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lyzed as answers to questions.! [

DAME ly believe in what they did o

tion? Were they simply turning in oth
Abe Polonsky, the blacklisted write

e put pressure on them, we {(and in some cases they) can never know

- whether they acted from noble or ignoble motives. As he says of Kazan,
“Kazan was not in the process of going around giving the names of p
Pie whom he thought were hostile to the society he had come to love. But

Committee faced him with a problem. Up to that point he didn’t ha
problem. All he had was a disagreement politically with some people.
they were old friends they’d have had these arguments for years. I
e they did, you know. After all, Harold Clurman in The Fervent
iptells about the arguments they always had, and they disagreed with
other a hundred times.
This was something else. This was, Who goes to the concentration
? Do I go with you or do you go by vourself? That was the real de-
he had to face at that time. Now the fact that he no longer sympa-
with the political point of view he once shared with these people is
ant—no one at this late stage in life attacks his right to change his
His opinion about that was not the source of his action. The source
 action was something else. And the ability to make that distinc-
petween his opinions and his source of action—is the ability to dis-
here the course of morality lay.
/fact of the matter is, unless Kazan became a stool pigeon or an
f, whichever one he prefers, under no circumstances whatsoever
be have directed a film in the United States.”
sky argues that for most of the people who cooperated with
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IiU‘ ‘Cy it was P‘Ot a nlOIai) ﬁlhlca.l, or Pghncal que»s“on at all‘ It was a
‘)X act}cal questlc )ﬂ"’"but peoplc d(m t hke to thl!lk Of it that Way bCC&“SC it

i difficult problem; in other
to them an easy solutionto a ' oy
o tbi: Seec?flczi handle their own friends, whom thcyhtcsnﬁ;d a;gh s
:;id:’ tth:g they could handle the U.S. government arassing
€

i i thing: Why
Schulberg, according 10 Polonsky, “just has to explain one g

beco i 7 And why didn't he
i hen they forced him 107
e o forn mfomj)ire ?heey forcyed himto? The reason was that be-

become an informer beft hing to do. What made that change
ht it wasn’t a good thing 10 GO. ainst his

o v:};:‘;gpractical situation. The Nazis pointed a gun ?g,;gh 1 hate

happen d said, ‘Look, give us some names,” and he saysvh sa, Sure

i :tn;way. You know 1 hate those guys.” And t j: mé”nm&

thosf ?}i’ we're here. So give us their names. Andfhc ?ga

m’l‘l?; s uesgion to ask is, Why then and not a week be ;::d 76 100 late 10
“I? ou wait till they put a gun up a.g?mSt your Tir;le has passed.”

claim i’hat you're doing it for m(;mgepfmaitcaz‘?&erﬁng Hayden all

ichael Gordon, Lee Cobb, Iso ’ : back to

ﬁMcfd}leairith remorse that their plan was fo name their way

co

. .th
!k‘ But to this day, Othﬁr infOrmerS dﬁny that thcy wWere acting W
WOTrK.

“believe i ” he had long
this sort of self-interest. Schulberg says, “believe 1t or not,

who
Elia Kazan says that anyone
his back on Hollywood. Elia Kaz : o
380;;11;“ :i(cii itli'or the money is “‘simplistic. Richard ?}?;?2; ;f}it:as o
e i all he knew was
ime he decided to name names ' |
mL:r;;m;ari:s had done and Parks had gci;ten 2;3;1 ;n;ioio :::,k -
‘ ou ' &
the evidence is the other wiy‘ new oo e et
ABurtxdmint you were blacklisted. Qmpemtxon 1 baet lez;;td Ie(pmn do s
on Besides, after their HUAC testimony Schulberg o vvery ,,
(())p:?ite Waterj}mnt and A Face in the med.kE)éo:;); fI'(j; eudpgind
k. . :
the informers went back to W.O .
'fe“i Othtfrs;vaseon a double blacklist and indeed lost the War":g: _‘;} >
miiis‘;:hee()ommittee e had been promised he could keep, Pt
! 10 .
credits in the following five years.

. i ing to them ez
. L. s Himon and listenmng
However, reading the informers’ tes y » which they now

seem ata minim U to hil e flul: tlJnEd as cefctE EhB faCt nloxal tlanq(ni

3 gs’
1Ze TV

tion of betrayal, to overwhek?a com1'3‘1.mcnon.;:1 i ity other thin
About informer-motives little can be sat certai

that most of them—including those who now profess real regret—insist
they were not total sell-outs. Twenty-five vears after the fact, each is still
careful to delineate where he or she drew the line. As E. E. Cummings
put it, ** “There is some s. I will not eat.” Schulberg didn’t name anyone
who hadn’t been named before. Lennart wouldn’t name anyone who
hadn’t been named at least ten times before. Collins named only the dead,
those already called, and those who had quit the Party. Michael Gordon
wouldn’t name anybody until he was persuaded that the time for symbaol-
ic resistance to the Committee had passed and then he insisted on the pri-
vacy of his testimony. David Raksin combined his name-naming with a
defense of his idealistic reasons for joining the Party in the first place.
Clifford Odets lectured the Committee even while he acceded to it. Roy
Huggins drew the line at spelling—he would give the names but not the
letters. A combination of self-justification and line-drawing apparently
freed otherwise honorable people to violate their norms by minimizing
damage to their own self-image.

Since motive must remain a mystery, it is all the more important to ask
whether the exculpations and justifications—the “reasons why”—can
withstand critical scrutiny. The degree to which they cannot——and the
. evidence of trouble on both the analytic and empirical fronts is consider-
able—may be the measure by which decent men and women lost touch
- with their sense of self. Although circumstance varied with individuals,
- eollectively they advanced four different types of explanation for what
~ they did, none of them in the last analysis persuasive, all of them at first
 blush plausible. Let us examine them one by one.

I Didn’t Hart Aaybody. If there is one refrain that keeps asserting it-
- self—almost like & chorus—in the reminiscences and explanations of
 those who played the informer, it is, “I only named those who were al-
- ready named.” The idea seemed to function as a sort of security blanket
~not merely for those who now profess shame but also for those who ex-
~ press ambivalence about what they did, as well as those who defend their
--acting as informer.

- Even though spontaneous mention of this argument is often coupled
with a disclaimer (“ know that’s not the point™), the implication (“1
therefore wasn’t as cold-blooded as some suspect”) is clear. Thus one is
astonished to discover that much of the time the claim turns out to be
false.®

¥ have drawn on the lists of Howard Suber (unpublished) and Robert Vaughn (pub-

fished) as well as on my own reading of the public testimonies before HUAC in deter-
mining when individuals were publicly named for the first time.
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Roland Kibbee recalled, “Bill Wheeler contacted me. I told him (i;) i
’ th who was or wasn
new names, (b) I couldn’t say under oa ‘ .
irl::mitr of the CP, (c) I knew nothing.” On further prodd}ng he 331(?;
“Whether it was considered cooperative or1 kz{x;coopcratwltznel : g:re
ed me. 1 wal a narrow .
know. ... I named those who nam ;
wasn’t a human being in the world 1 could have exposed. lénderlggg;
Kibbee had identified sixteen peers as Party members, plus a Party e
organizer named Luke Hinman whose name had never been publicly
tioned and which he spelled out. . Q -
melilee 1. Cobb took little solace from the idea, .yet thquglzf it worth en;c::e
tioning, that the Committee representatives said tg hterg, gfxzezaﬁla\;e e
’ 4 reconfirmed—
dy have and have been confirmed an .
ilge:t tyhis point . . . is concur.” But he was the only one px.xbhcly to name
Lloyd Bridges (although Bridges had furnished an executive statte)ipelnttz
year and a half before Cobb testified). And he was the' first one pu ;c e};'sa
identify ihe actors Ludwig Donath and Shimen Ruskin, and the actr
Hobart and Gerry Schlein. o .
Ro‘?gy plain good tuck I gave them nobody new. I' dt@ t deliver anyb(;dy
over,” Sylvia Richards mentions. And since she is quite open a%out ;r
belie’f that she made a mistake in cooperating anc% w,(’)uld d_° it di eretnt h};
if she had it to do over, she has no “status incenm.'e t(? misrepresen e
record. But she was the only witness publicly to 3dent1fy the:: wrt;er
Gold as a Communist and the only one to mention the writer Tamara
Hovey. ' . ‘
Thz writer-producer Roy Huggins says today, "1 epded up agre;;x;gl
that people who had already been mentioned many times Y.VCI'; uz:o
i literally no one in the Com-
known to me as Communists. . .. There was ’ :
munist Party that 1 had ever known who hadnt. already been ia:hciyt
listed many, many times.”” But among those Huggms named wh'o aL £ﬁ¢
previously been publicly identified as Communists were the wme;; e
Edgly; Robert Richards, who he said was the dues secretary of hx.s a;'L
ty uni’t; and Elliott Grenard (when asked who was the &aad of his t;eer
Huggins said that Grenard was the nominal head at one time or anotnef,
though he had “no idea” how the name was spelled). ‘ et
Isobel Lennart (“My criterion was that 1 would' mention no’ ,namf; e
had not been mentioned ten times befcremnpt eight but tex? 3 1321 e
mentioned “about ten to twelve names.” As it happened, Miss h 1 .
although she named no new ones among the twenty-one people s ; ci -
did name more than half a dozen who had been Wm less than

times.
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Leo Townsend remembered that "I didn’t name anyone that hadn’t
been named.” But of the thirty-seven people he named as Communists,
he was the first publicly to mention the director Joseph Losey and his
wife Louise Losey, the writer Ben Bengal, the screenwriters Ben and
Norma Barzman, the actress Phoebe Brand, the songwriter Jay Gorney,
the writer Daniel James, the writer Henry Meyers, the writer Mortimer
Offner, the writer Maurice Rapf, the writer Bess Taffel, and the agent
John Weber.

The Schulberg correction of the Times obituary of Herbert Biberman
said: “Biberman, as one of the most outspoken of the original Communist
leaders, had been mentioned by many previous witnesses before the Com-
mittee. Schulberg simply corroborated a list of names that had already
been corroborated many times over.” In fact, Budd Schulberg was only
the third in a round of witnesses (after Meta Rosenberg and Edward
Dmytryk) to identify Herbert Biberman as a Party member—although
be had been named as early as 1942 by Rena Vale before the California
Committee on Un-American Activities. (After Schulberg, Biberman was
named by more than a dozen others.) But Schulberg himself named a
dozen other persons as having been in the Party, including the writer Til-
lie Lerner, whom he was the only person publicly to identify.

Even Edward Dmytryk, who had done time as a member of the Holly-
wood Ten before he changed his mind and testified, responded, “How?"
when a television interviewer rhetorically asked whether it wasn't true
that those he named had suffered. “They suffered through their careers,”
said Tristram Powell of the BBC. “Not necessarily,” replied Dmytryk.
“Not a single person I named hadn’t already been named at least a half-
dozen times and wasn’t already on the blacklist. . .. I don’t think 1 put
anybody in trouble because of the names I mentioned because they had
all been mentioned before.”* Well, not quite. He was the first publicly to
mention the directors Bernard Vorhaus and Michael Gordon and the
writer Maurice Clark, and the only one to mention the writer George
Corey (Mr. Winkle Goes 1o War [1944]).

Thus memory is frequently belied by testimony. Moreover, even where
the Committee’s counsel told a potential informer ahead of time that
HUAC already “had” the names, the witness had no knowledge of exact-
ly who had or had not been named or calied, and no way of knowing
whether his own list would be made public. The Committee had three
sources of names: those it heard in public, those it heard in private, and
those uncovered by its research but never officially publicized. And be-
cause testimony taken privately might be released (or leaked) at the Com-
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i his own
i i 1d ever be certain that
ittee’s discrgtion, no witness COWd , . s own
}I:l;_“ee Ztiilrjcwyould not be publicized in a way which might nju
: ho“;llad or hadn’t already been identified publicly. tee already
" '?h t naming as Communists people whom the Com
a

o have
i less or morally neutral seems
ke 28 o oo by ey f those who testified. That, presum-

i ici ( many o ]
oo Implifltgi:g:r?ct?}?ﬁrzytelep}foned Cleo Trumbc? to tell h:cr t}}latl iLakie
e oing 10 name names, he would omit Dalton’s. o
‘ho“'gh ’}’w wasBigl} Wheeler, “but in naming twenty-three names,h e dmé
o SaYSf the whip horses in there. He knew about three hun red
oo 1 guce I got them—1I had their names—he gave them to me v
e guﬁn’tgwant 1o namé them all.” Or, for another, the;; :im
S 1;16 iberg, who, asked by the Committee who had repre:smtt n
Buqd Cihe i:i of h,is break with the Party, was at first reluctant to W:rl,
dunn‘g %he Pf;; only hesitation—at times through no fault of gourho :
eXP“”m:é, readythings in the papers and say, ‘] saw your name in the pa

B i i 27 All of these people under-
per. You must be in some kind of trouble e P nd and

stood on some level that the publication of rm’Irvnhes,wri e e imnes
third time around, could have consequlenge.s.n “g e he e
i i television:
ultiply named friend from e
:Z?Eix?sriay gack—wit was like one of those Mack Sennett comed

it i i her pie.”
'd get hit in the face with anot ’ ] forcer
heéai; naming went out like a burglar alarm t;}vi; ie:clag:cﬁwd, o
emindi em that there was a su ve | - fired
nassedetwork, rembai‘r!r?ss;g a career to be derailed; remmdmg his chx}lix:;
r:a.t:xd t};ei(:'rfriends that they had a pariah for a parent; reminding neig

he Com-
that they had best keep their distance. The enforcers devoured the

Red
ittee’s annual indexes and supplements, reference ma{x\:‘zlsiiigc&?;c}mu
?Z‘l;: nnels, newsletters like Counterattack, an§ colgm;ns e e have
:il Sokolsky. Their appetite for names was insatiable. saj{ong Y
anef rred new names but were content to recycle old ones, ;
prefe : :
ing to keep in circulation. o
ha%::):l :It::::f no “zgcctivc” damage was done, the tgxgethcixc;g tt ;l:;g
it that way. When I asked Polonsky, vears later, how o
see it ¢ " w}i) named him he said, “There were too.mzmy dosaid iy
t’ll"lelc?ei? I:vvas less than a dozen, he was genuinely sgmx}s;dadax;’ . 1’ -
. ed like thirty or forty—at least that’s the fee%mg s
t)e::nin the rain. It may be that it was just raining in two or Laces,
. .. e
but 1 thought it was raining everywher ¢ for names one sliaborated

i i AC's requ e col |
+ protesting against HU g
in ?t}x’enf(:cti}:m that the Committee’s quest was part of a legisla /
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than a punitive process. Each informer made it that much more difficult
for the next witness to resist. And by supplying names one did the Com-
mittee’s dirty work of advertising its targets. Moreover, virtually every
cooperative witness contributed to the corruption of the process by
swearing to tell the whole truth and then providing only a selective part
of it. (The one exception, Martin Berkeley, who named everyone he

knew, also corrupted the process by adding to the list some who didn’t
belong.)

They Deserved What They Got. The obverse of “I didn’t hurt any-
body” is, “They had it coming to them, they got what they deserved.”
Essentially the argument is that however evil HUAC was, the Commu-
nist Party was worse. To the accusation that he betrayed his former com-
rades, Kazan makes the point that when he gets around to telling his
story he will detail how rthey betrayed him eighteen years earlier. Appear-
ing before the Committee, but also writing in the popular magazines of
the day and speaking to and through the mass media, many informers by
implication justified their cooperation with HUAC by reference to the
evil they were exposing. Call it blaming the victim, or the Fallacy of the
Greater Evil.

Many Hollywood writers who thought nothing of cranking out formu-
la pictures using recycled plots on pedestrian themes, presented them-
selves before HUAC as artists shocked by the aesthetic and political
demands of Party politics, free spirits mauled by the thought-controllers.
Even the talented ones, who had no complaint with Harry Cohn’s or
Cecil B. De Mille’s transformation of art into commerce, complained in
the 1950s of the Party’s crude attempt to judge their movies or stories by
Marxist canons. And then there were serious writers who managed to
reconcile themselves to the corruption of the Hollywood system but felt
constrained to complain out loud about the corruption of the Party sys-
tem. To hear them tell it, truth and beauty were the victims and the Party
censor, the executioner.

Clifford Odets made it quite clear in his HUAC testimony that he left
the Party because he lost his respect for its literary and cultural critics.
His evidence: “when my plays came out, they received fantastically bad
notices {in the Communist press], although a play like Waiting for Lefty
was widely used, not only by the Communists but by all liberal organiza-
tions and trade-union movements. 1 not only disagreed with their critical
statements of my work, but disagreed with their critical estimates of any-
body’s work, writers that I didn’t know, like Steinbeck and Hemingway.”

A close reading of his rowdy testimony (which includes an amusing ac-
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T ————

count of his ?arty-sponsored trip
he learned his hatred of poverty,
to the Committee’s demands that
revolutionary organization) reveals that

o Cuba, some militant talk on where in 1945. “This i )
, . 1s 1s the t ” D1 ey
and a self-conscious refusal to kowtow Party.” ¢ thing,” he said, “which actually got me out of the
mmunist Party as a .
he deno::c;e ;,:l; e:i:?t wa‘;n‘l‘snoti'ory oo 19:3116 iirteomst Zachary Schwartz preceded his naming of .
h . e . . with an expressi names in
because he wearied of wasting his time on the literary haggling.* man had given (f; “A;(:;;;i outrage 31”8 lecture the artist Edward Biber-
After Odets testified—and named names—he was distressed that his m and Art”;
message had been missed; he thought he had showed the Commitiee “the
face o%‘ a radical,” but nobod hihcared about heard anything but the T was completely disgusted . .. because it brough
s y he 4 ! A , with the demands that | accept id h 5 rought me face to face
names. A month later he wrote his friend the writer Benjamin Appel: that I paint that way or draw fha: izfyt at{h‘ye]r(e ;tmriy ridiculous, and
a discussion with the lect or think that way. . .. I got into
For the most part the judgments (so judgmental everyone is!) of the utilitarian aspects Qfa‘;:ﬁinaéﬁmund the whole .1dea gf what he called
what 1 did and s.aid in 'Wash%ngton have been disgustingly mechanical, any form—whether it be pa;inting ywzzfument w1;h him was that art in
based on a few lines printed in newspapers, right or left, when actually - . is a thing of the spirit and yog’ Can,tmg, mosaic—anything creative
there were three hundred pages of typed transcript. Personally I find you would a frying pan and the m fCDntrol it or ;}andie it the way
this a disturbingly immoral time and this immorality exists as much on material of that kind.5 anufacture of a piece of utilitarian
the left as on the right. Personal clarity, in my opinion, is the first law
of the day—that plus a true and real search for personal identity. I The ; . N
, T . L L Journalist Louis F
don’t believe in any party or group doing my thinking or directing for became an CX‘CGmminisxtSCgf; :b\zzl:id Fhaig f?r every Communist who
transfo . . singie iast straw, an e
 pose m:npe:n doyugt into decision, that caused him to leave andvtt;fn tgat
Budd Schulberg’s testimony, it may be 1 ecalled, had mainly to do with tion from thgngogz hc:jzid Ct;xesc mfoments “Kronstadts,” after the defeic)j
how the Party criticized his short stories as é@ecadent and then tried to get supporter of the revolution w::) f’umAI;Xander Berkman, the anarchist-
him to rewrite What A‘{akes Samrﬁ)fRun?, his Ho}ly\?vo‘od nov.ei, as a pro- was repelled by the bloody Savii: : p Gif the train of history when he
letarian novel that satisfied the critical canons of socialist realism and the Kronstadt naval base in 1921, F repression of the sailor-rebels at the
reigning cultur.al commissars, ?ohn floward ‘Lawson and V.]. Jerome. purge trials of the late 1930s 'th:;I Sa‘;f:; 1t was Kronstadt, for others the
As he recalled it for the Corgmlttee, The fee}mg was that [my bo'ok]‘ wa:s : o the Twentieth Party COﬂ’gress deﬂou(r)lzlij: Psagci" Khrushchev’s speech
- it was much w;;;dl‘g“c:shznmﬁ ggt“‘;g*d?f” ‘ z Hungarian uprising in 1956, the invasiongof ézi:éhthi uppression of
e e s 0s .
i y many of the Hollywood ex-Communists—if one trust?g]?a in ?968.
sts their testimo-

me.’

a destructive ides; that . .
begin to show what were called the pro

all of which was ironic 10 Schulberg, who believed that his account of ; 8y before HUAC—their Kronstad
Sammy Glick on the make was the first to tell the story of the Screen Razan called “the disgustin ~§3 t WaS,”more than anything else, what
Writers Guild from the union’s perspective. Although he talked briefly Maltz. Indeed, the event too}% (.)pectzfcle gf g}.m {ecanzation of Albert
about other reasons for defecting, the thrust of his testimony was that it well beyond Hollywood. An in d; 2 fby mbolic significance that extended
was the literary roughing-up that caused him to quit the group, pay o . 2 letter written in 1952 by L F GStltS effect on Athe liberal left is found
mf)re dues, flee H.ollywood,. leave the Party. Why should such crude com- m of cold war victims, to Dz;shéeii ;);:’ a COns1st§nt champion of the
missars have a say abouF his art? . . . e kdm!ining the honor of sponsoring a ’;‘mégt, setting forth his reasons
Edward Dmytryk, his second time around in April 1951, gave the fome, by then one of the sixt gara Y”"'ﬂ?uiﬁ on behalf of V. J. Je-
Committee one of the rare examples of Communists actually trying to - xteen New York Smith Act defendants:
control the content of a pif:ture (there werexlas than half a dozen of ' Vlis a hell of a nice gu I .
these; eventually Fhe Qomnnttee stopped lpokmg for the{xx) whet} he told - ride herd on the in teliectuag iie;t‘;a ly but Pﬂillfcally he has tried to
of Communist objections {0 Cornered, which he made with Adrian Scott Hieves in intellectual and cultural freﬁdt,:f t ;ﬁgzzhﬁ to :;zy»:me who be-
* New Masses, often in
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most humiliating ways—as in the belly~crawl forced some yefxrs ago Jon
Albert Maltz. I'd feel like a stultified ass to speak at a }n&tlng for Je-
rome without making clear my own sharp differences ﬁth the dogmat-
ic, Talmudic, and dictatorial mentality he represents. I mte’nd tg goon
defending him as a Smith Act victim but I can’t pretend he’s a libertar-
ian, so I'd better stay away.’

What was this Hollywood Kronstadt, which not only shocked the con%
science of civil libertarians such as Stone but also cost the Party samf1 of
its best talents? It is worth exploring in detail 1{ for no other reason t‘ an
because it provided so many ex-Communist{s w;th their mqst vivid griev-
ance, their best argument for revenge against tl.le commissars: ¥t w}a:s
cited by many witnesses as partial grounds for their cooperation with the

- ican Activities Committee. '
H(;}urs;ﬂlf t:::n z:;ﬂ of the uproar was four thogsand, Ponre.volutpna;y
words on the subject “What Shall We Ask of Wnters_i7 published in the
New Masses in Febroary 1946. Maltz carefully mentioned at the out?et
that he was going to take the assets of the literary left fcx: granted, apo ;)(;
gized for what might be too “sweeping” language, and said that he wou
focus on where things have gone wrong and why. o

“The source of the problem,” he wrote, “i's the wﬂgax:xzatx‘on of the
theory of art which lies behind left-wing thinking, namely ‘art is a weaf»-
on.”” Broadly speaking art is a weapon, he observed, but as narrowly
applied the emphasis has been too much on the weapon and not enough
Onlthi: :tg:;, m believed, to judge creative works“‘prr’man‘l}.: ?Jy the;x;
formal ideology,” for when you do that you end up with absurdities su.c
as the New Masses critic attacking Lillian Hellman’s. Watc{: on t{‘!e Rf:{ne
when it was produced as a play in 1940, because its anti-Nazi pohtxs:s
were anathema during the period of the Stalin-Hitler Paf:t, and then’ hail-
ing it as a film in 1942 after Hitler's invasion of gussm. You can t, he
said, write a novel and an editorial at the same me, John Steinbeck,
James T. Farrell, John Galsworthy, and Richard anht were examples
of writers who were ideologically out of step and stﬂl_ functxongd as great
artists. Engels understood that about Balzac “Haw.ng a .tactical ax to
grind,” he wrote, “usually requires the artificial mampulatmn of charac-

295 ‘
ter}:.n other words, Maltz spoke uncommon sense. Isidor Schneider, the edi-
tor of New Masses, who had asked writers to think out loud about Fhe re-
lationship of art to politics, seemed to embrace Maltz’s unrevolutionary

Michael Gold, Samuel Sillen (literary editor of the Daily
the new head of the Party, William 7. Foster, all
March 19 John Howard Lawson too found Maliz out of context:
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views in a companion piece called “Background to Error,” where he
wrote: “In our day-to-day reviewing we should avoid the mistakes so
clearly shown by Maltz, . The first confusion has been in elevating po-
litical tactics into political principles. . .. The second confusion has been
to stretch the artistic evaluation to cover the political evaluation.”

And then the rains came, Howard Fast, stil] a decade away from his
own defection. from the Party, charged in New Masses that Maltz was

calling for “the ideology of liquidation.” His summary of Maltz’s posi-
tion:

it, or disguises it, that is what
cates, for the artist, retreat. He pleads with
him to get out of the arena of life. The fact that life shows, and has
shown for a generation now, that such retreat is tantamount to artistic
death and personal degradation, cuts no ice with Maltz 1

Joseph North wrote that Maltz would chop down
Marxism” to cure some weak branches.”
basic contentions as “not only un-Marxist,

“the fruitful tree of
Alvah Bessie viewed Maltz’s
but actually anti-Marxist”,

Perhaps I do Maliz a disservice in thus associating him with Marx.
ism, for he nowhere identifies himself in his article as anything more
than “a working writer,” whatever that may be. He nowhere states his
frame of reference or identifies the point of departure from which he
launches what is, objectively, not only an attack on Marxism but a de-
fense of practically every renegade writer of recent years who ever flirt-
ed with the warkétxg-oiass movement. ... No. We need more than
“free” artists. We need Party artists. We need artists deeply . . . rooted
in the working class who realize the truth of Lenin’s assertion that the
absolute freedom they seek “s nothing but

a bourgeois or anarchist
phrase. . »©

Worker), even
took their turn,”* and on

We cannot divorce the views expressed by Maltz from the historical
moment he selects for the presentation of these views. He writes at a
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isi ic victori hieved in the Sec-
time df decisive struggle. The democ‘ram.: victories ac . ec-
ond World War are threatened by the still pou"erful forc,w of imperial
ism and reaction, which are especially strong in the United States. . . .
Can we regard it as merely an oversight that Maltz does not say one

word about the class struggle? .. .

Indeed, for parochial Party reasons if no othe:s, Maltz hzj\d pxcfk;d :f
dubious “historical moment” for his reﬁecnc?ns.\ Had he wmtc? ;t i‘;-
ing the United Front days of 1935-39 or in the war yeax'sio g}\: -
American cooperation, when everybody from Monsignor Fu ton ~ ce”
to Captain Eddie Rickenbacker had kind wotd§ fox: the Stalin fegmi;v
observed the literary historian Daniel Aaron, “it might have shpfped S
without official censure. It appeared, however, well after th? alx;u::)-
Jacques Duclos letter of May 1945 presaged the.: end (:{f peacefu coba N
ration between the United States and the Soviet U’mon jand the and
ruptcy of ‘Browderism.”” A week before Maltz’s artxcle”appgzt:: ,
Browder, once hailed as “the beloved leade.;l(i)f oulx; movement,” had been

e Party as a “‘social imperialist.” ' ‘
expl\zgletdz tfz)btgeﬂy ai,)ariah. Richard Collins, who. was midway loln i;lls
journey from enforcer of social realism to HUAC 1nfomer, reca ; ; le
Party meeting called to denounce Maltz. “I nott.ce’.:i, which 1 pro z; )I’
wouldn’t have five years before, that no one was sitling near Albehrtk 0
made a point of sitting down next to him. I felt about the menhw 1o v:iieri
attacking him that some of them were talentless; some of the bé)ut es
voices were the least talented. I felt what ;wple must have felt about me

it was outrageous and impudent.”
befgxz::fctr Leopold A%las prefaced his own naming of names l?eere
the Un-American Activities Committee with an unforgettable description

of the occasion:

This was truly a ghastly business. Here one saw the wolf pack in full
operation, working on one of their own long-term members. The mere
recalling of the incident is abhorrent to me. . . . (

When I heard of Maltz’s article and read it, 1 was enormously
pleased. This was not only a further indication to me that the Commu-
nist Political Association had honestly broken with the tenets of the
Communist Party, but also that Albert Maltz, after long Fon?:empl&
tion, had fought his way clear through to the liberal humanitarian way

thinking and writing. ’ ‘
o Albert agnd I worked at Warner’s at the time and [ recall going over
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to his office to congratulate him on the independent position he had
taken. . ..

A week later the roof fell in, and that is a very mild way of putting it.
By his article, Maltz evidently had been guilty of some great heresy,
and the execution squad, shipped in from the East, came marching in
.. . the intellectual goon squad.

Knowing that Maltz was in trouble, T was prepared to defend his po-
sition, despite the fact that | was sorely aware of my deficiencies as a
public speaker.

From this point on I can only give you my impressions of that meet-
ing. It was a nightmarish and shameful experience.

I remember that Albert tried to explain his thoughts on the article. I
remember that almost instantly all sorts of howls went up in protest
against it. I remember that I and one or two others made small at-
tempts to speak in favor of Maltz, and we were literally shouted down.
¥ think I remember seeing Leonardo Bercovici trying to defend the ar-
ticle. But the wolves were loose and you should have seen them. It was
a spectacie for all time. [The writer Arnold] Manoff, from whom I had
expected some statements in defense, said nothing.

From one corner Alvah Bessie, with bitter vituperation and venom,
rose up and dencunced Maltz. From another corner Herbert Biberman
rose and spouted elaborate mouthfuls of nothing, his every accent drip-
ping with hatred. Others from every part of the room jumped in on the
kill.

Aside from the merits of the article in question, this spectacle was
appalling to me, for one simple reason: Maltz, I knew, was an associate
of theirs of long standing. He was at that time a person of some literary
stature and, as I then believed, a man of considerable personal integri-
ty. The least one might have accorded him, even in disagreement, was
some measure of understanding, some measure of consideration. But
not they. They worked over him with every verbal fang and claw at
their command; every ax and bludgeon, and they had plenty. They evi-
dently were past masters at this sort of intellectual cannibalism,

The meeting was finally adjourned, to be reconvened the next week
at the same place. I firmly resolved in heart and mind that if at the nexi
meeting Maltz decided to renounce them all and stick by his guns, I
would be the first to follow him out. However, at the next meeting they
completely broke him.

The hyena attack-—that is the only way I can describe them—con-
tinued with a rising snarl of triumph, and made him crawl and recant.
This entire episode is an extremely distasteful thing for me to recall.

I remember fecling a deep anguish for him as a human being, that



his closest friends for years, or at least agsociates, would treat him hsg
shamefu&ly, so uncharitably, so wolﬁshly.. Whatevcr the cause, e
friends had no right, in all decency, 10 h}uml’iate and break him mth

fashion. Or if they did they were not his fne.nds, And whatever :iy
stood for should have been proof eternal to him that they were wrong

and evil. - ‘ ‘
Maltz’s martyrdom, if that is what it was, was false, sterile and de

Strgtcxnrtv};r, in that hour he betrayed not only himself and hxs‘, )ust.ky d;
rived thoughts but also all those who had ‘entered and remained ltxll1 tr e
organization, in a large measure, due to }‘nm.‘ So long as he was 1de afl:
one felt some good was there. A sense of justice to which one cou
Wai;ifﬁ I knew positively that I had tc. get out. But how, 1 fran(l;g
didn’t know. I believe I have already mentioned that th.cy were aialfa
in strategic positions throughout the industry. Th?t wt§dra;vh ;ori
them would have meant professional and economic suicide. I ha f
ready seen the utterly ruthless, unprincipled, cutthroat act of character
assassination they had performed on Albert Maltz and others. . .. u
1 had two little babies, one newly born and the other a two-year-«;
child. T had to protect them at whatever cost to myself, though . . . de-
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ing, “The question is not how fair they were or Howard Fast was, but
what was the substance of what he had to say?”h

It is this sequence of challenge and Party intervention and submission
that has been seized on by embittered ex-Communists to explain their
alienation from the Party and, in a number of cases, partially to justify
their decision to play the informer.

Since John Howard Lawson lives on as the cruel face of the Party in
the testimony of so many Hollywood informers, it seemed worth hearing
his side of it. Before he died in 1977, Lawson was an arthritic and heart-
sick old man who could function only for about fifteen minutes at a time.
But in those stretches he seemed to have his total wits about him and
made an impressive case for the role he tried to play in his vears as cul-
tural honcho of the Hollywood Party.

What about Schulberg’s charge that he tried to get Sammy to conform
to the Party line? What about Lee Cobb’s recollection that he tried to
reconcile Stanislavski and Marx? Didn’t he try to smuggle the Party line
into Blockade (1938) and give tips to others on how to do it? And, final-
ly, what about his role in the recantation of Albert Maltz?

spite all this, I did leave them voluntarily and of my own free will, ac-
cepting with certain knowledge retaliatory measures. | could no longer
compromise with my principles.”

Lawson’s self-image, it quickly became apparent, had little to do with
that of cultural functionary-dictator. He saw himself as a 1930s play-
wright, a 1940s union organizer and screenwriter, and a 1950s cultural
scholar and cultural leader of the Party—as ever struggling to work out a
satisfactory understanding of the relationship between art and the social
- forces that helped to shape and were in turn shaped by it.

The first president of the Screen Writers Guild, author of the experi-
mental plays Marching Song and Processional, the most militant of the
Hollywood Ten, Lawson helped organize the First Writers Congress in
1935 and out of that came Hollpwood Quarterly, which became Film
_ Quarterly. A serious scholar of film and theater and sometime hack-con-
- tributor to Party journals, he regarded the blacklist as only one part of
the McCarthyite program, which he saw as aiming to control America’s
_ass communications through a new and total censorship. He believed
 that the cultural blacklist involved a basic struggle concerning control of
mass media—a struggle that began with the first sound picture and is still
going on. “The role of art is too essential to be dismissed (or at least
defined) as part of a general struggle of a political or social kind centering
wound an ‘odd’ phenomenon called “McCarthyism.” The technological

On April 9, 1946, two months after his initi.ai effort, Albe“rt Mgitz [;ub-
lished a second article in the New Masses, thxg one called ’I'vi'ovmgf ;Jlr
ward.” It retracted the first. After summarizing 'thez criticism ;)h is
original piece he said, “I consider now that. my article—by what 1 ave
come to agree was a one-sided, non-dialectical treatment of. complex is-
sues—could not . .. contribute to the dev?lopment of_ left-wing cr;ucxs;n
and creative writing.” He took responsibility fOr. openmg‘the way for the
social democratic New Leader magazin‘e to seize oxi his commelxz;sd ;:3
“support its unprincipled slanders aga{nst”the left. Be f.lso i caded
guilty to separating “‘the organic conne:ctxon ’ of art and ideo ogy. ,
told those who had read his earlier article with approvalt that it was x;w
sionist in approach and in it he had ignoted “‘the basic problem of an

iter in capitalist society.” .
ho;}‘;lsetﬁ?;fking atp the bright side of things, he foufd that “the c1;xtense,
ardent, and sharp discussion” seemed to have been “a healtby anc neces-
sary one,” and he sidestepped the harsh tone of some of his critics, say
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revolution has made control of media a burning issue, and we shall all be
badly burred if we do not understand its implications.” .

He believed that the question was not whether Hollywood thness?s
before HUAC were great artists but what service did thfzy pedo@ in
fighting against thought-control. How one values tl?e. social _funct.mn of |
the artist helps to determine how one assesses the utlhty of hig action.

“The question of freedom of speech in the motion-picture industry is
one with which I had long been concerned. T have always felt there wasa |
struggle against monopolies, and within that framework th.e whole cre-
ative community had to conduct a struggle. The framewarlf is the decline
of the arts and the struggle to deal freely with one’s material.

“The questions around the blacklist involve the natu.re of monopoly
power. The main issue developed in the Hollywood hearings was the de-
fense of the writers to express their opinions freely—and refuse to coop-
erate if they wanted to. We were doing a great service, a’nd the film i
industry is still suffering from the fear of the McCarthy era.’ '

But wasn’t it true that he himself was simply one contestant in the )
fight to control the Communist Party? And didn’t he tr‘y' tf) smuggle
Communist content into his films? Wasn’t the reason he crmcngd Maltz
related to Maltz’s deviation from the Party line on socialist reahs.m?

“The Maltz discussion,” said Lawson, “has been totally misunder-
stood, in my opinion, because it has been regarded as a dispute about
freedom of expression solely, whereas what was involved was a deeper -
understanding of the nature of the artistic experience. The whole prob-
lem of the artist is to deepen and extend and strengthen the character of
his work. And this is a very hard undertaking. I have? always made my
own judgments on my work and not been affected t')y' judgments coming
from any political source.” When Processional, .orlgmally produced by
the guild in 1935, was revived in 1939, it was v1oient}y attacked’ by the
Communist papers as an example of Dada and surrealism. I can t recall
that that had any devastating effect on me.” He got a frantic telem
from V. J. Jerome saying the play went against all the principles of social:
ist realism. Lawson replied, “ ‘Sorry, I disagree.” Besides, forty peop}e’s
jobs depended on it, so I let it run.” Lawson also remembered the tim‘c
Michael Gold criticized one of his plays as the work of a “bourgeois
Hamlet. . .. Ididn’t like it, but it wasn’t the end of the world.” ’

What about Cobb’s charge that he tried to convert the Stangvski

method to Marxism? “I felt that Stanislavski’s method was very %muted,
and I still think that. We have a tendency to idealize Stanislavski in ways
that are confusing. We have on the one hand the code of Brecht—his the:

ory of estrangement, sometimes it’s called alienation, his theory of jest.
At the same time it's true that the best actors have been trained in the
Stanislavski method and their training doesn’t make a bit of sense for
nine out of ten plays they do in the United States. Nobody has tried to
examine this contradiction. I've tried and failed.”

Originally Lawson believed that film was a “people’s art” and as such
there could be no permanent interference with it—the technology guar-
anteed its own ultimate independence. Now he felt this was confused and
optimistic. “You can’t have people’s art under capitalism, you have to
take account of the class struggle when analyzing the possibilities of Hol-
Iywood.”

Maltz never had Lawson’s pretensions as a student of Marxist aesthet-
ics, but to understand his role in the New Masses dispute one must
understand how he got into the Party and why be and so many oth-
er decent, intelligent, and socially concerned individuals stayed in.
Maltz’s extended answer to these questions merits space here not only be-
cause of his historic importance but also because, despite his latter-day
disillusionment with the Soviet Union, he seems to recapture perfectly
the perspective of his cohorts. His involvemnent started as far back as high
school, he told me, when “The stories of the imperialist nature of World
War I began to come out—that the munitions makers never bombed each
other’s plants, that there were secret meetings of capitalists from both
sides in Switzerland . . . in which they reached agreements on things. The
fact that this was a struggle of capitalism amongst themselves and had
sothing to do with making-the-world-safe-for-democracy kind of thing,
This began to come out, and I know that also the bloodbath that WW]
bad been affected me enormously so that my political stand was that of
being a pacifist. T didn't want to participate in anything like that, to kill
ar be killed.
~ “By the time I was in coliege, I became very alert to the question of ra-
&ial discrimination, and I remémber one of my first writing attempts
bad to do with a lynching. I graduated in 1930, that was in New York,
Columbia, and I went up to the Yale Drama School for two years. But
this was a period in which the most extraordinary people moved left.
They may not have stayed too long but it was a period when Edmund
Wilson was writing in the New Republic that he was a Marxist, and when
Beand Malcolm Cowley and a whole slew of others signed as supporters
$or William Z. Foster.

*By the time I came down from Yale, 1 was already more radicalized
and bad begun to read New Masses and presently came to hear about




i Italian fascism.

dy knew something about
i called by, I think, the old John R@d
’ \about the Reichstag fire trial

Germar% fascism. A%nd I -
ember attending a mee ing ..
il‘ll-z}: in New York and sending telegrams
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say, when the [Moscow show]

history and because of the hostility of the press in genera
Union—one to say, well, he’s just an enemy.

but things came up. For instance, in 1935 a play
the Action Theater; Black Pit has as its centra.
-who under pressure becomes an informer for the
the rumor on the left (by the left I mean Commu
abo . . . fellow travelers) got started, before the play opened, that I had

_@ritten a play glorifying the stool pigeon. The psychological basis for the
~mmor is that Communist intellectuals,

-+ let's say they [saw] a new world was on the horizon
wanted to hear things like Odets’s

awsken!” or however he ended Waiting for Lefty. That excited the hell
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“As soon as fascism came up, the other countries like England and
France began to play with it; the Soviet Union opposed it. And the Soviet
Union was the only friend that Republican Spain had
way. The nonintervention farce came up and Frankli
along with it. It was the Soviet Union that sent plane
Soviet Union that had ships that were sunk in the Mediterranean.

“So the kind of loyalty that I had for the Communist movement when
1 joined in 1935 was based upon the belief that mankind’s future was to
be found there. Certainly, millions who Joined it the world over, like my-
self, didn’t join it for profit. There was nothing to be gained out of Joining
it: It could be time-consuming. It could prevent you from reading x num-
ber of books that you wanted to read or £0 to x number of films because
you were doing other things. But there was the belief that you were work-
ing with others toward making the world a better place to live in.

“And for that reason one also had, or many had, a disgust of those
who were considered to be renegades. We considered that the Isaac Don
Levines [anti-Communist Journalists] were liars, and of course as you
know a great many lies were told about the Soviet Union in the begin-
ping. Walter Lippmann inaugurated his career by exposing them. But
that didn’t mean that in, say, the 1950s Harrison Salisbury’s reporting on
the Soviet Union wasn’t very accurate. But it permitted—becanse of the

in any consistent
n Roosevelt went
S to Spain and the

1 to the Soviet

“Now all of this is background to what happened when I wrote the ar-

ticle I did and got the reaction I did. I had had dissatisfactions in literary
matters within the Communist movement all al

: ong—not on everything,
I wrote was produced by
I figure a trade unionist
mine company. Well,
nist Party people but

I think, at that time tended to be

and they only
“Stormbirds of the working class,

of them. But this sober picture of a trade unionist under pressure be-

eoming a stool pigeon—which God knows was an omnipresent thing in

¢ trade-union movement at that time and which I had learned about in
: minefields of Pennsylvania, where | spent some time—ran against the

rain of a certain type of person, so that . . . there was a small controver-
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ver my, play. At the trade union, there was a Sunday-night céelba:i; Z;
Syh(i)c:h a nﬁmber of people took one side of it, and a man calleid zzmber
;‘,{athaway who had been editor of the Daily Wark:; ax;dnw? aax:l oer

ess i hatever the hell it was— -
1 guess of the Central Committee, w —to
iﬁ:n;tangdu that the play was absolutely sound and St(l:zlctht};c :;a:; ;1;(;3
i I pigeons. ad a
t had this grave problem of stoo p
gli:s::iz;:ctions and early signs of discontent. I forget when thg tl:lf:?i' ,;)e
socialist realism became full-blown, but 1 certainly k:n(?w that by he time
1941 came along I was in a fury about it and was tr}fmg to wor ot e
extended answer to it, which I never succeedhed tr:hdcztgnbecad Ofu;eind oo
i 1 don’t have tha .

Ily a sound theoretical person. don ‘ ‘ :
it.liirg was this earlier intimation of socialist realism commi a?ntgi,thszsixjt
er it was formulated, and I just knew from my .own work tha

i ity didn’t like it.

i that it was a straitjacket and I . t . -
ng‘}}lt;} tlfis issue of New Masses several cdxtor§ invited o?en.ciimu?;;):d
One of the guys who wrote was a man called Isidor Schnc;c}e:i X e&; s;iscus‘

3 i ho had run some other sort of in .
to me an awfually nice man w . . 4 discus
rticle. My article appea

i d that was what prompted my 2 :
f:ii{c)ir;itjllly at a time when the Communist movement was in 2 furgr :;:Sr
criticisms of it that had been made by one Frfmch Comm\;m;t;d ;:,en 9;
And at some Party meeting in New York, I‘thmk a man who I e
World War II veteran hero . . . just arbitrarily gor maybe it wafs ;1 oo
trarily) used my piece as an example from the literary world of discr

my ego.
“However,

would not be a member of any Communist Party, bgc:x;sertof :1;?;}
‘ ially the American Communist Party,

has taught me, and especia : : : ; ;

certain %hings 1 think is absolutely disgusting. (Its silence, fo;' ;13;:;1;:1

Polish anti-Semitism around 1968 which drove J'ews out of Po

think, just disgusting. There’s no other word for it.)

i i i laught against my article
. That caused an immediate ons . :
:d fii:iez?geople—one primarily: a series of articles that ap;zﬁaietd mi:;
4 i i feeling at tha .
1 ] Sillen. Now it was my

the Daily Worker, by Samue . : N et

i i i s of my article that we
Sillen had made certain crificisms O .

iﬁ Ilhave not, in general . . . been‘someone who for emotu)r;laiI ’reailezi

had always to defend every position they ever took to the dea:i . nl‘: ik

ing to concede that I am wrong if it’s pointed out to me. It does ;

beside the intellectual perception tha.t maybe he.haciI mads:
rtain sound points, what was much more at issue in the emthona ienm
sveas my desire not to be made to become a rencga;)dc»—wn:y g&c;r; Zrc;t b:r ef
i it to be an honor to be ,

led from the Party. I considered i . :
:;geParty and by the way I haven’t changed my mind about that now. 1

“But when I look back upon how thin
the Party stood for in the 1930s and 19
Gulag Archipelago (because if I had kno
silent myself) . . . it was a matter of my personal integrity to remain a
Communist. And when I received the amount of criticism T did and was
given the opportunity to reply to it with another article, I know that emo-
tionally I wanted to reply in a way that would keep me in theCammunist
movement. And I'm sure . .. I could have said many things [in the first
article] that I said in the second article, if I had chosen, and I could have
reaffirmed certain of the criticisms I made in the first article and said they
still held—and 1 didn’t do that, 1 was in a kind of shell-sho

8s were in those years and what
40s, without knowing about the
wni that I would never have kept

cked state.
The criticism had been so enormous—I had gotten a tremendous number
of letters as well—that I started to think, Well, now, who am [? Nobody

stood up for me, with the exception of certain let
to say, Well, Jesus Christ, T must be wrong,
didn’t think of myself as a theoretician, you kn
to this and that and therefore was willing to sa
my own party. | wanted to remain a Commun
2 renegade.

“I believe I got a letter from one of the editors,
congratulating me on my article before they print
¢ism] came like lightning out of the blue sky—I h
there was going to be that kind of criticism. If I ha
have taken a position on—how shall I say—funda
# when I signed a statement in protest of Pola
Jews in 1968. That was a matter of fundamenta
%8s an article I had written; it had not been th
Mmemal principle where I was saying, N
Bwhere I stand. There's a real difference.

- “There were people who spoke out very sharply against my article.
Some of them, 1 think, spoke unjustly and went overboard, but except in
ome case where I know there was some underlying personal malice, in no

¢ was there any personal malice. But remember there was a strong tra-
i n by Lenin, I think, if not earlier by Marx and Engel
tremely sharp wordings when you were dealing wi

polemics were not gentle. I think these people w
;ﬁi that doesn’t mean their sincerity had not been
that the top leadership [of the Party] had spoken.

you see, nobody was holding any gun to my head to cause me to
‘that second article. T could have said, ‘Screw you,’ to all

¥ would have gotten applause from certain magazines

ters I got. But [ started
I must be mistaken; and [
ow, who knew the answers
y, Well, all right, I'll set up
ist, I didn’t want to become

like Isidor Schneider,
ed it. And [the criti-
ad no knowledge that
d known then I would
mental principles, such
nd’s actions against the
| principles. . . . But this
ought out as a matter of
0 matter what happens, this

§—of
th political matters.
ere reacting sincere-
given a push by the
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and newspa-
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pers for what they would have called my brave a;:t, or f;mﬁtﬁ;:}%.i SA:;i
‘ i i te as saying I crawled, w
that wohld have been just as inaccura ‘ od, which s 1
i 1 icle has been characterized. Perhap
way in which my second artic e e
i 't understand the period for using
blame certain people who don’t un . ne o word
i ’ it. But it was much more profo
like that. That’s how they see it. o e
i ing i know, was to leave the
that. The easiest thing in the wcr}'d, you t
ni:t movement. I remember reading figures t}:i.;: %(i b:;; t;:;:;h; bztf{ua
i that in about tw
the time before 1 left the movement, : At
illi i joi Communist movement and left it
million Americans had joined the IS
its hi i bout seventy-five thousand.
at its highest I think the Party was al . thone O
i . you
imple thing to leave the Communist moveme :
:t:i:ryAilgl fsetayedgat that time because I believed in it as a whole, in what ’
! S\f\(f)h():t ﬁt)l:;m can be said about the recantation of Albert Maltz’? Fim}; it
was not ’mcrel’y a case of Communist authoritarians crushing yet another
free spirit. There were mixed motives on all s?hw. :;nbencah:ag(z) nv;z;sutrym
tus. € ert
ing to preserve a dream as well as a stal -
lII’]agrty zas caught between the heritage of World Wa}' I USSQlInJeSSGRf :1:
i i i f cold war antagonisms.
operation and the imperatives o O reetives from
. i, y-line
t aestheticians, undoubtedly sensitive to / \ '
xea:-fx};o??or farther Fast, were nevertheless genuinely graptp;hrtxg wil
i i d beauty in a class context. Some
the peculiar task of analyzing truth. an '
wmg: undoubtedly were doing their best }o enhanc.e the¥h setlfifziecm
establishing their credentials as tougl;—mmd;i l;tz:::ss.enﬂgve mmim
i e
alues were not a dominant concern of even . .
:he left may be gathered from a New Masses symgosxudm é::t;l;;lgg tﬁ
i j “Should Ezra Poun
than a year earlier on the subject, - ;
broadcasting fascist propaganda dupng wartime). I;Ilone ﬂt.’nt:; t;ll\;; sym
posiasts (including a young playwnk ght named“Ar.t bu;a uxse D) oad
no. Albert Maltz, another symposiast, Mgugd, Itis it
that he should be hanged, not once, but thcej——fo’r treason ?»Sm
and for his poet’s betrayal of all that is decent in cmhzanon‘tl m:’
Second, it should be noted that HUAC had a bgreagc_ra mhs
ublicizing the Maltz episode. At the outset of 1t§ mqmnes,.t eri;;t
gecn much hoopla about Communist propaganfla in the mowas{ﬁ .
that the Committee had come up with was Mission to Moscow, pr C
written by a non-Communist (Howard Koch) at the requgsth o d; !
Roosevelt, and one-liners like Lela ngers’ story of h?‘vv er ; g
Ginger had refused a role in Sister Carrie bocause. it was 0;):;1 pr ‘
da.” or that Lionel Stander had been caught whistling the “Interna

Bis modus operand! was recorded by Dorothy Jones
Eswson’s work on the original screenplay for an a
picture entitled Four Sons (1940). Lawson's writin
the period from January 1939 to March 1940, whi
ated by the signing of the Nazi-Soviet Pact. She
_eomparison of various stages of script over this period of time shows that

s
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ale” while waiting for an elevator. Even after Lawson died, and a New
York Times writer reported that he “used to give his colleagues tips on
how to get the Party viewpoint across in his dialogue,’
sent a letter to the editor setting the record straight: “Act
ed anything of that sort as a puerile approach to the politicization of
screenwriting.”* Undoubtedly some Soviet sympathizers considered it a
blow for the cause when Harold Medford (whatever his politics) wrote
the line in Berlin Express (1948) on the occasion of a Nazi who had es-
caped the death sentence, “Well, he’s been sent to the Russian front, it’s
the same thing,” but even the Committee must have understood that
Soviet sympathizers inserted such “messages” in the movies much in the
way that the cartoonist Al Hirschfeld puts his Ninas in his drawings for
the Sunday New York Times Arts and Leisure section—a kick for the co-
gnoscenti, invisible to anybody who is not in on the joke. The few exam-
ples of genuine interference had mostly to do with books, not mevies.
Comes now the Maliz episode, at last, possible pay dirt. Here was at
least an inkling of Communist concern for content, so the Committee
kept coming back to it.
Any serious student of Party-line aesthetics knows that for more than
‘& decade before the Maltz episode, leftist literary hacks indulged in
crudely violent polemics against their artistic superiors. But fo portray
Lawson or even the cultural bureaucrat V. J. Jerome as nothing but cen-
sors may be to miss their most complicated aspect. Lawson told me, “I
thought it was idiotic to talk about realism, for instance in the Soviet
Union, where they make a whole issue of socialist realism yet the art they
admire is the Russian ballet, which is not realistic at all and which is of
an aristocratic origin, obviously.” As Lardner pointed out in his letter to
the Times, Lawson believed in making revolutionary movies, but he
didn’t think they would come from monkeying with scripts. Rather, he
thought that more revolutionary movies would come from the interde-
pendence of form and content and the deeper penetration of human char-

" Ring Lardner
ually he regard-

acter, especially in neglected sections of the population. To Jerome’s
Yyounger, less philosophic disciples, Lardner wrote,

““his counseling some-
" A sort of test case of
» who did a study of
ntiwar and anti-Nazi
g on the film covered
ch was neatly punctu-
found that “a careful

times seemed remote from the immediate struggle.’




the material prepared prior to the Nazi-Soviet Pact did not differ in any
significant bespect from versions of the same material prepared three
months after the signing of the pact,”* suggesting that Lawson-the-
scriptwriter was not automatically following the zigzags in the Party
line. Even good old reliable V. 3. Jerome, who took these matters as seri-
ously as anybody, eventually came to see that his authoritarian style in-
terfered with his efforts at developing a Marxist aesthetic. The only
“overt act” mentioned at his trial (he had been indicted under the Smith
Act) was a pamphlet he had written called Grasp the Weapon of Culture.
Although today it seems less calculated to inspire action than somno-
lence, its message was that cultural activity was an essential phase of the
Party’s ideological work. But after he was released from prison in 1957,
Jerome wrote to Maltz, “In looking back upon the field of my own activ-
ity, the cultural field, T can see that where the method was by fiat, the
purpose—clarification through discussion—was less than served. ‘Long is
the way/And hard, that out of hell leads up to light.” 7*
The recantation of Albert Maltz caused much disillusion, but to draw
on it as a justification for informing, one finally concludes, is to misuse 8
complex episode in the Party’s history. It should not be overlooked that
the one man who might conceivably have been justified in invoking the
logic of they-deserved-it, Albert Maltz himself, went to prison rather
than become a cooperator. The Party’s humbling of Maltz in 1946 pro-
vides no rationale for the naming (and possible betrayal) of former com-
rades in the 1950s. And resentment against the Party’s brutally imposed
proletarian aesthetic seems a poor excuse
comic-book aesthetic, and no excuse at
requirement of names.

the defense of helplessness,
beyond his control: not that it
thing to do, but the only thing
on behalf of the late writer-director Robert Rossen, w
most talented men in Hollywood (his
[1947), All the King’s Men [1949], and The Hustler [1961]) and one of ¢
more articulate witnesses to appear before the House Un-American Al
tivities Committee—both times. (It will be recalled that on the occast
of his second appeérance, on May 7, 1953, when he named fifty nam
he told the Committes, “1 don’t think, after two years of thinking,

for dignifying the Committee’s
all for acceding to its ritualistic

1 Wasn’t Responsible for My Actions. The third justification is really
picturing the informer as the victim of forces
was a harmless thing to do or the right
left to do. Such a defense has been offered:
ho was one of the
films included Body and Soul
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any one individual can even indul

morality.”2*) ge himself in the luxury of individual

Rossen died in 1966; his wi
K ; his widow, Sue R i
Ricms s 66; . ossen, pointed out
Niniteenr(g? :he beginning my husband, who was one of tge {}-{{} ‘;“‘3 o
Party o fs kcalied, wanted to say, ‘I'm a member of the COQ YWOf)d
U ’ i
boueh e i, asyil;yBOb told me that in the privacy of the Iivi;znssg .
hat (o s ing to go along with the Ten [in saying nothing] ,::
During that m}l nngmg. up my kids; I felt he understood it and | dgd ! E
e N heda ;neetmg took place in our house—it was in 1947 l ;1 .
oo tee thez . }fen sué)peenaed but before they appeared’ ax;s t;r
en and said, ‘We a i he :
.y ( s pparently just can’ i
“e BI::yers v&ferfe {rying to protect the Cemmaniit P::;t el the
was miormed through Leon K L :
. . a E
iooke(? after h‘xs business, that Edward Beng
ested in handling his case. Leon led Bob to
get B.ob up th‘ere and not have to name nam
gcys in Washington, One had plush offices
I;;e dollars a minute and he was very fo
en we w - il
tng there it;n; Z) sﬁ;bge\:fﬁharfn{s, who was in a cubbyhole, informal sit
’ ; -sleeves. He was i i id, © e of
Bots s ‘ : mpressive. I said, “Te
e ga;’;t(;::’e;%reshsmnsﬁ It’s the difference between chicl?e: Sseh(i)tn? Cg
raen s !ca.s t no; <)ught~ he could get Bob up there without i\Zn
with Do oo m public, but that’s not what happened. It ¢ kcig o
g agu SecBo;ce bet;;een] Bob doing what he did or dj;ing ‘::y e‘i{“}?
brm—v«bec’ . 00 couldn’t get a job writi i i e
couldt wite e oo ! Job writing, and in my book if he
“He was totally rej .
y rejected by evervbody C
New Yort. g fel ybody. He couldn’t even get an offer i
s de iiuint know 'New York theatrical people that w:Hcr};n
o n every side. The idea was to go to New Y k' )
w woul;; ¢ t:;; Dg;n;czl and write, but he couldn’t. His handwrit?r:g cf: .
arge and end up small and b i fttee.
He was scared about money, terribly frightened. ¢ sbout the Committee.

“I rem i i
ember his telling me a story about his rabbi. When he was a kid

an, an attorney here who
ett. Williams would be inter-
believe—that Williams could
es. We went to see two attor-
and he was charging seventy-
rmal and proper and distant.

%1n 1953 R, iving i
o wsozse;x had been living in Mexico with a colony of political
mﬂm e ubpoenaed he told his friend the screenwriter Joh ;
lenge the Committee, ’ ;

refugees, and

‘ Bright that he

‘ Just like Dimitroff” o

o e ; roff” challenged th zis'

frame him for the Reichstag fire. When Rossen finally iamedet:jalzs .
¢ names,

w sent illll,k a wire: “Ho y DE H
w do ou spell Dilflltl()ﬁ Fr m Bri ht tnierview with
) {Fro £




1L

ked the rabbi, ‘When you are starving and you kpow that z}i til;re ox;
- i rk nd, either you eat pork or you will die, what s ouh . ?‘fe
w0 e’at N p‘; bei said, “You eat it.” That's the way 1 felt. I't was his }11 .
T An'd t ei; clear 1 f:elt he ought to go up therc? and gf:t it p\ie;d wx;eé;l‘
I ??:eréir?)‘;pect, he needed me to say, ‘Don’t do it,” or, ‘Do it.” My

¥ . b
e whole thing was ridiculous. You're not hurting anybody by

ings were th yowll be able to

testifying since they already have all the names and

work.” .
The actor Marc Lawrence said, ,

tify.” Lee Cobb said he was flat on his

e bbins,
doéfilgg:r the situation of the talented choreographer Jerome Rol

i Clyde
who had the following demeaning colloquy with Congressman U1y
Doyle of the Committee on May 5, 1953:

“7 came right out of an asylum to tes-
back and his friends had aban-

pOYLE: What is it in your conscience, of what was 1‘t in yo:xr fof};:“
MR"’ nce. th.at makes you certainly, one of the top men 1t}llyou i (I; ol
?i:m gne who has reached the pinnacle in your art, w1} mi Lo come
here’ in spite of the fact that you knew some other pcc‘;p e,n o
to be; artists or authors or musicians, would put );ou oW
pigeon, and voluntarily testify as you }?avc today? ot mmistake be.
R. ROBBINS: P've examined myself. I think I made a ng ‘;Oing b
) f;)re in entering the Communist Party, and I feel that T am
ight thing as an American. ‘ o are
M: g[}:OYLE:gWeH, so do 1. Again; I want to camphmex-xt yo:)xm ou ar
i;l a wonderful place, through your art, your mt.{sxc,gzs i
which God blessed you with, to perhaps be very vigor s and o
tive in promoting Americanism in contrast to Cor}r:nGn;nd ha.s e
suggest to you that you use that great talent Whl? L has Dlesed
you with to put into ballet in some way, to put into m
that interpretation. . e
M: ai::mnms: S?:, all my works have been acclaimed for its [sic]
\ o + . ly>
rican quality particular i
Mﬁ Xrl:!:)\’xa}z'ql realize that, but let me urge you to even put mor
, . 3 24
that in it, where you can appropriately.

t the
Years later, when I asked one of the Ho‘llywoodd T«egl r:?\;y e
mor, which Robbins now denies, that he tc?stlﬁed unhf‘:r e R
rCuomm’ittf:;e’s staff of disclosing intimate details aboug txisf Z,;,) e
id, “ ' her it’s true or not, bu i
said, “T don’t know whet : / i
Ir;ar;{izi;ins wouldn’t you like to have people believe that’s the reason

you did it?”
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When Roy Huggins says, “The terror was undoubtedly upon me,” re-
ferring to his fleeting belief that his only “choice” was t0 name names or
desert his wife, children, and family for a concentration camp; when Lee
Cobb says, “T had to be employable again”; when Sylvia Richards says,
“My decisions were passive—those of a woman” and describes her intel-
lectual world as bounded by her attorney, her therapist, her boss, and an
anti-Communist boyfriend—what all of these people are really saying is
that they weren’t in charge of themselves. They were billiard balls subject
to the forces of history. They had temporarily lost control of their own
destiny. They were more acted upon than acting.

It is not only the informers wha m
atrice Buchman Rosenfeld, whose late
man (Mr. Smith Goes to Washingron
{1941]) had refused to name names fo

ake this case for themselves. Be.
hushand the writer Sidney Buch-
[1939], Here Comes Mr. Jordan
t the Committee, enjoins, “Don't

the FBI, homosexuals, people who
were afraid of deportation, a woman afraid of going to jail because she

would be leaving a two-year-old son. .. .” The case for distinguishing
#mong motives seems both compelling and appropriately compassionate.
And vet it cannot be forgotten that for each informer there were two re-

sisters, some in virtually identical circumstances, who refused to 20
;. #

" Sidney Buchman himself, for example. having decided not to name
Bames, could have avoided all personal risk by invoking the Fifth
Amendment.' Instead, he took the First Amendment and used the oc-
#asion to refute testimony by Martin Berkeley that could have gotten his
subpoenaed and testimony by Edward Dmytryk that could have got-
his friends the Coreys deported. (Dmytryk had placed the Coreys at a
%munist Party meeting held at the Buchmans, but Buchman told
HUAC: “T haven’t the faintest knowledge that Mr. and Mrs. George
were ever Communists or, by the way, intended to join. ... Mr.
was a man who worked with me and T knew him at the studio. He
e a very good friend. ... He was often at my house for dinner. , . .
can be any one of several explanations for Mr. Corey’s pres-

P

ph many of those interviewed believe that Buchman’s Col

) umbia employer,
Cohn, bribed the Committee to get him off, no evidence has been produced to
e this claim.
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hers, and
me ple more than others,
Undoubtedly the state leaned on so | gse;holegical""“’ary from per-

in— hysical, an

thr%héldjsgi pg?:t t}zzc;rg;nilz of the Hollywood Ten, of Buc;xmant,oAgé
iﬁ?zrtomgjler, Lillian Hellman, Pete Seeger, aqd others Zr: at;:;s o
reckoned with. There is no evidence that the. 1x'1formers e oreh

iected to greater pressures—oby the state, wgﬂantest or pe pal pro>
ot %1 resisters. Some were under greater strain tban ot ers, ¢
lemsmth'an‘ t }eted cases the force of circomstance disquahﬁefi ltradltx(m
e ‘9;0 ? of personal probity. But as a general proposition the no-
I{OYmS o eswas more acted upon than acting is either a tautolagyuni é
con thz:if:;:;n to the claim by a number of witnesses who told“(}i{uped”
(t:}?go}?ad joined the CP in the first place because the):t }:alc(lebrzc:;o bk
and didn’t know what they were doing. If people don’t ta

for their actions, no one else will,

i ts are ad
I Was Acting in Obedience to a Higher F.nyalw‘ Two arg\}mszx:n e |
vanced by those who feel they were obliged for re;%orlts (t)here o
i ittee: First,
i ty to cooperate with the Comng . '
e IOyalsywlw simply felt that he owed it to his family not to go

1}1;-;3 gu;s‘gixz put it, why “be a hero” for something in which he no lon
Ja t4 t

.. . ..
believed, when he did believe in giving aid an:i coxx;foré (:)n I}:ii )::f g
children, and his mother? Why “be aK martyr’} to’ the o

hen he had abandoned the Communist Pfxrty. ¥t s Sne dgd e
Zooperate “if you have religion,” as Collins said, “but 1 didn
an)};:ta isithout minimizing the real conflict between duty to Io:
and duty to principle, to cite one’s dfzfectmn fr'om }X;le Cinacsi ::Ie " 1
testify before the Committee is to miss Fhe point. The fher o
was not the well-being of the Communist ?arty but éa o e e
all Americans and the well-being of the First Ax‘nm; t)te (émept :
was required, it was not to protect the Communist Party

as its rights were violated) so much as to prevent the abuse of pow@
tate. ' .

thel\zoie interesting are those like Elia Kazan, Bugdd Sc::}:lr ’

Townsend, and others who have suggested thgt the?; :10 :e oo

’ i i f the Communist evil m |
tion to reveal the dimensions o . ; :
f};sed any enthusiasm for cooperating Wi;h ;1:; Co:?lx;glgiet,htx;d“
iticized it. But all of them

Schulberg says that he criticize he

response to a higher loyalty. Kazan‘ spe.ned out so?e ofslgxnsd ins

the matter of competing obligations in his 1952 ad. Town
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tion to his research on Soviet treatment of Jews,
that while he thoroughly disliked McCarthyism hi
to expose Soviet anti-Semitism.

Budd Schulberg, who still gets visibly agitated when he talks about it,
has worked out a sort of moral syllogism which suggests that cooperating
with HUAC was not merely an option for ex-Communists but a moral
duty. To summarize: Anyone complicit in the Soviet death camps had an
obligation to expose and denounce them; Schulberg,
others who paid dues to the American Communist
the Soviet Union’s internal and external policies w
and/or apologists for and thereby complicit in the
Therefore no matter how distasteful the means (incl
names before HUAC), there was an obli
Communism and Communists.

and emphasized to me
s higher obligation was

Ring Lardner, and
Party and defénded
ere early deniers of
Soviet death camps.
uding the naming of
gation to denounce and expose

A year after he testified, Schulberg wrote an article for Saturday Re-
view called “Collision with the Party Line” in which he elaborated the
connection in his mind between the American Party’s attempt to inter-
fere with his conception of Sammy and the Soviet Union’s brutal treat-
ment of writers. He recalled his visit to Russia, how he thrilled at the
Meyerhold Theater’s revolutionary interpretation of Ostrovsky’s The
Forest, how he talked with Vakhtangov’s widow about her husband’s the-
atrical innovations (which explored a middle course between the realism
of Stanislavski and the mechanistic approach of Meyerhold), how he vis-
ited the young Afinogenov, whose play Fear was one of the hits of the

- season. He recalled hearing Gorky extol socialist realism (not a strait-
jacket, but a step beyond the traditional bour
- mineteenth-century writers Balzac, Tolstoy, and Stendhal). He heard the
~povelist Yuri Olesha honestly discuss how the First Five Year Plan failed

10 inspire him as a literary theme. He heard Bukharin himself praise Ro-
#is Pasternak, “Russia’s finest living poet,”

subjects and experimentalism made him anathema to the Party-minded

¥ersifiers. Returning from this inspirational experience Schulberg shortly
found himself a member of the Y.

Party until he had his disillusioning experience with Sammy.

geois realism of the great

whose avoidance of topical
oung Communists and stayed in the

1 do not think I am indulging in melodramatics if 1 invoke a com-
parison between this easy victory over would-be cultural commissars in
America and the systematic violence used by actual Soviet commissars
“om Russian writers who dare assert their independence and individual-



s . the
For a Sotiet writer to buck official criticism or ‘f’ w1th§raw f;oar:x fhe
Party is to invite a one-way ticket to the l{ratnxum n:ix:ncze e
Amgrican who wishes to regain and rwﬁ hxls ;r;::;:t:d e e b

i t of emotional -and-
ies are merely a certain amount ol ¢ _ o
?x}lnbreaking the quasi-religious grip i ‘whxch the mov:men o e
him, and the rupture of friendships w1t§ a numbcrlo pc::; he has
baex; fond of as individuals, who, while kind gnd;vei ;:::iwi:;,d oot

i i1l of their organization
ize that the collective will of ‘ i  has wiste
mr?h't; warm-hearted ideals and crippled t}]etr(sen&bthtx:f  ould
° Igilow these intelligent and personally fair-minded gen lem n oo
uine concern for the political harassment of crcagve wri "
Slﬁo“llji??ed States and yet blind themselves to the e’ver-'nghtemfné e
;:ictions strangling the creative arts in thf: Soviet Unionis one of t
fascinating doublethinks that riddle our time.

Schulberg's view of V. 1. Jerome was that if he were in power he would
c

righteously murder truth, freedom, and art with e.xactly that} r}xlgtxe(:ltl);i

atic d “witch-hunting hysteria” he now cries 'out 50 1igl p
faﬁatl‘fm? - As a taxpayer I can’t help wondering if the ex‘pcnsfe: o
Ii ii::;?sgrﬁ.ith Act] trial could not be better used in thc»serwc:{ ;)1{-:?
'[ ; itutions if he were sent on a tour of Agxencan writers. foran
hou ’u ‘ re to this unfortunate man’s views of art arlld po it ;
- "';1;0:" convince anyone with literary integrity that 19 th.xs Pc:o(})1 -
guaral?t has (:net the enemy, the prototype of the ax'lt‘hf)manan, t az
?r?;ht;ing twentieth-century phenomenon—the politician who turn
to art as to a hand grenade.

Schulberg saw the Daily Worker's second and anmlg(or;:fttxgergla:f b:f
Sammy as the same Party line referred to‘by Mayakgv.s ‘y otimtets
i lays were banned for their l?lting cntxcfsm Ve o
- O?m‘l‘lp believe that the best poetic work will be wri cle -
;Z‘;igj;te with the social command laid down by the Communist inter

o i Iber,
nat(l)(‘t})rlliiious to the irony of his own recantation before HUAC, Schulberg

i muni is a reflec-
wrote with insight that the American Commun‘x‘st move::i:;l;; o reter
tion of a familiar Soviet literary phenomenf)nm the lorg t mvaﬁably >
books and writers and the stylized recantation that almos

jows.”

i f Rus-
In 1946, for instance, the Central Committee attacked two O

i 4
sia’s outstanding writers, the brilliant Zoshchenko and the lyrical pos

- be was arrested and vanished and his name and
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Akhmatova. ... Zoshchenko is described in the Portable Russian
Reader as “Soviet Russia’s foremost humorist and probably the best-
loved one since Chekhov.” But the Central Committee called him a
“scum of literature” who “specializes in writing empty, fatuous, vulgar
stuff and in preaching a rotten lack of ideas, apoliticalness, designed to
lead our youth astray and to poison its consciousness.” Anna Akhma-
tova was branded by [Andrei] Zhdanov, then High Executioner of So-
viet Literature, “an out-and-out individualist, a representative of the
bourgeois-aristocratic estheticism and decadence whose work could
only breed depression and pessimism and a desire to escape into the
narrow world of personal emotions, and thus poison the minds of
young people.”

Thus two of Soviet Russia’s most original voices were sil
There was little subtlety to their choice—either to write the
chenko and Akhmatova way and follow Pilniak, Babel, Ter
Rodionov, the poet Mandelstam, the leadin
others to some dark and dread oblivion, or to write the Central Com-
mittee’s way, like Simonov, Alexei Tolstoy, Ehrenberg, and other
members of the charmed circle of literary millionaires.

enced.
Zosh-
A850V-
g critic Yoronsky, and the

He told how his instructor in Russian literature in 1934 was denounced and
arrested in 1935 (according to the bulletin of th
and died in Siberian exile for the crime of
Fadeiev that enjoyed Kremlin approval,”
disgrace in 1937 and his theater was
cialist realism, and how subsequent

¢ Russian Literary F und},
“failing to fawn over a novel by
He told how Meyerhold fell into
“liquidated” for failure 1o practice so-
to a courageous public speech in 1939,
speech removed from the

book of the First Convention of Theatrical Directors where he had given it.

Hetold how Gorky died under mysterious circumstances in 1936, “Indeed,
1o call a roll of the principal speakers of the First Writers Congress who
fired my enthusiasm for Soviet literature in 1934 is to summon up the dead.
Gorky, Bukharin, Radek, Babel, Pilniak, 1. Kataev, Tretyakov.” As Pas.
ternak summed it up in a bitter understatement, Schulberg reported,

. “Mayakovsky committed suicide and I translate.”

; He then made clear that while the United States had no Central Com-
mittee Directives on art to punish us for the sin of originality,

In the name of patriotism, powerful pressure groups ... continue to
barass Hollywood with their police-state mentalities and their indis-
-eriminate loyalty probes. As the Hollywood correspondent for The
New York Times said recently, “Now, perhaps as never before in its re-
cent turbulent history, the creative element in Hollywood is experienc-
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ing a form of censorship unparalleled in the experience of the average

When Congressman Jackson asked whether he advised others to come
individlual in this country.”

forward and “make a clean breast of it” before HUAC, Schulberg re-
plied, “Sir, it would be my own personal advice.” He added that HUAC
should help cooperative witnesses get work. Jackson then asked about re-
sisters to HUAC: “Should the same amnesty be extended to them by in-
dustry or by the American people at the box office?” Schulberg’s answer:
“Frankly, I haven't quite decided that problem myself. I don’t feel jt is
the same as the other. I do feel there is some diffe
quite made up my own mind. I can understand cert
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politics is ample evidence that his social conscience persists; but whether
that makes him morally superior to Lillian Hellman, say, whose Com-
mittee for Public Justice carries on its battles on the civil-liberties front,
or Arthur Miller, who is in the forefront of protests against the mistreat-
ment of writers throughout the world, or Ring Lardner, who joined the
fight to abolish HUAC immediately after he was out of prison and trying
to go back to work, is questionable. Such exercises in comparative latter-
day moral commitment seem futile. Many honest men and women were
burned out during the cold war years.

As a theoretical matter, then, the principal justifications won't wash.
The “I didn't hurt anybody” argument (a) turns out to be not true, and
(b) in any event seems to go more to what lawyers call mitigation of dam-
ages than to be a real defense of naming names. Those who insist that
their testimony caused no harm are really saying that they did not wish
to harm those they named. But if they indeed perceived their cause a8
just, then they ought to believe that those they named deserved to be
harmed. Yet the “just desserts” justification doesn’t hold, either. If those
they named behaved wickedly in the past, they deserved punishment i
the past. A 1950s investigating committee would seem the wrong forum
to administer the wrong punishment at the wrong time.

Undoubtedly the pressure of events incited many to act against their
better instincts, but to seek exculpation in such pressures begs the ques
tion. Again, the “nonresponsibility” argument sounds more like an attemp
to earn compassion (in some cases undoubtedly deserved) than to defesd
a course of action, especially when it is made by people who are patently
ashamed—or at least not proud—of their behavior.

Which leaves the “appeal to higher loyalties.” Where the “higher loy
alty” is asserted to be family support or other personal commitments, ong
must concede that conflict and pain may have accompanied the choice
(although to do so is not, of course, to endorse the ethics of the decision}
But where the higher loyalty is asserted to be an ideological imperativg
and/or a commitment to “truth,” the defense seems inadequate not only
because so many of the name-namers told less than the whole truth, and
because they waited so many years to tell it, but because as many of thes

people will now freely concede, the congressional committees were obv
ously an inappropriate forum for the realization of such high ideals.
There was moral myopia on all sides, but one’s victim's inability to
tinguish right from wrong is not justification for one’s own misdeeds.
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