


I think you end up without any tense. . . . | find these people have
not attacked the government with violence and overthrowing. . . .
We will certainly continue, as long as we are in the motion picture
industry, to aid this great country of the United States with every

ounce of energy we possess . . . | had nothing to do with Russia
in 1944. | want no part of it. . . . We rely on a deep-rooted, pervad-
ing respect for our country’s principles. . . . | can't, for the life of

me, figure where men could get together and try in any form, shape,

or manner to deprive a man of a livelihood because of his political
beliefs.”

Or: “l have abundant reason to cherish the blessings - of our
democracy . . . If they should find anything detrimental to the
American Government or the Congress | would never allow anything
against anybody in our government or in our Congress, | would
never allow them to have a laugh at such a serious pricei. . . | have
got to confess that was the only time in my life that | gave money
to Russia, and if | were to be told that two years ago, God help the
one that asked for it. But when they made the plea that we must
go out and help Russia, | felt | would rather they kill Russians than
kill Americans and | gave them money. | made the picture in the
same spirit . . . | am convinced of that. | am under oath, and if |
met my God | would still repeat the same thing.”

One there was among the producers—a man of higher intellect
and morality than those with whom he had been cast—who declared
to the committee: “I can tell you personally what | feel. Up until
the time it is proved that a Communist is a man dedicated to the
overthrow of the Government by force or violence, or by any il-
legal methods, | cannot make any determination of his employment

on any other basis except whether he is qualified best to do the job
I want him to do.”

Yet it was this man, upon his return to Hollywood, who accepted
the chairmanship of the producer committee to enforce the blacklist.
Asked by a New Yorker reporter why he had changed his mind, he
replied with stark simplicity that he had done it to hold his job. Such
is the flavor of toad-meat on the tongue of an aspiring man.

The writers who appeared as friendly, or complaining, witnesses,
were of a different stripe. Throughout their testimony ran the plaint-
ive wonder of men who somehow have been passed by in the race
for whatever rewards Hollywood may offer: “. . . it is very easy for
him (the story editor) to load the (employment) list with Communists
. . . (the reader) prepares a very bad synopsis of all material sub-
mitted by people who are not Communists . . . | know anti-Com-
munist writers in Hollywood who have been forced practically to
starvation by the refusal of the Communist writers to work for
them . . . Those members of the Story Analysts Guild (readers) who
are sympathetic to or followers of the Communist Party, are in a
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position to promote, all things being equal, one submitted piece of
material coming from people sympathetic to their cause, and' to sup-
press material coming from anybody unsympathetic to Thew cause
... | wrote a story. They were scared off, and never o!ld"rh'e pic-
ture . . . Hollywood writers . . . have been scared . . . intimidated
. .. | was very much in need of money. | have a wife and two
children. A job was very precious to me. | sold. a producer at
Paramount an idea for a story that | had and he hired me and to
my joy assigned me to work with ———— . . . But | soon dlSCOVGI’:ed
that his (————'s) love of mankind did not extend to me . . . | think
they should be silenced, deported, or treated as the spys and agents
they are. | am the utmost believer in tolerance there ever was,
Dutiisgs ot

Here the motive is clear. These witnesses had enjoyed indifferer?t
success in the sale of their literary creations to the screen, and their
employment records were spotty. They wanted the jobs hgld by the
men they accused of being Communists, and they fqr]‘hrnghﬂy so-
licited the aid of the committee in eliminating competition. Despic-
able, perhaps, or not, as one may view such matters; but certainly
not devious, nor beyond the comprehension of reasonable men.

The actors, successful artists all and therefore without private
axes to grind, appeared to speak from the deepest wellsprings of
patriotism. True, their testimony was prepared b){ o_’rhers and care-
fully rehearsed in advance with Mr. Rober'r. Stripling, committee
investigator. But they were eager participants in '1hc'-3 show, and'Thelr
performances seemed to reflect a solemn conviction that thglr ac-
cused fellow-workers were so actively engaged in revolutionary
foment their their violent overthrow of the governn.\en.f constituted
an imminent peril. Possessed of such convictions—if, lr?c{eed, they
were convictions—no man may be condemned for voicing them,
although the choice of tribunal in this instance may not have been
well considered.

By far the most complex of all the friendly witnesses were the
two labor executives who, professing widely differing points of view,
nonetheless revealed striking similarities as their testimony Unfp{ded.
In contrast to the feelings of most men who are invited to participate
in such a display, both of them professed their eagerness to Tes’rl.fy.
“l welcome the opportunity,” said the international representative
of the ILA.T.S.E. “I would be here, whether you gave me a sub-
poena or not,” said the president of the Screen Writers Guild.

Both men, leaders of labor and presumably aware of those acts
of Congress which for thirteen years have barred compulsory reve-
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lation of trade union membership, appeared zealous to discard such
immunities, not only for themselves but for other trade unionists as
well. “I see no reason at all why today a man should deny his mem-
bership in an American trade union—none at all,” said the trade
union leader. “I wanted to volunteer the information that | am both
a member and serving my third term as president,” said the Guild
executive, adding that he was “delighted and proud” to do so.
Neither man appeared willing to pay even lip service to a tradition
of secrecy, the destruction of which, to Negro trade unionists and
organizers in the South, often brings swift and violent death.

Still another similarity between the two stood forth in the reve-
lation that each was appearing before the committee for the avowed
purpose of winning a union fight in which he was engaged. The
I.LA.T.S.E. unions at the moment were violating the picket-lines and
taking over the struck jobs of painters, carpenters and story analysts
all of whom the trade union witness accused of being Commuhists,
and hence fair game. “We hope,” he said, “that with the help of
the committee, the Communist menace in the motion picture industry
may be successfully destroyed, to the end that Hollywood labor may
be spared in the future the strife and turmoil of the immediate past.”

The president of the Screen Writers Guild also had a union prob-

lem. Elections were shortly scheduled in his guild, and some of -

the candidates for directorships were those same unfriendly wit-
nesses the committee was indicting for contempt of Congress. The
guild executive had himself three times been elected president of
the guild with the support of the unfriendly writers. He had also
run for Congress in 1946, and had solicited their names as sponsors
of his candidacy, used their homes for election speeches, and readily
accepted their financial contributions to his campaign chest. But he
was presently involved in a coalition with the complaining writers
who had already testified; in an effort to defeat his former sponsors
in their guild candidacies. ‘ P

Lest his appearance be misinterpreted as a moral stand against
the committee’s investigation, he made his position perfectly clear.
“My only concern with respect to this whole proceeding, Mr. Chair-
man,” he declared, “is merely that people might go back home and
think that they have been political martyrs. An election in Novem-
ber which is coming up in our Screen Writers Guild might be seri-
ously affected, and not for the better, if people thought that perhaps
government had interfered any more than was necessary in the
normal operations of the guild.”

How much government interference he felt “was necessary” in
the guild he otherwhere revealed by stating that he had “appeared
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before the FBI voluntarily and had offered to put myself and any
records of our guild completely at his disposal at any time.” This
generous act, performed without consent either of board or mem-
bership, established his respect for the privacy of union business: he
believed in the principle of the “partial virgin” and had succeeded
in making one out of his own bargaining organization.

To Mr. Archibald Macleish’s query, addressed to the nation
during the committee hearings—"The question before the country
is—can a Committee of Congress do indirectly by inquisition into
a man’s beliefs, what the Constitution forbids Congress to do di-
rectly: And if it can, what is left of the Constitution and the freedom
it protects?”—the guild president paid no heed. He was not con-
cerned with the issue raised by Mr. Macleish: he was impetuous
in his desire to answer questions the committee had not even pro-
pounded to him: he was willing to forego any obligation to “the
Constitution and the freedom it protfects.”

“| have a piece of information that | would like to put in the
record on my own motion,” he said fo the committee, “and on my
own volunteering, because | am not sure as a student of constitu-
tional law whether the committee does have the authority to de-
mand it of me, but let me break the suspense immediately and tell
you that | am not a Communist.” He then proceeded to tell the
committee what he was.

As the two labor representatives were dismissed, Mr. McDowell
thanked them for their cooperation. “You have been a good wit-
ness,” he informed the union leader. And to the guild executive
he said: “It is a great relief to have you testify, to hear you festify

. without waving your arms and screaming and insisting that
something was being done to you—about the Bill of Rights. It is
good to hear somebody from the Screen Writers Guild talk as freely
as you have.”

Clearly the urgency to defy the committee or to condemn its
activities was not strongly upon these men. In the full flux of the
Toad, voluntarily and without any compulsion, they surrendered
two vital constitutional outposts. Their capitulation served not only
to repudiate those witnesses who had refused to bow before the
committee; it actually provided the committee with righteous am-
munition for the waging of its future campaigns against trade
unions, atomic science and—as Mr. De Voto has pointed out with
such justifiable concern—academic freedom itself.

Only one other position—aside from that of the unfriendly
witnesses—remains to be dealt with: that of Mr. Eric Johnston,
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