Harry Elmer Barnes as Revisionist of the Cold War

di Murray N. Rothbard

|. The War State and the Court Intellectuals

Americans like to think of themselves as a progvespeople living in a progressive age. And yet
the twentieth century — whatever its marvels —lbeen above all the century of total war. Despite
the fact that technological advance has made wedalincreasingly absurd and grotesque in an era
of nuclear warfare; despite the progress of prewpdenturies in civilizing and limiting warfare,
and in keeping civilians out of harm’s way; warth® death has returned in full flower. Herbert
Spencer brilliantly realized that the advance ohkmad from barbarism to civilization could be
summed up as a shift from “military” to “industriaociety. Yet, in the twentieth century, we have
starkly reverted to the military way; in so doiwge have repudiated the very humanism, the very
principles of peace and freedom, upon which a nmodetustrial system ineluctably rests. This has
truly been, in the words of Harry EImer Barneséfrd and revisionist colleague, F. J. P. Veale, an
“advance to barbarism.”

The contemporary reversion to the savagery of aglierKhan — to a garrison state, to military
conformity, to mass murder of civilians, to scomhearth and unconditional surrender, has been
achieved through the quest for power and its perigsi by the ruling groups, the “power elites,” of
the various States. These consist of the full-mambers and rulers of the Stajgparati, as well

as those groups in society (e. g., arms contrgctab®r-union leaders) who benefit from the
military and warfare systems. In particular, thisversion has been made possible by the
reappearance on a large scale of the “Court |cteidd” — the intellectual who spins the apologia fo
the new dispensation in return for wealth, powed prestige at the hands of the State and itslallie
“Establishment.”lL There have been, after all, but two mutually esile roles that the intellectual
can play and has played through history: eitheepethdent truth-seeker, or kept favorite of the
Court. Certainly, the historical norm of the olddagead civilizations was Oriental despotism, in
which serving as apologist and “intellectual bodygli of the ruling elite was the intellectual’s
major function. But it was the glory of Westernitization before this century to develop a class of
intellectuals truly independent of the power stoetof the State. Now this, too, has been largely
lost.

It is to the everlasting honor of Harry Elmer Basribat when the records are in and the accounts
are drawn, it will never be said of him that he veafourt Intellectual. Absolute fearlessness,
absolute honesty, absolute independence have heseguiding stars. He has, therefore, been
nothing if not “anti-Establishmentarian” in a wondhere such a quality has been so desperately
needed. And his presence has been particularlyprg¢gisely in leading the opposition to the great
barbarity of our day — the war system and its nwdaiintellectual myths.

In the face of the two great wars of this centunyd of the enormous pressures to fall into step
behind them, Barnes has intrepidly led the revisiomovements in analyzing the causes, the
nature, and the consequences of both wars. Reigsipof course, means penetrating beneath the
official propaganda myths spawned by war and the-making state, and analyzing war
independently of court pressures and court emoltsn@&ut it also means more — and one of the
problems in Revisionism has been the inability @ny of its former followers to penetrate to its
true nature and to understand its major implication

[l. The Two Schools of Revisionism

In drawing the lessons of the Revisionism of WoMdrs | and II, the Barnesians may be separated
into two groups, which we may call thearrow Revisionists and théroad Revisionists. The



narrow Revisionists, who form, unfortunately, ttegge majority, have reasoned somewhat as
follows: The chief lesson of World War | is theusjice heaped upon Germany — first, in launching
the war against her and then in coercing a cordassisole guilt in the brutal and disastrous Tyeat
of Versailles. The same focus on an injured Gerntaag blends into the analysis of World War |,
caused essentially by continually repeated obstmgtby the Allies of any peaceful revision of a
Versaillesdiktawhich they themselves admitted to be gravely unu&ermany.

What lesson, then, does the narrow Revisionist doathe postwar period? Since his concentration
is narrowly upon the wrongs suffered by Germang,danclusion then follows that these wrongs
must be put right as quickly as possible: whichtha current context, becomes a compulsory
unification of West and East (or, for the RevisginiMiddle) Germany, on Western terms, and a
return of the lands beyond the Oder-Neisse fromaitbl In short, the narrow Revisionist ends,
ironically, by yearning for the very sort of unigaaldiktat and blindrevanchewhich he so properly
deplored when Germany suffered from their evilgaHy, in his current preoccupation with World
War Il and the German problem, the narrow Revisiboarries over the old anti-Comintern spirit,
or what is now called “hard anti-Communism,” into entirely different era. In joining, or even
leading, the militant prosecution of the Cold Waard even on up to a hot war — the narrow
Revisionist can feel that, as he gains unwontegeatability, he is turning the tables on the
Establishment by continuing the foreign policy liokthe “hardest” anti-Communists of them all
(Germany of the Third Reich.) But, in so doing, tlterow Revisionists fail to see the irony: that
theyhave now unwittingly joined the ranks of the Cdutellectuals of the present day.

The narrow Revisionist, through his overriding cenmcwith the German tragedy, has therefore
gotten himself enmeshed in a veritable tangle otreglictions. Beginning in a dedication to peace,
he has become a virtual advocate of total war (esgahe Soviet Union); beginning as a champion
of “neutrality” (before the two world wars), he hlascome a reviler of “neutralism” (since World
War Il); beginning as a keen critic of “collectigecurity,” he now calls for American “liberation”
of every country on the face of the globe thatrismaght possibly become Communist; beginning as
an opponent of foreign wars, intervention, “gloledy,” imperialism, conscription and the garrison
state, he now advocates every one of these a®fpdmé war against Communism; beginning as a
keen, independent critic of the Establishment ahdvizat President Eisenhower has called the
“military-industrial complex,” he now cheerfully ijus their various “strategy” institutes; beginning
as an opponent of the two Great Crusades, he frshé sound the trumpet for the third, Greatest
and unquestionably the Last. The very men who @ssailed American intervention in conflicts
overseas now consider it treasonable not to intenne every corner of the world, no matter how
barren or remote. The very men who used to say “eyor Danzig?” are prepared to die — and,
more importantly, to kill — for far more prepostasocauses. And the narrow Revisionist of today
who truculently asks such questions as “Why wallose China?” would, twenty-five years ago,
have considered the very posing of such absurdesuas a joke in questionable taste.

Thus, the narrow Revisionist, in the course ofatistg the focus of his concerns, has ended by
essentially abandoning Revisionism altogether. iBegcthe opposite course has been taken by the
broad Revisionist. While accepting the same sigupioint, the broad Revisionist has always
understood that theain problem has been war and peace, and that his coaicern was not to
weep over Germany, but to oppose a world-wide atoal of war. In particular, to oppose
American intervention in wars, at the behest of phepaganda myth that these orgies of mass
murder, to extirpate some diabolic Enemy, couldshectified by grandiose rhetoric and would,
each in its turn, usher in the Millennium. The latd@evisionists saw with horror that modern total
wars mobilize the masses into a regimented fightimgchine, trained to hate a supposedly
nonhuman, diabolic Enemy against whom any and edsures are right and moral.

In the war mythology, the Enemy is never hesitaetjer confused, never human, never fearful of
us attackinghim or of precipitating destructive war, and abovenaler ready to negotiate honestly
to try to lessen tensions or to work out mutuadlfi§actory means of living in peace. The Enemy is
always Luciferian, preternaturally cunning and ediliven only and always by his predetermined



goal to “conquer the world” at all costs, never éstly willing to make mutually satisfactory
agreements. And yet this same superhuman enemyrdarog to the myth, can be stopped from his
ever fermenting aggression in one and only one Wgyorce majeure by the “hardest” of hard
lines, by ever sterner ultimata delivered by thargily appointed champion of the “democracies”
or the “free World,” the good old U.S.A. And if, lspme chance, the Enemy should then not really
turn out to be a craven coward, and total war gshbutak out, why then this only proves that war is
the only answer and came none too soon. The lassthren drawn that only extermination and
unconditional surrender can suffice in dealing vtiith Enemy.

All this, of course, is a beautiful way of vindiceg a “hard-line” policy against the Enemy
regardless of what actually happens. Two partibulaeat examples are the policy of Finland
toward Russia in 1940, and of Poland toward Germamy Russia in 1939. The Finns (Poles)
insisted up to the moment of outbreak of a war tmild only be disastrous for them that the
Russians (Germans) were only “bluffing,” and thatigd, inflexible, hard-line, no-negotiation
policy would force Russia (Germany) to back dowml aease their demands. After adamantly
proclaiming this view throughout, the ruling FinmigPolish) hard-liners suddenly found that the
reverse had happened, that the Enemy had not Ibhgfirfg,” and that war had indeed broken out.
Was their reaction an abject admission of error amakn toward peace and negotiation? Certainly
not; on the contrary, the hard-liners immediatetycfaimed that no negotiations were now possible
until every single Russian (German) soldier hachlkai@ven off every square inch of holy Finnish
(Polish) soil. The rest is history; the differenneaultimate outcome is only due to Finland’s having
the luck to find leaders willing to abandon a hang-policy before it was too late.

To the broad Revisionist, then, peaceful revisiod @eaceful negotiation are not ideals solely
applicable to Germany from 1914 to 1941. On thetreoy, they are applicable to all times and
places, and therefore to the postwar world as Wk broad Revisionist knows that the Enemy is
not a science-fictional Thing from Outer Space, tuman being capable of reason, and therefore
of concluding mutually satisfactory arrangements. khows, furthermore, that there is never a
single personified Enemy, but instead that masdarand tyranny are the major enemies of man,
and that global war is the great source of both.kHews also the fallacy of the pernicious
Wilsonian myth that dictatorships are automaticalfr-bent and democracies automatically peace-
loving. He knows only too well that democracies barjust as or more aggressive and imperialistic
— the chief difference being that democratic gonents must engage in more hypocritical and
intense propaganda to drug and deceive the voiges joining the war drive. To the broad
Revisionist the great lesson of the two World Wangrecisely to avoid as a very plague any further
Great Crusade, and to maintain — if we value thesliand liberties of the American people — a
steadfast policy of peaceful coexistence and adrste from foreign meddling. Only such a policy
can avoid the mass annihilation of America and g@eashof civilization itself, as well as the
peacetime totalitarian trappings of a garrison athan. This, to the broad Revisionist, is the true
meaning and lesson of Revisionism; and it is a ke in almost diametric opposition to the
views of his old narrow-Revisionist colleague.

How is it, then, that this highly important splihang Revisionists has gone largely unrecognized? |
think the reasons are threefold. For one thingdahgest proportion of Revisionists have taken the
narrow path, and have joined the Cold-to-Hot WangaSecondly, the gallant remnant of broad
Reuvisionists have largely devoted themselves told\far 1l historiography, and have not done
very much work on the Cold War, where Revisionismsa desperately needed. And finally, there is
a natural tendency of old friends and colleaguedath sides to avoid a public split, and this
tendency reinforces the desire of broad Revisienist confine themselves to World War i
concerns in which unity may be preserved. Whil@gtaf World War Il can, of course, never be
called antiquarian, | must confess to a certainaitiemce with many of the broad Revisionists; for
there can be no more important task in today’s avtitan making the broad lessons of Revisionism
crystal-clear, and applying them to the vital pesb$ of today — specifically to the Cold War. For
this time, we cannot afford the “cultural lag” of higtwgraphically facing the next war with only an



analysis of the last. The next war must be prevkrite there will be no historians to argue oier
lessons. And if this can only be done by bringimg inherent split in Revisionism squarely into the
open — well, there are worse things that can, atidhappen in the world.

[1l. Barnes and Broad Revisionism

It should occasion no surprise that the great leadeRevisionism has understood and firmly
adopted the broad view of its nature and implicetidHarry EImer Barnes, since its publication, has
been greatly impressed by George OrweN@meteen Eighty-Fouyrand is unique in having
penetrated to the real lesson that the book haldthE modern world. For it is particularly ironic
that Nineteen Eighty-Fouwas seized upon by the Cold War Establishmentathar stick with
which to belabor Soviet Russia. Many conservatextended the frightening vision of 1984 to
socialism as well. But Barnes, almost alone, redlithat the true forerunners of 1984 were not
simply Russia or Britain buiurselvesas well; for the monstrous and deadening dominioh984
society was being imposed upon all the world polatecs through the excuse of perpetually cold
and minor hot wars. Through ever-shifting coaliipthe rulers of the great countries were able to
manipulate Enemies and stir up “emergencies” seoalsefuddle the public into accepting the
tyrannical regimesNineteen Eighty-Foumwas not simply a jeremiad against socialism, &t#is
against the Communist wing of socialism; it wasrappetic attack on the collectivist despotism
made possible everywhere by war, foreign intereentand the garrison state.

The Orwell theme has been dominant in Barnes’ mg#ion the Cold War. In his most recent book
on foreign affairs, Barnes wrote:

In his devastatingly prophetic bodkineteen Eighty-FouGeorge Orwell points out that one reason
why it is possible for those in authority to maintéhe barbarities of the police state is that rhbo

is able to recall the many blessings of the pewbdh preceded. . . The great majority of [Western
people today] have known only a world ravaged by, wlapressions, international intrigues and
meddling, vast debts and crushing taxation, thecamtiments of the police state, and the control of
public opinion by ruthless and irresponsible prapatg. . . .

Military state capitalism is engulfing both demaryaand liberty in countries which have not
succumbed to Communism. . . . During the yearsesir®87, the older pacific internationalism has
been virtually extinguished, and internationalisis htself been conquered by militarism and
aggressive globaloney. Militarism was, formerlypsgly linked to national arrogance. Today, it
stalks behind the semantic disguise of internatismga which has become a cloak for national
aggrandizement and imperialism. . . . The obvidagas of the internationalists of our day, who
dominate the historical profession as well as tbktipal scene, is “perpetual war for perpetual
peace.” This, it may be noted, is also the idealagtore of “Nineteen Eighty-Four” society. . . .

The security measures alleged to be necessarytogbe and execute global crusades are rapidly
bringing about the police state in hitherto freiores, including our own. Any amount of arbitrary
control over political and economic life, the mesttensive invasions of civil liberties, the most
extreme witch-hunting, and the most lavish expemdd, can all be demanded and justified on the
basis of alleged “defense” requirements. . . . Tikiprecisely the psychological attitude and
procedural policy which dominate “Nineteen EightydF’ society2

Barnes went on to detail the ways in which curfastory has become Court History, in Orwellian
fashion, as well as the isolated opposition to thémid by such eminent historians as Herbert
Butterfield and Howard K. Beale. He pointed to apsoof official historians working with the
Armed Services and State Department; to the peuschistoriographical role of such as Admiral
Professor Samuel Eliot Morison, and to the closfiganks, in January, 1951, of almost nine
hundred historians and social scientists, who dedldheir public endorsement of the Truman-
Acheson Cold War policy. Barnes also trenchantlintgal out the role of the works of James
Burnham in preparing “us ideologically for. . . i@ty managerialism . . . [for] ‘Nineteen Eighty-
Four’ institutions, political techniques, and meratitudes.” With true foresight, Barnes also mbte



the increasing role of the RAND Corporation as “of¢he most conspicuous examples of the entry
of historians and other social scientists into ‘Meistry of Truth.” “3 Its basic ideology, “the
diplomacy of violence,” is most thoroughly expoudde Arms and Influencé1966) by Professor
Thomas C. Schelling, who was appointed Underseagreih State for Administration in April,
1967.

On the other hand, Barnes praised the anti-Coldwyitings of Lewis Mumford, who had returned
to anti-intervention, and of Garet Garrettlihe People’s Pottagd-or his policy recommendations,
Barnes recalled “the traditional American foreigoligy of benign neutrality, and the wise
exhortations of George Washington, Thomas Jefferdohn Quincy Adams, and Henry Clay to
avoid entangling alliances and to shun foreign sl and advocated a return to a “sane foreign
policy, based on Continentalism, national interestplogical coexistence, international urbanity,
and rational co-operation in world affairs.”4

Two of the essays iRerpetual Wayboth praised by Barnes, dealt in whole or in patth the Cold
War. Professor William L. Neumann wrote criticalf Truman’s foreign-aid program, including
the Greek-Turkish loan, and Professor George Adbeng pointed in alarm to the far-flung global
military commitments of the Truman Administratidmundberg commented trenchantly:

It is solemnly affirmed that these provisions avedefense only, and any person, party, or foreign
nation that fails to take our word for this intaatroundly abused and is accused of aggressive
designs upon us. . . . The feeling seems to beotmapacific intentions are self-evident or that, i
any event, our past record and present reputationld be sufficient guarantee of the purely
defensive nature of our policies. . . .

Unfortunately, the historical record and the repatasupport precisely the contrary thesis — a fact
that may be regrettable but which must neverthelessonceded by anyone not hopelessly in the
toils of ethnocentric delusions. . . . At the végst, foreign nations cannot help but note thateaw
within the last thirty-five years the United Statess invaded both Europe and Asia with military
expeditions that could not, except by the wildéisdtsh of the imagination be termed defengve.
Barnes prefaced his concluding essay in the volwittea stirring quotation on the war drive from
the eminent conservative journalist William R. Mats: “After fighting two world wars within a
generation to defend democracy and freedom, withesalt other than to see those ideals recede
throughout the world, we shall be blind if we dd oaderstand that a third such war. . . will end in
one of the great catastrophes of history.”

IV. Barnes’ Critique of the Cold War and the Age ofEvasion

A fuller expression of Barnes’ viewpoint on the @dVar, however, was revealed in what had been
scheduled to be another chapterRarpetual War for Perpetual PeacEnfortunately available
only in proof sheets, this unpublished chapter deseto be considered at lengtiBarnes began
his discussion by pointing out that postwar ecomopnosperity in America has been grounded on
the artificiality of armament spending and a waoremmy. The economy, wrote Barnes, has been
taken out of the hands of private business andntheket and has been tragically politicalized:
“Today, partisan political strategy overrides bess independence and sagacity, and the manner in
which we shall utilize our technology is keyed mdoevote-getting and the associated military
program than to producing goods and services asutiag human well-being.” In this program, the
politicians “are aided and abetted by military leed[who seek]...to put the Pentagon group in a
position of greater prestige and power than was empyed by the Prussian military caste in
Imperial Germany.” Also supporting this policy dhe oil interests, for whom John Foster Dulles
(Rockefeller) was the leading spokesman. They wishe protect their far-flung interests and
possessions.” Above all, “wars must be . . . magtpgtual. . . so as to assure full employment and
facilitate the propaganda of fear and terrorismruptiich the maintenance of the regime depends.”
Barnes concluded that it is futile to battle agaitie by-productsof the war system, such as



economic controls or depredations on civil libestisnstead, the core of the system itself must be
challenged.

Barnes then went on to detail the prevalence dfifiéteen Eighty-Four’ Trends” in American life.
They included, first, the war economy — with Sum8échter and David Lawrence quoted on the
cold-war-based nature of American “prosperity.” @wtly, they included the pervasive use of
national defense against the enemy to justify ‘tanji outlays, propaganda programs, intimidation,
witch-hunting forays, or oppression of the massésindeed, semantically, the “War Department”
had already been transformed into the “DepartmdnDefense.” Thirdly, Soviet Russia has
suddenly become the Enemy, even though its charaei@ not changed one iota since it had
officially been proclaimed a noble ally in a glotsfuggle for democracy. Barnes added that an
Orwellian “hate campaign. . . is well under way iagaSoviet Russia, Communist China, and the
‘Reds’ generally.”

Barnes patrticularly directed his fire at the insesh invasion of civil liberties built upon the
launching of the Cold War. He especially noted tdgpreme Court decisions gravely invading
personal freedom against search and seiimeris v. U.S.(1947) andJ.S. v. Rabinowit£1950),
and he keenly pointed out that erstwhile ardengyvNDeal judges such as Sherman Minton and, in
the next lower court, Learned Hand, were in theffont of these despotic decisions. And perhaps
worst of all was the Smith Act, which “repudiatdgk ttundamental principles on which our nation
was founded. . . . Though the Smith Act is now faised to suppress the vending of unpopular
Communist opinions, it could readily be turned agaithe very conservative groups that have
sponsored the law. . .” Barnes added that, whehdimacted, the Smith Act had gleefully been used
by Communists and “totalitarian liberals” againeged “fascists.” On the growing repression of
civil liberties, Barnes recommended recent booksWglter Gellhorn, Max Lowenthal, Carey
McWilliams, and Francis Biddle.

Barnes proceeded to decry the widespread but larggthical fear of armed Russian aggression
against the West. He cited Garet Garrett's alarrthigt predominant fear, and noted that “even
leading Russophobes like Eugene Lyons frankly adhat there is every reason to expect that
Russia will not start a war.” Barnes pointed to twntradictions, or “doublethink,” in such
testimony as General Gruenther’s in March, 1952e@ther had “argued vigorously that American
billions must be spent in Europe for protectioniagaRussia, but . . . conceded that he did not
believe that the Russians will start a War, nowabrany time.” Barnes concluded that “such
material reveals. . . that the Cold War of todagven more phony and synthetic” than the war in
Nineteen Eighty-Foyrand added that this is confirmed by the contimfatial ridicule of Russian
attempts to engage in peaceful negotiations.

For Orwellian intellectual trends, Barnes notedgheminence in the Cold War of such “totalitarian
liberals” as Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., Senator IH2ouglas, Freedom House, The Committee on
the Present Danger, and the Carnegie and Rockefetlendations. As previous examples of
pervasive Orwellian semantics and “doublethink”,ri&es trenchantly noted such slogans as:
“Double prices and we double national income. Our great national debt is a blessing disguise,
because we owe it to ourselves. . . . Cold wae&ep. . . . A ‘free nation’ is any nation — whether
liberal and democratic, socialist, fascist, or d@mlin communist — which will join the anti-
Russian crusade. Aiding socialist nations of Eurapder the Marshall Plan is a bold stroke to
promote free enterprise abroad. . . . Launchingtam bomb race will assure peace and security.”
The Korean War, with its prolonged minuet of aitnt appeared to Barnes as important evidence
for Orwell's prophecies. He noted acidly that “nevesy had been barred from the mass executions
which featured the return of Syngman Rhee to hisvieel native land so as to reinstate democracy
there. Rhee, who. . . was repudiated in the popellstions months before the outbreak of the
Korean war, and had maintained his tenure by tatédn methods, has been widely proclaimed ‘the
George Washington of Korea.7*

As to the origins of the Cold War, Barnes conclutteat it was initiated by Truman and Churchill,
largely for domestic political reasons, and sinbent has been used by each of the various



governments to cement its rule over its subjecthiofne, many classes became wedded to the Cold
War: Democrats and Republicans, businessmen (obBvof the “fact the cold. . . war is . . .
bringing on drastic and rigorous military state itaEm with all its elaborate state controls over
industry. . .”), intellectuals, and labor (“enjowgiiits ‘cut’ in. . . the Cold War and the. . . armemh
program.”) Yet, concluded Barnes, it is vital fdretUnited States to “return to neutrality. . .
combined [with] every possible effort to limit ware, and to encourage better international
understanding. . .” Instead of scoffing at everg&tan proposal for “peace, trade, or the adjustment
of disputes,” we should “at least. . . put Russiatlte spot each time she makes a peace proposal
and compel her to demonstrate its authenticitygoadl faith. . . .”

Turning specifically to Communism, Barnes cut gfindito the heart of the matter: military attack
by the Soviet Union on the United States was mosikely (unless “provoked as a measure of
preventive war” ), because “the Soviet programdammunizing the world is not based on a plan
of military conquest. It is founded upon propagandéltration, and intrigue.” Such ideological
revolutions have never yet been extirpated by amiliforce. The true answer to Communism, then,
is to strengthen American ideology and instituticilesmaintain American freedom and prosperity.
Engaging in Cold War regimentation, suppressiotibarty, huge military budgets and crippling
taxation, is to do just the reverse — to underntireevery American liberty that distinguishes us
from Communism. Here Barnes quoted from the bntlipamphlet of F. A. Harpein Search of
Peace

“Russia is supposed to be the enemy. Why? We &tdhat it is because Russia is communistic. . .
But if it is necessary for us to embrace extensn@alist or communist measures in order to fight a
nation which has adopted them . . . why fight them??

There is no sense in our conjuring up in our miadg@olent hatred against people who are the
victims of communism in some foreign nation, whbea same governmental shackles are making
us servile to the illiberal forces at hont”.

At a time when anti-Communist (especially ex-Comist)riexperts” were arrogantly pontificating
on the Communist “monolith,” Harry Barnes was peto@ly forecasting the split between
Communist China and the Soviet Union. He warned lineng up the rest of the world “as a
military threat to Communism. . . only binds then@uounists together. . . only served to drive
China into the arms of the Kremlin. . .” FurthemmoAmerican postwar foreign policy has gravely
alienated the undeveloped nations: “It has helpealign the great revolutionary trends in Asia and
Africa with Russia, since the United States hasiragsl leadership of . . . tlsatus quan the Old
World.”

While the unpublished chapter Bérpetual Wamwas Barnes’ most extensive discussion of the Cold
War, the essentials of the chapter are ably comdens pages 1324-1332 of the 1965 (Dover)
edition of hisintellectual and Cultural History of the Western Wdo Brief statements can also be
found in his “Historical Writing and Historical Smce’ and in his long brochuréhe Chickens of
the Interventionist Liberals Have Come Home to Roos

After five years of relative quiescence on foregfairs, Barnes returned to the attack, as heexpell
out the meaning of Revisionism for a new generatibtihe peace-minded, in his “Revisionism and
the Promotion of Peaceliperation Summer, 1958). Again the Cold War continuatidbmooeign
meddling and Orwellian statism was shown to besssence, a continuation of the interventionism
of World War 1. In addition, Barnes pointed to ary important fact: that the eagerness for
Revisionism among conservatives in the early pastye@ars had withered, as these ex-
"isolationists” signed up in the Cold War crusade.

In his 1958 article inLiberation, Barnes singled out for reference tBelect Bibliography of
Revisionist BookgOxnard [Calif.] Press-Courie), of which he was the major compiler. This
annotated bibliography commended the following s@nist works on the Cold War: Kenneth
Ingram’s highly criticalHistory of the Cold Wai(1955), C. Wright Mills’ acid analysis of the
military-industrial complex inThe Power Elite(1956), Arthur A. Ekirch’s brilliant workThe
Civilian and the Military(1956), and I. F. StoneBhe Hidden History of the Korean WEI952).



The Ekirch volume is particularly interesting as eample of a revisionist outlook on all three
great wars of the twentieth century.

The Liberation article stirred up a good deal of lively and ihggnt discussion, here and abroad,
and was reprinted to significant effect in the EsiglPeace NewsThe following year, Barnes
concluded his discussion nberation (“Revisionism Revisited,Liberation, Summer, 1959.) Here
he added another important point, linking Revisamiin World War Il and in the Cold War.
Barnes dismissed his own past criticism of the \Wu¥ar Il unconditional surrender policy as valid
but superficial; for he had learned from Generddet C. Wedemeyer’'s book that the murder of
Germans and Japanes@s the overriding aim of World War 1l — virtually aAnglo-American
scalping party. If maximum murder of the enemy he tsole aim of a war, then a call for
unconditional surrender is only the logical conuasof a conflict in which “there were no actual
peaceaims or programs. . . . The Allies won just exaethat they fought for — anall they fought
for: an astronomical number of enemy scalps anckdile physical destruction of enemy property
and homes...” Following out this line dfiought, Barnes made his first frontal attack oa th
customary generalization made by Interventioni§isld Warriors, and Revisionists, including
himself, namely, that the Allies “won the War bast the Peace.” Never having really fought for
peace, despite that fictitious hoax, the Atlantia@er, they could hardly have lost it in the vigto
that followed the war. Turning to the Cold War, Bes then added:

“In the second World War, it was only a matter dfikg Germans and Japanese; today, we are
confronted with the threat of killing everybody tre planet with no basic plans or motives other
than a ‘massive surprise attack,” to be followedhs mopping up of survivors through a ‘massive
retaliation.’

The origins and motives of the Cold War were aslisoand ethically bankrupt as those of the
Second World War: Stalin’s determination to hold Hiicit gains, the British effort to regain their
balance of power position which they had lost i war which was designed to preserve it, and the
effort of Truman and Clark Clifford to pull [up] Deocratic political prospects. . . in late February
1947. . . . The world was soon consigned to thedDiam pattern of linking up bogus economic
prosperity and political tenure with cold and phomar, from which the only relief may well be
devastating nuclear warfare, set off by designcordent. . . .”

One of Barnes’ most important contributions to Céldr Revisionism came in the spring of 1958,
when he published what is still the best singleclarton what might be called “Hiroshima
Revisionism” — the real reasons for dropping theokabs on Japab0 Barnes was here tlualy
writer — and, remarkably, remains the only writethis day-to make use of the highly significant
MacArthur memorandum to F.D.R. of January 20, 19¢%s forty-page memorandum explicitly
set forth the terms of an authentic Japanese pdrevhich were virtually identical with the final
surrender terms that we accepted from the Japaee®® months later — at the cost of countless
needlessly expended lives, Japanese and Amerigan &he proffered terms included: complete
surrender of all Japanese forces and arms; ocompatiJapan and its possessions by Allied troops
under American direction; Japanese relinquishmeatl ¢erritory gained during the war, as well as
Manchuria, Korea, and Formosa; regulation of Jagamedustry to prohibit any production of war
implements; release of all prisoners of war andesuter of any war criminals so designated by the
United States.

This MacArthur memorandum, the details of which eviater fully confirmed by the general, was
leaked in strict confidence to Walter Trohan of @l@cagoTribuneby Admiral William D. Leahy,
chief of staff to the President, who was alarmetl Roosevelt might fail to follow through on the
Japanese proposal, which proved to be the cassodsas the war with Japan was ended, Trohan
was free to publish these revelations, which cotepteestablished the American knowledge of
what were later to be fully acceptable Japaneseeptams. And yet, apart from Harry Barnes, no
Hiroshima Revisionist to date has made use of th&énThey are equally indispensable to those
who have presumed to write on the last year ofsthebetween the United States and Japan and on
Roosevelt's conduct at the Yalta Conference, bey thave been ignored by all such writers to the



present time. Nothing has annoyed Barnes more thantimidity or dull-wittedness of those
historians who call themselves Revisionists buteheonsistently and deliberately refused to make
use of the MacArthur memorandum after Barnes hadnly repeatedly called their attention to it
but had also furnished several of them with copied all the related documentation required fully
to authenticate it.

Barnes also disclosed, for the first time, the geas testimony of Herbert Hoover that President
Truman, by early May, 1945, informed him that hewrof the extensive Japanese peace offers and
admitted then that further fighting with the Japmmevas really unnecessary. But, Truman also
disclosed to Hoover, he did not feel strong enotghchallenge Secretary Stimson and the
Pentagon. Yet neither of these confirmatory rei@athave been picked up by Alperovitz and the
other recent expositors of Hiroshima Revisionismhik article, Barnes also supported the P. M. S.
Blackett thesis, since adopted by Alperovitz, tttee major reason for dropping the bomb on
Hiroshima and Nagasaki was a sabre-rattling gestutiee Russians against whom we were already
preparing the Cold War. Indeed, Barnes concludas ‘thany date the origins of the Cold War
from the time he [Stalin] received news of the palobombing shortly after the Potsdam
Conference.”

In the summer of 1959, Barnes wrote a thoughtfiitlaron America’s basic position todag. He
commented very cogently on the use of foreign scanel quarrels, in the current “age of evasion,”
to evade meeting and solving fundamental domestblems. To “globaloney” had now been
added the “astrobaloney” of concentration upon rosp@ace. Barnes was later on impressed by the
very well-informed article of Philip Abelson, “Arae Tame Cats in Charge: Omens of Orwell,” in
the Saturday Reviewdanuary 1, 1966, which indicated how the diversban increasing number
of our best scientists to space age and nucleapmatems is linking up science with Orwellianism
and the Cold War, thus giving us a military-indigtscientific complex.3

Let us, Barnes warned, concentrate on such issugeaule of law, racketeering, organized crime,
intellectual freedom.etc, at home instead of vainly and quixotically tryirio impose our
institutions all over the world. In sum, “when wesaunable to enforce the law in Little Rock
without upsetting the nation, it is proposed thatenforce the law in Saigon, Bangkok, Rangoon,
and Nairobi.” With the United States overrun witinmee, both adult and juvenile, and the leaders of
organized crime seemingly beyond the reach of \@&vproclaim our goal to be extending the rule
of law over the whole planet.

Barnes pointed out the contradictions in both theservative and the liberal supporters of the Cold
War. On the one hand, the conservatives have ahaddihe principle of neutrality to adopt an
hysterical anti-Communism that sees dire threathénmost distant lands. Barnes adds relevantly
that:

As a result, the conservatives overlook entireyfict that this very globalism and spatial fantasy
with the astronomical expenditures involved, are thain cause of the growing statism, debt
burden, inflation . . . which are destroying theefleconomy that they abstractly worship. . . .

The building of a public dam costing some milliossdenounced as “pure socialism,” while a
rigidly State-controlled armament economy costiodyf or more [now over seventy] billions each
year is hailed as the chief bulwark of free eniegr

Furthermore, “prominent conservatives, who twerggarg ago bravely led in the struggle against
involving the United States in World War Il, arewdhe most fanatical shock troops in the
propaganda crusade which is likely to involve us itird world war that will make. . . 1939945
seem only a mere skirmish.”

The liberals and, progressives, for their part,caneght in dire contradictions of their own:

They pretend intense devotion to a welfare stateabthe same time warmly uphold the allocation
of over three-fourths of our national budget to amment and to war. . . .

The liberals exhibit great agitation concerninggéld threats to our civil liberties, but most adrth
support the ‘Cold War,” which is far and away tle€ cause of the more serious invasions of civil
liberties and intellectual freedom.



In the revised 1962, edition of hifistory of Historical Writing Barnes briefly criticizes Cold War
historiography. The English Revisionist historian & P. Taylor is quoted in a bitter, justly
deserved blast at Court historians. Writing in ih@nchester GuardignJanuary 19, 1961, Taylor
declared that: “The academic historians of the Wesy assert their scholarly independence even
when they are employed by a government departnbentthey are as much ‘engaged’ as though
they wore the handsome uniforms designed for Gepnafiessors by Dr. Goebbels.” Barnes asserts
that the Cold War is responsible for the lack dfisiently objective history, after World War llpt
permit the Russians to win a fair hearing. “Thenaums of the historians was quickly extended from
Germany and Italy to Russia, China, and other Comshunations.” Furthermore, in his copious
historiographical references, Barnes lists justlooak on the Cold War, and that is the monumental
work by D. F. FlemingThe Cold War and Its Origin@ vols., 196114

Barnes returned to a full discussion of the Cold Wahe revised (1965) edition of Histellectual
and Cultural History of the Western Worlfirst published in 1937. While placing the blafoe
maintaining the dangerous Cold War on each of theaGPowers, Barnes notes a “more
conciliatory attitude” by Khrushchev and the lagrccessors to Stalin, as well as subsequent
demands by some of the powers of Western Europe $tackening to the Cold War. Hence Barnes
notes that:

“It does not seem unreasonable to assume that Kisssdday more agreeable to mitigating the
Cold War than the United States, for practical eatfthan idealistic reasons. Russia is less able to
bear the great armament burden involved; she doeseed armament industry to make her
economy work. . . . Short of diverting major pubdgpenditures from armament to welfare-state
activities, which is obviously not possible in tipeesent temper of the country, there are no
comparable incentives to induce the United Statessh to taper off the Cold War patterb.

Barnes keenly sees the political economy of thetddniStates since the New Deal as “state
capitalism,” the extreme examples of which havenbéascism in Italy and National Socialism in
Germany. Since World War I, this system has bectmétary state capitalism,” which the Cold
War has “fixed...as a permanent pattern of econoalifec for an unpredictable period.” The
prosperity of the American economy now depends ditany spending, even though the siphoning
of resources for the Cold War obviously places eagburden on the civilian economy. Barnes
attributes the 1959 recession largely to a precgslight cutback in military aviation, a harbinger
of what would happen should the United Statesargitandon the military treadmilb

Barnes finds an acceleration of the Orwellian trendmerican life, and he cites C. Wright Mills’
The Power Eliteas providing “the best description of the progmessie toward &lineteen Eighty-
Four social order in the United States.” He notes #igowarning directed by President Eisenhower
at the end of his term against the military-indiasttomplex consisting of the coalescing of power
in “corporation executives, Pentagon chiefs anddiiense executives, leading military technicians
and scientists, and advertising moguls” all incirgglg running our society. It was pointed out
earlier that Barnes was greatly impressed by thes faresented by Philip Abelson in tBaturday
Review January 1, 1966, who warned in his article one“tre Tame Cats in Charge: Omens of
Orwell,” that the space age and nuclear war aspsctise Cold War are increasingly diverting a
dangerously large sector of our best scientistthéoservice of the military-industrial complex, a
very alarming symptom of growing Orwellian trendghin the Cold War system. More recently,
Barnes has been much impressed by another thougiticle by a scientist, the authority on
nuclear physics, Hans Trilling, in th®aturday Reviewor October 28, 1967, entitled “Can a
Scientist be an Optimist?” for he contends with riegsive evidence that Revisionism offers the
only reasonable hope of ending the Cold War anggoving civilization.

Ominous Orwellian trends are also found in thebdghte whipping up by the government of the
public’s fear of the enemy; indeed, Secretary @fte&Sohn Foster Dulles frankly admitted that the
American citizenry needed to be “artificially alaeth” to avoid any possible relaxation of public
fears. An especially menacing example of Orwelliaewspeak” is such a concept as “overkill,”
under which America piles up enough nuclear weaportestroy all human life many times over,



and yet presses on with more weapons. “The moatlgl®rwellian aspect of the matter is that the
demonstration of and boasting about this abilityoteerkill was followed by the offering and
approval of the most extensive budget in the whaeory of the Cold Warl7

For this final chapter of the revised edition of mtellectual and Cultural History of the Western
World, Barnes’ suggested readings include additionak&dben available which were critical of
the Cold War. In addition to Fleming and Ingraneditibove, these include John Lukaks]istory

of the Cold War(1961), Walter Millis and James Re#&he Abolition of WaK1963), Frederick L.
Schuman,The Cold War(1962), and Seymour Melman, edjsarmament: Its Politics and
Economics(1963). Looking over this list more recently, Basnhas observed that he might well
have added N. A. Graebn&pld War Diplomacy, 1945-196(962); R.N. Stromberg;ollective
Security and American Foreign Polidit963); and W.A. Williams,The Tragedy of American
Diplomacy (1962). The first two of these books were subshhistorical works and among the
first to offer mildly critical observations on o@old War foreign policy. Williams’ book was a
vigorous and probably the most influential criti®f this policy.

A more recent expression of Barnes’ views on Rewmisim can be found in a special Revisionism
issue of theRampart Journal an issue that Barnes helped edit and organizeneBaarticle,
“Revisionism: A Key to Peace” provides a completal aip-to-date summary of his views on
Revisionism in general, and World War Il Revisionis particularl8 In the article, Barnes notes
as an example of Cold War Orwellian thinking theluision within the “free nations” of the rankest
totalitarian regimes, provided they line up on #i@e of the United States in world affairs. But
Barnes also trenchantly points out that the negie®Vorld War 1l Revisionism since the war may
be accounted for by the deadening intellectual @onity imposed by the Cold War system. In
contrast to the courageous and independent thqegkiading America during the 1920’s, Barnes
writes, “After 1945, we ran into a period of inegttual conformity perhaps unsurpassed since the
supreme power and unity of the Catholic Churchhatheight of the Middle Ages. Between the
pressures exerted by the military aspects of theehan cold-war system and those which were
equally powerful in the civilian or commercial woylintellectual individuality and independence
all but disappeared.” The Cold War has had an @quadct on the world of education:

In this era ofNineteen Eighty-Foyr‘The Organization Men,” “The Man in the Grey Ftesh Suit,”

the “Hidden Persuaders,” and “Madison Avenue,” etle®m average American college graduate
became little more inclined to independent thinkingn was a Catholic peasant during the papacy
of Innocent Ill. As Irving Howell pointed out in éhAtlantic of November, 1965, American higher
education conformed to the Orwellian cold-war syst@bout as conveniently as the Pentagon or
American business. When, in the mid-1960’s, a smathlority of students began to show signs of
restlessness, this caused widespread surpriselamad, @and public leaders like Senator Thomas J.
Dodd of Connecticut suggested procedures which avbale won them kudos from Hitl&®.

In this article, Barnes pays his respects to thesldping series of local hot wars that have now
become a basic part of the cold-war system: theesef lesser tactical or revolutionary ‘hot wars’
in Korea, South Vietnam, the Congo, and elsewhehich are so needed to stoke the fires of our
military state capitalist economy. Indeed, Time of September 25, 1965, it was suggested in a
lengthy and factual editorial that we might as vggt adjusted to this situation of worldwide non-
nuclear war as permanent until the final nucleark¥l comes along20

According to Barnes, a very forceful presentatidrthee conception that the United States, and
much of the world, is not only operating on a raitjt economy but is based on a social order which
is tied in thoroughly with a military frame of reémce and pattern of life, appeared in the late
autumn of 1967. It was entitlddeport from Iron Mountair{Dial Press), and purported to be the
report of a Special Study Group “On the Possibiétyd Desirability of Peace.” It is as yet an
anonymous work only vouched for by a reputablenalist, Leonard C. Lewin, who suggests that
it may have governmental inspiration and early spoship. A large, diversified and almost ideal
group of experts are represented as the authdredftudy. Whatever the authorship, and whether
intended as a sober work or an informed satiren&aregards it as by far the most impressive



statement of the domination of our society by th#itany-scientific-technological-industrial-
economic-political complex that has thus far redcpent. It is really Orwell, far better informed,
brought down to date and applied to the UnitedeStaind the world two decades after Orwell
wrote.

Following the books of the early 1960’s there haeen a number devoted to the history of our
Cold War policy, many of them highly critical. GAtperowitz’s Atomic Diplomacy(1965) is a
critical analysis of the exploitation of Americatomic superiority to launch the Cold War. David
Horowitz’s The Free World Colossy&965) is the most forthright criticism of Americ&old War
operations since the publication of the Fleming Khoblorowitz has also recently edited a
symposium, entitledContainment and Revolutiprwhich includes contributions covering most
aspects of broad Revisionism. Ronald Radosh hdswiddaan important phase of the impact of the
Vietnam War on American academic life in Aisach-ins, USA: Reports, Opinions, Documents
(1967) which indicates the type of material presdnin describing and criticizing American
intervention in Vietnam.

Barnes’ determined opposition to America’s war ietdam is expressed in a letter commending
columnist Emmet J. Hughes for his articleiNiewsweekritical of the wa1 In the letter, Barnes
stresses the historical filiation of the Vietnamrwieom Henry L. Stimson’s “nonsense” about
“aggression” and “aggressors” down to Stimson’s sh@ful disciple McGeorge Bundy, whose
father “used to take him by the hand as a childhisrvisits to the great man.” Barnes notes that the
basicleitmotif of war from Stimson through Bundy has “been owekém in all the comments of the
Vietnam scandal that | have seen.” He also pomtthé role of Dean Rusk as the Establishment
representative of the “Eastern seaboard oil, minaral banking cartels which are consecrated to
keeping us involved all over the world in the naofiéprotecting the free nations.” He has stated
that he believes that the Eastern Establishmewerisably Rusk’s “church,” and that he serves it
with a truly religious devotion. His theology hasen refurbished by Walt W. Rostow and Bundy.
Barnes regards Rusk as an honest and sincere CatdFahdamentalist. His “Sermon on the
Mount” was delivered in his uncompromising pressfecence on October 12, 1967, which Walter
Lippmann, in Barnes’ phrase, took apariNewsweelof November 6th in a manner reminiscent of
Darrow’s handling of Bryan in the Scopes Trial.

Barnes concludes the revised edition oflhiellectual and Cultural History of the Western Mdo

on an understandably pessimistic note, considehagervasiveness of war and the war mentality
in the present-day world. He properly points ouvHibberals and many socialists, ideologically in
the forefront of the opposition to war, have ledqaickly capitulated to the war parade in all the
great wars of the present century; indeed, in ladl wars of America’s history except for the
Mexican War landgrab. In the United States, ind&édrld Wars | and Il and the Korean War were
pre-eminently liberal wars.

In the last year, Barnes has optimistically noteat,tfor the first time in this century, great nwerd

of liberals, especially of the younger generatiware reacting vehemently against an American war
overseas, and even intensifying their oppositiontres Vietham war continues and deepens.
Increasingly, the youthful members of the “New Lefire beginning to realize that the war
liberalism of their elders has been, in Barnesi¢hant phrase, “totalitarian liberalism.” As Barnes
wrote in the title of a brochure written after WbNVar II: The Chickens of the Interventionist
Liberals Have Come Home to Roaatd, increasingly, the younger generation is/abtirejecting,
root and branch, the bitter legacy of the war dgci€haracteristic of this New Left approach to
American foreign policy i€ontainment and Changé&967) by Carl Oglesby and Richard Shaull,
which presents the futility of the Cold War poligy dealing with the revolutionary trends of the
post-war era, and calls for a new alignment of geghesentatives of the Old Right as have retained
their anti-interventionism with those of the NewfLl@ho have repudiated interventionism and the
Cold Warr.

An able political scientist who has been very act@nd consistent in opposing the Cold War and
supporting broad Revisionism is Neal D. Houghtortht@ University of Arizona, who has been



engaged in this work for a deca2e. He has written and lectured extensively anddrganized
impressive conferences of outstanding authoritieddal with the world situation. Houghton has
been most concerned with demonstrating the compsahady revolutionary character of the post-
war era and the utter futility of imagining thatl@&Var strategy or frenzy can deal effectively with
the problems of the most fluid and dynamic period¢human history. The essentials of his position,
set forth in numerous articles, will be broughtdtiger in a symposium he has edited and will
appear in May, 1968. It is very appropriately éatitThe Struggle Against History: American
Foreign Policy in an Age of Revolution

Another instructive example of opposition to theldC@/ar appeared in the books of the eminent
critic and publicist, Edmund Wilson, who came ooursquare for broad Revisionism in his
Patriotic Goreand The Cold War and the Income TaX A significant break-through for Cold
War Revisionism appeared recently in the augusepad the New YorklimesSunday Magazine.
There the young historian, Christopher Lasch, dewiagly riddled the Cold War apologetics of
Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., and hailed William Applan Williams as the outstanding Revisionist
of the Cold War, contending that Williams’ anti-iergalist critique of American foreign policy is
becoming increasingly vindicated.

V. Barnes and the Ideological Spectrum

In the light of Harry Elmer Barnes’ thoroughgoing\isionism, where may he be said to fit in the
ideological spectrum of foreign affairs? Albert Mgck once wrote of his wry amusement at being
damned as a “radical” in the 1920’s, and then deeactionary” in the 1930’s even though his
political philosophy had not changed one bit. Sdmmet similar has happened to Barnes. All his life
he has remained the resolute and unbowed chamgigeare and reason. For this he was
considered a “left liberal” in the 1920’s and eatBB0’s, and a “reactionary isolationist” in théela
1930’s and 1940’s. If it was largely the Left whechme his allies in the former period, and the
Right in the latter, this was becaukeykept veering and tacking, and not Barnes.

Barnes has had to endure mass desertions fromeirimy his friends and colleagues twice in his
life. If he had but chosen, like them, to “flip-fib for war around 1940 — or at the least to keep
silent — he would undoubtedly still be receivindj the honors and prestige that our society can
bestow. Never again, undoubtedly, will Barnes’ ®bk reviewed on the coveted Page One of the
New York Sunday Times Book RevieBut Barnes knew well that there are things irs thiorld
more important than tinsel honors; for what is aarpeofited, if he shall gain the whole world, and
lose his own soul? It shall always be said of H&hyer Barnes that his soul whs own, that
never did he crook the knee to Power; and thataadeprecious spirit, that high courage, shall be
honored whenever and wherever men prize and dhleiteest that man has within him.

By the end of the 1930’s, Barnes’ allies for peand neutrality were mainly the Right wing, and
this continued down to the early 1950’s. How maegmgle now remember that it was not the Left,
but the “extreme Right-wing” Republicans who opmbsenscription, Greek-Turkish aid, NATO,
and even the Korean War? In short, that the oudsigropponents of the Cold War were the men
of the Right? The Korean War, for example, mobditlee ardent support of even long-time fellow-
travelers on the Left (with such honorable exceyttias I. F. Stone) — in the sacred name of the UN
and “collective security against aggression.” Otilg “isolationists” of the Right stood fast in
opposition. But soon this alignment changed shaquy and the Right wing shifted en masse, and
almost unwittingly, to an extreme Cold War stance.

It is obvious that no simple labels of “Right” oLeéft” can be pinned on Barnes; indeed, recent
realignments have rendered these categories mist¢eadd obsolete — a veritable cultural lag. With
many of the Left and most of the Right joined il Bold War, a counter-movement has recently
begun. Emerging since about 1959, this movememishalit the prospect of a basic realignment for
peace, a regrouping transcending completely the'Right” and “Left” stereotypes. On the Left,
there has emerged the broad and youthful anti-warement of the New Left, while on the Right,



sharp and basic criticisms of the war drive havenbexpressed by such able writers as the late
Howard Buffett, William R. Mathews, Felix Morley,dRald Hamowy, Robert LeFevre, and, to a
more limited extent, by such public figures as HamiFish, Marriner S. Eccles and the late Bruce
Barton.

Whenever a man stands up for peace, he will besadchy his more frenzied opponents of being a
“dupe” or an “agent” of the dread Enemy. Throughhstlife, Harry Elmer Barnes has undoubtedly
been successively accused of being a tool of tlwssizm General Staff, “pro-Hitler,” and now
perhaps “pro-Communist” to boot. The absurdityhd# tatter charge may be seen in the following
passage from his most recent chapter on Orweltlz&old War:

Stalin and his successors were content with the @r because war scares and the alleged threat
of capitalistic attack enabled the Politburo to m@n unity and prevent any threat of civil war in
Soviet Russia, despite much slave labor and lowdigtandards. . . .

The antagonism of the Western Powers and the Kdr¢anaided [the Chinese Communists] in
instituting a reign of terror at home and elimingtitheir enemies under the guise of the needs of
defense and national security.

It is most meet and proper that we honor Harry ElB&nes in thigestschrift Throughout his
life, whether surrounded by the leading lights &f day or battling alone, whether heaped with
laurels or with abuse, Harry Barnes has fought mmpromisingly for truth and justice, for reason
and peace. In a century of craven “other-directibe, has always been his own man. If he cannot
be fairly accused of being “pro-Nazi” or “pro-Commist,” “pro-German” or “pro-Russian,”
perhaps some might charge that he has, througheah “anti-American,” for he has indeed had
the great courage to oppose some of America’s mlostished foreign policies of the present
century. But this is, perhaps, the greatest slantiénem all. For Barnes knows, as did that noble
spirit, Randolph Bourne, that there &ane® Americas, and that the record of foreign affaiss been

a continuing struggle between them. Himself a airtmartyr to America’s First Crusade, Bourne’s
last immortal words were these:

Country is a concept of peace, of tolerance, ahgjvand letting live. But State is essentially a
concept of power...it signifies a group in its agggive aspects. . . .

The history of America as a country is quite défetr from that of America as a State. In one case it
is the drama of the pioneering conquest of the,lahthe growth of wealth, and the carrying out of
spiritual ideals.... But as a State, its historythat of playing a part in the world, making war,
obstructing international trade. . . punishing tha#tizens who society agrees are offensive, and
collecting money to pay for alt5

We are here gathered together to honor Harry EBaenes, a worthy embodiment of the better,
and let us hope, the truer America.
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