
THE FUTURE OF THE ANGLO-SOVIET-
AMERICAN COALITION* 

BY EARL BROWDER 

WE HAVE been informed that 
the decisions taken at the Que

bec Anglo-American conference 
will be revealed on the field of ac
tion. Authoritative information 
therefore awaits the turn of events. 
But it is not too soon for us to get 
clearly before us the fact that the 
world stands at a crossroad, and 
the next events will show which 
fork of the road our own country 
is taking. 

It is the peculiarity of the pres
ent moment that, because great 
victories have been won by the 
United Nations against Hitler-Ger
many, the relations between our 
country, Britain, and the Soviet 
Union are undergoing a crisis. It 
is clear that decisive questions are 
placed on the order of the day for 
an answer. Either the leading 
coalition of the United Nations is 
going to be consolidated for victory 
and the post-war reorganization of 
the world, or it is going to deteri
orate sharply and thus place dark 
question marks over both victory 
and the perspectives of the post
war world. The events which un
fold from the Quebec decisions will 

• A speech dflivercd at Manhattan Center, N c 
York City, September 2, 1943. 

soon show us which way we have 
taken. 

A military decision over Hitler-
ism in Europe is within our grasp 
this year. That is the great fact 
which emerges from the smashing 
of Hitler's summer offensive in the 
Soviet Union and the passing over 
to counter-offensive by the Red 
Army along the whole Eastern 
Front. 

Before our country and Britain 
is raised the question: Do we want 
victory now, when it is clearly pos
sible if we throw our military 
weight into the scales, or shall we 
wait longer, say until the Spring 
of 1944, in the hopes that victory 
then will be bought much more 
cheaply? 

That was the most important 
question before the Quebec Confer
ence. Upon the answer given to 
that question depends to no small 
extent the future of the world. 

A year ago we faced the same 
question. After the London and 
Washington conferences, participat
ed in by Soviet Foreign Commissar 
Molotov, had declared full agree
ment had been reached "on the ur-
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gent task of opening the second 
front in Europe in 1942," that de
cision was not carried out. A mul
titude of reasons were found why it 
was impossible or undesirable to 
execute that urgent task in 1942. 
Instead of the second front, Brit
ain and the United States under
took to establish a number of sec
ondary fronts, that is, to engage in 
peripheral warfare. We were told 
that it would require much time, 
at least until the Spring of 1943, 
before adequate preparations could 
be made to open the second front 
in Europe. And finally it was ex
plained that the agreement of June, 
1942, was only on the "urgency" of 
the second front, and not an agree
ment to open such a front. Now 
it is already September, 1943, and 
before the end of this month we 
should know whether Quebec finally 
decided to honor the agreement of 
June, 1942, or to repeat the recon
sideration of 1942. 

I wish I could give you positive 
assurance that the postponement 
of last year is not being repeated 
this year. It seems unthinkable, 
from every realistic point of view, 
that Quebec could have failed to 
seize the opportunity for victory 
this year in Europe, that it could 
have made any other decision but 
that of landing in full force in 
Western Europe before the Summer 
is ended. Since, however, it is im
possible to give such an assurance, 
it has become unavoidably necessary 
to face and answer the question: 
What are the consequences that 
must flow from another postpone
ment of the Second Front? 

Unquestionably such an eventu

ality would result in a profound 
deterioration of the relationships 
between Britain, the United States, 
and the Soviet Union. The failure 
to realize the second front even 
during the beginning of the third 
year of coalition inevitably changes 
the relations between the leading 
powers, for it poses the alternative: 
Either Britain and the United 
States are unwilling to carry any 
proportionate share of the fighting, 
or they are unable to do so. And 
either of these alternatives is fatal 
to the concept of full coalition be
tween the three leading great pow
ers. Coalition, partnership, is 
equally impossible in its full sense, 
whether the default of obligations 
arises from weakness or from bad 
faith. 

The argument that the Anglo-
American armed forces are too 
weak to open the second front is 
an insult to our soldiers, to our Gen
eral Staff, and to the intelligence. 
America alone is producing more 
war material than Germany; we are 
delivering those materials in Eng
land in enormous quantities, and 
the British themselves are produc
ing at least half as much as Ger
many; we have millions of soldiers 
in training for one or two years, 
who are rusting from lack of action; 
we have proved in Africa and Sicily 
our ability to solve all technical 
problems with brilliance; we have 
proved everywhere any fighting has 
taken place that our soldiers are 
second to none in the world; the 
U-boats have been mastered in the 
Atlantic so that there arc no longer 
even serious losses of our over
whelming superiority of materials 
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—in short, it must be said that the 
last semblance of an excuse of in
ability to open the second front 
has disappeared. We are able to 
do it in overwhelming iorce any 
time our leaders give the word. 

The New York Times has been 
conducting an intensive campaign to 
convince its readers—and perhaps 
itself also—that our country and 
the British, by peripheral warfare 
and by air-bombing carried to the 
vital centers of Germany, have 
found a full substitute for the sec
ond front, are carrying our propor
tionate share of the fighting, aind 
are even mainly responsible for the 
victories of the Red Army. This 
argument has significance mainly as 
the product of an uneasy conscience. 
It collapses of its own weight the 
moment it faces the question of 
how to bring a victorious ending 
of the war as quickly as possible, 
the question of whether it is not 
possible to shorten the war. The 
moment the question of time is 
dealt with as a vital one, which 
means life for millions of the pop
ulation of the occupied lands, not 
to mention our own costs of war, 
then it is no longer possible to ar
gue against the second front. There 
is no substitute, there is no ersatz 
which is "cheaper and just as 
good." Nothing ends Nazism ex
cept military occupation by fight
ing armies. All else is auxiliary, 
is peripheral warfare. 

How little Britain and our own 
country have engaged in the fight
ing tasks of this war as yet is in
terestingly revealed, without any 
conclusion being drawn, by an edi
torial in the Times of August 28. 

Deploring the high accident rate in 
our country, the Times compares 
it with our war casualties and con
cludes: "In a period of greatly re
duced operation of motor vehicles, 
traffic accidents in a single year 
cost 9,000 more lives than action 
on the fighting fronts in a year and 
a half of war." In other words 
the kind of warfare we are mak
ing is safer than the highways of 
the United States, it is peripheral 
war, the war of limited commit
ments, the type of war that is not 
directed to crushing the enemy in 
the shortest possible time. 

There is no real economy of life 
and blood in this type of war, and 
the appearance of it is illusory. It 
is illusion of the same type as that 
of the Munich betrayal which 
Chamberlain boasted had brought 
"peace in our time." We cannot 
shift the burdens of this war to 
other shoulders, and any attempt to 
do so can only bring misfortune to 
our own country. 

Dark and sinister forces in our 
country find freedom for their work 
in the atmosphere of this type of 
war in which we avoid the fight
ing of the decisive front. They re
veal what they aim at, when they 
accuse the Soviet Union of prepar
ing a separate and negotiated peace 
with Hitlerite Germany. They ac
cuse others of what they have in 
mind to do themselves. Particular
ly odious is this accusation against 
the Soviet Union at the moment her 
Red Army is killing millions of the 
enemy, at enormous cost to herself, 
while American casualties are still 
less than our traffic accidents! 

As far as the actual struggle for 
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possession oi Europe is concerned, 
the Yugoslav Partisan Army has 
engaged in greater direct military 
struggle against the Hitler hordes 
than the combined millions of 
America and Britain have so far 
done. On the other side, the Fin
land of the fascist Mannerheim has 
thrown more armed forces directly 
onto the side of Hitler than the 
great Anglo-Saxon powers have 
thrown against him. 

It is humiliating for an Ameri
can to face these facts and to ad
mit them. But they are facts, they 
are inescapable, and the sooner we 
recognize them and draw the neces
sary conclusions, the closer we will 
be to victory. 

The facts are bad enough. But 
the talk of most of our newspapers 
and public commentators is much 
worse than the facts! It seems cal
culated to convince the rest of the 
world that Americans are either ir
responsible fools or hopeless rogues! 
For example, there is all this chat
ter, in the attempt to cover up the 
glaring absence of the second front, 
about the second, third, fourth, fifth, 
sixth, and seventh fronts. Behind 
this nonsense there is either com
plete ignorance of the nature of 
war, or there is a malicious at
tempt to cover up the real issue 
at stake. The second front is made 
to appear the special invention and 
interest of the Soviet Union. In 
fact, of course, as every intelligent 
and informed person must know, 
the very basis of all strategy di
rected toward victory in a great 
war has been, for over a hundred 
years, based upon the concept of 
the second front—the engagement 

of the main forces of the enemy 
from two directions. No one knows 
this better than the British and the 
American General Staffs, and if they 
do not act upon this knowledge 
it can only be because as military 
experts they have been overruled 
by themselves in the capacity of 
politicians subject to reactionary 
influence. It is insulting to the in
telligence to be asked to listen re
spectfully to the nonsense of the 
many fronts as the explanation 
why the second front, in the classi
cal sense of military strategy, has 
not been opened. 

Without the second front in 
Western Europe that will engage 
a considerable fraction of Hitler's 
total armed forces, there does not 
exist serious coalition warfare. 

If the Anglo-American coalition 
does not conduct serious coalition 
warfare, what is left of the coali
tion? 

There is left the enormous fact 
that the three great powers are still 
at war against a common enemy. 
And I think it is safe to declare 
that never again, in the foreseeable 
future, will the United States and 
Britain be as close to joining a war 
against the Soviet Union as our na
tions were in the Winter of 1939-
40, when our country financed 
Mannerheim and when Chamberlain 
and Daladier were feverishly or
ganizing a military expedition to go 
to Mannerheim's rescue. The fact 
that Rudolph Hess failed in his 
mission, and that no new Hess can 
come upon the scene with greater 
prospects of success, leaves a cer-
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tain solid substance, even if the 
form is negative, to the coalition 
even after it has failed to develop 
fully in active form of coalition 
warfare. 

It will be a coalition, however, 
in which the relationships between 
the great powers are regulated on 
the "principle" advocated by Wil
liam C. Bullitt of the "carrot and 
the club." We should have no illu
sions that Mr. Bullitt's "principle" 
can be adopted by our country and 
Britain in dealing with the Soviet 
Union without that country taking 
measures to protect itself. And 
we should have no illusions that we 
can leave the Red Army to destroy 
Hitler practically alone in the field, 
while we, the Anglo-Saxon powers, 
come into the finish with our 
strength unimpaired, dictating the 
peace to all and sundry including 
the victorious Soviet Union. That 
may be a beautiful Tory dream, but 
it simply does not correspond to 
the cold realities of the modern 
world. Mr. Bullitt's "carrot and 
club" may turn out to be something 
different than it was conceived, 
something resembling a two-edged 
sword. 

Such a relationship within the 
coalition would be unfortunate for 
all concerned, for all humanity. It 
would delay victory and enormously 
increase its cost. It would cast a 
deep shadow over the post-war 
world. It is a relationship that is 
tolerable only as something not so 
bad as the complete dissolution of 
the coalition. 

I submit, however, the serious 
suggestion that the unfortunate 
consequences of such a deterioration 
of the coalition would injure most 

of all the United States. Only a 
shallow and vulgar conception of 
American national interest can ig
nore the supreme interest which 
the United States has in orderly 
world relationships which depend, 
in the last analysis, upon close 
friendship and collaboration be
tween the two most powerful coun
tries in the world, our own country 
and the Soviet Union. Both coun
tries have a common positive inter
est in friendship and cooperation— 
but the United States is much less 
prepared to solve its problems in 
the absence of a close alliance with 
the Soviet Union than is that coun
try. We should finally understand 
that we must meet the Soviet Union 
halfway, as equals, if we want such 
a close and enduring alliance. We 
should understand that words carry 
weight in international relationships 
only to the degree that they are 
backed up by deeds. If it is not 
clear from the well-known facts 
revealed by the war that the United 
States has the most to lose from 
a weakening of the coalition, that 
fact will be beyond doubt in the 
further developments of events. 

The Bullitt school of thought says 
we must not open the second front 
until after we have defeated Ja 
pan in the Far East, that the vic
tories of the Red Army therefore 
are a menace to us, since we "need" 
Hitler as a "club" to force the So
viet Union to give us a "second 
front" against Japan. Let us ex
amine that thought a little more 
closely in the light of cold reality. 
It is a product of twisted minds like 
those which conceived Munich. 

A decisive factor of Japan's 
strength in the Far East is the rise 
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of Hitlerism in Europe. Now that 
Hitler's back is being broken by 
the Red Army, Japan is losing that 
factor in her favor—except to the 
degree that this is offset by the 
loosening of the anti-Hitler alliance. 
If Hitler would be finished off this 
year, which is quite possible, by 
the concerted blows of the entire 
coalition, that would shatter the 
very basis of Japan's position in 
the Far East. Therefore, the post
ponement of the second front in 
Europe is at the same time post
ponement of the heaviest blow that 
could be delivered against Japan's 
strategic position in the world; the 
weakening of the anti-Hitler coal
ition is a strengthening of Japan's 
position. 

The assumption that we can 
"trade" a second front in Europe 
to the Soviet Union for the quid 
pro quo of a second front against 
Japan, is such an imbecility that it 
is a shame it must be answered. 
Yet this thought operates in Amer
ican politics, and must be dealt 
with openly. It amounts, in sub
stance, to an effort to get the So
viet Union to fight the war for us 
in both Asia and Europe. If the 
Soviet leaders could conceivably be 
influenced by such cheap politics 
they would be incapable of leading 
a great nation, and would be poor 
allies for us. It ignores the facts, 
that the Soviet Union long pro
tected our American interests in the 
Far East without our assistance and 
even against our hostile attitude, 
and still is, as a neutral, our great
est support in Asia. It forgets that 
such a cynical attitude toward the 
Soviet Union has the effect of driv
ing her further away from the 

United States, not to bring any kind 
of closer collaboration. And above 
all, it forgets the long-time prob
lem of reconstruction of order in 
the Far East, in which Soviet col
laboration can be secured if and 
when we adopt a clear line of pol
icy which is also democratic 
enough to be consistent with So
viet interests. 

Our relations with the Soviet 
Union are intimately tied up with 
Anglo-American relations. It is an 
illusion to think that we can come 
closer to Britain by weakening our 
relations with the Soviet Union. 
The opposite is true. The weaken
ing of one part of the Anglo-Soviet-
American alliance weakens the 
whole structure; the strengthening 
of one part of it helps to strengthen 
the other. When we take a course 
which tends to separate us from the 
Soviet ally, we are at the same 
time destroying the foundations for 
all world order, we are taking the 
path of a new isolationism. Those 
are harsh and unp'easant facta, but 
it is better that we face them in all 
their nakedness. 

I have projected only a few illus
trative lines of the probable con
sequences of a failure to open the 
second front in Europe this year. It 
is not necessary to attempt now 
to complete the picture. Our task 
now is limited to getting some clear 
idea of the possible directions which 
are being chosen at this critical mo
ment in world history. Since there 
is a mounting volume of evidence 
which points to the possibility of 
another postponement of the second 
front, it has been our unavoidable 
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duty to point out the general char
acter of the unfortunate conse
quences for our own country which 
must flow from such a course. 

It is certainly not too late for 
decisive steps to seal the coalition 
which can bring a victorious peace 
to the world. It is entirely within 
the realm of possibility that tomor
row or the next day we may receive 
the news of this great event. Above 
all we should understand we are 
all taking part in this decision—by 
what we do and say, or by our 
passively leaving the decision to 
others. 

It is in the nature of a moment 
of crisis that it contains within it
self the potentialities of a great 
turn for the better or a decisive 
turn for the worse. We can be cer
tain of only one thing, that the An
glo-Soviet-American coalition is go
ing to be much more consolidated 
soon, or it is going to deteriorate 
most seriously, that it cannot drift 
along as at present, and that each 
one of us has a duty to perform in 
participating in that decision. 

A big effort is being made by the 
reactionary camp to saddle respon
sibility upon President Roosevelt 
for all the waverings and retreats 
that mar our war policy, both at 
the battle front and the home front. 
In this they are being joined by 
too many liberals who confuse lib
eralism with instability. It would 
indeed be a catastrophic situation 
for our country if our Commander-
in-Chief had surrendered to the re
actionaries. But it is my considered 
judgment that this is not the case. 
It is my opinion that the President 
is fighting for a correct policy, and 
that he is fighting much better than 

most of his liberal critics who are 
so ready to cry out that he is be
traying them. He is fighting in his 
own way, of course, and it is not 
the way of the Communists, nor 
is it the way of Labor as a whole. 
The greatest weaknesses displayed 
in his leadership are weaknesses 
that could be remedied by more 
solid and consistent and energetic 
support from Labor and all who put 
victory above all. Now as so many 
times in the past it is fatal to de
mand that the President must de
feat the reactionaries single-handed, 
without participation of the masses 
in the fight, and to make the Presi
dent responsible for failures which 
are really the shortcomings of his 
necessary support. We are in this 
war to the end with the present 
Commander-in-Chief, we have no 
prospect of getting a better one, 
but could easily get a worse one. 
The sooner we adjust ourselves to 
this reality the better it will be for 
the prospects of victory. 

Now more than ever it is neces
sary to hold the home front firm, 
to defeat all the diversionists and 
fifth columnists, to speed produc
tion and improve the organization 
of our economic life, and to combat 
all panic-mongers and political jit
ter-bugs. And it is necessary for 
all men of good will to speak up, 
on this foundation, with the loud 
and unequivocal demand for the 
immediate opening of the long-
awaited major invasion of Western 
Europe, the second front, and the 
smashing of Hitlerism finally and 
forever in the next months ahead. 
This is the only possible road to 
victory and a tolerable post-war 
world. 
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WORLD LABOR AND THE SECOND FRONT* 

BY N. SHVERNIK 

(Secretary of the All-Union Central Committee of Trade Unions, U.S.S.R.) 

JUNE 22, 1941, marked a turning 
point in the Second World War. 

There is no doubt that, had Hit
ler-Germany succeeded in winning 
a victory over the U.S.S.R., this 
would have meant the triumph of 
German fascism in all of Europe 
and the conquest of a springboard 
for world domination by Hitlerite 
tyranny. But Hitler and his asso
ciates overestimated their own 
strength and underestimated the 
strength of the U.S.S.R. and the 
great spirit of the Soviet people. 

Hitler delivered his criminal at
tack with tremendous military ad
vantages on his side. During the 
initial period the Soviet Union 
could not fully utilize its powerful 
forces to rebuff the enemy. A cer
tain time was required to mobilize 
these forces. 

At that time our Allies, Great 
Britain and the United States, 
could render us merely moral sup
port. Prime Minister Churchill's 
declaration is of historic signifl-

* A speech delivered on September 8, at the 
75th British Trade Union Congress held at 
Southport, September 6-10, 1943. 

cance and will always be highly ap
preciated by the Soviet people. 
President Roosevelt's speech had 
shown that the Soviet people were 
not alone in the struggle against the 
fascist aggressor. But the Allies 
were not in a position at that time 
to render material aid quickly and 
on a considerable scale, for they 
themselves were just beginning the 
mass production of armaments. 

During the first summer cam
paign of 1941 the Red Army suf
fered a serious setback. But this 
setback by no means implied the 
defeat of the Red Army. Carrying 
out the plans of the Supreme High 
Command, the Red Army withstood 
the tremendous onslaught and in 
stubborn defense battled, wore 
down, and destroyed considerable 
enemy forces. By the winter of 
1941-42 the Red Army had won 
the initiative and inflicted severe 
defeats upon the enemy. 

The rout of the German fascist 
troops on the approaches to Mos
cow was the first major defeat of 
the Germans in the Second World 
War. Nevertheless, the Soviet peo-
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