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EMPIRE AND TEHERAN 
London (by ivireless). 

THE outcome of the conference of 
Dominions premiers with the British 
government in London represents 

a victory for the policies of international 
cooperation embodied in the Teheran de
cisions. T h e communique issued at the end 
of the conference is necessarily general in 
its wording and does not attempt to cover 
aU the results reached or questions dis
cussed. But the general conclusion is 
clear. 

In order to judge correctly the signifi
cance of the conference it is necessary to 
examine its scope and the degree to which 
it was representative. T h e British Empire, 
or the Commonwealth and Empire as the 
official title now has it—to distinguish be
tween the selfTgoverning and non-self-
governing portions—covers one-quarter of 
the earth and includes 530 millions of peo
ple, or about one-quarter of the earth's 
population. Seventy millions of these are 
constituted by Britain and the white self-
governing dominions. T h e remaining 460 
millions, or six-sevenths, are India and the 
subject colonial empire. T h e conference 
directly represented the governments of 
the white self-governing one-seventh. 
India was represented by M r . Leopold 
Amery, head of the British department for 
India and Burma, the Maharajah of 
Kashmir, and Sir Firoz Khan Noon, a 
member of the Viceroy's council. T h e 
latter won fame in September 1942, when 
asked by a Daily Herald interviewer how 
many Indians support the government of 
India, by answering " I would say none.'-' 
T h e colonial empire was represented by a 
scion of the British landed aristocracy, Mr . 
Oliver Stanley. . ,̂ 

Despite this limited representative char
acter, the conference in fact dealt with 
issues and took decisions covering the 
whole empire—that is, one-quarter of the 
globe. Hence it has considerable signifi
cance for world politics. For immediate 
purposes the conference was primarily a 
war conference meeting on the eve of the 
big offensive. This was its main practical 
purpose and value^ T h e Dominions, as 
well as India and the colonies, have all 
participated in varying degree in the war 
effort. There was complete unanimity be
hind tha war and behind the aims of the 
United Nations. T h e conference thus rep
resented a strengthening of the world 
democratic front against fascism. 

T h e main controversial issues of the 
conference turned on postwar prospects. 
W h a t is to be the future of the British E m 

pire in the world family of democratic na
tions envisaged by the Teheran decisions? 
Is the British Empire to constitute a sepa
rate international political system pursuing 
its separate policy under its own governing 
and policy making authority within the fu
ture world system? Is it to constitute a 
closed economic system on the lines of the 
old Ottawa and imperial preference poli
cies within the plans for world economic 
collaboration ? 

These are the issues which had to be 
faced. T w o schools of thought revealed 
themselves in the preliminary discussion. 
One was the Smuts-Halifax school. Field 
Marshal Smuts, the Prime Minister of 
South Africa, set the ball rolling by his 
speech in London last November when he 
spoke of the danger of Britain in isolation 
being dwarfed by an unequal partnership 
with the Soviet colossus and the giant 
power of the United States, and hence em
phasized the necessity of developing the 
empire and extending it to include western 
Europe. Lord Halifax, the British ambas
sador to the United States, carried it a stage 
further when he launched a bombshell by 
his speech at Toronto in January of this 
year in which he said that in order to stand 
up to the titans represented by the USSR 
and the United States and China, not Great 
Britain alone, but the British Common
wealth and Empire must be the fourth 
power in this group—that is, that there 
must be some kind of centralized political 

system of the empire, speaking with one 
voice. 

T N T H E House of Commons debate pre-
'*• ceding the conference some T o r y M P ' s , 
as well as some Labor M P ' s like Emanuel 
Shinwell, made aggressive speeches along 
similar lines with a challenging note to the 
United States and the Soviet Union. B u t 
the main body of opinion in the Dominions, 
especially in Canada, and responsible demo
cratic opinion in Britain recognized the 
danger of this approach. M r . Churchill in 
the Commons debate gave specific warning 
against proposals for closer empire unity 
which might militate against the larger loy
alty to the Teheran decisions for a world 
association. While he declared that Britain 
retained a free hand in relation to imperial 
preferences, he clearly implied, as Cordell 
Hull recognized in his subsequent com
ment, that this was not necessarily a fixed 
policy, but rather a bargaining weapon 
which might be modified in relation to a 
lowering of United States tariffs in the 
interests of international economic agree
ments. 

Mr . Mackenzie King, the Liberal pre
mier of Canada, was the most outspoken 
protagonist of the alternative view to the 
Smuts-Halifax policy. He declared bluntly 
of Lord Halifax's proposals: " I do not agree 
with them." And in the Canadian House of 
Commons last January he went behind the 
conception expressed by Halifax and Smuts 
and said that in it "there lurks the idea of 
inevitable rivalry between the great powers. 
I maintain that such a conception runs 
counter to the establishment of effective 
world security." T h e Labor premiers of 
Australia and New Zealand also stood firm
ly for the Teheran principles of world 
security with the four-power collaboration 
of Britain, the United States, the Soviet 
Union, and China. 

Although M r . Curtin for Australia sug
gested the possibility of closer empire con
sultation through more frequent confer
ences and some possible new machinery 
such as an empire secretariat, in the out
come it is clear that the internationalist 
thesis represented most strongly by Mack
enzie King has fully triumphed over any 
isolationist thesis which might endanger T e 
heran. I t has been recognized that there 
can be only one basis for a single foreign-
policy of Britain and the Dominions: the 
basis of fulfillment of the Teheran deci
sions. No new machinery was established. 
No hard and fast decisions were taken. Mr,. 
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Curtin's proposals for an empire secretariat 
were not followed up. 

T h e ofBcial communique at the end of 
the conference declared for the aim of free
dom for all the world, for a world organi
zation to maintain peace and security, and 
further declared that tyranny and aggres
sion shall be removed or, if need be, struck 
down wherever they raise their heads. 
Mackenzie King, addressing the assembled 
Houses of Parliament, said that "if at the 
close of hostilities, the strength and unity 
of the Commonwealth are to be maintained, 
these ends will be achieved not by policies 
which are exclusive but by policies which 
can be shared with other nations." No na
tion or group of nations, he went on to 
say, can in isolation ensure its own pros
perity. He welcomed the spirit of M r . 
Churchill's final declaration at the close of 
the parliamentary debate preceding the con
ference that out of the ruins of war there 
will arise a world structure in which there 
will be room for all free associations of a 
special character so long as they are not 
disloyal to the world cause. 

T h e conference did not officially deal 
with the question of India, but the point 
of view, especially of the governments of 
Australia and New Zealand, has been made 
clear on the urgency of a settlement in 
India. And as the London Observer wrote 
on May 14, "the Commonwealth confer
ence cannot end without some friendly dis
cussion of India." , I t was noted that the 
release of Ghandi on May 6 took place dur
ing the proceedings of the conference. Al
though only a first step, there are fresh 
possibilities for a new approach and nego
tiations to strengthen Indian national unity 
and prepare the way for a settlement with 
Britain on the basis of an Indian national 
government as an ally of the United 
Nations. 

T h e London conference was a landmark 
not so much by any positive new decisions 
as by its firm loyalty to the Teheran de
cisions. T h e self-governing peoples of Bri
tain and the Dominions have a great op
portunity and responsibility today both in 
the magnificent effort which they are 
putting forward in the common cause for 
victory over fascism and in promoting the 
fulfillment of the wider aims of interna
tional cooperation and the advance of de
mocracy and national freedom among all 
the peoples in the empire. 

R. P A L M E D U T T . 

Baf-ffe Against ffi@ Axh 
(Continued from fage 18) 

defendants. PM's coverage is among the 
best. Yet in a story about Prosecutor 
Rogge, this newspaper indignantly denied 
that, as some of the defendants had 
claimed, he was any "Vyshinsky.'' (Vy-
shinsky was the Soviet prosecutor at the 
trials of the Trotskyite fifth column.) No 
sir, went on PM, Rogge was no A. 

Mitchell Palmer witch-hunter, not he. This 
tortured amalgam of anti-Red-baiting and 
Red-baiting so typical of PM produces 
along with a determination to "keep it 
funny"—the old city room edict—a gener
ally anemic cast to its stories as a whole. 
Other newspapers have treated the trial as 
second-rate news to be buried away in inside 
pages. I t should be noted that Lawrence 
Dennis, who admitted before the jury he 
was an authority on fascism, has not been 
insensitive to the weakness of the press. He 
chats with some of the liberal reporters 
and is too smart to indulge in anti-Semitism 
with them. Instead, he tells them that the 
government's bill of particulars is hke the 
Protocols of Zion in reverse, and they are 
impressed with his cleverness, and wonder 
aloud if the government has such a good 
case. 
' In Ar t Shields' coverage of the trial in 

the Daily Worker, on the other hand, there 
is a quality of reality that evokes anger in 
the reader at the- insolence of the defend
ants. T h a t anger ought to be nationwide 
if the defendants are to be rebuffed in their 
efforts to make the court into a forum for 
spreading the Hitler poison, and if the trial 
is to be understood for what it is: a battle in 
the war against the Axis. 

The Rebel Avery 
A SENATE Judiciary subcommittee's re-

port upholding defiance of the govern
ment in wartime and attacking every fed
eral agency involved in the recent tempo
rary seizure of Montgomery Ward ' s Chi
cago facilities is an extraordinary example 
of partisan irresponsibility. Without hold
ing any public hearings, without permitting 
the agencies or the union involved to testify 
even in executive session, a two-man ma
jority of the subcommittee—with one mem
ber dissenting—brazenly misrepresents the 
entire episode and challenges the President's 
power to act in such emergencies. For
tunately, the full Judiciary Committee has 
decided to hold hearings where it ought to 
be possible to rescue the truth from the bad 
mangling it has suffered at the hands of 
Senators McCarran and Revercomb. 

Meanwhile the government has been 
corppelled to take over another Mont
gomery W a r d plant, the Hummer Manu
facturing Co. at Springfield, 111. But this 
time the press and radio imprecations are 
missing. T o the specious argument that the 
Hummer company is actually producing for 
war, while the Chicago division is merely 
engaged in distribution, Chairman William 
H. Davis of the W a r Labor Board has 
given a fitting reply in testimony before a 
spe,cial House committee investigating the 
Montgomery W a r d situation. He pointed 
out that if this mail order house, which has 
78,000 employes and six hundred estab
lishments, is to be excluded from the 
W L B ' s jurisdiction, then 15,500,000 
worjcers in distribution, transportation, ser

vice trades, and wholesale and retail ser
vices, would be free to strike. T h e effect 
on the war effort would obviously be dis
astrous. Under-Secretary of Commerce 
Wayne C. Taylor also replied to other 
government critics when he told the com
mittee that Avery had insisted on the use 
of actual force to evict him and refused to 
regard the presence of US marshals as 
sufficient for that purpose. 

I t is a fact that many businessmen are 
privately strongly resentful of Avery's 
antics. But has not the time come to speak 
out publicly? Over a year ago an industry 
member of W L B , Harry L. Derby, chair
man of the board of the American Cyana-
mid and Chemical Co., declared that 
"Montgomery W a r d has done the greatest 
disservice to industry and the private enter
prise system of any concern in the United 
States." Is it not time that the business 
community took measures to discipline the 
lawless elements in its ranks? Last week 
the executive board of the United Auto
mobile Worke r s -CIO removed fifteen of
ficials of Chrysler Local 490 for calling a 
wildcat strike in violation of the C I O ' s 
no-strike pledge. T h e U A W executive 
board has given an example of patriotism 
and industrial statesmanship that we com
mend to the attention of the board of di
rectors of the US Steel Corp., which only 
a few days after Sewell Avery's putsch 
against the United States government re
elected him a director with a statement 
affirming their pride in so doing. 

Bernard Baruch 
n p H E award to Bernard Baruch of the 

•^ Churchman Medal for 1944 gives us 
an opportunity to add a word to the salu
tations which have greeted this disting
uished citizen. M r . Baruch comes from 
the other side of the tracks, but he has man
aged to cross them and the people have 
been the beneficiary of his good counsel in 
the highest quarters. W e have always ad
mired his disdain for diplomatic flumdum-
mery when he speaks his mind. W e have 
liked especially those scenes on a Washing
ton park bench where he has transacted 
war business and collected the material that 
was later embodied in his invaluable reports 
on rubber production and reconversion. 
Mr . Baruch is representative of that large 
group of enlightened entrepreneurs who 
place their country's interests above per
sonal gain. T h a t may sound trite, but it has 
not always been so and M r . Baruch has 
been a steadying influence in the financial 
community when others insisted on reading 
their accountants' dispatches instead of the 
war communiques. His recent gift of over 
a milhon dollars for rehabihtating casualties ' 
of war and industry by physiotherapy is a 
benefaction entirely in keeping with his 
record of service to the country. Long life, 
Mr . Baruch, in the interest of national 
unity and an enduring peace. 
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