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morality of the war experience, so that all nations
would have emerged from the ordeal with some
form of dictatorship firmly fixed upon them, and the
root causes of the war still uneradicated.
The grim truth of the situation confronting us,
which I am sure that the Post cannot at last fail t6
see, is, I think, that Hitlerism is the logical philosophy for an age in which material values outweigh moral values, as the present age unquestionably is. We cannot, therefore, logically repudiate
Hitlerism unless we repudiate our materialism; and
since it is only through an increased devotion to material science and material values that we are attempting to conquer Hitler, we are inconsistent and
therefore cannot hope to succeed. We are up against
a 'stone wall' of logic, and I am convinced that the
only principles which can save for us as much as it
may be possible to save, are the principles of humanity and of human brotherhood. If the Post could but
bring itself to devote its high intelligence and courage, with which it has formerly championed the
cause of 'Americanism,' to the espousal of these immortal principles, it would win for itself, I am sure,
the undying gratitude of the world.
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"UNHEEDED

There is probably no periodical in our nation
which is more distinctively American than The
Saturday Evening Post. Its designation of itself as
"America between two covers," seems to me to be
wholly accurate. All that is best in American life,
_and all that is worst, are mirrored forth in its pages.
Its editor receives a salary greater than that of our
nation's President. I ts writers are among the most
highly paid in America. Its circulation is greater
than that of any other magazine of its class. Because of the enormous influence of the Post throughout our nation, and its accurate representation of the
spirit of America, it is of the highest significance,
I think, that the editorial policy of this great publication with respect to the international situation
has been, from the outset, most vehemently,-and
even violently,-isolationist. If one would determine, therefore, the various reasons that have led
our nation to its adoption of isolationism as its fixed
policy, he could do no better, I think, than to investigate the reasons for the Post's isolationism. In this
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article I have attempted to do this, through analysis
of various editorials published in the Post during
the past few years, with a view tb determining the
different factors which have influenced the national
thought toward acceptance of the isolationist policy,-a policy which, in my opinion, has sounded
the death-knell of American independence.
In an editorial entitled "Propaganda," appearing
in its February 10, 1940, issue, the Post scores the
idea of a federation of democracies proposed by
Lord Lothian in his Chicago address, and sponsored
by the "Union Now" movement. It says, referring to
the book "Union Now" :
"The writer is one who is for crossing the Atlantic to do
battle with the aggressor-now! In leaving Europe to the
Europeans, he thinks, we leave our peace and freedom to
them too. If we will fight for our freedom, is it not wiser to
begin fighting for it on its European frontier? . . . We leave
that where it belongs. Crossing the Atlantic to meet an aggressor who has not yet aggressed upon us, and may not intend
to do it, makes only romantic sense. It has no rational political or military meaning."

It is the last portion of this quotation that I would
particularly challenge. It is to me inconceivable
that any responsible editor could bring himself to
make a statement of this nature, in view of Hitler's
almost innumerable declarations of hostility toward
us. Here is only one of them, taken from Dr.
Rauschning' s book, The Voice of Destruction, "We
shall soon have Storm Troopers in America ... We
shall have men whom degenerate Yankeedom will
not be able to challenge. National Socialism alone is
destined to liberate the American people from their
ruling clique and give them back the means of becoming a great nation." In the face of a statement
of this nature, how, may I ask, could a responsible
editor refer to Hitler as one 'who has not yet
aggressed upon us, and may not intend to do it'?
And is there no 'political or military meaning' involved in destroying an adv ersary at a time when
there is a possibility of accomplishing this result ,
rather than waiting u ntil this adversary has

achieved a position of such str eng t h t hat it is wholly
imp ossible t o overcome h im?
In its issue of March 23, 1940, the Post's ed itorial
was entitled "That of Our Own," and en deavored
to show that our 'Americanism' had become polluted, during the past few years, with subversive
ideas imported from Europe. It said, in part:
" What we lost (in the last war) cannot be computed. Not
the cost of our war exertions. . . . Our own center-t hat is
what we lost. That sense of separate destiny on which w e had
been building departed from us, and we have never since re covered it.
" . . . During the 19 20' s we poured billions of material
wealth into Europe. What did we receive in exchange? All
those Old World ideas, ideologies and hatreds for which the
unrugged American intellectual and an envious classroom
mentality had been preparing the soil.
" Marxism, Leninism, Stalinism, Nazism, collectivism, revolutionary dialectic, the class struggle, youth movements, ideas
of a state all-powerful and all-doing, planned economy, . . .
repudiation of government obligations-of such is the harvest.
Old World harvest in New World soil."

The Post would have us believe, that if we could
only have insulated ourselves from the Old World,
cutting off all interchange of ideas (it does not say
how this could have been done, in an age of radio,
aviation, and intensive international trade) we
could have retained our ' Americanism' and thus
made ourselves strong enough to stand alone
against the whole world. Does it never occur to the
Post that these movements which it decries as 'Old
World ideologies' are nothing less than the logical
concomitants of an age which a world-wide devotion to technolog y has produced? If the Post were
but as astute a n d sympathetic an observer of t h e
times as is Mrs. Anne Lin dbergh, I think it w ou ld
have discern ed that the d ictat ors had, simply, in h er
words, 'felt the w a ve of t h e fut ure, and leapt u pon it.'
The failure of the P os t to observe t he t rend of our
times toward t he collectivization a n d regim ent ation
of life, and to see the log ic of dictators hip in su ch
a n a g e, seems to me to betray an obstinate r efu sa l
to adapt on e's thought-processes to a ch anging

world, and an egotistic belief in the superiority of
the 'American way' of life above all others. It overlooks this fundamental fact of life,-that character
and intelligence are usually born in hardship; and
that it was through the economic tribuations endured by the have-not nations since the last war
that the wisdom and intelligence sufficient to meet
these unfavorable conditions were produced. The
plans evolved by these nations wherewith to meet
their difficulties were wholly counter to our own
way of life; but they were in complete harmony
with the materialistic age which we ourselves had
helped to produce, and had it not been for our own
more abundant resources we would ourselves have
been driven to adopt these same methods of government that we deplore.
The editorial continues:
"Where is the America that saw only the star of its singular
destiny and pursued it? At this moment it could be the hope
of the world."

May I enquire how our 'American destiny' is to be
pursued in a world dominated by Hitler? Hitler has
announced, "Two worlds are in conflict; two philosophies of life ... One of these two worlds must
break asunder." Is it not fanciful to suggest that
America could be 'the hope of the world' when a
stronger power is determined to fight us to a finish?
The editorial concludes:
"Or is peace the matter of our ultimate anxiety? If that is
it, then, instead of indulging the moral urge toward war, we
should be putting all the intelligence and imagination we possess to the problem of peace, and how, when the war ends, to
assume and discharge the responsibilities of world leadership."

One of the ablest of our foreign correspondents, H.
R. Knickerbocker, declared shortly after the outbreak of the war, that, in his opinion, 'no man living
would ever see peace on earth again.' How can anyone be so naive as to talk of 'when the war ends,'
when it can only end either when Hitler has been
vanquished or has himself vanquished the world?
And how much of 'world leadership' could the

United States exercise, with Hitler in control of the
entire rest of the world and ourselves only awaiting
our turn to be conquered? If this statement is not
an example of pure, unadulterated American egotism, I would like to know how else it can accurately
be described.
In its issue of June 22, 1940, the Post's editorial
was entitled "And They Were Unprepared." It was
essentially a tirade against the present Administration for having fa iled to prepare the nation adequately against the possibility of having eventually
to defend itself against the entire rest of the world.
The editorial stated:
"For his recovery program the President received billions
to spend in whatever way he would . . . . What did he do with
it? In the next fiscal year total emergency expenditures under
the recovery program were four billions; and of this four
billions, less than sixty-one millions were spent for national
defense. Billions out of that first free purse and billions since
for relief, . . . at a time when in Germany every ounce of human labor was employed and people were on short rations in
order to build a war machine with which to destroy the softliving democracies. . . . Seven years was Germany building
her war machine. In those seven years, with the money that
we might have spent under the recovery program for national
defense, plus the seven billions appropriated for that purpose,
we could have made this continent impregnable. "

I submit that it is the heigqt of unfairness for the

Post to lay the blame for our nation's unpreparedness at the door of the Adminitration, when it is a
matter of record that the President's recommendations for larger defense appropriations were consistently rejected by Congress. For a completely unbiased explanation of our present state of unpreparedness, I would submit the following, taken from
an article in the June, 1940, issue of the non-political
publication of the electrical profession, Electrical
Engineering:
"In justice to the present Administration the fact should be
pointed out that it has been as liberal with the defense establishment as was consonant with public opinion, even to the
point of incurring considerable criticism for the extent to which
it has allocated emergency expenditures for military purposes .
Responsibility for the present inadequacy must be laid, not to

any group or class, but to public sentiment as a whole. In this
neglect the United States is not alone, as is evidenced by the
succession of European nations that have found themselves
virtually helpless in the fac e of n ew methods of mechanized
warfare, eve n though most of them were better prepared than
is the United States at this time."

I believe that the foregoing statement is sufficient
refutation of the Post's attempt t o saddle the President with the blame for our nation's unpreparedness. The fault lies with the American people themselves, and since the Post has been in a position to
influence the national thought, the Post itself must
accept a share in the blame for our nation's failure
to prepare.
In the Post of July 6, 1940, in an editorial entitled
"Will We Do It?," the thesis is expounded that
America always has been, and always intends to be,
self-sufficient, never in need of the support of any
other nation. It ridicules the notion that our first
line of defense was ever in Europe. It said:
''The thesis was false. Our first line of defense was not in
Europe. It was here. American civilization, that is our own
possession. It could not be saved in Europe or defended there.
We are its sole defenders and it can be saved only here."

It would have been most illuminating if the Post
had endeavored to show how it would be possible
for the United States to exist as a free nation with
the European democracies defeated. We know that
South America will go to Hitler, soon after Britain
falls, and with our Monroe Doctrine invalidated the
task of defending continental United States singlehanded and alone, is one to stagger the imagination.
The editorial further states, " . . . In that simple
sense it is the United States against Germany, now
or later." No, Mr. Editor, it is the United States
against the entire rest of the world, under the domination of Hitler. It is not as simple as you would
have us believe.
The editorial also says:
"The problem is not that we stand al one in this hemisphere,
with not one powerful friend in the world to help us defend it.
When was it that we stood not alone here? Where was that

powerful friend in the world ever willing to help us defend
American civilization? We are sick of 'hearing that the British
navy all this time has be<;n defending our 1Monroe Doctrine.
More than once we had been willing to fight the British navy
for it. Our part is to stand alone for so long as we have the
hardihood, the spirit and the fortitude tq do it, and when we
haven't, we may as well stop talking about American destiny."

Whether or not the Post is 'sick of hearing that
the British navy has been def ending our Monroe
Doctrine' does not alter the fact that this has t een
the case. If it were not so, why do we not have today
a two-ocean navy? If the Post really wished to be
honest, it would acknowledge that our nation has
never felt it necessary to burden itself with the
colossal expense of maintaining a two-ocean navy,
simply because it relied upon the British navy to defend our Atlantic seaboard.
The editorial con tinned:
" . . . The problem is that a balanced distribution of power
in the world has been upset. A new and frightful power has
appeared, an offensive power, moved by an unappeasable
earth hunger, conscious of no right but the right of might."

Does the editor think that he is telling us something
new? It would seem that the editor has not had the
time, during the past several years, to read the articles in his own publication, and in the daily newspapers, describing the growing power and threat
of Hitlerism. Hitler published his plans for world
domination in Mein Kampf nearly 20 years ago, and
in the succeeding years the world has been given
abundant proof that Hitler not only meant everything he said in his book, but also possessed the
power of carrying his plans into execution. While
to the average person,-who is generally so occupied with his own affairs as to be unable to interest
himself in world events,-the tremendous power of
Hitlerism, as revealed in the lightning-like destruction of the European democracies, may seem 'new,'
I think that we have a right to expect that our leading editors should be capable of somewhat greater
discernment.

In my opinion, the above-quoted editorial reveals
the fallacy of the Post's isolationism more clearly
than almost anything else it has written. Its thesis
is clearly revealed, namely, that if a nation is not
strong enough to· stand alone in this world, it does
not deserve to stand at all. That w.e are-not strong
enough to do this, or in fact that no democratic nation is strong enough to stand alone, should be
apparent to any thinking person; from which it logically follows that no nation on earth except the most
ruthless, deserves to endure. The Post would acknowledge, I am sure, that law and order are only
maintained within a nation through the best elements of the population uniting themselves together
against the evil elements. Why, then, should it refuse to acknowledge the validity of this principle in
international affairs, when all nations standing for
law and decency are jeopardized by 'a new and
frightful power, . . . moved by an unappeasable
earth hunger, conscious of no right but the right of
might.'? Since the dictatorships have utilized the
principle of 'strength in union' and have banded
themselves together against the democracies, why
should not the democracies utilize the same principle and band themselves together against the dic.tatorships? I think the answer is,-which the Post
blindly refuses to acknowledge,-that the democracies possess no common ideal that they consider
worth laying down their lives for. The Post refuses
to admit there can be such a community of interest
among the democracies, and would assert that the
only thing a nation should fight for is the skins of
its people; yet even these are not worth fighting for,
if a nation is hopelessly outnumbered.
In its issue of July 20, 1940, in an editorial entitled
" There is a Star," the Post indulged its braggadocio
to the very limit. It said:
"In the whole world, as we have said before, there is one
people able to create a defensive power equal to the new
power of frightful aggression that has destroyed the basis of
international peace and civility. We are that people . . . . It is

now that our true business with destiny begins. T}iat it will
make demands upon our moral and physical resources hitherto
unimagined is inevitable. Let us look, therefore, at what we
have and what we are.
"First, we are the most nearly self-contained nation of modern times, an empire entire, possessing of our own in plenty
practically every essential thing. . ..
". . . We have more than two-fifths of all the ponderable
wealth of the world.
"We have the finest and most highly engined machine craft.
Our genius for the technics of mass production is incomparable ....
"Finally, as we lie between two oceans, our geographical
advantages in the military sense are such as to give us great
natural odds against any aggressor.
"How could a people with such gifts as these, such possessions and potentialities, entertain even weakly the thought that
their free institutions are in peril or that human liberty on this
continent is in danger, by reason of the rise of an aggressor
principle in the old world? The tone is wrong. This is not the
eagle's cry. Let it be said rather, that danger cometh to any
European power or combination of them that dares to think of
touching human liberty on this 'hemisphere or to any that challenges our sovereignity in it."

This is the concept of America that Mr. Average
Citizen holds before him day and night. And because the Post is published primarily for this gentleman, it may be unreasonable to expect that the
Post should express editorially any thoughts that
would tend to disturb the complacency and the buying habits of its principal customer. Yet I would expect that a $100,000-a-year editor would be capable
of somewhat greater discernment,-that is, if this
editorial expresses what the editor really thinks. I
am sure that the arguments set forth would hardly
be worthy of a Thompson or a Lippmann.
I wonder if the Post has ever, perchance, read this
sound piece of New Testament advice, as given in
Luke, 14?
"For which of you, intending to build a tower, sitteth not
down first, and counteth the cost, whether he have sufficient
to finish it?
"'Lest haply, after he hath laid the foundation, and is no t
able to finish it, all that behold it begin to mock him,
"Saying, This man began to build, and was not able to
finish .

In its issue of August 31, 1940, in an editorial entitled "Shotgun Defense," the Post took the Administration severely to task for its failure to evolve a
rational refense policy. It said:

"Or what king, going to make war against another king,
sitteth not down first, a n d consulteth whether he be able with
ten thousand to meet him that cometh against him with twenty
thousand?
"Or else, while the other is yet a great way off, he sendeth
an ambassage, and desiret'h conditions of peace."

Does the Post, in its grandiose plans for the defense of America, single-handed and alone, ever stop
to count the cost, or to consider the ultimate goal of
this defense endeavor? When we consider that this
nation, during the past ten year s, with no defense
budget of any consequence, h as contracted the
greatest public debt in our nation's history, what
will be the effect upon our nation's economy of such
a defense effort as the Post envisages·? For the past
100 years our nation's northern and southern frontiers have remained virtually undefenl:led. Now we
must fortify b~th of them, at a cost of untold billions. In the past we have, thanks to Britain, been
obliged to maintain only a one-ocean navy. Now we
must build a two-ocean one, at a staggering cost. We
have formerly been · able to trade freely with the
whole world. Now we must become self-contained.
We must, depending upon our own resources alone,
convert our nation into a vast armed camp, spend
the major part of our national income on non-productive military and naval projects, and live under
a state of siege 'for the duration.' And how long
must this state of affairs continue? Simply until
either we have vanquished Hitler or have ourselves
been vanquished by him. It is an axiom of military
science, that unless one is able to 'carry the fight to
the enemy,' he must either surrender or be destroyed. Will the Post please explain how a besieged America, facing the entire rest of the world
on its coasts and borders, will be able successfully
to 'carry the fight to the enemy'? It is the height of
absurdity to imagine that America, no matter how
rich or well-prepared it may be, could stave off indefinitely the entire rest of the world arrayed
against it.

''What are the first things? You cannot say what they are
until you decide what you are going to defend and where the
line is. No such decision has been made. We talk of hemisphere defense. We are in fact committed to it. But to make
it good we should need many naval and air bases in Latin
A merica . It would take years to get them . . . .
"Suppose we should say that our first line of defense was
one running from the tip of Greenland, down our eastern
coast, around the West Indies, through the Panama Canal zone,
around the Hawaiian Islands and to. Alaska. In one-third of
the time it would take to build a two-ocean navy we could be
s o prepared to defend that line with the talons of an air force
and the barracuda teeth of thousands of small torpedo motorb oats that no aggressor fro·m overseas could touch us. But who
is to say that is the line? Or let it be any other line, who shall
say, 'There it is, and now what shall we do to defend it?'
' There is no line. There is no unified defense ministry. The
President himself decides everything . . . .
" The truth is that there does not exist an intelligent defense
policy. No such policy could exist or be conceived, until there
was, first, a clear and hard foreign policy and underlying that
a positive econqmic policy."

'
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To condemn is easy; to suggest a constructive
plan is difficult. The only 'defense plan' suggested
by the Post is to establish a 'defense line' running
'from the tip of Greenland down our eastern coast,
. . . through the Panama Canal zone, around the
Hawaiian Islands and to Alaska,' to be defended
'with the talons of an air force and the barracuda
teeth of thousands of small torpedo motorboats.'
May I ask the Post how such a plan will prevent the
conquest of South America, first, by economic penetration, second, by fifth column activities, and third
by military intervention from Africa? And once
South America has been taken by the Axis, does the
Post imagine that the Panama Canal could be held
for long? And with Russia under Hitler, would our
'defense line' hold Alaska very long? And for how
long must we maintain this defense line, Mr. Editor? For the rest of our lives? Certainly we must

maintain it either until we have conquered Hitler or
he has conquered us; and with Hitler in possession
of resources and manpower immeasurably greater
than our own, the possibility of a Hitler defeat
seems very remote indeed.
The cold truth of the matter is, that there is no
defense plan under heaven that can save the United
States, with Britain defeated and Hitler in control
of Europe, Africa and Asia. It is as sensible to speak
of an adequate defense plan for the United States
under these circumstances, as to speak of an adequate defense plan for Switzerland. The sole and
only value of a defense plan for this nation, with
Britain defeated, is to enable 'our citizens, like the
British, to 'die on their feet, rather than to live on
their knees.' It is to enable us to wreak our vengeance on as many of the enemy as possible, before we
are finally conquered. It is to satisfy our democratic
pride, and to enable us to perish in a blaze of glory,
rather than to submit to a nation that is more intelligent than our own. Fighting alone against the
whole world, we have not the faintest idea of ultimate success, but because we cannot endure the
thought of ever taking orders from an alien, or admitting that we are not the greatest nation, with
the best form of government, on earth, we will
choose to 'fight it out' with Hitler, even with the
odds 1000 to 1 against us, rather than come to
terms with our enemy and save our people from
slaughter. I cannot believe that the Post can be as
oblivious to these self-evident truths as its editorial
would lead one to believe.
In an editorial entitled "While Yet There is Time
to Think," appear ing in its September 7, 1940 issue,
the Post seeks further to perpetuate the illusion that
we can beat Hitler by defense, and also that Hitler's attitude toward us will be determined by our
attitude toward him. It says:
" . . . We can imagine circumstances in which the highest
strategy would call for ·taking the war to the enemy."

I would ask if there is any other strategy known to
military science, whereby the enemy can be conquered, except by taking the war to the enemy? The
history of 'the Alamo' and 'Custer's Last Stand'
would seem to prove the truth of Hitler's axiom,
that 'wars are never won by defense, but always and
only by attack.'
The editorial continues:
"Our enemies, the Administration keeps telling the people,
are Germany, Italy and Japan, naming them. Not one of t'hem
has made a gesture of war toward us."

Has the editor forgotten that on July 6 he wrote,
"In that simple sense it is the United States against
Germany, now or later," and "A new and frightful
power has appeared, an offensive power, moved by
an unappeasable earth hunger, conscious of no right
but the right of might."? A few weeks after this
editorial appeared, on September 27, Germany, Italy
and Japan signed a military pact directed against
the United States. Would the Post have us believe
that this gesture of hostility was the result of our
President's naming these nations as our enemies?
Has the editor forgotten that in its editorial of August 10 he quoted Mussolini as saying, 'This war is
a war between the lean and hungry nations that had
got the power and the rich, soft nations that had
lost it; and now the lean and hungry nations were
going to take what they wanted' ?
The editorial also said:
"The fall of the British Empire would be a mighty human
disaster. Yet we part with those who say, or who believe, it
would mean the end of American civilization."

May I ask the editor how American 'civilization' is
to be retained after Britain falls? What kind of
'civilization'· does he expect yve can maintain .behind
a barricade of tanks, aeroplanes and battleships,
with the major part of our income devoted to war
expen ditures, and with all fri endly intercourse with
t he rest of the world cut off? It will be a very strang e
kind of 'civilization,' and it will last, as I have pre-

viously indicated, either until we have vanquished
Hitler or until Hitler has vanquished us.
The editorial continues:
"We stand, therefore, in our first position. Let us jealously
mind our own defense in the great manner of a great people,
resolved to be let alone. Let us build at any cost a dreadnaught
defense power such as no aggressor, no~ any combinati~? of
aggressors, will dare to challenge. Thus we forefend war.

Will a 'resolve to be let alone' or any conceivable
defense measures save us against this 'new and
frightful power, moved by an unappeasable earth
hunger'? France trusted in her Maginot Line. England felt secure behind her navy and air force. Both
nations had said, 'We will make ourselves so formidable that no nation will dare to attack us.' But
they, unaided by the United States, could not cope
with this 'new and frightful power' that has been
unleashed on earth. Neither can we, by defense
measures of whatever magnitude, stand alone
against it. No war can ever be won, unless one can
'strike the weapon from the enemy's hand.'
In its issue of October 19, 1940, the Post's editorial
was entitled, "On Going to War," and was a criticism of the 'illegal' manner in which our Administration was gradually involving us in the European
war. It began:
"How should a great nation go to war? The answer is unhesitating. A great nation should go to war in a proud, forthright manner, saying what it does and why it does it, keeping
faith at the same time w~th both its own laws and the laws of
the world."

May I ask the Post of what value it is to keep faith
with 'laws of the world' that are no longer recognized by the aggressor nations? If one, for example,
should be playing marbles with an opponent who
refuses to abide by the rules of the game, is there
any point in abiding by the rules oneself, if one is
playing to win? Or if one is not playing to win, but
just for sport, and is confronted by such an adversary, he should either withdraw from the game or
resign himself to defeat. In the present instance we

are involved in much more than 'a game of marbles,' and cannot withdraw unless we move to another planet. The Post fails to realize, apparently,
that in Hitler we have the most diabolically shrewd
adversary that has ever appeared on earth. Machiavelli was an amateur compared with Hitler. He
neatly punctures all the traditions of romance and
honor in which we had self-righteously clothed the
institution of war, and reveals it in its true light,as a wholly barbarous and murderous institution,
but nevertheless an integral part of the life of the
world. This being the truth about war, Hitler logically throws to the winds all considerations of morality and humanity that may have been associated
with the war system, and makes of war a coldblooded medium of obtaining national security.
In the past few decades, there has been created an
age of the most intense cynicism. We have been engaged, since the conclusion of the last war, in an
almost continuous 'debunking' process, which has
subjected every institution and every public leader
to the most searching analysis and criticism. We
have been pleased to designate this new attitude toward life as 'realism,' and even have schools for the
teaching of 'sur-realism.' But now, as if in answer to
our desire for ever greater realism, there has appeared on earth, in the person of Adolf Hitler, the
master cynic of them all,-the super sur-realist. He
has all the answers. He has most effectually 'debunked' everything for us,-democracy, Christianity, civilization, and the war system. He says to us,
with perfect right, 'You can either play the game according to my rules, or get off the earth!' And the
brutal truth of the situation is, that if we attempt to
beat Hitler in the only way he can be beaten,-by
following his own rules,-· we will have forfeited
every principle upon which democracy and civilization rests, and our claim to be fighting for these
principles will be a hollow sham. We are 'on the
spot,' or 'hoist by our own petard.'

But the Post is not stupid, even though many of
its editorials betray the most astounding naievete,
apparent lack of discernment, and complete illogicality. On the contrary, I regard the Post, editorially, as a consummate actor, donning the guise
of stupidity and naievete for a purpose. In its issue
of December 14, 1940, in an editorial entitled
"Strategy,'' the Post revealed its high intelligence
in the following statement. It said:
"We ask one question. We have asked it before. When we
hav:e saved Great Britain, who is going to reconquer Europe?
Great Britain alone cannot do that. She has not the man power
to do it. If she expects to do it, she is counting upon American
man power in the end . Unless those who talk of going to war
to save Great Britain are willing to visualize the spectacle of an
American expeditionary force crossing the Atlantic to destroy
the German thing on the soil of Europe, we say to them they
have not thought this business through. Either we are going to
reconquer Europe or we are not going to do it."

This statement is unanswerable, and is a direct
challenge to Administration policy and to the Committee to Defend America, as it was obviously intended. Yet let us take the Post at its own word.
Let us say, 'You are right. Let us stop fooling the
British with the expectation that the United States
will eventually come to their aid. Let us tell them
that under no circumstances will we send an army to
Europe.' What would the British do, if we said this?
If they were intelligent, they would at once come to
terms with Hitler, knowing that they would be completely destroyed if they did not, lacking our man
power to. aid them. And how would the Post like
this? The Post knows perfectly well that if Britain
should surrender to Hitler tomorrow, our own conquest would be consummated as soon thereafter as
Hitler should make up his mind to do it. Perhaps
that would be all right with the Post, for its thesis
has been, that if our nation is not strong enough to
stand alone, it does not deserve to stand at all. But
how, then, could the Post explain its high-sounding
editorials on 'American destiny,' and our 'incomparable power of defense,' when these things could be

'knocked into a cocked hat' by a precipitate surrender of Britain to Hitler? I think it should be evident,
that the very existince of the Post,-and of our nation,-for the past year, has been nothing less than
a present bestowed on us through the determination
of the British to resist Hitler rather than to surrender; and this fact makes the Post's editorials during
this period, in retrospect sound very hollow.
What, then, must be our judgment of the Post for
its attitude during the gravest crisis in our nation's
history, as revealed in the foregoing analysis of its
editorial utterances? How will history explain the
self-contradiction, the apparently studied naivete,
the disregard of fact, and the seeming indifference
to moral issues, that have characterized the editorials of this publication during this period? As I
have previously intimated, I believe that the explanation is that the Post has been acting a studied
part, in a highly intelligent and capable manner;
and that its editorials have not, therefore, expressed
its highest convictions, but have only sought to conform to the role that it had cast for itself. This role,
as I see it, is to champion those principles which
underlie the economic, political and social life of our
nation and which make it a going concern. The Post
must stand, therefore, for democracy, for capitalism,
for a rugged individualism, for international law,
and for the many other factors which have combined to bring our nation to its present state of development and prosperity. To forsake these things
in a crisis would, in the Post's mind,-and they CJ,re
perhaps right,-bring revolution and chaos. Therefore, guided by the inexorable rule of all business,
that 'the show must go on,' the Post has persisted in
its devotion to those principles upon which the past
successes of our nation were built, regardless of the
fact that present world developments have rendered these principles largely invalid, and that to
continue to champion them, therefore, must result in
a violation of nearly every principle of honesty,
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logic and reason. The Post could not, under the circumstances, tell the truth about the situation before
our nation, without repudiating the very basis of our
national existence; it has considered it to be the lesser evil to give its readers a false picture of the international situation and remain true to our national
principles.
Many of us have been dismayed by the Post's
seeming refusal to face the moral issues of the present conflict, or to see in Hitlerism the implacable foe
of everything that democracy and civilization rest
upon. Yet in spite of the resentment one feels at the
Post's deprecation of the interventionist efforts to
cast 'Uncle Sam' in the role of a 'crusader' trying to
'make the world safe for democracy' again, one is
forced to acknowledge that we are living in an age
in which idealism .does not 'pay.' We have reached
an epoch in human experience wherein the animallike longing for security has come to outweigh every
noble instinct of mankind. No matter how much
one's better nature is irked by the callous materialism of the Post, we cannot forget that the increased
mechanization of life has created an age of crass
materialism, wherein the moral standards upon
which those of us of a former generation have built
their lives, no longer apply. (An age wherein, as
Hitler truly says, 'The Ten Commandments have
lost their validity.')
In any age, one can serve society best only as he
seeks 'the greatest good for the greatest number,'
and the wise helper is he who is the most ready to
observe the changes in men's concepts of 'good'
which changes in the living habits of mankind have
brought about. While to a former generation, 'good'
invariably implied that which was moral, honest and
humane, today, as a result of the growing externalization of life, 'good' has come to mean, in general, only that which possesses material excellence.
In judging the Post, therefore, one must consider
the age that it is compelled to repres ent, and ask

oneself whether its attitude has measured up to the
highest standards of that age.
But the final standard of judgment of an institution or an individual, apart from all other considerations, must always be, What have they accomplished? Has the net result of the Post's isolationism been good or evil? That is the only question of
importance. To put it bluntly, the result of our nation's isolationist policy, of which the Post has been
a leading exponent, is, that most of our people are
alive today, but that 'our nation may be dead tomorrow. Looking at the situation as objectively as possible, I think one is forced to conclude that our
isolationism has placed our nation in an almost
hopeless predicament, in which the choice before us,
as before the British, is whether we wish to be alive
under Hitler or dead under democracy. Is this situation 'good' or is it 'evil?' I submit that it is neither,
but that it was simply inevitable, and that the Post
has chosen to accept this inevitability rather than to
fight against it. In this I think it has been wise.
No matter how horrific is the situation before our
nation today, I do not think that the cost of averting this situation, through an early alliance with
England and France, would have been justified.
There is no question but that our intervention in
1939 on the side of the Allies would have caused the
defeat of Hitler and would have removed the threat
of invasion of the Western Hemisphere for at least
another generation. But I do not think such intervention would have been fair to our youth. They
would have been sent to Europe as sheep to the
slaughter, not knowing why they went, while those
at home, whose erroneous policies had help ed to
bring the war about, would have g one scot-free. And
assuming we had conquered Hitler, what would we
have had to put in the place of Hitlerism? The materialism of our age, which had brought dictatorship to the world, would not have been eliminated,
but would only have been intensified by the im-

