

concentrate on stopping the Ethiopian war." Workers Age 

stated, "The small nations of the world have come out unan-
66 

imously against the Hoare-Laval Pact." The New Militant 

observed, "Negroes are fighting the battle of the world pro

letariat."^^ 

The Ethiopian crisis caused enemies of the League 

of Nations to close ranks in their efforts to discredit any 

effectiveness the League might have shown. The League's 

refusal to vote the oil sanction marked the beginning of the 

end for the League. Emperor Selassie's speech to the League 

as his country was being swallowed by the Italians marked 

the plight of Ethiopia, and of the League of Nations. The 

Student Review spoke for many middle of the road students 

as well as the radical left when it stated that "while the 

delegates of the imperialist countries in the League are 

^%ew Militant, July 20, 1935, p. 1. 

Party Organizer, Oct., 1934, p. 4. 

^^Workers Age, Dec. 21, 1935, p. 1. 
Never implemented, this total sell-out of the 

Ethiopians by European colonialist interests caused severe 
revulsion throughout the world. 

"̂̂ New Militant, July 13, 1935, p. 1. 
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putting up a pretense of enforcing effective sanctions 

against Italy, behind the scenes, they are already discuss-
68 

ing how to divide Ethiopia." From the New Militant, 

"Speak in the name of the working class, demand sanctions 

against Italy, that is, call upon the imperialist govern

ments of France and England to declare war against imperial-
69 

1st Italy." The sarcasm m this comment was undoubtedly 

not lost on the well trained New Militant readers. The 

Moscow-party-line New International complained in reference 

to Ethiopia: "There was no mobilization of the League and 

the British Royal Navy when imperialist Japan annexed Man

churia, no intervention in the spirit of Grotius, Kant or 

Woodrow Wilson when Paraguay and Bolivia, both League mem

bers, warred desperately in the Chaco . . . for it all hap-

70 
pened within the thieves kitchen." Peace Action, stood 

on its pacifist plank, and took a safe position, noting that 

"public opinion in this country is overwhelmingly on the side 

of Ethiopia . . . and almost equally overwhelmingly against 

71 mixing in other people's wars." 

In response to Ethiopia, and reflecting growing con

cern on the part of the intellectual community about the 

^^Student Review, Nov., 1935, p. 1. 

^\ew Militant, Sept. 28, 1935, p. 1. 

^^New International, Dec, 1935, p. 209. 

71 
Peace Action, Aug., 1935, p. 1. 
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coming war, the first massive peace strike occurred in 1935. 

Agitation for the strike was so massive that the New York 

Times gave coverage to most aspects of the planning and ex

ecution of the strike. A strike call went out on March 10, 

1935, issued by the Student League for Industrial Democracy, 

the National Student League, the American Youth Congress, 

72 Methodist Youth and the Interseminary Council. On April 

10 the New York Times gave background information on the 
73 

strike of 1934 and reported the call for 150,000 marchers. 

The New Militant, although believing that elements of the 

student leadership were too pacifist in nature and were try

ing to complete the struggle without the workers, called 

for thousands of students to strike on April 12 against war 

74 

and fascism. The Student Review overlooked its revolu

tionary stance in behalf of contributing to the effort. "We 

consider it evident," the Student Review editorialized, "that 

it is a matter of self preservation for every student organi

zation opposed to war and fascism to be united in common 
75 

action." 

On strike day, April 12, 1935, 150,000 students an-

76 
swered the call. Students marched, picketed, signed peti-

"^^ew York Times, Mar. 16, 1935, p. 5. 
73. 

74" 
^^Ibid., April 1, 1935, p. 8. 

New Militant, April 13, 1935, p. 1. 
75 
Student Review, April, 1935, p. 8. 

76 
Ibid., June, 1935, p. 3. 
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tions, and walked out of classes to show their concern. 

"Suspensions, expulsions, arrests, physical torture and or

ganized counter demonstrations" were given as examples of 

77 
reaction by the Student Review. The New York Times con-

78 
servatively estimated the number of strikers at 60,000. 

Counter demonstrations at MIT and Harvard were reported, 

79 
but "disorders were few." Two students were arrested in 

New York City and hauled into "morals" court. They were 

charged with distributing peace literature said to be of 

80 

Communist origin. The Student Review reported that "ad

ministrations, local police, American Legion Branches, 

Hearst papers, and company vigilante squads united in a 

81 drive against the student antiwar movement." Disagreement 

between the radical press and the New York Times as to ex

actly what happened persisted throughout the demonstrations. 

The strike in April was not the end of antiwar ac

tivity in 1935. On May 18, 10,000 people marched in New 

York City to protest the war. This demonstration contained 

elements of the student groups but also other interested 

people. March headquarters was the Judson Memorial Baptist 

'̂ "̂ Ibid. 

78 
New York Times, April 13, 1935, p. 1. 

"7^Ibid. 

Q^New York Times, April 14, 1935, p. 24 

81 
Student Review, June, 1935, p. 8. 
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Church, and an anti-ROTC theme was prevalent. The New York 

Times reported that more than one-half the demonstrators 

marched under the red banner of socialism.^^ 

In August, 1935, the Communist International Congress 

on Preparations for New Imperialism was held in Moscow. It 

announced its opinion that "Japan was preparing for war with 

83 
Russia over the far East." Moscow was also the scene of 

the World Congress of International Youth in September, 1935. 

Gil Green of the American Young Communist League reported 

to the Congress that "American youth is rallying a million 
84 

strong against fascism." 

On November 9, 20,000 students rallied for peace 

at the various colleges in New York City. On this occasion 

85 the students took the Oxford Pledge, not to serve in any 

war at all, in increasing numbers. The President of City 

College of New York observed that the pledge was unconstitu

tional, but this did not seem to bother the pledge takers. 

The demonstration was organized by the Student Mobilization 

Committee, a headless conglomerant of antiwar young people. 

It was backed by the American League Against War and Fascism, 

82 
New York Times, May 19, 1935, Sec. II, p. 1. 

^^Ibid., Aug. 16, 1935, p. 3. 

84 
Ibid., Sept. 27, 1935, p. 2. 

85 
The Oxford Pledge was borrowed from the English 

peace movement. It was a pledge "to refuse to serve in 
any war conducted by the United States." 
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the National Student Federation, the Student League for In

dustrial Democracy, the YMCA, the American Youth Congress, 

and the National Student League. 

The end of 1935 saw an event that was to shape the 

antiwar movement on the left for several years to come. The 

American Student Union was formed as a merger between the 

National Student League and the Student League for Industrial 

Democracy. The new group announced its intention to work 

87 

for schools, not battleships. It also announced its in

tention to publish a newspaper to keep its members informed 

of events of interest, the Student Advocate. The Socialists 

in the group were eventually forced out under Communist 

88 
pressure. The American Student Union would prove to be 

the leading force in the American Peace movement in the 

middle and late thirties. 

86 
New York Times, Nov. 9, 1935, p. 16. 

®^Ibid., Dec. 29, 1935, p. 22. 

88 
Anonymous, Radical Periodicals in the U.S., West-

port, Conn: Greenwood Press, 1970, p. 30. 



CHAPTER III 

THE PEACE MOVEMENT COMES OF AGE 

And so in the first years of the depression the 

American peace movement was reborn. It rose from almost 

total oblivion to a position of national prominence in three 

years. It had active, if radical, support from the American 

Student Union and other leftist groups. It had almost un

limited advocates that wrote for the various radical publi

cations. It had money from its sympathizers, and it had to 

contend with war in Spain and finally Europe within a few 

short years. 

Nineteen thirty-six was the year of the most highly 

organized peace strike of the thirties, the year the Spanish 

question became a subject of constant worry for the State 

Department, the year of an election, and the year the So

cialist Party underwent considerable renovation. 

During the years between 1936 and 1938 the radical 

element of the peace movement enjoyed some of its most prom

inent activities. This was, of course, in response to the 

quickening pace of international events that were leading 

the world on the path to war. 

The newly formed American Student Union was showing 

its potential as a strong leader on the radical left. The 

new organization had immediately shown its precocial growth. 

The New York Times commented, "Not yet six months old, the 

61 
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American Student Union moves swiftly toward the national 

spotlight as sponsor of the country-wide student strike for 

peace to be held April 22." Support for the Union came 

from the American Socialist Monthly, which editorialized, 

"The American Student Union is the only militant student 
2 

movement," and that "sapping the strength of the A.S.U. 

are the liberals and the communists," in other words, non-

Socialists. The new emphasis of the Socialists on the 

pacifist Oxford Pledge, and perhaps by other young people, 

may be attributed to Norman Thomas. Since the loss of Eu

gene Debs the party had been searching for leadership, and 

the quiet, personable Thomas seemed to have been the man 

they needed. Perhaps reflecting the increased effective

ness of the party and Thomas, the Workers Party decided it 
3 

could live with the Socialists and joined them. 

In the background of the 1936 peace strike, was the 

Oxford Pledge, which was borrowed from the active and paci

fist oriented English peace movement. Great pressure was 

placed on students to sign the pledge not to fight in any 

war. Although there are no figures available on the number 

of people who actually signed the pledge, indications are 

that at least at the eastern universities the numbers were 

quite large, with some zealots signing on numerous occasions 

New York Times, April 9, 1936, Sec. 9, p. 10. 

^American Socialist Monthly, April, 1936, p. 7. 

^New Militant, June 6, 1936, p. 1. 
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The best source on the 1936 peace strike is the 

Student Advocate, the monthly of the American Student Union. 

Working on the theory that "the effectiveness of the peace 
4 

movement is of transcending importance," the Union spent 

almost all its energies supporting the movement. Originally 

the peace strikes had been supported by nearly all the 

peace groups, but the increasing leftist orientation of the 

leadership of the groups caused considerable soul searching 

on the part of more conservative elements. Thus the Stu

dent Christian Movement and the National Student Federation, 

supporters of earlier strikes, did not support the 1936 
5 

effort. Still, hopes were, as expressed in the Student 

Advocate, high for the new strike. "In 1934 there were 

25,000 participants in the strike. Last year 175,000 an

swered the call. There is valid reason to believe that 

one-half million students will be involved in the walkout 
6 

April 22nd." Support for the strike from more conservative 

elements was not lacking. For example. Senators Nye and 

Clark, busy investigating the arms industry, supported the 

strike. 

•k 

The American Student Union is not to be confused 
with the more conservative National Student Federation, which 
was made up chiefly of student government officers. 

4 
Student Advocate, Mar., 1936, p. 3. 
^Ibid. 

^Ibid. 

^Ibid., Feb., 1936, p. 10. 
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Groundwork for the strike was laid out months in 

advance. The American Student Union announced in February 

that, "opposition to the ROTC is destined to assume critical 

8 
importance in the coming months." The press suggested 

ways to break up the strike such as spraying the crowds with 

fire hoses, holding patriotic band concerts and throwing 

demonstrators into the nearest lake. Perhaps indicative 

of the more activist mood of the American student popula

tion was the fact that the conservative National Student 

Federation supported the strike. It also supported the 

Oxford oath, the League of Nations, and the Nye-Kvale bill 

making military training optional. The National Student 

Federation's statement on academic freedom was described 

9 

as being as "emphatic as the Radical's." The movement 

had become respectable enough for the American Student Union 

to ask that 500 colleges and universities honor the strike 

by dismissing classes. 

Partly as a result of the leadership and organiza

tional work of the American Student Union the strike in 

1936 was a great success. Indeed, the Student Advocate re

ported 500,000 took part and believed that, "for the first 

time the majority of the students in the Negro colleges 

^New York Times, Jan. 12, 1936, p. 11. 

^Ibid. 

•"•̂ Ibid., Mar. 16, 1936, p. 11. 
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ps^rticipated. " This was, however, a questionable obser

vation. Administration cooperation in dismissing classes 

was reported at Alfred, North Dakota, Vassar, Penn., Carnegie 

Tech, Amherst, Bethel, University of Idaho, University of 

12 
Oklahoma and others. Notable demonstrations in the South 

13 
took place at Tulane, Texas, North Carolina, and Vanderbilt. 

Violence may have been averted at New York City's public 

schools and universities when administrations dismissed 

classes and did not interfere with rallies. The non-radical 

stance of many of the demonstrators was indicated when an 

attempt to hold a socialist rally following the peace activi-
14 

ties in Washington Square was met with a chorus of boos. 

The radical press observed to their disappointment that the 

students just did not want to overthrow any capitalists, 
15 

but merely assert their desire for peace. 

The forces of reaction were not in hiding during 

the strike. A tear gas bomb was tossed into the crowd at 
16 

the University of Kansas. Many high schools put notes on 

strike activity in students' files, so that colleges could 

Student Advocate, May, 1936, p. 3. 

^^Ibid. 

•'•̂ Ibid. 

l^New York Times, April 23, 1936, p. 14. 

•"•̂ Ibid., April 19, 1936, Sec. 9, p. 10. 

•̂ Îbid.', April 23, 1936, p. 14. 
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reject them as trouble makers. At Temple University 

recitation of the Oxford Oath brought on showers of eggs, 

tomatoes and flour sacks from members of the football team 

stationed at the windows of college buildings, reported 

the Student Advocate. The Student Advocate also agreed 

with the New York Times report that at the University of 

Kansas police assaulted a student who tried to prevent a 

tear gas bomb from exploding. 

The lighter side of the strike was provided by the 

Veterans of Future Wars. The Veterans advocated a bonus 

now, so that it could be spent and enjoyed now, before its 

members met death in future wars. Organized originally at 

18 Princeton, the idea soon spread. The Columbia University 

strike activities were coordinated by William Randolf Hearst 

Post #1 of the Veterans of Future Wars. Whether or not 

Mr. Hearst appreciated the honor accorded him by the Columbia 

students is not known. 

As the 1936 strike receded into history, events in 

the world were beginning to move in high gear. Hitler in

vaded the Rhineland. The left, in an increasing state of 

agitation over the course of events throughout the world, 

recognized the importance of Hitler's move far better than 

17 
Ibid., April 21, 1936, p. 25. 

18 
Student Advocate, April, 1936, p. 7. 

•̂ N̂ew York Times, April 13, 1936, p. 14. 
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other groups. The New Militant observed, "The invasion of 

20 
the Rhineland drives nails into the coffin of Versailles." 

Workers Age interpreted the Rhineland as a road to war, and 

observed "While there is a difference of opinion between 

the Junker militarists and the Nazi chiefs as to when the 

war should be declared, competent observers say that plans 

21 
point to 1938." Workers Age also printed Hitler's lament, 

"If only I had . . . the rich deposits of the Urals, the 

wheat of the Ukraine, the forests of Siberia, how soon 

22 

would Germany swim in super plenty." 

The left looked with alarm at events everywhere. 

Common Sense observed, "What has been described as the 

world status quo is fast disintegrating," and that "the 

British Empire, chief beneficiary of the status quo, stands 
23 

to lose by any change, anywhere." The New Militant 

pointed out, in case by some impossible quirk its readers 

had missed the fact, "The Italians plan to make a colony 

24 
out of Ethiopia." The International Review felt, "There 

is danger the imperialist powers will end the war [in 
25 

Ethiopia] by means of compromise with Italy." 

20New Militant, Mar. 14, 1936, p. 1. 

21 
Workers Age, April 4, 1936, p. 1. 

^^Ibid., Sept. 19, 1936, p. 1. 

23 
Common Sense, Oct., 1936, p. 14. 

24 
New Militant, April 18, 1936, p. 1. 

25 
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The National Peace Conference was formed in 1936 

as a conglomerate of various organizations interested in 

peace. Although it was never important, a list of its mem

bers indicates the diversification of these groups. They 

included: The American Association of University Women, 

Friends Service Committee, American Unitarian Association, 

Central Conference of American Rabbis, Church Peace Union, 

Carnegie Endowment for World Peace, Council for Social Ac

tion of the Congregation and Christian Churches, Committee 

on Militarism in Education, Committee on Womens Work in the 

Foreign Mission Congress, Council of Women for Home Missions, 

Federal Council of Churches, Fellowship of Reconciliation, 

Institute for International Education, Intercollegiate Coun

cil of International Cooperation, League of Nations Associa

tion, Methodist Episcopal Church, YMCA, YWCA, National Coun

cil of Jewish Women, National Council for the Prevention of 

War, National Federation of Temple Sisterhoods, National 

Student Federation, Womens Christian Temperance Union, 

Womens International League for Peace and Freedom, World 

Alliance for International Cooperation through Churches, 

World Peace Foundation, World Peaceways, and the World Peace 

Fellowships of Christian Endeavor. Although Christian Cen

tury observed that the National Peace Conference contained 

both "right" and "left" peace groups, it did not include 

those on the far left. 

26 Christian Century, Jan, 1936, p. 22. 
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During 1936 a cause was to emerge that was to move 

the leftist side of the peace movement into massive and 

partisan activity. The Spanish revolution touched the very 

heart of the leftist cause and opposed fascism with visible 

vigor. There was constant editorializing on events in 

Spain by the leftist press in this country, especially on 

the increasingly rare event of a loyalist victory. 

The Socialist party in Spain was a loose confedera

tion of workers and peasants centered around a trade union 

base, the U.G.T. or Social Democrat Trade Union Federation. 

The Party eventually split into the right wing under Prieto, 

and the left wing under Largo Caballero, who was a great 

admirer of the Russians. Added to this was the Communist 

party, the Party of Marxist Unification (P.O.U.M.), the 

Syndicalist Party of Angel Pestana, the Anarchist Federa

tion of Iberia (F.I.A.), and its trade union base, the 

27 
C.N.T. This writer has been unable to ascertain exactly 

what groups in the United States supported what groups in 

Spain, but it is not important since all agitated for a 

loyalist victory in the war. 

The leftist press filled its pages with news and 

support for the struggle in Spain. Workers Age reported 

that the people of Spain, "protest the embargo while gen-

28 erals get aid from the fascist powers." About the 

27 
^'International Review, Summer, 1938, p. 42. 
28 
Workers Age, Aug. 22, 1936, p. 1. 
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revolution, the New Militant had "no doubt the peasants 

will overrun the large estates."^^ On the Spanish election 

of 1936 the International Review reported, "the workers 

voted "left" to get their brothers out of prison; to help 

install a government that would treat them kinder in their 

economic struggles, to stop suppression of democratic 

30 
rights." The Review also felt the Communist party in 

Spain is, "More bourgeoisie than a working class party" and 

that P.O.U.M. "says the Communist Party in Spain is a bour

geoisie party encrusted in the breast of the labor masses."^! 

In desperation the American Socialist Monthly pleaded, "Its 

32 

up to us or France now, Spain will never have a Republic." 

Norman Thomas, chief writer and moving force behind the 

Monthly, also observed that "the knowledge that they [the 

Spanish loyalists] can not depend on the Soviet Union was 

the largest factor keeping the left Socialists from pressing 
33 

for a workers government." 
This was a period in which the United States began 

its rearmament, a fact which concerned the radical left. 

Workers Age reported expenditures of $900,000,000.00 for the 

^%ew Militant, Mar. 21, 1936, p. 1. 

•^International Review, April, 1936, p. 39. 

•̂'•Ibid., May, 1936, p. 74. 

^^j^erican Socialist Monthly, D e c , 1936, p. 17. 

^^Ibid. 
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34 
Army and Navy in 1936, and the Nye Committee was informed 

the War Departments Industrial Mobilization plan was com-

1 ^ 35 
plete. In the same vein, the New Militant felt the Navy 

36 

race could have no end but war in the Pacific. Attempt

ing to draw a comparison between rapidly arming capitalists 

and peaceful Socialists, Mr. Toiokonski, Soviet Consul in 

New York, said, "The Soviet Union was opposed to war since 
37 

it needed no territory." 

On the home front, criticism mounted over the in

creasingly militarist stance of our own government, with 

the left its usual vociferous self on the subject. The 

New Militant felt President Roosevelt's annual address to 

38 the country excited a war hysteria, and commented on the 

threat the advancing Japanese represented to the Soviet 

Union. Their feelings were summed up in this comment on 

the Berlin-Tokyo alliance: "Germany and Japan have struck 
39 

a virtual bargain against the Soviet Union." Projecting 

from past observations, the Industrial Unionist editorialized, 

"The real significance of wars for the worker, aside from 

34 
Workers Age, Jan. 19, 1935, p. 1. 

"̂ Îbid. , Jan. 5, 1935, p. 1. 
36 
New Militant, Jan. 5, 1935, p. 1. 

37 
New York Times, Jan. 25, 1935, p. 6. 

38 
New Militant, Jan. 11, 1936, p. 1. 

^^Ibid., April 11, 1936, p. 1. 
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the fact that they fight them, is the fact that they spring 

directly from the system of wage slavery under which we 
40 exist today." 

The radical left could never avoid discussing the 

philosophical importance of any question, and as war con

tinued in Europe in 1936, this period was no exception. 

The Communist Party, in another united front scheme, pointed 

out to the faithful in the Party Organizer, "We should make 

a special effort on this occasion to approach the various 

peace groups that are contemplating the holding of meetings 

and discussions in connection with the anniversary of the 

entrance of American imperialism into the World War." 

The Trotskyite wing of the party insisted that the only way 

a Marxist could take part in a war was if it was a revolu

tionary or a class war. Quoting from Kommunistische Inter

nationale the International Class Struggle observed, "it is 

contrary to Marxist principles to decide upon the definite 

position of the Communist Party on war as long as war has 

not become an actual fact" and "in the case of a war of 

national liberation . . . the working class in the imperial

ist countries must support these wars." Socialist Appeal 

came out against economic sanctions and neutrality 

Industrial Unionist, July, 1936, p. 1. 

41 
Party Organizer, April, 1936, p. 206. 

"^^International Class Struggle, Winter, 1936, p. 93. 
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A ^ 

legislation because it ignored the "necessary revolution." 

I^e International Review asked and answered "What makes 

Europe nervous? The prospect of immediate general war." 

Norman Thomas observed, "The third international expects a 

new general war; they believe Roosevelt will be more likely 

to take part, and they want him to take part on terms that 

44 

are friendly to Russia." Earl Browder, head of the Com

munist Party, U.S.A., spoke more generally when he stated 

that "the fundamental issue is whether the United States 

will be dragged down the bloody path of reaction, fascism 

and socialism. "-̂ ^ .^e American Socialist Monthly (Socialist 

Review) felt that "the destruction of war and the eradica

tion of industrial autocracy are not fundamentally two ques-
46 

tions, but one, " and that "the lie of the commintern is 
47 

the line of betrayal to the coming war." 

In July, 1936, the Socialists issued the Cleveland 

Resolution on War. The resolution indicated that with the 

threat of war went the threat of fascism, and that both must 

be opposed. It ridiculed "capitalist" peace efforts such 

as the Nine Power Treaty and the League of Nations, and 

^Socialist Appeal, Jan.-Feb., 1936, p. 3. 

^%ew York Times, Oct. 22, 1936, p. 12. 

"^^Ibid. , Nov. 3, 1936, p. 18. 

46 
American Socialist Monthly, Aug., 1936, p. 16. 

"^^Ibid., p. 27. 
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stated that the Soviet Union was really desirous of peace, 

but was surrounded on all sides by capitalist enemies.'*^ 

"^^ American Socialist Monthly observed after criticism 

about the world revolution from Workers Age, "our critics 

want to snatch power from the capitalists during a war 

(with the U.S. on the side of the Soviet Union) but without 

opposing the war." 

The radical and conservative elements of the peace 

movement finally went their own way during the peace strike 

of 1937. The isolationist and pacifist groups supported 

the neutrality legislation in one form or another, while 

the leftists rallied their followers to support the fight 

against the Fascists in Spain. This left many of the ac

tivist youth in a situation analogous to the one many young 

people today find themselves in—opposing the war in Viet

nam yet cheering the Israelis. To encourage effective oppo

sition to the Fascists in Spain the American Student Union 

asked its members to repudiate the Oxford Pledge. The Union 

stated, "We now consider [the pledge] a deterrent to the 

campaign for peace, " and "we must snap out of the isolation-

50 ist dream world." The Union later asked the United States 

to become "an active force for peace."^ The student members 

^^Student Advocate, July, 1936, p. 11. 

49 
American Socialist Monthly, July, 1936, p. 19. 

en 
^^New York Times, Dec. 29, 1937, p. 10. 
^•^Ibid. > Dec. 30, 1937, p. 20. 
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of the peace movement were in short "re-examining their 

goals in the light of altered circumstances," and were 

finally realizing that "young people will now be more char

itable in speaking of the way their fathers charged into 

World War I."^^ 

The student strike did not get anything like the 

publicity it received from the leftist press in the previous 

year. The Student Advocate announced that the United Stu

dent Peace Committee sponsored the rally, and editorialized 

on the subject of neutrality legislation, "At this moment 

American 'neutrality' as written in the MacReynolds legis

lation is show neutrality at best, and overt aid to fascism 

53 at worst." A fast was called to go with the demonstration 

on April 22, and money was collected for a youth food ship 

for Spain. Thirteen national student organizations were 

to take part, and they predicted at least a million partici-

54 
pants. 

The New York Times reported "huge rallies" on stu-

55 
dent peace day. The American Student Union duly announced 

that one million had taken part, and there had been demon-
56 

strations at 700 colleges and 200 high schools. There was 

^^Ibid., Dec. 31, 1937, p. 14. 

^^Student Advocate, April, 1937, p. 4. 
54 
New York Times, April 4, 1937, Sec. 2, p. 8. 

5^Ibid., April 23, 1937, p. 1. 
56 
Ibid. 
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^^ttle trouble at these rallies, evidence of the conserva

tive element was that Admiral Byrd was among the speakers. 

Byrd advocated a war referendum and stated that the best 

way for the United States to stay out of war was to keep 

57 
other nations out of war. The strike itself, although 

very large, reflected the confusion of the participants on 

the subject and the increasing number of gray shades in a 

formerly black and white world. The American Student Union 

and the National Student Federation did agree on a "mother

hood declaration" opposing war and compulsory military 

^ . . 58 training. 

During 1937, the worsening situation in Spain led 

the American peace advocates into rethinking their pacifist 

position and its ramifications throughout the world. The 

Nation summed up the situation well when it pointed out, 

"Spain's experience proves that a policy of non

intervention, unless strictly enforced, plays into the 

59 hands of potential war mongers." The article went on 

to say that pacifists should support resistance to aggres

sion. The radical wing of the Socialist Party sent the 

60 
Eugene V. Debs column to fight the fascists in Spain, 

^^Ibid. 

^^Ibid., Jan. 10, 1937, Sec. II, p. 7. 

^^Nation, Feb. 6, 1937, p. 148. 

60 
American Socialist Monthly, Feb., 1937, p. 31. 
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and made its position clear to any of its pacifist members. 

"Any technique of revolutionary conquest which may hold 

the slightest promise, should not be dismissed, it should 

be evaluated, weighed and used for all its worth in the 
61 

revolutionary struggle." The formerly pacifist Student 

Advocate abandoned its position in calling for, "All aid to 

the Spanish people," and stating "From the standpoint of 

international politics . . . aid to Spain is essential and 

62 realistic opposition to war." John Dos Passes wrote in 

Common Sense, "the Communist Party, in this country [Spain] 

is doing all it can to help the Spanish people in their des-
63 

perate fight against the fascist traitors." Workers Age 

complained about "The tacit and unofficial support that has 

been given the British and French plans for strangling the 

Spanish revolution when Roosevelt sharply attacked an ex-
64 

porter for sending arms to the Spanish government." In 

a letter to President Roosevelt, Norman Thomas, then in 

Spain, warned, "Everything I have seen convinces me that a 

state of real, if undeclared war exists between the legiti

mate loyalist government in Spain and the Germans and 

» ^ T • II65 Italians. 

61ibid. ^^student Advocate, Feb., 1937,p.3 

-̂̂ Common Sense, Dec. 19, 1937, p. 2. 

^"H^orkers Age, June 9, 1937, p. 1. 
65 
Letter from Norman Thomas to Franklin D. Roosevelt, 

June 9, 1937, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, New 
York, file no. .PPF 4840. Hereafter cited as FDR Library. 
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The radical press was never ambiguous about the 

continuing war in China. The threat to Russia left no doubt 

as to where a confiinned leftist should stand. The leftists 

spent much time discussing the situation in China, but sent 

forth few concrete proposals for alleviating it. The Inter

national Review observed that the laborers of Japan and 

China, "will die for the national ideals their masters in

scribe for them. They, like their brothers in Russia and 

elsewhere, will remain beasts of burden and food for cannon 

66 
until they come to know better. " When President Roosevelt 

forbade the use of United States' vessels to bring aid to 

the Chinese, the radical press saw the wrong side being aided 

again. The radicals saw no point in American accusations 

that Japan was in violation of the Nine Power Treaty and the 

Kellog Briand Pact, but with rarely used understatement sug

gested that "Chinese spokesmen expressed great dismay over 

67 
these events." Showing characteristic disregard for the 

facts, the Student Advocate predicted "The workers of China 

6R 
will rise millions strong to crush the invader." 

There seems to have been little doubt that the sink

ing of the Panay in China was an act of the gravest impor

tance. The Industrial Unionist commented: "The sinking of 

66 
International Review, Sept., 1937, p. 100. 

Workers Age, Sept. 22, 1937, p. 1 and Oct. 16, 
1937, p. 1. 

Student Advocate, D e c , 1937, p. 15. 
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the Panay in the Yangtse River by the Japanese lends the 

finishing touches to a state of affairs closely paralleling 

69 
those of 1917." Although the obvious Japanese naval 

threat was recognized, the radical left criticized Roose

velt's shipbuilding plans as another of his warmongering 

schemes. Common Sense thought the sinking of the Panay 

brought the whole country closer to an awareness of the close-
70 

ness of war. Peace Action reacted with what can only be 

described as panic. After again reminding its readers that 

the United States could never be attacked due to its geo

graphical situation. Peace Action felt that the "sinking of 

the Panay has been seized upon by the administration as the 

71 
basis for a formidable propaganda drive." 

Above all for those concerned with the peace issue, 

1938 was the year of Munich. Not yet lulled by the Russo-

German pact, the radical left lashed out at the appeasement 

of Munich with characteristic candor. Workers Age stated 

simply that the powers had sold out the Czechs, and wondered 

at how little the so-called democracies were willing to do 

72 
to aid one another. The Industrial Unionist had a sound 

comment on Munich. "The sober realization of the morrow 

69 
Industrial Unionist, Jan., 1938, p. 7. 

70 
Common Sense, Feb., 1938, p. 3. 

71 
^ Peace Action, Jan., 1938, p. 1. 
^^Workers Age, Oct. 8, 1938, p. 1. 
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brought with it the realization of the true nature of 

Munich. Peace has not been established, war has been post-
73 

poned." The Communist-dominated American League for Peace 

and Democracy held mourning and protest rallies against the 

situation forced on the Czechs. The Daily Worker reported 

every detail of the Czech crisis, and announced a zero hour 

parade in support of Czechoslovakia before Hitler's October 1 

74 

deadline. The Industrial Unionist observed that "the cal

lous and cold blooded consent of the so called democracies 

to the dismemberment of sister 'democracy' Czechoslovakia 

75 has caused revulsion among the workers." The annexation 

of Austria by Hitler did not cause the massive reaction in 

the radical press that the Czech crisis did, but there was 

some editorializing in the Daily Worker and Workers Age on 

the fate of the Austrian worker. 

With the rest of the country locked in the debate 

between collective security and isolationism, the radical 

elements of society could hardly be immune to the contro

versy. The Student Advocate suggested, "collective security 

is the only possible way to end present wars and to guarantee 

76 . . . 
peace for America." The Daily Worker quoted Maxim Litvinov 

73 
Industrial Unionist, Nov., 1938, p. 5. 

^^Daily Worker, Oct. 1, 1938, p. 5. 

75 
Industrial Unionist, Nov., 1938, p. 5. 

76 
Student Advocate, Mar., 1938, p. 1. 
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m his plea for collective security after the Czech annexa

tion. "The aggressor . . . should be met with a program 

laid down by the League Covenant, resolutely and consistent-

1 ..77 

ly. The Trotskyites could not live with such talk of 

conciliation with the capitalists, and stood proudly on 

their revolutionary plank. "Not isolationism, nor yet col

lective security," one such group declared, "is the road 

to peace for the American working class. The only road to 

peace is the abolition of capitalism and the class society. "^^ 

Workers Age observed pragmatically, "There can be little 

doubt that, whoever else may favor it for other reasons, our 

neutrality legislation finds strong, almost universal sup-
79 port among the great masses of the population. " The Party 

Organizer felt, "to have any effect on Congress, it is neces

sary to develop a really broad movement for collective se-
80 curity, with the labor union chiefly at its base." Earl 

Browder felt, "The United States should take an aggressive 

role and cooperate with the peace forces throughout the 
81 

world." The Socialist Review editorialized that the "sanc-

82 tions that must be taken against war are workers sanctions." 

77 
Daily Worker, Sept. 22, 1938, p. 1. 

78 
Industrial Unionist, April, 1938, p. 14. 

"^^orkers Age, April 16, 1938, p. 1. 
80 
Party Organizer, Feb., 1938, p. 7. 

81 
New York Times, May 31, 1938, p. 5. 
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"^Socialist Review, May-June, 1938, p. 151. 
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The Ludlow Bill, introduced by Representative Louis 

Ludlow in 1937 and debated in Congress in early 1938, would 

have amended the Constitution to make a referendum neces

sary for the United States to go to war. It was embraced 

by the antiwar movement as a master stroke that would 

surely make war almost impossible. Since the party line 

was that the workers never made a war, it must have seemed 

logical that they would never vote for one either. The 

conventional peace groups backed the bill with all possible 

vigor. For example, the National Council for the Preven

tion of War's Peace Action editorialized, "With the issuance 

of the president's statements against the Ludlow Bill, we 

83 are led one more step down the road that leads to war." 

The New International felt that the Ludlow Bill was, "over-

84 

whelmingly popular with the masses." The regular Commun

ist Party people were much more in touch with reality, 

realizing the Ludlow Bill would have tied the hands of dip

lomats in dealing with the increasingly difficult war situa

tion. The Daily Worker felt, "Only the Nazis, Italian Fas

cists, Trotskyites and Lovestoneites lament the defeat of 

85 

the Ludlow Bill." The Industrial Unionist showed an in

sight into the situation that was rarely observed in the 

radical press of the time. "The futility of the Ludlow 

83 

Peace Action, Mar., 1938, p. 1. 

"New International, Feb., 1938, p. 37. 

^Saily Worker, Jan. 18, 1938, p. 1. 
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idea is concurrently proved while it is under consideration 

by the events in Spain and China. Wars are being carried 

out in those torn countries without formal declaration of 
86 

hostilities." The New York Times reported a mushrooming 

"Keep America Out of War" drive, and its faith in the Lud

low Resolution as a way to achieve its end. The membership 

of the Keep America Out of War group was indicative of the 

isolationist sentiment: The National Council for the Pre

vention of War, Committee on Militarism in Education, Na

tional Committee on the Cause and Cure of War, Fellowship 

of Reconciliation, World Peace Foundation, Carnegie Endow

ment for World Peace, and the World Alliance for Inter-

87 national Friendship. 

The labor movement of the day was also making moves 

to oppose the threatening war. The large, well organized 

United Steel Workers voted to oppose war and a foreign 

88 
policy that leads to war. Homer Martin, president of the 

United Auto Workers, pressed the A.F. of L. leadership to 

recognize that the base of the antiwar movement should be 
89 

in the labor unions. Labor organizations were strongly 

represented in the Keep America Out of War Movement, and 

they marched with the pacifists in a small demonstration 

on March 6, 1938. 

86 

Industrial Unionist, Feb., 1938, p. 3. 

Q7New York Times, Sept. 25, 1938, p. 6. 

Q^orkers Age, Feb. 5, 1938, p. 1. 
89 
Ibid., Mar. 5, 1938, p. 1. 
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And so in a few years the American peace movement 

had gone from obscurity to at least some degree of public 

acceptance. It had gone from a radical cause to a common 

cause. In the next years, it was to fade back into the 

ranks of the American radical as the people of the United 

States started to face reality in Europe. 
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Vassar. The New York Times observed of both conventions 

that, "Relatively fewer students supported the pacifist 

Oxford Oath . . . ," which according to the New York Times, 

"thousands of young people supported in the fervor of the 

antiwar strikes as late as last spring." Its ban on all 

war was fast becoming a dead issue as the specter of massive 

aggressive war appeared in Europe. Neither convention sup-
p 

ported the Nye-Kvale Bill which opposed military training. 

With the peace movement having more and more diffi

culty in maintaining a viable protest position, it suffered 

further from the hearings of the Dies Committee in 1938. 

Originally started to investigate the Klan and other sub

versive groups, under the chairmanship of Martin Dies of 

Texas, the committee turned to the left wing of American 

society. The effect of the Dies Committee was felt by the 

President as early as 1938, when he refused to address an 

American Youth Congress peace rally in order to avoid charges 

that he was too close to communist elements. The fact that 

Roosevelt was disturbed by the charges levelled by the Dies 

Committee that the American Youth Congress was communist 

controlled comes out numerous times in the President's cor

respondence on the subject. Mrs. Roosevelt was friendly 

with many of the leaders in the Congress, and her sentiments 

^New York Times, Jan. 9, 1938, p. 7. 

^Ibid. . 
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on the subject were expressed in a White House memorandum. 

Mrs. F.D.R. seems to know the young leaders and her in-
. . . 9 

vestigation asserts that they are not communists." There 

is evidence that the officials of the National Youth Admin

istration at least listened to the leaders of the American 

Youth Congress on occasion. 

In any case, the Dies committee felt that the AYC 

warranted some attention and held hearings on it. Joseph 

Lash, friend of Mrs. Roosevelt and leader of the AYC, testi

fied. He flatly denied that he or the organization was 

communist, but the AYC had recently refused to condemn 

the Russo-German pact. Mrs. Roosevelt sat beside Lash dur

ing the hearings, thereby taking the sting out of the com

mittee. The questioning revealed little, except perhaps 

that Mrs. Roosevelt too readily believed what she was told 

without asking the proper questions. 

With discouraging events in Europe, the protest 

action in 1938 carried an air of futility. The 1938 student 

peace strike was sponsored by the ephemeral United Student 

Peace Committee. Strikers supported the O'Connell "Peace 
12 

Act" for aid to loyalist Spain. The right wing of the 

^FDR library. Memorandum on speech draft, Stude-
baker to Hassett, file no. PPF 5057. 

^^Walter Goodman, The Committee (New York: Farrar, 
Straus and Giroux, 1968), p. 78. 

11 

12, 
^ ^ I b i d . , p . 80 

•Daily Worker, A p r i l 27, 1938, p . 1 . 
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peace movement was able to get together with the left in 

April at a rally at Madison Square Garden. The 25,000 

people at the meeting were addressed by Charles Fenwick of 

the Catholic Association for International Peace; Harry 

Ward of the Union Theological Seminary, chairman of the 

leftist American League for Peace and Democracy; Clark 

Eichelberger of the League of Nations Association; and Con

gressman Byron Scott of California.''''̂  

The Youth March on Washington on March 10-12 brought 

with it a petition to President Roosevelt asking for peace. 

Mr. M. H. Mclntyre, a presidential aide, agreed to address 

the march and receive the petition on behalf of the Presi

dent. The petition contained 20,471 signatures and called 

for an end to the Sheppard-Hill industrial mobilization 

15 
bill, and passage of the Ludlow war referendum bill. 

In June an antiwar Congress was held, which repre

sented an attempt by the labor and more conservative peace 

groups to express their aims. Ninety-seven labor organiza

tions along with the National Council for the Prevention of 

War, the Fellowship of Reconciliation and the Keep America 

Out of War Committee called for removal of United States 

ships from war zones, no increased military spending, the 

^^Ibid., April 4, 1938, p. 1. 
14 
Letter from Robert Kelso to Franklin D. Roosevelt, 

n.d., FDR Library, file no. PPF 2282. 
•^^Petition, FDR Library, file no. PPF 2282. 
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war referendum, an end to the draft, concentration on home 

problems, and avoidance of alliances that were likely to 

lead the United States into any foreign wars.-*"̂  Represen

tative of the labor groups present were: United Auto Work

ers, International Ladies Garment Workers, Amalgamated 

Clothing Workers, Women's Trade Union League, Brotherhood 

of Railway and Steamship Clerks, Brotherhood of Blacksmiths, 

Sleeping Car Conductors and many others. Eleven heads 

of international unions, both A.F. of L. and C.I.O. signed 
1 p 

the call for the Congress. 

The American League for Peace and Democracy, which 

succeeded the American League Against War and Facism as the 

apple of the Communist eye, held a parade in August, 1938. 

Torchlight parades were planned, along with the placing of 

wreaths on the graves of the war dead. The event was spon-

19 

sored by 120 unions and 100 "civic" organizations. Ac

cording to the Daily Worker, the American Federation of 

Teachers was one of the chief organizers of the parade. 

The New York Times reported that 15,000-20,000 people 

marched in the parade, including numerous A.F. of L. and 

20 C.I.O. officials. This march, however, was apparently 

•^S/orkers Age, July 11, 1938, p. 1. 

•"•̂ Ibid., May 21, 1938, p. 1. 
18 

Ibid., May 14, 1938, p. 1; July 11, 1938, p. 9. 
l^Daily Worker, Aug. 1, 1938, p. 1. 
20 
^^New York Times, Aug. 7, 1938, p. 1. 
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not a peace march, but more an attempt to gain support for 

the Soviet Union against the obvious German threat. Later 

that year the "League" called for an embargo on all imports 
2l 

from Germany.^ 

The propaganda battle was not neglected, even though 

the peace movement was struggling in 1938 and reflected the 

tightening international tensions. As usual varying shades 

of opinion were expressed by various elements of leftist 

thought. The International Review observed, "The Marxist 

tradition presents neither unity nor clarity. One point 

was common within all Marxist trends: the explicit refusal 
22 

to condemn war in general." Workers Age observed that 

"the increased militarism of the whole capitalist economic 

and social system . . . has been in effect creating a state 
23 of tension that cannot last much longer." The Industrial 

Unionist editorialized, "the next war, regardless of smoke 

screens raised to cover the fact, shares a common cause 

with all modern wars that have preceded it; the cause is 
24 economic." The Communist Party came up with a new slogan, 

25 "Jobs, Security, Democracy, Peacel" The New International 

•̂̂ -Workers Age, Dec. 31, 1938, p. 1. 

22 
International Review, 1938, p. 8. 

23 
workers Age, Oct. 1, 1938, p. 1. 

24 
Industrial Unionist, Dec, 1933, p. 1. 

^^Daily Worker, May 26, 1938, p. 1. 
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observed, "The foreign policy of the United States is based 

on its economic interests in the world."^^ And perhaps 

most truthfully, from Common Sense: "Civilization is not 

threatened by victory one over another. Civilization is 

27 
threatened by war." Common Sense also observed that the 

most bloodthirsty of the interventionalists in the First 

28 
World War were the pacifists and liberals. 

Workers Age conducted its own special effort against 

the President's campaign for an appropriation of 

$1,000,000,000.00 for naval construction. It felt that the 

"preparedness drive opens the way into headlong rush into 

29 

war. " It observed that the antiwar groups attacked the 

preparedness drive, (certainly true, as any issue of Peace 

Action revealed) and finally, "The President shocked the 

nation last week by announcing that he intends to place be

fore the Congress a defense budget which shades by far any 
30 peace time budget in the history of this nation." 

Undoubtedly the greatest shock ever to come to the 

leftist peace groups was the Russo-German pact of 1939. 

The left, which could never have been accused of being 

26 
New International, Sept, 1938, p. 265. 

27 
^'Common Sense, May, 1938, p. 5. 
^^Ibid., p. 11. 

29 
Workers Age, Jan. 8, 1938, p. 1. 

30 
•^^Ibid., Oct. 22, 1938, p. 1. 
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united, flew into its component parts when it was dis

covered that Russia had sold out the revolutionary movement 

with its indefensible pact with the Nazis. The position 

each group took on the pact is a good indicator of the 

amount of control exercised from Moscow, and how each ap

plied basic Marxist principles. 

Workers Age scored a telling blow against the Com

munist Party, U.S.A., by comparing its position before and 

after the alliance. The old party line was characterized 

as proposing, "concerted action of the democracies against 

fascism." The new party line stated that "the ruling capi

talist and landowner class are equally for it. The war, 

therefore, cannot be supported by the workers." Earl 

Browder, doing some fancy footwork for the party, told a 

32 congressional hearing that the pact broke up the Axis. 

He went on to say that the pact prevented another Munich, 

and was consistent with the peace-loving policy of the Soviet 
33 

Union. 

The American League for Peace and Democracy found 

itself in the unenviable position of trying to be a peace 

group and support the actions of Russia and Germany in slic

ing up Poland and forming an alliance. It shuffled around 

31 
Ibid., Sept. 30, 1939, p. 1. 

32 
Daily Worker, Sept. 7, 1939, p. 1. 

-̂ -̂ New York Times, Sept. 12, 1939, p. 23. 
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a bit and then announced that the new treaty was not an 

alliance, but a non-aggression pact, therefore defensible 

34 
as a peace-loving idea. "The American League for Peace 

and Democracy," a New York Times reporter observed, "has 

taken exception to a Washington Post article to the effect 

35 
that the League endorsed the alliance." Workers Age could 

not stomach the whole deception and stated flatly its opin

ion that the "Russo-German pact constitutes in fact an alli-

36 
ance between the two powers." And that "as far as we are 

concerned the Soviet alliance with imperialist Germany . . . 

is no better or no worse than a Soviet alliance with im

perialist England, imperialist France, or imperialist 

37 America." The executive committee of the American League 

Against War and Fascism, a different group, voted 14-1 

38 
against censuring the Soviet Union for the alliance. It 

also described the financial support it received from the 

39 
Communist Party when pressed by the Dies Committee. 

The Socialist Review had perhaps anticipated the 

alliance when it observed as early as March, 1938, that 

•̂ "̂ Ibid. , Sept. 19, 1939, p. 14. 

^^Ibid. 

36 

Workers Age, Sept. 2, 1939, p. 1. 

^"^Ibid., Feb. 8, 1939, p. 1. 

-̂ N̂ew York Times, Oct. 24, 1939, p. 13. 

^^Ibid. 
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"new alliances are in the making." When the pact became 

a fact the Socialist Review quipped, "If one is to believe 

the writers of the Communist Party and the leaders of the 

communist movement in this country, Stalin has found a new 

41 
way to fight fascism, uniting with it." It went on to 

quote the Daily Worker before the pact was formed as having 

said that the "widespread lies that the Soviet Union will 

enter into a treaty with Germany are nothing but poison 

42 spread by the enemies of peace and freedom. . . . " The 

American Labor Party branded the Stalinists as enemies of 

the working class, and denounced the Communist Party for 

43 
supporting the plot. They could not support what hap
pened to the so-called world revolutionists in the Krem-

44 
lin. The Trotskyites in the New International spoke "of 

the third camp—the camp of the revolutionary proletarian 

struggle against war makers as a whole, implacable against 

London-Paris-Washington as against Berlin-Moscow—that must 

45 end in Triumph." And Trotsky himself wondered whether or 

not it was "possible after the Russo-German pact to consider 

Socialist Review, Mar.-April, 1938, p. 5. 

"̂ -̂ Ibid. , Sept.-Oct., 1939, p. 7. 

"^^Ibid. 

43 
Workers Age, Oct. 14, 1937, p. 1. 

44 
^bid., Dec. 30, 1939, p. 1. 

45 
New International, Nov., 1939, p. 324. 
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46 
the Soviet Union a workers state." 

Common Sense, always an independent voice of the 

left, viewed the "alliance with Russia against the western 

powers as a solution not only to Germany's raw materials 

problems, but also as a most decisive step toward totali-

47 

tarian world revolution." Peace Action, as usual, operat

ing in a vacuum, felt that war and the danger of war had 

now shifted to Russia, and defended the remark by stating 

that "a Tory government in England is bound to prefer a 

48 
fascist Germany to a Stalinized Europe." Peace Action 

also seemed to have no idea of the nature of Hitler's Ger

many. It felt that "Hitler has frequently put out peace 

feelers to the English. It is in Hitler's interest to make 

peace because the prolongation of the war will benefit Italy, 
49 

Russia and Japan, but not Germany." 

A new conglomerant peace group emerged in the last 

of the thirties, the Keep America Out of War Congress. It 

proved to be a last ditch effort to avoid the inevitable. 

A two day antiwar mobilization conference was held on March 

25, 1939, with the Youth Committee Against War and the Keep 

America Out of War Congress as sponsors. Reflecting the 

^^Ibid. 
A ^ 

Common Sense, Mar., 1939, p. 16. 

^°Peace Action, D e c , 1939, p. 1. 

"^^Ibid., D e c , 1940, p. 3. 
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increased alienation of the pacifist groups, the Carnegie 

Endowment refused to allow the American League Against War 

and Fascism to use its meeting hall. The Carnegie people 

said the League was "more or less communistic" and the 

League countered that it was not against communism as mani

fested in America, but "totally against it if it tries to 

50 
overthrow democracy." 

The youth march in 1939 took place on over 200 cam-

51 
puses. The Socialist Review felt that the large number 

of schools taking part should warn capitalist groups not to 

52 let youth march in its armies. In fact, the amount of 

strength shown by the peace activist was waning badly with 

the great disillusionment with the Russo-German pact. The 

rally in New York was addressed by old standbys Rep. Jeanette 

Rankin, Rep. Harold Knutson, and Norman Thomas. 

The American Youth Congress appeared more often in 

President Roosevelt's correspondence as the war grew nearer. 

It supported the Thomas-Geyer amendment to the neutrality 

53 
act. With Roosevelt's aforementioned tacit support of the 

AYC came the usual hate mail from middle America. One writer 

asked, "[if] the AYC has been shown to be communistic [sic] 

^^New York Times, April 13, 1939, p. 8. 

Socialist Review, May-June, 1939, p. 11. 

Ibid. 

^^Letter from Cadden, of American Youth Congress, 
to Roosevelt, April 22, 1939, FDR Library, file no. PPF 
2282. 
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by the Dies committee . . . why are you supporting it?" 

Another letter doubted, "Your wife's approval of the Ameri-

55 
can Youth Congress." 

In the aftermath of the Nazi-Soviet pact there were 

continued demonstrations, now turned toward keeping America 

out of the war. In September there was a rally staged by 

the Independent League to Keep America Out of War in New 

York which opposed the President's policy of increased in-

56 volvement in world affairs. In October there were rallies 

to fight embargo repeal. At the same time, there was a 

broader effort to mobilize antiwar activity, in particular, 

the organization of an antiwar march in 25 states. The 

march was sponsored by the Youth Committee Against War, the 

Womens International League, the National Council for the 

57 
Prevention of War, and the Keep America Out of War Congress. 

Then, in a November meeting, the Keep America Out of War 

Congress held what was described as the "biggest meeting 

since the Hippodrome meeting in 1938 that started the anti-

58 
war movement." 

^^Letter from Walter Supper to Stephen Early, Octo
ber 13, 1939, FDR Library, file no. PPF 2282. 

55 
Letter from Theresa Donovan to Franklin D. Roose

velt, July 4, 1939, FDR Library, file no. PPF 2282. 

^^Workers Age, Sept. 23, 1939, p. 1. 

^'^Ibid. , Oct. 7, 1939, p. 1. 

^^Ibid., Nov. 11, 1939, p. 1. 
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In December, following the invasion of Poland, 

groups as diverse as the American League for Peace and De

mocracy and the Federal Council of Churches of Christ took 

stands against shipping war material to the Soviet Union. 

They both felt arms should be withheld until the end of the 

59 
Polish and Finnish invasions. 

As United States involvement in the war grew nearer, 

the labor-oriented section of the radical press, one of the 

few with enough money to stay in print, attacked the war 

with increasing vehemence. The Industrial Unionist believed 

that, "one of the outstanding facts brought to the surface 

by the World War was the interests and relationships of the 

imperialist nations are so knotted and tangled that no two 

of them can engage in military conflict without dragging 

60 
the others into the embroglio." They editorialized that 

the only persons who benefited from wars were the rich capi

talist class, and that wars are fought for financial rea-

61 

sons. The Russian invasion of Finland and Poland was at

tacked with appropriate allusions to the bombing of Finnish 
62 

cities. Although the left was horrified at events in 

Europe, it opposed United States involvement there, and 

p. 3. 

59 
New York Times, Dec. 3, 1939, p. 46. 

60 
Industrial Unionist, Mar., 1939, p. 3. 
For example: Industrial Unionist, Nov.-Dec, 1939, 

62 
Workers Age, Dec. 9, 1939, p. 1. 
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advocated the use of United States forces only on United 

States soil, along with opposition to the embargo repeal 

measure then before Congress. A vague statement against 

war was issued, but few specific proposals were made. An 

International statement by leftists opposed to war was is

sued in safe general terms and signed by representatives of 

the Independent Labor Party of Great Britain, Socialists 

Workers and Peasant Party of France, (PSOP), Spanish Work

ers Party of Marxist Unity, (POUM), Italian Socialist Party, 

(Maximalists), Independent Labor League of America, The 

Communist Party of Greece, The Revolutionary Socialist Woik-

ers Party of Holland, (RSAP), Dutch National Secretariat of 

63 
Labor, (NAS), and the German Communist Party, Opposition. 

Workers Age spoke out against the coming alliance with Brit-

64 
ain and France on numerous occasions, and quoted Senator 

Borah on the subject of how useless the British and French 

65 
were. 

Common Sense emphasized that America had the balance 

of power in its hands and had no interest in the coming 

66 fight. It advocated strict neutrality and a certain degree 
67 

of readiness to fight a defensive war. The Socialist 

63, 

For instance: Workers Age, Mar. 29, Mar. 1, June 

^Workers Age, May 31, 1939, p. 1. 

64, 

14, 1939. 

^^Ibid., April 26, 1939, p. 1. 
66 
^^Common Sense, Aug., 1939, p. 3 
^"^Ibid., Oct., 1939, p. 16. 
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Review uncharacteristically felt that "passive resistance 
• 1 T •!_ 68 

will become a revolutionary weapon." 

The American League Against War and Fascism had 

been concerned with collective security from 1937 to 1939, 

but in 1939 collective security proved to be a poor idea 

in their minds since it could logically be used in justifi

cation for support of Poland. Thus, the League fizzled. 

The new "peace" front of the Communist Party was the Ameri

can Peace Mobilization, which had many of the old faces 
69 

that had been prominent in the League. 

With the rest of the world at war, 1940 was not a 

good year for the peace movement in general, but it was an 

even worse time for the peace people of the left. The new 

draft law became the subject of some controversy, but not 

anything like what would have happened only a few short 

years earlier. On the day of national registration for the 

draft, October 16, a day of national mourning was declared 

70 
by the Youth Committee Against War. Norman Thomas wrote 

a letter to Roosevelt protesting the draft, and 240 "dis

tinguished" Americans issued a manifesto saying the draft 

71 
"smacked of totalitarianism." The President replied to 

68 
Socialist Review, Nov.-Dec, 1939, p. 5. 

69 
Bowers, cp. cit., p. 186. 

70 
Peace Action, Sept., 1940, p. 1. 

^-^Workers Age, July 20, 1940, p. 1. 
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the Thomas letter in the most cordial terms stating, "I 

think selective training is necessary today for defense, 

and I think you would too if I could spend two or three 

days with you and tell you many of the inside facts in re

gard to Europe in the past eight years."^^ 

The Keep America Out of War Congress issued a six-

plank platform calling for an unequivocal declaration that 

the United States would not become involved in any European 

war. It further requested that a committee be set up to 

define areas which would be defended, and that no action be 

taken outside these clearly defined areas. It declared op

position to all attempts to curb civil liberties, and indi

cated its support of the referendum on war and an immediate 

73 armistice. The Keep America Out of War Congress called 

for an antiwar mobilization on June 7, 1940 for "those op-

74 posed to 'steps short of war.'" 

In 1939 the President sent Sumner Wells to Europe 

as a fact finder and to talk to various governments involved 

in the conflict. The radical press opposed the move and 

75 characterized Wells as an agent of onrushing capitalism. 

The Industrial Unionist felt that Wells was in Europe "not 

72 
Letter from Franklin D. Roosevelt to Norman Thomas, 

August 12, 1940, FDR Library, file no. PPF 4840. 
73 
Workers Age, June 22, 1940, p. 1. 

74 
Ibid., June 8, 1940, p. 1. 

75 . 
Ibid., Feb. 17, 1940, p. 1. 
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to find facts or prevent war, but to make sure there is no 

76 
workers revolution." Norman Thomas wrote the President 

stating, "i hope that Mr. Wells' trip will be a powerful 

s\immons for a conference looking toward a non-political 

1.77 peace. 

By 1940 the American Youth Conference was dwindling 

to a shadow of its former importance. After being labelled 

red by the Dies Committee, it was left out of an America 

rapidly closing ranks to fight in Europe and becoming far 

less tolerant of leftists. The American Peace Conference 

joined the American Youth Congress on the Dies Committee 

red list. 

The labor movement showed some last ditch efforts 

to stand for peace. Mike Quill, the de Valera of the Trans

port Workers Union, felt "American labor will fight as one 

man if America is invaded, but we will fight only on Ameri

can soil." The United Mine Workers believed that "the 

79 workers and people of the United States are against war."' 

There seemed now to be little doubt in the minds 

of those on the radical left that the United States would 

fight in the forthcoming war. That is not to say that they 

accepted the war as a good idea, that was not the case, but 

7^Industrial Unionist, Mar.-April, 1940, p. 3. 

77 
Letter from Nontian Thomas to Franklin D. Roose

velt, February 12, 1940, FDR Library, file no. PPF 4840. 
78 
New York Times, Sept. 2, 1940, p. 8. 

^ Workers Age, Feb. 10, 1940, p. 1. 
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pragmatic elements won out in the end and the inevitable 

was accepted. Thus, Workers Age repudiating "the conception 

of internationalism as a gross caricature," did not see the 

war in Europe "as a clash between the powers of light and 

80 
darkness." The Industrial Unionist announced in its last 

issue that "Today millions are ready for war. Pacifists 

are suddenly metamorphosed into truculent chauvinists; 

pseudo-socialists have with equal speed thrown off the cloak 

of internationalism and have driven new posts into the fences 

of international boundaries; clerical followers of the 'Prince 
81 

of Peace' have become violent saber rattlers. . . ." The 

New International asked and answered, "Will we go in? The 
,82 

question is on everyone's mind . . . we are already in." 

The leftist press, which had been pleading for money 

for some time to keep in print, was dying for lack of reader

ship, but did not hesitate to attack the Russians in its 

last breath. Workers Age observed that Stalin would force 

83 
a robbers truce on the Finns, and the Industrial Unionist 

decried "violations of working class ethics and Marxist 

principles . . . [to whichl have been added new transgres-

84 
sions—the invasion of Finland." 

^^Ibid., May 4, 1940, p. 1. 
81 

'New International, April, 1940, p. 72. 

Industrial Unionist, May-June, 1940, p. 3. 

82. 

83 
Workers Age, Mar. 23, 1940, p. 1. 

84 
Industrial Unionist, Jan.-Feb., 1940, p. 3. 
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In the last days of peace for the United States the 

leftists finally came back into line against Germany. The 

New International, quoting the Daily Worker on the new situa

tion in the world, observed that, "one of your [bourgeois 

press] favorite inventions which you used ^ nauseum was 

the alliance which you said existed between the Soviet and 

Germany. Hitler's war aggression had demonstrated that this 

was mere fiction, created by your offices. It is non-
85 

existent, as the Daily Worker has said many times before." 

Comments in the press on the perfidity of Russian comments 

was limited, since by 1941 most of the radical press had 

ceased to publish, but it is safe to say that the reaction 

of most other elements of the American left would have been 

similar to that in the New International. 

85 
New International, July, 1941, p. 133. 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

The 1930's was a time of almost unparalleled up

heaval in American society. Faith in the system was rocked 

by its failure to provide a living for large numbers of 

people. And with the shock of economic catastrophe came a 

general willingness to question other aspects of society, 

including its ability to entangle the United States in 

numerous wars. Indeed, World War I would have produced 

social unrest even if the depression had not stimulated 

doubt in the infallibility of government. 

The men who had gone "over there" felt they were 

fighting the war to end war, and later for the principles 

of President Wilson's fourteen points. When they got home 

they discovered not only that they could not see the four

teen points implemented, but that they could not have a 

legal drink to celebrate their return. It was only natural 

for many veterans to question the reasons for their struggle, 

and to draw some negative conclusions about these reasons. 

The booming twenties were a poor time for social unrest, 

but the desperate thirties saw a reaction to the accumulated 

frustrations by veterans and social reformers alike. In the 

dark light of the First World War, and the darkened hopes 

of depression, the peace movement in the United States was 

reborn. 

106 
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From the beginning it was like an essay on strange 

bedfellows. It included the pacifist groups such as the 

Quakers, the political activists with pacifist sentiments 

such as the Women's Strike for Peace and the National Coun

cil for the Prevention of War, some of the far right in the 

late blooming American first movement, and almost all seg

ments of the radical left. Indeed they might have been a 

success, as it was facing too great a monster. It was 

not lack of zeal in the United States that put an end to 

the movement, but an abundance of zeal on the part of cer

tain elements in Europe that caused the bell to toll for 

American pacifism. 

The disillusion many intellectuals felt about the 

movement and the performance of the Russians before the war, 

and so aptly expressed in The God That Failed shows that 

many a volatile prewar leftist emerged from the war closer 

to the center of the political spectrum. The ravings of 

Henry Wallace helped to polarize opinion further against 

the leftists and may have helped lead to the McCarthy 

debacle. 

It appears that the only leftist leader who emerged 

on strong moral and theoretical ground was Norman Thomas, 

who was to lead the early efforts against the war in Vietnam 

Thomas lived to see many of his ideas on domestic policy be

come law, and was still traveling until the end of his life 

although he was well into his seventies and nearly blind. 
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Thomas emerged after World War II as the elder statesman 

of the radical left, but since the radical left shrank dur

ing the cold war to a mere vestige of its former self the 

need for an elder statesman for so few people was greatly 

diminished. As far as this writer can ascertain the leftist 

side of the peace movement produced its greatest leader and 

most of its lasting ideas in the leadership of Norman Thomas, 

The peace movement in the thirties could have suc

ceeded. It could have succeeded in a sane world with normal 

people at the heads of great nations. In the world of 

Adolf Hitler it never had a chance. As the war grew closer 

the realism that goes with coming struggle spread among the 

youth of America. Men who had signed the Oxford Pledge in 

1938 rushed to enlist on December 8, 1941. These same men 

served gallantly in the war, and forgot their earlier paci

fist sentiments. 

To an observer of the American scene in 1935 this 

turnabout would probably have seemed impossible. Demonstra

tions of the size and nature of those against the war in 

Vietnam witnessed in the sixties took place without the 

stimulus of a foreign war in the thirties. Oxford pledge 

signers certainly numbered in the hundreds of thousands, 

and most segments of American life were directly or in

directly involved in peace efforts. 

The large isolationist sentiment was augmented by 

the religious pacifists growing in numbers in the thirties. 
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To these groups were added the collective security people 

of groups like the League of Nations Association and the 

womens groups such as the Womens Strike for Peace. On top 

of this came elements of labor who spoke out against war 

strongly and who had something of a captive audience in 

their listeners. And on top of all these groups came the 

radical left. 

The leftists groups got their start early in the 

thirties with the discontent that came with the depression. 

During the middle thirties they became a strong force in 

American life. Demonstrations, marches, many many speeches 

and some rioting went with their demands. Respected writers 

and entertainers were to be counted in their ranks, and the 

President found the time to listen to their demands. The 

man who was to try to move the United States closer to the 

Soviet Union after the war sat on Roosevelt's cabinet. By 

the middle of the thirties no one could deny the powerful 

force of the peace movement, and equally no one could deny 

the strong influence asserted on it by the radical left. 

Then came the fall. The war in Spain and American 

"head in the sandism" alienated the realistic elements in 

the country to the obviously absurd neutrality laws. Hit

ler showed the increasing impossibility of neutrality by 

swallowing country after country with total disregard for 

world opinion. The American left found itself caught 

totally flatfooted by the Russo-German pact. This spelled 
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the death blow for any hope the leftists may have had to 

help shape the destiny of the United States at that time. 

Most of the radical left showed its independence and con

demned the pact, but earlier statements supporting Russia 

as a force for peace in the world left them with a serious 

credibility gap. 

The left had gained some acceptance on the campus 

during the middle and late thirties. It seems that with 

the exception of the fanatical Troskyites they were accepted 

as any other political group on campus. The YMCA and the 

Methodist youth found them acceptable enough to belong to 

some of the leftist organizations, and the administrations 

of high schools and colleges acknowledged them by suspending 

classes during their peace demonstrations. 

The radical left at the end of the thirties became 

something of a paper giant. College students no longer 

signed the Oxford Oath, their organizations were discredited 

by the pact, and America was beginning to close ranks and 

face the war that was obviously coming. 

If there had been a foe other than Hitler's Germany 

in the Second World War, the peace movement might have 

stopped United States involvement in the war. Revisionist 

historians hint that Roosevelt set the United States up for 

war, and if this is so it may have been in deference to the 

peace and isolationist movements. The President made no 

abrupt steps before the war, but kept assuring the American 
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people that we had little interest in other peoples wars. 

But as Roosevelt insisted we would not go to war, he set 

the stage for United States entry, and by 1940 there was 

hardly any American who did not think that we would become 

directly involved. 

If the peace movement is reborn today it is on dif

ferent grounds and for different reasons than the movement 

of the thirties. Today's movement has a specific target, 

the movement in the thirties, or at least in the early 

thirties, spoke about war in general. The movement today 

takes place in a time of relative plenty, the movement of 

the thirties took place in a time of economic disaster. 

Both movements were built on the idealism of youth, but the 

movement of the thirties was forced to face a situation 

where ideals became something of an irrelevancy. It is 

hoped that the peace movement of today must face no such 

situation. 

Personal interview with Warren Goodman, January 1, 
1970. Mr. Goodman was active in the student peace move
ment on several campuses in New York City in the late 
thirties. 
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